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Js'hL.m;;d" mhe purpose of thls study was to 1nvest1gate and -

>

descrlbe the characterrstlcs o{ superv1sory feedback and to .
“Texamine the relatldnshlps of - such feedback to three selected
?;varlabies.‘ "" L [T 5 \

" Flrst the studyvexamlngd the extent to wh;ch the
supervlsory processes approached-optdmal effectlveness
accordlng tos flfteen propos1t16%s regardlng effectlve feed-"
back derlved from the lrterature review’ as. percelved by the

Student teachers,'second toplc areas dlscussed in superv1—

-SOTY feedback ses31ons were expiored 1n terms of seven sub— -

problems Third the study 1nyest1gated satlsfactlon of

-

. student teachers w1th varlous superv1sory practlces and two.

S other sets of relatlonéhlpsx rated effectrvsness of super—

e

v1sory practices and Satlsfaction of.student teachers, and
toplc ‘areas, and overall superv1§ory effectlveness _ %
R The study populatlon cgﬁslsted of 25 student teachers
“enrolled in- the four;h Yyear Plan B practlcum program at the
Unlver51ty of Alberta; 254€boperat1ng teaohers in flve
elementary Schools in the 01ty of Edmonton and 4 faculty
consultants from dlfferent departments 1n the Faculty of
Educatlon, Un1vers1ty of'Alberta. T pe01al character1s—~.
. tics of the Plan B probram are outllned in Chapter 3 of the
. study and {n Appendlx D, .‘h*~“;t. . | R ..§ '
| Flve research questlons and varlous related sub—

: problems were developed/to gulde the data collectlon and

W
o
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analyses,W Data'were collected using'three research instru- |

ments adopked for purposes of thlS study -= the Feedback |
Analy31s Form. the Post Observatlon Conference Checkllst and

'the Satlsfactlon Questlonnalre. The scaled—responses were
ané&yzed u31ng varlous statlstlcal technlques whereas the‘

R open—ended items were ‘content analyzed A total of 202

- {73, 5%) usable returns of the expected 275 was con81dered to

| be satlsfactory for purposes of this study. |

b | The maJor flndzngs were as follows- 1j'both faculty

,'consultants and cooperatlng teachers were found to be effec-

tive superv1sors although cooperating teachers generally fﬁ

' tended*to be more hlghly rated than faculty consultants, 29

_ classroom management and presentatlon of lesson tended to .

contrlbute most s1gn1flcantly to toplcs of dlSCUSSlOQ4 3)

superv1sory supportlveness offered the most satlsfactlon to

" student teachers, 4) supportlveness of school pr1n01pals and,
to a.lesser extent other staff members also contrlbuted

~s1gn1f1cantly not only to ﬁhe satlsfactlon of student -

superv1sors, 5) s1tuatlonal factors accountlng for ‘the more

favourable perceptlon of cooperatlng teachers superv1sory

pS—

effectiveness on the part of student teachers 1ncluded the
greater tlme they spent with student teachers on a more
regular dally bas1s and thelr actual detalled knowledge of ’
. the spec1f10 s1tuatlon in whlch the student teachers were
worklng, 6)~the superv1sory conference was_found~to be

important in an effective student teaching program.in'

vi
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!relaticn.to the other factors such as quality of supervisor'
and the leadershlp role of - the pr1n01pal in enhanclng the
student teachlng experlence 1n the school.

The least helpful superv1sory feedback was percelved

o

'1.by student teachers'to be poorly tlmed; 1nadequate,.1rregu-
(Iarly prov1ded, not based on obserVatlonal data; not construc-
tive, spec1flc and concrete; and not: checked for under—
/standlng at the end of the sess1on.' Inadequate matchlngrof f

superv1sor student teacher personalltles and lack of prec1-
{

‘sion in evaluation procedures; rnsuff1c1entﬁpractlce of self-
- evaluation and time pressures for instructional planning were

——

other factorsithat calded concern to the student teachers.

» ”Based on the-fiﬂdings.abové,‘}ecommendations wére_
made for the admlnlstratlon and tralnlng of superv1sors and
for further research More spe01f1cally, 1t was recommended
that both faculty consultants and cooperatlng teachers be
'tralned for superv1sory rolZs if effectlve student teachlng
experlences are antl 1pated by teacher educatlon 1nst1tutlons ';

»‘1nclud1ng the Un1vers1ty of Alberta. Such_tralnlng would

‘warrant certlflcat;cn of some sort,to onlf'thcse'who would"

- meet the requirements, for supervisory roles. .

vii o . . .
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. CHAPTER ‘1 o T
STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM AND ITS SIGNIFICANCE R
INFRODUCTION

The perceived imp0rtance of field experiences'
's(student teachlng) in the preparatlon of teachers is
1ndlcated by the w1despread practice of 1nclud1ng such compo- B
nents in ‘pre- serv1ce teacher educatlon currlcula. Varlous~_h
wrlters have suggested ‘that, student teachlng is-the most
effectlve and useful experlence 1ncluded in ‘the educatlon of
‘prospesﬁlve;teachers, Among others whc;ha;e commented on
teacher educafion, Conant-(1963)_and.HermancWicz‘(1966) have

stressed the necessity of ,student teaching in order to -

~provide "real-life" experience in regular classroom situa- .

”.‘fionsr The Naticnal'Commission of’ Teacher Educaticn/and

 Professional Standard§ (1966 %) has observed that "student
teachlng is almost unlversally accepted as the most dynamlc
phase of teacher educatlon." The Ontario Department'ofv

Education's Committee. on the Costs of Education Report

©(1972:21 - 22) discusseslthe value of student teaching and
'states- | b

In this settlng (the classroom) he (the student ~l.."
teacher) is"able to see the application of theory .

- to practice, to observe the realities of the every- . -
day situation and to practlce 'skills. under the ga
supervision of a superlor teacher, R ' ST

o ‘



-

;1The-statement under the superv1s10n of a. superlor teacher"

'1mplles that the cooperatlng teacher, in whose classroom

4

the student practlces, must have expertlse in superv1s1on

and 1n the competen01es requlred to be rated as. a superlor

‘classroom teacher. Conant. (1963:61) also adv1ses that the

teacher of student teachers must be ". . .va hlghly competent
teacher of both classroom puplls and student teachers.f ThlS
1s supported by’ Combs (1974) who malntalns the need for
"teachlng superv1sors who are more than master teachers "
These statements 1mply that the faculty consultants (unlver--

s1ty superv1sors) must also haVe expertise 1n teachlng and

'q the required superv1sory COmpeten01es.

The overall goal of supervision of student teachers

AN

is to effect behav1oral change -4n the student teacher s

J

| classroom~performance (Mltzel 1964) The spe01f1c aspect

-4

_‘,;of superv151on in which the superv1sors dlrectly 1nfluence

the student teachers 1s in the conference s1tuat10n, that 1s,

a planned follow—up 1nteract10n between the superv1sor and

the student teacher for the purpose of d1scuss1ng the student,

teacher s classroom performance. B !

>

. BA_CKGR OUND TO _THET "-PROB)‘I}EM

'*.
-

Prov1d1ng fleld experlences for student teachers
durlng the student teachlng perlod is an accepted practlce
in teacher educatlon 1nst1tut10ns,_and 1ndeed there has

been a trend for these 1nst1tut10ns to 1ncrease the tlme

r' allocated to such experlences (Peck and Tucker 1973;



Barnett 9?5) There is, however a growing concern:about
studentLteachIng among teacher educators some of whlch ‘are
c1ted below. The concern has- been w1th the limited research
on two vital aspects of student teachlng .‘superv1s1on-and
the superv1sory conference | ,‘ ﬁ 3
Zelchner (1978) has obserVed that the criticism of
present practlce 1s focusedﬁon "the argument that student
teachlng .', . serves merely to socialize prospectlve
'teachers 1nto ex1st1ng patterns," and that the field
*experlence does not match the program rhetorlc espoused by
such groups as the A38001at10n of Teacher Educators (A.T. E. ).
Accordlng to A. T E (1973), the flel& experience is, among
other thlngs, "a time for experlmentatlon and llvely T
1nnovat1ve teachlng “*\Iannaocone (1963) and Hoy and ReesA
f(1977) have also found latent effects of student teaching
'such as an 1ncrease in negatlve attltudes and in custodlal
~ideology, and a reJectlon of theory. ‘ o ‘ ’y
Comprehens1ve rev1ews of the empiricalAliterature.onv
student teaching haVe been conducted by Peck and Tucker -
(1973) and Fuller and Brqwn. (1975) A general conclusion
<whlch may be drawn from such rev1ews 1s that discussion and
descrlptlon of the field experlence are subktantlal but bas1c
studies of the«processes 1nvolved are lacklng. Dav1es and |

Amershek (1969 1384) have observed that UStudles of what

really happens to the student teacher are v1tal "



v

Research on Snpervision of Student Teachers

' Reviews of superviSion studies indicate that they

are given a-relatively'low priority' A review of the

_publlcatlons of the Rev1ew of Educatlonal Research from 1971

to 1977 have shown no inclusion of superv181on studies.

Leeper (19?0) from a survey of the Ass001atlon for Curriculum

Devel;pment publications from 1943 to 1971 has reported that

works on currlculum, 1nstructlon, and medla are dlspropor—

"tlonately represented in comparlson with artlcles on

superv131on and professionalism. Comfort (19?4) has found

that only two percent of the materlals in Educational-

;Leadershlp, Phi Delta Kappan, NASSP Bulletin, and Today's

Educatlon ‘published during the period of 1971 to 1973
concerned;supervision.

Mosher and Purpel (1972:49) have. also observed that.

. "the methods which such (superv1s1on) studies typically
‘employ -~ checkllsts, malled questlonnaares, recall -- are a !

'further,serious limitation; e 0"

: Research'on the Post40bservation‘Conference

The importance of the supervisor in influencing

_”student'teacher behavior has been stressed and fﬁrther_ [

- reported. by Zelchner (1978) who has observed that the most

clear and cons1stent flnding from practlce teachlng research

is that the cooperating (associate) teacher has a hlgh degree

of 1nfluence on sthe attltudes and - behav1ors of student gi~'

it




. or no effect. Accordingly, if seems‘appropriate to study
r~the supervisory practices in post—observation'feedback
. seSSions,andf&mﬁr influences on student teachers. Focusing
on the post;cbservation conferencen i.e.,_ghe‘copference |
which_cccurs after the student's teaching has been observed |
by the,superQisor, hashbeen emphasized by Denham (1977:33)
who notes that "very little is known about the PoSte
,observationvanalySis segment of student teacher instruction”
and states:
| . . . it is past time for instructional superV151cn'
to have a data base, which 'would make poss1ble the
development of theory in supervision, which in turn.
would allow knowledge of teaching and learning to
multiply much more rapidly. '

Bennie'(l964) reports that fifst year teachers have
percelved the conference s1tuatlon as the most useful
supervisory technlque. From hlS study of the ideal role of
the superﬁison, Bradley (1966) has also reported that the
conference has been perceived as the most important component
of the process of supervision. A study by'Milanovich (1966)
supports'the significance'of the supervisory conference

-
_ durlng ‘the student teaching period. Results of a study by

Henry and Beasley (1972) have suggested that the conférence

s1tuat10n ". « . 'is actually where the a38001ate (cooieratlng
teacher) teaches the student teacher." The perceptlon of
~former student teachers\of the value of the conference 1s
freported in a- study by,Brehaut (1975) Brehaut has reported
‘fthat flrst and second year teachers tended to report that ‘
~'"face/to face" feedback -and counselllng whlch they recelved

Lo

: . ‘. '



durlng thelr teacher training contrlbuted substantlally to '

. the development, of their teaching skills. Brehaut's

. results confirm those reported above stressingithe impor-
tah%eféf;the.conference in effecting behavioral changé'in'the

.Sfﬁdént‘teacheré' c1assfoom'perforﬁanbe.

/ CONTEXT OF THE STUDY

The importance of the ;tudent teaching -segment of
teacher education has been ekpressed by séveral writers
cited above. The growing concern of most educators, however,
has been with the limited knowledge about the post-
observation conference aspect of student teaching‘supervision'
(Denham, 1977). This concern, therefore, suggests that én
investigation of thls area is tlmely and could contrlbute to.
the knowledge of supervisory practlces in post observatlon
conferences durlng the student teachlng period.

Such a study would contribute to our'understanding
of the characterlstlcs of the feedback given by faculty
consultants and cooperatlng teachers durlng the post-obser-
vation conference sessions. Specifically, thisvstudy
focuses on three'elements.of supervisory feedback:
effectiveness of supervisory feedback processes aé perceiVed
by thé student teachers; the substance.(ﬁopidkareas) of
supervisory feedback as recorded by the researcher; and, the~
student teacherS"satisfaction with thpysupervisqry practices
during post—observatiOn conference,sessions.

Although the findings may be of relatively limited



generalizability, given”that the samplefwas:drawn from ?‘
small’group of student'teachers (n = 25), it is still
possible to draw relevant recommendations’regarding'thel
supervisory practices employedfin post-observation feedback
‘sessions and to identify areas for future research.

PURPOSE OF THE STUDY AND STATEMENT
OF THE PROBLEM

The purpose of thfs study was to collectwdescriptive

' 1nformatlon onéthe characterlstlcs of feedback given

by superv1sors durlng the student teaching perlod w1th
regards to: o , ' j
b/a) propos1tlons for effectlve feedback derived
“ from the llterature review;
b) <the topic areas (substance) of supervisory
'feedback; and_ ‘
c) . satisfaction of student teachers with the'
feedback. -
Analyses of the data served aslthe basis for
recommendatlons regarding superv1sory practlces of faculty
consultants and cooperatlng teachers in the University of

Alberta s practlcum program.
'RESEARCH QUESTIQNS

The follow1ng flve research questlons and related

sub- problems were developed to gulde the study



o &%.' Effect1Veness of Superv1sory Feedback

o e oAb

LT To what extent dld the superv1sory practlces of
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effectlveness accordlng to the 15 propositions of effectlve

feedback,derlved from hhe llterature rev1ew as percelved by

»

the student teachers°

4 -

1 1 To what extent were there dlfferences in
effectlveness of faculty consultants and- cooperatlng
teachers between schools? .-

. - 1-2 To what extent were- there dlfferences in the

LB
I

- faculty consultants and cooperatlng teachers approach optlmal~

effectlveness of faculty consultants and cooperatlng teachers

; over the four. weeks.of student teach1ng°

1 $3. To what extent were there dlfferences between

the effectlvemess of faculty consultants and cooperatlng

o teachers w1th1n schools? _-;lf.lﬁfQ%fQ.ﬁﬁf"

2. Topic Areas (substanCéy\Qf Supervisory Feedback

What were the toplc are dlscussed 1n superv1sory” T

feedback ses31ons durlng the student teachlng perlod 1n
relatlon to the follow1ng sub problems-'“ AR

2:1. How often did the tdplcs occur°

- 232. How many topics occurred per sess1on? - o

-

2:3. How much time was spent on each top1c°
e '
2:4, What was/the pattern of 1n1t1atlon of the

- topics?

2:5. With what topic did the sessions start out?

2:6, What was the general sequence of occurrence

N

T .



a.
' of top1cs¢

: 2‘7 '-WithwWha% iopicsudid theﬂsesSions-end?

3. Satlsfactlon of Student Teachers with Superv;sory
Feedback Practlces :

To_what‘extent did the;sfudent teachers express
'satisfachicn with supervisory ﬁractices'in;feedback seSSioﬁs
. during the student teaching period? - - |
3:1. To what extent were there differences in the‘
' satisfaction of student teachers between schools? 0

‘ 3:2; «To‘what_extent were there differences in the
satisfaction of student teachers>WiFhin‘schools? ' |

; . T ‘ ( ' “' oL .
- 4. Relating Effectiveness to Satisfaction

T-~Was there any discernible'relationship between»rated
"effectlveness of superv1sory practlces (research questlon 1)

and satlsfactlon of student teachers (research questlon 3)2-

“;5.; Relatlng,Toplc Areas to Overall Superv1sorv Effectlveness

o

o Were there any dlscernlble dlfferences An. the toplc

1Jf;fareas of superv1sory feedback between the more effectlve and~"

.'the 1ess effectlve superv1sors (as determlned by’averaglng
ffﬂtotal scores for varlables 1nvest1gated by research questlons;:
1 and 3) w1th regards to the seven sub-problems listed under

research question 2°? ' B

 OPERATTONAL .DEFINITION OF TERMS

LI

Feedback

Feedback is defined in the.dictionary (Webster;_
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1961 304) as/"a partial reversion of the effects of a glven';
- process to its’ source. Mosher and Purpel (1972 55) state
tnat:

"Feedback" describes the comparison of sample data .
derived from the:results of a process with a specific’
initial plan or goal:of the process, for the purpose
of controlling the process itself. The sample is
returned, or "fed back," to itsssource and the error
thus revealed deter s the kind and amount of
-change required. I esearch on supervision, feed-
back is usually information about an individual's -,
teaching which is offered to him after the fact.

This information may be used to determine the degree
to .which teaching obgeétlves were achieved;
alternatively, it may be used as a basis for .
~analyzing incidents or patterns in the interaction - =
between teacher and. students.,Q :

-For the purposes of this study, feedback»refers to a student;:
teacher rece1v1ng 1nformatlon about his or her previous
;lesson from a unlver81ty superv1sor (faculty consultant) and/
T or a cooperatlng teacher durlng the post observatlon o
'conference sess1on Feedback se331on and post observatlon L

conference Session. are used synonymously for purposes of thls

{ . - aa
. . e

‘ study. L . “r_f o .;‘_t”.f‘ ; Y)r["f‘,v.,'.

s

”Cﬁaracteristicsmof-Eeedoack f;‘

For purposes of this study characteristics of
#feedback refer to itemS-that-describe.or'are'typicaliof -
.- either the process‘or’SubStancetofpsuperVisory'feedback*'

during the student teaching'period.
[} : .

Process of Feedback

3 &
Thevterm,'process' 1s used to refer to student

.

teacheérs' ‘perception of ‘the effectlveness of superv1sory
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practlces of faculty consultants. and cooperating teachers
.w1th partlcular reference to the 15 d1mens1ons of "effectlve"j

feedback derlved from the rev1ew of llterature and summarlzed‘

7

-on the Feedback Analys1s Form., = - h' :"~‘J

'd Substance of Feedback )
) The substance"_of feedback 1s used for‘purposes‘of

~ this study tp refer to the. topic areas of superv1sory
feedbapk as recorded by the researcher on the Post Observa— :

tlon Conference Checkllst

r_;SatiSfaction 'fl'.}'*isz;';:f_fq B v

The term "satlsfactlonP 1s used for. purposes of
thls study to. refer *to. the ‘student teachers perceptlon of
the degree of usefulness or helpfulness of various super—

vxsory practices - 1ndlcated by the 1tems on the Satlsfactlon

Questlonnalre.

""""" ' L . e gl
- - Loe— e PN R e : -
PO " T . S s 3 . - L
. PP RN - .
“ -~

Student Teachlng

The perlod of gulded teachlng when the student-

R Il

teachers take 1ncreas1ng respons1blllty for the teachlng—-f'

o learnlng process w1th a glven group of puplls over a period

~,

' of tlme. The student teachlng perlod durlng Wthh data
collectlon was done for thls study lasted four weeks. The

term student teachlng" also 1ncludes those non- teachlng

functlons usually performed by the teacher in conJunctlon

2]

_ w1th the actual classroom teachlng.u Other terms Wthh are

sometlmes used synonymously w1th student teachlng ares

- . B - . . . . G 1" -



'71Cooperat1ng Teacher .

practlcum, fleld experlences, teachlng practlce, practlce
teachlng, directed teachxng, respbns1ble teachlng, and

1nternsh1p. -

Student Teacher

A university student who'isIWOrking‘under the
F‘;guidancefoffsupervising»teachérs,‘normally cooperating

| teachers 'and faculty consultants. For purposes of thls_b
study, the student teachers were the 25 students enrolled

in the Plan B program at the Unlver81ty of Alberta.f The Plan
B program is dlscussed more fully in Chapter 3. (De81gn S
of the Study) and in Appendlx D.

......

The cooperatlng teacher is the regular classroom

teacher to whom the student teacher 1s a381gned 1n an off—.

”:_campus cooperatlng school Other terms used synonymously

'are superv131ng»teacher," ‘master teacher" and "ass001ate

" teacher”. For purposes of thls study the cooperatlng teacher
"was the-one ‘assighed to any one of the 25 student teachers
making up the sample for the study. There were 25

-

cooperatlng teachers, one for each of the 25 student teachers

,Cooppratlng School 1

Thls“term refers to any of the. flve schools where'

~“the 25 student teachers selected for the study were placed

for the perlod of student teachlng.;

P
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Faculty Consultant

1 4

A member of the superVisory team assigned to super-

v1se and evaluate a particular group of student teachers

-in speoific cooperating schools. The four faculty'

consultants included in the study were faculty members in

various departments of the UanQPSltyuof Alberta.
DELIMITATIONS OF THE STUDY

This Etudy was confined to the 25 student teachers\

“in the Plan B practlcum program at the UniverSity of Alberéta

1n academrc year 1979 1980. The student teachers were in,
their fowrth and last year of a Bachelor of Education

degree programrwhich was preparing them to teach 1n

ele ary schools.- Only.the five cooperating schoolsd where
the 25 student teachers were placed: for the period of. student}*

teaching were 1ncluded in the’ study of the'five ‘'schools,

four were in the Edmonton Public School System and one was‘

. in the Edmonton Separate School System. Only the faculty

- consultants and cooperating‘teachers assigned to supervise

the 25 student teachers were included in the study. -
Another delimitation was that the study ‘was focused

Jon: the’ post observation conference ‘segment. of - student

teachlng superv131on only Since 1t is in “the conference

sess1ons that the student teachers are prov1ded With the most,_

feedback' and therefore, interact the most w1th their e

' superv1sors,
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LIMITATIONS OF THE. STUDY

Since the study is concerned‘only with the'feedback
prcvided by supervisors of,the Plan B student teaching
brogram, its findings and'conciusicns are of limited
géneraiizability. Other groups of student teachers in other
ﬂprograms would, . perhaps, percelve superv1sory feedback

- differently from_the student teachers in the Plan B program.

vAlthough it‘would have been desirable tc“use larger,ul

groups of student teachers, ‘this was.not‘feasible»giVen'tine
and financia; constraints. o

.Another limitation was that it was necessary for the
vresearcher to' conduct the research‘alone. Although it_&as
vdone’as carefully-as could be, the danger of personal bias
influencdng the discussions may hé@e been present.

An importantliimitation of thestudy lies in the use
"of a questlonnalre and two other non—standardlzed 1nstruments
to*gather data for address1ng the research questions.
Problems inherent in these methogs:cf data collection
concern the reliability and validity of the instruments
(discussed in Chapter 3), and the assumption that'reSponses ,{
falthfully reflect “the regl" perceptlons and” feellngs of .
rgspondents.'

Such grounds as may ex1st]for generallzrng'any ~”,5?ih

.conclu31ons beyond the sample, glven these llmltatlons, are

T dlscussed 1n Chapter 3

- -\’ N



//
| 157 -
;ORGANIZATION'QF.‘ THE THESIS =~ //

-;:' " : Thﬁ-;hes1s 1s organlzed 1nto ten chapters as . "d. _
~follows: s . . : L f Z:_f'_:. chJ
. Chapter 1 1ntroduces the central problem of the ‘

study and its 51gn1flcance for supesylsory practlces during

: post observatlon conference sess1ons between student

' teachers, faculty consultants and cooperatlng teachers The

'purpose of the study and the statement of the problem are

pe01f1ed in terms of five maJor research questlons and

associlated sub problems. The. background to the problem 1s

prov1ded by several rev1ews of related research flndlngs

which, 1n turn, are related to the context of the study.

Several. s1gn1flcant terms are deflned for . purposes of the -

study. Important dellmltatlons and llmltatlons which must

be 1mposed because of the study sample are 1dent1f1ed and

the generallzablllty of.the flndlngs of the,study are .

discussed. ‘.

-

Chapter. 2 contalns a rev1ew of the llterature
within the framework of the three research themes, that is,
the effectlveness of. superv1sory practlces in feedback
sessions, the, substance (toplc areas) of post observatlon
. Qconference sessions, and the “satisfaction of stu‘int }

‘teachers w1th superv1sory practlces in feedback sess1ons
during student teaching. Consequently, the chapterlls
organlzed 1nto three sections as outlined above.

The design of the study is presented 1n Chapter 3.

¥
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“ end of the chapter.'

actual returns (AN) is made for the three research ;nstru—

1 ments and for the total sample.v

superv1sory feedback ‘are - outllned in. Chapter 9.

16
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Instrumentatldn and methodology of the research are fihw%* o

