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It is generally agreed among writers on teacher education and directors of

teacher training programs that student teaching is a critical aspect of tha

preparation of teachers. It is also generally agreed that student teaching

programs do not adequately incorporate essential ingredients for excellent stu-

dent teaching: qualified instruction, proper scheduling, sufficient time, aid

supervisors who are experts in the teaching process and curriculum, Students

can only learn about teaching if they are guided by sensitive and knowledgeable

supervisors who have the time and resources necessary to capitalize upon their

capabilities. Student teachers can only benefit from these supervisors if they

have a sensible and appropriate schedule in the school and at th© University.

A serious shortage of high quality supervisors currently exists across the

country, The number of student teachers continues to rise while the already

small number of qualified supervisors is spread thinner and thinner. A critical

problem facing student teaching today is therefore, the shortage of qualified

supervisors, This situation has been exacerbated by the unwillingness or
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inability of many teacher training institutions to budget sufficient resources

for supervision,

Characteristically, university supervisors are given an impossible number of

student teachers without special salary inducements for taking on supervisory as-

signments, The situation for local school supervisors is perhaps more'impossible,

These teachers, usually already scheduled with a full teaching load, are given

the supposed responsibility for supervision, Teacher training institutions re-

duce the supervisory function to a kind of slave labor by offering to teachers

little or no compensation for this work, On occasion there is compensation in

the form of a course voucher, gift, or a few hundred dollars; but these are not

rewards that can be considered equal to the quality of supervision desired.

It is clear then, that teacher training institutions and participating

schools must seek and train qualified supervisors, affording these supervisors the

time, resources, and compensation to perform their vital role in the student

teaching process, To this and Student Teaching Centers, to be described below,

were established by Harvard and several public school systems, This report will

summarize the establishment of the Centers and plans for their future, The re-

sults of the evaluation of the Student Teaching Center Project will then be

reported,

OPERATION OF THE STUDENT TEACHING CENTERS

Student Teaching Centers were created in response to a concern on the part

of the Harvard Graduate School of Education and the area public schools portic-

pating in teacher preparation programs that a serious deficiency existed in student
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teaching programs, Specifically, the concerned institutions felt that student

teachers were not receiving proper guidance in the problems of curriculbal devel-

opment and teaching. Furthermore, it was felt that more time should be devoted

to the instruction of student teachers while they were actually resident in the

schools and that student teacher and supervisor schedules should be so adjusted

as to allow for such instruction to be of a high. order,

During the academic year 1965-66, Student Teaching Centers were in operation

for the first time, affecting approximately one-third (73) of the Graduate School's

secondary student teachers. Centers were established in the Newton, *Brookline,

and Arlington public schools in the fields of mathematics, social sciences, French

and English. These Centers allowed an administrative arrangement within the

schools, whereby supervision was given highest priority and through which the

schools demonstrated their commitment to the rendering of special attention to

student teaching,

Specifically, each Center was directed by a Resident Supervisor who was ap-

pointed jointly by the schools and the Graduate School of Education, The Resident

Supervisors were members of both University and public school faculties, These

Resident Supervisors'were selected from Harvard Faculty members and advanced doc-

toral students, and from public school faculties, All had worked with student

teachers in several of the Graduate School's teacher preparation programs, demon-

strating their effectiveness as, supervisors; and all of them indicated an interest

in making supervision an important part of their careers in education, As a group,

they represented an investment of $27,750 for supervisory services,

Mr. Stanley Bolster has been an associate professor on the Faculty of the
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Harvard Graduate School of Education since 1959. He came to Newton High School
as an instructor in social studies in the fall of 1964. He received his under-
graduate degree from Dartmouth College and hisalaster's and doctorate from Harvard
University. A former history teacher in Grosse Pointe, Michigan, and Pelham, New
York, he has also studied at Michigan State University.

Mr. Henry Bissex has been an English instructor at Newton High School since
1946. He has served as Director of the Office of Student Teaching for both Newton
high schools and as a coordinator of Harvard student teachers since 1962. A grad-
uate of Hamilton College and the Harvard Graduate School of Education, he has also
taught at Simmons College. From 1953 to 1954, he was Supervisor of Practice
Teaching in English at Columbia Teachers College in New York City.

Miss Bonnie Allen returned to the English Department at Newton High School in
1964 after serving for two years as an English teacher at the Comprehensive High
School in Abeokuta, Nigeria. A graduate of Bryn Mawr College and the Harvard
Graduate School of-Education, she joined the faculty at Newton High School in 1957.
Prior to that time, she was Dean of Students at the Hockaday School in Dallas,
Texas.

