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CHAPTER I . ..
THE PROBLEM, -+° =~ /
: Introductlon;'_ , - .
This study examined'two programsvof4student'§éachihg supervisioni The

objectlve was to draw some, coqclu51ons~about the jeffects of the size of the

i . [ . X > 2

student teacher group on the superv1sory program. The major'difference,be-

. ! . .
,tween the two programs was' in ‘the number of - student teachers ass1gned. ‘ o

Many ‘questions naturally apply to programs of studeptfteaching "Can a

college supervlsor handle an 1ncreased number of séudent teachers?" "If we

increase the number of students, can we Stiil ma1nta1n an'?dequate program7"

"At what p01nt does a college »supervisor become inneffective?" FIs there a

~
-~

point where the number of student teachers ass1gned to the program serloﬁsly

impa1rs the effectiveness of that program7"

v

These are d1ff1cult questlons h1ng1ng upon each person s own phllosophy

and definition of what const1tutes an "adequate" or "qua11ty" program of .

supervis1on. Nevertheless, this study is an 1n1t1al effort to examlne these'
» i - ""7-

‘and similar questions in an objective approach‘bas d upon\w:anned-research.
N ‘ : . !

<

Statement of the Problem and Pchedures

°
+

The Problem . o e T

If we compare a program of student teach1ng in|which a college supervlsor
is assigned 16-20 student teachers (control group) with another program of
student teach1ng in whith a college superv1sorv1s ass1gned 30 or more student

teachers (experimental group), will differences oocur‘between'the two prbgrams v

as perceived by the student teacher and the'supervising teacher?




The Major HypotheSis e

To test‘fbrvthese\§;¥¥érences the fdlIOW1ng null thothe31s -was de31gned

\ '-\ . '

No 81gn1f1cant dlfferences W1lI‘eX1st in the responses to a questlonnalre

by student teachers and supervislng teachers\aaslgned to two d1fferent programs

o% student teach1nga one’ large grohp and two small groups.

\

The-TWo\Programs of Supervision , ' - \\\\
' ~

. : . . I v
Theltwo_programsvji supervisions (experimental and control) wefe develdped

*

‘to contain as many similar elements as posgsible, The maJor varlable was- the

. - e -, :
number of student teachers asSigned to each program. 'This neéesSitated some

re-des1fn1ng of the role of the college super1spr in Ehe experlmental program

to compensate for the reduced number of school v1s1ts poss1b1e “due to the '

-

1ncrease in the number of student teachers he was superv131ng. - "\

The role of the experimental college superv1sor became that of a TS

« -

"trouble hooter” with more respons1b11Lty for '"observation" and evalpat;on" -
of the student teacher be1ng placed on the supervlsing teacher. An add1t10nal

two-week ""Progress Report" from the supervising teacher to the tollege super- 4

"visor was added to help the_college supervisor in earlg identification'of_‘ , <
) . - N ’ 4 N

" problems. it

An additional supervising teachers meeqing<was incorporated into the
experimental program as another means of improving contact. In addition, -

there was a greater "clustering" of from 2 to 5 student teachers in a single

school in the experimental ﬁrqgram to improve accessibillty and contacts.
Also the sunervising teachers.and student teachers were provided with:an

"1nformat10n" handbook which attempted to c1ar1fy the roles of each person.
\ K
'1nvolved in the superv1sory team, Thls handbook 1ncluded tearout progress

v

report forms that were completed and sent to the_college supervisor periodically

1
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during the'qu&rter.‘
The college supervisors of the control groups placed their program

emphasis on. more frequent and intensive classroom visits and observations.

Other areas of the control programs were the same as~the experimental one.

.

Table 1 shows at a glance the similarities and cifferences in the two programs
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" .TABLE "1 COMPARISON OF PROGRAM ELEMENTS IN THE
R . EXPERIMENTAL AND CONTROL GROUPS OF THE

., | - STUDENT TEACHING RESEARCH PROJECT ¢ .
. ‘ . s ., *' / - . g i : § »,
PROGRAM ELEMENTS : Experimental .  Conftrol Groups.
. : LT Group-A . B&cC
Group Contacts_ - ' D e )
1. College Supervisor has,beglnnlng .
re of term seminar with student . X . X
- --teachers. o e T s

2, College Supérvisor has Progress |
Seminar with student teachers -
(3rd weék) ‘ Co - X X

3. College Supervisor has Mid-term \
Iri-setvice meeting with super- - . AR
vising teachers Co e X _ . X

4. Colfege Supervisqr has Progress & ‘
Seminar w1th*student teachers .
a(7th week) : _ X ’ SRR X

v

5. College Supervisor has Final =
End- of-Term meeting with ]
stuﬂent teachers . 1 X ' : <X

.2 . o N .

“6: College Supervisor has Final Group
‘ "Evaldation of Student Teachers".. .
/“ session with’ Superv1s1ngJTeachers, > X

Wfétten Reports. _ o
7. A two-week “Report -on Progress" ,
from Superv1sing Teacher to, R ' . A

(College Supervisor N X

8. A Mid+term gyaluatidnﬁon'Student, v :
" Teacher: progress from Supervising I o _
Teacher to College Supervisor = X . X

9. &4Fina1,eva1héticn on Student
Igecher.prdgress from Supervising

Studeﬁt Placement L A x4 . T

10@ "Clusterlng" of 2 to 5 students .
"« in a 31ngle school for ecasy accessg |
and small group meetings..

9

-




PROGRAM ELEMENTS

.
* ). \J
- .
- . .

TABLE 1 (CONT'D)  ~-
qutrol Groups

B&C .

dl.

L .Expérihental'i ‘
N Group A

<

éollege'Supervisor Visits T L

13020 S . T
B S . .

11.

Initial "Orientation visit" by S -i . 1 ' .
College/Supervisor with Student % < X . X
Teacher land Supervising Teacher’ = - . N .

1%.:

T ‘ i _ .
Two to Five JIntensive Observatien * %,k =~ . o A o
visits by College Supervisor with ligﬁ%» ‘- - SO X
each Student Teacher and Super- . |7 e T

13.

vising Teacher . .

- :visits by College Supervisor with e . Ai

: - a
One or more "Intensive Observation"

-

Student Teacher and Superv1S1ng ' X L
Teacher . ohly/&here problems are : '
indicated

14.

One '"Minimum Observation' visit
by College Supervisor with 2
Student Teacher and Supervising X
Teacher where no prgblem ex;sts¢

and 1f tlme permlts T

15.-

A HEN : PS
offe “Closure" or’ "Final Evaluation",
visit® by College Supervisor with

each Student Teacher and Super-

—

vising Teacher D R . _ N

. R R . ‘ '-,.’. o /1 L
Providlng Superv1s1ng Teachers S X ,///// S

_with aﬁ "Informatlon" Handbook

-

lThere were 5 student t?chers out of 31 requlring irvtensive obse}vatlon

. visits. Three received two visits each, one received three Ylsits, and
ong received six visits. o <o . o
B ‘ / o . .
20f the , emainlng student teachers (not 1nc1ud1ng the above f1ve) twenty

receive a "mi observation" visit% Six stullents did not receive a
"minimum observation" visit since time d1d not permit it,

" ‘ . < ) »A:'.x | , ‘.A
‘\A' : . ' o : ; . e



The Student and Teacher Population : St

The student teacher populations‘were those students normally ass1gned to .
4
e

the geographlc areas of the two college supervisors. The students involved

) : *
were assigned in ll counties of Indiana located in t orthern par

4state The sample included all of. those student teachers ass1gne

to that
. 3 :
particular superv1sor in the quagter. This sample - represented a,cross- sectlon
of the student teacher population of Ball State Un1vers1ty.4 _

7 . - L

The supervising,teachers were those who were assigned these student,v

teachers in the normalhplacement procedure The* ages pefifvce, degrees, -

. ~
° . ) k e

. and teachlng areas were wide and var1ed¢and represented a brpad spectrum of

these var1ables. The placement of these student teachers andu e'ass1gnment

\ :
to teachers was made with no %iior knowledge of the areas ofbe selected for
EC

the experlmental program Random sampling is not cla1med r either the experi-

mental on control groups, but in the groups selected all subJects were 1ncluded

n

Sizes of Experlmental and Control Groups

-

There were 31 superv1sing-teachersw(Al)5 and 31 student.tgachers QAZ) in
the experimeﬁtal program., .There were"l9-supervising teachers (B1) and 17 \
student teachers (BZ) in one’ control group and 19 superv1s1ng teachers (Cl)

and 20 student teachers (CZ) in the other control group .
. v 4;5V<

| TABIE 2 SIZE AND _QUARTER- OF EXPERIMENTAL AND CONTROL GROUPS
. - ‘» - . . S . . =
Quarter |[College B Group Teachers Code |. Students “Code
’ Spvsr. R R
"Fall '73| x Experimental (A)| N=31 \ A° |0 mesL. A,
Fall '73| v Control ® | w19 | B N7 | B,
g , . : .
Winter X Coptrol ) N=19 Cy N:20 Cy
L r73-174 | . } : R
~ . '\

3a11 quarters are 10 wecks in length ranging from 48 to 50 scheool days IR

4The populatlon included elementary, secondary, male and female,.large urban
schools; smaller rural schools, schools in small to medium sized towns or cities.