ﬂdlsnussed’in terms oﬁ.sampllng,‘constructlon and adaptatlon

e v\ ) . <y
“ 4 ” St @ e

~~~~~

“of the research 1nstruments, rellablllty and valldlty of e
\“th% research 1nstruments, reV1s1on of. the 1nstruments and

. ; *u. .
“ . the treatment of the data.d The tlmellne for the studyfand a

. fsummary of the strategy for the study are prov1ded at the

Chapter 4 is concerned w1th the data gatherlng

' process. A comparlson of the 1ntended returns” (INQ\and the -

,\,

The’ report of the research flndlngs is contalned\ln

'Chapters 5 through 9 in relatlon to the flve research |

questlons as followsx In Chapter 5, the research flndlngs

_on effectlveness of superv1sory practlces are presented

Chapter 6 contalns the analy31s of - data related to the toplc

:'areas (substance) of superV1sory feedback sess1ons a report
. ,of the flndlngs on satlsfactlon of student teachers w1th

: superv1sory practlces in feedback sess1ons is 1ncluded in

d“Chapter 7, research flndlngs on the relatlonshlp between

‘effectlveness of superv1sory practlces and satlsfactlon of

.

student teachers are reported in Chapter 8 while data

Aof superv1sory practlces and the toplc areas (subst///99’6§.-

Chapter 10 contalns a summary of the study and 1ts

‘-fhﬁangs, conclus1pns drawn by the researcher, ‘and

A

S



)

1mpllcat;ons for future practlce and 1nvest1gat10n.

A I TS

blbllographlc data'and related ap’endlces.
7 R B

The flnal‘pages-of the the51s are dedlcated to

1?‘
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'CHAPTER 2
-~ REVIEW.QF 'TH:E'* LITERATURE -~ .-

The process of superv1s1on “in the schools has as its

-":stated-alm thp 1mprovement of 1nstructlon.u Essentlally, the

'p \ superv1sor 1s a change agent who, through hlS 1nteractlon

A'm w1th the teacher, brlngs forces 1nto Play to fac1lltate the

' teacher's effort at~self-1mprovement One vehlcle through

Wthh such change is attempted is the superv1sory conference

-

) When superv1sor and teacher confront each other, the former

- communicates varlous observations and-generally’makes ‘his
. t L . R

conducts hlmself and the 1nformatlon he attempts to transmit
are elements cru01al to the outcbme of the conference.
Certalnly, the current state of the art vis-a- v1s,
vsuperv1s1on ralses at least as many questlons as 1t answers
For example, Blumberg (1974) has reported that 1nserv1ce -

teachers perceived the process either as a non- event or as

negatlve, hence his provocatlve titles "Superv1sors and

SR Teachers: A Prlvate Cold War."” .In the case of preserv1ce

teachers, the plcture is equally problematlc.

of,student teaching

generally demonstrate that the-

\v[foutcomes (Osman, 1959 I:
Hoy, '1967; Gerw1nner, 1968 Sorenson and Halpert 1968) - to

ocess produces negatlve‘

one, 1963 Matthews, 1967,

15 s,

(VaSSistance‘%vailable}“'But the'manner in .which the. supervisor
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)

the extent that student teachers 1n general become more

i;'authorltarlan, rlgld and less flex ble, less respon51ve to t

custodlal by the end of thelr student teachlng experlence..-

'As a result Mosher and Purpel (1972) have given the tltle

"Superv1s1on. The Reluctant'Profe331on"-to their book
indicating that the process of supervision may in fact be

1atrogenlc, that 1s, de81gned to promote growth yet produ01ng

.....

the oppos1te._.:f'm7

These negatlve contentlons may have some 1mpllca—

tions for the 1nteract10n between the supervisor and the

student teacher, especially during the post- observatlon

conferences. Flrst they may serve to underline the 1mpor-

’stance of acceptable pr1n01ples of effectlve superv151on in-

-

provldlng feedback to the student?teachers durlng post—

: puplls,'lmpersonal, restrlctlve, 1trary,'bureaucratlc, and

4o e

observatlon conferences.‘ Second there may be varlous styles

i

" of superv1sory conferences which may have varlous outcomes

e,

in varying situations. Thlrd, partlcular toplc areas of -

supervisory feedback may need to be emphasized and, urth;-

specific supervisory techniques or modes'of feedback ay ‘not

be as effectlve as they should be in fa01lltat1ng de51red

“change in the student teachers classroom teachlng

performance.

"In. this chapter, the rev1ew of the llterature is

focussed and organized around these four areas as follows:

farst the pr1n01ples underlying effectlve superv1sory

»feedback dre presented second, toplcyareas of-superv;Sory

o
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. feedback are generated from a review oflthecvarioue“compo~y
| nents and classifications of effective teaching-presented

in this sectlon third, various styles or typologies of
supervmso/p conferences are explored and, fourth, specific
supervlsory technlques or modes of feedback are outlined. A
sunmary-and implications of related literature to the

research problems is included at the end of this chapter.

A X

s+ . s.< - 5. REVIEW OF.-THE- LITERATURE RELATED
SR . 0 THE. EFFECTIVENESS. OF .
e e - SUPERVISORY FEEDBACK
In this séction, the review of literature is focussed
on the 15 principles of effective Supervisory feedback
included in the 15 items on the Feedback Ana1y51s Form _— ,

45(Appendix A) :'EaCh sub sectlon 1 fhrougﬁ 15 represen%s eaoh AR

of the 15 pr1nc1ples.
. e

1. Effective supervieory-feedback~should~be'

supportiVe‘ The llterature empha31zes the helplng approach
in superv131on Wthh ‘is manlfest in behav1or that is suppor-
tive of the person who 1is the rec1p1ent of the feedback.

Blumberg (1974-92—94) categorizes this helping

,,Mapproach as a "support 1ndu01ng communications behavior"

) when he states

This category includes all the statements on the .
part of the superv1sor with' the exception of praise, -
the effect of which is to help build a healthy climate
between him (the superv1sor) .and - the teacher. Behav1our
that releases tension is in this category as is that
which conveys acceptance of feellngs Encouragement
is categorized here.

Verbal behaviour which may be 1nferred as
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.

o ’ Lo e,

"support1Ve would be 1nstances of encouragement such

ds afflrmlng a student's. ‘Statements: with utterances

- would: be relleV1ng tension with a joke or. 1noffens1ve
.1ight remark,  ~ Evidence ‘of" buildlng the student® S
¢onfiderice” would beé “"sure you can do it." An

- indicationh of a.«collegial: relatlonshlp, thoh -may be.,
»assoclated ‘with. supportlveness and -is- empha51zed .
in the andragoglcal approach WOuld‘be the uSe of‘
flrst names. -

Hyman 01975 145) in suggestlng how to. glve helpful

feedback observes that "31nce feedback Wlll probably mean to
h°'the teacher that he w1ll need to change hlS actlons, the
teacher is llkely to feek threatened." Therefore, 1t is thev'

'superv1sor s resp0n31b111ty to carefully organlze and

conduct the feedback session such that a p081t1ve, trust—
worthy atmosphere is- created to remove much of the threat

the teacher'feels = Tuckman°(1976 342) has aLso 1ndlcated

that "it (feedback) is threatening. Hence some k1nd of

support should accompany negatlve feedback.”

2. Effectlve superv1sorx feedback should empha51ze

actual;patterns of teachlng performance. The Educatlon

'Fleld Serv1ces, Faculty of Educatlon The Un1Ver31ty of

,'Alberta, states:

_e.s + the guddi concepts of clinical superv1s1on

“are to-help th student teacher capitalize on his _
strengths, compensate for his’ weaknesses, and develop
his own individual and "best" teaching style. It is
crucial, then, to reinforce effective teaching -
h(performance) : !

Cogan (1961:14) supports thls when he says:

(The) purposes (of Cllnlcal Superv131on) are to
1mprove teachlng performance, not to reform .

~

ra

e et

:"“;"uh -huh," mmhum;" or‘"coptlnue,"_ Another dndicator’ "“ff';""

-Practlcum Handbook . 01979 80+ 50) prepared by the DlVlSlon of -
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personallty, the proper subJect of supervisory
sessions® is (teaehlng) -pehaviour, not persons; and

~the maJOr goal 1s constructlve, not merély crltlcal.-~»1"5ff..

Moreover, Cogan (1961 8) states the: pos1tlon more clearly

LN R
.»o, e PR

(The Superv1sor) must be concerned w1th behav1our,

s nok; dpep-lylng pattern§ 6 parsonallty - .(he), .
»mpmust forge-a: Cuttlng edge of supervision that w;ll

cut to the truth of the actuals teacHing: performance-

U and’ ‘the results of the teachlng {pupil achlevement),ta.ifff'* L

-»’Wlthout cuttlng 1nto/tne self: (teacher).;;ku,,

"In other words,i"feedback must be 1n terms that thé teacher

.’can understand’ and relate to" (Tuckman, 1976 341) and must

prov1de clear, 1ncpntrovert1ble ev1dendz?of exactly how one_

-appears‘to‘behave,i ----- Feedback should emphas1ze actual

.c.

"~ performance. .- ::~~,:.-7f L

'35 Effectlve superv1sory feedback should focus on.i

”observatlon ‘of actuab»classroom teachlng,_ Feedback should

‘be based on observations (Hyman, 1975 150) of . lesson ot

the student “teacher has taught Thls prov1des an accurate

record’ that -can be- analyzed by the superv1sor and ‘the student'

teacher durlng the conference. Fuller and Mannlng (1973 509)

emphas1ze the 1mportance of "(the) feedback (that is)

ya

unamblguous,,trustworthy, 1nformat1ve, and is accepted

vovertly and - covertly by the teacher as- representlng what

actually went on."b The supervisor should "focus on what he

gheard or: saw rather than what he assumed went on or what he

1nferred was- the meanlng or explanatlon behlnd the perfor- (
mance" (Hyman, 1975:146) . Hyman (1975 146 147) glvesA

further explanatlon of thls characterlstlc of feedback when -
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_llfJfIf you (superv1sor) ‘do make some 1nterpretatlons
'ngbased on your . observatlons, then clearly 1dent1fy N
them and ask the teacher to offer His own- interpre-" = -
.. tations .and comnents. Preferably the observafions
. . you. (superv1sor) cite should be your own, rather~than
- what someone else observed and .passed. on to .you for-
~transmission to the. .teacher. . ThlS focus will’ keep yaou'.
(supervisor) on .what you -have observed rather than on- . |
s rrrmotivesy  and: thus: the~teacher will not. be as defens;ve_
Lo or threatened. . For "example, speak ‘about "the fact
R that in“"each V1s1t tortheclagsroom you ‘observed all ..
the c¢hildren ‘engaged in’the same. actlvxty as-a-whole

'*group" rather .than "why the teacher is> afrald toﬁ; ff{fiifr'f'ﬁ

try small group teachlng.ﬁ

o 4. Effeotlve superv1sory feedback should ana;yze

teachlng performanoe in a’ descr;ptlve rather than evaluatlve~ . e

A

wax. The functlon of the post observatlon conference 1s

h 1x81s of performance to promote change, and not evalua—

tion. Evaluatlon must be kept separate (Educatlon Practlcum ,.pﬂ;

'Handbook, 1979 80:49). Amldon, Kles,gand PallSl (1966 56-57). .
thave adapted 1nteract10n analy31s to the tralnlng and super—-f h
" vision of tea&hers in i; serv1ce., The most 1mportant factor»
affectlng the climate of the group in their study was the
way in whlch‘feedoack was provided to the partlclpants.
Several‘"gfound rules“'relatiVerto=effective féédbadkdnere
i-establlshed and used by the faculty group involved in the’
uln serv1ce proaect One of the rules was related to

‘ lx51 rather than evaluation of student teachers

A
performance durlng the post- observatlon conference and it

stated-

_ The person giving the feedback describes rather than
evaluates the pattern of teaching. He attempts to .
give -as obJectlve a descrlptlon as. possible of what

-
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he heard happenlng,'and he av01ds saylng that it

:was. ' g004d: or = QQ 4,;25;’ S :
Hyman (1975 1&7) adv1ses that the superV1sor should "focus C b

~

feedback on descrlptlon rather than evaluatlon" and glves

PENE -

thls explanatlons Sl A -
Since the purpose of: feedback is to alert ‘the %eacher
to what effect his performanece is- ‘having, it is
- .necessary . to be. descrlptlve rather than. Judgemental
-+ In g1v1ng feedback your -task is to report on-what 1s
’{f"g01ng on-rathe¥ than-on how well things- are*gblng .
' on. Deseription W1th1h a partlcularaframework is non= . 1. ¢
. - evalduative... For exapple, speak abdut, "the fact -that _
.. the teacher asks simple questions on emplrlcal data. ...
. .without reasons~to support them" rather than "it 1s__"
.;poor teachlng to ask data.;gathering:questions." =

-

. .5. Effective supervisory feedback should focus on

specific and concrete teacher behaviors. Tuckman (1976:341)

" states that "feedback must involve concrete behaviors

.+ " Hyman analyzes this eharacteristic‘of feedback  —
when he explains that:

~-Feedback which is spe01flc and concrete is helpful" S
because the teacher can handle it himself., He ¢can . . - - -~
place the information in a time and place "context
and examine it there . . . . The situation is not
nearly as threatening to the teacher as a
generallzatlon made by you (the supervisor) con-
veying the message of a trend over time, which may. .
appear to be ‘irreversible. For examplé,  speak about
"the teacher's score (of 2 low) on the classroom
(discipline) dimension of an evaluation form on
Monday, 5th May, 1980," rather than "the teacher

always seems to be dull and pedestrian when (spring)
rolls around."

v

Indeed, as Tuckman (1976:341) postulates. "That is why
numbers (1.e., quantlflcatlons) helpv.'.;. . You should talk

‘this much' of a quality now versus 'that much' of the

quality then o "
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6. Effecfive'supervisory feedback should be well- -

v'timed. ""Feedback should be focussed on the present rather

. than’ the past" (Hyman, 1975 147) . Feedback, whlch4lsf

related to_remembered teach1ng~s1tuaticns is meaningful

' -Tnere'are, however,'exceptlons to tHis. "rule" because‘"other

’varlables, ‘such as the teacher!s emotlonal state and yours

(superv1sor s)" should be taken into consideration:

A N . it is 1mportant for: the superv1sor to be ‘aware
of the: emotlonal state’ of- the 'student teacher. . .

. It often becomes necessary to deal -with these ‘emotions
‘before the conferernces can be as productlve as they .
should. In many. cases,- a "breathing space" is
necessary between the teachlng of the lesson and the
conference. The supervisor's observation notes
allow,the. lesson to be recreated, so the conference

- does not have to follow 1mmed1ately (Education
Practlcum Handbook 1979-80: 51). S
Moreover, the Educatlon Practicum Handbook (1979-80:51)
" has tnis to say: |

It is necessary to make a distinction between the

more formal conferences . . . and the more casual
discussions between supervisor and student teacher
which will .occur on a regular, if-"ad hoc" basis. .

.While these "formal” conferences are time- -consuming,
they would seem to be fundamental to the improvement
of teaching on the part of the student teacher. Con-
ferences should be held for specific purposes and
will vary with the abilities of the student teacher,
the nature of his teaching assignment, the amount of

. - "hisexperience, and the time available. As a general
. o _rule, however, it is hoped that cooperating teachers
"+ and student teachers will have a full conference at
least twice per week, while recognlzlng variations -

"due to the factors llsted*above. In addition,
supervisors can make use of the principles discussed
above, in their more casual "ad hoc" discussions with
the student teacher.

Mosher and Purple (1972:97) however, have thls to suggest -

regardlng the tlmlng of the conference
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‘The crucial Phase in the analys;s of 1nstruct1on is
the conference ‘following the teaching. 1If the .
conference occurs- immediately after. the teachlng,
the perceptions and feelings of both supervisor and
teacher are still fresh and:.acute.  There can be:

- disadvantages to an immediate conference, however.

" Feelings may.be: too ‘acute (the “teacher may be dis-

: couraged or defen31ve or “"Unobjective").. Further,

- the supervisor is at distinct dlsadvantage if he
.dees not have enough" tlme to review the data der1Ved
from observation and to begin.the process of making
tentative inferences and deciding-what the data
appear to say about the content, the method of"
teaching and what‘the children are learning. He .
needs time, too, to decide upon a plan or agenda
for the supervision session. Sufficient time, then,
for the supervisor and teacher to think, and for the

- teacher to catch his breath emoticnally, is very f%)

important fTo the outcome “of the confgrence itself.

"After observation, the superv1sor.needs “time to-prepare -
'bothrhis/her'défa’ind him/hérself § in order to be of most
help to the student. teécherv.’Thus, this stage allows toe
supervisor to: structure the data to make it 1ntelllg1ble
and manageable; plan the supervisory conference in a more
'obJectlve way; show the student teacher, b& hls/her-plannlng;
that he/ehe; the superVisor,.is concerned; and, let time
intercede to calm down p0881ble raised emotions &n both s1des

that may have occurred during observation.

7. 4Effective supervisory feedback should_be in

terms of shared information. As mentioned earlier, clinical

supervision supports a helping relationship_betweeﬁ the
-super&isor and the student teacher. ThisAimplies;Sharing
' of 1nformatlon (and- 1deas) rather than g1v1ng adv1ce

| Hyman (1975:147) states that:

If”the feedback is shared 1nformation, then theﬁ
teacher is free to use it as he sees fit in light

C
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of your (Supervisor's) overall confereénce comments. -
If you (supervisor) give advice (or dictate your
ideas), you are telling the teacher what .to do.

This sets up a'threatening‘situation,,since you
-'show 'yourself ‘to-beé better-than he is by removing. .
his freedom of action. For example, speak about. . .

"the teacher examining.the data with you on- the .

- fifteen questions he asked" rather than "I thifik
you ought to ask more qussiions‘of those three
cheerleaderswsittingzin“fheﬂback of. the room."

Blumberg (1974:92-94) has given examples of sharing infor-
mation as follows:

N S g | N
Iricluded here are statements that clarify, build '
_.“on, or develop ideas. or suggestions by the (student) -
" teacher. This behaviour -would be demonstrated if -

"the (supervieor) responds to the .student (teacher's)
ideas by participating in the development of the
ideas or by agreeing with the idea as it is presented.
For example, a student might want to implement a
teaching strategy which had been taught at the ,
corlege or which he had developed. The (superyiqu)

. would either agree that the idea bewimplemented oF
would ask the student to elaborate on the idea and
would assist him in operation@lizing it, assuming
it was feasible. - : A

8. Effective~supérvi30ry feedback should emphasize

alternative épproaches to teaching. Feedback should focus

on alternative approaches rather than the."one best" péth
‘towépds imprdyemeﬁt oflthé stﬁdenfitgaqhégfs‘perfdrmance.
(Education Practicum Handbook, 1979-80:50; Hyman, 1975:148).
"%or examplé," reports Hyman; “speak abdut increasing (the

use of) Small groups and/or prbviding more activities, and/
offﬁsing.miniéunits sohés to appeal to mofe‘students"uréther ;
than "the best way to get students to participate,is'to‘put

thégginto small groups- with their owh'leaders.W
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9. Effective sﬁéirvisory feedbaék.éhould focus on
T 7 7 .

ideas phrased in "more or less" terms. Hyman.(1975=148)
“'suggests that'féedback sﬁould focus.on "infqrmaﬁion and

" ideas phrased in terms of 'more or less' rather than'either

or' (or not at.all) and further explains that:

7. More or less'terminolbgyﬁshows that there is a
gontinuum along which the teacher®s actions fall
{allowing room for improvement). Either-or S
terminology connotes' an absolute situation of two
extremes without any middle ground . . . . The many

- complex variablés in teaching require us (supervisors) -
to keep a s®iding continuum in mind without a pre- . -
determined extreme position. For example, speak

about "asking less questions per lesson” rather

-than "either the teacher or the students should
question but not both." tr o '

10. Effective supervisory feedback should be_baééd

on the receiver's needs. Feedback should focus on what the

receiver (the student teacher)'heeds>ratherﬁthan‘on what the
sender (supervisdr) needs to get off his chest (Hyman,
& _ .
1975:148). Hyman writesﬂthat "since the purpose of feedback
is to alert the teacher about his performance, you (the
, , . ) ‘ e .
§hpervisor)'must-keep him (the student teacher) in mind.".
- Fuller andiManning (1973:509) have observed that feedback éan
be effective when, among other éonsiderations:
. o the (student) teacher either spdntaneously or .
through' focus (prompting) identifies discrgpancies
between (a) her experienced and observed performance;
(b) .her observations and observations of the focuser
(superyvisor); (c) her goals and the goals of the
focuser (supervisor); (d) her observed performance
and mutually agreed upon goals. o
The Education Practicum Handbook (1979-80:50) has this

to say: . N
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The planning sessions (preobservation conferences)
dealt with hypotheses about what would occur in the
classroom. ' The teaching of the lesson was to be the
"test" of these hypotheses. The conferernce (post-

" observation) discussion”should deal with the question-
of whether. the student (teacher) behaved (and =

- learned). as expected and the factors that ‘might have
altered it. ' L R ' \\ _ : T
~ ..

Blumberg (1974;92-94) adaévﬁhat:'

This category -includes all negative value judgements
-about the (student) teacher, his behaviqQur ‘in the
classroom, any behaviour on the part of the super-
visor that can be interpreted as defensive, aggressive,
or tension producing. Examples of non-supportive

beéhaviour on the part of the (supervisor) would be
’_\

e

p

it states:

comments about the student's physical appearance or.
his-statedsvalueS‘andggoals. For example, "With all
the competition for teaching positions, you (the
student teacher) will have a hard time getting a job.*"

Hyman (1975:148)vtherefore‘sqggests the following:

- Even: though you (the. sSupervisor) may have several
things on your mind which will impart a sense of
release to.you, your first consideration must be
the meaningfulness of the feedback to the teacher.
1f" you (the supervisor) must g&t a few things off

. your chest perhaps a separate conference or casual

»."meeting would be better so as to differentiate the

feedback sessions from .your release session.

!

11, Effectivevsﬁpervisory feedback should focus on .

selected a_nd-‘».mana‘geabl'é items. Fuller and Mannihg (1973:509)

'have‘postuléted that»feédback;can be effecﬁivé "when

discrepancigs focussed upon are moderate rather than large.

or small." In the Eduéation Practiduﬁ7Handbook'(1979—80:50)

. L ’
In each conference, it is probably far more effective
- to deal with a limited number of. items - perhaps two

;. -or three. This gives the student teacher a clear

Tocus for fgture»lééspns, A "grocery list" of items
is.usually overwhelming ahd unproductive. '

b
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not more than four or f ms" accordlng

4-»{» 3

o:Kytei(l962pv
. 168) and as Amldon, Kles and Palisi . (1966 56 5 have

suggested any s1ngle supérv1sory feedback should be oy

‘1.!.
¢,

.concerned with specific’ (selectsd) teachlng acts,’not

with (large) generalized interpretdfions. It can be
concerned: legitimately with the‘marfher of questlonlng _
used, manner of’ respondirig to ‘students, pace, or o
-someé other pattern of communlcatlon. L. , o ;

Goldhammer (1969) suggests as well that the. selectlon -
-,qffitems to be dlscussed in the post observatlon conferences |
\should be- gulded by the pr1n01ples of sallency (deallng w1th
the most predomlnant or most frequently occurrlng features),
ﬁtreatablllty (features about Wthh somethlng can be done),»
and fewness. (manageablllty) Accordlng to Golﬁhammer, these
-'three pr1n01ples suggest that the - superv1sor should use the
‘fgfollow1ng guldellnes for the serectlon of . 1tems",
- 1., Select areas for whlch data are avallable so .
._that items can be dealt w1th concretely, not- through ~.
' 1nference. | ' _ , :
-2, Select blts of behavior that are. exemplary of
Alarger conceptual categories: focus on smaller 1tems, then
' show the. relatlonshlp to the whole. | '
3. Use cqmparlson ;nd contrast to make data more
meanlngful for teacher. . NS 1 ”V" o
. A ’ ’ '
| '4.- Be cautlous of deallng with too many emotlon—
vladen 1ssues in one conference, and 1nstead steer\a cpurse‘

“’for balance R f”,,v ‘ . S '\‘ "

'wfﬂ5“‘ Consider.the~element'of time,'h

N,



6. Cons1der the element‘ of energy Both superv1sor
":and teacher must pace themselyes and not try to deal with
, too much- at once. S o I PR

7. Present data in a .logical order.

12, Effectlve superv1soAy feedback should focus on

K

e

‘modlfiable teachlng behav1ors. .Hyman (1975 148) states that

feedback should focus on

» modlflable 1tems rather than on what the teacher -
cannot do anythlng about . . . . By focuss1ng on ‘
what he can modify, you (the supervisor) offer him. .

- the opportunity to change and feel successful. This
will create a positive atmosphere about feedback.

~. For example, - speak about "possible ways of rearranglng .
the student's desks? rather than "the loud cllcklng

- of the clock dlsturbed some students.fw

1

t“Feedback 1s offered{only in’ areas that are susceptlble to
change by the re01p ent" (Amldon, Kies, and Pallsl.—1966
. 56- 679, "when dlsrupted behav1our is recognlzed (by both
superv1sor and stu&ent teacher) ‘as part of the change
~ process” (Fuller and Mannlng, 19?3 509) and "when treatments
(in- the form of alternatlve suggestlons) are prov1ded to
establlsh new or’ de81rEd behav1ours" (Fuller and Mannlng,‘
‘1973 509) . N
Treatments may be in the form of:
a clear 1deal, model. of what hlS (student teacher\s)
behaviour characteristics should be (for example,
competencies or skills required of him); a a "teaching
philosophy"; or the feedback rec1p1ent's knowledge of
what others (students, supervisors, community,
employing agencies,- etc.) expectatlons of h1m are-
(Tuckman, 1976:341). o | » 3
The re01p1ent (student teather) ‘should also know what he

expects'of4h1mself and be able to make a personal commitment
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- to change for the improvement of his performance.
-‘Ah'example.of.this category”Suggested by Bluhberg'

'(1974:92—94)'wbuld;be when ". . . an unsatisfadtory_behavioure

or'prbblem.has beeh'suégested by the sdbervisor and the

student, is asked for hlS opinions or suggestlons to remedlate

the behav1our or problem"'(related to sub section 10 above)

13, Effectlve supervisory practlces should encouragi

the recipients to 1n1t1ate feedback sessions. When‘the-'

student-teaeher has concerns or goa;s-related to teachihg;'
he shddid,be’eneeuraged throughva tfbstwopthy, he;p;hg
\x\gg;atianhip to request feedback from the superﬁisor on
certaiﬁfaspeetsJazAs Hyman (1975:149) states, the_studentk‘
'teaeher’s Jreduest’is‘a sign of ihterest and‘eare"vwhich in
turn cah-ser;e as a spfing—board ihto other meaningful
aspects of superviSienv For example, a superv1sor who is

requested to prov1de feedback is also receiving feedback from

the sender as to his effectiveness as a.supervisor.
s :

14; An effectlve superv1sory session should end w1th

. a_summary of the main p01nts ralsed durlng\tHE\se381on

"Feedback",on.the feedback sessions is JUSt as important.
Hyman (19753149):suggests that the supervisorvshOUld‘"check
the feedback he glves by asklng the student teacher to
summarize poihnts for both of them + + « " This ellmlnates
or“minimizes any discrepaneies in the perceptions of-bpth
_the supervisorvand’the student teacher of what the Fohferenee

session was all about and provides a clearer focus for the
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next_lessonfx
- 15. An effective supervisory session ggghld‘be'held

n’a place which assures the recipient's privacy; The -

-

ducation PracticumuHandbook (19?9—80151) states:

Very definitely, conferences should occur .in a situa-
tion where privacy is ensured as ‘much as' possible..

- The staff room is the least desgirable setting. 'The
presence of a third party who "drdps by" can be most
unsettling. . Much of the value of the conferences
depends on the quality of the relationship between
supervisor and student teacher, so interruption and
distractions from others must-be minimized. An éxcep-
tion to this point, of course, is a planned three-way
conference among cooperating teacher, faculty consul-
tant, and student teacher. - ‘ '

The 15 priﬁbiplesﬂof'effeétive féedback”reviewgd
\abovetwere reétrucxured‘and stéted in the 'form of 15  |
iquestions in qrder°to approﬁriately address the relé&ant
reéearéﬁ question (questibn i).. The 15 questions generated
B frqmjthe}ébQQe review were dalso used in the training session_
(éée Chapter 3). The{questions'arez
.1; ;To‘wﬁat exfent is the supervisor supﬁortive of
tyé étﬁdent téacher‘during the feedback session?
| 2. Tb'wﬁat exﬁent does the feedback being offered
- emphasize éctual patterns»ofyperformance r;thér than'personal
apalities? = | o ‘
W 3f ‘To‘whét e#teﬁﬁ is thé_feeabagk focussed on
{bservatibns rather than 58sumptions,‘inferencés, or inter-
jretations? w |

|

. 4. To what extent is the feedback focussed on

description rather than evaluation bf_ﬁhe student teacher's |

4
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.performance?

5. 7o what extent does the feedback focus on )
spe01flc, concrete behav1ors, rather than the general and
abstract? o ' : . i

&. To'what extent is the feedback session well

timéd, all things being considered, rathertthan'poorly‘

timed? | B v o i
7. To what»extentidoes,the feedback focus'on

sharing fnformation rather'than on*giving advice°

_8. To what extent does the feedback prov1de

»alternatlve approaches that will allow the student teacher
to 1mprove rather than offer'the best path to 1mprovenent°
| 9. To what. extent does the feedback foeus on
1nformatlon and 1deas phrased in terms of "more or less"
. (or sonie such terms) rather than "either- or"?
1O ‘ To what extent does the feedback, including
negatlve crltlclsm, focus on what the student teacher needs
for 1mprovement of performance rather than on what the
superv1sor needs to get off hls/her (supervisor's) chest?
11, To what extent does the feedback focus on selec-
ted 1tems that the student teacher can use and manage rather
\“than on all the\lnformatlon the superv1sor has gathered?

ﬁ 12. To what extent does the feedback focus on
modifiable behaviors-rather than on what the teacher cannot
‘fdo anything’abodt?
f13. To what extent do the feedback sess1ons emphasfze

g

items rqussted by the student teachers rather than those
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imposed by the‘supervisors9-

14, To what extent is an attempt made at the end of .

”the conference to check on the feedback glven by asklng the ‘

student teacher to summarlze the maln p01nts or 1deas}
raised. between the student teacher and. superv1sor durlng the
15, To what extent does the place of meetlng proV1de

prlvacy during the conference sessions wather than 1nterrup— '

. tions and dlstractlons?

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE RELATED TO |
THE SUBSTANCE (TOPIC AREAS) OF :
 SUPERVISORY FEEDBACK = . N

The purpose of tﬁls sectlon is to generate an

acceptable framework for analy21ng the coétent of superv1sory

vfeedback Varlous cla831flcat10ns of . effectlve teachlng and

e

some ex1st1ng category llstlngs are focussed on Subsequent

components are utlllzed 1n the. generatlon of the ‘ten 1tems\

‘included in the Post Observatlon Conference Checkllst

(Appendlx B). Mosher and Purple (1972:92-96) have observed
that in Cllnlcal Superv1s1on, effectﬁve teaching tends to be .

cla and discussed in terms of such.factors as:
g o

1) he teacher's ability to communicate, for

"_example, audl,lllty, coherence of presentatlon, the tran-.

s1t10ns, and degree of abstractlon in hls/her language.

» Y 2) Logic of the teachlng strategy or method
employed,

3) .The teacher's performance of "instrumental
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tasksf.for example, coliecting'and distr%buting pabers,'
haying-enough(or extra pencils;”talking_to the board,
..readahility of handwriting5 and attembting to conduct'a.'
group dlscu331on with the desks arranged so rlgldly that
chlldren must speak to each other s backs. .

L, The motrvatlonal effect of teachlng such that
it is elther dull or 1mag1nat1ve and stlmulatlng or the \
teacher does or does_not communlcate commitment to and
intellectual enthusiasm about the content.

5. . The quallty of the personal relatlonshlp estab—
lished between the teacher and h1s puplls. _

~Carl Rogers (1951, ;961;A196?) has argued that
"the quality of interpersonal relationship‘established
between the teacher -and the learner has a. more significant
effect on learnlng outcome than any other varlable." Among
“the varlables whlch contrlbute to such feellngs as 1nterper—
sonal anx1ety, fear, llke of dislike of the teacher are the .
.predlctablllty of hlS relatlonshlps w1th chlldren, the types
of rewards and/or punlshments he employs, and his statements
about what is right or wrong ;n children's behav1or, in and
out. of ciassgf | | o

Brown (1961:227-252) in his study of stressf 1
supertlslon, traced the effects of fallure stress not only
to personal attrlbutes, but also examined it w1th respecé’to
each of severalﬂcpmpdnents of effective teaching which he
‘ identified as: personal qualities or attributes; evidence
Vof preparation‘for teaching}_nanner‘ofjpresenting the lesson;

4 . . v o .
._) L ] " -



'contact wlﬁhﬂpupils; and classroom management.' The followlng
are brief descripflons-of‘tne’componentsused by Brown in
his.study;- | |

| ;‘1, Pensonal Qualities (PQ) include poise{ voice,

‘manner;'professional.interests, and.attitude.
2. Preparation for Teaching'(?T) refers to generaf/
evidence in academic knowledge, suitability of lesson,
materials, and use’offeffectlve\rlanning;

3. Presentation’of Lesson . (PLf comprises observed‘

resourcefulness, effectlveness of methods, adaptability,

and command of the English language

L, Contact with Pupils (CP) includes such‘necessary _

teaching behav1or as showing sen31t1v1ty to the pupll s
reactions during the lesson, adJustlng the content and -
method to the, grade,level‘of the.class oeing taught, and the
_manner the teacher uses for'helpingvindividualvpupils with
their difficulties. It does not necessarily imply phjsical
contact, but rather; the interpersonal'relatioﬁs.set up
between teacher and pupil to improveAfhe learning situaﬁion.

5. Classroom Management (M), because it is.acn%eved
in a variety of Ways‘according to the individual teacher, |
is difficult to‘define. Some practise it, and evaluate it~
\in terms'of rigid routine;uothers see it as onymous with
one'usé of the term 'discipline"and stlll others, clalmlng
that effectlve management 1s a function of rapport and

¢

'personal relatlons, refer to. effectlveness in classroom

management as a composite of all the good qualities in >

-

—
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teaching. Brown (1961:239) defihes classroom mahagemént as
referring to ". . . control of the class and the activities
of individual‘pupils, efficient manner of giving directions

and handling routine métters; and the manner of keeping

<

6., Content of Lesson is an important category of
observation. Clinical supervision's method of analyzirig

content i{ﬂdiécuSSed in the.planning phase. It is at this

“point that predictions made 1n advance of the lesson éboptt

the suitabilify of_content, the clarity and pfecision of

its communicatior, its motivational characteristics and the.
-ﬁe - R 4;)“ 3\1 N >\, I. ,‘ ‘ < S . . - ’ - >‘ ‘ 3 ) ’ A .
like, are.studied inm terms ‘of actual observed teaching.

Brown (1961:262) concludes that stressful supervision

affects the sgveféi#ﬁohponents of the teaching process
differentially: 7 [ 4 “ume

: . e . BRSSP N By , '.t
" (1) the-more perdonal aspects of teachifig.fuse™:,
of ‘personal qualities, contactgwith pupils)”deterior
the most - L e Ay
(ii)" the more 'bookish' aspects of teaching
(evidence of preparation for lesson, lesson plans,
~evidence of subject-matter knowledge) fdeteriorate
the least, and in fact improve SRR
- (iii). the more traditionally pedagéﬁﬁcal aspects
of teaching (classroom management, presentation of
. lesspn) deteriorate to an extent somewhere between
~the other two,  approximately to the same degree as
general teaching effectiveness E ‘ B -
(iv) +the more intelligent the teacher, the more ‘
¢ she/he deteriorates in effectiveness of classroom - : ‘
management and contact with pupils. '

Two other résearchvfindings which bear some relevance
to this section are worth citing, however. Swineford
(1964), for example, studied the supervisor's Suggestions.

to student teachers coﬁcerning the improvement of their
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-teachlng. When superv1sors do talk about. teachlng, thelr
recommendatlons apparently run pretty much as one mlght'
expect In order of decreas1ng frequency the superv1sors

- in the Sw1neford study talked about teaching techniques

tand procedures,_dlsc1p11ne and control development of a ’
classroom personallty, plannlng of units or partlcular\ (
lessons and development of a sound academic’ background. The
- low priority'given curriculum questions is noteworthy.

| A similar, though less riéorous, study of the

supervisory conferenbe was undertaken by Kyte (1962),

Thirty sets of tape recordings, made up of a lesson observed
by a superv1sor, a follow- up conference and a subsequent
lesson, were collected and carefully analyzed The teachers
'1nvolved taught at all elementary grade levels, in qost
subject areas and 1n both urban and rural schools. Kyte
was interested in the optimal number of items discussed in
the superv131on conference and in the degree of empha81s
' Wthh should be given to each

Kyte's (1962:168) main conclus1ons regardlng the
‘nature of the superv1sory conference based on observed

L

teachlng are as follows

1. The conference should include not more than

<@
T

four or five items.

y %
S
2, The flrst main 1tem in the conference should be

planned to establlsh rapport and consequently should be
glven only mlnor stress or passing mention. '

- 3} The second and thlrd items in the conference
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‘shduld be given major stress. If thére‘is any‘difference.

in fhe ambunﬁ of stress, the third item should receive the
greatest stress. _
4. The fourth item in the conference should be

/

given either major stress or-minor stress, depending on the

-degree,df‘infiuence_desired on the subsequent teaching.

5. The fifth point in jthe conference should be
given either minor stress or passing mention and generally
should be related to one of the preceding items.

6. Thé last point introduced into the conference

should be given either minor stress or passing mention.

, Itlshpuld»ﬁéVeya_pléasing effect on the teacher irrespective .

of ifs influence on subsequent teaching.

7. When a numbéf‘of items are5included in a
conference some of them éﬁouId.be pelated to each othé%.
The relatednessléhould be included especially.when two or'
more major items are treated. - | N

8;;’Répetiticn_in the discussion of g majof‘point,
should increase its effectiveness on subsequent teaching.

The repetition can occur in a brief review of the item at

Y

or near the end of the conference. 'y
Kyte's findings are by no means conclusive. For

4

example, the assumption that a definite format and ordering

“

of topics is effective for ®11l supervisory conferences seems

questionable; While it would be a.mistake to apply his
flndlngs llterally, Kyte's study‘is unique  in 1ts attempt

to ‘measure the effect of the content of superv1sory feedback“



N K
by the: criterion of changes.in the subsequent teaching.

" The rarious_components_of effective teaching
reviewed above seem to be in lineiwith,the teaching
'strategies 1dent1f1ed by and used in the PrOJect QUEST, a
joint research project between the Centre for Research in
Teaching (CRT) at the Un1vers1ty of Alberta and the Edmonton
Publlc School Board (EPSB) in the 1978- 79 period. The set
of 28 strategies used in the PrOJect QUESTr fell into four
main clusters: classroom management; organlz&tion and4-"
methodological Strategies;?veroal interaction strategies;
and'interpersonal interaction strategies. The paramount
criterion used for the selection of the.strategies for the
Project QUEST was the existence of research support in the
vliterature rev1ew and expert opinion. 7 ‘

A comparison of category listings from Brown (1961)

“Mosher and Purpel (1972) and Project QUEST (1978-79) is

oresented in ble 1,

The éi:egory listings reviewed above may not be
exhaustive oEEausg of what Ratsoy (1979:35) termed as "the
ilack of a geﬁ%kall& accepted framework for classifying
competencies," the same observation researchers‘of the early
i950's like Barr and Morsh (cited in Medley, .1971:12) made
that: o I f

No s1ngle, spec1fic, observable teacher act has yet

been found whose frequency or percent of occurrence

is invariably significantly correlated with student
achievement. . .. .

The categories, however} provided useful insight into the’
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iconstructlon of the Post Observatlon Conference Check11s¥$
(Appendlx BY/*tRE detalls of whlch are dlscussed in. Chapter
,3 of the study. NoteWorthy, however, is the fact that
clarlty and smmpllclty were the magor crlterla forfder1v1ng

the categorles 1ncluded in the instrument. Aﬂigégf-‘

Wthh were amblguous,hlnapproprlate or 1napplic ble to the

s 'sample of the study were otherw1se deleted rev1sed or

restated based on varlous procedures descrlbed in Chapter 3.,
The resultlng ten toplcs used 1n the study were |

deflned as follows

a
hd

e 1, Personal Qualities

8

(a) Communlcatlon SklllS.. Ablllty to communlcate. '

Audlblllty, v01ce, coherence of presentatlon' manner,

L hthe,tran31tlons, degree of abstract;on 1n_language used;

Y

‘poise. | a\“__;;;/f/{/ :',. . '? - ' | h ,,? -
" (b) -Profe-ssional Q‘ualities‘ Interest in work; attltude
toward superv131qn, respon31blllty to profes31onal
'"requlrements. " :
(c)'Motlvatlonal Effect of Teachlngx Elther dull or: bd;gf
1mag1nat1ve and stlmulating, does or does not commﬁnlcatevt

commltment to - and 1ntellectual enthus1asm about content :Ea

’,2. Instructlonal Plannlng | ‘ _ H

General ev1dence of academlc knowledge, use of effectlv‘
and appropraate lesson and uﬁlt plav.rls.j:.__,'j |

,: 3; Content of Lesson O

_Knowledge of materlal,taught or subjegf matten Suitabiilt%



( | oy

{_of iesson‘materials, dOcuments and the na‘ture of problems~o

T(assignments) posedlin class, COrrectiveness of content in
- .
relatlon to. stated obJectlves for. leSSOn belng taught.

€ »

4& Presentation of Lesson

' Loglc of 1nstructlon, observed resourcefulness. adaptablllty,

v -

'command of Engllsh language; questlonlng skllls-'sense of
’_humor- effectlveness of- methods used; effectlve use of
chalkboard texts, effectlve use of’ Audlo Vlsual Materlals.

5. Qualltygof Interpersonal Relatlonshlps

Contact w1th puplls, sens1t1v1ty to puplls response
: behav1ors, reactlons;durlng'the,lessbn, the quality of
'fd;personai;relatibnships between teacher and pupils.

6. Classroom Management

‘ Handllng "routlne" or "1nstruct10nal" tasks - keeplng

"<records, giving dlréctlons, oonductlng act1v1t1es with.

-4 Sl

.1nd1v1dual gr groups of puplls, collectlng and dlstrlbutlng

papers, pen011s, books, mamner of helplng puplls with

Qo

'f;,' ass1gnments; meetlng individual pupil or grade level”needs.

.7. Discipline in.thé;Classroom

.. 8. Review of. .Performance - |
General comments on overall performance of teacher, puplls,

observed 1mprovements or growth of teacher, etc.- &

9. Informal Conversation”9
Weather polltlcs, etc.

v.fio.i Others

.'Any other toplcs not falllng under the above.
_ -
The ten toplcs above were 1ncluded 1n the Post—_
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Observation=Conferencé Checklist (Appéhdix B) in an attempt
%o answer the second research question of. the study "What
were the toplc areas dlscussed in superv1sory feedback

sess1ons dur ing the student teaching perlod as recorded by

the resehrcher in relatlon to the seven sub- problems llsted

.undeeruestlon 2 in Chapter 1 of the study?"

REWIEW OF THE LITERATURE RELATED TO
TYPOLOGIES OF SUPERVISORY
. CONFERENCES -

The review of llterature in thls sectlon is presented

k]

under two sub- headlngs. First, an overv1ew of ex1st1ng

schema adopted 1n varlous superv1sory technlques 1n the

J
¢

supervision of student teachlng is prov1ded Second some"“

o

'typologles or styles of superv1sory conferences are explored;

P

Overv1ew of Superv151on
| | Henry and Beasley (19?2) have observed that the two

basic‘dlmens1ons of the.teachlng‘act are the 1nterp§rsonal

relationships\aﬁé the'process'of instruction The former

concerns the relatlonshlp between the teacher and the puplls

in the classroom and involves attltudes, values and emotlons; C

The latter concerns the teacher‘s knowledge of the baslc

:procedures for: selecting relevant learnlng experlences for

‘ the puplls and experlmenting with them to develop effective

teaching strategies. .
The 1nterpersonal relatlonshlps and the process of

1nstructlon are 1nterdependent and the superv1sor s

f
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tresponsibility is to-effectively assist the studentlteacher
to integrate the interpersonal with thelinstructionai Thls'
'task 1nvolves guldlng, supportlng and teachlng the student
-teacher ‘and 1s known as superv131on (Ebel, 1969”1381)
Most technlques of superv181on can be generally
represented on a very simple three -stage schema
1 , . 2 . -3

} Pre?Planning Record of Teaching Post-Event Analysis

Sometimes, this is augmented by a further two stages in
whlch the superv1sory conference 1s recorded in some fashion
and aapost event analys1s of that too, is 1ncluded for the
further tralnlng of superv1sors themselves or for prov1d1ng
feedback to them. The bas1c superv131on of students,g
however, - remalns as above, too often, concentratlng on areas
. 2 and 3. Indeed there -are many in tances where stage 2

1s given tremendous empha31s by the phy51cal presence of a
note-taking superv1sor, whlle the post event analys1s,

stage 3, is a mere five minutes in a corridor. Varylng
emphases on the three stages prov1de a schema for even: the
.most_sophlstlcated supervisory techniques (Cope, &9?#&15).
‘Thus} clinical supervision,ias advocated by Goldhammer
(1969) is a rlgordus 1mplementat1on/o£\the above schema.

£

‘ Interactioh analy31s sysf%ms, when their purpose is
"dlagnostlc, may dehl w1th stages 2 and 3 only. Counselllng
'technlques of superV151on may concentrate solely on stage

3, ut111z1ng the- vers1on of events presented by the cllent
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(student) 4 R : ’

The length and type of the teachlng episode may vary.
The means of making a record may range from written notes or
filling in schedules to a video tape} The postsevent'
analysis (stage 3) Wilivbe-conditioned by the nature of the'
record kept. Yet basically supervision, whatever its form,
o is concerned wifh'these_stages. |

Since the faculty consultant and cooperating tedcher

-_pare in a supervisory role in relation to the student teacher,

it is reasonable to assume that the effectlve superv1sor
would practlse the superv131on approach which is represented
in this excerpt‘from Wiles (1955.9).
| The'superv1sor s role has become supportlng, assisting,
and sharing, rather than directing.. The authdrity of
-the superv1sor s position has not decreased, but it
is used in another way. It is to promote growth
through assuming responsibility and creativity rather
than through dependency and conformlty.'
The critics of practlce teachlng are concerned ‘about student
teachers belng s001allzed to the status quo, that is,
encouraged to be dependent and to conform The supportlng,»
asslstlng,band.sharing'concepts which are perceived as»
facilitating personal growth are charaquristic of a "heiping_
relationship” which has been espoused by humanistic psy&ho--
" logists such as Allport‘f1955): Combs (1974); Glasser (1963,
v . _ | SN
"~ 1969); Gordon (1974)3 Maslow (1943, 1962); and Rogers -
vy
(1951 1961, 1967). Combs was largely respon31ble for
1ntroduc1ng ‘the humanlstlcally orlented teacher educatlon

programme which replaced the tradltlonal one at the

>
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_ University of Florida'in Gainesville. BothrGlasser and
Gordon worked with- classroom teachers and-their‘books/are
reguired in.pre—service teacher education programmes'inlsome
‘teacher education institutions. . F
B "Rogers (1961) defines the helplng relatlonshlp as
one in whlch at least one of the parties has the 1ntent of
promotlng growth development, maturlty, 1mproved N _
functlonlng, and 1mproved coplng with the llfe of the other.
~ He observed that .the therapeutic relatlonshlp in psycho-
therapy is but a spe01flc 1nstance of 1nterpersonal relatlon—
ships in general and that thls approach ‘applies to. all
'helplng relat;onshlps. Cannel{‘and-Kahn {1968:526) have
pointed out that the therapeutic.interview.can be a:powerful
source of help. Its purpose is to change the behavior of the
person, and its success -1s de!ined ‘in terms of- changes (as
is. the conference between the superv1sor and student
~

teacher).

_The helplng relatlonshlp Wthh has been deflned by

4 Rogers (1961) has also ‘been expressed in Kuhn' (1962)
recommendatlons for the conductlng of a successful profes-
81onal‘1nterv1ew and these recommendatlons may have
impiications for the.suPervisor and student teacher ' *ﬂﬁw
conference which 1s a type of 1nterv1ew. Kuhn (1962 :203)
suggests that the 1nterv1ewer (supervisor) regard the social
act (post observatlon conference) "as the context 1n Wthh

the- 1nd1v1dual dlscovers hlmself and establlshes hlS own

identity." This approach, whlph'represents the_symbol;c
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interactlonist perspective, involves the interviewer
(supervisor) helping the client_(student teacher) to teview
bhis behavior, evaluate it, and consider alternatlve forms
of behav1or which would lead to a more successful performanca
This process parallels Glasser's (1963) Reality Therapy |
approach. _ .
| Kuhn's (1962) recommendatlons are congruent with
Shaplin's (1962) belief that the primary purpose of practice:
teachlng is that the student teacher.learns}to analyze,
criticlge, and control his own. behavior. There is consi-
derable empirical support tobsubstantiate the proposition
that the hlgher the level of fa01lltat1ve conditions 1n the
counselllng interview, the greater the llkellhood of success-
ful outcome (Anthony, 1971) especially in the field of.
‘education. : ; , - _ ‘ 2

| vThejperSPectivesiofkthe helping relationship which
are advocated by‘Kuhn (1962) and Shaplin (1962) may be
comblned and restated in the context of the superv1sor and
‘student teacher 1nteract10n in the post observatlon
:conference s1tuation. The superv1sor views the 1nteraction
- with a student teacher as’ onewln Wthh the student teacher
| is helped to discover hlmself and to develop his identity
',as a teacher through ass1st1ng the student teacher to rev1ewv_‘
and analyze hlS teachlng performance,.cr1t1c1ze and evaluate p”
it, and to learn to control his own behav1or by 1dent1fy1ng
alternatlve forms of behav1or Wthh will lead to a more

'nsuccessful teachlng performance. -
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A teaching/learning model which appears to facilitate

the accompllshment of the comblned Kuhn and Shaplln perspec—'

“tives is that of "andragogy". This has been espoused by ‘
Knowles (1970) and Knox (1974), among others. Andragogy is -
deflned as the art-and science of helplng adults to learn:
as opposed to pedagogy which is the art and science.df
teaching ehildren, 'The fact that today's student teachers
are adnlts nas been stated andnth?ir desire to be .treated as
'adults»er peers,isﬁindicated in the literature.

‘Ingalls (19?3) describes'the'pedagogical model as
one in whieh the teacher views the learner as:dependent and
having limited experience which‘must be:augmented under the
teachef‘s directiOn; The,content of the learning experience
is subJect centred and the teacher prov1des pupll motivation
_vthnpugh external rewards and punlshments and compet1t1Ve
'learnlng‘cllmate. On the other hand the'andragogy model,
requlres the teacher to v1ew the student as 1ncreas1ngly
self-directed and as a person who has a r1ch resource for
“learnlng within himself. The content_of the learning
expeflence tends to be task‘and/or pfoblem centred and  the
VStudent'is assuned to be self-motivated or'dipected. Gibp
_(}969) identifiesaproblen solving and equality eodmunication
behavior as“indicaﬁﬁte‘of suppertiveness given'to'the
recipient of suchybehaviqrs, eonsequently indueing deSifable
behavior on the pa:t"of-the'recipient; o | '

The development organlzatlon and admlnlstratlon .

of the andragoglcal teachlng/learnlng model is descrlbed '

L .

b
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by Ingalls_(1973)'as involving a continuous circular_

,application of the following elements:

| 1., Setting (and maintaining) a climate.Of,mutual
trust.. A | , R |
2. Establishing (and mai%éadning) a structure for
mutual planning. o .
3. Assessing interests, needs, and values; -
L, }Formulatlng goals and obgectlves.

5. Plannlng learning activities.

6. Implementlng learnlng act1v1t1es.

7 Evaluatlng the degree to which planned objec-
tives have been achleved through analy81s of obJectlve data.
Evaluatlon 1s shared and leads to a reassessment of needs
(feedpack). '

The contemporary teaohlng/learnlng model 1n teacher educa—
tion and spe01f1cally in the field experlence, which most
closely resembles the andragogy model, is cllnlcal
sﬁpervision. ‘ "

The clinical superv1s1on model whlch has been

espoused by Goldhammer (1969) and Cogan (1972) emphas1zes

the supervisor in the helplng role to foster'analytlcal,

rational, and professional behavior in student‘teachers. The

‘term clinical is borrowed from-the medical profession and

the‘approach attempts to apply the face'to face, data based’
1nstrdct10nal superv1s1on given to medlcal 1nterns to the-
Suudent teacher 1n the classroom. -The Ass001atlon for