Mrs. Patricia Davidson is a graduate of Middlebury College and the Harvard
Graduate School of Education, where she was a Teaching Fellow in 1964-65. She
has taught mathematics at the Harvard-Boston Summer Program, Harvard-Newton Summer
School, Wayland High School, Brookline High School, and the Arlington School in
McLean Hospital, Belmont. She was the recipient of a National Science Foundation
Grant for Experienced Teachers in 1962, 1963, and 1964.

Mr. John Katz, a member of the English Department at Newton's Weeks Junior
High School, is a graduate of Miami University and holds an M.A. in English from
Columbia University. He is currently studying for his doctorate at the Harvard
Graduate School of Education. He has taught English at Harvard-Newton Summer
School and Watertown High School and was formerly a Teaching Fellow at Harvard,

Mr. Thayer Warshaw has been a member of the English Department Newton
High School since 1960 when he joined it as an intern teacher. A 1937 graduate of
Harvard College, he returned to Harvard in 1960 after a successful business ca-
reer to obtain al(aster's degree in teaching. He became a full instructor of
English at Newton in 1961 and has served as a master teacher in the Harvard-Newton
Summer School.

Miss Mary Waters is assistant chairman of foreign languages at Newton High
School where she has taught for twenty years. A graduate of Radcliffe College and
the Harvard Graduate School of Education, she received a Fulbright Scholarship to
study at the Sorbonne in France in 1952, a Ford Foundation grant for advance study
in 1955, and a John Hay Fellowship to study at Harvard in 1964.

Mr. Gordon Neisser, a member of the social studies department at Arlington,
is a graduate of Swarthmore College and the Harvard Graduate School of Education
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where he is currently studying for a doctorate. He has been a Teaching Fellow and
Research Assistant at Harvard since 1962. Prior to that time, he taught at the
Watchung Hills Regional High School in New Jersey and was a consultant to the
Eagleton Institute at Rutgers University.

Mr. Saul Yanofsky is a member of the social studies department at Weeks Jun-
ior High School where he taught in1.963-64 before returning to Harvard to study
for his doctorate, He has taught at North Reading High School and in the Harvard-
Newton Summer Program, He received his undergraduate degree from Amherst College
and hisKasteia degree from the Harvard Graduate School of Education,

Before coming to Brookline High School in 1965-66 as department chairman in
history, Mr, John Robinson was a teacher in the Newton school system and served

the previous year as assistant chairman of the history department at Newton High
School, He was graduated from Brown University and the Harvard Graduate School
of Education,

Mr, Norton Levy came to Brookline this year as mathematics department chairman

after ten years as acting chairman and supervisor of mathematics at Concord-
Carlisle High School. A graduate of the Harvard Graduate School of Education, he

received his undergraduate degree from the University of Chicago and has taught at
Syracuse University,

Miss Helen Bridey, who has been teaching at Brookline since 1957, is chairman
of the modern languages department. She is a graduate of Emmanuel College and

Middlebury College and has studied at the Sorbonne in Paris and at Columbia
University,

These Resident Supervisors were all responsible for the supervision of student

teachers, the demonstration teaching of a limited number of classes in their re-

spective fields, and in several cases for the development of new curricula end

evaluative instruments for improving teaching and supervision in their subject

areas, It is important to note that the Resident Supervisors were usually in-

volved in curriculum projects as part of their supervisory role. Supervision in

Student Teaching Centers is not construed to mean only the analysis of teaching,

but also the teaching of curriculum.

Typically, the Resident Supervisor taught one or two classes a day, often

demonstrating teaching techniques or a curriculum, he had been developing. Piat
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example, the work of Mks..Davidson, the Resident Supervisor in mathematics, was

largely devoted to the demonstration teaching of, and training in, an adaption

of the Illinois mathematics program for slow learners. In addition, Mrs. David-

son established a mathematics laboratory where students and teachers could work

on problems and concepts through the use of concrete materials and mathematics

games. One of the Resident Supervisors in English, Mr. Katz, developed and

taught (both pupils and teachers) a junior high school mythology-folklore based

curriculum which demonstrated that the themes, forms, or motifs found in myths

and legends could serve as a frame of reference for the study of all Western lit-

erature as well as art and music. In demonstrating this curriculum, Mr. Katz

effected reorganization of school schedule and changes in staff utilization,

making these subiervient to rather than predominate over the curriculum. For ex-

ample, the roles of lecturer, teacher, and teacher aide were shared by members of

the English staff, affording a flexible team organization that allowed faculty

members to give concerted attention to their particular strengths and interests

in handling various aspects of the mythology-folklore unit.

