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.A Study of Verbal Behaviors Engaged in by College
Student Teaching Supervisors in Dyadic Conferences with
Cooperating Teachers and Student Teachers

A primary reason for undertaking this study was to identify the kinds
of verbal behavior utilized by college student teaching supervisors during
conferences with the people with whoﬁ the supervisors worked on a regular
basis. A concern associated with this was whether or not any existent
observation system would permit identification of specific verbal behaviors
to a degree of precision Sufficiept for meaningful sta;istical analyses to
be made. If an observation instrument were available fg_ﬁrovide the
necessary statistical indices of relationships between supervisory verbal
behavior and teacher verbal behavior, then it wéuld be possible to discover
if and by how much supervisory verbal behavior would vary according to the
status of the teacher with whom the supervisor was interacting. If_signifi-
cant (P=.05) differences were discovered between the ways supervisors
behaved with cooperating teachers and the way thgy yefbally behaved with
student teachers, to what might these differences bé attributed?

So, then, the focus of thié study was on the s}stematic study of verbal
behavior patterns of college Elementary Education studeqt teaching supervi-
sors in dyadic conferences with student teachers and cooperating teacheré.
The majpr research problem was this: IAre the verbal behaviorlpatternsbéf
college sqpervisors d;fferent when they are interacting with student teachers
from when they are inéeractipg with cooperatinglteachers? The decision to
study coliege.supervisors was made because it is their funct}pn to facilitate.
the student teacher's progress in ;educing the dichotomy_between Qre-service
theoretical orientation and in-seryice.praetical c}assroom appl#cation.

The rationale fér the choice of verbal behaviors as a focus for étqdy was
based on the assumption that the verbal behavior of any iqdividgal is‘£épre-.A

sentative of his or her total network of communicative behaviors. Also, with




the currently available observation instruments,verbal behavior can be
observed with a higher degfée of_réiiabiiity.than'ﬁbn-verbal behéﬁior.
Utilizing verbal behaviors as they wefe described and defined on a newly
developed'observatiqn instrument for énalyzing Supefvisor~--teacher verbal
interaction pattefns during dyadic conferencés appeared to be the most
appropriate way to proceed wifh the study. >Thi§ instrument will be discussed
later in the presentation. A review of the literature revealed no prior
studies that utilized verBal interaction patterns between'superVissrs ahd'
teachers as raw data. It was.anticipated that this study would demonstrate
the viability of analyzing vefbal behaviors during dyadic conferences as ac-
curate and dbjectivé indices.of éupervisory behavior énd style.

A'fairly extensive body of literature séems to Suppoft the notion éﬁat‘
the student téééhing experience is'actually é type of organizatibn;“and as .
Such; is subject to the same kinds of principies ahd techniqueé forlchaﬁge
as any other organization. Kahn, et al (p. 13):viéwed ofganizétidhs aé oﬁeﬁ
systems entirely dependent upon their environmenté, énd saw organizafions
defined and- their parameters established by the relationships aqd behaQidr
patterhs carrying bn cycles'of'input, trénsformation, an&Aoutput; These
same authors described 'office' as a relational concepf defining-one point

in organizationai spaée'ih terms of its rélationshibs to 6ther offices and'td

the-organizétioﬁ as a whole. There are thqn:aétivities or potentiél behaviors

associated with each office within the organization;.and fhéée activities are

what actually constitute the role to be played. Miles argued fhat.he@bers of
the schoql_ofganizati&n.muét have clear peréeptions.df:fhé'oréaﬁizétiQn's
goals, since these affcct the role specifiéatidns,.éxﬁecéationé,'and péffofm-
ances of -the ﬁémbefs}' as well as their interpersonal communications. Katz
and Kahn (p. 172)~Sé§ no difference. between 1eaderéﬂip'ahd admihiétfatiod in

this.cbhtéxt, but did concede that”léadersﬁip.ét different 1e§els're§uirés
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different personality traits and intellectuval skills; and cdemands different
behaviors of the leader at particular points in time. -

If group wﬁrk is considered a primary vehicle for change in an organiza-
tion, then it is appropriate to examine the impact a leader has on group
activity. Preston and Heintz (pp. 314-355) found that participatory leader-
ship produced significantly greater change than direct leadership. Faust
(pp. 68-72) provided support for this with his finding that groups performed
far better than individuals in problem-solving activities. Meier and Solem
(pp. 277-288) found that a skillful leader can conduct a discussion in such a
way as to obtain a quality of problem-solving that surpasses that of a group
working with a less skilled leader. They concluded that the skillful leader
did not furnish the solution, but rather-summariied, encouraged analysis,

interpreted, supplied information, and prevented hurt feelings. Gwynn (pp. 350-

351) supported this by stating that a sure way of destroying the effectiveness

of a group is to create a restrictive group - one in which members are re-

- luctant to comment, question, compare, or express differing points of view.