Student Teaching (1970) supports the clinical supenﬁision

Le

A
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approach and the Association percelves practlce teachlng as
a cllnlcal study of teaching which is described as:

" e a continuous exploratlon and examination of
educgklonal possibilities in particular settings
under varylng conditions. (The clinical study of-
teaching) is not a static exercise in the demon-
stration of established ways. It is instkad a
constant quest for productive curricular plans
and imaginative teaching strategies through
experimentation, coordinated analytical assess--
ment, and the consideration of alternatlve
approaches.

This position elaborates on Wilee' (1955) definition of
’ supervision_which is to'proﬁote the student's growth
through éSSuming responsibility and the exercise of o
creafivity rather than through dependency and confermity.‘
The process of clinical éupervision is cyclical,
as 1is that of the'éndragbgy teachipg/learning model, and can
be summarized as,foIloygx | 'ﬁ&
1. A pre-observation eonference‘in which the
| student Shareshinstructional geale with the‘supervisor.
- They jointly clarlfy goals, obJectlves and determlne how: to‘
»’aSSess the extent to which goals may be achieved (1tems 1

\,

gto 5 in the andragogy model referred to earlier are included
4

here) N | - | .

f.«

2, f@he'éuperviser observes the student's teaching
and coiiec%s data throﬁgh nqte-taking or tape-recording
(1tem 6 of the andragogy model) . _

3. The supervisor analyzes the data and prepares.
strategles for tHe post-observation conference:‘

L L. The post—observation_cOnference is where data -

t .



are shared with the objective of using a data base to
1dent1fy dlscrepan01es between the student's 1ntent and

17
action. The student is assmsted in developing 1n81ght with

v

regards to himself as a teachertand the teachlng process.

5. Joint plannlng.ofrfuture goals (1tem ? in the
-andragogy model is represented by 1tems L. and 5 ‘11’1 the
vcllnlcal superv1s1on model).

It i8 on thé??ost Observatlon Conference stage that thls

study focusses.

Typologies of Supervisory Conferences

The flrst prerequlslte for a scheduled conference
Cis. that there be somethlng to discuss so as to prov1de a
focus for- initial meetings. When the Supervisor and the
.Stndent.teechErbcemthogether, they‘haﬁe:a definite topic to
consider. ‘ o |

Once there is a mutually understood reason for
meeting, interpersonsl relations,beceme-impertant. What
kind of interaction is ‘cllesirz‘a.ble"> Conference style may be
~divided into three types, as identified: by Clothler and
Kingsley (1973): | - RE. |

‘%. Supervisor-Directed Conference. This style 1is

frequently]used in supervisory conferences. Studies.
indicate that supéervising teachers taik»abodtfsixty—five
'percent qf.the time during conferences,'do net accept the
. students"ideas andétend to be critiCal,of the student

teachers. Since the studentvteaching term is short and there
v ‘ ' ' ”



o

L5 so much to do, it is understandable that the supervisor
) , h

might be tempted to use this style. Student teachers often

encourage this approach, Realizing their-inadeduacy and .
desiring to please, student teachers are sometimes'hesitant;
" to make suggestions or diSagree with theirfsupervisors;

It is also possible thht some superv1srng teachers
feel a need to mould the student teachers 1nto their 1mage,
hence; they insist that thelr dlrectlons be followed w1thout
questlon. Others have developed successful technlques and
out of a desire for their student teacher to succeed
uncons01ously exert gentle but pers1stent pressure on the
_student teacher to accept their point of view. Their efforts
prov1de -a high degree of certalnty but little room for
student teacher creat1v1ty. Whatever the reasons, certain.
Abehav1ors cah be assoc1ated with both superv1sor and student
teacher in superv1sor dlrected conferences

Superv1s1 g Teacher ' . St%dentifeacher

Superv1sor domlnates Student teacher is passive

.“.

Supervisor does most
of the talking

| 8
Gives directions

Expects  student
teacher to accept
her point of view

.\Trles to mould student

“teacher into her own -

image

'Critical of student

&

Student teacher is sensi-
tive to her own inade-
“quacy in knowledge and

fexperlence

Has few ideas and makes
~ few suggestions

Agrees with supervisor
unfailingly

N

May become 1ncrea51ngly
dependent on superV1sor

Hesitant to ask questions

e



55

e .
’%gﬁ? teacher
W Doe§h't_listen to May become hostlle and
student teacher's resist supervisor's
ideas _ directiveness

The postulated’outcomes'of this mode of interaction are that
the student teacher will work with a high degree of certainty

but will erperience minimal growth and there is a possibility
\ o <
of confrontation if the student teacher expresses his

©

" personal goals and ideas for teaching.

2. Non-directed Conference., Sometimes'supervising

teachers, not wantlng to be labelled authorltarlan, will
- «Over-react, mov1ng to a lalssez faire type of conference

behavior. There could be a number of reasons for the
 decision to adopt thls conference style.

o
Some superv1sors may be unsure of thelr relationship

A

with the student teacher‘and other college personnel In

‘ su¢h cases, it 1s doubtful that a superv181ng‘teacher will
take the risk of allenatlng college personnel by assumlng a
strong leadershlp role. A few superv1sors may view a student.
teacher as someone to prov1de relief from a heavy teachlng
load and offer llttle in the way of guldance. Other super-
v;sors may feel uncomfortable the presence of a brlght ‘
young person who has had tralnlng in all.the latest
technlques espoused by profess1onal educatlon/courses. The
danger of suggesting technlques whlch may be obsolete 1n

the view of the latest textbook theory can be a real threat.

-A supervisor who adopts,the'nonfdlrectlve style
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tends to make few suggestlons, glve;\\inimal conetruCtive
crltlclsm, pralses 1ndlscr1m1nately, and focusses on
feelings. 'In this situation,\the student‘féacher may work
wit? a high degfee of uncertaintyAbecause,no real feedback
is given about his teaching performance and, as such, his
behavior may be.changed but it willxbeuon‘theibasis of
feelingslrathep_than on aﬁ apalysis and evaluation of his
actual teachiﬁg,experience. 'Thié-conference style, zﬁough
uniikely_to result in significaﬁ?ﬁérowth; will probaply not
result in cohflict-but a conscientious student teacher.who
wants to Iearn to teach will probably be very frusifated
becauseihe will oftea?be'unsure of his progress.

| OutVdf'a{sincere desire to encourage rathef than
deflate a student xeacher's_feeiings, SOme'superViéing
teachers will praise indiscriminately; use vague supportive . -
generalitiesf'but fail to pointvdut'weaknesses or suggest
alternative strategles for p0851ble 1mprovement that are so
mecessary to a student teacher s growgh. One of the moé%
frequent crltlclsms made-by student teachers regardihgh'
conferences is that superv131ng teachers: fall to provide
constructlve criticism of teachlng behaviors.

Clothler and Klngsley (1973) have observed that

some supervisors praise 1ndlscr1m1nately and fall to point
out weaknesses or suggest strategles'for 1mproVement of
teaching performance, i.e.,=provide.constructive cfiticism.

Indlscrlmlnate praise. is that glven w1thout a reason, such

as good prerformance," w1th no- quallfler or what appears to
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be a pattern of maklng pos1t1ve comments as a matter of

course in the superv1sor s verbal behav1or.

_.terlze behav1ors 1nherent in this style of conference in

the follow1ng way:

Superv1s1ng Teacher-

Makes few or no suggestlons

Wy

Gives Mttle constructive
crltlclsm

v
Praises indiscriminately

Listens and may even .
psychologgze" student
teacher - ,

Offers little guidance but ; -
‘gives tasks do g;»

May be hypercrltlcaldéf
~ others-in the building

Need for reasgurance may.
cause her to solicit
student teacher support:

Interested'in»feelings_

3. Interactlve Conference.

’Feels free to ask

appears to yleld the most p081t1ve results.

‘frather than personallty centred.

o

We may charac—~\

AN

o

Student Teacher"

l
\
BT
N - R
Works with a- large degree | =~
of uncertainty about . | |
performance . T
Changes behavior on the .
basis of feelings - o
"rather than analy31s \

of task : , ,ﬁ 1%

Frustrated from lack of

|
direction R

|

t

_ .
: questlons ‘ -

: <
Assumes responsibllltyu

. for self- dlrectlon

“Asks for help but receives

- “Iittle satisfaction

This conference style~? '

It 1s problem

The prlmary emphas1s 1s on

1mprov1ng teachlng behav1or through the use of obJectlve

‘data.

Since it requlres an open . and honest relatlonshlp,-

E]

.
’

the act1v1t1es are geared towards fa0111tatlon of the 1nter-

action between the part1c1pants.‘

. RN X 7
. .
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-EaCh*participant should feel~free to reéommend

topics for discussion. Each must be able to offer sugges-'

’4.tlons for solutlons to problems. It is. 1deas that are to be

,~evaluatéd. The superv131ng teachbr does not feel the need to
- ' : . i .
"put down" the creative 1deas of a student teacher to protect

4fafposition of authorlty. The focus is on lmproved practlce

et 2

htrather‘than p031tlonxor personalltles. Part1c1pants share
.the respon81b111ty for successful conferences.

Obv1ously the superv181ng teacher must feel secure
Aenough to permlt and even encourage dlsagreement leew1se,
_the student teacher must be w1lllng to accept other p01nts
of Vﬂew. A student teachlng experlence cannot be truly
effectlve w1thout an honest 1nterchange between the super—
v1sor and the superv1see. Thus, the observable behav1ors
in th;s conference 'style will be: -

, SuperVising ﬁeacher o Student Teacher

-

lees constructlve sugges—»3b Offers own" 1deas S

tlons and 1deas

~

‘Feedback is obJectlve bas?h J‘Clarlfles own 1deas and

_on student ttacher's - actions
intenti8ns or acceptable P :
analys1s measures TS
Superv1sor sollclts and ~ Accepts Superv1sor s
' ~accepts student teacher’ 'S - questions and sugges-'.

ideasg’ and oplnlons : . tlons

lees suggestlons for .
modification :of teachlng
, B _ behavior-and team ‘ ‘
i~ B SR - Telations
“Praises disciminately @ = Reflects on own perfor— '
o IR R mance and evaluates
T according’ to intended
e f purpose and acceptable
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measures for analys1s

Guides student’teacher‘in - Asks for supervisor's
figuring out own problems suggestions or ideas
and teachlng strategies o . ’

Llstens to what student
teacher ‘has to say

Asks for clarlflcatlon _

The manlfest behav1ors identified in the'interactive"
conference model appear to spec1fy in behav1oral terms the
.condltlons requlred 1n a. post- observatlon conference whlch
is representatlve of the cl;hlcal superv1s1on approachh The
condltlons are a problem-centred approach which 1nvolves
sharing data, The obJectlve is to 1dent1fy dlscrepan01gs
between the superv1sor 'S and student teacher s 1ntent and

> \

lctlon, and to plan remedlal behav1or to reduce the dis- \

crepancies.’ B \.- SRS : | , \
o An 1mpress1ve amount of" research flndlngs have o \
documented the 1mportance of nondlrectl \technlques»;n any\:
‘helping relatlonshlp (Brammer, 19733 Carkhuff 1969, 1972)..\'
Several authors (Ollva, 1976; Salek 1975) have also |
,¢suggested that nondlrectlve (or 1nd1rect) technlques are
"llkely to be - more productlve 1n the teacher superv1sor
relatlonshlp than dprectlve technlques. OllVa (1976) has
h;developed an argument én favour of ‘the 1nd1rect superv1sory e
- approach ba31ng his case. on the assumptlon that humans,j i l
: espe01ally hlghly tralned ones, are. not motlvated by. » l
| authorltarlan technlques._ Salek (1975) suggests that super— «ar

v1sors caught in the helper versus evaluator role paradox,
N o R .
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mtoward dlrectlve and nondlrectlve supervisory behav1or with

» 60

. . " ) .
# : .
. .
7 _—)

-should employ nondirective'techniques in both roles.

Several studles have attempted to assess superv1see attltude

r

/
confllclng results.: Blumberg and Weber, for example,

(19/8:110) surVeyed 210 experlenced teachers and found that
o« oo dlfferences in teacher morale scores seem L
to be related. to the amount of emphasis that teachers

'see their| supervisors putting on indirect behaviar -
" in supervisory interaction.:

ot

Othe studies have reported”the reactions'of student

teachers to the process of superv151on. Beginning teachers

~ have been found, to want suggestlons (McConnell 1960i\

constructlve crltlclsm of their teachlng (Trlmmer, 1960

1961), regular conferences (Edmund and Hemlnk, 1958) and

freedom to show initiative,. and to dlsllke superv;31on which -
is dlsorganlzed. rlgld or lacklng in. candor. Roth (1961)
'and Wright (1965) have also trled to dlstlngulsh ‘between the

-.superv1sory act1v1t1es regarded by beglnnlng teachers as»

effeotlve and 1neffect1ve. Thelr deflnltlons are -so general
however, (e g.,,"rev1ewed the lesson for evaluatlve pur—

poses ) and the crlterla so vague ("the effectlve supervising

teacher has falth 1n hlmself“) that it 1s dlfflcult to

draw many useful conclu31ons for practlce.

t

' A more sophlstlcated study of what superv1sors do '

_has been reported by-Blumberg and Amldon (1965)'who studledf»
" how "teaohers percelve the [superv1sory] conference, the
1superv1sor s behav1or and the apparent consequences." They

1;collected 166 experlenced teachers views of actual and ideal

\
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v supervisory conferences with prlncipals.' Adapting Flander's
,categorles with reference to teachlng, they asked each
teacher to clas51fy his superv1sor with regard to the
frequency of his "dlrect" behav1or\— giving information or
;opinion; dlrectlons and criticism - and his‘"indirect"
'behav1or - acceptlng feellngs and ‘ideas, g1v1ng pralse or
encouragement and asklng questlons of the. teacher. Secondly,
- the teachers were asked to evaluate thelr superv1sors by the
standards of communlcatlve freedom and supportlveness,

learnlng outcome, amount of superv1sory talk and general

product1v1ty ‘in the supervisory conference.

The study's conclus1ons can be stated as foll wsi'
1) When superv1smon is predbmlnantly 1nd1rect (1 €.,

characterlzed by the ellcltlng and acceptance*of the

TN

teacher s 1deas and feellngs and by p031t1ve relnforcement
of the teacher), teachers tend to regard supervisoryvconfer

ences as more{productive;_.z) - Learning about onefs'self,

1

- both as a teacher and as a person, occurs when the supervisor
. S _ )

evidences-highiindirect’and high‘direct behavior.- 3)
Freedom of communication in a superv1sory relatlonshlp 1s.
.curtalled only when the superv1sor is hlghly dlrectlve. .“
o4 Teachers were ‘most dlssatlsfled w1th superv1sors who‘,k/;
\deempha81zed 16d1reglubehav1or. : ’

A:,._.. L . 4 .o Lov
- £y :

Young and Hélchberger (1975) on the other hand have reported
a clear preference for helper behav1or (dlrectlve) over

colleglal behav1or (nondlrect;ve)f_-ln their study of student

a

gy



teachers' perceptlons of dlrectlve and nondlrectlve super-.
'v1sory behaylor, Copeland and Atkinson (1978 123- 126) have
.also found that. the student -teachers preferred dlrectlve
;superylsory behav1or (typlfied by declaratlve and exp031tory
statements and an‘authorltarlan posture).to,nondlrectlve
"supervisory behavior (typifiedfbyAinterrogatory.and reflec-~
‘tive statemeﬁts and eoualitarian posture). This outcome
was-somewhat surprlslng»and contradlctory in v1ew of the '
extens1ve body of research documentlng the effectiveness of
nondlrectlve technlques in the helplng relatlonshlp (Brammer,
<.1973, Carkhuff, 1969) The results of thls study also L
“<contrad1ct those of Blumberg and Weber (1968) who . employed
,experlenced teachers as subJects l
| Copeland and Atklnson (1928:123 126) have ofifered

Several explanatlons for the discrepancy between the .r

_results and the earller studles, among them belng the pre—

. service student teachers need for an»authorlty figure! to .

provide qulck dlrect solutlons to thelr problems as opposed
| tdha rather self suff1c1ent \co leglal attltude of
: experlenced teachers (whlch ‘contradicts Young and He;ch—
\berger s flndlngs above),.student teachers des1re to depend-
on ‘and know the expectatlons of superv1sors for gradlng,

-‘certlflcatlon and tenure purposes as opposed to experlenced

ﬂ» teachers' feellng of securlty on the job, not dependlng

7ent1rely on the superv1sors 'evaluatlon._ Fur@hermore, the

'sllght modlflcatlon of. the methodology of the study would '

v
s

have contrlbuted to the dlscrepanc1es.~ The~51xty six
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student teachers rated two tape:recordings-of a!superVisorYj
conference, one in which the supervisor was nondirective-
andvthe other in. whlch he was very dlrectlve. The'tape‘
‘recordlngs were made as 81m11ar to each other as poss1ble
w1th'the exceptlon of nondirective and d;rectlve behav1or,_.
, other’personal'qualities of supervisors being‘heldvconstant,
This methodology differed’from those ‘used in previous |
lstmdies in which subjects_were asked_todrecali:nondirective '
~ and directiVe snpervisory'behaviér’without”having their
recollectlons colored by other personallty and enV1ronmental
.varlables. As a f;nal note,(the authors_have cautioned )
that given the results of the study, supervisees' prefer-
'ences for‘superviSOry behaviors maynorvmay notfbe directly
4_related'to.supeggisor.effectiﬁeness; ‘Other factors>may
affect the sﬁpef@dsee's preferences. In addition to
prov1d1ng equlvocal results,-studles on 1nd1rect and dlrectJ
superv1sory behav1or 01ted above suffer from the llmltatlons
1nherent 1n¥most other survey research. Superv1sory behaV1or
Judged by‘one respondent to be dlrectlve may be Judged by
another to be nondlrectlve. Bes1des, survey studles_requlre
the respondent to express a preference from memory for one
behav1or over another- some subjects may recall spec1flc
-1nstance whlle others may ;espond on. the basls of a general‘
attltude. Furthermore, there is no way of knowing to what
"degree superv1sor personallty rather than superglsor
behav1or is belng rated | _
| Desplte the shortcomlngs noted above, and‘on thé'.:

~

’ o
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basis of extrapolatlons of the research on effectlve helper
supervxsory behav1or, the view taken in thls study is that
"superv1sees (student teachers) would percelve the superv1sor
as more credlble and useful when employlng nondlrectlve and
:1nteractlve technlques than when employlng dlrectlve tech—
nlques 1n the process of feedback durlng superv1sory A

conferences.

Bes1des typlfylng superv1sory conferences based on
the conference styles above (SuperV1sor—D1rected; Non—
J7D1rected, and Interactlve) the. purposes and obJectlves of

-superv1sory conferences can also offer some very useful
utypologles. | | _ '

Hunter (1980), for ‘example, dlscusses four meortant
generallzatlons that can be made about the dlfferent purposes
and outcomes of superv1sory conferences. Flrst, Hunter | A
"(1980:408) recognlzes that "superv1sory conferences have two
discrete functions'.'. . instructiOnal and‘evaluative "

Her second generallzatlon is that “a superv1sory conference
hould have a prlmary purpose [and] most of the conference
ime’ and communlcatlon should ‘be directed to a prlmary

obJectlve.P Thlrd Hunter recognlzes that "the pr1n01ples

-of learnlng that apply to students also apply to, teachers,f
.‘_and fourth that.».‘ -

Teachlng is behav1or and can best be - 1mproved through
analysis of that behavior . . . . ‘The teachlng
- behaviors observed. must then be interpreted &nd ,
‘categorized as:. a) those that. prompted learning;
b) those that used precious time and energy yet B
contributed nothing to learning; and c).. those-that
,»unlntentlonally, actually'lnterfered w1th learnlng

o
-
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(Hunter, 1980 409). .
Huntér (1980: 409 412) discusses two broad categorles
of superVisory conferences based on the purposes. arnd -’
///obJectives of the conference. the - instructional (formative)

conference and the evaluative (summative) conference.

I. The Instructional'Conferences

Specifically,‘Hunter'identifies five types of
instructional conferences. The typologies, their purposes

and some examples are summarized as follows:

“Type A Conference. "The supervisor focusses only on

those aspects of instruCtion that mFre effective and brings
thOSe decisions andtbehaViors to the conscious awarenegs of
the student teacher ‘who then has an opportunity to learn
reasons- for their effectiveness, and as. a result use them
deliberately and appropriately in ‘the future. The‘follow1ng.
is an example of a Type A Conférence:

| SUPERVISOR: "Your mov1ng OVer and standing by
John'sndesk when he was not listening was. an excellent
technique. Everyone is more obedient when the authority is
:close..‘That's'whatbhappensjto all of us wheF we see the
.police car in the rearview mirror. Then, your u51ng John's
name in an example about hlS being a good B&ll Player not -
only built his self concept and caused him to listen, but

:paired hlS 1nterest in athletics w1th _your lesson e oV

You used three,excellent:instructional.techn1ques: - physical



' cloSeness, use of the student's'namelin'a‘meaningful-example,

and pairing the student's interest with'academic content.”

Type B Conference. The student teacher and the

superv1sor together generate alternatlves 40 behav1ors ‘which
" were- effectlve in the observed lesson 1n case they should be
less effectlve in a dlfferent_s1tuatlon. Student teachers
'canvbecome set~in‘their patterns of presentatlon, disciplina,
homework, or practlce, thereby reducing: flex1b111ty in their
teaching Type B conferences are de51gned to break this
encapsulatlon and create new optlons. An example of a TypeiX
' B Conflerence would be: | “ .
| SUPERVISOR: "Standlng by John's desk and using his:
name in a compiimentary example was very effectlve.‘,W1th
- most students-that wil% work;. What might you (the'student

teacher) do if it'didn't?"

/

L]

;

*

lype C Conference. The student teache; 1s encouraged'

and given flrst opportunlty to 1dent1fy those parts of a

teachlng eplsode with whlch they were not satlsfled so that
in collaborat;on with the sup~rv;sor, strategles for redu01ng

or eliminating future unsatésfactory outcomes will be.

developed. | " | ] ’ _

Although the student teacher. 1s glven the flrst

opportunlty to suggest solutlons, 1t is akso the obllgatlon
z

of the superV1sor to- pose poss1b1e solutlons, or to

<
acknowleage that he cannot thlnk of any. Instructlonal

}.

conferen01ngv1s not.a spectato;\sport. The follow1ng example'
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B

illustratesla Type . C Conferencest ‘
| STUDENT'TEACHER- "I assumed the students would
have remembered the materlal I was dlsapp01nted to see how -
- /much of it they had forgotten." | |
SUPERVISOﬁ: "It's not unusual that we assume
'._ studentf remember and they don t. ' What m;ght be done to

eliminate the situation?"

a : SUPERVISOR': "Sometimes a qulck check to see if

LY

.students remember the process needed w1i£ not only help

them recall lt,‘but'w1ll alert you if they don't You mlght

"do one example together on the chalkboard. That can serves

ias a. warm—up and a reminder before you move on to new
wumaterlal.' If they ve forgotten, you can reteach rlght then -
when it's needed." -

Type D Conference. The supervisor 1dent1f1es and

-labels those less effectlve aspects of teachlng.. i.e.,
: "What went wrongz ” and~wh;ch-may or.may not have been
_ev1dent to the teacher., The'student'teacher then selects
balternatlve behavior he/she mlght substitute for them. for
”jexamplez | ‘ f‘ ‘
| SUPERVISOR-d‘"Dld you reallze that you used an ‘o'
1nstead of an 'u’ when you spelied out the word 'Garneau
on the board°“’ o o

- STUDENT TEACHER: "Oh no, perhaps 1 should have |
iasked one of the students’ to spell each letter out loudly

as I ‘wrote: 1t . ." :
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‘
Type E Conference. Type E (for excellent) conference

isydesignéd to promote growth beyond that which the teacher
alone can generate.  Zhe superviéor'contrigntos and promo%es
continuing growth of an excellent teacher. The teacher then
selects next steps for expanding his own professional
growth., An eXamblé o}’this type of conference would‘be:
VSUPERVISORQ "That was a superb iesson.' Would you

‘be willing to put a similar lesson on videotape so we can

. use it to help new teachers?"

.SUPERyISOR- "Your ablllty to draw out shy students
is-remarkable. W1ll you go over your lesson with me to '
help me understand the cues that tell you when to push
tstudents and when to back off°"

SUPERVISORz' "You Hﬁve the skills to pilot this new
program'so we can identify strengﬁhs‘and weaknesses before‘
wé'consider'its adoption for the whole‘school."

'SUPERVISOR: “Your skills are such that others
shoulg.be leérning fron you. Would you be willing to take
a student teacher? . . . the student teacher will have the
advantage of not only léarnlng about effectlve teachlng but

‘seeing it ‘modeled da;}&
z S

'II. The Evaluative Conferences .

_ Hunter (1980:Ei2) défines an evaluative conference
as: , L g -

‘ o .»Zgg/sﬁﬁmatlon of what has occurred in aﬂé
'result Srom a series of instrucétional. conferences.

. - the culmination of a year's.(or required
Jperlod) dlagnostlc. prescrlptlve, collaborative

-~



' work, with a teacher and. a superV1sor who shared
respons1b111ty for the acher's contlnuous
(formative) professiona¥® growth.

Implied in this deflnition'is:’pat informationlgdfeh ‘
and conclusions reached in an evaluative conferencevshould
‘come as no surprise to the teacher because the supporting
“evidence would have been discﬁssed in the preVious formetive
instfuctional conferences. As a fesult, the summative _
;eQeluative confefehce should have high prohabiiity of being
perceived es fair, ‘Just and supportable byhobjective evidehce

‘rather than based on subjective opinion. Although not

explicityly‘stafed,‘a climate of mutual'trust is assumed -
between.theisuperVisor and student teacher. _ R
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE.RELATED s

TO MODES OF FEEDBACK OR
SPECIFIC SUPERVISORY
TECHNIQUES

. It has been’generally accepted that‘feedback from

superv1sors to student teachers is desirable in the process
of teacher tralnlng. There is con31derable dlsagreement
however, as to how much should be glven and how it should be
dlspensed. Thls‘sectlonsaddresses the latter of the- two* |
- prddlems. - g | - _

_ Experlmentai studles of . SpélelC superv1sory tech—,
’niques are currently hav1ng cons1derabie 1mpact on super—'
‘ v1sory practlce.. These studles are attempts to develop \

systematlc methods of descrlblng and analyz1ng teachlng by

the use of 1nformatlon feedback a concept derived from -

T



englneerlng and the phys1cal s01ences.

’ Research on supervision has. made feedback on teachlng
'performance available to teachers by employlng tlme—lapse _
photography (MacGraw, 1965), klnescopes (Schueler and Gold |
1964), electrlcal 31gnals 1ndlcat1ng student understanding |
(Belanger, 1962),,pupll oplnlons'(Seager, 1965), and a
number of instrunents for'categorizing teaching (see,'for .
example. Ishler (1965), Yulo (1967), Brown,- Cobban and
Waterman (1966), Morrlson and- Dlxon (196&) The volume of

pullished or proposed studles of this type is substantral

An elaborate research carried out by Joyce (1967)
‘sought ‘o examlne hqy college 1nstructors, cooperatlng
teachers and student teachers-behaved when 1ntegrated feed:
back systems were 1ntroduced 1nto the teacher educatlon
program. | | .

An 1ntegrated feedback system des1gned to enable
student teachers to analyze their teachlng, set goals for
-1mprovement and mon1tor~the1r own progress was 1nst1tuted.
’1n the Teachers College, Columbia Unlver31ty._ Elements of
_the feedback system included the use of a system for
behav1oral analys1s of teachlng and the use of fllms and
audlo and television tapes of teaching by the student
teachers.i Faculty behav1or as well as feedback%roles of
students and cooperatlng teachers were analyzed The
-procedure for Joyce s study was as follows:‘ |
| | 1._ ‘All students were to learn a system for the.:,

behav1oral analy31s of teaching. L R _f B
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2. All students were to make a weekly tape

recordlng of a lesson they taught, were. expected. to analyze

the lesson and to be. prepared to use it in- conferences and

_semlnars w1th thelr supervisors.

3. Students, ‘in consultatlon w1th superv1sors, were (

to schedule fllmlng and v1deotap1ng“of thelr teachlng
.4. Superv1sors and students were to have weekly

conferences 1n whlch superv1sors were to ass1st students to
“analyze their teachlng and learn to- Judge thelr progress,'x.
uS1ng the behav1oral analys1s technlque. v

. 5, In weekly semlnars, superv1sors would help :
groups of students analyze teachlng and set group -and rndi—
hv1dual goals for the expans1on of thelr repert01re of
teachlng maneuvers and to develop strategles for coplng w1th

common problems in teachlng._ . o ’,'<*

The central questlon that gulded the de81gn of the

. | . . R . / R
study was: .[ IR \ T

~ When telev131on, tape, fllmlng, and the analy81s'
- of teaching-.are introduced. into the student teaching

‘program (in'an. 1ntegrated feedback system), what . . \
changes should be made in the utilization of super- ~
'v1sors of student teachlng° (Joyce, 1967 12) oy

The strategy of the study was developed around four

spe01flc questlonSx'

-

- ..\

T

111; How much,largef»*°
of - teachlng 1sqr'L“ ‘vefore tralnees employ the system ofy|

'lysls oP thelr own teach:.ng ‘1o answer

\‘ PR

E .

-

~‘nstructlon 1n the analy51s cL
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which the systems began to be used and’ the kinds of use to“,-

) Wthh they were‘put

M2. '"Can teacher tralnees, 1ndependent of faculty,

carry on the feedback and analysis session?" This questlon .
© was explored by 1nst1tut1ng student leadershlp for semlnars o

and comparing the content of these seminars with faculty led,
N . ! .

K ‘ : . "'K\

'B.v To what extent carm- codperatlng teachers fromrthe

N o »

‘ﬁpubllc schools substltute for college faculty in prov1d1ng

seminarg.

ffeedback to. student teachers° The general method for
explorrhg the questlon was to 1nvolve several cooperatlng !
teachers from. the ‘public schools in the seminars, o‘&here they
substltuted for college'faculty several tlmes.A The content

of the cooperatlng téacher led seminars was coﬁpared w1th _
‘th\/content of the faculty led seminars. - ' . 'ﬁﬁf;'
4} How much "llve" classroom v1s1tat10n of student

! S
teachers is requlred in addition to the analysis and feed- .

‘vback ses51ons (conferences and ‘seminars) around which
supervision was organized? The- general method for this
questlon was to vary amounts of llve superv131on and examine

‘the effects on the content of conferences, on the student— N

1n1t1ated demand.for superv191on, and on student and faculty

judgment about the adequacy of supe9V1s1on for each student

~~

Y okes g

The general conclusions with régard to staff
utilization suggest that supervisors need.extensive tralnlng
-for feedback roles; that student teachers and cooperatlng
teachers‘could lead feedback sessions w1thoutvnegat1ve

. ~

v

.
» .
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-effects on the content that the use of a feedback system
u.can begln early in the teacher tralnlng program 1f it hs.
' carefully monltored and that, there is a tendency for
.:students, cooperatlng teachers and supervasors to dlscuss
hypothetlcal situations rather than the fllmed or taped
teachlng eplsodes. -Analys1s of the’findings of this research
program have lead to recommendatlons that (1) 1ntegrated .
ffeedback systems should 1nclude prom1nent~feedback roles for-
‘.students aﬁd cooperafingrteachers, ‘and (2) that ekpectatlbns
.Eand roles of faculty members, cooperating teachers, -and .
._students should be carefully defined.
o Those concerned with microteaching have experimented

..

,w1th a number of“feedback modes.. There has been live

‘

lesson superv1s1on, where the superv1sor observes. the
t‘lesson and- themy gives ‘the tralnee feedback. Students have
been asked to £iil out questlonnalres at the conclus1on of

a lesson for the benefit of the tralnee who taught them._
Videp and audlo recordlng unlts have been used for self—
superv1s1on and they have also been used in' conjunction with
supervisor feedback. Other. comblnatlons “have been used g
. with. varylng degrees of effectlveness.“ Vldeotaplng has been
useful in both developlng andedlsplaylng models of the

/
/

various teaching skills.

"Main (1972) for example, conducted a study the

e,
~ 88 e

purpose of thch was to 1nvestrgate the relatlve effective-
A

ness of three modes of glVlng feedback to trainees on

acqu1s1t10n of a single teachlng Sklll in a mlcroteathng

¥
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;31tuat10n. A second purpose of Main's’ study waé to determlne
'whlch of the three modes of feedback the jralnees preferred
,}and what 1t was about that partlcular mode they valued. Thei;
feedback modes studled _were: a) peer group plus superv1sor,{
;b) peer group only, c) superv1sor only.[ The dependent r
;;varlable was the teachlng sklll of asklng problng questlonsx

~More speclflcally, the study was designed to answer the |

N

follow1ng questlons

-~

f“ What effect w1ll each of the three modes of

'g1v1ng feedback have on thé number of roblng uestlons

" trainees asked® in a flve mlnute mlcroteachl
} ’
) .2, *What Jeffebt w1ll each of the three modes of

g1v1ng f%edback have on the varlety of problng questlons

trainees asked in a five minute mlcroteachlng.lesson?
¢ . ot X . .

-

3. What modes of receiving fegqdback in a micro-
~teaching situatdon will the traineés .prefex? -
4, What factors of the three modes of feedback

do the tralnees \ﬁellue'P

Y

The. samples used in Main's study con31sted of

twenty-two randQQly selected students enrolled in the micro-
N

teachlng course a2t the Un\wers1ty of Manltoba during the

v'summer of 1971, \
[ '

At the conclu31on of the study, pos‘t-test lessons
were recorded and compared to the pretest lessons. An
at itude survey was also completed by each trainee to deter-
mine Wthh type of feedback was valued most. The sdiZey was

]

de 1gned to indicate the reasons for any positive attitude

3

o



. that . ex1sted. .The Attltude Survey was divided 1nto three N
| factorgrthat would.ha;e‘contrlbuted to pos1t1ve attltude
as- follows A) Percelved 1ncrease 1n Sklll B) Acqu1s1tlon |
" of. vafued knowledge, and C) Increase in self- confldence.'
' Differences between groups on fhese factors were descrlbed 4

‘hln.terms of average group scores on- the 1tems in. each factor.
: ]

The frndlngs of;the study were as . follows super—

-,

~ Visor feedback'was most effectlve in 1ncreas1ng the varlety
of problng quest‘ons- supervisor plus peer group feedback
was effectlve ‘in produ01ng a shlftffrom cateéory flvé (re—
dlrect) to category one (clarlflcatlon) but there was very

- little 1ncrease in variety; peer group feedback Was least

effectlve ‘in produc'ﬁ[&’vshlft toward aggreater varlety of

probes; trainees who rbx-lved superv1sor feedback only scored

hlghest in positive attltude * Peer group feedback tralnees
~.scored lowest but the group that had peer group plus a Wﬁ ;
superv1sor feedback was only sllghtly 535; pos1t1ve. :
Trainees who received superv1sor feedback alone %

scored hlgher than the other groups on all factors exceptffvp
.- the one deallng w1th social satlsfactlon.' Even on thlsL :
factor, however, thelr score was quite hlgh Impllcatzbns

of these flndlngs are that effectlve supervisory feedback is /

. "’:«"' ]

essentlal 1n ellcltlng deslrable changes in student teachers'
performance -The same 1mpllcatlons have been echoed in
Joyce s flndlngs cited earller, whlch empha81ze among other
,thlngs, the necess1ty for exten31ve tralnlng of. superv1sors

(both faculty consultants and cgoperatlng teachers) for

; . 5 E



»"ffeedback roLes ‘ | S e
'.f:5‘7:‘1 En fact the twO studles, Joyce s (1967) and Ma;n”s |
1;# ‘(1972) have relevance to thls study to the extent that '
_mﬁd@fled forms of the 1nstruments used in the two studles

"‘;have been adapted for use 1n the pre:ent study (see

Appepatx'c). T ;
_'-', _,:’,‘. .":; ) FE X 7z ( y
AR ST SUMMARY AND IMPLICATIONS OF RELA~ED'
S A ,. LITERATURE TO THE RESEARCH RN
. S PROBLEMS Ve S
R S IR ¢ ..'r )
: ‘;‘sz L A ‘review of related llterature has been presented

' . ‘) p_.

lﬁi ln thls chapter under four maJor toplc areas Flrst the

N rev1ew of the llterature has been focussed around the

¢ -

pr1n01ples of effectlve superv1sory feedback.: Flfteen propo—

81tlons for effectlve f%edback Were derlved from the rev1ew

»
and the 1tems complled in the Feedback Analys1s Form e

(e/pendlx Ay, _The secondmpart of the rev1ew of the lltera—ﬂi
ture - was concentrated on ‘th¥ toplc areas of superv1sory
feedback. Ten components of effectlve teachlng have been

\\\<generated for 1nclus1on 1n the. Post Observati:n Conference
Checklist (Appendlx B) The various typologl s of super—g

.

Visory conferences have been explored in the tﬂird sectlon
of the chapter. - f‘i I . o : s,f ;
" Indlrect supervisory practlces have bee found to
'e1101t more favourable attltudes towards superv1s1on
InstructlonaI superv1sory conferences and conferences that

}have focussed ‘on spe01flc but fewer themes based on the . ;“

I . - .9
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'threewprinciples'of>fewness, sallency and manageablllty
‘have also appeared to offer more satlsfactory results in
terms of changlng or 1mpro#!ng the student teachers'
‘performance in subsequent teachlng. In the-fourth'part of
the rev1ew of the llterature, specaflc modes of:feedback
vrhave been outllned. The advantages of studylng what actually
happens in the classroom are obv1ous. PreC1se, accurate ‘~.L
Adescrlptlon of teachlng performance is made poss1ble, as "are
- the development and testlng of hypotheses about the process
1tself It is also prevalent from the rev1ew in this s
sectlon that no observatlonal or’ technologlcal system of

) feedback can by 1tself substltuﬁe or compensate for sloppy"
superv1sory practlces The 1mportance of good tralnlng ofn

..\"

1}
superv1po€s for their roles cannot be overemphas1zed
- L . .
Generally, however, it would seem that for super— L

v1sory feedback tp~be successful, however, 1tﬂshould be,J
- preserted in a s1tuat10n where the subJect a) feels
vba31cally secure, b) is not threatened more .than he can
" handle; c) can trust the superv1sor, d) feels that the other
understands and has p031t1ve regard for him. These four
pr1nc1ples of effectlve feedback apply to any feedback -
situation and tend to comply with one or the other of the 15
. principles of effectlve superv1sory feedback dlscussed in
the earller sectlon of this chapter.

" Another general polnt about superv1sory feedback that
emerges from the rev1ew of the literature in Chapter 2 1s1

S

that feedback makes it possible for superv1sors to prov1de
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the student teacher wlth selected or exhaustaVe 1nformatlon

auput hls/her weachlng “Such 1nformat10n is- nc more useful
»

‘ or effectlve, however, than the effbrt superv1sors and

¢ ".‘ o
student teachers put into- dlspens1ng 1t It thelr analysesA\

and appllcatlons to teachlng, are spec1flc, comprehen31ve,

suppbrtlve, and 1nteract1Ve, the proBablllty of such

A 1nformatlon maklng a dwfference 1n spbseguent teachlng seems

N

%o 1ncrease. The essence of effeetlve superv1sory feedback

lles in the student teachers' perceptlon of such effectlve-

3

" - ness in terms of thelr satlsfactlon wlth the process and

/

o

“g'substance of superv1sory feedbaek in post observatlon con—

1y

ference sessions;:. Such is the purpose, hence focus, of this
study, the des1gn of whlch rs dlscussed in the next chapter

v’\J
1n relatlon to- the ;hree clusters of varlables outllned

‘./b’

.above: - namely, the effectlveness of superv1sory practlces

.1n feedback sess1ons- the substance (toplc areas) of super—

R

¥
_'Vlsory feedback and the satisfactlon of student teachers

._w1th the process and subgtance of supervlsory feedback

+*

I3
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CHAPTER 3 '

DESIGN'OE THE STUDY

S |

Theyinstrumentation'and methodoiogy used to address

_the research questions are outlined in this chapter as

follows: _ _ IO

First, the sampleﬂis déscribed and the geneféliza—
bility of any conclusions reaéhed by the researcher assessed.
Second, the construction, ValidatiOn, and rev1s1ons of the

. _ : b
three instruments used to obtaln data are detailed. A pllot

study and a training session that were organized to ﬂaeld =
‘m

* test two of the. 1nstruments are also descrlbed under the

relevant research 1nstruments in this section. Third, the

A

“time line for data collectlon 1s presented and fourth the

utreatment of the data is descrlbed
, S

THE SAMPLE V
T i
: S M - \

Three groups of respondents were used as samples in

. the study as described below{ .

The Student Teachers

The flrst sample consisted of 25 student teachers
who were enrolled 1n the Plan B Program at the University of
Klberta. The student teachers were in their fourthhand last

year of a Bachelor of Education degree program which was

79
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preparing)them to teach'in elementary schools. There were
23 females and 2 males comprlslng the sample of student
teachers. . j - o ';‘ - - Lo
The,organization of the Plan B program was somewhat
dlfferent from the other teacher education programs offered
at the Un1vers1ty of Alberta Students optlng for the Plan
B program registered for a profess1onal year of studies
1nvolv1ng 10 to 11 weeks of practlcum experlence 1ntegrated£
with thelr studies of education at the University. 'a limiteq
number of Elementary Route<;a30rs enrolled in Plan B in the
fourth year of thelr program. The. distinctive features of
the Program centred §round a fleld experlence core in the
fourth year and the team approach taken w1th regard to
Currlculum and Instructlon Basic Educatlon and the Practicum -

w

components Students remained in one group for all '
act1v1t1es except student teaching, Each student teacher was
ass1gned to varlous classroom experiences in the same school
throughout “thd. academlc year. Further information regarding
the Plan B practlcum program 1s Provided in Appendix D.

Dates of the in- school student teaching were arranged
- by the course coordinator with the schools involved as |
follows

Round 1: October 20 - November 7, 1980,

Round 2: February 23 - March - 27, 1981,

Term 1 was used for initial familiarization contacts,
pilot testlng and the revalidation of the 1nstruments. Data

collectlon was done in Term 2 !



Ther flve cooperatlng schools where the 25 student
teachers were placed for the perlod of student teachlng were
~1ncluded in the study. Of the. f1ve schools, four were
admlnlstered by the Edmonton Public School Board and one by
the Edmontpn Separate (Cathollc) School ‘Bdard. All'the five

schools were elementary schoels.

']

_The Cooperatlng Teachers

The second sample comprlsed 11 the 25 cooperatlng
Ateachers who were ass1gné% by the cooperatlng school
pr1n01pals to supervise the student teachers, ‘$wenty—two of
the cooperating teachers were female and three were male.
One of the three male-cooperating teachers was also_the
principal of the partlcular cooperatlng school and another

orie of the thre-hgtle cooperatlng teachers was the vice-

Principal of sk T cooperaﬂ1ng school., ‘All the cooperating

teachers ‘had od .1derable experlence in thepsuperv1s1on of
‘student teachers and were held in high regard by their
principals for thelr teachlng abllltles and human relatlons

practices.

The Faculty Consultants

The thirdésample,comprised'the four~faculty‘Consul-
tants who were menbers of the Plan B subérvisdryvteam as
well as'instructors in various departments at the Unirersity
of Alberta. | (

The departments represented by the four faculty -

consultants were: FEducational Administration; Educational
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g 4

Psychology, Educatlonal Foundaxlons, and Elementary Educa—f

tlon. All-four faculty consultants were male The -student

A}

teachers were all taking courses from the fourzfaculty

’

s as part of the Plan B program.

~

~In s’mmary;fthen, the sample consisted of student
teachers (n = 25); cooperating teaChers (n = 25); and faculty

consultants (n = 4), i

Initial Contact with the Sample
B . R L _
Permission to undertake the research study was -

requested from the Edmonton Publlc and Cathollc school )
systems as a Un1vers1ty of Alberta Research Request through
the D1v1s1%n of Field Serv1ces: Faculty of Education the ’
University of Alberta. The request document flled on the
8th day of September, 1980 is 1ncluded in Appendix E.
v Formal approval to .conduct the research in'the

Schools was received two weeks after’filing'the official'
- requests. The letters of approval from the two school boards
and the. conditions of approval are also included in Appendix\
E. ‘ | .

The letter of approval from the Edmohton Public
.School ﬁoard advised the researcher to comntact the school -
pr1n01pals dlrectly to obtain their approval to visit thelr
schools and .to make the necessary arrangements for conductlngj
the study. The initial contacts with pr1n01pals were made -

by phone and appointments to visit the schools scheduled,

The Edmonton»CatholicySchool District made the
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1n1t1al contaet with the pr1n01pal of the one school in
thelr dlstrlct that ~was 1ncluded in the study Upon their

'adv1ce the pr1nc1pal then consulted the researcher. by phone

S

“and made necessary arrangements fon the researcher s first

1

visit to the school B B )

¥

The cooperating*teachers were forewarned by the

pr1nc1pals that a research progect had recelved formal
.approval and that the researcher would be v1s1t1ng the
schools prior to dthe study- to explaln, clarlfy and outllne
her 1ntentlons. . |

kg

The researcher was 1ntroddced to the- stuﬁent teachers

by the .researcher's superv1sor who was a member of the Plan

B teaching team. - The arrangement for ‘the 1n1t1al contact

i
i

with faculty consultants was also made through the
researcher s superv1sor. The theme for all the 1n1t1al
contacts was to request the cooperatlon of the respondents
and to make explicit the researcher's 1ntent10ns. The

-

details for ‘such contacts are outlined in Appendix F.
| _ Although. there were beneflts gained by selecting the
study partlclpants 1n this way, partlcularly with respect to
éase of communlcatlon and establlshlng the necessary rela— |

7t10nsh1ps, there was also an acute lack: of randomness in the..

- selection procedure, “The three groups of respondents‘
included in the study sample only represented ‘the particular
practicum program, the particular elementary schools and the
partlcular superv1sory team. This phenomenon reflects on

the generalizations that the researcher can make based on



the'analysfs of data. It may be that the flndlngs are . ..
“\rappllcable only to the partlcular groups of respondents from
whom 1nformat10n was collected _Any further generallzatlons

~ . should be madé w1ﬁh extreme cautlon. - /A/
V ' /;?, L ‘_ ‘1‘ ; . - ) .

| INSTRUMENTATION AND METHODQLQ?Y*‘“
In Order to addressvthe'purposes.of this study; it

was necessary to construct or adapt the 1nstruments which
were used, sultable standardlzed 1nstruments deyeloped by

~ earller researchers were s1mply not avallable. The three
"areas of. superv131op about whlch 1nformat10n was td be

sought were the effectlveness ofvsuperv1sory feedback -
processes as percelved by the student teachers, the sub;
stance (topic areas) of superv1sory feedback as recorded by ’
the’ researcher, and the student teachers' satlsfactlon w1th
the superv:Lsory&actlces durlng post observatlon conference
sessions. Consequently, three research 1nstruments were j_
developed/adapted for the study. A detalled descrlptlon of
the 1nstruments and related research questlons is presented
:below ] o T,

~

-

Research Instrument Related to Effectlveness
of Supervisory. Processes

The source of dzta concernlng the effectlveness of -
superv1sory feedback Processes durlng post observatlon
conference se881ons was the Feedback Analysis Form (Appendlx

A) . . » :‘.- ‘- ‘ - . ' N Lo
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Constructlon of the Feedback Analysis Form. The

Q'Feedback Analy31s Form (FAF) was adapted from Hyman' s-
(1975:150) orlglnal Feedback Analy51s Form. The 1tems
1ncluded in the FAF were baerd by an extensive review of
llterature presented in the second section of Chapter 24

' Hyman s orlglnal Feedback Analysis Form is 1ncluded w1th ‘é

that adapted for the study in Appendlx A.

. Modlflcatlon of “the FeedbackﬂAnalys1s Form. The

rev1ew of the llterature, however, emphas1zed two other
p--.

pr1n01ples of/effEbtlve feedback whlch were not made expllc1t
" on Hymanrsrbrlglnal FAF, These two pr1n01ples were labelled

N S

in the llterature as support- 1ndu01ng communlcatlons behav1or
(Blumberg, 1974:92- 94) and prov1s1on for individual privacy
vdurlng\superv1sory feedback se331ons (Educatlon Practlcum
Handbook 1979 80 151) . Inspectlen\pf Hyman®s orlglnal FAF
and the FAF- adapted for the study suggests that the two

~1tems were added as 1tems 1 (supportlve nonsupportlve) ahd 15

f(prlvacy ensured . ,.. ‘pri cy not ensured) on the FAF used

.’1n the study, In addltlon the '_terv1ews conducted and field
notes made durlng the flrst round of’student teaching whlle
the- 1nstruments were belng reflned establlshed that the ,
student teachers felt "threatened" at times, especially whenb
'provlded w1th negatlve feedback They also Telt uncomfort—
able when feedback sessions fere held in  Places where there
'were other teachers or student teachers, for example, “the

’f_pstaffroom., Inclu31on 5f\these two addltlonal ltems was

. ‘.\ . A
. ~ ’
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'w’therefore justified‘and.necessary for purposes of.the'study
f(See chart in Appendix A for the specific itemimodifig§4/?J
tions). , | | : j\i\"' \‘\
: ‘ » N4 {

The Training Sess1on w1th the Student Teachers. Inlw

N

the secodd week of February, 1981, about one week prlor to

o

the commencement of the second round of student teachlng, a
tralnlng se551on was arranged by the researcher and facili-
tated by the researchér's supervisor, to acqualnt the student
teachers with the instrument, the items, and the procedures

v - : «

fOr the completidn of the FAF.. The package for the tralnlng

)

sess1on is 1ncluded in Appendlx G During the sess1on, the

researcher prov1ded each studeht teacher with the package

which 1ncluded several articles among 'ch‘was}anvanalysis

-'s shown on
. \\\ i
the Appendix. The researcher explained to the student™

. of each ‘of the 15 ltems stated in question for

teachers that the 15.questions‘were actually the 15 items on:
the FAF. Expressing them in question form was only meant

to generate the ,Student teachers awareness of what they
would be expected to look for in the actual feedback se531ons
'derng the second round of student teachlng. The qgest%ons
4were also a good way of probing the student teachers
understandlng of the 1tems. The researcher read out each
questlon and cilted each example given below each question.
‘The student teachers were then asked for‘questions/following
the-citationAof each section. The researcher tébk\notesqof

any concerns, misunderStandings, and redundancy. The
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researcher then requested the student teachers to write, on
the spaces provided below each question, any examplary
statements of superv1sory pPractices—which could be included
in the particular 1tem. The student‘teachers then reported
back the examples they had written for each 1tem. Thls
procedure was long and tedious but very benefiC1al to the
student teachers. By ‘the end of -the training session some
general consensus Was.apparent that the exercise haduprovided
each,student teacher with a "standard measure" for each of )
the-lS!items.' No rev1s1ons to the FAF were found to be - -
necessary as a result of this exercise. The content}of the
items was found to be clear to the student teachers.

There‘were other"articles contained in the package
for the trainingrsession: One was the "actual" FAF to be
used in the study' The bPurpose of this was to explain how
the FAF was to be completed, the meaning of the scaleband \\>
"that two copies of 1t were expected by the researcher from
.each student teacher every week. Again the student teachers'
were encouraged to ask any questions Or express any concerns
lregarding the researcher's expectations. No.concerns were
«vexpressed. The other article in the Package was the' time
schedule for the researchers' tisits to each school and the
activities the researcher hoped to be involved 1n for each
visit. The student teachers were éncouraged to suggest
changes and raise concerns. ‘One change that was unanimously

.suggested was that the researcher would not visit the schools

'during the first week of student teaching'since it would be
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a traumatic week for the student teachers coping With several
/adJustments, Furthermore, very few, if any, of the student
teachers would be- teaching the classes that early in the
five- week period of student teaching. Although the
researcher would have deSired to find out the nature of
supervisory fe%gback, if any, during this-yery important_
phase of adjustment a further consideration of an approaching
Teachers® Convention during the same week nullified any
attempts at data collection that week. Data collection was
therefore started the week beginning March 2, 1981. The

| last\article appended in. the training session package was

the Post- —Observation Conference Checklist (Appendix B). This
was done so that the student teachers) wofuld be aware of what
the researcher would be doing 'in the post observation
~conference sessions. The researcher had in the earlier.

. Visits in the first round of student teaching anticipated the
student teachers' "fears" of being evaluated by the
researcher during the sessions. Elimination or reduction,ofp
this fear was therefore necessary. The researcher, however,