SThe letter refers to the experimental or control group, the number for teacher
..or student group. See table 2 for clar1f1cat10n :

EKC : 6 10 Ny

wll Toxt Provided by ERIC
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" The College Suparvisors . ’ | .

Two different college supervisors (Des1gnated X and Y See Table 2) were
e .. v

‘vassigned to the groups Supervisor X conducted'the fall_prdgram with the
4 1arge.experimental group’of'teachers and students Snd also conducted one -
" of the control programs dur1ng the winter quarter immediately following the °

fa11 prdgram Superv1sor R conducted the fall quarter control program or

( j M A

in the same fall quarter As the experimental program.
' The above design solved two problem var1ab1es It would place a check , N
. —
against any undue,bias of one program over the other which could occur if .

only one college sdpervisor was assigned to both programs. It also provides

»

an indication of the effects that two differ‘ht college supervisors might

’

have on the data . : e

The Measuring Instruments

’ - . A

The Office of Student Teaching at’ Ball State University already empldyé

e - e s
two end-of-quarter surveys or questionnaires for obtaining program: ﬁa’“ %gﬁmi :
N VV“MLI '/ Sl

supervis1ng teachers and student teaclv{ers.7 These°questionpaires wére - used_'

but. with the inclus1on of additional items for measuring spec1fic aspects ofﬁ

-

the’ experimental and control programs CAppendixes A and B),
' . : i sl
¥ ; . v . . ! <
A nsemantic differentia!‘gﬁwas employed to obtain mean scores on each item

in the student and teacher questionnaires} This made it possible to compare the

L]
.

means and examine the variability of the groups.
"Specific items wére somewhat identical and were also stated negatively o

as a check on‘the validity of the questionnaires.‘ Since the questions‘ask

o

",

’

fo§ specific opinions about aspects of the program, content validity is
claimed in part. a . ' L J J

/

6 Teacher Questionnaire developed by Tom McEwin of Teachefs CJiJege Facultyx}
at Ball State University. . - o, »
7 Student Questionnaire developed over a three year period (1971-1974) By - -
Edwin P. Prettyman and James M, YcClure of Teachers College Faculty at
Ball State University., It was partially supported by a University grant,

8 Agree=5; Probably Agree—4 Uncertain/Not Applicable—3 Probably D1sagree-2
O  Disagree=1, . 7

S 11~
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- In two analyses of groups of itenw ~the responses of the three groups,
\

A, B and C yielded reliability coefficients of 9531 and,*9265 ‘The two Do

questionnalres were considered highly reldible instruments\QFﬁ adequate to

the purposes of this study. o “ R S s

Collecting ‘the ﬁata -f* . e

- - o

- o i : A
. The data-was obtained by administering the teacher questionnaire

QAppendix A) to all of ‘the superv1sing teachers in the eﬂperlmental and

control groups\and administering the student questionnaire (Appendix B) to

all of the student teachers in the experimental and-control gr:’hg\sl Admin-
- > e
istrationlof all questionnaires Was accompllshed during the tenth zhd final -

» ~~ . s
4 -~

week of the quarter, S ~';" | o . ~
iThe student.teachersicompleted the questionnaires’in?the final group .
'meétings held on the‘lastgday‘of:the quartér: Each teacher mailed. the
coﬁpleted questionnaiielon the last day of the‘quarter., _
Th;‘experimental'group of.31'teachers CA ) and 31 stu&ents A,y all

»

5

,.completed questionnaires for a 100 percent’ return by the experimental group.

r

The 19 teachers (Bl) and 17 students (BZ) of the fall quarter control group o,

Call ,completed questionnaires for a lOO percenzfreturn. There were- two more

P . N K &. . '

teachers than students in this group because tub;student teachers were

<

ass1gned to twb superv1s1ng~teachers. One teacher of the 20 in thexsecond -

.

control group (Cl) failed to complete and return a questionnaire which made

Q

for on?gba 95 percent return.‘ All 20" of thé'students of the second control '

’ ..,'

i

_group (C ) cOmpleted questionnaires for a return of lOO percent .
The responses of “‘each subJect on each questionﬂhire were then punched

! P4 - P
on computer cards for data pr0cessing Reliability coefficients'Were .

.

-

obtained on the\qﬁestionnalre 1t/;s; Means, st‘Ldard deviations andqﬁ

measures of var1ab111ty or 't" scores were produced for testing the,ma}or~'_

' , i G \x L,
" hypoth sis. ’ L o o .t
ypothe e , 1:2 .

- . RN
-

© 8
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The variabllity between the twp’control groups and the experlmental

LA s

-and control groups and the testing for the maJor and m1nor9 hypotheses was

o . . o ,.‘B ~

measured usinx the ”t'l ratlo. The "t" ratlo compared the differences between
- rt S .Jf .
the. group means and the appanen; e%fect of thé*treatment W1th the standard

I
‘-a ] o _,.\.?’, ) ‘

e :
‘“error of the d1fferences between the means. Th1s produces a measure of the

o ; _o‘,. ¢ ~

' variabillty of the d1fferences and an estimate of error, U31ng the twortalled

" test for "t" the researchers were able to determ1ne if s1gn1f1cant d1fferences

.
existed-between the two control-gfbups,and théﬁexperimental and control groups
. \.) - . .

1n the responses to the queStionnaire items, A test of significance was

imposed au’fhe 05 level for acceptance or reJectlon of the two control groups
v

-

B as a 31ngle population and for acceptancendr reJectlon of the maJor hypothesis.

v

f»supervisor was assigned to both programs,

o FEYSEN
o')

-.-"»q. . . . s~

leutations andsDellmltations _ . v -

>

%

o

The student teaching quarter was limited to 10 weéks, the normal Unaver-

-,‘.ln ' e

sity schedule§ The study ﬁas limited to two consecut1ve quarters in the

fall and W1nter of 1973 74 A Spr1ng quarter was not included ) «

f;. The effects of rwo college querv1sors may influence the data, but
. O
there,is greater validity achieved in th1s design Ehan 1f only one college
:i .
. - - "a o
There 1s the recognition that. any questlonnalre has its 11m1tations.

The student sample 1nvolved Only Ball State student teachers in a, par-
ficular geograph1c area, We can but infer that concluglons may be- applicable
\Bhthe total student teaching program. Inferences about other student teach-_
ing programs in other institutions mqy be 11mited

. .
~—

™

The Minor Hypothesis for testing the variablllty of the two control groups
is a. necessary prerequisite for; testing the MaJor Hypothes1s. The minor
hypothesis 1s presented in Chapter Two.

9
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CHAPTER IT
. THE CONTROL GROUPS'

-,

. A o "Intrddrll'

The selection of two control groups under tLe d1rectlon of two, dlfferent
. college superv1sors (l) prov1des a control group of teachers and students at
least as large as the experimental groups and (2) overcomes bias inherent in

: a' design when only one person is in charge'of both the experimental and control

°
°

enviromments, -An addltlonal beneflt is the exammnation of responses in two

: dlfferent quarters, fall gnd winter, . ._? ..
The two college superv{sors, X'and-Y;'%oﬁ&dEted their réSpective'fall'and

Ve
winter control programs in a s1m11ai\manner. Both superv1sors used identical

group meeting t1mes the same evaluation and reportlng forms, and prov1ded the
| .

-sumllar "intensive observation" visits to their respective groups.‘ There was

. : ,

the same emphasis on the individual conferences with thg-Student teachers and

v supervising teachers during each4school visit. The twq college supervisors

kept in constant communlcatlon dur1ng the two control group programs so that b
they could keep-all the program elements s1m11ar as outlined in Table 1.

k]

Comparing the Control Groups
2., ;

. E ] . - . ¥ . ’ " .
The Minor Hypothesis . ;°: : , 47/ R
‘ : A
‘to test whether or not the two control groups yielded similar rdsults

and were similar or identical pogulations the following hypothesis was

designed: A .- < i
. . . }
. - - ° .

