DOCUMENT RESUME

ED 293 808 SP 030 131
AUTHOR Simmons, Joanne M.
TITLE "Wha'd She Think?"--A Comparison of the Role

Perspectives, Evaluative Judgment Criteria Cognitive
Maps, & Written Records of Three University Student
Teacher Supervisors.

PUB DATE Feb 88

NOTE 46p.; Paper presented at the Annual Meeting of the
American Educational Research Association (New
Orleans, LA, April 5-9, 198R),

PUB TYPE Speeches/Conference Papers (150) -- Reports -
Research/Technical (143)

EDRS PRICE MF01/PC02 Plus Postage.

DESCRIPTCRS Case Studies; Cognitive Mapping; *Evaluation
Criteria; Higher Education; Preservice Teacher
Education; *Role Perception; *Student Evaluation;
*Student Teacher Supervisors; *Technical Writing

ABSTRACT

Case study methodology using structured interviewiry
and cognitive mapping techniques has been used to reveal the
contrasting role perspectives and evaluative judgment criteria of
three university student teacher supervisors with different
professional backgrounds. This study extends an earlier investigation
by ccmparing these role perspectives and judgment criteria with the
results of content analysis of each supervisor's written observation
records and final reports for a nominated sample of six so-called
strong, average, and weak student teachers with whom she worked. The
implications of these findings for future research and for the
selection, training, and on-going support of such superviso.s are
presented. Data from the study are displayed in 10 tables and 44
references are included. (Author/JD)

AR AR RS RS E R Ts XX EY IS Y STISY R IISL RIS LR S S Y

* Reproductions supplied by EDRS are the best that can be made *

* from the original document. *
khkkhkhkhkhhkhhkhkhhhkhkhhhkhhhhhhhhhhkhhhhhhhhhhhrhhhhhhhhhhhkhkhhhhhhhkhkhkhhhkhkhkhkhhkk




1\
Q
2
Q
Q
2

"WHA'D SHE THINK?" --- A COMPARISON OF THE ROLE PERSPECTIVES,

EVALUATIVE JUDGMENT CRITERIA COGNITIVE MAPS, & WRITTEN RECORDS
OF THREE UNIVERSITY STUDENT TEACHER SUPERVTSORS

February 1988

ED293808

Jcanne M. Simmons, Ph.D.

Supervisory Judgment Research Project
Michigan state University
Department of Teacher Education
Exickson Hall
East Lansing, Michigan 48824

ome LS DEPARTMEN
"PERMISSION TO REPRODUCE THIS e
MATERIAL HAS BEEN GRANTED BY

. CENTER ‘ER'C"NFORMAHON
- This document p,

A ;/ receved from th e‘;et,’::: Or'emooucea as
é( > Malling address: 4160 Burton SE

originating 1 Organization
O Minor cha h
Grand Rapids, Michlgan 49506 reDr0tuction quany " "a0€ 10 morove
— ey
® Points of view oropinions Stated in
nthy,
TO THE EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES Office telephone: 616 - 458 - 6805 OERI nosmon secesSer's ebresen ot
INFORMATION CENTER (ERIC) ”

Paper presented at the annual meeting of the American Educational
Research Asoclation, New Orleans, April 1988.

Author's Background: Simmons is an Associate Professor in Michlgan state
University's Department cf Teacher Education a~d MSU's Grand Rapids Tsacher
Educatinn Center. she has taught graduate courses in clinical supervision and
been a student teacher supervisor for eight years. She is a member of the

Superviseiy Judgment Research (SJR) Project team at MSU together with Roger C.
Niemeyer and R. Arden Moon.

NOTE: The author wishes to thank Marcia K. Schuette and Suzanne Potts for
their assistance in editing this report and !n data codiny.

< BEST COPY AVAILABLE

&




2¥ha'd She Think?" --- A Comparison of the Role Perspectives,
Evaluative Judgment Criteria Cognitive Maps, & Wrivten Records
of Three University student Tescher Supervisors [2/88 craft)

Abstract: Case study methodology using structured interviewlrg and cegnitive
mapping techniques has been used to reveal the contrasting role
perspectives and evaluative judgment criteria of three university student
teacher supervisors with different professional backgrounds. This study
extends an earlier investigation by comparing these rol: perspectives and
Judgment criteria with the results of content analysis of each supervisor's
vritten observation records and final reports for a nominated sample of six
so-called strong, average, and weak student teachers with whom she
worked. The implications of these findings for future research and for
the selection, training, and on-going support of such supervisors are
presented.

1 - introduction
2 - origin & focus of this investigation
3

- alternative views of the student teaching experience & its supervision
4

vho are typical university student teaching supervisors?
5 - profiles of the three university supervisors studied
6 - general data collection instruments & procedures

7 - investigation results: supervisory role perspectives
TABRIE 1: ROLE PERSPECT ES OF THE THREE SUPERVISORS

8 - investigation results: the identification of evaluative Judgment criteria

vhich supervisors think that they use

TAELES 2a-b-c: SPECIFIC EVALUATIVE JUDGMENT CRITERIA STATEMENTS &
WEIGHTS IDENTIFIED BY THREE SUPERVISORS [Fran/Renee/Lesliel

TABLE 2d: CATEGORIES OF EVALUATIVE JUDGMENT CRITERIA & WEIGHTS
IDENTIFIED BY THE THREE SUPXRVISORS

TABLE 2e: OOMPOSITIVE PORTRAITS OF AN EFFECTIVE STUDENT TEACHER HELD
BY THE SUPERVISOKE ACCORDING TO THE CRITERIA & WEIGHTS THEY
IDENTIFIED

TABLE 3: FLUENCY & COMPLEXITY DIFFERENCES IN THE EVALUATIVE JUDGMENT
CRITERIA & WEIGHTS IDENTIFIED BY THE THREE SUPERVISORS

9 - investigation results: the evaluative judgment criteria actually reflected
in supervisors' written observation records and £inal reports

TABLES 4a-b-C: COMPARISON OF THE COGNITIVE MAP CRITERIA STATEMENTS &
WRITTEN RECORDS OF THREE SUPERVISORS (Fran/Renee/Lesiie)

11 - conclusions & further questions
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Despite continuing controversy about the purpose3 and actual outcomes of
the student teaching experience, both student teaching and the role of the
university supervisor are universal components of teacher preparation
programs. A review of literature on student teaching reveals that a rather
unquestioned earlier emphasis on (a) instructional skills development and on
(b) teacher socialization as the focus of student teacher supervision and
evaluation has given way to the acknowledged existence of alternative paradigms
today.

These allernative orientations to desired purposes and outco 23 of the
student teaching experience provide a conceptual basis for investigating the
complex aixture of role perspectives, evaluative Judgment criteria, and
practices vh.:h are found in actual supervision by university faculty (1).
Related questions of the characteristics, selection, preparation, and
professioial development of univercity supervisors should also be examined.

More specifically, we recognize today that central to all of the on-going
in“eractlon among mcmbers of the student teaching supervisory triad are each
person's expectations or "mental pictures" of the desired criteria, their
meaning, and their relative weights. These criteria designate what the person
believes would characterize a so-called competent and successful student
teacher's overall performance. Such different conceptual maps, one can argue,
express and give focus to the specific goals, questions, explanations, tasks,
observations, informal conversations, feedback conferences, seminars,
evaluation reports, and feelings of overall satisfaction or dissonance
occurring for each member of the student teaching triad. while this
evaluative judgment process can be considered from each person's perspective in
the supervisory triad, the focus here will be on that of the university
supervisor.

Given wvhat we are coming to know today concerning the complexities of
information processing psychology and of Judgmental decision-making for
teachers (2) and other professionals (3), it is possible to ralse these same
questions about the knowledge, beliefs, and judgment criteria of supervisors.
Of course, there are many more questions than answers available at this time.
In this case, questions include what these judgment criteria are, vhat is

nvolved in the formation and on-going revision of such conceptual maps, and
vhat is thelr function as a perceptual screen and an evaluative Judgment
framework of any particular student teacher during the experience.

The specific content of such supervisor knowledge and beliefs and their
function (albeit quite unconsciously in many cases) as a template or mental
framework for making judgments regarding student teacher performance seems both
intriguing and crucial to better understanding the actual processes of clinical
instruction and teacher evaluation. According to both the research literature
and an examination of current typical supervisory preparation and practice (4),
this topic has been scarcely addressed until now.
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(RIGIN & FOQUS CF THIS INVESTIGATION

These questions were originally posed among a small group of exper ienced
university studeat teacher supervisors and program coordinators in a committee
meeting at a large, midwestern research/teacher preparation university. They
vondered aloud about the apparent paradox of feeling that the evaluative
judgments they made during student teaching supervision vere relatively
Clear-headed, systematic, and well grounded, and yet, on the ..her hand, they
knev each of them supervised differently because of their contrasting
knowledge-bases and beliefs. Moreover, they knew from previous conversations

that it vas difiicult at times to find adequate words to discuss what "occurred
inside of their heads and hearts" as they went about their supervisory
activities and made evaluative judgments about specific student teachers.

In addition, they admitted to having some professional concern that a
teacher vho received a judgment of "great joo!" by one supervisor could be
labeled as mezely "acceptable” by another supevvisor. While these questions
were not quite so troublesome in terms of the clinical instructor (i.e.
formative evaluation) role of the supervisor, they became acutely problematic
in their role of summative evaluator, particularly for judging a marginal
student teacher as "PASSING" or as "DEFERRED GRADE --- needs more time and
effort to develop" or as "FAILING."

Out of these meta-cognitive insights and curiosity came a reflective
discussion group and a series of journaling and data collection activities by
the supervisors themselves. Beginning in 1986, a set of interrelated
descriptive studies has also been carried out and either published and/or
presented at nationai conferences by the MSU Supervisory Judgment Research
Project team (5).

This paper extends the 1986 exploratory study (also by Simmons) which used
case study methodology to:

(a) explore the professional backgrounds of three university supervisors
and their bellefs concerning the purposes of the student teaching
experience and of supervision;

(b) identify the criteria which they have in their cognitive maps of
effective student teacher performance; and

(c) continue developing and testing this research methodology for
identifying, weighing, and analyzing Judgment criteria in a
supervisor's cognitive map and their use in actual practice.

This paper will present the second part of the study in vwhich

(d) the evaluative judgment criteria which each supervisor reported using
in supervision will be compared to her implicit judgment
criteria-in-actual-use.

The criteria-in-actual-use will be identified and investigated through content
analysis of each supervisor's classroom observation/conference notes and the
final written reports for a nominated sample of six so-called weak, average,
and strong student teachers with whom she has worked. A total of 18 cases
vill be analyzed, i.e. three supervisors x six student teachers each.

These tvo related studies by Simmons seek to provide methodological
contrast to the exploratory studies carried out by other members of the same
research team who have focused more holistically on supervisory thinking
processes rather than specific judgment criteria. In addition, it seeks to
expand vhat is known in this general area by adding three more cases to the
research team's other case studies.