cautioned the student teachers not to show the Post-
Observation Conference Checklist to their superVisors SO as
not to introduce bias to the session through Pre-planned .
arrangements of how to conduct the seSSions to suit the
researcher. "The superVisors had been made reasonably aware,

by word-of- mouth explanation, of what the researcher would

~ Dbe doing in the feedback sessions. ' .

Finally, the student teachers were very briefly
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reminded that they would be expected to fill in one‘ques~
tlonnalre each durlng the last week of student teaching or
1mmed1ately after No more dlSCUSSlonS were encouraged
about the questlonnalre except that anonymlty would be
guaranteed

| The researcher ended the tralnlng se€ssion by thanklng
the student teatchers 1n advance for their cooperation and
making out a list of the student teachers names, addresses
and phone numbers for further consultatlons durlng the
student teachlng perlod No member of the superv1sory team
attended the. tralnlng ses31on. ~The atmosphere during the
entlre session was felt by the researcher and most of the
student teachers with whom dlscuss1ons were held following
the session, as "pleasant""and "ver; educative". It was
however,_sensed by the researcher that one or two students
may have shown an attitude (non- verbal) of too much being
asked of them by the researcher in addltlon to the regular
load of student teaching.

The Feedback Analys1s Form was designed to ellclt
responses pertalnlng to the flrst research question: "To
what extent dld the supervisory practices of faculty
consultants and cooperating.teachers approach optimai
effectiveness acccrding tc the 15 propositions of effective
feedback derived from the literature review as perceived by

the student teachers?"



Research Instrument Related to the‘fqplc o
eas (substance) oj Superv1sory Feedback

; v The Post- Observatlon Conference Checklist (Appendlx
B) was the &source of data concernlng the subs%:ance of super-

v1sory feedback s %{u

Construction of. the Post- Observatlon Conference
Checkl;g The Post Observation Conference LChecklist was
developed By the researcher based on cla531frca%10n systems
| espoused by other writers. The ten categdgﬁes or topic

"

areas 1ncluded in the Post- -Observation Conference Checkllst

were derived from a literature review of the various frame-
works for classifying or 1dent1fy1ng topics of conversatlon

about teachlng. The generatlon of the categorles from

[

relevant studies and other frameworks was dlscussed fully in
the rev;ew of the llterature (Chapter 2). Generally; the

ten categorles 1dqnt1f1ed for 1nclus1on on the Post- Observa—

)

tion Conference Checkllst were cons1stent with those listed

in other sources cited in the review of the literature.
! .
| .
[

. Validation and R@vision of the Post-Observation

. Conference Checklis*t:.'~ alldlty of the 1nstrument was | !
ensured by the agreemen among the varlous framewqus as

the major components of teaching competency.  The format for:
the 1nstrument howev ; required remodelling to address the
purpose of the researéh questlon pertaining to the substance‘
~of superv1sory feedback The reactlon of the members of the

researcher S supervmsory commlttee ot the various 1n1t1al

!
/

;e

/



) o ) o9

formats of the 1nstrument Qontrlvhted substantlally to the
flnal format used in the study }t was, however, essentlal
that the researcher test the Lnsfhament in a s1tuatlon as.
close to the real ‘data gatheripg \etting as posslble The
pr1nc1ples of simplicity and acfudacy of the format guided
the adjustments %nd modlflcatloﬂs that were made. The use

of research aSSlstants wasS not feaglble glven time and
flnan01al constralnts It was_ tbypefore important that the
researcher devise a format thatlwﬁg very simple to use so as
to get as much data recorded ay Plgsible on the one hand, and
on the other hand, record the qs%ta as accurately as possible.
@A second consideraticn had to Qo %;th the sensitife nature

of data collection. The,reseabohey had to"be unobtrusive
during -the feedback session, j.g+ to be physically present -
during the entire period of tha Qohference and yet not
distract the partiCipant§. The ¥y’ areas of concern raised
above Justified elimination 000 much writing which might'
distract eome partiCipants. A Gh@lelSt format and a 30-
second interval for checklhg the ¢\tegories were consequently
adapted -in the final format,

The Post—Observation Copfedence Checklist was field
tested by using a random sample 0f the sess1ons taped durlng
the first round of student teacytvy, A mini-analysis of the '
- data suggested the’ fea31b111t¥ of Yne format. A close
scrutiny of the_data.by thé supefvigory committee led to a
final acceptance of’the format Ii ‘was, however agreed that

the researcher should supplemen} thy list of categorles with,
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exemplary topic areas for each: category as a source of
reference during data collectlon. Such a list is 1ncluded
in the Post- Observatlon Conference Checkllst (Appendix B).
The research question that the analysis of data
gathered by means of the Post Observailon Conference Check—
list sought to answer was: "What was the substance (topic
areas) of supervisory feedback during the student teaching
period as recorded-by the researcher, in relation to the six

sub- probl ms llsted under this research questlon in Chapter

‘14?"

Researc Instrument Related to Student
- Teachers' Satisfaction with Super-
v1sory Feedback

A survey research metnodology was used to collect
data for purposes of assessing the satisfaction of student
teachers with the superv1sory feedback they reCE1ved A
| questlonnalre approach was chosen as the instrument for data
collection since, as Kerlinger (1973:422) has observed
survey research is probably best adapted to obtaining
personal arnd soc1al facts, beliefs, and attltudes." Sellitz
et a; (1966) have also observed that in questionnaires,
respondents'often;feel freer to express views of which others
might disapprove or whichlmight cause them trouble. |
) o The questlonnalre technique has been reported by
| Bohrnstedt (1967) to~pe equal in reliability te the lnter—

v1ew technlque in eliciting job attitudes. ' The Satlsfactlon-

Questlonnalre,_a'copy-of which is included in Appendix C,

5}
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was developed as a ‘basis for providing data relatéed to the

{
satisfaction of student teachers w1th sSupervisory feedback

during the student teaching period (Research Questlon 3).

¢

Construction of the Satisfaction Questionnaire. The

questionnaire consisted of two main parts. Part A.of the
questlonnalre was designed to include 28 1tems pertalnlng to
supervisory practices used in post-observation conference

sessions. The items- sought the views of the student teachers
regarding their satisfaction with the practices included in

. the 28 items, The 28 1tems were adapted from an attltude
survey which had been used as a baSlS for data collectlon in

“a previous study (Main, 1972:102- 105) The. purposes of the \is

Satlsfactlon Questionhaire and the description of the 1tems
Fd

in relatlon to the research questlon for which the survey was
uséd are dealt with more fully in the review of the lltera—
ture (Chapter 2) and in an attachment in Appendix C.

A five-point leert—type scale which ranged from
Strongly Disagree (1) to Stﬁ.ngly Agree (5) uas used to rate
ﬂthe degree of satisfaction of the student teachers with the
superv1sory practices. After the 28 items were factor
analyzed, the scores on the items were expressed in terms of
Satisfaction Scores. The detalls of the factor analysis
are prov1ded in Chapter 7 in the dlscus31on of analysis.
of the data related to research questlon 3.

Part B of the questionnaire was de81gned to edicit

responses pertalnlng to the student teacher s satlsfactlon
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with the adequaoy of supervisory feedback wigh regards to
selected teaching practices (item 29) aﬁd selecfed settings
or locafions in whicq feedoack sessions Were‘held (items 32
and 33). Four open—ended or semi-structured items (30, 31,
34 and 35) were designed to probe into possible areas
relevanf to the reseerch problems which‘might'not‘have been
included in any of the items in the first two sections of
the questiohnaire. ‘ 1)/r

The ten ifems-included in question 29 were directly
taken‘from those used by Joyce (1967:23-25). Modifications
wefe made in the wording of the items‘and the formaf of
“scaling to suit the purposes of the study. A more deta;led
description of Joyoe's study is included in the review of
the literature (Chapter 2). Joyce's instruments are included
in Appendix C. '

Items included in questions 32 andajj were based on
 observations the researcher‘made‘during the first round of
student teaching of the various piace settings various

superVisors used for their feedback sessions and the

reactions of the student teacherslto those settings.

Reliability of the Satisfaction Questionnaire. .The

reiiability of an instrument,is"concerned with the EQnsis—
'tency.of the data produced by repeated applications of the
instrument. Hill and Kerber (1967:64) stated that:

. . The reliability of #the questionnaire depends upon
the length of the instrument, the subject, the wonding

of items, the format, and how the instrument motivates
the respondent. Pilot studies, trial runs, and

.
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-

brqpautionafyrmethods of construction based upon
factors affecting questionnaire reliability are -
courses of action available to the researcher who
wishes.to-constructra reliable questionnaire.

.Time and other cohstraints did not permit repeatedL
applications of.the Satisfaction Questionnaire. It was
hoped, however, that a certain measure of reliability had-
beén established given that most of the items included in
the instrument were derived frdm"instruments used in other

- ) ’
succeéssful studies (Joyce, 1967; Main, 1972),

A pilot study that is described more fully under the

content validity of the questionnaire also added, to some

extent, to the consisfendy of the items included in this

‘instrument.

Validity of the Satisfaction Quéétionnaire. The
"validity of a data-gatherin iﬁéfrﬁmént depends upon how
'effectively the.instrument méasurés what it purports to
measure" (Hill 3ndeefber, 1967:65).

Establishment of two types of validity are essential
in non-standardized instruments like the questionnaire used
in fhé stu@y. Thes% are content validity or the representa-
tiveﬁess of the contents of the instrumenf and constrﬁct _

~validity or the internal consistency of the measures or value

applied to the variables. -

¢ Content Validify. The representativeness of the
content of the questionnaire for supervisory processes was

appraised by graduate students who were the'researcher's
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peers; faculty members\who %ere‘part of the researcher's
supervisory committee‘and g& the student teachers who tqok
part in the pilot study. Judgements, opinions, and sugges-~
tions for improvement were taken into account in the reV1s1on
of the questlonnalre. v

A pilot study was also conducted as part of the*/f
Process to ensure the valldlty of the Satlsfactlon.Questlon—
naire. The researcher administered the questionnaire to. ten

undergraduate students enrolled in Educatlonal Admlnlstﬁatlon

401 who were not included in the study Sample.° All ten

_students had had some experience of student teachlng prlor

to the pilot study.» That the reactions of some student

teachers were sought in order to gain item specificity and .

<comprehen81veness was Justlfled in terms of Bouchard S

(1976:380) suggestlon that:

the most eff1c1ent and most productive way to formulate
”effectlve qQuestions, as well as set a positive frame-
work for the research, is to involve at least some of
the respondents in the construction of the quest-
‘tionnaire. ' ’

The students' written'comments included their reactions to

the content, the length, the wording of the items and the -

appropriateness of the scaling.system.

A trial data analysis was run and tne results
scrutinized for the‘second time by the.researcher and the
subervisory committee. Such analysis resulted in relevant
amendments, including ellmlnatlon of several items that were |

redundant, vague or amblguous.

]

/



Construct Validity. The use of internal consis—

&

tency measures is one method of checklng construct validity
(Gullford and Frutcher 1973) " With Yespect to such
measures of internal con31stency, Kerlinger, (1973 468)
clalms that "factor analysis is bPerhaps the most powerful
method of construct validdtion." The results of the factor
analys1s performed on the 28 1tems on Part A of the ques—

tlonnalre are report d in Chapter 7

TIME LINE FOR DATA COLLECTION

°©

As mentioned in Chapter 3, dates for the in- school
‘student teaching were arranged by the course coordinator with
the cooperatlng schoolsg. Round 1 of student teachlng was in
the Fall of 1980 and round 2. in the Winter of 1981,
The sequence for data collectlon was therefore ‘as | I
follows: | |
Roundvlz October 20 - February 7 (Fall), 1980.
Bulldlng relatlonshlps, constructlon of
instruments;- partlclpant observatlon and_
interviews; pllot testing; valldatlon oflt
-1nstruments,. |
Round. 2: February‘ZB:— March¢27 (Winter), 1981,
| (February 23 - February 27 - No DATA
COLLECTION)
March 3 - March 21
FeedbacktAnalysis”Form

Post-Observation Conference\Checklist

-
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_ March 23 - March 27

Satisfaction Questionnaire

- The flrst week of the second round of student
'teachlng was left ‘open s1nce a Teachers -Convention planned
for the latter part of that week interrupted the student: |
.teachlng. Data collectlon was therefore started on the A

second week of student teachlng whlch is referred to as the

" first week in the data analy51s chapters.

A time line for the study is provided-incTable 2.

TREATMENT OF THE DATA

o

All statlstlcal analyses were done utlllzlng the

. Statistical Package for: the 8001al Scilences (SPSS), ‘version
Hs The analyses were run on the TS Computer aVallable
through the Department of dpmputlng Serv1ces, The Unlversity.
. of Alberta. ; ' ’ A
| The analysis of the basic research data consisted
" of the followlng:

1. Responses of student teachers to items
on the Feedback Analysis Form

a) \Analys1s of the superv1sory pract1Ces of faculty
consultants and cooperatlng teachers in terms of” the
15 propos1t10ns of effectlve feedback |

b)) The exteng to Wthh the superv1sory practlces of
1faculty co sultants and ‘cooperdating teachers chan g .

over the four weeks of student teachlng as 1ndlcated
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by changes in their mean scores.

L}

The ‘extent to which the mean scores of faculty

consultants and cooperating teachers differed within

'the schools.

The_ektent to which the mean scores of faculty
consultants and cooperating teachers differed betweenl.

schools.

‘Responses pertaining to the substance of superv1sory

feedback as recorded by the researcher on the Post—

Observation Conference Checklist

a)

b)

c)
da) .

.e)

SpeCific topics discussed during post-observation
conference sessions.

Frequency of eccurrence of the topics..

Amount of'time spent on each topic.

Pattern of 1n1t1at10n of the topics by the faculty
consultants, the cooperatlng teachers and the _student

teachers.

" The general order of occurrence of the topics.

Average number of topics that occurred pertsession.

Responses of student teachers to items on the Satlsfac—

\tlon Questionnaire

a)

®)

Reports by student teachers of their satisfaction’

~with supervisory feedback during the student teachxng

period.

t

~Relationship between the satisfaction of student

tteachers and the effectlveness of superv1sory feed—

back (relating 1 and 3 above).
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c) Relatlonshlp between substance of feedback (2 above),
overall superv1sory effectlveness (1 above) and

satisfaction of student teachers.

The statistical techniques used to analyze the data
included a comparison.of mean scores, one-way Analysis of.
Variance (ANOVA)in combination with"F—Tests and t-Tests,
Frequency and Percentage Distributioné, Factor ‘Analysis and
Satlsfactlon Scores, Content Analy81s, Pearson Product- .

' Moment Correlatlon Coeff1c1ents, and Stepw1se Multlple
Regress1on Analys1s. Each of these techniques is described

more fully as follows:

1. -Comparisoh of Mean Scores

bt

A gross comparison of megn scores of faculty consul-
+tants and cooperating feachers, was done based on the student
teachers"responses to the 15_ifems on the Feedback Analysis
Form. Such a comparison led to a statement of the relation-
ship between the faculty consultants and cooperdting’
teachers’ superv1éory nractlces and the 15 propos1tlons of
effectlve feedback derived from the llterature rev1ew. The
details of the comparison are outllhed in Chapter 5 under the.
analysis of data related to research questlon 1. Comparlson
of Mean Scores was also done to address research questlons

LIPS

4 and 5.

2. t-Tests (F-Tests) S
v . ]
One-Way Analysis of Variance_and;t—tests were'used to

-



102

determine whether there were statistically significant
differences between the two groups; faculty consultants and
cooperating teachers, on overall supervisory effectiveness
(Sub -problems 1:2 and 1: 3).

F-tests were used .in the analysis of data that
required tests of significance to be made between more than
two groups, for example, significance of the changes in mean
'scores over the four weeks of student teaching (sub- problem
1:1), s1gn1f1cance of the differences in overall satisfaction
scores among the five schools (research question 3), and
81gnificance of the/changes in satisfaction scores over the.
four weeks of student teaching (also der research question
3). .

A minimum significance level of .05 was established
for the various t-test analyses. When the One- -Way Analysis
of Variance provided an F Wthh was statistically significant
beyond .05 level, the Scheffe procedure (Winer, 1971) was
used to compare individual groups in an attempt to locate the
differences which contributed to the ANOVA results. Because
of the conservative (Hill and Kerber, 1967:372) and rigorous
nature of the Scheffe Procedure, the significance level was
set at .10 (Ferguson: 1971:271) for the results of the
F-tests. Tests for ANOVA are usually accompanied by tests
for homogeneity of variance. Fepguson (1971:219) reports
that --F =1 even when two groups are of unequal size. .In
‘_the study for example, the number of faculty consultants

‘(n = 4) was much smaller than that of cooperating teachers
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(n = 23). - This explains why in this study, actual numbers in
each group are reported rather tnan degrees of'freedom, sdnce
the numgers provide useful detail. There is;, houever,
general agreement that the F-Test is fairly robust and can
accommodate departures from homogenelty ( Ferguson, 1971:?19—

2203 Kerllnger5 1973:287~8; Wlner, 19?1:206).

Two assumptlons, -other than homogenelty of variance,
underly the use of F- tests. Firstly, reasonable departures
' from the assumption that ‘there is normality of distribution
of dependent varlables in the populatlon from Wthh the
’sample was drawn, are thought not to affect the validity of
1nferences drawn from the data. Secondly, the assumption

that the_effects of various factorg on the total\variation”

are additive is valid in most situations (Ferguson, 1971:219)

3. Frequency and Percentage Distributions

Frequency and_percentage distributions were computed
for each of the ten categories on the Post-Observation
Conference Checklist._ Information gathered from the analysis
of these data was used in the discussion of the 'six sub-

problems of question 2 and research question 5.

4, Factor Analysis and SatisfactionScores

A Factor Analysis was undertaken for the pool of
28 items contained in Part A of the Satisfaction Question-
naire. According %o Kerlinger (1973:659) "Factor Analysis
is a method for determining the number and nature of the

underlying variables among larger numbers. of measures." In
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otherAwords,7a"Factor Analysis-is a_method of ektracting
common factor variances from sets of measures. Fdr purposes
of this study, a Factor Analysis was done on the student
teachers' responses. in order to establish fewer or more
tangible areas of supervisory practices to be used in
addressing the relevant research question. The details of
the three factors generated as a result of the analysis are

described under questlon 3 and relevant parts of research
questlon L, -

@ , ‘

Satisfaction Scores of faculty consultants and
cooperating teachers on the three factors were then‘computed
to enable comparisons with individual variebles outlined in
the research questions and sub-problems above, and as a
‘ measure of oxerall satisfaction of student teachers with

supervisory feedback during the entire student teaching

period.

5. Content Analysis

Content Analysis wasﬁdone mostly‘on the items on
Part B of the questionnaire, which elicited ‘open-ended
responses. The units of eontent analysis were the statements
provided by the respondents. Kerllnger (1973: 528) suggests
that one method for categor1z1ng responses is accordlng to
theme. This was dohe by the researcher initially by peru51ng
the data generated/by the respondents and later seeking the'
scrutiny of colleagues and the supervisory committee of the

resulting lists of items and the categorization of such
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‘itens. T accommodate the™ dlvers1ty of responses, an .
"other" category was added both as. Questlon 35 on the ques-
tlonnalre and under category 10 of the Post- Observatlon
;Conference Checkllst ‘The results of the Content Analysis

cformed the ba31s for dlscuss1ng_the second Part of Questlon

-

6. Pearson Product-Moment Correlation Cooefficients'

a

Pearson Product-Moment Correlatlon Coefflclents _were
calculated to, determine the relatlonshlp between effectlve—
ness of superv1sory feedback and satlsfactlon of student
‘teachers with selected supervlsory practlces (factor analyzed

hiltems) Results of such an analys1s ‘are reported: in the ..

dlscuss1on of research questlon L,

7. Stepwise-Multiple'R;gressiOn'Analysls

A Stepw1se Multjple Regress1on Analysis was applled
»to the three factors gen rated from the 28 1tems on Part A
of the Satlsfactlon Questlonnalre. ThlS analys1s was meant
to determlne whlch of the three factors (predlctor varﬁables)
were assocliated w1th the greatest percentage of varlance in
.overall superv1sory effectlveness. The results of the
Analys1s are reported in the discussion of research‘question |
" :

The strategies for addressing each of the five

research questions are summarized in Tables 3, 4, 5 and 6,

A\
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CHAPTER 4
THE DATA COLLECTION PROCEDURE

Because of the varied and»COmplicated nature of data
gatherlng 1nvolved 1n thls study, it is necessary to explain \
“the* dlstrlbutlon of the three research 1nstruments 1p terms
of the expected ‘and the actual returns from the respondents.

’ " Por purposes of this study, the total number of
returns expected for each of the three research 1nstruments

is referred to as the N whereas the number of respondents

:',ﬂ(student teachers) is denoted by the .n.. The data -collection

procedure is described in this chapter in terms of the n and

the N for each of the three research instruments.
THE INTENDED RETURNS (IN)

The n for each school is presented in Table 7. In

total there were 25 student teachers included in the study.

. The. number of student ‘teachers (n) in. each school also oL

”determlned the number gt cooperatlng teachers in' the school
Slnce each student teacher had one cooperatlng teacher'
ass1gned To hlm or her, the number of cooperatlng teachers“
'corresponded w1th the number of student teachers as shown
'ln Table ?, g1v1ng a total of 25 cooperatlng teachersn

The faculty consultants, however, were assigned one

to each school with one exception: for: Afton and Kensington

110
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. ,

one faculty consultant superv1sed student teachers in both

schools, There were therefore, 4 faculty consultants

included in the study (Table 8). .
The number -of student teachers in each school (n)

also determined the total number of returns (N) expected of

the three instruments in terms of the follow1ng general

formula:
nxnfxnws=N
Where,
n = number of student teachers &n each school
nf = number of tlmes each student teacher was expected
| upon request to fill out the instrument
nw =‘number of weeks of student teachlng |
N = number of total returns expected from each school.

- The Total N would therefore be the sum of all the

Ns expected for all the instruments from all the schools.

. The IN for the Feedback
Analy31s Form -

Each student teacher in each school was requested“o
' fill out two Feedback Analy31storms each week, one for the
faculty consultant and the other for the cooperatlng teacher.
This was to be done- for all the four weeks of the second
round of student teaching. The expected N for the Feedback
Analys1s Form for each school, using the above formula,

1is presented in Table 9. The total N expected for the

Feedback Analys1s Form for the entlre studént teaching perlod‘

&
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was 200 as Shownﬂin Table 9, . -

The IN for the Post- . . . . . .°
* Observation. Conference s
Checkllst : ‘

: The Post Observatlon Ccnference Checkllst was ‘
1ntended to be fllled out by the researcher only tw1ce, -for-
) the entlre student teaching period, for each student teacher,
~ once durlng the student teacher S. session with the faculty

‘consui&ant, and once in a sess1on w1th the cooperatlng

~teacher. Thé total N expected for the‘PoSt;ObsérvaticnvCdnﬁ

. ference~GheckliSt was therefore 50. The expected N for this

instrument for each school and for the entlre student
Jteachlng perlod is presented in Table 10,

The IN for the Satisfaction
Q;estlonnalre

Each of the 25 student teachers was requested to flll
one Satlsfactlon Questlonnalre during the last week of the
‘student teachlng perlod The expected N for the ques-

‘tlonnalre, as .shown in Table 11 was therefore 25.

M

The Intended Total N _(IN)

As shown on Table 12, g tctal of 275 returns were
expected for the entlre student teachlng period, The rele—
“vant retirns were expected to aid the researcher in
answerlng the research questlons posed by thls study. The

research questions and the 'ctual returns of the research

1nstruments are dlscussed in the next three sections of

this’ chapter. For purp'ses of- clarlty, a dlstlnctlon is

PR
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Wavreturns (AN) ''''''

~ . . - : * ) e

Y T
o~ . .

- he- Actual’Returns (AN) L ;:;?ndq}WKﬁﬂbqu

S el
PR

The actual returns (AN) are presented in the' ‘Tables . - -

“I RSGUIIE A,

’??fwhlch follow for each of the research 1nstruments.A1$he#fa'
numbers in parenthe51s () denote “the 1ntended returns (IN)
‘-A dlstlnctlon ‘has- been made between the N for cooperatlng f ”5‘f!7
'uteachers and the N for faculty consultants to ald 1n the - |

A dlscuss1ons whlch follow in this Sectlon.. For. the same pur;”“

- .DPose,. the returns are consmdered for each. week. rather than,

for the entlre student teachlng perlod

o

The AN for 'th'e Feedback:
LAnaIVSES”Eprm

-

As’ stated earlier, the 25 student teachers were ‘
requested to £ill out‘tnoﬂforms each ‘week, for the four =~ o
weeks of student teaching. The actual returns for the
‘Jlnstrument presented 1n Table 13, suggest that 149 of the

200 intended returns (or 75%) were avallable for use in the

data analysis. . Although it was hoped that a 100% return be.

the basgis fdrlthé analysis, certaianactors'militated against

" the realization of this intention.

The faeulty consultant for Meadowlark school, for |

"_example, was not able to visit ~any -of the student teachers

]

durlng thelr flrst week of student teachlng. Furthermore,
the faculty consultants‘for Malmo and St. Boniface,. given

‘ time_constraints, were only able to observe some of'the ;
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student’ teachers Quring the week in quéstion and ‘the

remalnlng visits were. scheduled for the follow1ng week,

These two factors accounted not -only for the m1ss1ng
1ntended returns forrweek one;land‘ln the 'schools’ mentloned QQ“
above, but also for each of the four weeks of student
' teachlng 1n each 5; the other schools. ThlS factor was. more»,o3
fprevalent for faculty consultants than it was - “for cooperatlng;ﬁ?.g
:teachers. Another factor that affected the 1ntended returns .
(IN) was that there were two faculty consultants in Ken51ng—"
ton - school in week 1. This meant that the expected N for
this school in week one would not be (8) but ((16)) for the
faculty consultants. " The total IN would therefore be ((72))-

instead of (64) (see Table 13). .

The AN for cooperatlng teachers, was, however,
‘affected malnly by the fact that for the first few weeks of
student teachlng it was difficult'for cooperatlngfteachers.h“”
and student teachers to establish a consistent pattern of
. formal post-obhservation conferences. At the same time, most
Astudent teachers did not have the experience of teaching‘the'
classes alone until about the third week of their student
‘teaching. At that tine, the cooperating teachers would
therefore be in a position to give feedback based on the
student teachers' own teaching performance, rather than on
their "assisting" role to the cooperating teachers.

Two major factors, therefore, affected the actual
returns (AN) of'the forms for cooperating teachers. On the

one hand, some of the studeht,teachers found it difficult to
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flll out the forms based on informal "hallway" chats’ Wthh
',they descrlbed to “the researcher as "not exactly feedback",
and, on the other hand, some student teachers could not f£ill
out the forms "Just for the sake of hav1ng them ready for
the’ researcher, and so, pleasing her" if they had not had a

.....

1’real clasSroom teachlng experience that‘week '
: ‘ One other 1solated factor. that affected the actual
hreturns (AN) in St. Bonlface School was ‘that a student
teacher was ‘observed by two cooperating teachers in week 4,
The resulting N 1s marked with an asterisk (*) on Tahle 13,

A few students, belng hyman, just "forgot" to flll
out these forms. An interesting observation which emerges
on close examlnatlon of the Total N however, is that it is
the same student teachers who "forgot" to fill out the FAFs
that also found it "very dlfflcult" to arrange convenlent
times for feedback sessions with their supervisors in order
for the researcher to code the Post- -Observation Conference

Checklist, and who also flnally\"forgot" to fill out and

?return the Satisfaction Questlonnalre at the end of the
student teachigg period. |

Follow-up act1v1t1es were engaged in to maXimize
returns in the form of ‘telephone reminders, provision of
additional forms in cases where the original\ ones had
been misplaced or otherwise wused and expression of word

of mouth concerns by the researcher.
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The AN for the Post- Observatlon
Conference Checklist

Loey

As indioated earlier, the researcher had hoped to
"code two Post Observation Conference Checklists for each
- student teacher The first would be filled?Outuduring the
researcher's observation of the faculty consultant's feed~
"back session, and the other one, during observation of the
cooperating teacher's session. A total of 50 Checklists
were therefore expected to be filled out by the researcher
(see Table 10). | | | |
The figures in Tabie 14 indicate that it Wasvonly
possible for the researcher to sit in and therefore fill out
31 checklists. Thus an actual total return of 62 percent
(31 out of 50) was realised for this instrument. -
| As was the,case with the Feedback Analysis Form,
certain factors accounted for the niSSing checklists. The o
major factor was that it was not practically feasihle for the_
researcher>to observe all the feedback sessions as initialfy
'intended. Most sessions, especially those with cooperating
teachers; were held in the very late afternoons after school.
Even 1n cases where the researcher stayed late to observe the
se331ons, she could only do so in one school at a time,
- The other factor accounting for the lower than
expected rate of. returns was that where there were no formal
feedback sess1ons either because there were no”formal visits

by the faculty consultant to the partlcular school that

particular week or because the student teacher had not taken
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over the entlre classroom teachlng from the cooperatlng
teacher, . no observatlons were made.
On the whole, the fewest observatlons were made in

St. Bonlface and Kens1ngton schools. The missing observa-

tions were malnly those of cooperating teachers' feedback

sessions 'in three of the flve schools (see'Table 15) anad

- this, again, was because of time,constraints Placed on the

" r'esearcher.

The AN for the Satisfaction
Questionnaire

A total of 25 Satisfaction Questionnaires, one for

each student teacher, were expected to be returned .at the end

of the student teachlng period (see Table 11). The actual
returns were, as shown in Table 16, only 22, that is, 88

bercent, The missing three questlonnalres were of .student

‘ teachers in %he same ‘school, Kens1ngton.

As. mentloned earller under the dlscuss1on of the
actual returns of the Feedback Analys1s Form, these three

non-respondents did not submit the forms expected from them

despite several attempts to remind them. The 81ngle factor,

therefore, accounting for the three m1381ng Satisfaction

Questlonnalres is that they were expected from the. three

'(f\\\cons1stently non- respondlng student teachers.

- ~

Summary of the Intended and

the Actual Returns

As ‘shown in Table 12, g2 total of 275 returns of the

three research 1nstruments were expected durlng the student’

-/

AY
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TABLE 15

A Comparison of the Intenéedﬂand Actual
Returns of the Post-Observation
Conference Checklist by Faculty

Consultants and Cooperating -

Teachers
School Infended Returné Actual Returns Difference .
- FC 2 2 o0
Afton ‘ | ' S o
CT 2 2 .0
, . FC 8 g* +1*
Kensington )
CT 8 - 1 -7
FC 4 L 0
Malmo
) CT 4 1 -3
FC 5 2 -3
Meadowlark " .
’ CT 5 -5 0]
FC 6 4 -2
St. Boniface : s -
' cT 6 1 -5
R FC 25 o 21 | -y
Total . 50 - 31 -19

- CT 25 . lo -15

*Two faculty consultants visited #he Same school in Week 1.,
'FC Faculty Censultant -
cT

]

<

Cooperating Teacher ..: y
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Lteaching period-‘ Table 1?,_however, shows that there were

202 actual returns of - the three instruments. - In other wordsp
a total return of 73 57 was reallzed for the entlre sample.
A close examlnatlon of Table 17 also shows that Afton school
had the, hlghest response rate (91, O%) followed by Malmo
(86.4%)-and Meadowlark (81. 87) The lowest response rate was
from St. Bonlface school (62. 1%) . Kens1ngton school had the
‘second lowest response rate (66. 07)

It 1s 1nterest1ng to. note that Afton school which
“the fewest number - 6f student teachers (2), had the
hest response rate and the two schools, St. Boniface and

Kensington, whlch had the most student teachers/(é and ‘8

respectlvely), had the lowest response rates.

The experlence of the researcher was that the fewer

“the student teachers in a partlcular school were, the more

: cohes1vely they tended to work among themselves and the

easier, therefore, it was for the researcher to: communlcate

~her 1ntentlons and toordinate the study.

'Summarv of Factors that Contributed
~to Non¥Resp0nse -

\\ The only relevaﬁt observation that has been drawn
\

Yat the end of thls sectlon is that time constralnt was a

-

msaor determinant of non—response. For faculty consultants,
t%@e was a determlnant in the sense that given thelr

\ _
teaphlng commltments at the Unlver31ty, the faculty consul-

tants could elther not visit all the ‘schools durlng each of
A ~ : :

A

\
\
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the five weeks, or if thev did, theyfcould only managefto
observe and therefore hold feedback'sesééo;s%:ith as~few asr
- two student teachers on'a particular‘day o e‘week. Thus,
in any given 'school, except for Afton that had only two
student teachers, it was not easy to gather all the 1ntended
data, espec1ally with the Feedback Analysis Form and the
Post- Observatlon Conference Checkllst .
For cooperatlng teachers, time constraint was a i
factor in that almost every minute of the day was - spent in
v \thq classroom with the student teacher. Unless a special
se331on was requested by the researcher at. coffee and lunch
breaks, most feedback sess1ons.would be held in the late
afternoons, after .school. 1In such cases, the sessions would
be lengthy, comprising all~the feedback for ail the lessons
taught during the day as well as plann:ng the following
day's lesson. Slnce most cooperating teachers pPreferred the
- later afternoon arrangement the researcher, not having any
'ass1stants, was-llmlted as to how many sessions, all going
on at the same time in almost all the schools,,could be
observed Even in a 31ngle school it was not possible to
observe more than two segsions, and this with a lot of time
sacrifice of all involved, in a single afternoon
‘The fact that student teachers did not teach the
classes alone from day one contrlbuted substantlally to the
m1881ng responses of the Feedback Analy31s Form.,

With regards to the total return (AN) of 73. 5% that .

was reallzed for the ‘study, one can insert that it
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13%

represented an extremely acceptable return, since, as
Travers (1964:297) irndicated:

. A questionnaire (or any other research instrument)
of interest to ‘the recipient may be expected to
show only a 20 percent return, even when conditions
are favourable. If non-respondents are contacted a
second, or third time, the return may be increased
to 30 pergent. Only rarely does it reach the 40
percent level, ) A : ,

That the toﬁal’retufhs for each of the three .instruments
were within the range of 62 perCentb%o 88 percen% was
famn§idéred by the researchef to be satisfactory.

;‘jt_ The_analyses of the data provided by the pProcedures
dgscribédfabdve are.done in the next five chapters which
fqilow; -it was considé}ed necessary'to'déVOte a separaté
,chapfer-to each research quéstioh given Jt:he‘“c::omp;'l.ica*l:e_c.l'~
" nature of the analyses. This way, ‘the reader/s would-hobe-
fully. be minimally overwhelmed by the data and it would be
easier to, extrapolaté significant findings for'éach_question ’

without digging through massive data.



CHAPTER 5
ANALYSIS OF THE DATA: EFFECTIVENESS
"OF SUPER SORY PRACTICES
\ -

Statistical analyses relatlng to research questlon
1 and its sub-problems are reported In-this chapter. ' The
first research questlon focused on the effectlveness of

% superV1sory Practices of faculty consultant and cooperating

K

~teachers.- The analyses for the three sub- probipms, further -
)more, sought to detect any‘dlfferences in the effectiveness |
of faculty-consultants and cooperating teachers over the
"four weeks of student teaching as well as .the dlffereno%s
between the effectiveness of the two groups of superv1sors
between and within the- schools. For pu{poses of this chapten‘
and the four data analyses chapters which follow, the
.research“éﬁbstions afe fully stated whereas the'sub—problems,

listed fully in Chapter 1, are pPregsented as side-headings.‘
RESEARCH QUESTION 1
/——V‘—'x

ervisory practices of faculty

"To what extent did the s
consultants and cooperatlng_teachets approach optlmal
feffectlveness according to the 15 propos1tlons of effective

feedback derlved from the literature rev1ew as perceived by

the student teachers?®

132
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<In response to question 1, the 25 student teachers
included in the study were requested to fill out two Feed-
back Analysis Forms (Appendix A) once every week, one for

the faculty consultant s feedback sess1ons, and the other,

for the cooperating teacher's feedback sessions. This was

to be dowme for the four weeks of student teaching. The mean .
Scores for faculty consultants and cooperating teachers were
derivéd from the data on the Feedback Analys1s Form (Appendlx

A). The reader is reminded that the scale on the Feedback

}Analys1s Form was such that the lower the score the more

) effective (or the nearer to optimal effectlveness) the

superVisory Practice.

B >

Table 18 shows the rank order of the faculty consul-

'tants' mean scores on the fifteen items of the Feedback

Analys1s Form. 1In the same table, results of +- tests on
the mean scores of faculty consultants and cooperating
teachers are also presented

Inspection of Table 18 suééests that faculty
consultants approached optimal effectiveness on 14 of the 15
items as 1ndicated by mean scores of 2.48 or lower (better)
whereas’ cooperating teachers approached optimal effectiveness
on all the 15 items ag indicated by mean scores of 2.38 or
lower (better). More specifically, both the faculty
consultants and cooperating teachers received the highest
scores (Y = 1.99 or less) on the same three items.  Conse-
quently, the superv1sory feedback of faculty consultants and

cooperating teachers, approached optimal effectiveness in
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'TABLE 18

Rank Order* of Mean Scores and Results of
t-Tests on the Prpcess Scores, Item by
Item, for Faculty Consultants and :
Cooperating Teachers, All Weeks .
@and Schools Comblned ‘ ‘

4 . t
;
Peedback Analysis Form Item ‘ Paculty , Codéperating - Resulfﬁ‘of
. i Consultant Teachers .t-tests
N X SD__N b3 SD T P
1. Based on -- Based cn inferences 67 1.90 0.8+ 82 1.94 1,08 -0.56 0.567
Observations oo
2, Supportive -- Non-supportive 67 1.91 0.88 82 1.74 1.06 t.o4 o0.300
“-3. Useful and ~- Overload given ‘
- *Manageable :
Amount Given 66 1.99 0.83 BL 1.81 1,09 0.76 0.449
4. Emphasized -- Emphasized ﬁon- v
modifiable . modifiable items N )
items 67 2.00° 0.92 ‘ 82 1.99 0.87 0.08 0.934
‘5. Specific and -- General and Abstract 67 2.06 0.98 80 Z2.31 1.17 -1.41 0.162
concrete ..
I
6. Emphasized -- Emphasized Personal .
Performance Qualities 67 2.07 1,03 BL 2.07 1.05 0.00 0.997
7. Based on receiver' 5 --Based on giver's
needs (includes - needs and what he/she
negative criticims) wants to get off his/ :
’ her chest 66 2.10 0.85 B2 2.18 1.23 -0.54 0.593
8, Descriptive --EvaluativeA 67 2.20 0.97 80 2.38 1.32 —Q.UZ 0.673
9. Well-timed --Poorly timed “ 66 2.26 1.11 B2 2.26 1.14 -0.01 0,994
10. Emphasized Alter- --Emphasized "the™ Path 67 2.30 0.89 81 2,22 1.33 o0.42 0.680
natives
11. Framed in “More or --Pramed in "Either or" ’
Less” terms . terms 66 2.3 0.91 81 2.24 1.06 0.78 0.436
12, Emphasized requested--Emphasized imposed -
items items 66 2.46 0.90 82 2.32 1.16 0.81 0,419
13. Privacy ensured, -«No "privacy ensured,
interruptions and interruptions and
distractions distractions evident 67 2.48 1,20 82 2.20 1.16- 1,46 0.147
minimized s
14 Giver shared -Giver ga#e advice 6? 2,70 1.18 81 2,31 1.39 1.83 0.070
information
15 Checked; receiver --nchecked; receiver
encouraged to not encouraged to ,
summarize summarize . 67 3.15 1,33 82 2.94 1.40 0.93 0.3s2 %
*Rank order is based on faculty ¢onsultants’' mean scores.

-~
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.. that. there were no statlst1cally\s¥gn1ﬁ%8ant dlfferences ;

- «between the mean scores of faculty consultants §qd

~
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their supportiveness, heing based on observation rather than
inferences and being implemented or.given in useful and
manageable amounts. The cooperating teachers' feedbach
approached optimal effectiveness (Y = 1.99) in their emphasis‘
on nodifiable items. The faculty consultants were also
close to optlmal effectlveness on this item (X =.2.00). a

The student teachers, however, perceived the faculty .

consditants as being low (X = 3.15) in encouraging the

student teachers (recelvers) to summarlze the main points

v‘;:",‘. .

ralsed durlng the feedbacé&sesslons as a way of checking
e
understanding. . For both groups, however, thls dlmen31on

LN

departed furthest from optlmallty

o The t-test results, on ,fother hand, implied

3 "“t
Ty

cooperating teachers on any of the 15 1tems.

Superv1sory Effectlveness Between , Caer
Schools i R

‘Table 19 gives a summary of supervisory effectlveness
Scores between schools._ Inspection of Table 19 suggests that
all four faculty consultants were Perceived by students as
about equally effective since thelr average scores fell
within the Same effectlveness Score range of 2, OO to 2 50.
The effectiveness scores of cooperating teachers were more
dlspersed. Apart from the one cooperatlng teacher in school

4 and the two cooperating teachers in school 5, who were

percelved as ‘equally effectlve as the faculty consultants in
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the respective schools, the'sCOres of eleven of the eighteen
cooperatlng teachers 1nd1cated more effectlveness than the
’ faculty consultants and the scores of four 1ndlcated less
effectiveness than the faculty consultants.( Of the eleven
"cooperating teachers whose supervisory'praqtices were per-
ceived to be more effective than those of the faculty
consultants in the respective schools, five were'wrthin the
highest effectiveness score range (X = 1.50 - 2,00).
| The cooperating teachers in schools 1, 2; 3 and 4 had
i the highest effectlvenéss scores. School 2 had two coopera-
| ting teachers w1th the hlghest effectlveness scores, Both
"the cooperatlng teachers in school 1 and all the cooperatlng
, teachers in school 4 had high effectlveness scores in thelr
L%%uperv1sory processes. School 4 appeared.to be the most
effectlve in terms of superv1sory processes, while Schools
1 and 5 were g clese second. in thelr effectiveness scores.
School 2 had two cooperatlng teachers with relatively low
effectlveness scores and school 3,vone cooperating teacher
with a 15@ effectiveness score. The one cooperating teacher
in school 5 who had a low effectiveness score had”also the

o lowest effectiveness score overall.

Change in Effectiveness Scores

An analysis of variance was carried out to determlne
the 31gn1flcance of the changes in mean ‘scores of the
il
faculty consultants and cooperatlng teachers on the 15 items

over the four weeks of student teaching.

5
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The results of F- tests on the mean scores of faculty
consultants and cooperating teachers are shown in Table 20.
Inspection of these results 1ndicates that the mean scores
of faculty consultants and cooperating teachers were not
s1gn1f1cantly different in any two weeks of student teachlng
In other words, the student teachers percelved the super—kf
Visory processes of faculty consultants and cooperatlng

teachers as generally consistent “week by week

"Effectiveness of Consultants and
Cooperating Teachers :

- Four sets of t-tests were carried out on the average
Scores of faculty consultants and cooperatlng teachers on the
15 dlmens1ons of supervisory behavior to determlne if there
uere any sigrificant: differences in scores between_faculty
consultants a: 4 cooberating teachers within any one given

'“\

_school 3

There uere no significant differences between the
scores of faculty consultants and cooperating teachers
within schools 1, 2 and 3. There were, however, s1gn1f1cant
differences in Scores on certain items between facutly
consultants and cooperating teachers in schools 4 and 5;
those are ‘presented’ in Table 21, In school 4, for example,
there were significant differences . in scores between faculty
consultants and cooperating teachers on the follow1ng items:
Supportive - Non- supportive; leer shared infOrmation - Giver

gave advice; and Emphasized alternatlves - Emphasized "the"

path beyond. .01 level. On all three items, cooperating

—~

<+

%,
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. | TABLE 21.-

‘Items on Which There Were Significant D
in Supervisory Effectiveness Betwe
- Consultants and Cooperating Tead

fiferences
ultx' ¢

. “w .
. . .in Two Schools
. ta
Paculty Teachers
Item . ‘Sghool Consultant Cooperating .
’ N X so N X sD T P
. . )
Supportive ~--Non-supportive 4 14 2,00  0.78 ¢ 1.21 0.2 .42 o, 003%s .’ .
s 9 1.22 _'o.lm 21 1.81 1,03 -2.19 0.037*
“‘ - re : ﬁ
Giver shidred --Giver.gave ] . . ]
information advice 4 ih4 2.7 1.0’_] 19 1.53 0._7? 3.71 0.001%e
Emphasized ’ —-Em;;hasizaa “the"” oL
" alternatives path ) 4 14 2,68 0.63 19 1.95 0.62 3.15 0.004#»
' Pramed in --Fraged in “either
“more or or tegs . A L \
less terms 4 147 2.57 0.76 "18 2,00 0.59 2.40 0.023*
Based on --Based on giver's . - S
receiver's ' needs - o
needs : : 5 8 1.50 0576 21 2.62 1.12-2.60 0.015%
: L] N .
Useful and ~-Overload given - -
manageable . : ) -
amount given oo 1 200 0.8 19 1.53 0.61 2.29 0.029e
Overall Effectiveness o : . ’ v
(all 15 itema) . 4 14 2,20 0.41 19 1.80 0.50 2.49 0.018% 7
’Siénifl'cant beyond .05 level ;"Significant beyond .01 level -
. N = Number of student teachers who checked the particular iteam “

(W

-
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 ‘teachers had lower (i.e. " better”) mean scores ‘than did
d‘bfaculty consultants in the fhux_weeks of student teachlng.q,

1In the same school there were also 81gn1flcant differences

o 1n scores between faculty consultants and cOoperatlng

teachers on two other 1tems: Framed 1n more or less terms

'V-‘—-Framed in "ekther or" terms and Useful and manageable

'amount glven » Overload’ glven beyond the 05 level Again,.
' cooperatlng teachers had lower mean scores and therefore were
2more effectlve on these items than the faculty conSultants

| In,school 5, the scores for faculty consultants and
» cogperatlng teachers dlffered s1gn1flcantly beyond 05 level
on two items: Supportlve - Non—supportlve and Based on
receiver's needs, 1ncludes negatlve crltlclsm - Based on
glver S needs’and what he/she wants to get off hls/her chest

In thls school ho ever, the faculty consultants' mean :
scores on these two 1tems were lower and therefore 1ndlcated
more.effectlveness. han. the cooperatlng teachers The

L3
'complete/t test results are presented as Appendlx H

'DisouSSion ‘ o i

Cooperatdng teachers tended to haye numerlcally |
’lower mean Scores on most of the 1tems than.dld faculty
'consultants. Although this suggests that some of their-
superv1sory processes were percelved more favourably by the
student teachers than those of faculty consultants, statis-~
tlcal analys1s (Table 18) has 1ndlcated that to a large

~

extent both faculty consultants and cooperating teachers

4
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'employed reasonably effective superv1sory feedback processes
durlng the student teaching perlod. ‘That the faculty

&

consultants and cooperating teachers were perceived as about

:equally effective may be explalned by the emergence of

‘-\‘\shared expectations resultwng from the team approach used in’

workspops and classroom teachlng observatlons with student
teach@rs prlor to and durlng the student teachlng perlod
The sllght numerlcal dlfferences 1n scores could be

4 attrlbuted in part to the increased amount of time which
| cooperatlng teachers spent w1th student teachers on a more
mregular ba51s- they also had an advantage over the faculty
'consuItants in that they continued to establish a rapport
'.w1th student teachers in the cooperatlng teachers own
famlllar schools, amd puplls.

The 51gn1f1cant dlfferences in scores between the
_faculty consultant and cooperating” %eaéhers in school 4 may
be suggestlve of the closer 1nvolvement of the pr1n01pal 1n
preparlng and supervising cooperating teachers in relation
“to their 1nteractlon with student teachers. Schdbl 4
offered the most comfortable worklng relatlonshlp for the
researcher and a very healthy cooperatlve effort by coopera—,ij
tlng teachers and the principal. The faculty consultant's
higher (less effective) mean scores - may have been malnly
due to "delays"vln observ1ng all student teachers on a more
rqylar basis. - ‘ CO '“;

School 5 had a very good working atmosphere too in

/

- that the ‘staff and pr1n01pal gave a lot of support to the—/



' o : .143

'researcher. Cooperating teachers, however, tended towards
g01ng by the rules in evalqatlng student teachers. They,
too, had group meetlngs among themselves to determlne how to
rate their student teachers. The faculty consultant for
school 5 spent a lot of - time with any 1nd1v1dual student
teacher he eventually observed. dis classroom observations
were not always long but his-analysis of the teaching Was
thorough He-also encouraged the student teachers partlcl-
_patlon in the feedback sess1on and varied his topics to
'1nclude personal and 1nformal topics of concern to the‘
student teacher. Consequently. he was perceived more
favourably on supportiveness and on basing his feedback on
recelvers (student teachers ) needs than the cooperating

1

teachers.' Thus, the s1gn1flcant dlfferences in scores

"'between the faculty consultant and cooperatlng teachers in

sch%‘l 5 may have 1mportant 1mpllcatlons not only-for tlme.
spent on feedback but also tke toplc areas of superv1sory
'feedback whlch are dlscussed in the next chapter,

A- con81deratlon of the dlfferences in overall scores
-between faculty consultants and cooperating teachers on all
the dlmen31ons of superv1sory ‘behavior reveals, however,
that only in school 4 was‘such a difference s1gn1flcant
(see Table 21), { The 81gn1flcant dlfferences in scores .
,betneen the faculty consultant and cooperatlng teachers on

certain items in school 5 did not result in any 81gn1flcant

dlfferences in their overall scores.

3



-GHAPTER 6

ANALYSIS OF THE DATA: TOPIC ARFAS
DISCUSSED IN SUPERVISORY
FEEDBACK SESSTONS

~

Chapter 6 contains the varlous analyses performed
on the data for research questlon 2 and the seven sub—

¢

problems listed with it.

RESEARCH QUESTION 2

-

"What were the topic areas discussed in supervisory feedback
sessions during the student teaching period in relafion to\ﬂ_

the,follcwing sub-problems:

:1'How often did‘the topics occur?

:2 How many. topics occurred per session?

