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This study examines whether college supervisors who

analyze their verbal behavior in supervisory conferences by means of
the Blumberg system exhibit a change in proportions of direct and
indirect verbal behavior when compared with college supervisors who
do not use the Blumberg system to analyze their supervisory
conferences. Sixteen volunteer college supervisors participated in
this study during a single semester. Volunteers were randomly
assigned to a training or control group. Supervisors in the training
group were offered the opportunity to attend four 2-hour training
sessions, one each week. On successful completion of the proficiency
examination, roughly mid-semester, supervisors in the training group
recorded and analyzed one conference a week for 6 weeks. Results of
the study indicated no statistically significant differences in
selected verbal behavior between supervisors using the Blumberg
system to analyze their conferences and supervisors who did not use
this system for conference analysis. This study explains the Blumberg
system used in the conference analyses. A 6-item bibliography,
interaction system, matrix and tables are included. (MJM)
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Purpese of the Study

The purpose of this study was to examine whether college

supervisors vho anslyze their verbal behavior in supervisory con-
ferences by means of the Blumberg system exhibit a change in the

proportions of indirect and direct verbal behavicrs vhen compared
with college supervisors who do not analyze thelir supervisory con-

Terences by means of the Rlumberg system. The subprcblems investigated

wvere:

1. Are ccllege supervisors willing to learn how to
analyze the verbal behavior in their supervisory
conferences?

Can college supervisors be insiructed in the uge orf
the Blumberg system to a reasonable level of jinter-
observer sgreement within a reasonable period of time?

Having learned to analyze the verbal behavior of parti-
cipants in supervisory conferences by means of the Blum--

berg system, will coilege supervisors then apply this
knowledge to self-analysis?

Although mcst verbal category systems for analyzing supervisory
conferences were designed syecifically for research purposes, there

do exist systems for training as well as research. One such category
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system, developed by Arthur Blumberg, was designed to analyze the
interaction between supervisors and teachers in school settings, and.,
Blurberg maintained, it is spplicable to the dyacic ccnference either
as & research instrument or as & training instrument. Accordirg to
Blumberg:
An interaction system that is concerned with the
supervisor end teacher, then, should offer its users,

minimally, informetion-ebout

1. How change efforvs are made (i.e. s how help is
offered),

The relative supportiveness or defensiveness of
communication.

n

It should alsc be able to reflect.
l. How the supervisor's tehavior affects the teacher.

2. How the supervisor reacts to the behavior cf the
teacher.l '

The Blurberg system (see Appendix) is a derivative of the Flanders

system end &s such incorporates the notion of direét and indirect

supervisory verbal behaviors. ' |
A nunber of studies have been reported in which an attempt

wvas made to estz_ablish correlations between teacher verbal bekaviors

described by Flanders as "indirect" and "direet" end student achieve-—

ment. Examination of a number of. such studies seems to indicate that

there exist weak but consistent positive correlations between teacher

indirectness and pupil achievement, and weak but consistent negative
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correlations between teacher directness end pupil achievement.

1arthur Blumberg, "A System for Analyzing Supervisor-Teacher
Interaction," Mirrors for Behavior, eds. Anita Simon and E. Boyer, VIII
(Phila: Research for Better Schools, Inc., 1970), p. 34-1-2,
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If the self-aualysis of verbal teaching behavicr by mesns of
systems of interaction analysis leads to more indirect teaching
behsvior, ard if indirect teaching behevior is associsted with greater
vupil achievement, then the self-analysis of verbel leaching
behavior by means of interaction analysis systems should lead to
grester achievement.

In terms of the above syllogism, this study concerned itself
with es'i'-ablish:ing the validity of the major premise as spplied to
the verbel teaching behavicr of col].cge.supervisors during supervisory
cenferences.

Limitetions_of the Study

It wes not the interntion of this study to arrive at generel.-
ivstions about the nature of thke interaction which takes plece betweorn
éollep_;e supervisors end their student teachers curing supervisory cone-
ferences, nor wes it intended to test or predict relationships helween
supervisory verbal behavior and student teschex performence. Fsather,
the problem ss described above addressed itself to exploring the feesi-
bility of a means for inducing changes in the verbsal bebavior of college
supervnf.sors .

