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2
Supervisory Conferences: Promoting Inquiry and
Reflection in Preservice Teachers

Fundamental to the role of a teacher is the capacity to identify and plan quality instructional
programs. Teacher planning, teacher instruction, and teacher reflection all seem to be critical elements
that need to be addressed when developing a quality instructional program. Over the past two decades,
teachers' instructional behaviors have been studied in classroom and gymnasium settings to better
understand what makes some teachers more effective than others. More recently, researchers have
turned to studying teachers' planning and decision making behaviors to gain a more complete
understanding of teacher effectiveness. Concurrent with the growth of research on teacher planning and
decision making, attention has been drawn to the study of teachers’ reflective practices and the affect
reflection has on the overall instructional process. The focus of this paper is on teacher reflection,
specifically the affect of different supervisory conferencing strategies on preservice teachers’ reflective
practices.

Reflection as it relates to teaching has a long history in teacher preparation programs. As early as
in the 1930s, Dewey (1933) suggested that reflection should be central to teacher preparation programs for
teachers’ acts are precipitated by teachers’ reflections. In the past decade, the attention that tencher
educators have bestowed on reflective teaching has increased significantly. This is reflected by a recent
issue of Journal of Teacher Education (1989) in which the topic of all articles was “critical reflection in
teacher education” and the publication of several books on reflective practice in teaching and teacher
education (Clift, Houston, & Pugach, 1990; Grimmett & Erickson, 1988; Tabachnick & Zeichner, 1991).

In general terms, Ross (1990) defines reflection as “a way of thinking about educational matters that
involves the ability to make rational choices and to assume responsibility for those choices” (p. 98). This
definition evolved from the work of researchers (Kitchener & King, 1981; Schon, 1983) and teacher
educators (Goodman, 1984; Ross, 1987; Zeichner & Liston, 1987) who have studied the reflective practices
of teachers. According to Ross (1990), elements of the reflective process include:

1. recognizing educational dilemmas;

2. responding to a dilemma by recognizing both the similarities to other situations and the unique

qualities of the particular situation;

3. framing and reframing the dilemma;

4. experimenting with the dilemma to discover the implications of various solutions; and

5. examining the intended and unintended consequences of an implemented solution and

evaluating it by determining whether the consequences are desirable. (n. 98)

Critical to the act of reflecting, as defined by Ross (1990), is the process of inquiry. An inquiry-
oriented approach to teacher preparation emphasizes the need for future teachers to question their
practices. Smyth (1984) suggests that “when teachers themselves adopt a reflective attitude toward their

teaching . . . they engage in a process of rendering problematic or questionable those aspects of teaching
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generally taken for granted” (p. 60). Given the infinite complexity of teachers’ work, Tom (1985) has set

forth a structure to separate the various dimensions of the process of inquiry. Tom argues that the
various dimensions or approaches to inquiry-oriented teacher education differ in three important ways.
The first involves the aspects of teaching that are rendered problematic by the teacher educators. These
aspects may be reasonably placed along a continuum. At one end of this continuum are those aspects
which emphasize the teaching-iearning processes, what Tinning (1991) refers to as performance
pedagogy. In physical education, Siedentop’s (1991) book probably best characterizes the essence of a
performance pedagogy. At the other end of the continuum are those aspects of teaching which are
related to the social, ethical, and political nature of schooling, an area that Tinning (1991) and Kirk (1986)
refer to as critical pedagogy. A critical pedagogy involves a discourse in which ethical, political, and
social issues related to schooling are examined, not as unquestionable, but rather as problematic or
changing (Giroux, 1981; Kirk, 1986).

The model of inquiry applied is the second dimension which Tom (1985) suggests can be used to
distinguish approaches tc inquiry-oriented teacher education. Model is defined as “the statement of the
key characteristics of a process (inquiry), a process which can be conducted in many different ways” (p.
43). Tom suggests that the models of inquiry can be placed along a continuum that reflects both scope of
inquiry (knowledge versus knowledge and action} and rigor (commonsense versus disciplined inquiry).
At one end of the continuum are those inquiry models which emphasize commonsense tendencies to
acquiring knowledge about teaching. An example of a commonsense model is that of teacher as an action
researcher. In action research, a teacher examines his or her own situation to learn more about the
teaching-learning process (Biott, 1983). At the other end of the continuum are those models of inquiry
which combine the disciplined study of teaching with the actions of effective teaching,.