3 How much time was spent.On each topic?

4 What was the pattern of initiation of the topics?;
:5 With what toplcs did the se381ons start out?

6 What was the general sequence of occurrence of the
topics?

217 With what topics did the sessidns end?"

The Post-Observation Co Tence Checklist (Appendix
B) was the source of data regard'hg topic‘%reas-discussed
durlng superv1sory feedback se831ons. The researcher adopted

‘an unobtru51ve approach to checklng the toplcs being

144
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discussed’ every 30 seconds. Given time d other constraints
it .was not feas1ble to observe all of the feedback sessions.
The results of the data analys1s for research

question 2 are discussed under releVant sub—headingSfbelow.

Topic Areas Discussed .

The data on the Post Observatlon Conference Checkllst
as well as tape recordlngs and field notes from earller
observations were content analyzed in order to determine what
topic areas were discussed during supervisory feedback
’ses51ons. The analys1s indicated that all of the ten toplc
areas categorized on the checkllst were discussed in one way
or other during the sessions. The spe01flc toplcs that

comprised the substance of superv1sory feedback sessions

f

_were as follows.
»

,1' Personal Qualities. ~The discussions centered
around such aspects of student teacher's personal qualities.
as voice, poise, mannerlsms, tone, self- concept non verbal
vbehav1ors, ten51on, patlence, tolerance and composure. In;
most cases, remarks related to personal qualltles were
_p031t1ve and compllmentary, except in a special case where
the supervisor, supported by the student teacher recognized
the student teacher's problem as related to her belng
contlnually tense, her overuse of tolerance in dealing with
a problem child, and her low self- concept Voice and poise,

however were the 51ngle most frequently dlscussed aspects of

personal qualltles.

.
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2. Instructional Planning. The topips‘most

frequently discussed under instructional Planning were
' related_to amount of time spent on planning the lesson. In
most cases the student teachers complalned on the one hand,
of not hav1ng enough time in between classes or after school
to plan as well as they w1shed and on the other hand, of
spendlng too much time after school planning for a lesson.
The student teachers also gave the general impression that.
'regardless of how thorough the plannlng was, they seldom
enJoyed commensurate satisfaction from teachihg the lesson
'81nce 1nterrupt10ns and other factors seldom allowed com-
pletion of the lesson as planned Consequently, the question
posed to the supervisor by the student teachers regarding
instructional planning was "Is Planning worth that much tlme
investment?" 'Planning for'the following- day s lesson was
fr quently a concluding remark in the sess1ons,'ma1nly
invplving the student teacher and’ cooperatlng teacher
"planning together" the lesson and suggesting ways of
reducing paperwork. The faculty consultants' main inberests
1n 1nstruct10nal Planning were to check the generally
accepted format and to observe how closely lt was followed

durlng the lesson and how the student teachers reacted when

the lesson had been taught before- the perlod was over. f

3. Content of'Lesson. The discussions'on lesson

content centered around the maJor components of the lesson

—
such as the storles, buzzles, act1v1t1es, variation in
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content to meet the needs of brlghter puplls and slow
learners; relevance of the lesson content to the particular
period, day or season, for example St. Patrlck's Day,
Halloween and Christmas; and u81ng language approprlate to
the grade level for clarifying and explalnlng concepts and

choosing the right ass1gnment relevant to the lesson.,

. ‘7
/

4., Presentatlon of Lesson. Questlonlng‘skllls of

the student teacher was the most dlscussed topic in lesson
‘presentatlon especially in introducing the lesson; ;Clarity
of instructions given by the student teacher especially in
explaining new words and experlences was another important
topic, Proper pacing was frequently discussed espec1ally to
enable the student teacher to work faster so as to answer
most of the chlldren S questlons. The nature of the homework
. and how it was given was a topic discussed frequently.at

the end of the lesson and as a summary'of.the lessorn. The
_Supervisors, espeéially cooperating‘teachers, gave sugges—
tions on specific lesson variation technlques to generate
the pupils’ 1nterest and also to meet a varlety of demands
.Placed on the student teacher by varied abilities and expecenr‘
\tatlons of the puplls. Spelling out words on. the chalkboard
handwrltlng, expan81on of puplls ﬁhswers to reinforce good

efforts and 1ntrodu01ng topics in & loglcal manner from

simpler to more difficult ones were some of the other topics.

-

5. Quality of Interpersonal Relationships. The

supportiveness and warmth of the student teacher was the

-
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main theme in the quality of 1nterpersonal relationships.
These, in turn, had 1mportant bearings on classroom
diSCipline and on the amount of learning that took place in

1

the classroom.

6. Cléssroom Managemen Many topics comprised.

classroom'manégement including mainly dealing with specific
pupils’ problems ‘and wofking With’groups of children. Other
topics inciuded getting~the children's attention; getting the
children to respond well and to ask more questions"general
‘.awareness in the classroom; mlnllelng boredom by introducing
a vapiety of activities; giVing reasonable work to minimize
restlessness and noise; procedure for settling children down
after recess; getting assignments'completed correctly; ' e

cheching pubil's speed of work; teacher's helping role during

- _the lesson; aspiring for greater involvement of all children,l

managing activities; correcting workbooks and assignments;
and performing instrumental tasks such as collecting chalk,

taking the registe}. and distributing name tags.

7. Discipline. The major topic-of discussion was'

how to handle problem children and to solve other cldssroom
problems effectively w1thout the assistance of- the coopera-
ting teacher. An example which came‘up in the discussions

- was when the student teacher actually reseated a problem
Chlld and 1solated the other offender. Later she was’
comménded by the~cooperating teacher for the;action‘because

it was regarded as"effectiVe in reinforcing\the desired‘
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behaviar .

8. Review of?ﬁerformance. The 1ntroductory toplc

in this category would most often be the supervisor asking
the student teacher "How did the lesson go" or "What did you
think of the lesson?” The student teacher would then review
the previous lesson, going over what she thought were
strengths and weaknesses and asking the supervisor to comnbnt
‘on the various aspects of the lesson. which were of concern

to the student teacher.

Another approach involved the superv1sor handlng
over observation notes of the prev1ous lesson and 1nv1t1ng |
the student teacher to react to the various comments made by
the supervisor. )

A third, but almost as frequently used approach was
avstralght forward compllmentary comment by the superv1sor
to the student teacher, for example, "That was a great
lesson. I could almost see the kids enjoying it. That id
what I call an effectlve teachlng and learnlng situation, L
In this spe01f1c instance, the student teacher modestly
responded; "Thank'you, but I wish I had not introduced o
that topic at the beginning. Tt almost ruhed my whole
_ lesson." A step by step d1scuss1on would then follow between
the supervisor and student teacher.

. The least frequently used gpproach 1nvolved an

1nstance durlng which the supervisor gave all of the

comments about the lesson and then asked the already
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frustrated or exhilarated student teacher to "comment on the
comments.">

9. fnformal Conversation. Job 1nterv1ews were the, "
F 3

maJor topics in informal conversatlon.b This was under-
standable since the student teachers were in their final
weeks at university and héd developed an understandable
1nterest in job opportunities The supervisors were equally
keen to know where the student teachers might likely find
employment.

Occa81onally the student teachers and superVisors,_
espec1ally faculty consultants, laughed and joked about
week-end parties, government policies (especially those
related to university education) and other tension relieving
topics. Weather and sports were sometimes mentioned some-
where during the discuss1on, and Probably served to relieve

" tension or establish communication lines.

10. Qthers. The topics which fell under "Other”
categories included mainly setting up a schedule for the
faculty consultants v131ts, the student teachers’ workloads
and timetable, hours and length of the student teaching
period, and final evaluation. During the,supervisory
sessions led by faculty consultants,‘the student teachers
also discussed the COoperating teacher—student teacher
relationship, concerns arising from long hours ‘spent on
planning lessons, and what was happening with other student

IS

teachers in other schools. .In the sess1ons w1th cooperating



151 .

teachers, the student teachers asked when they would be

expected to teach thelr classfs alone, espe01ally towards

the end of the Second week of student teachlng !7
Whenever the final evaluation was dlscussed the

student teachers tended to be concerned about whether they

'bwould be involved in the evaluation and what the nature of
the involvement would be. The other topics whlch were
‘mentloned in thls category included recommendations by the
_superv1sors of upcoming events such. as profess1onal develop—
.ment days and conferences to the student teachers, sharing
by student teachers of their concerns about lengthy perlods
- of student teachlng and., the effects of unexpected v1s1ts by
the faculty consultants on the student teachers® classroom
performances.

Frequency of Occurrence of the

Topics and Time Spent on Each
for the Total Sample

In Table 22 is presented a sumnary of the’percent of
occurrence and time spent on each of the toplcs for the total
.sample. )
Examination of Table 22 reveals that the topic that

occurred most frequently in the 275 occurrences was classroom

-

~

management (23, 37) The other topics discussed durlng
superv1sory feedback sess1on§, in descending order of Percent
obf occurrence were as followsz presentation of lesson

(21. 27) review of performance (11.3%); instructional

" planning (11.3%); content of lesson (9.5%); others (8.?%);"

;-
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TABLE 22

Occurrence and Time Spent on Eazch
Topic for all the Supervisors

e Occurrence Time Spent in Minutes
Topic Areas : ;

' T % Total % Mean
Classroom Management 64 - 23.3 120.0 26.8 1.9
Preséntation of ' )

Lesson 58 21.1 110.0. 24.6_ 1.9
Instructional o .

‘Planning 31 11.3 62.5 14,0 - 2.0
Review of - , o

Performance 31 11.3 21.5 4.8 047 . .

S ' & | ‘

Content of Lesson 26 9.5 k2.0 9.4 1.6
Others - 24 8.7 24,0 5.4 1.0
Discipline 18 6.5 36.0 8.0 2.0
Persqﬁal Qualities 10 3.6 18.5 4;;f, 1.8
Quality of Inter-

Personal Relation- .

ship’ " 9 3.3 10,0 2.2 1.1
Informal : _ A\

Conversation 4 1.5 3.5 0.8 0.9
Total 448.0 100.0. 1.6

275  100.0

e
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discipline (6.5%); personal qualities (3.6%); quality of
interpersonal relationship (3.3%); and, informal conver-
| gation (1.5%).

’ A consideration of the total time spent on each
topic in the same Table 22 shows an obvious relatlonshlp 4/
between frequency of occurrence of the topics and the total
time spent on the toplcs.j Thus the topics that were most
frequently discussed ha&ithe most total time spent on them.
Once again, classroom management and presentation of lesson

had almost tw1ce as much total percent of time spent on-them

as 1nstructlonal Planning and content of lesson and three

=

to four times as much time spent on them as the remalnlng
topics. |
Inspection of the average amount of tine spent on
‘each topic per session, however, revealed g3 slightly
different order of events. TheﬂaVetagertiﬁe'provides a
- basis for understanding how much tine.was'sient.on each topic
per session'even if it occurred only once during the whole B
feedback session. | o
Instructional Planning and discipiine, although
they occurred'less frequently thanhsome of thevother topics,
had the highest average amount of tlme (X = 2.0 min. ) spent
on them. What this means is that whenever these toplcs were
discussed, regardless of thelr lower frequency of occurrence.
more time was spent on d1scuss1ng them than on the other

topics. This- may be an 1ndlcatlon of thelr 1mportance in

the student teachers performance and/of.the\dlfflcultleSg
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experlenced in obtalnlng acceptable ways of deallng Q/th the

N

-
L3

" topics. ' , | " .
k Classroom management ‘and presentation'of,lesson h;d\\\\
closer averaée time (X =l1.9 mins.)ﬁspent“ n them to that -~
spent on inStructional.planning and discipj;ne PerSOnal‘} .
qualltles (X = 1 8 mins. ) and content of lesson = 1. 6

mins.) had the thlrd hlghest average time spent on’ them per
ses31on The other toplcs, however, . had onIy half as much

time gpent on them as was spent on 1nstruct10nal plannlng,

discipline and classroom management (see Table 22)

Dlscussion It may be stated from the flndlngs

'that classroom management and presentatlon of lesson were
Possibly the two most 1mp;rtant aspects of student teachlng
since they were dlscussed twice as frequently as were '
instructional plannlng and review of performance, and almost
three. times as much as the other topics. - o '?N\;“
On the one hand these two areas were Possibly the
ones in which" the student teachers demonstrated thelr .
teachlng SklllS to the greatest extent 1ndependent of the ‘
faculty consultants and cooperatlng teachers. Their sensi--
Ctivity to varied classroom s1tuatlons and their ability to
- adapt thelr lessons to sult part;cular needs, moods and other
,contlngen01es may have become evident 1n these two .areas. ’
"On the other hand, it may have been that the student -

‘teachers were hav1ng the most problems in these two areas.

Thelr ablllty to 1mprov1se and deal w1th pﬂoblem cases
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would-therefore be put to the test mostly in these areas}'
consequently resultlng in the superv1sors talklng about these
two toplcs most frequently. | |

-ITf the student teachers had opportunltles to act'

'1n thelr own ways in thelr classroom management and presen-

tatlon of lesson, then they were bound to performxgust as -

| well as they could and to make ‘mistakes or fall to be under—

-stood by the superv1sors. Compllments, clarlflcatlons, a

*explanatlons, and sometlmes mlsunderstandlngs would therefore

vhelp to explaln the more frequent mention of these two
‘important toplcs. ThlS does not mean, however that the
‘other toplcs were. not lmportant In most cases as the

dlscuss1ons went back and forth between dlassroom management

hand presentatlon of lesson, a mentlon would be made of

1nstruct10nal plannlng, content of lesson and discipline,

j;and these would be in the form of a rev1ew of perfonmance

Thus, most of these toplcs had overlapplng themes w1th the

main: themes compr1s1ng classroom management and presentatlon

of lesson. The topics 1ncluded under "Othersr were hlghly '

K

varled and had the lower pe;pent of occurrence. Some of

”%hese toplcs were not necessag;ly related to ‘the lesson

’and needed no repeated clarlflcatlons.. Persona; qualltles,

l

nature of 1nterpersonal relatlonshlp and 1nformal conver--

.satlon were toplcs which could be both sen81t1ve and aISO T

-Uappllcable to a partlcular superv1sor, ‘student teacher,

~;school classroom or grade level and puplls. In most cases,

.\

a brlef mentlon or two served to clarlfy the p01nt in’

—
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question,

Coflparison of Occurrence of Topics - ' _
for Faculty Consultants and - '
Cooperatlng Teachers

The data presented in Table 23 show the dlfferences'
" in the frequency and percent of occurrence of the topics

‘1n the faculty consultants'_and the cooperatlng teachers'v‘

AN
k)

feedback Sessions. | f S ﬁ
‘ An observatlon from Table 23 is that the faculty
-
consultants dlscussed the "Other" topics, quallty of

1nterpersonal relatlonshlps, 1nformal conveﬁsatlon, -7

"d1s01pllne, and personal qualltles, more frequently than

cooperatlng teachers. The cooperatlng teachers however,
dlscussed content of lesson, review of performance, A
1nstruct10nal~pl§nn1ng, presentation of lesson, and classroom

management more than faculty'consultants.

—

‘Discussion.. ‘The flgures presented in Table 23 above

; 1nd1cate that there were some dlfferences in the frequency
and percent of occurrence of the toplcs in the faculty
'consultants' and cooperating teachers' feedback se381ons.
Such dlfferences, however, dld not seem to be very s1gn1-
ficant. | ‘

| | Generally, however the occurrence of the toplcs

) jseemed hlgher in the cooperatlng teachers' ses31ons for
vtoplcs whlch had hlgher frequenc1es of occurrence for the‘
total sample, and hlgher in the faculty consultants' |

se831ons for toplcs whlch had lower frequencles of occurrence

~
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| TABLE .23

\yzz - Comparison of Gbcurpencé of the poics .
N in the Faculty Consultants' and the

\\ Cooperating Teachers' Feedback
. Sessions
\\\ l “
. '
o Faculty .  Cooperating :
Topic Areas Consultants Teachers Difference
§ ' i - .
' . T % f % : %
Classroom S . T
‘Management . 37 23.1 - 27 23.5 ~0.4
' Presentation of _ L - '
Lesson E .33 20.6 - 25 21,7 -1.1
Others 17 10.6 7 T 6.1 - +4,5
Instructional L ‘ , ‘ _
Planning 16 10.0 - 15 13.0 -3.0
Review of o - '
Performance - 16 10.0 - 153 13,0 . -3.0
Content of Lesson = 12 7.5 b 12,2 4,7
Discipline | 11 6.9 7 6.1 +0.8
Quality of Inter- _ ' : '
personal Relationship 8 5.0 1 0.9 +4.,1
Personal Qualities 6 3.8 . 4 3.5 +0.3
-Informal ) - - | : |
- Conversation L 2.5 - Q 0.0. +2.5

Total . 160 1000 115 100.0 -o.
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fdr the total sample. |

The more frequently occurring.topics could have
been more’ obJectlvely related to classroom teachlng and
observable lesson preséntation and general performance.
Both the cooperating teachers and faculty consultants could
vtherefore discuss them confidently based on observable,
tangible data. The cooperatlng teachers discussed them even
more frequently since they were with the student teachers
almost all‘of the tlmeewery day of classrodm teachlng. The
faculty consultants-discussed them almost as frequently .
although slightly less since they were able to observe each
student teacher only once or_tWice a week given faculty
commitments at the university. Whereas eachxcooperating
teacher was responsibke for only one student teacher, thus
having’more'concentrated observation and feedback oppor-
tunities, the faculty'consultants‘had each at least four:to,
slx stuaent teachers. ThlS placed some constralnt on what
they could talk about how often they could talk about it
and how much tlme they could dedicate to talklng about it.

' The topics that occurred least frequently were such
that they tended to be related to personal, subJectlve or.
d1s01p11nary aspeots of student teachers classroom teachlng.
As such a sens1t1ve relatlonshlp llke that between the/

: Gild =b‘h1y be

‘malntalnedfby more: obJectlve approaches. The faculty

cooperatlng teachers and student te;:

J
consultants, who had more background information on the

-student teachers, havxng been the student teachers
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instructors for a reasonable length of t}me, could dlscuss
these topics more confldently w1thout as great a fear of
affectlng ‘the relatlonshlp as the cooperatlng teachers had.
The part that cooperatlng ‘teachers played in the flnal
‘evaluatlon of student teachers could have also created an

uneasy atmosphere.

Comparlson Oof Time Spent on Each
. "Topic by Faculty wonstultants
and Cooperatlng,Teachers

The percent of total time and the. average tlme spent
.on each toplc by the faculty contsultants and the cooperatlng
teachers are presented 1n Table 24. The data in Table 24
indicate that faculty .consultants spent a hlgher percentage
of their time dlscuss1ng d1801pllne, classroom management
personal qualltles, quallty of 1nterpersonal relatlonshlp,i
"other" toplcs and 1nformal conversatlon. The cooperating
teaduus, on the other hand spent a hlgher percentage of
their tlme discussing 1nstrzctlonal plannlng, content of
'lesson, review of performance and presentatlon of lesson.e'
o Observatlon of the dlfferences in the average tlme'
spent. on the toplcs 1ndlcates that the faculty consultants
spent more average tlme dlscuss1ng d1s01p11ne and personal
qualities. The cooperatlng teachers spent more average tlme
than the faculty consultants 1n discussing 1nstructlonal
plannlng. .There was no dlfference 1n the average tlme spent

‘by faculty consultants and»cooperatlng teachers dlscus31ng

_content of lesson and the "other"’toplcs.
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Discussion. - There was a general'tendency for

’

cooperatlng teachers to spend more time than faculty consul—
tants in performance related topics such as presentatlon of

lesson, 1nstructlonal plannlng, content of lesson and review

of performance, the same toplcs that occurred more frequently s

~and had more overall time  spent on them. Faculty consul—

tants, on the other hand tended to spend more. tlme than the
cooperatlng teachers on subJectlve person- related toplcs
like personal qualltles, quality of 1nterpersonal relatlon-
shlp, dlSClpllne, 1nformal conversatlon and the "other"
topics. Agaln,zas dlscussed .earlier, the closer wofkang
relatlonshlp between the cooperatlng teachers and student
teachers on a dally bas1s may have contributed to +their

spendlng more time on the performance related toplcs than the

"fapulty consultants |

' The Number of Topics that

Occurred per Session

" The average number of topics that occurred per
sesglon in the T culty consultants and cooperatlng teachers'

feedback ses31ons are shown 1n,Table 48 together w1th the

'data for sub- problem L2, A consideration of the average

number of topics that bccurred ber se851on for the total

sample 1ndlcates that an average of 4 65 toplcs were dis-
cuss&ﬁ per sess1on. The faculty’consultants, however, used
fewer“toplcs (4 20) per ses51on than, the cooperatlng teachers

who used an average of 5. 45 toplcs per sess1on (see page 215)
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‘Discussion. - From the figures presented above, . the

) pooneratingtteachers tended to discuss more topics ber
lsession than the faculty consultants. ‘ane'again, the amountK
- of tlme available for closer interactions betweenjcooperating.
teachers and student teachers on a more regular basis may
explain this. The implications‘of'the average number of '
topics discussed per session for the effectiveness of»super—

~ visory feedback are discussed in a latef ‘section of sub- .

problem 4:2.

~Pattern of Initiation of Topics

/

. A summary of percent of 1n1t1atlon of toplcs for
the total sample is presented in Table 25 ,pata 1n’Table 25
suggest that except for classroom-management informal
conversatlon and dlSClpllne where there seemed to be a
balance in the initiation of toplcs by the superv1sors and
student teachers, the supervisors tended to 1n1t1ate most

of the other toplcs almost all of the tlme as 1ndlcated by
the high range of bercent of superV1sor 1n1t1atlon of topics
(65 to 90 percent). These flgures suggest that the super-
visory feedback se331ons were, in most cases, dlrectlve and f
domlnated by superv1sory comments and suggestlons ‘The
‘student. teachers tended only to respond to supervisors! ®

questlons, comments or challenges.

+ , ’ 4

"Comparlson of Topic Inltlatlon
Between Faculty Consultants
and Student Teachers

The data show1ng’percent of the pattérn of initiation
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Frequency and Percent of Initiation
of  Topics for the Total Sample.

178

64.7 56

/
: Student
. Supervisor Teacher Bo'th Total
Topic Areas - — - _

- T % r % £ % f %
Personal , ' o .
Qualities .9 90.0 0. '0.0_ 1 1020 10 3.6 &
Instructional A B R
Planning 26 83.9 4 12,9 1 3.2 31 11.3
Quality of Inter-- | o
personal ‘ -
Relationship 7 77.8 0. 0.0 2"22.2 9 3,3

Content of Lesson 20 76.9 4 154 2 7.7 26 9.5
Review of ' o S
Performance 22 71.0 6 19.4 3 9.7 31U 11'3g

- Presentation S , R
of Lesson 38 65.5 11 19.0 ‘9 15,5 58 21.1
Classroom S S [
Management 34 53.1 14 21,9 16 25.0 64 23,3
Informal | { : :

Conversation 2 50.0 2 50.0 0 0.0 4b 1.5
Othe¥s 12 50.0 7 29.2° 5 20.8 24 8.7
Discipline 8 Lk 8 ML 2 11,1 18 6.5 |
TOTAL 20.4 41 14.9 275 100.0

.
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of the topics between faculty consultants and student
teachers are in?Iuded in Table 26. The figures in Table 26
suégest that the faculty consultants,significantly dominated
the initiation of instructional planning (87. 57). qdality of
1nterpersonal re{atlonshlp (8? 5%), content of lesson (83 3% ),
personal qualltles (83.3%), review of performance (68.8%),
and presentatlon of lesson (63.6%) . The faculty consulta ts
also_lnltlated more frequently the "other" topics’ and cl%is-
room management ‘AThe faculty consultants and student
teachers 1n1t1ated informal conversation as a. topic for
rdlscuss1on in the feedback sessions almost equally. The
student teachers dominated the initiation of discipline, .
though; to a smaller extent (45.5%).4 Initiation of the
topics‘by both faculty consuitants and student teachers was
limited within the range of 29% for 1n1t1atlon of classroom
management to 6.3% for 1n1t1atlon\of rev1ew of pPerformance.
There was no such 1nteract1ve initiation of instructional
pPlanning, content of Lesson and informal conversation.
Comparlson of Topics of Inltlatrgn

- Between. Cocperating Teachers
and Student Teachers :

i

‘4‘ In Table 27 are presented data showing. percent of

: 1n1t1atlon of toplcs between cooperatlng teachers and student'
teachers. The flgures on Table 27 indicate that- the
'lcooperating teachers initiated most frequentlyrpersonal>
-qualltles all of the time,. 1nstructlonal plannlng 80 87 of

_the tlﬂ!’ review of performance 73. 37 of the trFe,.content

0o ¢
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TABLE 26

: : o

Comparison of Initiation of WTopics

Between Faculty Consultants and-
Student Teachers

Faculty  Student , -
Consultant Teacher Both Total

f- %4 £ %4 f 4 £ 4

Topic Areas

Insfructional

Planning 14 87,5 , 2 12.5 0 0.0 16 10.0
Quality of |
- Interpersonal .
Relationship 7 87.5 0 0.0 1 12,5 8 5.0

Content of Lesson 10 83.3 2 16.7 0 0.0 12 7.5
Personal Qualities 5 83.3 0. 0.0 1 “16.7. 3.8

Review of- , _

Performance 11 68.8 4 250 1 6.3 16 10.0
Presentation ‘ ) ' | .

of Lesson 21 63.6 8 24,2 4 12,1 33 20.6
Others | 10 38.8 4 23.5 3 17.6 17 10.6
ClasSroom o » : » . )
Mana&ement : 21 56.8 5 13.5 11 29.7 37 23.1
InfoTmal " \\ ‘ o
Conversation‘ 2 50.0 2 50,0 0 0.0 4 2.5
Discipline \ b 364 5 455 2 18.2 11 6.9
. ) 7 ﬁ\ ] . . g ) | —

TOTAL - NO5 65.6 32 20,8z 23 14.4 160 100.0

' ———————

S . :
EooLoow N e
4 _ , , .



TABLE 27
Comparison of Percent of Initiation of

Topics Between Cooperating Teachers
and Student Teachers

166

b

000peratihg Student

-~

. Teachers ° Teacher Both Total
Topic Areas -
£ % f % T % f %
Personal / ,
Qualities 4 100.0 0 0.0 .0 0.0 4 3.5
' Instructional '
Planning 12 80.0 2 13.3 1 6.7 15 13.0
Review of : | .
Performance 11 73.3 2 13.3 2 13.3 15 13.0
Content of Lesson 10 71.4 2 14,3 2 14.3 14 12,2
Presentation . | o o ~
of Lesson 17 68.0 3 12.0 5 '20.0. 25 21,7
Discipline B os7il 3 w29 0 0.0 7 6.1
Classroom . :
Management 13 48,1 9( 33.3 5 18.5 27 13.0
Others 2 286 3 W29 2 28067 5 gy
Informal _ ,
Conversation 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0‘ 0 0.0
Y .
Quality of "
Interpersonal .
Relationship . 0 0.0 0 0.0 -t 100.0, 1 0.9
TOTAL , 73 63.5 .24 20,9718 15.7 115 100.0



- 167

of lesson 71.44 ofbthe time and preséntation ofllesson 68.0%
of the time. The cooperating teachers also 1n1t1ated
discipline (57 17) and classroom management (48 1%)‘more
frequently The student teachers only Lnltlated the "Ot er"
topics for discussion, and this to a much lesser extent
(42.9%). The . only interactive occa81on was when both the,
~cooperating teachegs and student teachers initiated inter-
personal relatlonshlps as a topic for dlscus51on.k
 The range for intéractive 1n1t1at10n of toplcs

between cooperatlng teachers and student teachers was also
limited from 28, 67 for 1nteract1ve 1n1t1atlon of "Other"
topics to 6.7% for 1nteract1ve 1n1t1atlon of 1nstructlonal
Planning. There was no 1nteract1ve 1n1t1atlon of toplcs
like personal qual’tles, d1s01pllne and informal

conversatlon.

o’

Discussion Interpretatlons of the observations

above suggest that faculty con%ultants took the 1n1t1at1ve
in the discussion of thé topics relatdq to the "theories" of
teaching. Since the faculty consultants were the student
teachers' instructors, they may have had more interest in
observing that the thedries the student teachers were taught
at the unlver31ty had been Properly learned and utlllzed in
practlce 1n the form of 1nstructlonal planning, organlzlng |
the contents of the lesson, managlng the class and relatmng

/

to the chlldren and staff in the school.

/
/

, The - cooperatlng-teachers, on the other hand, made
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'observatlons based on their actual teachlng experlence in
"the relevant grade levels and those aspects of teachlng which:
henhanced pupil learnlng and were acceptable practlces in the,’
school Thus the cooperatlng teachers had more 1nterest in
_personal qualltles, presentatlon of lesson, d1s01pllne and
review of performance. Those aspects of personal qualltles
that cooperating teachers dlscussed malnly comprlsed
compllments of student teachers poise, volce, tone and

hpersonallty whlle teachlng. Whereas faculty consultants

aq

domlnated sess1ons in topic areas Wthh probably suggé%ted
"the way 1t is supposed to .be” the cooperatlng teachers
dominated the sessions in toplcs that perhaps suggested "the

way it 1s, the way it works and the way 1t has worked for ‘e

Y,

,and the pupils and so can work for you." - The student

teachers, however, only responded where necessary or engaged

" in other topics whlch would not "unveil whatever the super—
visor did not observe" except when it was a se;Zous
d1s01pllne case of a known problem Chlld or some successful}~
lnnovatlve attempts by the student teacher to do somethlng N
new or different. As such ~the student teachirsf domlnated

. B St
oy _r-\f’ ] J :

"jng%ﬁeifacuity consultants"

dlscuss1ons relatlng to- dlSCl L]
""other" Yoplcs 1n\coopera-l4%j v

general, there was very minimal’ &
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- Topics with whlctheedback‘
Sess1ons Started Out -

-~ In Table 28, frequency of thé toplcs w1th Wthh the
superV1sorM feedback sess1ons started out is presented
Rev1ew of performance was: the toplc most used (35 5%) in

'startlng out’ the se831ons. The cooperating teachers, however,

N

used this toplc more than twice (54.5%)“38 often as the
faculty consultants (25. 07) The second most used topic in
startlng out the se331ons was~ lnstructl%nal planning (16. 1%) .

The cooperatlng teachers also used this topic in startlng out .

- ~

their sess1ons more (18.2%)' than did the faculty consultants

(15.1%), The toplcs whlch were used less frequently in- L

[ 4

'startlng out the sess1ons were presentatlon\of lesson
(12. 9%), dlsc1p11ne (9.7%), classroom manageméht (9.7%) and

'content of lesson (9. 7%). These topics were, however, used
' |
‘more frequently in starting out faculty copsultants sess1ons

than in- startlng out’ cooperating teacher s sess1ons. The”“

least frequently used topics in startlng out either of the
\
'gsess1ons were personal qualities (3.2%) and the "other"

toplcs (3 2%) : Personal qualftties and thevfother" toplcs

e asl
“

were only used-by faculty eonsultants to start out thelr

LI N
P

sess1ons. T e . L o ‘ ,
. " LG . o &

. Quallty of 1nterpersonal relatlonshlp and 1ﬁformal N e

conversatlon were not used at all in startlng out eithet

3 .

of the sessions.

_ Discussionll That review of performance was the
—
toplc most frequently used in startlng out the sessions can
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L TABLE 28
Frequency and Percent of the Topics -with Which
Supervisory Feedback Sessions - -
‘ | Started Out _— o
"Faculty "Cobperating
Consultants - Teachers- . Total
Topic Areas . — — -
) f - % o % 'f’ - ' %
. Review of : - R ‘ .
Performance 5. . 25.0° 6 54,5 11 35.5
Instructional - e e
Planning 3 15..0 2 18,2 . .5 16.1
Presentation _ - . -
of Lesson 3 15,0 1 9.1 4 12.9
Digéipiine‘ 3 15,0 | 0 0.0 | 3 '9{?
Contéhtvof” : g | | . \#
Lesson ' 2 10.0 , 1 ‘9,1 3 9.7
Classroom. . _ - o v R
Management . 2. 10.0 1 ‘9.1, .3 9.7
Personal o . .o C .
. Qualities -1 5.0 . 0.0. . 1 3.2
Other Topics 1 5.0 0 0.0 BT 3.2
TOTAL 20 100.0 11 1Q0.0 - 31/-‘- 100,0
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‘be explained in terms o thefexpedtations the supervisorsa
and;student teachers have of eachhother regarding a'

previously‘taught lesson. . Nelther superv1sor nor student ig 7

sure where or how to start dut the sess1on. To establlsh (

rapport and set the. dlSCUSSan toplcs g01né w1thout being

~ critical at the outset and therefore blocklng further - !
hcommunlcatlon, the superv1sors started out[more frequently
;;;on the neutral ground: "What dld you thlnk of the. lesson

+ + .?" By the time the student. teacher commented on- varlous
parts of the leSson, the superv1sor would be ready to analyze
the JZentlfled concerns and the session would be’ under way

The least frequen#ly used toplcs we

itive ones which

. Perfdrmance may also be more related to pup;l learnlng than

‘personal qualities and other person—orlented toplcs.

L 4

The Sequence of Occurrence of .
the Topics 0

* «

The sequence of eccurrence of the toplcs as 1n1t1al
- and, second toplcs are presented in Table 29 for the total
-sample, Table 30 for faculty consultants and Table jl for
cooperatlng \eachers . '

Classroom Management was‘the most frequently
~occurr1ng toplc both as an jwdtial toplc (25.0%) and as a
‘\second toplc (25.0%); for all the three circumstances
included in the tables., Presentatlon of lesson was the

segond most frequently oocurrlng toplc as an. 1n1t1al toplc

g
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. (19.3% for the total sample; '7.9% intfaculty consultants‘

2

{sessions and'21,2%'in coopera ing teachers' sessions) and as
2 second topic (22.1% for the totl sample; 21.4% in

cooperatlng teachers" sess1ons ther toplcs which

occurred kess frequentlx-as 1n1t1al and second toplcs were’

-

1nstructlonal plannlng,.content of lesson, rev1ew of perfor-

mance: and the other toplcs. As 1n1t1al and second topics,

' personal qualities, quallty of interpersonal relationship

i

and 1nformal,conversatlon occurred least frequently in all
the. sesslons. | _ﬁ“ _ ] C S l -
' The data presented in Tables 29, 30 and 31 also .-
'prov1ded some 1ns1ght into the strength of the llnkage s
between 1n1t1ai and second toplcs which 1n turn, were used”
to descrlbe the nature in whlch the toplcs tended to be'

T

discussed in relatlon to _each other.. .5'_®7‘ i

TR
LS
\ .

| For the totaL,sample, (Taﬁle 29)- classroom manag(~
menﬁphad a relatlvely strong Iink as a second toplc, to “
vquallty of: 1nﬁfrpersonad relatlonshlp (44 4%), presentatlon
of - lesson (40 w%), d1s01pllne (40 O%), rev1ew,of performance'
(39. 3%), other toplcs (33. 3%) and personal qualltles (30 O%)
and a relatlvely weak llnk to content of lesson (26 1%) and
1nstruct10nal plannlng (16 O%) The same strength of linkage:
was: observed in faculty“consultants and cooperatlng teachers'f
sessions though the percentage p01nts differed sllghtly. _fh
cooperatmng teachers' se831ons, for example,’classroom % d
[N R "

'management had a very strong link (53 8%) as a @econd topic f

to review of performance o . B
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Presentation of 1esson, on the other hand had a
relatively strong ‘1link as & second topic to informal
conversation (50 O%); classroomvmanagement (4 ,3%), content

of lesson (34.6%) and personal qualities (30.0%), and a
| relatively weak llnk as a second topic to quality of inter-
personal relationship (22 2%). instructional planning (16 O%),
ot;er topics (14+3%), review of performance (10.7%), and
discipline (6.7%) The other stronger links were observed
between review of performance as a second topic to 1nformal
conversgfion,(50.0%),»otger topics as a Second topic to | ¢
instructional planning (40.9%), instructionalﬂpianningvas a
second topic to other topigs\(33:3%), and personal qualities'

4s ,a second topic to quality of interpersonal relationship

o : -
(B.5%). | :

¢

in the faculty consultants' feedback sessions, a
ver strong‘link.was founo to ekist between the o%her topics
as s ' nd topics to 1nstructlonal planning - (61. 5%).«.The
other strong linkages of second toplcs to initial topics

'1ncluded presentation of- lesson to 1nformal conversation

V .
v

-

(50.0%), review of performance tio informal conversation.'
(50.0%), claseroom,managemenﬁxto quality of interpersonal
relafionshipv(50.0%), presentaiion of ‘lesson to classroom
‘management (45.%%5, classroom management to presentation

of leeeon.(44,0%), presentation of. lesson to content of
lesson (41 %Y, instructional planning to other topichk
(4o. O%), personal qualities to quality of 1nterpersonal

relationship (37, 5%), presentation of lesson to personal
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qualltles (37. 5%), classroom management to d1501p11ne (33 3%)
band classroom management to other topics (33 3%).

| ~In the cooperatlng teachers! feedback sessions, a
81gnlflcantly strong link (100 O%) ex1sted between presen—b
tatlon of lesson as a second toplc to quality of inter-
personal relatlonshlp, and a very strong link (53 8%) ex1sted
between classroom management as a second toplc to review of
performance The other strong links were observed in the
occurrence of classroom management as a second topic to
personal qualities and to dlsc1p11ne (50.0%), presentation
of lesson as a second topic to classroom management (42, 3%),o
ébntent of lessan as a gecond toplc to 1nstructlonal Planning
(41.7%), classroom management as a second toplc to presenta-
tion of lesson (36.4%), presentatlon of lesson as a second
topic to 1nstructlonal Planning (33, 3%) classroom manage— :
ment as a second toplc to other toplcs (33.3%), and review
of performance as a second topic to dlsc1pllne (33. 3%) The .
Pictorial representations of the llnkage are 1ncluded in

Appendix I as Flgures 1 and 2,

-

Discussion. Classroom management and presentatlon

of lesson were the most frequently occurring topics both as
initial and as second topics. To a certain extent the two
topics may be seen as the core or key topics in feedback
sessionsf The observation that they tended to have stronger
links as initial and asg second topics to most of the other

topics in both sessions may suggest that,they may have some

N—
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~useful relatlonshlp to effectlve teachlng Most other
.teachlng performance results from, or @epends on classroom
managementﬂand presentat;on of lesson as portrayed by thelr
frequency of occurrence;. .There were however other topics
that had reasonably strong links with the 1n1t1al toplcs.
~Such were 1nstruct10nal.plann1ng, contentfof lesson, revlew
of performance, dlSClpllne and the other toplcs.. These
toplcs, “though they did not occur as frequently, as 1n1t1al
or.second toplcs, wafrant some. reasonable amount of attentlon.
1f,$each1ng is to be successful The frequent occurrenZe

of these topics as weakly llnked to the 1n1t1al toplcs
suggested thls cautl Particular attentlon, however,
should be given to the quality of 1nterpersonal realtlonshlp

,and personal qualltres 1f successful presentatlon of lesson

and classroom management is the goal.

A final obserWatlon was that. 1nformal conversatlon
“;could be an 1solated toplc especially as 1mpﬂred in-lack of

'3* “other toplc ln-cooperatlng,teachers' feed-

back sessiorg‘ or it could be a general topic of discussion
encompassing some aspects of presentation of lesson as an
‘informal way of rev1ew1ng the student teachers Performance
as suggested by the strong llnk between the three toplcs

observed in the faculty consultants feedback sessions.
4

{

Toplcs with Wthh Superv1sory
Sess1ons Ended

’

The frequency of the toplcs ‘with Wthh superv1sory

feedback sess1ons ended is presented in. Table 32,
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TABLE 32

‘ Frequency and Percent ofathe Toplcs with Which
Supervisory Feedback Se381onf

) o ., Ended

' . ) Faculty 'Cooperating,
i ' Consultants Teachers Total"
Topic Areas = : — —

,, e % £ 4 £ %
Présentation ' | : . B
of Lesson: 8 - 40,0 3 27.3 .11 35.5
Instructional 3 | | : . ‘ - ‘
Planning 3 15,0 3 -27.3 . 6 19.4
Classroom ) C .'; - '

Management - 2 10.0 v 1 9,1 3 9.7
‘Diseipline 2 . 10.0 1 9.1 3 9.7.5
Other Topics 2 . 10.0 1 9.1 3 9.7
Review of o v ' . ,
Performance 1 5.0 2 18.2 3 9.7
Informal - :

Conversation 2 10.0 0 0.0 2 6.5

TOTAL 20 100.0 . 11 100.0 31 100.0
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Presentatlon of lesson was. used the most (35 5%) in! endlng |
both superv1sory sess1ons., The faculty. consultants however
*used- thls toplc more often (40.0%) é;an cooperatlng teachersi
(27 3%). The cooperatlng teachers used 1nstruct10nal ‘ N
plannlng as frequently (27 3%) as they used preSentatlon of
lesson (27 3%) and also used review of performance more o (
_ (18.2%) than,faculty consultants (5.0%). to ehd their sessions.
It was only the facultycconsultants;_hOWever, who used
'1nformal conversatloﬂ to. end their sessions (10 07) The
cqoperating teachers dld not use this toplc at all to end
their feedback sess1ons. Classroom management dlSClpllne,
Vand the "other" topics were used by faculty consultants
almost as frequently (10.0%) as they were used by cooperatlng

teaCherS (9.1%) to end the sess1ons. : TR

Discussion The cooperatlng teachers tended to

4.

relate the prev1ous lesson to~the follow1ng ones and . thls ,
tendency explalns why they would talk about presentation of
lesson and then 1nstructlonal planning. The llnk a531sted
‘the cooperatlng teachers and student teachers in plannlng the |
riext lesson from where the Previous one ended The- faculty
consultants-were less 1nVOlved in cooperatlve plannlng of

~Ythe lesson and therefore, concentrated their flnal remarks

more on what they observed during the teachlng (presentatlon

of lesson) and what could be malntalned or done differently

next timé..



" CHAPTER 7 ' .
. ANALYSIS OF THE DATA: SATISFAPTION LN
= _ -OF -STUDENT TEACHERS WITH C
P - SUPERVISORY PRACTICES IN - -
' - FEEDBACK;SESSIONS o '

Chapters 5 and 6 presented the'di%a generated by the
Feedback Analysls Form and the Post- Observat&on Conference°
Checkllst items. In Chapter 7 analyses of the data-
derlved from the Satlsfactlon Questlcnnalre (Appendlx c):

) .
items are presented in order %o address research questlon 3.
Research questlon 3 1nvest1gated the extent to whlch the fﬁ
student teachers were satlsfled w1th superv1sory practlces
1n feedback sess1ons for the entlre period of student
' teachlng. ' ~".7'~; L o
RESEARCH QUESTION'B S
. . . . < . f
"To what extent dld the studént teachers express satlsfac-

tlon with superv1sory practlces ln feedback ses31ons durlng

the student teachlng perlod°"

B The analyses of the data for this research questlon
are presented in thrs chapter 1n three parts. First,
a Factor Ana;ys1s carrled out on the flrst 28 1tems of the :'t
.Satlsfactlon Questlonnalre is dlscussed. “ ,
The second part=compr1ses the"ana;ysis of the
responses related to satisfacticnfcf student"teachers Withb»‘;w

) o L1810
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1

‘superv1sory feedback in enhanc1ng selected teachlng practlces
as well as thelr satlsfactlon with varlous lo at10ns‘Used
for holdlng feedback sessﬁons. The content a lys1s of

the open- ended 1tems of the questlonnalre is 1ncluded 1n

thefflnal part of the analyses.

4fThe”Factor Analy31s . |

o A factor analy31s was Carrled out on the bas1s o¢
the responses of 22 usable’ Questlonnalres returned. Pre- .
;llmlnary examrnatlons of the. elgenvalues suggested the use
of a flve—factor solutlon follow1ng the normal varimax '
.method of rotation (Ferguson, 1971 L2k) for the 28 safls—

- factlon .items on Part A of the questlonnalre. '

' | Part A of the Satlsfactlon Questlonnalre comprlsed

’28 1tems de51gned to e11c1t 1nformatlon about the extent to

;J”whlch the student teachers were satlsfled w1th selected

processes of superv1sory feedback of faculty consultants and
‘cooperatlng teachers. The respondents were also asked to-
‘glve two responses for ‘each 1tem, one for .the faculty consul—
? tant and _one for the cooperat&ng teacher. The results of
nthe factor analys1s on the two sets of data are shown in

A Table 33. Ellmlnatlon of certaln items and factors was

; effected in. accordance w1th the follow1ng de0131on rules
(Hew1tson, 19?5:133): | ”

: %)i Item loadings- should be. above 0.447 (or contri- =

bute 20%' or more of the varlance to the commu-
nality of the factor). ‘

°2)  Item copmunalities should be above O. 300

 3) Item loadings- should be dec1s1vely on one factor
- ,only. ‘ L : -



Factor Analysis: Satisfaction Items

TABLE 33

«

y L)

_ : .Factor ‘Factor Factor Factor Factor
Variable Communality 1 2 . 3 b 5
SAT, 1 0.72 . 0.1z -0.01  0.82 . 0.12 - -0.12
SAT. 2: 0.71 0.01 0,81  0.05 -0.21 -0.03
SAT. 3 0.75 -0.72  -0.04  0.20  -0.31 . -0.30
SAT. 4 0.84  -0.42  0.25 -0,05 -"-0:75 -0.19
SAT. 5. 0.83 *  0.81 :0.03  0.03 040 . 0.11
SAT. 6 T 0.81° 071  -0.22  -0.09 - 0.49 0.09
SAT. 7 0.65  -0.76 -0.14  0.14 -0.19  -0.04
SAT. 8 0.52 - "-0.19  0.02 -0.05 -0.69 0.0k
SAT. 9 0.55 -0.23  -0.16  0.55 -0.41  .0.01

© SAT. 10 0.73 -0.54 . 0.57. -0.20 ° -0.20  0.18
SAT. 11 0.87 '0.90 © -0.23 0,11  ".0.05 " 0.02
SAT. 12 0.77 0.47 = -0.32  0.23  0.61  0.13
SAT. 13 0.78 0.78 -0.38. -0.i2 0.12 0.00°
SAT. 14 0.78 0.69 5, -0.24 -0.29  0.40  -0.11
SAT. 15 0.57 ' -0.02 0,05 0.74 . 0.07  o0.12
SAT. 16 " 0.62 " -0.07 0.75 0.17 0.09 -0.13
SAT. 17 0.66 0.51  -0.23 -0.36 0.0k 0,46
SAT. 18" . 0.67  0.29  -0.40 - -0.0§ 0.23- . 0.61
SAT. 19 0.79 0.8 0.06 -0.02 - 0.16 0.32
SAT. 20. 0.81 0.63  0.11  -0.04  0.63  0.09
SAT. 21 0.29 -0.04 " 1 0.10  0.51 -0,01 . -0,14
SAT, %2 0.59 -0.25 1 0.71 0.1 0.12  -0.12
SAT. 23 0.80 -0.22  -0.27  0.69 -0.03 ~0.Lk
SAT. 24 0,57 -0.06 0.64 -0.09 -0.31 -0.23
SAT. 25 0.52 0.27 -0.02 043  0.48° 0.17
SAT. 26. 0.58 0.3%  0.54 -0.11  0.30 0.26
SAT, 27 = 0.66 -0.30  -0.18  0.72 -0.12 0.10
SAT. 28 . . 0.70  -0.87 0.7 -0.25 -0.10  ©.09

] e . ) . - . ) - b
Percentqs of Commo
Variance .
100.0 50.7  22.1- 15.3 < 6.8 5.1
Percén.‘t of Total :
Variance . ] ) . _
73.9 35.5  16.3  11.8 5.7 4.6

183
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o o
L) The\ltems included in any factor should fit ,
1oglcally into that factor: ) g

5) Factors should be subJect to meanlngful inter- \
pretgigon. . ‘ ;

leen these rules, the following procedures were
carrled out " .
Satisfaction 1tems 3, 5, 7, 11, 13, 14 and 19 were

1ncluded in Factor One., Srnce the items had a connotatlon .

i» of colleglallty and supportlveness, espe01ally items 11, 5

__andv19 which had the highest loadlngs of,0.89, 0.81 and .81

respectively, on theffactor the first factor was labelled

Supervisory Supportiveness. A summary of the 1tems 1ncluded

: 1n Factor One, ‘their descrlptlve statements and their

~

summarlzed in Table 36. - a - \

loadlngs on this factor are Presented in Table 34

_ Satlsfactlon items 2, 16, 22, 24, 26 and 28 were
included in Factor Tﬁo.. Items 2 and 28 had very high
loadings of O 81 and O 79 respectlvely on this facﬁpr

Consequently, the second factor was labelled Adequacy of

Euperv1sory Feedback (see summary in Table 35).. \\>
Items 1 .15 and 27 were cons1dered for 1nclu31on in

Factor Three. All three 1tems had very hlgh loadlngs

on the factor with item 1 hav1ng the highest loadlng of

'0.82. Since two of the three items had an interactional

connotation pertaining'to supervisory'feedback'sess1ons.

the third factor was labelled Quallty of Interaction in:

Feedback Sess1ons. The items included in. thls factor\are

1

. . - R,
- The fourth;and‘fifth factors were excluded frém
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TABLE 34

Items Included in Féqtor'One:
N Supervisory Supportiveness

Y

<
Variable - ‘.
(Item) ' E Factor

Number - ; Statement : i Loading

!

SAT.* 3. My self-confidence as a teacher has
N been lowered as a result of the feed-

O - © . back session. o -0.72
SAT. 5 1 apprépiétea~the supportive spirit
o evident in the.feedback sessions. - 0.81
SAT. .7 I felt threatened by the feedback ,
sessions. j -0.76
‘ L . , -
SAT. 11 I felt that my supervisor ftreated me .
as a colleague. . 10.89
SAT. 13 My éupervisor conferred'with me briefly |
after each lesson to discuss my teaching
experience of that particular lesson., 0.78
SAT. 14 I was satisfied with the way my
supervisor observed and collected data
for the feedback sessions. " 0.69
SAT. 19 I felt that I was given ehough time for
; feedback by my supervisor. * 0.81

: *¥Refers to item number on the Satisfaction
Questionnaire.. P

£



TABLE 35 ]

) Itéms Included in Factor Two:
. Adequacy of Supervisory

Feedback
‘Variahle ,
(Item) : Factor
. Number. * Statement _ . -~ Loading
. SAT.* 2 -1 feel satisfied that I can now per-
: ' form better as a teacher due to the
B feedback I received during supervisory ,
feedback sessions. _ : 0.81
SAT. 16 I liked only positive remarks regarding :
my classroom teaching during feedback B
sessions. S 0.75
SAT. 22 I felt that the‘supériisor was. genuinely |
- concerned about helping me during the :
_ feedback sessions. . - 0.71
SAT. 24 I regarded the superviséry skills of my
' supervisor as effective. © 0.64
SAT. 26 I appreciated. the planned follow-up
' - ' guidance by Iy supervisor after the
student teaching. o - 0.54
SAT. 28 I had adequate feedback from my super-

visor this last' student teaching period. 0.79

*¥Refers to item number en the Satisfaction

Questionnaire.
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STABLE 36 =~ -~ |
| : : Items.ihcluded_ih;Fggtor Three: Quality
. . Y. . of Interaction in<Feedback Sessions
?} ok Ae\i : 1. '
. ‘ ‘ ‘_ ’ o 11‘("“
Variable - G .
(Item) : . T " Factor
Number |, p  Statement ~ Loading
SAT . *. 1 ;If I could go back in:time and have
r—~another round of student teaching, I
. % would like to receive supervisory feed- .
j§§::59 back in the same way. - = - S 0.82
" SAT. 15 My su rvisor prepared carefully "for the
' Teedbpck session. . - v o 0.74
SAT. 27 My super#isor gave conérete~exémples from
: the observations of my teaching perfor-
mance to illustrate areas of strength and '
weakness in my teaching. h s 0.72

f

¥Refers to item number on the Satisfacﬁibn
“ Questionnaire;‘ I

’ —
: -
B >
o
VN ,
* & IR
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further'analysis because the items that 1oaded:oh them did

not satisfy some or all of thé decision rules listed earlier.
| The analys1s of data was carrled out in terms of the

three factors in order to address the third research questlon

and its sub—problems as descrlbed below. ‘“ |

The mean satisfaction scores on each of the three

factors’Were'expressed in terms of supervisory supportive—_

* ness (Fictor 1) scores, Adequacy of Supervisory Feedback

(Factor 2) scores and Quality cf Interaction” in Feedback

- SésSion (Factor 3) scores. The results of the analy51s for

->each of the three factors are presented below.

Satisfacticn with Supervisory
Supportiveness

The range of meah supervisqry.supportiveness scores
in each of the five schools is presented in Table 37.» Inspec -
tion of Table 37 reveals that all-fcur faculty consultants
had mean scores betueen the range of 3.50 to 4.00:' The range
of supervisory supportiveness scores for cooperating teachers
was wider. Each of the fi{e schools had at least one coop-
eratlng teacher with a hlgher supportlveness score than the
faculty consultant, whereas four of the five schools had at

least one cooperatlng teacher with a lower supportlveness

score than the faculty consultant.

Discussion. These data can be 1nterpreted as

follows: the- student teachers were satisfied with the

supportiveness of the faculty consultants and all the four
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faculty consultants in’the five schools were perceived as
more or less similar in their supportlveness by the student
teachers. Furthermore, although student teachers were
satisfied with the supportiveness of the faculty consultants,
there was at least one c¢ooperating ‘teacher in each school
with whose supportiveness the student teachers were hore
satlsfled than with that of the faculty consultant _For
example, schools 1 and 3 each had one cooperatlng teacher |
-w1th a hlgher supportiveness score than the faculty consul-
“tants; school 2 had two cooperating teachers within a higher
_supportlvenesS“score than the faculty consultant; and schools
4 and 5 had two cooperating teachers within the same. range
of supportiveness score as the faoulty'consultant and three

cooperating teachers with higher supporti?eness scores than

."theﬁfaculty consultant Schools’ 2, 4 and 5 each had oné

‘-)

cooperatlng teacher whose supportlveness score fell within
the highest overall range.,
| - In general, one can'conclude, on the basis of the
» data presented in Table 37, that the student teachers
appeared to be most satisfied w1th the superv1sory suppor -
tiveness rendered by the.Faculty consultant and cooperatlng
teachers in school 4 since it is the single school where all
the supervisors fell within the high satisfaction score
range of between 3 50 and 5.00.

' Slmllarly, the satisfaction of student teachers with -

the superv1sory supportlveness in school 5 was malnly from

the three cooperating teachers who had higher scores than
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‘ the faculty consultant. School 5, unlikeqfchool 4, howeverf.
had one cooperating teacher not only with a low supportive-
