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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

Teachers and teacher educators continuously receive the brunt of
criticism. Teachers are said to be mediocre, illiterate, and incompe-
tent. Good teachers are leaving the profession to find work in other
professions. Even our prospective teachers are said to be drawn from the
lower portion of our college population. Zumwalt (1986) pointed out that
our teacher education programs have been declared 1nadequate and 1nef-
fective. In some cases, she stated, they are totally irrelevant, even
detrimental, to the careers of people going 1into the profession. This
seems to represent a rather bleak picture of the teaching profession and,
even worse, a dismal future. The scene looks very depressing. Can there
be excellence 1n the classroom without first-rate teachers? We can
change our curriculum, buy more materials, change the physical environ-
ment, and even lengthen the school day, but without good teachers, all
the change in the world w11l not produce the desired effect. It seems
1mperative that we give teachers a chance to break away from their feel-
ings of isolation and from the threat that so many authorities place on
them. Teachers should be allowed the opportunity to update their skills
and to analyze those skills as they relate to the teaching process.

These situations and others challenge all supervisors of instruc-
tion. The need for better techniques may cause supervisors to incor-
porate what is known about supervision into a model that can accomplish

two goals: remove obstacles for both supervisors and teachers and



promote professional growth and teaching excellence for all teachers.
The supervisor may ultimately reshape the "work environment of teachers
into one that is conducive to reflective and collective dialogue among
staff members" (Glickman, 1984, p. 40). Consequently, a supervisor
should master the skills necessary for encouraging dialogue with teach-
ers. The supervisor's express purpose should be to help the teachers act
more effectively 1n the classroom. ’

As perforﬁed for years, supervision has consisted of an array of
administrative practices. Most have focused on summative evaluation.
Decisions have been made about hiring or continuing a contract, firing,
or granting merit awards. Attention seems to have digressed from helping
teachers improve 1nstructionally. Perhaps this neglect is because many
of these practices have developed from societal pressures rather than
from sound theories of supervision. This is indeed unfortunate. It has
caused confusion about what good instructional supervision 1involves, both
in theory and practice. Suspicion has existed for years between supervi-
sors and teachers because of these archaic ideas and practices. Have
these practices 1mproved instructional behavior? Many in the field would
regretfully say "no." Meanwhile, outside the classroom, society has
placed many demands on educational leaders today. Sergiovanni and Star-
ratt (1974) indicated that, ". . . people in the schools and on school
committees are ready for some quiet and effective i1mprovements" (p. 328).
As already asserted, educators are being held accountable. Teachers and
supervisors have struggled 1n this stressful situation long enough. They
cannot effectively promote aﬁ environment conducive to student learning.
Teachers and supervisors must find a way to 1dentify and remove obstacles

that inhibit their ability to work together.



Improving the effectiveness of teaching is a central purpose of the
supervisory process. Harris (1985) stated that dynamic supervision must
be essentially oriented to improved teaching in ways that can be per-
ceived. This statement has strong merit, but 1instead of being merely
perceived, improvement of teaching must show visible signs of progress.
Educators may have to break away from the traditional approaches to su-
pervision and find ways that will lead supervision toward improving in-
struction. Clinical supervision may assist teachers and supervisors in
this endeavor.

Clinical supervision 1s designed to allow colleagueship between
supervisor and teacher to develop and mature. This relationship is one
in which the researcher has been interested for years. Sullivan (1980)
suggested that many practitioners have taken the original 1dea developed
in the 1950's by Morris L. Cogan and the theories of Goldhammer in the
1960's and made a theme and variation. However, a review of the litera-
ture, especially over the past 10 years, indicated that some instruc-
tional supervisors are moving back to the early practices of Cogan. They
are finding that positive developments are happening, teachers are re-
sponding, and teacher 1instructional behavior 1s 1mproving. Thorlacius
(1984) discussed teacher behavior and clinical supervision:

Clinical supervision 1s based on several assumptions. One is

that teaching is behavior and that the behavior includes the

actions of both teachers and pupils. These actions are observ-

able both singly and in interaction. A further assumption is

that' teaching, as a complex 1interaction of teaching behavior,

learner behavior, and content variables, 1s patterned, and
these patterns can be discerned and analyzed in ways which can
bring new insights to teachers about the complexities of their

own classroom realities. Instructional i1mprovement can then be

achieved by understanding and controlling (1.e., changing or

modifying) certain behaviors (p. 2).

Agreeing with Thorlacius 1s no problem. Ten years of supervising

teachers has caused this researcher to believe that there is a better way



of helping teachers 1mprove their behavior characteristics, the life of
the teaching-learning process. It is hoped that the current 1nvestiga-
tion of clinical supervision will provide strong support for improving
instructional behavior. As stated earlier, teachers and supervisors must
have a relationship of collegiality. Both groups must work on this af-
finity and develop mutual trust and respect. New attitudes must replace
the superordinate-subordinate concept all too often allowed in the past.
The supervisor in the clinical relationship has the responsibility of
helping all teachers expand their ideas of supervision. Supervisors also
must learn how to collect data, develop conferencing skills, work with
teachers in analyzing these data, and then help teachers apply them
toward improving behavior. The desired result will improve instruction
and ultimately foster more student learning. Cogan (1973) explained that
the

. . . relationship between teacher and clinical supervisor is

maintained in force as long as they can work together produc-

tively as colleagues. It deteriorates significantly or ceases

to exist when either assumes an ascendant role or is accorded

an ascendant role by the other (p. 68).
Although this statement 1s significant, it does not mean that teachers
and supervisors héve similar and equal competencies. Both groups are
specialists within their own realms. The supervisors must be highly
competent observers, and teachers should be experts 1n knowledge of
curriculum, of their students, and of the students' Tlearning

characteristics.
Statement of Purpose

The purpose of this study was to contrast clinical supervision with
traditional supervision to determine which has the greater impact on

perceived teacher behavior.



Significance of the Study

The entire field of clinical support of teachers, whether by
peers, supervisors, or principals, needs study, particularly
because 1t 1s by far the largest component of staff development
in most districts, and 1ts theoretical structure 1s attractive
to district policy makers. To provide teachers with informa-
tion about effective teaching behavior and with mirrors re-
flecting the extent to which their practice 1ncludes those
be?av1ors appears eminently sensible (ASCD Yearbock, 1990, p.
30).

Society 1s placing greater demands on teachers and teaching. There-
fore, 1t 1s hoped that this study will give principals, teachers, and
teacher educators information about the impact clinical supervision may
have on modifying teacher behavior. 1f data analyses proves beneficial
to the teaching process, perhaps educators will apply clinical supervi-

sion 1n their work with teachers.
Definition of Terms

For the purposes of this study, the following definitions apply:

Clinical Supervision. Goldhammer (1969) defined this process as:

. « « that phase of instructional supervision which draws 1ts

data from first-hand observation of actual teaching events, and

involves face-to-face . . . interaction between the supervisor

and the teachers in the analysis of teaching behaviors and

activities for instructional 1mprovement (pp. 19-20).

Principal. "“A principal shall be any person, other than a district
superintendent of schools, having supervisory or administrative authority
over any school or school building utilizing two or more teachers" (Okla-
homa State Department of Education, 1986, p. 12).

Instructional Behaviors. Actions exemplified by a teacher while in

the act of heliping students to learn.
Time-on-Task. The amount of time students spend on a particular
learning activity, whether assigned by the teacher or not.

Verbal Flow. Spoken dialogue between teacher and student.



Research Question

This study attempted to answer the following research question: Is
clinical supervision perceived to 1mpact instructional behavior more than

or less than traditional methods of supervision?
Assumptions of the Study

For purposes 6f this study, the following assumptions were made:

1. A11 individuals 1nvolved 1n this research study were certified
teachers and administrators.

2. A11 participants conducted the study as outlined.

3. A1l respondents answered the questionnaires accurately and

honestly.
Limitations of the Study

The following are limitations of this study:

1. The collection of data was limited to a small segment of the
teaching population in the northern portion of the state of Oklahoma.

2. Special events or circumstances, other than the experimental
treatment, may have occurred between measurements of subjects to produce

changes in the dependent variable.



CHAPTER II
REVIEW OF LITERATURE
Introduction

The purpose of this review was to 1nvestigate several studies and
other research pertaining to clinical supervision, with particular atten-
tion given to the relationship between clinical supervision and instruc-
tional behavior among teachers. Basic to this investigation was a study
of the way traditional practices of supervision differed from those of
clinical supervision.

In actuality, traditional supervision 1s not supervision at all. In
most cases, 1ts attention focuses upon mandated procedures which adminis-
trators must discharge in the formal evaluation of teachers. Usually, 1t
is performed to determine whether or not a teacher meets certain perform-
ance criteria. Terms and phrases]often heard in this traditional mode
are teacher competencies, performance objectives, and assessment. In the
traditional approach, the administrator tries to assure that the teacher
is ﬁeeting a prescribed minimum level of performance. Sometimes perform-
ance levels are established by an administrator, a board of education, or
the state department of education, but rarely by a teacher. These pro-
cedures can be better described as administrative and directive rather
than as supervisory and collegial. This brief description of supervision
gives credibility to Ryan's (1971) assessment of supervisory practice

prior to the time of Goldhammer's (1969) thoughts:



Traditionally, supervision was carried out by a principal or

some authority figure in the school system. Its purposes were

to monitor the performance of teachers, occasionally to give

new ideas, but generally to keep teachers on their toes (p.

556).

It would seem reasonable, then, that observations of teachers for the
purpose of assistance should be distinct from observations on which to
base decisions about nonrenewal or renewal of a contract.

Glickman (1990) recommended keeping these tasks separate. Super-
vision as a function should concern itself only with improvement of
classroom instruction, while administration as a function concerns itself
with the overall operations of the school, including evaluating teacher
performance. One might infer tha£ 1f administrators spent more time
assisting teachers rather than evaluating them, a high quality of in-
struction could be attained. This would force the supervisor to work
with the teacher instead of engaging in the expensive and often painful
process of releasing the teacher and hiring a different one. A teacher
released from a contract will probably teach somewhere else. Is this
exchange really helping the profession? For the most part, the teachers
we have now we will have in the years to come. Therefore, it seems logi-
cal that we must make improvements by relying on the teachers we have
now. Keeping these teachers in effective service as interested and grow-
ing profess1ona1 educators should be a prime focus of supervision.

Few, if any, studies have favored traditional supervision. National
surveys of teachers have tended to show that teachers mistrust the super-
visory process as traditionally practiced (Blumberg, 1974; Walker, 1976).
Clinical supervision might help eliminate some of the problems faced by

teachers and administrators. It 1s built on the assumption that teacher

behavior can be imprdved and that the teacher 1is the best and most



knowledgeable person to make the necessary effort for improvement. Rea-
vis (1976) reaffirmed this 1dea:

Clinical supervision requires that teacher and supervisor at-

tack problems together and rests on the conviction that in-

struction can only be improved by direct feedback to a teacher

on aspects of his or her teaching that are of concern to that

teacher (rather than items on an evaluation form or items that

are pet concerns of the supervisor only) (p. 360).

Sullivan (1980) suggested that clinical supervision stresses the belief
that teaching is a patterned behavior which can be controlled, changed,
or modified. In the clinical process, teacher and supervisor work to-
gether conferring, analyzing data, and plotting a course for the teach-
er's instructional behavior 1mprovement.

In the late 1950's, Cogan, the developer of clinical supervision,
worked with several Harvard students of education (cited in Sullivan,
1980). Cogan recognized that the supervisory pattern of observing a
lesson and then critiquing it for the intern teacher was not helpful.
After several years of experimentation and honest evaluation by Cogan and
his colleagues, clinical supervision became a reality.

Clinical supervision 1s significantly different from other
approaches to supervision, particularly relating to content. Specifi-
cally, clinical supervision involves analysis rather than inspection.
For example, one study by Reavis (1977) investigated the verbal exchanges
between a supervisor and a teacher as the two contrasted clinical super-
vision with traditiéna] supervision. His finding was that both super-
visor and teacher preferred the clinical model over other forms of
supervision. The teachers Reavis interviewed declared that they felt

more relaxed and more determined to improve their instruction. At the

same time, supervisors felt that they were more beneficial to teachers.
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Teacher development, another feature of clinical supervision, was
the focus of research conducted by Shuma (1973). This study investigated
change effected by a clinical supervisory relationship. Emphasis was
placed on teacher and supervisor helping each other. Twelve sequential
steps developed by John L. Morgan and David W. Champagne of the Univer-
sity of Pittsburgh were used. The researchers explored their effects
upon changes of student perception and teacher growth.

Shuma's (1973) findings indicated that teachers experiencing clini-
cal approaches consistently prongssed toward self-supervision and became
more of the professionals they desired to be. These same teachers had a
more positive attitude about themselves and their profession, increased
their ability for self-analysis, and understood themselves better. Basi-
cally, their behavior changed. Students as well as teachers saw a defi-
nite change in the ﬁttitude and behavior of the instructors.

Using clinical supervision, Bell (1987), a professor at Eastern
Montana College 1n Missoula, conducted several studies with reading
teachers. Employing a three-step approach, the pre-observation confer-
ence, the classroom observation, and the post-observation conference, she
found that clinical supervision helps supervisors and teachers promote
reading instruction. Its face-to-face interaction meets the needs of
many individual teachers. Bell also found that a teacher's morale 1s
qhigh when the instructor's 1deas are valued. Teacher and supervisor, she
noticed, develop a mutual respect. Even though Bell used a small sam-
pling, her study does give us reason to believe that, since improved
morale and respect are positive outcomes, clinical supervision may assist
in other areas as well as enhancing specific behavior patterns.

