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TESTING INTERDISCIPLINARY MODELS OF DIALOGUE
SETTINGS FOR IMPROVING THE EFFECTIVEZESS OF
SUFERVISCR'S VERBAL BEHAVIOR3 IN A SUFERVISORY CTNFERENCE
Speciallists in the area of supervision have considered the super-
visory conference one of the most frequent actlvities supervisors
engage in but little is known as to what actually takes place, Thus,
ressarcners and practitiocners most recently view the supervisory con-
ference as a significant vantage point from which to study supervisory
behavior in a controlled contextual setting.

To obtain pertinent data one approach of this study was to examine

a sample of seslected verbal benaviors supervisors engaged in during

a conference with a student teacher, The data from this sample would
then be tested against the data provided from the other central pur-
puse of this study: the developmeut of wodels of dialogue gréups
similar to the supervisory conference found in the related disciplines,
The results of this comparison would provide supervisors with at least
three suggested alternatives for modifying their supsrvisory confer-
ence behavior:

1., they (supervisors) may choose to become more consistent in
their supervisory behavior with the tested model (developed
from the interdisciplinary models) found to be most closely
related to the educational model.

2, they may choose to become more oconsistent in their supervi-
sory behavior with the educational model developed from the
research literature,

3. they may choose a newly formed counceptual model which may be

more realistic and based on an emerging theory of supervision,
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Two purposes for the study were formulated and developed within
the crntext of the student teaching {professional clinical experience)
process. One purpose was to investigate the research literature and
develop models of other dialogue groups found in the interdisciplinary
areas of speech and communication, psychiatry, sociology, and counsel-
ing and guidance. These models woure then tested against the educa-
tional model: tutoring., It was assumed that the supervisory confer-
ence is & tutoring situation, Thus, the educational model has a sub-
nodel, the svpervisory conference. The following figure indicates
the dialogue groups found in the related diseciplines.

A MODEL OF TFE DILLCGUE GROUPS IN FIVE DISCIPLINES
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A second murpose of the study was to collect data about the ver-
bal behaviors university supervisors and supervising teachers engaged
in during a supervisory conference, A group of ten palrs of universi-
ty supervisors and ten supervising teachers participated in the study.
The frequency of use of selected verbal behaviors during a representa-
tive fifteen minute supervisory conference was recorded for each par-
ticipant, The frequency of use of each verbal behavior by college
supervisors and by supervising teachers was determined for each parti-
cipant, The frequency of use of each verbal behavior by college super-
visors as a total group and by supervising teachers as a total group
was determined. Then the frequency of occurrence o the verbal be-
haviors was found for each palr of supervisors, An instrument was de-
veloped to record the following supervisory verbal behaviors elther
in the procedural or substantive areas: informing, interpreting,
clarifying, summarizing, evaluating, basic, elaborating and challeng-

ing questions as well as listening behavior,

SUPERVISORY VERBAL BEHAVIOR DATA-GATHERING INSTRUMENT

Informing: telling, directly relating facts of observation,
stating a series of iteme recorded from observa-
tion of a student teacher's teaching behavlor

Example: I noted that {hree students were not
called on throughout the lesson you
taughv,

Interpreting: to explain a concept or relationship between ®leas
- about a lesson, to reason, to illustrate

Example: Asking questions of mony students help
to keep them on their toes during a les-
son, The more you move around a class-
room to reveal your physical proximity
to the students, the quieter they become




Clarifying:

Evaluating:

Sumniarizing:

Questions:

- -

to restate something in order to make it more clear
for the student, to group and arrange items in pro-
ver order, to reorganize statements made by the
students.

Example: 1In other words, you are saying that the
evaluation of a lesson is directly re-
lated to the objectives,

making statements that carry value judgments, such
terms as right, wrong, correct, false, limitations
strengths, nesds, positive, negative, and growti
are simple terms that infer Jjudgment,

Exemple: Your strengths seem to lle with your abil.
lity to communicate with children, how-
ever some needs are indicated in your
planning and organizing of lecsons.

tying together some loose elements for purposes
of review or reinforcement, to collect and repeat
key 1ltems thet were 3eparately stated earlier.

Example: It might be helpful tc go back and quick-
1y review the points we stated about
writing objectives in behavioral terms.

Basic: asking for details of facts, using recall
type questions for acquiring information of a
simple nature.

Example: How much time did you spend planning your
lesson?

Elaborating: sksing for addicional information,
elliciting statements that pruvide needed back-
ground for more detalled information,

Example: Would you please tell me more about the
reasons for selecting those slides for
your lesson? And then what hLappened?

Challenging: ellcliting statements that probe for
the purposes of dlscoverlng reasons for something
such as the selectlion of content for a lesson, alsc
a statement that leads.a student into a more com-
plex thinking than simple racall, a deep thought
question.

1
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Example: why did you pret'er to ask open-ended
questlons rather than closed questions
v your math class today?