nessﬁscore, but also within the lowest range of suppor-
tiveness score overall.

Satlsfaotlon with Adequacy of
Superv1sorv Feedback

The range of Adequacy of Supervisory Feedback
scores 1 presented in Table 38;. Unlike supervisor;)‘
supportiveness in- whlch student teachers percelved all the
four faculty consultants‘more or less similarly, Adequacy
- of Supervisory Feedback scores revealed a slight change in -
perception of student.teachers. Faculty consultants in
schools 1, 2 and 3 still had a mean scorelwithin the range
of'3.50 to 4,00, Faculty consultants in schools 4 ‘and 5,
however had a lower mean score on Adequacy of Superv1sory
Feedback than they had on_supportlveness Furthermore, the
faculty consultant in school 5 fell not only within a lower
r;z%e of scores than his Previous supportlveness score, but

" alfso within the low satisfaction range.

Discussion. Once again, each of the five schools

had at least one oooperating teacher with not only a high
adequacy of supervisory feedback score but also w1th1n a
hlgher range of scores than the faculty . consultant in the~
same school, 1nd1cat1ng, to some extent a hlgher degree of
‘student teachers! satlsfactlon w1th adequacy of feedback of

. one or more cooperatlng teachers than that of the faculty
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consultant in the same school.

l

Satlsfactlon with Quallty of
- Interaction :

.
\

Inspectidn of théﬁrange of Quality of Interaction.
scores, Showniin‘Table 39, indicates that the student
teachers were satisfied with the interactional aspects of
the supervisory sessions i;g by faculty consultants. The
faculty consultant 1n school. 4, however, had the hlghest
score on the quallty of 1nteractlon factor. 1In thevsame
vschool, all the supervisors had hlgh satisfdaction scores with
two cooperatlng teachers not only falllng w1th1n the highest

satlsfactlon range ‘but also hav1ng higher satlsfactlon '

scores on this factor than the faculty consultant.

s Discussion. It is clear from. the data presented in.

‘Tables 37 38 and 39 that in any given school, the satlsfac—
tion scores ass1gned to superv1sors ranged widely. Agaln |
the superv1sors in school 4 were rated most highly. The
cooperatlng teachers also tended to be more favourably rated
“than the faculty consultants.

Between School Differences in
Satlsfactlon Scores

Analy81s of variance was carried out on the satls-
faction scores of faculty consultants and cooperatlng
teachers school by school, all weeks combined, to determlne
1f there were any s1gn1flcant dlfferences in the supe€v1sory

satisfaction scores between any two schools.
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'Inspection of the results of the F-tests on the

==

superv1sory supportlveness, adequacy of superv1sory feed—

- back and quality of interaction in feedback ses31on\scores

| revealed that no two schools were: s1gn1f1cantly dlfferent

bat the .01 leveil in their satlsfactlon scores on all the

,Jthree factors In other words, the numerlcal dlfferences

»ln satlsfaetlon scores of superv1sors in the 1nd1v1dual

schools discussed under questlon 3 dld no; contrlbute to

any statlstlcally s1gn1f1cant dlfferences in overall S&tlS-‘
'

faction scores between any two schools. The F-test results

are 1ncluded in Appendlx J.

%
Helpfulness of Feedback Sessions~
| . The student teachers were asked to 1ndlcate, on a

flvehp01nt scale, ranglng from Not at All (1) to.A Great

rf\

Deal- (5), the extent to which the superv1sory feedback durlng
the student teaching perlod was helpful in enhan01ng the
teachlng behav1ors llsted under item 29 on part B of- the
1Sat1sfact1on Questlonnﬁlre.

| The results of. the analyses of the data for 1tem 29 f
are presented in Table 40. Inspectlon of Table 40 suggests
that the cooperatlng teachers feedback was more helpful
fthan~the feedback from faculty consultants in enhan01ng all
‘but two of the ten teaching behav1ors. Perhaps the closer
worklng relatlonshlp, on a dally basis, between the coopera~--
ting teachers and the student teachers accounted for the

fact that the student teachers rated the cooﬁeratlng teachers
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;-ranglng from Never (1) to Always (5)

- 3 1y

higher'in these areas;' The faculty consultants had a higher ’
score than the cooperating teachers on only one of the ten
, areas, that is, establishing better rapport with the faculty

consultant

Suitability of Locations

~Item 32 on the Satisfaction Questionnaire was-
_deSigned to elicit responses pertaining to the extent to
which various locations were used for holding supervisory
: feedback seSSions. A related item requested the respondents
'to express their degree of satisfaction with the atmosphere
of the various locations (see item 33 on the Satisfaction
-Questionnaire).,
| In response”to item'§2 the respondents}indicated
how often the place settings listed and "other":were used
for superVisory feedback seSSions on.a five p01nt scale
A comparison of the mean scores shown on Table #1
' indicates that the classroom was the Single most frequently
used place for superVisory feedback seSSions.' The coopera-
ting teachers. however, used the- classroom much more often ‘
(X = 4, 00-4, 50) than did the faculty consultants (X = 2.50-
‘?3{00) The staffroom was used slightly more frequently than
. the hallway, the school library, the art room and any other
empty classrooms which were either rarely used or not used
;at all. The faculty‘consultants, however,'used private"

offices more often than the'cooperating.teachers did.
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- In response to item 33 on fhe'Satisfacfioleuesf
tionnaire,'the respondents indicated'oh?a five-point scale
ranging from Unsatisfactory (1) to nghly Satisfactory (5)
the sultablllty of the place settlngs above for holdlng
feedback sess10ns. The range of satlsfactlon scores is |
presented in Table 42, The staffroom, Wthh was one of the
more frequently used places for supervisory feedback sess1ons
(Table 41) provided the least satlsfactory atmosphere for
superv1sory feedback sessions. The staffroom was unsuitable
for the sessions because, as one of the student teachers
explained, "There was always someone else eavesdropplng and
receiving the feedback with you. This could be the prlncl—
pal, other teachers, the secretary and fellow student
teachers, Who wants to be exposed this way?" ,

The classroom, which ‘'was 6ne of the most used places
for the feedback sessions, was on the other hand, also one
‘of.the most satlsfactory places for the sessions. Prlvate
offices, however, got the hlghest rating for its suitability :
for holdihg the sessions. fhese two locations provided the \
.most privacy and were therefore percelved as most sultable

for holdlng such ses31ons._

'dther'Preferred'Locations

Respénses to this itemp.were meant to indicate places,
other than those listed in items 32 and 33 on the Satisfac-
ftlon Questlonnalre where the student teachers would have |

. y a
"preferred to hold satlsfactory feedback sess1ons The

R i
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general censensus Oflthe_requndents,ﬂas that Pany plaee
where absolute priracy.Was ensﬁrédand thevatmosphere of
which was not threafening, weuld be just fine . . . ." The
erespondenfs~had'additional comments to this item to the |
effect that “regardless-ef the time of day; the staffroom
was the least suitable place for holding feedback sessions
as is the hallway . . . .lft is hard to hear anything while -
on the move." A - | |

Content Analysis of Open- «
ended Items

The open ended items.on Part B of the Satisfaction
Questionnaire werefﬁeant.to elicit responses pertaihing.to}_“
ways, other than those listed earlier, in which superVisory
feedback-was helpful to the studenf teachers (item 30),
other ways in -which supervisqry feedback would have been
helpful to the student teacher Eut was not (item 31) and
.general or overall impressien of the sfﬁdent'teachers with
superviSory,feedback sessions over the entire student
teaching period (item 35). |

Results of a content analysis of the responses to
these 1tems suggested +that superv1sory feedback was helpful
1n'bu11d1ng up the student feachers self-confidence, in
enhancing the student teachers!® understanding of basic
philosophical issues about teaeging,'in encouraging the
student teachers to gain and iearn from working together with.
experlenced superv1sors, espe01ally cooperatlng teachers, in

making the student teachers aware of their progress on an



- ongoing baS1s and 1n ellmlnatlng the threats ass001ated w1th
Tprogress asseSSment by?malntalnlng casual, 1nformal settlngs,
~ for. the feedback sessaons.u It was, .however, reallzed that

fthere were “Some - areas 1n Wthh superv1sory feedback was not

as helpful as the student teachers would have llked or .

expected 1t to be.

T e

teachers w1th the poor tlmlng of the feedback sess1ons,

~

1nadequacy of feedback recelved lnadequacy of the frequency
-of visitations and/or observatlons made by the superv1sors,
lilnadequate matchlng of student teachers' personallty w1th ;
the personallty of the superv1sors, lack of provision of

. constructlve spe01f1c and concrete feedback and lack of

consensus or pre0151on régardlng various procedures for T

r"ewﬂuatxng student teachers. General 1mpress1ons of the

student teachers 1ncluded thelr appre01atlon or'lack of -
V-appre01at10n of the set up and value of the feedback ses31on,

their reactlons to the research andAthelr general concerns

wlth the evaluatlon procedures empioyed durlng the student e e

Al b e a a

vteachlng perlod. The detalls of the content analys1s are .
included: 1n Appendlx K. |



CHAPTER 8.

" ANALYSIS OF THE DATA: RELATING
EFFECTIVENESS OF SUPERVISORY
FEEDBACK TO SATISFACTION OF
STUDENT TEACHERS

The analyses of_the data in‘this'chapter is
performed in order. to address research question 4, ThlS
research question sought to investigate the extent to Wthh
the rated effectiveness of"- superv1sory processes (flndlngs
for research questlon 1) was related to the satisfaction of

student teachers w1th superv1sory practlces durlng the feed—_

back sess1ons (research questlon 3).
RESEARCH QUESTION L

7"Was there any dlscernlble relatlonshlp between rated efféc-
 tiveness of supervisory practices (research questlon 1) and

,satlsfactlon of student teachers (research questlon 3)9"

P

The three’ factors generated from the 28 1tems in "

s

'lih]Part A’ of theJSatlsfactlon Questlonnalre were used in a

.3regression analys1s to determlne “the best predlctors of the
crlterlon variable, overall effectiveness of supervisory
processes.. The three factors are dlscussed in Chapter 7
whereas the superv1sory effectlveness ‘Scores are 1ncluded
‘1n Chapter 5.

The results of th1s analys1s shOW1ng the three

203
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predictor varlables (factors) along W1th the Multlple R

and R Square or coefficient of" determlnatloh are summarized
in Table 43 for faculty consultants and Table 44 for coopers‘
atlng teachers Table 45 shows the correlatlon coefflclents
for each of the factors for faculty COnsultants and coopera—
tlng teachers. The results of the data presented on- Tables
43, L4 and Ls can be summarized in terms of the Tollowing
observations: Q?‘

1., The best predlctor of overall superv1sory
'effectlveness was superv1sory supportlveness Wthh was .
ass001ated with -29° percent of the- variance. in overall effec—-“
‘itlveness of faculty consultants and 62 percent of the ";
: varlance 1n\OVerall effectlveness of cooperatlng teachers.

2'~ Superv1sory supportlveness and adequacy of -
‘suberv1sory feedback 1n comblnatlon accounted for 65 percent o
'of variance in the overall effectlveness of cooperatlng
:teachers‘\ SuperV1sory supportlveness in comblnatlon W1th
'quallty of 1nteractlon 1n feedback Sesgions.. aceounted for -

only 30 percent of varlance in the overall effectlveness of

’faculty consultants ;)t ) 3 T . |
| j. The three factors were all s1gn1flcani predlctor
fvarlables,as "Indicated by a. P = beyond .001 (Table 45}, o
overall effectlveness of cooperatlng teachers accountgng for -
65 percent of Varlance in comblnatlon.) ) .

4. Overall, supervisory supportiveness was found
to be a strong predlctor of superv1sory effectiveness in

4

both cases, but more 50 for cooperatlng teachers

A
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TABLE 43

A Stepw1s@ Multlple Regress1on Analysis
Relating Faculty Consultants’
Supérvisory Effectiveness*
znd Student Teachers'

Satlsfactlon T

| | 7 Multiple L

Variable T R - - .. R Square .

Factor 1 RN R
Superv1sory S O 54 0. 29.--.% of variance accounted
Supportiveness ... . . . for by Pactor 1° alone

Pactor 3 ' o
Quality of Inter- - 0.55 O 30 - % of variance accounted -
.action in Feedback . . .. .. “for’ by -Pactors 1 and 3
Ses31on5' ”‘. R qn_~ . comblned. -

Factor 2 ' . o R
Adequacy of : 0 55 O 30 - % of varisnce.. accounted
-Supervisory . - - L : for by Factors 1, 2,
Feedback ,'" B _ _'_ ~and 3 together i.e. &

of total variance.

o . *Dependent - Variable = Faculty Consultants' average -
Effectlveness Scores on the 15 1tems of the ¥Yeedback-Analysis
Eorm (Research Quest;on Ly R
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4 TABLE 4k |
- A StepWise Multlple Regre851on Analy31s
/ Relating Cooperating Teachers'
Supervisory Effectiveness*
and Student Teachers'
Satisfaction
A Multiple . = o
Variable = - - . - R s + ..~ - R Square
Factor 1 b o - 4 . . _—
Supervisory 0.79 0.62 ~--% of variance accounted
Supportiveness : : for by Factor 1 alone..
Factor 2 . . e : T e e
o Adequacy of 0.81 .0.65 -~ % of variance accoupved
‘Supervisory \ for by factors 1 and 2
‘Feedback S combined. | o o
- vFactor Foee T Lo “‘?'_ R .
Quallty of Intepv 0,81 : 0.65 -- % of. variance accoupnted
action in Feedback .~ . - - for by factérs 1
Sessions ’ :

. y 2 4
and 3 together, i.e, %
of total variance.

.”' ~

*Dependen% Varlable - Cooperatlng Teachers averagg o
Effectlveness Scores.on the 15 items of the. Feedback
~ Analysis Form (Reﬁearch Question 1),
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‘o
TABLE.43., ’ N
- | | o -
A Comparison of the Correlations Between the
‘Effectiveness and Satisfaction Scores for

Faculty Consultantsy and Cooperating =
Teachers . c R

et

Faculty Conéulténts' Coopefating Teachers'

Variable B . ) ‘Process Process
Factor 1
Supervisory o *_0.54 , -0.80
'Supportiveness : p = 0.005 beyond 0.001
' Factor 2- | | |
Adequacy of - N L R -
. Supervisory . . _0.34 N o -0.70
-~ .Feédback = . p = 0.59 * beyond 0.001
. Factor 3 - | |
Quality of* Inter- , ‘
action ' in Feedback ! , e
Sessions _ -0.45 " ‘ -0.68
. o . ., P=0.019 _  beyona 0.q01
.“ "_,‘ ‘,, e e Bt oL, YooY e B s PR 2 S : T !

o . *The negative correlations are as a result of the
reversed order of interpreting the two groups of scores,
For the Effectiveness Scores, the lower the score the better

' or the more effective the supervisor. For the Satisfaction

Scores, the higher the score the better or more satigfied
the student teachers.

N



CHAPTER 9

ANALYSIS OF THE DATA: RELATING

OVERALL SUPERVISORY PERFORMANCE

~ TO PATTERNS OF DISCUSSION
OF THE TOPICS

, >
The results of the analysis of the data are presented
in this chapter.in relatlon to research questioyp 5 The»'
relatlonshlps between overall superv1sory effectlveness and
the pattern of discussion ‘of the toplcs are explared., The
‘pattvern of diséussion of the topics is disdussed withrregards

. to the seven sub-problems listed with research guestion

2 on pages 8 and 9 of this report.

RESEARCH QUESTION 5

-

- "Were there any discernible patterns bétween the topic areas
dlscussed by the more dffective supervisors and those

discussed by the less effective supervisors?"

Ers

The Analyses of the data for research quastion 5 are
presented‘in three parts Flrst the‘procedures for deter-
'~m1nlng'OVerall superv1sory scores are discussed, Second
an outllne is provided for- grouplng the superv1sors 1nto the
More Effectlve and the Léess’ Effectlve categorles. Thlrd a
: comparlSon is made in -the pattern of dlscuss1on of the toplcs

between the superv1sors who had hlgher ratlngs for thelrj"

overall performance -- the more effectlve supervlsors -- and

208
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those who had. lower ratlngs for the same ~v the leéess

effectlve superv1sor£

Determlnlng Overall §uperV1sor1

Scores
' _The average @uﬁervisory effectiﬁeﬂess and'satisfac—
tion scores were computed from the result@ of the analyses .

prov1ded for research questlons 1 and 3 re%Pectlvely

Each- superv1éor was ass1gned an aVQrage effectlveness

score by averaglng tha mean scores on the 15 Feedback
‘Analys1s_Formv1tems. At the same,tlme,‘an-average satis-- .
faction score was givan each supervisor by averaging the
'mean scores for each of the three factors @enerated from the
28 items in Part A of‘the Satisfaction'Quesﬁionnaire -
supervisory supportlveness, adequacy of supervlsory feedback
and quality of 1nteractlon in feedback SESSlons.
o " The resulting average score from the‘two sets of
scores mentioned above <~ effecti&eness and ‘satisfaction --
was the overall supervisory score. The figures for such
scores as well as the dlsfrlbutlon of the agores in. each of

-

the five schools are pyovided in Appendlx L.

'Group;ng the Superv1sars

'.ﬁ A llst show1ng the overall superv1@ory icores.‘or
:each superv1sor was g@nerated from the figuyres included .
in Appendlx 1.

The faculty ccnsultants and coopersting teachers’

were categorlzed into More Effectlve and Less Effectlve



superv1sors based on thelr p051t10n in the rank-ordered

llst of overall supervisory scores as shown in Table 46

LR ;tf_ The des1gnat1on of the superv1sors for whom substance

~.

e ‘ lﬁ

) data were avallable from the number of observatlons made of .

7%

: ffthelf feedback seSs1ons was also 1ncludéd,hn_Table 46 The

.v it L

'~.-‘._.

5';d1v1d1ng flne between the-more effectlve and the less f’ '\kwf

~;Jeffect1ve superv1sors was mid- way the list. presented in
.d-'TTable 46%' Consequently, the upper half of~ superv1sors (11

| _ cooperatlng teachers and.2 faculty consultants) were 1ncluded

in the more effectlve category and the lower half superv1sors:

(also 11 cooperatlng ‘teachers- and 2 faculty consultants) were -

1ncluded ‘in the less ef@ectlve category
A total of 19 observations were made for the more
;jeffectlve superv1sors and 11 observatlons for the less-
. effectlve superv1sors. The number of observatlons made for
each superv1sor depended entlrely on . the avallablllty of
the partlclpants 1n the feedback sess1ons and - sultablllty
of observatlon tlme. | .
| . Based on the<two categorles shown in Table 49, a
comparatlve descrlptlon of the substance of superv1sory |
feedback was therefore made in reference to overall frequency
of occurrence of the toplcs, frequency of occurrence of the
'(toplcs per sess1on, tlme spent. on - the toplcs,.pattern of,

¢
.1n1t1atlon of toplcs between superv1sors and student

_teachers, toplcs with whlch superv1sory se351ons started out ;
sequence of" occurrence of the toplcs, and toplcs w1th Wthh )

. superv1sory ses31ons ended
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TABLE 46
Rank Order of Overall
. - Supervisory Scores.' -
< gt e e e Total . oLl L L
o -~ Total . Studeny —~Overall
' - Super- Effective  Satis. ~ ‘Super-
- '~ visor/: ness - .faction ~vigory S
Rank’ School Score, . . Score JScore,ﬂ-ft;Qns*
R ’ (6-1) . (5-1) - - SR
‘ﬂ“'—_»\‘v‘ p———— ‘.
e "4.-_, ~ '-'; 2 .O.,

»
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‘Also indicates number of Post-
ecklists completed for each



212

'Freguency of Occurrence of - S
the Toplc - R
i e e b - o e

':.

~

se5slons led by the ‘more effectlve and the less effectlve

o sterVHsors 1s presented in Table 47.. Marked dlfferences,_'

were. notlced between the two sessions in the occurrence of

£

presehtatlon of lesson and content of lesson and to a
*'o,smiller extent "other"‘toplcs and dlsc1pllne. d\ f ;.—
V A general observatlon of the flgures on the last"
'columh of Table 4? suggests that .the more effectlve super—
v VLSor% had a hlgher frequency of occurrence of presentatlon :
~:_'of le%son by 10 37,-content of lesson, by 10. O%, .review of
:.perfobmance, by 2.5%, and 1nstructlonal planning by 1, 8%
The lass effectlve supervisors had a hmgher frequency of -
_o%burrence of "other" topics by 8.8%, dlsc1pllne by '5.9%,
»quallty of 1nterpersonal relatlonshlp by 3. 7%, personal
.'“squallt1es by 2. 9% ~classroom management by 1., 8%, andﬁfnforflr}

mal conversation by 1 4%.

Discussion Apparently, the more effectlve super- |

visors talked about toplcs related to actual teachlng
iand pupll learnlng more often than the less effective
supervlsors The less effectlve superv1sors, on the other
hand. dlscussed person (student teacher) orlented toplcs
_more often than the more effectlve superv1sors. -The less

“effectlve superv1sor valso dlscussed more topics more often

e fectlve counterparts,‘suggestlng that

posslbly the less effectlve supervisors "overloaded" the

e Percent of occurrence T the toplcs 1n superv1sory f
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_ Effectiv

TABLE-47 .

ffective and the Less

"+ Comparison oggOCCurrence of the Topics
Supervisory Sessions

213

More

: - Less.
. _ Effective.  Effective o :
Topic Areas . Supervisors’ Supervisors ‘Total = Difference
o _(N=19) . (N.=11) . . : . '
| £ % £ % N %
. 1. “Presenta-
“  tion of I .
- Lesson . 34 26,0 21 15,7 55 20.8  +10.0
2. :Classroom o - o 3 :
- Management 29 22.1 32 - 23(9 61 23.0. -1.8
3. Content of : : _‘ | ‘ :
‘Lesson 19 14,5 6 L.5 25 9.4 +10.0
L. Instruc~
tional - ‘ L
. Planning 16 12,2 . 14 $10.4 - 30 11,3 + 1,8
5. Review of - | L o
Performance 16 12.2 13 9.7 * 19 -10.9 + 2.5
6. Others 6 4.6 18 15.4 24 9.1 L g8
‘7. Diseipline 5 3.8 13 9.7- 18) 4.8 1‘5.9
8. Personal : \
Qualities "3 2.3 4 5.2. .10 3.8 - 2.9
9. Quality of N
o Intéerper- "
sonal Rela- - . o
tionspip_' '.24‘. 1.5 7 *5,2 9 3.4 - 3.7
10, Informal nL o -
- Conversation 1 0.8 3 2.2 4 1.5 - 1.4
Total . - 131 100.0° 134 100.0 265 100.0 . -
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student teachers with feedhack especially'encompassing the
‘student teachers' personal qualities and other person-

oriented topics. A e

. Frequency of Occurrence of the -
: Toplcspper Session :

On Table 48, a .summary of the average'number of -
topics that occurred p r each supervisory session is grgen

for the morev' : e supervisors, the less'effective super-

visors and f‘ he total sample. The average number of

topics occurrlng 1n»faculty consultants sess1ons and
f_cooperatlng teachers' se581ons are also 1ncluded on the
same Table 48 as dlscussed earller on page 161 of the report

In the supervisbry se531ons led by the more effective
A

supervisors, the cooperatlng teachers used more toplcs (5 50)"'

per se331on than the faculty consultants (3 23) In the

T,Ses31ons led.byﬂthe less effectlve supéﬁv1sors‘however, the o
faculty consultants used more toplcs (6 OO) per. session than
the cooperating teachers (5.50). |
Inspection of the_figuréé'for'¥hé'éveiaéérnﬁﬁbér'af7 i
topics used -by both_thevfaculty consultantsAand cooperating
teachers'indicate that the more effective supervisors used

an average of 3.95 topics per session whereas the less

a

effectlve supervisors used an” average ‘of 5. 82'toplcs
—

pér session.
. K

-

Discussion. More effective cooperatlng teachers

.tended to dlscuss more toplos per session than dld the more

,.o».;q).-u,;‘.,,..~



215

% :
. a B
=,
B
o X .
. - . R
N " .
] N o 4 «
N i : .
kY 1 N
5 8 !
! ' . '
. T a0y -
A i

R . s
: ) vy g
: Iy )
. i i 134 2 -~
. . B . ‘
s . .
4 ? *
[ . P
R , 5 .\
4 . . .
. ® X
H Y e . . "
¢ . . © f
) ' s !
ot . 4
N -

mmmm e . yseg

H,mv # -o1dureg

(TT = N)
.BAT108TIH

Aww- @”fow.n owmm. o ,m. hw:omwa
i e . — - .» SButrjeasdoop
wm ‘ om»# 00'9 ﬁwﬂm.. o W%CMPwstou
.. . Matnoeg

(6T =0N)

FBATL09JIH . womﬂ>hwasm a

.. eaon .
- e o L

.. Te3og . BseT

UOTSE9S Jad ‘.

LN
E)
.-
Te
~

)

. PaaanddQ eyl sotdogr Jo Jaquny oW@#m><

gt ATEVL .

L .

T,



effecflve faculty consultants.: Less effectlve faculty 35

- _.oo.'

'ffectlve cooperatlng teachers however, had tenden01es

el -

%owards "overloadlng" thelr superv1sory sess1ons._ An average

‘hy‘of abou% four toplcs would appear to be 1deal for one_

o
4,‘0- -‘“-c-\,a

TR m e I

°

Tlme Spent on Topics

Table 49 shows a summary of the percent of tlme
lispen%"on each’ toplc in. superv1sory se581ons led by the ‘hore ;&
effective superv1sors and the sess1ons led by the less
-effectlve superv1sors.

The more effectlve superv1sors spent about six tlmes

" as. much total tlme (3# 5 m1nutes) as . the less effectlve

=Vsuperv1sors (5. 5 mlnutes) dlscu331ng content of lesson and

< ° £

almost tw1ce as much ‘time (40 0 mlnutes) as the less éffec-

tive superv1sors-(20;0 minutes) dlscus31ng 1nstructional

p.;plannrng, presentatlon of lesson (more effectlve 59.5

minutes; less effectlve 38 5 mlnutes) and rev1ew of per-

vformance (more effectlve 13 0 mlnutes- less effectlve 7.0

-
-

mlnutes)a oL
The less effeCtive'Supervisors,von the other hand,

spent almost elght tlmes as much tlme (16. 0 mlnutes) as the

more effective superv1sors (2. 5 mlnutes) did on personal

- q alities (1.5 mrnutes),.over-flve tlmes'as much tlme (8.5



~f:<-; AR  :.;;;. L | 2l7

) .. TABLE 49 - . - )

Liiégjgs%cyéyé;;igbmp@nigbg“bﬁﬁperbent:§f‘ﬁiﬁexSpent,pn‘Ethvu'._ |

7 Tépic in the More Effectivemnd the Less - v
"o, . Bffective Supervisory.Sessiohs |

W a e e e

T

—

 Morel ‘v - Less. . . o
© Effective ' . Effective ' 'Différence - -
_ (N ="19)57 (N =-11), .

e

© - 1. Classroom - T
Management ~ 62.5 26.3 - 1s56.5 28.8 AR .

Sz Presentation - [ - o .
. of Lesson - .59.5°25.7 - . 38.5.  19.6 = +6.1

3. Ihsfructional ' R : o
- Planning - ho.0 17.3 2040 10,2 47,1

4. Content of - |
- Lesson 34.5 14,9 5.5 2.8 +12.1

- 5. Discipline  13.0 5.6 . .23.00  11.7. 6.1
6. Review of :.».“ , ' o I | T
- Performance - 13.0 - 5.6, 7.0 3.6 +2.0
. . T T
7. Others 5.5 2.4 18.5 9.4 -3.9
8. Personal ' | ' |
 Qualities . _2.5 1.1 16.0 8.2  -7.1

9. Quality of
- Interpersonal B _ : ' _
Relationship 1.5 0.6 8.5 4.3 -3.7

10. >Informal B . _ A
" Conversation = 1.0 0.4 2.5 1.3 -0.9

Totai . 231.5 199,9 196.0 1po§o" -

S
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3.
; nlnutes) as the'more effectlve superV1sors (1.5 mlnutea) dld
.on quallty ot 1nterper§bnal relatlonshlp, almost twlce Ay
'much tlme (23 0. mlnutes) as the mgre effectlve supervlsors
(13 0. mlnutes) on dlSClpllne, three tlmes as much tlmez';
n_(18 5 mlnutes) as the more ;ffecthQ superv1sors (5 5
mlnutes) on other"'toplcs and over two tlmes as much t}%e,

(2.5 mlnutes) as the ‘more effectlve superv1sors (l 0 mlﬁhtes)it

...on. 1nformal oahvbrsatron.f_Lrw .

P v e T <o s~ "'.';- . B

[N

-‘Discuééioh; Generally, the more effectlve supevw

I

&ié&fs spent a hlgher percentage of thelr tlme on 1nstPUQ-

R e s - P D S T,

~tional Plann%l’lg ("‘7 1%), contént Of lessOn (+12 1%y vagg\\en_"‘”' e

tation of lengn (+6 1%), and reVLew of performance (+2 Q¢),
all of which were more directly related to teachlng perfar—
‘mance and puPil-learning. ' ‘

The lgas effective superVLSors tended to spend 3
greater percentage of their tlme on the more person-orignted
.toplcs llke personal qualities (~7 17), quality of

'1nterpersonal Delatlonshlp ( 3 7%), d1301pllne ( 6 17), .
1nformal conversation (0. 9%), the "other" toplcs (~3.9%),
and to a leSSer extent classroom management (-1 57) Somé
of thegé’toplcs also.seem to involve the less effective
supervisors' exXercise of some fotmnor»éontrol or.disciplihe

in an-authoriférian sense on the student teachers perfobﬁ&hce.

A

.»Pattérnlof Initiation of Topicé

The percent of initiation of individual. topics

between the supervisors and student teachers in sessions led
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by the more effectlve'superv1sors and those led- by the. less.
effectlve superv1sors ‘are shown on Table 50
Generally, a consideration of the differences in

Winltlatlon.of~1nd1v1dual'topics'betweenbthe supervisors

and student teachers (Table 50) suggests that the more

'effectlve superv1sors tended to 1n1t1ate 1nformal conversa—

'thon, personal qualltles and 1nstruct10nal planning more

ﬂ»and»+8 9% respectlvely. The less effectlve superV1sors, on .t

the other hand, tended to 1n1t1ate quallty of 1nterpersonal -

N €
' relatlonshlp, rev1ew-of performance,"conient of lesson,

classroom'management
.2%--—4 9% and -1 L

2respect1vely) than the more effectlve superv1sors

d1s01p11ne, presentatlon of lesson, an

more often- (-35 s -1l s —9 5%, -

The student teachers in the more effective super—
ViSOry sessions tended to\initiate discipline (+21.5%),
content of lesson'(f21.l%), other topics (+5.5%) and presen-
tation of lesson (+1.6%) more than Fhe,studentoteachers_in
’therless“eﬁfective‘sdpervlsory,seSSions. The student |
teachers.in the less,effective supervisory sessions, however,
tended'fo initiate in?ormal,conversation (-66.7%), class-
room managemenr (—14 3%), review of performance (-4.3%) and
1nstructlonal planning (~1.8%) more than thelr counterparts
in the more effective superv1sory sessions,

~ The more effectlve superv1sors and the student
-teachers both initiated quality of 1nterpersonal relatlon—

ship (+35.7%), review of performance (+18. 8%), and class-
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*

room.management (+15 7%) more than both the superv1sors and
”°the student teachers in the less effective superv1sory J
sessions. Both the superV1sors and student teachers in the
»less effectlve superv1sory sess1on§l on the other hand |
1n1t1ated dlSClpllne (-15.4%), pe(sonal qualltles (-14, j%),
vcontent of lesson ( li A%), 1nstructlonal plannlng (-7.1%)
and other toplcs (-5.5%) more than both supervisors and
student teachers 1n the more effectlve supervisory sessions.
As- shown on Table 51, the‘differences'in initiation
of all“the*topics together Were'very‘small‘ To a limited
dextent the figures on Table 51 indicate that more effective.
superv1sors initiated toplcs alone (64.1%) or together with
the student teachers 616.8%) more often than the less effec-
tive supervisors (63.4% and 14.2%), Student zeachers in the
less effective superv1sory sessions tended to initiate tOplCS‘
—c

alone more often (22.4%) than those 'in more effective super-

'visory sessions (19.1%).

Discussion. The" basic dlfferences in the pattern

of 1n1t1at10n of the toplcs between superv1sors and student
teachers 1n thée more effectlve and the less effectlve ‘super-
Vlsory sessions were observed to be more 1nteract£onal in
the less effectlve superv1sory sess1ons, and superv1sor—

dlrected in the more effectlve superv1sory sessions.

"Topics with Which Feedback
Sessions Started Qut
. - R

Table 52 shows the frequency and percentage of the

“ <
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. TABLE 52
+ Comparison of %the Topics With Which
the Morg Effective’ and the Less
‘ Effective Supervisory
Seygions Started Out-
. \ e
= e —
- More EY¥fective Less Effective
Topic Areas Supervisors Supervisors Total
f £ £ 4 £ %
PerSonai :
Qualities - - - 1 9.1 1 33
- ' Instructional o | e
Planning 3. ~15.8 - 2 18.2 5 16.7
. Content of o
‘Lesson 2 S5~ 10 91 3 10,0
- Presentation - | ' ,-A " ' |
of Lesson . 3 15.4 1 9.1 L 13.3
Quality of Inter- = TN
. personal . /
Relatlonship - - - - - - - /-
Classroom ’ =
- Management 1: .. 5.3 2 18.2 3 10.0
Discipline 2 . 10.5 1 9.1 3 10.0
Review of o - |
Performance .8 42,1 2 . 18.2 10 33.3
Informal | |
Conversation | - - - - - = - - -
Other Topics -~ ,—f— - ’39.1‘ 1 3.3
Total 19 ¢  63.3. 11 36.7 30 100.0
& X N . )



toplcs w1ch whlch the more effectlve and less effectlve %
- . -‘%

-superv1sory sessions started out.

i
4

The more effectIve~supertlsors started out t

r\ e

ses31ons most freguently w1th're1lew of performanc

e.’LI‘

..4 43 1%)

whereas the less effectlve superv1sors had thelr pattern of

| startlng out sess1ons scattered out between rev1ew of
J,_performance (18 2%), classroom management (18, 2%), and

PRAFS :

:lnstructlonal plannlng (18 2%).° Personal quailtles and other
5~toplcs were used by only the less effectlve superv1sors toQ'
start out thelr sess1ons.- Quallty of 1nterpersonal relatlon—
. shlp and informal conversatlon were noet’ used at all in

k startlng out elther of the sess1ons.

Sequence of Occurrence of
s the TODlCS ;

The frequency and percentage of the’ sequence 0f"

5»9' LN

'occurrence of the toplcs is prov1ded in Table 53 for the more

r,

effectlve supervisory sesslons and Table 54 for- the iess

I

effectlve superv1sory ses31ons ‘ ' -ﬁ g ‘
The flgures in Table 53 suggest that the two toplcs,

that occurred most frequently as 1h1t1al and as second

toplcs in the more effectlve superv1sory sess1ons were }s

“dpreSentatlon of lesson (25. O% 27.7%) and classroom manage—

| ment (24 1%, 25 0%) . In the less effectlve superv1sory |

' sess1onse(Table-5&), the most . freqlently occurrlng toplc as

'ban 1n1t1al and second toplc was classroom management (25 27,

, In the more effectlve superv1sory sess1ons (Table 53)
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"very strong_relatibnships were observed in the sequence of
occur?ence of preSentation of’lesso second topic to |
Ablnformal conversatlon (100. 07), presentatlon of lesson as
a second toplc to personal qualltles (66 ?7), and presenta4
tlcn of lesson as second topic ‘to classroom management
(55 6%) In the less effectlve superv1sory sess1ons (Table'
54), very strong relatlonshlps were only observed for‘the-
'sequence of occurrence of review of performance as a second f
topic to 1nformal conversatlon (100 07) and in the sequence h
of occurrence of ;other" toplcs as second toplcs to 1nstruc—>
tlonal plannlng (64.3%) . ‘Other strong llnks, to a lesser
extent were observed in the sequerice of occurrence of class—

room management as a second toplc to personal qualltles (48
| (42.9%), quallty of 1nterpersonal relatlonshlp (5? 1%),
d1sc1pllne (38.5%), review of performance (36. 4%) and "other"
topics (37. 57) and, in presentation of lesson as a second A
topic to classroom management (35.5%)Jand'content of_lesson

(33.3%).

Discussion. The strength of the links between

presentatlonfof lesson and classroom management to subsequent
toplcs in the effectlve superv1sory ‘session suggests that
the two toplcs were perhaps percelved by the more effectlve
superv1sors as the core to good teachlng and as. the base

upon whlch rested the nature of performance expected of
‘student teachers in relation to the other toplc areas,_fv

}especlally, 1nstructlonal-plann1ng, content of lesson,“and

N
e
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general performance

The less effectlve supervisors seemed to base

athelr Judgements or observatlons on the sole topic of class-

. room management in relation, to a much lesser extent to

\

personal qualltles, 1nterpersonal relatlonshlp, d1s01pllne'
jand other toplcs. Content Qf lesson and Presentation of
'_lesson was dlscﬂssed motre strongly in relataon to presenta-

tion of lesson and not as relatlng to classroom management

The general conclusion to which these observatlons might lead

'1s the portrayal of the more effectlve supervisors as capable.

of encompass1ng a w1der ‘scope of teaching performances and

relatlng them to the two most 1mportant contrlbutlng factors

,to actual ‘teaching -- the effectlveness ‘of the lesson.

. ko)
presented and the student teachers"ablllty to manage the

class effectlvely. -In other words, the more effectlve super-

_v1sors dlrected the student teachers attentlon tofactual

_teachlng performance in relatlon to two: concrete areas of

teacher performance.f

The less effectlve superv1sors on the other hand
seemed. to view the student teachers' performances in terms
of - personal qualities, maybe implying that some personal
characterlstlcs of the student teachers enhanced or inhibited

effectlve.teachlng.

- Despite their dlfferent approaches to dlscu881ng

teachlng performance, however, both the more effectlve and

the less effectlve supervrs”rs tended to 1dent1fy the

~contribution to effectlve teachlng‘of presentation of lesson
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and/classroom management.

Topics with whlch Supervisory
-Sessions Ended .

The - frequency and percentage of the toplcs w1th ‘which .

the more effectlve and the less effectlve superv1sory

ses31ons ended are presented in Table 55 The more effectlve

~superv1sors used 1nstructlonal plannlng as much (31.6%) as

they used presentatlon of lesson to end their sessions., The

‘frequency of occurrence of the other topics in ending the

- . 3 -. . L3 ‘. ‘o "
more effectlve supervisory sessions we;\\\7d1s01pllne

(15.4%); classroom management (10.5%); review of performance

r‘and other topics (5 37) The more effective superv1sors did

e

‘not use personal qualltles, content of lesson, quallty of

interpersonal. relationship and 1nformal conversatlon to end
their sessions. The less effectlve superV1sors ueed presen-

tatlon of lesson to end thelr lessons more frequently (36 u%)

than the more effectlve superv1sors (31. 6%) The less effec—-

vtlve supervisors also used rev1ew~of performance, informal -

conversatlon and other toplcs equally frequently (18 2%) to
endlthelr sess1ons., Classroom management was the least
frequently (9.1%) used topic.in ending the less effective
superv1sory se381ons.‘ Personal qualities, instructional

fflesson, 1nterpersonal relatlonshlp

»

and d1s01p11ne were ot used at all 1n endlng the less

effective superv1sory ses31ons.

Discussion. Whereas. supervisory sessions started
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;TABLE;55
Comparlson of the Topics w1th Which the More
Effective and the Less Effective ¥
. Superv1sory Sessions Ended ' 7
B
, . More Effective Less Effective’ .
- .Topic Areas -Supervisors . Supervisors Total
. £ % £, 5 %
Personal A .
-Qualities - _ - -— - === ---
_ Instrudtional" - .
Plannhing : 6 - 31,6 - - 20.0
Content R : f N
of Lesson - . -— - e . ——
Presentation _ o _
of Lesson - 6 31.6 L 36.4 33.3
Quality of V |
Interpersonal . v , ,
‘Relationship : - -— - —_—— S e
Discipline 3 154 - - -~ 10.0
Classroom P - |
Management o2 10.5 1 9.1 10.0
‘Review of _ :
Performance 1 5.3 2 18.2 10.0
Informal e | N , ' |
Conversation S - 2. . 18.2 6.7
Other Topics 1 5.3 2 18‘21- . 10,0
Total . 19 63.3 11 36,7 100.0




231

-out most frequently with rev1ew of performance as a topmc of
dlscu331on and as a -way of establlshlng rapport for ‘the
.dlscuss1ons: the sess1ons ended most frequently with a
idlscu331on of toplcs related to presentatlon of lesson
Slnce the contrlbutlon of presentatlon of lesson
to effectyve teachlng.@as prev1ously discussed i?/relatlon-
+ship to most d%her toplcs 1n the more effectlve superrlsory
' sess1ons (see Table 53), - there is Justlflcatlon of its use.
in endlng,both supervlsory\ses31ons»as a way of stressdng
itsfimportanoe and'ensﬁring that the issdes‘rdised dﬁring
the'discussions Were well undersrood by the student teachers.
In other words, the fact that presentatlon of lesson was -
used most frequently to end elther sessions would hlghllght

its 1mportance in relatlon to the other toplcs, and perhaps3‘

to student teachlng as a whole



 CHAPTER 10

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS¥ IMPLICATIONS
AND RECOMMENDATIONS .
The‘flrst section of thls chapter contalns an over—_
view of the problem and methodology of the study. Conclu-
'sions drawn from the findings and implications of ‘these ;
flndlngs for superv1sory practices, togethen w1th recommen—

dations for future research, are discussed in the second

section of the chapter;

Pt

WSUMMARY off THE PROBLEM AND METHODOLOGY

. The framework adopted for assess1ng relationships
among the varlables emerge%=§rom a rev1ew of the llterature
... which- generally 1dent1f1ed~sdhe of“%he negative outcome%,of

Fagh
AT e

. the pProcess of supervising studertt teachegf - S

The llterature strongly suggested that there was
need for research into what happens to the student teacher
during the posf—ohservation conferences. Such réﬁéarch
would provide useful insight into student teacher and super-’
v1sor 1nteractlon in superv1sory conferences in four ma;or
areas. Flrst research could .serve to underllne the impor-
tance of acceptable principles of effectlve superv£81gn in
prov1d1ng feedback to student teachers ; second research

of this sort would help 1dent1fy the various toplc areas

‘ 232-
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discussed?in“post—observation conferences.and the degree'of .
emphasis placed on each of the'topics, third, such studies
would reveal the reactlons of student teachers to varlous
superv1sory conferences, and- fourth they would prov1de a
‘ ba81s for descrlblng effectlve and 1neffect1ve superv1sory

feedback in terms of the other three areas of concern.

These four areas of concern provided the framework
for stating the problem and for generating relevant research

questions.

'Statement of the Problem s

N
e

The purpose of this study was to 1nvest1gate'the
,characterlstlcs of feedback glven by faculty consultants. and
cooperating teachers to student teachers durlng a four week.
student’ teaghlng period with regards to:
~a) propositions for effective supervisory feedback
| practlces derlved from the 11terature review;
, b) the toplc areas dlscussed in supervisory feed-
back'ses31ons;‘and -
c) the student teachers® overaliusatisfaction'with
supervisory feedback.
- In order to address ‘this problem, five major research
questlons and their derivative sub- -problems were developed

.to gudide the data collectlon and analyses.

o . Lo
v },9)

Instrumentation and Methodology

Three maaor research instruments were used to gather

1data for purposes of this study These were the Feedback |
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Analy81s Form, the Post Observatlon Conference Checkllst

and the Satlsfactlon Questlonnalre The steps taken in the
development and use of the Varlous 1nstruments 1ncluded)
field testlng, a tralnlng ses31on, factor analy31s and .

pllot testlng The expected and actual returns for each of
these 1nstruments are explained in bhapter 4 of the study |
o Although a total return of 275 was expected for the

’threeilnstruments described above, the actual return of 202
(73.5%) usable instruments was considered to be satisfactory

for purposes of this study.

©

The Sample |

| The study ‘Population consisted of student teachers .
engolled in the Lth - year Plan B program at the Un1vers1ty of
Alberta (n = 25), their cooperatlng teachers in four schools
operated by the Edmonton Public School Board and one by the
Catholic School Board in the Clty of Edmonton (n = 253), and
thelr faculty consultants (n = 4) from four departments in |

the Faculty of Educatlon Un1vers1ty of Alberta.

/

'Treatﬁent of the Data . ‘ - | .. “

Q@ .

The statistical techniques used to anallze the data

included a comparisén of mean scores; one way Analysis of

-

Variance (ANOVA) in combination with F-tests and t- tests,-

B -

. Frequency and Percentage Distributions; Factor Analy81s;
Content Analys1s, Pearson Product-Mement Correlatlon Coeffi-

'cients. and Stepwise Multiple Regre331on Analys1s



- .

Two levels were established for acceptabK@
statistically significant differences between mean scores:

the .05 level was set for t tests and .01 level for F- tests.

Major Findings
: ' #

The findings are summarized below for each of the

'_.five research questions in turn. “

Research “Question 1.

™To what extent did the supervisory practices of
faculty consultants and cooperating teachers approach optimal
effectlveness according to the 15 dimen31ons of effective
feedback derived from the literature review as perceived by
the student teachers”"v

The first research question was designed to solicit
the student teachers' responses pertaining to the effectlve—.
ness of cuierv1sory processes of faculty consultants and
‘éyoperat no teachers.“ Furthermore, the analysis sought to
‘detect any differences in the performances of faqulty consul-
tants and cooperating teachers over the four weeks of student
teaching as well as the differences between performances of
the two groups of supervisors within each of the five

]

schools.

Results of the analyses indicated that both faculty
.fconsultants and cooperating teachers were perceived by stude
student teachers to employ equally effective superv1sory

pProcesses as indicated by their mean scores which approached'
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the highest eff#®tiveness score, accordlng to the scale of

the Feedback Analysis Form, on almost all of the. 15 1tems.

'The results also indicated that both faculty consul—

tants and cooperatlng teachers were fairly consistent in-
thelr superv1sory processes over the four weeks of Student*
teaching. Slgnlflcant dlfferences between faculty consul-
tants' and cooperating teachers superv1sory processes on
»certaln items within two of the five schools seemed to
result from the klnd of rapport that existed between the
pr1nc1pal the cooperatlng teachers and the student teachers.
Such rapport was ev1dent in the type of support the,faculty

consultants and the researcher recelved from the staff,

pr1nc1pal and student teachers atJany g;ven school.

A

- Research Question 2

"What were the topic areas di scussed ‘in superv1sory
feedback sess;ons durlng the studen teachlng period?"

The second research question was designed to solicit
data related to the topic areas discussed in supervisory
feedback sessions during‘the student teaching period as
recorded on the Post -Observation Conference Checkllst
(Appendlx B). The analysis of the data was carried out 1n
relatlon to seven maJor sub problems 1nvest1gat1ng the actual
topics discussed, frequency of occurrence of the toplcs,
average number of toplcs that occurred bPer session, the time

spent on each toplo, patterg of initiation of the toplcs,

'.the topics with whlch the se831ons started out, the general
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‘order of occurrence oflthe topics, and the.topics with which
the sessions ended.. “, | .:” ‘ - "_
’p " All of the ten toplc areas -- per onal qualltles 4
‘1nstructlonal plannlng, content of ledsuy 5§esentat10n of
lesson, quality of 1nterpersonal relatfonshlp, classroom
'management//dascfpllne, review of performance, 1nformal
/eo/versatlon and "other" toplcs - formed the bas1s for .
discussions in superVLSory feedback sess1ons although with

varying degrees of empha81s and frequency of occurrence.'

Since all the ten- toplcvareas were 1dent1f1ed at: one: tlme or .

“‘other in the feedback sess1ons, each of the ten seems to be

>

percelved.as hav1ng some relatlonshlp to effective sﬂudent‘
teachlng Given thelr hlgher frequency of occurrence. some’

toplcs - espec1ally presentatlon of lesson,,classroom
®

management *1nstruct10nal plannlng content of" lesson,

dlsc1pllne and quallty of 1nterpersonal relatlonshlp -

-~

wouldsseem to be more relevant to effectlve student teachlng

than any of the other toplcs ’_'L

\

Presentatlon of lesson«and classroom management were

.cons1dered to contribute most substantlally to effectlve o~

' student teachlng because the: two .topics were found to be

b

those most frequently discussed in both sessjons_and 1n terms

of their, relatlonshlp to the ‘rest of \the toplcs. More 'me

1
‘was also spent on d1scuss1ng these top cs than‘cn any %f the
other toplcs.w{77;i.,A o ;// - 'j S j* “,‘.'\'
‘On the whole, faculty consultants tended to focus o

their dlscus31ons on toplcs such as personal qualltles,

- i
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-quality:of interpersona lationship, discipline a:.d-presen;~
~tat10n of lesson to a greater,extent than cooperat g,
'teachers d1d. Cooperatlng teachers, on the other hand
concentrated more on toplcs such as 1nstruct10nal plannlng,

.,classroom management the content of lesson and rev1ew of

'liperformance. Informal conversatlon and dlscussron of toplcs

”_1n the category of "others“ were more - characterlstlc of
‘jfaculty consultants' sess1ons than they were of sessions led
Tby cooperatlng teachers. Overall superv1sors tended to be

. more dlrectlve as observed 1n the hlgher frequency with whlch':v

: they initiated d1scuss1on on most of the toplcs.‘ The faculty

o consultants tended to lead the dlscuss1ons more often than.
dld the cooperatlng teachers.. | |
The superv1sory feedback sessions frequently started .
_w1th a rev1ew of perfdrmance. The cooperatlng teachers used
' this category tw1ce as often as the faculty consultants did
“in etartlng out thelr sess1ons. Most superv1sory sess1ons_
,_;ended w1thaa dlscuss1bn of presentatlon of lesson. The
‘:‘fabulty consultants, however, used the category almost tw1ce
. as often as the cooperatlngﬂteachers did.  The cooperating
' 'teachers alsobused 1nstructlonal plannlng as frequently as
; ;,_ “they did o;esentatlon of lesson in endlng thelr feedback
tsessaons. J{~' . .
o A relatlonshlp was also found in the sequence of |
‘ x.Joccurrence of" some - of . the toplcs.: Whereas faculty'consul-

”tants dlscussed classroom management 1n'relatlon to presen—“

-‘tatlon of lesson, d1s01pllne and quallty of 1nterpersonal N
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‘ relationShip, cooperating teachers focused their discusslon ?
of classroom management 1n relatlon to 1nstructlonal Planning,
content of lesson and” bersonal qualities, Dlscus31on of
:d1s01p11ne problems led to a cons1deratlon of quality of
.llnterpersonal relatlonshlp, presentatlon of lesson and -
personal qualities in faculty consultants sessions and to |
classroom management and review of performance in cooperatlng

N——

teachers' .gessions..

SO .
Research QueStiongj

-

"To what extent d1d the student teachers express
satlsfactlon with superV1sory practices rn feedback sess1ons
during the entlre student teachlng perlod°"

The analys1s of data on the student teachers'
satlsfactlon w1th superv1sory practlces in feedback sess1ons
‘durlng the entlre student teaching perlod was carrled out
.aln three maJor parts compr1s1ng seVeral sub headlngs.ﬂ In the
;flrst part ~a factor analysis generated ‘three factors, |
namely Superv1sory Supportlveness, Adequacy of Superv1sory
| Feedback and Quallty of Interactlon in Feedback Ses&lons ”
| The mean scores of supervisors on- scales formed on the ba31s
' of each of the three factors were expressed in terms of - |
i'satlsfactlon scores. | | |

Some cooperatlng teachers tended to have hlgher
satlsfactlon scores than the faculty consultants who seemed»

"to cluster w1th1n the " average range of scores. Statlstlcal

"v“analy81s (F tests), however,’revealed that numerlcal fL;

.
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dlfferences in satlsfactlon scores of superv1sors w1th1n and

‘ between schools diq not necessarlly meet the test of
statlstlcal 31gn1flcance in overall superv1sor satlsfaction
scores. | | L | | ‘ |

| ' The student teachers were generally satisfied'with 4
the supportiveness of the faculty consultants and cooperatlng'
teachers and percelved their feedback as adequate.> The
student teachers were also satlsfled w1th the quallty of
1nteract10n in the feedback sess1ons of both faculty consul-

-

tants and cooperatlng teachers. However, they tended to rate

o
By ~

. cooperating teachers more hlghly than faculty consultants,

B perhaps because they spent more tlme together and therefore

' rece;ved more feedback”from the former than they did from the

latter, | R

| ' The closer worklng relatlonshlp between cooperatlng
’teachers and student teechers mlght perhaps also explaln why
the student teachers percelved the cooperatlng teachers

’ﬁ'feedback as. more helpful in enhanc1ng des1rab;e teachlng

behav1ors than that. of the faculty consultants.

4 Regardlng the place used for holdlng feedback
.ses31ons, the student teachers expressed satlsfactlon w1th

“%the classr@om setting whlch was also the most frequently used

'locatlon, espec1ally by the cooperatlng teachers. The gﬁ“‘

.staffroom d the hallway, Wthh were. mostly used by the

faculty co sultants”were regarded as unsatlsfactory by

student teachers. These two locatlons falled to offer

prlvacy whlch the student teachers v1ewed as 4h 1mportant
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element in an effective Session.f'Any iocation’which offers
'~pr1vacy would therefore be more sultable for such sess1ons
The content analy31s of ‘the open-ended 1tems on the
Satlsfactlon Questlonnalre was 1ncluded in the thlrd part of-
R the analys1s and .in Appendix K.. The supervisory feedback
‘was found to: be helpful in bulldlng the student teachers'
awareness of thelr progress on an a@plng ba51s, bulldlng the
student teachers self confldence, enhan01ng“the student
teachers understandlng.of phllosophlcal 1ssues related to
teachlng and learnlng, and encouraglng the student teachers

-

to learn from exposure. to the abilities of experlenced

superv1sors. .
The student teachers, however, ekpressed dissatis-
factlon w1th the apparently poor tlmlng of the feedback
se531ons, 1nadequacy of the feedback received due to -the
limited number of v131tatlons and observatlons, 1nadequate
:attempts at matchlng superv1sor and student teacher person-
alltles, inadequate provision of spe01flc and constructlve

feedback and 1ncons1stency in evaluation procedures and" tech—

nlques of prov1d1ng superv1sory feedbaok

Research Question 4 - '&
"Was there any dlscernlble relatlonshlp‘between

rated effectlveness of supervisory practlces and satisfaction

of" student teachers°";'3. Y ‘E_

Results of a stepw1se multlple regression analysis

relatlng superv1sory effectlveness and satlsfactlon of
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student teachers 1nd1cated that superv1sory supportlveness
‘was strongly related to superv1sory effectlveness 'in both ,
faculty consultants and cooperatlng teachers feedback
sessions ThlS relatlonshlp was however, much stronger for

—

cooperatlng teachers than it was for faculty consultants

’ R4

Research Question 5

"Were there any dlsce nlble patterns between the
‘topic areas dlscussed by the more effective supervlsors and

“those dlscussed by -the less efffective supervisors?"

In the flrst two parts of the analys1s of the
»research question, overall effectlveness and satlsfactlon
superv1sory scores between and within schools were presented
rln order to clarify the basis for categorlzlng the super-
*v1sors 1nto More Effectlve and Less Effectlve categorles
The d1v1d1ng llne between the More Effective and the Less -
Effectlve categorles was the mldp01nt of the rank- ordered
list of twenty 81x superv1sors -

Analys1s of ‘the dlfferences in the substance of
superv1sory feedback between the two groups of superv1sors