The third distinction that Tom (1985) makes relates to how one perceives educational phenomena.
He refers to this as the ontological status of educational phenomena. This dimension is best described in
terms of a continuum much like the one proposed for models of inquiry. At one end of the ontological
continuum educational phenomena are viewed as natural. Those who view educational phenomena to be
natural assume that the application of the conceptual and methodological instruments of socii1 science
can in time lead to the ascertation of a set of regularities and in turn be used for formulatir ; rules of
teaching practice. At the other end of the continuum educational phenomena are viewed as social
constructions. Tom (1985) suggests that educators with this orientation view “educational phenomena
not so much as naturally occurring events in need of analysis and understanding but as social
constructions in need of thoughtful and wise design efforts” (p. 42). This third dimension is the most
difficult of the three to link to specific goals for inquiry-oriented teacher education (Tom, 1985).

Given these differences in teacher educators’ conceptualizations of inquiry-oriented teacher
education, it is not surprising to find in the literature a variety of strategies proposed to prepare teachers

to become more reflective. It appears that there are at least seven major strategies discussed in the
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literature. These include (a) action research, (b) ethnography, (c) case methods, (d) writing, (e) curriculum
development, and (f) reflective teaching. In action research a teacher examines his or her own situation to
learn more about the teaching-learning process (Biott, 1983; Kemmis, 1985). This strategy has been used
as an approach to teacher staff development (Elliott, 1980) and as a form of reflective inquiry in teacher
education programs to investigate problems related to technical aspects of teaching as well as personal
and professional growth in teaching (Cohen & Alroi, 1981; Hanna, 1986; Wood, 1991). Outcome claims on
action research range from increasing ones insight into teaching and improving reasoning and problem
solving abilities to developing positive attitudes toward research on teaching and teacher education
(Noffke & Brennan, 1991; Oja & Smulyan, 1989).

Ethnographic methods have been used both within university-based ¢ .rses and field experiences
to prepare teachers to become more reflective (Zeichner, 1987). Students as readers of ethnographies in
education and participants in particular ethnographic practices learn to explore the values of curriculum
and teaching, and the interreiationships between these aspects of teaching and the social, ethical, and
political contexts in which teaching is embedded. The value of using ethnographic techniques in
reflective teacher education is well documented. Benefits include teachers who are more ethically
sensitive, politically astute, and personally imaginative (Beyer, 1984), teachers who better understand the
politics embedded in most all school activity (Gitlin & Teitlebaum, 1983), and teachers who can document
and reflect upon their emerging curricular, pedagogical, and evaluative practices (Britzman, 1989;
Teitelbaum & Britzman, 1991; Zeichner & Teitelbaum, 1982).

The use of case methods to enhance reflective thinking is a relatively new strategy that has emerged
in the literature (Richert, 1987, 198%a, 1989b, 1991). In examining relationships of selected teacher
education strategies and the reflective thoughts that preservice teachers provided as a consequence of
taking part in the different teaching strategies, Richert (1987, 1989a, 1989b) found that novice teachers
reflected about different things and in different ways when asked to reflect on their teaching. This
research provided the impetus for the development of the case technique. The case strategy involves two
components, an artifact and a social structure (Richert, 1991). The artifact or the case is typically a
description of an actual teaching situation that is based on data gathered in the school setting. The social
element is the actual discussion of the artifact. The social structure of the discussion typically moves from
studying the case alone to studying it together with peers. Because studying cases is social in nature,
Richert (1991) suggests that case methodology captures “the essence of teaching as a collective endeavor
and knowledge as socially constructed” (p. 140).