Listening: any verbal expression by the supervisor that dis-
close> he 1s truly professionally interes*ed in
the comments of his student teacher, including the
expresslions such as "aha", "uh ha", and"1 see" as
listening implications,

The Proc2dural area was ideatified with ltems relating to class-
réom nanagement such as the grouniag of children, seating arrangements
rassing and receiving of instructisral materials, Another item was
lesson planning, the length of time used for preparation, and source
of materials, Discussion of control or discipline of the students,
discussion of children with behavioral difficulties and related re-
narks about students' parents were also included in the Proredural
areu,

The Substantive area deals directly with the academic content of
a lesson such as the concepts, skills, or understandings deweloped
during the course of a lssgon, Teaching behaviors sucit as informing,
interpreting, or questioning releted directly to the lesson were Sub-
stantive, At points where students had difficulty in understanding
concepts of a lesson and its application, these were also included
ag Substantlve,

This data gathering instruzent contains selected verbal behavior
categories from the studies of specialists in teaching: Openshaw (48),
Hughes (31), Barbour (100) Their verbal behaviors included informing,
interpreting, clarifying, evaluating, summarizing, and basic and elab-
orating questions, The areas into which these verbal behaviors are

ERIC
s §
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categorized entitled procedural and substantive weve taken from
Waimon (67). Challenging questions and listening were added to this
to give the instrument more “"coverage® of the verbal bschaviors enacted
ir the supervisory conference., Hichalak (104),

Scoring the instrument is achieved by having the recorders tally
only the verbal behavior identified in the instrument. Even thouzh
other verbal behaviors may appear, they are not scored, Judgments on
recording the behaviors ere based on what is heard, Since one of the
primary purposes 1is to examine the frequency of the occurrence of the
verbal behaviors, one tally is made for each sentcnce of reasonable
length, In some cases where sentences continue without a succinct
conclusion and a dif7erent behavior is indicated, it was ugreed that
an additional tally should be given. For example, a supervisor might
begin with informing, then move to interpreting what was informed and
finish that statement by asking a challenging question, All three
moves are recorded in that supervisory statement., Scoring the in-
strument is made simply by totaling the raw scores from the freguency
of' occurrence and changing them into simple percentages if desired.
At first glance, the number of talllies indicates which categories
were most frequently used. HMichalak (109).

A sample worksheet serves to illustrate the data gathering instru-

ment o' thils study.
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The data from the research literature and verbal behavior instru-
ment provided some tentative answers to the flve quesvions of this
study:

1, What are the goals of dlalogue groups in the selected inter-

disciplinary (related disciplines) areas of this study?

2., MWhat differences and simllarities exist betweeen the educa-
tional model and the models of the related disciplines?

3, What model of the related disciplines of this study 1is the
educational model mos{ similar to?

L, What kinds of verbal behavior are used most by supervising
teachers and university supervisors?

5, Are there any significant differences in the verbal behaviors
of the two supervisory groups that would suggest a cleavage
in the supervisory function?

Figures J and 4 will assist in providing answers to ths first

three questions of the study. For internal consistenry in testing the
models, common elements were ldentified such as: Purpose, Verbal Be-

havior, Leadership, Planning, and Setting, These common elements

found in each dialogue mecdel of this study which are similar to the

tutoring model (excluding Vertal Behavior) are illustrated in Rigure 3,

Verbal behaviurs are 1llusirated in Figure &,
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*Besearch Citatlons in Blihllography

Tatoring
Purposes - (90), 03 (%€}
{ecdershlp - 3 5 (56). (96)

Plarning - (92)
Setting ~ (92)

Supervisory Confcerence -
Purposaes = 523), (J’I). (25), (26), (3%), (15), (@M, (e€), (47), (51,

Leadership ~ i £ { ?3). {83), (Tl)r (87), (5)
arning ~ (443, ( » » (8
T = garlr aes!r f59. (930, B

Groug Diseusol
Par o Cas) 7) (;lzi. m%. (), (3%
Lasdoranip - 14}, 6), (7), (), 1¥p
Pl'znnma - (N‘l‘,; ‘q‘): ( 3)
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Regsearch Citations in Blbliggraphyn(continued}

Psychlatrlc Interview
Purposes - (64)1 (9)| (68)| {1), (62)1 {(33). (82)
I« >dership - (81), (23), (58}, (64), (9), (62)
Flanning - (1)
Setting < (61}, (55), (9)

Social Casework Interview

Purpcses - (80), (78), (49), (2&4), (19), (89), (76), (27)
Leadership - (21}). (5%9), (75), (76), (19), (49)
Planning - (45), (9), {89), (76)

Setting - (45), {76), (19)
Counseling Interview
Purposes - (77), (18), (50}, (53), (8%), (71)
Leadership - (22), (70), (71}, (73)
Setting - (70), (18)

The purpocse of each dlalogue model as in the tutoring model is %o
effect a chaige in behavior. (lhls change in behavior, however, needs
to be more rigorously tested and specified in further studies in terms
of whether 1t is effected in cognlitive, affectlive, ci psychomotor
terms, Af it includes combinations of each and assuming these combina-
tions do exist, to what degree does each contrlbute to behavior mod-
ification,)

In tne dyadic relationship, the less experienced person 1is placed
An the position of attemrting to lecrn something, whether it be of an
academic, personal or social nature, The intent, in most cases, 13 to
help this person bvettar cope wlth various problems he encounters and
to meka (:fective daclsions about then.

The leadership alement 18 viewed as signiflicant in the tutoring
model as it is with each dlalogue mdel of this study, The similarity
that exists between the tutoring model and the related models in the

leadership element is that responsibility is placed vwpon the more

11
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experienced person. This happens in almost every case with the excep-
tion of group discussion where the lesdershid function can readily
change hands. Figure 3 points out this variation of the group dis-
cussion model.

In the planning element, the need for developing strategles and
prior organization of the tutoring model is similar to the other re-
lated models except for the psychiatric interview as noted in Figure
3. This situation exists because the psychiatrist very often depends
on the spontareity of expression by the patlient which is difficult to
plan for. Therefore, highly structured planning is less desirable
than it is in the tutoring model and this other dlialogue models. All,
ideally, strive for a physical environment that is comfortable and
pleasant with a relaxed atmosphere and positive rapport esteblished
between the individuals.

4 grea! deal of similarity exists between the tutoring model and
other dialogue models in terms of verbal behaviors, Minor variations

may be noted in Figure 4,

-y
N



ELEYENTS OF VERBAL BEHA" ... IN DIALOGUE
MODELS COMPARED TO \LDIO TAPED P
. SUPERVISORY CONFERENCES

REPORTED FROM LITERATURE
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VERBAL BEHAVICRS: <A OjEs N0 | OO |[mi4] aot o
Informng 33 #313) 3] 11 3 3
Interpreting .4 3 93! 3] 3! 3] 3 3
Clarifying 2 (2] 3 3 3 3 3
Summarizing 1 831 3] 23] 1 2
Evaluating 2 130134 3] 1] 2 2
Basic Questions 2 3] 3 3 3 3 3
“Elaborating '
Questions 2 2] 3 3 3 3. 3
Challenging
Questions 2 31 3 3 1 1 1
: Listening 3 131 31 34 313 3 _
Key: Frequency of ocourence Fraquency of occurrence
from the literatures = fron the audlo tape
) .- datas .
i N . frequently - 3 ' frequentlyiabove 12) - 3
7 A . sometimes ~ 2. sometimes t ~12) -2
| . seldom’ o N seldon (4-0) -1
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¥Research Citations in Bibliography

o]

o 0 o | @
MECREHE R
HEEICIEEMIEE
o I'IIE;._]' A | ﬁrﬁ wmm
£\ B350 28| 88 | 88
VERRAL FEHAVIORs||E| @ o |8A [£&| a8 | o
" 6
Inf:rming 36] 95 |34 | 68| 24| 57
8,06
interpreting 36 3 |34 | 621 80 gg_
Clarifying 36 34 | 62| 30| 57
Sumnmarizing 361 3|34 | 74| 30 6
Evaluating 36] 95 |34 T 68 19 8
Basic Questionirg|36] 3 |28 | 68| L9 | 57
Elaborating 50
Questions 36] 3128 [ 681} 19| 57
Challenging 8
Questions 36} 3128 | 68§ 19| 57
Listening 36| 3 St 681 30} 22

Informing 1is frequently used in all models with the exception of
the psychliatric interview in whioch it is seldom used. Interpreting is
frequently used in each dialogue model.. Clarifying is sometimes used
in the tutoring model as compared to being frequencly used in every
other dialogue model, Summarizing is frequently used in the tutoring
model with the group discussion and counseling interview using it
sometimes, and the social casework interview seldom using it, Evalua-

ting 1s frequently used in tutoring, the supervisory conference and

O
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group discussion. It is used sometimes 1In the soclal casework inter-
view and counseling interview but seldom in the psychiatric interview,
Baslic questions are frequently used in tutoring and each of the dla--
logue models. Elaborating questions are sometimes used in the tutor-
ing mnadel, however, they are frequently used in each-of the other
dialogue models., Challenging questions are frequently used in tutor-
ing, the supervisory conference, and group discusslon btut seldom used
in the psyciilatric interview, soclal casework interview and the coun-
seling interview. Listening is frequently used in the tutoring model
as well as each dialogue model 1n thils study.

There were some variations between the tutoring model and the re-
lated dlialogue models not 1llustrated in the two figures, In tutoring,
as in other related dialogue mudels, the emphasis was in dealing with
the conscilous behavior of the less experienced person, The psychlatric
interview varies from tutoring and the other dialogue models by some-
times dealing with the subconsclous as well as the consclous behavior
of the less experilienced person of the dyad. A slight variation may
exist in the leadership element between the tutoring modet and the
supaervisory conferenoe model. It 1s possible for ths student teacher
in the supervisory conference to assume & peer relationship; he may
look upon the supervisor as a partner or cooperative participant.

Yet, ths recent literature stresses a relationship of a speclalist-~

student type. This latter type is in keeping with the tutorial view

of the leadership function in the tutoring situation. Group discus-

sion varies from tutoring chiefly in the range of purposes of the
ERIC
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group. Group discussion may be undertaken to deal with varled tasks
as developl g instructional objectives - and effecting decisions on
community affairs, Also, the leadership role can change hands quite
readlly depending on the needs and the purposes of the group, as well
as the way the members view the leadership function. This tends to be
less the case in a tutoring setting, The psychiatrist model may vary
from the tutoring model in that a vpsychlatrist may prior to effecting
a change in bernavior, deal with changing perceptions of a patient,

The soclal casework interview offers the client an opportunity for
emotional release as a central factor while in tutoring such is per-
ipheral to the primary task of interaction, 1In the counseling-guidancg
model, the varlation in emphasis tends to be on dealing with feelings
of the client rather than on his cognitive development as isnusually
the case in tutoring. This approach in counseling and guidance tends
to represent the client-centered method which appears to be the most
popular method reported in the literature.

The main points to be noted in 1egard to the verbal behavior re-

ported from the professional literature are that:

1., Summarizing is seldom used in the soclial casework interview,

2, Infprmins is seldom used in the psychlatric interview,

3. é;giuating is sometimes used in the social casework interview
and counseling interview, but seldom is used in the psychia-
trio interview,

L. Challanging questions are looked upon as less desirable be-

haviors and are therefore, seldom used in the psychiatric
interview, soclal casework interview and counseling interview,

16
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Two procedures were used to help answer questions four and five

of the study:

1.

A histogram was constructed to compare the verbal behaviors
of the total groups of university supervisors and supervising
teachers. In this way, generalizations could be drawn regard.
ing pattorns of differences and similaritles in their verbal
behaviors in supervisory conferences.
KEY FOR VERBAL BEHAVIOAS I THE HISTOGIAM
1. INTERPRETING-SUBSTANTIVE
2. INFORMING-SUBSTANTIVE
3. LISTENING-SUBSTANTIVE
L. 1NFORMING-PROCEDURAL
5. INTERPRETING-PROCEDURAL
6. LISTENING-PROCEDURAL
7+ CHAILLENGING QUESTIONS-SUBSTANTIVE
8. BASIC QUESTIONS-SUBSTANTIVE
9. EVALUATING-PROCEDURAL
10, BASIC QUESTIONS -PROCEDURAL
11. EVALUVATING-SUBSTANTIVE
12, CHALLENGING QUESTIONS=~PAOCEDURAL
13. CLARIFYING-PROCEDURAL
14, CLARIFYING-SUBSTANTIVE
15, ELABORATING QUESTIONS~SUEZ TANTIVE
16. ELABORATING QUESTIONS~PAROCEDURAL
17. SUMHMARIZING-SUBSTANTIVE
18, SUMHMARIZING-PROCEDURAL
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General patterns that emerge from this presentation suggest that
both groups of supervisors use these verbal behaviors most: inter-
preting-substantive, informing-suustantive, listening-substantive,
informing-procedural, and interpretinge-procedural, gdoth groups are
very lou in elaborating questions-procedural, summarizing-substantive,
and summarizing-procedural, Unilversity supervisors and supervising
teachers appear almost equal in challenging questions-substantive,
basic questions-procedural, and evaluative-substantive.

It may be noted that in listeninz-substantive and listening-
procedural, these university supervisol's spent three to four times as
much time in these behaviors than did the supervising teacher's aroup.
Supnervising teachers enzaged more frequently in informing-procedural
and interpretive-procedural verbal behavliors than did university
supervisors,

Even though elaboratinz questions-substantive was low for both
groups, the university suvervisors asked them more than three times
as often as the supervising teachers,

University supervisors asked twice as iuany basic questions-
substantive than did supervising teachers,

In identifying combinations of verbal wvehavior, the data show that
the suostantive area 18 the common element in the first three verbal
behaviors which were intterpretive-substantive, informinz-substantive;
and listening-substantive. This 18 borne out by the recording of 79%
ocourrences for the first thrae behavicers which represented the types

most frequently used by the total group of supervisors,

19




-1G -

The next three categories of verbal behaviors: interpretive-~
procedural, informing-procedural, and listening-procedural, contained
a common procedural element and was used the next most frequently by
the total.group of supervisors, There were 694 occurrences recorded
in this area,

The data indicate that both groups of supervisors engazed most
often in intervreting, informing, end listening behaviors, They
ssldom or never used suumarizing-substantive and summarizing-
procedural behaviors,

It may be noted that university supervisors as a group engaged
in more verbal behavior (1141) than did tne supervising teachers (824},
The supervising teachers enzgaged in informinge-procedural, interpretivs.
procedural, and basic question-proéedural more often than did univer-
sity supervisors, The latter employed each of the other fifteen
verbal behaviors more often than did the supervisiny teachers.,

2. To answer question.five of this study, the next approach was
to gather snd categorize the data into frequency distribution figures
which compared eech university supervisor with his paired supervising
teacher in selected verbal behaviors in their conferences with the
same etudent teacher. Thus, trends in differences and similarities
could also be noted betwesn the surervisory pairs in conference with
the sate scudent teacher, as an individualized approach, & Chi-Square
Test was used to determine if siznificant differences existed between
them on ecch verbal behavior that by inspsction, seemed to merit such

statistical treatment,
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Figure 6 provides a summary of data from the Chi Square Test
for significant difference between each supervidory group. This

figure includes the general tabulated data from each group.

DAL PROM CHI-SQUARE TEST FOR SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES
BZTWZEN VERBAL BEHAVICRS OF UNIVERSITY SUPZRVISORS
AND SUPERVISING TEACLERS

Verbal Behavior |2 .05 - Null
X Level Hynpothesis

Informing” Procedural .20 3.8 ace,

Informing-Substantive ' .80 3.6 ace,

Interpreting-procedural T 3.8 ace,

Interpreting-Substantive - .20 3.8 ____ace,

Clarifying-Procedural , .26 3.8 ace,

Clarifying-Substantive avi 3.8 ace,

Swamarizing.Procedural . avi 3.8 aée,

Sumrmarizins-Substzntive avi 3.8 ace,

Evzluating-Frocedural avy | 3.8 - ace,

Evaluating-Su.stantive LS4 | 3.8 ace,
“Hasic Quections - ‘

Procedural avi 3.8 . ace,
" Basic Questions - )

Substantive ., +20 3.8 acc,
‘Elaborating Questions -

Procedural avi 3.8 acc,
“Elaborating Questions = |

Substantive 501 3.8 ace,

lenging Questions =

Procedural avi 3.8 acc.

Challenging Juestions = , .

Substantive .20 3.8 ace,
JAstening -Procedural .94 3.8 ace,
_IListening Substantive r .22 3.8 ace,

Keys —=

avi:  all values identical

ace,: accepted

-Figure 4,
1



- 2] =

To help establlish significant difference levels in verbal be-
havlor between supervisory groups, a Chi-Square Test was used., The .
null hypothesls can thus be tested if questilon five of this study is
restated in null form: there are no significant difference in the
verbal behaviors of the listed tynes between the supervisory groups
studied,

Figure 6 presents the data subjected to the Chi-Square Test for
significant differences between university supervisors and supervising
teachers in types of verbal beliaviors employed in supervisory confer-
ences With student teachers, Elghteen categories of verbal behaviors
and their Chi-Square levels are indicated with those attaining the
«05 level of confidence accepced under the null hypothesis., It will
be noted that, in all cases, the values of Chi Square reveal that no
signlficant differences in types of verbal behaviors were significant
at the ,05 level.

In the Appendix are included the comparison of the frequency of
occurence deta 1n terms of units of variation between each supervisory
pairs in conference with the same student teacher, Also, only slight
varlations between the two supervisory groups, in using a particular
verbhal behavior, indicrte a tendency toward similarity in conierencing;
great variations between them indicate a lack of simllarity in their

use of that partlicular verbal behavior in conferences,
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SUNMARY

One of the central purposes of this study was to investigate and
test interdisciplinary models of dialogue settings a¥kin to the super-
visory conference 1in student teaching., @ These models were formulated
from dlalogue settings found in the following related disciplines of
speech and communication, psychiatry, sociology, and counseling and
guldance, They were then tested against the educational model, tut-
oring, It was assumed tha* the supervisory conference is a sub model
ot thé tutoring model,

The other central purpose of the study was to gather information
about the verbal behaviors university supervisors and supervising
teachers engaged in during a student teaching conference,

A group of ten palrs of university supervisors and supervising
tcachers participated in the study. The frequency of use of selected
verbal behaviors during a representative fifteen minute supervisory
conference was recorded for each participant, The frequency of use
of each wverbal behavior by college supervisors and supervising teachere
was determined, Then the frequency of occurrense of the verbal be-
haviors was found for each palr of supervisors, An instrument was
developed to record tiefollowing supervigsory behaviore elther in the
procedural or substantive areas: informing, interpreting, clarifying,
summarizing, evaluating, basic questions, elaborating questions, chal-
lenging questions, and listening,

The daca provided tentative answers to the five questions of
this study:

ERIC

IToxt Provided by ERI
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1. What are the goals of dlalogue groups in the various dig-
ciplines?

The st>ted purpose cf all dialogue groups is to bring
about a change in behavior by the less experienced members
of the dyad, In the dialogue group of each of the disci-
plines, the less experienced member is placed in the position
of attempting to learn something either of an academic, per-~
sonal, or social nature, Each of the dlalogue groups are
established to help their members better cope with various
problems they encounter.

2. What differences and similarities &x1st between the educa-
tional model and the related discipline of this study?

The major similarities between the educational mndel,
tutoring and the related disclplines are as follows:
a, The maln purpose is to effect a change in behavior

b. The leadership role is usually the responsibility of
more experienced person in the dyad,

¢, Planning for prior organization and strategies is
emphasized,

d., The setting is to be both physically and mentally
corniducive to good rapport,

e+ The varbal behaviors used in the models are much the
same

1The related models differ from the tutoring model in
these waysi

a, The subconscious behavior of the patient is considered
in the psychiatric interview

b. A peer or cooperative participant relationship may be
formed in the supervisory conference

24
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¢, In group discussion, the leawcrship role may change
hands often, depending on the needs and purpose of
the group as well as the way they view the group.
Also, the group discussion wmay undertake tasks that
may VAry from instructional objectives to naking de-
cisions on community affairs.,

d. The social casework interview offers the client an
opportunity for emotlonal releasc.

e, The counseling interview deals with the feelings of
the client rather than on cognitive developiment

f. Verbal behaviors such as evaluating and challenging
questions are seldom used in the psychliatric inter-
view, soclal casework interview, and counseling inter-
view., Informing is seldom used in the psychlatiic
interview and summarizing is seldom done in the social
casework interview.

To what models of the related disciplines of this study is
the education mwdel most similar?

The education model which is represented by tutoring was
similar to the social caseworx interview, (After examining
the professional literature on tutoring and the supervisory
conference, it can be concluded that the supervisory confer-
ence is a sub-model of the tutoring model.)

Wwhat kinds of verbsal behaviors are used most by the super-
vising teacher and the univarsity supervisor?

A, University supervisors engage in interpreting-substantive,
informing-substantive, and listening-substantive verbal
behaviors most freyuently. Supervising teachers engaged
in informing~procedural, interpreting-procedural, and
challenging questions-substantive verbel behaviors most
often, Both groups of supervisors engage most freqeuntly
in inforaing and interpreting behaviors in the super-
visory conferences, Verbal behaviors less frequently
uged were clarifying, elaborating questions. A seldonm
used verbal behavior was summarizing. It can be concludel
that eilther &roup of supervisors were not consistent in

e use of types of verbal behaviors that have been rve-
commended by specialists in the field as most desirable -
Tor use in & supervisory conierence.
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3., University supelvisnrs, as a group, 'spend three to four
times more in listening behaviors than do cupervising
teachers, However, lndividual.supervisors are account-
able for much of the difference,

C. A4s a total supervisory group, university supervisors en-
gaged in more verbal behaviors than did supervising
teachers,

D. Tne two most frequently used verbal behaviors the unlver-
sity supervisors engaged in, interpreting and informing,
were in the substantive area and the two most frequently
used verbal behaviors supcrvising teachers engaged in,
interpreting and informing, were in the procedural area.,
This suggests that the two verbal behavlors most fre-
quently used by university supervisors focused on the
content or the lesson and thc teachlng tehavior of the
student teacher while supervising teachers dealt with
such things as classroom meémagement, control of children,
and perlpheral matters,

5. Are there any significant differences in the verbal behav-
lors of the two_supervisory groups that would suggest a
cleavage in the supervisory function?

A, There were no significant differences in the varlous
kinds of verbal behaviors of the two supervisory groups.
There were, however, differences among individuals who
formed & supervisory pair, In some cases there was a
great varlatlion between the supervising teacher and the
university supervisor. This might suggest that super-
vising teachers and university supervisors percelve the

supervisory functlion or the needs of *''.& student Cteacher,
differently .

B. If the sample was expanded, pwtter indicate that sig-
nificant differences in verbal beh .1lors may exist be-
tween university supervisor and s:pervising teacher with
both the same, and with different, student teaohers,

Although evidence from the Chi Square Test indicated no slgnifi-
cant differences in the seiected verbal behavlolrs ¢* the two super-
visory groups, examinatlion of the units of variation {(found in the
figures in the Appendix) suggest differences between each supervisory
palr working with the same student teacher that merit further consider-
atiom
Q
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1., supervising teachers and university supervisors view
their tasks working with student teachers differently
in working with the same student teacher

2. each supervisor working with the same student teacher may
perceive him (stcudent teacher) differently

3, a systematic plan that might reflect some consistent be-
havior pattern working with the same student teacher was
not evidenced.

4, 1individual surervisors having Gaifferent perceptlons about
the same student teacher as revealed by their verhal be-
haviors may contribute inconsistencies in the student
teacher's percenticns

Implications

Assum!ng that verbal behavior patterns were similar would this
tend to also indicate a duplication of effort? To lessen the possi-
bility of incongruency in verbal behavior and/or duplication of efforu
by supervisory palrs, another consideration should be noted, The tasks
of supervisc.s should bve dlfferentiatea,

Increased utilization of supervisory personnel in {eacher training
might occur if the rnintion developed by this study were further testd--
that university supervisors train supervising teachess in tutoring
skills “hat would 59 implemented as supervising teachers engage in a
conference with student teachers, The tutoring model along with the
supervisory conference verbal behavior model found in the liichalak
(104) study can provide several peraceters for obtaining baseline

data in the initial research phase.
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Recommendat.ions for Future Research

Inevitably there is a lag between the most recent research and
theorizing on one han& and the publications or resulis on the other.
This study represents a view of the four dialogue models drawn from
availlable sources, Much recent wort is not yet in print, 1Indications
are that the less sophisticated person is becoming more mature and
perceptive and ready to take a more active role in the dyédic rela-
tionship. He may be more ready, both emotionally and intellectually,
to grasp new concepts, understandings, and responsibilities rezarding
his own welfare. Thus, ths person in the leadership position must
more readily share his responsibility with the less experienced per-
son by facilitating and gulding rather than controlling, directing,
and manipulati;:>s, This outlook might represent present views about
the tutoring situation,

Relating this position to the supervisory conference indicates
thet some researchers and theorists presently take an opposlte view
from the traditional model presented earlier, If supervisors desire
to change and become more consistent in their conferencing behaviors
with student teachers, they should study the latest work of these
theorists, This could lead also to the student teacher ergaging in
more cognitive tasks resarding the study of his teachiné behavior,

He may become more of an equal of the supervisor both emotionally and
intellectually. He will be a learner who assumes a greater share of

the responsibility for his own professional growth,

28
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In the "new" conference setting the professiona’l growth of the
student teacher may be enhanced by having his ideas rigorously tested

in a non-threaten’ng environment where hils status ls not at stake,
CONCLUSION

Testing models and analyzir.g elements of models containing vertal
behavior patterns are not intended to be conclusive, They can only
carry greater significance if placed with other variables such as
non-verbal behavior3d and are tested in a global or total contextual
setting, Tou clarify, by isolating selected pleces of behavior for
examination and making projections rrom them about human behavio. is
limiting and grossly inaccurate. However, if the evidence is pleced
along with other variables and subsequeunt testing is done on a longi-
tudinal basis, patterns for predicting trends of behavior may be
measured in more accurate terms, Therefore, patterns of verbal be-
havior ought to be included with other variables to determine whether
or not a supervisor is congruent and consistent in his conferencing
behavior,

I% is hoped that contiaaous examination of supervisory conference
behavior will contribute to the development of a more valid research

base in supervision.
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APPENDIX

Data presented in Figure 6 of paired supervisors indicate only
slight variations between supervisory pairs D and G in informing-
procedural behaviors. Greater variations in order of magnitude exist
between supervisory pailrs I, A, E, J, C, F, and B. The flrst palr of
supervisors, I, had the greatest varliation, slxteen occurrences, It
should be noted that university supervisors E arrd J did not use in-
forming in the procedural area,

Figure 7 indicates slight variations, nc more than four occur-
renceg, among supervisory pairs J, D, A and H in Informing-substantive
behaviors, Supervisory palr E varlied greatest in thils behavior,
twenty-two occurrences., They were rather closely followed by super-
vigory pairs C, B, F,and G for whom the varlation ranged from nineteen
to fourteen occurrences.

The number of interpreting-procedural behaviors engaged in by the
supervisory pairs 1s illustrated in Figure 8. Supsrvisory pair B had
the most variation, twenty-two occurrences, and supervisory pair H
had the least varlation, one occurrence, Supervisory pair H was in
the group that used this behavior five or fewer times along with six
other supervisors. Quite clearly, university supervisor B used thils
behavior almost twice as often as any other supervisor. The range
between university supervisor B and university supervisors E and J and
supervising teacher D was forty-seven occurrences, Two university
supervisors, E and J, and one supervising teacher, .D, did not use

interpreting-prooedural,
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Figure 9 1llustrates the number of interpreting-substantive be-
haviors engaged in by the supervisory palrs., Supervisory pair E had
the most, seventy-one occurrences, Supervisory pairs I snd H had
the least variations, two and three respectively, In a group of ten
supervisors, only three supervisory pairs, A, H, and I, used this
behavior.ten or fewer times. Supervising teachers A, B, C and H had
taree or less occurrences, Unlversity supervisor E distinctly revealed
the use of this verbal behavior almost three times as often as any
other supervisor, The variation between university supervisor E and
supervising teacher B and H was ninety occurrences.

The number of evaluating-procedural behaviors engaged in by the
supervisory pairs is shown in Figure 10. Supervisory pair 3 was found
with the most variation, nineteen occurrences. In a group of fourteen
supervisors, seven supervisory palrs used it five or fewer times., As
a total group, the variation of each supervisory pair was only a
difference of four or less occurrences with the exception of super-
visory pair B. Unilversity supervisor B used this verbal behavior al-
most twice as often as any other supervisor, Supeivisory palr C,
supervising teachers B, F, and G, and university supervisors E and J
did not use evaluating-procedural, The range between university
supervisor B and university supervisors C, E, and J and supervising
teachers B, C, F and G was nineteen occurrences.

Figure 11 illustrates the number of evaluating-substantive be-
havliors engaged in by the supervigory pairs, Supervisory pairs D and

E had the most variation, nine ocourrences each., The least occurrencea
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having a varlatlion of four or less were had by supervisory pairs A,

B, F, G, Hand I, A group of slixteen supervisors used it four or
fewer times with two supervisory pairs in the group, C and J, not
using this behavior durings the taping. Unlversity supervisor B and
supervising teacher A did no-evaluating-substantive:. The range between
university supervisors B, C, and J t¢.d supervising teachers A, C, and

J was only eleven occuriences,

The number of occurrences in Figure 12 are basic questions-
procedural behaviors engaged in by the supervisory palrs., Supervisory
pairs G and J had the most variation, six occurrences each. The next
least varlation was ‘supervisory pair 1 showing only two cccurrences.
In this group, fifteen of twenty supervisors used 1t five or f2awer
times with six suvervisory pairs in this group, Cupervisory palrs
C and H had no variation in occurrences, O3uperviscry palr C, univer-
sity supervisors E and J, and supervising teachers D and G did not
ask basic questions-procedural., Unlversity supervisor A shows using
this behavior slightly more than any other supervisor by only'two
ocourrences,

Figure 13 1llustrates the number of basilo questions-substantive
behaviors engaged in by supervisory pairs, The most varlation was had
by supervisory pair I at eleven occurrences, Supervisory pairs B, D,
P, H and J had the least varlation at once occurrence each, Elghc
supervisory pairs of elghteen supervisors who were A, 8, C, E, F, G,
H, and J used it five or fewer times., There was no varlation of oc-
currence for supervisory palrs A and C, Unlversity supervisor I used

this behavior at least twlce as often as any other supervisor. The

ERIC
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range between university supervisor I and university supe.visor C and
supervising teachers B, C and ¢ was fourteen occurrences,

The number of challenging questions-procedural behaviors engaged
in by supervisory palrs 1s illustrated in Figure 14, Supervisory pair
B showed tie most variation, seven occurrences. The least variation
was shown by supervisory psirs F and G, at no variation, and H next
with one occurrence, <ixteen supervisors used it four or fewer times
with five supervisory pairs in the group, Supervisory pairs A, C, E,
university supervisor J, and supervising teacher B did not ask chal-
lenging questions-procedural. The range between university supervisor
B and supervisory palrs A, C, E, university supervisor J, and super-
vising teacher B was seven occurrences,

Figure 15 i1llustrates the number of challenging questions-
substantive engaged in by the supervisory palilrs. Supervisory palil D
hed the most variation with fourteen occurrences. Supervisory palrs
A and H showed the least occurrences with three and two respectively.
Ten supervisors usod it four or less times with four supervisory pailrs
in this group. Supervisory palrs B, C, F and G had zero occurrences
in variation, Supervising teacher D used this bchavior more often than
any other supervisor, twenty-five occurrences, with the closest uni-
versity supervisor, J, at nineteen occurrences, The range between
supberzising teacher D and supervisory palirs B and C and supervising
teachers A and E was twenty-five occurrences,

The number 0. listening-procedural behavliors engaged in by super-

visory peirs is illustrated in Figure 16. Supervisory pair B had the
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most varlation with thirty-six occurrences, Supervisory pairs E and
J had the least variation, no occurrences, with supervisory pairs F
and R next at one occcurrence. Thirteen supervisors used it less than
five times with five supervisory pairs, D, E, F, I and J in this
grcups Twe supervisory pairs, E and J, supervising teacher D, and
university supervisor E did no listening-procedural, Quite clearly,
university supervi<or B used this behavior more than twice as often
as any other supervisor. The range between university supervisor

B and supervisory pairs E and J and supervising teacher D and univer-
sity supervisor F was forty-seven occurrences,

Pilgure 17 1llustrates the number of listening-substantive be-
haviors enzazed in by the supervisory pairs. Supervisory palr G had
the most variatlion, twenty-three occurrences., Supervisory pair B had
the least variation, one occurrence, Nine supervisors used it five
or fewer times wilth only one supervisory pair in the group, B. Surper-
vlaing teachers A and F did no listening-substantive, The range be-
tween university supervisor D and supervisinz teachers A and F was
twenty-six occurrences,

Upon inspescion of the data, the verbal behaviors oclarifying-
procedural, clarifying-substantive, elaborating-questions-procedural.
eleborating-questions-substantive, swnnarizing-procedural and summa:
‘zing-subgtantive did not merit further treatment due to the large
number of supervisors who were unable to meet the minimal criteria o

fo'r ogceurrences or more.
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