This suggests that there are key positions within organizations, and .
these contribute to the well-being of both the organization and its members.:

This also suggests that fhe kinds of communication used within the organization

‘are extremely important to both the members and the organization in several

ways. One is that clear communication is apt to clarify roles, expectations,

and goals of various members as well as the organization itself. Another is

that clear communication can be utilized for the enhancement of ‘the organization
and its members. A third is that clear communication can be utilized toward
particular problem-solving activities of concern to the organization. 1In the

student teaching organization, this key communication and facilitation position

. appears to encompass the role of the college supervisor.

Blumberg and Amidon (pp. 1-4) view the supervisor as a change agent who,
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through interaction with the téacher; brings fofcés into play to facilitate
the teacher's self-improvement efforts, and seé.thé Supervisory'éonferéhce
as a major vehicle.for'Such change. 'Blumberg, Weéér, and Amidon hold that
there are ﬁwo»broad aims of supervisor-teacher interaction. One is a wmain-
tenance role for the supervisor in which he seek; to assist the teacher in
maintaining_and enhancing<producti§e teachiné behaviors. The other is to
assist teachers in changing behavioré-that are not productive. Leavitt and
Muellef (pp. 401-410) found that wﬁile;ifrfequires more time, even rather
sinple ideas are communicated mosé acéurately‘wﬁen maximum feedback between
communicators and communicatees is permitted. -If ¢here is opportunity for
feedback,'participants will accurately gain the ideas being'presented and also
feel more confident about them. This, in\turn, may provide motivational im-
petus for mqrg.learning and feedback. | '

Related to the notion that interpersohal relatioﬁshiésfcdntriﬁute'muéh""
to Supgrv?sqry“skill and productivity are séQefai studieSL"SaQnders (pp. 402-
406)»r¢ported that teachers gain confidence in the supervisor when he assists
in solving problems, ané that respect for the teacher by the supervisor
results in the teacher's awareness of the superViSor's personal interest in
that teacher.  Blumberg - and Weber (p. 3) studied congruence of supervisory -
behavior and ‘teacher morale. -Their conclusfon was that ‘the behavioral style
of the supervisor, as perceived by teachers, was indeed related to the teacher's
morale. Their-findings'suppOrted the notion that'éhe's supervisory style is
largely responsible for the nature.of the work and interpersonal environment
that isdeveloped in supervision. Blumberg (p. 35) attembted to discern whether

or not teachers' perceptions of supervisors' styles related to the quality of

interpersonal relations-teachefsﬁsaw'existing-betweén”themselves and their

supervisors. He concluded that more positive relationships are associated with

a lower emphasis on direct behavior and a higher one on indirect behavior.
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Raths (p. 451) identified several teaching functions that could or would
occur in classrooms as teachers work with their pupils. These are: explaining,
informing or demonstrating, initiating, directing or administering, unifying
the group, giving security; clarifying beliefs, attitudes,- and problems;
diagnosing learning problems, and evaluating. This writer would contend that
these are also behaviors that would typically be demonstrated by highly com-
petent cooperating teacherg and supervisors in their work with student teache;s.

The emphasis on quality supervision during the student teaching experience
is noted by Segar (p. 251) in his statement that the primary dangér in studen£
teaching is that the student teacher may learn to teach badly rather than well,
and therefore, more supervision is provided at this stage of his teaching career
than he is likely to receive at any other time. A study by Dirks, et al,
implied that both student teachers and cooperating teachers saw the valpe of,
and were generally satisfied with, supervisor-~teacher interaction aiqed at
improving classroom instructional performance of student teachers. Sandberg
reported that_teacherg were happy with supervisory conferences = preferably
immediately_after‘observations. Teachers expected that conferences would be
of use in ggtt;ng help, in planning, and in problem=-solving.

Gwygqf(p. 350) wrote that discussion groups must be kept small so that -
there could:be‘maximum interaction among members, and cautioned that the
effectiveness of the group is dependent upon the degree of interaction within
the group. This seems to suggest that dyads and triads are well within the
stipulated size limit, but says nothing about the type and quality of inter-
action, Argyle (pp. 23-42) suggested that the type of supervision most strongly
related to inqtegsed productivity was non-punitive supervision.

Sellitz, (p. 200) et al, say that,

Observation is not only one of the most pervasive
activities of daily life; it is a primary tool of scientific

inquiry. Observation becomes a scientific technique to the
extent that it (1) serves a formulated research purpose, '

, e v




(2) is planned systematically, (3) is recorded systematically

and related to more general propositions rather than being

presented as a set of interesting curiosa, and (4) is subject

to checks and controls on validity and reliability.
Perhaps the best asset of observational techniques is that such techniques
make it possible to record behavior as it occurs.