' When two different college supervisors in two different quartera
.conduct identical small group student teacher programs, similar in -
scope and design, then; similar responses to questionnaire items will
be elicited from the teacher and student populations and there will"

be no.slgnlflcant differences between the two- groups in the1r responses._
a ' L )

.
” M »

10 o o . :




_ Ve TABIE 3 MEAN SCORES AND "t" SCORES

OF TEACHER DQIROL GROUES | .
By AND Cy* =
Item Means of | .Meams of | . "t || Item Means of Means of|  't¥
No. Control Control score | . No.. Control Control| .score
. Group | Group : Group +  Group
LB ¢t |- By Cy
1 | .3.895 | 4.368 1563 |21 | 4947 4.737 | .1.512
.2 | 4368 | 4421 0.148 || 22 . 1,211 ° 1.053 [ 0.728
T3P 4,789 4,737 0.296 || 23 | - 4.895 | j4.842 *| 0.387
b | ~4.842 “4.579 1.457 || 24| - 4,474 4.316 .| 0.402
‘5 | 4421 b b7 0.234 || 25" | v 4,368 | {4.684 0.856
Rl 4,842 | 4.737 0.781 | 26 4362 4.789. | 0.577
7| 4.579 4842 0:970 - . 27 4.895 | 4.842 0.387
8 b.421 b, 421 0.000 || 28 |  4.805 [ ,-ang42 0.387
9 1,316 1.263 0.245 | 29 | s5.000 |/ 4.895 1.000
10 b.4T74 4.68 | 1382 | 30 |- 5000 | 4.97 | 1.000
11 | %47 4,737 0.985 || ‘31 4.632 | 4.842 0.851
12 . 3.684 1.387 || 32 | 4.789 | v4.368 | .1.760
13 | * 3.8% 3.789 0.290 || 33 4,000 | 3.684 0.753
14 4,947 4,632 1.732 || 34 3,316 2.684 1.414
15 4.597 |. 4684 | 0.330 | 35 2,053 | . 2.579 1.588
16 | 4.632 | 4.368 0.976 | 36 |™ 3.526 | 4.000 1.042
17 | 4.684 4,579 0,330 || 37 +2.579 3,316 1,620 -
18 k632 b, 684 0:239 || 38 4,526 £.263 | .1.028 .
19 | 4.579 . 4,684 0.351 || 39 | _ 4.158 4.316 0.428
720 4.789 | . 4.632 ,\g=943 40 6,737 || 4.474 1.201
1Y . . . ' -~

* Teacher Group By (N = 19) Teacher Gro. C; (N =19) Total N = ;8 36 degrees N
" of freedom requires a "t" score of + 2,03 at .05 glevel for signiflcant d1fference.
' Findlngs : ' o

. & .y
« . ) . .

«Tables 3 and 4 outline the .data received from the processing ;of the

1

data for the two control groups:. The tables show the mean scores on each item, ;
. v

‘ then.,results on both control groups of students and teachers, and t'he "t'" gcores

04

obtained for comparing the varlablhty of the control groups and for testmg

the minor hypothes.is. E H et
Oy
-The requlrement of a "t" score in'either group of + 2, 03 for slgniflcant

differences to occur wé.s not met, All "t" _'sc‘ores on all items were less than this.
. - 15
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e

. L R TABLE 4 MEAN SCORES AND "t" SCORES
‘ | OF STUDENT CONTROL GROUPS

t B AND C * .
Item | Means of Means of A Item .Means of Means of | "t"
No. |- Control Control| Score No. Control Control | Score
Group Group o Group Group
, 1 3.824 3.850 | 0.056 || 24 |  4.118 3.950 | 0.440
T 2 4,588 4,800 1.129 25 4,235 4.350 | 0.392
3 5.000 4,900 4 1.337 | 26 4,706, 4,800 0.515
4 4,647 4..700 0.193 27 4,529 4,500 0.098
s 4176 . | 4.500 | o.948 | . 28 AT 4.850 | 1.729°
6 4,176 3.750 1.079 29 4,529 4,750 0.808
7 4,529 4,850 | -1.261 30 4,353 4.500 0.39%
8 1.647 1.700 | 0,143 31 4,588 4,700 0.353
9 3.706 4,000 | 0,615 32 | 4.647 4,950 "] 1.828
10 4,471 4,650 0.785 33 3.353 2.800 1.075 -
11 4.588 4950 | 1.486 | 36 | 4.647 4.950 | 1.324
12 4,588 4,700+ | 0.342 35 n176 1.000 1.087
13 5.000 | 4,900 1.337 36 - 3.647 | 4,150 - | 1.201
SO | 4,176 4:650° 1 1.947 37 3.941 .| 4,550 1.729
T 15 4.471 4,750 1.023 38 1.765 #3050 - 0.696
16 |  4.706 4.50Q 0.778 | 39 3471 4. 150 1.563
17 3.059 | 2,800 0.599 [ 40 - 4.0007  1¥3,950 - | 0.134
18 | 3.706 - 4,050 | 0.869 41 4,588 - 4,850 1.319
19 | 4.647 | 4.950 | 1.324 | 42 3.235 35250 0.041
20 4.412 | 4.800°\7] 1.58 43 [ 4.353 . | 4,350 | 0.009
21 hvssz | 2.550 | 1.350 || 44 3.882 4,250 - [{1.000
22 4,588 | 4,500 0.275 |f 45 . 4.235 4.300 0.159
23 4.353 | 4.80Q0 1.541 | : BT :

#Student Group B2 (N 17) "Student -Group C, N = ' "20)- Total N = 37; 35 degrees
of freedom requires a "tﬂ score of + 2.03 at .05 level for 31gn1f1cant d1fference

< gpnclusions ' , : o .

- %
Since’ there were no 31gn1f1cant dlfferences between the superv131ng teacher

or student teacher control groups, the minor hypothe31s was supported Therefore,

A

'_the two control groups could be comblned and treated as aaﬁlngle population

>

It was also concluded that the variables of two d1fferent college superv1sors
and different quarters had no appreclable effect upon the resylts,
! : ’
/ . - 12 o ‘ ot ;

Elgi};‘ _ | o _'i s - 16
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M CHABTER III . % T
o : : ' - B A
'3 , PROCEDURE FOR TESTING 'I'HZE MAJOR HYPOTH’ESIS : PO
: AND- REPORTING THE RESULTS ' \‘» R o
s Lo % +
n‘; L ; . ‘ e .. é : Y ' l - h e )
N oo, i o Introduction o . » e
,} I_._ ) lc._y . . R , &% N - .

In the previous chapter it was established that Ehe teacher control groups

- -

(B1 and Cl‘) and the two student control groups (B2 and C2) ?uld be treated ..

as a single popuIatiOn. l'.t was then possible to q;omparea,this comb:bned contrdl q
. ‘ . v

population With the &'espectlve ,exper:.menta\l populatlons ‘of. teachers (A ) and

,'5 5

students (Az) in a’ te" t of: the magor hypothesis.»,\.‘._ S

1. ‘ Group meansg,‘o{ : ea‘ch item were oblta‘.med *from bot‘h \quesaonnaire
responses of studen%fy“ teachers and tWo Qets_‘}?:-."t" “scores were obtained.
‘ This made possible an "eicang.natlon o\ﬁhe levé.'l of nesponses to the }.‘tems and
a comparison of the exper:unent.al and\‘p(ﬁmrol groups. )
' 2. All items in the teacher and xstudent questionnaires were combined
and ._p ced in nine major cat‘egories for' an;lysis., Only categories 1 ‘through s

6 are reported in detail. Categories 7 through 9 are peripheral' to the study,

“y. " but are included in the  Summa T : } . ' .
e h (1) The. Supervisﬁr:ess, Contact and Availability of

the College Supervis or.
: ’ * al

(2) The Sup.ervis}ory Process, Classroom Visits and Observation i

_'(3) The Superv1sory Process, Conferences

,-(4.) The Superv1sory Process; Plénning and Teaching Methods

(5) Evaluation and Grading of Student Teaching Performance

 ———— ‘?ﬁ‘

.\' T (6) .Compe!t&cy of the College Supervisor | - » g
: . - R
o ‘ (7) The College Supervisor and Personal Relations bl

s 8) Responses about the Studcnt Teaching Programs

" »
9) 'Responses about Student Teaching and Pre- Student Teaching =~ =
Professional Education Courses :

! . c ) 13 . )




- . i . ‘
\ - -, .

Lt . . ,
‘\) organized into si¥ tables. The means on each item of student hnd teacher
4 . ’ . 0

/
4, T \ h table where significant differences

and control groups onmgach 1tem.l - L } , S

o

statements on each 1teﬁ are avallable 1n the questlonnalres in Appendixes A
and B, - *

s .
i

. = 6. - Item Statements which are phrased negatively“produced'IOW scores.
= - ) -
These were changed to pos1t1ve statements within.the tables and the scores
4 T A
: converted for easy comparlson of~results and Eonslstency of’ reportrng.