The remainder of the Resident Supervisor's time was devoted to the supervision

of student and first-year teachers. Some of these student teachers were super-

vised directly by the Resident Supervisor, and some were placed with competent

members of the particular school staff. These school staff members were respon-

Bible to the Residint Supervisor for the supervision of particular student teachers

and met individually with the Resident Supervisor to discuss problems occurring

in the preparation of student teachers. The Resident Supervisors visited classes

of and held conferences with all student teachers. In addition, the Resident
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Supervisor held supervision staff conferences with members of the faculty to

discuss individual or common supervisory problems,

Resident Supervisors were given a great deal of autonomy by school princi-

pals, department heads, and the director of the Student Teaching Center Project

at Harvard. As previously noted, the Resident Supervisors' capabilities had been

demonstrated prior to their appointment; there was no need for a rigid inspection

by members of school and University administration. The Resident Supervisor was

accorded the respect due a responsible professional, and similarly rewarded.

Thus, the project director devoted most of his time to ironing out administrative

arrangements between school and University as well as conducting periodic meetings

as a forum for the Resident Supervisors to air different ideas and perceptions

regarding supervisory problems,

Important features of the Student Teaching Center arrangement and the school-

university appointments of Resident Supervisors were: identification and recogni-

tion by schools and the university of persons who are competent to supervise--i,e,

teach about curriculum in a particular field; the availability of quality super-,

vision in the location, the school, where situations demanding immediate and first-

rate supervision do arise; the fact that the Resident Supervisor by virtue of

teaching and supervising in the schools is thoroughly familiar with the particular

student teaching locale involved - its curriculum and distinctive organizational

features,

THE FUTURE OF STUDENT TEACHING CENTERS AT HARVARD

The further development and expansion of Student Teaching Centers will be

critical to student teaching at the Harvard Graduate School of Education because
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the Graduate School's student teaching program is to be redefined to mean a full-

time internship in the schools and an academic year at Harvard. Dissatisfaction

with student teaching arrangements now in existence - the one semester full-time

internship or the part-time apprenticeship of 12 to 14 weeks duration - has grown

because these arrangements create pressures of time and lack of support on the

student teacher that inhibit realization of his teaching potential. The one-year

internship will, in effect, be the student_tescher's first full-time year of ex-

perience, Student Teaching Centers established in all intern student teaching

locales will thus provide a controlled and supportive atmosphere for the students'

initial entry into the teaching profession.

Given the creation of one-year internships for all student teachers and

given the above noted critical role that supervision provided by Student Teaching

Centers must play in making the internship a positive entry. into teaching, it is

clear that Centers must be established to serve more than the one-third of the

School's trainees prepared in the Centers during 1965-66. Furthermore, the will-

ingness of public schools to commit themselves as training locales for inexperienced

teachers for an entire year is predicated upon assurance of supervision of the

highest quality. It is believed that such supervision can be made available by

Resident Supervisors operating in the organizational framework provided by Student

Teaching Centers.

Further assurance cf first rate supervision will be made possible by Centers

and Resident Supervisors by virtue of the supervisory training such an organiza-

tion makes possible. Graduate students or teaching fellows who formerly had the

major responsibility for the supervision of student teachers

of

will now be assigned
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to Resident Supervisors, enabling these graduate students to concentrate more

effectively on their own training in curriculum and supervision. They will serve

as apprentices to Resident Supervisors, with the Resident Supervisor placing grad-

uate'students in various supervisory situations and assessing their performance.

Such a training arrangement and teaching function will strengthen the Resident

Supervisor's. University faculty status, provide a structured field supervisory

experience for graduate students, and will afford Resident Supervisors added and

needed assistance in working with student teachers.

It is anticipated that existing Student Teaching Centers will be continued in

1966-67, and eventually expanded in number beyond currently used locales and also

beyond the geographic area immediately surrounding the University. The expanded

location of Centers will allow interns to choose from a wide variety of geographi-

cal, cultural, and organizational school settings for their first initiation into

the teaching profession. In addition to the currently established suburban settings,

possibilities for Centers are currently being explored in urban locales, rural set-

tings, and overseas areas. It is anticipated that school levels other than the

present concentration in secondary schools will also be considered. A variety of

possibilities will thus afford the student teacher ample opportunity to grapple

with the varied problems of teaching and learning, to develop sensitivity to the

issue of conceiving "appropriate" curriculum for a particular learning situation,

and to develop a teaching style in which he has confidence. The careful supervision

provided in the Student Teaching Center arrangement will insure that the Student

Teacher gain the most from his first teaching experience.