-ylelded the follow1ng results . '

1) the more effective superv1sors spent*more time
talklng about toplcs related to actual teacher performancev
and pupll learnlng than the less effectlve superv1sors who
1nvested thelr time talklng about person (student teacher)

_orlented toplcs,

-2)‘ the more effective faculty consultants discussed
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,a reasonable number of toplcs in each su;erv1sory session

whereas the less effectlve faculty consultants tended to
"overload" thelr sessions by dlscusslng more.toplcs per

" session; | N \ o |

. 3) both. the more effectlve and the less effectlve

jcooperatlng teachers tended towards overloadlng their feed-
back ses31ons,‘ | .

4) +the more effectlve supervlsors tended towards.
being more interactional in thelr dlscus31ons than the less
effective superv1sors who tended to domlnate most of the
”dlscuss1ons with the student teachers-

“5) in the more effectlve superv1sory sess1ons strong-
'llnks were observed between presentatlon of lesson and
classroom management with the rest of the toplcs, whereas

in- the less effectlve superv1sory sess1ons the single topic,
classroom management, was,overly dlscussed 1n relatlon to the
other toplcs- ! N ‘ -
o 6) the more effectlve superv1sors'sesslons started
out with a dlscus31on of review of performance and ended
'w1th a mentlon of 1nstruct10nal Planning and presentatlon of
#lesson whereas the less effective superv1sors sporadlcally
"used rev1ew of performance, classroom management and

1nstructlonal plannlng to start out thelr sesslons, and

presentatlon of lesson to end their sessions.

-

Generally, both faculty consultants an cooperatlng
teachers were percelved by student teachers to be effective

\superv1sors. Thelr scores however varled w1dely depending
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'_on'the Variables'investigated by'research questions and sub-
problems.b The cooperatlng teachers seemed to have hlgher
~scores in more variables than faculty consultants

CONGLUSIONS, TMPLICATIONS AND

RECQMMENDATIONS '

The general conclus1ons of the study based on the
findings are summarlzed in the’ flrst sectlon of this chapter
followed by a, synthe31s, where pos31ble, of those conclus1ons
which appeat to relate to the general literature rev1ewed in
Chapter 2 of thls report -The 1mpllcatlons whlch emerge

from the flndlngs together with recommendatlons for future

research and superv1sory practlces are also developed

Conclusions

The main conclusions drawn from'the_findings of this
study can be sUmmarized.as follows:. _

1,;‘Generally, both faculty consultants and
cooperating'teaChers were perceived by student teachers to be
effective in their superv1sory practlces accordlng to the |
various prop031tlons of effectlve superv181on presented in
,the llterature review (Cogan, 1961 Kyte, 1962 Amldon,_Kles
and PallSl,«1966 Goldhammer 1969, Mosher and’ Purpel
1972; Joyce, 1967, ‘Main, 1972 Fuller and Mannlng, 1973. :
J_Blumberg, l9?4, Hyman, 1975; Tuckman, 1976; Education |
Practlcum Handbook 1979) &ﬁf

The superv1sory feedback was percelved as both

:adequate and 1nadequate dependlng on the student teachers
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areas of concern. Supeersors appear to have been adequately
' prepared to perform certaln superv1sory functlons and yet
'.Hlnadequately equlpped in certaln areas which were 1mportant
for the development of the ‘teachers towards becomihg effec-
’tlve teachers. | |
The areas that were least satisfying included lack
of adequate visitation and other time for performing'satis—
factory supervisory functions especially for faculty consul-
vtants, lack of adequate knowledge on the part of the super-
v1sors regardlng wmrch superv1sory functions would enhance
the student teachers growth as future teachers and which
ones would inhibit the growth. There was also some concern
that more effective and uniform approaches to evaluation
(formal. and 1nformal) in the assessment of the student
teachers progress be establlshed
‘ 2. A1l of the ten toplcs listed in the Post ~-Obser-
vation Conference Checklist were dlscussed with varylng
degrees of emphasis in the feedback sess1ons
Classroom management and presentatlon of lessonv
Seemed to be toplcs of dlscus31on much more frequently,
suggestlng that the . two toplcs may contrlbute s1gn1flcantly
to effectlve teachlng Classroom’ management and presenta-
'btlon of lesson also had the most. superV1sory tlme spent on
them and occurred most freQuently as flrst and second topics
of dlscuss1on in the feedback sessions. The discussion of
the remaining topics seemed to revolve around these two

topics,‘again suggesting their_importance in_successful
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teaching. The'topics which weresalso discussed frequently
were review of performance, instructionai'planning‘and
content of lesson.

Perhaps ﬁ%is observafion‘suggests that generally,
as cited in the literature review, some priority should be
glven to toplcs of dlscuss1on in superv1sory feedback |
sessions based on the pr1n01p1es of sallency, treatablllty
and fewness (Goldhammer, 1969)' Moreover, there is need to -
establish an acceptable logical procedure for discussing
"topics as outlined by Kyte (1962:168) in Chapter 2 of the
report (p. 39- 40)

Accordlng to Kyte's outline we would extrapolate
the-following_suggestions from the findings of the study;

| 'a) An average of 3 95 topics per session were
dlscussed in the superv1sory sessions that* were most satls—
fying to the student teachers, as compared with the least
satlsfylng superv1sory sess1ons whlch had .an average of -
5 82 topics dlscussed per se331on. | g

The student teachers' perceptlon of the number of‘
toplcs that can be p031t1vely 1ncorporated in any one I
vfeedback session tended to ‘be in line wmth Kyte S
suggestlons.

p) The findings of the study suggesr that
review of”perfcrmance‘wasjthe?first‘topic used in estab-
1ishing7rapport Noteﬁcrtny, howeVer{ Was that the more
effectlve superv1sors used review of performance con51stentlyf

~to establlsh such rapport
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This is in line with one of Kyte's findings since
they gave it minor stress or passing mention whereas the
less effectite supervisors tended to give it as equal stress
as classroom managemeni:and 1nstructlonal plannlng

ThlS obserVatlon would also suggest that whereas.
the more effectlve superv1sors concentrated thelr 1n1§:§&
efforts on one general area in order to establish rapport
essential for hold;ng an effective supervisory feedback
session, the less eé%bctlve superv1sors gave lelded atten-
tlon to thls and»went right 1nto discussions of spe01flc
areas of performance -- a behaviour which was less satis-
fylng to the student teachers.

c) Presentation of lesson was the topic most
often used in ending superv1sory sessions. In terms of
Kyte's flndlngs, it can be concluded that the repetltlon of
,presentatlon of lesson at the end of the. superv1sory sessions
suggested the contribution of th;s toplc to,subsequent

effective teaching.

3. The most»effective supervisors were those Who

" - demonstrated con51derable supportlveness durlng the. feed-

back sessions, Spe01flcally, the student teachers tended to
value supervisory conferences that were 1nteract1ve and yet
non- drrectlve ' The two styles dlscussed in the dlterature
review of the works of Clothier and Kingsley (p. 53-59) suggest:
.a relatlonshlp between the .Supervisor. and the superv1see

that is problem rather than personallty centred and requlres

. an open and colleglal relatlonshlp to facilitate 1nteractlon
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" ‘between th: participants. Participants share the respon-
sibility for successful conferences.
Other studies cited in the llterature review that

'seemed to support thls conclus1on included Carkhuff 1969;;f

Brammer, 1973; Blumberg and Weber, 1968 Blumberg and Amldon,

1965, Salek, 1975; and Oliva, 1976 (see p. 59)

‘4,‘ A general comparison of dverall superv1sory
effectﬁyeness of faculty consultants and cooperatlng teachers
between and within schools indicated that the student
teachersafelt more positively about.the type of feedback they
received from cooperating teachers than from the faculty
consultants.; Whatever the' reason, the cooperating teachers'
feedback tended to offer more satisfaction to student

teachers than did the faculty consultants' feedback.

' The famlllarlty of the cooperatlng teachers with the -

@

school system and the classroom puplls and the amount of time
they spent with the\student teachers.made it much easier

for them to suggest uSeful-areas of professional growth

 for the student teachers. The'easier-access'to the c;aSS—
rooms of cooperating_teachers;made it'possible for them

to provide most of their feedback in pritacy which was more. -

satisfactory to the_student teachers.

. 5. The schools that had the most effectiVe'Super—‘
Visors were the schools whose pr1nc1pals offered ‘the most
support to the superv1sors and student teachers. Othex

staff members in such schools were also sens1t1ve to the

,/.

&
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needs1q_§$he three groups of people'abcve and showed the
- most cdégeration This conclusion was also observed and
lfelt by most faculty consultants and student teachers

| Generally, superv1sory feedback was helpful in
'building up the student teachers bself—confidence;'in
venhancing the student teachers’ understanding of basic
philosophical issues about teaching; in encouraglnglthe,
;studen% teachers to gain and learn from working together.
with experienced supervisors,«especially~cooperating
‘teachers; in making the student teachers aware of their
brogress on an ongoing basis; and, in eliminating the

the threats associated with progress assesSment by main-
taining casual, 1nformal settlngs fogﬁthe feedback sessions.

There were some areas in which superv1sory feedback
was not as helpful as the student teachers would have llked
or expected it to - be. There was dlssatlsfactlon on the part
of the student teachers related to the poor timing of the
feedback sesslons, the 1nadequacy of feedback received, the
inadequacy of the frequency of‘visitations and/or observa-
tlons made by the superv1sors, the 1nadequate matchlng of
student teaqhers personallty with the personality of. the
superv1sors, the lack of prov1s1on of‘~3nstruct1ve, spec1f1c
and concrete feedback, and the lack of consensus or precision
regarding various procedures’ for evaluating student teachers.
Inadequate involvement of student teachers in self-

evaluation (both formative and summatlve) 1nsuff1c1ent time

 for. lesson plannlng due to Pressures superv1sors placed on
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student teachers for good'performance:;n\accordance with
university,and cooperating school standards, and the threat‘
of "intrusion" into the student teachers' classroom by
ifaculty consultants and some cooperating teachers were also
noteworthy areas of concern. - . _ | | -

The findings of this'study and conclusions drawn
from thém raise a number of issues which have 31gn1flcance
for the long-term preparatlon of teachers and superv1sors of
teachers..

Implications for Administration
 and Training of Supervisors

The following implications are pertinent tO"admini-
strators and-teacher educators who work closely with student
teachers and to trustees and pollcy makers -‘who make declslons,
about fundlng and who formulate pollc1es regardlng selectlon
and placement of school teachers and pr1nc1pals. .

1. The faculty consul%ants tended to lack»enough'
time for classroom v1s1tat10ns, observatlons and feedback
sess1ons whereas cooperatlng teachers tended to offer
unsolidited’ oplnlon.- '

Pollcy, procedures and resources.for coping w1th

thls apparent problem should be examlned. The general

desire of the student teachers was that the school v1s1tatlon- '

by the faculty consultants should ‘be on a regular weekly. if
_not daily basis. - The more frequent visits and classroom
observations would reduce the threat that the occas1onal

V181ts, often- scheduled pose to the student teachers.‘
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J,;- - Perhaps the poss1b111ty of 1ncrea51ng the ratlo of
faculty consultants to student teachers has some potentlal
towards ellmlnatlon of the problem. A more favOrable\\\\\;"~
Superv1sor student teacher ratlo would assure the faculty
consultants fewer students to observe, lncreased tlme for;'
observatlon and feedback sess1ons and 1ncreased efflolency |
The present practlce of hlrlng praotlcum assoc1ates 1s a
step in the des1red dlrectlon Perhaps more such people
should be app01nted on full-time bas1s to act as llalspn
“1vbetween the teacher education 1nst1tut10ns and the schools

. and- also to be medlators between student teachers and thelr

-

superv1sors : ’Vﬂl' ‘»ﬁi e f 'uy.: e

| The teacher educatlon 1nst1tut10ns should also
con51der further reductlon of the faculty consultants e
_teachlng,load Such a step would perhaps relnforce the"
1mportance of the role of the faculty consultants by maklng
1t into a full~t1me Job  Another- suggestlon would be to
"do away w1th the faculty consultants' role altogether.; ThlS
step would ellmlnate some of the problems assoc1ated wlth

thelr role

?

f"?! The supportlveneas of the supervxsors, princ1—a
pals, and to. a lesser ‘extent other staff members, emerged
.as a strong p031t1ve factor 1n the student teachers sat;s—
faction w1th the feedback and consequently, as an 1mportant
}determlnant of effectlveness of superv1sory feedback :

.o@

" processes.
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‘ -The 1tems on the three research 1nstruments that
have been 1dent1f1ed 1n the flndlngs of this ‘study to be
?'sources of satlsfactlon 1nd1cat1ve of superv1sory support -
:such as colleglallty and expertlse in prov1s1on of feedback g
should ‘be carefully assessed by admlnlstrators of the student'
teachlng component of teacher educatlon.. The 1tems would

v- prOV1de a valuable bas1s for the workshops held prior to
| student teachlng Such 1nformatlon should also prov1de some
useful llnk between theory, as prov1ded by teacher educatlon

| ‘1nst1tut16ns, and practlce, as experienced by student

.Vlﬁteachers ;n actual classroom'teaching. .

‘ ' Supervisors need this support too. PollCleS on
;fundlng student teachlng and personnel 1nvolved should
;con31der elevatlng the roles of the superv1sors by honorarla

n*and other support The 1mportance of prov1d1ng faculty
'consultants w1th adequate tlme for superv131on has already

gf been mentloned Other support 1nduc1ng steps- would 1nclude

relmbursement for travel expenses durlng school v1s1tat10ns,

B prov1s1on of substltutﬁiteachers fon cooperatlng teachers gf
to enable them to attend workshops and 1n—serv1ce sess1ons, |

;and prov131on of spe01al conference rooms, other than the
:staffroom, that can be utlllzed for consultatlon. »

R . There is need to con51der develqplng the pr1n01pals

: awareness of thelr roles 1n superv1s1on of student teachlng

7hpand tralnlng them for 1t A stronger leadershlp role of the_l

prlnclpals 1n such superv1s1on would enhance the nature of‘

jsupport requlred by those 1nvolved 1n superv;51on of student

o . LN -
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:teachers Superv1sors, however, should be prepared so that
they can be supportlve of student teachers and yet.also
play thelr evaluative roles obJectlvely.x’

| 3.‘ The flndlngs of the study indicated that the
student teachers percelved the feedback from cooperatlﬁg “kn
teachers more pos1t1vely than they d1d the feedback from the

: faculty consultants The most- 1mportant factor in this
observatlon was that the student teachers got more ass1stance
‘on a contlnulng bas1s from the cooperatlng teachers Sltua—
tional rather than personal factors may have led td the |
dlfferences in the student teachers v perceptions of the
effectlveness of cooperatlng teachers?’and faculty consul-
tants® feedback.f o K : | ‘ |

™ . - Serlous con31derat10n should therefore be glven to
keeplng faculty consultants 1n touch wmth actual . classroom
teaching ’ in the schools. Thls 1ncludes belng acqualnted w1thA'b
the puplls, current theorles, text books, methodology and -
any other areas relevant to successful teachlng. Such a step
would give them a 'feel' for what goes on in schools and what'h
the student teachers actually experlence in the classrooms

| 4} The student teachers dld not express a favourable
attltude towards/categorlzatlon of thelr performances w1th1n4 '
the range of- excellent to very ' poor, suggestang, perhapsi;
that the use of a pass/fall category of class1flcatlon shouldv
~be. used pendlng feas1b111ty assessments. This. mlght ease,

to some extent the stressful nature of superv1s1on that

seems orlented toward categorlzlng ‘people along some

——
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4cont1nuum, the extremltles of which are amblguous Self-
'evaluatlon on the part of student teachers should be an_,
1ntegral part of any format of evaluatlon adopted durlng v

. student teachlng. N

- : The lack of consensus 1n the evaluatlon procedures

,

i suggested that both faculty consultants and cooperatlng

teachers, desplte workshops organlzed prior to commencement
1} .
of student teachlng, dld not seem to agree or rely on

specific guldellnes for evaluatlon. v
' 5. Inadequacy of the prov181on of feedback was
"observed on the part of both faculty consultants and
.cooperatlng teachers, suggestlng that more tralnlng of super-f
visors in dlscrlmlnatory classroom observatlons and
consequent feedback sessions would be de51rable.
| The 15 pr1n01ples of effectlve superv131on generated
“in the llterature review and 1ncluded in the Feedback '
:.Analys1s Form have potentlal for developlng more effectlve
]superv1s1on skllls as well as for provldlng spe01flc guide-
: fllnes for dlspen31ng superv1sory feedback 1f p051t1ve results
.are to be expected from student teachers g . . |
| | ‘The guldellnes offered by Blumberg (1974), Kyte. (1962),
_Hyman (19?5) and Hunter (1980) are partlcularly useful - tools
'from whlch 1mportant concepts for tralnlng or in- serv1cev_
educatlon of superV1sors of student teachers could be derived.
. 76. The concerns of - the student teachers with the |

'feedback ses31ons and the flndlngs of the research seemed

i to suggest that there are areas of concern to whlch attentlon :
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should be paid.
| The concerns 1ncluded encouraglng colleg;al rather
than superlor - subordlnate relatlonshlps between superv1sors
‘and student teachers; dissemination of knowledge (espec1ally
~\the knowledge generated from research such as thls) to
relevant persons 1nvolved in superv1s10n- prov1s1on of more
time to faculty consultants, in partlcular for school v131ta— :
tlons and/or hlrlng practlcum associates by the un1vers1ty
to do the visits; and 1nvolvement of‘thlrd partles other
than superv1sors 1n evaluative superv1s1on. Such practices,
'however have various assoc1ated problems, administrative
1nconven1ences, duplloatlon of roles, and monetaryICOnsidera—
, tlons belng only a few of them. , | o | |
» 7.' The frequency of contact betweenfcooperating
‘teachers ‘and student teachers may explaln why. personallty
clashes between the two were more likely than between
;faculty consultants and student teachers. There seems to be
a need for admlnlstrators of student teachlng to generate
ways and means of matchlng student teacher and cooperatlng
teacher personalltnes. | ‘ | ’
Some research in thls area may prevent the upheavals
that personallty clashes can create for those 1nvolv d in
student teaohlng, espec1ally if such occur after the |
commepcement of the student teachlng Such a bas1c‘

8P 01£;c guldellnes for

o &

'%hools and for the '.'j'

phlldsophy should d1s0 offer Spme-
-‘PlaCIHg student teachers in &

~ch01ce of subJects, 1f p0581ble. Rellglous afflllatlon is .
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one such important area to cOnsider‘since some schools tend

-to be conservatlve w1th certain subJects unless the student

' teachers share the same rellglous‘conv1ctlons Thls is not

-

-to suggest that the efforts at matchlng personalltles should

Jeopardlze the quallty of superv131on rendered to student

teachers in most cooperatlng schools.»

Implications-for Further Researchfl _ -
The implications of the flndingS'of thlS'study fdr
admlnlstration and tralnlng or 1n-serv1ce educatlon of super—
v1sors of‘student teachers as cxted above have generated
-areas which future research mlght productlvely explore:

o =1, A repllcatlon of thls ‘study with a more extended
stratlfled random sample of student teachers and superv1sors
throughout the. prov1nce would prov1de more deflnltlve and
more generallzable conclus1ons. ' : ' o . ' v

) It the sample, for example, included other student
,teachers in the varlous teacher educatlon programs in the‘“h
prov1nce of Alberta, 1f the student teachers were sampled
to 1nclude those teachlng in elementary, Junlor and senior
-hlgh schools and if there were severa%\groups of student
teachers working under the same condltlons, the generallza—»
l blllty\of the outcomes would be 1ncreased It should also
‘be noted that of the 25 student teachers 1ncluded 1n the

*study sample, there was. only one male.

r2 There is ev1dence from the flndlngs of the study
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that provision~0f>effective'feedback by. faculty consultants

could be improved. Further research_might therefore focus

on the following issues:

a) The s1tuat10nal or other spec1f1c factors
Wthh contrlbute to the more favourable perceptlons
of cooperatlng teachers superv1sory feedback over
those of the faculty consultan%s. Such research
would be school and un1vers1ty based in an experl-
mental sett1ng.1 The 1nvest1gatlon could be extended
to prov1de 1nformatlon regardlng any ex1st1ng
personallty characterlstlcs that enable some super—

v1sors to cope w1th superv1s1on-of student teachlng

" more than others and they can be 1ncorporated 1nto

,the tralnlng programs for superv1sory roles. Such

1§formatlon can offer useful guldel1nes for the _
selectlon of cooperatlng teachers and faculty consul)
tants for superv1sory roles.

- b) The roles of cooperatlng teachers ~and faculty

‘consultants 1n effectlve superv1s1on of student

teachers.\\Son questlons whlch such a. study would ™
attempt to address would be (1) To what extent»ared

the'faculty consultants roles 1dentlcal or not

~,1dent1cal to those of cooperatlng teachers” (ii)

'_‘What are the roles of the twg groups of superv1sots

as percelved by student teachers° by adm1n1strators°f-

' by the superv1sors themselves° '(111) Are both groupsy

of superv1sors necessary for effectlve superv151on

P
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of student teachers or can one group perform the
role- Just as. sufflclently (suggestlng d01ng away
w1th the role of one)° (1v) Whlch of the two .
superv1sors should evaluate student teachers°/ One,
both or a neutral thlrd party such as faculty
1representat1ve or ombudsman?
Research deallng w1th modes of feedback (other ';

cthan superv1sors) is needed. Self feedback pupll
feedback and- feedback ‘via audlo and v1deo tapes
_should be. studled more carefully Perhaps 1mproved
.skllls at the use of-other modes of feedback would
reduce the loads of superv151on and the threat of -

s

superv1sor superv1see confrontatlon s
: L]

Research is also needed to determlne whether
‘similar: results would be/obtalned if classroom |
A observatlons were. analyzed using dlfferent teachlng
: skllls ' Perhaps the most effectlve method of dis-
_pens1ng feedback varles from Sklll to skill. For_:\
‘fexample, 1t may be that superv1sory feedback is most h>
'effectlve for the development of questlonlng tech-
-/jques but v1deotaped feedback is most effectlve for _
1mprov1ng self-confldence. . | { ; ' : ' .-;
33, In this. study, most feedback was prov1ded for
X student teachers after each lesson taught A study employlngv
varlous schedules for prov1d1ng feedback may be useful For
f:example,.lf it wgre found that it was equally effectlve to

»
prOV1de feedback after every second or thlrd 1esson..or at
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the end of the day, or'every second day, much tlme and energy’
would be saved and the student teachers would, perhaps,i
not: be as overwhelmed w1th feedback as some of, them indicated
in this study, espec1ally from cooperatlng teachers;
| ' Research-to determine'the efficacy offprograms for
redu01ng stressful superv1s1on. both preservice and 1n—-
serv1ce 1s tlmely Student teachers also need exposure to-
hsuch programs through workshops so- that they can cope with
such superv131on : ‘ _
| L. ThlS study 1nvest1gated the effectlveness of
- supervisory feedback when only two supervisors were used for X
each student teacher. Further study of thls varlable using -
a- number of dlfferent superv1sors,'1n an experlmental |
settlng, and controlllng for spe01f1cfroIE/prescrlptlons,
could 1ncrease understandlng of the ramlflcatlons of feedback !
styles. _
It would be of interest, tooi to identify the
reactions of student teacherS'to'the major styles or -
typologles of superv1sory conferences discussed in the
hllterature rev1ew, that 1s, dlrectlve. nondlrectlve, inter-
;'actlve, 1nstruct10nal and evaluatlve conferences .
4 | Useful 1nformat10n could also be gathered on the -
_relatlve effectlveness of u81ng one or several supervfsors'
'1n any glven period of student teachlng. Case studles
relatlng selected superv1sory practlces Jo the satls¥action.
of student teachers would be useful assets. ‘ _ |

" 5. Flnally, an effort must be made’to determine'the

i
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transferablllty of skllls mastered by ‘student teachers in. a.
number of superv1sory feedback’ settlngs to actual classroom v
settlngs over a perlod of tlme Such research would yleld
‘some 1n31ght 1nte the overall effectlveness of superv131on

and perhaps reveal if superv1sory ses31ons are wogth the

tlme and resources 1nvested in them.

. L]
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APPENDIX A: ' THE FEEDBACK ANALYSIS .‘FORM
S L v

1. Hyman'?gs Original Feedback Analysis Form (blank)
2, \Hyman's"t Oz"igiha,l/_Feedback Analysis Form (completed)
3. Modified Feedback Analysis Form used for the Study

-
4

. v~
P » R N .

-
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HYMAN'S ORTGINAL FEEDBACK ANALYSIS

FORM (BLANK) Vo .
. Gi_ver _ 4 -~ . - T Date '-
Receiver
Observer i ‘
- " Below are . 13 scales to use in ana]yzmg thc feedback you give or rcccive or observe.
Axmlyze cach item by cnrc]mgthe appropnate numbcr on the scale.. - .~
" ’ N;otc's on
. ' e particular
, _ b . - instances
1. Emphasized - 1. 2 3 4.5 6 Emp‘hasi;cd per-
performance - ’ : sonal qualities
2. Based on ob- - ' f<2} 3 4 5 6 Basedon -
¢ servations : . : " inferences
‘3. Descriptive 1 2 3 4 5 6 Evaluative !
4. Specific & 1 2 3 4 5 6 General &
Concrete R Abstract -
- 5. Well-timed 1 2 5 6 Poorly timed
6. Giver shared ‘ 1 2 5 6 Giver gave’
* information advice '
7. 1 2 3 4 5 6 Emphasized o
‘ ) 3 < -+ “the” path
-8 Framed in Woreor 1 2 3 4 5 6 Frimed in
© less” terms : T _ . “either/or” terms

9. Based on receiver's 1 2 3 4 5 6 Based on giver's
necds E nceds :

10. Useful and manage- 1 2 3 4 5 6 -Over‘load.givcn‘ B
able amount given : - )

11. Emphasized 1 2 -3 4 5 6 ¥Emphasized non-
. modifiablé items _ modifiable items
12. Emphasized 1 2 3 4 5 6 Emphasized
‘requested aspeets - e - 1mposed 1tems
13. Checked ' 1 2 3 4 5 8 Unchecked
receiver summarized ~ receiver did not

summarize
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13,
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4

HYMAN'S. ORIGINAL FEEDBACK ANALYSIS{
: FORM (completeq)

Ty

' wer Kvaloe Walkrh  Date _12./3/
‘rceiver Zyrena 77],444;,7_ - R :

reserver .,

AN

Below are 13 scaleé to use in :ma]yzlng the fccdback you give or receive or observe.

g xlyze each item by ircling the 1ppropnatc number on the sq‘le

w . Notes on
e particular
S ‘ ' instances .
Emphasized 1 @ 3 4 5 6 Emphasized per- '
performance * sonal qualities
. - RV ’
Based on ob- 1(2)3 4 5 6 Basedon » . ,
servations : : . inferences ' ' : L
Descriptive 1 2 @ 4 5 6 Evaluative
Specific & 1 2 @ 4 5 6 General &
Concrete . ' Abstract .
WellBmed )2 3 4 5 6 Poorly tmed  M.moplaay
Giver shared 1 2 @ 4 5.6 Givergave °
mformation ) ' advice

D

. Emphasized '1-2 3 @ 5 Emphasized W’%m “)ﬂ(f -, o2
alternatives - - “the” path g mmengirndg .

- Framed in “moreor 1 2 @4 5 6 Framed in
less” terms ’ , “either/or” terms
Based on receiver’s 1 @ 3 4 5 6 Basedon givers
needs needs
Useful and manage- 1 @ 3 4 5 6 Overload given
able amount given S ' S\
* Emphasized . | @ 2 3 4 5 6 Emphasized non- .
modifiable items - ‘ modifiable items L
Emphasized ‘ 1 2 3 @ 5 6 Emphagized JM on 7 Ludd on
requested aspects - -imposed items :Z . E .,
Cheékcd—receiver @ 2 3 4 5 6 Unchecked— ‘ s . ;

summarized } ' receiver did not
v summarize
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7

cc.

OFFICE USE
ONLY

p
FEEDBACK ANALYSIS. FORM »
’ (Student_'Teacherf)‘ i .
Your Naﬁe_ R o . For Week Endfng a8
Your School _ L - | Faculty Co‘nsultaﬁt (). ]
o ' . ’ Cooperating Teacher C.) c

" Below are fifteen pairs of words, ‘each deating with characteristics of .
feedback from your practicum,supervisors. Please circle that one number of the
- six numbers between the pairs thag best indicates your perception of the char-
acteristics of ‘the feedback you received over.the week.. The closer you place,
your circle- toward one characteristics, the better you think that characteristi_c
~ describes the feedback Yyou received. _ - - '

" You are requested to fi11 out two of these forms each week, one for

your faculty conspltant and the other for your cooperating teacher.

In the space provided qn the right-hand side Ttof the form, you hlay
write any comments, notes or exaniples, if any. . .

. . ‘ Remavrks/Ooments/Notes
1. Supportive . 123456 Non-supportive B .
2. Emphasized perform- 1234556 Enpha-siz‘e& per;sbnal
- 4 ance - p qualities
3. Based on obé'erva- ' Based on ibnferences

~tions 1234558 i
4. Descriptive’ 123456  Evaluative \
5. -Specific and con- . , » General and ' \
crete 123456 abstract
6. MWell-timed B 23456 Poorly timed
7. Giver shared . L ‘Glver gave > - )
" information 12345%6 advice '
8. Emphasized 123456 Emphasized “"the"

alternatives , cT T path

-.9. Framed 4n “more 123456 Frarﬁed in "efther~

‘or lass® terms or" terms

10. Based on receiver's Based on gtver's )
needs (includes 123456 ‘needs and what he/
negative criticism) /- she wants to get

off his/her cﬁes_t

11. Useful and manage-

ia . Overload given
able amount given ! 2 3 456 -

12. Emphasized modifi- 123455 CEnphasized nori-

able items _ DA mo:yubl’e {tems
‘13.  Emphasized requested 123456 Emphadized imposed
{tems ) i tems: .
14. Checked; receiver - Unchecked; receiver
« encouraged to .12345%8 not encouraged to .
. summarize e summarize
15. Privacy ensured - " No privacy - inter-
interruptions and 1 2 3 4 56 ruptions and dfs-
distractions mini- S tractions evident

. mized

1

" oW

2

N

10.

M
12

13
14

15

16.
17
18

19

20

1
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APPENDIX c-f THE SATISFACTION
QUESTIONNATRE

Mein's Attitude Survey .
Joyce s "On Call" Reports by College Superv1sors -
Form A ' ‘ o |

Joyce s Monthly Questlonnalre for Superv1sory Adequacy -

Form C2

The Satlsfactlon Questlonnalre (used for the study)



ot

.‘MAIN 'S-ATTITUDE SURVEY

280

DU

The follow1ng 1tems are not des1gned to test yOUr knowledge Instead,

they are meant to explore some of your fee11ngs and points of view toward

YR

: the method of feedback you experienced. There are no r1ght or wrong answers.

Further ~_your responses will be conf1dent1a] and they w1]] in no way be used

for grad1ng purposes in this course " Respond in terms of how you fee1, not

/

how you think-others fee] or how you th1nk you should fee]

your po1nt of view.

. Work rapidly.

SA

SA
SA
| SA
.

SA

SA

U D
Uu. D
.
-

U D
U D
U D
U D

SD

SD
" SD

Sb

SD

ey

SD

D - Disagree

Read each 1tem carefully and then circle the symbo1l that best expresses

Please respond to every item.

SA - Strongly Agree
A.- Agree
‘U= Uncertain

SD - Strongly Disagree =~ = . 6/
.v., . -

. If T could go back in time and start the Micr

teaching course over again I would Tike to receive
feedback in the same > way. '

I feel satisfied that I can now ask more penetrat1ng
quest1ons in a prob1ng session,

I value the new ideas I p1cked up by watch1ng |
others teach.

iI*approve of the number of'people‘%hat were
involved in my feedback sessions.

My self conf1dence as a teacher has been. 1owered o
as a result of the feedback sessions.

-

.‘ The feedback sessions mot1vated me to 1mprove my -

“skill dn quest1on1ng

I value the knowledge I ga1ned on the techn1ques
of prob1ng



SA

SA

SA

SA

SA-

SA
SA -

SA

~-SA

SA

SA

SD
sp

- SD

- SD

SD

SD

SD

SD

SD

SD -

SD

8.

10.

1.

2.,

13.
14,
15,

16.

7.

18.

19.
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«

\\I appreciated the Supportive spirit evident in
‘the feedback sessions.

.~ 1 feel more at ease when probing than I did
- before the first feedback session.

I don't think I will increase my use of probing

questions when I teach, as a result of the feed-
~back sessions.

The written material provided was a valuable
source of information. » N

I felt threatened by the feedback sessions.

I am more certain about my teach1ng ab111ty as a
result of this course.

I value the information I received about myself

~in the feedback sessions.

I can see evidence of improved skill at prob12§
in myse]f

The comments made during the feedback sess1ons
were redundant and therefore the sessions were '
boring. ‘

As a result of the feedback sessions I will have
more self confidence when I use probing technique -

-in the c]assroom

The provision.of a model, however 1mperfect; on
probing teChnique at the outset was-hejpfh]vto me.

The feedback sessibns have not helbed me to ‘ask
a great variety.of'probing questiqn§.



SA

SA

SD

SD

20.

21.
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workxng with others was an 1mportant part of
this course

4

_1 am a better teacher as a result of the

sessions on probing.
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JOYCE'S "ON-CALL" REPORTS BY COLLEGE SUPERVisoRs,:""

Name of Supervisor

Npme of Student s ' ' Date

Approximate 1engthlbfytime'of session

A. Check11st of topics covered during the session. (Note where emphasis
was heavy and where Tight.) : ' ‘

1. C1assroom\procedures ‘j R 0 1 2 3 “h |
2. Discip]iné S ‘ 0.1 2 3 4 5
3. Teaching tecﬁniqﬁes S o 1 2 3 4 5
a. New act1v1t1es proposed and/or. p]anned ‘0- 1 .2 3 &
5. Existing act1v1t1es developed or modified ' 0 '1.' 2 3 4 5
6. - Specific ch11dren--progress and/or

problems o 0o 1 2 3 4 5

7. Community affairs as they affect'the school 0 1 2 3 4 5§

8. The student's effectiveness 1n the class- S
room . , 0 12 3 4.5

9. Ways of mak1ng her graduate work more
meaningful in the c]assroom situation - o 1 2 3 4 5
10.. Personal or emotional problems. o 1 2 3 | 4 5

B. Was the initiative during the session taken by the supervisor, the
student or both of you? )



Explain.

\
o 28l
“Form C- -2 '\'1‘ o i P N
Stu}ent s Form AR - L
,. - JOYCE'S (MNTHLY QUESTLONNAIRE FOR
. I v SUPERVISORY ADEQUACY
Name of Supervisor & . “ﬁ, -~ Date
i . - 1 T
_Name of Student
‘ N - (=]
A. How maqy times have you been v1s1ted th1s past month7
B. In what s has your student teach1ng exper1ence made you a stronger
person or teacher7 Exp1a1n where necessary.
1. Genéral growth and matur1ty o 1 2 3 4 5
2. Better rapport w1th the ch11dren | 0 ﬁh%fﬁ 2 3 4 5
¥ 3. Better rapport w1th y0ur cooperat1ng : :
bt teacher ; "0 1 2 3 4 5
w4, ‘More_varied approaChes’to teaching 0 2' 3 4 5
| 5. Greater ease and confidence in the ‘
- classroom - 0 1 2 3. 4 5
N ) “ . ~ ‘ O\w\\ ‘\“
6. Greater sense of purpose 01 234 5
..e. ) ‘ ' ‘ l".“\;.).
.’ - N
C. In what areas have you had the most difficulty?
) .7. Rapport with your cooperating teacher? 0 2 3 );4_ )
8. Rapport with ch1]dren or d1s ipline 01 2 3 4 5
, ' ‘ @
-9, C]assroom procedures and organization 6 1 2 3 4 5 v
10. Teathing techniques | 0 1 2 3 4 s ¥,
11.  Your own personal or emotional problems 0 1 2 3 4 5
D. Do you feel you have had adequate superv1s1on this month7 _
i ' Too much? - Too Explain if necessary.
E. Have the seminars helped your student teaching experience? Explain.
F. Has taping and filming helpéd or hindered your teaching experience?
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THE SATISFACTION QUESTIONNAIRE
The following items ‘are not designed to test your knowledge,

they are meant to explore some of your feelings 'and points of

view toward the characteristics of feedback you received during

the supervisory feedback sessions in the student'teaching period

you have just completed. There are no right or wrong answers.

Further your responses will be confidential and they will in no ,

way be used for grading purposes. Respond in terms of how you feel,

not how you think others feel or how you think you should feel.

Please answer ALL items, working rapidly and consecutively from

the first page through to the last. Read each item carefully and

then circle the symbol that best 9Xpresses your point of view.

-

; .
The interpretation of the symbols is:
" SA - Strongly Agree )
. A - Agree
) U - Uncertain
D — Disagree

SD - Strongly Disagree

Note:

You are asked to give two responses for each item; one for the
faculty éonsultﬁnt ( left column ) and one for the cooperating
teacher ( right eolumn ). :

-~



" Your Name

. Your School
PART A

Faculty
Consultant
1f I could go back. in time and

have another round of student
teaching, I would like to re-

- ceive supervisory feedback in

9.

10.

l;.

the same way. . SA A UDSD

I feel satisfied that I can now

perform better as a teacher due

to the feedback I received during

supervisoty feedback sessions. SA AUD SD

My self—conf1 ence as a teacher
has beenplowered as'a result of
the feedback sessions. SA A U DSD

My feedback sessions motivated me . :
to improve my teaching skills. SA A UD SD

N I3

'I appreciated the supportive

spirit evident in thé . feedback _ :
sessions. SA A UD SD

- -~

I don't think I will improve m§

. teaching skills as a result of .

the feedback se551ons. : SA A UD SD

I felt threatened by the feed- . -
back ‘sessions. SAAUDSD

I value the information I

received about myself in the feed— '
back sessions. . _ SA AUD SD
The . comments made during the »

feedback sessions were redundant.~ SA AUD SD

The feedback se551pns weér boring. SAAUD SD

I felt that my supervisor treated
me @s a colleague. _ SA A U D SD

Cooperating
Teacher

SAAUD SD

SA A UD SD.

SAAUDSD

SA A UD SD

SA A U D'SD

SAAUDSD

SA A UD SD

SA AUDSD

SA A UD SD

SAAUDSD.-

SA AUDSD

286 .

Office Use
Only (cc)

2

4, 5

6, 7-

8, 9

10; 11
12, 13

14, 15

16, 17

18, 19

20, 21

22, 23

24, 25

»



i 12.

13.

- 14..

¥

- 16.
17.
18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

‘discuss what I felt to be

&

T

I was prov1ded w1th construct1ve~

‘and specific feedback by my
superv1sbr.,

My supervisor conferred with

me briefly after each lesson
to discuss my teaching -
experience of that partlcular
lesson.

I was satisfied with the way my
supervisor-observed and collected
Qatq ‘for the feedback sessions.

My supervisdr prepared carefully )

for the feedback sessiodns.

I liked only positive remarks
regarding my classroom teaching
during - feedback sessiong.

I felt. that some negative feed-
back, during the conferences was
helpful tg ine, in creating in me
a desire. to 1mprove my perform-
ance. ' J

o _ .. B2
I felt éhat freqqently there were
discreparncies between what my

_supervisor observed and my per--
»ceptlon of my performance.

I felt I"was given enough time
for feedback by my supervisor.

I had the opportunity to

weaknessesin my teaching
performances.

I had the opportunity to
discuss what I felt to be.
strengths in my teaching
performances.

I felt that the supervisor-

was genwudnely concerned with
helping me during the feed- -
back sessions.

I felt that there was incon-
sistency between the areas
stressed during my methods

course and those stressed durlng
the feedback sessions. .

Faculty

Consultant

SA A UD SD

SAAUDSD

"SAAUD SD

SA AUD SD

SAAUDSD

SA A UD SD

SA A UD SD

sa’a u D sp
SA A UD SD

SAAUD SD

SAAUD SD

Cooperating

Teacher

BA A UDSD

SA AUD SD

SA'AUD SD

SA A UD SD

'SA A UD SD

"SA A U D SD

SAAUDSD

SA AUD SD

:SA A UD SD
'SA'A U D SD

SAAUD sp

" SA AUD SD-

28?
Pffice Use
Only (cc)

R

26, 27

28, 29

30, 31

32, 33
34, 35
36, 37

38, 39

40, 41
42, 43
44, 45

46,47

48, 49
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Faculty .Cooperating pffice Use
Consultant : Teacher Only (cc),
24, I regarded the suypervisory . Q
‘ skills of my supervisor as v i . .
effective. SAAUDSD . SA A UD SD 50, 51
25. Due to" feedback sessions,
I developed and improved my .
performance on an ongoing ‘
basis- SA A UD SD SA A UD SD 52, 53
*26. I appreciated the planned '
follow~-up guidance by my , -
supervisor after the student . _ o i
teaching. SAAUDSD  SA-AUDSD . - 54, 55
27. My supervisor gave concrete - : S _ ,/'
© examples from the observations of
my teaching performances to . v
illustrate areas of strength ’
and weakness in my teaching. ' SA AU D,sD - “SA AUD SD 56, 57
28. I had adequate feedback from
my supervisor this last student . , _
teaching period. SA AUD SD SA A UD SD 58, 59
PART B
29. To what extent have the supervisory feedback sessions been helpfullto
you in the following areas? Please place a tick (V') in the
-appropriate response category. :
' Faculty Cooperating
Consultant , ‘ Teacher
> —{ — —
— —~
T 1] -~
4 t + !
s |T o o lw s (T o o] & .
Q o~ ~lg [ e ~| @©
“~lun olo byo Sl Qo> e
O RC OlE k49 [ omic ole|s o
3 . 010 |0.p |0 oo uidio A ©
: , T B0 0v|a'p A& ® oo v]al> -~
a) General growth and maturity ' : 60, 61
b) Better rapport with the children| : ' 62, 63.
€) Better rapport with your coop- ‘ b ‘ LIS
. erating teacher : ) v 64, 65
h d) More varied approaches to ' .
teachgng ¢ 1 , X |66, 67
e) Greater ease and confidence in .. ‘ . :
the classroom : _ 168, 69

s (Cont.)



\ e Zé9

Faculty LCooperating Office Use

? - Consultant Teacher Only (cc)
’ -~ . Jo ’7.-4 ] ]
. ~ o
! T |@© Ho e o | © Y|~
~ v le fon ot
2 lo .t | TR -
o |o =t Jao o |O =
[T = o o [ | ®
EURIEES TV R O
o e le|w v o S g o g
) ‘ S ‘ o 19 {2 (% |2 o {0 la > te | )
« ) Discipline in the classroom R 7_ ' ' 70, 71
g) Specific children's academic' 1 . X
progress or problems ' . - ) 12, 73
h) Integration of theory and -
practlce.j p j ’ : 74, 75
i) Personal or emotional‘prbblems : « ] . 76, 77
j) - Better rapport with your o
faculty consultant e - . , 78, 79

o .

30.. Indicate any other ways not listed above in which the feedback se551ons
have been helpful to you. S :

4

-

31. - Indicate other ways . in wh1ch xou feel the feedback sessions might have
been helpful to you but were not. Explain where necessary.
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Office Use
. , Only (cc)
32. To what extent were each of the following settings used for
" the supervisory feedback sessions? Please tick (V) approp-~
riately. ‘ - : 1-3
Faculty .Coogerating
, Conenltant : Teacher
“ 7] 0
.’ o g
é 1] -Eah > n ol >
N S| WV A oM MEe (&l -
) ot | ol o] © "il1e |0 o |o
S| 5 518 121805 (515
' <8l & 82 < |3 |3 |2 |2
a) . Staffroom ‘ N ' ' 4, 5
" b) Classroom B vl 6, 7,
c) Hallway - R ' : 8,9
d)  Private Office ' : : -} 10, 11
e) School library ‘ : ’ _ 1 C 112, 13
£) Other (s) . | 7 o . 14, 15
‘ K 16, 17
hY
33. Indicate by placinéfa t;ck v ) in the appro?riate space your
satisfaction with the atmospherCof the place(s) your feedback
sess’nns occured. Explain where necessary.
Faculty - ‘ Cooperating
Consultant Teacher
S I RN BN S| > > >
R W e W L R L t 1
ol o Q ol o© 0|0 o) 0 0
i +J <+ + EER RV & + +
oo v ol v olfo © oL o
, @ ©|g @ Tlo S (0 |0 q MG ©
.>1‘HU-I.C‘H WD Ul ] W Fu—&
~ 0 ulz n w 1] —~ nju(z u 0 1]
L oordfort |Q - et [ D e e ad Kol L R N LR N
A R A ol B A P - M
o oln 8 0D »nls> v o nn 3:m': np un
a — - ; -, .
a) Staffroom _ - - 18, 19
b) Classroom . ' 20, 21
3 ' ; : T — o
¢) Hallway N ' o - 22, 23
d) Private Office o . 24, 25
e) School library ) o . 26, 27
f) Others h , ‘ ' - 1l 28, 29
30,.31




_ o
v : ' ..

34. Name any othez»pléces you woulq have preferred‘lo hold satisfadtory_
feedback sessions. Explai; ﬁhere ngcessary. ¢- oo

b(a)

{b).

(c)

(J)

(e)

e

35. Do you have any additional comments?

THANK YOU FOR YOUR TIME AND COOPERATION.

<t . .
‘Pam. E. Wanga



APPENDIX D: PLAN B PRACTICUM PROGRAM
1. An Articlg-on-thé Plan B Program
2. The___:Sch\é‘dL‘lié\ for_' the l980-—8.-—Pla'n B Practicum

. ~

z

592
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""PLAN B": »'ms_ UNIVERSITY"S 'ummown PROGRAM

>

‘,'An Account of an Alternative Program of Teacher—Education.
| Plan B, an alternative Bachelor of Education route, is interestingly
paradoxical While Some students carefully avoid it, apparently having
" ‘heard some well—informed rumors of the unusually hard work, 1its recent
graduates voluntarily worked for a- month beyond the end of their Year, to
l‘prepare a supportive conference presentation on this program
While few Education faculty shiow - any interest, those involved in its
instructional and organizational team usually wish to continue, knowing full
well that often less than half of the hours they devote to Plan B will be
recognized in terms of teaching load and salary assessment
: Plan B graduates each year report that at job interviews participation
_in the program is immediately counted in their favor. And yet, 1n recent
B.Ed. program upbeavals .an attempt to eliminate Plan B was seriously
:'considered. |
The following account shows why it is fortunate that the. alternative :
route. continues, and why knowing the program from the inside makes such a

difference, for both students and instructors.

For almost a decade, Plan B has been an alternative route in

teacher-education, emphasizing education at the elementary school level

which up to thirty—fiv studen; ;gan chooge in the latter half of their B.E4.

studies (proceeding for the rest of the time according to Plan A guidelines).

It is of two terms duration, and in each term about half of the time is

o

:r;spent practice teaching in elementary schobls and half in The University in
o study of educational philosophy, psychology, ‘and administration, and

R curriculum and. instructional methods. The program is designed and instructed

'by a faculty team of tour, drawn from the departments of Educational

’
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Foundations, Educational Psychology, Educational Administration and

Elementary Education. By contrast, Plan A, the normal route, involves

several hundred students

v

When identifying the . unique strength of Plan B, students repeatedly

point to its success in unifying theory and practice, so that theury no

longer appears irrelevant and practice is nwo longer blind Apart from an

» initial half-day introductory workshop in late August Plan B students
.start their year with two weeks in the school at which the rest of their
practice teaching will take place. They thus begin theoretical studies with
a Vivid-first—hand sense of information and skills required and problems to
_be solved. The remainder of the practicum experience is’ spread over the
year in two to five week blocks, the use of each block-being carefully

- explored in university class work On return to university after a practi- |
cum block there is an immediate seminar in which the ideas and problems of
the recent praétical experience are shared and critically examined In

N

laddition, the members of the instructional ;gam also act as the students'

~facul ty consultants and. play a significant part in practicum _supervision and

- -/ . :
evaluation. This may well be the most importa 4single_factmr_in_the
unification of theory and_Eractice. ; ' = RS

B The instructors also have a policy of shaping their practice 80 as to
be consistent with their conception of the best in educational ideas, -and so

as to provide an example of teaching which is innovative in the light of

deepening thought. Student critique of instructional practice is explicitly‘

encouraged-for this purpose.

As their name implies, the Integrative Workshops are : also worthy - of

mention here In the _second term the students prepare, unaided four-hour

workshops . around a specific tonic for their peers and the faculty team.

i g T i e -a S . . . .
B T
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;_'Their task is to integrate all they know about education with practices

'which are appropriate and which they can direct successfully. Afterwards,

in an hour-long discussion with the instructors, each group must argue the

-

educational validity and effectiveness of the activities chosen for its

workshop. Students report th_t_the_lntegratixg_gorkshop is a challenge

especially useful for developing their confidence in cooperatiye_ed~catigngl

planning, There. is some indication that Plan B graduates tend to have more

self—ennfigence as new teachers than those prepared differently. 1In a song

) written by recent Plan B graduates, they applaud the program as being the
T First” encouragement in their teacher-preparation to learn to be a teacher,
rather than a student. 1In their own worde
"After three long years of hard study,
They'd made a student out of me.
But no one seemed to care,
‘How as a teacher I would fare.'
The instructional team favors an unusually wholistic conception of
learning, whether more intellectual Or more practical learning 1s concerned
Certainly the integrative Workshops manifest thls, with their exploration

and expression of ideas in drama, discussions lectures, displays dialogues,

films, slide Presentations, music, mime and dance. Over four years of Plan

n

oo

B involvement it has been an education to me to see the high- quality of

achievement which such a diversified approach to learning’encourage . These

Al

jworkshops have . permanently altered my conception of the capacity ofpuniversity'h

undergraduates ) "’f ’u

. In the evaluation of Plan B its students continually refer to'the

way in which alienation of student from student and student from faculty,

bis decreased with con31derable gain in enjoyment and efficiency of learning

r_Largeafacultiesﬁkﬂas4éﬁﬁafﬁ%£ducation—havewto~be~very sensitive to’the W?T,A%Agw.

importance of the problem, and work very subtly in program structure to avdid'

A
P

'As .
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 this alienation. The instructional team considers such sensitivity to be
a 'humanism' as relevant to those engaged in scholastic endeavor as to

human beingsiin other contexts, and highly significant for the release of

constructive energies.

As a first step, the academic side of the program.hegins with a two-

day workshop at ‘one of Aiberta'szlakeside camps. Hereﬂa number of activi-

tiea have the unified purpose of establishing relationships of trust,
'underStanding and yarmth, aa a basis for all aspects of the year's work.

We ppraue social andudomestic activities together on an equal basis, ehare
larger dimensions of ourselves and lives than the academic setting permits,
and look carefully at every aspect of the year's program, explaining and
modifying as approprig;e. The degree to which this affects the pleasure of
subseqnent teaching-andllearning needs to be experienced to be'fullf
appreciated,

The social unity ann supportiveness is carried over into the' rest of
the year in several ways. In class work,.group endeavour is encouraged and
its fruits shared for mutualienriehment more than competitive.evaluation.
Having up to seven students with a consultant/instructor in one school for
the ¢ tire practicum allows a useful spirit of camaraderie and interchange
of ideps te develop, effectively countering the anxiety and isolation

usuallly felt on school practice.

The high .level of student participation in program design, and the

degree to which- the students take initiative in planning specific events

within: it, such as the’ yearly workshop with coopérative teachers and
Theeush the

prlncipals, counten.alienation ia 'S encouragement of the sense of

'belonging 5 the Sense of -the community being one's own ‘ Also,‘there are

-the- regular studen;/faculty social events, considered as an integral part

of the year. R

Sl L .
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‘The systematic encouragement of cooperation and of self-initiated
intellectual and planning activity also reflects the instructional team's
desire to prepare teachers who are professional' in the significant sense
of being able to: exercise responsibly an informed independence of mind,
vitalizing what has sunk to the level of daily routine, and transforming the
larger imperfections of schooling with novel conceptions: and personal
commitment. o this end, all instruction is 'open', in that it does not
seek to give the right answers, but to provide the best setting in which the
students'can‘find them for themselves. This approach has its logical culmin—
ation in the philosophy work, which concentrates on the student s articula-
tion, rational defense, and application of a unified philosophy of education
of his or her own. Instruction, therefore, emphasizes educational vision
allied with knowledge, commitment and self—confidence, rather than mechanical
technique and blind repetition of habitual practices. |

The advantages of the Plan B mode of team work for faculty members are
not hard to identify. There is the sheer satisfaction of really working.ag
a team; few who eXperience this as it operates in Plan B seem to prefer the
more 'isolationist' interpretation of university professorship. But in
addition, there_is the satisfaction in a small team of having_a considerably
greater control over the kind of larger program of which one's teaching is a
part, and thus more opportunity to exercise a creativity as a scholar and.
feducator which goes beyond the confines of a departmentally prescribed course
and a research project;' The regular team meetings, and the joint plannlng
of the entire academic year, give a freshness of perspective and inter-~
»idisciplinary breadth hard to atﬁain otherwise. Of course, any Education
professor who participates in faculty consulting in the schools .can use this

' experience as a much—needed grounding.for theory development. However, in