N

7. Each magor category is reported separately. The f1nd1ngs are not °

. f descrlbed in detaml but are presented fully in the tables. In this way,

redundancy is reduced and brevity is served )

. 8., The conclus1ons arekreported w1th1n each category for easier com-

+ _ parison W1th the flndlngé presented 1n the tabIES.

.~ X - | o ¢ . ) o .

. . »
A M . » .




o ) ) ‘ . ‘ ) . ‘ » . ‘ . C}]AmR IV ) ' . ‘ . . . . ‘1‘..‘.1‘
| FINDINGS AND CONCLUSTONS - o I
. . ) . . . . . . . o . . | -

T o ' ‘Rejecting.the Major Hypothesis

: -~ . 5 T
~Findings .- - - o . ’ L ‘4 S
.. Out of 40 items on the.teacher questionnaire, significant‘differences
. . k]
! ] ] .

-occurred between the experimental and'controILgroups of teathers on 14 items

.or 35 percent of a11 items “There were no significant.differences between

thefekperimental and control groups of teachers on 26 items or 65 percent of

. . . v .
all items,10 S _ N
'{f.Out of 45 items onuthe*studént:questionnaire, significant differences )

i . . ;i‘»ﬂ. -

occurred between the experimental and control groups of students on 20 items
.or 44 5 percent of a11 items. ‘There were 23 significant differences between _

- the experimental and control groups of students on 25 items or: 55'5 percent

of all items 10 ) o : I o

Conclusions : S L Lo e

- The maJor hypOthQSlS that "No significant differences w111 exist in the

<,

, responses to a questionnaire by student_teachers and supervising teAchers
L4

w3 assigned to two different programs of student teaching, one large grLup agd

\ ..

two small groups" is rejected. This rejection is necessarily limited: i

-

a gr&ater number of items. produced "no signif:cant differences" and‘a iesser
number of items produced "significant differences" between the groups.

The maJor findings and conclusions come in the analysis of the it

(.
and the kinds -of items to which the students and teachers responded rath r

.

*than in the numerical superiority or percentage of items 1abe1ed as signi} - -

\ R ~
< ftcant or ‘not significant. o Ieuﬁ'l :

e

i o oo
10 All items-and their corresponding "t" scores and the "t" score necessary .
~ for a. 1eve1 of Significance at the .05 level are reported in the tab1es.

| St :_153 o | | N
. BT I
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| : o
The ‘Supervisory Pnocess, : .
Contacts and Availability of the Gollege Supervisor‘

L] hd . [N
L AN ooy
3

Y . . ( ‘ ;
Findings ?§Significant Differences3

+ /

.}:Z ‘Table 6 inc1udes three teacher items ‘and two student items where signifi-‘

-

cant‘différences occurred between the experimental and control groups. - These

items deal with the contacts, ‘number of school visits, and availability of the
',‘ .college superv1sors. ' .{'5‘ S - ' ”;: S B

&

o TABLE 6 THE SUPERVISORY PROCESS, CONTACTS AND ‘ .
T & . AVAILABILII¥_OF THE COLLEGE SUPERVISOR . -
) o Ite L2 o - Statement | ‘ Control 'Expmtl;-‘;ﬂﬁ"ll‘
SR S S - _ Means '_Means: Score ' .
A T ' oy ) o
. _ T 38 sSufficient contacts with student teacher 4,395 0 3,710 L 2,667
Lad . : * . ‘ ' ' A . . i

T 40 Sufficient'contacts with supervisingfteacher 4.695 4,065 "2.235
S 45  Sufficient contacts with:stndent teacher'. . 4,270 3,258 3.292

8 37 Sufficient contacts.with supervising teacher 4.270 3;555 '3.04§

T 32 Sufficient number of school visits 4,579 .3.258 - 4.627 3
e e e e e e e e e e e + ————————— - e - ——
wl{/ S & Availabifity of the colkgge superv1s6r ‘4,452 4676 0.936
2 GO A
ST 'T 2. Availabrlity of the college supervisor . 4.395 . 4,065 1.241

ﬂ;fllTeacher Group: N=69, Degrees of freedom 67, "t" score of-+ 2,00 required
S for significant difference at .05 level, - - » '
~  Student Group: N=68, Degreeé of fﬁeeddqr66, "t" score of i 2,00 required

. for sigmifficant differénce at .05 level, ' g

The letter. T preceding the ‘Ltem number 1dent1f1es it as 'a teacher item,
e letter S preceding the 1tem number 1dent1f1es 1t as .a stﬁdent item,

13Items above the dotted line are identified as having s1gnificant differences,
, those below the dotted line . are identified as not havlng S1gn1f1cant differ-
~ ences, . - N
‘ . Vo | s}
NOTE?4¥KboOe faotnotes. apply to all subsequent tables,




2

':-irpervisor ﬂhvresidence in the area: This may also be explained by the frequent

i

4 .-

Eindings - No Significant Différences N e '._ I

0

.
iy \ ¢ ’

Table 6 1nc1udes one. student item and one teacher item where no sign1f1cant

Y . . d

differences occurred between the experimental and control groups. - Both items

dealt with the dvailability of the college supervisor.

i ¢ ' -
Conclus1ons o , <2 . S .
As the number of student teachers assigned to a college supervisor

increases, the number of "sustained or intensive contacts" that he can make

with the teachers and students decreases..

+ Skudent- teachers and'supervising‘teacﬁers consider the contacts made by

P . - »

- L . | o .
the college supervisor an important facter in the student“teaching prbgram.

< The students 1ndicate a greater need for these contacts than*do the
: -~

'superv1s1ng teachers and superv1s1ng teachers support this contention.

o Superv1s1ng teachers‘:}Jéct a superv1sory program to some extént where

'the college supervisor mgkes less than three school contacts. The student

AN

teachers reJect a minimal program of visits as. presented by the experimental

‘program and want more, not less visits by the college”supervisor than even {

the control program offered. | . >
?here}appears to be a greater insegurity on the part of_the students

than evidenced bytthexteachers and the students.apparently-want.and need "

continued support from someone from the University. Neither programiprel

sented any great problem in the area of availability of the college supervisor

to the students or teachers. The experimental program‘did have an edge in

'this .area as far as the students were concerned. The more favorghle response

+

in the experunental program may have been due to the location of the college

< . .

contacts made through means otherﬂthan_school visits such as .group meetings.

‘4

-

-



‘{ .
differences occurred between the experlmental and control groups. .

- . 3" The Supervisory Process)
"+ v Classroom Visits and Observation

»

‘ !

dealt malnly W1th th‘bstudents and teachers perceptions of

'_classroom v1$1ts and observatlons by the college superv1sor.

h'\

Table 7. includes ¢wo teacher 1tems and two student items where signlfrcant

-These - 1tems

}the value of the

|

TABLE 7

s

AND OBSERVATION

- 1)

‘THE SUPERVISORY 'PROCESS, CLASSROOM VISITS

Control Expmtl.

Itém . Statement , e

R st T .Mean ' Mean ~Score
g Lo . -

S 43 ".Classroom visits.necessar§ toﬁprograﬁ- 42351 3.129 4.562'

T 39 'Competent teacherudoes.not eliminate visitsl = 4,237 - 3.19% 3.225

S 40 Observation necessary for evaluation ;. 3.973 ‘,2;935 "1 3.554

T 36 - School visits not ellmlnated by conferences 3.763 *2.871 2.445

§ 39 ' Teacher observatlon only for evaluation 3. 645 .577

»

Findings'— No Significant Differemces

¥

=

 Table 7 includes one student item relating to classroom observation

dhere no significant differences occurréd between the eiperimental and control

.groups.

Conclusions

fewer classroom visits and observatians wruld have valuerd LHI’ aspect more' T

oy '
N
L]

?

Y

.

The expectation wis that—the group of students and teachers receiving.

- .

and observations. Th1s was not the»c e in th1s study

o

.....

highly than those in the. control program who recelved more classroom v1sits.

Observatlon and c1assroom v1s1ts by the college superv1sors are not * -
) 3

N

CLA



.

. It may be that the college*superv1sor has been duplicating the role oF the

superv1s1ng teacher and the students are aware of th1s. Also; students L.