2
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All of these exploratory, descriptive investigations are part of a larger,
long-range research plan to identify "effective student teacher performance"
cognitive map criteria and to analyze their meaning and use by each of the
three individuals in the student teaching supervisory triad. Eventually, this
methodology has the potential to be alsc useful in parallel studies of
supervisors (e.g. principals and mentors) vith experienced teachers and in
investigations of clinical instruction and evaluation in other complex,
professional, occupational settings such as medicine and counseling. This
effort to describe and better understand "what is" in typical supervisory
practice today should provide a basis for more focused, future research studies
as vell as for improving supervisory training and practice. Taken as a whole,
this set of studies emphasizes the importance of the supervisor's implicit
cognitive schema and processes -— {.e. knovledge, thinking processes, and

belief systems --- in addition to the more typical focus on supervisory
techniques.

ALTERNATIVE VIEWS OF THE STUDENT TEACHING
EXPERIENCE & ITS SUPERVISION

A number of recent reviews concerning the goals, organizational structure,
and actual operation of teacher preparation programs, particularly in terms of
field experience and student teaching, have been conducted. These include the
overall survey of preservice teacher education by Joyce, Yarger, and Howey (6),
surveys and analyses concerning early field experience (7), and reviews
focusing both on field experience in general (8) and specifically on the
student teaching experience itself (9). After reviewing such literature,
Zeichner concludes as do we on the Supervisory Judgment Research team that:

It is clear from any examination of the literature on field

experiences that there is no agreed upon definition of the

purposes and goals of either ea:ly field experience or student

teaching and that there is a great deal of variety in the ways in

vhich these experiences are conceptualized, organized, and

actually implemented even within a single institution. (....)

This discovery supports the general claim made by many

researchers regarding the inappropriateness of deriving an

understanding of an instructional program from statements of
goals and instructional plans alone ... and emphasizes
- S L LiC] RD 1IN

MVE LG OF ‘ * 4 ~3-Y eittC I 1L OO
the field. (10) (n.b. emphasis added)

In his now classic 1983 article (11), zeichner delineates five alternative
models or paradigms of teacher education research and practice which can be
used in this case to more closely examine the various goals, perspectives, and
supervisory practices which can be found in student teaching. The four
approaches which Zeichner discusses are: (a) behavioristic, (b)
personalistic, (c) traditional-craft, and (4) inquiry-oriented. A fifth
approach, the academic paradigm, is also ldentiflable, but Zeichner chooses to
reqard its emphasis on a sound 1iberal education for teachers as a common
assumption of the four other paradigms.

The five alternative paradigms, Zeichner savs, "can (each) be thought of as
a matrix of peliefs and assumptions about the nature and purposes of schooling,
teaching, teachers and their education that gives shape tc¢ specific forms of
practice in teacher education" (12). Thus, these paradigms can be useful in

3
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revealing alternative goal structures which are often unstated and even
unconsciously held by members of the supervisory triad. These goal structures
can ' e
Zsuccessful student teacher performance". As Zeichner correctly points out,
such paradigms are not totally distinct from each other in actual use.

Rather, they reflect relative shifts in emphasls placed on the prospective
teacher's desired content knowledoe, technical skills, emotional qualities, and
intellectual characteristics.

Because the distinctions which Zeichner makes among these alternative
program goal structures are fairly well known and have already been discussed
more extensively in the 1986 Simmons paper, they will be only briefly
sumarized here as a framework for the data analysis to be reported.

The bebavioristic approach to teacher education emphasizes development and
performance of technical skills of classroom teaching which have been
identified according to some research model of effective teaching and
learning. The competency-based teacher education movexent is the most visible
expression of this paradigm. According to this view, criteria for successful
teaching emphasize the observable demonstration of specific instructional
skills vithout simultaneous concern for the teacher's underlying intellectual
and emotional processes assoclated with those behaviors.

The second major paradigm vhich Zeichner discusses is pexrsonalistic teacher
education which seeks "to promote the psychological maturity of prospective
teachers and emphasize the reorganization of pexceptions and bellefs over the
mastery of specific behaviors, skills, and content knowledge' (13). This view
emphasizes effertive teach’ng as a matter of each person discovering her/his
own style, purposes, and understanding. Evidence of a student teacher's
success would be external manifestations of internal cognitive, perceptual, and
emotional growth related to the role of classroom teacher. Such evidence is
assessed according to a particular developmental model of so-called maturity in
cognitive processes, teacher concerns, or emotional growth.

The paradigm of teacher education
emphasizes developing the "wisdom of the practitioner” as a complex mixture of
instructional skills and knowledge about effective teaching which 1s Alscovered
through trial and error. Such an approach emphasizes "learning to £it" into
established classroom practices, teacher culture, and schools as they
"realistically" are. Thus, the loss of simplistic idealism about children,
moving through lessons efficlently, managing the pupils and classroom
effectively, and complying with papervork demands would be regarded as evidence
of becoming "mature"” in a professional sense. With the exception of scattered
innovations, the apprenticeship model of student teaching is the predominate
one ‘found today in the United States.

teacher education is the fourth paradigm which Zeichner
discusses. such an approach emphasizes "that technical skill in teaching is
to be highly valued, not as an end in itself, but as a means for bringing about
desired ends. Questions about what ought to be done take on primary
importance and the process of critical inquiry is viewed as a necessary
supplement to the ability to carry out the tasks themselves". This view
"requires that prospective teachers render as problematic that which is
frequently taken fo. granted about the role of teacher, the tzsks of teaching,
and schooling in general" (14). Thus, in addition to development of the
technical skills of effective teachinj, content mastery, and the prospective
teacher's own interests and maturity, such a program would teach and assess the
teacher's inquiry skills and corresponding reflective, analytical abilities and
mbiu.

4
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Zeichner's five paradigms, then, provide contrasting vantage points for
determining what a university supervisor would expect of a "successful" student
teacher (15). In most cases, of course, the criteria actually used by the
university supervisor, cooperating teacher, and student teacher are implicitly
held and are drawn in an eclectic fashion from all the paradigms but with
varying degrees of emphasis on each viewpoint.

Unfortunately, there is more literature available ~oncerning the
perspectives, roles, and practices of both student teachers and classroom
cooperating teachers than of university supervisors. 1In addition, many of the
early studies are nov somewhat dated (16) and often did not distinguish between
university supervisors of early field experiences and those working with
student teachers.

In their 1977 survey of preservice teacher education in the United States,
Joyce, Yarger, and Howey (17) provide information concerning the professional
backgrounds and 1oad assignments of a national, stratified random sample of
teacher educators. They report that 90% of such faculty members had public
school teaching and administration experience, with an average of eight years
and two years longevity respectively. More than half (54%) reported that they
were involved in supervision of student teachers.

The second major national survey available in the 1iterature regarding
university student teacher supervisors wvas reported by Bowman in 1978. He
obtained information from 94 (or 88.7%) directors of student teaching programs
operated in the 109 state colleges and land grant colleges in this country.
His study reports that "overall, the permanent faculty plus doctoral students
vas the most commonly used staffing pattern for supervision, and vas reported
by 38 (40.4 percent) of the 94 schools" (18). Bowman also found that 31.5% of
the responding schools used subject area specialists, 12% used generalist
supervisors, and 56.5% used combinations of these to supervise their student
teachers. After revieving the few comparative studies (19) on distinctions
between clinical generalist and content area speclalist approaches, McIntyre
concluded that subject area specialists "often have little or no training in
supervision" and are not usually viewed as being as skillful, knowledgeable,
available, or concerned as clinical generalist suvpervisors by student teachers
and cooperating teachers (20).

Perhaps the most interesting data in the Bowman 1978 study have to do with
institutional efforts to ensure competency in student teacher supervisors.
This is an almost unaddressed topic in the literature. Bowman concluded:
"Peacher preparation institutions have often been accused (by their own
students as well as by public school personnel) of showing a lack of concern
for the competency of the supervisor of student teaching. This criticism
appears partly justified. oOne-third of the schools in this study seem to
assume the competency of this person in the student teaching triad. (.....)
Taken as an entire group, more schools reported 'teaching experience' than any
other form of (more) formal effort to determine competency of the supervisor"
(21). Because of the acknovledged lack of other pertinent literature on this
topic (22), it is not known how much (if at all) this viey of the appropriate
qualifications for university supervisors has changed since 1978, but we
suspect that it has not.

5
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In their 1981 study, Griffin et al went one step further and concluded:
"Often, clinical supervision is an added responsibility to an already
overburdened staff. aAs such, it is assigned to graduate students and
assistants vho must 'pay their dues'." “rhe perceived nature of supervision
s as "a lov priority task with little benefit" in academia. They concluded
that "the degree to vhich they function effectively as supervisors depends
heavily on support, encouragement, and rewards available for that service"
(23). However, such respect for student teacher supervision is currently
difficult to £ind in the academic world.

In 1ight of the 1977 Joyce et al survey findings, the majority of teacher
educators in this country are involved in the role of student teacher
Supervisor. An important broader perspective on the topic can be obtained by

education, possess lower traditional scholarship commitments and interests,
and de-value intellectual questioning and conceptual aralysis. According to
Lanier, among the major reasons for this s ",,, a disproportionally large
number of faculty teaching teachers most directly have come from lower middle
class backgrounds. It is very likely that they obtain conformist
orientations and utilitarian views of knowledge from theitr childhood
experiences at home, educational opportunities in school, ana restrictive
conditions of work as teachers before coming to higher education. " (24)

In addition to Lanler's criticism of traditional teacher educators'
intellectual rigor and commitment, the actual effectiveness of the university
supervisor has been broadly questioned from the perspectives of both those in
academia and the school sites. McIntyre (25) has reviewed various studies
indicating that the university supervisor may have either positive or 1ittle
actual influence, while Thies-Sprinthall (26) have documented that a negative
effect can actually occur.

Our MSU Supervisory Judgment Research team's concerns are underscored by
the findings of the only other similar study completed in this topic. As part
of a recent set of comprehensive studies of clinical preservice teacher
education carried out at the University of Texas/Austin Research and
Development Center for Teacher Bducation, O'Neal (27) focused on the
perceptions, feedback, and evaluation practices used by nine university
supervisors. After comparing the content of thelr supervisory conferences

Satisfaction, fulfillment of expectations, and satisfactory
performance evaluations of the - tudent teacher should not be
assumed to indicate that the experience resulted in
professional growth and ‘he acquisition oi compentent
teaching behaviors. (.... .} Personal characteristics and
the degree of match between perceptions and values of the
members of the triad are highly predictive of the
interactions and evaluations vhich take place in the
clinical experience. (.... .} Craft knowledge and 'common
sense’ are the basis of most decisions regarding specific
clinical experiences. (28)

6
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Thus, there is research evidence which coincides with our own Supervisory
Judgment Research team's perceptions that, indeed, the effectiveness of the
student teaching experience can vary vith individual characteristics of the
persons involved. Furthermore, there can be 1ittle (if any) actual similarity

and little similarity between supervisors and the
Leacher education goals and program in which they work. This, of course,

raises important reliability and validity questions about the evaluative
Judgments made by supervisors.

