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Purpose of the Study

The purpose of this study was to examine whether college

supervisors who analyze 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 when compared

with college supervisors who do not analyze their supervisory con-

ferences by means of the Blumberg system. The subproblems investigated

were:

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

2. Can college supervisors be instructed in the use of
the BluMberg system to a reasonable level of inter-
observer agreement within a reasonable period of time?

3. Having learned to analyze the verbal behavior of paxti-
cipants in supervisory conferences by means of the Blum-
berg system, will college supervisors then apply this
knowledge to self-analysis?

Although mcst verbal category systems for analyzing supervisory

conferences were designed specifically 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 thc

interaction between supervisors and teachers in school settings, and,

Blumberg maintained,it is applicable to the dyadic conference either

as a research instrument or as a training instrument. According to

1311.mt erg :

An interaction system that is concerned with the
supervisor and teacher, then, should offer its users,
ml , informat i on about

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

2. The relative supportiveness or defensiveness of
communication.

It should also be able to reflect

1. How the supervisor's behavior affects the teacher.

2. How the supervisor reacts to the behavior cf the
teacher.1

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

system and as such incorporates the notion of direct and indirect

supervisory verbal behaviors.

A number of studies have been reported in which an attempt

was made to establish correlations between teacher verbal, behaviors

described by Flanders as "indirect" and "direct" 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

correlations between teacher directness end pupil achievement.

lArtbur 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.
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If the self-aJalysis of verbal teaching behavior by means of

systems of interaction analysis leads to more indirect teaching

behavior, and if indirect teaching behavior is associated with greater

pupil achievement, then the self-analysis of verbal. teaching

behavior by means of interaction analysis systems should lead to

greater achievement.

In terms of the above syllogism, this study concerned, itself

with establishing the validity of the major premise as applied to

the verbal teaching behavior of college supervisors during supervisory

conferences.

Limitations of the Staciy.

It was not the intention of this study to arrive at general-

ikations about the nature of the interaction which takes place between

college supervisors and their student teachers curing supervisory con-

ferences, nor was it intended to test or predict relationships between

supervisory verbal behavior and student teacher performance. rather,

the problem as described above addressed :itself to exploring the feast-

bility of a means for inducing changes in the verbal behavior of college

supervisors.

This study was limited to sixteen college supervisors:within

a single institution working with student teachers on the secondary

level. The study was conducted during the course of a sing3.e semester,

and all of the supervisors who participated were volunteers.
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The VnriabJes

The independent variable was the use of the Blumberg system

of analyzing the verbal interaction in supervisory conferences.

The dependent variables were the proportions of use of the

following six clusters of categories:

Variable Corresponding Categories

1
Category 1

Category 2

Support-Inducing Communication

Praise and Encouragement

2 Category 3 Accepts and Uses Student
Teacher's Ideas ,

3

Category 4

Category 5

Asks for Information

Gives Information

4

Category 6

Category 7

Asks for Opinions

Asks for Suggestions

5

Category 8

Category 9

Gives Opinions

Gives Suggestions

6 Category 10 Criticims
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Following Flanders model, and for purposes of this study,

the indirect supervisory behaviors are taken to be those represented

by Categories 1, 2, 3, 6, and 7 and direct wipervisory verbal behaviors

are taken to be those in Categories 8, 9, and 10, thus eliminating

the effects of Categories 4 (Asks for Infornmtion) and 5 (Gives In-

formation) which tend to have neutral affect.

In terms of the Areas on the Blumberg matrix (see Appendix)

behaviors falling into Areas A, B, and D are taken to be indirect,

and behaviors in Areas E and F are taken to be direct for purposes

of 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

1 through 10, are illustrated in Table 1.