The Student Teacher Center idea is, then, adaptible to many educational Ion-

texts. Centers need not be limited by labels (urban, suburban, public, private,

university, college, elcaentary, secondary, etc.) but can be established wherever
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groups of student teachers gather undeZ the tutelage of a man or woman of experi-

ence and demonstrated competence in educational practices and experiences relevant

to the needs and interests of the students. Thus, a Center might be established

in diverse locales from the city street corner store front tutoring center to

the well appointed modern. suburban high school, Centers can provide an organized

response to the variety of educational problems emanating from a diversity of

educational settings.

The next section will report on the evaluation of the Centers. The estab-

lishment of the.Centers was initiated as a one year pilot project with the-

understanding that if this project yielded positive results; it should appropri-

ately be supported by the student teaching budget of the Graduate School of

Education, Because of the conclusions reported below, the Graduate School ad-

ministration has agreed to incorporate the cost of operating Student Teaching

Centers into its regular budget.

FORMAL EVALUATION

The final evaluation of the Student Teaching Centers will be reported in

two parts: a summary of student teacher responses to a questionnaire and a sum-

mary report of interviews with Resident Supervisors. An appendix contains a

copy of the questionnaire and tables showing breakdowns of student teacher re-

sponses. These should be consulted when reading the summary statement of student

teacher responses.

Summary of Student Teacher Responses to %lostionnaire

To measure student teacher assessment of the supervision received during

e41744TE-14.4.
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the Student Teaching phase of the Master of Arts in Teaching program, a question-

naire (Appendix A) was distributed to all Fall and.Spring student teachers (220).

Completed and useful questionnaires were returned by 116 of these (537.). Thirty-

five of the returned questionnaires were from student teachers assigned to a

Student Teaching Center' (557. of those assigned). Fifty-two per cent of those

assigned to Ordinary Cooperating Teacher2 arrangements returned completed question-

naires. Upon inaction the sample seems quite representative of.the total

student teacher population.

The questionnaire was designed with both structured and open-ended questions

in an attempt to discriminate quantitative and qualitative differences between

the two arrangements. Actual differences are somewhat subtle. Neither arrange-

ment is judged all good or all bad. In general, though, the responses of student

teachers (reported in the attached TABLES) begin to support the conclusion that

the Student Teaching Centers do provide a climate for more consistent high-quality

supervision than the Ordinary Cooperating Teacher arrangement. It must be noted,

nevertheless, that certain individual cooperating teachers in the ordinary ar-

rangement do provide supervision judged very high quality. But the Student

Teaching Centers make it clear that under the new arrangement, at least four or

1"Student Teaching Centers" describes an administrative arrangement whereby the
school and university jointly pay the salary of an identified, experienced Master
Teacher who is released within his school schedule for the supervision of student
teachers, curriculum development, and/or in-service training of junior staff.

2"Ordinary Cooperating Teacher" arrangement describes the traditional and normal
student teaching placement where a school staff person is assigned to supervise
a student teacher with nominal payment and little or no administrative recognition
of increased responsibility.
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five student teachers are exposed to quality supervision at one time, whereas

in the ordinary arrangement only one student teacher profits.

Actual quantitative differences are difficult to determine. TABLE I (Topics

Covered While Discussing Student Teaching) shows that supervisors in both ar-

rangements discuss the same general topics with reference to student teaching.

Supervisors in the STCs are reported to discuss Methods of Presentation, Content,

and Philosophy of Teaching more than the Ordinary Cooperating Teachers. On the

other hand, OCTs are reported to discuss Administrative Details more often than

the STCs. But when one considers TABLE II (Major Emphasis by Supervisor. While

Discussing Teaching), it ii clear that both groups are seen as emphasizing Me-

of Teaching
thods of Presentation, Content, Philosophy and Administrative Details are not

significantly different emphases. The only major difference reported is an

emphasis:by the OCTs on Methods of Control. But even here the difference is not .

clear for a good proportion of the Teaching Fellows are reported to emphasize

the same topic. Yet, the data seems to indicate that OCTs tend to be reported

as focusing on formalized, organizational structures; whereas the STCs are re-

ported as focusing on teaching and learning concerns. There may be some

indication of this difference in a reported emphasis on Originality, Creativity,

and Innovation by some Resident Supervisors and by no OCTs.

A similar concern for really coming to grips with individual, personal de-

cisions about teaching and learning comes out of the STC student teachers response

to a general open-ended question about the effect of student teaching on their

ideas about teaching, of themselves as teachers, and about teaching as a career.

The STC student teachers give more detailed and specific comments about their

17



-13-

teaching in regard to what they have gained, and what they know they still have

to learn. The OTC student teachers report problems in quite general terms, im-

plying in many cases that any solution was found through personal initiative.