During the 1960's, particularly from 1964 on, there has been a wealth
of ﬁaterial published dealing with verbal behavior observational techniques
for classrooms., Earlier weork in this area had been done by such educators as
Ande;son, Bales, and Withall; but it was not until Flanders developed his
system of Intergction Analysis that there was a proliferation of published
research reports that had utilized verbal behavior observation in various
classroom situations as raw data for research. Numbers of modifications of
‘the basic ten category system developed by Flanders appeared on the educa-
tional scene as viable tools for observing and interpreting vefbal mainifesta-
.-tions‘of clgssroom social-emotional climates. These studies also related to
pupil achievement, and results were remarkably consistent.
| First was that verbal behavior could be systematically aﬂd reliably ob-
served and recorded, either live or from video or audio tapeslof the classroom
interaction. Second, these studies indicated that pupil achievement was
significantly higher when classroom teachers were primarily indirect in their
teaching styles - that is, by allowing students much freedom for resbonses to
teachers' questions, and then accepting and building upon the students' ver=-
balizations,both cognitively and affectively. Appérently, being told what to
do or think is éoﬁsiderably different: from discovering by one's self with
f a§§iséance f;om capable others,

There Af; far too many segarate-publications'dealing with-classfésm
observational systems for listing here, but there are two that incbrﬁérate

~

almost all previous work done in this area. One is edited by Hough and

Amidon - Interaction Ahalzhls: Thebrz, Research;-ahdvAggiication, published
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in 1968 by Addison-Wesley at Reading, Massachusetts. .The other is Mirrors

For Behavior, published in 1970 by Research for Bé&ter Schools, Inc. of

Philadelphié. Both are most comprehensive in their coverage;

What was needed.for investigating the nature of supervisqry interaction
was an observational system that incorporated the precision and objectivity
afforded.by the flandefs System of Interaction Analysis. The observation
system finally decided upon for utilization in this study was developed by
Dr. Arthur Blumberg bf Syracuse University. He had developed this system in an
attempt to bétter understand the dynamics of supervisory conferences,.and
ultimately to assist the supervisor in doing a better job.

This system defines fifteen categories of verbal behavior that can occur
during a éonference between a supervisor and a teacher. Ten of these categor-
ies reflect supervisor behavior, four indicate teacher behavior, and one in-
dicates :silence or confusion during the conference. Specific category descrip=-
tions are asifollows.

Supervisor Behavior

l. Support-inducing Communications Behavior.--This category includes
all statements on the part of the supervisor, with the exception of

praise, the effect of which is to help build a "healthy" climate
between him and the teacher. Behavinr that releases tension is in
this category, as is that which conveys an acceptance of feelings.
Encouragement is categorized here.

2, Praigse.=-This is behavior on the part of the subefvisor that.
connotes primarily the value judgment of '"good" in connection with
a teacher's ideas, plan of action, past-behavior, feelings, etc.

3. Accepts or Uses Teacher's Ideés.--lncluded hére are statements
. that clarify, build on, or develop ideas or suggestions by a

teacher.

4., Asks for Information.-= This is behavior by the supervisor that is
aimed at asking for clarification or orientation about a problem
or situation under consideration. It is factually oriented and is
not concerned with opinions or ways of doing things.

5. Giving Information.--This is the opposite of Category 4. It
involves the supervisor giving objective information’ to the
teacher, orienting, summarizing, etc. oo
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8.
Asks for Opinions.--This category is meant to describe supervisor
behavior, the aim of which is to ask the teacher to analyze or
evaluate something that has occurred, is sccurring, or may occur
in the classroom or in the interaction taking place..

Asks for Suggestions.--In this category are statements by the
supervisor that ask the teacher to think about ways of doing things
or ways in which things might be done differently. It has an action
orientation - past, present, or future. Category 7 also

refers to asking for ways in which the supervisor and teacher might
work together.

Gives Opinions.--This category is the opposite of Category 6. It
has the same substantive meaning with the exception that the super-~
visor is "giving", not "asking'.

Glves Suggestions.--In a like manner as Category 8, this one has
the opposite meaning as 7, The difference is in. the "giving' in-
stead of "asking'". This category includes direct orders given by
the supervisor. : ‘

Criticism.=~This category includes all negative value judgments
about the teacher, his behavior in the classroom, teaching method-
ology, competency, etc. It also includes any behavior on the part
of the supervisor that can be interpreted as defensive, aggressive,
or tenslion=-producing.

Teacher Behavior

11.

12.

13.

14,

Asks for Information, Opinions, or Suggestion.--This is task-oriented
behavior on the part of the teacher, It is the teacher counterpart
of Categories_4, 6, and 7.

Gives Information, Opinions, or Suggestions.--This category,.similar
tO‘Category 11, is the teacher counterpart to categories 5, 8, and 9,

Positive Social-Emotional Behavior.--This behavior is described in
the same. way as that in Category 1. It is not task-oriented and
helps to build the supervisory relationship. Encouragement would
probably not be found as constituting very much in the way of a
teacher's repertoire in this category. Statements that convey
agreement by choice are part of this category, but those that in-
dicate  compliance in the face of supervisory power are not.

Negative Social=Emotional Behavior.=--Any behavior on the part of the
teacher that tends to disrupt. the supervisory relationship, produce
tension, or convey defensiveness on his part is part of this category.
Compliance in the face of supervisory power is defined as defensive-

" ness, as is rationalization.

General

15.