Therefore, it is pertinent overall to question if a so-called circular
problea regarding university student teacher supervision has not been
unvittingly created over the ears. The relationship between validity and
reliability questions concerning evaluative Judgments, seemingly weak job
selection criteria used for identifying university supervisors, and the
apparent lack of concern or agreement about how to prepare and reward
supervisors in L. th the K-1? school and acadenmic vorkplaces has becen described
here.

This leads us to wonder if Lortie's comments (29) about negative
consequences of a wide decision range for classroom teachers are not equally
relevant and damaging in the case of university supervisors. Griffin et al
(30) have referred to this as "selection by default" and 1link it to
unsupportive institutional context for supervision in univezrsity teacher
education departments. 1f a job is perceived as requiring little or no
particular focused preparation and knowledge-base, and 1£ there are conflicting
job demands and unrewvarding structures for it in both university and school
settings, it is perhaps all too easy even fcr teacher educators to
underestimate the complex knovledge, beliefs, skills, and processes which are
realistically involved in functioning effectively in clinical instruction
mettings. Currently, we know little about the influence of these subtle
factors in shaping: (&) selection, preparation, and incentive structure for
these supervisors, (b) professional knowledge-base, attitudes, and practices
of supervisors themselves, and (c) validity and reliability of evaluative
Judgments they make.

In summary, serious concern about the impact of these factors on both the

ional ' na ence as well as on the
4 ua » by the supervisor seems
clearly warranted. Furthermore, such a situation undermines the development
f_aupervigory research apd practice in this country at a time
vhen more attencion than ever is being given to the need for encouraging
continuous teacner growth across different career stages.

Hence, the efforts of our MSU Supervisory Judgment Research Project team
are directed at obtaining a better descriptive understanding of typical
supervisors' backgrounds, role perspectives, evaluative Judgment criteria,
thinking processes, and language as a basis for more focused research studies
and for the improvement of supervisory preparation programs.

EROFILES OF THE THREE UNIVERSITY SUPEPVISORS STUDIED

Three university supervisors representing contrasting backgrounds in terms
of being (a) a clinical generalist or content spccialist, (b) trained or
untrained, and (c) experienced or novice were identified:

(1) Renee, a novice supervisor (less than one year) with 11 years of

elementary classroom teaching experience and a masters degree plus 30
credits in elementary education;
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(2) Fran, an experienced superviSor (five years) with 10 vears o<
elementary and junior high classroom teaching experience and ABD level

status in the university's doctoral program in supervision and teacher
preparation/staff development; and
(3) Leslie, an experienced supervisor (three years) with 20 years of
elementary classroom teaching experience and a doctorate in
reading/language arts.
The names reported here for the three supervisors are same-gender pseudonyms.
All three supervisors are part-time student teacher supervisors. For
Renee, this involves a part-time job at a major research/teacher preparation
university. Fran is a doctoral student employed on a half-time basis to
coordinate the overall program in one of the same university's off-campus sites
vhere she and Renee both supervise student teachers. Leslie is a full-time
associate professor at a private, liberal arts college where she coordinates
her institution's student teaching program, supervises, and also teaches
reading/language arts methods courses. In terms of the categories of typical
superviscrs, Renee represents the generalist lacking both experience and
specialized training, Fran is an experienced generalist with advanced training
rejarding supervision, and Leslie is an experienced supervisor who lacks
dupervisory preparation but who has a specific content area focus. This range
of professional hackgrounds appears to be quite congruent with conventional
practice concerning the selection, training, and previous experience of typical
student teacher supervisors in this country today.

Data were collected from the three supervisors during individual scheduled
appointments held from January - June 1986. Each supervisor participated in
four cognitive mapping and interview data coliection appointments of
approximately 30 - 60 winutes held at the beginning, middle, end, and after the
end of the student teaching experience. Renee and Fran both supervise within
a 1l-week quarter timeframe, while Leslie's college has a 15-week semester
experience. Four distinct data collection points were used to explore if
there wvere any developmental changes in the judgment criteria which supervisors
identified for different time points of the student's teaching experience. 1In
addition, each supervisor was asked to make available the written supervisory
records for a pair of so-called weak, average, and strong student teachers (a
total of six) with whom she was working. Information regarding each
supervisor's professional background, supervisory goals, knowledge, and
bellefs, learning style, and level of cognitive Jevelopment was also obtained
through use of standard paper/pencil tests at the first appointment and through
an interviev during the final appointment. These were chosen based on a
reviev of the literature which suggested that these factors could influence the
process and outcomes of student teacher supervision,

Suct. an amalgum of qualitative and quantitative data collection provides a
rich and extensive data base for data analyses regarding cognitive map judgment
criteria, corresponding written supervisory communication and records, and
underlying role perspectives of these student teacher supervisors,

As vith any case study investigation using self-reported data, caution must
be expressed about the generalizablility of these findings and the "soclal

8
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desirabllity" factor in cognitive map criteria and interviev answers given. |
The researcher took the following steps to minimize these limitations: |
(1) developed a relaxed, collegial interview climate;
(2) stated the research purpose as one which emphasized the non-judgmental
descriptior. of current supervisory beliefs and prictices;
(3) communicated genuine respect for the complex job of serving as a
university supervisor;
(4) gave specific attention to discussing both positive and negative
factors as "normal" in any job setting; and
(5) provided typical assurances of confidentiality to research subjects,
student teachers, and their institutions.

Each supervisox's role perspectives vere investigated through interview
questions which focused on elements of job qualifications and satisfaction,
professional development needs. role definition, goals for the student teaching
experience, supervisory beliefs and practices. These interviews were tape
recorded and later transcribed for analysis. The 1986 paper by Simmons
focused predominately on analyzing these role perspective interviews with the
three supervisors, so these findings will be only briefly summarized here as a
framework for the other data analysis and conclusions drawn.

¥hen asked about the positive and negative aspects of being a university

isor, the reported positive zspects of their work (see
TABLE 1) involve what could be called practitioner, action-oriented dimensions
related to people's growth, communication, and interaction on a day-by-day
basis. Interestingly, Reree, vho is the novice supervisor, did not identify
any neqative features of her job. Reported negative aspects of student
teacher supervision for Fran and Leslie involved time management conflicts,
Jack of expressed institutional support, paperwork and phone calls necessary
for making student teacher placements, and the occasional need to make negative
evaluation judgments about student teachers who do not perceive their own
difficulties.

These answers are strikingly similar to Lortie's 1975 findings (31)
regarding the reasons given by classroom teachers for being attracted to their
occupation. Lieberman and Miller (32) refer to such practitioner interests
and cognitive orientation as belonging to the world of astion as orposed to the
world of explicit theories and ideas. Along with lacking clear, immediate
evidence of one‘s effectiveness, such occupations necessa~ily press one to act
and believe in the intentions of one's instructional acti..ns, rather than to
stand back and gquistion in a detached manner as in the world of research.

This acritical, practitioner stance is illustrated by the £inding that with the
exception of one comment from Leslie, these supervisors' role perspectives do
not seem to include any view of themselves as working to change or reform
current school or teaching practices. The implication of this is to suggest
that these supervisors would be very comfortable with the apprenticeship

paradigm and disinclined toward the inquiry paradigm for the student teaching
experience and their roles in it.
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Each supervisor was also asked about her own professional development needs
ons

upervisor. This was an effort to ascertain the
ability to self-evaluate and to determine the types of practitioner and/or
theoretical issues about which they thought. These findings closely resemble
distinctions made among self - task - inpact stages of teacher development by
Frances Full *+ 3). These answers can also be used to suggest topics to
consider wher: _.eparing and supporting supervisors.

For Renee, the new supervisor, her concerns clearly focused on personal and
pragmatic uncertainities --- e.g. not knowing and not correctly following
university policies, her own job security, and wanting to know more clearly
vhen she had done a "good" job as a supervisor. Such task and self concerns
with the need for information and external teedback and reassurance are
predictahle in someone who is a novice in any job position. In contrast,
Fran identified specific areas of practitioner-oriented needs related to her
ovn effectiveness in carrying out supervisory tasks --- e.g. how to conduct
better seminars, professionalizing her own pedagogical language, knowing more
about adult and staff development, learning more about how teachers learn.

She also spoke of her concerns related to improved program management, As an
exper’enced and trained supervisor, Fran's answers may be characterized as
nrimarily task and impact-oriented with some very modest elements of
theory-related curiosity. Leslie's reported concerns range from personal to
pragmatic to political --- e.q. career counseling skills, greater
self-confidence and skill in negative evaluation situations, increased
knowledge of various supervisory techriques, curiosity about adult learnirg and
individual differences, and serious questions regarding her own role and that
of educaticn in social justice icrues. Thus, in countrast to Renee and Fran,
Leslie's intellectual perspective as a supervisor would seem to have hoth a
Critical, abstract thrust as well as pragmatic and personal dimensions. In
Fuller's terms, we find Leslie expressing concerns for self, task, and impact
as a supervisor.

Thus, based on the data considered here, Leslie (and to some lesser extent,
Fran) !s a c.unter-example of Lanier's assertlon that the professional
background and job assignment of typical teacher education faculty lead them to
de-value intellectual questioning. Despite her lack of formal training in
supervision, Leslie's questions may develop naturally out of her own cognitive
style and complexity and wide-range of interests. In addition, her reported
habit of seeking out things to read related to supervision and her eager
participation in a local student teacher supervisor network group suggest that
it 1s possible to develop and sustain such intellectual curiosity and growth
{even for supervisors lacking formal training) 1if professional resources
related to supervision are made available and questioning is encouraged. By
contrast, whether due to the lack of easily available resources and/or to her
own lack of developmental "readiness" to address supervisory impact concerns
apart from a strong focus on self, such curiosity is not seen in Renee's case.

Unfortunately, there is not other research literature available which
descrihes the self-perceived needs and concerns of supervisors, so little is
known yet concerning the relationship of these fartors to the actual evaluative
Judgments and effectiveness of supervisors. However, we have a basis here
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for identifying important questions to guide further exploration of this
topic. These questions would include:

- Does a supervisor's stage of self - task - impact developmental
concerns influence her/hls perception and responsiveness to a
student teacher's own needs and concerns? How?

- What are the advantages and disadvantages of a supervisor's strong
practitioner-orientation and often personal and acritical stance
toward currnnt school and teaching practices?

- What differences exist between in judgments made and the
krovleuge-base actually used by individuals with and w' “hout
supexvisory training?

- How does the current technique-oriented type of supervisory training
hinder the developrent of a more theoretlcal and a reflective
perspective in supervisors?

- How does this interact with the current predominance of the
apprenticeship paradigm for student teaching programs?