This study was limited to sixteen college supervisors -within
& single institution working with student teachers cn the sececndary
level. The study was conducted durirg the course of a single semester,

and all cf the supervisors who participated were volunteers.




The Va»isohles

The independent variable was the use of the Blumberg system
of analyzing the verbal interaction in supervisory conferences.
The dependent valiasbles were the proportions of use of the

following six clusters of categories:

Variable Corresponding Categories

Category 1  Support-Inducing Communication

1
Category 2 Praise and Encouragement

2 Category 3 Accepts and Uses Student

Teacher's Ideas .

Category 4 Asks for Information

3
Category 5 Gives Information

) Category 6 Asks for Opinions
Category 7 Asks for Suggestions
Category 8 Gives Opinions

>
Category 9 Gives SBuggestions

6 Category 10 Criticims
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Folloving Flanders' model, and for purposes of this study,
the indirect supervisory behaviors are taken to be those represcnted
by Categories 1, 2, 3, G, and T and direct supervisory verbal behaviors
are taken to be those in Categories 8, 9, and 10, thus eliminating
the effects of Categories I (Asks for Information) and 5 (Gives In-
formation) vhich tend to have neutral affect.

In terms of the Areas on the Blumberg matrix (see; Appendix)
behaviors falling into Arcas A, B, and D are taken to be indirect,
and behaviors in Areas E and F are taken to te direct for purposes
o;‘ this study. Area C, then, is considered to be transitional, and
is not taken as contributing to either indirect or direct behaviors.

The correspondences among indirect/direct behaviors, the
dependent variables, the Blumberg Areas and the Blumberg Categories

1l through 10, are illustrated in Table 1.

Table 1
Direct/ Dependent . Blumbérg Blumberg
Indirect Variables Areas Categories
‘ 1l A Category 1
: Indirect _— . Category 2
: Supervisory 2 B Category 3
"‘- Behaviors : .__Catepory 6
Trensitional Category k4
: Supervisory 3 c
Behaviors ' Catepory S
Direct . 5 E . Category 8
X Supervisory . Category 9
{ Behaviors 6 F Category 10
.




Characteristics of the Ponulation

Of the sixteen volunteer supervisors, fourteen were full-
time members of the t'miv.ersity faculty, and two were part-time
instructors. Of the fourteen full-time faculty members, three held
the position of instructor, six were assistent professcrs, three
were associate professors, and two held the rank of full professor.
Of these two, one was also Associa{:e Dean of the School of Rducation.

None of the sixteen volunteers had had previous academic
training in the supervision of student teachers, and none had ever
tape-recorded his supervisory conferences.

Three of the volunteers had had considerable cxperience
in working vith interaction analysis. All three taught courses
within the Secondary REducation Department in the analysis of class-
room verbal behavior either on the graduate or undergraduate level,
and all three had at some time tape-recorded and analyzed their
classroom verbal behavior using the Flanders or Amidon-Hunter cate-
gor& systems.

| With respect to previous experience as a college supervisor
of secondary student teachers, four had had no previous experience,
six had had up to five years of experience, and the remaining six
volunteers had from six to thirteen years of experience.

These sixteen volunteers were divided on a random basis into

two groups: +training and control.
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Prior to the beginning of the workshop sessions, all six-
teen volunteer college supervisors were requested to submit a tape-
recording of one conference with a student teacher during the first
week of supervisory observetions (approximately during the third week
of the semester), so as to have material available for analysis in
the workshops. On completion of the recordings, the volunteers were
randomly assigned to either the traininé group or the control group.

Supervisors in the training group were offered the opportunity

of attending approximately four two-hour training sessions, one session
each week. However, not all supervisors were expected to attend all
four training sessions. Training was intended to end when supér—
visors reach:d a minimum proficiency level of (1) coding from a tape
containing examples of all categories in the system with an inter-
observer agreement of .TO with the investigator, and (2) reading and
interpreting the meaning of cell loadings og 8. prepared matrix.
Since some supervisors were already familiar with the Flanders
system or similar systems, if.wag expected that these supervisors
would attend fewer sessions. A summary of the number of training
sessions attended and level of agreement on the proficiency tape
appears in Table k.

On successful completion of the proficiency exemination,

roughly mid-semester, it was suggested to the supervisors in the
training group that they tape-record and self-analyze one conference
each week for the remaining six weeks of the semester. These analyses

were to be done solely by the supervisor, although the inQestigator

was available for additional help if needed.