Two earlier studies yielded information about change in actual

teaching behavior. Garman (1971) examined two groups of teaching
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assistants in college English. One group of five was given a 12-week
teaching seminar in conjunction with clinical supervision; another group
of five was exposed to only the teaching seminar. Four of the five
teaching assistants who reviewed teaching behaviors discussed in the
seminars were able to implement the desired behavior, whereas only one of
the five who did not receive clinical supervision was able to accomplish
the behavior. Some authorities might consider this research design less
than ideal because it contrasted clinical supervision with lack of super-
vision. HoweVer, it did add some suppdrt for the effectiveness of the
clinical model.  Skrak (1973) compared the effectiveness of clinical
supervision alone to clinical supervision with immediate secondary rein-
forcement of a preselected behavior. Three intern teachers and two ex-
perienced teachers participated in this study. The experiment was con-
ducted in two phases. After the teacher behavior was selected, the
supervisor observed five consecutive lessons, giving some reinforcement
each time the teacher produced the desired behavior. This constituted
the secondary reinforcement process. After this, teacher and supervisor
selected another behavior and another five observations took place with
no secondary reinforcers. Skrak discussed the value of secondary rein-
forcement:

The use of 1mmediate secondary reinforcement during teaching

observations 1n clinical supervision is a valuable tool which

can be employed to assist teachers in their development of

desirable behavior patterns. However, the use of immediate

secondary reinforcement during observation does not guarantee a

greater degree of behavioral change than do clinical supervi-

sory procedures which do not employ such immediate feedback.

Much depends upon the personality of the teacher, his philos-

ophy of human behavior, his ability to perceive the cues which

his teaching environment provide him, and the manner in which

he and his supervisor relate (p. 1149-A).

The study cited earlier by Thorlacius (1984) examined changes in

supervisory behavior while supervisors used the clinical mode. This
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study dealt with 35 supervisor-supervisee groups. Most of these supervi-
sors were teachers; others were principals. The supervisees were student
teachers.

The methodology 1nvolved the examination of pre-training and post-
training videotapes of supervisory conferences. Participants used the
Supervisor-Teacher Analogous Categories System (STACS) developed by Thor-
lacius and a timed Internal Categorical Observation Recorder (TICOR)
developed by Rex Wadham at Brigham Young University. With these systems
they could record the duration of each category of behavior. They then
fed data directly to a computer for analysis. After all the final video-
tapes for each supervisor were coded, supervisor and teacher combined
data to determine total duration in the behavior categories. These fol-
lowing categories were used: Supportive Behavior, Accepts/Uses Other's
Ideas, Solicits Information, Solicits Opinion or Suggestions, Provides
Solicited Information, Provides Solicited Opinion/Suggestions, Provides
Unsolicited Information, Provides Unsolicited Opinion/Suggestions, and
Non-Supportive Behavior.

Duration times were then analyzed for variance and were compared.
Results indicated that changes 1n post-training behavior of supervisors
were significant beyond the .05 level in six out of nine categories.
These changes were all 1n the directions anticipated and were congruent
with the clinical supervision model. Teacher behavior also changed.
Four of the nine categories showed statistically significant changes.
This study is of import because it re-emphasizes the relationship between
teacher and supervisor that Cogan (1973) and others have said is essen-
tial. Teacher and supervisor must develop a high level of comraderie if

the clinical process is to work.
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Clinical supervision should enable educators to more effectively
scrutinize 1instructional behavior. According to Cogan (1973), clinical
supervision takes its principal data from the events of the classroom.
These data should be compiled through an excellent relationship between
supervisor and teacher and should be followed by a good data analysis.
These two factors form the basis of the model. The strategies then imp-
Temented sﬁould improve the overall instruction.

Flanders (1976) emphasized that the ultimate goal of clinical super-
vision is assisting teachers to modify patterns of instruction. Educa-
tors must keep in mind that the research on teaching effectiveness should
not be confused with principles of clinical supervision. Goals of clini-
cal supervision are much more modest. It invades the teaching process
and stimulates some change in teaching. Then, it shows that a change has
taken place, and compares the old and new patterns of 1nstruction.
Teachers can gain new insights and reshape their patterns of behavior.
The goals have been examined in depth by Warner and Scott (1980) and by
Rallis and Bucci (1981), who discussed staff development and the profes-
sional aspects of improving teaching performance.

The promising aspects of clinical supervision's viable procedures
have been affirmed in many publications. Goldhammer (1969), along with
Cogan (1973), spearheaded the concept. The Association for Supervision

and Curriculum Development's Supervision in a New Key by Wilhelms (1973);

the Association of Teacher Educators' The Teaching Clinic by Olson, Bar-

bour, and Michalak (1971); and the Phi Delta Kappa Fastback Teacher Im-

provement Through Clinical Supervision by Reavis (1978) are but a few of

the publications that suggested the process has merit. Many educators
have presented papers suggesting its usefulness. For example, Acheson

and Gall (1980) and Goldhammer, Anderson, and Krajewski (1980) have
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supported clinical supervision as a technique for 1mproving strategies of
individual teachers.

Clinical supervision 1s also a flexible model. It can be used with
only one teacher working with a supervisor or by a group of teachers
working in peer teams or with a supervisor. In 1972, Buttery reported
that peer clinical supervision does structure systematically the way a
small group of peers observes and analyzes lesson content. Further, the
process is usually free of domination-by any group member, regardless of
role responsibility. Buttery's studies also indicated that groups clin-
ically supervised, as opposed to groups supervised in a traditional fash-
ion, have improved 1nstructional behavior significantly. This study has
tremendous impact for school principals who usually do most of the super-
vision. Many principals, because of other responsibilities, find that
the time required to supervise teachers in a clinical mode overwhelms
them. One way to remedy this dilemma may be to allow students to provide
feedback. Krajewski (1976) suggested that this is both desirable and
necessary. This researcher agrees with Krajewski, but it must be under-
stood that student knowledge of all the facets of teaching and teacher
behavior is often limited.

Barnes (1990), an elementary teacher, gave this researcher an ex-
ample of administrators and teachers working together in the district 1n
which he teaches in Toledo, Ohio. This district established a program
that allows teachers to work with other teachers. A1l beginning teachers
are under the direct supervision of master teachers. During a specific
period of time, the master teachers do no teaching; they merely supervise
and observe the new teachers. This is an excellent example of teachers
working in the clinical mode and helping each other improve 1nstructional

behavior.
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Another school district using teachers as clinical supervisors is
located in Washington, D.C. Freeman, Palmer, and Ferren (1980) reported
that for the past several years teachers there have been trained to serve
as clinical supervisors for their peers. Teachers gather data on teach-
ing patterns and teacher behaviors. The reports from this program
presented a positive attitude: 89% of the teachers had a more positive
attitude toward supervision, 98% expressed an interest in improving in-
struction, and 94% indicated confidence in the clinical model as an aid
to improviﬁg teacher behavior.

The most comprehensive review of teacher preferences for consulta-
tion was provided by Holdaway and Millikan (1980). In reviewing several
studies conducted at the University of Alberta, they found that teachers
were more likely to call on colleagues for help than on principals.
Further, the teachers valued the advice of colleagues more than the ad-
vice of principals. The findings of Holdaway and Millikan are supported
by the research conducted by Blumberg (1980), who studied conversation
patterns of teachers. The researchers discovered that 64% of the conver-
sations on professional matters were held with colleagues, but only 23%
were with professional staff personnel and 7% with the principal. Brophy
(1979) pointed out that teachers can learn much about their teaching by
receiving feedback on usable data from colleagues concerning classroom
activities. He also urged teachers to work together with competent
peers.

Many institutions of higher education have used the clinical model
when supervising student teachers. Throughout her student teaching su-
pervisory experiénces, Gangstead (1983) found that student teachers can
accommodate behavioral changes in their teaching. Even though they may

be limited, improvements can be made. This researcher suggests that the
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student teaching level is the place to begin. If student teachers can
improve teaching behavior before entering the field, they can possibly
prevent or curtail many problems.

A review of the Titerature 1i1ndicated that clinical supervision may
have an impact on enhancing teacher behavior. Considering the studies
available, one can safely say that no study has found traditional super-
vision more effective than clinical supervision. It can also be said
that the research is still inadequate and the findings are still incom-
plete, but available 1nformation strongly suggests that clinical supervi-

sion is a pattern that should be considered by educators.



CHAPTER III
METHODOLOGY
Introduction

The purpose of this study was to add to the small amount of 1nforma-
tion available to principals and teachers regarding clinical supervision
and its possible impact on teacher 1nstructiona1 behavior. Two groups of
participants took part. One group employed traditional supervision meth-
ods and the other used the clinical model. Each participating adminis-
trator supervised four teachers (two from each mode of supervision), con-
centrating on gathering data 1n two areas: student time-on-task and
verbal flow between teacher and students. The way these data were gath-
ered were the same for both clinical and traditional supervisory methods.
The purpose was to determine whether clinical supervision affected
teacher instructional behavior mo;e than did traditional supervision.
This chapter describes the procedures and methods used in the selection
of the subjects, the selection and administration of the pretest and

posttest instruments, the collecting of data, and the data analyses.
Selection of Subjects

Subjects used in this study were from a population of 236 first
through twelfth grade teachers and 12 administrators. A1l participants
l1ived in four communities 1n the northern part of Oklahoma 1n an area

devoted largely to farming and ranching. The socioeconomic status of the
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students attending the schools ranged from the lower to upper level. The
combined population of these four communities was approximately 60,000
people.

Fifteen principals were asked for assistance in conducting this
study. A1l had been employed in their districts not less than 10 or more
than 25 years. As principals, they had served their districts from 4 to
22 years. At the beginning of the school year, all the principals were
to ask their teachers to join the principals in a district-wide study of
administrative supervisory practices. From the volunteers, each princi-
pal was to choose four teachers to participate in the study. These four
teachers were randomly assigned, two to the experimental (clinical) group
and two to the control (traditional) group. It was hoped that this would
assist in acquiring equal samples. Three high schools, two junior high
schools, one middle school, and six elementary schools participated in

the project.
Demographics

A demographic 1instrument (Appendix A), including the following
items, was given to each teacher:

1. Years of teaching experience (1ncluding the current year).

2. Years with present principal (including the current year).

3. Grade level(s) at which teaching is done.

4. Gender.

5. Age.

6. Number of students 1n the school.

7. Number of visits to the classroom by the principal during the

current school year.
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8. Number of conferences teacher and principal have had during the

current school year.
Instruments

The "Assessment of Teacher Instrument" (Beach and Reinhartz, 1982)
was administered twice to each teacher participating in the study (Appen-
dix A). It was administered first as a pretest during the month of Sep-
tember of the 1990-91 school year. As a posttest, it was administered
again during the month of April. The instrument gathered information
about teaching behaviors. This instrument can show how teachers 1inter-
pret their teaching on certain behaviors.

The "Assessment of Teacher Instrument" has 12 items concerning
teacher 1instructional behavior. Each teacher responded to each item
using a ranking scale of 1 to 5. A "1" represented the most desirable
reaction to a particular behavior, and a "5" the least desirable.

Another instrument, the "Student Assessment Instrument" (Appendix
A), developed by Beach and Reinhartz (1982), was administered twice to
299 secondary school students. These students were in grades ranging
from the ninth to the twelfth. This instrument was administered the
first time as a pretest during the month of September of the 1990-91
school year. The second time 1t was administered as a posttest during
the month of April. The questions asked on this instrument were the same
as those on the "Assessment of Teacher Instrument." The "Student Assess-
ment Instrument" allowed pupils to rank their teachers using the same 1-
to-5 format. These students were from various classes, representing both
the experimental and control groups of teachers. Any changes which oc-

curred regarding numbers of respondents were due to attrition.
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These two instruments were developed by Beach and Reinhartz (1982)
after consultation with teachers 1n the field. Beach and Reinhartz also
studied the research findings of Walberg, Schiller, and Haertzel (1979),
whose subject was effective teaching. Walberg, Schiller, and Haertzel
developed a 1list of more than 70 teaching variables having an impact on
learning. Beach and Reinhartz also reviewed studies by Rosenshine and
Furst (1971) and Manatt (1981), who identified ascriptive teaching vari-
ables that correlate with effective teaching. From these research find-
ings, Beach and Reinhartz designed the "Assessment of Teacher Instrument"
and the "Student Assessment Instrument." This research also reported
that the variables contained in the t@o instruments were valid and
reliable.

The second 1nstrument used was from "Shinn's Clinical Supervisory
Behavior Questionnaire" (SCSBQ) (Appendix A), which was developed by
Shinn (1976) during his doctoral study. This instrument was intended to
help a teacher describe the actual behavior of a principal as compared to
the deal behavior of a principal, and was administered as a pretest
during the month of September. The second time it was administered as a
posttest during the month of April. Both test administrations occurred
during the 1990-91 school year. The instrument consisted of 32 items de-
noting clinical supervisory behaviors. Items 1-8 consisted of preobser-
vation conference techniques. iteﬁs 9-20 included techniques used during
classroom observations. Items 21-32 denoted techniques used during the
postobservation conference. Each teacher was asked to respond to the
ideal and actual frequency of these behaviors using a five-point Likert
scale on each margin of the questionnaire. The scale on th: left margin
identified the extent to which the teacher's "ideal" principal would

engage in that activity. An 1dentical scale on the right identified the
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extent to which the teachers believed their present principals were using
the technique. Following are the descriptors on the scale and the defi-
nitions on the questionnaire: Never (at no time, under no conditions),
Seldom (in few 1nstances), Rarely (infrequently), Sometimes (occasion-
ally, once inﬂawhile), Usually (commonly or ordinarily used), and Often
(many times).

A prototype of the SCSBQ was submitted to the following people:
experienced supervisors, teachers, and professors of education; the coor-
dinator of staff development at the Beaverton, Oregon School District;
and the co~devg10pe% of a training program. The purpose was to make
assessments about the statements, the ease with which they could be un-
derstood, and their validity to measure the techniques advocated in the
training program.

This prototype was then revised and administered to the staffs of
two elementary schools in the Beaverton, Oregon School District. A total
of 35 elementary teachers participated. They were asked to point out any
item on the questionnaire that was not clear. Al1l identified their ques-
tionnaires with the last four digits of their social security numbers.
Ten days later, the same teachers were asked to complete the "ideal"
portion of the questionnaires and to 1dentify the questionnaires as be-
fore. The purpose was to provide data regarding the test-retest reli-
ability of the "i1deal" portion of the questionnéire.

Analyses required several steps. Each item was analyzed to Tlocate
differences between responses to the first and answers to the second
administration of the questionnaire. Comments of the teachers were noted
as well. For each of the 44 items, analysis also included correlation
of the responses on "ideal" behaviors on the first and second

administrations.
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Of the original 44 items,\8 were included 1n the final questionnaire
without change, 17 were 1ncluded with minor revisions, 6 were combined
with other 1tems, and 13 were omitted. Five items not on the prototype
were added without further field testing. Criteria used for revision,
omission, and additions 1ncluded comments of the teachers from the pilot
tests, test-retest correlations, and suggestions from the pilot test
group.

Attempts were made to identify reliability coefficients of the SCSBQ
through the 1investigation of previous research in which the 1nstrument
was utilized. Further, telephone conversations took place with James
Shinn, Personnel Director of the Montgomery County Public Schools, Rock-
ville, Maryland (Shinn, 1976). Shinn stated that reliability coeffi-
cients were not available. However, Hami1ton (1986) used the SCSBQ with
some minor modification. She determined the reliabi1lity of the instru-
ment by application of Cronbach's Item Analysis. Reliability coeffi-
cients on the order of .95 were reported.

The last instrument used in this study was the "Seating Chart Obser-
vation Records" (SCORE) (Acheson and Gall, 1980) (Appendix D). Princi-
pals used this instrument to collect data regarding verbal flow and
time-on-task. In order for the SCORE 1instruments to be beneficial, each
principal had to observe classes. When the principals were in the class-
rooms for observation, they would simply sketch a chart showing the posi-
tion of each pupil's seat and the teacher's desk. The principals would
then plot data on the seating charts as activities took place during the
observations. These charts permtted large amounts of information to be
condensed on one sheet of paper. The charts could also be created as
needed to suit the individual teacher's concerns. In the clinical for-

mat, these data were used for analysis purposes by the principal and
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teacher. In the traditional format, these data were given directly to

the feacher after they were collected.
Experimental Design

There were two randomly assigned groups of 24 teachers each. The
experimental group received treatment using clinical supervision; the
control grbup did not receive treatment of any kind. Both groups were
pretested at the beginning of the study and posttested at the end. The

instruments already described were used.
Procedures

The purpose of this study was to add to the apparent short supply
of information available to principals and teachers regarding clinical
supervision and 1ts possible impact on teacher behavior. Two groups of
participants participated. Ong group employed a traditional supervision
method and the other used the clinical model. Each participating admin-
istrator superVised four teachers (two from each mode of supervision),
concentrating on gathering data in two areas: student time-on-task and
verbal flow between teacher and students. These data were collected for
both groups. The purpose was to determine whether clinical supervision
affected teacher instructional behavior more than did traditional
supervision. N

During the initial conference in clinical-supervision, the teacher
and supervisor should share concerns and decide on those behaviors to be
observed. Snyder (1981) suggested that at first only a few i1tems should
be selected or predetermined for observation. Due to the time frame and
to the limited clinical experience of the principals used in the study,

the researcher predetermined the behaviors to be observed.
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In August of 1990, the researcher telephoned four public school
superintendents, asking permission to conduct research \in their
districts. They wanted more 1nformation about the project; therefore,
meetings with the researcher were arranged 1n each superintendent's of-
fice. Al1 four school administrators gave a positive response for con-
ducting the study in their districts. After these four meetings, all
superintendents contacted their building principals and explained in
detail what the study entailed. A general meeting for the researcher and
the participating principals was then arranged 1n each school district.
After explaining the study, the researcher scheduled another meeting with
each individual principal to further explain the plan. In the initial
meeting, 15 principals listened and discussed the project; however, only
12 principals from both elementary and secondary levels participated.
Seven principals were men and five were women; all were experienced
building administrators.

During the second meeting, each principal was given a packet of
material (Appendix E) prepared by the researcher. The packet contained
an introductory letter to the principal and directions showing how a
principal should present the material to teachers. These directions were
given to the principals to lessen the chance of the Hawthorne effect, to
assure that all aspects of the study were presented in the same manner to
all principals, and that all principals presented the materials to their
teachers in the same manner. A1l of these meetings were conducted during
August, prior to the beginning of the new school year. At the second
meeting, each principal was 1nstructed on ways of gathering data, on ways
of interpreting data, and in conferencing techniques with teachers. The
instructions encompassed both clinical and traditional supervisory pat-

terns. Each of the 12 principals was then asked to select four teachers
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randomly from among those who had already volunteered for the project.
Two teachers would be supervised in the clinical pattern and two in the
traditional pattern. Each principal was instructed to tell teachers that
the district during that year was working on supervisory techniques with
some selected principals. The purpose of the project was to help the
principals assist the teachers. The teachers did not know they were part
of a study initiated outside the district. It was the intent of this
researcher that each teacher should feel no pressure to perform any dif-
ferently because of involvement 1n a project. Daily activities were kept
as normal as possible.

In the clinical supervision pattern, during the pre-observation
conference, the 'principal 1nfo?med the teacher that the focus would be on
the observations of pupil-teacher verbal flow and of student time-on-
task. The observations, analysis and strategy, and post-observation
conference focused on these behaviors. In the traditional supervision
pattern, the principal, without conferring with the teachers, merely
observed the teacher on the two behaviors, and then gave the information
to the teacher. In both patterns, principal visits were announced.
Principals were 1nstructed to spend approximately 30 minutes on each
visit. The first cycle of visits was scheduled to end before the begin-
ning of Christmas vacation. Prior to the first observation, all teachers
were handed the "Assessment of Teacher Instrument" (Beach and Reinhartz,
1982). In addition, they were given the SCSBQ (Appendix A). These two
1nstruments were administered to the teachers during the month of Sep-
tember as a pretest, then again during the month of April as a posttest.
They were asked to complete these instruments that day and to return them
to the principal. Two secondary principals asked to allow some of the

students in the observed teachers' classrooms an opportuhity to fill out
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the "Student Assessment Instrument" for teachers. This instrument was
administered to the students during the month of September as a pretest,
then again during the month of April as a posttest. It should be noted
that no elementary student participated in the student assessments. The
elementary school principals felt that their students could not respond
adequately to the questionnaire because of their lack of knowledge about
teaching behavior.

Only core classes were used in this study. This researcher fe1£ 1t
might be easier to collect data if core classes were used. No special
classes, activity classes, or physical education classes participated.
Grades observed ranged from first through twelfth. During February and
March, the second cycle was conducted using the format followed in the

first cycle of observations.
Demographics

When conferring with the principals about the selection and random
assignment of teachers, this researcher suggested that they keep the
gender of the groups as equal as possible. The premise was that similar-
ity of the groups would add strength to the study and make the results

more valuable.
Statistical Analysis

The analysis of variance was the statistical procedure for comparing
mean scores of the control and experimental groups. This procedure com-
pared selected pretest and posttest scores. The following scores were
compared: pretest control group scores to pretest experimental group
scores, pretest experimental group scores to posttest experimental group

scores, and posttest control scores to posttest experimental group
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scores. MWhenever the analysis of variance suggested a significant F-
ratio, a multiple comparison test (Tukey's HSD) was administered to de-
termine exactly where the differences occurred. This test analyzes each
possible pair of means and determines whether the two are significantly
different. Further testing also took place in the study. When initial
inspection of the response data indicated the possibility of non-homogen-
eity of cell variances, Bartlett's Chi Square was used to test this fac-
tor. This test was conducted on all questions from each instrument.
Even though violations of homogeneity of variance existed on some ques-
tions in each assessment instrument, they should not affect the outcome
of the analysis of variance. Linton and Gallo (1975) reported good em-
pirical work on the effects of violating the assumptions of normality and
homogeneity of Variance, and stated that these violations do not impose a
threat to a reliable outcome of the analysis of variance. At most, such
violations give a slightly erroneous significance level. Although the
tabled value may be .05, the actual significance level may range from .06
to .09. Tests have been developed to determine non-normalcy and homogen-
eity of variance, but many researchers do not recommend them. Many of
these tests are less robust than the analysis of variance, and many are
themselves more susceptibie to distortion than 1s the ANOVA. Huck, Corm-
ier, and Bounds (1974) stated that experiments have shown that the F-test
is valid when group variances are dissimilar, as long as the sample sizes

are constant.



CHAPTER IV
PRESENTATION AND ANALYSES OF DATA

The collected data presented 1n this chapter include both descrip-
tive and inferential statistics. The analysis of variance was the pri-
mary statistical procedure used 1n determining whether differences
existed between the control and the experimenta]ygroups.

Demographic data presented in Table I indicates the representative-
ness of the sample population. Analysis showed the following averages
among the clinically supervised teachers, who formed the experimental
group: years of teaching experience (9.79), years with the present prin-
cipal (4.66), age of the teachers (33), number of visits by the principal
(4.37), and number of conferences with the principal (4.29).

Among the traditionally supervised teachers, or control groups,
these averages appeared: years of teaching experience (9.54), years with
the present principal (4.51), age of the teachers (36), number of visits
by the principal (3.62), and number of conferences with the principal
(3).

Results of the random selection showed that each group 1ncluded 10
male and 14 female teachers. Each principal was urged to achieve a bal-
ance 1n gender. The average school size for both groups was 316 stu-
dents, and the grade levels taught by both groups were the same: grades
one through six (twelve teachers), grades seven through nine (six teach-

ers), and grades 10 through 12 (six teachers). These demographic data
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prove that both groups were enough alike at the beginning of the research

to make the rest of the study worth reporting.

TABLE I

DEMOGRAPHIC DATA: MEAN SCORES FOR EXPERIMENTAL
GROUP AND CONTROL GROUP

Experimental Group Control Group

1. Years of teaching experience 9.79 9.54

2. Years with present principal 4.66 4.50
3. Grade level taught 1-12 1-12
4. Gender Male = 10 Male = 10
Female = 14 Female = 14
5. Age 33.20 36.08
6. School size 316.33 316.33
7. Number of visits by principal 4,37 3.62

8. HNumber of conferences with
principal 4,29 3.0

Analyses of Student Assessment

The "Student Assessment Instrument" (Beach and Reinhartz, 1982) was
administered to 299 secondary students. Of this total, 128 were students
of the secondary teachers from the control group and 171 were students of
the secondary teachers from the experimental group. Data were obtained

as a pretest from the secondary students during the month of September,
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and again at the end of the study as a posttest during the month of
April. Students responded to each of the 12 questions on the assessment
1nstrument concerning the way the pupi1ls viewed their teachers' instruc-
tional behaviors. Each item had a ranking from 1 to 5. A "1" repre-
sented the most desirable reactiqn to a particular behavior, and a "5"
indicated the least desirable. The analysis of variance was the statis-
tical procedure utilized n determining the difference between the con-
trol and experimental groups.

Figure 1 presents mean scores on the pretest of the control group of
teachers comparéd to the mean scores on the pretest of the experimental
group. No significant differences existed between these two groups.
Therefore, the responses given by students on this particular group com-
parison proved that these two groups were not different at the beginning
of the study.

Figure 2 presents data from the experimental groups of teachers. It
demonstrates the differences between the means of the students' pretest
group and those of the students'.posttest group. Figure 2 also depicts
those questions attaining significance. After analysis, significant
differences were obvious. Qhest1ons 4, 5, 8, and 9 attained signifi-
cance. The responses to these questions differed significantly from the
pretest and posttest at the .01 level of significance. On question 10,
responses differed significantly at the .05 level (see summary tables,
Appendix B).

Figure 3 shows mean scores on the posttest of the control group of
teachers and mean scores on the posttest of the experimental group.
Analysis of variance revealed significant differences at the .01 Tlevel.
These differences occurred in responses to questions 2 through 12 (see

summary tables, Appendix B).
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Analyses of Teacher Assessment

The questions on the student assessment were also used on the
"Teacher Assessment Instrument." This instrument was administered to 48
teachers. Twenty-four were supervised by their principals using tradi-
tional techniques. They were the control group. The other 24 were su-
pervised by their principals using clinical supervision. They made up
the experimental group. The instrument was administered to the teachers
1n the month of September as a pretest, then again in the month of April
as a posttest. Teachers used the instrument to assess their own teaching
behaviors. Those behaviors were the ones which the teachers exemplified
in the classroom, as perceived by themselves.

The instrument had 12 different items concerning teacher instruc-
tional behavior. Each teacher responded to each 1tem. A1l 1tems had a
numerical ranking, from 1 to 5. A "1" represented the most desirable
reaction to a particular behavior, and a "5" the least desirable reac-
tion. The analysis of variance was the statistical procedure utilized
for examining the differences between the traditional and clinical meth-
ods used with the teachers. Figure 4 presents the differences between
the means of the teachers' pretest from the control group and the means
of the pretest from the experimental group. It also depicts those ques-
tions which had a significant level of difference. The reply to question
#6 (gives individual help) differed significantly at the .05 level of
significance (see summary tables, Appendix B).

Figure 5 presents the difference between the means of the teachers'
pretest and posttest, both from the experimental group. Question #3

(open to student feedback) was the only question found to have a
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significant difference. This difference was at the .05 level of signifi-
cance (see summary tables, Appendix B).

Figure 6 shows the difference between the means of the posttest from
the control group and the means of the posttest from the experimental
group. Many significant differences were found. The reply to question 1
(even-tempered), question 6 (gives individual help), and question 8 (reg-
ularly states expectations) were significant at the .05 level. In addi-
tion, the responses to question 3 (open to student feedback), question 11
(ability to get things done), and question 12 (help students accomplish)
were found to be significant at the .01 level of significance (see sum-

mary tables, Appendix B).

Analyses of Clinical Supervisory Behavior

Questionnaire

The last instrument used was the SCSBQ (Appendix A). The instrument
was intended to help teachers describe their principals' supervisory
behavior and to describe their perception of an ideal principal's super-
visory behavior. This 1instrument consists of 32 items denoting clinical
supervisory behaviors. A complete description of this instrument was
given in Chapter III.

The SCSBQ was administered to 48 teachers. Twenty-four were super-
vised by their principals using traditional techniques, and 24 were su-
pervised by their principals using clinical supervision. The 1nstrument
was administered to the teachers during the month of September as a pre-
test, then again during the month of April as a posttest. The analysis
of variance was the statistical procedure used in determining the differ-

ences between the ideal and the actual principal.
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4.; Fresentation of materials ;R ; ; ; ;

5.; Follow up instruction ; } ; ; ; ;

i HY A : i g

*¥46.1 Gives individual help {4 i i g i

7.; Fnowledgeable of concepts ;; ; ; ; ;

*8.; Regularly states e pectations 24 ; ; ; ;

D.; Enforce e pectations strictly ; ; ; ; ; ;

10.; Monitors classroom beha.ior ;; ; ; ; ;

: i : i i :

*¥¥¥11.1 Ability to get things done {' i i i i

***12.; Helps students accomplish ; ; ; ; ;
*p < 05
**kp < 01

Note Posttest - Control Group
Posttest - Experimental Group  -----

Source B M Beach and J Reinhartz, "Improving instructional
effectiveness A self-assessment procedure,"
School Research and Development Journal (1982)

Figure 6 Posttest Group Means of Reported Differences for
Control and Experimental Group of Teachers
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The mean scores of the ideal principal were compared as follows:

control and experimental groups, pretest (Figure 7); experimental groups,
pretest and posttest (Figure 8); and control and experimental group,
posttests (Figure 9). The analysis of variance was the statistical pro-
cedure used in analyzing the difference between groups (see summary
tables, Appendix B). Questions 8, 9, 15, and 20 had significant F-ratios
at the .05 level. Questions 6, 7, 14, 26, and 28 had significant F-
ratios at the .01 level. Table II 11lustrates these significant F-
ratios.

The mean scores of the actual principals were compared as follows:
control and experimental groups, pretest (Figure 10): experimental
groups, pretest and posttest (Figure 11); and control and experimental
groups, posttests (Figure 12). Figure 10 shgws that the pretest scores
from the control group and the experimental group were similar at the
beginning of the study. Figure 11 11lustrates that 1improvements were
made by the experimental group after administration of the posttest.
This gain in score was visible 1n 21 of the 32 responses. Figure 12
shows that the greatest differences occurred in comparisons of the mean
scores of the posttests from the control group and from the experimental
group. Differences existed in 31 of the 32 responses to these questions.
The analysis of variance was the statistical procedure utilized in an-
a]yzjng the difference between groups (see summary tables, Appendix B).
Many questions had significant F-ratios. Table III depicts the 24
questions having significant F-ratios at the .05 and .01 Tlevels of
significancg.

This research has compared traditional supervisory techniques with
clinical supervision. It has already been stated that no research has

found traditional supervision to impact teacher behavior more than
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2. iAsks About my Objectives { i i \ ‘
S. tAsks About my E:.pectations i d i d
4. (Asks About my Concerns i ‘ : H
5. iInvolves me with Data Methods i i i i
6. itldentifies Teaching Behaviors ! i H H
7. i1Suggests Observation Techniques | g : g
8. i{Suggests Self-sup. lechnique { ‘ i g
2. (Recards Data i H i i
16, iIMakes Verbatim Notes i ‘ H i
11. {Writes my Questions i ‘ H i
12, Writes Student Responses i i : i

i7. ‘1Records Student Time—-on—-Tast : : i
14. Charts Student Responces i H H
15. (Males Audioc Fecordings t i
1&. iCharts Movement i i
17. tMales Video Recordings i :
18. Observes Froblem Child i ‘
19. (Gives Opinions About Class i :
20. 18tays for Duration of Class i :
~1l. iMeets with me after Each Visit ] H
22. iGives me Direct Advice ] i
23. iGives Opiniaons Regarding Teaching! H
24. Relates my perceptions to Data g ‘
25. (Solicits my Opinions i H
26. i1Asts me Questions : H
27. iEncourages Different Technique g i
8. tAccommaodates my Friorities 1 :
29. ilListens More than Talls d i
TO. ‘Actnowledges What 1 Sav ; i
1. Gives Fraise and Encouragement i i
TZ. ‘Recommends Resoutrces : :

Note Pretest - Control Group

Pretest - Experimental Group  -----

Figure 7  Pretest Control and Experimental Group Mean Scores

for the SCSBQ for "Ideal" Principal
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i. iMeets Frior to Visit i H i N H
2. {Asls About my Objectives H i i 1%
. lAsks About my Expectations i i i LW
4. ‘Asks About my Concerns i i t i
5. !Involves me with Data Methaods H ‘ i H
6. tIdentifies Teaching Eehaviors H ‘ ‘ H
7. iSuggests Observation Techniques ] i ‘ ‘
8. {Suggests Self-sup. Technique g i ‘ g
?. i{Records Data H : i ;
10. iMakes Verbatim Naotes : i H
11. iWrites mv Questions i i i
12, tWrites Student Responses i H H
13. 1Records Student Time—on—Tast : i H
14. iCharts Student Responses H H b
15. iMales Audio Recordings i :
16. Charts ftlovement H H
17. iMales Video Recorarings H i
18. i0Observes Froblem Child H i
12. 1Gives Opinions About Class H i
20. tStays for Duration of Class ] ‘
21. iMeets with me after Each Visit : :
22. iGives me Direct Advice i ‘
23. (Bives Opinions Regatrding Teaching! ]
24. 1helates my perceptions to Data i ]
25. {Solicits my Opinions i i
26. i1Asls me (Questions i H
27. 1Encourages Different Technique ‘ i
28. tAccommodates my Friorities H i
2%2. iListens More than Taltls :
Z0. Acknowledges What I Say ‘ i
1. iGives Fraise and Encouragement i i
2. thecommends hesources i :
Note Pretest - Experimental Group ___
Posttest - Experimental Group  -----
Figure 8 Pretest, Posttest Experimental Group Mean Scores

for the SCSBQ for "Ideal" Principal
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4. tAsks About my Concerns g : i ‘ 7:
5. iInvolves me with Data Methods i ‘ H AR
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7. i1Suggests Observation Techniques | ‘ : { f:
8. iSuggests Self-sup. Technique i i i H ::
?. iRecords Data { H i yoe
10. iMakes Verbatim Notes i H H i
11. {Writes my Questions : : i
12. Writes Student Responses H H H d
17. (Records Student Time—aon-Tast H H H |
14. iCharts SEtudent Fesponses : H : :
15. iMales Audio Recordings t i 1
16. iCharts Movement ] H d
17. iMales Video Recordings H H i
18. 0Observes Froblem Child H i
19. (Gives Opinions About Clasc i i : i
20. (Stays for Duration of Class H ! XS
21. Meets with me after Each Visit : i : {
22. 1Gives me Direct Advice g H H i
23. iGives Opinions Regarding Teaching! H : i
24. Relates my perceptions to Data i i : [
25. i1Solicits my Opinions { ‘ i
26. iAsks me Questions { i i :
27. (Encourages Different Technique i : d :
8. 1Accommodates my Friotrities i i H i
29. iListens HMore then Talls i i i i
0. tActnowledges What I Say H H H !
Tl. iGives Fraise and Encouragement i i ‘ i
T2. itRecommends Resaources | i
Note  Posttest - Control Group -
Posttest - Experimental Group  -----
Figure 9. Posttest Control and Experimental Group Mean Scores

for the SCSBQ for "Ideal" Principal
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clinical supervision. Therefore, the researcher felt 11 1mportant to

show the pretest, posttest control group scores as perceived by the stu-

dents. Figure 13 11lustrates these mean scores. Students actually de-

scribed their teachers' behaviors less favorably on the posttest than on

the pretest.

TABLE II

SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE ON SIGNIFICANT
F-RATIOS FOR IDEAL PRINCIPAL

Questions

Source sS d+ MS F
& Between Ss 8.99 3 2.99 4, S2%%
Within Ss &OL 22 ?1 0.66
7 Between Ss 19.99 I 6.3F 6.6B*®%
Within Ss 88. 88 1 .97
8 Between Ss ?.23 = I.07 2.67%
Within Ss 104,70 21 1.15
? Between Ss 4.24 = 1.41 Z2.60%
Within Ss 48.35 91 0.93%
14 Between Ss 21.93 T 7.31 4, 73T*%
Within Ss 179.04 0 1.54
15 Between Ss 7.15 = 2.38 2.50%
Within Ss 85.82 Q1 Q.94
16 Between Ss 20.69 = 45.89 RRASE 2
Within Ss 164.15 Q0 1.82
20 Retween Ss 4.7 e 1.46 TL.QT7 %
Within Ss 4.7 SO Q.47
26 Between Ss - 87 = 1.27 T.B4=%
Within Ss 29.87 QO Q.”7F
28 Between Ss 7 71 = 2.473 6. OL%*
Within Ss T6.18 QO Q.40
*¥p<. 0

*¥p< .01
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16. iCharts Movement >

17. iMales Video Fecordings i
i8. i0bserves Froblem Child H
19. 1Gives Opinions About Class { {\
~0. 1Stays for Duration of Class ' i >
21. IMeets with me after Each Vis:it : i |
22. iGives me Direct Advice i g J
23. iGives Opinions Regarding Teaching i i ;
24. Rhelates my perceptions to Data i H

25. (Solicits my Opinions i ‘ .
Z26. iAsks me Questions ! : '
L7. iEncourages Different Technique ‘ ‘ { ]
“B. rAccommodates my Friorities ‘ g b N
9. iListens More than Talls | : ! .
0. iActnowledges What I Say : g i \\
1. iGives Fraise and Encouragement ' ' i $k}
2. ‘Recommends Resources H i i o
Note  Pretest - Control Group -

Pretest - Experimental Group

Figure 10

Pretest Control and Experimental Group Mean
Scores for the SCSBQ for "My" Principal



Item

Ranking

45
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1. IMeets Frior to Visat
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S. tInvolves me with Data Methods
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6. ildentifies Teaching Behaviors
7. iSuggests Observation Techniques
8. {Suggests Self-sup. Technique
9. iRecords Data
10. iMales Verbatim Notes
1l. tWrites my Questions
i2. Writes Student Responses
17. ‘1Records Student Time—-on-Tasl
14. 1Charts Student Responses
15. Males Audio Recordings
14. 1 Charts Movement
17. Males VYideo Recaordings
18. i0Observes Froblem Child i
19. iGives Opinions About Class :
20. iStays for Duration of Class :
21. itleets with me after Each Visit :
22. iBives me Direct Advice ‘
2Z. iGives Opinions Regarding Teaching!
24. Relates my perceptions to Data i
235. i180licits my Opinions i
Z2&. tAsls me Questions :
7. i1Encourages Different Technique <
28. tAccommodates my Priorities H
Z9. iListens More than Talks i
0. tAclknowledges What 1 Say ‘
T1. iGives Fraise and Encouragement :
IZ. iRecommends Resources H
Note Pretest - Experimental Group
Posttest - Experimental Group -----
Figure 11  Pretest, Posttest Experimental Group Mean Scores

for the SCSBQ for "My" Principal



T

(%]
]
= >
Item Rank1ing . £ = =
@ © T < @
> — = S &
[s5} Q o 0 Y4
= (%] %) o O
i. iMeets Frior to Visit ! q H ; fl
2. tAsks About my 0Objectives i : H -
T. iAsks About my Evpectations i ‘ : S
4. iAsks About my Concerns ‘ i ‘ s
S. i1Involves me with Data Methods ' { i I
6. (Identifies Teaching Behaviors { ‘ ¢ L
7. i{8Suggests Observation Techniques ‘ H ] B I
8. (S5Suggests Self-sup. Technique { i A
Z. I(Records Data i d oA
10. iMakes Verbatim Notes i i ¢ ‘
11. {Writes my Questions { i HR ‘
12. (Writes Student Responses i i i ;
1T. tRecords Student Time—-on-Tast i H T
14. iCharts Student Responses : : A
15. Mates Audio Recordings i . : g
16. iCharts Movement : o' i
17. iMales Video Recordings { g : i
18. Observes Froblem Child i i S > I
19. iGives Opinions About Class H H { L :
20. 1Stays for Duration of Class H i H N
21. i{Meets with me after Each VYisit i i i i }l
2Z. iGBives me Direct Advice ‘ ! i VA
2%Z. iGives OfFinions Regarding Teaching! i i :J H
Z24. Relates my perceptions to Data i i H ‘o
23. 1Solicits my Opinions i i i the !
26. 1Asks me Questions H H ‘ b e
27. |Encourages Different Technique ] : : e !
28. lAccommodates my Friorities H i i :‘. H
29. ilListens More than Talls i 1 t vl
J0. tActnowledges What I Say : : H ¢!
1. iGives Fraise and Encouragement i : : ):
1 { 1 1

-a -

{Recommends Resources

Note Posttest -
Posttest -

Control Group
Experimental Group  -----

Figure 12  Posttest Control and Experimental Group Mean

Scores for the SCSBQ for "My" Principal
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SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE ON
SIGNIFICANT F-RATIOS FOR

ACTUAL PRINCIPAL

Queastions

Sour ce 1) dif 118 F
1 UVelwaean Ss DR M 1 =3 2 71w
Withain Ss 41 79 @2 0 a3
2 Between Ss 18 20 I 6 LY S TT#w
Within Ss 106 70 L 118
T Detween S 17 11 s VI T Zow
Within Ss 1-1 79 4 ) B
4 Betweon S. 11 oy - - 79 2 9L
Within Sg 117 22 9L L .8
% beluven S 1 gl 1 Lo S S0*w
Within Ss to7 40 91 118
b Batwern Ot to |7 M rI7 2 63
Within Sw 117 8¢ Ve 1 .8
7 Botween S, 1T 18 X 14 @ Ll T9%w
Within Ss 116 16 D 1 7
8 Betwecn Su T 87 X VAR ] O 2Few
Within Su 129 7% » Lol
12 Betueen b5sg 15 914 2 S It 4 11w
Within S. 118 9 Q 12
1T Hetwien 4« ? Lo i -0 T 10w
Wilthin bs w70 t1 L o~
14 Betweun Us o 39 2 16 8~ {0 _1%w
Within Ss 148 _J GO 1 44
16 Belwewn Ss 78 S6 3 ~b6 18 17 29%%
Within Ss 137 78 @1 1 bt
18 Uetween Ss T b6 A 7 848 S Tlww
Within S 128 67 G0 1 42
19 lotueen Se U 4 04 “ LB%
Within &s 10 B 91 1 50
20 Hetween 8. 7 0D - < Wb T Igw
Within bs 61 - 4 0oL
2o h(lun(ntbs a 7 9 S Thuw
Withain Sy [ 4 [TV
23 Letwean Sy A
i w0 [
Within &y ol /0 ! o GL/ Sox
-w Letween Of 11 11 L2
- /0 4 9Lux
Within Ss e9 1z 9. 0 Js <
26 Between Ss ? ITb v
T 1z T bdww
Withi s >
n Ss Su 87 [P 0 8g
27 Between S, S o8 b
- S 19 O b2ww
Wilthin €g 81 9| % —
28 Rolween Ss 11 a0 v
-
W e . > B8O 4 74ww
1thin G4 /e 95 1 0 oo
29 HBetlween Se 9 50 -
Within og (S . T 4 87%x
=~ 4 0 65
IO Retwien Ss 11 og I -~
Within &3 4 75 - < g9 T 24w
& e ? O 70
J1 Pelween bs &
49 3
Within &g 3 a9 91 < 16 S 1lww
O 4.

*n < .05
**p < .01
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Figure 13  Pretest, Posttest Control and Experimental Group

Means of Reported Differences by Students for
Control Group of Teachers
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Summary

Data for this study were obtained from 48 public school teachers and
299 secondary school students. Data were gathered from these individuals
through the use of clinical and traditional supervision techniques to
determine whether clinical supervision impacts teacher instructional
behavior.

Statistical techniques utilized for presentation of data were analy-
sis of variance and Tukey's HSD. Figures showed differences in group
mean scores, while tables illustrated various Tlevels of significance.
Significant differences were recorded in the student and teacher assess-

ments. Significant differences were also recorded in the SCSBQ.



CHAPTER V

DISCUSSION

(

Introduction

One purpose of this investigation was to add to the minimal informa-
tion available to principals and teachers concerning clinical supervision
and its impact on teacher behavior. This research gathered information
from students and teachers regarding an experimental application of clin-
ical and traditional supervision techniques and to determine whether
clinical supervision has a differential impact on teacher behavior. If
the analyses of the data supports clinical supervision, then educators
will be encouraged to apply the method in the professional development of
teachers.

In August of 1990, contact was made with superintendents from four
Oklahoma school districts. The researcher met with these superintendents
to explain the intent of the proposed study. Meetings were also held
with several principals from the same districts who were interested in
hearing what the study 1involved. Twelve principals finally agreed to
gather data on teacher behavior and to complete the study. Each princi-
pal chose four teachers to participate. They were randomly assigned to
two groups: two were supervised under clinical supervision, and two
others under the traditional approach. The first cycle of supervision
was completed prior to Christmas vacation; the second was conducted

during the second semester prior to spring break.

50
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Only required academic classes were used in this study. No special
classes, activity classes, or physical education classes were involved.
Grades observed ranged from first through twelfth.

Preparation involved extensive review of the literature, analyses of
several data-gathering instruments on teacher behavior, and explanation
to principals of the techniques of clinical supervision. The literature
reviewed included the following areas: student-teacher training in clin-
ical supervision, teacher development, self-supervision, modifying
teacher behavior, clinical supervision, peer supervision, and videotaping
of classroom instruction. An in-depth discussion of these and of the
rationale for the selection of clinical supervision as a means of impact-
ing teacher behavior was discuﬁsed in Chapters I and II.

The "Assessment of Teacher and Student Instruments" (Beach and Rein-
hartz, 1982) used in this study were consistent with other instruments
employed by educators 1n describing teacher behavior. In addition, the
SCSBQ (Shinn, 1976) was intended to help teachers describe their actual
principal's supervisory behavior as measured against an ideal principal's
supervisory behavior. While observing classes, principals used the SCORE
(Acheson and Gall, 1987) 1nstrument to gather descriptive data on teach-
ers. Additional information regarding these instruments and their appli-
cation is found in Chapter III.

This study was based on a sample of 48 teachers from a population of
236 from four public school districts in the northern portion of the
state of Oklahoma. Two hundred and ninety-nine secondary students and
the 48 teachers/responded on the instruments; 12 principals gathered data
and supervised teachers.

Final analyses of data from the respondents consisted of both de-

scriptive and inferential statistics. The analysis of variance was the
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primary statistical procedure used 1n determining the differences between
mean scores from the two supervision methods. The statistical results
were supplied in detail in Chapter IV in narrative and graphic form, and

the statistical analysis of variance may be found 1n Appendix B.
Findings

Student Assessment-Control Group, Experi-

mental Group Pretest Group Mean Scores

No significant differences existed between these two groups. The
responses given by students allowed the researcher to believe that both
groups were similar at the beginning of this study. The premise was that
similarity of the groups would add strength to the study and make the

results more valuable.

Student Assessment-Experimental Group

Pretest, Posttest Group Mean Scores

A one-way ANOVA was used in analyzing data for each question. An-
alyses of the group mean scores of the pretest and of the posttest from
the experimental group showed significant differences. In 8 of the 12
questions, responses showed that the posttest group mean scores were
closer to the desirable reactions for that particular behavior than were
the pretest group mean scores. Question 3 (open to feedback), question
11 (ability to get things done), and question 12 (helps students) showed
this difference. However, question 10 (monitors classroom behavior)
showed a significant difference (F = 45.75, df = 3/293, p < .05). Ques-
tion 4 (presents materials to promote student learning) showed a signifi-

cant difference at the .01 level (F = 28.71, df = 3/295, p < .01).
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Question 5 (has 1nteresting and appropriate assignments) was significant
at the .01 level (F = 18.90, df = 3/295, p < .01). Question 8 (regularly
states expectations pertaining to student) was significant (F = 82.33, df
= 3/294, p < .0l). Finally, question 9 (enforces expectations strictly)
displayed a significance at the .01 level (F = 69.19, df = 3/294, p <
.01).

The students evidently perceived that the second cyclie of clinical
supervision impacted teacher behavior 1in the above areas. Generally,
data indicated that the students believed that the performance of the
experimental group on the posttest improved significantly on these ques-
tions. The results led toward the assumption that clinical supervision

enhances teacher instructional behavior.

Student Assessment-Control Group, Experi-

mental Group Posttest Group Mean Scores

Significant differences existed when the posttest group mean scores
from the control group were compared to the posttest group mean scores
from the experimental group. Questions 2 through 12 were significant at
the .01 level. Question 2 (sees students as capable) showed a signifi-
cant difference (F = 45.84, df = 3/292, p < .01), as did the following:
question 3 (F = 36.45, df = 3/293, p < .01), question 4 (F = 28.71, df =
3/295, p < .01), question 5 (F = 18.90, df = 3/295, p < .01), question 6
(F = 40.35, df = 3/294, p < .01), question 7 (F = 56.49, df = 3/293, p <
.01), question 8 (F = 82.33, df = 3/294, p < .01), question 9 (F = 69.19,
df = 3/294, p < .01), question 10 (F = 45.75, df = 3/293, p < .01), and
question 11 (F = 60.27, df = 3/295, p < .01). Question 12 showed a sig-
nificant difference (F = 52.30, df = 3/295, p < .01).
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It seems hard to believe that these particular posttest scores rep-
resent the true picture. Krajewsk1 (1976) suggested that student evalua-
tion is necessary, and at times more reliable than peer, personal, and
principal supervision. However, it 1s more realistic to believe that the
students scored the teachers too low on the posttest from the control
group. These results might suggest that secondary students are not pre-
pared to make valid judgments about teaching behavior. Earlier in this
study, the researcher reported- that elementary principals felt this to be
the case with elementary students. These results might infer that this

1s true of secondary students as well.

Student Assessment-Pretest, Posttest,

Control Group

The results from these scores clearly suggest that the students
perceived the teachers to be changing, but not in the desired direction.
In the student's opinion, the teaching behaviors exhibited by the teach-
ers actually became worse as the year progressed. There is no indication

as to why this occurred, but it does warrant greater investigation.

Teacher Assessment-Control Group, Experi-

mental Group Pretest Group Mean Scores

A significant difference between the pretest group mean scores from
the control group and the pretest group mean scores from the experimental
group existed only in question 6 (gives i1ndividual help). It was signif-
icant at the .05 level (F = 5.81, df = 3/92, p < .05). No other respon-
ses showed signs of significance, as they were all similar. Therefore,

it could be assumed that these groups were similar at the beginning of
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the study. This factor adds strength to the study and makes the results

worth reporting.

Teacher Assessment-Experimental Group

Pretest, Posttest Group Mean Scores

When comparing pretest group mean scores to posttest group mean
scores from the experimental group, all 12 of the questions expressed a
gain in score. Question 3 (open to feedback) was the only question with
a significant difference (F = 8.59, df = 3/92, p < .05). Most teachers
would probably believe that they are open to student feedback, and at the
same time, probably see their teaching behavior as good. This particular
instrument might verify that attitude, and at the same time, might sug-
gest that improvemént can be made 1n a relatively short period. Scoring

on the posttest gives evidence of this possibility.

Teacher Assessment-Control Group, Experi-

mental Group Posttest Group Mean Scores

Significant differences were found when comparing posttest scores of
the control group to those of the experimental group. All1 12 of the
teacher behaviors showed a gain 11n score when clinical supervision was
used. Question 1 (even-tempeﬁed, friendly) showed a significant differ-
ence (F = 2.96, df = 3/92, p < .05), as did question 6 (F = 5.81, df =
3/92, p < .05), and question 8 (F = 3.51, df = 3/92, p < .05). A1l were
significant at the .05 level.

Question 3 (open to student feedback) was significant at the .01
level (F = 8.59, df = 3/92, p < .01), as were question 11 (F = 6.52, df =
3/92, p < .01) and question 12 (F = 5.77, df = 3/92, p < .01).

I
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No other research has found traditional supervision superior to
clinical supervision. These particular posttest scores validate that
research. Generally, a comparison of the performances of the experimen-
tal and the control groups on the posttest scores would again lead to the
belief that clinical supervision 1mpacts teacher behavior more positively

than does traditional supervision.

Analysis of Clinical Supervisory Behavior

Questionnaire Ideal Principal

When the group mean scores on the SCSBQ 1deal principal were an-
alyzed and compared, questions 6, 7, 14, 16, 26, and 28 had significant
F-ratios at the .01 level. Questions 8, 9, 15, and 20 all had F-ratios
significant at the .05 level. In addition, many other questions
expressed a gain in score. Most of these gain in scores appeared in the
observation portion of the following: questions 10, 11, 12, 14, 15, and
17. These items showed differences in comparison of the pretest group
mean scores from the control group to the same test scores from the ex-
perimental group (see Figure 7, Chapter IV). Questions 9, 10, 11, 12,
14, and 16 presented differences when the pretest group mean scores from
the experimental group were contrasted to the posttest group mean scores
from the experimental group (see Figure 8, Chapter IV). Questions 8, 9,
10, 12, 14, 15, and 16 showed differences when posttest group mean scores
from the control group were compared to posttest group mean scores from
the experimental group (see Figure 9, Chapter IV). These results indi-
cated that teachers preferred their 1deal principal to be proficient 1n
all areas. Even though this judgment may be an unrealistic assumption,

these data suggested 1t to be tenable. At least the evidence suggested
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that teachers believe the 1deal principal should be able to collect and

record usable data.

Analysis of Clinical Supervisory Behavior

Questionnaire Actual Principal Control

Group, Experimental Group Pretest

Group Mean Scores

When the control group's pretest group mean scores were compared to
those of the experimental group, both groups' scores were similar (see
Figure 10, Chapter IV). This suggested that the two groups were not
different at the beginning of the study and, therefore, would add

strength to the results of the study.

Analysis of Clinical Supervisory Behavior

Questionnaire Actual Principal Experi-

mental Group Pretest, Posttest Group

Mean Scores

Contrasting these data from this instrument, before and after the
experiment, showed that the responses to 21 of the 32 questions expressed
a gain in score (see Figure 11, Chapter IV). One might 1infer that the
teachers had described the behavior of the principals too high on the
pretest. Because of former practices i1n teacher evaluation, most teach-
ers are not afforded the opportunity of describing the behavior of their
principals. Traditional supervisory methods do not allow for comparisons
of actual and 1deal behavior. And when given the opportunity, many a
teacher would probably give a supervisor's behavior performance too high
a rating. This 1is due, 1n part, to the repercussions teachers could

receive from negative ratings. The research of Reavis (1976) and others
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in the field of supervision verifies this, especially when traditional
supervision is used. It 1s possible that principals were improving,
especially in 1tems 1-9. These 1tems would have been discussed during
the planning conference under clinical supervision. Improvement also may
have occurred 1n 1tems 14, 15, and 16. These behaviors would be accomp-

lished during the classroom observation phase.

Analysis of Clinical Supervisory Behavior

Questionnaire Actual Principal Control

Group, Experimental Group Posttest

Group Mean Scores

Figure 12 in Chapter IV illustrated the greatest signs of improve-
ment. This %nstrument analyzed the differences between the control
group's posttest mean scores as compared to the posttest mean scores of
the experimental group. Data analyses revealed improvement in 31 of the
32 questions. This improvement 1s 1mportant. The experimental group's
responses seemed to suggest that the principal was doing a better job of
supervision. It might also suggest that principals were assisting teach-
ers 1n many areas. The researcher believes that these results document
that principals can 1mprove 1n their supervisory techniques, as teachers
improve in modifying their teaching behaviors. It seems that this was
accomplished, to some extent, in a short period of time.

As one looks at the teachers' responses to the ideal and actual
principals' ratings, one thing stands out 1n both groups. Item 14
(charts students' responses), item 15 (makes audio recordings), item 16
(charts movement), and item 17 (makes video recordings) all had lower
ratings. This could be due to many things, but two of those items would

require special equipment. Some schools might not have appropriate audio
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and video equipment needed to do an adequate job. In some schoels, spe-
cial techniciané are needed. It 1s also noteworthy to add that many
teachers might feel threatened by the recording of their classroom per-
formances. Of these four items, principals can definitely improve in two
of thenleithout any outside equipment or assistance. Principals can
chart student responses and the movement which takes place 1n all

classrooms.
Conclusions

Clinical supervision was designed to enable educators to improve
instructional behavior more effectively. According to Cogan (1973),
clinical supervision takes 1ts principal data from the events of the
classroom. The analyses of these data and the relationship between
teacher and supervisor form the basis of the program, procedures, and
strategies. Both data aﬁd personal interaction are meant to improve the
classroom behavior of the teacher. Flanders (1976) stipulated that the
goal of clinical supervision is assisting teachers to modify patterns of
instruction. Clinical éupervision seeks to foster some change 1n teach-
ing, to show that a change did in fact take place, by comparing the
former and new patterns of 1instruction. These patterns should give the
teacher useful insights into the instructional process.

The promising aspects of clinical supervision as a strategy for
teacher improvement have been affirmed in numerous publications. Gold-
hammer (1969) and Cogan (1973) spearheaded the articulation of the pro-
cess. Other researchers and professional organizations have added
impetus to the clinical method. Given the strong development of the
theory base for clinical supervision, one might expect to find an

accompanying data base. Unfortunately, this is not the case. Sullivan
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(1980) noted that the research 1n this area is still in the developmental
stage.

One purpose of this research was to add to the minimal information
available to principals and teachers concerning clinical supervision and
its impact on teacher behavior. Forty-eight teachers, 12 principals, and
299 secondary students contributed to this study. The assessment instru-
ments indicate that teacher behavior was impacted in several areas.
Significant differences were noted on several questions on all instru-
ments. Many questions, though not significant, approached that status.
The outcomes favored the clinical treatment.

In summary, the clinical supervision approach appears to have merit.
There is reason to conclude that 1t does impact teacher behavior and that
this fact can be perceived by students, teachers, and principals.
Another finding from this study was that principals can improve their
supervisory skills 1n the clinical mode. The SCSBQ actual principal
instrument suggests this. Principals improved these skills in a short
time, and with only a few teachers. One can only 1magine what improve-

ments could be made if they supervised all of their teachers clinically.
Implications

Student Assessment

Many of the findings from the data support other findings discussed
earlier 1n Chapter II. Those behaviors showing importance within this
study and most frequently mentioned within the Titerature were the fol-
lowing: presents materials to promote student learning, has interesting
and appropriate assignments, regularly states expectations pertaining to

conduct, enforces expectations strictly, and monitors classroom behavior.
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These behaviors had a higher ranking by students when pretest, posttest
group mean scores from the experimental group were compared. The high
priority given these behaviors may be attributed to the fact that they
directly relate to pupil-teacher interaction and classroom management.
The behaviors suggesting the most difference occurred when the post-
test group mean scores from the experimental group were compared with
those scores of the control group. According to the responses, the 11
most significant teaching behaviors were the following: perceives stu-
dents as capable, is open for feedback, presents materials to promote
student learning, has interesting and appropriate assignments, gives
individual help, is knowledgeable of concepts taught, regularly states
expectations, enforces expectations, monitors classroom behavior, has
ability to get things done, and helps students accomplish objectives.
Data analysis itself suggests that some change 1n teaching behavior
took place. Clinical supervision seeks to stimulate that change. It
seeks to compare the former and new patterns of instruction in ways that
will give teachers useful 1nsights into the instructional process. If
teachers can see these changes, then maybe students can also. Some au-
thorities consider students inadequate in rating teacher effectiveness.
However, Krajewski (1976) recommends student feedback as both desirable
and necessary; moreover, continuing research indicates student evaluation
of certain aspects of teaching to be more accurate than that done by
self, peer, or supervisor. This researcher agrees that student feedback
is desirable and necessary, but questions its accuracy as compared to
evaluation by self, peer, or supervisor. Student input 1s desirable and
mmportant, but one question comes to mind. Do students possess enough
knowledge about teaching to make valid assessments? This researcher

thinks they do not know enough about teaching to assess all the behaviors
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associated with 1t. Teachers themselves spend years trying to improve a
profession to which they have dedicated their Tlives. Therefore, the
overwhelming responses found in this 1instrument favoring clinical super-
vision over traditional supervision may verify this point. On the other
hand, the astounding responses might signify that the students hurried
through the questions and thus gave unthoughtful answers. Their over-
whelming responses favoring clinical supervision may support such an
insight.

One behavior shown as not being significant but favoring the di-
rection of significance was that area described as "even-tempered,
friendly." Students felt that the clinical model impacted the teacher's
‘mood in a positive fashion. Analyses of these data from the student
assessment revealed that a significant amount favored clinical over tra-
ditional supervision. However, the brief time span between the pretest
and posttest treatments and the brevity of the study may have allowed
confounding variables to affect the significant differences favoring
clinical supervision. Further research 1s warranted to support or ques-

tion these findings.

Teacher Assessment

Many of the positive results found from the student assessment were
also found in the teacher assessment. The teaching behaviors appearing
as significant were the following: gives 1ndividual help, is open to
student feedback, 1s even-tempered, regularly states expectations, has
ability to get things done, and helps students accomplish. This study
found these behaviors to have the greatest significance when the posttest
group mean scores from the control group were contrasted to the posttest

group mean scores of the experimental group. The remaining six behaviors
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also suggested differences favoring the clinical method. They are these:
sees students as capable, presents materials, follows up instructions, is
knowledgeable of concepts, enforces expectations strictly, and monitors
classroom behavior.

Figure 4 in Chapter IV suggested that the control group and the
experimental group were similar at the beg1nn{ng of the study. However,
analyses of the posttest data proved a change had occurred. Changes in
teacher behavior seemed apparent (see Figure 6, Chapter IV). Again,
clinical supervision was perceived to 1mpact teacher behavior more than
did the traditional approach. Acheson and Gall (1980) believed the pri-
mary focus of clinical supervision to be professional development. It is
teacher-centered, and it 1s meant to help all teachers improve their
instructional performance. These data might mply that teachers and
principals stayed within the clinical supervision format. Teacher behav-
ior appeared to be enhanced 1n 6 of the 12 items. This seems unbeliev-
able because of the short time involved 1n this study. How much feedback
and teacher-principal 1interaction are necessary to produce positive re-
sults? Krajgewski's (1976) research found positive results in a year-long
study, as did a study by Buttery (1972). Their studies imply that clini-
cal supervision can impact teacher behavior 1n a short span of time. It
may take longer to mpact certain behavioral characteristics, but some
modifications can occur in a shorter time frame. It is hoped that the
positive results from these posttest comparisons were due to principals
gathering good data and teachers using these data to make changes. On
the other hand, because of the brief time between pretest and posttest
treatment, these positive results could develop from other variables.
Further research is both appropriate and necessary to either support or

reject these findings.
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SCSBQ Ideal Principal

This 1nstrument consisted of 32 items denoting clinical supervisory
behaviors. Items 1-8 consisted of planning conference techniques. Items
9-20 1ncluded techniques used during classroom observation, and items
21-32 denoted techniques used during the post-observation conference.
Figures 7, 8, and 9 (Chapter IV) suggested that teachers desire more
planning time with their principals, recording of more observational data
and an opportunity to review the data with their principals. Of these
three phases, the collection of observational data showed the greatest
need. It can only be assumed that teachers desired their principals to
be in the classroom collecting data for teachers to use in enhancing
teaching behavior. When comparing teacher responses, data suggested that
teachers prefer the clinical format to the traditional method of supervi-
sion. This conclusion would support other research findings. Other
research, discussed in Chapter II, also declared that teachers prefer
clinical to traditional supervision. No research has found traditional
supervision to impact teaching more than does clinical supervision.

The findings of the study may also suggest that teachers want their
principals to be able and wi1lling to assist them more. Direct feedback
has proven beneficial to the teaching process. By collecting data, prin-
cipals would help teachers utilize these data for enhancing teacher

behavior.

SCSBQ Actual Principal

Supervisory Tliterature clearly suggested that two of the key
elements 1n clinical supervision are to collect data and review the data

with teachers. Clearly, the 1information collected on this instrument



65

bolsters the concept of clinical supervision. It supports the findings
of Shinn (1976) that teachers believe clinical supervision is worthwhile
and that it enhances teachers' ability to modify their own teaching
behaviors.

In summary, the clinical supervisory approach appears to have merit.
It fosters positive communication between principals and teachers, and it
has an 1mpact on modifying teaching behavior. Even though clinical
supervision has been in use since the 1950's, its practice in the field
is still embryonic. Most supervisors lack the skills necessary to an-
alyze teaching behaviors satisfactorily. They need help 1n Tlearning
analytic and feedback techniques.

The principal should be the 1instructional leader of the school and
should set the tone for quality instruction. If teacher and principal
can work together to 1mprove instruction, then clinical supervision
should ensure success. The SCSBQ actual principal instrument suggests
that principals can improve their supervision skills. Comparing the
posttest scores from the experimental group to those of the control group
gives us some good 11nformation. Principals, as well as teachers, can
change in a relatively short time. They can improve the way they super-
vise and assist teachers. By designing effective observation 1instru-
ments, conducting planning conferences, recording usable data, and
working with teachers 1n interpreting the data, principals can enhance
the chances for quality instruction in the classroom.

The findings of this study favor clinical supervision over the
traditional method. And a review of the Titerature finds no research
favoring the traditional method. Therefore, it appears safe to say that

clinical supervision enhances teacher behavior.
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Recommendations for Further Research

Among the recommendations for further research is the suggestion
that this study be conducted with a few variations. Similar studies
might be conducted with the following changes: (1) a larger sample size
of teachers to enhance the validity of the statistical procedures when
investigating differences between experimental and control groups, (2) a
qualitative study to collect information from teachers stating which
method of supervision 1mpacts their teaching more and why, and (3) use of
the Oklahoma State Department of Education 1ist of 20 minimum criteria
for effective teaching performance as the teaching behaviors to be an-
alyzed. These’procedures would surely enhance the prospect of principals
being involved 1n analyzing teaching behaviors far more than the two-day
workshop now required by the Oklahoma State Department of Education for
administrators who will apply the Oklahoma Minimum Performance Criteria

1n evaluating teaching performance.
Recommendations for Practice

Recommendations for practice as a result of this study and of a
review of the literature are appropriate to universities and colleges,

superintendents and school boards, principals, and teachers.

Recommendations for Higher Education

Three primary recommendations are related to this study. First, the
continuation of research on clinical supervision is needed. Research
regarding this topic and 1ts use by principals and teachers is sparse.

The second recommendation is that more courses in supervision should

be required for principals. One course is not sufficient. Clinical
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supervision 1tself requires much training, practice, and knowledge of its
basic tenets.

The third recommendation 1s that colleges of education instruct
their student teachers in the clinical supervision process. Professors
should also use the method when observing student teachers in the field.
This recommendation may also be accomplished by hiring clinical teachers.
They are employed for the express purpose of supervising the university's
student teachers. They could also add needed information for research in

this field.

Recommendations for Superintendents and

School Boards

Superintendents and school boards should schedule staff development
programs emphasizing clinical supervision for teachers and principals.
Professors, other experts, or local teachers and administrators who are
familiar with clinical supervision could 1nstruct the sessions.

In addition, principals should be allowed to supervise teachers
clinically and be mentors to other principals and teachers. This would
necessitate their freedom from routine clerical tasks not associated with
teaching, learning, and the supervisory process. The outcome should be
improved instruction and improved student learning.

Another recommendation 1s that bodrds of education utilize clinical
supervision on a small scale. The program might be started with either
elementary or secondary teachers. If it proves beneficial, the program

could be expanded.

Recommendations for Principals

Building principals should develop clinical supervisory skills and
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confer with teachers on a regular basis. Also, principals should learn
to instruct their own teachers on ways to supervise each other clini-
cally. More reflective teaching and more peer coaching efforts could

result.

Recommendations for Implementing Clinical

Supervision in Schools

Supervisors should be thoroughly prepared before they try to use the
method. Other recommendations follow:

1. Use a small number of teachers at first. Make sure they under-
stand what is involved. These pi1lot teachers can either make or break
the program.

2. Select and focus on only a few observation items to begin with.

3. Develop a storehouse of data collection instruments.

4. Develop a list of helpful conferencing techniques.

5. After sufficient time, allow teachers to evaluate clinical su-
pervision as a process for enhancing teacher behavior.

6. Enlist other teachers to try clinical supervision. The pilot

teachers can become supervisors of the new teachers.

Recommendations for Teachers

Using clinical techniques, teachers should enlist help from princi-
pals and other teachers in gathering data on teaching behaviors. They
should also help each other interpret the results to enhance teaching.
Teachers are also encouraged to videotape their teaching and to use the

tapes as part of the feedback conference.

Final Recommendation
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As stated earlier, the field of clinical supervision badly needs
study. It is a means of providing educators with information about ef-
fective teaching behaviors. Analyses and reflection about teachihg have
the potential to bring about significant reforms in classrooms, to the

benefit of all.
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DCMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION SHEET

Responses to the following will help 1n 1nterpreting the data
Please check the appropriate space for each category

1. Years of Teaching Experience (i1ncluding this year)

1-2 3-4 5- 6 7-8 9-10 11-20 over 20

2 Years with your present principal (including this year)

1-2 3-4 5-6 7-8 9-10 11-20 over 20

3. Grade Level(s) which you teach

K 1 2 3 4 5 6

Other (Please specify)

4  Sex ___Female __Male

5 Age _ Under 25 __ 25-29 __ 30-34 __ 35-39 _40-44
__45-49 _ 50-54 _ 55-59 60 or over

6 Number of student 1n your school _  under 200 __200-299
_300-399 __ 400-499 _ 500-599 ___600 or over

7 Number of visits to your classroom by your principal
during this school year
o _ v _2 3 __ 4 5 6 __ 7 __ 8or
more

8 Number of conferences which you and your principal have
had during this school year

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 or
more.
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TCACHCR ASSCSSMUNT INSTRUMENT
As the teacher conducts instruction in the classrcom, does he or she do the

following:
1. 1 2 ? 5
Even-tempered, friendly Moody, often cross
2. 1 2 ? 5
Perceive students as capable of See 1mmited, narrowly
accomplishing defined success for
students
3. 1 2 3 5
| | !
Open to student feedback Does not allow students
to express likes and
disTikes
4 1 2 3 5
l
Present materials in appropriate Does not plan instruction
ways for student understanding, relative to student needs
needs, and abilities and abilitves
5 1 2 3 5
I
Follow up 1instruction with Rarely give assignments, 1f
reasonable and interesting given, they are worksheets
assignments or terms and questions from
textbook
6 1 2 3 5
l l
Give individual help when Avoid 1ndividual help and
students do not understand rely on students to understand
material material
7. 1 2 3 5
I T I
Knowledgeable of concepts taught Lack adequate preparation
for presentation of concepts
8 1 2 3 5
I
Regularly state expectations for Rarely discuss rules of
classroom conduct conduct and expectations for
classroom behavior
9. 1 2 3 5
[ | I
Enforce expectations strictly, Incongistent 1n applying and
but fairly enforcing rules of conduct
10. 1 2 3 5

Monitor classroom behavior
closely through movement and
nonverbal behavior to manage
class

11. 1 2

Unaware of many behaviors

1n classroom and seldom
move or use nonverbal
behavior in class management

5

I
Have an ab11lty to get things
done, complete tasks

12 1 2

Seldom finish a task during
an assigned period and seldom
get things done on schedule

5

|
Help students accomplish
objectives and produce
achievement 1n students

Seldom have students accomplish
objectives and provide little
evidence of student achievement
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TEACHER ASSESSMEUNT INSTRUMENT
(Student)
As the teacher conducts instruction in the classroom, does he or she do the
following
1 1 2 3 ? 5
I
Even-tempered, friendly Moody, often cross
2. 1 2 3 ? 5
Perceive students as capable of See I1m1ted, narrowly
accomplishing defined success for
students
3 1 2 3 4 5
[ I I I
Open to student feedback Does not allow students
Lo express likes and
dislikes
4 1 2 3 4 5
I I
Present materials in appropriate Does not plan instruction
ways for student understanding, relative to student needs
needs, and abilities and abiTities
5 1 ? 3 4 5
I I I
Follow up nstruction with Rarely give assignments, 1f
reasonable and interesting given, they are worksheets
assignments or terms and questions from
textbook
6 1 2 3 4 5
I |
Give individual help when Avoid 1ndividual help and
students do not understand rely on students to understand
material material
7. 1 2 3 4 5
I I I I
Knowledgeable of concepts taught Lack adequate preparation
for presentation of concepts
8 1 2 3 4 5
I I I
Regularly state expectations for Rarely discuss rules of
classroom conduct conduct and expectations for
classroom behavior
9 1 2 3 4 5
| | [ 1
Enforce expectations strictly, Inconsistent in applying and
but fairly N enforcing rules of conduct
10. 1 2 3 4 5

Monitor classroom behavior
closely through movement and
nonverbal behavior to manage
class

11 1 2

I
Have an ab1IIty to get things
done, complete tasks

12 1 2

3 q
B

Unaware of many behaviors

in classroom and seldom
move or use nonverbal
behavior 1n class management

5

Seldom finish a task during
an assigned period and seldom
get things done on schedule

5

[
Help students accomplish
objectives and produce
achievement in students

Seldom have students accomplish
objectives and provide Tittle
cvidence of student achievement
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PLEASE READ EACH OF THE FOLLOWING DESCRIPTIONS OF CLASSROOM
SUPERVISORY ACTIVITICS AND TECHNIQULS. IN THE LCFT MARGIN
CIRCLE THE RESPONSC WHICH MOST NEARLY DESCRIBES THE EXTENT TO
WHICH YOU BELIEVE THE IDEAL PRINCIPAL WOULD USE THIS TECHNIQUE
IN THE RIGHT MARGIN PLEASE CIRCLE THE RESPONSE WHICH MOST NEARLY
DESCRIBES THE EXTENT TO WHICH YOUR PRESENT PRINCIPAL USES THIS
TECHNIQUE

THE FOLLOWING ARC DEFINITIONS OF THE RESPONSES
1 = NEVER (at no time, under no conditions)

2 SELDOM ( n few 1nstances, rarely,
infrequently)

3 = SOMETIMES (occasionally, once 1n a while)

4 = USUALLY (commonly or ordinarily used)

5 = OFTEN (many times)

IF THIS PRINCIPAL HAS NEVER SUPERVISED YOU, PLEASE PLACE A CHECK
IN THE FOLLOWING BOX

SOCIAL SECURITY NUMBER

"TDEAL" "MY PRINCIPAL"

12345 1 MEETS WITH MC PRIOR 10 VISITING MY CLASS 12345

12345 2. PRIOR TO A VISIT, FINDS OUT WHAT MY LESSON PLAN 12345
OBJECTIVES ARE AND WHAT STRATCGIES I PLAN TO USE
DURING THE VISIT

12345 3 PRIOR TO A VISIT, FINDS OUT WHAT I EXPECT STUDENTS 1
TO BC DOING DURING THE VISIT

~N
w
E=Y
(8]

12345 4 FINDS OUT, PRIOR TO A VISIT, ANY CONCERNS I HAVE 12345
AND ANY PROBLEMS I FEEL I AM HAVING

12345 5 PRIOR TO A VISIT, INVOLVES ME IN DECIDING WHAT 12345
(S)HE WILL OBSERVE AND THE TYPE OF DATA (S)HE
WILL COLLECT DURING THL VISIT

12345 6. PRIOR TO A VISIT, HELPS ME TRANSLATE MY CONCERNS 12 3 4 5
INTO SPECIFIC TEACHING BEHAVIORS WHICH CAN BE
OBSERVED

12345 7 PRIOR TO A VISIT, SUGGESTS A VARIETY OF OBSER- 12345
VATIONAL TECHNIQUES WHICH (S)HE COULD USF
DURING THE VISIT

12345 8 SUGGESTS METHODS WHICH I CAN USE TO GATHER MY 12345
OWN DATA ABOUT MY TEACHING WITHOUT HELP FROM
OTHERS.

12345 9 RECORDS SYSTEMATIC DATA DURING THE VISIT FOR 12345
LATER ANALYSIS

12345 10 MAKES VERBATIM NOTES OF SELECTED PARTS OF WHAT 12345
1 SAY AND WHAT STUDCNTS SAY DURING THE VISIT

12345 11 WRITCS MY QUECSTIONS DURING THC VISIT FOR LATER 12345
ANALYSIS

12345 12 WRITES STUDENTS' RESPONSES TO MY QUESTIONS FOR 12345
ANALYSIS

12345 13 RECORDS WHETHER INDIVIDUAL STUDENTS ARE WORKING 12345
AT THEIR ASSIGNED TASKS OR NOT



14

15

16.

17

18

19

20

21

22
23

24.

25

26

27

28

29
30

31

32

MAKES A CHART TO SHOW PATTERNS AND AMOUNT OF
STUDENT RESPONSE IN CLASS DISCUSSIONS

MAKES AUDIO RECORDING OF EVERYTHING THAT IS SAID
IN CLASS

MAKES CHARTS TO SHOW THE PHYSICAL MOVEMENTS OF
ME AND/OR MY STUDLCNTS DURING THE VISIT

MAKES TELEVISION RECORDINGS OF ME AND/OR MY
STUDENTS AS T TEACH

OBSERVECS AND MAKECS NOTES ABOUT THE BEHAVIOR OF
A SPECIFIC CHILD IF T HAVE IDENTIFIED THAT CHILD
AS A "PROBLEM" STUDENT

RECORDS HIS (HER) SUBJECTIVE FEELINGS ABOUT
WHETHER THE CLASS IS GOOD OR BAD

STAYS FOR AT LEAST THE DURATION OF A COMPLETE
ACTIVITY WHEN (S)HE VISITS

MEETS WITH ME AFTER EACH VISIT TO DISCUSS WHAT
(S)HC OBSERVED

GIVES ME DIRECT ADVICE TO IMPROVE MY TEACHING

GIVES ME HIS(HER) OPINIONS REGARDING MY TEACHING

RELATES MY PERCEPTIONS OF THE CLASS TO THE
OBJECTIVE OBSERVATIONAL DATA WHICH (S)HE
COLLECTED DURING THE VISIT

ENCOURAGES ME TO MAKEC INFERENCES AND TO EXPRESS
MY FEELINGS AND OPINIONS ABOUT OBSERVATIONAL
DATA WHICH (S)HE COLLECTED

ASKS ME QUESTIONS DURING THE CONFERENCE WHICH
HCLP ME TO CLARITY MY OPINIONS AND FECELINGS

ENCOURAGES ME TO CONSIDER ALTERNATIVE TEACHING
TECHNIQUES AND EXPLANATIONS OF CLASSROOM EVENTS

IS WILLING TO MODIFY HIS (HER) OBJECTIVLS FOR
THE CONFERENCE TO ACCOMODATE MY PRIORITIES

LISTENS MORE THAN (S)HE TALKS IN A CONFERENCE

ACKNOWLEDGES WHAT I SAY AND SHOWS ME THAT (S)HE
UNDERSTANDS WHAT I AM SAYING

GIVES PRAISE AND CNCOURAGEMENT TOR SPECIFIC
GROWTH IN MY TEACHING SKILLS WHICH WE HAVE
OBSERVED

RECOMMENDS RESOURCES SUCH AS BOOKS AND TRAINING
PROGRAMS WHICH DCAL WITH ARCAS IN WHICH I WISH
TO IMPROVE
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TABLE IV

SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE ON

SIGNIFICANT F-RATIOS FOR
STUDENT ASSESSMENT

tuestions
Soutce 88 d+f MS F

2 Between Ss 82.973 = 29.97 45.8B4%*
Within Ss 1920.93 292 0.65

3 Between Ss 72.97 I 24,72 TEH.45%%
Within Ss 195.49 297 0O.66

4 Between Ss 67.01 = 22.33 28.71%x
Within Ss 229.91 293 O0.77

S Between Ss 446.59 = 15.593 18.90%%
Within Ss 242.71 295 0.82

46 Between Ss 75.99 5 25.18 4O TOR*
Within Ss 187.46 o4 0.62

7 Between Ss QO.4- - TO.14 S56.49%%
Within Ss 1564.33 267 0.57

8 Between Ss 178.44 _ 5%2.48 82, 3Txx
Within Ss 212.79 294 O 72

? Between Ss 172,47 e 45 47 69, 19%%
Within Ss 197 44 &4 0 &7

10 Between Ss T.860 i -1 20 45.75%*
Within Ss 199.87 9T (.68

11 Between Ss 102 47 ~ 4,14 U7 *%
Within Ss 167,10 Q5 C0O.906

12 Between Ss 107.04 _ T5.68 S TOx*
Within Ss 201.25 5 0.68

*¥p< . Ol

¥ pli.0OS
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TABLE V

SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE ON
SIGNIFICANT F-RATIOS FOR
TEACHER ASSESSMENT

luestions
Saurce S8 df MS F
i Between Ss 2.61 T 0.87 2.96%
Within Ss 27.04 Q2 Q.29
3 Between Ss + 8.69 = 2.89 8.59%%
Within Ss 31.04 Qo O.3FT
46 Between Ss L. b6 = 2222 4.81%
Within Ss T5.16 ez 0.7%8
8 Between Ss 6.36 3 2.12 T.O1lx
Within Ss 55.54 Q2 0.60
11 Between Ss 5.98 i 1.88 E.S2%¥
Within Ss 26.25 92 O.28
12 Between Ss 4.33 T 1.44 S.T77%%
Within Ss 27.00 R 0.5
i‘(‘*p <e (31

“« p .05



TABLE VI

SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE ON

SIGNIFICANT F-RATIOS FOR
IDEAL PRINCIPAL

Questions

Source 88 d+ MS F
& Between Ss 8.99 3 2.99 4, [2%%
Within Ss L0.22 91 Q.66
7 Between Ss 19.59 T 6.37T L. 6B*x*
Within Ss 88.88 21 0.97
8 Between Ss .23 T T.07 2.67%
Within Ss 104.70 21 1.15
7 Between Ss 4,24 ~ 1.41 Z.65%
Within Ss 48.55 21 .57
14 Between Ss 21.97F = 7.3 FAVARS T3
Within Ss 179.04 QU 1.54
15 Between Ss 7.13 - 2.8 .97
Within Ss 85.82 Q1 0.94
16 Between Ss 20.469 = 6.89 T.T B
Within Ss 164.15 0 1.82
20 Petween Ss .78 - 1.4¢ TLOT7x
Within &= B 20 [0 I
26 bBetwesn Ss .87 - 1.27 T.B4x+
Within Ss 22.87 SO .77
28 bBetween Ss 7.71 e 2 47 &L Ob%Ex
Within Ss T6.18 QU Q.40

*¥pe 03
*%F+ 01
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TABLE VII

SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE ON
SIGNIFICANT F-RATIOS FOR ACTUAL
PRINCIPAL (.05)

RQuestions
Source 88 d+ MS F

Between Ss 3.69 I 1.27% 2.71%
Within Ss 41.79 92 O.454

X Between Ss 13.11 Z 4.37 TLT0O®
Within Ss 121.79 Q2 1.732
Between Ss 11.23 = 375 2.91%
Within Ss 117.22 Q1 1.8
Between Ss 10.12 x T.ET7 MRPCIRE 2
Within Ss 117.873 Qz 1.28
Between Ss F.4L0 = T 20 TL10%
Within Ss TL70 91 1.02
Between Ss 12,12 I 4.04 2. 68%
Within Ss 136.82 91 1.50
Between Ss 7.08 = 2.C76 T.IB*
Within Ss 64.25 Q2 0.9
BRetween S« S K4 ” 1 &S . 9%%
Within Ss L1 70 g- (g




TABLE VIII

SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE ON
SIGNIFICANT F-RATIOS FOR ACTUAL
PRINCIPAL (.01)

Questions

Saurce S8 d+ MS F

2 Between Ss 18.28 3 b6.09 S5.29%%
Within Ss 106.7C Q2 1.15

S Between Ss 17.81 s 4.60 T.0%%
Within Ss 107.40 91 1.18

7 Between Ss 4T.16 X 14.78 11.79%*
Within Ss 116.16 9z 1.26

8 Between Ss 25.87 T 7.95 S.2TH%
Within Ss 139.73 Q2 1.51

12 Between Ss 15.94 i 5.71 4. 11%%
Within Ss 118.79 92 1.29

14 Retween Ss S50.49 = 16.87 10.21%x
Within Ss 148.2% Q0O 1.64

i6 Between Ss 78.56 = 26.18 17 . 29%*
Within Ss 1Z7.78 Q1 1.31

18 Between S< DT E6E ~ 7 3 S Slxx
Within Es 1728. a7 0 1 47

22 Petween Ss 8.77 T 279 TL.T7b¥%%
Within Ss &8 25 Q2 0O 74

~2 Between Ss 11.11 - .70 4, 9Txx%
Within Ss 6912 G2 075

26 Between Ss Q.T6 - A S.64x*
Within Ss S50.87 - 0.39

27 BRetween Ss 15.58 I 3.19 S.HEE%%
Within Ss 84.91 g2 0.2

28 Between Ss 11.40 - _ .80 4.7 4%%
Within Ss 72.95 21 0.80

29 Retween Ss 9.38 e .19 4,87 %%
Within Ss L0125 2 O. 65

70 Between Ss 11.08 e I 69 AYE T
Within Ss 64.75 Q2 O.70

~1 Between Ss 6.49 ~ S =) RPRSE T
Within Ss T8. 49 21 O 4 _

**p < 01
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ounty
Public
Schools
VO b e crloncl o e oo b gl Ny landd 20850 147
odeplhy e Cson 279-3361

August 1, 1990

Mr John Jones
816 4th Street
Alva, Oklahomy 73717

Dear Mr TJones

I am enclosing a copv of the section of my dissertation describing the

development of the qucstionnatic  the presentation ind nalyeils of the data and
the questionnaire 1nstrument

I hope you find thiec helpful as you carvy out your research Please let me
know 1f I can essist you 1n any other way

Sincerely yours,

) e,y
. / / . ‘7
f// s

Jimes T  Shinn
Director of Personnel Services

JLS b33
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August 27, 1990

Illinoils ASCD

College of Education
Il1linols Statle Universily
Normal, Illanouis

Dear Sir
I wish to request permission Lo use Lhe instrumenis found in the

following book Supervision Focus on Instruction by Don Michael
Beach and Judy Reinhartz, (copyraight 1989)

] Assessment of Teacher Inslrument [igurc 8 6
p 169

2 Assessment of Teacher Insirument Figure 8 8
p 171

I would like Lo duplicalc 200 copics of Lhe instrument found on
page 171 and 150 copies of the instrument found on page 169
These ainstruments will be used to gather information for my
doctoral dissertation I plan on conducting this research be-
ginning on September 1, 1990

Your earliest reply would be greatly appreciated

Respectfully,

IR H=E N
John Jone's

309 Church
Alva, OK 73717
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July 19, 1990

Harper & Row Publishers, Inc
10 East 53rd Street
New York, New York

ATTN- Marilyn Small
I wish to request permission to use the instruments found in the

following book. Supervision Focus on Instruction by Don M. Beach
and Judy Reainhartz, (copyright 1989)

1. Assessment of Teacher Instrument Figure 8.6 p. 169.
2. Assessment of Teacher Instrument Tigure 8 8 p. 171.

I would like to duplicate 200 copies of the instrument found on
page 171 and 150 copies of the instrument found on page 169

These instruments will be used to gather information for my
doctorial dissertation. I plan on conducting this research begin-
ning on September 1, 1990

Your earliest reply would be greatly apprecirated

Respectfully,

John Jones
816 4th Street
Alva, Oklahoma 73717
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August 2 1990

John Jones
816 4th Street
Alva Oklahoma 73717

Dear Mr Joncs

Thank you for the enclosed letler requesting permission to reprint two

figures from SUPERVISION FOCUS ON INSTRUCIION by Don Michael Beach and
Judy Reinhartz

The figures you would like to use are not original to our publication
and we are not authorized to grant permission for their use As noted
below each figure they were taken from the Illinois School Research and Development

Journal #19. Plecasc contacl them to obtain permissim to reprint
these figures

Thank you for checking with us

Sincerely

@/7(9( (QL{/&&C L? -

Carol Schrcaber
Copyriyht & Permissions
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January 10, 1991

Dear Principal:

This is the last phase of my study. I ask you to
supervise the same teachers as you did in phase one
of the study but this time, gather data on time-on-
task. I am enclosing another example of what the
instrument might look 1ike, but you are urged to
make your own.

Again, thank you very much for your time and patience.

Respectfully,

John Jones
309 Church
Alva, Oklahoma 73717

Enclosure



July 30, 1990

Dear Superintendent

As you recall from our phone conversation, I am
completing my doctoral studies at Oklahoma State
University. I would 1ike to conduct a study in your
school district with as many of your school
administrators and teachers as possible. My study
involves supervising teachers. I would need to find
some principals who would be willing to supervise two
teachers using clinical supervision and two teachers
using the traditional approach. It should not take
more than a few hours of training for your principals
plus the supervision time.

I will call you 1n one week regarding your decision.

Respectfully,

John Jones
309 Church
Alva, Oklahoma 73717
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T = teacher question
A4 = student question

A = teacher positive response

~ = teacher negative response

Figure 14. Verbal Flow Chart
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Researcher's Opening Comments to Principals

I would 1ike to conduct a study with you and some of your teachers.
Basically, I would 1like for you to observe teachers using the clinical
supervision model and observe teachers using the traditional approach. I
would ask you to gather data using two instruments. I will provide the
instruments and use the gathered data in determining the results. I will
need for you to visit with your teachers and provide me with a 1ist, then
I will select them randomly for you.

You will need to conduct one cycle with your teachers during the
months of October and November, then again during the months of February
and March. If you can assist me in this project, please let me know as

soon as possible.
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Principal's Comments to Al11 Teachers

I would like to conduct a study with you. This study will involve
us working together using various techniques. It is hoped, by conducting
this study, that I will improve my abilities and will be better equipped
to assist you as you teach your classes. This study will involve me
visiting your classes. I will be asking you to fi1ll out a few simple
forms for me. No part of this study will become a part of your personnel
file and all information will be kept confidential.

I would like to have you volunteer for this study, but not all vol-
unteers will be selected because of the time involved. Therefore, if
anyone wishes to help 1n this study, please let me know today or as soon

as possible.
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Clinical Supervision Definition/Format

Clinical Supervision: Robert Goldhammer

A.

That phase of instructional supervision which draws its data from
first-hand observation of actual teaching events, and involves face-to-
face interaction between the supervisor and the teacher in the analysis
of teaching behaviors and activities for instructional improvement.

Clinical Format

Planning Conference

1.

2.

The purpose of this conference is to set the stage for the
observation.

This is time for building trust with the teacher. When possible,
this conference should be somewhere other than the principal's
office.

Be positive and ask the teacher about his/her concerns or inter-
est areas.

Shift the conference to instruction, and what methods used by the
teacher seem to be the most effective.

Focus on observational behavior (verbal flow and time-on-task)
and instruments that w111 be used for observation and pretest and
posttest instruments.

Share a copy of all instruments with the teacher.

After reviewing the instruments, you and the teacher will need to
agree on a convenient time for observation of instruction.

Classroom Observation

Review instrument prior to observation.

Avoid negative facial expressions and refrain from writing
furiously.

After the observation and after the students have been dismissed,
you might provide some positive feedback to the teacher, not so
much about your data, but it should be enough to relax the
teacher and reinforce positive teaching behaviors.

Set a time and location for feedback conference.



C.

D.
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Feedback Conference

1.

2'

6.

Review data prior to feedback conference and have it in some type
of order.

Review the data together, encouraging the teacher to make his or
her own inferences about teaching effectiveness.

Keep conference on a positive note. It is critical that the
focus of the conference be on recorded data, and not on data from
your memory.

Once both have analyzed and 1nterpreted the data, decisions
should be made regarding changes in future instruction. Caution:
Do not try to change everything all at once. Focus on behaviors
that need to be changed first.

In concluding the conference, you should review the positive
aspects of the observation, as well as one or two suggestions for
improvement. You and the teacher should agree on the role each
is to play in implementing the suggestions for improvement.

Use this conference to plan for the next observation.

Set Time for the Next Observation
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