N \_, L)

and teachers may be respond1ng more to the expectatlons placed upon thqm by
the college superv1sor 1 e. "It must be 1mportant only if. the college

supervisor th1nks it is 1mportant " Therefore _.the control groups place
» .
a h1gher rating on, observatlon and classroom v1s1ts by the college supervisor

because of the 1mportance he places on. thlS area. - ' ' : i

~The increase ‘in the use of conferences and - group meet1ngs the placing .
. ro A

N

.of more respons1b111ty on the- superv181ng teacher may be elements wh1ch

compensate to spme degree in the experimental program for the decrease in

. classroom visits and obse1vat10ns by the college superv1sor. In the ex--'

¢ JM

per1mental program it is obv1ous that-a large group OF eﬁts and teachers

»

‘-’:fv ;__

superv1sor.

-

There 1s ‘no. doubt that the role of the college superv1sor needs to be.
; rev1ewed part1cularly in the drea of classroom visits and observatlon, and’

hls experlence and expert1se placed 1n better perspect1ve in the total

LN v . ! . -
superv1sory program

3

-

‘The Supervlsory Process, Conferences ‘
. ,f R ’

F1nd1ngs - No Slgnlflcant leferences

»

Table 8 1ncludes one teacher 1tem and three student 1tems where

siganlcant d1fferences;occurred between the experimental and control groups
|
|

in the area of conferences W1th the-college superv1sor

.

- "F1nd1ngs - No Slgnlfneant D1fferences

~

_ Table 8 includes four teacher items and two student items where no . s1gn1-

f1cant d1fferenccs oeccurred between the experimental and control groups Colle
. -

supervisors in all the ‘groups rece1ved very favorable rat1ngs from students and
.teachers in the way: they conducted the conferences and answered questlons.
14

\ . Lo . .

\-
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.t N \d
. Le ; st

, : | T |
R . . o T - . .
. TABIE 8 THE SUPERVISORY PROCESS: CONFERENCES y ‘
. Item 0 7. C e Statement ; ‘ - . Control'Expmtl. ,"t"
. N . ' o _ Means Means . Score
o R N
s 6 vaM&djquarter conference'benefited student e 3.946 -‘33290 2.328 -
o T 4 Indf?ldual\me ingg along‘wfth‘observation‘ i » 4.731 - 3.968 2.76}
B f7, . Conference with student before'observationl:” © 4.703. .3.903 3.684
":&?23 ﬂ -Collége,' Super\;i or he‘l‘pful in conferences . 4 495 3.355 5.431

T 17 College Superv1sor helpful in conferences o 4,632‘ 4,452 . ,796f;

v

- T 11 {fSuperv1sor cond1d enough‘to be a help to student 4.605 4}558 w301

T 22 AnSWered questipns speclflcally and to the point- 4.868 4.613 . 1.586

S§29 _*‘Answered questlons spec1f1cally and to the point 4.613. 4,649 0.19

T 2%\; wJould ‘discuss profess1onal problems frandly ' 4.868 4.710 1ﬁ313.

S 30" Could d1scuss progessronal problems frankly ' 4.419° 4,432 .051
. - : :l;-g PP . ) /

- Conclusigns ;o " . . -

"Both‘th% students and teacheérs were satisfied with the abilities of the
ifcollege;superyisors in condueting conferences,-in being honest and open, and

being helpful when they did confer;" _ R . P .
' I N . ’ . . po.

*"" The numbér of student teachers. assigned to a college_superVisor does

..

~affect the conference s1tuat10n and as the number of student teachers increases -

the less helpéul these conferences become to the students and teachers The

}rolefythhe collegensuperv1sor.i?.the‘area of‘conferEnces is diminished by

having to work with a greater number of stydents. ' . -

-~

Although observatlon as. pr601ously outllned may not appear to be as

B

imertant as be11eved, it may. be that the lack of observatlon has cons1derable

impact upon the poorer ratlng the exper1mental program rece1ved in the .

4 -~ G . -

conference ‘category...

e




" I L
. ‘ . 4
;‘ 'Y * . " ‘ . N . » . .
' _ + Again, the role of the college supervisor needs to be examined. If he..
cannot obtain the necessary'information through classroom obserﬁation, he may
. ' 2 e T i J . K H
have to utilize other methods. Perhaps there should be a revision of his' + , "
. o ) B
© present conference role and a.tgansfer.of some areas ot it to the- supervising
< b i ) .. \ ) ) . A
teacher. : . _ e ;.- -~

4 >

The Supervisory Process, Planning and Teaching Methods

Findings -~ Significant Differences

e .

Table 9 1nc1udes two student items and one teacher item where significant

differences occured between the experimental and control groups in the category °
4

*
L
“of planning and teaching methods. : ’ :
: — ? — ‘ .
TABLE 9 - THE SUPERVISORY PROCESS: = PLANNING AND TEACHING METHODS
- " ) . . . ' : . U
Item - o Statement : Control Expmtl.® ~"t"

Means Means = Score

S 26 /ghllege suﬁeryisor‘provided freedom.to.plan o (43757_ 4;258 ' 3.383
-~ é 18 Planning requiredfcontributed to teaching - 3,892 3.161. ,2.4i7k¥
- T 6 Familiarit&ﬁwith different-teaching methods : ’4.789 4.é90 5;397
é'i({"E;;.lil;l;;’;;;ﬁ'&l%%;;;;;’E;;;ﬁl;;';;f:ﬁ;&; """ 4516 4.568 . 300
s 16 Student allowed to experiment with methods’ . 4.258 ;

4
4 .

ST 12 “Student encouraged to experiment with meéhods “3.527 g 4.290 ) 1.346
T 19 -College superrisor prouided freedom to nlan: .-4;632 | 4
4

N . . , - ) Y . ‘ .
T 13 'Planning'required_gdhtributed to teaching - ,3.842 .161 , ~ 1.357

Findings - No Significant Differences o : . ) -
“ . ‘ .~ - R . ) ; ©

Table 9 includes three teacher items and two student items where no

signi%icant'differences occurred between the experimentaliand the control
éroups in the category ofiplanning and tcachiné methods. fi
Conclusions ‘ - . .‘ ' SN ;

“The s1ze of thé student tea:hing gRoup does.not effect the perception/of

the college superv1sor as a knowledgeable person in the area of teachingtnethods




. ! : ., , i 7

Neither a small group or large group program affects the teachers® vlew-

* ’ » * 2 . vi‘ . L . '

of allow1ng the students freedom to plan.. Howéver, the student teachers

\' o

\y§_- in the large group appear to feel some restrictlons in th1s.a;ea. The key

IS

. \ [ 4 Tl
. here lles in the- d1fference An- the student and teacher responses to thek ?

item "the plann1ng requlfed coﬂtrlbuted to bev' ﬁ@teaching". *The small'groups_~

- R
'of Students rece1ved more d1rectlon)from the co

' - -

large experunental group. This ,ma account for the better rat1ng g1ven by o

" . ) . ". .

~“¢ffthe control group. The teachers rated the experunental program h1gher (although .

-

ege superv1sor than did the

L ;there was)ﬁot a: s1gn1f1cant'31fférence) and th1s program gave much more re-

-\) - .
¥ s

fspo/blblllty to the superv1S1ng teachers. C e
. S,
Students accept _more d1rect10n 1n plann1ng, ‘but superv151ng teachers, ‘as

g .

.

. & has been suspecLed, place less value of plann1ng.and ev1dently convey this

¢ "

to thegstudent teachers. .’

.
f ;-
+ ) .

L
égeac saalso view experunentatlon 1n dlfferent nmthods by the student

teaﬁer ruth °1ess favor than thq college superv1sor. : -::1,

- In essence the size of the student teachlngﬂgroup does not affect the‘ .
N . ;.\\'

teacher w1th less favor than the college superV1sor C . : ';'_ . ‘{ )f
In essence‘ the size of the student teaching group "does not affect the
area of plannrng and teachlng methods as muzh as the ways 1n wh1ch these

areas are percelved ‘by. the persons 1nvolvéd and the ways in wh1ch the .

e

college superv1sor can; help the\superV1s1ng teacher assume respons1b111ty V

0y

in these areas.