Table 1

Direct/ Dependent ',Blilmberg
Indirect Variables Areas

Blumberg
Categories

Indirect
1 A

.13

Category 1

Category?__
Supervisory
Behaviors

2 Category 3
Category 6

4 D Category 7

Transitional
SuperviserY
Behaviors

3

Category 4

CateBory 5

Direct
SuperviscrY

5 E Category 8
Category 9

Behaviors 6 F Category 10
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Characteristics of the Population

Of the sixteen volunteer supervisors, fourteen were full-

time members of the university faculty, and two were part-time

instructors. Of the fourteen full-time faculty members, three held

the position of instructor, six were assistant p.rofessors, three

were associate professors, and two held the rank of full professor.

Of these two, one was also Associate Dean of the School of Education.

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 experience

in working with interaction analysis. All three taught courses

within the Secondary Education 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-

gory 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 observations (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 training 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 super-

visors reachA a minimum proficiency level of (1) coding from a tape

containing examples of all categories in the system with an inter-

observer agreement of .70 with the investigator, and (2) reading and

interpreting the meaning of cell loadings on a prepared matrix.

Since some supervisors were already familiar with the Flanders

system or similar systems, it was 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 4.

On successful completion of the proficiency examination,

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

wei-e to be done solely by the supervisor, although the investigator

was available for additional help if needed.

9



During the final two weeks of the semester all sixteen

supervisors were asked to tape-record a second conference with

the same student teacher who had participated 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 4

Training Inter- Conferences
Supervisor Sessions Observer Coded After

Attended Agreement Training

A 1 0.802 1

4 0.724 3

5 0.759 1

3 0.895
. 5

4 o.743 1

o 0.696 1

4 0.703 6

4 0.747 5

10

10
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Analysis of the Data

Supervisors in both training and control groups submitted

a first tape-recording of a supervisory conference held early in

the Spring 1971 semester and a second tape-recording of a supervisory

conference held ylth the same student teacher during the final two

weeks of the semester. Hence, a total of thirty-two tape-recordings

were submitted to the investigator. The sixteen early tapes were

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 Baumberg system

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 11-minute role-played proficiency tape.

The conferences were all coded during a three-week interval

in order to maintain cOnsistency of coding. Moreover, the thirty-

two conferences wrE:re coded in random order to avoid any possible

"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 mataices: training group pretest,

training group posttest, control group pretest, and control group

poittest.

11
z-
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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 msults are reported in Table 5, on

page 1It ).

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:

H
1.

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.

Over one semester there will be no differences
between the training and control groups in the
proportion of verbal behavior classified by
Bltimberg as working on the informational data
level.

12
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114: 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.

H
5

: 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 verbal behaviors classified by Blumberg as
controlling the student teacher's behavior when
compared with supervisors in the control group.

Table 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 apparent 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

training 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 Traininp: and
Control Groups on Selected Verbal Behaviors

Verbal Source of Sums of Mean
Behavior Variation di Squares Squares F *

Support-
Inducing Between 1 8.465 8.465 0.40
commication Within 13 273.427 21,032
(Categories
1 and 2)

Uses Student
Teacher's Bo tween 1 3.192
Ideas Within 13 36.353
(Category 3)
1111.0.11....... .......aw ..01.111 111*

........

3.192 1.14
2.796

.RIONfs../NII

Informational
Data Level Between 1 0.117 0,117 0,00
(Categories Within 13 812,516 62.501
4 and 5).WO...+..M=... 1.1
ODinion Data
Level
(Categories
6 and 7)

Between 1 154.813 154.813 0,62
Within 13 3,243.905 249.531

//././..ww/a/OwaIwoe.

Methodology
and/or Between 1 352.137 352,137 2.99
Control Within 13 1,527.807 117.523
(Categories
8 and 9)

Controlling
Student

. Teacher's
Behavior
(Category 10)

Between 1 20.369 20,369 0.78
Wi thin 13 339.202 26. 092

For p < .05, with .d.f 1,13 F = 4.67

14



15

With respect to the first hypothesis, the anticipated

change was an increased use of verbal behavior classified by Blum-

berg as building and,maintaining inter-personal relationships by

supervisors in the 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

7) the decrease for the control group was 5.76%, while the decrease

for the training group was 0.27%. As can 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 decreased. In the control group seven supervisors decreased

and one supervisor increased in the use of Categories 1 and 2.

gypothesis 2 was not accepted on the basis of the results

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

the proportions of Categories 4 (Asks for Information) and 5 (Gives

Information), was accepted.

15
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Hypothesis 4 was not accepted. It stated that supervisors

in the training group would exhibit a significant increase in their

use of Categories 6 (Ask for Opinions) and 7 (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 supervisors in the conidrol group

showed a decrease.

Similarly, Hypothesis 6 which predicted a significant

decrease in the use of Category 10 (Criticism) by supervisors in

the training groupwas not accepted. Six supervisors in the

training group exhibited a decrease, one remained unchanged, and

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

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



Discussion of the Results

Although the analysis of covariance revealed no signifi-

cant differences in selected 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 categories. 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 cate3orized 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 supervisors in the training group

would exhibit an increased use of Category 6 (Asks for Opinions)

and 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, np difference between the groups in terms

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 7) would seem to be supervisory behaviors which

more deeply engage the student teacher in problem-solving activities.

On the other hand, when supervisors analyze or evaluate the student

teacher's performance (Category 8) or provide alternative suggestions

(Category 9,),ithe prdblem-solving aspects of the conference is more

in the hands of the supervisor rather than the student teacher. It

is interesting to note that when the ratio of supervisory "asking"

(Categories 6 and 7) to supervisory "telling" (Categories 8 and 9)
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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 approximately 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 may well be a useful one.

In terms of the predicted decrease 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 the control group. However, the overall 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 the 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, but there was rela-

tively little use of the category 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 recorded.
1

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 supervisory conferences.

In addition, the training time required to achieve reason-

able proficiency was not excessive. When considering the feasibility

of procedures for the improvement of teaching behaviors in the super-

visory conference by in-service college supervisors, the factor of

time required for training cannot be considered lightly. Since all

but tvo of the supervisors in this study were 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'four of 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 relationships exist between the frequency

of such self-analysis and the quality or depth of the self-study of a

single conference is as valuable to the supervisor as more rapid

analysis of a number of conferences. Clearly, this is an aspect that

requires conaiderable further investigation.

1 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, Mirnl.,
1970), p. 7.
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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, approximately six weeks, 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-

pletely 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 semester for college supervi.sors

to exhibit changes in their verbal behaviors. This position seems

practicularly reasonable in light of the fact that more changes were

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 beginning 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 Slumberg system may account

23



211

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 supervisory conference, and that a system like Weller's would

be more appropriate.

Summary

Given the acknowledged importance of the supervisory confer-

ence in teacher education programs, 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 conferences by numns of the Blumberg Supervisor-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 greater 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 indicated that there were no statis--

tically significant differences in selected verbal behaviors between

supervisors who used the Blumberg syitem to analyze their supervisory

conferences and supervisors who did not emply this sytem for confer-

ence analysis.
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Blumberg Supervisor-Teacher Interaction System

Supervisor Behavior .

Category 1. Support-Inducing Communication. Statements by the
supervisor intended to build a "healthy" climate.

Category 2. Praise.

Category 3. Accepts or Uses Teacher's Ideas.

Category 4 Asks for Information.

Category 5. Gives Information.

Category 6. Asks for Opinions

Category 7. Asks for Suggestions.

Category 8. Gives Opinions.

Category 9. Gives Suggestions.

Category 10. Criticism.

Teacher Behavior

Category 11. Asks for Information, Opinions, or Suggestions.

Category 12. Gives Information, Opinions, or Suggestions.

Category 13. Positive Social Emotional Behavior.

Category 14. Negative Social Emotional Behavior.

Category 15. Silence or Confusion.
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