Silence'or Confosioo.;;This cateoory'io'ueed“ﬁhen there is silence

.OT. or. both the. supervisor and teacher are talking at the same time so

" . that. it becomes: impossible to categorize behavior specifically. An

exception would be when there is silence after a behavior on the
part of either supervisor or teacher that seems to have the effect

of producing defensiveness (either Category g% or 14), depending
at whom the original behavior was aimed.
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The Supervisory Interaction System requires that conferences between
supervisors and teachers be tape recorded. That ig, there is no observer
present during the conferences. The observer, who may or may not be the
supervisor, replays the taped conferencebat a later Fiyg,_and records the
category number of whatever verbal behavior s occurring every three seconds

or whenever there is a change in verbal behavior - whichever occurs first.

Obviously, this process requifés'an observer who is thoroughly familiar with

the ;gtegories and is reliable in his recording of the behaviors.

After representative verbal behavior cétegories occurring during the
entire conference have been recorded,.fhese are transposed to a 15 x 15
celled mgtrix, To insure' that the suhs.of rows and columns balance, each
conference. is presumed to bégin and end witg ailence. Thus,.the first and
last recorded behavior category numbers are 15;3.

Verbal behavior category numbers are transpﬁsed to the matrix in pairs.
That is, the first number in each pair indicates the row, and the second
category. number indicates the column. One tall; mark is then made in the
cell located at the intersection of the row and column. The second numeral of
the pair then becomes the first numeral of the next pair; and the tally marking
procedure is repeated until all such pairs of numerals have been transposed to
the matrix.

As these pairs of numezals are recorded, the éequential nature of the
interaction is preserved in the matrix. For example, one tally in the 11, 8
cell indicates .that once during the conference the teacher asked for information,
opinions, or suggestions; and the supervisof‘responded_by giv;ng an opinion.

From the completed matrix a skilled observ;r is able to glean objective
information that indicates the quantitative and qualitative natures of the
inéeraction that took place during the conference. Particulgr row or column.
sums may be divided by the total number of tallies in the matrix; and the
re-ultant number, multiplied by 100, would indicate the percentage of time in
the conference that had been devoted to any particular behavior. Obviously,

.10




10.

percentages of supervisor talk and teacher talk would be calculated in much the'
same manner, as could other combinations and ratios. of particular verbal behaviors.

Each supervisor utilized in this study was provided with a cassette tape
recorder and a supply of tapes, and requested to tape record one dyadic con-
ference between himself (or herself) and each of the student teachers and
cooperating teachers with whom the supervisor was working during the first half
of the semester. Student teach;rs aqd cooperating teachers were apprised of the
nature of the study by individual supervisors who had previously been approached
by the writer and had agreed to participate in the study. All student teachers
and cooperating téacﬁers approached in this manner agreed to having their con=-
ferencésitape recorded. Thiety four conferences between supervisors and student
teachers and twenty nine conferences between supervisors and cooperating tesachers
were collected in this manner during the Spring semester of the academic year
1968-69, and served as the basis for this study.

While'tape collection was being conducted by the four supervisors involved,
the writer was working to develop a high deg?ee of reliability on.the categori-
zation of the verbal behaviors comprising the Supervisory Interaction System.
When ail taped.cohferencés had been delivereg'to the writer, one taped con-
ference was selected at random and subjected to individual analyses by Dr. Arthur
Blumberg, the originator of the system, and the writer. Interobserver reliability
was identified'as .91 prior to any other formal analysis of the taped conferences
utilized in this study.

‘In addition to this interobserver reliability check, four separate checks on
intraoﬁserver reliability were made while formal tape analysis was underway.
After all tapes collected by one supérvisor had been analyzed, one of these tapes

was randomly selected and subjected to a re-analysis. This was done four times --

once with each supervisor's tapes. The resultant reliability coeffieients were

.89, .82, .915,'and .91.

u |
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The total number of matrices tallies for supervisors and student teachers
was 10,820. The total number of matrices tallies for supervisors and cooperating
teachers was 7,858. Thus, a total of 18,678htalliee of verbal behaviors
occurring during dyadic conferences was eyai}able for analysis. Data resulting
from the Supervisory Interaction System analysis were enteredlinte matrices via
the IBM 360 Computer at the Syracuse University Computer Center. From this:
preliminary computer 6utput, data were compiled and organtzed for t -.tests;
These t - tests were calculated via the computer to determine whether.er not
significent differences in’ percentages of particular verbal behaviors had been
exhibited by supervigsors in their dyadic conferences with teachers of diffefent

status. These werbal behaviors categories and combinatione of.verbai‘behaviors

categories under scrutiny are identified and explained in the specific directional

hypotheses.
SPECIFIC DIRECTIONAL HYPOTHESIS

H, Supervisors will engage in a significantly higher percentage of.indirect
verbal behaviors with student teachers than with cooperating teachers.

H), Supervisors will engage in a significantly higher pereentage of .
support~inducing communications behaviors with student teachers '
~ than with cooperating teachers.

H Supervisors will engage in a significantly higher percentage of
' ‘praise with student teachers than with cooperating teachers.

ch Supervisors will engage in a significantly higher percentage of
accepting teachers' ideas with student teachers than with
cooperating teachers.

