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teacher reaily made the difference. #n the student teacher. \\\\\

There is much debate today as to the effectfiveness of college super-

vision of student teachers. Some educators believe the'college supervisor

o

to be a needed link in the chain which connects & pre-service teacher to the

public school. Still, others, such,as“Bowman (1979) believe that the college

supervisor ", . ., reoresents a needless drain upon dwindling resources.

It is interesting to note that the literature regarding the'supervision

of student teachers is nearly void of contributions from sdministrators or

others having expertise in educational administration and supgrvision.” This
3

contribution is written from the viewpoint of a teacher educator withSa

background in administration and teacher supervision,

The ever-widening field of educational édministration has much to offer

!

‘teacher educators regarding the supervisory process. From that fact the paper

will proceed to 1) discuss the current state of the student teacher supeuvisory
process relative to 1ts effectiveness, 2) a review of the current alternatives
to the present supecvisory process is presented, and finally 3) & wodel besed

on current, asccepted adi{nistrative and supervisocy theocy is presented for
: ) .

review, )
s
*

Currently, where are we in the field of supervising s;nﬁent tearhers?
Some evidence has %nggested that college supervisors make little, 1f ANy,
difference in the development of studant teachers. The reses Tch done by ©
Morris (1974) suggested that a student teacher wou? id perform just as wall with

or without a college‘sdpervisor.2 In effeot, the Cuoperating §room

-




); - ., R .

. Bowman (1979) réviewed the literature and concluded that'". . . the

most sensible thing to do would be to stop supervising."3 Perhaps one

o reason for the conclusjon is given by Horton and ﬁarvey (1979): "In many

7 universities, supervisors of student teachers rank at the bottom of the

* B . g,
academic barrel. 1If they are willing, they don't recognize studeﬁ%ineed cLomd

N ,
Shawver (1970) was one of the first,to state that position and then went on

rto say that the supervisor also has little impact on the'college teacher

® « education program..5 d

~

Regarding the supervisor's role in the total experience of student

teaching, Wiles and Branch.(1979) said: 'Riddled with probléms of céntrol,
supervisor§ skill training . . . and poor Gniversity—pﬁblic school relation-
0 ships, the field experience has been regarded as ‘s chance ;ropbsitioﬁi"6
How much wesedrch is enough to either Justify or discredit the réﬁé’of

the college supervisor? 1g the literature séying that the supervisor is o

A4

ineffective or just not as effective as he or she ought te be? As is seen e <
. ) 4

from the varjous.researchers, the field of supervision in teacher education

' 4s in & state of flux. ’ ) \,

a

Althoqgh.much criticism is givem to the field}sevéral alternatives

‘ ‘. - L&Y .' . R
have also beern suggested. I believe that whatevér alterrative is chosen

by & supervisor, éne tHiné remains clear and that is both the college super-
i - . ’

. .
visor and the rlassroom teacher reed to lsarn how to s.psrvise. HMany alterna-

tives suggest that these, tco. For too long, teacher educators have assumeé .
that"teachiﬁg c;odentjals‘plus a checkiist quaiifies one to supérvige student
teachers. Yet, Drucker (1967) reported; "I have fo.nd thst effectiveness

can Se learned, but aleo that it nust be learned."’

Pexrhaps this 1s why Bowman's (1Y79) suggestion that one slternative to

the present state would be to kave the classroom teacher assume the main super-

:

visory responsibility of the student teachg}, makes a lot of sense.8 The




classroom teacher may know how to effectively supervise either because he

o

——

or she has been supervised effectfvely, -or can supervise students in the
- ,
cléssroom'effectively. This could change a teacher—student teacher relation-

ship .into a teé!her -pupil relation5hip which according to Cogan (1974) is not

1
)

healthy for the person being supervised, ?
o
’Z Another alternative'was suggested by Wiles and Branch (1979) . It was

~ 4

suggested in their report that more collaboration between the college super-

visor and the tlassroom teacher ought to take place. Cours work in the area

of’Supervision would be one way to accomplish the goa_l.10

Cornish (1979) suggested that a graduate course in supervision be given

to prospective cooperating teachers. Included ‘would be:e unit on generic
. ) A ’
‘supervisory skills as well as more directiVes for collaboration between the .
. » o
classroom teacher and the college supervisor.

Yoder and Arms (1981) concluded that the,classroom teacher and student
v" e ¢ : : )
teacher both grew as.teachers when they were involved in & workshop where con- -. -

. ' 1
ferencing’ techniques and instructio1al supervision techniques were stressed. 2

A study conducted in Indiana and reported by Redburn (1880) found that

i

Schific _super visory skills needed attantion regarding the role of the class—

room teqpher As & result of the findings, the best cgoperating teachers

can be identified. Areas of s'.pervisory ueaknesses can also be identified

s

o !
ané improved.

L3

The classroom teacher is not the only orne who may need help 1n developing .

Q

sapervisory skills. Although not a graat amount of research has been conducted

in the 2rea of developmenht among college supervisors, Theis-Sprintall (1980)
, / "

reported the results of a study. It was found that .college supecvisors who

themselves were functioning st modest'levels pf development could provide

student teachers with negative experiences. The repor ¢ further .siggested

that the,supervisor needed to be able to diagnose individual differences

-
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to evoke the correct supervisory l

.

{n stqpent teachers and then be able

o .
Q . ' -
R .

techniques as needed.14 A . ' !
, Zimpher, et al, (1980) reported that the results of a study conducted o

showed that even though the cooperating teachers critiqued lesson; of the

student te;cher: they were careful not to mention negatively evaluaked aréas

to the student teacher. The college supervisor was the only oné'making criti- i
cél cgntributions. The same stu%y reported that had there been no college '
supervisor then few‘reqéiremeqté, evaluati;ns or student Eeacher“asseséménts \
””néeded by coilege personnel coul? have occurred. The supervisor was also a
. ,cataiyst:iﬁ the communication pgoqess between the ‘student teach;¥ and the

-

cooﬁerating teacher.15 Perhaés it would be unwise to lééve the supervfsioh
- A : ”

up to the classroom teadher even with some kind of'trai;ing in supervision
28 has been suggested)in many of the ;ltern;tive apé;oéthes. \
Sharing the supervisory’responsibiliiy was suggested b Shapkin (1961),
who said: ".-. . the school is best fitted to help . . : in the area of -
practical application and the college is best qualified to 6£fer help'in
theoretical opplications and btackground knowledgé sufficient to ailow the student
teacher to grasp an undérstanding of the teaching-learning process."j§ '
The several thoughts and élternétives regarding student teacher super-
vision so far Qiscussed may be édeq;ate'for the goals settled for uo to now ‘14‘
in teacher education. Parhaps they are, or could be successful. Uafortunately,
npné have & full,-solid founda¥3on that may bg;Fbuad in ,rrent'administragive—
sup;rvisory éhought. Effective supervision 1s what is needed, not jusé success—
ful supervision. By effective supervision ; am referring to the position taken
by Bass (1960). He explained that if‘a person performs % task that he is
suppused to do, then he has been successful and his supervisor has been success-

A
ful. _But, if the same person not only performg the task but does it because he

17

wants to and feels good about doing it, then he has been supervised éffectiveiy.
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How often have people succesgfully implemented ineffective ideas and programsf |

‘Therefore, one should not settle for success but, rather, strive for effective-\
4

ness in the supervision of student teachers.

L]

If, as beckerlsaid, man can learn effectiveness, we ought:-to do so.
)

.Tgs model$ wh'ch are currently regarded as accepted véhicles to accomplish

1

-
.,

L - 2 " -
effective supervision are clinical supervision and the Tri-Dimepgional Leuder-

ship model as propgsed byiﬁersey and Blanchard (197f). -

Normally, the clinical approahh is thought of in regard to practicing

teachers, but actually Cogan's work in the approach grew out of his association

R

with stident teachers in the‘ﬁ.A.T. program.at Har;ard. Altﬁoégh Cogan suggests
eight steps in the clinical process, they can be cénsolidated into three: 1) a
pre-observation conference, 25 t;e'observétion, and 3) s post-obseryation cén—
ference. .

The approach is cbileogual in style and developmental in nature. Goal
setting and Systematic review of goal attainment ;s inhérent to the "process. . . -

That goal setting for teachers is becoming more the norm is evidenced by the

number of approaches in use by prinéﬂpals today to Eelp their faculty members

’ set and meet goals. .

-

McGreal (1980) suggested thst more appropriate goals be set, then observed

behaviors'relating only to those goais are to be & part of the supervisory
18 . - < :

process. N

y :

Cogan's point was that the supefvisgk's observation be guided by pre-set
goals which were éstablished as a joint effort by the supervisor and teacher.
After the observation, a post-observation conference would be used as a

" ‘Veliicle by which the supervisor aéd te;éhef could.aetéfhine vhat occurred in -

the classroom in comparison to what the goals had been for the observed lesson..

New goals and a continuation of the original goals, if ﬁeeded, would be set

*

) at this time.




. behavior style that {s effective in 811 sitvations."

The whole process would hopéfully result in improvement of instruction.

It is just as meaningful to expect improvement of instruction from a student

. teacher as it is to expect it from a practicing feacher. If the student teacher

rd

is viewed as a colleague on é‘conqiguuQ of teachihg skills,'then,tﬁe bet ter
) . 3
the chances aré for actual improvement. The improvement during-the student - /?///
teaching experience couléethen lead to a teacher whé is more safe to ﬁfactice“_ww;“
during the first year of "real” teaching.
The vehicle needed to deliver the modified clinical approsch is the Tri
Dimensionai Leadership Model proposed by Hersey and Blanchérd agd explained

in the book Maﬂagement of OpganizatiOnal Behavior: Utilizing Human Resources.

The authors of the theory said that as a re9u1t of thelr research

9

", . . the evidence 1s clear. .‘. there is no single, all purpose leader

19 All stydent teachers ‘ o i
can not be ;upervised in the same way. Three things-are cricial to the success
of the model being a guide tqvéffectiQe sﬁpér;ision: 1) gtyle range, 2) style .
adaptability, and 3) diagnosis of the.giguation, and the maturity ievel of the

C

people 1nvoi3ed.

Style range refers to the number of different 5upe-visory behaviors the
supervisor is capabie of oemonstrating. Style adaptability refers to the ability
the supervisor has to ad?pc his repertoire of be@aviorsAto zeet 'the demands of
the situation,  Paramount to'the effectiveﬂess of either range or adaptability

is the diagnostic process. ;

The supervisor must diagnose the méturffy level the person or group being

supervised has for the immediate task. A style can then be selected which
matches tha needs of thefsitua;ion. Figure 1 graphically illustrates the four . -
styles, the maturfty level and the curve along which the supervisee is moved

as ma;urify‘inCFeases. It must be noted, however, that one person may -function

E

at various maturity levels :i'gnevtimé for different tasks. ‘ a

o

. 8
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As an.example, if A is supervising B, then A would diagrose the maturity

a e

-

level of B for the task A would then select the appropriate style I through o

IV which weuld best meet the need ‘of the situation. A must be:capable of

by

exhihiting the appropriate style in order to be effective. A must then be’

.

able to adapt the behavior in the supervision of B. : .

There 18 no cut and driéd formula to a successful diagnostic procedure.’
'

‘Drucker (1966) noted that logic is the strength of the computer but it is

also it's weakness. Whereas man;s strength lies in his perceptioh.20 The "
perqeprien to &iagnose can be learned and made into'a strength. This 13 a i
cructal step in the modei and to effective. supervision. ' ° i

Drawing ‘from what I believe ‘to be the strengths of the two theories "‘ }
presented, and opplying them to the supervision of student teachers, 1 I
propose a model for the process of supervising student teachers.

Since the literature revealeq a thrust of a closer relationship between
the eollege supervisor and the cooperating teacher, the model pre-supposes _
such an arrangement is already in plsce. This neiationship id(not critical to
the model, but would serve to be extremely advantageous. Otber groundwork necded
would include a ceurse or workshop for both the coope.ating teacher and the
college supervisor which would ground them in the basic tenets of effectiveness,
diagnosing, the clinical approach to supervision,.style‘range, ané style
édantability. Brief updates would be needed peZiodically, but new supervisors R

from the college and from the school would need this process before entering

the program of supervision. . ‘ ) S\ '

-3

Secondly, the student teacher, the supervisor, and the classrsom teascher

would meet and begin to establish a colleagual relationshin,of trust rather

]

than the traditional teacher-student relationshﬂp prevalent today. General
teaching strategies and goals would be discussed in lfght of the classroom

situation(s). Actual expectations of the student teacher by the supervisors




o- : a . . = - B ' ' ’ ’ 8‘ .
; would be identified as uell as “1dentiffcation of the roles each w(ﬁ& play

arid the expectations attached to each\one. In this way, the‘material and the’

S

actual experience itself could become more. real to the student, and he or she
- - . . ‘ . - . “ '
+  would feel'a part of the professidhal triad.

Ll
’ ." s

Thirdly, after the plans were laid fgr what the student teacher would be

<
trying to accpmplish in the class, dates for observations and coqferencés

would be set. During the time that the student teacher is/with the classrcom

. .
. .t

~ N . »
teacher, the classroom teacher could begin to form a diagnosis of the maturity o

- .

level of tﬁe\student.teacher reéardiqg the‘clesses. Now Yould be theLtime for

& s e
the cooperating classroom teacher and the college superv&&or to select the,
ol ~

-

supervisofy style to be uwed initially. )

Fourthly, tHe triad wouldlplan for the observation Yn a pre—obsbryatipn

conference. Specific goals and objettives along with expected outcomes would.

L)

be identified. All three people involved would know what was going to be

, . v N
' evaluated. There would be ‘no surprises or secrets. . ~.

Fifthly, the observation would take pISC° with, preferably, both
supervise-s present, :

Sixthly, the post-observation conference would take place. Both
supervisors woeld meet yith.the student teacher after the analyzation of the

class observad had been accomplished. Tie goals, objectives and expected

\ , :
- ——=""" ‘' outcomes would be di~casqed. Suggeqtions for'imprqvonent and also comments

about positive aspects would be discussed among the members of the triad. \

this time continuation of goals, if needed, would be eet,along with new goals

/

At

7
to be accomplisghed. .

) _ It 1s important to remember+here what Drucker s opinion was regarding b
concentration on behaviors. His theogy was to 'oncentrate on only a few
behaviors mafing sure the behaviors are the onds that can produce outstanding

results. In the short time thert is to work “Ath the student teacher during
} . . * ? /




A )

the éxperieﬁce,al'believe this 1s sound advice. * The behaviors which could be

concentrated on may include communication skills, discussion skills, qw¢stloning
e

skills and classroom management skills.

» , * .
The model, as presented; is generic and skeletal, Obviously more may

be added to the framework to suit the situation. : L

No .doubt many obstacles have come to the mind of the reader ‘along with

the many options*involbad. Probably the’main obstacle in man&, but not all

4

- situdtions, would be the time factor. Ideally it can be said "let's make
. .
sure our priotities are straight", but, réalistically we can have our prioritiea

) straight and still lack time. One option would be to initiate the program,
\ : .
then hagg\the col]e@e supervisor becone a consultant to the classfooa teacher
?L ' N

who would tarry on the clinical approach. The college supervisor would then' . '
‘become involved in only the extreme cases. “his is not ideal and it is not
h§

the purpose of this paper tQ espouse {o this idea but I believe it wou]d be

i .
- »
“ .

oegtor than methods we now use. = . - ,
' ‘Druc&er-(i9fﬁ).ppt it well vhen he said' ". . . any organiaationl. .). -,
needs a commiLmeng-fo values . . . as a guman body needs vitamihs . ey o;'\ .
elge ié-wiil'deg;nerate inte'. . . confusion and paralysis."21

-

It is paet time that we in i;?&her education get oux values struLtured

‘and then gat committed to them. e then need to ‘have the professionals there

who share the commitment and 3et on with the task of providing our nation' s

~ L L N T e
a

youtn with effective cHtssroon teache.s.

-

-

-

-
-
-
-
-
-
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