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Training of Student Teachers Through

Personalized Videotape Feedback

Oliver H. Bown
Research and Dévelopment Centex for Teacher Education

The University of Texas at Austin

Personalized videotape feedback, in the form to be deseribed here, is
one conponent of a highly integrated training system for prospective teachers
developed by the Reseerch and Development Center for Teacher Education. This
system has been described elsewhere (Butfs et al., 1970; Chase & Peck, 1970;
Fuller, 1970, 1972; Peck, 1970) but some understanding of the programmatic context
in nhich such feedback is offefed is necessary to the comprehension of the
training model which thie form nf feedback partially implements as well as of
its relationship to other implementing_procedrres and processes.

At one level of description, the Personalized Teacher Educat%pn Program
was designed to implement a medelfof.teacher education which is heavily develop-
mental.' Briefly, this means that ehe program is explicitly designed to take '
into account, and facilitate growth and learning in, the prospective teacher's
intra-personal characteristics, congruence and, comfort; her interpersonal
authenticity, skills and impact, and.the breadth and"flexibility~of~her"reper-“wmwwﬂww—
toire of professional skills. It follows that it is a highiyvindividualized
system intentionally designed to pfoduce integrated but idiosyncratie graduates
rather than a standardized and monolithic set of compefencies.

Optimal implementation of sueh a system is a goal toward which we continuel-
ly strive with considerable assurance that we will never quite reach it and that

no particular set of implementing procedures represents the final or best answers.




Our experience over fifteen years of implementation effort in our own institutiosx,
and more recently in adopting institutions across the country, suggest the
followiné'sgt of components as a gradually achjievable and comparatively effective
implementation structure:

1. The blocking of time and courses so that students are engaged
full-time in their professional tfaining over two semesters.

2. Inter-disciplinary faculty teaming to assure maximum-inteération
of course content across disciplines and of college-based and school-based
learning experiences; additionally to assure the greatest poésible
acquainfance with each student by all faculty involved in his training
and full sharing among faculty of increasing awareness of students'
learning and experiential needs and progress.

3. Early, cohtinuous anq progressiVebriesponsible involvement of
the student in public school élassrooms selected and developed as fully
as possible to provide for thé individual learning needs of the student.

-4.. Provision of maximuh;feedback tuo each stude@t-regarding his
teaching-related personal chﬁr&cte;ﬁ%fiés (personal assessment feedback),
his projection of himself into, and behavioral enactment of, the teaching
role (videotape feedback and continuing feedback based on direct observa-
tion by teacher educators, cooperﬁting teachers and fupils)'focusing as
appropriate on the intra-personal, interpersonal and professional skill
facets of hie performance.

5. Provision of viable alternatives for the acqpisition of knowledge,
manégement and instructipnal syills, and teaching experience in accordance
with the student's readiness and perceived discrepancies between actua1

and desired performancé, impact, and vesulting satisfaction.




The combining of these components into an integrated system provides a
learning climate in which éach component and procedgre has measurablg effects
of its own along with synergistic effects on othér components. Qur research
ard evaluation evidence corroborates this cumulative effects hypothesis and
isuggests that this whole is'indeed more than the sum of its separate parts
(Borich et al., 1974; Fuller et al., 1969; Haak, 1973; Menaker et al., 1973).

With this context in mind, it is possible to focus on what we call
personalized videotape feedback as it is operationalized in the array of
supportive pro?edures and processes, all of which grow sut of a single model
of teacher education. This model has been .explicated elsewhere (Fuller, 1974).

There arve 6bviouv1y a number of conceptual models and bases out of which
various forms of videotape feedback arice in current prantic; (e.g.,Fuller et
al., 1973). wide variations reéult in the feedback process, instructor-student
relationshipé, and goals. Videotape feedback may becpme.a tool for behavior
modification, for skill or'competency training, for psychodynamic diagnosis
and treatment, for classroom interaction gnalysis and modification, for
evaluation, and for vatious.combinations thereof.