The use of writing is another method that has been employed in teacher education programs to
help stimulate teachers’ reflective thoughts. Most frequently, writing is done in journal or portfolio form.
Yinger and Clark (1981) suggest that journal writing ”puts writers in a position to learn at least four
important things about themselves: (a) what they know, (b) what they feel, (c) what they do and how they
do it, and (d) why they do it” (p. 10). Many teacher educators employ journal writing as a strategy for
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fostering teacher reflection (Maas, 1991; Ross, 1989; Sparkes-Langer et al., 1990; Stover, 1986; Surbeck,
Han, & Moyer, 1991; Zeichner & Liston, 1987).

Another strategy employed by teacher educators to prepare teachers to become more reflective is
identified as the curriculum development approach. In this approach, preservice teachers are provided
with opportunities to develop and use curriculum. Individuals who are immersed in this approach learn
of critical choice in the curriculum development process as well as the knowledge and skills required for
participation in the design or modification of school curricula (Ben Peretz, 1984). In several teacher
education programs, the task of prospective teachers who were taught to design curriculum within a
specific framework, which included the consideration of educational, social, ethical, and political issues
related to schooling, was to plan, teach, and evaluate a curriculum unit as part of a related practicum
experience (Alder & Goodman, 1986; Bey.r, 1984; Wood, 1991). In other programs the focus has been on
the analysis of the curriculum development process in schools to sensitize students to the values and
assumptions which are peculiar to different curriculum materials and programs (Ben Peretz, 1984;
Zeichner & Liston, 1987).

The final approach gleaned from the literature on teacher education to prepare reflective teachers is
labeled the ‘Reflective Teaching’ procedure (Cruikshank, 1987). This is a highly structured technical
procedure involving planning, teaching, testing, and reflection. In small groups of four to six members,
one individual is designated the teacher and teaches a 10- to 15-minute ‘Reflective Teaching Lesson’
deemed content-free to the other group members. Following the lesson, a post-test is administered to
examine student learning and an instrument to ascertain learner satisfaction. Then the designated teacher
facilitates group discussion on the teaching variables thought to have impacted student learning. Finally,
all of the small groups in the class gather together to reflect on teaching and learning. This cycle is then
repeated. Although several researchers suggest that Reflective Teaching can enhance the reflective
abilities of preservice teachers (Cruikshank, 1987; Gore, 1987), little empirical evidence exists to support
these statements. Gore (1987) has proposed two modifications for the improvement of the Reflective
Teaching approach: (a) teach lessons which are meaningful to the teacher, not content-free, and (b)
expand the discussion after teaching to include things as the student’s own assumptions and beliefs and
how they affect their teaching.

Although schol.. s in physical education accept and promote the notion of reflective teaching
(Dodds, 1989; Gore, 1987; Graham, 1991; Kirk, 1986; Tinning, 1991), little research has been conducted to
support the use and claims of the reflective approaches described in teacher education research. Two
studies specific to teacher reflection in the content area of physical education were gleaned from the
research. In a case study of preservice teachers’ reflections about teaching during a pedagogy course,
Gore (1990) found that preservice teachers’ reflective thoughts differed regarding what and how they

reflected.

oy
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In the second study of preservice teachers’ reflective thinking in physical education, Tsangaridou
and O’Sullivan (in press) developed a framework for analyzing preservice teachers’ reflective thoughts
and then examined the affect that two reflective pedagogical strategies had on the teachers’ reflective
thoughts. The participants in this study completed reflective logs and video commentaries of their
teaching and observed and analyzed two physical education lessons taught by experienced physical
education teachers. The framework for analyzing the preservice teachers reflective thoughts was
developed through an inductive analysis of the subjects’ r~flective logs and video commentaries, and
transcribed verbal observations of the experienced physical education teachers.

The same data were also used to examine the affect that reflective pedagogical strategies had on
preservice physical education teachers’ reflective thoughts. Subjects in this study were randomly
assigned to cne of two groups, a reflective group or a regular group. The reflective logs and video
commentary assignments as they were presented to the two groups differed in terms of the information
(questions) provided for the purpose of guiding the subjects through the reflective process. Those
subjects who used reflective pedagogical strategies that included specific and challenging questions
(reflective group) provided more analytical responses to their teaching than those subjects (regular group)
who did not. The reflective group’s statements contained descriptive information about a teaching act,
rationale for the action, and explanation and evaluation of the action described more frequently than did
the regular group’s responses.