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Plan B there is the added satisfaction of frequently being able to explore,
with one's theory students in a jointly experienced practical setting, the =
relevarce of the'ideas examined in university courses. The amplified
relationship with students is a welcome relief from the shallow communica-~
tion so often present in the usual structuring of university teaching My
involvement in Plan A and previous membership in other faculty gives me an
acute sense of the contrast

A side of Plan B instruction which I hope can be considerabl;{expanded
is the spontaneous taculty tegm dialogue in class. 1In response to problems
‘posed by students or to a commonly experienced situation, the team makes an i

)
unrehearsed attempt through dialogue to give a demonstration of the way 1n
vhich the perspectives of different specializations are jointly’ applicable,,
and, of the way in which theoretical differences may be rationally appfoached
vand turned to advantage.

While the interest of a Plan B ‘approach to the Department of ‘Secondary
Education is- obvidus, the relevance of aspects of it to other sectors of |
The University should not be ignored. For example,_in addition to the
general applicability‘of its "praxis" and "humanism", there~fs thebadvantage
of an‘alternative program in any.faculty. I regard the contrast between
Plans A and B as an extremely healthy aspect of ‘the Faculty of Education, in
terms of the generation of critical thought essential to progress. Outside
‘of The University, Plan B constitutes a challenge to other Education
faculties——a challenge delivered explicitly in May by a group of Plan B
faculty and students at the Banff Second Tri-University Conference on

Teacher Education.

Dr. Foster N. Walker

De partment of Educational

FoundatiOns
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* " TENTATIVE SCHEDULE

August 27 or’ 28 " - On\Campus 9:00 - 4:00 :

15. September

September:.

September 12 "'~*« -Retreat,. Sl
'Septerniber - e oL o

September
September
October

October 1

--October. 2

" . ‘October:. 2
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“'November.

November

- November

November

-December

December’

January 1

January 1
January 2
. February

Febryary 9 .
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CEN .

February.

-February
- March 2. I
March 9 - .

March 16
March 23

. March 30
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15|

22

29
6.
3*
0

10*

17 |
247 5 ¢

1

7 ¥
3..

- August 28”%? 29 .. < School_Staff Meet1ngs s

In School.. 7"~ T
In School ' .
On Campus

- InSchool

On Campus:,;,

6 :} - Integrative Workshops
2 v '

- ..Planning Week "‘*'T:fliuiifj“ffif"
‘Z'Readang Week ST e

in_sch¢o1'

On Campus

- April } Special Practicum
3***

_ April 1

*October 13

Special Practicum

- Thanksgiving

**November 11.- Remembrance Day

***Apr1] 17

- Good Friday

e
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s U e
> ”:} ~ ... On Campus _
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AND LETTERS OF APPROVAL

¢

‘Cooperatlve Act1v1t1es Program (Inltlal Request Form)
-1Letter of Approval from Edmonton Cathollc School Dlstrlct
V~Letter of Approval from Edmonton ‘Public School Board

'vRequest for Research Summary

POC IR
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f County of Strathcona

- Name Dr. Gordon McIntosh 5 Department Ed Admin. 54";

301
COOPERATIVE ACTIVITIES FROGRAM _— )
, (Inltlal Request Form) - O'k?\ /!

o
<

Nature of Activity (Cheok one)
Student Teaching Internship
Demonstrat1on/Exper1mentat M

Spec1al Practicum -

~

Research __ Yes

Organization to be Involved

Edmohfon Public School Syste@_ Yes

Edmontoen Sepafate School System 'AYes‘

‘ St Albert Protestant/Separate School System
"N A 1.7,

‘VRequesto? (Unlver31ty staff member)

Telephone 432—3681 P051t10n Professor f Date - 8- 9 80"

Ry

:;jRequest made .on behalf of : Mrs. Pam E Wanga - Doctoral -

(Name)f' S Student

609D Michener Park,’ Edmonton, Alta. D6H- 5A1  436-0236
- (Address) ‘ o (Telephone7

z

Desorlptlon of Act1v1ty - Include title, obgectlves,
procedure, evaluation, technlques, ete.

SEE ATTACHED SHEET PLEASE .

.y 4
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5.. Anticipated value tolreoues%or: ' 1
Will provide data for Doctoral Thesis
>~ 63 -Ariticipated Valueﬁto'cooperating-organization:

-Both educative and as a source of informatioﬁ,p"'

7. Estlmate of oost (see remuneratlon guldellnes)
' Any costs 1ncurred w1ll be met by researcher

. '/“ -
. 8. Suggested personnel schools and tlmes. ,

Pr1n01pals, Cooperatlng Teachers, Faculty Consultants -

Student teachers. Elementary schools so far

~identified ares: AftonJ Malmo, Ken81ngton St

Bonlfacel and Meadowlark
!

‘See_attached sheet for details‘on times

i 4

. For Office Use Only:

Appro&éd-by"7'7( AR

oy,
L

. Field Services Date ;7

g 7/// '
¢ . : g f
Approved by R Date (LZZ 22 5NC

Subject to the followi'rig'condit‘:ionsﬁ. -
(a) A report of :he results of findings of this o) oject is required by the o
cooperating school system (check one) ye ) []

a

(b) Other | ‘ | -
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EDUGATTONAL AND ADMINISTRATIVE CENTRE
TELEPHONE (403) 429 7631 —- 9807 - 106 STREET EDMONTON, ALBERTA T5K 1C2

Mr. W.A. Kiffiak .

Room 341, Education South
Faculty of Education
University of Alberta

Edmonton, Alberta = ' ' L . R o ' e
TGG 265 o ‘ - CoL ~
Dear Mr.'K1ffiak.‘;ﬁ L B e

‘ P]ease be advused ‘that" the fo]]ow1ng Cooperat1ve Adt1v1t1es Program S

prcjects have been approved

i) The Deve]opment of Procedures for Est1mat1on of Body
Composition and Norms for Children Aged 7 -4 years.
Requested by Dr. H A, Quinney. . .

1) ;Student observat1on of chi]dren in phys1ca] educat1on
. act1v1t1es. Requested by Ms. Jan Vallance.. '

L) Feedback to Student Teachers. Requested by Dr. Gordon ‘

-McIntosh on behalf of Mrs. Pam Hanga.

Yours truly,

C. Hommersen
Test Coordinator

FH/cm}

EDMONTON R.C. SEPARATE SCHOOL DISTRICT NUMBER SEVEN
1 _ S .



 EDMONTON PUBLIC SCHOOLS

September 23, 1380

Mr. W. A. Kiffiak

School Liaison Officer
Division of Field Experiences
Faculty of Education

The University of Alberta

& ¢
. Edmonton,- Alberta \.
T6G 2G3 S .
© 7" Dear Mr. Kiffiak:
» . "Re University of Alberta Research Request - "Feedback and

e - Perceived Satisfaction of Student Teachers"-- Pam E. Wanga.

]

The above research request-has been approved on a permissive basis
following ‘examination by our department. 7

The schools have not been contacted concerning the request
“because’ I am* wnaware“of -the - names .of ‘the schoels ' where the
student teachers will be placed. The requestor should directly -
-contact the schools concerned to obtain approval and to make
'the arrangements necessary for conducting the study.

I 'would appreciate receiving a copy of the results of the
study as soon as they are available. i

Sincerely,

,\ 6/~/"

T AL Blowers, Ph. D.

. ; _ : " Director Research
TAB/sm Ny .
Attach, ) ,
ec:’) G, McIntoshI ‘
P, Wanga’//' . ' ST
v 4
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J,EDMONTON PUBLIC SCHOOL SOARD

DEPARTMENT OF RESEARCH & EVALUATICN

To the Researcher:

¢ In line with the cooperative Activities Program condition
that a summary of the results of a research project is required by the-
cooperating school system, would you please cooperate by completing the
attached "Research Summary" form. Completion of the Summary will help
to ensure that the results of your research are accurately interpreted
‘for our school system personnel \

i

The summary will be used for two purposes:

1) ‘To provide feedback to specific. schools which were directly involved
. in"your research project; and , .

2) To reproduge ana compile the research summaries into a Research
Bulletin which will be sent to all schools.’
ﬁe'are‘looking foward to receiving the "Research Summary"
"upon completion off your project. 'If possible, we would also appreciate
recelving a copy of\ your full research report or thesis. Thank you in

advance for your cooperatrion. 4

Tom Blowers, Ph.D. ;
DIRECTOR - RESFARCH . , .
EDMONTON PUBLIC SCHOOLS |

m'_lﬁé



*. APPENDIX F: OUTLINE OF INITIAL CONTACTS
AND THE RESEARCH DIARY

SPRING-SUMMER, 1980 -

Proposal development; literature .review.

FALL, 1980

September

l. Request for approval to conduct research filed to the
Edmonton Public and Cathollc School boards on Monday the 8th.

2. Off1c1al approval for above request granted by the two

school boards on Tuesday, the 23ra.
. ) 1 .
3. Inltlal contact with faculty consultants Researcher

outllned her research proposal and requested the faculty

‘ consultant s»cooperatlon which was granted. ‘

4, Friday,_26th at 10:00 a. h., first visit to Afton Elemen—
tary'échool. The pr1nc1pal § approval for the research to
be carrled on in her school granted and her cooperatlon

assured.

5. Tuesday, 30th at 10:00 a.m., initial visit to St. @

Bonlface ‘Elementary School The principal’s approval and

3

support for the research granted.

October
1. Thursday, 2nd at 9 a.m. the researcher had a successful

candidacy orals,
. , : . »
2. Initial familiarization'contact~with Plan B student

306
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o MEducatlon North BU1ld1ng.v Used part Qf the 1nstruetor s

L4
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N

> ~\»., EEY . | s - . -

~. '1

‘teac;hers on*Frlday, lOth at 9 30 a. m. “in Room 7 1. 14, .

s

‘:(also nesearcher s superv1sor) class tlme 0 1ntroduce my— S A

self. and famlllarl{e the student teachers w1th the study and =

vg;lts 31gn1flcance ' I then reguested thelr coopers.tlgw .as the

lmaln sample for the study.' All the 25 student teachg
'agreed to partlclpate It should be noted that . the

”researcher had been introduced to a. smaller group of repre-

sentatlves of the student teachers in an earller meetlng
N E
organlzed by the researcher s superv1sor (who was also/the

1nstructor of and coordlnator of the superv1sory team for

the Plan' B practlcum program) The representatlves had then_

brlefed the rest of the student teachers of the researchers

de51re to meet w1th the entlre group and spell out her

41ntent10ns. ThlS 1n1t1al contact was therefore not "strange":'

" to the group.

3. on Tuesday, the lbth at L. 00 p. m., the researcher, upon\

the recommendatlon and prior approval of the faeulty consul-_

7‘tants and student teachers, attended the Plan B workshop

The workshop was held 1n Room 2 141 Educatlon North Bulldlng

All codperatlng teachers and the flve pr1n01pals of the

cooperatlng schools were invited 1f they could make it to

”the workshop. The obJectlve of the workshop was to. faml-‘

liarize everyone 1nvolved in the student teachlng supervrSdon, k

<y

evaluatlon and admlnlstratlon of the obJectlves, expecta— i

tlons ‘and concerns of the Plan B practlcum program.. The

‘researoher was 1ntroduced once agaln to the entire group



B - Was an excellent famlllandzatlon sesslon for the

: 'researcher.

?hAnbf%er oppgrtunlty for famlllarlzatlon.

'mlnl workshgp preSentatmon with the student teachers and L;

308

and asked to ‘spell out her intentions. The researcher‘

3

remanded those pr1nc1pals w1th whom she had ‘not had 1n1t1al

‘7;contact that she would be d01ng so in the follow1ng week

2 en-
.

4. On Wednesday, l5th at 12 noon. the researcher sat 1n a . ¢

o

'the faculty consultants 1n Room 17? Educatlon South Bulldlng

S T

S

5s Inltlal v1s1t to Kensxngton Elementary School was -on -
,Thursday, the’ 16th at 11:00 a.m. Clarlfled'lntentlons to

-.pr1n01pal and later requested the cooperatlng teachers

s,

.cooperation. Approval to conduct study in the school granted

<

by the pr1n01pal.' The few cooperatlng teachers who avalled

IR R HEN o

,themselves for the 1n1t1al meetlng agreed to part1c1pate

'..{,..

in"thé “study. ”’f'fk»,@‘,aﬁ,_,' ;5

.6, Monday, 2Dth , Flrst round of student teaching began

,Exploratory data gatherlng.

7. Monday, the 27th. at 8:30 a. m., second v1s1t to St

'Bonlface Elementary School Explalned 1ntentlons to pr1n01-

pal and v1ce pr1n01pal follow1ng prev10us ‘telephone conver-
sation. Sat in a post- observatlon conference session with

one of the student teachers in the school later in the

-afternoon.

‘y8, ‘Tuesday, the 28th at 9: 30 a.m. - 1n1t1al v1s1t to

E-Weadowlark Elementary School Interacted w1th pr1nc1pal

cooperatlng teachers and student teachers Sat 1n and taped .



one feedback:SesSion-' Made;notes_basedion:the.follow;up'f
’_1nterv1eW :;'“C}:J." '»i.f f'fq{“-ff, ;Ap}:‘fvf“‘perfi
9. Wednesday, the 29th at 9: OO a.m. ,.second visit to Afton
Elementary School Taped three feedback ses31ons, two for
'*uoooperatlng teachers and one for faculty consultant‘i Held
5:'follow up 1nterv1ews , N | “
:floqv Thursday.uthe 30th at 10: 00 a.m. second visit to St.

Bonlface Ef%mentary School~ Taplng and 1nterv1ew1ng

procedure done for two cooperating teachers sess1ons-

o . -

11. Frlday, the 3lst at lO 00 a.m. ; second v1s1t to Meadow—
| lark Elementary School One cooperatlng teacher s feedback

‘session taped and follow -up 1nterv1ew held.

‘ November More exploratory data gatherlng
T 1. Mondamu the 3rd atflo 20.a.m. Thlrd visit to Weadowlark o
School Two . cooperatlng teachers' sessions taped and folldw—
Vup 1nterv1ews held v ‘t _ o

2. Tuesday, the bth at 8: 30 a.m. - Initial visit to'Malmo”
Elementary School Not much done. | ‘.‘

3. Wednesday. the 5th at 9 00 a.m. Second'visit to Kensing-

ton Elementary School Seven cooperatlng teachers sessions

'v,taped and follow- up interviews héld.

,43. Thursday, the 6th at 12 noon. Second visit to Malmo

5 Eiementary School. Taped one cooperatlng teachers' se351on‘}_
and held a follow up interview.

5. Frlday. the 7th at 10:00.a.m. Thlrd visit to St
Bonlface.Elementary’School Above procedure carrled on for

one ‘cooperating teachers' Session. - LAST DAY OF THE FIRST.



-ROUND OF STUDENT TEACHING ) A
uél Monday, lOth at 12 noon Lunch w1th one of the student
teachers Dlscu381on centered a nd the ‘student teacher s
| fconcern over the evaluatlon of her teachlng perfprmance,
' durlng the flrst round of. student teachlng, by the cdoper—‘
. atlng teacher " Later met w1th entire: Plan B group to thank

them, for their cooperatlon durlng the lst round.

WINTER 1980-81 .
S oD ”f“A'y 4 . L
Data.collection, observations, questionnaire surveys.

February, 1981 -

i

1. 2nd week, Tralnlng session to acqualnt student teachers
w1th the Feedback Analy51s Form (see detalls in Sectlon III
'J“of Chapter Three) ( » 4

2, February 23~ 27. Flrst week qf student teachlng No
data was gathered thls week because there was a Teacher S

Conventlon Be31des. the student teache

hadrnot settled

to real classroom teaching yet

March, 1981

1. ,March‘ZJ— March 27. Data'collection as outlined in
Chapter Three, Section IV. The schedule for v151t1ng the
'schools is 1ncluded in Appendlx G. | '

2. Frlday, March 27 END OF SECOND ROUND OF STUDENT TEACHING.
| 6: : 30 p m. Attended Plan B Gfaduatlon dlnner and

‘dance at the Faculty Club. _ The student teachers bought two

t&ckets for researcher ‘and spouse.. I expressed appreclatlon k
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for their‘cooberation,

SPRING, 1981 ONWARDS

Dlssertatlon wrltlng and act1v1t1es and meetings
w1th student teachers and faculty consultants. It is hoped
that the cooperatlng schools w111 be revisited towards the

: end of thesis wrltlng to glve feedback to the cooperatlng .

"25teachers and pr1n01pals hlghllghtlng the maln flndlngs of

'the study Final ‘orals are expected to be schedyfed in Fall
'1982; : !

-



APPENDIX G: PACKAGE FOR THE

Lo e Lo L R

1. An Analysis of the 15 Items on the Feedback Analysis
Form '

Y

2. Tlme Schedule for the Researcher ] Vlslts to the Schools

g ,

_* The actual Feedback- Analys;s Form' and. Obsexrvation
Conference Checklist were incl

uded in the training package
as explained in Section III ‘of Chapter- 3 but are
excluded from Appendix G because they appear as AppendlceSf'
A and B respectlvely. _ '

<
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Lne s AN ANALYSISUOF THE 15 PROPOSTTEONS oF -
"Mff'””*r7¥~;31tQE?EECTIYEﬁSUPERVISORY5FEEDBACK-3- e
_ Vi{-{ﬂ ;ff;ﬁBeiow;is}a;éu@méryvéf'tﬁé §§éé£i6h; : ﬁ

.l :ékiéﬁ;tegépéd'u>theproc955;df'SqurviSOry feedback, A few examples
... -Are cited at Eﬁéfénﬁ“of;each.qugggigﬁif':’* R AR EP T C

(RN

uw(«;ii«Tnlpy,TgxyhagﬁgXtent is the supervisor SuppSrtive. of ‘the student = . - . .
R ._Ltéathgi*dufiﬁgfthé&fgegbagkwgessgpgsg

v ~ae.

s " R L
- ey - o P C. .
. N S - P R R

-, Wl R PO AN -

. Examples:..friendly, ‘warh imahner rather. than. digtant and aloof. .

- Other . L "‘ . ; R '.‘,'“:., . . -, , ' ce ,‘ ‘v:.
Examples::. ... . T T

2. Tobwhat'extéht_doés the feedback'being-offergd emphasize
. —actual patterns of performance- rather than personal - qualities?-
gThe supe;visor'islconce:neﬁ_witﬁzactual teaChihg béha&ioﬁrvwith
an aim of improving teatching performance as bppbseditoﬂbéiqg concerned

with thg deep-lying'patternS'of:the-Student teacher!s,personalityyh

. N P 4»» e i .: .
" " Examples:. .

.

@ = -z’ -
S ©w £ “wa v a2 o 0 s < - O ar AR

BB e e ke -
s W L e

-

<

-7 3. 'To what extent is the feedback.chussed on observations rather
than’aséhmptionsf‘inferenees,yor.interpretations?
The supervisor uses and encourages the student teacher to use
; specific examples and illustrations of what has happened in - the classroam
. and-always works from these specific observations in the.discussion of
the lesson. ' ;. - ’

'

. Examples:‘

'dérivéaierm,Ehe,li;éiafﬁré :l;



T L T R T - S S EoLoo

~'To what extent 1S‘the“feedback focussed on deSCIlEthﬂ rather R
than\evaluatlon of “the’ student” teacher s: performance’ ’ e

.

Descrlptlon has to do w1th reportrng what 1s_901ng on and 1s
formative®in ‘nature almed “at imprdving - the student teacher's performance.

-- Evaluatlon is -summative’ or judgemental in nature and has to do W1th how S
- > wellor not well things have gone. T e :

’

. Tu oL
o)

: )7fﬂEXambIETo%‘beséription?;(éuperbisor); 55 i remember you asklng Tom

k - + A---«y
~ . e [ .

T .

‘we could dlscuss that. " e S "‘-. S
e e e e ‘ : -

Other T el el
- Examples- R - : R

Example of Evaluation: (Supervisor)1 "It's-very poor teaching to

- ask data gatherlng questlons to pules w1thout glv1ng

- your reasons for 601ng that. Asklng Tom- how old he was

| /
in the mlddLe of your math"lesSon was a-total “failure oh-

your part." (Student teacher burst into tears).

Otherhgv : ‘
Examples:

5. To what extent does the -feedback focus on spec1f1c, concrete
behav1ours, rather than the general and abstract’

Specific and concrete feedback places the beha&lour of a student
teacher in'a time and place context as opposed to generalizations convey-
ing the messade of a trend over time which may appear to be 1rrever51ble.

-

Example:  (Supervisor): “IAnotlced that when the bell rang for break,
the boys. started running up and down the classroom . . . "

as opposed to,;"Always avoid panic when you lose control

of the class."

what his age 1s 1n the mlddle of the math 1esson Perhaps" e



~d
L

Other i N o -
’ “.Example_s:‘.. s S e L . P ) B T

\ . e e -

. e

'Ac,slﬁi;}Tajwhat“éiﬁéﬁtﬁigj%hé?fééabaékﬁéessipn yell-timéd} all things
- - . being considered,. ratBer’ than poorly timed?: RPN

W aa e m W B -

¥ . The ¢rucial phase in ‘the analysis of.instfuﬁtion,ié.ﬁhé.bbﬁféféﬁ%etl“

..fqlloWing—thewteachihg.ﬂ*Ifﬁthe"conference’occurswimmediately'aftéf the”

__teaching,, the .percepti -and feelings of both supervisor and. teacher -
“are still ?resh.anH3acu€etdﬁThé;éﬂban:be disadvantages to an immediate

- conference, however.. Feelings may be too acute ‘(the teacheér may ‘be dis--
couraged or defensive or "unobjective"). Further, the supervisor is at

_a distinct diSadvahtage'if'he/she does not have enough time to review .

“the data derived from observation and to begin the process:of making
tentative inferences and deciding what the data appear to say about the
content, the method of teaching and what the children. are learning. He/
she needs time, too, to ‘decide upon a plan or agenda for the supervision
session, Suffiéient'time, then, for the supervisor and teacher to-think,
and for the teacher to catch-his/her breath emotionally, is very important .
to the outcome of the conference itself. . o '

Examples: - time of the day .

~ time”demanded of you for the session

Other - ' ' L o *
Examples:

N . ' . ,.
‘1 © & , ' )
, ” 2

-

7. To what extent does the feedback focus on sharing information
rather than on giving advice?

Included here are statements that clarify, build on, or develop
ideas or suggestioné»by the (student) teacher. This behaviour would be ,
demonstrated if the {supervisor) responds to the student teacher's ideas ‘
by participating in the development of the ideas o by agreéing with the
idea as it is presented. For-example, a student might want to implement
a teaching strategy which had been: taught at the college or which he/she
had developed. The (supervisor) would either agree that the idea be
implemented or would ask the student to elaborate on the idea and would

N B

assist. him/her in operationalizing it, assuming it was feasible. I



S ,zgue.m. ;Jj.ﬂjlé

Examples:':

.

“To, yhat extent ‘does the feedback prov1de alternative, approaches
o that will- allow the student teacher to 1mprove rather than offer
SR the best path to 1mproverﬁent'> R T

'Egample:_” Supervxser—brlngs forward alternatlveslfor cqﬂ%lderatlon by "
s - the student teacher by suggesting that'"lncrea51ngvshall
groaps and/or prov1d1ng‘more actlvltles, and/or using mini-
‘units ‘so as to appeal to mdre students,"” tather than, "the
925& way to get students to participate is to pht them

into small groups with their own leaders."

Other :
Examples:

9. To what extent does the feedback focus on information and ideas
phrased in terms of "more or less”" (or- some such terms) rather
than "either~or"? -

More or less terminolQgy shows that there is a continuum along
whlch the teacher's actions fall (allowing room for improvement). Either-or
termlnology connotes an absolute situation of two extremes without any
middle ground. . . . The many complex varlables in teaching require us
(superv1sors) to keep a sliding continuum in mind without a pre-determined
extreme position. For example, speak about "asking less questions . per
lesson" rathég.than "either the teacher or the students should question
‘but not both." ' '

Examples:
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10. To what extent does'the feedback, including, negatlve criticism
focus on what the student teacher needs for improvement of per-
formance rather than on.what the superv1sor needs to get off

(supervisor's) chest° B . -

u

- This category 1ncludes all negative_valhe'judgements about the |
(student) teacher;fone's behaviour in the classroom, any behaviour on ‘the
".part af the supervisor that can be interpreted. as’ defens1ve, aggressive,
‘or tension producing. Examples-of non- supportive “behaviour (which may not.
‘be required by the student teacher at the conference situation) on the
‘part of the (supervisor) would be comments about the student s phy51cal

A*;_ appearance or his/her stated values and goals.

[

Example: (Supervisor): "With all the* competltlon for teachlng
posltlons, -you (the student teacher) w1ll.have a hard
time getting a job.™ _

Hyman (1975:148) SUééested‘the following: ’/?\

Even. though the supervisor may have several things-on his (her)
mind which will - impart a sense of release to you, your first con-
sideration. thust be the meanlngfulness of the feedback to the.
teacher. 1If the supervisor must get a few thlngs off his (her)
chest perhaps a separate conference or casual meetlng would be
better so as to differentiate the feedback session from the release
session. :

Other”

Examples:

&

A/ "
1l1. To what extent does.the feedback focus on selected items that
\ the student teacher can use and manage rather than on all the
information the superv1sor has gathered?

In each conference, 1t is probably far more effective to deal
with a limited number of items - perhaps two or three. This gives
the student teacher a clear focus for future lessons. A "grocery list®
of items is usually overwhelming and unproductive. .

*

Guidelines for this selection suggest -that the supervisor should:

(1) Select areas for which data.is available so that items can
be dealt with concretely, not through inference.
14 N ﬁ' . .

(ii) Select bits of behaviour that are exemplary of larger

7NN

-
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’

- conceptual.categofies* ‘focus on smaller 1tems, then show
the relationship to the whole.

(iil)  Use comparison and contrast to make data more meanlngful
o for the teacher.

(iv) Be cautlous of deallng w1th too ma:>‘emotlon laden’ lssues
< i ane conference, and instead, steer a course for balance.

(v) Consider the.element of time.
L (vi) * ‘Consider the element of energy.  Both supervisor and
. ‘teacher. must pace themselves and not try to deal.w1th too
. much at once. »

(vii) Present data in a logical order.

¢ " - . ’ ’

Examples:

o

12. To what extent does the feedback focus on modifiable behaviours
rather than on what the teacher cannot do anything about?

By focussing on what the student teacher can modify, the super-
. visor offers the teacher the opportunity to change and feel successful.
Thls w1ll Create a positive atmosphere about feedbaak

Example: Speak about "possible ways of rearranging the students’
‘desks" rather than "the loud clicking of the clock dis-

turbed. some students."
Second When an unsatisfactory behaviour or problem has been
Example: v , o : _ L
suggested by the supervisor and the student is asked for

opinions or suggestions to remediate the behaviour or.
Ptroblem (related to queStion 11 above).
Other

‘Examples:

¢

N
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13. - To -what” extent do ﬁ[e feedback sessions emphasize items requested
- by the student teachers rather than those imposed by the super-
visors? : P v ‘ .

4 When tHe student teacher has concerns or goals related to -teaching,
the student teacher should be encouraged through a trustwo thy, helping
relaﬁionship, to request the feedback from the supervisor 4n certain
Aspects. The student teacher's.request for feedback is a gign of interest
and care. This information and any subsequent change in adtion can serve
as a springboard into other meaningful aspects. For-example, a supervisor
whd-is requested for feedback is also receiving'feedback rom the sender

of the person's effectiveness as a supervisor.

Exémples:

"14. To what exfent_is an attempt made at the end of the conference
to check on the feedback given_by,asking the student teacher to
summarize the main points or ideas raised between the teacher

and supervisor during the session?

This eliminates or minimizes any discrepancies on the percep-
tions of both the supervisor and the student teacher of what the confer~u,
ence was all about and provides a clearer focus for the next lesson.
"Feedback" qn the feedback sessions is just as important. '

T

Bxaméles:

" 15. To what extent~ﬂoes.the place of'meeting provide privacy during
the conference sessions rather than interruptions and distractions?

e Very definitely, conferences should occur in a situation where
privacy is ensured as much as possible. The staff room is the least
desirable setting. The presence of a third party who "drops by" can be
most unsettling. Much of the.value of the conferences depends on the
quality of the relationship between supervisor and student teacher, so
interruptions and distractions from others must be minimized. An excep-
tion to this point, of course, is a planned three~way conference among
cooperating teacher, faculty consultant, and student teacher. . :
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Examples:

fHANK YOU VERY MUCH FOR YOUR COOPERATION °

“

" Pam E. Wanga
7-130D Education Bldg. N.
The University of. Alberta

Office: 43224909
Residence: 436-0236
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vy v ‘1
L

¢TIME SCHEDULE FOR RESEARCHER S

| VISITS ‘0 THE SCHOOLS

"[School_

| T s e
Kensington" - ! S 'j’ 5 o ’ Tuesdays;Fridays‘
FEMeadowlafk o | '_‘;fE*'i_l Thursdays/ Mondays

 Malmo '. ' ' . | L H“'~E"Wednesdays
afton S OQMondays~v
St. Boniface S s R .mt' "~ Wednesdays.

-~ Activities During Visits
L. Collectltwo_Feedback AnalysisQForms from each studeﬁt 'ﬁ;g

D

teacher every week. ~_E o ‘o L T
2. Slt ‘in at least two feedback sésS1ons with each student)
teacher durlng the four weeks qf studentA\Eachlng and
.code the sess1on on the Observatlon Conference Checkllst o
"3.‘1Adm1nlster the Satlsfactlon Questlonnalre on the lasm
week of student teachlng. BN o |
E4. Conduct follow up 1nterv1ews 1f requlred
‘5;"Arrange to collect the completed questlonnalres and”how
to follow up the student teachersfneedlng more tlme after ;

. the student teachlng for completlon of thelr questlon-,'

!
_nalres D ) |

;tThank_yoo for, your cooperationf,

PR

Pade}'Wanga



'APPENDIX H: - RESULTS OF t- TESTS ON THE
| o EFFEC‘I‘IVENESS SCORES OF FACULTY A
=7 CONSULTANTS" AND. COOPERATING
. TEACHERS

~

‘1.:1Results of t- tests on the Effectlveness Scores of
_'Faculty Consultants and Cooperatlng Teachers‘
2u,_Results of t tests on Overall Effectlveness Scores,

School by School !

&
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R R . . . . . - . vn.'
Results of t-tests on the Effectiveness
Scores for Each Item, All Schools
' o Combined
N \v‘ v ] \
FACULTY CONSULTANTS COOPERATING' TEACHERS
ITEM scooL | N | X o | N | X S0 v e
1. Supportive -- Non-supportive 1 7w | a.e9 7 | 1.43.[ 0.54 1.04- | 0.317
. 2 23 1 1.91 | 0.8 | 20 [ 2.10 | 1.33 | -0.54 | 0.594
3 14 [ 235 [“1.08 | ¥5:} 2,00 | 1.13 0.84 | 0.407
4 4.1 2.00 | 0.78 4 19 | 1.21 | 0.42°| 3.42 | 0.003**
5 9 [.v.22 | o.4a-| 21 | .81 [ 103 | -2.19 | 0.037%
2. Emphasized -- Emphasized personal 1 7 1.43 | 0.54 7] 143 0.54 O.b | 1.000
performance qualities ) g -2 23 | 2.52 | 1.3V |20 | 2.5 |-1.09°) .00 | 0.322
‘ 13 141 221 | 0.89 | 14.f 1.93 ] 1.1a 0.78° | 0.467
4 WMol | 073 | 19 | 2,05 | 1.18 | -0.95 | 0.350
1 s 9] v7s [ o067 | 21 2.33 | 0.91 | -1.68 | 0.112
3.-Based on - -- Based on inferences ° . 7 | 2.00 |.0.0 7 | 1.8 | 0.9 0.42 | 0.682
observations . ° - o | ¢ | 187 1092 | 20 ) 2.25 |"1.33 [ <110 | 6.277
‘ 13 14 1 221 | 4,22 [v15 | 1.93 | 1.49 |* 0.57 .| 0.573
~ 1 4 141 1.57 | 057 [ 19 | 1.63 | 0.60 | -0.30 | 0.764
. i s 9| 1% | 073 | 21 | 1.95 | 0.87 | -1.20 | 0239
) — : : . T . .
4. Descriptive -- Evaluative : 1 7 2.43 | 1.40 7 2.14 1.22 0.41 0.690
o o 2 23 12,43 | 0.99 | 20 | 2.80 | 1.47 | -0.96 |-0.340
3 141 2,28 109 | 15| 233 1.35 { -o.n | 0.913
4 1a- 1 2.36 | 0.84 | 19 | 1.84 | 0.69 1.93 | 0.062
5 91 V.78 1083 ['2r | 2.57 | 1.sa | 145 | 0l1s8
5..Specific and -- General and 1 7 |18 [ J.o7 | 74 257 | 1.81.] -0.90 | o0.387
concrete Abstract 2 23 2.26 .92 20 2.75 1.21 -1.51 0.139
3 14 | 2.43 22 |15 2,20 | o 0.55 | 0.587
4 14 1179 [ 0.80 {19 | 1.79°| 0.8 | -0.01 | 0.990
.-k s 9 | 1.5 [ 073 1 191 1.37 | 1.12 | -1.98 | o0.058
6. Well timed -- Poorly timed . ik 7| 1es | os | 7| wn | v | oz | o778
‘ L 2 ‘22 | 2.27 |12 | 20 | 2.80 | 1.20 | -1.47 | 0.148
3 41229 [ 073 |15 | 2.07 | 0.88 0.73-| 0.474
4 14 | 2,18 130 | 19 | V.68 | 0.75 1.43 | 0.164
5 9 | 2.5 .| 1.81 [ 21 | 2.52 | 1.29 | o0.05 | 0.957
7. Giver shared -- Giver gave advice | 7l2valoes | 7| o o7 .11 | 0.290
information . 2 231 2.9 [ 1.28 | 20 | 2.70 .49 0.51 | 0.616
3 Wl 2.5 (123114 2.21 | 13y 0.58 | 0.566
4 W2 {07 {19 | 1.s3 | 0,77 3.7 | 0.001%+
5 9.1 2.89 | 1.36..[ 21 | 2.90 | 1.58 | -0.03 | 0.979
8. Emphasized -- Emphasized “the" 1 7 | 2.43 | 0.79 7 { 2.00 | 0.82 1.00 | 0.337
alternatives path . 2 23 2.17 1.03 20 2.30 1.72 -0.29 | ,0.777
: . 3 141 2.36 | 0.93 [ 15 | 1.93 | o.88 1.26 | 0.219
4 4 | 264 | 0.63 | 19 | 1.95 | 0.62 3.15 | ‘0.004%
5 9 | 1.89 f 078 | 20 | 2.70(| 1.72 | -1.75 | 0.092
9. Framed in  -- Framed in "either ’ 1 7 { 1.} o.a9 7] 1.57 | 0.9 0.41 1 0.690
“more or - or* terms 2 23 | 2.43 1 0.73 | 20 | 2.50 | 1.32 .{ -0.20 | 0.845°
less* terms : 3 14 | 2.57 | 1.40 | 15 | 2.07 | 0.96 1.14 | 0.264
. 4 4 | 2.57 | 0.76-| 18 | 2.00 | 0.59 2.40 | 0.023*
5 8 | 2.00 { 0.5 | 2y | 2.52 | 1.17 | -1.65 | 0.1




Resu.lvts of vt’—tests-c\m 'the-‘Ef_fect’ veness
Scores for Each Item, All Schéols
. Combined

o FACULTY CONSULTANTS B COOPERATING TEACHERS
CITEM o SCHOOL N X "SD N XL SO T Lp
10. Based on . -- Based on giver's 1 7 1.71 | 0.76. 70w ofo.re 0.0. 1.000
receiver's: needs and what -2 23 | -2.26 | '0.86 20 2,35 4 1.5¢ -0.23 0.816
needs “he/she wants 3 14 2.36 084, | 15 2.27 1749 0.20 | 0.841
(includes .. to get off his/. 4 14 2.07 | 0.83 19 1.63 0.68 [ 1.67 | -0.105
neqative _ her chest 5 8 1.50 0.76 21 2.62 .12 -2.60 -| 0.015*.
criticisa) . ) R i w o
11. Useful and -- Overload given 1 7 1.86" | 0.38 ? .1 0.76 0.45 0.663
_Manageable . 2: 23 1.96 | 0.88 20 2.35 1.73 -0.92 0.365
-amount given 3 .14 2.2 0.80 14 | 2.07 0.92 0.44 | 0.664 .
: 4 ’| 14 2.00 0.56 19 1.53 |- 0.61 2.29 0.029*
- .8 | 1.78 1.39 21 | 1.62 0.67., 0.26 0.805
E N : )
12. Emphasized -~ Emphasized non-" 1 7 1.57 0.54" +|. 7 2.00 1.29.° | -0.81. | 0.433
-+ modifiable modifiable items 2 23 1.96 | 0.88 20, | 1.95 | 1.05 | 0.02 0.982
tems 3 14 2.14 |- 0.8 | 1% 2.20 0.94 -0.17 0.866
-, 4 14 |.2.07 0.62 19 *[ 1.89 0.66 0.78 0.439
‘ 5 9 2N 1.61 21 1.95 0.67 0.28 -] 0.783
13. Emphasized -- Emphasized imposed ! w70 2.14 0.38 7 1.57 0.79 1.73 0.109
requested . items 2 22 2.64 | 1,00 20| 2.55 1:32 1 0.26 -] 0.811
items : “ <3 14 2.50 | 0.76 15 [ 2.07 .} 0.96 1.34 0.191
: : 4 141 2.43 0.85 19 2.00. 1 1.16 1.17 0.250
5 . 9| 2.22. | 1.20 21 2.81 1,08 -1.32 0.197
14. Checked; -~ Unchecked; receiver | - 7 3.86 1.78 7 ]-3.29 2.29 0.52 | o.61
receiver not -encouraged ) 2 ‘23 3.43 1.44- | 20 3.10 1.48 0.75 0.458
- encouraged to summarize 3 14 2.n 1.14 15 2.87 1.25 | -0.34- | 0.734
‘to summarize o i s 4 - 14 2.79 0.70 191 2.47 0.91 1.07 0.291
: 5 9 n 1.54 } 21 3.1)4 1.46 -0.05 0.957 .
15, Privacy. ~ . -- No privacy - | 7 2.29 | . 0.49 7 1.57 0.79 2.04° | 0.064
*  ensured - .interruptions and, 2 23 2.74 1.32 :} 20 2.40 0.82. | 1.02 0.312
1nterrqpt10ns distractions - = 3 14 2.43 1.16 15 1 2.60 1.92. -0.29 0.775
and distrac- evident = - 4 4 1 2,21 | 0.70 19 2.74 0.81 1.78 0.085
tions . v 5 . 9 2.4 1.88 21 2.33.|. 0.97 0.22 ‘| 0.831
minimized ’ o ’ . .
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- APPENDIX I:  SEQUENCE OF OCCURRENCE OF
THE TOPICS AS INITIAL AND AS

e SECOND TOPICS. .

'1._ PlcTorlal Representatlon of the Sequence of Occurrence
of the TOPlCS in the Faculty Consultants Feedback
useﬂylons | ‘
2, Plctorlal Representatlon of the Sequence'of Occurrence .
of the Toplcs in the Cooperatlng Teachers' Feedback |

Se381ons

P

 3£6f
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R .
' (R

l .
Pictorial Representation of *he Sequence
of Occurrence of the Topics in

- the Faculty Consultants'
. Feedback Sessions

<

Second Topicss (Weak Link) ~  Pirst Topics o Second Topics (Strong<Link)

- N
Instructional Planning : . \
Content of Lesson . + + « .. Personal Qualities - — . . . -
Interpersonal Relationship ' ' * * *: Parsgngl Qualities - . Presept;tion of Lesson
Classroom Management ) : :

- \ - :

.Content of:Lésson .
Review of Performance ¢ e e e e Instructipnal Planning - Other Topics

Classroom Management

Instructional Planning

Classroom Management . 3 R i

Review of Perfor ce * * * ¢+ « . .. Content of Lesson_ Presentation of Lesson
Infogmal Conversation '

Instructional Planning

content of Lesson - ) . :
é?;g?gf{::nal REIétiQPShlp. + « « . Presentation gf Lesson - = _ _ _ Classroom Management
Review of Performance

Other Topics

Classroom Management

Presentation of Lesson . ., ., . Quality of Interpersonal
: i ‘ Persqnal Qualities

-~ Relationghip = ~ -~ - - -
Instfucpional‘Planning r "
Content of Lesson )
Interpersonal.Relationship
Other Topics ’ '
‘Discipline ‘

Review of Performance

+ + + Classroom Management - - . . Presentation. of Lesson

“
-

Personal Qualities
. Presentation of Lesson : )
Informal Conversation C o e e e e e Discipline - - -~ . _ _ _ _ Clasaroom Management
* Other Topies o .
'Intgrpersonal Relationship

Personal Qualities

Content of Lessen
Presentation of Lesson
Interpersonal Relationship . ’ R
Discipline ¢+ ¢+« + Review of Performance - - - - . Classroom Management
Informal Conversation ) '
Instructional Planning
Other Topics

Informal Conversgtion - - ~..._ Preseritation of Lesson

} ) Review of Performance -
e Other Topics - * ) 5
- e - _l‘ L . R
] - . .
Pregentation of Lesson : _Insfructionél Planning
Review of Peiformance o Classroom Management
Legend o T : o L

« + + . . Some Link (1% to 258) -
- - - - - Strong Link (26% to 50%
—— Very Strong Link (51% to 75%)

a



'Pictorial Representation of the Sequence

-of

+

L

Second Topics kWQak Link)

-

Occurrence of the Topics in
the Cooperating Teachers'
-Feedback Sessions

.

328

'First Topics . Secend Topics (Strong Link)

Ins;ructidnal Pianning
Prosentation of Lesson °*
Other Topics =
Classroom Management *
Classroom Management
Zontent of Lesson
" Review of Performance
Other Topics ’

Review of Performance
Content of Lesson ’
Instructional~Planning .
Other Topics ..
Personal Qualitiesg
Interpersonal Relationship
- Discipline

Instructional Planning
Discipline
Personal Qualities
Content of Lesson
Review of Performance .

e e s .

Presentation of Lesson
Other Topics -
Content of Lesson
Instructional Planning

-+ '+ + + Personal Qualities - - - - - = Classroom Manage

.

. . Insfructional Planning - - - - Content of Lesson

K
/

oy

Presentation of Lesson

Instructional Planning

e e Conten&\of L%s§on """ Presentation of Lesson
. : A . E
« '+ +« « Presentation of Lesson -.,- - -.- Classroom Management

\ . B L

Quality of Interpersonal

B

#» x » » Presentation of Lesson

Relationship
+ ¢« « « . Classroom Management - - - - Presentation of Lesson
Diacipline _______ Classroom Management

e

+ + .+ Review of Performance

Informal Conversation

- Other Topics
N ]

Ingtructional Planning .~ : ' ,
‘Content of Lesson :
Presentation of Lesson

Digqipline

Review of Performance

Classroom'Managemept

Qe e Some Link (1% to 25%) )
- - =~ - - Strong Link.(26% to 50%)
Very Strong Link (51% to 75%)

LR A 4 S%Epificantly Strong Link (76% to 1Q0%X)

e
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Lo APPENDI)&.}V "RESULTS OF P- TESTS AN

_ SATISFAGTION SCORES

Results of F-tests on'Suan&tiveness Scores T

W

Results of F- tests on- Adequacy o%iFeedback Scores“[-{ﬂmﬁﬂli
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Results of F- tests'on Quallty of Interacﬁlon Scores «
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APPENDIX K: CONTENT ANALYSTS OF
THE OPEN ENDED ITEMS A

The‘respondents were requested to 1ndlcate any other
ways, not listed under any of the earlier items of the
Satisfactlon Questlonnalre, in which superv1sory feedback
. was helpful to the student teacher. |

Responses suggested that" superv1sory supportlveness

e

was most helpful in bulldlng the confidence of the student
teachers. Such supportlveness was ev1dent in superv1sors“
who offered a lot of encouragement to the student teachers
regardless of the mlstakes that ‘had been observed during
actual teachlng Such superv1sors'also monstrated teaching
skills that the student teachers might mot have been aware
of arid shared an.overall positive attifude towards the
studentlteachers' ablllty to teach and handle the children.
fThe student teachers reported that supportlve superv1sors
~were also observed by the student. teachers to be accommo-
dating of any questlons or concerns that the student teachers
had raised: during the feedback sess1ons as well as being
able to offer helpful suggestions regardlng such questlons
and concerns. . Finally, supportlve superv1sors were those
‘whose feedback sessions were less threatenlng and who tended
to work together with the student teacher for the betterment
of the immediate and future performances of the student
teacher' encourage self-evaluatlon on the part of the student
teacher- relate teachlng pegﬁormance to bas1c Philosophies

of teachlng, and dlscussféheﬁstudent teacher's progr Ss\by

{
5‘?: ‘\ - . ¢

- 333
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: comparing progress over.moré than'one round, of student
teaching. " | “
The nature of .support that the student te }hers

4]

feceived from both the'faculty’cqnsultant and - C‘Fpérating

teachers were exemplified by the'following_sfa ments made by
the student teachers which fall into five groups -as follows:

1. Building Self-Confidence ) o L

- Overall, the sessiens with both mx;faculty consultant
and my cboperating‘teacher_have helped me build up a great:
deal of self-confjidence. Thex have.also made me more aware
of the impor@ance'of,self—evaluation. , : : ¢

o
+

.= The faculty consultant was supportive and positivé'
about.my ability in teaching. : L ‘

2. Understanq}ng Philosophical Issues abbut[Teachihg

- - I considered the feedbaCR'sessions_an opportunity to“v
clarify my aims or philosophy for my lessons. I also
considered the sessions an opportunity to ask questions ..

about my: own and the supervisqn}s»approach§s~to.teaching{

3. Gaining/Learning from Experienced Supervisor

- The team (joint) planning of some lessons with my
cooperating teacher together with her suggestions and the
positive classroom environment were deeply appreciated..

4, ,Gainipg/Learning from a Threatrfree Atmosphere

= The-.casual, informal atmosphere (surrounding the.
setting for the feedback sessions) was a definite plus!
With our faculty consultant especially, it felt very com-
fortable. S .

5. Evaluating Progress on an On-going JBasis (Formative
Evaluation) R - = Tme;

-
Lo

- The faculty-cbhsultant was able to compare my-progress
between 1lst and 2nd rounds of student teaching. I ‘
appreciated this very much. w '

Preferred Feedback

The responses to this item were meant to be
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- suggestlve of any other ways the\?Ledback,sess1ons mlght
j.v-'have been helpful to the student.¢eachers but were not.
'Generally, the student teachers would have preferred the )
'follow1ng ° the sess1ons to be better tlmed (not to come too
. soon or too late after classroom observatlon), the faculty

consultants to make more regﬁlar v131ts and base thelr feed—

’%{'back on actual classroom observatlons, more feedback 1n the

Lflrst few weeks of student teachlng, better approach to

' matchlng superv1sor and student teacher personalltles and

vmore spe01f1c, concrete and constructlve feedback : The '
'follow1ng_examples of responses emerged as areas of concern
"for the student teachers. ' o

1, Tlmlng of the Feedback Sess1on

At tlmes, .when suggestlons came -too qulckly (too soon?). '
“and frequently, the suggestiéns became more like crltlclsms
, and made me feel less confldent in. my abllltles.
: '
I belleve the onus should be on the cooperatlng teacher
to say, "Mf—student teacher needs a feedback session so
I can help:.him." .I 3hould nét therefore, have had to
guess if T was: dolng something wrong. and needed help as a
‘result. He_.gould have ‘helped me w1th various ways of
approachlng each subJect area. -

’2. Lack of Adequate Feedback

R would have: llked %o’ recerve'feedback-a bit more often'
‘f than I dld. - 5 TR ' '

- I feel that much more encouragement and dlscuss1on should
“have occurred in the .first two weeks from both the faculty .
consultant and- the cooperatlng teacher.wn-

Far more feedback was needed from my cooperatlng teacher.
One faculty ‘consultant came to our school one day. He
observed classroom teachlng of four of us in the morning
.and four of us in the- -early afternoon. ‘He’ held a feedback
“session with-the entire group -- .eight of us. -- over the
» Junch break. The" 1nterest1ng thing was that the four of :

: ”us he had observed ‘in the mornlng recelved lots of feedback
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‘whereas the four of us he observed in the early afternoon -
had to settle for less -- reading comments from a sheet

of paper with no chance for discussion. Furthermore,

even among the group that received lots of feedback,

there was a lack of. specificity in the feedback they
‘received in that not every individual could identify

with -and therefore comment on the . feedback. ‘What do you
‘think about group feedback Pam (researcher)? o

3. Inadéquate1Visitations/0bservations
, Fauat :

- The faculty consultant could have made weekly visits from.
week 1 through week 5 of student teaching so that he could

- tell me where I was improving or not improving in a more.
specific area, for example, management of discipline
problems. - - : : oo

- The faculty consultant could have seen a wider range of
subjects if he had come more often or on different days of
the week: He always came on the same day/days of the week
and observed me teach the same subjects. I feel that some
subjects were easier to teach than others. The faculty
‘consultants’' ‘observations were in the subjects that were

more difficult to teach.

The feedback from the faculty consultant was just not ° -

- regular -or frequent enough. He just wasn't around enough,
therefore, I found his feedback of little value compared
to my cooperating teacher's feedback! .

4} Persohality.Clashes’

This is what I can say about the feedback I receiveg from
my cooperating teacher -- I cannot see that feedbﬁck,in
a situation. that is so contrived and so unrealistic can.
possibly be of value., 'I have felt that someone has been
attempting to mold me rather than help me to function,
from my basic aims of education, in the classroom. ‘These -
teachers (the cooperating teachers) are far too convinceéd
that their way .is the only way, that they are good
teachers, teaching the right things in the right way., As
a result, they (the cooperating teachers) have developed-
an -‘attitude that it is their duty to screen us such that -
~ only those of us as good as they are get into the school
- system. From that point of view, neo feedback can be of
.value to.me. I am not there in the schools for a screening
~process but rather for a- learning experience. The reality
of this concept of student teaching -has been. missed to '
- the misery of us all! A ’ :

-5, ‘Lack'of'Cthtructivg/Specific/Concrete Feedback (presence
of indiscriminate praise) I R

- My faculty cqnsultanf‘Should'have spent more time in the

i
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classroom and therefore given more feédback.ahd'mbre
constructive criticism, not just "you're doing pretty
oowell." . ‘ :

- 1.really needed to hear some negative but constructive
criticism from my cooperating teacher in order to improve
my teaching skills.. I knew that I would have performed
better in some areas although my cooperating teacher
usually didn't point out these areas. I wonder why, Pam?

- The faculty'consultant and cooperatihg teacher couia.have
suggested more alternative ways to overcome discipline . .
and other problems in.the classroom. T

- I would have liked more evaluative feedback from my
faculty consultant. I felt that he observed me but didn't
really evaluate me. - ' '

--The faculty consultant.should have made more observations
of my classroom.teaching and emphdsized my actual teaching
performance rather than small picky details. ‘

- The cooperating teacher Bhould have given more feedback
' regarding specific lessons taught rather than my general
teaching behavior. ' - 3 -
" 6. .Lack-of Consensus and Precision on Various Formats gr '
' Instruments for Observation and Evaluation of Student
. Teaching (includes degree of ‘involvement of.student
— teachers in self-evaluation) o \> -

. L4 )

- The Sessions should have been based on recommended guide-
lines so as to eliminate personal ideas or conversation .
which Jinterfered with relevant discussions on a teaching
method or problem. Such guidelines would show, for
example, what the limits of -the student teachers were
regarding our roles during student teaching, e.g., "Can

~we (student teachers) make alternate suggestions to a '

. Planning of a lessor® by the cooperating teacher. . . : @é“
‘When does. the cooperating teacher step in to regain con- ¥
trol in the monitoring of a lesson's content? Such guide- -
lines would ‘alleviate some assumptions on personal
relationships and}teaching performance. . ' '

. : : : i . ) R

- The final evaluat@on sheet-should have been tsed-more

~often as a guidelineffor feedbaég;sessions,m’l

- More,emphasié on %pproacheé to claSSroom-ahd discipline
- would have been more helpful to me during the feedback
Ssessions. o ' ' ' ' L

- My teacher was ndt}familiar with her”rble as a cdoperating
teacher. She asked me for a sample evaluation form to see
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what areas I should be marked in! She didn't seem to-
know how she should evaluate me. - - -
= L1-feel there must be some contradictions in the evaluation
- forms used by cooperating teachers to evaluate us. What
-my teacher may see as .'super' or 'good' she may mark off.
'average' on the form whereas another teacher may mark off
'above average' or 'excellent.' I would like to see a new
evaluation form being used -< a form with comments instead.
of check marks. -Comments are much mpre valuable.: This
would get rid-of the classification/of 'average,' 'above
~average' or, ‘'excellent.' I don't/like to be slotted
into a category. C .

: N § . (} N
Overall Impressions of Student f | : Sy

Teachers = ) y
The additional comments that were generated-unﬁer

-

Ny}

this item were as varied as the studént'teachers theméelves
'Were in their experiehces related td'feedﬁgqg/gggg;ons in
particular, and_the student teaching aé\a whole. The only

‘thing that was common to all the comments was that they

¥

implied "overall"fimpressian'of the respondents with what-

ever areas of concern they were expressing. The following

were the actual responses, categories and their examples:

1. General Impression with Feedback Sessions
] [ .
~ I found the feedback sessions very inforﬁal and in no way .
/" hreatenipg. I also found the féédback.sessions,aery bene-
; i%fcia;fggg;use I was treated as a colleague rather than a
student. - Nagative comments, therefore, were taken by me,
as a way of helping me improve rather than having the
feeling of being told what T should be doing. Overall,
- being treated as a colleague was the most important item
for building-my'self-confidence.. . '

- Overall, I was pleased with my feedback sessions. .The main

- weaknesses I found were the emphasis at times by my
faculty consultant on small details that I felt were less
important than the actual teaching; and the lack of feed-
back on specific lessons by my cooperating<teacher, o

. ) F o

- The timing of sessions at times was a problem -- other

children in the classroom, teachers, student teachers etc.

L9 ot
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at times made a difference to classroom feedback sessions.

- I would have loved more privacy during feedback sessions.
In the staffroom, everybody got to hear my faults and that
upset me very much.. . . '

2, General Impression withvthe Résearch

- In sincerely hope that faéulty consultants anﬁ_cqbperating
teachers can learn something useful from this research,
Pam (researcher). , . -

- Pam (the researcher), after working through your ques-
" tionnaire, I have found it 'to be valuable. Contrary to
© what I had told you earlier (that it sounded like a waste
of my precious but limited time), the questionnaire has
helped me to sort out some of my frustrations due to my
- student teaching experiences. Thank you Pam. - .

‘Pam (the researcher) this last form (the Satisfaction
Questionnaire) was highly appreciated since it covered a
few other things that I had not thbught_about.,'Because
~this form (the questionnaire) brought uq these points, I

" noticed where improvements could have been made especially
on my part. Thank you, Pam. ) ¢ :

- This (the Satisfaction Questionnatre) Was difficult for
me to fill out as I've only had one feedback session
with my faculty supervisor in the 5 weeks of student

t teaching. -This might alter (affect?) the responses ‘I
gave on this questionnaire.. ‘ : Co

3.‘ General-Cbncerns with Evaluation Procedures

.. =1 strongly felt that observation of a student teacher's

o classroom teaching once a week by the faculty consultant
‘does not provide a valid assessment of the student
teacher's abBility, especially when serious final evalua- -
tion for certification and employment purposes is to be _
done as was the case. Although I did not receive feedback
regularly from my supervisors, I learned to assess myself

. and develop my skillS»without'outside'direction (but‘who

- can take:my self—assessment.seriously, especially if it
is good?). - - o A :



iAP?ENDix L: DETERMINA ION OF OVERALL
 SUPERVISORY SCORES BY SCHOOL
~ School 1
' ~ School 2
 School 3
School L

‘ School 5

Total Effectlveness, Satlsfactlon and Overall Superv1sory
Scores for Ind1v1dua1 Schools :

Total Effectlveness and Satlsfactlon Scores for Indlv1dual
- Supervisors ‘ -

'A:Comparisop,Of Overall SuperviSory Scores Between Schoolﬁ
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Total Effectiveness, Satisfaction and Overall
, + Supervisory Scores* For Individual Schools
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_**Reversed scores

Total Individual Schools
Supervisory - - - -

.- Scores 1 2 3 4 5
Effectiveness* 2.96 | 4.5 | 472 5.13 4.64
Satisfaction 3,43 3.37 - | 3.48 3.97 3.75
Overall 3.81 3.67 3.79 4.26 3.97
*The higher the score the better

o «




Total Effectlveness and Satisfaction Scores
for Individual Superv1sors

Supervj;ory‘ Average Student

Effectiveness Satisfaction Score

Score (SES)* (5-1)

Supervisor (1 }.6)- FACY FAC2 FAC3 Totals+
N '

et 1.95 4.29 417 433 4.46
€T 2 1.63 4.43 4.00 '5.00 4.70
T3 2.82 3.00 2.83 1.67 2.92)
€T 4 1.18 4.43 4.50 3.67 4.60
T s 3.09 3.43 3.17 3.00 3.38 -
T 6 1.40 4.43 4.50 4.67 4.80
T 3.93 .00 2.7 2.33 2.68
cr g 3.07 2.14 2.83 3.00 2.98
Ty 1.82 a.57 3.20 3.67 4.26
o 2.52 3.29 2.83 3.00 3.40
cTh 1.42 4.29 417 4.3 4.59
€T12 1.88 3.43 3.67 4.00 4.05
cT13 . 2.62 3N ~ 3.83 4.00 3.98 -
cTie € 1.73 4.29 4.17 5.00 4.68
CTI5 - 1.95 4.43 3.83 4.00 4.33
cTi6 1.32 357 .37 3.67 a’o2
cTY7 2.65 '2.86 - 7. 2.00 1.67 2.72
cT18 2.25° 4.57 3:83 4.33 4.37
cTI9 2.13 3.57 3,33 3.67 3.86
cT20 3.82 2,00 - 3.00 2.67 2.n
cT21 1.87 S457 a8 . 500 - 4.63
cr22 2.19 3870 300 4.00 3.85
FC 2.32 400 ¢ a2 3.86 4.06 .
FC 2 2.37 $3.82 354 4.00 _4.00
FC 3 2.21 391 3.27 4.13 4.03
FC 4 2.08 3.57 3.00: 3.50 3.75

w_ !
Theé Supervisory Effectiveness Scor
aggregate (total) score for each s

e .
The total scores a

S

es were reversed in computing the

upervisor.

re, computed by adding the
upervisory Effectiveness Scores and Dividin

three Factor Scores and the

9 by 4.
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