Analysis of the interviews and each supervisor's reported evaluation

criteria ond weights reveals that all three supervisors hold a view of the

3 t rlence and their role as supervisors (see
TAHLE 1) which is congruent with Zeichner's apprenticeship paradigm. That is,
the purpose is, in Fran's words, to "give a student teacher a taste, as real a
taste as possible, of what a real teaching situation is over time". However,
vhile Fran focused more on the instructional value of this for the student
teacher as a basis for professional growth and career goal clarification,
Leslie emphasized more of an evaluative focus, 1.e., "the purpose is ... to
£ind out whether, when thrown into the deep end of the pool,one sinks or
swims", Renee's comments seemed to intertwine these two perspectives as
. inseparable.
"~ Each supervisor vas also asked about her views of the Clinical Instructor

)4 and of the emphasis she places on each

across the unfolding timeline of the student teaching expericn:e (see TABLE
1). Each person's answer was consistent with the purposes which she sees for
the student teaching experience described above.

Fran seems to separate these two roles in her work according to the
changing time frame of the quarter. She reiorted that she derives more
satisfaction and gives more importance ar cime to the Clinical Instructor
role, both in terms of classrcom observation/conferencing and in the weekly
group seminars. Depending on the topic, she does this in either a
non-directive manner {40.2%) or a Airective style (33.5%) in terms of
Glickman's (34) distinctions in supervisory bellefs and style (see TABLE 1).
Fran sees her Instructional role now as very parallel to her previous wock as
an elementary/junior high classroom teacher --- "it gives me the chance to help
someone develop from point A to point K or M or vhatever. Once that's over,
and the evaluation part takes over at the end of the quarter, that working,
that manipulation if you will, that's over, i..d4 I can't do anything more. So,
I simply have to make a judgment on what I've done already."

Renee's views would seem to be between Fran and Leslie's. She stated t:ct
the Clinical Instructor role and the Evaluator roles are intertwined for her
-—— "When you are critiquing, at the same time, you should be teaching ... One
can't be without the other". Renee's supervisory style is split evenly
(40.2%) between Glickman's non-directive and collaborative styles. The
Evaluator role is one she accepts very comfortably as part of the job, and her
viev of evalutive feedback to student teachers emphasizes its instructional
11
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value for them as well as her own xesponsibility as evaluator --- "As an
evaluator, I've always tried to make it on a very personal, one-to-one level,
If anything, it's very much 'constructive criticism’. I want it to be
something they can leain from. I'm trying very hard not to hurt feelings, but
at the same time, alwvays being very truthful with them. So, the evalution -art
is very important, and it's lzarning how to handle each person.,"

For Leslie, the university supervisor is more primarily cast in the
Evaluator role due to the typical time sampling schedule of the supervisor's
observation visits to the school, with the cooperating teacher seen as the
Clinical Instructor for the student teacher. At the same time, she believes
that her Clinical Instructor role is further "dependent on the receptivity of
the student teacher to my instruction or authority. (....) I can dlagnose and
offer suggestions, and whether or not they follow up on them, in a sense, I
don't know because I don't stick around forever (to see)." Such a view
corresponds closely to her predominately (53.6%) non-directive supervisory
style and beliefs and to a stated emphasis on helping her student teachers to
think as a result of her evaluative feedback. Leslie wakes a shift in
supervisory roles across the length of the experience as Fran and Renee do, but
Leslle places sharper emphasis on the Evaluator role much earlier---"I really
stop doing any kind of clinical stuff at the halfway point, 1f not before,
except in a sense, 1f people still need that and look for that, then they're in
trouble (of not doing well) in my estimation". when such evaluations are
negative, this experience can be "extremely difficult and painful" for Leslie.

Leslie's use of the term "suggestions" for her evaluative feedback, her own
Pre-dominately non-directive supervisory style, and her acknowledgment of the
early shift from a Clinical :nstructor role to an Evaluator role during the
experience are striking in comparison with Fran and Renee. In terms of the
issues which this situation raises, it is true that supervisory training and
experience can provide a means for modifying lack of clarity and confidence
reqarding one's role and the evaluative Judgments made as a supervisor. on
the other hand, a high level of reported self-confidence (or conversely stated,
a lack of self-doubt) in making evaluative Judgments does not necessarily mean
that a supervisor is making valid or reliable judgments. In other words, it
could be that, despite her lack of tralning in supervision, Leslie is simply
more conscious of and articulate about the complexities of supervisor
pexception, learning to teach, and her own respect for the need of each student.
teacher to gradually develop a personal teaching style and his/her own
pedagogical judgment. 1In addition to training, these differences can also be
due to personal characteristics of the supervisor harself such as
self-efficacy, contrasting supervisory goals, reflective habits, cognitive
complexity, and style.

Much remains to be investigated in this area in the future. Important
sub-questions to investigate further here would include:

- Is there a loss of the student teacher's "opportunity to learn" if

the supervisor is too Evaluation role orisnted early in the
experience?

- How do the supervisor's own feelings about the Evaluation role,
particularly for making negative evaluation Judgmercs, possibly
undermine suitably rigorous evaluation of student teachers?

12
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- what 1s the approprlate balance co strike between confldence in
one's perceptions and evaluative judgments and openness to the
need for gathering more adequate evidence and for revising one's
initial evaluative judgments?

- How does a supervisor's preference for either the Clinical
Instructor role or the Evaluative role and her/his supervisory
style influence interaction between members of the student
teaching triad?

In a 1986 study which underscores the importance of these questions, Desrochers
(35) reported that teachers' perceptions of supervisor knowledge, usefulness,
and style were all highly correlated. In other words, we need to know more
about how such student teacher and cooperating teacher perceptions of the
usefulness of the supervisot's clinical instruction and judgments can undermine
the quality of the student teaching experience itself.

Thus, this data analysis indicates that important differences in
supervisory role perspectives and styles do, indeed, exist, even in this
limited sample of only three student teacher supervisors with contrasting
backgrounds. What remains *o be explored now is: what differences (if any)
do these make in evaluative judgment criteria and supervisory practice?

INVESTIGATION RESULTS:
THE IDENTIFICATION OF EVALUATIVE JUDGMENT CRITERIA
FHICH SUPERVISORS THINK THAT THEY USE

The second focus of this study involved seeing if the three supervisors
could identify the evaluative Jjudgment criteria which they believe they use in
making evaluative judgments at the beginning, middle, and end of the student
teaching experience. 1In addition, questions of how the criteria statements
and weights would compare among the three supervisors and if there would be any
changes in criteria or weights across the timeframe of the experience were of
interest. The research methodology used will be described in some detail
because cne goal of the study involved pilot-testing these cognitive mapping
and structured interview techniques in an effort to identify the normally
implicit judgment criteria of supervisors.

In three separate appointments held throughout the gquarter/semester, each
supervisor was asked to identify the criteria she thought che used in making
supervisory judgrents. The criteria were recorded in the supervisor's own
words using words or phrases which clearly expressed separate statements of
knowledge, skills, attitudes, values, habits, etc. which would indicate how
well a student teacher was functioning. Such evidence could be gathered in
any of the typical supervisory interaction situations --- e.q., conversations,
seminar discussions, classroom teaching observations, review of written
materials prepared by the student teacher, comments from the cooperating
teacher or principal, etc. It vas pointed out that all such
evidence-producing situations could be relevant information-gathering
opportunities for the supervisor who, in turn, would process this information
in order to make judgments or decisions about the relative success or
difficulty which a student teacher was having.

In addition to ldentifying these criteria, each supervisor was asked to
indicate the relative imporcance or welght of each criteria statement in her
overall judgment about the student teacher's performance at that time in the
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experience by recording a rumber from 1 - 100 in front of each statement. The
total weight< allocated among all the criteria had to total 100 for each time
polrt in the experience.

At the second and third data collection appointments, after she had
indicated the criteria and weights she used at that particular point of the
experience, each supervisor was also shown her previous lists. Then she was
asked if she would 1ike to make any revisions in the material. 1In this vay,
the criteria and weights obtained at each data collection appointment vere not
plased or influenced by what was sald previously. At the same time, there was
an on-going, informal check of test/retest reliability and face validity of the
supervisor's emerging cognitive map criteria statements and weights. In this
study, although each supervisor carefully re-read her previous list(s) in
response to the researcher's directive, no changes were made to the criteria
lists or their welghts by any of the three supervisors.

In addition, at the fourth apyointment, each supervisor was asked to
organize her three sets of criteria statements into an overall cognitive map
containing both a vertical and horizontal matrix pattern. This would reveal
if any developmental changes occurred from the beginning/middle/end of the
experience (horizonal rows). She was also asked to cluster and label sets of
criteria in vertical columns according to the conceptuzl similarities she saw
amo™, them. When this was completed, she was asked if any she wanted to
revise, add, or subtract any criteria statements or weights, but no changes
were made by any of the three supervisors.

The results of this study indicate that these three supervisors were able

eve and were able
to organize their criteria statements into a horizontal and vertical cognitive
matrix without much difficulty. TABLES 2a-b-c report the different evaluative
Judgment criteria categories, specific statements, and welghts identified by
each supervisor for the beginning (B), middle (M), and end (E) points of
student teaching. Similar criteria statements for different timepoints of the
experience are listed together in the tables so that consistency may be readily
noticed. The average weights and rankings of criteria are also shown.

Thus, in terms of the research team's interest in pilot-testing this data
gathering methodology, iudgment criteria cognitive mapping done in this manner
and vithin the limits of all self-reported data

- in this initial study. The additional,
important question about the predictive validity of these cognitive map
criteria will be addressed in the final section of this paper, usiig
comparisons of these criterla statements and their weights with actual £inal
reports and observation notes made by each supervisor for the nominated sample
of strong, average, and weak student teachers.

In terms of gpecific critexia statements identified by all three
supervisors, attention to such traditional student teaching topics as content
area knowledge, classroom management, plannino, communication skills,
self-confidence as a teacher, and rapport wita pupils and staff can Le found in
TABLES 2a-b-c. These criteria seem congruent with "conventional wisdom"
vhich surrounds student teaching supervision in this country and with typical
student teacher seminar topics and evaluation forms. 1In terms of concern for
the validity of supervisors' criteria, it is encouraging also to note that
these topics are featured prominately in research on effective teaching from
the past 25 years. Caution, ho ever, must be expressed because these data do
not allow us to know very clearly how these supervisors understand the meaning
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and use of these ideas related to effective teaching --- 1.e. simens and
Sparks (36) caution against believing that such research should provide "rules"
for good practice rather than "conceptual tools" for reflective, contextual,
instructional decision-making Ly teachers, There is no evidence in the
supervisors' criteria lists which i1llustrates concern for such decision-mak ing
by the student teachers whom they supervise.