Information about what preservice teachers view as problematic (the content of their reflections)
and the instructional strategies and approaches practiced in teacher preparation programs to enhance
reflective thinking is limited in the area of physical education. In many physical education teacher
education (PETE) programs, sessions for discussing and stimulating thought on teacher reflection and
opportunities to practice the skills necessary for enhancing reflective thinking are absent from the
planned curriculum. If teacher educators in physical education are to embrace the notion that teacher
reflection is critical to the instructional process, then there is a need for continued research in this area.

Purpose of the Study

The purpose of this study was to describe the effect of two different supervisory conferencing
strategies on preservice teachers’ reflective practices. Two questions helped to guide the investigation: (a)
What effect does type of supervisory dialogue have on preservice teachers’ reflective practices? and (b)
What effect do different post-lesson tasks have on the content of preservice teachers’ reflective responses?

Methods
Subjects and Setting

Fourteen PETE majors, four females and 10 males, from the same teacher preparation program
volunteered to participate in this study. Al of the majors (juniors) had completed a common core of
professional preparation courses and one formal pre-student teaching experience prior to this study. The

study took place in a ¥-6 parochial school.
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Procedures ;

Each subject taught three 30-minute lessons to randomly assigned classes of nine tc 13 leamers.
Each major taught the same class of learners during the three lessons. All of the lessons vvere audio-
videotaped for the purpose of post-lesson analysis. |

The PETE majors were randomly assigned to one of two groups. One group was ‘dentified as the
directive supervision group (DS; n=7) while the other was identified as the collaborativ:: supervision
group (CS; n=7). The majors in both groups conferenced with the same trained superv’sor after each of
their three lessons. A clinical model of supervision (clinical viewed as a concept as opjrosed to a format)
was used.

In the DS post-lesson conferences, the supervisor targeted the majors’ strengths and weaknesses
and offered concrete solutions for the weaknesses. First, the majors were given feedhack about one or
two strengths of their lesson, then information (identification and solutions) about cne or two
weaknesses, followed by feedback about one or two additional strengths. A teacher-tell student-listen
approach dominated the DS conferences. A sample dialogue between supervisor and preservice teacher
is presented in Figure 1.

In the CS post-lesson conferences, the supervisor questioned the majors atout their strengths ar.d
weaknesses. Each conference began with the supervisor stating, “Tell me abou? the lesson.” Once the
major entered the conversation, the supervisor asked follow-up questions to a'low him/her to elaborate
on specific strengths and weaknesses of the lesson and possible solutions to vzeaknesses. A student-tell
teacher-listen/question approach dominated the CS conferences. A sample dialogue between supervisor

and preservice teacher is presented in Figure 1.

Place Figure 1 About Here

The supervisory conferences lasted between 5 and 10 minutes. Information about teaching
techniques, class management procedures, what was being taught, and why it was being taught was
discussed during the supervisory conferences in both conditions. Systematic observation techniques
were employed by the supervisor during the obscrvation of all lessons. Information about how the
preservice teachers used their class time (ALT-PE; Parker, 1989), presented the lesson subject matter
(QDITC; Byra, 1992), or interacted with students as they performed the skills (teacher feedback) was
collected systematically.

Following each of their three lessons, the subjects in both groups were instructed to complete the
same two reflective tasks. The first task was to describe in detail a significant event that happened during
the lesson. The statement, “it (significant event) may be significant because it was something that excited
you, bothered you, made you re-think your intentions or beliefs, or made you realize that your
intentions/beliefs were sound” (Tsangaridou & O’Sullivan, in press) was included on the form. This

assignment necessitated the preservice teachers to generate a written response that was based on their
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memory of the lesson, not their visual impressions from viewing the videotape. No statement or question
which might have prompted specific responses were attached to the form. The PETE majors completed
the significant event assignment immediately following the supervisory conferences.

The second task that the subjects were instructed t~ complete after each lesson was a video-
commentary (Tsangaridou & O’Sullivan, in press). After viewing each lesson (from videotape), the PETE
majors were asked to summarize and criticize the lesson. The majors were told that they may consider
the following three questions when summarizing and criticizing their lesson: (a) How do you feel about
your teaching performance?; (b) What are the strengths of this lesson?; and (c) What aspects of this lesson
do you think you can improve? These three questions “vere listed the assignment form. The video-
commentary exercise was completed the same day that each lesson was taught.

Source of Data

Data from three sources were analyzed in this study. The first and second data sets were from the
subjects’ post-lesson significant event and video-commentary exercises. The participants’ handwritten
responses were collected after each post-lesson conference and typed for later analysis. The third data set
was generated from the structured interviews which were conducted at the completion of the study.
Subjects were asked to respond to four questions about the post-lesson conferences and significant event
and video-commentary tasks (see Figure 2). Each interview lasted between 5 and 10 minutes. All of the

subject interviews vere tape recorded and subsequently transcribed for analysis.

Place Figure 2 About Here

Data Analysis

Data from the significant event and video-commentary assignments were analyzed using
Tsangaridou and O’Sullivan’s (in press) Reflective Framework for Teaching in Physical Education. This
framework was conceptualized from the reflective teaching literature (Ross, 1989; Van Manen, 1977;
Zeichner & Liston, 1985) and developed for the purpose of describing the focus and level of preservice
physical education teachers’ reflections. The framework is “a conceptual vehicle which describes the
content of prospective teachers’ reflection and the nature of that reflection” (Tsangaridou & O’Sullivan, in
press). Focus of reflection can be classified as technical, situational, or sensitizing. Technical reflection is
concerned with teaching techniques and classroom management procedures, while situational reflection
deals with contextual elements of teaching, and sensitizing reflection with the ethical, social, and poliiical
issues related to schooling. Level of reflection can be presented by description, justification, or critique.
Description reflects descriptive information about some act of teaching, while justification provides a
raticnale for some teaching act, and critique an explanation and assessment of some act of teaching.
Samples of the focus and levels of reflection are presented in Figure 3. The number of pedagogical events
derived from the significant event and video-commentary assignments were summed and percentage

scores calculated for the three focus of reflection and three level of reflection categories.
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Place Figure 3 About Here

The subjects’ responses to the post-study interview questions were read and then categorized
according to commonalities (inductive analysis). The post-study interview data were used to cross-check
the significant event and video-commentary findings ard to learn more about the value of the reflective
strategies employed in the study as perceived by the preservice teachers.

Interobserver Agreement

A total of 20 significant event and 20 video-commentary resporises were selected at random and
roanalyzed by a second observer to determine interobserver agreement. The second observer was
familiar with the instrument used for categurizing the subjects’ written responses. Using simple
percentage of agreement, interobserver agreement scores of 80% and 84% were yielded for the focus of
reflection and level of reflection categories, respectively.

Results

A total of 36 pedagogical segments were recoided for the directive supervision group (DS) and 54
for the collaborative supervision group (CS). In several cases segments con‘ained more than one event.
These cases were analyzed as containing separate segments. Data for two subjects, one from each group,
were incomplete as a result of audiovisual problems.

For focus of reflection, the majority of both groups’ pedagogical events were classified as technical
(see Table 1). This finding is similar to Tsangaridou and O’Sullivan'’s (in press). Although the number of
events categorized as technical was large for both groups, a larger proportion of the DS groups’ events

were related to technical aspects of teaching than the CS groups’ events.

Place Table 1 About Here

When written responses for the two dependent variables were analyzed separately, a substantial
difference was revealed between groups for the significant event task (see Table 2). More than 70% of the
DS group’s responses were categorized as technical compared to approximately 30% of the CS group’s

responses.

Place Table 2 About Here

In terms of level of reflection, the PETE majors in the DC and CS groups responded in much the
same manner. Approximately 30% of the majors’ responses in both groups involved description,
justification, and critique (see Table 3). These results are similar to the findings for the reflective group in
Tsangaridou and O’Sullivan’s (in press) study. When written responses for the two dependent variables
were separated, the between gro*1p findings were similar (see Table 4). The type of supervisory strategy
imposed during the conferences did not seem to affect the level of teacher reflection, as reflected by the

majors’ responses in the two post-lesson tasks.
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Place Tables 3 and 4 Here

A word count analysis was also conducted for each pedagogical segment. This quantitative
analysis was included to supplement the inductive analysis of the significant event and video-
commentary responses. Or. average, a greater number of words were contained in the written responses
of the subjects in the collaborative group ( X =124.5) than in the directive group (X =102.6). This finding
was statistically significant, F(1,71)=4.19,p<.05.