»

Evaluation and Grading of Student Teaching Performance_ . ' ¥
. . . , . - "_é . 5 N \- . 3 .
Findinge 4.Significant.Differences - e : - : : -
T : . .
TR _
Table'&o inckugfsfféo teacher 1tems and five student items where ' -
‘ . - 7 * N )
S1gn1fLCant d1fferences occurred between the eXperlmental and control i

. PN
;e.' 5

,groups 1n the category deallng 'with the evaluatlon and grad1ng of the
student teach1ng performance. L ; ",l ‘.




t

. TABLE-10 EVALUATION oF STUDENT TEACHING PERFORMANCE

4 Statement o o Control Expmtl, et
: ‘ . e Means Mggpsx- Score
4Sui ﬁvisorsf‘apnraisal.of student was fair . 4.7111' 4.3555 2.036
S‘{';;iSupei;lsors 'appraisal of student ggs.falr -4.514 | 3:%77 3.796
,"ﬂ Supervlsor can evaluate'better than.teacher 1.919 -~ 1,258 . 2;741
4 ',leacher can evaluate better than - supervlsorv 4,243 . 4.742 2.3831
éuperv1sory approach helped ln evaluatlon 3.684 ;2.968' 2.298 °

-

‘7,Supervisory approach helped in evaluatlon

3.919 . 2.419 4.899

4,730 4.677  .342

4,452 4.703 ,.1.449

"T;ble lO 1ncludel one teacher item and two student items where no signi-"’

..‘ 4y -; .,.,'.

f1cant d1fference$ oéeurre& between the experimental and control groups in the

.. vo‘n' . x‘
A.‘ e \

[ N v,ﬁz"f :
Both students and teachers indicate that the Cbllege supervisor has the

_ ability to make fai¥ and reasonable evalhauionsdgf the student teachers perfor-

-

mance butaonly if the college supervisor has,adequate contacts, classroom

visits and-observations. S o .
a 3 . s < . . . )
Y et .

The student teachers.are‘much more critical\of the role of the college

. *

supervisor in the area of evaluatlon than are the superv1s1ng teachers.

' It appears that the ability of the college superv1sor to do an adequate job

‘of evaluation is negat1vely affected by the ass1gnment of a large group of

2ok
£e

nt teachers. The smaller the group, the more capable is the college

pervisor in making adequate evaluatlons of student teach1ng performance. »‘l .

. ; - . .23 4 ~ ‘~%§' ‘i

X

4.132 4,032 403 T



. ' S '
Regardless of ,the size’ of the group the student teachers believe th&t'

the superVising teachers can do a mucl-/more adequate “job of evaluation than-
‘can the college_superVisors. The kind of supervisory program does not change

this view. Bothjgroups.of students were critical of both programs as they

'related to the evaluation of their performance,)fair appraisals, and accurate
i B oo : oy :

recommendations. Both teachers, college supervisors, and programs were found °

wanting in the category of evaluation_of the student’ teaching performance. The

- role of the college supervisor needs to be reviewed. Perhaps it is again the

case of duplicating an area which should be given to the supervising teacher.
L

. Given an even 1arger group of student tegchers;'the cof?é%e superVisor would

7

no doubt have to rely fully upon the teabher for the eValuation process At
this pOint the teacher preparation institutions must‘realize that it is turning

over an important function to the public schools.
3

, S - College SuperVisor Competency -

'_Fqndings - Significant Differences

I

Table 11 includes one teacher &tem\and one student item where significant
: 4 \\ , :
differences occurred between the exﬁerimkntal and control groups in their View

of the competence of the college supervisor in understanding the elements of

the student teaching situation. , ' ] , ' N

., Findings - No Sigmificant Differcnces ' .

Table 11 includes five teacher items and three student items.where no
sighificant differences occurred between the experimental and control groups

in'viewing the:competency of the college supervisors.
Both groups of students had confidence in the college supervisors' ability.
. . ‘ o

The control supervisor was rated 'ver high''-and the experimental supervisor was

rated "high'.

- : ) J v'




TABLE 11 COLLEGE SUPERVISOR COMPETENCY

Item * . Statement: B Control Expmtl. nen
. . Means Means  Score
S 25 Supervisor understood elements of situation 4.22] 3.742 2.360

’

- e an anas anan . --—---------—-----_-———--—-----—-——-_--—..--_---—..---.._--—--—--—_---——

5§ 12 Confidence in college sapervlsors rability 4.774 4;649 ‘" .633
T8 Confidence invcollege éupervisors' ablliﬁy .4-421 ,4.613 .84l

l 5 SuperVisor understood objectives of the school 4, 419 4.447 70 °
5 .20 Understanding of dlffleultles student faced 4. 645.ﬂ 4.622 ’ .ljl
T 15 :Understapdlng of dlfflCultleS .student faced 4. 632 4,710 ‘ 402

S 31 Had realistic view of éhhool problems , '4.677 4,432 g :153

T 24 Had realistic view of echool.problems - 4.395 4.645 1,057

T 31 O§era11 rafing of college supervisor - 4;737 | 4.677 .334"

j__ ’ . - »

Cbncgusifns.' v | ". _ - /j

Both students and teachers see the larger grou? assignment as affecting,

to some extent, the ability of the college supervisor to grasp the elements

»

of each student téaching situation. , >

‘The number of students assigned to the college supervisor does not affect

/his‘ability to understand the student teaching situation in general, to maintain
| ] o . B : .
a realistic picture of the public school problems, or to understand the purposes

and objeetives of the schools. These conclusions may reflect more the selection
‘ . ‘ . e ,

of college supervisbrs with a high degree of, professional training and experiehce

¢
in the field of educatlon, evidently, a h1ghly trained college sqperv1sornw1th

«)
a wealth of trabnlng and e\perlence in many areas of education,aids a great deal
i
in overcoming frogram deficiencies.




CHAPTER V S - ‘
SUMMARY ,.,l» R R
R

This study examlned !wo programs of sﬁudent teach1ng supervis1on 1n an
on thé superV1sory program ' v f (

-

Two small groups of student teachers (17 and 20) w4§e compared with a

~effqg/‘to determlne the” effect of the size %F the srudent teach1ng group

large group of students (31) on their responses‘to a questionnaire. Their

supervising teachers were also. compared on a similar'questionnaire. The two
small groups made up the control group and were found to be similarfpopula-t

tions and treated*as such. The experimental group consisted of the large
" group of students and teachers (N=31).

<

L\,g; “Two college professors were assigned to the study. Professor X Fpnducted.
L T

ighe experimental prqgram in the fall of 1973 and one control program in the

. winter (1973-74)"quarter...The other professor (Y) conducted one of the control

programs in.the fall quarter of 1973 at the same time as the experimental program.
The students, college supervisors; and_supervising teachers were those

normally assigned in the regular placement process.

[

‘The two programs were necessarily different. The experimental program placed

Ly

‘more emphas1s on small group and large group meet1ngs w1th the students and
teachers and involved extra written report1ng The experimental program also

included a greater "clusterlng" of student teachers in any one school The role _ ,

J
!l

of the experlmantal college superv1sor was viewed more as a troubleshooter and

greater,responslbility was placed upon the supervising teacher. . . oy
After the data-from'the questionnaires had been converted into nuherical !
. A ! ’ ]

scores and tabulated; g scores Were obta1ned for determlnlﬁg if any 51gn1f1cant

o

d1fferences ex1sted between the control ard experimental groups in. the1r responses.

+

1 ‘ . . a

ar

—_—




‘When total responses of the experimental and control groups of teachers = -

' were examined it was found that 35 percent of the~responses provided significant

.

differences and 65 percent of‘the'responses did not.” With the student groups it_.,’

-was found that 44.5 percent of the responses provided significant differences and

Al

55.5 percent did not .

e o
* .

-

. It was found that the large group program was affected to some extent by
the lack of classroom observation and the individual types of contacts which
were possible in the‘smallerxgroup programs. However, classroom observation by

the college supervisor did not_appear as important a factor as many have believed.

T . : . ' ) o
Teacherg and students indicated aneed for more contacts but in forms other than

- classroom observation. . o ) L ) -

=
iy

There seemed to be little problem in the availability'of the‘college supervisor

" and students ‘and tedchers 1nd1cated confidence in his being available when help, yas
" needed.. In spite of this aspect the ability of the college superV1sor to make
'adequate evaluations, to be effective in conferences, and to write fair- and R

accurate evaluations was affected by the amount of 1ntens1ve observations that

could be made in the classroom S1tuation. Although teachers and students play

@

down the 1mportance of classroom observations, their other responses 1nd1cate

that w1thout it, the college superv1sor'loses his effecsiveness.‘ It is.interesting.
. : - ) . ) »-". X ‘ ' .

that the link between these areas is not obvious to them.

The college supefvisors in both programs received verv high ratings from
both the students and teachers in their competency, helpfulness, personal rela-
tions, honesty, and ability to work with others. These high rat1ngs r:flect the;)
hiﬁhﬂdegree of tra1n1ng and experience of the college superv1sors rather than

=

specific aspects of the programSu, Nevertheless, tra1n1ng, experience, and an
“ability to work with people are valuable -characteristics of a ¢ollege supervisor
and no doubt'-contribute to the success of programs. . oo

. . . . . ~

B
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. . » T R : ! . .
. . f!‘, e .
f
.

There Still needs to be a cons1denable amount ‘of -work in help1ng student

s

f.teachers to plan for teaehing and to help them and the superv1s1ng teachers to

N

students are par;1cularly cr1t1cal of

" an area where the roles.of the’ teachers and supervisors need to bw examined

. LI ‘"

.u;realize the value of plann1ng. : 'Jfﬁf' "Ji,-.;' Tl o

»

Evaluation of the student teaching performance is another area in which
¢ : - . ;

\’{\‘l

Both groups of students gave superv1s1ng teachers a better rat1ng in. "evaluat1ng

student: teaching performance" than they 'did the college superV1sors. This" is
/\'5 .

.. i ¥ B
There is no doubt that the day by day contact which the: superv1s1ng teaﬁhef'has

w1th the student Qeacher makes it poss1ble for the teacher to do a much better

'Job of evaluation‘than is ‘possible for the college‘supervisor;

The'teachers appear willing to take on more responsibility for the supervision

'of the student teacher but there seems to be some,reservations ‘They appear to

be d01ng_wha\\the other might do better There appears to- be some duplication

accept th1s respons1b111ty if guidance and in- service approaches are prov1ded

-

There is an overwhelming support from the students for:i the present program of

Qstudent teach1ng, but the other pre- student teaching profess1ona1 education courses.

did not’ fare as well
At t1mes, teachers and students appeared.to respondlmore to the. expectations
of the program as 1t was‘perceived by the college superv1sor ‘than to.the1r own
views. Teachers and students are w1lling tofaccept whatever role is assigned
to them as long as they feel that there 1s'cont1nued and positive support.from
the representat1ves of the teacher educationzinstitution. ,? R v
’ oL .

The expert1se of the superv1s1ng teacher and the college supervisor are

not be1ng utilized to the fullest extent There is recognition that each may

1

of roles by the supervising teacher and the college superv1sor There needs

~
BN . .

'to be an 1n-depth look at these roles and a better def;nition of the roles of

‘*
Y

all persons in the student teaching program o o R

- o e . ': 32 : .
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. Although s1gn1f1cant differences occurred between the two programs,

neither program gave evidence of’ any overwhelmingly negat1ve e1ements. The "

effeCtiveneqp of . ﬁﬁeacollege supervisor in the experimental program was
[ . ,ui,; -
, v'affected to somie: eﬁtent by the larger number of students. Yet, the larger . .
i N o . . . N ’
.group program d1d not produce auy ev1dence that | the progress of the stud@nt“' '

RPN 1' . e W

teachers in that program was affected 1“@@ negat1ve manner. Both programs R

raoc

appeared to give, adequate superV1s10n.?nd guidance to the student teachers.

~

There is no, doubt that many alternatlve programs are feaS1b1e and that
1arge-group programs canﬁbe successful. There does need to be‘argreat deal«of. ,
attention in any program to the interaction of the persons 1nvolved ma1ntéhance “-.1'

of pos1t1ve att1tudes, a better definition of\the roles of the persons 1n the

team, and much more emphas1s on the role of in-service education. - -
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L2

L. The student had an omoortunity to meet with his

. . R . . '.... . B .

Ad . . . ’ '- C, . . .

Eg:lDéar Teacher and/or Administrator- J?nér

.qm‘

Occasionally we ask school ‘personnel td‘provide feed—back concerning their

" opimion of the supervisory performince of the university supervisor who visits the1r~c

scheols. Would yeu please complete the following formeand return’ it to the address

'listed below: . _ )

¥

h . ' ' : g “: . "' . .;v : ’ . N 9
o pry Denn s Redburn . - o
of Student Qeaching

. ’ ndiana L7306 | o e

. ) ‘ o . : *
. Quarter . y-sSuperyisor's Name .
Elementary (Grade) Ag:condary (Subject) .~ - '
Approximate: Distance fromlBall St Miles Co

Years ef Experience ‘ Degree Held'

- *Position: Teacher . Number of student teachers yau have worked with .

Administrator before th1s one .
Other o )

FollOW1ng each questlon u will note a series of letters which repredbnt
possible answers. The meaninds of these letters-are as follows: .A-Agree,

PA~Probably Agree, U/NA-Undec'ded or Not appllcable, PD-Probably Disagree,

-his unnverS1ty suvervisor, he was endangerlng

his student teaching grade. : -

e - ) i ' Co | R

2. The universitv SUDGPV1SOP was not’ readlly acces- T . A

o s1ble when the student’ needed to contact h1m. L R N

R " .‘ h s . L . . ’: . . . ,

I , :
3. ,The suoerv1=ing teacher and the un1verS1ty ) ol

sunervisor worked well together. ‘

-Disagree. - _
g I =5¢”. : .
. ] g P N i T : T
S Question . , . > | A ». PA ¢ U/NY *PD. D}
.1. The student felt that by revealing weaknesses to | I i -F e
) - . ! ’
!

o em .*_.,.._-

"university supervisor on an individual basis
before or. afterdhe was ohserved 1n a teach-,'
ing situatlon. ' : S

1

« The purposes and objectlves of. the school in = |, | L
which th studenty :aught were understood by _ ot

" the upj ‘V1sor e - S . o _ R



¢

.

-8

\ ) N

. ) > J
. .-K H :
. T e . ’
Question A PA_{U/PA [PD |D
- T - . - o . R ’ , 9
6. The university 'supervisor demonstrated a famili-: . :
arity with different methods of teaching, . ] R ! ; .
- . T . B X " v
7. The student!s personality conflicted with that " . | S ?:
. of the university supervisor, ’ S “fz ﬁ;
o ! . : . . e - l‘ i T ;b
8.v_The_student had confidence ‘in his university ‘f 1
. 'supervisor!s abil}%y. ‘ o a s
. N - R j N - - H
9. The student teacﬁing'assignme t. did not live up, .?f X
| to the studentt!s expectations| of a desirable and N P
: -! professionally Trewarding. situption. 3 _ ‘ !
© 10, Cddsideriﬁg the'Eircdmstance » the ‘student felt | ; ! o i
' at’ ease when his unjversity Jupervisor cbserved |- i ‘ ( i s
‘his teaching.” n k S , T | P
_i‘._' .. - K :'~'_. ] . !7'*- et —-‘~ - - -a—-.-—?"
11, The university Supervisor wa -not. candid enough;i_;‘ ‘, H I |
Y to.be of real help to the student. - S O oo , . - i
C IR ~ L T ; : A
"12, The university Supervisor. en¢ouraged the” student l' ‘; : 1
: to experiment Wwith various t aching methods. 1B R !‘
. 13.._Thew1esson planning required|by the university - i ' ! 0o ‘
' supervisor contributed to be ter teaching on the j : b "i
part of the student. : ! [
. .' ° ) : ) . . 0 ) ' ; N - .
1. The university supervisor was enjoyable to work : | | i
0 with, T Co L IR
T - N ‘ L R
"15.  The university supérvisor did not_seem'tb'under- i [ f_ v -
© Stand the difficulties that the student faced in L S
Student tegching. . ' s T R 1 Y 1 - i. _\': “ : ) {
.. . R ) ) . ) . _3‘ ; M i:' ) —i'
_16;.-The,unﬁvérsityisqpervisor used| donstructive b \ ;__’,1J, : ;
"~ criticisn when conferring withithe student I oo g I
teacher about his teaébing. S | . R ;
17. The ﬁniveréity:superviéor was not particularly ‘i ,
helpful in our ingividual confernences. ’ |
118. The university%supervisor seehed\to grasp the \
: - elements. of the student teaching situation which _
made it unique,- = - N i
. . ) . , - . \\ ;
19. ‘The university supervisor did not provide the
. studentthe freedom in planning that he' desired.




R B 'd
. ‘ g : ‘ *
- Question | E "1 A PA 'U/NA D ‘D -
o - L S| :
20. In the dlscus31ons, the unlverqlty superv:sor's o f . I
) appraisal of the student's teaching strengths and R } i ;
,weaknesses seemed fair and reasonable, S .13 < | |
: : f ] &
21, The unﬂversitv sunerv1sor was effectlve dn hﬂs i T ' !