The STC student teachers note that Resident Supervisors. helped bolsterstudent

teacher- cooperating teacher relationships by spending more time in conferences

with the student teacher and cooperating with the other local supervisors when

there was a problem. Also, comments about both cooperating teachers and Resi-

dent Supervisors in the STC situations were quite positive and, except in one

case, do not suggest that the student teacher was threatened. Supervision is

reported in STC to have been worthwhile for the student teachers and as having

been more a part of the normal atmosphere. In contrast, many OTC student teach-

ers indicate a conflict as to the exact dimensions of the supervision, and even

the role to be taken by the supervisor. Thus, student teachers in the STCs

seemed to feel that the Resident Supervisors had made them really come to grips

with many teaching and learning issues.

TABLES III (Total Number of Times Observed) and IV(Total Number of Times

Teaching Discussed) show a real difference in the amount of time spent by super-

visors of the STCs in the observation and/or diCussion of teaching by and with

individual student teachers. Even if the whole range of number of times is

covered, the tables show a marked trend toward a greater investment of time

in the STCs. A remarkable statistic is that 43% of the student teachers in the

STCs report daily contact or more with their supervisors for observation and

357. for discussion, as compared to 177. and 13% for OCTs. Also remarkable in

the STCs, is that 577. of the student teachers report-more than 25 contacts'for

-,5;444MWAIWWWww5mftwaiwilwelomw
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observation and 497. more than 25 contacts for discussion,

TABLE V (Rating of Supervision) shows that supervision is judged to cover

the whole range in all situations, Student teachers often accompanied a low

rating (fair or poor) with the comment: "I think the more sympathetic a super-

visor is, the more likely his advice is to be understOod and heeded,'" The

distributions on this Table clearly indicate that there are excellent supervisors

in all situations, But, it. does point out that the Student Teaching Centers

have a higher proportion of supervisors rated very good-excellent, This differ-

ence between the STC and OCT is even more evident when one compares the rating

of supervision received with whether or not the supervisor was judged to help

improve teaching (TABLE VI-9), TABLE VI (Summary of Response to Questionnaire

Item 3: Did your supervisor help you improve your teaching?) shows clearly

that the STC supervisors are judged proportionately more helpful, Thus, the

Student Teaching Centers are seen as having many of the best superviiors, These

tables also show that helpfulness and ratings of supervision are closely related

dimensions,

TABLE VII (Amount of Autonomy) does not at first glance reveal striking

differences, What is to be noted is the large number (197.) of student teachers

who tied autonomy to a negative value in the OCT setting, This characteristic

is even more striking when tied to comments such as: "My local supervisor was

quite useless," ".,,,Complete lack of structure" ",,,,so busy I seldom

saw him," Another consideration is the high degree of autonomy felf by student

teachers in the STC setting even with abundant and almost daily contact, The

Table points out therefore that autonomy was more positively valued and

4!1; .1..1.



considered in the STC setting.

In summary, the questionnaire analysis does point up really striking quan-

titative differences in Number of Times Observed (Table III) and Number,of'

Times Discussed Teaching (Table IV) and possibly in the rating of helpfulness

(Table II). Even greater differences though are hidden in qualitative state-

ments made as comments to other questions or in response to the general comment

question. These comments indicate a superior tone in the Student Teaching Cen-.1:

ters characterized by more careful and detailed analysis and commentary by the

student teachers, a more positive reaction to continued and close supervision,

and (except in one case) a definite feeling of growth promoted toy the Resident

Supervisor and cooperating teacher. The Student Teaching Centers not only made

it possible for judged high-quality supervisors to affect more than one student

teacher, but the arrangement provided the student teacher with more school-

located personnel for the observation, analysis, and evaluation of teaching and

learning, The Student Teaching Center seems to provide more time for supervision

a tone of professional analysis of teaching, high degree of positively-valued

autonomy for the student teacher, and a concern for the more fundamental issues

in the teaching of children.

Summary Report of interviews with Resident Supervisors

Interviews with the Resident Supervisors were open ended, lasting anywhere

from 45 minutes to an hour and a half. Three broad questions were considered:

1. Have you operated differently this year by virtue of being a

Resident Supervisor?

2. How is the creation of the Resident Supervisor role useful to

teacher preparation?
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3. How might the role be modified to improve teacher preparation?

These questions were not necessarily directly and systematically asked and an-

swered but rather guided or cued the discussions in the minds of the interviewers.

Whatiollows, therefore, is a combination, of the responses to all questions.