Discussion

Within the limitations of this study--which include the small number of subjects and the use of only
descriptive statistics--it seems that a student-tell teacher-listen /question supervisory conferencing
approach is more suited to helping preservice teachers refiect on their teaching than a teacher-tell
student-listen approach. Wood (1991) and Richardson-Koehler (1988) concur that this strategy stimulates
preservice teachers to reflect on their teaching, however, unlike in this study, data were not collected by
either researcher to support this claim. Assuming that more writing mens more thinking, the word
count data, although only a quantitative measure, might also be construed to cupport the notion that the
collaborative approach was more suited in helping preservice teachers reflect about their teaching than
the directive approach.

The results from this study seem to suggest that the questioning strategy used in the collaborative
supervisory approach may have influenced the preservice teachers to reflect on more than just teaching
techniques and class management procedures, specifically issues related to the “wider educational, social,
economic, and political conditions which impinge upon and shape classroom practice” (Zeichner &
Teitlebaum, 1982, p. 104). Over the past decade, there has been considerable criticisin of teacher
preparation programs that simply emphasize technical aspects of teaching. Critics suggest that these
programs produce teachers who are unlikely to reflect on what ought to be taught in schools and why it
ought to be taught, as well as the social, ethical, and political nature of schooling. Recently, there has
been a growing interest in developing teacher preparation programs in which students are encouraged te
be inquisitive and make cor nections between the classroom and the broader educational, social, and
political agendas which shape classroom practice (Zeichner & Teitlebaum, 1982). Both Kirk (1986) and
Tinning (1991) indicate that future teachers who receive an education based only on technical competence
will likely aot reflect on the ethical, political, and social issues related to the process of schooling.

It seems logical that the focus of much of the preservice teuchers’ reflective thoughts in this study
would be directed toward technical aspects of teaching, given the context in which the significant event
and video-commentary tasks were completed (ie., specifically linked to the preservice teachers’ lessons).
This has implications for the development and design of curricula in teacher preparation programs. The
strategies employed in this study seem to be appropriately designed to encourage students to reflect on

the act of teaching. However, for inquiry anc. reflection to be central to a teacher preparation program,

11
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additional strategies that are specifically designed to enhance preservice teachers to make connections
between classroom practice and what ought to be taught in schools \nd why it ought to be taught need to
be included. One such strategy is the curriculum approach. Inc'ividuals who are immersed in this
approach learn of critical choice in the curriculum development process as well as the knowledge and
skills required for participation in the design or modification of school curricula (Ben Peretz, 1984). The
significant event and video-commentary reflective tasks which seem to encourage students to reflect on
the act of teaching, and the curriculum development approach in which students design curriculum
within a framework that revolves around educational, social, ethical, and pclitical issues related to
schooling may be an excellent combination of strategies to enhance the development of preservice
teachers’ reflective thinking,

Summary

Once preservice teachers complete their teacher preparation program and enter the ‘real’ world of
teaching, they are often on their own. Any changes that they make to their teaching and /or have about
their thoughts regarding what ought to be taught and why it ought to be taught will probably be the
result of self-reflection. If preservice teachers do not experience tasks that necessitate them to reflect on
the act of teaching and the world in which they teach, they will likely make few changes as teachers.
Employing a strategy that requires the preservice teacher to produce questions and answers about
his/her teaching, like the one used in this study with the subjects in the collaborative group, seems to be a
step in the direction of helping future teachers be reflective. Howevar, much more is needed. This study
represents but one approach to help preservice teachers become reflective practitioners.