‘\,relatlonshin wlth me.

e d e

22.,:The "nrvers1ty sunervvsor answered my qvestwons o ; i L 47
»'svec1f1ca]1v and. to the point. - - i — o
' : . S é._," ‘» ‘ . ! '-v.. i
:23.. I felt that T could ﬁlscuss professjonal problems : : i e
~Q;frankly and ooenlv with the unlverslty suoervnsor{ oo % Voo
"2h;;:The un1vers1ty sunerV1sor did not seém to have a - P (L
realistic picture of sthe dally problems 6} the"v”_ BN : ;";
public schorls. X S P
. o - s . : . - .
25. The vnﬂverslty sunevv1sor 'did not seem to try to P! A'T
-make the student feel comfortable whwle he ob- i
. 'served the qtudent's teﬁchlng ; i !
..‘ . ) ‘ . ] ] . * ) 47 ' ’:
264, The nwverswtv superviser d1d not pa tlcularly ‘ T i : : i
w see 1nterested in the student and is problems. i : i i g
27. The unlversLtv sunerV7sor seemed to have excel- ; - ; : .
lent raonort : . L ! E : ! }
' R D L ; ‘ J- i -
- 28, The unlverswtv supervisor seemed to have excél- | f -
lent oub11c re]ntwons sk11ls. : S f R ; C i
o TN : J .
29. Ve would be hanny to, have the un1vers*tv sunPr—;,f'“" I ¥ : : 3
: ,vasor contﬂnue to snhervwse in our schools. o o : } ‘
. . v . \ : . . - ! { g N
30. The nn*versﬂtv sunsrvisor.- made every effort to o0 i ; é“i“ ',7
= : e i R
~‘make the strdent ‘teacing experiznce work v l -J' o e
smoothly and sucessfnllv for all 1nvolved. : | N _.3' '! P
. 31. ;Fy_overall ratlng.pﬂ-the‘nniversity(supervisnr
' :'”is as fnllows: Y AT o .
| i . o ) e
L o [ 4t _/
Cne of the hest - Y;'{,.'V/";As good as any we o One of the -
we have worked A ¢ " have worked with . - - ... .. poorest we
‘with \ P S . D . have workad
N j>~ IR . ' - o with
‘ ‘. '
) Eg}\ j¢ " ;3.
) & -lb“\\\sh.. ' E}g{ .wf . R




33,

; 8tudent teakther.

. QUESTION-

The_college'supéryispn:méde a,suffi-‘jb

- clent number ‘off;visits ®o our school. -

The college supervisor should con-
centrate his efforts on developing
the competencies of the superviging"
téacher and let the supervising teacher
take.complete,rebponsibility for the

.

ﬁ“ﬂ\Eﬁe,cpllege*supervisor is much more

36

37.

““valuable "'when hé works with in-serwvice

approaches and léts the supervising

teacher take most of the responsibility
for th;,studgnt teacher's progress.

The Supervisory approaéh used by the
college supervisor enabled hii to
adequately evaluate the performance
of the student teacher. B '
The use of individual conferences _ .
and group meetings (out of school) ¢
eliminates the necessity for school
visits by the college éqpervisqr
except where problems ‘have 6ccurred.

.The college supervisor‘should con-.
centrate his efforts toward helping
the student téacher rather than the
supervising tedcher. : :

”WRRQB. «The college supervisor had suffi-

3

40

39,

-

clent ‘conmtacts with the studént - .
teacher. - B e

‘A competent supervising teacher
eliminates the necessity of class-
-room visits by the college super-
‘visor. o - :

.The éoilege sdﬁérviséf.had'éuffi#
-clent contacts with the supervising

" ‘teacher. - . L

U/NA] PD

A\
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) '-: Eleme?xtary (grade)

i

Your age ' _- Se&,:‘;‘*

Marital status

possible answers ‘The meanings ‘of these letters are as follows A—Agree,

PA-Probably Agree U/NA—Undecided or Not Appliq,able, PDspmba‘bly Disagtee, ’“"

ST STUDENT EVALUATION

LS o )
. v v S8

/Supervisor [ Name :

-
]

1:;-._,'4»-_ YT
,{‘;‘5 a ’ !

Secondary (Subje'ét) A

r

«.

w

Following each question you wi,l‘l nofe a series of letters which ;epresent

o7 ‘F T

Approx grade point average

9:

‘c,

in which I taught cannot be achieved by- _
its curricultfm. ‘ L

°

D=Disagree -
“o Question . h Y, |'AT| PA |'U/NA|" PD
}. ;-6.. ll‘x -‘H" \»l ) !
.,'__"My participation course was beanicial to m?i A, "'F >
student teaching SR .
2. 1 felt that by revealing'weakne*sses to my .
' college superv,isor, I was endangering my .
student teachﬁig grade. '
3. W'Student teaching gave me a great deal of
personal satisfaction : ,
s,. -
4. My college supervisor was not readiiy acces—
sible /when I needed to contact him = -
5. My supervising teacher and college super—
visor worked well together. -
6. My mid—quarter group conferences with my L\
“college supervisor were not of much benefit _;’
-~ to me 3s.a student teacher. ‘ y . »
& v . ‘u . h
7. Tam glad that, I had an opportunity to meet B
*  with my university gupervisor on‘an indi- T
* vidual basis before e observed mv teaching
'l'he purposes and objectives of the school

~ ¢




R Question\‘. o A [PA | U/NA

Y

: 9. It was not particularly important to me that
my college supervisor . be a Specialist in my
. particular teaching field. '

10. My college supervisor demonstrated a familiar-
ity with different methods of teaching

A\
11, My personality conflicted with that of my )
college supervisor ) ) , N

~112. I had confidence in my college supervisor s
abi{i,ty p .

. v ) A

. 13. My student teaching assignment, did not live
up to my expectations of a desirable and
professionally rewarding situation

iy |

. PN
14 C@:sidu‘ing the circumstances I felt at ea se“ .

" whan®¥ college supervisor observed my - ¢

teaching . _ R

~ 15. My college supervisor was not candid
enough to be a real help to me.

.
"

- 16. My college supervisor permitted me to ex-
' periment with my teaching meth'ods

17. My 420 course was not especially beneficial
to my student teaching

18 'l‘,he lesson planning required by my college
supervisor contributed to better teaching on
- my part -

. Lo R .
19, My college supervisor was enjoyable to work
with. ~

3 *20. My college supervisor did not seem to under-
' stand the difficulties I faced in student

teac w : )
. L) .glhi . ° ’ . d
,hods course was not especially bene-
my student teaching

'

22. My college snpervisor used constructive
criticism when conferring with~me about

-

my teaching. " s

> o . - 4 !,

AT LR 3|




Question

fA.

U/NA| PD

/k

23.

26.
27,
28,
29.
3Q,
X2
31,
32.

33.

34.

"'MS;}’éollege supéwisc)r'was\ not particularly

~ which made it unique.

freedom’in planning that I desired_.

nesses has seemed fair and reasonable. -

I felt that I could discuss my most serlous -

 public schools.

- my teaching. . ‘ ’

nterested in'me and my problems.

If I could plan my career again, I would ndt

helpful in our individual conferences.

Iy-p ér.y x'-ea_:‘soﬁ for requesting the student
teaching assignment which I accepted was
eco'nomig or persoral.

My college Supervisor seemed to érasp the
elements of my student teaching situation

My college supervisor did not provide the

In our discussions, the 'colleg'e .supervisoi"s
appraisal of my teaching strengths and weak-

My collége supervisor was effective in his
relationship with me. ' : b

My coﬁege supervisdr 'a'nswered my questions
specifically a'% to the point. '

professional problems frankly and openly with "
my college supervisor. .

My college supervisor did not seem to have a
realistic picture of the daily problems 4f the -

My college subervisor did not seem to try to
make me feel comfortable while he observed

To get a éupe;ior student teaching experience,
I would have been ‘willing to move to a com- _

munity far from home. .

My college supérvisor did not seem particularly i

L

choose teaching. -

.
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QUESTION

PA

36,

37.
38,

39,

%5

40.

42,

43,

’44‘.

. 45,
/
Uf

;’_my performance better

«The supervisory approach used by
the college supervisor enabled him
to adequately evaluate my student
teaching performance. '

PD- |

" Thre college supervisor made suffi-
cient contacts with'my sypervising
~ teacher, . ) : S

\

The college supervisor can evaluate
my student teaching performance
better th?n my supervising teacher.

The observation of the student

' teacher by the supervising teacher

is 'all that is Necessary for adequate-
evaluation of the student teacher. X

The college supervisor's observa~

. tions of the student teacher's .
classroom performance is, necekssary
for adequate evaluation of the .
"student teacher. : :

My-supervising teacher has adequhte"-
‘information about my Sstudent teach-

ing performance to write a fair and
accurate recommendation. . C '

4

My supervising teacher can evaluate
than my '

a

follege supervisor.

The supervisory process used by the
college supervisor eliminates the
necessity for his visitation to

the *‘student teacher's clasdroom}

-~ -

My college Supervisor has adequate
information about my student teach-
ing performance to write a fair and
accurate recommendation. -

The college ‘supervisor

made suffi-
cient contacts with me. -
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