The Resident Supervisors generally felt that the role gave them more

authority to make suggestions regarding curriculum and to make various arrange-

ments for improving the student teaching experience. For example, Resident

Supervisors were often able to arrange more visits of Student Teachers to other

classrooms and to influence the nature of the Student Teacher's class load and

extra classroom duties. Some specific aspects of the Resident Supervisor's

authority seemed to be a function of whether the Resident Supervisor was also a'

department chairman, an experienced member of the school faculty, or resident in

the school but with formal obligations to Harvard (doctoral work, teaching ob-

ligations) that caused him to be perceived more as the "Harvard" man than as a

regular full time school faculty member.

If the Resident Supervisor was also a department chairman, it was generally

felt that thy: former role supported the latter. This combination allowed the

Resident supervisor to be perceived as a man genuinely concerned with supervision

and curriculum by virtue of the time he could devote to these areas thus demon-

strating this concern. If the Resident Supervisor was a school faculty member

with no other particular status, he pointed out potential conflicts with the

Department Chairman over the selection of Cooperating Teachers, assignment of

Student Teachers, and changes in curriculum. Such conflicts were not reported

for this year and, in fact, one reported benefit deriving from the separation
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of Resident Supervisor and Department Chairman was that it allowed the former

to think about and devote time to supervision without being encumbered by other

functions. A supervisor who was resident in school kx teaching there as well

as supervising but who had heaiiy responsibilities at Harvard and was perceived

as such by school faculty could be informative and convincing about Harvard's

program and field criticisms of the program mote:effectively than .a teachingr*m

fellow-who occasionally visited thelachool. A reported problem in this combina-

tion, however, was in assuring the school that the efforts of the Resident

Supervisor were not only for the benefit'of Harvard but also for the school.

All the Resident Supervisors are interested in continuing in the role,

stressing that it greatly facilitates induction of teachers into the classroom

and curriculum and into the school as an institution with particular regulations

and mores. While all the Resident Supervisors reported that they were able to

devote more time than usual to supervision and curriculum; several indicated

that one of the most important contributions of the Resident Supervisor arrange-

ment could be in changing the structure of teaching arrangements to allow for

more sequential supervision and better dissemination of new curriculum. For

example, several suggestions were made regarding the teaming of Resident Super-

visor, Experienced Teacher, First Year Teacher, and Student Teacher with such

a team having responsibilities for the same block of classes. Some Resident

Supervisors have begun steps in this direction by teacping classes jointly with

Student Teachers or holding demonstration classes for student and First Year

Teachers.

Most of the Resident Supervisors indicated that they wanted more
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involvement in the life of the University. Suggestions for further involvement

included participation in seminars and methods courses, more special meetings

at Harvard for Resident SuperVisors, and the extension of some university courses

to the school where some material could be presented in the school by Resident

Supervisors.

If there is one major conclusion to be drawn from these interviews, it is

that the nature of the school or university involvement on the part of Resident

Supervisors influences their perception of the role in a very essential way.

The Resident Supervisor who has strong ties to the University tends to emphasize

his function as one of bringing new ideas to the school and influencing change

in curriculum. He sees supervision as helping the Student Teacher to develop in

terms of becoming personally comfortable with the curriculum. The Resident

Supervisor whose fundamental allegiance is to the school sees supervision more

as induction of Student Teachers into school life. Rather than emphasizing

in-service work for Experienced Teachers on curriculum, he tends to stress the

importance of training Cooperating Teachers in Supervision and of developing

criteria for the selection of Cooperating Teachers. Student Teacher's conver-

sations with this type of Resident Supervisor will tend to deal with students

and various aspects of teacher-pupil communication. Specific references to

curriculum are not as pronounced.

The difference in perception follows quite logically from the work and

lives the Resident Supervisors were leading prior to becoming "joint" appoint-

ments. It would seem necessary, however, that if their work is to be construed

as supervision-curriculum and not one or the other, then the "jointness" of the

;47.77,7:7,
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appointment must be made more firm. To effect this possibility, the following

steps are suggested: participation of Resident Supervisors in methods courses

and tutorials; staffing an academic year supervision institute with Resident S

Supervisors as well as utilizing Resident Supervisors in the Harvard-Newton

Summer Institute in Supervision; arrangement of school class schedules to

allow Resident Supervisors to participate in faculty meetings, colloquia, and

the various area meetings.

CONCLUSION

These findings would seem to point to the efficacy of continuing the

Student Teaching Centers and to expanding them where possible even though the

evaluation results are not the product of a stringent and sophisticated evalu-

ation procedure. It is well known that such procedures and instruments are

lacking in the area teacher education. A somewhat more systematic supervisory

structure such as that provided by the Student Teaching Centers will hopefully

yield opportunities for the development of more rigorous procedures in the e-

valuation of student teaching and supeivision. The results of this first year'

are not, then, considered as definitive. In this regard, there are no immedi-

ate plans for elaborate publication of findings, but a descriptive article

will be submitted to the Journal of Teacher Education.