H;q4 Supervisors will engage in a significantly higher percentage of
agking for information with student teachers than with cooperating
teachers.

H Supervisors will engage in a significantly higher percentage of
asking for opinions with student teachers than with cooperating
teachers.

Supervisors will engage in a significantly higher percentage of

1£
asking for suggestions with stndent teachcrs than with cooperating
teachers.
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Supervisors will engage in a significantly higher percentage of direct

H

- 2a

2b

2c

H2d

.. verbal behaviors.with cooperating teachers than with student teachers

Supervisors will engage in a significantly higher percentage of
giving information with cooperatirg teachers than with student

. teachers.

Supervisors will engage in a significantly higher percentage of

giving opinions with cooperating teachers than with student teachers.

" “Sipervisors will ‘engage in a significantly hisher percentage of
, giving suggestions with cooperating teachers than with student

teachers.

' Superviscrs will engage inha‘significantly higher percentage of

giving criticism with cooperatino teachers than with student .
teachers.

Supervisors wi11 exhibit a significantly higher Indirect/Direct Ration
- with student teaehers than with cooperating teachexs, v

There will be a significantly higher percentage of silence or confusion

‘between supervisors and student teachers than will be exhibited between
- supervisors and cooperating teachers

STATISTICAL ANALYSIS

Each type of verbal behavior was identified and .quantified. as:a ratio or

percentage derived from.the .analysis of data according.to the,Supervisory inter-
actionuéysteml Data £rom each taped conference were utilized for each of the
behaviors relevant to’ this study.} Level of significance was established at .05
for ea:h hypothesis. Means, variances, standard deviations,.and t values were
ca1cu1ated:onpthe fbﬂ'SﬁO Computerhatisvracuse ﬁniversitvljiﬁeans'for'esch
_hypothesis were thus subjected to t - tests that would serve as. the basis for

acceptance or rejection of each hypothesis.:'vﬁ

13
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Hypothesis 1 was concerned with the degree to which college supervisors
engaged in indirect verbal behaviors with teachers of different status., In-
direct behavior, as defined by the Supervisory Interaction System, consisted
of the sums of percentages in Categories 1, 2, 3, 4, 6, and 7. ' The Hypothesis .

tested wasy

Hl Supervisors will engage in a significantly higher percentage of
indirect verbal behaviors with student teachers than with
cooperating teachers.

TABLE 1.--Relétionship of Indirect Verbal Behavior Between Two Supervisory Groups

Hypothesis 1 N X% S.D. t P
Student Teachers 3 7 22,16 7.350 2.0258 .05
Cooperating

Teachers 29 18.34 7.298

t.OS(df = 61) = 2,000

Table 1 reveals that a t value of 2.0258:was observeq in support of the
hypothesis, For 61 degrees of freedom this t value indicated significance at the
«05 level. Hypothesis 1 was accepted,

Hypothesis la was concerned with the degree to which college supervisors
engaged in support-inducing communications behavior with teachers of different
status, This is Category 1 in the Supervisory Interaction System. The exact
hypothesis tested was:

Hla . Supervisors will engage in a significantly higher percentage
of support-inducing communications behavior with student teachers °

than with cooperating teachers.

TABLE 2.--Relationship of Support-Inducing Communications Behavior Between Two
Supervisory Groups

Hypothesis la N _ X% S.D. -. t P
Student Teachers 34 4.45 2,417 -0,6296 N.S.
Cooperating

Teachers 29 4,88 2.877

t.OS(df = 61) = 2,000

14
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Table 2 indicates that a t value of 0.6296 was observed in the direction

opposite to that specified in the hypothesis._dThis t value was not significant,
and H;, was not accepted. h |

Hypothesis 1b dealt with the degree to nhich'college supervisors praised
while they were interacting with teachers of different status, Praise is defined
as Category 2 in the Supervisory Interaction System. The specific hypothesis
tested was:

Hlb Supervisors will engage in a significantly higher percentage of
_praise with student teachers than with cooperating teachers.

Table 3.--Relationship of Supervisory;Praise,Given to Two Supervisory Groups

Hypothesis 1b _ N X% , S.D. _ t . . P

Student Teachers 34 3.28 2.640 3.2862 .05
Cooperating . '
Teachers 29 141 1.773

€ o5 (df = 6I) = 2.000 |
Table 3 indicates an observed t value of 3.2862 in support of the hypothesis.;
For 61 degrees of;freedom, this t value was significant to the .01 level, ‘and
Hlb was accepted. |
Hypothesis lc concerned itself with tne degree to nhich snpervisors accepted,
utilized, and/or built upon teacher ideas presented during dyadic conferences._ |
This is Category 3 in the Supéfvisbry Interaction'Systen. The particular
hypothesis tested was: .
Hie Supervisors will engage in a significantly higher percentage of

accepting teachers' ideas with student teachers than with
.cooperating teachers.