While the overall commonalities among many of the supervisors' criterla are
generally reassuring, a closer analysis of TABLES 2a-b-c also indicates gcertaln

h S ' --- e.g. Fran:
commitment to the student teaching experience (40% beginning); Renee:
atmosphere of classroom (8% beginning), interlor of classroom —-- bulletin
board, art projJects, etc. (7% beginning); Lesllie: mastery of severcl
methods/techniques of teaching (17% end), self-directed professional
developwent goal setting (5% middle/16% end), attention to inter-disciplinary
teaching (5% beginning/2% middle/5% end). Such findings coincide with the
researcher's own supervisory experlences and ezz1ly hunches that there are
important differenres in beliefs about effective teaching, and hence, in
evaluation criteri. among supervisors.

It 1s possible to easily note that there are some sizable and important

stin " S ve s q
Supervisors. As an example from TABLE 24, the most easily recognized category
of CONTENT KNOWLEDGE & CLASSROOM TEACHING SKILLS ranges in overall importance
from 35% (Leslie) to 45% (Fran) to 53% (Renee). The emphasis given
specifically to CLASSROOM MANAGEMENT also varies from 15% (Fran) to 9% (Rence)
to 5% (Leslie). TABLE 2e indicates some differences existing in the
supervisors' composite portraits of an "effeciive student teacher" when their
five most heavily weighted criteria statements are considered.

Analysis of the data here also supports a developmental view of student
teacher growth. In this case, these supervisors' teria a

L e ni me of the

ce (see TABLES 2a-b-c-d). That is, the evidence

these supervisors report looking for differs at each point in the experience.
Having noted them, early factors diminish in importance in the supervisors'
ever-evolving evaluative judgment, just as new criteria emerge. Those
developmental criteria patterns are strongest in the data from Fran and Lesllie,
the two supervisors with the greatest amount of experience and advanced
training.

Early emphasis is placed on the student teacher's personality, attitude,
content knowledge, and interpersonal skills, according to the patterns found in
TABLES 2a-b-c-d. Midpoint emphasis is on instructional delivery and classroom
management skills, and finally, late emphasis concerns professional growth
habits and self-confidence. The question of whether student teachers
evaluated as "weaker" comehow "get stuck" or are not perceived as progressing
through this loosely constructed developmental pattern will be addressed in the
last part of this study.

Another interesting variation among the three supervisors occurred in terms
of idea or criteria statement complexity and fluency, two dimensions by which
cognitive maps are rovtinely analyzed (see TABLE 3). Renee, the part-time,
novice supervisor withcut specialized training, used the least amount of time
to identify her criteria, stated them in the fewest words, and distinguished
only minimally among them in terms of their relative wcights., Fran and Leslie
used longer periods of time to think about the task, were more detailed in
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their explanations of each criteria statement, and distinguished more sharply
among the various criteria in terms of their relative welghts. Leslle is
notable for identifying more than twice as many criteria statements as Fran and
for organizing her criteria into the largest number of subgroups in her final
overall cognitive map.

Given these differences in the supervisors' data, four variables seem
useful in understanding these varlations: (a) their amount of supervisory
expecience and knowledge-base, (b) their degree of involvement in program
operation and management, and two more general constructs that could be called
overall (c) language fluency and (d) cognitive complexity.

In terms of the supervisors' self-reported judgment criteria, the data
suggest a refinement of what has been adapted here from Zeichner's alternative

rk €rs. Both the
specific criteria statements and category names indicate these supervisors'
beliefs that learning to be successful as a classroom teacher involves the
adequate demonstration of three basic components: (1) liberal arts and
content area knowledge (the academic paradigm); (2) instructional skills (the
behavioristic paradigm); and (3) professional attitudes and identity related
to maturity and career commitment (the personalistic paradigm). Except for
Lesllie's mildly-stated interview comment thrat she wanted to make student
teachers "think about her evaluative feedback", none of the supervi: s even
hinted at the inquiry-oriented paradigm, Zeichner's fourth, in either their
interviews or criteria statements. From the rather conventional perspectives
of these supervisors and the programs in which they work, it seems possible to
conclude that the apprenticeship paradigm for student teaching can be used as a
larger conceptual fram work encompassing t-e other three paradigms. As a set,
they stand in sharp contrast to the inquiry-oriented paradigm which focuses on
instructional improvement and a change-orientation.

However, if the inquiry paradigm is ever to be genuinely implemented as a
teacher and school improvement strategy, it would appear necessary to elther
select or prepare supervisors more strongly in terms of this inquiry, critical
thinking, and more theoretical orientation, This change could also stimulate
the development of supervision as a fleld encompassing more substantial
research and improved practices. In turn, supervision could gain a more
respected and influential role in both K - 12 schools and academia. The
challenge of moving supervision in this direction should be clearer now in
light of what has been discussed here about the classroom teaching,
action-orlented background and role perspectives of these supervisors, and
indeed, of most teacher educators today.

On the other hand, these data simultanecusly suggest that the supervisor's
practitioner-orientation and abilitles are also essential. Thiz wonld include
the ability to skillfully instruct, validly and rellably assess, and
articulately discuss a student teacher's growth in each of these
apprentice-related areas. Thus, such supervisors need to be neither
exclusively clinical instructors nor researchers, but rather "bilingual and
bicultural" as Lieberman and Miller (37) stress, functioning effectively in the
worlds of both educational research and instructional practice.

In summary, the evaluative judgment criteria data provide us with both good
news and had news. The good news is in the large and rather surprising degree
of commonality found both at the level of criteria categories and for most
specific criteria statements among the three supervisors. Although they used
somewhat different words to express their ideas, broad criteria similarities
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emphasizing an apprentice/academic/behavioristic/personaliztic paradign for
teacher education can be noted. Furthermore, the topics implied by the
supervisors' reported criteria correspond to areas agdressed by recent research
on effective teaching. On the negative side, there is no evidence of
attention to the inquiry paradigm or to the recent emphasis in the literature
on reflective, instructional decislon-making by teachers.

Several supervisory variables can now be more clearly addressed ir future
research questions and supervisory training programs:

- What occurs if there are either explicit or implicit major coenflicts

In the effective teaching criteria believed to be important by
each member of the supervisory triad?

= When viewed on a piactical level, are the differences which exist

among supervisors' judgment criteria and welghts generally so
minor as to be inconsequential in terms of the lssues of
evaluation fairness and validity?

- What Is the relationship between supervisors' actual understanding
of their own "conventional wisdom" evaluative Judgment criteria
and the recent research cn effective teaching?

- Do supervisors with a richer and more detailed understanding of
their own Jjudgment criteria "see" (l.e. perceive and process
pertinent evidence) and evaluate student teachers differently?
What are these differences?

= How does having richer and more detailed language tc describe
effective teaching influence what a supervisor provides in
vritten and oral feedback to the student teacher? What are the
effects of these differences in terms of growth for the student
teacher?

Having discussed the similarities and differences occurring in the
evaluative judgment criteria which the three supervisors reported using, we
will next turn our attention t, examining whether or not their stated criteria
are reflected in their written supervisory records.

The final part of this study compares supervisors' reported criteria with
their implicit judgment criteria-in-actual-use. These vere Investigated
through content analysis of each supervisor's written classroom
observation/conference notes and the final reports for a nominated sample of
six so-called weak, average, and strong student teachers with whom she had
worked. Using only written records to Investigate supervisor's implicit
evaluative judgments (rather than audlotapes of what occurred orally between
the supervisor and the student teacher) should be noted as a clear limitation
of this study.

A total of 1€ cases from a varlety of K - 12 public school settings were
analyzed, i.e. three supervisors x six student teachers for each. There were
f£inal reports and either four or five classroom observation records avallable
for each of the 18 student teachers. Each superviscr's beginning/middle/end
of the student teaching experlence criteria lists and her written records were
compared in the following manner: (a) the first and second observation data
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were compared to the beginning criteria 1list; (b) the third and fourth
observations were compared to the middle criteria 1list; and (c) the fifth
observation and the final report were compared to the end criteria ilst. Iif
only four observation records existed for a student teacher, the thirad
otsecvation was used in relation to the middle criteria list, and the four &
observation and final report were compared to the end criteria list.

Content analysis of these records involved a two-part process: (a)
matching each distinct thought unit in the written records to one or more of
the criteria statements in thc supervisor's list, and (b) counting the number
of words which the supervisor had written regarding that idea in order to
derive an average percentage of emphasis which each beginning/middle/end
criterla statement received in the written documents. 1f there were thought
units found in the written records which did not match any of the supervisor's
criteria statements identifled earlier, speclal note was made of this.

It must be recognized that the array of topics actually found in the
vritter. records for a supervisor's student teachers is influenced by many
factors, one of which is role of the supervisor's implicit judgment criteria in
her selective perception of "evidence" (38). 1In addition, the teaching
situation, content area and level, classroom pupils, cooperating teacher, etc.
all influence what activitles are carried out, and hence, the topics addressed
in the supervisor's clinical feedback and evaluative judgments. By using flve
or six records from each of 18 cases which represent a broad sample of
so-called weak, average, and strong student teachers werkinc in a varlety of
pre-K - 12 placement settings, this study attempted to avold such a narrov
perspective.

These content analysls procedures tock approximately 12 hours across a
three-day period and were performed by an individual with 11 years of student
teaching supervision experience who wac not generally aware of the research
questions which guided the investigation. Records for the weak, average, and
strong student teachers were reviewed in a blind fashion by this research
assistant. Two randomly chosen written records from each supervisor were also
content analyzed by the researcher and compared to the coding results obtalned
by the research assistant. The inter-rater reliability coefficient was
calculated to be 0.696 for this comparison.

In ferms of the match between the supervisors' cognitive map criteria and
, @ surprising degree of congruence was
found. There were only one (Leslie) or two (Fran and Renee) un-codable
thought units found in the written records, and their content involved very
global praise, job selection advice, or posing a question which corresponded to
the supervisor's criteria for the next time pericd of the experience.

The percentage of criterlia used in the written records was encouragingly
high for two of the supervisors (l.e. Fran - 78% and Renee - 81%), while
Leslie's percentaage was only 55%. Conversely, the number of cognitive map
criterla not found in the written records was striking: Fran (5/23 or 22%),
Renee (7/36 or 19%), and Leslie (22/49 or 45%). 1In general, these unused
criteria occurred predominately in written records from the middle part of the
experience when supervisors seemed to be focusing on fewer criteria, especlally
ciassroom management, instructional planning, and lesson delivery. In
addition, this finding about supervisors' percentage of unused criteria may be
interpreted from two perspectives. A number of these criteria seem to be
subsumable as sub-points under other criteria which are heavily used, and some
of them do not typically surface as topics in classroom observation evidence.
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In the latter casze, analysis of other data such as conversationz between triad
members and/or structured "think aloud" interviews with the university
supervisor could reveal whether or not these criteria are actually used in
making evaluative judgments.