9




During the final two weeks of the semester all sixteen
supervisors were asked to tape-~record & second conference with
the same student teacher: who had partic;ipated in the first con-
ference. This was done in an attempt to reduce differences that

might appear if different personalities were involved in the two

conferences.
Table k
Training Inter- Conferences
Supervisor Sessions Observer Coded After
Attended Agreement Training
A i 0.802 . 1l
B 4 0.724 3
c 5 0.759 1l
D 3 0.895 . 5
E Y .0.7’43 1l
F 0 0.696 1
G L . 0.703 6

H L 0.TW7 5

10
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Analysis of the Data

Supervisors in both tra:':ning and control groups submitted
a first tape-recording of a supervisory conference held early in
the Spring 1971 seme:stezl and a second tape-recording of a supervisory
 conference held w—ith the same student teacher during the final two
veeks of the semester. Hence, a total of thirty-two tape-recordings
vere submitted to the investigator. The sixteen early tapes vere
designated the pretest conferences‘ and the sixteen final tapes were
designated the posttest conferences.

All thirty-two tape-recorded conferences were coded at the
conclusion of the semester during a three week interval by the
investigator and a second observer familiar with the Blumberg syS'tém
and who had not participated in the study. The inter-observer agree-
ment of 0.927 between the investigator and second observer was deter-
mined immediately prior to the coding of the thirty-two conferences
using the 1l-minute role-played proficiehcy tape.

The conferences were all c;o;'led during a three-week interval
in order to maintain consistency of coding. Moreover, the thirty-
tvo conferences were coded in random order to avoid any possibie
'"mind set" on the part of the investigator who might have anticipated
changes in verbal behavior in the predicted directions.

. At the conclusion of coding all conferences, the codings
were compiled into four composite matrices: training group pretest,
training group postiest, control group pretest, and control group

posttest.

11
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The first analysis of the data was done by inspection of the
composite matrices. While some differences are evident, it appeared
that despite the random .assignment to training or control groups,
initial differences in supervisory verbal behaviors might account
for differences in the final behaviors. It was decided, therefore,
to do an analysis of covariance so that group means could be adjusted
for initial differences. (These results are reported in Table 5, on
page 1h),

Since the tape-recorded conferences were of different lengths,
raw frequencies were changed to frequencies per hundred for purposes
of analysis. For each of the six dependent variables, the frequencies
per hundred represent the column totals of the corresponding Blumberg
categories.

The principal hypotheses to be investigated with respect to
the purpose of the study were the following:

Hl; Over one semester supervisors in the training
group will exhibit greater proportions of
verbal behavior classified by Blumberg as
building and maintaining interpersonal relation-
ships than will supervisors in the control group.

H2: Over one semester supervisors in the training
group will exhibit greater proportions of
verbal behavior classified by Blumberg as
utilization of student teachers' ideas than
will supervisors in the control group.

H3= Over one semester there will be no differences
between the training and control groups in the

proportion of verbal behavior classified by

Blumberg as working on the informational data |
levelo . .
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Hh: Over one semester supervisors in the training
group will exhibit greater proportions of verbal
behavior classified by Blumberg as working on
the opinion data level than will supervisors in
the control group.

Over one semester supervisors in the training
group will exhibit a decrease in the proportions
of verbal behavior classified by Blumberg as
methodology and/or control when compared with
supervisors in the control group.

H6: Over one semester-supervisors in the training
group will exhibit a decrease in the proportions
of verbael behaviors classified by Blumberg as
controlling the student teacher's behavior vwhen
compared with supervisors in the control group.

Teble 5 shows the results of an analysis of covariance on
the dependent variables described in the above hypotheses.

The reader will note that as a result of the analysis of
covariance, there were no statistically significant differences at
the .05 level between the training and control groups with respect
to the six dependent variables. While it cannot be said with statis-
tical confidence that these results were not due to a random process,
nevertheless there are certain apf)arent directional tendencies
evident in the percent changes which warrant at least some attention.

As can be seen from Table 5, only Hypothesis 3 was accepted.
It stated that there would be no significant differences between the
tfaining group and the control group in the proportions of verbal

behavior classified as working on the informational data levels

" (Category 4, Asks for Information; and Category 5, Gives Information).
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Table 5
Analysis of Covariance of Training and ,
Control CGroups on Selectad Verbzl Behaviors
Verhal © Source of Sums of Fean
Behavior Variation af  Squares Sguares %
Support-
Inducing Between 1 8,155 8,465 0,40
Comnnmication Wi thin 13 273,427 21,0132
(Catesories

1 and 2)

Uses Student

Teacherts Betvieen 1
Ideas . Hithin 13 3
(Category 3)

3.192 1,14

O
Co)
o
LW B0
N
-Q
\O
()N

Informational

Data Level Betvween i
(Catepories Within 13 81
L and 5)

0,00

ON=2
o
=
w

-

NN O
=
PNENPEES

Opinicn Data

Level Betwean 1 154,813 154,813 0,62
(Categories Yithin 13 3,243,905 249,531

6 and 7) ,

lMethodology

and/or Between 1 352,137 352,137 2.99
Coatrol Within 13 1,527,807 117.523
(Categories :

8 and 9)

Controlling

Student Betuveen 1 20,369 20,369 0,78
Teacher's Within 13  339.202 - 26,092
Behavior

(Category 10)

% . ' ) :
~For p<.05, with 4f 1,13 F = 4,67 .

14
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With respect to the first hypothesis, the anticipated
chenge was an increased use of verbal behavior classified by Blum-
berg as building and maintaining inter-personal relationships by
supervisors in thg training group. Not only was there no significant
difference between the training and control groups, but the use of
Categories 1 (Support-Inducing Communication) and 2 (Praise) by
both groups decreased. In terms of percent use, (See Tables 6 and
T) the decrease for the control group was 5.76%, while the decrease
for the training group was 0.27%. As c;an be seen from Tables 6 and
7_, four supervisors in the training group increased their use of
Categories 1 (Support-Inducing Communication) and 2 (Praise) while
four decreasecd. In the coritrol group seven .supervisors decreased
and one supervisor increased in the use of Ca.tegories-l and 2.

Hypothesis 2 was not accepted on the basis of the resuits
of the analysis of covariance. It stated that supervisors in the
training group would exhibit a significant increase in their use of
Category 3 _(Accepts and Uses Student Teacher's. Ideas). From Tables
6 and 7 it can be seen that seven of the supervisors in the training
group increased their use of verbal behavior classified as using
.student teacher's ideas, while one decreased. In the control group.
four supervisors increased their use of Category 3 (Accepts or Uses
Student Teacher's Ideas), two showed no change and two decreased.

Hypothesis 3, which stated that there would be no significant
differences between supervisors in the training and control groups in
th(; proportions of Categories 4 (Asks for Information) and 5 (Gives

Information), was accepted.

15
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Hypothesis U4 was not accepted. It stated that supervisors

in the training group would exhibit a significant increase. in their
use of Categories 6 (Asks for Opinions) and T (Asks for Suggestions).
Again in terms of individual supervisors, four in the training group
increased their use of Categories 6 and 7 while two supervisors in
the control group exhibited a greater use of these categories.

Hypothesis 5 was not accepted. It stated that supervisors
in the training group would exhibit a significant decrease in their
use of Categories 8 (Gives Opinions) and 9 (Gives Suggestions). The
hypothesized change was in the direction of decreased use by the
supervisors in the training group. While the change was not signifi-
cant, seven of the eight supervisors in the training group did show
a decrease, while only four of the supervisers in the con’rol group
shoved a decrease.

Similarly, Hypothesis 6 which predicted a significant
decrease in the use of Category 10 (Criticism) by supervisors in
the training group was not accepted. Six supervisors in the
training group exhibited a decreé.se, one remained unchanged, and

one exhibited an increase. In the control group, five supervisors

showed a decrease while three increased their use of Category 10.




VRSN Ry

Rt s e B e SR

.
SRR N

19

Discussion of the Results

Although the analysis of covariance revealed no signifi-
cant differences in gelected verbal behaviors between supervisors
who used the Blumberg category system to analyze their verbal be-
havior in supervisory conferences and supervisors who did not use
the Blumberg system to analyze their conferences, nevertheless
there were some positive changes in the hypothesized directions by
supervisors in the training group.

With respect to the first hypothesis, the anticipated change
was an increased use of Category 1 (Support-Inducing Communication)
and Category 2 (Praise). As was shown previously, both groups
exhibited a decrease in the use of these catégories. It may be the
case that as semester progresses, college supervisors perceive less
need for building and maintaining interpersonal relationships. How-
ever, the fact that supervisors in the control group exhibited a
greater decrease (5.76%) than supervisors in the training group (0.27%)
may indicate that use of the Blumberg system tends to offset the
possible pattern of an overall decrease in the use of verbal supervi-

sory behaviors catezorized as building and maintaining interpersonal

'relationships.

While supervisors in both training and control groups exhibited
a slight overall increase in the use of Category 3 (Accepts and Uses
Student Teachers Ideas), there was, on the whole, extremely little
evidence of supervisors making use of, clarifying or expanding—upon-

the ideas expressed by their student teachers during supervisory
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conferences. Given such limited use of Category 3 by all sixteen
' supervisors in the study, the increase exhibited by the seven super-
" visors in the training group represents a somewhat promising change.
The ability to pick up and work with ideas expressed by others may
well be a difficult skill to acquire, but it would seem that the
supervisors in the training group identified this area as worth work-
ing toward. |

It has been predicted that supegvisors in the training group
would exhibit an increased use of Category 6 (Asks for Opinions)
aﬁd Category 7 (Asks for Suggestions). However, the supervisors
in the training group showed a slight decrease (0.39%) while super-
visors in the control group exhibited a slight increase (0.19%).
While there was, in effect, nc difference between the groups in terns
of an increased use of this category, four of the supervisors in the
training group exhibited an increase as compared with two supervisors
in the control group.

Asking the student teacher.to analyze or evaluate his teach-
ing behavior (Category 6) or to generate alternative means of approach-
ing a task (Category T) would seem to be supervisory behaviors which
more deeply engage the studént teacher in problem-solving activities.
On the other hand, when supervisors analyze or evaluate the student
teacher{s performence (Category 8) or provide alternative suggestions
(Category 9,),i the problem-solvihg aspects of the conférence is more
in the hands of the supervisor rather than the student teacher, It
is interesting to note that whern the ratio of supervisory "asking"

(Categories 6 and 7) to supervisory "telling" (Categories 8 and 9)

20
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are compared, supervisors in the control group did approximately
five times as much "telling" as "asking" on both pretest and post-
test conferences, while supervisors in the training group exhibited
a decrease from approximately three times as much "telling" on the
pretest conferences to approximateiy twice as much "telling" on the
posttest conferences. The change is perhaps small, but any move»in .
the direction of putting the problem-solving into the hands of the
learner mey well be a useful one.

In terms of the predicted decreése in the use of Category 10
(Criticism), the supervisors in the training group exhibited an
increase (2.42%) compared with a slight decrease (0.36%) by super-
visors in tﬁe control group.. However, the ovérall increase by super-
visors in the training group may have been effected by the relatively
large ‘increase (17.41%) in the use of criticism by one supervisor
(Supervisor B) in the training group. If the pretest and posttest
conferences for Supervisor B were omitted from tﬁe composite matrices
for the training group, the use of Category 10 (Criticism) by the
remaining seven supervisors decreased by 1.02%. Neither group.exhibited
more than a slight change in use of Category 10, bﬁtféhere was rela-
tively little use of thé catégory by either group.:

With respect to the subproblems of the study, sixteen of
twenty-four supervisors volunteered to participate. Blumberg and Cusick
pointed out that "as can be imagined, this is not the kind of data

that is easily collected. Supervisors seem to be somewhat reluctant

21
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to have their conferences recordec’i."l That two-thirds of the super-
visory staff volunteered would seem to indicate some interest on the
part of the supervisors in this study to explore their teaching
behavior in supervisc;ry .conferences.

In addition, the training time required to achieve reason-
able proficienc&r was not excessive. Vhen considering the feasibility
of procedures for the improvement of teaching behaviors in the super-
visory conference by in-service coilege supervisors, the factor of
time reguired for training cannot be considered 1lightly. Since all
but two of the supervisors in this study wex’_'e full-time faculty members,
it was necessary to explore the effectiveness of a training procedure
which would encroach as little as possible on the wide range of
responsibilities of university faculty.