Peréonalized videotape feedback can hardly be described as a simple feédback
syétem conceptually or operationally. Ié attempts to take Iinto account the
idiosyncratic nature of the student and of the behavioral and teaching style
goais-which he sets for himself. It attemp®s to motivate the naturalistic
development of the student through progressively challenging experience rather
than setting fixed behavioral and instructional goals. It attempts to meet
the student as he is and where he is which may confront the student with either‘
congruence OT diséonance'between his own goals and his own performance and hié

own view or perspective on that performance and its impact.



Personalized videotape feedback has evolved not only from a conceptual
model of teacher education but also with due cognizance of research results
in teacher education and other related fields. While a certain degree of
consensus on some aspecis of videotape feedback in selected settings with
.particular populations and procedures emerges from the literature (Fuller,

1973; Fuller, Baker & Manning, 1972; Fuller & Manning, 1973), much more
research is obviously needed to support, modify or eliminate current practices,
including our own.

The preceding introduction to the conceptual and research bases of person-
alized videotape feedback and thé programmatic context in which it sefvés an
" a synergistic component has served to emphasize the importance we attach to
an integrated system of teacher preparation as opposed to a collection of courses,
requirements or other pieces. it should be noted, hdwever, that personalized
videotape feedback has been used effectively in téacher preparation programs
which are unrelated to the Personalized Teacher Education Program but which
have some goals and procedures in common.

Out of many years of experience in uging sound movie and videctépé feedback
with successive groups of prospective teachers, a number of salient eléments
which recur frequently in the process can be identified. The major purpose
of this paper is to discﬁss briefly some of these aspects of the feedback process

from the vantage point of the practitioner.

1. The "Claiming of Self'" Phenomenon
One of the very powerful effects of seeing oneself on videotape is the
shock -- in one degree or another -- of seeing cneself from the vantage point

of a gecond pefsoh. This shock is likely to be less if the person has had



preﬁious experiencé'in being taped or filmed and hﬁs been able to assimilate
this second-peréén\view of himself. Prospective teaéhers engaged in their
very earl& enactments of the ceaching'arole"»are often startled Sy the way they
sound and'look and "come through" in spite of previous experienée in being filmedl
in other coﬂtexts. When this new perspective is really striking for the student, !/
he may haQe real difficulty initially in claiming the image on the tape as
himself even as he tells himself intellectugll& that it has to be true. Students
often signal this'react;on by statemenfs such as, "That Ean'f be me <~ you
mﬁst have the tapes mixed up,' or "The camera mustlh&ve been at a peculiar
angle." |
This effect is one which ve feel is highly»iﬁportant for the person offering

feedback to understand and to provide for in the feedback process itself. It
can easily be discounted or pushed aside éntirely by retcrts such as ""Ch sure,
most studentsifeel that way initially, but it will go away." Reports from
other settings (e.g., Cornelison & Arseniah, 1960; Danet, 1968; Geertsma « Reivich,
1965; lezmgn, 1969;‘Kagan & Xrathwohl, 1967; Modre, Chernell & West, 1965;

~ Stoller, 1968) on subjects who are generally less secure and functional than
prospective teachers indicate that th; threat connected with being videotaped
and in being "forced" to view the result; can be so great that fhe sub ject

_ physically avoids the camera, refuses.to'speak or act, ;efuées to look at thé
playback, and occasionally becomes withdrawn and disoriented. Reactions from
prospective teachers are typically less severe, but they do exist very commonly
(e.g.;Breen & Diehl,'1970; Perlberg et al., 1971; Wat;s, 1975). As the iﬁage
on the screen is gradnglly "claimed" the student may say, "Now I see what my
mother.has been trying to tell me all my life," or '"God help us all! I come

AY

through just like the teachers I've resented and swore I1'd never be like."
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When feedback assists the student to claim_himself -- from a new perspective --

j the student has access to a ﬁew sourcé of data about himself which can become

an invaluable catalyst and tool for suﬁsequent learning. One impdf;ant implica-

tion of this aSpeét of the feedback process, which is mildly in conflict with

some of the research literature, isvthat too much focus on specific behaviors

and objectives éarly in the feedb#ck process can_effectively ignore or rule

out of order the student's view of himself as a total, functioning professional.