The first year has, however, yielded "results" that make continuation of

the'present Centers a certainty, as noted above. Students were generally

quite positive in commenting about supervision received in the Centers - often

more_so phqn!those Student Teachers working with Individual Cooperating Teachers.

Resident Supervisors were in general agreement that creation of this new
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role afforded opportunity for better supervision and Curriculum development.

Also the comments of Resident Supervisors indicated that their new role - the

authority and status it entailed - breathed new life into their teaching

careers.

It can.be said with confidence that the Student Teaching Center arrangement

compels .the identification, utilization, and reward of high quality supervisors.

Resident Supervisors do provide a desperately needed service to the University by

insuring a healthy induction of students into teaching, and-they can help the

schools answer the ever increasing public demands for curriculum reform and better

teaching.



TABLE I

Topics Covered While

. Discussing Student :Teaching

(number of times category used)

Student Teaching

Centers'

Ordinaiy

Cooperating Teacher2

Administrative Details 3 (04X) 21 (12%)

Discipline 10 (12'/.) 28 (167.)

Mechanics 9 (11%) 28 (16%)

Method of Presentation 15 (18%) 16 (097.)

Content 17 (20%) 22 (13%)

Planning and Preparation 12 (147.) 17 (107.)

Philosophy of Teaching 9 (11%) '6 (037,)

Everything 6 (07%) !21 (12%)

Pupil/Teacher Relations - 2 (017.)

Objectives . 'i (017.)

Initiated by Student Teacher 4 (057.) 9 (05%)

Blank - 3 (027.)

'Includes supervision provided by Resident Supervisor and affiliated

Master Teachers.

2lncludes supervision provided by Cooperating Teachers and Teaching

Fellows.
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TABLE Ii

Major Emphasis b2maimateat
While Discussing Teaching

STUDENT TEACHING CENTERS

Resident
Supervisor

N=35

Cooperating
Teacher
N=24

Ordinary
Cooperating
Teacher

N=81

Teaching
Fellow
N=81

Blank 3 - 6 1

Variety of Emphases 1 3 1 10

General Ideas
About Education - - - 1

Methods of Control - 1 16. 7

Mechanics 1 1 7 2

Classroom Techniques 3 2 - 4

Control and Content - 1 1 -

imethods and Content 1 1 2 1

Content 1 2 4 2

Method of Presentation 7 3 14 20

Planning 2 2 8 6

Objectives 7 1 2 9

Rapport with & Learning
by Class 2 1 5 11

Improving Natural
Approach - 2 1

Taking of Role - 1 1 -

Perspective 1 - - 1

Originality, Creativity,
Innovation 5 1 - 2

Positive Reinforcement - - 2 1

His Love for Teaching ,- - - 1

Nothing in Particular 1 2 8 -

Administrative Details - . 3 2



TABLE III

Total Number of Times Observed

Number of

Times

Student Teaching

Centers'

N s 35

Ordinary Cooperating

Tencher2

N

0 - 5 3:(09 %) 12 (15%)

-.6 - 10 5 (14%) 18 (22%)

11 - 15 3 (09%) 20 (25%)

16 - 20 1 (03%) 8 (10%)

21 - 25 3 (09%) 3 (04%)

26- 35 5 (14%) 6 (07%)

Daily 2 (06%) 1 (01%)

Daily + 0 5 6 (17%) 11 (14%)

Daily + 6 - 10 6 (17%) 2 (02%)

Daily + over 10 1 (03%) -

Total daily and above 15 (43%) 14 (17%)

'Includes supervision

Master Teachers.

2lncludes supervision

Fellows.

provided by Resident Supervisor and affiliated

provided by Cooperating Teachers and Teaching



TABLE IV

Total Number of Times Teaching Discussed

Number of

Times

Student Teaching

Centers'

N = 35

Ordinary Cooperating

Teacher2

N 81

0 - 5 4 (11%) 7 (09%)

6 - 10 5 (14X) 20 (257.)

11 - 15 5 (14%) 24 (307.)

16 - 20 2 (4167.) 10 (12%)

21 - 25 2 (067.) 3 (04%)

26 - 35 5 (14 %) 6 (077.)

Daily 2 (06%) 1 (017.)

Daily + 0 - 5 6 (17%) 5 (06%)

Daily + 6 - 10 3 (09%) 4 (057.)

Daily + over 10 1 (03%) 1 (01%)

Total Daily and above 12 (357.) 11 (13%)

'Includes supervision provided by Resident Supervisor and

affiliated Master Teachers.

2lncludes supervision provided by Cooperating Teachers and

Teaching Fellows.