Across the three supervisors in general, v, Y

e ds were those related to
obser.able instructional and management processes and the implied necessity of
effective lesson preparaticn for it. This is particularly true for the
so-called veak student teachers who received proportionally more written
comments about these topics than the average and strong individuals. Less
attention vas given overall to student teachers' personal qualities and
occupational soclialization. This pattern corresponds closely to Zeichner's
apprenticeship paradfgm and recommendations of the clinical supervision
movement that supervisors should focus on observable actions of the
teaching/learning process, not on a teacher's personality. This pattern is
not surprising, also, because the study has been limited to analyzing classroom
observation written records, not audiotapes of conferences, etc.

In terms of Lypes of language and syntax used, Renee and Leslie's written
comments were direct statements to an overvhelming degree, while Fran used an
observed situation to occasionally pose a question for the student teacher to
think about. Renee's written comments are notably brief, even terse,
suggesting the problem of whether or ncc student teachers could derive much
pedagogical meaning from these two - three word phrases. Leslie's comments
are in contrast to her detailed cognitive map criteria statements. Her
observation notes are written in conversational language and in short -
moderate length sentences They include a modest level of pedagogical
language and seem to be easily understandable although perhaps not as
pedagogically challenging for a student teacher as they might be. In contrast
to both of these, Fran's written comments exhibit the impact of her special
preparation as a supervisor. Her remarks involve longer and more precise
descriptions of what was observed, often followed by a question, suggestion, or
specific praise that 1inks pedagogical concepts to classroom actions. Her
reports read more like a written "think aloud"” analysis using the classroom
sitwation as a source of data for a "tutorial" dialogue on the
teaching-learning process.

Of course, much of the pedagogical impact of these written feedback records
depends on how their content is discussed by each student teacher and
supervisor in the post-lesson conference. Nevertheless, interest in the
language, syntax, and feedback content of written supervisory records is
varranted because they have a quality of high impact permanancy, and thus can
be easily reviewed at some future time, while the content of an oral conference
can not. This is particularly true because many supervisory conferences are
surrounded by anxiety and time-pressure for everyone involved.

The numbex of criteria found in each separate written observation record
from the three supervisors was low --- i.e. Fran: from 1 - 4; Renee: from 2
- 6; and Leslie: 2 - 5. This finding may be interpreted from the point of
view of social judgment theory which emphasizes that human beings gencrally use
only a few of all the possible criteria available when making decisions {39).

A rather common piece of "conventional wisdom" for supervisors also involves
the idea that a supervisor should be selective about what and how many feedback
points are shared with a teacher, lest the teacher be overwhelmed and unable to
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focus on anytning.  As one would expect, the number of criteria found in the
£inal summary reports written by the supervisors was larger --- i.e. Fran: 2 -
6; Renee: 3 - 6; Leslie: 1 - 4 (note: her col? s¢'s form has an eight item
Likert-scale and only a small space for the supervisor's open-ended

comment:=}.  Addressing more criterla in these reports is, of course, desirable
because they are intended to be summary documents prepared for an external
(1.e. employer) audience.

The congruence of these three supervisors' cognitive map critexia and
written records is impressive and even surprising to the research team.
However, these data only begin to illuminate the many questions which surround
the implicit evaluative judgment criteria and processes of supervisors.

- Which is pe*entially more important in effective and valid

supervisory evaluative judgments and communication: a detalled
cognitive map of effective instruction and/or a rich language
vith which to communicate about instiuction?

- What patterns would a parallel study examining oral supervisory

communication reveal?

- Compared to what university supervisors intend to communicate

about thelr evaluative judgments through written records, what do
student teachers and ~ooperating teachers actually understand
about the progress of the student teacher?

- Compared to what university supervisors intend to communicate

about thelr evaluative judgments through written records, what do
student teachers and cooperating teachers actually understand
about the progress of the student teacher?

QONCLUSIONS & FURTHER QUESTIONS

This study has sought to better understand the "what 1s" situation of
evaluative judgments and processes of university supervisors by exploring role
perspectives, evaluative judgment criteria, and written records of three
typical student teacher supervisors with contrasting professional tackgrounds.
The three case study subjects were selected as typical supervisors who work in
rather conventional student teaching programs in this country.

The research data obtalned in this study permit us to conclude several
things. First of all, the data in these three cases support the many informed
opinlons and scant research we have on the problematic state of university
student teacher supervision at this time. On one hand, universities have
seemingly weak job selection criteria, support systems, and reward structures
for supervisors. Supervisors themselvez also often lack a speciflc
knvledge-base related to their responsibilities and do not have much
metacognitive, reflective awareness of their own Judgment criteria and
processes (40). Additionally, questions regarding the reliability and
validity of student teache' evalution judgments deserve further investigation
beyond these thr.e prelim’nary case studies.

Secondly, the data permit us to understand several points more deeply than
"conventional wisdom" about supervision has previously allowed. Three points
will be addressed here as examples.
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A contradictory tension exists between the current practitioner-orlented
backgrounds and role perspectives of university supervisors and the
Inquiry-oriented paradigm for student teaching programs. While supervisors
seem readily able to recognize (even without special training) the important
role of 1iberal arts and content knowledge (i.e. academic parziigm), technical
skills (i.e. behavioristic paradigm), individual maturity (l.e. personalistic
paradigm), and occupational socialization (i.e. appenticeship paradigm) in
preparing beginning teachers, they do not so readily include reflective,
analytical, and change-oriented criteria in their cognitive maps of effective
teachlng.  This would seem to have implications both for how they viaw thelir
own roles as supervisors and for what they expect from student teachers.

Thus, conventional university supervision itself can be viewed as a key
part of the conservative bias against change and reform in the educational
field and personnel of which Lortie (41) writes. 1In this way, the contextual
baxriers which block efforts to reform university supervis‘on and teaching
ltself have been better illuminated. While discussions about
professionalizing teaching have been occurring widely during the past decade,
these issues have not yet been raised in the field of supervision.

Rezponses to such concerns have included calls for increases in inservice
education opportunitles for supervisors (42), changes in the traditional role
definitions of university supervisors to something more like clinical
professo~s (43), and mandatory certification of teacher educators (44). The
furctions of such clinical professors would include instructing and monitoring
preservice students, working with inservice teachers and administrators, and
using the schools as laboratories for research into educational practice.

However, preparation for this broader role implles more substantial
professional knowledge/skills/attitudes related to effective teaching, teacher
development, research methodology, organizational development, communication,
motivation, and evaluation than are now emphasized. That broader role
description emphasizes what some have called the subtle, ambiguous,
multidimensional nature of this type of role which blends and balances theory
and practice relationships.

We can also ask how certaln characteristics of the university supervisor
function unwittingly to diminish a student teacher's opportunity to learn.
Several factors, such as a supervisor's perceptual biases, judgment criteria,
cognitive complexity, developmental stages of concern about job
responsibilities, the Clinical Instructor/Evaluator role balance, etc., can
dramatically influence observation, interaction, and evaluative judgments.

FIGURE 1 is a summary of our research team's current thinking about the
factors potentially influencing a supervisor's evaluative Judgment criteria and
processes. Agaln, while "conventionsl wisdom" has long recognized that there
are so-called "good"” and "not so good" supervisors, we now know more about
these specific factors «nd can begin to analyze their influence.

In additlon, the benefits of supervisory networking, throughtful
Job-related discussions, and self-directed professional development warrant
attention. While these benefits seem obvious to any educator, the truth of
the matter is that such professional development opportunities related to
supervision are rarely available or used. The need to cultivate awvareness,
motivation, and respect for the complexities of effective supervision 1is
crucial both in supervisors themselves and in their university workplaces.
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Interestingly, each supervisor reported that participating in the research
project had stimulated her to greater self-awareness concerning the complexity
and specificity of her own evaluative Judgment criteria and processes.

Without exception, they said they had not thought deeply or frequently about
these things before. There would seem to be some indirect professional
development impact caused "y reflecting on one's own supervisory judgment
criteria and role perspectives. Activities to develop suvpervisor reflection
and meta-cognition do not appear to be videly used in the more
technique-oriented, supervisory training programs and mater ials which exist
around the country. This area deserves further attention.

Finally, the research methodology developed for this study ~--- i.e. a
combination of structured interviewing and cognitive mapping techniques --- has
proved to be both practical and reliable. Using this methodology Lo further
explore the persistent problems of reliability and validity in teacher
evaluation would seem to be promising.

In conclusion, 1ittle attention has been given yet to supervisory research
and training in 1light of the increasing knowledge we have about effective
teaching as a source of judgment criteria. In addition, the historical
emphasis on supervisory technigue should be balanced with attention to the
cognitive processes used in making evaluative judgments. This series of
studlies are being undertaken to describe the role perspectives and evaluative
Judgment criteria of supervisors in order to reveal the largely unrecognized,
complex mental life of student teacher supervisors. Despite criticism, the
position of university student teacher supervisor has endured in various forms
in the education professoriate. These studies should provide a basis for
improving the selectlon, training, and rewarding of supervisors and for
deepening and expanding research on supervision.
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N: writtes ¢ oral comausication
B: presentation skills
L: comsunications




TABLE Zc; SPRCIFIC EVALUMYIVE JUDGNENT CRITERLA STATEMPNTS § VEIGHTS
[OENTIPIED BY THREE SUPERVISORS (Leslle]

1using her own vords)

\ veights average

cateqory nase § snecific criteria statesent beginning/aiddle/end v ranking
TEACHING PROCESS SKILLS W2y5 .y st
- creativity---a villingaess to go beyond the text {0/ 0 1.3
- a0 eathusiasn for the sabject matter taugdt 10/ 181
- sone coning to terns vith the probless of evaluation of studeat 0/ S/ 0 1]\
vort )

- N: ability to connect vith the full class of students ¢ hold 0/ 18 5.0
thelr attentlon
B: an ability to gale and keep the attentlon of the entire group
- abl1ity to execute smooth transitions betveea classes/subject areas 0/ 4/ % LR
- ability to plan and execute a lesson vith deflnite structore, 010 N
l.e. a beginaing, niddle, ead
- actually assoning full responsibility for the class presentation 0/ 9/10 3N
- B: nmastery of several nethods/technigses of teaching 0 o1 5.71%  {th
B: fncreasing flexibility to apply a diversity of techniques

CONTRNT/COGHITIVE SKILLS WUl Ly sth
- knovledge of coatent of subject matier taught that goes beyond 10/ 0/ 0 K1
the aininl
- B preparedness---villingness to put the tine ia to be prepared 87 0/ 1 5.0¢
in appropriate vays
B: an increased eagerness to increase/inprove their ovn
knovledge of their content area specializations
- B: @ recognition of the inter-relationship anong disciplines 325 (.0
=--d kind of Renaissance person meatality
N: some evidence of seelng the inter-connectedaess of curricvls
stbjects
B: aperception of the interconnectedness of the disciplines of
teacking, I.e. an Interdisciplinary notion

---continued on next page---
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SUPRRTISORS [Lesiie] --- comtinued

tdnking

{th
{1

\ velgh's averdge
cateqory sane & specific criterla statemeat begianing/niddle/ead \
Wl un
- adult stance vIth studeats---1.e. getting “over” the *I vant MU0 1N
thea to 1lke ne® position
= B ldeallsn afxed vith a good dose of realisa & a crucial 6/ 35 AN
sease of hunor
N: sene abllity to conpronise Ideals and principles in a realistic
scner---not defeatist, not cynical---sone evidence of
acceptance of *realaess® of denards of teaching
. a sease of reality, 1deallsa teapered vith realisa abost teaching
= rlsk-taklag---a willingaess to take calculated risks Ia trying 10/ 0 LW
sonething nev and differeat
- self-neultoring---the ability to evaluate self realistically, 5/ 0/ 0 L.
aelther brov beating seff nor dealal of any shortconings
- Qlninishaeat In self-consclousness and concera vith 0170 LW
self-achieveneat
- abllity to bandle criticisa In a positive, nature nanner 0/ 6/ 0 2.08
- N Elexibility In adjusting to wnexpected events 0/11/ 0 N
N: evidence of ability to handle conflict and stress in a cala,
satere samaer
K. good Judguent, L.c. connon sense in handling -risis 1¢ such
should arlse
- evidence of growth [a nanaging conflicting denands on tiae, 0/ 5/ 0 1.1
e.9. hoae, school, other
- @ sense of personal confidence and/or authority about self as 0/ 0/10 I
teachet
RROPESSTQNIL GROVER 1020026 2000
- B responsidiiity for the task of belng a studeat teacher, 107 5/16 .38
l.e. a sexiousaess about the job
N: avaresess of qroving identification of self as an adult,
teacher, professional
B: a petsonal ideatificatics of self as teacher
- B Interest in the profession itself---beyond the personal needs 3/ 3/ 0 2.0\
=--3 desire that the profession itself be lacdable
---Iaterest 1n mtional ¢ political aspects of teaching
K: Iatetest In latger Issues of educatioa at a aational and
Iaternational level, e.q. literacy needs
- 8 dliainishing seft-consclousness & Increasing concern over /10 LN
tetal developaeat of studeats
N: continwal grovth of concern for the learatng of students
- K evidence of sone long-tera goals and plans for reaaining 0/ /16 107

veeks of student teaching experfence
B: a sease of responsibillt; to continue to grov in their chosen
profession of teaching

B: a» eageraess Lo continue teaching

---cont'ued on next page---
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PABLR 2c: SPRCIPIC RVALUNYIVE JUDGMENT CRITERIL >TATEMBNTS § WE[GKDS IDEXTIFIED BY THRES
SUPERYISORS {Leslfe] --- coatinged

' velghts average
cateqory nase & specific criteria statesent beginning/aiddle/end v nnking

T I I3 I I T I T I I T I T I T I R R R T I I R I T I T T T D R TP
2 2 2 T PR - L A N - - S S Nt 3 S - S - A o S

LETRRPRRSONAL RELATIONSHIP SKILLS wanl un g
- B: ability to see & respect students as individuals, not 1613710 13,08 1st

stereotyping thea
B: evideace that they 1lke kids & respect their struggle and
deslte to grov and ledrn
H: evldence of a largess, a profound acceptance of diversity
In studeats & respect for student strengths
H: positive rapport vith the students---frieadly but adult-like
B: a geaulne fondness for and respect for their students
= B: Iaterpersonal relationship skills, f.e. an ability to 10/ 5/ 5.9V ith
telate to both studests and fellov teachers In a positive
adult-like vay
N: abllity to relate vell vith adults in the school, i.e.
priacipal, cooperating teacher, other teachers
B: a feellag/sease of comradire vith other teachers
- B: laterpersonal relationship skills vith fellov student /AT B B 1
teachers---villingness to fora a sense of commaraderie
vith other studeat teachers
N: ability & villingness to share experience and reflections at
veekly seainar




(vslng thelr ovn vords)

\ velghts total  average
beginning niddle end  polnts V' ranking
38!8882832:::::82:=:==:::::::=:=.‘==::::::::::::::::::::2::::::::::::::::::::::'.‘::
a
-prof. comitaeat 5 0% (1} {5 15.0¢ ith
-prof. skills 15 50% 608 135 45,0 Ist
-human relatlons 15% 19 155 H NN nd
skills
-prof. soclalization 15% 5% 15% ] 143 d
T07ALS 1008 1008 1008 300 100.0%
Lenee
-personality & attitude 43 in WL 108 36,00 nd
-stbject knovledge ¢ in 508 598 156 51.1% Ist
panagenent skills
-connunicatlon " " N " 11 3rd
107L5 100 100 1008 300 100.00
keslie
-teachliag process 118 313 I ) 23.0% Ist
skills
-content/cognitive 31 N 1 N 1.8 Sth
skills
-personal maturity M mn 19 61 1.1 ind
-prof. qrovth n 10 263 63 21.08 ith
-Iaterpersonal re- M mnm 128 1 RN hd

latlonshlp skills

T0TALS 1008 1408 1008 300 9.0




TIELE Ze; CONPOSIYE PORTRAITS OF AN EPFECTIVE STUDENT PEACHER HELD BY THE SUPERVISORS
ACCORDING 10 YHE CRITERJA & YEIGH?S YHRY [DENYIFIED

(vsing researcher's paraphrase of thelr own vords)

average A
raaklng  velght specific criteria statement
33:388:2::::33:3:::::::=:=::=:=:!::::::::::::::::::::::::::::==::==::::::::::::::::::::::::::::
i
Ist 15.08 - classroon managemeat skills & integration of these vith Instruction
nd 13.3V - self-confidence and assertion of teacher role
[ ] [}

- comnitnent to the ST experience

{th 1.1V - bunan relatlons skills vith poplls and Ct
Sth 81 - knovledge of subject matter
. - groving facility In translating lastructional plans on paper into actlon
- conmunication skills vith pupils

L - assunes respoasibility as teacher for pupll learaing & attitudes
T0TL: 1.4

............................................

Ist 20.08 - love, respect, & rapport with puplls ¢ statf
2nd 1LV - oral & vritten communication skills

d 10.7% - lesson planning skills

ith .00 - classroon managenent & discipline

5th L1% - knovledge of subject matter
T0T0L:  59.70

................................................

keslle

1st 1.0V - love & respect for puplls vith their Individuality, diversity, & strengths
nd LN - 1dentitication of self In adult, teacher, & professlonal toles

4 1.0 - long-range goals & Lesponsibility for ovn professional developaent

{th S0V - Interpersonal skills vith puplls & staft
[ ]

o - use of a ¢)versity of Instructiona) aethods/technigues
TOTL: .1
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§ OF CRITERIA STATENENTS IDENTIFIED
(deginning; niddle; end of
experience)

TOTAL | OF CRITERIM STATENENTS
[OENTIPIRD

TOTAL § OF wORDS USED IN CRITERIA
STATENENTS

NEAU § OF JORDS USED IN CRITERIM
STATENERTS

RANGE [N POIRT YALURS USED 10
TRIGHT CRITERIA STATEMENTS

§ CF NINUTES USED T0 IDENTIPY
CRITERIA STATENENTS (beginning;
aiddle; ead of experieace)

§ OF SUB-GROUPINGS NADE POR
CRITERIM STATENENTS

(HR

¥

173

3.0

5 - 40

15;12;20

CRITERIL & URIGNYS [DENTIPIED BX THE PRREE SUPERYISORS

Repee
1;12; 12

3

122
3d
1-9

10;10;10

40

Leshie _
16;20;13

b

346

11.1

1-10

18;20;1%




TADLE da: COMPARISON OF YHR COGNITIVE NAP CRITERTA STATENENTS §
IRITIEN RECORDS O THRER SUPRRVISORS Prap]

(nsinj ber ovn vords)

actual vr, fntended vritten record § for
specitic criteria stateneuts ¢ actual writtes record § record \ cogs. map \  veak-aver.-strong ST
88!:38882:8:8!:::1:::3:::::t:::::::::3::2:::3:='=:===:=2::===::::=::::::::::==:::::=:::.::::::::::::::::::::::::::::
RROPESSI’ SAL COMMIYHENT L 1.0 L.018- no- 0.0
= BL: comitment to the 5 experience a0} Ro 1.3 RO- D0- DO
- B2: oZleatation to teaching (stud. or subj.-centered) [1.08] 4.3 1.6% 0.03%-  no- 0.9
JH Hn £H.0 61.18-74,18-25. 48
= 13: knovizdge of sabject [9.M0) 3.00 ()] .48- 3.0- 3
- Bi: prey. of lesson (plan., mat'ls, appropri'sess) [49.80)  16.6% " 1202201940
= N fulllarity vith cerricelon/texts {2.0) 0.9% LN no- no- 1.2
- B3: guoving facility In translating plaas to action (o} 0 .n - M- N0
- B2: nrqan. of lastruc. (sequence, materlals, opport. tor 1.5% L. 3.3%- L1600
sted. respoase, seatvork, transition, closare) [22.5%)
= 4% comnunication skills (is ST clear about conteat, 3.00 (1] 31.%- 6.08- no
directions, expectations? does 5t seen to understand
vhat stedeats say or doa't say?) [9.0%)
- B4: lnstractional delivery (Inaginative? routime? repeat 3.0 L0 LAV L LR
of CT? saooth evidence of preparation?) [11.4%)
- N1: Iategration of fastract. & cl'room mamagement [80.88]  34.1% 15.04 3.18-30,98-32,58

Bl: classroon mamagenent skills (do rules fndicate avareaess
of ch. dev. & readiness to do as expected? evideace
o reteaching the (ales as appropriate?) [22.2%]

NUNAM RELATIONS SKILLS 1.8 un 49,1414, 68-17. 28
- 15: courtesy (hunan relat. skills reqarding child.) [37.9%) 18.9% 1.1 15.18-14.68-10. 10
35: hunan relat. skills (do studs. seem confortable? does
§7 seen confortable fa adult role? can ST deal with
€T In classroon?) (15.7%)

= M4 qroving avarzacss - ttodent differences & needs [no) no I.n no-  Re- no

- d5: groving pos. attitwde out role of teacher in classroon 2.2t 6.7 no-  no- 5.1%
reqarding resp. for stud. learaing & attitzdes [6.5%)

- B6: teack. - sted. Intecactions (both qual. & quani.} [1.4%) 0.5¢ 1.0 no- no- §.4%

L UM L1 6,50
= B6: sease of belonging in the classroom [0.%%) 5.48 1. 6.3%- £.8%- 6.9\

B1: self-contidexce [i.0%)
¥i: more assertion of “teacher® role [10.9v)
N1: qroving peer relationship with ¥ & faculty [no)
B7: confidence (can deal with pers'lity coaflicts; assertive
B0T aggressive; peer relationship vith €T ratber than
vith studeats; confortable with authority) [3.0%) .
« N0: villinguess ¢ ability to self-evalvate objectively [no} no LN 8O- RO- RO
- BU: avareness of prof. realities? school soclalization 3.9\ I 6.5%- 4.48- g0
process? Iatza-school politics? [1).08)
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TIBLE §b: CONPARISON OF YR COGEITIVE MAP CRITERLA STATENENTS §_
TRITIED RECORDS OF THRER SUPERVISOLS [Renee]

{uslng her ovn vords)

actual vr, 1atended vritten record ¢ for
specific criterla stateaeats & actwal writtes record % record A cogn. 83 ¥ weak-gver. “‘tong ST
RERSORALISY - ATTITUDE Lt 0.0 ERLEUR DTN
- B1: villingness to accept change (criticisa) [nol no 5.8 n0- B0~ NO
Nl: respoase to constructive criticisa [no)
= 32: leve for childrea---rappert vith studeots [no) 12.88 20.0% L0118 1v. b
33 respect for child. & child.'s respect for teacher [4.3\)
Ne: rapport with studeats (11.48)
N2: rapport vith staff (nel
u3: rapport with pareats [nol
B2: respect for childrea [7.3%)
B3: rapport vith children & staff [14.20
= M attitede---positive thinter [nol 0.9 5.6% no- 0.9%- 2.6%
Bl: attitade [2.0%)
- 5: self-confldence [no) no 3.08 n0-  no- No
- M5: eye contact [0.046) 0.01 LN 0.5%- no- o
SUMIRCY - MANAGENENT SKILLS nau L1 20.4-79.50-74.6%
- 36: basic kaoviedge of sabject natter [19.5V] 12.0 LN 18- 1.5%- N

N6: knovledge of swbject [2.6v)
B4: basic kaoviedge of sabject matter (16.3%)
= 31t lessen plaas [20.6\) iU.n 1.1 TLN-14,8-31.0
N1 adequate lesson plans (29.0\]
B5: lesson plans {1.4V]
B10: plamaing skills {5.00)

= B0: erqanization stills (7.0 3.0 5.6% LN- 218 e
B8: orgaalzation stifls [3.0V)
= 3%: classroon manageaent [40.6\] u.n .00 -4, 00-28.08

N§: classroon managesest---discipline [39.6%)
B6: classrv.on namageaent {22.3\)

= D10 atmosphere of classroon---ch.'s bebav., friendly (2,68} 0.0 LN 2.9%- no- o
< B11: lQaterlor of classroon---bulletin boards, etc. [2.1% 0.9 LN no- 2.2%- 0.5%
- H9: the2 namagenent (10.1%) 3.4 LN 1.%- .8 no
- M10: use of varlons resoarces oatside of carricalua [0.0068) 0.002% LN no-  no- 0.6%
= N11: £lexibi.1ty---handling different situations [1.7%) 0.6% 3.00 po- 1.8 no
- B1: ability to teach [4.4V] 1.5% 3.0\ 0.68- 2.00- 2.0
- BY: creativity [7.0%) . LN .68- .18 .18
COMMURICATION L0 L3 6.64- 2,38 6,18
= B12: speakling 2bility [2.1V] 5.0 11.3% 668 2.0%- 6.0

N12: written ¢ ccal communlcation [3.7%)
Bl1: p.eseatation skills 7,24
B12: comwalcatioas [1.5\]
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SON | )

(using her ovn vords)

actual vr.  latended veitten record ¢ for
specitic ct'Yeria statenents & actual writtes record record \ coga. map ¥ veak-aver.-str.eq SY
2333323333 .88888888::8:::3::38:3=::S::::::S:::::::z:::::::::::::::::3::::::::::::::::::: sSS338%ciIszraasszssasTeess
LEACKING PROCRES SKILLS 9.0 L €2.58-30,68-14. 9\
= Bl: creativity---a villingness to go beyond the text (1.5%)  0.5% L3 po- 1L3V- 0.0
= 32 an eathuslasa for the subject natter tawght [16.3\) 5.4% LR 12.08- 1.4%- 0. 08
= X1: sone coning to terms vith the problems of evaleation 10 1.1 20-  B0- o
of student vork [nol
= N2: Sbility to commect vith the full class of students 13.4 5.08 1.9%-12. 8- 4.8
< 2414 thelr atteation [25.00)
B2: ability to galn & eep the attent. of the group [15.2%)
= N3: ability to execute saooth transitions [2.0%] on 1.3 no- .7%-  no
= N4: ability to plam and execate a lesson with definite 1.8 1581 17.48-17, 081020
stincture, .e. a beglaning, niddle, end [53.4%)
- B1: assuning full resp. for the class presentatiom [14.5%) " LN 1.5%- no- L0
= B3: mastery of several methods/techaiques of teaching [4.3%] 6.0 5.1\ 1% L8 4.9
B4: Increasing flexibility to apply a diversity
of techaiques [14.1%)
J¥ALY 1L LGS0 1400
83: taovledge of subject natter tawght that goes beyond .5 LN 6.68- no- o
the alaimal {1.6%)
- M: preparedaess---villingness to pat tine In to be prepared 11.2\ 5.0 1.08-12,28-14.00

In appropriate vays 32.0]

B6: an fncreased eagerness to Increase/impiove their ova
knovledge of thelr content area specializatioas [1.5\]

- 35 a recogaition of fater-relationship anova disciplines 20 {.00 no-  mo- 0o

==-3 Lind of Renalssance person meatal'ty [ao)

NS: seme evidence of seelng the fater-comnectedness of
cuzriculun subjects [mol

B5: a percepiion of the fntercomectedness of the disciplines
of teaching, i.c. an Interdisciplinazy nctlon [no)

---continued on next page---




I
ZTABLE ic: COMPARISON OF THR COGNITIVE MAP CRITERIM STATEMENTS §
ILITTEN RECORDS OP THRER SUPRRVISORS (Lesiiel
(using her own vords)
actual vr. intended vritten record § for
specitic criteria statemeats & actwal veittes record 8 record % cogn. Bap % veak-aver.-strong §?
s3sz233zsIEIERisIs t:::::::::::::::z3:::::2:::::::2:::::::2====:====:::::===:==:::::::::: SS3TSsTTszassseszzezizsseszs
IEACHING PROCESS SKILLS .08 e o 1
- 31: creativity---a villingaess to qo beyond the text [1.5%)  0.5% L3 no- 1.3%- 0.8
= B2: an eathuslasa for the subject matter taaght [16.3%) 5.4% 1351 12 8%- Las- 0.8
= K1: sene conlng to teras vith the probleas of evaluation no LN 20-  B0- NO
of stedeat vork [ao)
- N2: ability to commect vith the full class of students 13.48 5.08 1.5%-12.38- 1.1\
& hold taelr atteation [25.00)
B2: ability to gain & keep the atteat. of the group (15.2%)
= M3: ability to execute smooth transitions [2.0%) .n 91 no- 2.1%-  po
= H4: ability to plan and execute a lesson with definite 1.88 LN 10810, 08-10. 28
stroctere, 1.e. a beginning, aiddle, end [53.1%]
= Bl: assuaing f£all resp. for the class presentatica {14.5%0  ¢.1 LN 1.5%- mo- 2.3
= B3: nastery of several nethods/techaiques of teachieg (4.38] .48 5.1 1.3%- LIV 49
B4: Increasing flexibility to apply a diversity
of techaiques [14.00]
CONTRAT/COCRITIVE SKILLS iLn 1.3 LLN-12,28-10, 88
= 33: knoviedge of subject matter tawght that goes bevond .5% A1) 6.68- mo- o
the alnimal [1.68)
= M: preparedness---villiagness to put tine fn to b prepared 1.2 5.0% 1.68-12.28-14. 08
In appropriate vays (32.08]
B6: an Increased eagermess *o lacreas. pnrove tha'r owa
keovledge of tael  -tent srel wozlalizatloes (1.5%)
= D5: a recogaition of | fonshiy anong disciplizes no .08 Be- B0~ RO
=--3 kind of Re. perso) - .atality (o)
N5: sone evidence of se..  .c Inter-connectedness uf
carriculon sabjects (nol
E3: a perception of the Interconnectedness +f :7+ 3 sciplines

of teaching, 1.e. an lnterdisclplivar ne .23 lnog

---coatinued on next page---




AR 1
IBRER SUPRRYVISORS (Leslie] --- continued
actual w, {atended vritten record § for
specific criteria stateaeats & acteal vrittea record ¢ recozd 3 coga. map Y wveak-aver,-strong ST
tt::‘3::38::3:tB:SS::::::::::::::::::::::::::‘.‘::2:=========:::=:::::::::::::::::: e+t s - L AT T A i S E P T S S
LNTRACERSONAL RELATIONSHIP SKILLS L N = L0
- B13: ability to see & respect students as individuals, ot  4.8% 13.08 5.9%- 6.1%- 3.8

stereotyping thea [1.18)

Bl4: evidence that they 1ike ids & respect thelr straggie
and deslre to grov and leara [no)

H11: evidence of a largess, a profound acceptance of
dlversity In stadeats & respect for stodeat
streagths (a0} ’

N18: positive rapport with students---frieadly
bat adalt-like [3.4%)

B12: genaine fondness for and respect for students (10,08

- D15: Interpersonal relatfo.ship skills, f.e. an ability to 1.0 5.1 0.7%- 3.0%- L

relate to beth stedents and fellov teachers fn a
positive adult-1ike vay [1.18}

H20: ability to relate vell vith aduits fa the szhool, 1.e.
priscipal, cooperating teacher, other teachers [5.1%)

B13: @ feellng/sense of conradire vith other teachers [2.8%)

- B16: Interpersenal relationship skills vith fellov student B0 1.1 B)-  BO- DO

teachers---villingness to forn a sease of
cosnaraderie vith other studeat teachers [no)

N19: ability & villiagaess to share experience and
reflections at veekly seminar [nol




1[$0 ! I §

TAZ SUPBRTISOR --- as Infiuenced by tralniag and experleace

LIOILEDGE-BASE

- effective teaching/learning/school tng
= teacher education/staft developaeat
- sepervision

ARTITUDRS LWD BELIBPS

- qoals of teaching/learalng/schoaling

- goals of stedent teaching experience

- ovh supervisory role parceptives

= ovn supervisory job satistaction

= ova supervisory developnental stages of concern {a la Puller)
- ovn swpervisory style (Glickaan)

- ova supervisory self-efficacy beliets (a la Guskay)

RATA COLLECTON ANP COGNITIVE PROCESS)NG

- perceptual alertaess

= perceptual comprehensiveness

- critical thinking skills & habits
practitioner vs, theoretical orientation (Liebernan & Miller)

= cognitive style

- cogaitive complexity (Hunt)

= avareness of ova netacognition processes

- avareaess of ova attitudes and bellets

- avareness of ova perceptual blases

= avareness of ova knovledge-base

- avareness of others' perspectives