As will be poiﬁted out below, full opportunity to explore this acceptance domain

ofte. leads to the student's identification of discrepancies detween the way

he thought he performed and the way he subsequently viewed that performance on

videotape which in tufn becomes a potent source of nominations of both general

teaching style and specific behaviors which the student is most h’ghly motivated

to change. Dr. Hunt's paper in this session (Hunt, 1974) has explicated the

.rationale for the use of self-nomination in determining .the focus for improvement

of teacher performance.

é. The Nomination of Focus Problem

Students typically anticipate that videotape feedback is little more than
a modernized form of observation and critiqﬁing of their teaching performance.
The assumption is f?equently built ;nto this conception that the éupe:visor's
value judgments regarding what constitutes good or ideal or minimally acceptable. 
performance is the major criterion wLich>w111 be applied to their effort. If -
they have been able to read the supervisor's mind (a highly developed survival
skill in many students), ;hd can make their teaching behavior conform to their
reéding -- at least for a short period -- then they should receive the usuali

pat on the head and an A in th2 course. The conversion of this essentially




deadly passive-dependent approach rather than its unwitting perpetuation~is one
of the basic challenges which,effecti?e videotape feedback.must face. If the
atmosphere generated durihg the feedback session is characterized by mutual

and increasing openness, directness, and respect, we find that students can

be perceptifn17 and constructively seif-critical. Given effective interaction,
the self-cfiticism generated b discrepanci—s between the way the student
performed and the way he would like to perform readily evolves into a maﬁageable
rumber of specific foci around which the student is internally motivated to
concentrate his learning and his subsequent experience. This does not mean
that the supervicor becomes an eméty-headed, formless, valueless creature
abandoning‘the student to his own devices. As the student learns that his

own concerns are important guides to his own motivation to changé rather than
shémeful give-aways of'his inadequacy and weaknéss, he is likely to become open
to active and discriminatingtuse of the supervisor's percepiion of ghe student's
performance as well as his exberience and expertise. Self-nomination of foéus
is not magié in itself. We beiieve it is an important part of the process of

a Qtudeﬁt's becoming a éontinui;é\learner rather than a finished produc; who

. \
has met and maintains in repetiti;é\fashiqn the minimal standards set by others.

3. The Facilitatién-Confrontation Dilemma
The consensus of research on';ideotape feedback suggests that feedba;k
is most effective when it is béth facilitative and confrontive. Our own
eﬁperience would support this dual, and sometimes paradoxical,‘conslusion..
The focus on the student's developing awareness of himéelf and his teaching
!

behavior and impact is a facilitating element, in our judgment. The ehcouragen'

ment provided in the feedback interaction for the student to explore and clarify



the array of events occurring in his "innexz" and "outer" worlds which are most
striking or salient for him 1is anothér part of facilitation. The quiet support
" of ghe student's assumption of increased responsibility for his own leafbing
is yet another. ) |

| Confrontation also occurs in the feedback process‘as a preface or as an
interwoven part of these and other facilitsative processes. - Being videotaped
while -teaching is experienced as a kind of confrontation by most novice teachers®
(and by a goo& many seasoned ones -- including teacher eduéators -- as well).
Viewing the tape late:; i« the présence of one or more others who count is almost
always an anxiety-préducing; con%ronting experience in ébme degree. 1Indeed,
an importaﬁt part of the artistry of effectiQe feedback lies in the skill of
the supervisor in inviting and accépting the student's expréssions of appre-
hension,‘anxiety and distress while developing and maintaining a relationship
which keeps these reactions within tolerable limits where they can serve as
motivators rather than disruptors of present and subsequent learning. These
general confrontational eiements are vital in éffectivé feedback because they
are so directly linked tc the studgnt's motivation for .change, for increased
competence and increased satisfaction in the teaching relationship.