Given the limited data base, there is a need for continued research in physical education to further
examine the notion that teacher reflection is critical to the instructional and curricular processes of
teaching. This study raises as many questions ag it seems to answer. Questions that might be addressed
in future research include: (a) What long term affect does the student-tell teacher-listen /question
approach have on preservice teachers’ reflective thinking? (b) What affect will using a combination of
reflective approaches have on the content of preservice teachers’ reflective thinking? and (¢c) How can
reflective thinking about “wider educational, social, economic, and political conditions which impinge
upon and shape classroom practice” (Zeichner & Teitlebaum, 1982, p. 104) best be facilitated? What
strategies will facilitate this type of reflective thinking?

12
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Supervisory Conferences

Directive Conf

A You provided accurate skill cues to the learners. Excellent!
B. Your progression for teaching the pass was great! It allowed for entry at different levels.

I

A. You demonstrated defensive position to the learners, but you didn't follow-up with a
demonstration of how the students were to perform the skill in the drill. Students were
confused which lead to an increase in transition and management time.

B. Think about the progression to teach the defensive stance/movement. Might want to let
them practice individually at first, then with a partner but with no ball, and finally with a
partner who is dribbling the ball.

T

A. 1like how you paired the kids for the drill. You mixed them (male and female). Great idea to
allow for equity.

Teacher:
Student:

Teacher:
Student:
Teacher:
Student:

Teacher:
Student:
Teacher:
Student:
Teacher:
Student:

Teacher:
Student:
Teacher:
Student:
Teacher:

Student:

Teacher:
Student:
Teacher:
Student:

Figure 1.

Collaborative Conference
Tell me about the lesson.

..........

..........

..........

again?

..........

Sample dialogue during a directive and a collaborative post-lesson supervisory
conference.
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Supervisory Conferences

Reflecti Reflecti
1. Tell me about reflecting on your teaching,
2. Tell me about the significant event exercise.
3. Tell me about the video-commentary exercise.
4. Tell me about the supervision strategy employed (directive or collaborative).
Figure2.  Post-study questionnaire form.
Focus of Reflection
Technical: The skill demonstration was poor.
Situational: I need to teach at the level of the learner.
Sensitizing: I tried to include males and females in each group, but . ..
Level of Reflection
Descriptiv: I felt good about my teaching. ..
Justification: because the class remained on task.
Critique: According to the checklist results, the students did learn.
Figure3. Samples of focus and level of reflection categories.

Table 1. Frequency and percent scores for focus of reflection.

Focus Directive Group Collaborative Group
F (%) F (%)
Technical 29  (80.6) 30 (55.6)
Situational 6 (16.7) 14 (25.9)
Sensitizing 1 (27 10 (18.5)
Total 36  (100) 54 (100)

Table 2. Frequency and percent scores for each focus of reflection assignment.

Focus Directive Group Collaborative Group
F (%) F (%)
Technical
Significant Event 13 (72.2) 7  (304)
Video-commentary 16 (88.9) 23 (742)
Situational
Significant Event 4 (222) 9 (391)
Video-commentary 2 (1)) 5 (16.1)
Sensitizirg
Significant Event 1 (5.6) 7 (304)
Video-commentary 0 (0.0 3 (97
Total
Significant Event 18 (100) 23 (100)
Video-commentary 18 (100) 31.  (100)
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Table 3. Frequency and percent scores for level of reflection.

Level Directive Group Collaborative Group
F (%) F (%)

Description 7  (19.4) 12 (22.2)
Description-Justification 6 (16.7) 14  (259)
Description-Critique 12 (33.3) 13 (24.1)
Description-Justification-

Critique 11  (30.6) 15 (27.8)
Total 36 (100) 54  (100)

Table 4. Frequency and percent scores for each level of reflection assignment.

Level Directive Group Collaborative Group
F (%) F (%)

Description

Significant Event 5 (27.8) 5 (21.7)

Video-commentary 2 (11.1) 7 (226)
Description-Justification

Significant Event 4 (22) 8§ (3438

Video-commentary 2 (11.1) 7 (22.6)
Description-Critique

Significant Event 2 (11.1) 3 (13.0)

Video-commentary 10 (55.6) 10 (32.3)
Description-Justification-Critique

Significant Event 7 (389 7 (30.5)

Video-commentary 4 (222) 8 (25.8)
Total

Significant Event 18  (100) 23 (100)

Video-commentary 18  (100) 31  (100)
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