In terms of the relative frequency of use of the system
after completion of training, the fact that’ f.ourbof the eight super-
visors in the training group employed the system only once during the
remaining six weeks of the semester is difficult to evaluate. It is
not known, for example, what relafionships exist between the frequency
of such self-analysis and the quaelity or depth of the self-study of a
single conference is as valuable to the supervisor as more rapid
a.nalyéis of a number of conferences. Clearly, this is an aspect that

requires considerable further investigation.

L Arthur Blumberg and Philip Cusic k"Supervisor-Teacher Inter-
action: An Analysis of Verbal Behavior" (paper read at annual meeting
of the American Educational Research Association, Minneapolis, Minn.,

1970) p. T.
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In considering the study as a whole, one possible reason for
the failure to achieve significant differences was the limited period
of time, app;'oximately six veeks, between the conclusion of training
and the final supervisory conference. Although some of the supervisors
in the training group had little or no previous experience as college
supervisors, all had had from seven to fifteen years  classroom teach-
ing experience. Most of the earlier studies on the effects of train-
ing in interaction analysis on the verbal behavior of teachers were
conducted with student teachers or intern teachers, and it seems reason-
able to assume that the population in those studies had not yet com-
Ppletely developed their verbal teaching styles. It seems likely
that the longer the teaching experience, the more difficult it becomes
to change verbal teaching behavior. If this is true, then it may well
take considerably longer than one semestezj for college supervisors
to exhibit changes in' their verbal béhaviors. This position seems
practicula;'ly reasonable in light of the fact that more changes wvere
made by those supervisors in the training group who had had one year's
experience or less as a college supervisor than the supervisors with
from three to eight years' experience.

Another possible explanation for the lack of significant
changes might be that college supervisors, unlike student teachers
or begihning teachers, do not see that indirect verbal behaviors are
necessarily more likely to achieve the goals of the supervisory .
conference. This lack of conviction- with respect to the value of ”

the indirect/direct dimensions of the ‘Blumberg éystem may account

3




for the infrequent use of the system by four of the supervisors after
completion of training. It may be the case that college supervisors
are more concerned with cognitive as opposed to affective aspects of
the superviso_ry conferen'ce, and that a .system like Weller's would

be more appropriate.

Summary

Given the acknowledged importance of the supervisory confer-
ence in teacher education program:;, there has been to date little
effort to modify the teaching behavior of college supervisors in
supervisory conferences.

This study explored the feasibility of inducing changes in
the verbal behavior of college supervisors through self-analysis of
their conferenges by means of the Blumberg Supérvisor—Teacher Inter-
action Category System. It was anticipated that, as a result of
using the Blumberg system, college supervisbrs would exhibit signi-
ficantly greater use of indirect verbal teaching behaviors. There '
is some evidence to suggest that indirect classroom teaching behavior
has a positive correlation with éreater pupil achievement. Thus,
the anticipated increase in the use of indirect behaviors by college
supervisors was viewed as an important aspect of the improvement
of the teaching behavior of college supervisors during conferences
with their student teachers. . ‘ \

The results of the study iq@i.qg.j!:.gg' that there were no statis-
tically significant differences in selected verbal behaviors between
sul.aervisors who used the BIumb'erg system to analyze their éupervisoxy
conferences and supervisors who did not emply this sytem for ¢onfer-

ence .analysis.
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Blunberg Supervisor-Teacher Interaction System

Supervisor Behavior .

Category 1.

Category 2.
Category 3.
Category k.
Category 5.
Category 6.
Category 7.
Category 8.
Category 9.
Category 10.

Teacher Behavior

Category 11.
Category 12‘.
Category 13.
Category 1k.

Category 15.

Support-Inducing Communication. Statements by the
supervisor intended to build a "healthy" climate.

Praise.

Accepts or Uses Teacher's Ideas.
Asks for Information.

Gives Information.

Asks for Opinions

Asks for Suggestions.

Gives Opinions. |

Gives Suggestions.

Criticism.

Asks for Information, Opinions, or Suggestions.
Gives Informatiqn, Opinions, or Suggestions.
Positive Social Emotional Behavior.

Negative Social Emotional Behavior.

Silence or Confusion.
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Figure 3

Supervisor-Teacher Interaction Matrix
' Blumberg Areas
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