" Another form of confrontation occurs wifhin the feedback interaction itself.
Some of this arises in what may be generally described as self-confrontation.
That.is, the'student becomes aware of discfepancies betweén his performance
as he experienced dhd recollects it, his own perception of that performance
when he subsequently views it and between both of these perceptions and his
own goals. $elf confrontaﬁioq within an éutheﬁtic human relationship provides

a large part of the motive power, tie focus, the direction and the iﬁpact of

effective feedback.



Another form of confrontation arises from the perceptions of the?supervisor
of the student's performance and his explicit and implicit goals. WHis perceptions
may be highly. congruent or incongruent with the student ] perceptions. Incon-
gruent perceptions represent another kind of discrepancy and another source-
of confrontation. Many perceptions of this kind are related simply to the very
difterent vantage points from which the student and the supervisorvare viewing
the student's performance.. The.superyisor is oftenvmuch more aware of facets’
of the student's behavior and its inmediate impact on pupils than the student
who was 80 much caught up in the experience and in "r<living" it while watching
the tape that important and often obvious details escape his attention.' Effectiye
feedback demands the pointing up of such observations by the supervisor, particu-
larly where the student's behavior is educationaily significant, remediable,
and related to the student's own”ievelfand focus of-concern about his teaching
~and its effects. Assuming an adequate feedback relationship, these kinds of
observations arejlikely to be received as new’information by the student -- or
different and interesting perspectives on his current stﬁle of operation. An
exanple of this kind of observation is when the.supervisor says, ''Did you notice
that you called on several girls in this segment: but on none of the boys?"

The student replies, "No, I didn’ t, not at the time and not when vwe watched

it just‘now. ‘That's surprising, but thinking back, I suspect you're right. .

And I think I may know-part of the reason." | |

This aspect of feedback involves instructional, tutorial and consultative
skills which are quite familiar to supervisors’and teacher educators generally
who individualize'instruction and work in closedproximity to the student's»schooi- ‘
based experiences. It has greatest impact,.we'beiieve, when it is directed

to areas of real concern to the student.
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Another distinguishable form of confrontation may occur when student and
supervisor percéive a teaching incident in a ﬁery similar way but dfsagree
strongly on its long- or short-term effect onfthe teacher and/or the pupils.
Educational values are extensions of personél values .and usually reside soﬁe-
where near the bedrécﬁ of a functioning pérsbnality. Value conflicts do occur
between supervisor and student. Yhey are generally neither comfortable nox
easily resolved. There is a commitmen't in.persgﬁaiizednfeedback to face such
issues openly with compassion, humility and patience. It is beyond the scopé
of this paper to delineaté the process involved. | A

Freqﬁently, value conflict‘ESE se is not the igsue in confrontation. At
a broad, philosophical level, sﬁpefvisors and students usually share many values
commonly. .Moré often, the confrontation occurs érouﬁ& the way iﬁ'which the

‘student has implemented a yalﬁe;based immediate goal in a particular classroom
situatipﬁ. In that very real world, thé student is keeﬁly aware of the
coastraints imposed in his perception by the school, the coopérgting teacher,
the supervisor, the nature of the puéiis and the novice status dé the student -%
constraints which are not iikely to céexistvin perfect harmony. The student's
pércéption of such cpns;raints is rarely &ﬁroﬁted in reality, but such realities
are rarely as infléxible or powerful as the student perceives them to bef The
student's response to confrontation is ;his area is often, "I see what you mean;
but, of course, I wop't teach like this when I have my own classrqom!" 1f .

training is to be more than a hazing“experience,'it is extremely-important that
ﬁhe student begin to explore the al;ernatives wﬁiéh are open to him within the

reality'éonstraipts which exist -- and which will continue to exist in one fo;m B

or ;nothervas iong as he teaches and as loﬂg as he lives. Effective confrontation

here can-spawn the gradual emergence of adult responsibility, independence and
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potency as a replacement for helpleSg cenformity with compensatory fantasies

of omnipotence.

4. The.E;aluation - Fee&back.DiscriminatiOn

The distinction between evaluation and feedback seems to be ;rucial, in
our experience, not primarily at a semantic level, but rather in the perception
and interactional experiendeé of both student and supervis?r.

For many understandable reasons,- students are likely to view the process
cf b~ing videotaped and viewing and discussing the tapes as an evaluation of
their performance, by whatever name it's called ahd.regardless of how benign,
supportive and non-threaﬁening its introduction has been. Their anticipations
of the feedback session are likely to be built on their many past experiences
in being evaluated and the way they feel about them. Students use polite and
sophisticated language to describe or justify the evaluatica expérience, bux
a great many of them feel, "This is the time when the éupervisor will tell me
what I did wrong." |

Supervisors hav;.théir own conceptual and emotional problems on their side
of the feedback relationship,...They want to be helpful ana constructive. More-
over,.;heyiusually want to be liked and trusted. At the same tiﬁe, they can't
leave their brains or value systems or critical capacities outside the door
of the feedback room. Their greatest fear is often expressed in the form of,
'"'Wwhat can I do if the student's éefformance is impossibly bad?" ‘

We do notlhave a formula for dealiné with this prob{em. It lies close
b.tc the heart of the dynamics which enter and influence magy human felationships.
Self-exposure is énvessential ingredignt in learning and change and yet it is

frequently threatening to one's present sense of well-being. It is well and
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importaﬁt.to note that most.students manifest some prev;ously unrecognized
strengths in their early teaching att;;pts, and effective feedback will focus
on these and assist students to build on them rather than taking them for
granted.

The distinction between the kind of experience which'ié'viewed as construc-
tive and motivating feedback rather than discouraging and inhibiting evaluation
does not lie exclusively in the accentuation of the positive. It seems to be
‘more in ﬁhe time frame on which the supervisor focuses; largely in an attitudinél
sense. The vi&eotape conironts the student with his performance which is now
pasg. There 1is néthing he cah do,tq change it apaft from exp}aining, fationai—'
izing or denying it. If the student, with or without the ai& of the supggvisor,
adopts this view of the feedback experience, then subsequent training experience
is likely to bé entered with tﬂe view of overcoming or‘liviné down a former ';;:
unacceptable'" (i.e., negatively evaluated) performance oi maintaining or re-
peating an acceptable one. ﬁhile both sgﬂégese motivations may be one part
of thg outcome oO: feedback;with most gtudents;.they areriikeiy to be constricﬁive
if they are the primery outcome.

If the time frame focus is shifted from past to future —¥“a.c9nsiderably
greater challenge than the mere shifting of verb tense -- the vidéotaped {é
performance becomes primarily a springboard which launcﬁes the.ptudent into .
subsequent training experience with a clearer ﬁotion of how he wants to shape
it andGOpen h;mself to it. Ihis shift in percepﬁion appe;ré to be central in
the student's perceiving the videotape discussion as 1nformative,'provocative,
constructive feedback rather than as threatening, pun;tive evalhation. This

* ig not accomplished through a verbal declaration of intent by the supervisor.
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It is iﬁefféctively articulateé by such admonitions as, "I'm sure you can do
better if you‘jugg try harder." It may ' be con#eyed‘partly by the supefvisor's
recognition that teaching ié touch and complicafed anﬂ demanding. A problem
or an impasse represented on the tape can be viewed not as an unfortunate
incident ﬁhich.should Have been avoided but as a '"cat to be skinned' if the
supervisor and étudent c;n get thei; heads and inggnuity together.
| It is further'articﬁlated when the confrontdtion occurs around teaching

issues which are of intrinsic concern to thé’ student; when the discrepancy

‘betw;en actual and desired performance is not so great as to be disheartening

and when the supervisor and student can join in a search for practical, specific,
incremental actions which the student can initiate in facing and dealing with

the problem.

5. Role Trans;tion Challenges for Feedback Practitioners

' The Personalized Teacher Education Program has eﬁployed an arrangement
for videotape feedback which provides two members of the faculty team in each
feedback sessionl One member is the curriculum and instruction speciazlist,
and in eafly feedback sessiﬁns particularly, is the team member responsible
for supervisidn of the student's in-school observation-participation experience.
Later the curriculum specialist may be a spedial methods instructor or the student
teaching supervisor. The second member of the f;edback team is the counseling

psychologist who was responsible.for the assessment feedback previously offered

to the‘student, for continuing consultation with the student in his or her school

- asgsignment and frequently the student's instructor in psychological foundations.

‘This arrangement has been a powerful catalyst in the implementation of the

program in several ways:

\



1. The student is brought into contact with a broader array of

perspectives and expertise than is likely to be present in any single

. member of the team.

2. The feedback session usually reveals in salient form the particu-
lar conéerns, problems and strengths which each student is experiencing
and where the student is in recognizing and dealing with them. This
direct information is then available to each of the team members in theirl

subsequent separate contacts with the student and more easily accessible

" to other team membe:rs responsible for other aspects of the student's

training.

3. Repeated experiencés in joint feedb;ck usually become a powerful
1ea¥ning experience to the team members themselves. Exposure before bne's
colleagues, the surfacing of,éuite different perceptions of the same
performance and the sometimes different and sometimes conflicting notions
of what the student might do to improve h;s performancg are only a few
of the uncomfortable but challenging processes with wnich the co—feedbacke;s
must learn to cope,

While we believe this arrangement has much to offer to the development’

of real communication among faculty and of a program which is integrated on

something more than paper, we realize that it is impractical in many situations.

Our training materials in videotape feedback (Newlove et al., 1974) are adapted

for those situations in which a single member of the faculty or team participates

“in the feedback session. We will touch briefly upon khe role transition problems

of both psychologist and curriculum "types' who engage in'&ldeotape feedback.

Curriculum and instruction specialists who become interestad in videotape

feedback as a training strategy frequently have had experience in student
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teaching supervision. While supervisory responsibility and practices vary
considerably from place to place, it has qually involved some observation of
the student teacher in action and some degree of individual supervisory inter-
action. To this extent, videotape feedback places the teacher educator in a
role which approximates a familiar interactional situation. It is likely to:
be expefienced progressively as differenf in several important respects. Fol-
lowing a period of observation, the stuant is likely to meet the supervisor

"to get the verdict.'" 1In the supervisor's judgment did the student do well or
poorly? Did he pass or fail? 1Is there a specific suggesfion o¢ two about what
. the student might do to ‘improve based on the supervisor's overall impression

or on two or three incidents which happened to strike his eye? As soon as a
videotépe is introduced the data available are effectively increased suBstan-
tially. The performance is re?lived, in ; sense, by the student. He.may notice
many things that he said or did that escaped his attention when he was caught

up in the experience. Viewing it is likely to stimulate many of the feelings
he had which‘can now be noted ;nd éxﬁlored._ The teacher educator, too, is like-
ly to have many more specific perceptions dur;ng playback when he is more focused
on the studemt and can reflect upon the éxperience rather than "waFching it go
by." The analytic power of the supervisor has far more stimulation and space

to operate, and because the student is more loaded with perceptions‘and reactions,
the supervisor's interactional power must also increase if he 1s’tb help the
student deal with all that the‘Fggghgygqugﬂ,Qnehsupervisor~expre;sed this
difference by saying thaguﬁhen he observed, he was réstricted to noting whether
the car was on the road and in motion or bogged down. 1In contrast; seéing a
videotape is like watching the intricaté workings of several clocks all at

once.
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A second reiated, and often more difficuit, transition for the supervisor
frequently occurs in the domain of intimacy. It is relatively easy to contain
conventional auper;ision.to those aspects of the student's teaching behavior
which are\consciously intended, public, and often pre-idéntified as behavioral,
manageiial or instructional objectiveg considered appropriate to the student's
level of training. This delimited focus may essentially render other aspects
of the étudent's performance ifrelevant, unavoidable "noise in the system"
which must be largely ignored to concentrate on speélfic behﬁviors or competencies.
In personaliged feedback, tha '"noise" often becomes, the princiéal interactional
3 ! .
focus when it is of real concern to the,sfudén: and_in-importaﬁt manifestétion
of where he is in the process of learning to teach. His feelings, motives,
interactional patterns are likely to surfacé, often around the edges of what
heaisvatteﬁpting to do. _Such r;actions, intentions, and effects véry fréquently
replicafe the student's behavior in non-teaching situations, pdst ard present,
and the search for understanding of the student's present coping mechahisms
and fhe viable alternatives leading to construckive changebmay lead to aséects"~
of the student's life far reﬁoved from the immediate teaching situation. ’

The supervisor often reacts to this brpadened interaction with treéidation.
He may protest that he is unqualified in fhis domain while at the sa;e time
acknowledging th;t the student's attitudes and feelings are having major impactA

on his or her effectiveness. He may>fee1 uncomfortable as the student's.opéning
‘up'inviteS“him"to dréﬁ én his full range of human experience in interacting
rather than on his w;il-dé;éiséégmcorner.of specialized expertise.

| The supervisory role we propose is a difficult and demanding one. It

is unpredictable and exciting. We believe that it is a highly relevant and

potent and fulfilling role as do most supervisors who have made the transition.
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The counseling psychologist's ro}e in thé Personalizéd Teacher Education
Program is aiso effectively achieved through a process of transition. He usually
starts with competence and comfort in one-to-one interaction. He is well versed
in the subtleties of personality, motivational andvinteractioﬁal dynami~s and
:is skillful in somelﬁegree in developing a climate and an interactional process
thch has growth and learning potential for the student. As he mo&es from a
Ty
conventional counseling setting, he faces a number of differences in his rolg
éunctioning. His clients are nb Tonger volunteers Qho camé to him seeking
hélp for problems wihick have been identified ;o some degree. . Rather, he sées
‘all students assigned'td him, most of whom are functioniﬁg relatively well.
-Iﬁ his conventional role, it is easy for him to bacome oriented towgrd pathology,
problems, ineffective coping mechanisms and life styles. Now he finds himself
dealing wifh relatively healthy individuals at a time when they are emerging
into adult roles in a setting which can be managed to piovide support and
challenge for.the development of constructiye, creative and self-fulfilling
coping and relating styles. The counselor's experience in problem finding
and solving can serve him well in this new role, but it may takevsome time
for him to develop competence and confidence in addressing himself o the
strengths and budding positive capacities of those he attémpté to serve.
Counéelors are frequently poorly informed about the realities of the
public schéols and fhe process through which the studentvteachei i; inducged.
‘He is often unaware of the sometimes conflicting expectations and prés;ures
-from college and school-baéed supervisors and from pupils as th; student begins

ta function in an essentially new role in this strange and sometimes frightening
¢ “new wdrldf$\1q hiS'search for clgrity, he may be inclined to ﬁttribute'full

responsibility for the student's confusion or anxiety or ineptness.on some spe-

cific psychological'malfunction within the student. Often the truth lies closer
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to the probability that if the student isn't confused, lie doesn't understand
the situation. Direct exposure and experience wiﬁh the school and with com--
monalities.in the experience of hany students in relating to it is the best
cure for this kind of functional blindness with whichk many counselor fypes,
moving into this new role, come marvelously equipped.

'Finally, the counselor faces many challenges in connection with the
extension of his role funétioning in the Personalized Teacher Education
Program. Hé spends less time in his office with his pre-arranged s?hedule
‘0f 50-minute appointments 'and more time in a variety of contacts in the real
world of college and school. Videotape feedback is only‘onevsuch extended
contact, representing as it does, exposure of the couﬁselor to the student's
school experience, to a collaborative relationship Qith the curriculum team
membe;wéndvthe‘bégi;ﬁing of subsequént contacts with the student in action and
wigh the several members of the team who are working toward working together
in providing the richest and most individually appropriate and challenging
climate for student learning.

We have touched briefly on certain processes which occur in personalized
videotape feedback largely from the standpoint of the challenges they pose for

" teacher educators who see this training procedure, in‘part, as an opportunity
to extend their role functioning aﬁd impact. We do not pretend that the role
we advocaté is easy or simple. For most of us, it requires new risks, new
exposure and considerable floundering. But the water is fine and most

envigorating.
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