TABLE 4,.--Relationship of Accepting Teachers' Ideas Bebween Two Teacher Levels

Hypothesis le¢ N » X% = 'éaD. o e '_P
Student Teaéhérs . o 34 . 4 004 - - | 3 0449 ' -0 08829 | . N cs .
Cooperating " o ' '

Teachers 29 4.86 3,757
t.OS(df = 61) = 2.000

1S
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Table 4 indicates that at value of 0.8829 was observed in the direction

opposite to that specified in the hypothesis.  Since the observed t value was
not significant for 61 degrees of freedom, Hic

Hypothesis 1d was concerned with the degree to which supervisors would ask

was rejected.

for factual information vhen they were interacting with teachers of different
status. 'Asking for information conprises Category 4 behavior of the Supervisory

Interaction System. The particular hvpothesis tested'nas:_

Hld Supervisors will engage'in a significantly higher percentage of
asking for information with student teachers than with cooperating
teachers.

TABLE 5.=-=Relationship of Supervisors Asking for Information Between Two
 Supervisory Groups,

Hypothesis 1d - N RV " 8.0, - t P
Student Teachers 34  5.68 4,320 2.3129 .05
Cooperating :

- Teachers 29 3.39 . 3.396

05(df = 61) = 2,000 | . 7“:: | :_"
‘Table 5 indicates that a t value of 2.3129 was observed in support of this

hypothesis, This t value met "he requirements for significance, -and Hld was:

accepted
Hypothesis 1e was concerned with the degree to which supervisors asked

teachers of different status to analyze or evaluate either classroom behaviors

_or the supervisory interaction. This is Category 6 behavior in the Supervisory

Interaction System, The specific hypothesis tested was: .

H Supervisors will engage in a significantly higher percentage
le of asking for opinions with student teachers than with
cooperating teachers.,
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TABLE 6.--Relationship of Supervisors' Asking for Opinions Between Two-
_ Supervisory Groups. ' : !

HyPOtheSis le : | N . ).m o o SoDo 0 ; t : - - . P.
Student Teachers . 34 . 4,61 = .3,314. . 1,6297 .  N.S.
Cooperating . '

Teachers .. 29 334 . 2,746

t o5(df = 61) = 2,000

The t value calculated for testing this hypothesis was 1, 6297. ‘Since this
was not significant, H, , ‘was not accepted ) | |

| Hypothesis 1f dealt with the degree to wvhich supervisors asked teachers of

different status for their suggestions as to possible courses of action for o
works either in the classroom or.in;the_conferences.:.thisiis’Cetegory_]uin!thev
Supervisory Interaction System. ' The hypothesis tested was:

Hyg Supervisors williengége'in a'significantIy“higher”percentage'

of asking for suggestions with student teachers than with. ... -

cooperating teachers.

TABLE 7,--Relationship of Supervisors Asking for Suggestions Between Two
: Supervisory Groups - A

Hypothesis if N C X% © gD, . e o
Student Teachers % - .0.10 0.328 -0.8311  N.S.
Cooperating S - .
Teachers 29, . 0.46 . 4_”2.244
t = a2, o o L. B . e SR o ﬂ - i,
.05(df 61) =2.000

Table 7 shows an observed t value of -0.8311 in’support of this hypothesis.

Since this was not significant for 61 degrees of freedom, Hy¢ was not accepted.
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Hypothesis 2 was concerned with the degree to which supervisors engaged in

verbal behaviors that tend to restrict the verbal response possibilities of
teachers of different status. This direct supervisofy behavior is defined by
Categories 5, 8, 9, and 10 of the Supervisory Interaction System. The exact hy-

pothesis tested was:

Hy Supervisors will engage in a significantly higher percentage of
direct verbal behaviors with cooperating teachers than with student
teachers. :

TABLE 8.-- Relationship of Direct Verbal Behavior Between Two.Supervisory Groups

Hypothesis 2 N . X S.D. t P
Student Teachers 34 29.04 11.756
Cooperating

Teachers 29 27.53 9.745 -0.5498 N.S.

t.OS(df = 61) = 2.000

Table 8 indicates that a t value of 0.5498 was obsefved in the direction
oppoqite to that specified in the hypothesis. Since this t value was not signifi- |
cant, Hypothesis 2 could not be accépted. |

Hypothesis 2a dealt with the degree to which supervisors gave factugl informa-
tion to teachers of different staﬁusQ Giving information, orienting, and summariz-
ing are the verbal behaviors defined by Category 5 of the Supervisory Interaction
System. The particular hypothesis was:

HZa Supervisors will engage in a significantly higher percentage of

giving information with cooperating teachers than with student

teachers. .

TABLE 9.--Relationship of Supervisors' Giving Information Between Two Supervisory

Groups
Hypothesis 2a N X% S.D. .t _;. P
Student Teachers 34 14.74 5.554
Cooperating

Teachers 29 19.08 7.397 2.5520 .05

€ g5(df = 61) = 2,000
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The observed t value was found to be 2.5520 in support of this hypothesis.

This t value was significant, and HZa was accepted.

Hypothesis 2b. was concerned with the degree to nhich supervisors analyzed or
evaluated either classroom behaviors or supervisory conferences while interacting
with teachers of different status. Giving such opinions comprises Category 8
behavior. The particular hypothesis tested was:

H2b Supervisors will engage in a significantly higher percentage of
giving opinions with cooperating teachers than with student teachers.

TABLE 10.--Relationship of Supervisors' Giving Opinions Between Two Supervisory

Groups. i
Hypothesis 2b ' N X% ©-8§.D. t . ... P
Student Teachers . 34 7.85 3.980
Cooperating . ' o :
Teachers 29  ~ 7.08.. - 4:136. + =0.7350. . N.S.

t.OS(df'="61) = 2.000 .

Table 10 shows a t value of -0.7350 in support of this hypothesis. For'ol
degrees of freedom, this t value was not significant, end‘Hypothesis 2b was not
accepted.

Hypothesis 2c was concerned with the degree to which supervisors gave teachers
of different status suggestions as to possible courses of action. This behavior
is defined in Category 9 of the Supervisory Interaction System. This hypothesis
was: '

H2c Supervisors wili engage in a significantly higher percentage of

giving suggestions with cooperating teachers than with student

teachers.

TABLE llr--Relationship of Supervisors Giving Suggestions Between Two Supervisory

Groups
Hypothesis 2¢ N X ~ 's.D. t : P
Student Teachers 34 5.11 5.240
Cooperating o ' . -
: Teachers - 290 - l.Q?; - - 1.605 .- =4,1840 - - N.S.

t.os(df = 61) = 2.000
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The t value calculated for testing this hypothesis was 4.1840 in the direc-

tion opposite to that specified. Since thigzeélue was not s{gnificant in the
direction indicated, Hypothesis 2c was rejected:

Hypothesis 2d was concerned with the dégree to which supervisors. engaged in
criticism while interacting with teachers of different status. Qriticism is
Category 10 in the Supérvisofy Interaétibn Syétem. “The specific hypothesis tested

was:

Hoqy Supervisors will engage in a significantly higher percentage of
criticism with cooperating teachers than with student teachers.

TABLE 12.--Relationship of Supervisory Criticism Given to Two Supervisory Groups.

Hypothesis 2d o N X% S.D. t P.
Student Teachers 34 1.34 2.092
Cooperating

Teachers 29 0.28 0.707 -2.7360 - N.S.

t.OS(df.= 61) -‘2.000

. Table 12 indicates an observed t value of =2.7360 in favor of the hypothesis.
This t value was not significant in the direction specified, and H2d could noﬁ be .
accepted.

Hypothesis 3 was concerned with the degrge to which supervisory conferences
would be shown to differ in indirect to direct ratios of verbal behavior with
teachers of différent status. Sums of the percentages of verbal.behavior in
Categories 1, 2, 3, 4, 6, and 7 were divided by the sums of'percentages of verbal
behavior Categories 5, 8, 9, and 10 for each conference. The particular hypothesis

tested was:

H3 Supervisors will have a significantly higher I/D Ratio with student
teachers than with cooperating teachers.

<0
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TABLE 13.--Relationship of I/D Ratios of Two Supervisory Groups

Hypothesis 2 N XI/p S.D. ; t P
Student Teachers .. 34 1.02 . 0.934 0.9475 N.S.
Cooperating

Teachers - . 29 - 0.82 0.713

£ g5(dE = 61) = 2.000
The t value calculated for testing Hypothesis 3 was 0.9475 and was not

significant, Thereforé,'ﬁ3 was rejected. |

l.ﬁypothesis 4 dealt with the pe:centage'ofjsilence or confusion that had oc-
cured during supervisory conferences with teAChérs bf different status; S%lenée
" or confusion are the behaviors comprising Qategory‘ls of the Supervisory Interaction
System. This hypotheéi; Qés spe;ified ésfv

.H4. There willfﬁe a siénifi;antly higher percentage of silence or con-

fusion between supervisors and student teachers than there will be

between supervisors and cooperating teachers.

TABLE 14.--Relationship of Silence or Confusion Between Two Supervisory Groups.

Hypothesis 4 N - X% - 8.D. - .t . P
Student Teachers 34 3.19 2,280 0.6079 N.S.
Cooperating : ' N ' -

e

Teachers 29 2.87 1.826

€ g5(df = 61) = 2,000 | - -
Table 14 indicates no significance in support of this hypothesis. On this

basis H, was rejected.:.
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As it was utilized in this study, the Supervisory Interaction System demon-
strated much promise for being a viable instrument for'analyzing verbal interac;'
tion patterns exhibited during dyadic conferences between supervisors and teachers.
Vérbal behaviors may be accurately and objectively categorized within each be-
havior category of the system. The Supervisory Interaction System focussed on
providing optimal precision in oﬁjectively recording and analyzing verbal behaviors
to the extent'that meaningful statistical analyses could be performed, and the re-
sults accepted with a relatively high degree of confidence in their interpreta-
tions. o
Data analysis revealed that the supervisors utilized in this study did behave
differently when they were interacting with student teachers from when these same
supervisors interacted with cooperating teachers. This was. not true for all be-
havior categories of the Supervisory Interaction System, but in several different
behaviors that do seem to be important in the area of Teacher Education.
| Indirect verbal behavior was defined, for the use of the Supervisory Interéc-
tion System,as supervisory behavior that does not restrict the teacher's possible
range of responses; and included Categories 1, 2, 3, 4, 6, and 7. These categories
are indicative of supervisory positive social - emotional concerns during the -
conferences, and also asking for information, opinions, and suggestions - no.nejof
which impose severe restrictions on possible teacher responses. Within this |
broad grouping of behaviors considered indirect, supervisors gave significantly
more praise and asked for éignificantly more information when they were interacting
with student teachers. A t value slightly less than that required for significance
was observed in favor of supervisory requests from student teachers. .
‘A possible explanation for these "loadings" in favor of the supervisors with
student teachers in Categories 2, 4, and 6 might be that supervisors were‘asking

for much information and many opinions; and then responding with Category 2 be-

havior, praise. .Since it does not appear probable that supervisors would praise

information - giving, one might logically conclude that supervisors were praising
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the opinions offered by student teachers about the information’they were also

giving. The praise f@éponse-from the subervisor could then be serving the dual
function of providing ‘the student tea;her with positive feedback as to the per-
ceived value of the student teacher{g opinions, and also serving to provide a non-
threatening atmosphere Eonducive:éolﬁpenness of interaction.

If it is assumed that most ;upéfvisory conferences are held for fairly specif-
ic purposes, then it may be thaﬁ famiiiarization with the Supervisory Interaction
System by the individual seeking to effect change in the other may facilitate
interaction leading to the desired behavior change. Impliéations of the notions
of direct and indirect behaviors would appear to be especially important here..

Obviously, much supervisory concern for indirect verbal behavibr should
facilitate openness of interaction between éupervisor and.teacher. The supervisor
concentrating on positive social - emotional ciimate (Categafiesul, é, apé 3) and
asking rathe; than giving,is demdnstratiné'CQﬂcéfn for buil&ing and maintaining
interpersonal relationships while working on an opén problem-solving level. By
asking rather than telling, the supervisor does not restrict teacher responses,
That is, the teacher is free to express his or her own.ngas and feelings associ-
ated with the matter under discussion. This would allﬁwltﬁgppeacher the opportunity
to arrive at her own solutions and possible courses of ac?;on for the probleq‘at
hand; and then discuss openly which appear more viable thgg_q;he:g. This indirect
behavior, then, appears to be quite amenable to facilitatién of a g:oblem-solving
approach to supervision.

The ‘supervisor concentrating on direct verbal behavior - telling rather than

- asking, and criticizing - tends to disregard positive social - emotional concern .

in his eagerness to provide much to which the teacher can only acquiesce. The
teacher may change behavior as a result of direct supervisory behavior, but will
probably never be willing to interact openly with the supervisor in seeking her
ownn solutions to problems. It may eveﬁ come to the poiﬁt where the teacher
prabably wonders whether or not the supervisor is‘at.;il.interested in assistihg_.‘

the teacher in finding her own solutions, or is merely interested in having the

23
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. teacher in finding her own'solutidns, or is merely interested in having the teacher

do a specific something and doesn't care if the teacher has any worthwhile inputs
to make.

Skill in the use of the Supervisory Interaction System may also serve to pro-
vide objective feedback to the supervisor as to exactly what kinds of interaction
had transpired during a specific supervisory conference. The knowledge gleaned
from familiarization and utilization of the system could then serve to improve
congruence between intended and actual supervisory interaction behavior. This, in
turn, could lead to the development of an interaction style that is both effective
and comfortable for a particular supervisor.

Applications of the use of the Supervisory Interaction System would seem to
transcend the realm of education and apply to almost all areas in which supervisors
work. For example, it may be a viable idea to work this kind of supervisor train-
ing into the world of business. There are supervisors in almost all large business
offices and training operations. Typically, these people have responsibility for
training people new to the business and maintaining staff efficiency - supervisory

functions. Their dealings with others are primarily of a verbal nature and must

correlate the skills, goals, needs, and interests of people ranging from newly-
hired to those having many years of experience.
! Changes affecting the total organization would naturally tend to affect the

individuals within that organization. These changes may mean changing the behavior

o

of individual persons, while maintaining certain other behaviors. Mprale might

well be a factor here.

Changes can come about via administrative edict, but would probably require
further clarification through discussion between the office supervisor and those
affected by the edict. This means verbal communication of an interpersonal natufe.
It would appear likely that.a supervisor wishing to communicate exactly how an
edict would affect any particular person would arrange a conference with that per-

son and engage in interaction about the edict. If the supervisor has an interest

P
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in effecting change while also wishing to maintain openness in interaction with

other employees, it would seem appropriate to engage in‘pfimarily indirect verbal

behavior. quwlgdge-bf'the Supervisory Interaction éystem may facilitate these

goals.

I
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