TABLE V

RATING OF SUPERVISION RECEIVED DURING STUDENT TEACHING

STUDENT TEACHING CENTER

Resident
Supervisor

N=35

Cooperating
Teacher
N=24

Ordinary
Cooperating
Teacher
N=81

Teaching
Fellow
N=81

Excellent 13 (37%) 11 (467.) 16 (20%) 13 (167.)

Very Good 9 (26%) 6 (25%) 21 (267.) 32 (40%)

Good 8 (237.) 4,(17%) 9 (117.) 10 (127.)

Average 1 (037.) 11 (14%) 10 (127.)

Fair 1 (03%) 3 (12%) 11 (14%) 8 (10%)

Poor 1 (03%) 1 (047.) 12 (15%) 4 (057.)

Other:

Frustrating 1 (03%)

Friendly 1 (037.)

In-appropriate 1 (017.) 2 (027.)

No Answer 2 (02%)
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TABLE VI

SUMMARY. OF RESPONSE TO. QUEST 0 AINN RE7ITEMA

"Did your supervisor help you improve your teaching?"

Assigned to Student

YES NO UNCERTAIN

Teaching Center 24 (69%) 9 (26%) 2

Assigned to Ordinary
Cooperating Teacher 42 (52%) 35 (43%) 4

TABLE VI-9

Comparison of Rating of Supervision
Help to Improve Teaching

Excellent Very Good Good Average Fair Poor Number

STC 16 (46%) 7 (20%) 1 (03%) 24

YES
OCT 16 (20%) 16 (20%) 5 (06 %) 5 (06%) 42

NO
STC 1 (03%) 3.(D9%) 3 (09%) 2 (06%) 9

OCT 4 MO 4 (05 %) 6 (07%) 10 (12%) 11 (14%) 35

UNCERTAIN
Student.. Teaching Centers (STC)
Ordinary Cooperating Teacher (OCT)

NOTE:

STC OCT
Per cent receiving Excellent rating 46% 20%

Excellent or Very, Good 69% 46%
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TABLE VII

Amount of Autonomy Felt DuringuMudent Teaching

"Very Much" with

Very Much Much Some Little Very Little negative value

STC 23 (667.) 6 (17%) 2 (06%) 3 (09%) 1 (03%)

OCT 59 (73%) 11 (14%) 9 (11%) 2 (02%)
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QUESTIONNAIRE

MAT's Reaction to Supervision during Student Teaching

NAME:

Content Area:

This questionnaire has two sections. Section One asks specifically about the

supervision by the local supervisor. Section Two asks specifically about the super-

vision by the Harvard Teaching Fellow. You alone can really evaluate this .

supervision. Your candid answers will help us determine policies and practices for

student teaching in the future. Please answer each question frankly and as exten._/

sively as necessary. Responses will be held in strictest confidence.

SECTION ONE: LOCAL SUPERVISOR

1. What did your local supervisor talk to you about while discussing your student

teaching? (Please check as many as apply)

administrative details content

discipline planning

mechanics philosophy of teaching

method initiated by student teacher

(Other)

.....

2. What did your local supervisor emphasize the most while discussing your teaching:

3. Did your local supervisor help-you-imProve4our-teaching? PLEASE EXPLAIN (e.g.,

presented alternative ways of teaching a specific lesson, helped me select

among differentmaterials, etc.)

111

4. How much autonomy did you feel you had during your student teaching? (circle one

very much much some little very little none at all other

5. How often did your local supervisor observe you teach? (circle one)

1 2 3' 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 (other)_

6. How often did your local supervisor discuss your teaching with you?

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 *7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 (other)

,441111e^, -



QUESTIONNAIRE

7. How often did your local supervisor help you plan?

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15

8. How many people did your local supervisor require you
with about your teaching?

9. Rate the quality of the supervision given you by your
one)

2.

(other)

to observe and/or talk

local supervisor (circle

excellent very good good average fair poor (other)

10. COMMENTS:
Please include your reaction to the effect of your

a) your ideas about teaching
b) you as a teacher
c) teaching as a career

And anything else you feel was important.

student teaching on:

,=1
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QUESTIONNAIRE 3.

SECTION TWO: HARVARD TEACHING FELLOW

1. How often did the Teaching Fellow observe you teach? (circle one)

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 (other)-

2. How often did the Teaching Fellow discuss your teaching with you? (circle one)

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 (other)

3. Rate the quality of the supervision given you by the Harvard Teaching Fellow.
(circle one)

excellent very good good average fair poor (other)

4. What did the Harvard Teaching Fellow emphasize most while discussing your
teaching?

5. COMMENTS:


