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ABSTRACT 

The l i t e r a t u r e characterizes current supervision practices as 

involving l i t t l e r e f l e c t i o n . C l i n i c a l supervision was proposed to pro

vide opportunities for conceptual-analytical thought. Despite i t s 

apparent popularity, empirical knowledge of the process i s inadequate. 

Writers nevertheless expound the approach's a d a p t a b i l i t y to supervisee 

needs. Yet we know l i t t l e about how f l e x i b l e c l i n i c a l supervisors are 

i n t h e i r attempts to influence supervisees towards i n s t r u c t i o n a l 

improvement. 

The purpose of the study was to explore the c l i n i c a l supervision 

r e l a t i o n s h i p i n the n a t u r a l i s t i c s e t t i n g of the conference. Predicated 

on a view of "supervision as teaching" (Goldhammer et a l . , 1980), the 

i n v e s t i g a t i o n focussed on conference communication, on the s t r u c t u r a l 

v a r i a t i o n s i n p a r t i c i p a n t s ' dialogue and i n t e r a c t i v e thoughts and on the 

possible i n t e r r e l a t i o n s h i p s between overt and covert p a r t i c i p a n t 

behaviour. 

Four volunteer supervisors completed two c l i n i c a l cycles with 

t h e i r respective supervisees. The videotaped conferences were replayed 

to dyad p a r t i c i p a n t s at separate times to stimulate r e c a l l of t h e i r 

i n t e r a c t i v e thoughts. Preactive data were also gathered to a i d the 

examination of overt and covert conference behaviour. 

Preliminary data analysis found differences i n performance to 

be more r e a d i l y explainable by the " s t r u c t u r a l v a r i a t i o n s " i n p a r t i c i p a n t s 

dialogue and thoughts. These v a r i a t i o n s occurred as p a r t i c i p a n t s d i f f e r 

entiated and integrated events experienced i n the conference and served 



as i n d i c a t o r s of conceptual functioning. The current l i n k i n research 

on teaching between conceptual l e v e l and teacher f l e x i b i l i t y suggested a 

p o t e n t i a l connection between c l i n i c a l supervision p a r t i c i p a n t s ' confer

ence behaviour and t h e i r conceptual development. 

The study's conceptual framework integrated Harvey et a l . ' s (1961) 

l e v e l s of conceptual development with Wallen's (1972) l e v e l s of con

s t r u c t i v e openness, influence processes, and supervisee r o l e s , adding one 

further influence process and one further supervisee r o l e to cause a 

r e - i n t e g r a t i o n of the r e l a t i o n s h i p s between supervisor influence and 

supervisee behaviour posited by Wallen. 

Transcripts of conference dialogue and p a r t i c i p a n t s ' thoughts 

were then analysed on two l e v e l s . At a micro-level, t r a n s c r i p t s were 

coded using a s t r u c t u r a l v a r i a t i o n s analysis system developed by the 

researcher. A case study approach was used to demonstrate how d i f f e r e n t 

l e v e l s of conceptual functioning affected the supervisory r e l a t i o n s h i p . 

Two supervisors functioned more a b s t r a c t l y , t h e i r verbal behaviour 

characterized by high l e v e l s of constructive openness. The other two 

functioned more concretely, espousing lower l e v e l s of constructive open

ness . Supervisee growth occurred only i n dyads involving supervisors 

f o s t e r i n g high constructive openness and functioning conceptually i n a 

more abstract fashion. These supervisors, whilst " f l e x i n g " to the " p u l l " 

of supervisee i n i t i a t i v e , also appeared to influence supervisees p o s i t i v e l y . 

A lowering of supervisee conceptual functioning occurred i n dyads 

invo l v i n g more concrete functioning supervisors who appeared to force 

supervisees to " f l e x " i n the d i r e c t i o n of supervisory " p u l l " . Associations 

between preactive and i n t e r a c t i v e data were found, suggesting a p o t e n t i a l 

means of diagnostic assessment for would-be supervisors. 

i i i 



At a macro-level, general patterns of thought and behaviour 

associating with more abstract and more concrete functioning supervisors 

were derived. More abstract functioning supervisors used questioning 

strategies and exploration procedures that f a c i l i t a t e d supervisee lesson 

appraisal. Their supervisees reported deriving insights and expressed 

appreciation of the intervention's e f f e c t i v e n e s s . More concrete 

functioning supervisors emphasized the giving of feedback over the 

encouragement of c o l l a b o r a t i v e exploration of i n s t r u c t i o n . Their super

visees reported experiencing confusion and ro l e discomfort, and were 

i n d i f f e r e n t to the usefulness of c l i n i c a l supervision. 

The study's findings would imply that c l i n i c a l supervision 

requires supervisors capable of functioning at high conceptual l e v e l s . 

Research i n d i c a t e s , however, that most p r a c t i t i o n e r s function at low 

l e v e l s . This study then suggests p o t e n t i a l areas of development that 

could be incorporated into the pre-service and i n - s e r v i c e education of 

c l i n i c a l supervisors. 

i v 
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Chapter 1 

STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM 

Background to the Study 

C l i n i c a l supervision has been used successfully for many years 

i n the t r a i n i n g of psychotherapists. D i s s a t i s f a c t i o n over educational 

supervision practices p r i o r to the 1950's caused a group of educators at 

Harvard to adopt the c l i n i c a l model as an a l t e r n a t i v e approach to 

i n s t r u c t i o n a l supervision. This d e c i s i o n was based not on empirical 

research but on t h e i r understanding of p r a c t i c e and the conviction that 

i t was "a method which meets the c r i t e r i o n of best e x i s t i n g p r a c t i c e " 

(Cogan, 1961, p. 12). Since that time, many writers''' have attempted to 

a r t i c u l a t e the ideas contained i n the c l i n i c a l conception and suggest 

ways i n which the approach could be put into p r a c t i c e . Some twenty years 

l a t e r , however, empirical support i s s t i l l lacking. Some of the research 

on c l i n i c a l supervision i n education (Eaker, 1972; L o v e l l et a l . , 1976; 

Arbucci, 1978) r e l i e s heavily on perceptual data, while other studies 

(Coffey, 1967; Garman, 1971; B.J. Kerr, 1976; Skrak, 1973; Shuma, 1973; 

Krajewski, 1976a; Turner, 1976; Reavis, 1977) attempt to test the 

effectiveness of c l i n i c a l supervision i n improving classroom i n s t r u c t i o n . 

The remaining studies (Zonca, 1972; Mershon, 1972; Pierce, 1975; Cook, 

Blumberg, 1974; Cogan, 1958, 1961, 1968, 1973, 1974, 1975, 1976; 
Champagne and Hogan, 1977; Flanders, 1976; Goldhammer, 1969; Goldhammer 
et a l . , 1980; Housego, 1973; Krajewski, 1976(b); Krey et a l . , 1977; MacKay, 
1971; McCleary, 1976; McGee and Eaker, 1977; Mosher and Purpel, 1972; 
Reavis, 1976; Sergiovanni, 1975,!1976, 1977; Sergiovanni and S t a r r a t t , 
1979. 
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1976; T.G. Kerr, 1976; Squires, 1978) are l a r g e l y exploratory, seeking 

to understand the roles and r e l a t i o n s h i p s that emerge i n the prac t i c e of 

c l i n i c a l supervision. Because of the p o s s i b i l i t y of the Hawthorne e f f e c t 

being associated with some of the data-gathering devices used i n studies 

to test the effectiveness of the c l i n i c a l approach (Reavis, 1978), any 

differences i n r e s u l t s must be interpreted with care. As a consequence, 

S u l l i v a n (1980, pp. 14-15) asserts that "research on i n - c l a s s j j c l i n i c a l j 

supervision as a s p e c i f i c area i s ... inadequate". 

During t h i s period, there was an upsurge i n research on teaching. 

Excellent reviews (Dunkin and Biddle, 1974; Good and Power, 1976; 

Rosenshine, 1976; Good and Brophy, 1978; Brophy, 1979; Good, 1979; 

Peterson and Walberg, 1979; Hogben, 1980) record the recent f i n d i n g s . 

One aspect of t h i s p r o l i f e r a t i o n of research has been the l o n g i t u d i n a l 

attempt of Joyce and h i s colleagues to address the question of what to do 

about students who are made uncomfortable by new teaching behaviours. 

This d e l i b e r a t i o n has led to the c l a s s i f i c a t i o n of a l t e r n a t i v e models of 

teaching (Joyce and Weil, 1980) and to the research-based premise that 

e f f e c t i v e teaching involves searching f o r the amount of structure that a 

student needs and s e l e c t i n g models of teaching closest to the needed 

degree (Joyce, 1980, p. 24). In other words, f l e x i b i l i t y and a d a p t a b i l i t y , 

which Joyce (1980) associates with l e v e l s of conceptual development and 

complexity, have come to be regarded as s i g n i f i c a n t c r i t e r i a of teaching 

effectiveness. In order to understand how teachers t r a n s l a t e research-

derived knowledge of teacher e f f e c t s into the p r a c t i c a l r e a l i t i e s of 

classrooms, i . e . , how f l e x i b l e teachers are i n t h e i r use of acquired 

t e c h n i c a l knowledge, a d i f f e r e n t o r i e n t a t i o n i n research on teaching has 
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emerged. This trend i s towards the study of teacher thinking and 

decision-making i n both the preactive and i n t e r a c t i v e phases of teaching. 

I t appears to be part of a general renewal of i n t e r e s t i n the analysis 

of the mediating process of thought as i t influences and a f f e c t s overt 

behaviour. 

If the r e s u l t s of such research [on teaching^ are to be applied 
by i n d i v i d u a l teachers i n t h e i r classroom, however, adaptations must 
be made. Each class consists of a unique combination of person
a l i t i e s , constraints, and opportunities. Behavior that i s sensible 
and e f f e c t i v e i n one s e t t i n g may be inappropriate i n a second s e t t i n g , 
and i t i s the i n d i v i d u a l teacher who decides what i s appropriate and 
defines the teaching s i t u a t i o n . And so, i f research i s to be put 
into p r a c t i c e — i f general rules are to be applied to p a r t i c u l a r 
s i t u a t i o n s — t h e n we must know more about how teachers exercise judg
ment, make decisions, define appropriateness, and express t h e i r 
thoughts i n t h e i r actions (Clark and Yinger, 1979, pp. 231-232). 

The cognitive information-processing approach to research on t e a c h i n g — 

concerned with how teachers gather, organize, i n t e r p r e t , and evaluate 

information—developed as a l o g i c a l outgrowth of the behavioural 

approaches that have contributed so much to knowledge of teaching e f f e c t 

iveness. Using t h i s approach, Marland (1977) conducted i n A l b e r t a a 

study of teachers' i n t e r a c t i v e thoughts. I t was an i n v e s t i g a t i o n of the 

conscious thoughts and fee l i n g s of s i x teachers-in-action designed to 

redress the imbalance caused by the observational bias i n classroom 

studies and to add new dimensions to the meaning and understanding of 

teaching. He saw the l i g h t that h i s study cast on the r e l a t i o n s h i p 

between the cognitive functioning of teachers and the demands of t h e i r 

task environments as helping to "close the gap between educational theory 

and p r a c t i c e " (1977, p. 5). This tentative claim was based on the 

recognition that "teacher cognitions are an important mediating l i n k 

between curriculum intent and classroom p r a c t i c e , between antecedent and 

consequential events i n the classrooms, or between what i s , at one moment 
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i n the classroom, and what comes next" (1977, p. 3). 

What i s d i s c e r n i b l e i n recent research on teaching could become 

an appropriate trend i n research into c l i n i c a l supervision. I t would 

seem that what goes on i n the heads of c l i n i c a l supervision p a r t i c i p a n t s 

during conference i n t e r a c t i o n may provide the l i n k between the conceptual 

model and p r a c t i c e of c l i n i c a l supervision. An i n v e s t i g a t i o n into how 

c l i n i c a l supervision p a r t i c i p a n t s construct the r e a l i t y of t h i s approach 

i n p r a c t i c e could provide the opportunity to discover "grounded theory 

which i s derived from data and then i l l u s t r a t e d by c h a r a c t e r i s t i c examples 

of data" (Glaser and Strauss, 1967, p. 5). 

Purposes of the Study 

The basic purpose of the study was to explore the c l i n i c a l 

supervision r e l a t i o n s h i p i n the n a t u r a l i s t i c s e t t i n g of the pre- and 

post-conference. 

The s p e c i f i c purposes of the study were: 

1. to investigate the dialogue and i n t e r a c t i v e thought processes of 

c l i n i c a l supervision p a r t i c i p a n t s i n terms of the content and 

s t r u c t u r a l v a r i a t i o n s , i . e . , the l e v e l of conceptual functioning. 

2. to develop and assess techniques for r a t i n g c l i n i c a l supervision 

p a r t i c i p a n t s ' preactive and i n t e r a c t i v e verbal communication 

behaviour i n terms of l e v e l s of constructive openness. 

3. to observe and understand the dynamic i n t e r r e l a t i o n s h i p s present 

i n the conference between p a r t i c i p a n t s ' overt communication 

behaviours and covert cognitive processes. 
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THE PROBLEM 

The d i f f i c u l t y of experimentally proving the effectiveness of 

c l i n i c a l supervision i n education i s l a r g e l y a t t r i b u t a b l e to the fac t 

that there i s i n s u f f i c i e n t empirical knowledge about the c l i n i c a l app

roach. I f , as Mosher and Purpel maintained i n 1972, "the l i t e r a t u r e i s 

devoid of research" (p. 60), S u l l i v a n (1980) confirms that t h i s i s s t i l l 

the case. Consequently, one of the basic components of the c l i n i c a l 

model—the supervisory r e l a t i o n s h i p — h a s yet to be operationalized i n a 

cont r o l l e d experimental design where i t s e f f e c t s could be at le a s t part

i a l l y assessed. Yet Goldhammer (1969) asserts that " i t i s the r e l a t i o n 

ship that teaches" (p. 365) and that the conference i n t e r a c t i o n between 

supervisor and supervisee i s c r i t i c a l to the effectiveness of supervisory 

intervention. Indeed, Preston (1975), i n examining the e f f e c t s of the 

t r a d i t i o n a l student-teaching supervision r e l a t i o n s h i p on p u p i l classroom 

achievement, t e n t a t i v e l y concludes that the q u a l i t y of the r e l a t i o n s h i p , 

which he found to be dependent upon the cooperating-teacher 1s perceptions 

of the student teacher and the l e v e l of self-confidence c h a r a c t e r i s t i c 

of the student teacher, may be associated with p u p i l learning gains. 

Increased demand f o r c l i n i c a l supervision to come out of the womb and "be 

f u l l y born to the world of public education" (Krajewski, 1977, p. 2), and 

the r o l e played by u n i v e r s i t i e s i n preparing supervisors and teachers 

a l i k e f o r such an advent, require a clearer understanding of the educative 

influence exercised by the interpersonal r e l a t i o n s h i p i n the c l i n i c a l 

approach to i n s t r u c t i o n a l improvement. 

Mosher and Purpel (1972) describe the c l i n i c a l supervisor as "a 

teacher of teachers, concerned with the content, method, and e f f e c t s of 
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classroom teaching" (p. 64). They further emphasize the need for c l i n i c a l 

supervision to espouse a rigorous analysis of teaching. Consequently, 

research-derived knowledge about e f f e c t i v e classroom practices can provide 

a useful framework for supervisor-supervisee conference discussion 

(Grimmett, 1981a). More important, however, i s the p o s s i b i l i t y that 

recent teaching effectiveness findings can apply equally to c l i n i c a l 

supervisors as they do to classroom teachers. Yet we know very l i t t l e 

about how f l e x i b l e and adaptable c l i n i c a l supervisors are to the needs of 

the teachers with whom they i n t e r a c t . 

Blumberg (1974, pp. 167-168) attempts to address t h i s issue by 

developing a conception of the supervisor as "interpersonal diagnostician" 

involved i n r e c i p r o c i t y . Interpersonal diagnostician r e f e r s to the sensing 

of teacher need for and tolerance of closeness, support, and guidance 

during supervision. I t includes the supervisor's adaptation of h i s r o l e s 

as f a c i l i t a t o r , counsellor, and evaluator to f u l f i l teacher needs for 

p r o f e s s i o n a l maturation i n and mastery of the s k i l l s they perceive as 

contributing to the creation of more e f f e c t i v e learning experiences. Yet 

we know so l i t t l e about how supervisors render diagnostic judgments and 

how they select from among a l t e r n a t i v e teaching behaviours. It would 

appear then that no previous research i n c l i n i c a l supervision has 

investigated how f l e x i b l e supervisors are i n diagnosing and influencing 

the a c q u i s i t i o n of teaching behaviour a l t e r n a t i v e s that meet the personal, 

p r o f e s s i o n a l , and s i t u a t i o n a l needs of supervisees. 

Research Questions 

The study i s p r i m a r i l y concerned with one research question 

which encompasses the purposes previously stated. The question i s : 
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How do c l i n i c a l supervision p a r t i c i p a n t s r e l a t e to each other 

during the conference? 

Sub-questions generated from the main research question are: 

1. What i s the nature of the verbal communication during confer

ence interaction? 

2. What i s the nature of the information processing approach used 

by c l i n i c a l supervision p a r t i c i p a n t s during conference i n t e r 

action? 

2.1 .What comprises the substantive content of p a r t i c i p a n t s ! 

thoughts and dialogue before, during, and a f t e r c r i t i c a l 

incidents of conference interaction? 

2.2 What i s the nature of the s t r u c t u r a l v a r i a t i o n s i n each 

p a r t i c i p a n t ' s dialogue and i n t e r a c t i v e thought processes 

i n terms of conceptual functioning l e v e l during confer

ence interaction? 

2.3 What patterns of thought and behaviour generally asso

c i a t e with d i f f e r e n t l e v e l s of conceptual functioning i n 

c l i n i c a l supervision participants? 

3. What i n t e r r e l a t i o n s h i p s are present between the overt verbal 

behaviours and covert thought processes of supervisors and 

supervisees? 

3.1 What i s the r e l a t i o n s h i p between p a r t i c i p a n t s ' preactive 

thinking about constructive openness and t h e i r i n t e r 

a c t i v e l e v e l of verbal communication? 

3.2 What i s the r e l a t i o n s h i p between supervisor i n t e r a c t i v e 

l e v e l of conceptual functioning and supervisor i n t e r 

a c t i v e l e v e l of constructive openness? 
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3.3 What i s the r e l a t i o n s h i p between supervisor i n t e r a c t i v e 

l e v e l of constructive openness and supervisee l e v e l of • 

conceptual functioning and r o l e behaviour? 

3.4 What i s the r e l a t i o n s h i p between p a r t i c i p a n t s ' preactive 

thinking about constructive openness and t h e i r i n t e r 

a c t i v e l e v e l of conceptual functioning? 

3.5 What i s the r e l a t i o n s h i p between supervisee r o l e behaviour 

and supervisor i n t e r a c t i v e thought processes? 

B r i e f Outline of the Study 

This study was primarily concerned with supervisor-supervisee 

i n t e r a c t i o n i n the c l i n i c a l conference. I t involved the c o l l e c t i o n , by 

stimulated r e c a l l , of supervision p a r t i c i p a n t s ' accounts of t h e i r 

conscious thoughts during the pre- and post-conferences of the c l i n i c a l 

c y cle. Four supervisors, a l l previously exposed to the c l i n i c a l approach, 

and t h e i r respective supervisees p a r t i c i p a t e d i n the project. Each super

v i s o r completed two cycles of the c l i n i c a l model. Two pre-conferences 

and two post-conferences were videotaped and subsequently shown to both 

p a r t i c i p a n t s at separate times to stimulate t h e i r r e c a l l of the thoughts 

they were having during conference i n t e r a c t i o n . The p a r t i c i p a n t s ' verbal 

a r t i c u l a t i o n of thoughts was recorded on audiotape and these in t r o s p e c t i v e 

recordings, together with the videotapes of the conferences, represent 

the s i g n i f i c a n t data i n t h i s study. 

P r i o r to the two month period of conference data gathering, the 

following data were c o l l e c t e d : supervision p a r t i c i p a n t s completed a 

Preactive Behaviour Instrument, r a t i n g how they think they would behave 

ve r b a l l y i n the conference. The r a t i n g i n d i c a t e s , before the conference, 

the l e v e l of constructive openness at which c l i n i c a l supervision 



9 

p a r t i c i p a n t s ' think they w i l l subsequently function. In addition, super

visees completed a b r i e f questionnaire designed to characterize the ro l e 

they had adopted i n previous supervisory intervention. These a d d i t i o n a l 

data, together with the analysis of the verbal behaviour exhibited i n the 

videotaped conferences, a s s i s t e d i n the analysis and i n t e r p r e t a t i o n of 

the t r a n s c r i p t s of c l i n i c a l supervision p a r t i c i p a n t s ' conference dilaogue 

and i n t e r a c t i v e thoughts. 

SIGNIFICANCE OF THE STUDY 

What do we know empi r i c a l l y about the process c a l l e d c l i n i c a l 

supervision? What do we know about what c l i n i c a l supervisors a c t u a l l y 

do? More i n t r i g u i n g l y , what do we know about t h e i r thought processes and 

communication behaviours while engaging i n conference a c t i v i t i e s ? Why i s 

there, as Blumberg (1974) and Mosher and Purpel (1972) suggest, a gap 

between the t h e o r e t i c a l knowledge of helping r e l a t i o n s h i p s and the p r a c t i c e 

of supervisory behaviour, leading them to question the ultimate product

i v i t y of supervision? 

It would appear that, i n many cases, supervisory p r a c t i c e i s 

deemed les s than s a t i s f a c t o r y . Teachers c r i t i c i z e supervisors for being 

out of touch with the classroom, for communicating procedural t r i v i a , 

and for engaging i n a democratic game which makes the whole process 

a r t i f i c i a l (Blumberg, 1974, pp. 16-18). P r i n c i p a l s i n ten B r i t i s h 

Columbia school d i s t r i c t s reported supervision-related topics as top 

p r i o r i t i e s for learning i n a study that analysed t h e i r p r o f e s s i o n a l 

development needs (Storey, 1978, pp. 92-93). And educators i n administ

rator preparation programmes would l i k e to provide p r i n c i p a l s and 

supervisors with r e s e a r c h - v e r i f i e d knowledge and s k i l l s that would stand 
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the test of p r a c t i c e ( H i l l s , 1975, p. 1). Yet substantive knowledge 

about c l i n i c a l supervision appears to be scarce. Most of the questions 

l i k e l y to be asked by teachers, supervisors, and u n i v e r s i t y - l e v e l 

educators have yet to be studied, and much of the current research into 

c l i n i c a l supervision does not provide adequate i n s i g h t s or conclusive 

p r i n c i p l e s . Much of what has been written i n the area of i n s t r u c t i o n a l 

supervision r e s t s , as Pohland points out (1976, p. 9), not on research 

findings but on personal conviction and experience. 

Given the sparseness of current empirical knowledge about c l i n i c a l 

supervision, there would appear to be a need for exploratory studies 

which describe and analyse the process. The c l i n i c a l model consistently 

emphasizes the supervisory r e l a t i o n s h i p as a key to e f f e c t i v e i n t e r 

vention. The pre- and post-conference phases of the c l i n i c a l cycle 

provide opportunities for the researcher, through an i n v e s t i g a t i o n of 

conscious thoughts, f e e l i n g s and behaviours experienced during the 

i n t e r a c t i o n , to begin to penetrate beyond the more immediate apprehensions 

of the interpersonal r e l a t i o n s h i p into the deep structures of that 

i n t e r a c t i o n where both p a r t i c i p a n t s experience the conference experience 

and ultimately constitute i t s meaning and s i g n i f i c a n c e f o r the improve

ment of i n s t r u c t i o n . 

An understanding of how supervision p a r t i c i p a n t s conceptually 

construct the r e a l i t y of the c l i n i c a l approach i n p r a c t i c e would seem to 

be a necessary p r e r e q u i s i t e to developing a p r a c t i c a l theory that would 

serve to improve the provision, maintenance, and u t i l i z a t i o n of high 

q u a l i t y supervisory personnel. For example, c l i n i c a l supervisors may 

possess a broad range of relevant interpersonal and a n a l y t i c a l s k i l l s but, 

i f they are unable to "read" s i t u a t i o n s i n which p a r t i c u l a r s k i l l s are 



required or cannot s e l e c t the s i t u a t i o n a l l y appropriate s k i l l s , super

v i s o r y intervention may be less than e f f e c t i v e . S i m i l a r l y , i n t e l l i g e n t 

a p p l i c a t i o n of interpersonal communication s k i l l s depends l a r g e l y upon 

accurate supervisor perceptions of supervisee behaviour, and vice-versa, 

and upon warranted judgments and int e r p r e t a t i o n s of i t s meaning. Such 

perceptions, then, are c r u c i a l to the outcome of supervisory intervention. 

It may indeed be argued that, i n many instances, supervisees' willingness 

to experiment with d i f f e r e n t teaching behaviours u l t i m a t e l y depends upon 

the verbal and nonverbal behaviour of supervisors which e s s e n t i a l l y 

emanates from t h e i r covert cognitive processes. 

This study, then, could provide new understandings of and insig h t s 

into the conference process which may eventually contribute towards the 

development of a p r a c t i c a l theory of c l i n i c a l supervision. This knowledge, 

shared with p r a c t i t i o n e r s through i n - s e r v i c e education, could enable 

supervision p a r t i c i p a n t s to progress beyond a "democratic game" and could 

s a t i s f y the perceived need of p r i n c i p a l s for pro f e s s i o n a l development i n 

supervision-related areas. In addition, i t could expand the e x i s t i n g body 

of r e s e a r c h - v e r i f i e d knowledge and s k i l l s i n a way that reinforces the 

propensity of administrator/supervisor preparation programmes towards the 

development of conceptual-analytical s k i l l s but also c r i t i q u e s the nature 

of that propensity. 

The study may also have a further s i g n i f i c a n c e for the c l i n i c a l 

model. E s s e n t i a l l y , the c l i n i c a l approach presupposes that supervisors 

can approach the observation and analysis of teaching i n d u c t i v e l y i . e . , 

that supervisor a p p r a i s a l of preactive and i n t e r a c t i v e teaching can be 

withheld u n t i l evidence has been c o l l e c t e d . In other words, c l i n i c a l 

supervisors can be trained to come to a judgment of i n s t r u c t i o n a l 
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performance post facto, without being predisposed towards t h e i r own 

p a r t i c u l a r mesh of preferences i n teaching behaviours. This study may 

confirm t h i s inductive p r i n c i p l e ; or i t may demonstrate, as E l s t e i n et 

a l . (1972, 1979) found i n t h e i r work with physicians, that supervisors 

have a propensity to diagnose deductively. E l s t e i n et a l . (1972, 1979) 

discovered, through an analysis of physician thought processes, that most 

medical p r a c t i t i o n e r s s e l e c t from among four or f i v e hypotheses, acquired 

from experience and thoroughly i n t e r n a l i z e d , when making a diagnosis 

about a patient's i l l n e s s . I t may be possible that c l i n i c a l supervisors 

function i n a s i m i l a r l y deductive fashion, i . e . , they carry around i n 

t h e i r heads a l i m i t e d number of teaching effectiveness p r o f i l e s which 

t a c i t l y structure t h e i r observation and analysis of teaching. In other 

words, they unwittingly look for c e r t a i n behaviours i n classroom 

i n s t r u c t i o n and render judgments, i n t h e i r thoughts at l e a s t , which are 

more representative of these t a c i t l y held p r o f i l e s than of what was 

discussed and agreed upon during the pre-conference with the supervisee. 

Although much has been written i n the l i t e r a t u r e about the 

interpersonal e f f e c t s of overt behaviours practiced i n the supervisory 

r e l a t i o n s h i p , l i t t l e mention has been made of conceiving of supervision 

p a r t i c i p a n t thought processes as the c r i t i c a l antecedents of such 

behaviours. The focus i n previous research has been on the expressive 

behaviour system of supervisors with scant reference to t h e i r cognitive 

map. Consequently, the question of the nature of the information that 

supervision p a r t i c i p a n t s process during the pre- and post-conference of 

the c l i n i c a l cycle has not been the subject of any research study to 

date. Nor has any project attempted to determine the l e v e l s of con

ceptual development at which c l i n i c a l supervision p a r t i c i p a n t s function 
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when processing information i n t e r a c t i v e l y and expressing overt verbal and 

nonverbal behaviour. This area of inquiry may then be considered to be 

a p o t e n t i a l l y r i c h source of knowledge for improving the q u a l i t y of 

supervisory pr a c t i c e and redressing the inadequate empirical knowledge 

a v a i l a b l e to supervisor preparation programmes. 

DELIMITATIONS 

The study w i l l be r e s t r i c t e d to a preliminary i n v e s t i g a t i o n of 

the events of the supervisory conference as demonstrated i n pa r t i c i p a n t 

verbal behaviour and as recorded i n p a r t i c i p a n t thought processes. The 

study w i l l further be delimited to an examination of conference dialogue 

and p a r t i c i p a n t thought processes according to the s t r u c t u r a l v a r i a t i o n s 

that account for d i f f e r e n t l e v e l s of conceptual functioning. No attempt 

w i l l be made to follow the process tra c i n g approach (see E l s t e i n et a l . , 

1979, p. l l f f . ) where the content of p a r t i c i p a n t thoughts would be 

s p e c i f i c a l l y analysed for the purpose of describing and understanding the 

nature of the problem-solving and decision-making processes at work i n 

the conference. 

DEFINITION OF TERMS 

C l i n i c a l Supervision: a f i v e phase model for i n s t r u c t i o n a l 

supervision, f i r s t described by 

Goldhammer (1969), that combines the 

analysis of teaching with the helping 

r e l a t i o n s h i p . 

P a r t i c i p a n t s : supervisor and supervisee (teacher). 



Pre-conference: 

Post-conference: 

Preactive: 

Interactive: 

Stimulated r e c a l l : 

Overt behaviour: 

Covert behaviour: 

Levels of constructive 

openness: 
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the supervisor-supervisee i n t e r a c t i o n 

before observation of classroom 

i n s t r u c t i o n . 

the supervisor-supervisee i n t e r a c t i o n 

a f t e r observation. 

a term used to denote behaviours and 

thoughts that occur p r i o r to conference 

i n t e r a c t i o n . 

a term used to denote behaviours and 

thoughts that occur during pre- or post-

conference i n t e r a c t i o n . 

a branch of in t r o s p e c t i v e methodology i n 

which videotape recordings of conference 

behaviour are used to f a c i l i t a t e part

i c i p a n t s ' r e c a l l of the covert mental 

a c t i v i t y which was occurring simultan

eously with the recorded overt behaviour. 

observable verbal and nonverbal comm

unication. 

thoughts e l i c i t e d by stimulated r e c a l l . 

the degree of p a r t i c i p a n t p r e d i s p o s i t i o n 

towards freeing communication behaviours. 
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Levels of conceptual the current, but dynamic, degree of 

functioning: p a r t i c i p a n t p r e d i s p o s i t i o n towards 

abstractness and complexity of thought. 

ORGANIZATION OF THE STUDY 

In Chapter 1 the problem and o v e r a l l purpose of the study have 

been presented i n the context of a b r i e f , supporting background of l i t e r 

ature. Three sub-questions derived from the main research question, have 

been delineated. The s i g n i f i c a n c e and delimitations of the study have 

been described and c e r t a i n terms defined. 

Chapter 2 comprises a review of l i t e r a t u r e and rel a t e d research 

pertaining to c l i n i c a l supervision and conceptual development. The 

d e s i r a b i l i t y of the c l i n i c a l approach i s examined and current l i t e r a t u r e 

and research r e l a t i n g to the r a t i o n a l e , purposes, and process of the model 

i s reviewed. The t h e o r e t i c a l underpinnings of conceptual development, 

together with teaching-learning r e l a t e d research, are outlined to sub

st a n t i a t e the need to explore how supervision p a r t i c i p a n t s conceptually 

construct the r e a l i t y of the c l i n i c a l approach i n p r a c t i c e . 

Chapter 3 provides a conceptual framework for the study. Four 

conceptual l e v e l s and t h e i r respective supervision conditions are 

described. Levels of constructive openness i n conference verbal behaviour 

are discussed i n terms of t h e i r respective influence process. Supervisee 

developmental growth i s delineated i n terms of conference r o l e behaviour 

and conceptual l e v e l . P o t e n t i a l r e l a t i o n s h i p s are proposed between super

v i s i o n conditions and supervisor constructive openness and between 

supervisor influence and supervisee conceptual l e v e l . 

Chapter 4 describes the methods of i n v e s t i g a t i o n and research 
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procedures applied. The exploratory nature of the study design, together 

with i t s assumptions and l i m i t a t i o n s are discussed. The data sources 

and the technique of stimulated r e c a l l are also expounded. The various 

phases i n the evolution of the study are outlined and the techniques used 

to analyse c l i n i c a l supervision p a r t i c i p a n t s ' conference dialogue and 

thought processes are documented. 

Chapter 5 presents the data i n the form of eight representative 

case studies. Each case study contains a focus upon c r i t i c a l incidents 

that occurred during conference i n t e r a c t i o n . In addition, the data 

pertaining to conference verbal behaviour i s presented i n terms of con

s t r u c t i v e openness l e v e l s . 

Chapter 6 comprises the s t r u c t u r a l v a r i a t i o n s analysis of 

p a r t i c i p a n t s ' dialogue and i n t e r a c t i v e thoughts i n four conferences 

selected f o r t h e i r representativeness. This micro-level analysis uncovers 

differences i n supervisory performance and supervisee growth that varied 

according to supervisor conceptual l e v e l . 

Chapter 7 reports the analysis of the study's data for possible 

r e l a t i o n s h i p s between p a r t i c i p a n t s ' overt and covert conference behaviour. 

Chapter 8 presents a macro-level analysis of the general patterns 

of behaviour that associate with d i f f e r i n g l e v e l s of supervisors' con

ceptual functioning. In addition, supervisee dialogue and thoughts 

i n d i c a t i n g appreciation of the interpersonal r e l a t i o n s h i p are reported. 

Chapter 9 provides a summary of the study, a discussion of the 

findings and conclusions, together with the implications and recommend

ations derived from the research. 



Chapter 2 

THE SUPERVISION OF TEACHING: REVIEW 
OF RELATED LITERATURE 

This review f i r s t examines research which helps us to understand 

the background to, and the current p r a c t i c e of the supervision of 

teaching. Two main themes emerge from t h i s review which are pursued 

through the remainder of the chapter: (1) the importance of the part

i c u l a r kind of supervision known as c l i n i c a l supervision and (2) the 

relevance of work on human conceptual development. The a p p l i c a t i o n of 

t h i s work to i n s t r u c t i o n a l supervision i s also discussed. 

THE CONTEXT AND PRACTICE OF SUPERVISION 

The context i n which i n s t r u c t i o n a l supervision occurs can be 

seen to encourage c e r t a i n orientations i n teachers and supervisors and 

to i n h i b i t others. The e f f e c t s of t h i s are often seen i n current super

v i s i o n p r a c t i c e . The following paragraphs amplify each of these two 

assertions. 

The Context of Supervision 

A tentative look at present day p r a c t i c e i n both teaching and 

supervision suggests that neither teachers nor supervisors engage i n 

much r e f l e c t i o n about t h e i r approach to professional a c t i v i t i e s . Four 

important studies not only confirm t h i s impression but help to show why 

i t should be so. 

Jackson's (1968) L i f e i n Classrooms was one of the f i r s t 

attempts of i t s kind to disregard any p a r t i c u l a r theory as a basis for 
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looking at classroom l i f e . Rather than adopting a pre-conceived set of 

constructs as to how l i f e i n classrooms ought to be, he chose to describe 

classroom l i f e as he a c t u a l l y observed i t . E s s e n t i a l l y , he pinpoints 

the t r i v i a of classroom l i f e f o r both teachers and students. His 

research shows how many of the day-to-day proceedings within the c l a s s 

room are mandatory, ro u t i n i z e d , r e p e t i t i v e and boring. Teachers are 

mostly preoccupied with immediate events and needs and have l i t t l e time 

or i n c l i n a t i o n for long-range thinking and analysing; they are caught up 

i n "a here-and-now urgency and a spontaneous q u a l i t y " (Jackson, 1968, 

p. 119). It.i.is t h i s factor that leads Jackson to conclude that "as 

t y p i c a l l y conducted, teaching i s an opportunistic process" (1968, p.166). 

L o r t i e ' s (1975) s o c i o l o g i c a l study of the teaching occupation, 

Schoolteacher, reinforces the theme of immediacy. He sees the system 

of career rewards i n teaching breeding a presentist o r i e n t a t i o n i n 

teachers. Since there are few stages to the classroom teacher's career, 

and therefore few prospects of promotion within the classroom, the 

primary rewards sought by teachers are psychic, found i n the immediacy 

of classroom encounters. Consequently, long-term benefits are often 

s a c r i f i c e d for short-term effectiveness, making presentism a very r e a l 

o r i e n t a t i o n f or the classroom teacher. The following excerpt summarizes 

L o r t i e ' s f i n d i n g s : 

The ways teachers define t h e i r tasks and the f e e l i n g s they 
attach to them are l a r g e l y congruent with the orientations induced 
by recruitment, s o c i a l i z a t i o n , and career rewards. Approaching the 
ethos _of teachersj from two d i f f e r e n t perspectives, we f i n d the 
same themes. Conservatism, individualism and presentism are 
s i g n i f i c a n t components i n the ethos of American classroom teachers 
(1975, p. 212). 

L o r t i e also found that teachers are prone to individualism and conserv

atism. The impact of s o c i a l i z a t i o n into teaching, he p o s i t s , i s 
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individualism, brought about by easy entry into the occupation and the 

lack of technical knowledge for dealing with the problems that d a i l y 

confront the teacher. Patterns of teacher recruitment, L o r t i e concludes, 

perpetuate an occupational conservatism because they favour a t t r a c t i n g 

women, young persons already disposed to schools as they know them, and 

persons who have only marginal i n t e r e s t i n teaching but chose i t because 

of i t s compatibility with other i n t e r e s t s . As a consequence, "the ways 

of teachers are deeply rooted i n t r a d i t i o n a l patterns of thought and 

p r a c t i c e " (1975, p. 2). 

Wolcott's (1973) ethnographic d e s c r i p t i o n of the administrator 

r o l e , The Man i n the P r i n c i p a l ' s O f f i c e , demonstrates that p r i n c i p a l s 

are equally prone to dealing with the problems and pressures of the 

immediate moment. Wolcott (1973, p. 316) notes that the p r i n c i p a l ' s 

behaviour "seemed to be guided by an unwritten r u l e that i s at once the 

'raison d'etre' for the r o l e of the elementary school p r i n c i p a l and the 

perfect obstacle to ever achieving a r a d i c a l change i n that r o l e : 

every problem i s important." Wolcott's d e s c r i p t i o n of the p r i n c i p a l s h i p 

portrays the school adminstrator as a petty p r a c t i t i o n e r immersed i n 

the t r i v i a that comprise the d a i l y l i f e of schools; he i s constantly 

responding to "one emergency a f t e r another ... l i k e an off-duty 

fireman" (1973, p. 314), re s o l v i n g minor c o n f l i c t s , adjusting to 

i n t e r n a l and external forces, c o n t i n u a l l y buffeted by immediate problems, 

and lacking any cogent conception of long-range plans or goals. 

School superintendents and executive o f f i c e r s are no more 

fortunate than administrators and supervisors i n other i n s t i t u t i o n s i n 

f i n d i n g time to examine the nature of t h e i r work and the d i r e c t i o n they 

think i t should take. Mintzberg (1973) contends that, i f managers are 
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to become more e f f e c t i v e , they ..must recognize what t h e i r job r e a l l y 

involves and then use the resources at hand appropriately. Mintzberg 

found that the job of executive o f f i c e r s i s often characterized by 

quantity and pace; managers tended to adopt an open-ended workload at 

an unrelenting pace. Further, the patterns of job a c t i v i t y tended to 

be b r i e f and fragmented; managers displayed a preference for b r e v i t y and 

fragmented a c t i v i t y which lent i t s e l f to s u p e r f i c i a l i t y and lack of 

thought. In the r e l a t i o n s h i p between action and r e f l e c t i o n , he found 

that managers demonstrated a c l e a r preference for l i v e action. He 

concludes: 

The pressure of the fob does not encourage the development of 
a planner, but an adaptive information manipulator who works i n a 
stimulus-response environment and who favours l i v e action 
(Mintzberg, 1973, p. 52). 

In the research c i t e d , there are two d i s t i n c t points of s i m i l a r 

i t y . F i r s t , the research of Jackson (1968), Wolcott (1973), Mintzberg 

(1973), and, to a l e s s e r extent, L o r t i e (1975), attempts to move away 

from a t h e o r e t i c a l l y based, deductive approach to one that describes 

and analyses the s i t u a t i o n and phenomena under study as they a c t u a l l y 

appear to be. The researchers were les s interested i n exploring the 

discrepancy between what i s and what ought to be than they were i n 

developing a study which would y i e l d fresh understandings out of which 

a body of t h e o r e t i c a l knowledge could eventually be derived. As such, 

t h e i r inquiry i s o r i g i n a l and l a r g e l y exploratory. Second, running 

through the studies of a l l four researchers i s the f i n d i n g that both 

classroom teachers and administrators as supervisors are caught up i n a 

f l u r r y of a c t i v i t y that appears to proceed at an unrelenting pace. This 

encourages a strong presentist o r i e n t a t i o n which causes teachers and 

supervisors a l i k e to work i n an opportunistic manner. This p a r t i c u l a r 
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"modus operandi" leaves l i t t l e or no time for r e f l e c t i o n about the 

respective roles that teachers and supervisors have to play. 

With l i t t l e time for conceptual analysis and r e f l e c t i o n , super

v i s o r y p r a c t i c e might be prone to follow t r a d i t i o n a l patterns which would 

not encourage supervisors to develop a freeing atmosphere for teachers 

to exercise i n i t i a t i v e . Such a context would seem to influence the 

nature of current supervision p r a c t i c e . 

Current Supervision Practice 

Blumberg (1974), i n a systematic reporting of four research 

projects examining supervisory behaviour, confirms that current super

v i s i o n p r a c t i c e i s characterized by t r a d i t i o n a l patterns. A study by 

Blumberg and Amidon (1965) attempted to discover whether or not the 

perceptions of teachers concerning the s t y l e of supervisors i n super

v i s o r y conferences were related to the manner i n which teachers viewed 

c e r t a i n other dimensions of these conferences, e.g., communicative 

freedom, amount of learning, o v e r a l l p r o d u c t i v i t y . Four supervisory 

s t y l e s were i d e n t i f i e d : 

A. High-direct, h i g h - i n d i r e c t : high emphasis on t e l l i n g , suggesting, 
c r i t i c i z i n g and asking for information, opinions etc. 

B. High-direct, low-indirect: heavy emphasis on t e l l i n g , l i t t l e on 
e l i c i t i n g information, opinions. 

C. Low-direct, h i g h - i n d i r e c t : l i t t l e stress on t e l l i n g , but heavy 
emphasis on asking and r e f l e c t i n g . 

D. Low-direct, low-indirect: a r e l a t i v e l y passive supervisory 
stance, o f f e r i n g l i t t l e d i r e c t i o n , asking few questions. 
(1965, p. 4). 

Blumberg (1968) used these findings related to perceived supervisory 

s t y l e s to hypothesize c e r t a i n r e l a t i o n s h i p s between the perceived s t y l e s 

and the q u a l i t y of interpersonal r e l a t i o n s h i p s that were seen to e x i s t 

between teachers and supervisors. The findings indicated a p o s i t i v e 

evaluation by teachers of t h e i r supervisory interpersonal r e l a t i o n s h i p s 
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when they perceived either (a) a heavy emphasis on t e l l i n g and asking, 

or (b) a low emphasis on t e l l i n g but a high emphasis on asking. Nega

t i v e evaluations came when teachers perceived the supervisor as (c) 

t e l l i n g but not plac i n g much stress on asking, and (d) neither t e l l i n g 

nor asking. 

Blumberg and Weber (1968) analysed the r e l a t i o n s h i p between 

supervisors' s t y l e s and t h e i r concerns f o r con t r o l , engagement (problem-

solving by c o l l a b o r a t i o n ) , personal consideration, exclusion (problem-

sol v i n g without c o l l a b o r a t i o n ) , and evaluation. From t h i s a n alysis, 

they derived conclusions r e l a t i n g to the e f f e c t of perceived super

v i s o r y s t y l e upon teacher morale. A ranking of high to low morale 

scores was rela t e d to perceptions of supervisory s t y l e s i n the following 

order: low-direct, h i g h - i n d i r e c t (C); h i g h - d i r e c t , h i g h - i n d i r e c t (A); 

high-direct, low-indirect (B); and low-direct, low-indirect (D). Whilst 

noting that i t would be presumptuous to assert that the s t y l e of the 

supervisor i s the most e s s e n t i a l factor i n teachers' professional f u l 

filment, Blumberg (1974, p. 67) cautiously suggests that the supervisor's 

behaviour i s c r u c i a l . 

Blumberg (1970) reports a study which examined what took place 

during the supervisory conference. Because h i s previous research had 

been based on the perceptions of p a r t i c i p a n t s , he recognized the need to 

pursue a study of supervisory behaviour based on d i r e c t observation. 

As a consequence, Blumberg and Cusick (1970) used Blumberg's (1970) 

"System for Analysing Supervisor-Teacher Interaction" instrument, and 

analysed tape recordings of f i f t y conferences between supervisors and 

teachers. The findings indicated that supervisors were b a s i c a l l y 

d i r e c t i v e i n t h e i r o r i e n t a t i o n rather than attempting to e s t a b l i s h a 
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c o l l a b o r a t i v e atmosphere. Supervisors spent f o r t y - f i v e percent of the 

conference period t a l k i n g , and during t h i s phase of the i n t e r a c t i o n t h e i r 

verbal behaviour was d i r e c t i v e sixty-three percent of the time. Super

v i s o r y personnel engaged i n t e l l i n g four times more frequently than they 

did i n asking and were seven times more l i k e l y to d i r e c t teachers than 

to ask them about possible a l t e r n a t i v e s . Blumberg comments: 

Supervisors r a r e l y made statements which could help b u i l d a 
healthy climate between themselves and the teachers involved i n the 
conferences. There was l i t t l e encouragement by the supervisor; 
supervisors said l i t t l e which conveyed any acceptance of f e e l i n g s . 
When teachers exhibited defensive behavior during the conference, 
supervisors t y p i c a l l y ignored t h i s form of reaction (1970, p. 2). 

The data from the 1970 study forced Blumberg to conclude that the super

vi s o r y conference i s u n l i k e l y to be an occasion that produces growth i n 

the teacher: 

Supervisors behave i n ways which are a n t i t h e t i c a l to our 
accumulated knowledge about helping r e l a t i o n s h i p s . They do not 
seem to communicate the desire to understand the teachers with whom 
they work, nor do supervisors s t r i v e to develop a c o l l a b o r a t i v e , 
problem-centred r e l a t i o n s h i p with t h e i r teachers (1970, p. 3). 

The 1970 study not only suggests a strong tendency on the part of super

vi s o r s to control teacher behaviour during the conference but also 

indicates that teachers appeared reluctant to ask any kind of question 

of the supervisor. Noting that the supervisor expends a good deal of 

energy attempting to induce a p o s i t i v e social-emotional climate, 

Blumberg (1974, p. 108) poses the question: " P o s i t i v e social-emotional 

climate for what?"—since "only 2% percent of the supervisor's 

behavior i s devoted to ac t i o n . " He continues: 

The data gave r i s e to a number of questions about the nature of 
in t e r a c t i o n between supervisors and teachers, about supervisors' 
s t y l e s of solving problems, about the pro d u c t i v i t y of supervision, 
and about the assumptions that underlie i t (1974, p. 108). 

Blumberg and Cusick's (1970) study demonstrated that supervisors seldom 



ask teachers for ideas about action or problem solving, with the r e s u l t 

that teachers are not engaged by the supervisor i n t r y i n g to solve the 

problems they face i n the classroom. The i n t e r a c t i o n does not appear to 

be c o l l a b o r a t i v e . The findings of t h i s i n t e r a c t i o n analysis of the 

supervisory conference, together with previous studies (Blumberg and 

Amidon, 1965; Blumberg, 1968; Blumberg and Weber, 1968) led Blumberg "to 

question the ultimate p r o d u c t i v i t y of i n t e r a c t i o n between supervisors 

and teachers" (1974, p. 110). It was on the basis of these research 

studies that Blumberg (1974) developed his t h e s i s : that supervisors and 

teachers f i n d themselves i n an impasse which he terms "a private cold 

war" and that the crux of the problem and consequently, the p o t e n t i a l 

s o l u t i o n , i s the supervisor-teacher r e l a t i o n s h i p . The cold war has i t s 

roots i n two problems: f i r s t , teachers view supervision as "a waste of 

time", and second, teachers and supervisors do not t r u s t one another. 

Blumberg concludes that i t i s the supervisor-teacher r e l a t i o n s h i p that 

constitutes the c r u c i a l problem i n supervision and proposes p o t e n t i a l 

ways of minimizing the c o n f l i c t . Far too ofteny the interpersonal 

transactions of supervisor and teacher are seen as subtle and s t r a t e g i c 

gamesmanship. Blumberg proposes a change towards a r e l a t i o n s h i p that i s 

characterized by openness and supportiveness, so that a supervisor's 

encounter with a teacher becomes a matter not of "who w i l l win?" but of 

"can we solve the problem together?" (1974, p. 3). 

One way of answering t h i s question i s provided by c l i n i c a l 

supervision. The c l i n i c a l conception i s based on a tenet that charact

erized the 1950s and 1960s—the p r i n c i p l e of c o l l a b o r a t i o n . Teachers 

and supervisors are expected to analyse the teaching-learning s i t u a t i o n 

c o n j o i n t l y , the c l i n i c a l approach r e s t i n g "on the conviction that 
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i n s t r u c t i o n can only be improved by d i r e c t 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)" (Reavis, 1976, p. 360). C l i n i c a l supervision, 

however, d i f f e r s s i g n i f i c a n t l y from the thinking of the 1950s and 1960s 

i n that i t proposes a conceptual framework for i n s t r u c t i o n a l supervision 

(see Goldhammer et a l . 1980, Chapters 1 and 3) and places " i t s emphasis 

on analysis rather than inspection" and presents "a model rather than 

the smorgasbord of l i s t s , charts, tables and examples which so often 

occur i n supervision l i t e r a t u r e " ( S u l l i v a n , 1980, p. 6). 

CLINICAL SUPERVISION 

C l i n i c a l supervision i s a field-based approach designed to help 

teachers improve i n s t r u c t i o n . It i s "supervision up close" (Goldhammer, 

1969, p. 54) i n the " c l i n i c of the classroom" (Wilhelms i n Cogan, 1973, 

i x ) , where teacher and c l i n i c a l supervisor work together productively 

i n "colleagueship" bound by the common purpose of enhancing student 

learning through improving the teacher's i n s t r u c t i o n (Cogan, 1973, 

p. 68). It represents an approach to supervision that i s " b a s i c a l l y 

a n a l y t i c a l and whose p r i n c i p a l mode of analysis comprises highly d e t a i l e d 

examination of teaching behavior" (Goldhammer, 1969, p. 368). The 

emphasis i n c l i n i c a l supervision has tended away from summative ev a l 

uation towards the "analysis of teaching materials and p r a c t i c e s " based 

on the view that "the analysis of teaching can be rigorous and systematic, 

that i t should be ongoing, that i t requires s p e c i f i c a n a l y t i c a l s k i l l s 

and that the pro f e s s i o n a l teacher should be a c a r e f u l c r i t i c of his own 

pr a c t i c e " (Mosher and Purpel, 1972, p. 79). The analysis of teaching 
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therefore constitutes a s i g n i f i c a n t component of the c l i n i c a l conception 

(see Cogan, Chapter 13; Goldhammer, Chapter 4: Mosher and Purpel, 

Chapter 5). 

The Rationale for and Purpose of  
C l i n i c a l Supervision 

Cogan (1973) defines c l i n i c a l supervision in. the following way: 

C l i n i c a l supervision i s focused upon the improvement of the 
teacher's classroom i n s t r u c t i o n . The p r i n c i p a l data of c l i n i c a l 
supervision include records of classroom events: what the teacher 
and students do i n the classroom during the teaching-learning 
process. These data are supplemented by information about the 
teacher's and students' perceptions, b e l i e f s , a t t i t u d e s , and know
ledge relevant to the i n s t r u c t i o n . Such information may r e l a t e to 
states and events occurring p r i o r to, during, and following any 
segment of i n s t r u c t i o n to be analysed. The c l i n i c a l domain i s the 
i n t e r a c t i o n between a s p e c i f i c teacher or team of teachers and 
s p e c i f i c students, both as a group and as i n d i v i d u a l s . C l i n i c a l 
supervision may, therefore, be defined as the ra t i o n a l e and prac t i c e 
designed to improve the teacher's classroom performance. It takes 
i t s p r i n c i p a l data from the events of the classroom. The analysis 
of these data and the r e l a t i o n s h i p between teacher and supervisor 
form the basis of the program, procedure, and strategies designed 
to improve the students' learning by improving the teacher's 
classroom behavior (p. 9). 

Goldhammer et a l . (1980) see c l i n i c a l supervision as: 

... that phase of i n s t r u c t i o n a l supervision which draws i t s 
data from f i r s t - h a n d observation of actual teaching events, and 
involves face-to-face (and other associated) i n t e r a c t i o n between 
the supervisor and teacher i n the analysis of teaching behaviors 
and a c t i v i t i e s for i n s t r u c t i o n a l improvement (pp. 19-20). 

Sergiovanni and Sta r r a t t (1979) describe c l i n i c a l supervision as 

r e f e r r i n g to: 

... face-to-face encounters with teachers about teaching, 
usually i n classrooms, with the double-barreled intent of pro
f e s s i o n a l development and improvement of i n s t r u c t i o n (p. 305). 

MacKay (1971) views c l i n i c a l supervision as: 

... a blend of t r a d i t i o n a l administrative s k i l l s i n human 
r e l a t i o n s , organization, and interpersonal communication, and the 
s k i l l s of the psychological counsellor who works i n the c l i n i c a l 
s e t t i n g i n a c o u n s e l l o r - c l i e n t r e l a t i o n s h i p (p. 28). 
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The c l i n i c a l approach sets out to help teachers to become responsible 

for t h e i r own professional improvement. Krajewski (1976a) suggests that 

" c l i n i c a l supervision i s the support mechanism which 1 i f effected 

properly should eventually leave the teacher more s e l f - s u f f i c i e n t i n 

implementing c u r r i c u l a r changes and better able a n a l y t i c a l l y to improve 

h i s or her own teaching behavior" (p. 376). Simon (1977) i s equally 

convinced that the c l i n i c a l conception enhances pr o f e s s i o n a l e f f e c t i v e 

ness through teacher s e l f - d i r e c t i o n : 

C l i n i c a l supervision i s based on the assumption that enhancing 
pro f e s s i o n a l effectiveness i s contingent upon the in t e g r a t i o n of 
thought and action .... The strategy of c l i n i c a l supervision 
involves a r e l a t i o n s h i p based on observation of teaching and 
dedicated to the welfare of the students. The focus of that 
r e l a t i o n s h i p i s on observing teacher strengths and the c u l t i v a t i o n 
of teacher s e l f - d i r e c t i o n (p. 580, 582). 

Cogan (1973, p. 12) s i m i l a r l y emphasizes the c u l t i v a t i o n of the super

visor-teacher r e l a t i o n s h i p , seeing the purpose of c l i n i c a l supervision 

as "the development of a p r o f e s s i o n a l l y responsible teacher who i s 

a n a l y t i c a l of h i s own performance, open to help from others, and withal 

s e l f - d i r e c t i n g " (p. 12). E s s e n t i a l l y , c l i n i c a l supervision makes the 

assumption that intervention w i l l lead to an improvement of i n s t r u c t i o n 

when the supervisor-teacher r e l a t i o n s h i p i s a healthy one and where the 

atmosphere i s non-threatening enough f or teachers to take r i s k s without 

fear of f a i l u r e or recrimination. Reavis (1976) sees the two primary 

goals of c l i n i c a l supervision as the supervisor f a c i l i t a t i n g improved 

i n s t r u c t i o n and teacher growth towards s e l f - s u p e r v i s i o n : 

The emphasis i n c l i n i c a l supervision i s on enhancing the pro
f e s s i o n a l status of the teacher i n the supervisor-teacher r e l a t i o n 
ship. It i s the teacher who i d e n t i f i e s the focuses of the 
observation, orients the supervisor to the class and the preceding 
lessons. The subsequent analysis and strategy, conferences, and 
even the evaluation stage are guided by the concern to give the 
teacher the information requested about teaching (p. 361). 
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Cogan (1976) stresses the primary emphasis accorded i n c l i n i c a l super

v i s i o n to the e s t a b l i s h i n g of a s p e c i f i c kind of r e l a t i o n s h i p ; the 

reason for i t , he argues, derives from the fact that i n - c l a s s super

v i s i o n tends to generate high l e v e l s of anxiety among many teachers and 

too much stress defeats the purposes of c l i n i c a l supervision (p. 15). 

In h i s view, the most productive r e l a t i o n s h i p between the teacher and 

the c l i n i c a l supervisor i s the c o l l e g i a l type (p.16). This i s not 

d i s s i m i l a r to h i s 1973 emphasis on colleagueship: 

This r e l a t i o n s h i p between teacher and c l i n i c a l supervisor i s 
maintained i n force as long as they can work together productively 
as colleagues. It deteriorates s i g n i f i c a n t l y or ceases to exist 
when e i t h e r assumes an ascendant r o l e or i s accorded an ascendant 
r o l e by the other. This d e l i c a t e balance i n working together as 
equals does not imply that teacher and supervisor have s i m i l a r and 
equal professional competences. On the contrary, they commonly 
have d i s s i m i l a r and unequal competences. This heterogeneity i s 
nurtured i n t h e i r a ssociation and constitutes one of i t s p r i n c i p a l 
strengths. In c l i n i c a l supervision the i n t e r a c t i o n of s i m i l a r 
competences at equal l e v e l s i s generally l e s s productive than the 
i n t e r a c t i o n of unequal l e v e l s of competence and d i s s i m i l a r compet
ences. Such productive heterogeneity may be observed when the 
c l i n i c a l supervisor, highly competent i n observation, the analysis 
of teaching, and the processes connected with the cycle of super
v i s i o n , works with a teacher who i s more competent i n knowledge of 
the curriculum, h i s students, t h e i r learning c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s and 
transient and p e r s i s t e n t problems, and the school sub-societies to 
which they belong (Cogan, 1973, p. 68). 

The advantage of t h i s type of supervisor-supervisee r e l a t i o n s h i p 

i s that i t establishes a freeing atmosphere i n which teachers fear 

neither innovation nor f a i l u r e . The c l i n i c a l cycle was the mechanism 

designed to foster t h i s kind of r e l a t i o n s h i p . 

The C l i n i c a l Cycle 

The dominant pattern that has emerged appears to be the f i v e 

step process proposed by Goldhammer (1969). 

The pre-observation conference. This conference i s intended 
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to provide the framework for the supervisory sequence to follow. As 

such, the supervisor i s oriented to the c l a s s , teaching objectives and 

st r a t e g i e s , and lesson plan by the teacher. Ultimately, supervisor and 

teacher come to an agreement on t h e i r respective operational strategies 

i n the form of a "contract" (Goldhammer, 1969, p. 60), which structures 

the subsequent observation, analysis, and post-conference phases. 

Observation of teaching. The purpose of t h i s phase i s to enable 

the supervisor as a disengaged p a r t i c i p a n t to c o l l e c t accurate data 

about the teaching-learning s i t u a t i o n . Data can be gathered using a 

research-based instrument, taking verbatim notes of the lesson's events, 

or using an instrument which supervisor and teacher design c o n j o i n t l y . 

Analysis and strategy. This phase has two general purposes: 

f i r s t , a n a lysis, to make sense of the observation data, to make them 

i n t e l l i g i b l e and manageable i n l i g h t of the pre-conference agreement; 

second, strategy, to plan for the post-observation conference that i s 

to follow. The analysis consists of discovering any patterns that might 

characterize the teacher's behaviour. The strategy planning involves a 

consideration of the supervisee's maturity and experience i n determining 

the nature and timing of the c r i t i c a l feedback to be given. 

Post-observation conference. The supervisor implements the 

strategy, dealing f i r s t with items pertaining to the pre-conference 

agreement and then, with the teacher's consent, introducing comments 

on patterns not part of the o r i g i n a l contract that were i d e n t i f i e d 

during the analysis of the classroom data. This phase generally con

cludes with j o i n t planning f o r the next lesson where supervisor and 
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teacher think through how mutually agreed-upon changes can be 

implemented. 

"Post-mortem" analysis of supervisory performance. E i t h e r 

c o n j o i n t l y with the teacher or alone, the supervisor analyses his or 

her performance i n the process and accordingly modifies the i n t e r 

vention strategy i n ways that f a c i l i t a t e a more professional and pro

ductive supervision experience for both p a r t i c i p a n t s . 

RESEARCH CONCERNING CLINICAL SUPERVISION 

Much has been written about c l i n i c a l supervision, yet l i t t l e 

research has been c a r r i e d out into the p r a c t i c a l operation of the cycle. 

Harris (1963, p. 86) reports that from 1953 to 1963 an average of 

t h i r t y - s i x a r t i c l e s per year was l i s t e d under "Supervision and 

Supervisors" i n the Education Index. Most of that which i s a v a i l a b l e 

does not focus on the actual process or a c t i v i t y of supervision. Harris 

and Hartgraves (1972) , i n a more recent review of research into super

v i s i o n , stress that t h e i r search through the l i t e r a t u r e of the past 

years for studies dealing with the effectiveness of supervisors i n 

improving i n s t r u c t i o n "reveals a paucity of reports" (p. 73). 

Heald (1969), i n the supervision a r t i c l e that appeared i n 

Encyclopedia of Educational Research, c i t e s only f i v e a r t i c l e s that 

p e r t a i n to i n - c l a s s supervision: Amidon, Kies and P a l i s i (1966); 

B r a d f i e l d (1959); Columbro (1964); Coody (1967); and Downing (1964). 

Of these, only Coody and Downing give reports of research; and t h e i r 

studies focus on general supervision conditions as opposed to the 

s p e c i f i c ones espoused by the c l i n i c a l approach. 

Crosby (1969) studied Educational Leadership 1960-1968 and 



found only 60 a r t i c l e s published during that period that concerned 

supervision, an average of fewer than seven per year. Few of these 

a r t i c l e s a c t u a l l y used research or p r a c t i c a l bases, leading her to 

conclude that most of the publications had l i t t l e or no p r a c t i c a l value 

to the working supervisor (1969, p. 51). Leeper (1970) looked at 

Association for Supervision and Curriculum Development (ASCD) p u b l i c 

ations from; 1943 to 1971•and Tound>that a r t i c l e s on curriculum, 

i n s t r u c t i o n and media strongly predominated over supervision and pro

fessionalism. 

c l i n i c a l supervision, suggesting that Goldhammer's (1969) i d e n t i f 

i c a t i o n of c l i n i c a l supervision as a d i s c i p l i n e i n i t s adolescence now 

seems overly o p t i m i s t i c . She goes on to state: 

Since the appearance of Goldhammer's book only two s i g n i f i c a n t 
pieces have been added to the l i t e r a t u r e of the d i s c i p l i n e : 

devoted to the topic ... only a few other a r t i c l e s on aspects of 
c l i n i c a l supervision have appeared and ... v i r t u a l l y no research 
studies have been conducted i n supervision (1977, p. 33). 

She supports t h i s contention by reviewing the publications from 1970 

onwards i n the Review of Educational Research. She finds no a r t i c l e s 

which contain "reviews of studies on supervision, improvement of 

i n s t r u c t i o n , ..or e f f o r t s of any kind to help teachers change or improve" 

(1977, p. 34). In a search of Contemporary Education she found three 

a r t i c l e s , i n addition to her own, that had the word supervision i n t h e i r 

t i t l e s : Bloom and Seager (1971); Myers (1973); Ohleson (1974). Bloom 

and Seager's a r t i c l e concerned only the use of videotape recording i n 

teacher education, Myers' contribution was about supervision of student 

teachers, and Ohleson described a programme for prospective counsellor 

Denham (1977) draws attention to the neglect of research i n 



32 

educators and guidance programme supervisors (Denham, 1977, p. 34). 

Comfort, Bowen and Gansneder (1974) surveyed a r t i c l e s published i n 

Educational Leadership, Phi Delta Kappan, Today's Education, NASSP  

B u l l e t i n , and Harvard Educational Review from 1971 to 1973 and reported 

that only two percent of the t o t a l publications dealt with supervision. 

It i s l i t t l e wonder, therefore, that Krajewski (1976b) made such a 

strongly worded plea for input from the members of the American national 

organization of supervisors, c a l l i n g on them to put the 'S' back into 

the Association for Supervision and Curriculum Development. The lack 

of knowledge about i n s t r u c t i o n a l supervision has only been minimally 

redressed by the l i m i t e d research on c l i n i c a l supervision a v a i l a b l e . 

Such research as has been conducted f a l l s i n t o three categories; 

studies based on p a r t i c i p a n t s ' perceptions, studies designed to test the 

effectiveness of the c l i n i c a l approach, and studies which are explor

atory. Each of these i s described under a separate heading i n the 

following pages. 

Studies Based on P a r t i c i p a n t s ' Perceptions 

Eaker (1972) surveyed teachers and administrators i n Tennessee 

i n order to determine the extent to which the basic assumptions and 

procedures were accepted. His findings were that: 

1. Most teachers and administrators agreed with the basic 

assumptions of c l i n i c a l supervision. 

2. Although the teachers tended to agree with the procedure of 

c l i n i c a l supervision, they agreed more strongly with the 

assumptions than with the s p e c i f i c procedures. 

3. Administrators tended to agree more strongly with the 

assumptions and procedures of c l i n i c a l supervision than did 



teachers (p. 3998-A). 

Although Eaker's (1972) study contributes to our knowledge about the 

a c c e p t a b i l i t y of the c l i n i c a l model, i t merely measures p a r t i c i p a n t s ' 

reactions to the researcher's hypothetical description of c l i n i c a l 

supervision (as d i s t i n c t from measuring p a r t i c i p a n t s ' reactions to actual 

experience of the approach) which was not contrasted with any other form 

of supervisory intervention. 

A more c a r e f u l l y designed study was c a r r i e d out by Myers (1975) 

who surveyed teachers to determine the e f f e c t s of two supervisory app

roaches on t h e i r a t t i t u d e towards evaluation. Thirty-two respondents 

answered questions about teacher self-image and t h e i r attitudes towards 

supervision. Before completing the questionnaire, members of the 

experimental group attended a two-day workshop session i n c l i n i c a l 

supervision. At the end of the project more p o s i t i v e attitudes towards 

evaluation were found i n the experimental group than i n the control 

group. L o v e l l et a l . (1976) studied the perceptions of teachers, 

p r i n c i p a l s , and supervisors on the p r a c t i c e of supervision i n Tennessee 

to a s c e r t a i n the e f f e c t s of c l i n i c a l supervisor concern over teacher 

anxiety during classroom observation v i s i t s . They found that over 

eighty percent of the teachers surveyed reported no observations by or 

conferences with general or s p e c i a l supervisors. Of those conferences 

and observations reported, over ninety-three percent lasted between one 

and t h i r t y minutes (p. 106). Only sixty-two percent of the teachers 

surveyed f e l t confident during observation. Sixty-nine percent of the 

teachers surveyed reported that they did not view observation v i s i t s as 

d i s r u p t i v e whereas t h i r t e e n percent did (p. 148). The r e s u l t s of t h i s 

study suggest that, although the assumptions and procedures of c l i n i c a l 
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supervision are acceptable to most teachers and administrators, they u 

are acceptable at the l e v e l of l o g i c rather than i n actual p r a c t i c e . 

Arbucci (1978) attempted to correct f o r t h i s when studying the 

attit u d e s of teachers towards c l i n i c a l supervision. Using q u a l i t a t i v e 

and quantitative analysis of p a r t i c i p a n t s ' perceptions to examine the 

re l a t i o n s h i p between c l i n i c a l supervision and teacher attitudes towards 

i n s t r u c t i o n a l supervision, he found that, while there was a s i g n i f i c a n t 

difference between control and experimental groups i n the amount of 

supervision a c t u a l l y undertaken, no s i g n i f i c a n t difference was found i n 

att i t u d e scores. Witt (1977) analysed teacher perceptions f o r a r e l a t 

ionship between supervisory behaviour and leadership s t y l e as exhibited 

i n the conference phase of c l i n i c a l supervision. Using supervisors 

s i m i l a r i n leadership s t y l e , he found that teacher perceptions showed 

no r e l a t i o n s h i p between supervisor conference behaviour and supervisor 

leadership s t y l e as measured by the LBDQ instrument. 

Tests of the Effectiveness of  
C l i n i c a l Supervision 

Studies based on perceptual data, however, contribute l i t t l e to 

knowledge of what supervisors a c t u a l l y do whilst involved i n the c l i n i c a l 

process. Eight researchers have attempted to examine the procedures and 

a c t i v i t i e s of the c l i n i c a l approach with a view to te s t i n g i t s e f f e c t 

iveness i n i n s t r u c t i o n a l supervision. Coffey (1967) reported on an i n -

service t r a i n i n g programme where seventeen elementary teachers were 

supervised along c l i n i c a l l i n e s . The s p e c i f i c objective was the 

achievement of performance s k i l l s acquired during the t r a i n i n g programme, 

and evidenced by a change i n the teachers' verbal classroom behaviour as 

measured by Flanders' (1960) Categories f o r Interaction A n a l y s i s . 
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S i g n i f i c a n t changes i n teacher behaviour were found i n only four of the 

ten categories on Flanders' instrument. Although h i s intent was to 

study the e f f e c t of supervisors on teacher behaviour, Coffey analysed 

that behaviour only i n terms of what changes would take place as a 

r e s u l t of a four-week long i n - s e r v i c e programme. E s s e n t i a l l y , he was 

more interested i n changes i n teaching methods to s u i t new course content 

i n an elementary science programme rather than i n analysing supervisory 

influence upon teacher behaviour during on-going c l i n i c a l cycles. 

Garman (1971) reported a study of f i v e teaching assistants i n 

college l e v e l English who received c l i n i c a l supervision and lectures on 

teaching methods and f i v e others who received only lectures on teaching 

methods. Four of the f i v e r e c e i v i n g c l i n i c a l supervision were able to 

implement behaviours covered i n the l e c t u r e s , but only one of the f i v e 

r e c eiving lectures only was able to implement the desired behaviours. 

Although t h i s study set out to test s u c c e s s f u l l y the c l i n i c a l approach 

to educational supervision, i t was, on close examination, a demonstration 

of the usefulness of some supervision as opposed to no supervision at 

a l l . 

Skrak (1973) attempted to test whether the supplemental use of 

immediate secondary reinforcement during classroom observations effected 

a greater change i n teacher behaviour than the normal c l i n i c a l super

v i s i o n p r a c t i c e s . The experiment was conducted i n two phases. F i r s t , 

the teacher and supervisor preselected a teaching behaviour. During 

f i v e subsequent observation cycles, the supervisor produced an o r a l or 

v i s u a l r e i n f o r c e r every time the teacher enacted the desired behaviour. 

The second phase involved a s i m i l a r s e l e c t i o n of teaching behaviour but 

during the next f i v e observation cycles, no reinforcement was given. 
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C l i n i c a l supervision was practiced during both phases of the project. 

Although four of the f i v e teachers p a r t i c i p a t i n g had successful r e s u l t s 

with the secondary r e i n f o r c e r s , Skrak concludes that c l i n i c a l super

v i s i o n used without r e i n f o r c e r s appears to be j u s t as e f f e c t i v e i n 

bringing about teaching behaviour change. 

Shuma (1973) conducted a study of nine teachers, three 

re c e i v i n g c l i n i c a l supervision and s i x receiving the more conventional 

approach. S i g n i f i c a n t differences were found i n the students' perception 

of changes i n teacher behaviour within the experimental group. Since, 

however, the students i n the experimental groups were aware that t h e i r 

teacher was r e c e i v i n g s p e c i a l supervision, the p o s s i b i l i t y of the 

Hawthorne e f f e c t cannot be discounted. Moreover, differences reported 

between the respective supervisor-teacher r e l a t i o n s h i p s of control and 

experimental groups were based on Shuma's own perceptions rather than 

on objective, r e l i a b l e observations of trained judges or e m p i r i c a l l y 

v e r i f i a b l e p a r t i c i p a n t r e f l e c t i o n s . 

B.J. Kerr's (1976) study investigated the use of feedback 

within the c l i n i c a l process to f a c i l i t a t e the diagnosis, implementation, 

and evaluation of i n d i v i d u a l i z e d i n s t r u c t i o n by four elementary teachers. 

The r e s u l t s showed that supervisory feedback was v i t a l i n helping three 

out of the four teachers p a r t i c i p a t i n g to evaluate the i n d i v i d u a l i z a t i o n 

they had achieved and also a s s i s t e d them i n s e l e c t i n g teaching 

behaviours and strategies f or further i n d i v i d u a l i z a t i o n . Turner (1976) 

set out to test the usefulness of the c l i n i c a l cycle. Using a case 

study approach, she, as supervisor, used Goldhammer's (1969) emphasis 

on the supervisory r e l a t i o n s h i p . The methodological inadequacies of 

t h i s study, however, undermines the c r e d i b i l i t y of the researcher's 
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attempt to v a l i d a t e the c l i n i c a l model. 

Krajewski (1976a) reports a study of two groups of twenty 

teachers. The experimental group received t r a i n i n g i n Flanders' (1970) 

Interaction Analysis and received c l i n i c a l supervision. Lessons were 

videotaped and analysed using the Flanders' categories. The control 

group received regular supervisory v i s i t s but no videotaping or 

t r a i n i n g i n i n t e r a c t i o n a n a l y s i s . At the end of the project, the 

experimental group showed s i g n i f i c a n t gains i n i n d i r e c t verbal patterns 

(the desired behaviour), p o s i t i v e a t t i t u d e gains, and better p u p i l 

ratings, where the control group did not. Although the researcher con

cluded that c l i n i c a l supervision helped to e f f e c t such changes, the 

research design was such that any r e s u l t s could be a t t r i b u t e d to the 

t r a i n i n g i n the Flanders' system and the use of i n t e r a c t i o n a n a l y s i s . 

These methods can indeed be incorporated into the c l i n i c a l model; but 

a study that sets out to test the effectiveness of c l i n i c a l supervision 

must have a t i g h t e r design than one which measures the r e s u l t s of 

t r a i n i n g versus no t r a i n i n g i n the Flanders' system. 

Reavis (1977) conducted a study to investigate possible d i f f 

erences i n verbal exchanges between supervisors and teachers contrasting 

c l i n i c a l supervision and t r a d i t i o n a l supervision. Since previous 

research had indicated that supervisors were predominantly a u t h o r i t a r i a n 

i n t h e i r r e l a t i o n s h i p s with teachers, Reavis hypothesized that c l i n i c a l 

supervision would create a more democratic r e l a t i o n s h i p which would be 

observable i n the verbal i n t e r a c t i o n . Seven supervisors each worked • 

with one teacher i n the c l i n i c a l pattern and one i n the t r a d i t i o n a l 

pattern. The post-observation conferences were taped and analysed by 

trained observers using Blumberg's (1970) "A System for Analysing 



Supervisor-Teacher Interaction". 

The r e s u l t s of t h i s study revealed a s i g n i f i c a n t d i f f e r e n c e 

favouring c l i n i c a l supervision on Blumberg category 3 — " j s u p e r v i s o r j 

accepts or uses teacher's ideas". Because Blumberg's system was based 

upon Flanders' instrument and because Flanders found the accepting of 

student ideas to be a teacher behaviour that related s i g n i f i c a n t l y to 

pu p i l achievement, Reavis p o s i t s that t h i s f i n d i n g has great importance 

for supervision. The only other Blumberg category approaching s i g n i f 

icance was category 6—"^Supervisor} asks for opinions"—which also 

favoured the c l i n i c a l approach. From these r e s u l t s Reavis i n f e r s that 

c l i n i c a l supervision builds "more p o s i t i v e communication between super

v i s o r s and teachers" (1977, p. 315), a fi n d i n g which, upon closer 

examination, appears tenuous and inconclusive. 

The study purports to test c l i n i c a l supervision by contrasting 

i t s effectiveness with t r a d i t i o n a l patterns of supervision. Since the 

analysis of the verbal i n t e r a c t i o n during the conference was based on 

a system adapted from Flanders' instrument, and since the teachers' 

i n s t r u c t i o n a l performance was also observed, the speculation that the 

s i g n i f i c a n t f i n d i n g r e l a t i n g to Blumberg category 3 ind i c a t e s a p o s i t i v e 

e f f e c t by c l i n i c a l supervision on teaching behaviour could have been 

proven e m p i r i c a l l y . By comparing i n t e r a c t i o n analyses of the actual 

i n s t r u c t i o n using Flanders with those of the conference based on 

Blumberg, Reavis could have tested the v a l i d i t y of h i s assumption that 

indirectness on the part of the supervisor fosters i n d i r e c t teaching 

behaviours during i n s t r u c t i o n . 

But t h i s i s a mere l i m i t a t i o n of the study; there are also 

weaknesses. Because of the research design, the study was not comparing 
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varied supervisors e x h i b i t i n g two d i f f e r e n t approaches to supervision 

but rather two a l t e r n a t i v e patterns exhibited by the same supervisors. 

Since the c l i n i c a l supervision pattern had been taught to the part

i c i p a t i n g supervisors, they would be conscious of the behaviours expected 

when asked to supervise along c l i n i c a l l i n e s . When supervising i n the 

c l i n i c a l mould, they would tend to ask more questions because they had 

been taught t h i s behaviour i n the pattern. When supervising i n the 

t r a d i t i o n a l mould (for which they had received no training) t h i s part

i c u l a r behaviour did not concern them at the conscious l e v e l of t h e i r 

thinking. It i s possible, therefore, that, when placed i n the c l i n i c a l 

supervision s i t u a t i o n , the supervisors were prone to r o l e play what was 

expected of them as a r e s u l t of p r i o r t r a i n i n g and that t h e i r behaviour 

was l e s s r e a l i s t i c than when they were operating i n the n o n - c l i n i c a l 

mould. This l i n e of argument i s reinforced by the fac t that Reavis 

dropped two supervisors from the study because they were not following 

the patterns c o r r e c t l y . This research may not be a test of d i f f e r e n t 

approaches to supervision but a test of whether the supervisors i n the 

sample could adopt d i f f e r e n t patterns of behaviour when asked to do so 

by the researcher. 

Exploratory Studies 

Most of the studies that set out to test the effectiveness of 

c l i n i c a l supervision are either subject to methodological weaknesses or 

to the p o s s i b i l i t y of the Hawthorne e f f e c t . This state of a f f a i r s may 

be a t t r i b u t a b l e to the fact that our current knowledge about the c l i n i c a l 

model i s not adequate to mount a rigorous experimental-design study. 

This would seem to c a l l for further exploration of the process and the 

remaining seven studies that have examined c l i n i c a l supervision attempt 
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to generate t h i s much-needed knowledge. 

Mershon (1972) explored the concept of analysis as i t i s used 

i n the c l i n i c a l supervision process. Interviewing twenty-seven graduate 

students and four f a c u l t y members about how they analysed teaching-

learning s i t u a t i o n s , he came up with fourteen a n a l y t i c a l s u b - s k i l l s . 

Mershon concluded that, while t h i s set of s u b - s k i l l s could be used to 

develop supervisor awareness and could compensate for d i f f i c u l t i e s 

a r i s i n g from i n s u f f i c i e n t data, nevertheless "the q u a l i t y and character

i s t i c s of each person's a n a l y t i c 'process are unique" (p. 6793-A). 

Mattalino's (1977) study explored the key competencies required for 

e f f e c t i v e p r a c t i c e i n c l i n i c a l supervision. Where Mershon (1972) had 

tapped the minds of p r a c t i t i o n e r s , Mattalino (1977) used the t h e o r e t i c a l 

framework of c l i n i c a l supervision to derive the required competencies 

that e f f e c t i v e supervisors would possess. He concludes by suggesting 

that the lack of d e f i n i t i v e competencies and the paucity of empirical 

research combine to make c l i n i c a l supervision l e s s accepted than i t 

could be. 

Five studies have explored the supervisor-teacher r e l a t i o n s h i p 

i n the s e t t i n g of the c l i n i c a l supervision conference. Pierce (1978) 

examined the r e l a t i o n s h i p s between the verbal behaviour (defined as 

pedagogical moves) of twenty-eight supervisors during c l i n i c a l confer

ences and aspects of t h e i r managerial a b i l i t i e s , motivational needs and 

personality t r a i t s as indicated by G h i s e l l i ' s Self-Inventory of 

Managerial Talent. Structuring and reacting, the two moves consistent 

with the assumptions of c l i n i c a l supervision, were found to be s i g n i f 

i c a n t l y r e l a t e d to a supervisor's decisiveness and self-confidence. 

Cook (1976) examined the question of whether supervisors evidenced 



41 

changes i n perception and behaviour i n terms of genuineness, empathy, 

and respect while undergoing t r a i n i n g i n c l i n i c a l supervision. In 

addition, she was interested i n detecting any trend i n the changes that 

were observed. Five of the s i x supervisors i n the sample gave evidence 

of i n c r e a s i n g l y accurate perceptions of classroom events and demonstrated 

developmental changes such as 'other-centredness' i n t h e i r r e l a t i o n s h i p 

with the teacher as they accepted the complex supervisory r o l e . Accept

ance of the supervisory r o l e was also found to enhance the supervisors' 

self-concept. 

Zonca (1972) explored the e f f e c t s of openness i n a c l i n i c a l 

supervision r e l a t i o n s h i p on one student teacher. Openness, which was 

defined i n terms of disclosure, directness, and honesty, was found to 

have p o s i t i v e e f f e c t s on the student teacher's attitu d e towards super

v i s i o n , on her a b i l i t y to analyse classroom teaching behaviours and on 

her progress towards s e l f - s u p e r v i s i o n . The one area where the condition 

of openness did not produce a p o s i t i v e e f f e c t was i n the student 

teacher's a b i l i t y to analyse changes made i n her classroom teaching 

behaviours. This fi n d i n g may be the r e s u l t of defining openness i n terms 

of directness, since u n s o l i c i t e d , d i r e c t i v e communications tend to take 

away the autonomy supervisees need to appraise t h e i r own behaviour 

changes. Squires (1978), i n a phenomenological study of how supervisors 

gave p o s i t i v e meanings to c l i n i c a l supervision, concluded that the 

"colleagueship" r e l a t i o n s h i p begins to develop when the supervisee 

becomes more autonomous. Openness, then, might more appropriately be 

defined i n terms of communication patterns that e l i c i t from the super

visee a considered analysis of behaviour observed during i n s t r u c t i o n 

rather than i n terms of honest directness. 
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T.G. Kerr's (1976) study would appear to support t h i s . Exposing 

twenty teachers i n c l i n i c a l supervision to Flanders' (1970) Interaction 

Analysis System, Kerr set out to determine whether teachers with high 

and low dogmatism scores could, as a r e s u l t of t r a i n i n g , move from 

d i r e c t teaching behaviours to i i i d i r e c t teaching behaviours. He found 

that a l l teachers, regardless of t h e i r dogmatism score, could adopt to 

more i n d i r e c t patterns but found that the more open-minded teachers 

(those with low dogmatism scores) displayed a greater willingness to 

enter into two-way communication with the supervisor. 

Summary 

The preceding sections have discussed the a v a i l a b l e research on 

c l i n i c a l supervision. Studies based on p a r t i c i p a n t s ' perceptions were 

found to contribute l i t t l e to knowledge of what takes place during the 

process. Research designed to test the effectiveness of c l i n i c a l super

v i s i o n were subject to methodological weaknesses or the p o s s i b i l i t y of 

the Hawthorne e f f e c t . Exploratory studies contributed to empirical 

knowledge of the a n a l y t i c a l competencies required arid to an understanding 

of the supervisory r e l a t i o n s h i p . 

It would appear from the exploratory studies mentioned that open

ness i n the supervisor-teacher r e l a t i o n s h i p i s a key v a r i a b l e i n c o n t r i b 

uting to e f f e c t i v e intervention; but i t i s openness that i s defined i n 

terms of communication patterns that increase the autonomy and open-

mindedness of the supervisee. Supervisors who accept the complex r o l e 

of s t r u c t u r i n g such openness i n the conference appear to influence 

p o s i t i v e l y the r e l a t i o n s h i p and the supervisee's attitudes towards c l i n 

i c a l supervision, whilst f a c i l i t a t i n g c o l l a b o r a t i v e dialogue and 

enhancing t h e i r own self-concept. 
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How do supervisors structure such "openness"? More s i g n i f 

i c a n t l y , since T.G. Kerr (1976) found that open-mindedness i n supervisees 

leads to willingness to enter into dialogue, how do supervisors 

structure the conference to promote open-mindedness i n supervisees who 

may be more i n c l i n e d towards dogmatism. Indeed, could a p r e - r e q u i s i t e 

for conference openness involve an open-minded a t t i t u d e on the part of 

the supervisor as well as the supervisee? 

A possible answer to these research-raised questions may be 

found i n developing and exploring the l i n k between c l i n i c a l supervision 

and conceptual development theory and research. Joyce et a l . (1980) 

have developed a l i n k between conceptual systems theory and models of 

teaching to show how f l e x i b i l i t y and a d a p t a b i l i t y to student learning 

needs are prime c r i t e r i a of teaching effectiveness. Since Mosher and 

Purpel (1972, p. 64) and Goldhammer et a l . (1980, pp. 27-29) develop 

the metaphor of the c l i n i c a l supervisor as a "teacher of teachers", i t 

would seem l o g i c a l to explore the p o t e n t i a l i t y of a l i n k between con

ceptual development and c l i n i c a l supervision. 

STUDIES OF CONCEPTUAL DEVELOPMENT 

The developmental perspective has been part of educational 

theory f o r some time. Because of the recent upsurge of research on 

teaching, however, i t has assumed a more s i g n i f i c a n t r o l e . The following 

sections discuss the r a t i o n a l e for conceptual development and demons

trate how Conceptual Level has become an important v a r i a b l e i n the study 

of teaching. 

Rationale for Conceptual Development 

The r a t i o n a l e for development as the aim of education, whether 
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of classroom pupils or i n - s e r v i c e teachers, has been advocated by Dewey 

(1938), Piaget (1970), and Kohlberg (1971). As Dewey (quoted i n 

Kohlberg and Mayer, 1972) suggests: 

Only knowledge of the order and connection of the stages i n 
development of the psychical functions can insure the f u l l 
functioning of the psychical powers. Education i s the work of 
supplying the conditions which w i l l enable the psychical functions, 
as they s u c c e s s f u l l y a r i s e , to mature and pass into higher functions 
i n the frees t and f u l l e s t manner (p. 454). 

At high stages of development an i n d i v i d u a l tends to function more 

abst r a c t l y , complexly, comprehensively, and c a r i n g l y . Higher stages of 

development are viewed as desirable since t h e o r e t i c a l l y they encompass 

more perspectives and allow for more empathic role-taking and e f f e c t i v e 

problem-solving. 

Development defined.in t h i s way i s obviously very important for 
teachers {[supervisors]] as they work to promote growth and learning 
i n t h e i r students [supervisees^ , as they continue to grow personally 
and p r o f e s s i o n a l l y , and as they p a r t i c i p a t e i n regenerating both 
the educational ends for t h e i r schools and the means for teaching 
these ends (Witherell, 1977, p. 32). 

Developmental t h e o r i s t s describe conceptual functioning i n terms of 

stages. Many have derived schemes which map the developmental changes 

i n cognitive or conceptual systems that take place from childhood 

through adolescence to adult maturity. Piaget (1970) uses the phrase 

"schema" to describe stages of cognitive development showing the pro

gression from concrete to formal operations. Kohlberg (1971) describes 

stages of moral development demonstrating changes from pre-conventional 

to p r i n c i p l e d thinking. Loevinger (1976) defines stages of ego 

development progressing from the p r e - s o c i a l or a u t i s t i c to the autonomous 

and integrated stages. Harvey et a l . (1961) describe conceptual l e v e l s 

as b e l i e f systems ranging from a concrete, a b s o l u t i s t system to an 

abstract or integrated and d i f f e r e n t i a t e d system. 
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Although the terminology used for these varied views of con

ceptual development d i f f e r s l i g h t l y , there appears to be considerable 

overlap i n substance. Rest (1974) has i d e n t i f i e d the p a r t i c u l a r set of 

assumptions and t h e o r e t i c a l constructs that developmental t h e o r i s t s 

appear to have i n common when they describe the kinds of thought pro

cesses that learners would be expected to exhibit at each p a r t i c u l a r 

stage. This framework consists of three c e n t r a l ideas: 1) s t r u c t u r a l 

organization, 2) developmental sequence, and 3) in t e r a c t i o n a l i s m . 

S t r u c t u r a l organization. This involves the study of persons' 

problem-solving strategies and conceptual functioning. It consists of 

observing the sti m u l i - t h a t i n d i v i d u a l s attend to, the manner i n which 

they c l a s s i f y or process the s t i m u l i that are understood, and the 

groundrules and int e g r a t i n g p r i n c i p l e s that i n d i v i d u a l s use to make 

sense of t h e i r experience. Cognitive structures are viewed as i n t e r n 

a l i z e d conceptual frameworks and each i n d i v i d u a l ' s conceptual framework 

i s regarded as the mediating structure which determines how the person 

translates external r e a l i t y . 

Developmental sequence. This i s the notion r e l a t i n g to the 

various stages that cognitive/conceptual t h e o r i s t s have defined. 

Glassberg and Oja (1981) i d e n t i f y the following c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s which 

define each stage: 

1) Each stage i s q u a l i t a t i v e l y d i f f e r e n t i n structure from the 
preceding stage; 

2) The d i f f e r e n t structures form an invariant sequence i n 
i n d i v i d u a l development; 

3) Each of these d i f f e r e n t and sequential modes of thought forms 
a s t r u c t u r a l whole; 

4) Stages are h i e r a r c h i c a l integrations (higher stages reintegrate 
the structures found at lower stages) (p. 61). 



Development, then, i s viewed as progression through a sequence of h i e r 

a r c h i c a l stages with each stage representing a q u a l i t a t i v e l y d i f f e r e n t 

way of thinking. The goal of development i s towards higher stage 

conceptual functioning which represents more complex and integrated ways 

of processing information. 

Interactionalism. This describes the process whereby people's 

e x i s t i n g cognitive structure i s expanded through i n t e r a c t i o n with the 

environment so that i n d i v i d u a l s discover more adequate ways of 

comprehending experience. The ro l e of the environment i s c r u c i a l i n 

creating the mental disequilibrium.required to force i n d i v i d u a l s to a l t e r 

t h e i r cognitive structure so as to allow for greater complexity of 

thought. 

Although the sequences of stages postulated by developmental 

t h e o r i s t s d i f f e r , there are many recur r i n g s i m i l a r i t i e s . 

A l l the conceptions project an abstract continuum that i s both 
a developmental sequence and a dimension of i n d i v i d u a l differences 
i n any given age cohort. A l l represent h o l i s t i c views of person
a l i t y and see behavior i n terms of meaning or purpose .... A l l are 
more or les s concerned with interpersonal r e l a t i o n s and with 
cognitive preoccupations including self-concept (Loevinger, 1974, 
p. 23). 

Developmental theory i s therefore based on the assumption that people's 

actions are governed by an i n t e r n a l mediating cognitive process, that 

the q u a l i t y of such mediation w i l l vary according to age and stage of 

development, and that at higher stages i n d i v i d u a l s w i l l function more 

comprehensively and empathically. An increasing i n t e r e s t i n cognitive 

development has led to the emergence of conceptual l e v e l as a key 

va r i a b l e i n the study of teaching. 
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Conceptual Level as a Variable i n Teaching 
"Of the variables studied, Conceptual Level seems the most 

promising as a basis for optimizing matching teachers and students" 

(Brophy and Good, 1974, p. 269). This statement supports the a p p l i c 

a b i l i t y to education of one of the conceptual development schema 

previously mentioned, that of conceptual systems theory developed by 

Harvey et a l . (1961). This developmental personality theory describes 

each stage i n terms of the i n d i v i d u a l ' s l e v e l of conceptual functioning. 

Hunt (1978) contends that several c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s of conceptual systems 

theory contribute to i t s p o t e n t i a l value for education: 

1) i t i d e n t i f i e s present information-processing s k i l l s ; 2) i t 
indicates the s p e c i f i c process goals to be developed; 3) i t s p e c i f i e s 
the t r a i n i n g environment most l i k e l y to f a c i l i t a t e such development; 
4) i t applies both to students and to teachers; and therefore 5) i t 
permits a r e c i p r o c a l analysis of the teaching/learning process 
(p. 78). 

Joyce et a l . (1980) contains ser i e s of papers by Hunt and a lengthy 

review of the in v e s t i g a t i o n s c a r r i e d out by Hunt and h i s associates and 

by Hunt and Joyce to determine the r e l a t i o n s h i p between conceptual l e v e l 

and student response to a v a r i e t y of models of teaching. S p e c i f i c a l l y , 

i t i s the work of Harvey (1961, 1967, 1968, 1970), Hunt (1966, 1972, 

1974, 1975), Joyce (1966, 1972, 1973), and Hunt and Joyce (1967) that 

has provided the connection between developmental concepts and c l a s s 

room teaching. This research demonstrated that teachers at higher 

stages of conceptual development functioned i n the classroom at a more 

complex l e v e l ; that such teachers were more adaptive i n t h e i r teaching 

s t y l e , more f l e x i b l e and tolerant; that they were more responsive to 

i n d i v i d u a l differences i n students than teachers at lower stages of 

development and employed a v a r i e t y of teaching models, such as small group 

discussion, inquiry, r o l e - p l a y i n g etc.; that such teachers were less 
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a u t h o r i t a r i a n , more empathic, capable of responding to the emotions of 

t h e i r students and generally rated as e f f e c t i v e teachers. 

Murphy and Brown (1970) took Harvey's (1966) d e f i n i t i v e stages 

of teaching and re l a t e d them to teaching behaviours. Teachers function

ing at stage one tended to view authority as the highest good, a l l 

questions as having one answer, and thus discouraged divergent thinking 

and rewarded conformity and rote learning. Stage two teachers were 

characterized by inconsistency and uncertainty, while s t i l l t r e a t i n g 

students i n a manner s i m i l a r to teachers at stage one. Stage three 

teachers displayed high a f f i l i a t i v e needs based on mutuality and group 

consensus rather than r u l e s . Teachers functioning at stage four regarded 

knowledge as tentative rather than absolute, were able to consider many 

perspectives on a s i t u a t i o n and tended to encourage more complex thought. 

Murphy and Brown further found that the amount of information handled 

by teachers helping students to think c r i t i c a l l y was at i t s greatest at 

the lowest stage and tended to decrease with each higher conceptual 

l e v e l . S i m i l a r l y , an increase i n teacher complexity of thought led to 

less reinforcement of attainment behaviour and more encouragement of 

search behaviour. These findings by Murphy and Brown (1970) were 

la r g e l y a r e p l i c a t i o n of Hunt and Joyce (1967). Measuring teaching 

s t y l e by a r e f l e c t i v e index which assesses how much a teacher helps a 

student process information and generate hypotheses, Hunt and Joyce 

(1967) found that teachers functioning at high conceptual l e v e l s were 

higher i n r e f l e c t i v e index scores than those functioning at low con

ceptual l e v e l s . Teachers at the higher l e v e l s could "radiate" a greater 

v a r i e t y of learning environments by employing "a v a r i e t y of models of 

teaching" (Joyce, 1980, p. 25). 



49 

In a study that i s a s t r a i g h t r e p l i c a t i o n of that by Tomlinson 

and Hunt (1971) on example-rule versus rule-example order of present

ation, Gordon (1976) reported that low conceptual l e v e l student teachers 

preferred to teach using a highly structured rule-example order, whereas 

high conceptual l e v e l student teachers opted for the more inductive 

example-rule order. From these studies i t would appear that teachers 

tend to structure t h e i r teaching i n ways that they themselves would need 

or prefer; i n other words, a low conceptual l e v e l teacher would teach 

i n a way that low conceptual l e v e l students would prefer to learn and a 

high conceptual l e v e l teacher would cater to the learning needs of high 

conceptual l e v e l students. 

Research also suggests that high conceptual l e v e l i n d i v i d u a l s 

are able to i d e n t i f y a course of action and a l t e r n a t i v e s to that action 

when presented with the same elements of information (Schroder, 1971), 

are more tolerant of job stress (Suedfeld, 1974), better able to develop 

multiple perspectives i n problem-solving (Wolfe, 1963), and function 

e f f e c t i v e l y i n discovery approaches to learning (McLachlan and Hunt, . 

1973). Bents and Howey (1981) report two doctoral studies which found 

that when two d i f f e r e n t kinds of information were presented to low 

conceptual l e v e l teachers, they were most affected by what they exper

ienced f i r s t ; they conclude that " l e s s mature, les s complex teachers 

process experience d i f f e r e n t l y and may not do well i n c e r t a i n i n s e r v i c e 

contexts" (p. 18). 

Research examining the e f f e c t s of teaching on students suggests 

a r e l a t i o n s h i p between the teacher's stage of development or conceptual 

l e v e l and learning gains i n the classroom. Harvey e t . a l . (1968) found 

that students of teachers functioning at high conceptual l e v e l s were 



more cooperative, active and involved i n t h e i r work, higher i n achieve

ment, more h e l p f u l and less dependent than students i n classrooms with 

teachers functioning at lower conceptual l e v e l s . A recent development 

of t h i s research has been to change from viewing the process as a one

way e f f e c t oh teachers of students to examining the r e c i p r o c a l , i n t e r 

dependent nature of teacher-student i n t e r a c t i o n . Hunt (1976) explores 

how students a f f e c t teachers—what he terms "student p u l l " — a n d how 

teachers react to such " p u l l " — a process he describes i n terms of 

"reading", i . e . , being s e n s i t i z e d to the student, and i n terms of 

" f l e x i n g " , i . e . , modulating to a perceived student frame of reference. 

A study by Rathbone (1970) demonstrated that students functioning at a 

high conceptual l e v e l " p u l l " twice as much r e f l e c t i o n from teachers 

regardless of the teacher's conceptual l e v e l . 

Since the c l i n i c a l approach views "supervision as teaching" 

(Goldhammer et a l . 1980, p.27), conceptual development theory and 

research would be applicable to the supervision of teaching. 

CONCEPTUAL DEVELOPMENT AND THE 
SUPERVISION OF TEACHING 

The thrust of conceptual l e v e l research towards the r e c i p r o c a l 

analysis of teacher-student i n t e r a c t i o n would seem tra n s f e r r a b l e to an 

examination of the supervisor-supervisee i n t e r a c t i o n that takes place 

i n the c l i n i c a l conference. Where supervisors are also b u i l d i n g - l e v e l 

administrators, t h i s would seem appropriate since S i l v e r (1975) found 

that p r i n c i p a l s at high conceptual l e v e l s were more e f f e c t i v e i n demo

c r a t i c leadership s t y l e s than lower conceptual l e v e l p r i n c i p a l s . She 

also found that high conceptual l e v e l p r i n c i p a l s tended to display more 

person-oriented and p r o f e s s i o n a l c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s while in c l u d i n g demo-
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c r a t i c decision-making processes i n t h e i r leadership. Despite the 

p o t e n t i a l l i n k between supervisor-teacher i n t e r a c t i o n and conceptual 

l e v e l s of supervision p a r t i c i p a n t s , only two studies have attempted to 

explore t h i s r e l a t i o n s h i p . Abbey and Weiser (1977) report a study where 

they examined the r e l a t i o n s h i p between the conceptual l e v e l of super

v i s o r s , as measured by Kolb's (1975) Learning Style Inventory, and the 

strategies they u t i l i z e d i n a psychotherapeutic counselling c l i n i c a l 

supervision intervention. They found that supervisors were consistent 

i n t h e i r preference for students e x h i b i t i n g d i f f e r e n t learning s t y l e s 

and that they tended to prefer students who were l i k e themselves i n 

terms of learning s t y l e . They conclude, however, that: 

Our attempts to code supervisory behavior appear to be u s e f u l 
i f not r u s t i c . Further work to show how supervisors''learning 
s t y l e s a f f e c t t h e i r choice of intervention strategy i s needed. It 
i s c l e a r from the present study that t h e i r responses [[intervention] 
are re l a t e d to t h e i r own learning s t y l e s but j u s t how remains the 
subject of another study (Abbey and Weiser, 1977, p. 23). 

T h i e s - S p r i n t h a l l (1980) reports a study which distinguishes 

elements d i f f e r e n t i a t i n g educative from mis-educative supervision. She 

grouped student teachers and supervisors according to t h e i r conceptual 

l e v e l (Hunt, 1977) and t h e i r moral p r i n c i p l e d thought (Rest, 1974). 

Four groups were used i n a l l : group one consisted of high Conceptual 

L e v e l / P r i n c i p l e d Thought (CL/PT) supervisors and high CL/PT student 

teachers; group two consisted of high CL/PT supervisors matched with low 

CL/PT student teachers; group three was made up of low CL/PT supervisors 

and high CL/PT student teachers, a deliberate mismatch; and group four 

comprised low CL/PT supervisors matched with low CL/PT student teachers. 

The r e s u l t s demonstrated that high CL/PT student teachers were more 

f l e x i b l e , more responsive and more i n d i r e c t (according to a r a t i o derived 

from Flanders' (1970) Interaction Analysis System) than t h e i r low CL/PT 



colleagues. The unique f i n d i n g i n the T h i e s - S p r i n t h a l l study, however, 

was that, although groups one and three had high CL/PT student teachers 

whose teaching performance had been o b j e c t i v e l y rated by trained observers 

at a s i m i l a r Flanders' i n d i r e c t r a t i o of f o r t y - f i v e , the subjective r 

r a t i n g given by the supervisors d i f f e r e d markedly from one group to the 

other. Supervisors i n group.one.rated the student teachers highly whereas 

supervisors i n group three (low CL/PT) rated the student teachers as 

mediocre i n t h e i r i n s t r u c t i o n a l performance. T h i e s - S p r i n t h a l l concludes 

that "supervisors who themselves are at the modest l e v e l s of psycho

l o g i c a l development may misperceive or misunderstand the teaching 

performance of more developmentally advanced student teachers" (1980, 

p. 19). Her study suggests then that the evidence that teachers at 

higher conceptual l e v e l s can "radiate" more abundant educational 

environments, can accurately "read" i n d i v i d u a l differences i n students, 

are more susceptible to student " p u l l " , and employ a greater r e p e r t o i r e 

of teaching models, may also be true for supervisors and student teachers. 

The process of c l i n i c a l supervision, i t seems, would require 

the use of higher-order complex professional s k i l l s where supervisors 

can accurately "read" supervisory s i t u a t i o n s and " f l e x " to supervisee 

personal and p r o f e s s i o n a l needs within a d i s t i n c t i v e l y human environment 

designed for p o s i t i v e growth. Yet no study has attempted to understand 

how supervisors a c t u a l l y "read" and " f l e x " i n the n a t u r a l i s t i c s e t t i n g 

of the c l i n i c a l conference or how supervisees exert " p u l l " on supervisors 

as they enter into the c o l l a b o r a t i v e nature..of a "colleagueship" 

r e l a t i o n s h i p . In short, we do not know how c l i n i c a l supervision part

i c i p a n t s c o g n i t i v e l y mediate t h e i r behaviour as they dialogue about 

the teaching-learning s i t u a t i o n under observation and as they r e l a t e to 



each other as professional colleagues. Do c l i n i c a l supervisors make use 

of higher-order conceptual thinking? Are supervisees adversely affected 

by a marked absence of higher-order thought processes on the part of the 

supervisor? Are supervisors consciously aware of t h e i r own behaviour i n 

the conference? Do they mentally note i t s impact on the supervisee's 

personal and pro f e s s i o n a l confidence? Do supervisors pick up cues i n 

supervisees and modulate t h e i r behaviour accordingly? Do supervisees emit 

cues to supervisors? Are supervisees conscious of the behavioural cues 

they may give during the c l i n i c a l conference? Do supervisors ever 

d e l i b e r a t e l y "tune out" to supervisee communication when, for one reason 

or another, they may have to restructure t h e i r conference strategy? Do 

supervisors monitor t h e i r own teaching performance? 

Marland's (1977) study of teacher thought processes found that 

classroom teachers r a r e l y monitored t h e i r i n s t r u c t i o n a l performance. I t 

w i l l be of i n t e r e s t to f i n d out whether c l i n i c a l supervisors, acting i n 

t h e i r r o l e as "teacher of teachers", also devote only three percent of 

th e i r t o t a l i n t e r a c t i v e thought processes to deliberations that comprise 

a self-monitoring a c t i v i t y . More s i g n i f i c a n t l y , the r e l a t i o n s h i p between 

such de l i b e r a t i o n s and the supervisor's conceptual development l e v e l 

could prove a useful one to explore. 

SUMMARY 

This chapter consisted of four major sections. The f i r s t section 

examined the context and p r a c t i c e of supervision to f i n d that current 

p r a c t i c e i s characterized by t r a d i t i o n a l patterns of behaviour that r e s u l t 

from a lack of r e f l e c t i o n by teachers and supervisors a l i k e about t h e i r 

p r o f e s s i o n a l a c t i v i t i e s . The second section involved a review of the 



l i t e r a t u r e and research r e l a t i n g to c l i n i c a l supervision, a possible 

answer to the shortcomings of current p r a c t i c e . This review examined the 

r a t i o n a l e for and purposes of c l i n i c a l supervision and described b r i e f l y 

the cycle designed f o r t h i s approach. There appeared to be a dearth of 

research on c l i n i c a l supervision except for studies based on p a r t i c i p a n t s ' 

perceptions, studies designed to test the model's effectiveness, and 

studies that explored the process. The notion of openness generated i n 

the exploratory studies suggested exploring the p o t e n t i a l i t y of a l i n k 

between p a r t i c i p a n t s ' conceptual development and what takes place during 

the c l i n i c a l process. 

The t h i r d section, then, outlined the t h e o r e t i c a l underpinnings 

of cognitive/conceptual development and reviewed teaching-learning 

re l a t e d research that focussed on conceptual l e v e l as a key v a r i a b l e . 

The f i n a l section integrated conceptual development and c l i n i c a l super

v i s i o n to substantiate the need to explore how c l i n i c a l supervision 

p a r t i c i p a n t s c o g n i t i v e l y mediate t h e i r behaviour during the pre- and 

post-conferences of the c y c l e . 



Chapter 3 

CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK 

The c l i n i c a l supervision process provides both supervisors and 

supervisees with new learning experiences which they attempt to structure 

i n ways that are consonant with t h e i r e x i s t i n g "cognitive map" (Tolman, 

1948). The cognitive map serves as a psychological yardstick to which 

the impinging world i s compared, d i f f e r e n t i a t e d and integrated, and 

ultimately constitutes the "routes and paths and environmental r e l a t i o n 

ships which f i n a l l y determine ... responses" (Birch, 1969, p. 26). Put 

d i f f e r e n t l y , i t provides the conceptual structure through which r e a l i t y 

i s defined and interpreted. Without conceptual a b i l i t y , s u r v i v a l i t s e l f 

would be rendered, i f not impossible, markedly d i f f i c u l t , f o r "concepts 

contribute t h i s assessment of the world; indeed, they are perhaps the sole 

embodiment of i t ... one's system of concepts provides a nexus through 

which one anchors oneself i n space and time" (Harvey and Schroder, 1963, 

p. 99). 

Yet, given s i m i l a r amounts of information and f u l f i l l i n g s i m i l a r 

r o l e s , d i f f e r e n t people use d i f f e r e n t conceptual rules i n thinking, 

deciding, and i n t e r r e l a t i n g . This i s p a r t i c u l a r l y true of i n s t r u c t i o n a l 

supervision along c l i n i c a l l i n e s . What p a r t i c i p a n t s think about may not 

i n the f i n a l analysis be as s i g n i f i c a n t as how they think. In other words, 

as important as the "content" of supervision p a r t i c i p a n t s ' thought 

processes may be, the differences i n conference performance may be more 

re a d i l y explainable by the " s t r u c t u r a l v a r i a t i o n s " of the thought 
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processes as pa r t i c i p a n t s attempt to d i f f e r e n t i a t e and integrate aspects 

of the events they are experiencing i n c l i n i c a l supervision. Indeed, 

Schroder et a l . (1967) found that when the task environment was s u f f i c 

i e n t l y complex, "persons process information i n d i f f e r e n t ways under 

d i f f e r e n t s i t u a t i o n a l conditions, and d i f f e r e n t persons use d i f f e r e n t 

ways of processing information under the same conditions" (p. 5), and that 

"the l e v e l of information processing, or the conceptual l e v e l , v aries 

between i n d i v i d u a l s and within the same i n d i v i d u a l under c e r t a i n condit

ions; for example, under s t r e s s " (p. 7). It was through a de t a i l e d 

analysis of s t r u c t u r a l v a r i a t i o n s i n conceptual processes that Harvey et 

a l . (1961, pp. 85-112) postulate c e r t a i n developmental stages. 

STRUCTURAL VARIATIONS IN CONCEPTUAL DEVELOPMENT 

The process of conceptual development has been described as a 

saccadic one of d i f f e r e n t i a t i o n and int e g r a t i o n , of breaking down and 

i n t e r r e l a t i n g (Harvey et a l . , 1961, p. 18). During t h i s saccadic process, 

v a r i a t i o n s occur along the important dimension of concreteness-abstractness. 

The more concrete end represents the conceptual use of " s t a t i c structures 

with f i x e d r u l e s " while the more abstract end of the continuum employs 

"emergent ru l e s tructures" (Schroder et a l . , 1967, p. 6). S t a t i c 

structures with f i x e d rules are exemplified by i n s t i n c t s , by lower centres 

of the c e n t r a l nervous system, and by r i g i d thought patterns i n d i c a t i v e 

of an i n a b i l i t y to process more than one perspective at a time. These 

structures may d i f f e r i n terms of the amount of information processed and 

the speed with which i t i s processed, e.g., computers compared with 

narrow-minded persons, but they are s i m i l a r l y concrete i n that the rules 

of information processing are r a r e l y modified within the system. Emergent 
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rul e structures, however, are exemplified by exploratory and creative 

behaviour emanating from i n t e g r a t i v e l y complex thought processes where 

many perspectives and ways of i n t e r r e l a t i n g these perspectives evidence 

themselves. As with s t a t i c structures, the emergent r u l e structures may 

also d i f f e r i n terms of the amount and speed of information processed but 

are s i m i l a r l y abstract i n that the system i t s e l f i s capable of generating 

new rules for decision-making and information processing. 

V a r i a t i o n i n the l e v e l of concreteness-abstractness r e s u l t s i n 

differences i n "stimulus boundedness" (Kounin, 1970), i . e . , the extent to 

which the receiving and responding supervision p a r t i c i p a n t s are r e s t r i c t e d 

to or can transcend the physical c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s of the immediately 

impinging s t i m u l i i n organizing t h e i r appraising and experiencing of an 

experience. As such, i t may be determined by two interdependent prop

e r t i e s of information-processing structures: dimension of d i f f e r e n t i a t i o n 

representing the content of thought and the integrating rules representing 

the conceptual structure (Schroder et a l . , 1967, p. 7). When i n t e r p r e t i n g 

phenomena, the number of dimensions d i f f e r e n t i a t e d by a mind of low 

complex, more concrete thought processes may vary considerably; the 

s a l i e n t feature i s that i t i s characterized by a h i e r a r c h i c a l form of 

int e g r a t i o n i n which the conceptual schemata are r e l a t i v e l y f i x e d . In 

other words, the i n t e r r e l a t i o n s h i p s among dimensions are somewhat s t a t i c 

because the structure f o r developing alternate sets of conceptual rules 

or superordinate concepts does not e x i s t , as demonstrated i n Figure 1. 

Greater concreteness, Goldstein and Scheerer (1941, pp. 87-93) suggest, 

has as i t s "outstanding" c h a r a c t e r i s t i c the closeness of responses to 

"immediate r e a l i t y " ; t h i s i s demonstrated i n such ways as r i g i d dependence 

upon the f a m i l i a r , responding to an object more i n i s o l a t i o n than as a 



58 

member of an abstracted c l a s s , greater concern with s p e c i f i c d e t a i l s , and 

a tendency to evaluate objects i n terms of t h e i r personal use to the 

subject rather than being grouped according to a more abstract character

i s t i c such as organizational impact of a teaching behaviour on classroom 

ethos. 

A. Low Integration Index B. High Integration Index 

Rules are i n a fixed r e l a t i o n - Rules are i n an interdependent 
ship so that the whole process r e l a t i o n s h i p ; each can influence 
can be reduced to one r u l e . the other si n g l y and i n combin

ations producing new connections 
and new r u l e structures. 

Figure 1. V a r i a t i o n i n Level of Conceptual Structure (Schroder et a l . , 
1967, p. 8). 

High complexity and abstractness of thought, on the other hand, 

evidences more i n t e r r e l a t i o n s h i p s among conceptual r u l e s , thereby pro

viding the schemata for forming new hierarc h i e s of conceptual integrations. 

As such, the structure allowing f o r greater degrees of freedom of thought 

through more dynamic i n t e r r e l a t i o n s h i p s among the d i f f e r e n t i a t e d 

dimensions of p a r t i c u l a r phenomena i s present. 

Greater abstractness, then, enables the c l i n i c a l supervision 

p a r t i c i p a n t to enact the following conscious and v o l i t i o n a l modes of 

behaviour: 



1. To detach our ego from the outer world or from inner experiences. 
2. To assume a mental set. 
3. To account for acts to oneself; to v e r b a l i z e the account. 
4. To s h i f t r e s p e c t i v e l y from one aspect of the s i t u a t i o n to another. 
5. To hold i n mind simultaneously various aspects. 
6. To grasp the e s s e n t i a l of a given whole; to break up a given whole 

into parts, to i s o l a t e and to synthesize them. 
7. To abstract common properties r e f l e c t i v e l y ; to form h i e r a r c h i c 

concepts. 
8. To plan ahead i d e a t i o n a l l y , to assume an a t t i t u d e towards the 

more possible and to think or perform symbolically (Goldstein 
and Scheerer, 1941, p. 4). 

Level of conceptual structure i s used to r e f e r to the way an 

i n d i v i d u a l processes information. Conceptual l e v e l i s seen by many 

researchers (Harvey et a l . , 1961; Schroder et a l . , 1967; Brophy and Good, 

1974; Hunt, 1978) as a c r i t i c a l factor i n explaining why two persons given 

the same information or possessing a s i m i l a r a t t i t u d e use i t d i f f e r e n t l y 

i n thinking and making decisions. It focuses not so much on what persons 

consider i n complex interpersonal settings but on how they think about a 

given set of s t i m u l i . Consequently, conceptual l e v e l becomes an important 

determiner of s e l f - d e f i n i t i o n . In other words, conceptual l e v e l defines 

the l e v e l of awareness that c l i n i c a l supervision p a r t i c i p a n t s have of 

themselves as causal agents. 

Levels of Conceptual Development 

Harvey et a l . (1961, p. 85) view concepts as j o i n t l y determined 

by the i n t e r n a l state of the organism and conditions of the relevant 

environment. In other words, concepts evolve out of the interdependence 

of d i s p o s i t i o n a l (the i n t e r n a l state of the i n d i v i d u a l ) and s i t u a t i o n a l 

(the demands and constraints placed upon a person by an experience) 

determinants. Individual l e v e l on the concreteness-abstractness or 

conceptual complexity dimension influences the way i n which a person 

responds to the s i t u a t i o n a l demands of a new learning experience. Harvey 
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et a l . (1961, pp. 85-112) thus present extensive t h e o r e t i c a l and experi

mental bases from which they deduce four b a s i c a l l y d i f f e r e n t l e v e l s of 

concreteness-abstractness which they describe as d i f f e r e n t conceptual 

stages. (see also Appendix D for a further explanation). 

Level I; u n i l a t e r a l dependence. This stage represents the more 

concrete end of the continuum. This l e v e l of conceptual functioning, 

c l o s e l y akin to high authoritarianism, seems to r e s u l t from conditions i n 

which supervisors exercise complete (or near complete) fate control over 

supervisees. This investment of supervisors with c o n t r o l over the rewards 

and punishments of supervisees allows the former to define the nature of 

the reward and punishment as w e l l as the means by which they are attained. 

Administration of t h i s power takes the form of rewarding for highly 

s p e c i f i c performances and punishing f o r the much wider range of perform

ances not compatible with the r e s t r i c t i v e c r i t e r i a of the supervisor, 

standards which are j u s t i f i e d to the supervisee, when at a l l , as coming 

generally from such an extrapersonal force as society or the organization. 

The c r i t e r i a are made known i n such a piecemeal fashion that supervisees 

never gain an overview of t h e i r means-ends r e l a t i o n s . They only come to 

recognize that the route to rewards and avoidance.of strong punishment 

l i e s i n following the narrowly defined p r e s c r i p t i o n of the supervisor. 

Greater dependence on external authority and sources of c a u s a l i t y 

r e s u l t s . The conceptual and s e l f system remains f a i r l y u n d i f f e r e n t i a t e d 

and poorly integrated. Evaluative schemata are c a t e g o r i c a l , either-or, 

good-bad, right-wrong, etc. C r i t e r i a of conduct are those gained from 

formal authority: the parent, the teacher, God, the group, conventional 

norms, or the organization. Authority and status per se confer omnir-

science and omnipotence. Hence, those who have i t dominate; those who 
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do not, submit. The need for highly structured s i t u a t i o n s i s great; the 

search for s p e c i f i c and absolutely correct answers follows. P o s i t i v e 

self-worth becomes synonymous with conformity to the externally prescribed 

rules and codes of conduct. V i o l a t i o n of these engenders feelings of 

g u i l t , s i n , and unworthiness, accompanied by tendencies of s e l f -

denunciation and c a s t i g a t i o n . The search for multiple and r e a l i s t i c 

c r i t e r i a i s consequently prevented. Stereotypy i n approaching problems 

i s one r e s u l t . Resistance to change and environmental inputs i s another; 

and further, the l i k e l i h o o d of "going to pieces" under high stress i s 

increased. 

Level I I : negative dependence. Stage II arrested functioning 

seems to evolve from conditions which, with the s i g n i f i c a n t exception of 

greater capriciousness and u n p r e d i c t a b i l i t y i n supervisory administration 

of rewards and punishments, are much l i k e those that give r i s e to Level I 

functioning. Somewhat unlike the i n d i v i d u a l s who become arrested at 

Stage I functioning, the persons who evolve a Level II o r i e n t a t i o n as 

t h e i r most c h a r a c t e r i s t i c approach to s i t u a t i o n s are unable to delineate 

any clear routes to reward attainment because of the inconsistency of 

supervisors. One time supervisors might reward an act; the next time they 

might punish i t ; and the next they could, following punishment, over

indulge supervisees for b r i e f periods as a means of assuaging f e e l i n g s of 

g u i l t . S a t i s f a c t i o n by supervisees of what tenuously seemed to be one of 

the supervisor's predictable c r i t e r i a r e s u l t s i n the standard being 

changed, dropped, or s h i f t e d upward. 

Out of these conditions of ambiguity, capriciousness, and 

v a c i l l a t i n g expressions of authority, few p o s i t i v e guidelines to reward 

attainment emerge. As i n Level I, but for d i f f e r e n t reasons, few avenues 
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for a c q u i s i t i o n of p o s i t i v e self-worth are open. Because of the forced 

necessity of r e l y i n g more on t h e i r own resources than an unpredictable 

authority, however, representatives of Level II functioning possess better 

d i f f e r e n t i a t e d selves than persons at Stage I functioning i n addition to 

being somewhat l e s s dependent upon external c o n t r o l . This greater freedom 

from external control and the assertion of s e l f c h a r a c t e r i s t i c of Stage II 

involves a high degree of negativism .and r e b e l l i o n i n a strong attempt to 

avoid dependence, e s p e c i a l l y on authority and external c o n t r o l . Instead 

of acquiescence to authority and i t s perceived agents, persons operating 

at Level II tend more to move towards an avid denunciation of them: God, 

society, the group, and convention. As i t turns out, however, i n t h e i r 

b l i n d drive to avoid dependence.on and win freedom from these agents of 

authority, such i n d i v i d u a l s wind up being almost as dependent on them as 

are the representatives of Stage I. Hence, the very beacons which Stage 

II persons decry a f f o r d them the c r u c i a l guidelines i n defining t h e i r 

selves and t h e i r world; instead of having approach tendencies towards them, 

as do Stage I persons, t h e i r i n c l i n a t i o n s towards them tend to be strongly 

avoidant i n nature. 

Thus, while representatives of conceptual Levels I and II are, i n 

terms of content, very d i s s i m i l a r , the former possessed of approach and 

the l a t t e r of avoidance tendencies towards the same referents, s t r u c t u r 

a l l y they are quite s i m i l a r , both possessed of poorly d i f f e r e n t i a t e d 

conceptual systems, strong a v i d i t i e s , high sterotypy, and i n a b i l i t y to 

delineate and t r y alternate approaches to complex problems. 

Level I I I : c o n d i t i o n a l dependence and mutuality. Stage I I I 

functioning emerges out of conditions i n which rules and other extra-

personal forces are not so i n f l u e n t i a l . The assumed omnipotence and 



omniscience of supervisors so c h a r a c t e r i s t i c of the conditions surround

ing the preceding stages, are markedly reduced i n Stage I I I . Because of 

t h i s , supervisees come to a r t i c u l a t e t h e i r selves further and to perceive 

themselves more as causal agents i n the c o n t r o l of t h e i r f a t e , the 

attainment of rewards, and avoidance of punishment. Extreme Level I I I 

functioning comes from the s i t u a t i o n where the supervisee i n c r u c i a l areas 

i s overindulged and overprotected by the supervisor. In the afore

mentioned conditions the l i n e of influence was almost e x c l u s i v e l y 

u n i l a t e r a l from supervisors to supervisees, with consistency i n the case 

of Stage I and inconsistency i n the case of Stage II outcomes. In Stage 

III the l i n e s of influence between supervisors and supervisees become 

more r e c i p r o c a l . In l i m i t e d respects the influence i s greater from the 

supervisees to the supervisors than i n the reverse d i r e c t i o n . This occurs 

when supervisors e f f e c t c e r t a i n ends desired by the supervisees upon the 

task environment. This very w i l l i n g n e s s , or, i n some instances, eagerness, 

of supervisors to be so influenced by supervisees r e s u l t s i n a symbiotic 

dependence of the supervisor upon the supervisee. I t means that i n those 

areas of overprotection supervisees come to have only minimal experience 

with the r e a l i t y outside of t h e i r oversheltered environment. Because of 

f a i l u r e to develop ways of coping with the outside world, Stage I I I 

representatives are f e a r f u l of facing the s i t u a t i o n alone where t h e i r 

attainments would be dependent on t h e i r own task or performance s k i l l s 

rather than on t h e i r a b i l i t y to get someone else to cope with the 

s i t u a t i o n for them. Consequently, such persons tend to seek dependency 

re l a t i o n s h i p s with others so that they can r e l y on the help of others i n 

defining and solving a s i t u a t i o n . I ndicative of t h e i r attempts to 

e s t a b l i s h a mutual dependency i s readiness to compromise judgments i n a 
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conformity-type s i t u a t i o n (Harvey et a l . , 1961) and to d i s c l o s e facets 

of t h e i r s e l f to others (Cunat, 1960). Strong are the e f f o r t s of these 

i n d i v i d u a l s to be l i k e d and to e s t a b l i s h mutual dependencies, but i t i s 

important to note that t h e i r dependency i s on other f i n i t e people rather 

than on r u l e s , etc., as i s the case for Stages I and II i n d i v i d u a l s . 

Further, because of t h e i r environment, i n f l a t e d as i t i s , System I I I 

representatives have a more highly d i f f e r e n t i a t e d and integrated conceptual 

functioning than do persons of Levels I and II and are less c a t e g o r i c a l 

i n t h e i r evaluative schemata. 

Level IV: interdependence (integration of mutuality and autonomy). 

Stage IV, characterized more by an information or task o r i e n t a t i o n to 

s i t u a t i o n s , represents the most abstract l e v e l of functioning which w i l l 

be described here, although l e v e l s more abstract than t h i s are theor

e t i c a l l y possible. This l e v e l of functioning i s assumed to grow out of 

conditions where the supervisee gains rewards from exploration rather 

than from overt responses that match narrowly prescribed c r i t e r i a of the 

supervisor. Within the confines of health and general welfare, super

visees at t h i s l e v e l are rewarded for developing and exercising 

independence. I n t r i n s i c a l l y valued by supervisors, they are treated as 

i n d i v i d u a l s i n t h e i r own r i g h t , t h e i r demands and reasons are considered, 

but are not met i n the overindulgent fashion of Stage III p r a c t i c e s . 

Hence, the supervisor neither dominates nor i s c o n t r o l l e d by the super

visee. A r e c i p r o c i t y develops such that each obtains c e r t a i n things from 

the other, but not at the expense of ei t h e r ' s autonomy. Supervisees are 

encouraged to seek t h e i r own solutions to problems within the range of 

t h e i r capacity; and the s o l u t i o n i s treated with respect by the super

v i s o r but i s not overextolled. 
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Because t h e i r p o s i t i v e self-worth i s not dependent on some 

external c r i t e r i o n , supervisees at t h i s l e v e l are able to try alternate 

approaches to the environment without fear of r e j e c t i o n or punishment. 

Their d i r e c t experience with the environment more than external d i c t a 

serves as the source of c o r r e c t i o n and reward. This s e l f - c o r r e c t i o n 

through environmental feedbacks comes from an openness to the environment 

and from a lack of fear of i t . The s e l f or conceptual functioning that 

emerges from these conditions i s more highly a r t i c u l a t e d and integrated, 

capable of coping with more varied conditions because of learning through 

understanding rather than from catechismic reproduction of overt 

responses prescribed by a powerful and capricious supervisor. Mastery of 

the problem rather than of rules or of people i s adapted under these 

conditions as the means of obtaining rewards sought by the supervisee. 

Information i s highly valued and therefore sought out. More than any of 

the previously described l e v e l s , the i n d i v i d u a l s functioning at Stage IV 

are more t r u l y independent, committed neither negatively nor p o s i t i v e l y 

to p a r t i c u l a r external c r i t e r i a , neither i n control of others nor 

c o n t r o l l e d by them. They are both autonomous and interdependent. Their 

conclusions are made con d i t i o n a l upon r e l a t i v i s t i c premises, and t h e i r 

approach to problems i s varied and adaptive. 

The Sequence of Conceptual Development 

Figure 2 demonstrates the sequence of conceptual development from 

the more concrete end of the continuum to the more abstract. At Stage I 

a person i n t e r p r e t s a p a r t i c u l a r stimulus configuration according to a 

s i n g l e conceptual schema which does not allow for c o n f l i c t and d i f f e r 

e n t i a t i o n . T r a n s i t i o n between Stages I and II brings about c o n f l i c t 

between the s i n g l e schema and i t s opposite, so that at Stage II there i s 
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O i d r r end St ago of 
Systcr* Development 

C ^ a p l u c Hcprc-r . rnt at I on o f s t r u c t u r e Liyi. trm O u i a r t t - t J M l c t 

Steae I sex — • "L 
f i r s t •cx 
Transition 

Stags II • « 

Second B cx —* 
Transition 

Stage III »cx — • 

Third 
Transition 

Ctacje IV 

• • • • 

A b b O l u t l s t l r s chema , c o n f 1 1 r t 
D i m m w i 'd , wo i Id m a x i m a l l y d i s 
t or t ed t o l i t schema . Schema 
f o r s e l f and o t h e r m i n i m a l l y 
d l J l e r e n t l a t e d . 

C o n f l i c t between si n g l e schema 
and i t s opposite. I n i t i a l 
emergence of opposition to 
absolutism. 

Emergence of many alternate inde
pendent d i f f e r e n t l a t e d schema. 
Minimum of i n t e g r a t i o n of sen etnas. 
Problem o f choice and p r o b a b i l i t y 
ushered i n . 

C o n f l i c t between maintenance of 
independent echema and integra
t i o n v i a compromise of a l t e r n a 
t i v e s . I n i t i a l emergence of 
simple i n t e g r a t i v e organisation. 

weak in t e g r a t i o n linkages emerge. 
C o n f l i c t present and resolved by 
compromise or weighting; m u l t i 
v a r i a t e approach. Schema for 
other and other's intentions 
d i f f e r e n t i a t e d from s e l f . 

C o n f l i c t between an empirical 
n i u l t l - v a r l a t e o r i e n t a t i o n and 
the emergence of new aupra-
ordlnate schemas aa a basis for 
integratIon. 

The emergence of new highly i n t e 
grated schema for the resolution 
of c o n f l i c t . A maximum of con
f l i c t in the system. Plus a maxi
mum of p o t e n t i a l for Integration. 
Integration Of a l t e r n a t i v e s for 
schema relevant to s e l f and others. 

sex — A p a r t i c u l a r stimulus c o n f i g u r a t i o n , e.g.. a tone, a person, or a group. 

a, b, c -- Concept a or d linen a Ions a 1 ong which the etlmulua conf igurat ion Is read or evaluated. 

___], [sjtj — Conceptual schemas representing an organization of the s i n g l e conceptual evaluations. 
Generates the i n t e r p r e t a t i o n of the event. 

" — Conflict between. 

| j — Supraordlnate schemas evolved through the i n t e g r a t i o n of c o n f l i c t i n g schema*. 

Hot ei This figure i n d i c a t e s a d i r e c t r e l a t i o n s h i p between the nunber of d i f f e r e n t i a t e d dimensions 
or concepts along which a stimulus c o n f i g u r a t i o n l s read and the number of s l t a r n a t * 
Integrated schema whldl they genera t e. While t h i s r e l a t i o n s h i p l a posit ive i t i s not 
necessar1ly per f e e t . 

Figure 2. Sequence of conceptual development (Schroder & Harvey, 1963, 
pp. 136-137). 



an emergence of d i f f e r e n t i a t e d schema but l i t t l e i n t e g r a t i o n through 

higher-order concepts. Stage II i s then characterized by confusion and 

inconsistency when a person has to choose one course of action over 

another. T r a n s i t i o n to Stage III i s characterized by c o n f l i c t between 

the maintenance of independent conceptual schema and t h e i r i n t e g r a t i o n , 

r e s u l t i n g i n the i n i t i a l emergence of a simple i n t e g r a t i v e organization. 

Stage III then sees the emergence of weak in t e g r a t i o n linkages where 

c o n f l i c t i s resolved by compromise or weighting. T r a n s i t i o n to Stage IV 

comes about as a r e s u l t of c o n f l i c t between the multivariate schemata 

c h a r a c t e r i s t i c of Stage III and emerging supraordinate conceptual schemata 

serving to develop further the process of i n t e g r a t i o n . Stage IV i s then 

characterized by the emergence of new highly integrated schemata for the 

r e s o l u t i o n of c o n f l i c t , thus allowing for a maximum of c o n f l i c t and a 

maximum of p o t e n t i a l for i n t e g r a t i o n . 

SUPERVISION CONDITIONS AND CONCEPTUAL LEVEL 

The c l i n i c a l approach would appear to f o s t e r supervision 

conditions that f a c i l i t a t e the progressive development of supervisees. 

But what are such conditions as they pertain to l e v e l s of conceptual 

functioning? Schroder and Hunt (1963, pp. 142-162) i d e n t i f y c e r t a i n 

"interdependent" conditions that are favourable to openness and pro

gression to s t r u c t u r a l abstractness; they also delineate those " u n i l a t e r a l " 

conditions which are more disposed towards closedness and a r r e s t a t i o n 

at more concrete l e v e l s . Figure 3 demonstrates how conditions can be 

effected i n a protective fashion or i n an informational manner, while 

u n i l a t e r a l conditions tend to be c a r r i e d put i n either r e l i a b l e or 

u n r e l i a b l e ways. 



Unilateral Interdependent 

1. Supervisor determination of absolute c r i t e r i a 
2. Rewards and punishment directed towards achievements of 

external standards 
3. "Extrinsic" evaluation: l i t t l e concern for "person" 
4. Maximizes behavioural manipulation 

1. Reality or relative determination of c r i t e r i a 
2. Rewards directed towards exploratory behaviour 

3. "Intrinsic" evaluation: concern for "person" 
k. Maximizes task environment manipulation 

Reliable Unreliable Protective Informational 

1. Consistent rewards for be
haviour within range of 
supervisor acceptance 

2. Consistent punishment of be
haviour outside; that range 

1. Inconsistent rewards for 
behaviour within range of 
supervisor acceptance 

2. Inconsistent punishment of 
behaviour outside that 
range 

3. Supervisor performance 
expectations beyond super
visee a b i l i t y and potential 

4. Lack of a f f i n i t y between 
supervision participants; 
presence of distrust and 
resistance to se l f -
disclosure 

5. Supervisee diffuse and 
misleading cues; alter
natives generated to 
off-set intervention 

1. Supportive feedback used to 
reward and mould supervisee 
behaviour 

2. Dual accountability 
3. Role modelling 
k. Evaluation relative to 

supervisee experimental 
behaviour 

1. Supervisor manipulation 
of task environment within 
supervisee a b i l i t y limits 

2. Supervisor approval 
directed towards instru
mental achievements 

3. Supervisee free to exper
ience consequences of his 
own actions 

U. Supervisor role of feed
back source to f a c i l i t a t e 
supervisee c l a r i f i c a t i o n 
of behavioural conse
quences 

i 

Figure 3. Supervision Conditions 



Unilateral-Interdependent Dimension 

This dimension along which the supervisory conditions can be 

scaled extends from a point where supervisors present supervisees with 

ready-made solutions to i n s t r u c t i o n a l problem s i t u a t i o n s ( u n i l a t e r a l ) to 

a point where supervisors do not provide the supervisees with an extern

a l l y - d e r i v e d s o l u t i o n for meeting the needs of an i n s t r u c t i o n a l s i t u a t i o n 

(interdependent). Under u n i l a t e r a l conditions, supervisees learn to look 

s o l e l y outside of themselves for c r i t e r i a on which to base an appraisal 

of t h e i r i n s t r u c t i o n a l performance, leading to a reluctance to i n i t i a t e 

s e l f - a p p r a i s a l . Under interdependent conditions, supervisees learn to 

view t h e i r own behaviour as a causal factor i n t h e i r p r o f e s s i o n al 

development and value input from other sources as a source of information 

that they can appraise. If u n i l a t e r a l conditions foster an external 

causation, interdependent conditions nurture i n t e r n a l i z a t i o n . In coping 

with u n i l a t e r a l conditions supervisees learn to t a i l o r t h e i r responses to 

the s i t u a t i o n a l demands that a r i s e out of the teaching behaviour proposed 

by the supervisors. In other words, they are rewarded for agreeing with 

the supervisors but punished when t h e i r responses do not f i t the proposed 

s o l u t i o n . In coping with interdependent conditions, supervisees have 

nothing preestablished or i n f l e x i b l e to learn. Because supervisors do 

not provide ready-made answers for the supervisees, the environment i s so 

arranged that the supervisees experience, i n an informational way, the 

kind of consequences (of t h e i r exploratory behaviour) that lead them to 

develop appropriate i n s t r u c t i o n a l solutions f o r themselves. Consequently, 

the r o l e of supervisors working towards interdependent conditions i s to 

manipulate the task environment and encourage exploration on the part 

of supervisees. 
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U n i l a t e r a l conditions. Operations for u n i l a t e r a l supervision 

involve 1) external source determination of absolute c r i t e r i a f o r 

behaviour, 2) rewards and punishments directed towards these ends and 3) 

e x t r i n s i c evaluation of the supervisee (Harvey et a l . , 1961, p. 121). 

U n i l a t e r a l supervision then i s characterized by a greater r i g i d i t y , 

immediacy, and e x p l i c i t n e s s i n the way that supervisors react to what 

they observe i n the i n s t r u c t i o n a l behaviour of supervisees. In other 

words, the c r i t e r i a of teaching effectiveness used as a base for 

i n s t r u c t i o n a l appraisal are e x p l i c i t l y and d i r e c t l y determined by the 

supervisors alone* causing supervisees to be evaluated by standards to 

which they have provided no input. Further, supervisors would use the 

formal authority vested i n t h e i r p o s i t i o n to reward supervisee behaviour 

that complied with the externally-derived c r i t e r i a and to punish any 

experimentation that digressed s u b s t a n t i a l l y from what they, the super

v i s o r s , had proposed. U n i l a t e r a l conditions for supervision are 

characterized by a maximum of behavioural manipulation of supervisees and 

a minimum of task environment manipulation by supervisors. To gain 

supervisory approval, supervisees have to implement suc c e s s f u l l y the 

teaching behaviour that has been u n i l a t e r a l l y proposed and judgment of 

supervisee success leans towards the c a t e g o r i c a l . 

Interdependent conditions. Three major operations p e r t a i n f o r 

interdependent supervision: 1) r e a l i t y or r e l a t i v e determination of 

c r i t e r i a , 2) rewards directed p r i m a r i l y towards means and exploratory 

acts, as d i s t i n c t from end products, and 3) i n t r i n s i c evaluation where 

supervisees not only p a r t i c i p a t e i n the evaluation but are a c t u a l l y 

valued as persons by the supervisors (Harvey et a l . , 1961, p. 123). The 

nature of interdependent supervision can be characterized by those 
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techniques that induce interdependence between supervisors and super

visees by d i f f e r e n t i a t i n g the supervisory r o l e from the control exercised 

by c r i t e r i a of teaching e f f e c t i v e n e s s . The extent then to which the 

i n s t r u c t i o n a l task environment i s manipulated p r i o r to supervision i s an 

ind i c a t o r of interdependent conditions. This r e a l l y bespeaks preventive 

supervision i n that supervisors w i l l not wish to observe teachers when 

they are not psychologically ready for such intervention. A further 

i n d i c a t o r i s the extent to which pr o f e s s i o n a l norms applying to teacher 

classroom behaviour are imposed i n an impersonal way. Under conditions 

of impersonal imposition, supervisors are acting as in t e r p r e t e r s of 

r e a l i t y rather than as formal authority f i g u r e s . Supervisees then learn 

to look to the consequences of t h e i r own i n s t r u c t i o n a l behaviour as a 

basis for expanding t h e i r understanding of e f f e c t i v e teaching. The extent 

to which supervisors provide informational i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s of classroom 

r e a l i t y , i . e . , developmental feedback, i s also an in d i c a t o r of i n t e r 

dependent supervision conditions. Without t h i s , evaluation cannot take 

place; but i t i s an evaluation that i s directed more towards r e i n f o r c i n g 

autonomous instrumental a c t i v i t y rather than rewarding supervisee a t t a i n 

ment to externally imposed c r i t e r i a . Exploration and experimentation 

become the focus of interdependent supervision conditions and are 

consequently encouraged and rewarded. 

Dimensions of Imposition 

The manner i n which u n i l a t e r a l or interdependent conditions are 

imposed by supervisors determines whether supervisees make good progress 

or are arrested i n t h e i r p r o f e s s i o nal development at any given stage. 

U n i l a t e r a l conditions vary along a dimension of r e l i a b l e to u n r e l i a b l e 

imposition, while interdependent conditions can be effected i n a 



protective or an informational fashion (Harvey et a l . , 1961, pp. 113-157). 

Re l i a b l e u n i l a t e r a l conditions. These conditions involve the 

imposition of r e l i a b l e and consistent c r i t e r i a so that supervisees can 

learn to behave i n accordance with these external standards. Any 

behaviour outside the supervisor imposed range of acceptance i s c o n s i s t 

ently punished and any behaviour within that range consistently rewarded. 

Ideas proposed by supervisees as p o t e n t i a l a l t e r n a t i v e s to supervisory 

suggestion are either ignored or punished. Although these supervision 

conditions tend to dominate supervisees, they are also r e l i a b l y c o n s i s t 

ent. The r e s u l t i s the use of legitimate supervisory authority to keep 

supervisees " i n t h e i r place" and to minimize the generation of c o n f l i c t i n g 

and divergent evaluations. 

Unreliable u n i l a t e r a l conditions. These conditions are perceived 

by supervisees rather than by supervisors. As such, they would involve 

an inconsistency of c o n t r o l , supervisory expectations that are beyond 

supervisee a b i l i t y and p o t e n t i a l , and a complete lack of a f f i n i t y between 

supervisor and supervisee. Because of the inconsistent patterns of 

rewards and punishment and because of the excessively high performance 

expectations or perfectionism of supervisors, the supervisees f i n d them

selves i n a consistent s i t u a t i o n of f a i l u r e . Because they perceive 

themselves experiencing an inordinate amount of f a i l u r e epitomized by 

lack of praise or approval on the part of t h e i r supervisors, any source-

attractiveness that supervisees may i n i t i a l l y have held for t h e i r 

respective supervisors d i s s i p a t e s r a p i d l y . 

As a consequence of no consistent route to performance s a t i s 

f a c t i o n and authority approval, supervisees develop negative f e e l i n g s 



about supervisory intervention. Any supervisor suggestion i s weighted 

negatively, any p r o f e s sional norms or research-derived c r i t e r i a that 

r e l a t e to i n s t r u c t i o n a l performance are viewed as r e s t r i c t i v e shackles. 

Because of punishment and/or scorn when doing t h e i r best, supervisees 

develop a d i s t r u s t of anyone who might a f f e c t t h e i r f a t e , along with a 

great resistance to s e l f d i s c l o s u r e (Cunat, 1960). In addition, they 

would tend to give off d i f f u s e and misleading cues designed to prevent 

the supervisor from acquiring any information that might be used to 

control them. Supervisees who have been subjected to these supervision 

conditions are forced by t h e i r consequent n e g a t i v i s t i c attitudes to 

depend on t h e i r own resources and experiences as the only trustable guide 

l i n e s . This causes them often to explore and generate a l t e r n a t i v e s for 

themselves, for the purpose, however, of defying and o f f - s e t t i n g super

v i s o r y intervention rather than improving t h e i r classroom i n s t r u c t i o n . 

Protective interdependent conditions. Under interdependent 

conditions supervisees are rewarded for exploratory, instrumental 

behaviour. Where these conditions are protective, supervisors tend to 

enter more c l o s e l y into the autonomous exploratory behaviour of super

visees. In other words, supervisors attempt to use supportive feedback 

both as a reward and as a means of channeling supervisee experimental 

behaviour i n c e r t a i n d i r e c t i o n s . This would involve the notions of dual 

ac c o u n t a b i l i t y and r o l e modelling: supervisors would help supervisees i n 

lesson preparation as required and would attempt to provide a model for 

the teaching behaviours to be explored. Where they a n t i c i p a t e p o t e n t i a l 

f a i l u r e on the part of the supervisee, supervisors would enter i n t o the 

l a t t e r ' s experimentation as h e l p f u l , supporting figures before f a i l u r e 

occurred. This they do to safeguard the self-concept and progressive 
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development of supervisees rather than to ensure that the ends defined 

by external c r i t e r i a are met; (t h i s d i s t i n c t i o n between emphasis on 

instrumental behaviour and emphasis on the end products imposed by the 

supervisor i s the c r i t i c a l d i f f e r e n t i a t i o n between r e l i a b l e u n i l a t e r a l 

conditions and protective:interdependent conditions). 

F a i l u r e under these conditions i s therefore judged r e l a t i v e to 

the supervisee's experimental behaviour. Since, however, the supervisory 

r e l a t i o n s h i p that e x i s t s i s based on a d e f i n i t e degree of interpersonal 

a f f i n i t y , f a i l u r e may be perceived by supervisees as r e j e c t i o n or a 

withdrawal of supervisor support. Hence the protective stance adopted 

by supervisors i n t h e i r manipulation of the task environment. 

Informational interdependent conditions. Under these conditions, 

supervisors manipulate the task environment so that the supervisees' 

experimentation leads to a meaningful development of s k i l l s within t h e i r 

a b i l i t y l i m i t s . In other words, supervisees are encouraged to learn 

through independent exploration of progressive a c t i v i t i e s . Because i t i s 

not t i e d to evaluating according to externally-held c r i t e r i a , informational 

interdependence f o s t e r s supervisee discovery of many a l t e r n a t i v e solutions. 

That i s not to say that supervisors are neutral or, i n Roger's (1971) 

terminology, "non-directive"; rather, they e x p l i c i t l y d i r e c t t h e i r 

approval to instrumental achievements. 

Approval i n t h i s condition i s neither personal nor e x t r i n s i c 
but r e f e r s to what may be c a l l e d informational p a r t i c i p a t i o n . If 
the c o n t r o l of the environment i s coordinated with the a b i l i t y of 
the subject, protection i s unnecessary. Therefore, f a i l u r e as well 
as success can be treated i n an informational context with a minimum 
of evaluation or a b s o l u t i s t i c control (Harvey et a l . , 1961, p. 130). 

What t h i s means i s that supervisors nurturing informational i n t e r 

dependent conditions allow supervisees to experience the consequence of 
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t h e i r own actions, including f a i l u r e . They are not only unprotected but 

also the consequences have meaning for them i n terms of r e a l i t y based on 

t h e i r own past experience. When such consequences are evaluated by 

supervisors against externally-given c r i t e r i a (as i n r e l i a b l e u n i l a t e r a l 

conditions), supervisees are forced to manipulate t h e i r behaviour i n 

reference to a f i x e d standard. In informational interdependent conditions, 

however, the supervisory r o l e i s that of a feedback source c l a r i f y i n g the 

information consequences of the supervisee's behaviour i n terms of the 

supervisee's r e a l i t y world ( C a n t r i l , 1950). 

U n i l a t e r a l supervision that i s imposed i n a r e l i a b l e and con

s i s t e n t fashion generally issues from supervisors functioning at the 

Stage I l e v e l of conceptual development while u n r e l i a b l e u n i l a t e r a l 

supervision emanates more from Level II functioning supervisors. Pro

t e c t i v e interdependent conditions are c l o s e l y associated with the source-

attractiveness premise that undergirds the Stage I I I l e v e l of c o n d i t i o n a l 

dependence and mutuality, whereas informational interdependence pre

supposes supervisors, committed to mutuality, and i n d i v i d u a l p r o f e s s i o nal 

autonomy, functioning at Level IV. 

CONSTRUCTIVE OPENNESS IN CLINICAL SUPERVISION 

The purpose of c l i n i c a l supervision i s "the development of a 

p r o f e s s i o n a l l y responsible teacher who i s a n a l y t i c a l of h i s own perform

ance, open to help from others, and withal s e l f - d i r e c t i n g " (Cogan, 1973, 

p. 12). There i s , by design, a b u i l t - i n propensity towards modes of 

interpersonal communication that increase supervisee sense of c o l l e g -

i a l i t y . Consequently, the verbal communication of c l i n i c a l supervisors 

i s calculated not to bind supervisees to a set p o s i t i o n , where a sense 



of subordination i s inculcated and t h e i r autonomy i s r e s t r i c t e d , but 

rather to free them to exercise i n i t i a t i v e i n making professional 

decisions. 

This places a great deal of emphasis on constructive commun

i c a t i o n where openness i s not valued as an end i n i t s e l f but rather as 

an instrumental means to the end of helping supervisees develop a greater 

sense of s e l f - d i r e c t i o n . Such openness, however, involves a willingness 

to r i s k one's self-esteem. In order to make the encounter into a 

learning s i t u a t i o n , supervisees are encouraged to be themselves, and the 

ensuing dialogue may become intense and personal. Accordingly, c e r t a i n 

constraints or structures are recommended to keep the openness construct

ive . Communication i s deemed more h e l p f u l i f statements are s p e c i f i c 

rather than general, tentative rather than absolute, and informing rather 

than ordering. The most h e l p f u l kinds of information are seen to be 

1) behaviour d e s c r i p t i o n — t h e reporting of s p e c i f i c acts, 2) d e s c r i p t i o n 

of one's f e e l i n g s , 3) perception-checking responses, and 4) paraphrasing 

the other's comments i n order to ensure that one understands i n the way 

that i s intended. At the other end of the continuum, generalizations, 

name c a l l i n g or t r a i t l a b e l l i n g , accusations, and commands and orders are 

regarded as the l e a s t h e l p f u l kinds of statements and therefore not 

conducive to constructive openness. 

The Interpersonal E f f e c t of Various Responses 

Figure 4 demonstrates the various verbal communication s k i l l s 

along a freeing-binding continuum. The practice of such s k i l l s by 

supervisors i s an important v e h i c l e for developing supervisee competency 

i n the analysis of teaching. At the freeing end, supervisors are 

information seeking rather than g i v i n g , they attempt to check t h e i r 
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FREEING EFFECTS: Increase* o t h e r ' s autonomy as a person; Increases sense of equa l i t y 

Act ive, a t ten t i ve l i s t e n i n g : Responsive l i s t e n i n g , not Just s i l e n c e 

Paraphrasing: Tes t ing to Insure the message you received was. the one he sent 

Perception check: Showing your des i re to re l a te to and understand h ln as a person by 
checking your pe rcep t i on of h i s Inner s t a t e ; showing acceptance of f ee l i n g s 

Seeking Information to help you understand h ln : Questions d i r e c t l y re levant to what 
he has s a i d , not ones that Introduce new topics 

Offering Information re levant to the o t h e r ' s concerns: He may or may not use It 

Sharing Information that has Inf luenced your fee l ings and viewpoints  

D i rect ly repor t ing your own fee l ing s 

Offer ing new a l t e r n a t i v e s : Act ion proposals o f fered as hypotheses to be tested 

BINDING-CUEING EFFECTS: Diminishes o t h e r ' s autonomy by Increasing sense of subord inat ion 

Changing the subject without exp lanat ion : For example, to avoid the o t h e r ' s f ee l i n g s 

Explaining the o ther , I n te rpre t ing h is behavior: "You do that because your mother 
a lways. . . . " Binds him to past behavior or may be seen as an e f f o r t to get him to change 

Advice and persuas ion: "What you should do Is...." 

Vigorous agreement: Binds him to present p o s i t i o n — l i m i t s h is changing h i s mind 

Expectations: Binds to pas t . "You never d id this before. .What's wrong?" Cues him to 
future a c t i o n , " I 'm sure you w i l l . . . . " "I know you can do I t . " 

Denying his f e e l i n g s : "You don ' t r e a l l y mean t h a t ! " "You have no reason to f e e l that way" 
Genera l izat ions , "Everybody has problems l i k e t h a t . " 

Approval on persona l grounds: P ra i s i ng the other f o r th ink ing , f e e l i n g or ac t ing i n ways 
that you want him to , that i s , f o r conforming to your standards 

Disapproval on persona l grounds: Blaming or censuring the other for t h i n k i n g , a c t i n g , and 
fee l ing in ways you do not want him to ; imputing unworthy motives to him 

Commands, o rder s : T e l l i n g the other what to do. Includes, " T e l l me what to do! " 

Emotional o b l i g a t i o n s : Contro l through arousing fee l ings of shame and I n f e r i o r i t y . "How can 
you do th is to me when I have done so much f o r you?" 

THE EFFECT OF ANY RESPONSE DEPENDS UPON THE DEGREE OF TRUST IN THE RELATIONSHIP 

The less t rus t , the l e s s f r e e i n g e f f e c t from any response. The more t r u s t , the l e s s b ind ing 
e f fec t from any response. 

Figure 4. Interpersonal e f f e c t of various responses (Wallen, 1972). 
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perceptions of the inner f e e l i n g s of supervisees without making eit h e r 

party i l l at ease; whenever the supervisee has said something, they are 

l i k e l y to paraphrase to insure that they have heard the message c o r r e c t l y . 

Ultimately, they concentrate on a c t i v e , a ttentive l i s t e n i n g , interspersed 

by encouragement or probing questions. Such l i s t e n i n g i s hard work; 

there i s l i t t l e about i t that i s mechanical. If supervisors are to 

manifest t h i s freeing communication s k i l l , then they dare not be pre

occupied for that would prevent them from giving t h e i r f u l l e s t a ttention. 

Moreover, such l i s t e n i n g involves hearing the way things are being sa i d , 

the tone used, the expressions and the gestures employed. In addition, 

l i s t e n i n g includes attempting to hear what i s not being sa i d , what i s 

only hinted at, and what i s possibly being held back. Such l i s t e n i n g 

enables supervisors to perceive what " l i e s beneath the surface" and thereby 

frees them to be empathic helpers i n the a n a l y t i c a l process. As Ekman 

(1964, p. 299) puts i t : "We hear with our ears, but we l i s t e n with our 

eyes and mind and heart and skin and guts as w e l l . " These communication 

s k i l l s free supervisees because they do not manipulate them into a 

d e c i s i o n or a p o s i t i o n with which they disagree; on the contrary, these 

s k i l l s f a c i l i t a t e t h e i r entering f u l l y into the analysis of teaching. 

At the other end of the continuum are verbal s k i l l s that have a 

binding, imposing e f f e c t on supervisees. These s k i l l s m i l i t a t e against 

the transfer of the a n a l y t i c a l s k i l l s because they coerce the supervisee 

into a state of dependency upon the authority f i g u r e , i n t h i s case the 

supervisor as superordinate, competent analyst.of the teaching process. 

Supervisee f e e l i n g s are unwittingly or w i t t i n g l y denied, supervisors 

express value judgments from t h e i r own frame of reference, evincing 

approval or disapproval of the teaching behaviour of supervisees. 



Because they are ultimately responsible for the maintenance of the 

i n s t r u c t i o n a l programme, supervisors may lose a l l patience and use t h e i r 

authority to command supervisees to make c e r t a i n changes or threaten 

them of the consequences should they, the supervisees, p e r s i s t i n t h e i r 

e r r i n g ways. The ultimate binding e f f e c t , however, i s where the super

v i s o r s express arrant d i s b e l i e f or engage i n r i d i c u l e , attempting to 

co n t r o l supervisees by arousing fee l i n g s of shame or i n f e r i o r i t y , thereby 

binding them'into abject p a s s i v i t y . In short, t h i s would involve berating 

and d e b i l i t a t i n g behaviour. The employment of such s k i l l s by the super

v i s o r guarantees the dependency of the teacher. Because they are not 

free to enter into the a n a l y t i c a l process, supervisees resort to 

compliance; as a consequence, they f a i l to learn how to analyse teaching 

for themselves. 

Interactive Level of Constructive Openness 

The i n t e r a c t i v e l e v e l of constructive openness i n the c l i n i c a l 

conference may be measured by coding the supervisor-supervisee verbal 

communication according to Wallen's freeing-binding continuum of 

behaviours. Since the arrows i n Figure 4 represent degrees of binding 

and freeing, i . e . , the behaviours furthest from the centre are most 

binding and most freeing, a frequency count of various behaviours used 

i n conference i n t e r a c t i o n i s not s u f f i c i e n t i n determining the l e v e l of 

constructive openness. Raw counts of verbal behaviours have to be 

weighted according to t h e i r respective p o s i t i o n on the freeing-binding 

continuum. In other words, a moderate frequency of "ac t i v e , a t t e n t i v e 

l i s t e n i n g " by the supervisor may contribute more productively to a high 

l e v e l of constructive openness than say a high frequency of " o f f e r i n g 

new a l t e r n a t i v e s " . By t r a n s f e r r i n g the weighted scores onto a graph that 



plots the i n t e r a c t i o n of freeing and binding behaviours (see Appendix A) 

the i n t e r a c t i v e l e v e l of constructive openness can be determined for each 

supervision p a r t i c i p a n t i n the conference. 

Preactive Level of Constructive Openness 

The preactive l e v e l of constructive openness, i . e . , a prognosis 

of the l e v e l of constructive openness at which p a r t i c i p a n t s a n t i c i p a t e 

communicating during the conference, may be measured by posing before the 

conference questions that e l i c i t responses that can be categorized 

according to Wallen's (1972) freeing-binding continuum, (see Appendix A 

for d e t a i l s of the Preactive Behaviour Instrument, P.B.I.). By weighting 

the data and t r a n s f e r r i n g the adjusted scores to a graph s i m i l a r to that 

used to determine the i n t e r a c t i v e l e v e l , the preactive l e v e l of 

constructive openness can be ascertained. 

Since the preactive l e v e l of constructive openness represents a 

prognosis of conference i n t e r a c t i o n , there may be a r e l a t i o n s h i p between 

the preactive and i n t e r a c t i v e l e v e l s of constructive openness a 

p a r t i c i p a n t d i splays. S i m i l a r l y , there may be a r e l a t i o n s h i p between 

supervision p a r t i c i p a n t preactive thoughts and the thoughts they r e c a l l 

going through t h e i r mind during conference i n t e r a c t i o n . 

Any supervisory intervention w i l l n a t u r a l l y influence the super

visee one way or another. Most supervisors, i t can be s a f e l y assumed, 

would wish to have a p o s i t i v e impact on the teaching-learning s i t u a t i o n , 

but not a l l do. The c r i t i c a l determinant of supervisor influence i n the 

c l i n i c a l conference may be the i n t e r a c t i v e l e v e l of constructive openness. 
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INTERPERSONAL INFLUENCE PROCESS 

The process of influence at work i n c l i n i c a l supervision has been 

described by Wallen (1972) as comprising three d e f i n i t i v e thrusts: 

compliance, i d e n t i f i c a t i o n , and i n t e r n a l i z a t i o n . These thrusts, i n turn, 

lend themselves to analysis i n terms of the conceptual schema used thus 

f a r . Level I supervisors, nurturing r e l i a b l e u n i l a t e r a l conditions and 

displaying a preponderance towards binding communication patterns would 

tend to influence supervisees towards what Wallen (1972) and Kelman (1961) 

have termed "compliance". The process of compliance i s induced by super

v i s o r s who have means-control over the supervisees where the l a t t e r ' s 

choice of behavioural a l t e r n a t i v e s i s externally l i m i t e d . This means 

that supervisees change t h e i r behaviour to receive rewards and avoid 

punishment. P u b l i c l y , t h e i r behaviour i s d i f f e r e n t , but i n t e r n a l l y t h e i r 

a t t i t u d e s remain unchanged. Compliance, as such, only continues to take 

place while supervisees are under the u n i l a t e r a l c o n t r o l of supervisors. 

Once supervisory intervention ends and supervisees perceive themselves as 

no longer under s u r v e i l l a n c e , t h e i r behaviour returns to what i t was. In 

other words, when the rewarder or punisher i s no longer present, the 

behaviour i s not genuinely changed. 

Wallen (1972) and Kelman (1961) describe two other forms of 

influence possible i n interpersonal s e t t i n g s : i d e n t i f i c a t i o n and i n t e r n 

a l i z a t i o n . I d e n t i f i c a t i o n occurs when the supervisee i s attracted to the 

r o l e played by the supervisor and an interpersonal a f f i n i t y has begun to 

develop. As such, t h i s influence process would seem to emanate from 

Level III supervisors who f o s t e r p rotective interdependent conditions and 

lower-order freeing communication patterns i n that supervisee motivation 

for behaviour change would not j u s t revolve around gaining rewards and 
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avoiding punishment but rather would derive s a t i s f a c t i o n from the 

d e f i n i t i o n of the s e l f i n the r e l a t i o n to the supervisor. 

I d e n t i f i c a t i o n can be said to occur when an i n d i v i d u a l conforms 
because he wants to e s t a b l i s h or maintain a s a t i s f y i n g s e l f - d e f i n i n g 
r e l a t i o n s h i p to another person or group (Kelman, 1956, p. 175). 

I d e n t i f i c a t i o n i s thus induced by supervisors who possess source a t t r a c t 

iveness, as far as the supervisee i s concerned; i t i s most operative when 

supervisees place a high premium of maintaining the r e l a t i o n s h i p they have 

with a supervisor. I d e n t i f i c a t i o n then brings about a private as well as 

a public'change i n behaviour and a t t i t u d e s . It d i f f e r s from compliance 

i n that supervisees a c t u a l l y believe i n what they are doing and can 

support i t with t h e i r own values. It i s s i m i l a r to compliance, however, 

i n that the changed behaviour has not been accepted f o r i t s own sake but 

because of an external referent, i n t h i s case, a l i k e d supervisor. 

Because i d e n t i f i c a t i o n with a new behaviour i s not firml y based on 

i n t e r n a l referents, i t leaves supervisees i n a p o s i t i o n of c o n f l i c t i f 

the supervisory r e l a t i o n s h i p undergoes d r a s t i c changes or i f they, the 

supervisees, change t h e i r a t t i t u d e towards t h e i r respective supervisor. 

Consequently, change based on i d e n t i f i c a t i o n can sometimes have disastrous 

e f f e c t s i f the supervisory r e l a t i o n s h i p i s discontinued. The major.draw

back of i d e n t i f i c a t i o n as a process of influence i s that change i n v a r i a b l y 

depends on the continued r e l a t i o n s h i p of the supervisor. This drawback 

i n i t s e l f i s a d i s t i n c t i v e feature of protective interdependent conditions 

and Level III co n d i t i o n a l dependence conceptual functioning. 

I n t e r n a l i z a t i o n , on the other hand, i s the r e s u l t of informational 

interdependent supervision conditions nurtured by supervisors functioning 

at Level IV. 

I n t e r n a l i z a t i o n can be said to occur when an i n d i v i d u a l conforms 
because the content of the induced b e h a v i o r — t h e ideas and actions 



of which i t i s composed—are i n t r i n s i c a l l y rewarding. He adopts 
the induced behavior because i t i s congenial to h i s needs. Behavior 
adopted i n t h i s fashion tends to be integrated with the i n d i v i d u a l ' s 
e x i s t i n g values (Kelman, 1956, p. 176). 

Kelman goes on to describe the antecedents of• the i n t e r n a l i z a t i o n process 

as a communication from highly credible and competent supervisors under 

conditions where the supervisees are reorganizing t h e i r cognitive f i e l d . 

These conditions are s i m i l a r to the informational interdependent 

conditions outlined by Harvey et a l . (1961) where supervisees are 

encouraged to modify t h e i r behaviour i n l i g h t of new information and to 

discard any changes when they are no longer perceived as u s e f u l . Intern

a l i z a t i o n thus leads to the changed behaviour becoming part of the 

teaching r e p e r t o i r e of supervisees; i t becomes t h e i r very own behaviour 

rather than something that i s dependent upon supervisor u n i l a t e r a l 

c o n t r o l or charismatic presence. New behaviours are not adopted through 

fear or through desire for reward; nor are they adopted because the 

supervisor i s an a t t r a c t i v e l y compelling a u t h o r i t y - f i g u r e with whom they 

wish to i d e n t i f y . Supervisees adopt new behaviour because i t helps them 

solve a s a l i e n t problem. 

These three processes of interpersonal influence would seem then 

to r e l a t e very c l o s e l y to the various stages of conceptual development 

outlined by Harvey et a l . (1961). Compliance r e l a t e s to the r e l i a b l e 

u n i l a t e r a l control exercised by a Level I functioning supervisor where 

the supervisee y i e l d s to the external c r i t e r i a imposed by a legitimate 

a u t h o r i t y - f i g u r e ; i d e n t i f i c a t i o n r e l a t e s to the protective interdependent 

conditions fostered by a Level III functioning supervisor where the 

supervisee wants to conform to the behaviours exhibited i n an a t t r a c t i v e 

r o l e model; and i n t e r n a l i z a t i o n r e l a t e s to the informational interdependent 

conditions nurtured by a Level IV functioning supervisor where the 
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supervisee chooses to adopt a p a r t i c u l a r behaviour as a r e s u l t of a no-

r i s k experimentation and rigorous evaluation of i t s p o t e n t i a l f or 

improving i n s t r u c t i o n . Where, however, does this place Harvey, Hunt, 

and Schroder's (1961) Level II? This would seem to p r e c i p i t a t e a process 

of influence that l i e s somewhere between compliance and i d e n t i f i c a t i o n . 

Although a supervisor functioning at t h i s l e v e l would set out to control 

supervisee behaviour, the very nature of the conditions i t produces— 

u n r e l i a b l e u n i l a t e r a l — w o u l d render supervisee compliance quite d i f f i c u l t . 

Because rewards and punishment would be administered i n c o n s i s t e n t l y , the 

supervisee would come to resent supervisory intervention as an imposition 

of r e s t r i c t i o n . Consequently, the p o s s i b i l i t y of the supervisee wishing 

to i d e n t i f y with supervisor-suggested behaviours would be very slim. It 

would seem, then, that with supervisors functioning at Level I I , a process 

of n o n - i d e n t i f i c a t i o n takes place i n that, because a supervisor represents 

an u n r e l i a b l e and unattractive source, the supervisee purposefully 

refuses to conform with anything, p o s i t i v e or negative, that i s deliberated 

upon during supervisory i n t e r a c t i o n . In the f i n a l a n a l y s i s , non-

i d e n t i f i c a t i o n may p r e c i p i t a t e an impasse between supervisor and supervisee, 

rendering the intervention i n e f f e c t u a l . 

Wallen (1972) sees a r e l a t i o n s h i p between the l e v e l of con

s t r u c t i v e openness evident i n the c l i n i c a l conference and the process of 

interpersonal influence effected on the supervisee. This would suggest 

that supervisor emphasis on higher-order binding behaviours would possibly 

work towards supervisee compliance. S i m i l a r l y , supervisor emphasis on 

lower-order freeing behaviours would tend to precede the process of 

i d e n t i f i c a t i o n , while excessive use of lower-order binding behaviours 

would, potentially, p r e c i p i t a t e supervisee n o n - i d e n t i f i c a t i o n with 
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behaviours required to improve the teaching-learning s i t u a t i o n . Figure 

5 demonstrates the possible general i n t e r r e l a t i o n s h i p s among supervision 

conditions, verbal communication and influence processes. 

Supervision 
Conditions 

Informational 
Interdependent 

Protective 
Interdependent 

Unreliable 
U n i l a t e r a l 

R e l i a b l e 
U n i l a t e r a l 

-> 
-> 

Communication 
Patterns 

Higher-order 
Freeing 

Processes of 
Influence 

I n t e r n a l i z a t i o n 

-> 
-> 

Lower-order 
Freeing 

Lower-order 
Binding 

Higher-order 
Binding 

I d e n t i f i c a t i o n 

Non-Identification 

Compliance 

Figure 5. Possible I n t e r r e l a t i o n s h i p s of Supervision^.Conditions, 
Communication Patterns and Processes of Influence. 

SUPERVISEE DEVELOPMENTAL GROWTH 

Supervisee Roles 

In o u t l i n i n g the three processes of influence f i r s t i d e n t i f i e d 

by Kelman (1956, 1961), Wallen (1972) describes four r o l e s that super

visees or learners can play: r e a l i s t i c dependency, u n r e a l i s t i c dependency, 

counterdependency and independence. 

R e a l i s t i c dependency. This occurs when supervisees temporarily 

need s p e c i a l s k i l l s but are not l i k e l y to need them often; they therefore 

depend on the supervisor to provide them. I f , for example, the super

v i s o r i s also an expert resource person i n a s p e c i f i c teaching-related 

area, e.g., curriculum implementation, the supervisee w i l l r e l y on the 

supervisor's suggestions for addressing any short-term problem or issue 

pertaining to that area of expertise. Such r e a l i s t i c dependency helps 
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supervisees increase t h e i r personal and professional autonomy. 

U n r e a l i s t i c dependency. This occurs when supervisees need a 

s k i l l e.g., analysis of teaching competency, that they w i l l continue to 

use and which they can begin to acquire for themselves, yet continue to 

depend upon the supervisor for i t . Such u n r e a l i s t i c dependency leads 

to a lowering of self-esteem and a loss of professional growth and 

autonomy. 

Counterdependency. This occurs when supervisees r e j e c t super

v i s o r suggestions without t e s t i n g , without expressing t h e i r opinions or 

f e e l i n g , or without considering changes or modifications of i t . 

E s s e n t i a l l y , i t i s a form of anti-compliance; thus counterdependent 

behaviour i s s t i l l c o n trolled e x t e r n a l l y i n that the supervisee f e e l s 

constrained to oppose f o r c e f u l l y and d e l i b e r a t e l y any suggestions a 

supervisor may make. 

Independence. Sometimes c a l l e d "responsible independence" 

(Grimmett, Storey, and Housego, 1979) i n r e l a t i o n to c l i n i c a l supervision, 

t h i s i s where i n d i v i d u a l s accept or re j e c t a supervisor suggestion only 

a f t e r examining i t . They want to make sure that they understand i t , have 

questioned and expressed t h e i r opinions about i t , have changed, amplified 

or added to i t i n some way. Wallen (1972, p. 105) describes t h i s a t t i 

tude as a " p r o v i s i o n a l t r y " and maintains that persons who are w i l l i n g 

to make a p r o v i s i o n a l try are the persons who w i l l i n t e r n a l i z e t h e i r 

behaviour. By te s t i n g the behaviour against t h e i r own experiences and 

values, then modifying i t , they ensure that t h e i r changed behaviour w i l l 

be congruent with t h e i r own values. I t i s i n t h i s sense that Wallen 

suggests that supervisees can exhibit independence. 



P o t e n t i a l Links between Influence Processes  
and Supervisee Role Behaviour 

Although Wallen's (1972) a r t i c l e focuses on the process of 

interpersonal influence, at no time does he attempt e x p l i c i t l y to r e l a t e 

the four learner r o l e s he i d e n t i f i e s to the three processes of influence, 

compliance, i d e n t i f i c a t i o n , and i n t e r n a l i z a t i o n , under discussion. If 

supervisors are to evaluate t h e i r impact on supervisee p r o f e s s i o n a l 

learning and growth and modify the conditions they nurture accordingly, 

then a l i n k between the processes of influence and supervisee rol e s would 

appear v i t a l . 

The process of compliance, issuing from a supervisor f o s t e r i n g 

r e l i a b l e u n i l a t e r a l conditions and employing higher-order binding 

behaviours would appear to influence the supervisee towards u n r e a l i s t i c 

dependency upon external c r i t e r i a such as supervisor suggestions, advice, 

and approval. I t would not appear to work towards the development of 

professional autonomy i n the supervisee. Such an influence would stem 

from the process of i n t e r n a l i z a t i o n where the supervisor nurtures 

informational interdependent conditions and employs higher-order freeing 

behaviours. This process would then appear to e f f e c t i n the supervisee 

the rol e s of responsible independence and r e a l i s t i c dependency: respons

i b l e independence because that i s the height of professional growth and 

autonomy, and r e a l i s t i c dependency because the supervisee bases the 

decision to become dependent on a c a r e f u l a p p r a isal of the knowledge and 

expertise the supervisor brings to bear on a problem s i t u a t i o n . 

A discussion of interpersonal influence processes and t h e i r 

e f f e c t s on supervisee rol e s would be straightforward (and no c r i t i c i s m 

of Wallen could be extended) i f the remaining process, i d e n t i f i c a t i o n , 

proved to be the antecedent to supervisee counterdependency. But t h i s 



cannot be the case for the very r o l e of counterdependency b e l i e s the 

process of i d e n t i f i c a t i o n ; how i s i t possible for a supervisee who 

develops an a f f i n i t y to a supervisor to counter w i l f u l l y every suggestion 

that i s made. Just as previously a f o u r t h : process of influence had to 

be i d e n t i f i e d , so a fourth supervisee r o l e has to be a r t i c u l a t e d i f any 

sense i s to be made of the complex interpersonal influence at work i n 

the c l i n i c a l conference. 

The supervisee r o l e of counterdependency would appear to r e s u l t 

not from the process of i d e n t i f i c a t i o n but from the process of non-

i d e n t i f i c a t i o n . In other words, where the source of c r i t i c a l feedback 

i s u n r e l i a b l e and unattractive i n the eyes of the supervisee, and the 

supervision conditions are of the u n r e l i a b l e u n i l a t e r a l kind, the 

influence process tends to e f f e c t a r o l e of counterdependency i n the 

supervisee. The process of i d e n t i f i c a t i o n , on the other hand, where the 

supervisee finds the supervisor an a t t r a c t i v e source, would seem to bring 

about a r o l e model dependency i n the supervisee. This means that super

visees a t t r a c t e d to the personality and professionalism of the supervisor, 

try to imitate the behaviour exhibited and accept c r i t i c a l feedback and 

suggestions because they are backed by perceived exemplary supervisory 

p r a c t i c e , the kind that the supervisees would wish to incorporate into 

t h e i r own dealings with students i n the classroom. Figure 6 shows the 

linkages between processes of influence and supervisee roles that have 

been delineated. 

Supervisee Role Behaviour and Professional Growth 

The r o l e a supervisee plays i n the c l i n i c a l conference may be 

regarded as i n d i c a t i v e of the l e v e l of conceptual development that a 

s p e c i f i c supervisory intervention allows the teacher to a t t a i n . 
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Influence Process Supervisee Role E f f e c t s 

, . . \ Responsible Independence I n t e r n a l i z a t i o n > „ ^. . ^ , ' R e a l i s t i c Dependency 

I d e n t i f i c a t i o n V r> M J I ™ J 
. , > Role Model Dependency 

(Source a t t r a c t i v e ) s 

Non-Identif i c a t i o n 
(Source u n r e l i a b l e , >̂ Counterdependency 
unattractive) 

Compliance ^ U n r e a l i s t i c Dependency 

Figure 6. Influence Processes and Supervisee Role E f f e c t s . 

Supervisee conceptual development l e v e l , i n turn, may be seen as a useful 

i n d i c a t o r of p r o f e s s i o n a l growth and autonomy. Figure 7 demonstrates 

the e f f e c t s of the r o l e played by supervisees i n the conference on the 

l e v e l of t h e i r p r o f e s s i o n a l growth and conceptual development. 

Supervisees who, w i l l i n g l y or u n w i l l i n g l y , adopt the r o l e of 

u n r e a l i s t i c dependency develop a conceptual system that i s characterized 

by poor d i s c r i m i n a t i o n between themselves and supervisor. Since the 

supervisor f o s t e r i n g r e l i a b l e u n i l a t e r a l conditions determines the 

teaching behaviours to be implemented i n an autocratic fashion, the 

u n r e a l i s t i c a l l y dependent supervisees' concepts take on a more absolute 

and compartmentalized nature. The e f f e c t of t h i s i s to induce maximal 

openness i n supervisees to changes suggested by the supervisor but 

closedness to i n t e r n a l i n i t i a t i v e s that would oppose the external super

vi s o r y c o n t r o l . If supervisees are w i l l i n g l y u n r e a l i s t i c a l l y dependent 

upon the supervisor, then the process of compliance would merely serve 

to increase the r i g i d i t y of t h e i r personality, i . e . , they would r e s i s t 
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changes that came through supervisor modification of the task environment 

but would gladly implement changes suggested by a powerful supervisor of 

high-ranking o f f i c e . As a consequence, unrealistic-dependency-inducing 

compliance maximizes the p o t e n t i a l for supervisee a r r e s t a t i o n i n t h e i r 

conceptual and pr o f e s s i o n a l development at the Stage I l e v e l of functioning. 

Although i t i s possible for supervisees to enter a c l i n i c a l supervision 

experience with u n r e a l i s t i c dependency tendencies, one would not expect 

the supervisor to nurture conditions that would propagate such a r o l e . 

The r o l e of counterdependency, stemming from the process of non-

i d e n t i f i c a t i o n which accompanies supervisor emphasis on u n r e l i a b l e 

u n i l a t e r a l conditions, produces i n supervisees a conceptual system 

characterized by minimal d i f f e r e n t i a t i o n between themselves and the 

supervisor. They attach l i t t l e weight to supervisory opinions and sugg

estions since they d i s t r u s t supervisors i m p l i c i t l y . The tremendous 

resistance to change by counterdependent supervisees i s due to t h e i r 

i n a b i l i t y to value the information contained i n c r i t i c a l feedback and i s 

quite d i f f e r e n t from the r i g i d l y f i x e d c r i t e r i a that characterize an 

u n r e a l i s t i c dependent's opposition to environmentally-evolving change. 

The counterdependent supervisee i s tenaciously closed to both external 

supervisory c o n t r o l and to interdependent c o l l a b o r a t i o n with the super

v i s o r ; the counterdependency-inducing process of n o n - i d e n t i f i c a t i o n 

maximizes the p o t e n t i a l f o r supervisee a r r e s t a t i o n at the Stage II l e v e l 

of conceptual functioning, that of negative dependence. 

Supervisees who play a r o l e model dependency r o l e develop a 

conceptual system that i s characterized by greater d i f f e r e n t i a t i o n 

between themselves and external conditions. They begin to view them

selves as agents of ca u s a l i t y whilst at the same time viewing the 
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supervisor as a relevant, supportive person capable of supplying, l a r g e l y 

through example, the c r i t e r i a for behaviour i n the absence of i n t e r n a l 

referents. Since the supervisor nurtures the protective interdependent 

conditions that produce i d e n t i f i c a t i o n and supervisee r o l e model 

dependency, the supervisory r e l a t i o n s h i p i s extremely important to both 

p a r t i c i p a n t s . Although change i s often induced by the supervisor (as 

the r o l e model), i t issues from a person who i s perceived as. a source of 

support rather than as a source of external power. Consequently, r o l e 

model dependent supervisees d i f f e r e n t i a t e more e f f e c t i v e l y between them

selves and the supervisor than those who are u n r e a l i s t i c a l l y dependent; 

conceptually, they are l e s s a b s o l u t i s t and more abstract. Supervisor 

feedback i s not received as approval or disapproval based on e x t e r n a l l y -

derived c r i t e r i a but rather i s c o n d i t i o n a l upon the supervisory r e l a t i o n 

ship i t s e l f . Role model dependency-inducing i d e n t i f i c a t i o n therefore 

maximizes the p o t e n t i a l for supervisee a r r e s t a t i o n at the Stage III l e v e l 

of conceptual development, where they are very much open to the influence 

of relevant others but closed to personal and professional autonomy. 

The roles of responsible independence and r e a l i s t i c dependency 

would appear to maximize the p o t e n t i a l for supervisee progression to the 

Stage IV l e v e l of conceptual development because they have learned to 

view autonomous exploratory behaviour as a means of solving problems. 

Responsibly independent supervisees do not necessarily need to r e l y on 

an interpersonal r e l a t i o n s h i p or on r e c i p e - l i k e solutions to problems 

they face i n classroom i n s t r u c t i o n . They learn to experiment and value 

the information contained i n feedback, even i n d i f f i c u l t or apparent 

f a i l u r e s i t u a t i o n s . Through the process of i n t e r n a l i z a t i o n , they 

appraise an i n s t r u c t i o n a l s e t t i n g i n terms of the i n t e r n a l referents 
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they have developed through experiencing the consequences of t h e i r own 

experimentation. Because t h e i r referents are based on informational 

feedback from the task environment, responsibly independent supervisees 

are s e n s i t i v e to s i t u a t i o n a l changes, i . e . , as the nature of a given 

problem changes, so would supervisee analysis and exploratory behaviour. 

Likewise, supervisees subject to informational interdependent conditions 

and the process of i n t e r n a l i z a t i o n would be capable of recognizing a 

lack i n t h e i r own expertise which could be temporarily compensated by 

drawing on the competence of the supervisor. Such supervisees would 

possess a conceptual system that was highly d i f f e r e n t i a t e d and integrated 

at a l l l e v e l s ; t h i s would mean that they were not only capable of 

functioning at an interdependent l e v e l but also of adapting to lower l e v e l s 

of conceptual functioning i f the supervisory s i t u a t i o n demanded i t . 

SUMMARY 

Figure 8 represents a diagrammatic summary of t h i s chapter. 

Preactive and i n t e r a c t i v e constructive openness i s divided into seven 

sequential l e v e l s to match the four l e v e l s of conceptual functioning and 

the three intermediate t r a n s i t i o n s i d e n t i f i e d by Harvey et a l . (1961). 

To these seven l e v e l s i s added a further l e v e l to accomodate Hunt's (1977) 

fi n d i n g that i n school populations there e x i s t s a "Sub I" stage of con

ceptual development. In t h i s stage, students are self-centred, unorganized 

and unable to understand the general groundrules for acceptable behaviour. 

In other words, they have not acquired the generalized standard that 

defines Level I functioning. Since Hunt only found t h i s to be present i n 

school chi l d r e n , t h i s l e v e l i s merely included to be true to the recent 

research on conceptual functioning. 
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Each, conceptual l e v e l r e l a t e s with p a r t i c u l a r supervision 

conditions. P o t e n t i a l l y , freeing verbal communication behaviours, 

evidenced i n high l e v e l s of constructive openness, may associate with 

interdependent supervision conditions j u s t as low l e v e l s of constructive 

openness may associate with u n i l a t e r a l conditions. The l e v e l of con

s t r u c t i v e openness fostered by the supervisor i s regarded as the 

determinant of the influence process at work i n c l i n i c a l supervision, 

which, i n turn, may determine the r o l e behaviour and consequent 

professional growth of the supervisee. 

The conceptual basis for the current study i s depicted i n Figure 

9. The conference dialogue and thought processes of supervision 

p a r t i c i p a n t s w i l l be analysed for t h e i r content and for t h e i r s t r u c t u r a l 

v a r i a t i o n s . The content analysis w i l l focus on conference c r i t i c a l 

incidents (those stimulus points i n the conference where both p a r t i c i p a n t s 

r e c a l l e d processing i n t e r a c t i v e thoughts) and the possible r e l a t i o n s h i p s 

that may e x i s t with the i n t e r a c t i v e l e v e l of constructive openness 

present i n the conference. The s t r u c t u r a l v a r i a t i o n s analysis w i l l focus 

on supervisor l e v e l of conceptual functioning and supervision,conditions 

with the view to exploring what l i n k s e x i s t between supervision conditions 

and i n t e r a c t i v e constructive openness l e v e l and between supervisor 

preactive constructive openness l e v e l and i n t e r a c t i v e l e v e l of conceptual 

functioning. The s t r u c t u r a l v a r i a t i o n s analysis w i l l also focus on 

supervisee l e v e l of conceptual functioning as an i n d i c a t o r . o f the r o l e 

behaviour they are adopting and the p r o f e s s i o n a l growth they are deriving 

from the supervisory encounter. The analysis w i l l also explore the • 

p o s s i b i l i t y of a r e l a t i o n s h i p e x i s t i n g between supervisee preactive l e v e l 

of constructive openness and t h e i r i n t e r a c t i v e thought processes. The 
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conference verbal i n t e r a c t i o n and influence process w i l l be analysed 

with a view to exploring the p o t e n t i a l r e l a t i o n s h i p between supervisor 

influence and supervisee growth and between p a r t i c i p a n t preactive and 

i n t e r a c t i v e l e v e l s of constructive openness. 

In sum, the unbroken l i n e s represent the type of analysis to be 

undertaken and the r e l a t i o n s h i p s between variables that previous 

research has shown to e x i s t . The broken l i n e s represent p o t e n t i a l 

r e l a t i o n s h i p s between variables which the study w i l l attempt to explore. 



Chapter 4 

PROCEDURES AND ANALYTICAL TECHNIQUES 

The purpose of t h i s study was to examine the c l i n i c a l super

v i s i o n r e l a t i o n s h i p and i t s impact on the teaching-learning s i t u a t i o n 

under a n a l y s i s . Because the l i t e r a t u r e on c l i n i c a l supervision lacks 

an empirical basis and because the more general area of i n s t r u c t i o n a l 

supervision cannot be regarded as possessing a theory, the study design 

was of an exploratory nature. One leading s o c i a l s c i e n t i s t supports 

such an approach: 

But what i f there appear to be a much larger number of 
p o t e n t i a l v a r i a b l e s of i n t e r e s t , with l i t t l e previous knowledge or 
theory that would t e l l one where to begin? In these kinds of 
s i t u a t i o n s , ... a much more f l e x i b l e and exploratory approach w i l l 
be needed (Blalock, 1979, p. 35). 

STUDY DESIGN 

An Exploratory Approach 

In providing a c r i t i q u e of t r a d i t i o n a l research methods i n 

psychology, G i o r g i (1970) suggests that there are two broad approaches 

that a s c i e n t i s t can adopt to study human phenomena: 

One way, which i s the route of the natural sciences, i s to 
take the concepts, viewpoints, techniques, etc., of the natural 
sciences and apply them to the phenomenon and then see how well 
they fare. Another way i s to go d i r e c t l y to the phenomenon and see 
what concepts, viewpoints, methods, etc., emerge as a necessary 
r e s u l t of studying ... them (Gior g i , 1970, p. x i i i ) . 

Although Giorgi's major purpose i s to broaden the meaning of science 

as i t was understood (1970, p. 53), he develops a trenchant argument 

for a "human s c i e n t i f i c approach" where the information derived 
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r e f l e c t s the q u a l i t a t i v e aspects of actual human behaviour because i t 

i s based on the involvement and perceptions of the humans concerned. 

This argument i s p a r t i c u l a r l y relevant to the current study because i t 

presupposes that the research "subjects" are viewed as "knowing beings": 

The [exploratory] perspective holds as a chief assumption about 
much complex behaviour, that the "subjects" being studied must, at 
a minimum, be considered knowing beings, and that t h i s knowledge 
they possess has important consequences for how behaviour or actions 
are interpreted ... This knowledge i s further assumed to have a 
complex set of referents and meanings that also must be taken into 
account when the s c i e n t i s t i s studying human actions or behaviour 
(Magoon, 1977, pp. 651-652). 

Magoon further suggests that "much important complex behaviour ... 

might be best understood as being constructed purposely by the 'subjects' 

and cannot adequately be studied without accounting for meaning and 

purpose" (p. 652). Consequently, t h i s study attempted to focus upon 

what Kaplan (1964, pp. 358-363) has a r t i c u l a t e d as act meaning, the 

in t e r p r e t a t i o n of meaning and purpose of an act to the subject, as 

d i s t i n c t from action meaning which he describes as the i n t e r p r e t a t i o n 

of meaning of an act to the research observer. 

Because the research was an intensive, small-scale explor

atory study, the case study method was used. This method seemed to 

of f e r the most e f f e c t i v e framework for i n v e s t i g a t i n g the b a s i c a l l y 

unknown nature of c l i n i c a l supervision p a r t i c i p a n t s ' thoughts within 

the context of a t y p i c a l conference i n t e r a c t i o n conducted as one of a 

series of c l i n i c a l cycles. The case study design of the current explor

atory research has i t s t h e o r e t i c a l underpinnings i n Glaser and 

Strauss's (1967) concept of "grounded theory" and uses an introspective 

research methodology c a l l e d "stimulated r e c a l l " . Both of these 

features w i l l be discussed b r i e f l y . 



100 

Grounded theory. This approach i s generated from the actual 

p r a c t i c e of those under study. Glaser and Strauss (1967) view theory 

as a strategy for describing and explaining the phenomena they observe. 

As such, grounded theory describes and explains everyday p r a c t i c e , there

by providing an intimate l i n k between theory and p r a c t i c e . Glaser and 

Strauss further argue that case study data documented through q u a l i t 

ative techniques broaden the grounded theory so that i t s a p p l i c a b i l i t y 

i s more widespread and i t s p o t e n t i a l f or explanation and p r e d i c t i o n i s 

increased. This approach then encourages researchers to focus on fewer ' 

p a r t i c i p a n t s but with greater d e t a i l and in-depth a n a l y s i s ; generality 

i s not established p r i m a r i l y through the number of p a r t i c i p a n t s i n the 

sample but rather by use of t h e o r e t i c a l reasoning. In other words, the 

researcher can argue that, given s i m i l a r s i t u a t i o n a l and interpersonal 

constraints, i t i s quite probable that the explanation of the phenomena 

observed and described w i l l be applicable to other cases. Should the 

constraints d i f f e r markedly, however, so that the grounded theory no 

longer presents an adequate depiction of p r a c t i c e , then the explan

ation's general a p p l i c a b i l i t y i s c o n t r o v e r t i b l e . 

This approach, then, allows for systematic inquiry into the 

pra c t i c e of c l i n i c a l supervision. To t h i s end, the data i n the present 

study were c o l l e c t e d on the basis of a proposal to investigate how 

c l i n i c a l supervision p a r t i c i p a n t s r e l a t e i n the c l i n i c a l conference 

and on a hunch that t h e i r i n t e r a c t i v e thoughts might reveal something 

of s i g n i f i c a n c e to understanding that r e l a t i o n s h i p . At the point of 

data c o l l e c t i o n , no notion of conceptual functioning and various 

developmental l e v e l s of complexity had been considered. These concepts 

were to emerge as a r e s u l t of the data analysis where d i f f e r e n t 



101 

sentences of conference dialogue and p a r t i c i p a n t s ' thoughts were 

systematically compared i n order to conceptualize the data into 

categories that could possibly and eventually be integrated into a 

t h e o r e t i c a l framework. 

Stimulated r e c a l l . Tuckwell (1980b) draws together the 

t h e o r e t i c a l underpinnings of stimulated r e c a l l as a research methodology. 

He describes stimulated r e c a l l as involving a subject whose thought 

processes are to be disclosed and an interviewer whose r o l e i s to 

f a c i l i t a t e the d i s c l o s u r e . A videotaped recording of each conference i s 

replayed to a s s i s t p a r t i c i p a n t s i n r e c a l l i n g the mental a c t i v i t y that 

accompanied t h e i r overt behaviour: 

The technique of stimulated r e c a l l i s predicated on the 
assumption that subjects are able and w i l l i n g to r e c a l l and 
a r t i c u l a t e t h e i r thought processes, and to do so as accurately 
and completely as possible (Tuckwell, 1980b, p. 2). 

Bloom (1953) f i r s t pioneered the use of stimulated r e c a l l . He 

described the basic idea of stimulated r e c a l l as one i n which "a 

subject may be enabled to r e l i v e an o r i g i n a l s i t u a t i o n with vividness 

and accuracy i f he i s presented with a large number of cues which 

occurred during the o r i g i n a l s i t u a t i o n " (1953, p. 161). Bloom, however, 

merely experimented with audio recordings. Some ten years l a t e r , Kagan, 

Krathwohl and M i l l e r (1963) introduced videotape recordings as a means 

of maximizing cues for would-be counsellors. 

Some researchers (Gaier, 1954; Wilson and Nisbett, 1978) 

question the accuracy of verbal reports e l i c i t e d through in t r o s p e c t i v e 

techniques. They claim that when the s i t u a t i o n s are ego-involving, 

subjects give inaccurate reports by censoring, according to what w i l l 

best represent t h e i r s o c i a l d e s i r a b i l i t y and increase t h e i r s e l f -
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esteem, what they are prepared to v e r b a l i z e . Bloom (1953), however, 

suggested that the rapport established i n the interview s i t u a t i o n helps 

eradicate the discrepancy which may e x i s t between p a r t i c i p a n t s ' r e c a l l 

and t h e i r verbal report: "the extent to which a student w i l l report the 

most private of h i s thoughts i s l a r g e l y a function of the rapport which 

i s established i n the interview s i t u a t i o n " (p. 162). 

How v a l i d then are thoughts r e c a l l e d by t h i s i n t r o s p e c t i v e 

methodology? Bloom (1953) found that his subjects could, within a time 

period of forty-eight h o u r s , r e c a l l t h e i r overt a c t i v i t i e s with approx

imately n i n e t y - f i v e percent accuracy. This caused him to i n f e r that 

"the r e c a l l of one's own private conscious thought approximates the 

r e c a l l of the overt, observable events" and he notes that " t h i s 

inference ... has led to the a n t i c i p a t i o n that the accuracy of the 

r e c a l l of conscious thought i s high enough for most studies" (p. 162). 

Other research i n the area of medical inquiry (Shulman, 1974, Sprafka 

and E l s t e i n , 1974, Shulman and E l s t e i n , 1975, and E l s t e i n , Shulman and 

Sprafka, 1979) v e r i f i e d the accuracy of the verbal reports of cognitive 

processes e l i c i t e d from physicians through stimulated r e c a l l by use of 

a complex method of t r i a n g u l a t i o n . The current study proceeded, then, 

on the assumption that the verbal reports of i n t e r a c t i v e thoughts by 

c l i n i c a l supervision p a r t i c i p a n t s could be regarded as accurate 

representations of t h e i r actual thoughts. 

Tuckwell (1980b) reports fourteen studies i n education that 

have used t h i s i n t r o s p e c t i v e research methodology but i s forced to 

q u a l i f y that "stimulated r e c a l l has not been used widely i n n a t u r a l i s t i c 

s e t t i n g s " (p. 5). Only Marland (1977), Connors (1978), Nolan (1978), 

Cooper (1979), King (1979) and Tuckwell (1980c) a c t u a l l y used t h i s 
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technique i n the classroom. No research has previously used stimulated 

r e c a l l on c l i n i c a l supervision p a r t i c i p a n t s ; more s i g n i f i c a n t l y , no 

research has used t h i s methodology to explore the c l i n i c a l supervision 

process i n the n a t u r a l i s t i c s e t t i n g of the conference. 

Sample 

The sample of four c l i n i c a l . s u p e r v i s o r s (and t h e i r respective 

supervisees) was drawn from persons who had v o l u n t a r i l y studied c l i n i c a l 

supervision at the graduate l e v e l and who had become convinced that t h i s 

was a process which would benefit and improve t h e i r i n s t r u c t i o n a l super

v i s i o n p r a c t i c e . Of these, two supervisors were p r i n c i p a l s i n a 

northern B r i t i s h Columbia school d i s t r i c t , a t h i r d was an elementary 

sponsor teacher i n south-west B r i t i s h Columbia, and the f i n a l one was 

a longstanding f a c u l t y member and student teaching supervisor at an 

Eastern Canadian u n i v e r s i t y . Except for the u n i v e r s i t y representative, 

a l l supervisors had studied c l i n i c a l supervision i n the same graduate 

programme and, over time, had developed considerable rapport with the 

researcher, a fellow graduate student. Consequently, no sampling 

procedures were used i n the s e l e c t i o n process; rather, known c l i n i c a l 

supervisors were contacted to volunteer two cycles of t h e i r regular 

p r a c t i c e for research purposes. The supervisory r e l a t i o n s h i p was there

fore well established by the time of data c o l l e c t i o n . The exception to 

t h i s was the f a c u l t y member; she had not previously supervised a 

colleague and had, i n f a c t , studied c l i n i c a l supervision at a d i f f e r e n t 

graduate school. 

Assumptions 

This preliminary i n v e s t i g a t i o n of supervisory conference i n t e r -
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action i s based on several assumptions: 

1. that teachers, therapists, and supervisors can be regarded as 

gen e r i c a l l y s i m i l a r i n dealing with t h e i r respective c l i e n t s 

and such a view can increase knowledge about intervention 

processes through i n t e r p r o f e s s i o n a l cross-stimulation. 

2. that the r e l a t i o n s h i p that e x i s t s between supervisor and super

visee can be examined through an analysis of overt conference 

behaviour and concurrent thought processes. 

3. that the i n t e r a c t i v e thought processes of c l i n i c a l supervision 

p a r t i c i p a n t s are e s s e n t i a l l y the determinants of conference 

verbal and nonverbal behaviour. 

4. that the information and the ways i n which c l i n i c a l supervisors 

process i t are a product of the inte r a c t i o n s between preactive 

l e v e l s of constructive openness and i n t e r a c t i v e perceptions of 

supervisee conference behaviour and the task at hand. 

5. that the information and the ways i n which supervisees process 

i t are a product of the inte r a c t i o n s between preactive r o l e 

expectations and i n t e r a c t i v e perceptions of supervisor confer

ence behaviour and the task at hand. 

6. .that the verbal reports of conference i n t e r a c t i v e thoughts, 

e l i c i t e d from c l i n i c a l supervision p a r t i c i p a n t s through the 

int r o s p e c t i v e research method c a l l e d stimulated r e c a l l , may be 

regarded as accurate representations of the actual thought 

processes. 

Limitations 

The major l i m i t a t i o n s of the study stem from the fac t that the 

sample of supervisors and conferences was small and not randomly selected. 
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Generalizations about the four supervisors and t h e i r supervisees cannot 

then be derived with c e r t a i n t y , nor can any d e f i n i t i v e comparison be 

effected between the sample group and the larger population. Further, 

no attempt was made to control the contextual variables such as type of 

school, grade l e v e l , etc., i n order to standardize the task environment 

i n which supervisory intervention takes place. 

DATA SOURCES 

Videotape Recordings of Conferences 

One of the major purposes of th i s study was to gather data 

describing how c l i n i c a l supervision p a r t i c i p a n t s r e l a t e and function 

conceptually under conditions that represented rather than d i s t o r t e d 

the behavioural and cognitive ecology of conferences. Thus, the source 

of data for t h i s i n v e s t i g a t i o n was the c l i n i c a l conference as i t was 

experienced by supervisors and supervisees p a r t i c i p a t i n g i n that 

conference, and these same p a r t i c i p a n t s ' subsequent reporting of t h e i r 

i n t e r a c t i v e thoughts during the process. Plans were made to videotape 

sixteen conferences, two pre-conferences and two post-conferences per 

supervisor. However, the f i r s t pre-conference conducted by the elem

entary sponsor teacher was the v i c t i m of sound f a i l u r e and the super

v i s o r mistakenly omitted the pre-conference from the second cycle. 

Because the researcher wanted to maintain h i g h - f i d e l i t y n a t u r a l i s t i c 

conditions, he chose to abide by the supervisor's decision. Thus s i x 

teen videotaped conferences were reduced to fourteen. S i m i l a r l y , one 

supervisor, the elementary p r i n c i p a l , disregarded the researcher's 

request for two cycles with one supervisee with whom he, the supervisor, 

had worked for at le a s t two months; instead, he conducted one cycle 
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with two supervisees, both of whom had been i n a r e l a t i o n s h i p with the 

supervisor for almost seven months. While the supervisor's reasoning 

that t h i s would give the study greater d i v e r s i t y seemed p l a u s i b l e , the 

researcher went along with t h i s for d i f f e r e n t reasons; namely to safe

guard the n a t u r a l i s t i c conditions of the study. 

Af t e r the fourteen a v a i l a b l e videotape recordings of c l i n i c a l 

conferences had been used to stimulate r e c a l l of p a r t i c i p a n t s ' i n t e r 

a c t i v e thought processes, the audio part was transcribed. These tran

s c r i p t s of conference verbal dialogue, together with the time-coded 

videotape recordings, comprised a major source of the study's data. 

To f a c i l i t a t e data a n a l y s i s , the videotape recordings of 

conferences were time-coded. This enabled events to be pinpointed to a 

precise time during the conference and consequently, t h i s time-coding 

system i s used throughout Chapters 5 and 6 to denote the precise time 

at which a p a r t i c u l a r phenomenon occurred, e.g., 12:45 represents at a 

point twelve minutes and f o r t y - f i v e seconds into the conference. 

Audiotape Recordings of Verbal Reports of  
Interactive Thought Processes 

The other major source of data i n the study consisted of 

audiotape recordings of p a r t i c i p a n t verbal reports of the thoughts they 

r e c a l l e d processing during conference i n t e r a c t i o n . Following on as soon 

as possible a f t e r the conference (and always within twenty-four hours), 

each supervision p a r t i c i p a n t was taken i n turn through a stimulated 

r e c a l l interview. The p a r t i c i p a n t s were shown the video recording of 

the conference and asked to stop the tape at any point where they 

r e c a l l e d processing a thought. The pre-interview di r e c t i o n s encouraged 

them to "think out loud" the thought they r e c a l l e d and an audiotape 
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was running continuously to record these verbal reports. During the 

stimulated r e c a l l interview, the only stimulus for cuing the supervision 

p a r t i c i p a n t s ' thoughts was the conference videotape i t s e l f . On the 

advice of Clark (personal communication, March 1979), the interviewer 

refrained from stopping the tape and from posing questions u n t i l the 

very end of the session. This was done to o f f - s e t any bias which a 

researcher i n t r u s i o n might have p r e c i p i t a t e d and also to protect the 

p a r t i c i p a n t s from any sense of not being i n control over the i n t e r 

p retation of t h e i r conference experience. These twenty-eight audiotape 

recordings were then transcibed to constitute the second source of data 

for t h i s study. 

Preactive Behaviour Instrument and Supervisee  
Role Behaviour Prognostication 

A l l supervision p a r t i c i p a n t s were administered the Preactive 

Behaviour Instrument (see.Appendix A) before the f i r s t c l i n i c a l cycle 

was conducted. Both supervisors and supervisees were directed to 

answer the i n i t i a l questions on the instrument as i f they were i n the 

supervisor r o l e . The r e s u l t i n g measurement then gave an i n d i c a t i o n of 

the l e v e l of constructive openness at which p a r t i c i p a n t s anticipated 

communicating during the conference. 

In addition, supervisees were asked to complete a b r i e f 

questionnaire (see Appendix B) designed to e l i c i t which of the four 

roles described by Wallen (1972), i . e . , r e a l i s t i c dependency, u n r e a l i s t i c 

dependency, counterdependency, or independence, most appropriately 

characterized t h e i r behaviour as supervisees during previous supervisory 

interventions. 

The P.B.I, measures and supervisee r o l e behaviour prognost-
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i c a t i o n s constituted the t h i r d source of data i n t h i s study. 

EVOLUTION OF THE STUDY 

P i l o t Testing Phase 

The p i l o t t e s t i n g phase included the design and t r i a l of the 

Preactive Behaviour Instrument, together with pra c t i c e i n the use of 

the stimulated r e c a l l methodology and i n the coding of verbal behaviour 

i n videotaped conferences. 

Preactive behaviour instrument design and t r i a l . The Preactive 

Behaviour Instrument was designed to measure how c l i n i c a l supervision 

p a r t i c i p a n t s think they w i l l function v e r b a l l y i n the ensuing conferences. 

Derived from Wallen's (1972) freeing-binding continuum (see Figure 4, 

Chapter 3) i t pl o t s on a scale of 0-8 (see Appendix A) the p a r t i c u l a r 

blend of verbal behaviours that p a r t i c i p a n t s think w i l l constitute t h e i r 

conferencing l e v e l of constructive openness. 

The instrument was p i l o t e d i n s i x graduate classes at the 

u n i v e r s i t y where three of the supervisors i n the sample had studied 

c l i n i c a l supervision. These s i x classes accumulatively provided a p i l o t 

sample of s i x t y - s i x subjects who were asked to predict t h e i r l e v e l of 

constructive openness before completing the instrument. (Since a l l 

subjects i n the p i l o t sample were f a m i l i a r with Wallen's f r e e i n g -

binding continuum and the concept of constructive openness, t h i s 

request was not deemed unreasonable). At the time of p i l o t i n g the meas

urement was merely broken down into eight l e v e l s ; further d i f f e r e n t i a t i o n 

within l e v e l s was subsequently deemed necessary when i t was recognized 

that broad l e v e l measures were not precise enough for the study's 

purposes. Out of the s i x t y - s i x subjects who completed the P.B.I., t h i r t y -
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four (51.5%) scored at the l e v e l they had predicted and thirty-two ' 

(48.5%) scored at within one l e v e l (up or down) of what they had pre

dicted. These p i l o t findings were taken as evidence that the Preactive 

Behaviour Instrument was adequate for measuring with reasonable accuracy 

p a r t i c i p a n t preactive l e v e l of constructive openness. 

Stimulated r e c a l l sessions. Relying heavily on the work of 

Kagan et a l . , (1967), Marland (1977), Connors (1978), and Tuckwell 

(1980b), (see Appendix C for Stimulated R e c a l l Procedures), the 

researcher undertook a p i l o t study with two sponsor teachers. The f i r s t 

t r i a l using a portable video recorder was unsuccessful because of poor 

sound reproduction. A second t r i a l was undertaken, t h i s time using 

non-portable video recording equipment, and t h i s s u c c e s s f u l l y demons-: 

trated the v i a b i l i t y of using videotape recordings of c l i n i c a l L 

conferences to stimulate supervisor r e c a l l of i n t e r a c t i v e thoughts. 

The d i f f i c u l t y of conducting a conference i n front of a camera 

was also addressed at t h i s time. A l l four p a r t i c i p a n t s i n the p i l o t 

study stated that they were aware of the camera at the very beginning 

but that, once engrossed i n the i n t e r a c t i o n (approximately three to f i v e 

minutes into>the_conference) i t was no longer an .intrusion. In order 

to mitigate the i n t r u s i o n e f f e c t of the camera, two further conferences 

were conducted but t h i s time without the researcher operating the 

camera. The camera was merely set up and turned on by the researcher 

who then l e f t the conference room. Conference i n t e r a c t i o n did not 

begin u n t i l the researcher had l e f t and both p a r t i c i p a n t s f e l t ready. 

As a r e s u l t of t h i s procedure, a l l four p a r t i c i p a n t s reported being 

oblivious to the camera. In other words, the camera seemed to rep

resent an i n t r u s i o n only when i t was operated by the researcher. Once 
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the human factor was removed, the s i d e - e f f e c t s associated with video-

recording the conference appeared to d i s s i p a t e . It was decided then, 

to implement t h i s procedure i n the regular data c o l l e c t i o n phase of the 

study. 

Verbal analysis of conferences. The four conferences video

taped i n the p i l o t phase^Of:the study were coded for le v e l s of con

s t r u c t i v e openness i n preparation for the data analysis phase. P r a c t i c e 

i n the use of Wallen 1s freeing-binding continuum continued f o r three 

days u n t i l a c r i t e r i o n of 0.80 intracoder r e l i a b i l i t y (see Appendix A 

for formula) was achieved. Since the researcher was the only coder used 

i n the study, i t was not possible to determine intercoder r e l i a b i l i t y . 

Hence, conferences were coded on d i f f e r e n t days to e s t a b l i s h the l e v e l 

of consistency with which the freeing-binding categories were being 

applied. 

A c c l i m a t i z a t i o n and F i n a l Preparations 

Each supervision dyad was met i n d i v i d u a l l y by the researcher 

before any data c o l l e c t i o n was undertaken. The purpose of t h i s meeting 

was for the p a r t i c i p a n t s , p a r t i c u l a r l y the supervisees, to get to know 

the researcher (and vice-versa) on a personal b a s i s . In addition, the 

researcher used the opportunity to out l i n e the purposes of the study 

and explain the nature and objectives of the stimulated r e c a l l i n t e r 

view. It was emphasized that absolute c o n f i d e n t i a l i t y and anonymity 

would be guaranteed and safeguarded to the extent that no supervisor 

would f i n d out what a supervisee had thought and vice-versa. At t h i s 

time p a r t i c i p a n t questions about the stimulated r e c a l l interview were 

encouraged i n order to c l a r i f y t h e i r r o l e i n the process and set them 
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at ease about the i n t r o s p e c t i v e methodology. 

Supervision arrangements were then shared and a schedule for 

videotaping pre- and post-conferences and conducting stimulated r e c a l l 

interviews was drawn up. The f i n a l preparation was to ask each part

i c i p a n t to complete the Preactive Behaviour Instrument and each supervisee 

to answer the b r i e f questionnaire pertaining to h i s or her previous 

r o l e behaviour during supervisory intervention. 

Data Gathering 

In the case of three B r i t i s h Columbia based supervisors, data 

were c o l l e c t e d during the months of February and March 1980. In the 

case of the other supervisor, data were gathered during October and 

November 1980. 

Conference videotaping. Based on the findings of the p i l o t 

study, the researcher absented himself from conferences once he had set 

up the camera, checked i t s focus and started the recording process. This 

enabled supervision p a r t i c i p a n t s to forget about the camera and to 

concentrate on the conferencing process. But for the unexpected sound 

f a i l u r e of one pre-conference recording and the unforeseen loss of the 

pre-conference i n the second cycle, t h i s phase of the study proceeded as 

expected. 

Stimulated r e c a l l interview. Each stimulated r e c a l l session 

was conducted behind locked doors to ensure quietness and freedom from 

i n t e r r u p t i o n . Bloom (1953) maintains that t h i s i s absolutely e s s e n t i a l 

i f a subject i s to relax and f e e l free to r e c a l l and report "the most 

private of h i s thoughts" (p. 162). At the beginning of each stimulated 

r e c a l l interview, the researcher engaged i n b r i e f s o c i a l i n t e r a c t i o n 
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during the a c c l i m a t i z a t i o n phase and to help p a r t i c i p a n t s f e e l at ease 

about the process they were about to undertake. He then reminded them 

of the study's objectives so as to reduce the danger of data d i s t o r t i o n 

... i f not t o l d , [subjects] may construct t h e i r own theory 
about the interviewer's intentions and could respond accordingly 
i n ways which may d i s t o r t the data, and subvert, u n i n t e n t i o n a l l y , 
the investigator's purposes (Marland, 1977, p. 40, c i t e d i n 
Tuckwell, 1980b, p. 7). 

A f t e r r e i t e r a t i n g the guarantee of anonymity and c o n f i d e n t i a l i t y , the 

researcher assured supervision p a r t i c i p a n t s that he was interested not 

i n evaluating t h e i r conference performance but rather i n e l i c i t i n g 

information that would f a c i l i t a t e an understanding of the c l i n i c a l 

supervision process at work. The f i n a l i n s t r u c t i o n , p r i o r to s t a r t i n g 

the video replay, was to ask p a r t i c i p a n t s to watch the v i s u a l recording 

i n order to " r e l i v e " the conference and r e c a l l the thoughts, f e e l i n g s 

and reactions that they experienced during the i n t e r a c t i o n . In verb

a l i z i n g t h e i r r e c a l l e d thoughts, p a r t i c i p a n t s were encouraged to 

d i s t i n g u i s h , as f a r as was p o s s i b l e , between thoughts that occurred 

during the actual conference and those which the video replay had 

prompted subsequently. 

As previously stated, the conceptualization of stimulated 

r e c a l l as a methodology used i n t h i s study borrowed heavily from the 

work of Kagan et a l . (1967), Marland (1977), Connors (1978), and 

Tuckwell (1980b). This conceptualization was adhered to except i n one 

important regard. Where Kagan et a l . , Marland, Connors, and Tuckwell 

a l l followed a d e f i n i t i v e interviewer r o l e d e s c r i p t i o n that allowed 

either subject or interviewer to stop the tape at any time, t h i s study 

adopted a procedure whereby only the p a r t i c i p a n t s had c o n t r o l over what 
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constituted a stimulus point. This was implemented on the advice of 

Clark of Michigan State University (personal communication, March 1979) 

and was confirmed by Tuckwell (1980b) who c i t i n g from Marland's (1977) 

study, noted that Kagan (also of Michigan State University) now claimed 

that: 

... what l i t t l e i s gained by having the i n q u i r e r stop the tape 
i s l o s t i n that the inquiree loses some sense of control i n being 
the ultimate i n t e r p r e t e r of his/her own experience (Marland, 1977, 
p. 284, i n Tuckwell, 1980b, p. 14). 

Consequently, p a r t i c i p a n t s were directed to stop the tape at any point 

i n the replay that they r e c a l l e d processing a thought during conference 

i n t e r a c t i o n . The interviewer's r o l e was to be supportive, to ensure 

that the audio cassette recorder was functioning p r o f i c i e n t l y , and to 

l i s t e n a t t e n t i v e l y to what was being a r t i c u l a t e d i n order to determine 

which aspects of the reported thought processes required further c l a r 

i f i c a t i o n through follow up questions at the end of the session. With 

the exception of supervisees 'M' and '0', for whom the f i r s t two to 

three minutes of the f i r s t tape were replayed for the purpose of 

f a m i l i a r i z i n g them with t h e i r r o l e i n stimulated r e c a l l , t h i s procedure 

worked w e l l . 

Data Analysis Phase 

The analysis of data c o l l e c t e d through videotaping conferences 

and stimulated r e c a l l interviews progressed through the s i x stages 

shown i n Table 1. 

The f i r s t stage consisted of analysing the conference verbal 

behaviour according to the Interactive Behaviour Instrument (contained 

i n Appendix A) to determine l e v e l s of i n t e r a c t i v e constructive openness. 

The next f i v e stages a l l pertained to the complex analysis process 
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Stages of Data Analysis i n the Study 

Stage 1 Analysis of conference verbal behaviour using Interactive Behaviour Instrument 
(see Appendix A and Figure 4, Chapter 3). 

Stage 2 I n i t i a l examination of transcribed conference dialogue and thoughts while 
observing videotaped conference i n t e r a c t i o n . 

Stage 3 Application of Marland's (1977) System for Analysing Teachers' Interactive 
Thoughts (SATIT). 

Stage 4 Discarding of SATIT and conceptualization of data. 
Emergence of "Conceptual Level" as core category. 

Stage 5 

Retrieval of information pertaining to emergent core category and d e r i v a t i o n 
of s t r u c t u r a l v a r i a t i o n s analysis system ClinSuPICLAS ( C l i n i c a l Supervision 
Participant Interactive Conceptual Level Analysis System). 

Stage 6 Analysis of p a r t i c i p a n t s ' conference dialogue and thoughts using 
ClinSuPICLAS (see Appendix D). 
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involved i n making sense of the voluminous data contained i n the tran

s c r i p t s of conference dialogue and p a r t i c i p a n t thoughts. 

The second stage involved examining the t r a n s c r i p t s of confer

ence dialogue and p a r t i c i p a n t thought processes while watching the 

videotape recordings of the conference i n t e r a c t i o n . In addition to 

providing the researcher with an o v e r a l l " f e e l i n g " for each conference, 

t h i s stage enabled him to make extensive notes and in t e r p r e t a t i o n s 

about the i n t e r a c t i o n displayed i n the videotapes and commented upon 

i n the stimulated r e c a l l interviews. The goal of th i s second stage was 

to be as i n c l u s i v e as possible i n representing the range of behavioural 

and cognitive features ch a r a c t e r i z i n g the conference r e l a t i o n s h i p . 

Using the i n t e r p r e t i v e notes made i n the previous stage, the 

videotapes were again viewed and examined for s i m i l a r i t i e s and dissim

i l a r i t i e s across the fourteen exhibits of conference i n t e r a c t i o n . Since 

the intent of t h i s t h i r d stage was to produce an i n i t i a l code for 

describing and categorizing conference events i n a manner that would 

allow for general comparisons of one event with another, the researcher 

experimentally applied SATIT (a System for the Analysis of Teachers' 

Interactive Thoughts designed and tested by Marland, 1977). It followed 

n a t u r a l l y from the dictates of the research proposal to use a content 

analysis system developed to trace the problem-solving and i n t e r a c t i v e 

decision-making processes at work i n p a r t i c i p a n t s . In coding the 

conference dialogue and thought process t r a n s c r i p t s according to the 

categories contained i n SATIT, Tuckwell's (1980a) te c h n i c a l report on 

the a p p l i c a t i o n of content analysis to stimulated r e c a l l data was 

followed very c l o s e l y . This report included e x p l i c i t l y formulated 

guidelines for the u n i t i z a t i o n and categorization processes involved 
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i n coding and for the d i f f e r e n t i a t i o n of i n t e r a c t i v e from non-interactive 

thoughts i n the stimulated r e c a l l data. Over time, however, i t became 

clear that the a p p l i c a t i o n of SATIT to c l i n i c a l supervision p a r t i c i p a n t s ' 

i n t e r a c t i v e thoughts was not y i e l d i n g substantive insi g h t s into the 

supervisory r e l a t i o n s h i p . 

As a consequence, SATIT was discarded. Because the study was 

i n v e s t i g a t i n g the r e l a t i o n s h i p between c l i n i c a l supervision p a r t i c i p a n t s , 

as evidenced i n t h e i r i n t e r a c t i v e thoughts and not the thoughts of 

i n d i v i d u a l supervisors and supervisees, the primary focus of SATIT on 

tracing p a r t i c i p a n t problem-solving and i n t e r a c t i v e decision-making was 

inappropriate. What was required was not a coding system that focused 

on the substantive content of p a r t i c i p a n t s ' thoughts but one that helped 

explain the s t r u c t u r a l content, i . e . , how they processed the varied 

information and multitudinous interpersonal s t i m u l i that existed i n 

every conference. 

The fourth stage involved then further examination of the data 

to e s t a b l i s h a coding system that would "conceptualize the underlying 

pattern of a set of empirical i n d i c a t o r s within the data" i n a manner 

that would discover "the e s s e n t i a l r e l a t i o n s h i p between data and theory" 

(Glaser, 1978, p. 55). The goal of t h i s stage was to generate an emer

gent set of core categories and t h e i r properties which f i t t e d the data 

and were relevant for understanding and explaining the complex 

phenomenon of the c l i n i c a l supervision r e l a t i o n s h i p . During t h i s process 

of analysing the data i n the t r a n s c r i p t s l i n e by l i n e , c e r t a i n questions 

were kept i n mind: "what i s t h i s (jsicj data a study of? ...what category 

does t h i s incident indicate? ...what i s a c t u a l l y happening i n the data?" 

(Glaser, 1978, p. 57). These questions kept the research analyst 
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t h e o r e t i c a l l y s e n s i t i v e by f o r c i n g him "to focus on patterns among 

incidents which y i e l d codes" (Glaser, p. 57). As a consequence of a 

conscious search for "what sums up i n a pattern of behaviour the sub

stance of what i s going on i n the data" (Glaser, p. 57), a core v a r i a b l e 

began to emerge. The researcher began to sense that new discoveries 

might l i e i n understanding how each p a r t i c i p a n t handled the varied 

ambiguities and stresses that were evident i n the r e l a t i o n s h i p s on tape. 

The perplexing phenomenon of why d i f f e r e n t p a r t i c i p a n t s processed 

s i m i l a r kinds of information i n very d i f f e r e n t ways even when f u l f i l l i n g 

s i m i l a r roles became the focus. It seemed that the data were demon

s t r a t i n g with increasing compulsion that the breakthrough would occur 

i n attempting to understand how c l i n i c a l supervision p a r t i c i p a n t s think 

rather than focusing on what they consider. This emphasis on the 

structure of p a r t i c i p a n t s ' thoughts was s i m i l a r to what Joyce (1980) and 

Hunt (1979) describe as the v a r i a b l e "conceptual l e v e l " or CL. This 

fourth stage then culminated with.one further examination of the data 

to v e r i f y the grounded nature of t h i s variable's nuclear r o l e . 

The f i f t h stage then involved the researcher i n wide reading of 

a l l research studies, a r t i c l e s and books that related to the notion of 

conceptual functioning l e v e l . The purpose of t h i s further reading was to 

f a c i l i t a t e a conceptualization of the data i n a manner that was con

s i s t e n t with e x i s t i n g t h e o r e t i c a l formulations and that would allow for 

the i n t e g r a t i o n of other variables ( i . e . preactive and i n t e r a c t i v e 

constructive openness) with the core category of conceptual l e v e l . The 

framework that emerged through t h i s process became the conceptual basis 

for the study, as presented i n Chapter 3. Further, much of the related 

research and l i t e r a t u r e on conceptual development was integrated into 
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the e x i s t i n g review of c l i n i c a l supervision contained i n Chapter 2. The 

conceptualization of the data that took place i n t h i s stage also involved 

the derivation of categories for the subsequent analysis of p a r t i c i p a n t s ' 

conceptual functioning l e v e l . This category system ClinSuPICLAS ( C l i n 

i c a l Supervision P a r t i c i p a n t Interactive Conceptual Level Analysis 

System) i s described i n Appendix D. 

The f i n a l stage of the data analysis phase of the study con

s i s t e d of analysing the data contained i n the conference dialogue and 

thought process t r a n s c r i p t s according to the categories derived to 

represent the d i f f e r e n t l e v e l s of conceptual functioning. This process 

did not focus p r i m a r i l y on an analysis of content but rather on an 

analysis of the s t r u c t u r a l v a r i a t i o n s present i n each p a r t i c i p a n t ' s 

reported thoughts and recorded dialogue. 

The s i x stages of the data analysis phase of the study extended 

over a period of twenty months and provided the researcher with unlim

i t e d opportunities to experience the depressing f r u s t r a t i o n that Glaser 

(1978) suggests i s very much a part of the "grounded theory" approach 

to research: 

A f t e r awhile [ s i c ] the analyst s t a r t s drawing blanks and does 
not know what he i s reading [in the data3. He begins to f e e l i t i s 
a waste of time, comparing generates nothing, becoming a researcher 
seems f o o l i s h . He becomes i r r i t a b l e . He may even go into a some
what deep depression and f e e l a disturbing i d e n t i t y loss (Glaser, 
p. 23). 

ANALYTICAL TECHNIQUES 

Analysis of Conference Verbal Behaviour 

I n i t i a l l y , the verbal behaviour of each c l i n i c a l supervision 

p a r t i c i p a n t was analysed according to Wallen's (1972) freeing-binding 
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continuum (see Figure 4, Chapter 3). The frequency of behaviours on 

each category on the continuum was then m u l t i p l i e d by a weighting 

factor (see Appendix A for an explanation of weighting factors) and 

transferred onto a graph that plots the i n t e r a c t i o n of freeing and 

binding behaviours (see Appendix A for de s c r i p t i o n of transpositio n pro

cess) , rendering the i n t e r a c t i v e l e v e l of constructive openness for 

each p a r t i c i p a n t i n the conference. Since Wallen's (1972) f r e e i n g -

binding continuum was o r i g i n a l l y designed and weighted to analyse a 

f a c i l i t a t i n g r o l e , however, the i n i t i a t i n g r o l e adopted by most super-

visess i n the conference tended to place them at a lower l e v e l of i n t e r 

active constructive openness than they might espouse i f they were 

supervisors. Consequently, analysis of supervisee l e v e l of constructive 

openness was discontinued on the grounds of inappropriate measurement 

and the premise that the nature of the influence process at work i n the 

conference i s l a r g e l y determined by supervisor l e v e l of constructive 

openness (Wallen, 1972). 

Using the formula for i n t e r - and intra-coder r e l i a b i l i t y 

contained i n Appendix A, two conferences (A-L post-conference #2 and 

B-N pre-conference #2) were recoded two months apart and intracoder 

r e l i a b i l i t y c alculated. C o e f f i c i e n t s of 0.89 and 0.85 were recorded, 

providing a high index of s t a b i l i t y for the researcher's coding of 

supervisor i n t e r a c t i v e constructive openness l e v e l s . 

Analysis of Conference Dialogue and  
Thought Process Transcripts 

Although d i r e c t i o n s were issued p r i o r to the stimulated r e c a l l 

interviews exhorting p a r t i c i p a n t s to d i s t i n g u i s h between the thoughts 

they r e c a l l e d having during the conference and those which occurred 
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subsequent to the i n t e r a c t i o n , both i n t e r a c t i v e and non-interactive 

thoughts were reported. Because the study was p r i m a r i l y i n v e s t i g a t i n g 

how c l i n i c a l supervision p a r t i c i p a n t s related to each other during the 

conference, data contained i n t r a n s c r i p t s were i n i t i a l l y c l a s s i f i e d as 

i n t e r a c t i v e or non-interactive according to Tuckwell's (1980a) "Guide-

Lines for D i f f e r e n t i a t i n g Interactive from Non-Interactive Thoughts" 

(included i n Appendix E). 

As the data analysis phase progressed, however, i t became clear 

that to l i m i t the research to an i n v e s t i g a t i o n of the conceptual l e v e l 

evident i n c l i n i c a l supervision p a r t i c i p a n t i n t e r a c t i v e thoughts would 

deprive the study of meaningful information. Consequently, i t was 

decided to analyse both the conference dialogue and i n t e r a c t i v e thought 

processes for i n d i c a t o r s of conceptual functioning l e v e l and further to 

examine a l l data contained i n the t r a n s c r i p t s i . e . non-interactive as 

well as i n t e r a c t i v e , for general patterns of behaviour that might pro

vide useful insights i n t o the c l i n i c a l supervision process. The former 

micro-level analysis i s reported i n Chapters 5 and 6, while the l a t t e r 

macro-level analysis comes i n Chapter 8. 

ClinSuPICLAS. C l i n i c a l Supervision P a r t i c i p a n t Interactive 

Conceptual Level Analysis System (see Appendix D) i s a s t r u c t u r a l 

v a r i a t i o n s content analysis system r e l y i n g heavily on the thinking of 

Harvey et a l . (1961), Schroder et a l . (1967), and Harvey and Schroder 

(1963). In i t s d e r i v a t i o n i t follows very c l o s e l y the t r a d i t i o n of 

content analysis systems but i t s focus i n a p p l i c a t i o n i s somewhat d i f f 

erent. Where a "pure" content analysis system would be used to analyse 

what the substance of conference communication and i n t e r a c t i v e thought 

processes contains, a s t r u c t u r a l v a r i a t i o n s content analysis system 
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would examine that same substance f o r in d i c a t o r s of v a r i a b i l i t y i n the 

conceptual schemata that p a r t i c i p a n t s use i n thinking and communicating. 

Although subject to the same guidelines f o r u n i t i z a t i o n and categor

i z a t i o n as "pure" content a n a l y s i s , a s t r u c t u r a l v a r i a t i o n s system 

attempts to uncover how a person processes the information and i n t e r 

personal s t i m u l i that make up the substance of communication. 

Three generally agreed upon requirements for content analysis 

system i d e n t i f i e d by H o l s t i (1969) were applied to the derivation of 

ClinSuPICLAS: 

1. O b j e c t i v i t y s t i p u l a t e s that each step must be ca r r i e d out 
according to e x p l i c i t l y formulated rules and procedures to 
minimize the p o s s i b i l i t y that the findings r e f l e c t the analyst's 
subjective p r e d i s p o s i t i o n rather than the content of the 
material under a n a l y s i s . 

2. Content analysis must be systematic, which means that content 
or categories are included or excluded according to c o n s i s t 
ently applied c r i t e r i a . 

3. Generality requires that the findings have t h e o r e t i c a l r e l e 
vance ( H o l s t i , 1969, p. 3, c i t e d i n Tuckwell, 1980a, p. 1). 

Equally s i m i l a r to content a n a l y s i s , s t r u c t u r a l v a r i a t i o n s analysis 

systematically divides the substance of communication into units which 

are subsequently categorized. Each category i s , by d e f i n i t i o n , c l e a r l y 

distinguishable from a l l other categories and contain c e r t a i n properties 

p e c u l i a r to i t s e l f . The dual process of u n i t i z a t i o n and categorization 

has been described as: 

... the process whereby raw data are systematically transformed 
and aggregated into units which permit precise d e s c r i p t i o n of 
relevant content c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s . The rules by which t h i s trans
formation i s accomplished serve as the operational l i n k between the 
inves t i g a t o r ' s data and h i s theory and hypotheses. Coding rules are 
thus a c e n t r a l part of the research design ( H o l s t i , 1969, p. 94). 

Guetzkow (1950) maintains that the c e n t r a l problems i n t h i s kind of 

research are choice of unit and the s e l e c t i o n of categories f o r c l a s s 

i f y i n g u n i t s , adding that the f r u i t f u l n e s s of the transformation i s 
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dependent upon the c l a r i t y and p r e c i s i o n with which the rules for 

u n i t i z a t i o n and categorization can be a r t i c u l a t e d . He further maintains 

that category s e l e c t i o n and choice of unit s i z e are re l a t e d decisions: 

The development of a set of categories into which the q u a l i t 
a t i v e material may be c l a s s i f i e d i s always accompanied e x p l i c i t l y 
or i m p l i c i t l y by a decision as to the s i z e of the unit into which 
the material s h a l l be divided before i t i s categorized. Yet, 
s e l e c t i o n of unit s i z e seems more dependent upon the category-set 
employed than choice of category-set upon unit s i z e (Guetzkow, 
1950, p. 47). 

Tuckwell (1980a, pp. 3-4) c i t e s Marland (1977) and King (1979) whose 

studies confirmed the interdependence of unit and category. King 

suggests that i n coding data: 

... the procedure to be used involves one of examining the 
t r a n s c r i p t s and determining each unit on the basis of a section of 
the data complying with one of the categories of i n t e r a c t i v e 
thought. The unit i s only established when a segment of the tran
s c r i p t matches with the c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s of a category (King, 1979, 
p. 385). 

Marland takes the matter further, claiming that the categories l a r g e l y 

e s t a b l i s h the u n i t : 

... the d i s t i n c t i o n between the two stages of segmentation 
^ u n i t i z a t i o n ] and categorization i s blurred because the unit 
s e l e c t i o n i s best understood i n terms of the categories (Marland, 
1977, p. 304). 

Selection of categories and sub-categories becomes then an 

important component of the coding process. The following guidelines 

were followed i n the s e l e c t i o n and d e f i n i t i o n of categories for 

s t r u c t u r a l v a r i a t i o n s a n a l y s i s . Categories must: 

1. Reflect the purpose of the research. The analyst must define 
the v a r i a b l e s being dealt with (conceptual d e f i n i t i o n s ) and 
specify the i n d i c a t o r s which indicate whether a given content 
datum f a l l s within the category (operational d e f i n i t i o n ) ; 

2. Be exhaustive so that a l l relevant data can be c l a s s i f i e d ; 
3. Be mutually exclusive so that no unit can be placed i n more 

than one category; 
4. Be derived from a si n g l e c l a s s i f i c a t i o n p r i n c i p l e which s t i p 

ulates that conceptually d i f f e r e n t l e v e l s of analysis be kept 
separate ( H o l s t i , 1969, p. 95). 



123 

Following these guidelines, the categories i n ClinSuPICLAS, a 

s t r u c t u r a l v a r i a t i o n s content analysis system, were selected and 

developed i n close reference to the data t r a n s c r i p t s and the thinking 

of Harvey et a l . (1961) and Schroder et a l . (1967). A more detai l e d 

explanation of the motivational p r i n c i p l e s and supervision conditions 

on which the category-sets are based i s to be found i n Appendix D 

( p r i n c i p l e s ) and Chapter 3 (conditions). E s s e n t i a l l y , then, the cat

egories and b r i e f d e f i n i t i o n s presented here were used for an i n i t i a l 

c l a s s i f i c a t i o n of the data. In many instances, the s u p e r f i c i a l 

d e f i n i t i o n s compiled i n ClinSuPICLAS were s u f f i c i e n t to categorize the 

data meaningfully but, at other times, the s t r u c t u r a l ] v a r i a t i o n s content 

analysis was forced to r e l y on the f u l l e r descriptions contained i n 

Appendix D and Chapter 3. It should be noted, then, that ClinSuPICLAS 

i s more us e f u l for rendering an "overview" categorization than a 

d e t a i l e d a n a lysis. With t h i s caveat i n mind, the analysis system i s 

presented i n Table 2. The ten categories allow for v a r i a t i o n according 

to the four l e v e l s of conceptual development; namely, Level I u n i l a t e r a l 

dependence, Level II negative dependence, Level III c o n d i t i o n a l 

dependence, and Level IV with i t s combination of autonomy and i n t e r 

dependence. 

Examples of u n i t i z a t i o n and categorization. The unit of analysis 

used by Bloom (1954) was the thought or i d e a t i o n a l unit which he defined 

as "that proportion of the report which i s centered on a s i n g l e idea, 

a c t i v i t y or thought" (p. 27). Taba et a l . (1964) defined a thought unit 

as "a remark or s e r i e s of remarks which expresses a more or less comp

le t e idea and serves a s p e c i f i e d function" (p. 115). Depending upon 

the category, then, an i d e a t i o n a l unit may be constituted by a s i n g l e 
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Table 2 

CLINICAL SUPERVISION PARTICIPANTS' 
INTERACTIVE CONCEPTUAL LEVEL 

ANALYSIS SYSTEM 

1. Sensitization 
Level I - closed to personal, open to insti

tutional power. 
Level II - resenting control as interper

sonal threat. 
Level III - open to sought-out others. 
Level IV - open to differences in experien

ces, in task difficulty levels, and 
in other participant's com
petence. 

3. Refutation 
Level I - no clear prescription for 

behaviour. 
Level II - evaluative feedback. 
Level III - other participant rejection or 

pressure towards autonomy. 
Level IV - restriction of autonomy. 

5. Bolstering 
Level I 
Level II 

Level III 

Level IV 

impersonal reaffirmation of duty, 
setting excessively high perfor
mance goals to reaffirm 
competence, 
reaffirmation of social 
acceptance. 
reaffirmation of concern with 
information in feedback. 

2. Confirmation 
Level I - unambiguous prescription for 

behaviour. 
Level II - successful control of other 

participant. 
Level III - other participant approval. 
Level IV - rigorous, interdependent task 

analysis. 

4. Neutralization 
Level I - blocking out or distorting critical 

feedback with categorical 
judgments. 

Level II - deliberate indifference to own 
responsibility and other partici
pant's reputation 

Level III - denial of other participant's 
responsibility or rejection. 

Level IV - denial of relevance of other par
ticipant's standard. 

6. Behavioural Responses 
Level I - rigid and uncritically submissive. 
Level II - other participant devaluation 

and problem avoidance. 
Level III - excessive reliance on sought-

out other's evaluation. 
Level IV - provisional self-correction and 

information seeking. 

(Categories 7-10 inclusive are for analysis of 
supervisor dialogue and thoughts only) 

7. Criteria Determination 
Level I - absolute; supervisor rigid 

imposition. 
Level II - absolute; supervisor subtle 

imposition. 
Level III - relative; conjoint evaluation of 

exploratory behaviour. 
Level IV - relative; supervisee clarification 

of behavioural consequences. 

8. Direction of Rewards 
Level I - external standards; consistent 

application. 
Level II - external standards; inconsistent 

application. 
Level III - supervisee exploratory behav

iour; supportive feedback. 
Level IV - supervisee exploratory behav

iour; conjoint approval of instru
mental achievements. 

9. Concern for Supervision 
Level I - supervisee ideas ignored, 

quashed. 
Level II - lack of interpersonal affinity. 
Level III - du al accountability. 
Level IV - supervisee free to experiment. 

10. Supervisor Manipulation 
Level I - supervisee behaviour 

manipulation. 
Level II - expectations beyond supervisee 

ability. 
Level III - role modelling. 
Level IV - task environment manipulation 

within supervisee ability. 
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word, a phrase, a sentence, a number of sentences, or even an e n t i r e 

paragraph. The following examples are presented to i l l u s t r a t e how 

thought units vary i n length according to category s e l e c t i o n : 

(I,was j u s t thinking about the week at t h i s point, how I'm 
going to plan a l l the week because I plan usually no more than two 
lessons ahead pretty w e l l because for one thing i t ' s my f i r s t year 
and i t ' s easier j u s t to plan a couple of lessons at a time.) (I 
guess i n a way I don't want him £the supervisor] to know that.) 
(So, for example with my day-book, I have i t open ... to the lesson 
for today, and sometimes I'm hoping that he won't ask me how I'm 
going to continue i t tomorrow because I don't have that planned out) 
(Supervisee 'L' thought processes, 9:09), A-L pre-conference #1). 

This segment of supervisee 'L's i n t e r a c t i v e thought processes 

contains three units (denoted by parantheses). The f i r s t unit r e l a t e s 

to Level II n e u t r a l i z a t i o n , where he displays an i n d i f f e r e n c e to his own 

p r o f e s s i o n a l r e s p o n s i b i l i t y to plan ahead and attempts to r a t i o n a l i z e 

t h i s i n d i f f e r n e c e by reference to h i s status as a beginning teacher. 

The second unit, much shorter than the f i r s t , addresses Level II sens

i t i z a t i o n where 'L' interprets h i s concern about planning i n terms of an 

interpersonal threat. The t h i r d unit i s an example of a Level II 

behavioural response where the suprvisee issues thoughts that r e l a t e to 

the idea of avoiding the prospect of planning analysis and improvement. 

A second example i s taken from supervisor 'A', post-conference 

(I know he's taken aback there but ... i t doesn't bother me 
because that's what you have to do i f you want to get i n there, 
then I think you have to take the plunge at that point ... and 
I'm quite comfortable with that ...) (He's covering h i s mouth 
the whole time he's t a l k i n g to me when he gets nervous; he's 
obviously nervous r i g h t now because he doesn't have time to 
think about t h i s ... he didn't know before hand that I was 
going to ask him that. And h i s other hand i s moving around as 
w e l l . I r e a l l y don't know what...it s i g n i f i e s ... but I took i t 
as being nervous.) (Really I think he's searching for a way to 
say "no" at t h i s point) (Supervisor thought processes, 15:48). 

The f i r s t unit i n t h i s segment i s i l l u s t r a t i v e of Level IV supervisor 
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manipulation, where 'A' displays an information o r i e n t a t i o n designed to 

manipulate the supervisee's task environment within the l i m i t s of h i s 

a b i l i t y . The second unit i s an example of a Level IV behavioural 

response; 'A' processes the supervisee's verbal and nonverbal behaviour 

i n a tentative manner that addresses p r o v i s i o n a l s e l f - c o r r e c t i o n and 

does not abscind h i s information-seeking strategy. The t h i r d u n i t , 

again much shorter than the others, evidences Level III s e n s i t i z a t i o n 

where he i s open to the feelings being experienced by the supervisee 

during t h i s press. 

The l a s t example i s the coding of supervisee 'L's thoughts that 

occurred simultaneously to 'A's reported above: 

L: (I'm thinking r i g h t there that t h i s i s my best class that he's 
seen, a group of seven kids who are keen, w e l l , i f not keen, at 
l e a s t very bright ... I have a couple of bigger classes that 
are not the same way, there's a d i f f e r e n t atmosphere i n them; 
one of them i s n ' t very much into learning and another one I've 
had a few d i s c i p l i n e problems with.) (So I'm thinking that i f 
he comes i n the room i n t h i s one, i t might be a t o t a l l y d i f f e r 
ent atmosphere and that's kind of threatening to me) (and I 
sort of would l i k e i t to end here since i t went so very w e l l ) — 
but that's me, 'A's not a threatening human being, i t ' s just 
my reaction, that's the way I think) (Supervisee thought 
processes, 15:54). 

The f i r s t unit contains thought revolving around the idea of coping with 

the supervisor press towards supervisee autonomy, i . e . , Level I I I 

r e f u t a t i o n . The second unit evidences Level II s e n s i t i z a t i o n and the 

t h i r d unit demonstrates a Level II behavioural avoidance response. The 

fourth unit i s a case of Level I I I n e u t r a l i z a t i o n where 'L' exonerates 

'A' from any r e s p o n s i b i l i t y for h i s , 'L's, reaction to the supervisor 

press. 

R e l i a b i l i t y . Because a l l t r a n s c r i p t s of conference dialogue 

and p a r t i c i p a n t thought processes were coded by the researcher (who 
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worked independently on the study), the only index of coding s t a b i l i t y 

possible was intra-coder r e l i a b i l i t y . Sample segments from the tran

s c r i p t s were coded at two d i f f e r e n t times to e s t a b l i s h a measure of 

intra-coder r e l i a b i l i t y . Scott's formula for c a l c u l a t i n g a r e l i a b i l i t y 

c o e f f i c i e n t : 

Po " P e 

R e l i a b i l i t y = 

1.00 - P e 

was used, where P D represents the agreement between two observers (or 

one observer on two occasions) and P e represents the agreement between 

two observers (or one observer on two occasions) that occurs simply by 

chance (Ober et a l . 1971, p. 80). 

Since Tuckwell (1980a, p. 12) c i t e s Marland (1977) and King 

(1979) as having established a r e l i a b i l i t y c o e f f i c i e n t of 0.70 as an 

acceptable l e v e l of r e l i a b i l i t y , the intra-coder measure of 0.83 c a l 

culated i n t h i s study would appear to be at an appropriate l e v e l . Four 

segments of the stimulated r e c a l l data were recoded for supervisors 'A', 

'B', and 'D', and supervisees 'L', and 'P'. In addition, two segments 

of data were recoded for supervisor 'C' and supervisees 'M', 'N', and 

'0'. Over a l l twenty-eight segments that were coded at an i n t e r v a l 

two months apart, an intra-coder r e l i a b i l i t y c o e f f i c i e n t of 0.83 was 

established. 



Chapter 5 

COMMUNICATION IN CONFERENCE INTERACTION 

This chapter presents the research data. The verbal data are 

presented i n terms of p a r t i c i p a n t s ' preactive and i n t e r a c t i v e l e v e l s of 

constructive openness and the data contained i n conference dialogue and 

thought process t r a n s c r i p t s are presented i n the form of eight 

representative case studies. 

Four supervisors (A, B, C, D) undertook two complete c l i n i c a l 

cycles with t h e i r respective supervisees (L, M, N, 0, P). P r i o r to the 

conference data gathering period, supervision p a r t i c i p a n t s completed a 

Preactive Behaviour Instrument (see Appendix A) designed to rate how they 

think they would behave v e r b a l l y i n the supervisor r o l e during the 

c l i n i c a l conference. (Since the Preactive Behaviour Instrument, based as 

i t was on Wallen's (1972) freeing-binding continuum, merely measures the 

verbal climate established by a f a c i l i t a t o r , supervisees were instructed 

to f i l l out the instrument as i f they themselves were i n the r o l e of 

supervisor). This r a t i n g indicates, before conference i n t e r a c t i o n , the 

l e v e l of constructive openness (see Figure 8, Chapter 3) at which c l i n i c a l 

supervision p a r t i c i p a n t s think they w i l l function. In addition, each 

supervisee completed a b r i e f questionnaire designed to characterize the 

r o l e he or she had adopted i n previous supervisory intervention. 

Each of the fourteen a v a i l a b l e conferences was analysed for 

supervisor verbal behaviour to determine the i n t e r a c t i v e l e v e l of con

s t r u c t i v e openness fostered i n the conference. The same procedure was 
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i n i t i a l l y enacted with supervisee verbal behaviour but, since Wallen's 

(1972) freeing-binding continuum was s p e c i f i c a l l y weighted i n favour of 

a f a c i l i t a t i n g r o l e , the i n i t i a t i n g r o l e adopted by most supervisees i n 

the conference tended to place them at a lower l e v e l of i n t e r a c t i v e con

s t r u c t i v e openness than they might espouse i f they themselves were 

supervisors. Consequently, analysis of supervisee i n t e r a c t i v e l e v e l of 

constructive openness was discontinued on the grounds of inappropriate 

measurement and the premise that the nature of the influence process at 

work i n the conference i s l a r g e l y determined by supervisor l e v e l of 

constructive openness (Wallen, 1972). 

A f t e r each conference, p a r t i c i p a n t s were shown, at separate times, 

a videotape recording of the i n t e r a c t i o n . This procedure was used to 

stimulate t h e i r r e c a l l of the thoughts they were having during conference 

i n t e r a c t i o n . The p a r t i c i p a n t s ' verbal a r t i c u l a t i o n of thoughts was 

recorded on audiotape and these introspective recordings, together with 

the videotaped recordings of the conference dialogue, comprise the 

p r i n c i p a l data i n t h i s study. These data, on which the analysis of 

i n t e r a c t i v e thought processes and conference dialogue i s based, are 

presented i n the form of synoptic case studies. Because of the immense 

amount of data contained i n the fourteen a v a i l a b l e conferences, a 

representative sample of eight conference.case studies w i l l be presented 

i n t h i s chapter. Although the s t r u c t u r a l v a r i a t i o n s analysis of confer

ence dialogue and p a r t i c i p a n t thought processes i n Chapter 6 w i l l , of 

necessity, only focus on four of these eight conferences, the data of a l l 

fourteen conferences w i l l be used to derive g e n e r a l i t i e s r e l a t i n g to 

c l i n i c a l supervision i n Chapter 8. 
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CONSTRUCTIVE OPENNESS LEVELS 

Supervision l e v e l s of constructive openness were derived f o r the 

preactive and i n t e r a c t i v e phases of c l i n i c a l supervision (see Appendix A 

for procedures). Preactive constructive openness l e v e l s i n d i c a t e the 

anticipated conference blend of freeing and binding verbal communication 

behaviours and the i n t e r a c t i v e l e v e l s represent the actual blend observed 

i n conference i n t e r a c t i o n . 

Preactive Level 

Table 3 demonstrates p a r t i c i p a n t preactive l e v e l s of constructive 

openness together with t h e i r d i f f e r e n t stages of professional development 

The data, e.g., 0-2.41 representing supervisee 'O's score at 2.41 on the 

Preactive Behaviour Instrument, are organized according to categories 

f i r s t i d e n t i f i e d by Yarger and Mertens (1980). 

Supervisor 'A', male p r i n c i p a l of a senior secondary school i n 

northern B r i t i s h Columbia, scored at 6.12 while h i s supervisee, 'L', a 

f i r s t year male teacher, scored at 5.27 and indicated a preference for 

the supervisee r o l e of responsible independence. 

Supervisor 'B', male p r i n c i p a l of an elementary school i n 

northern B r i t i s h Columbia, produced a score of 3.01 i n preactive con

s t r u c t i v e openness. His f i r s t supervisee, 'M', a f i r s t year male teacher 

scored at 4.14 and chose counterdependency as a char a c t e r i z a t i o n of the 

ro l e he had played as a supervisee. Supervisor 'B's second supervisee, 

'N', a female teacher of many years standing who had recently given up a 

r u r a l p r i n c i p a l s h i p for her current urban-based classroom teaching 

p o s i t i o n , had not only supervised along c l i n i c a l l i n e s h e r s e l f before but 

also scored at 5.08 and indicated a strong preference for the supervisee 



Table 3 

Experience of C l i n i c a l Supervision P a r t i c i p a n t s and 
Preactive Levels of Constructive Openness 

\. Experience as 
Experience\Supervisor 
as Teacher \. 

Supervisor 
i n 

Training 

Beginning 
Supervisor 
1-2 years 

P r a c t i c i n g 
Supervisor 
3-5 years 

Experienced 
Supervisor 
5-30 years 

Pre-Service 
Student Teacher 

0-2.41 : C-3.86 

Beginning Teacher 
1-2 years 

M-4.14 : B-3.01 L-5.27 : A-6.12 

P r a c t i c i n g Teacher 
3-8 years 

P-6.37 : D-6.02 

Experienced Teacher 
8-30 years 

N-5.08 : B-3.01 

file:///Supervisor
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r o l e of responsible independence. 

Supervisor 'C', a male elementary classroom teacher i n south

west B r i t i s h Columbia, produced a score of 3.96 while h i s supervisee, 

'0', a f i n a l year pre-service female student teacher scored at 2.41 and 

indicated a preference for u n r e a l i s t i c dependency as a supervisee r o l e . 

Supervisor 'D', a long-standing female member of fa c u l t y at an 

Eastern Canadian u n i v e r s i t y , scored at 6.02 i n constructive openness 

while her supervisee, 'P', a beginning male fa c u l t y member at the same 

i n s t i t u t i o n , scored at 6.37 and indicated a preference for responsible 

independence as a supervisee r o l e . 

Interactive Level 

The focus of th i s analysis was on the i n t e r a c t i v e l e v e l s of con

s t r u c t i v e openness that a l l four supervisors fostered as they conferenced 

with t h e i r respective supervisees. Table 4 displays supervisors.'; i n t e r 

a ctive l e v e l s of constructive openness and the associating influence 

process i n each conference, together with the preactive scores of 

supervisors and supervisees. (The as t e r i s k s indicate the conferences 

selected for case study presentation). I t demonstrates the v a r i a t i o n 

observed between each supervisor's preactive and i n t e r a c t i v e l e v e l s and 

among the d i f f e r e n t conferences that supervisors r e s p e c t i v e l y conducted. 

Supervisor 'A' functioned i n t e r a c t i v e l y at l e v e l 5 (5.84, 5.74, 

and 5.27) i n h i s conferencing with supervisee 'L', except during the 

f i r s t pre-conference when h i s i n t e r a c t i v e constructive openness l e v e l 

registered at 6.21. Although supervisor 'A' started o f f working towards 

i n t e r n a l i z a t i o n , i n the l a t t e r three conferences he appeared to be 

leaning more towards a process of i d e n t i f i c a t i o n and the f o s t e r i n g of a 

ro l e model dependency i n supervisee 'L'. 



Table 4 

Preactive, Interactive Levels of Constructice Openness and 
Corresponding Influence Processes i n Conference 

Supervisor 

A 

Preactive Interactive Influence Process Preactive Supervisee 

L 

Supervisor 

A 6.12 

6.21 pre-conf #1 
5.84 post-conf #1 
5.74 pre-conf #2 
5.27 post-conf #2 

I n t e r n a l i z a t i o n * 
I d e n t i f i c a t i o n * 
I d e n t i f i c a t i o n 
I d e n t i f i c a t i o n 

5.27 

Supervisee 

L 

B 3.01 

4.61 pre-conf #1 
3.48 post-conf #1 
4.33 pre-conf #2 
3.86 post-conf #2 

I d e n t i f i c a t i o n * 
Non-Identification * 
I d e n t i f i c a t i o n 
Non-Identification 

4.14 

5.08 

M 

N 

C 3.86 

pre-conf #1 
3.62 post-conf #1 

pre-conf #2 
3.91 post-conf #2 

Non-Identification * 

Non-Identification * 

2.41 0 

D 6.02 

7.06 pre-conf #1 
6.54 post-conf #1 
7.11 pre-conf #2 
6.59 post-conf #2 

I n t e r n a l i z a t i o n * 
I n t e r n a l i z a t i o n * 
I n t e r n a l i z a t i o n 
I n t e r n a l i z a t i o n 

6.37 P 
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Supervisor 'B' fostered i n t e r a c t i v e constructive openness at 

l e v e l s 4.61 and 4.33 i n h i s pre-conferences with supervisees 'M' and 'N' 

respectively but co n s i s t e n t l y functioned at l e v e l 3 (3.48 and 3.86) i n 

the post-conferences. While he would appear to espouse i d e n t i f i c a t i o n 

i n the pre-conferences, h i s post-conference verbal behaviour would l i k e l y 

cause a process of n o n - i d e n t i f i c a t i o n , with the accompanying supervisee 

r o l e of counterdependence, to be i n e f f e c t . 

S i m i l a r l y , supervisor 'C, whose f i r s t pre-conf erence video 

recording was l o s t due to equipment f a i l u r e and who subsequently, for 

reasons which were contested but not overruled by the researcher, decided 

not to conduct a second pre-conference, functioned i n t e r a c t i v e l y at 

constructive openness l e v e l s 3.62 and 3.91 i n the post-conferences. 

Supervisee '0', then, would most l i k e l y be subject to the influence pro

cesses of n o n - i d e n t i f i c a t i o n and the counterdependent e f f e c t s i t produces 

i n her behaviour. 

Supervisor 'D' also shows the tendency evidenced by 'A' and 'B' 

where the l e v e l of i n t e r a c t i v e constructive openness i s higher i n the 

pre-conference than i n the post-conference. In the pre-conferences, 'D' 

functions at l e v e l s 7.06 and 7.11, whereas i n the post-conferences her 

i n t e r a c t i v e communication drops down to l e v e l s 6.54 and 6.59. This 

tendency may be explained by the fact that the pre-conference, by i t s 

very design and intent, allows for greater f a c i l i t a t i o n on the part of 

the supervisor; the post-conference, however, because of the need to 

generate courses of a c t i o n for i n s t r u c t i o n a l improvement, may often 

require the supervisor to push and probe i n a d i r e c t i o n that i s not 

always i n i t i a t e d by the supervisee. The pre- - post conference discrepancy 

notwithstanding, supervisor 'D' used verbal behaviour i n a l l four 
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conferences with 'P' that fostered the process of i n t e r n a l i z a t i o n and 

the accompanying supervisee r o l e of responsible independence. 

CONFERENCE CASE STUDIES 

The following eight case studies (two from each supervisor) are 

based on the data contained i n the t r a n s c r i p t s of conference dialogue 

and p a r t i c i p a n t thought processes. Consequently, references made to 

p a r t i c i p a n t s ' thoughts, f e e l i n g s , inner states, etc., are done only on 

the basis of documented responses to the video stimulus. Each point at 

which p a r t i c i p a n t s stopped the tape to report a thought i s referred to as 

a "stimulus point" and events i n conference i n t e r a c t i o n that stimulated 

i n both supervisor and supervisee the r e c a l l of i n t e r a c t i v e thoughts are 

characterized as " c r i t i c a l i ncidents". 

A-L Pre-conf erence #1 

This conference had a duration of 20 minutes 25 seconds. It 

begins with supervisee 'L' i n i t i a t i n g conversation about some recently 

suspended students. P r i n c i p a l / s u p e r v i s o r 'A' appears reluctant to t a l k 

about t h i s subject ( v e r i f i e d i n h i s thought processes) and turns the 

conversation to karate, a topic of mutual i n t e r e s t . 

A f t e r 2 minutes 38 seconds of general introductory t a l k , super

v i s o r 'A' i n i t i a t e s dialogue around a previous class where supervisee 'L' 

has experienced d i s c i p l i n e problems. In addition, he sets the supervisee 

at ease by suggesting that 'L' use an outline developed by two other 

S o c i a l Studies teachers to s a t i s f y the Department Head's demand for a 

course o u t l i n e . Then supervisee 'L', professing an impatience for the 

day's lesson focus i n h i s thoughts, brings up 'Block D'—the class where 

he had had d i s c i p l i n e problems—of h i s own v o l i t i o n . Supervisor 'A' i s 
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concerned that 'L' not allude to what was a d i f f i c u l t episode too much, 

and, i n attempting to help supervisee 'L' r e a l i z e that he must put i t 

behind him, supervisor 'A' points out the d i f f i c u l t i e s that other 

teachers have had with that very class to i l l u s t r a t e that the problems 

'L' encountered as a f i r s t year teacher were not h i s f a u l t at a l l . 

At 4:50 i n the conference, the lesson focus f o r that day comes. 

As background information about the English 11A class i s shared, super

visee 'L' mentions that there are no d i s c i p l i n e problems to speak of. 

In other words, d i s c i p l i n e appears to be s t i l l very much on h i s mind and 

h i s thought at 5:26 reveals that he f e e l s quite nervous about the c l a s s 

room v i s i t a t i o n . His thought at 5:57 reveals further anxiety about how the 

class w i l l perform once the supervisor i s present and, during the h a l f -

minute that he alludes to d i s c i p l i n e i n the c l a s s , h i s inner nervousness 

i s communicated nonverbally through sighs and pauses and v e r b a l l y through 

statements that e s s e n t i a l l y q u a l i f y h i s predictions about class performance 

and p a r t i c i p a t i o n . At 7:10 supervisor 'A' sets 'L' at ease about the 

d i s c i p l i n e concern by suggesting that i t no longer appears to be a problem. 

In addition to wanting to set supervisee 'L' at ease, supervisor 

'A' perceives the conference at 7:10 to be at a point where the supervisee 

should do most of the t a l k i n g . Consequently, he wants supervisee 'L' to 

get beyond d i s c i p l i n e anxieties and focus more on the substance of the 

day's lesson. To f a c i l i t a t e that expression, supervisor 'A' consciously 

withdraws v e r b a l l y and d e l i b e r a t e l y increases h i s nonverbal encouragement 

(largely nodding of the head) for the supervisee to continue t a l k i n g . As 

a r e s u l t , supervisee 'L' talks without i n t e r r u p t i o n about the background 

to the day's lesson and the d e t a i l s of i t s focus for 1 minute 15 seconds. 

However, a f t e r s u c c e s s f u l l y prompting the supervisee to take the i n i t i a t i v e 
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for so long, supervisor 'A' responds to something that has been said j u s t 

as supervisee 'L' i s beginning to t a l k further about the lesson and 

interrupts him. In so doing, supervisor 'A' r e d i r e c t s the focus of 

conference dialogue and, a f t e r answering the question, supervisee 'L' 

waits for the supervisor to i n i t i a t e . It i s possible, then, that super

visee 'L' reads the i n t e r r u p t i o n at 8:26 as a cue for him to stop t a l k i n g . 

Supervisor 'A' then focuses on the reading programme i n the 

school and asks supervisee 'L' what he i s doing to encourage reading i n 

the class i n question. Supervisee 'L' responds by saying that the 

students are required to read a novel other than a class text and begins 

to elaborate on the time he a l l o c a t e d f or the reading programme. In so 

doing, he indicates that he occasionally gives the students free reading 

periods i n c l a s s . This point r e g i s t e r s strongly i n supervisor 'A's 

thoughts as being unnecessary but he decides to withhold commenting about 

i t . Instead he allows supervisee 'L' to t a l k uninterruptedly for 1 minute 

3 seconds. During t h i s time, 'L' t r i e s to demonstrate how f l e x i b l e he i s 

i n a l l o c a t i n g time for the reading programme when, i n h i s thoughts, he 

recognizes that, he does not plan very f a r ahead. Supervisor 'A' merely 

l i s t e n s and sometimes, unbeknown to the supervisee, appears agitated. 

Three seconds before he begins to i n i t i a t e the dialogue again, supervisor 

'A' coughs nervously, then asks the supervisee what he i s s p e c i f i c a l l y 

going to do today. 

At 10:10 supervisee 'L' p u l l s h i s day-book towards himself and 

supervisor 'A' and the l a t t e r leans across to adjust the day-book's 

p o s i t i o n to where both are looking over i t . Supervisee 'L' i s not 

unsettled by t h i s sharing of the lesson plan even though h i s forward 

planning i s scant and supervisor 'A' questions about where the students 
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are i n the novel to be dealt with i n the day's lesson. Supervisee 'L' 

describes how the day's lesson w i l l revolve around the four theme essay 

questions from which the students w i l l choose one to tackle as an 

assignment. F i r s t , he and the students w i l l discuss them, then he w i l l 

allow students to spend some time on the assignment towards the end of 

the period. Because only one of the students i n the class o r i g i n a l l y 

knew what a theme essay was, 'L' goes through an explanation of the 

progression of how he introduced students to th i s type of l i t e r a r y 

composition. He acknowledges that the students have come up with "some 

s t a r t l i n g s t u f f " , the kind of insig h t s that surprise him when he looks 

back on the Block D class i n the previous semester. On hearing t h i s , 

the second reference to Block D (and i t s accompanying memories of 

d i s c i p l i n e problems) i n the l a s t two minutes, supervisor 'A', having 

ignored the f i r s t reference, now d e l i b e r a t e l y changes the subject at 

11:49 in.the conference. 

Rather than p r e c i p i t a t e a further discussion of d i s c i p l i n e 

concerns, supervisor 'A' asks 'L' how the students perform i n t h e i r 

essays once they have organized the material along thematic l i n e s . This 

question not only serves to avoid a p o t e n t i a l l y d i sruptive digression but 

also keeps the conference focussed on the d e t a i l s of the lesson to be 

observed. Supervisee 'L' responds that the students w r i t i n g i s generally 

very good but that there are some "atrocious w r i t e r s " i n the other 

classes he teaches. Supervisor 'A' betrays ( i n h i s thoughts only) that 

such a remark bothers him but he chooses not to express his opinion on 

the matter, opting instead to probe how 'L' gives c o r r e c t i v e feedback to 

students who are required to re-write t h e i r essays. 'L' a r t i c u l a t e s what 

he has done with students to improve t h e i r w r i t i n g of thematic essays and 
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'A' asks i f he, 'L', has noticed a difference between the f i r s t and 

second semesters i n student essay w r i t i n g . Supervisee 'L' verbalizes 

that, because he i s more f a m i l i a r with the material, there i s a d i f f e r 

ence i n h i s teaching and i n student response. 

Supervisor 'A' continues to probe the d e t a i l s of the day's lesson 

by attempting to paraphrase what he thinks i s going to take place. Super

visee 'L' quickly jumps i n to correct an inaccuracy and 'A' allows him to 

continue t a l k i n g without i n t e r r u p t i o n for 48 seconds i n the hope that 'L' 

w i l l explain how he expects the students to tackle the theme essay 

assignment. But the focus of supervisee 'L's remarks i s on the content 

of the assignment rather than the method, causing 'A' to question him 

about hi s expectations for student p a r t i c i p a t i o n , as the assignment i s 

explained and unpacked during the course of the lesson. The mention of 

student p a r t i c i p a t i o n , however, causes a c e r t a i n perplexity to r e g i s t e r 

i n supervisee 'L's thoughts at 16:04. Despite h i s covert perplexity, 

supervisee 'L' answers the question i n a way that describes what the 

students are expected to do during the lesson; he expects them to come up 

with s p e c i f i c d e t a i l s that could be included i n the actual essay 

assignment. 

Supervisee 'L's perplexity increases when "A' asks him how the 

students w i l l react to the assignment task: "Do they enjoy doing essays?" 

(Conference dialogue,16:59). Once again 'L' wonders why 'A' posed that 

s p e c i f i c question but does not fathom an explanation. He does, however, 

ver b a l i z e h i s view that few students a c t u a l l y l i k e doing essays but that 

they get into the assignment once they r e a l i z e i t has to be done. 

Supervisor 'A's reason for t h i s l i n e of questioning i s to help 'L' over

come a tendency towards discouragement about student i n t e r e s t i n English 
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l i t e r a t u r e that he has sensed i n the supervisee during t h e i r supervisory 

r e l a t i o n s h i p . 

After further review through paraphrasing of the assignment 

expectations, supervisor 'A' asks at 17:56 i f there i s anything that 'L' 

wants him s p e c i f i c a l l y to look f o r . The supervisee mentions, a concern 

he has about whether, during a fast flowing discussion, he becomes unduly 

r e p e t i t i o u s as he attempts to orient the..lesson. He also asks 'A' to 

observe for h i s manner i n leading the discussion to.see i f he i s too 

demanding and therefore i n t i m i d a t i n g . 'A' promises to check 'L' out on 

these matters and ends the conference by s t a t i n g that h e ' l l be i n the 

classroom before the beginning of the period. 

A-L Post-conference / / l 

This conference had a duration of 17 minutes 29 seconds. I t 

begins with 'A' breaking the i c e very quickly with a reference to h i s 

having j u s t got out of the shower and then asking 'L' what he thought of 

the lesson. The supervisee shares his impressions suggesting that the 

lesson was not as f l u i d as previous ones and that Richard, one of the 

students, tended to say more than the others. He further a r t i c u l a t e s 

that the class missed a g i r l student named Anita who generally contributes 

much to the discussion but that he thought the lesson had gone w e l l . 

Supervisor 'A' agrees with supervisee 'L's appraisal and i s impressed i n 

h i s thoughts that 'L' had spotted the problem of Richard for himself. In 

the conference dialogue, 'A' t e l l s 'L' how impressed he was during the 

lesson with the c a l i b r e of responses given by students, thus sharing a 

p o s i t i v e appraisal with the supervisee within the f i r s t minute of the 

post-conference. 

A f t e r saying that Richard i s n ' t a f r a i d to answer, supervisor 'A' 
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explores h i s sensing that the student's constant contribution to the 

discussion was bothering 'L'. The supervisee admits that i t did but 

pri m a r i l y because he thought i t might concern the supervisor. 'A' asks 

him what he did consciously to prevent the student from dominating the 

discussion and 'L' r e l a t e s how he d e l i b e r a t e l y cued o ff Richard onto the 

faces of other students to assess t h e i r l e v e l of i n t e r e s t and readiness 

to add something to the discussion. 'A' further suggests that the other 

students do not seem a f r a i d to o f f e r t h e i r opinions, h i s intent being to 

probe how supervisee 'L' involved them i n the discussion. What supervisor 

'A' had noticed (and he a r t i c u l a t e s t h i s i n h i s thoughts) was that, as he 

kept h i s eyes o f f Richard, 'L' directed the discussion to other students 

by asking them d i r e c t l y . 'A' probes t h i s point then i n order to e l i c i t 

from 'L' whether t h i s was a deliberate strategy or whether i t merely 

happened that way because.of h i s concern to spread the discussion around. 

Because supervisee 'L' does not a r t i c u l a t e what 'A' had noticed, 

the supervisor r e d i r e c t s h i s probe of how 'L' handled the class discussion 

to focus on how the g i r l students respond when Anita, one of the brighter 

g i r l s , i s present. 'L' explains that they tend to take t h e i r cue from 

Anita and consequently are more involved when she i s not absent, but 

adding that one of the g i r l s (Vicki) hardly ever involves h e r s e l f . 

Supervisor 'A' remarks about how impressive i t i s that the boy students 

were quite uninhibited even with him as p r i n c i p a l i n the room. He had 

even talked with the boys before supervisee 'L' ar r i v e d and they c a r r i e d 

on as i f he, 'A', were not there—behaviour he finds most impressive. 

'L' responds that he t r i e s to c u l t i v a t e t h i s atmosphere i n the class and 

re l a t e s how he structures, the lessons for continuity and for f a c i l i t a t i n g 

a naturalness i n students during discussion. A noticeable aspect of the 
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conference Interaction i n the f i r s t three and a hal f minutes ( v e r i f i e d i n 

both p a r t i c i p a n t s ' thought processes) i s the relaxed pose that both 

supervisor and supervisee have adopted. 

When 'L' f i n i s h e s t a l k i n g , supervisor 'A' suggests that the 

supervisee broke the lesson up i n an i n t e r e s t i n g fashion. Not at a l l 

c e r t a i n what the supervisor means by t h i s , 'L' asks him to c l a r i f y . 'A' 

explains that the lesson flowed and that he would l i k e to know how 'L' 

consciously broke up the period so that i t did not appear "jerky" (this 

representing a concealed reference back to pre-conference discussion of 

lesson break-up). Supervisee 'L' explicates h i s deliberate planning for 

lesson t r a n s i t i o n ; when drawing up h i s questions, he asks himself which 

aspect of the discussion w i l l lead into the next question. In th i s way, 

he f e e l s prepared enough to go with the flow of the discussion. 'A' 

mentions that the l e v e l of student i n s i g h t s emerging i n the discussion 

appear to be beyond that of Grade eleven and supervisee 'L' agrees, adding 

that i t ' s i n c r e d i b l e . 'A' singles out the student knowledge on the 

subject of l i t e r a r y symbolism and supervisee 'L' moves forward i n h i s 

seat at th i s point, apparently keen to t a l k about what i s going through 

his mind, i . e . , symbolism and how he got the students doing a good deal 

of work i n t h i s area. For 55 seconds, supervisee 'L' talks uninterruptedly 

about how he found i n the f i r s t semester that he could not take student 

knowledge for granted and how he d i r e c t l y taught them a l l about l i t e r a r y 

symbolism and i t s s p e c i f i c vocabulary before they began studying the text 

for t h i s semester. Throughout t h i s t a l k , 'L' r e g i s t e r s p a r t i c u l a r s a t i s 

f a c t i o n with the way i n which he has taught the students about symbolism. 

A f t e r attempting unsuccessfully at 6:38 to bring up again the 

question of the g i r l student responses, supervisor 'A' turns to probe the 
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purpose of the assignment questions on the board. Talking uninterruptedly 

for a further 45 seconds, 'L' answers the supervisor's question by 

v e r b a l i z i n g a strategy for putting the questions on the board. To 'A's 

probing about why he s p e c i f i c a l l y required the students to copy the 

questions down, 'L' answers, to the s a t i s f a c t i o n of h i s supervisor, that 

the questions are close to h i s test questions so that, i n e f f e c t , he i s 

giving the students an opportunity to prepare for the f i n a l examination 

without t e l l i n g them as such. He goes on to expound how the students 

often switch t h e i r choice of essay topics and he finds that giving them 

four questions from which to choose helps to foster t h i s kind of 

autonomous thinking. In h i s thoughts, 'L' admits to being p o s i t i v e l y 

s t a r t l e d by how the students i n t h i s class choose t h e i r essay topics; 

t h e i r independence of thought as they consider f i r s t one and then another 

question and what they each involve i s very rewarding to him as a teacher. 

Supervisor 'A' then d i r e c t s the focus to part of the pre-

conf erence agreement, namely 'L's manner i n handling the c l a s s . Both 

p a r t i c i p a n t s agree that 'L' i s much more relaxed and 'A', suggesting that 

the supervisee i s not being too harsh with the students at a l l , asks i f 

he started out i n a tough fashion. Supervisee 'L' answers that he did 

not s t a r t out that way; rather he t r i e s to f e e l out a new group on the 

f i r s t day and he f e l t with the group i n question (a small group of 

accelerated students) that he had no need to be as harsh as he would be 

with a larger group. For 1 minute 16 seconds, 'L' a r t i c u l a t e s how he 

introduced the course and h i s expectations for student performance at the 

beginning of the semester s t r e s s i n g the academic nature of the course and 

s t r e s s i n g that the students i n the class had the p o t e n t i a l for holding 

t h e i r own i n second year u n i v e r s i t y . 
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Following t h i s , supervisor 'A' brings i n feedback r e l a t i n g to a 

further aspect of the pre-conference agreement, namely,'L's tendency to 

jump around and repeat himself i n the discussion. 'A' shares h i s 

impression that there was no evidence of such behaviour i n the lesson 

observed, describing how one question led to another and how, as a r e s u l t , 

the lesson flowed and the discussion contributed to the objective of 

unearthing d e t a i l s that they could u t i l i z e i n t h e i r essays. 'L' i s 

pleased at t h i s feedback and further waxes about the hidden structure he 

applies to orchestrate discussion, a structure that the students r e s i s t e d 

i n i t i a l l y . 

For the next 2 minutes and 3 seconds, the conference discussion 

appears to become tangential i n i t s focus. Responding to a question 

about what happened i n the class a f t e r the supervisor l e f t , supervisee 

'L' describes how one student had asked a question about B r i t i s h boys 

(the novel under study was Golding's Lord of the F l i e s ) and how the 

class had discussed t h i s . The conference focus then s h i f t s , l a r g e l y at 

the i n i t i a t i v e of the supervisee, to a l i v e l y discussion of B r i t i s h 

private schools and t h e i r p a r t i c u l a r ethos. During t h i s discussion, 'L', 

who sees t h i s topic as exposing an i n t e r e s t i n g alternate l i f e - s t y l e to 

students who l i v e i n northern B r i t i s h Columbia, does most of the t a l k i n g 

with 'A' merely emitting three short r e t o r t s . 

During t h i s section of the conference dialogue, supervisor 'A' 

has allowed 'L' to unwind f o r over two and one h a l f minutes as he thinks 

about putting a s t r a t e g i c question: namely, to ask i f he can observe 'L' 

teaching the Block D S o c i a l Studies c l a s s . As such, the l a s t two and a 

h a l f minutes of t h i s post-conference contain a most s i g n i f i c a n t c r i t i c a l 

incident. At 15:08, 'A' f i r s t thinks that the time has come to put the 
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question; at 15:18 he seizes an opening to lead into the question. 'A' 

says that he would l i k e to try something on for s i z e because the lesson 

j u s t observed was tremendous and he cannot see much that needs improve

ment. He goes on to add that a l o t of the things they were concerned 

about i n h i s teaching the previous semester had t o t a l l y disappeared, 

causing the supervisee to f e e l elated about how w e l l the lesson had gone. 

At 15:48, supervisor 'A' puts the question but i n i t i a l l y i n a general, 

tentative manner: "I would l i k e to, i f you're agreeable, not come tomorrow 

'A' takes the supervisee one step at a t i m e — f i r s t the change from the 

small English class to a larger class ( i t i s some time l a t e r when he 

s p e c i f i c a l l y asks to come to the Socials 11 class held i n Block D). 

Because the supervisee i s taken aback by t h i s unexpected turn of 

events, supervisor 'A' continues to t a l k about possible pre-conference 

arrangements for Thursday's v i s i t . This f i l l i n g of the gap while 'L' i s 

deep i n thought i s a conscious strategy on the part of supervisor 'A'; he 

reported thinking that to have an empty s i l e n c e could have proved 

uncomfortable and highly embarassing for the supervisee. Supervisee 'L' 

merely says "Thursday? Thursday?" and supervisor 'A' keeps t a l k i n g about 

how they could key i n on some of 'L's concerns i n a d i f f e r e n t class so as 

to e f f e c t a comparison. 'L' counters that he had only planned to be using 

videotapes for the rest of the week; 'A' asks i f that i s i n the English 

classes and 'L' answers i n the a f f i r m a t i v e . Supervisor 'A' then puts a 

further general question: "What about the Socials c l a s s ? " (This general 

question comes at 16:20 i n the conference, following on the i n i t i a l 

request f i r s t voiced at 15:48). 'L' responds that he would be covering 

Louis R i e l and 'A' quickly mentions a more experienced teacher's class he 

Thursday to one of the larger classes?" Supervisor 
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had v i s i t e d where a useful f i l m was used to introduce the subject. This 

i s then followed at 16:33 by 'A' a r t i c u l a t i n g a s p e c i f i c request to come 

to the S o c i a l Studies c l a s s , 45 seconds a f t e r the i n i t i a l request for a 

change i n the v i s i t a t i o n schedule and 13 seconds a f t e r f i r s t a l l u d i n g to 

the S o c i a l Studies c l a s s as a possible a l t e r n a t i v e . 

The dialogue at t h i s point reveals the d i f f i c u l t y that supervisee 

'L' i s experiencing: 

L: (responding to 'A's request) Hum ... uhmm (long and drawn out) ... 
on Thursday? 

A: On Thursday yes, not tomorrow. 
L: Let me think ... (pause of 2 seconds) sure, I think so, i t ' s a 

d i f f e r e n t c l a s s . 

'A' agrees with 'L' that the S o c i a l Studies class i s very d i f f e r e n t and 

attempts to disarm the s i t u a t i o n by t a l k i n g about the fact that there are 

two or three students i n the class that make i t d i f f e r e n t but that he 

f e e l s he can help the supervisee more i n that s i t u a t i o n . While super

v i s o r 'A' i s t a l k i n g i n t h i s manner, 'L' sighs deeply and i s v i s i b l y 

"tuned out". 'A' continues by discussing pre-conference arrangements 

but the supervisee appears to have d i f f i c u l t y i n following what 'A' i s 

saying. Nevertheless, supervisor 'A' continued to t a l k about l o g i s t i c s 

i n order, as he put i t , to s e t t l e supervisee 'L' down and t h i s process 

extended into the time that followed the conference videotaping. In 

other words, supervisor 'A' shut off the video-camera at 17:29 so that 

he could t a l k more c o n f i d e n t i a l l y with the supervisee so as to s e t t l e 

him down and make him f e e l l e s s uncomfortable about the next cycle. 

B-M Pre-conference #1 

This conference lasted 12 minutes exactly. I t begins with super

v i s o r 'B' posing two curt questions (What am I going to see today? Do 

you have a piece of scrap paper?) followed by a pause of twelve seconds 
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where both p a r t i c i p a n t s attempt to organize themselves. Supervisee 'M' 

begins to describe h i s new remedial group, naming the i n d i v i d u a l students 

that supervisor 'B' has not yet seen i n t h i s p a r t i c u l a r classroom, s t a t i n g 

that these students w i l l be working on subtraction. At th i s 'B' 

interrupts to ascertain i f th i s i s a Math lesson. 'M' appears taken 

aback somewhat by t h i s but continues by t a l k i n g about another group i n 

the class to be observed. Supervisor 'B' t r i e s unsuccessfully to focus 

the supervisee and confesses i n h i s thoughts at 1:01 i n the conference to 

debating whether to come out and ask 'M' for the lesson objectives. 

By 1:16, however, 'B's need f o r a focus appears to be s a t i s f i e d 

when 'M' mentions that he had done addition with the remedial group i n 

previous lessons, that today he would give them a worksheet on subtraction 

and they would be working independently, and that next week he intended 

to move them on to m u l t i p l i c a t i o n . Supervisee 'M' then goes on to t a l k 

about the Grade 5 students s t a r t i n g a brand new unit and h e s i t a t i n g l y 

asks at 1:37 i f these students would have been introduced to f r a c t i o n s i n 

the Grade 4 curriculum. Supervisor 'B' r e t o r t s : "they've probably had 

some, how much i s another question," and encourages 'M' not to assume 

too much. 

Immediately following t h i s , supervisee 'M' brings up at 2:04 the 

fact that he has not pre-tested the Grade 5 students for t h e i r knowledge 

of f r a c t i o n s . This he did not think was necessary because when he put 

some fr a c t i o n s up on the board for the Grade 6 students, few of the class 

knew anything about them. As 'M' i s explaining h i s reasons f o r not pre

t e s t i n g , a remarkable incident occurs. At 2:14 he i s beginning to say: 

M: ... but one thing that w i l l be d i f f e r e n t for them i s ... 
B: (interrupts) what's happening with them then? 
M: I'm going to be introducing them to f r a c t i o n s . 
B: So you're going to be d i r e c t teaching them then? (Conference 

dialogue, 2:14). 
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The supervisee mumbles an a f f i r m a t i v e answer and then describes the 

materials that h e ' l l be using with the Grade 5's for the purpose of 

introducing f r a c t i o n s to them. Supervisor 'B' l i s t e n s i n t e n t l y but by 

3:01 he i s f r u s t r a t e d with supervisee 'M' because the l a t t e r i s not 

informing him of s p e c i f i c teacher behaviours. Consequently, supervisor 

'B', di s p l a y i n g a concern for teacher behaviours that comes from h i s s e l f -

acknowledged pre-occupation with the Madeline Hunter strategy for 

i n s t r u c t i o n and learning, attempts to c l a r i f y : 

B: So you're going to have to teach them then how to use that 
material before they a c t u a l l y use i t ? 

M: Yes. What I had put down here ( r e f e r r i n g to lesson plan) was I 
want you to look at my method of introducing i t and (pause of 
2 seconds) mainly what I do with them i s guided p r a c t i c e 

(Conference dialogue, 3:01). 

Supervisee 'M' then r e d i r e c t s the focus to the materials to be used and 

does not explain what he as teacher w i l l be doing; he merely a r t i c u l a t e s 

what he expects the students to do with the material s t r i p s to recognize 

a f r a c t i o n . 

At 3:57 supervisor 'B' switches the focus to the Grade 6 students 

with the question: "what about the Grade 6's?" 'M' responds that hope

f u l l y the marker w i l l i n i t i a l l y be correcting t h e i r previous day's work 

while he works with the Grade 5 students. He continues to r e l a t e how he 

intends to switch quickly to the Grade 6's but, i n the middle of t h i s 

explanation, i s overcome by a bout of nervousness ( v e r i f i e d i n his thought 

processes) that causes h i s speech to f a l t e r for f i v e seconds beginning at 

4:17. Once over t h i s , 'M' describes background d e t a i l s to the day's 

lesson for the Grade 6's, informing how they started addition and sub

t r a c t i o n f r a c t i o n s the day before. He then goes on to t a l k about a 

worksheet that i s to accompany the materials i n the day's lesson; although 

he r e l a t e s what the students have already done with the worksheet and 
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what they have to do with i t today, the purpose of t h i s digression i s 

not c l e a r l y a r t i c u l a t e d . He does, however, state c l e a r l y at 4:59 the 

lesson objective; that the students have to make equivalent f r a c t i o n s 

using concrete materials. I n t e r e s t i n g l y , supervisor 'B' claims i n h i s 

thought processes at 3:57 to have perceived that for himself without the 

supervisee ever having stated i t at any time i n the conference. 

From 5:01 u n t i l 6:10 a further incident occurs. 'B' asks 'M' i f 

the students know how to use the material s t r i p s to show equivalent 

f r a c t i o n s . 'M' responds i n the negative. 'B' continues: 

B: So that's what you're doing today, teaching students how to use 
material s t r i p s ? 

M: No. A l l I'm going to say i s t e l l them to make equivalent f r a c t i o n s 
with t h e i r s t r i p s (then he checks himself and says) hopefully, 
they're a l l going to have s c i s s o r s , there's usually about f i v e 
pairs you can pass around (supervisor 'B' agitated), and t h e y ' l l 
cut out t h e i r s t r i p s and j u s t s l i d e them along u n t i l they l i n e 
up two f r a c t i o n s that are equivalent around the same denominator, 
and then they can do whatever they want, they can either write an 
addition equation with i t or a subtraction equation. 

B: That's r e a l l y going to be guided p r a c t i c e (Conference dialogue, 
5:22-6:10). 

During t h i s episode, supervisor 'B' processes two thoughts, one at 5:45 

and the other at 6:08. The thought occurring at 5:45 i s c r i t i c a l of the 

supervisee's l o g i s t i c a l planning and coincides with 'B's v i s i b l e display 

of agitated behaviour. Since 'M' did not report processing the super

v i s o r ' s nonverbal behaviour at th i s point i n the conference, i t i s quite 

probable that 'B's agitated behaviour was only noticeable on the videos 

tape. 

The discussion continues at 6:10 with 'M' informing 'B' of what 

he would l i k e the supervisor to look for: 

M: 1) C l a r i t y of d i r e c t i o n f o r the Grade 6's because they're going 
to need a l o t of d i r e c t i o n s before they understand what I want 
them to do, and 2) c l a r i t y of my examples that I give them. 

B: ( f i n i s h e s writing) OK, now l e t ' s see i f I've got t h i s r i g h t . 
You're going to give some b r i e f d i r e c t i o n s to that new {remedial) 
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group and they're going to be working independently. 
(M acknowledges t h i s to be the case) 
B: Then you're going to give the d i r e c t i o n s for marking to the 

Grade 6's, get them started into that a c t i v i t y , then you're 
going to introduce and develop ... _ s l ° J u s i n S those concrete 
materials with the Grade 5's. 

M: That's r i g h t . 
B: Then you're going to move to the Grade 6's and try and develop 

the use of the s t r i p s for adding and subtracting f r a c t i o n s . Now 
while you're working with the Grade 6's, what are Grade 5's doing, 
are they working independently? 

M: Yes. They have to construct a table which i s pretty simple. 
B: So you're not seeing any problems with that? 
M: I don't think so. I don't even think t h e y ' l l f i n i s h i t and have 

nothing to do (Conference dialogue, 6:10-7:50). 

One i n t r i g u i n g aspect of t h i s episode i s that neither p a r t i c i p a n t 

reported processing any thoughts between 6:10 and 7:50. In addition, 

there appear to be many instances that warrant further probing f o r 

purposes of c l a r i f i c a t i o n , yet neither supervisor nor supervisee chooses 

to pursue them. 

In order to reach agreement on how to c o l l e c t data during the 

observation phase, 'B' begins to review at 7:56 but, as noted i n h i s 

thoughts, without looking at supervisee 'M': 

B: 1) Method of introduction with the Grade 5's. 
(M nods i n agreement) 
B: 2) C l a r i t y of d i r e c t i o n s for the Grade 6's, plus c l a r i t y of 

examples. (Pause of 2 seconds) What i f I did a verbatim thing 
where I took down a l l the teacher t a l k f or the Grade 5's? 

(M pauses f o r 3 seconds at 8:20 and i s ju s t about to speak when 'B' 
indicates nonverbally that the supervisee should not yet ve r b a l i z e 
h i s thoughts on the matter) 
B: For the Grade 6's, I ' l l take down only the things that deal with 

d i r e c t i o n s and examples. 
M: (nodding) OK. 
B: I f something else comes i n l i k e questioning or that sort of 

thing, we probably won't deal with i t , we probably won't c o l l e c t 
data on that, j u s t your d i r e c t i o n s (Conference dialogue, 7:56-
8:57) . 

Supervisee 'M' s i t s thinking, h i s hand on the side of h i s face f o r a 

f u l l two seconds. Then he adds something to the discussion which appears 

to b u i l d on what supervisor 'B' has suggested about data-gathering; 'M' 



asks i f data can be c o l l e c t e d on the remedial group to give him feedback 

on how w e l l he keeps them on task through nonverbal communication 

behaviours while he i s dealing with the Grade 5 and 6 students. Super

v i s o r 'B' senses an overload of concerns for him to c o l l e c t data on 

during the observation phase and attempts to communicate t h i s thought. 

However, the nature of the communication that follows between 9:06 and 

10:21 gives the conference an a i r of pathos: 

M: (ta l k i n g about the remedial group) They tend to f o o l around a b i 
and give each other a hard time ... 

B: (interrupting) What I'm wondering i s how to do that? I can do . 
M: (interrupting) Well, the verbatim thing, anything that r e l a t e d 

to that [remedialf group that I had to say and ... 
B: (interrupting) What about nonverbal, when you j u s t make a look? 
M: (nonplussed) OK. 
B: Do you want me j u s t to ... 
M: (interrupting) That would possibly be ... 
B: (interrupting) Maybe i f I set up the [data-gathering]] chart t h i s 

way and j u s t made a statement about the independent [remedial^ 
group, about anything you had to do ... 

M: (interrupting) ... to keep them.on task ... 
B: ... and that would be mostly co n t r o l statements or behaviour. 

(At the end of a seven second pause at 10:07 during which time 
'B' writes and 'M' processes a thought, 'B' continues) I think I 
can manage that. ('M' laughs nervously). If I have to eliminate 
something, I ' l l probably eliminate t h i s one [remedial group con
t r o l statements] t h i s time. 

M: ( p l a c i d l y ) OK. (Conference dialogue, 9:06-10:21). 

The lack of a c t i v e , attentive l i s t e n i n g on the part of both p a r t i c i p a n t s 

renders t h i s episode an example of miscommunication. Both are so caught 

up i n what they i n d i v i d u a l l y want to say that they p o t e n t i a l l y end up 

ta l k i n g past each other. 

Supervisee 'M' attempts one f i n a l time to suggest that superviso 

feedback on the remedial group would be very useful f o r him to r e f l e c t 

upon, but, with a nonverbal gesture, 'B' dismisses i t as involving an 

information overload. Although he agrees, supervisee 'M' i s quite 

c r i t i c a l of the supervisor i n h i s thoughts when 'B' says t h i s at 11:06. 

Outwardly i n the conference dialogue, 'M' t e n t a t i v e l y concludes that 'B' 
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w i l l stop c o l l e c t i n g data when he, 'M', has f i n i s h e d giving d i r e c t i o n s 

to the Grade 5 and 6 students. The conference i s then drawn to a con

c l u s i o n by supervisor 'B' checking that the verbatim data-chart w i l l 

accurately depict the supervisee's lesson concerns. 'M' agrees and the 

conference ends. 

B-M Post-conference #1 

This conference la s t e d 12 minutes 21 seconds. One could have 

expected a supervisor l i k e 'B', caught up<as he appears to be i n the 

Hunter strategy f o r i n s t r u c t i o n and learning, to begin by reviewing the 

pre-conference agreement as a means of s e t t i n g the tone and s t a t i n g the 

objectives f or the post-conference. But t h i s was not done. The confer

ence begins with supervisor 'B' t a l k i n g about the data and supervisee 

'M' appears to be studying i t intensely. A f t e r nine seconds, 'B' i s 

tempted to stop the conference ( v e r i f i e d i n thought processes) because of 

his perception that 'M' has not yet looked at the data. Instead, 'B' 

begins to review the pre-conference agreement. 

B: What I was t r y i n g to chart, you remember, was, 1) the method used 
to introduce the Grade 5's, 2) c l a r i t y of d i r e c t i o n s to Grade 6 
and examples given to them, and 3) to check i f you needed 
any control statements with the remedial kids (Conference 
dialogue, 00:10). 

Supervisor 'B' then hands 'M' the data chart again and asks f o r his 

impressions. The supervisee responds i n i t i a l l y by appearing to pluck the 

f i r s t impression to cross h i s mind: "I don't use words l i k e OK, unless 

you j u s t omitted those things". 'B' r e p l i e s that he did not i n t e n t i o n a l l y 

omit anything but that he i s more concerned with 'M's d i r e c t i o n s . While 

'B' leans on h i s l e f t elbow, his hand cupping the side of h i s face at 1:05 

i n the conference, 'M' responds to the s p e c i f i c request about d i r e c t i o n s 

by saying that he thinks the lesson went f a i r l y w e l l . 
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Supervisor 'B' then suggests that they break down the data chart 

and look at the Grade 5's f i r s t . At 1:29 the supervisee asks i f he 

handled a student's question about pre-testing i n a correct manner. 

Supervisor 'B' takes s i x seconds to answer, interspersed with sighs; he 

then states that he cannot remember the reason given for not pr e - t e s t i n g . 

'M' responds that he had c a t e g o r i c a l l y stated "we're not going to" which 

supervisor 'B' adjudges at 1:43 as being f a i r . 'B' attempts to i n j e c t 

some humour into the conference by suggesting that, when the students 

were subsequently learning f r a c t i o n s , i t became clear why they did not 

need pre-testing. 

'B' then attempts to focus the post-conference discussion on 

'M's d i r e c t i o n s with the question: "did the d i r e c t i o n s seem to go well?" 

'M' says that he thought they did and immediately r e d i r e c t s the focus to 

a further concern of h i s , that of closure. Because he was not observing 

i n the classroom when closure was effected, supervisor 'B' suggests at 

2:17 that they could look at that during the next c y c l e . Despite t h i s 

supervisor suggestion, 'M' continues to t a l k about how he undertook 

closure, apparently t r y i n g to provide 'B' with the data necessary to 

appraise the e f f e c t i n g of i n s t r u c t i o n a l closure. 'B' brings the focus 

back to d i r e c t i o n s by suggesting that the Grade 5's were able to follow 

the supervisee's d i r e c t i o n s (with which''M' agrees) and reports that there 

were not many questions about procedures, nor did many students interrupt 

supervisee 'M' once they were into the a c t i v i t y . Following immediately 

on t h i s at 3:08, 'B' asks i f there i s anything that 'M' would change i n 

h i s d i r e c t i o n s to the Grade 5 students, anything he would do d i f f e r e n t l y 

next time. 'M' takes an inordinately long time to think about the 

question—eighteen seconds i n a l l of s i l e n c e not broken by the s u p e r v i s o r — 
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then r e t o r t s that he would not change anything. To r e i n f o r c e t h i s view 

'M' describes what he d i d to set the lesson a c t i v i t i e s under way and 

happens to mention that he had to go quickly because he did not have much 

time. Supervisor 'B' seizes the opening at 3:53: "did you f e e l pressed 

for time?" A f t e r a s i x second pause, supervisee 'M' answers, "a l i t t l e 

b i t " , but counters that the students did the a c t i v i t y w e l l and that, to 

have made more time would not only have proved d i f f i c u l t but would also 

have reduced the amount of time he had for f i e l d i n g student questions. 

At 4:33 the discussion focus moves to 'M's co n t r o l statements and 

the supervisee describes what the students i n the remedial group can do 

i f they do not understand the i n s t r u c t i o n s — t h e y are free to go and ask 

other students who know what to do. When t h i s occurred i n the lesson, 'M' 

f e l t i t presented no problem and he viewed t h i s and h i s nonverbal control 

e f f o r t s as being "pretty good". In expanding why h i s classroom management 

went so w e l l , 'M' makes reference to two students who, he maintains, know 

what to do and l e f t the table and he consequently did not see the need to 

con t r o l them. These two, he continues, are often behavioural problems 

when they get together but that was not the case today. 

Supervisor 'B' changes the topic to the Grade 6 d i r e c t i o n s : "did 

that go pretty well the way you wanted i t ? " Supervisee 'M' responds that 

i t did and follows up by demonstrating that the two students he l e a s t 

expected to understand the d i r e c t i o n s gave him correct answers when he 

checked for understanding. Supervisor 'B' reports i n h i s thoughts at 5:30 

an increasing f r u s t r a t i o n at 'M's unwillingness to examine h i s d i r e c t i o n s . 

As the supervisee i s r e l a t i n g about the two students he did not expect to 

grasp the d i r e c t i o n s but who did, i n f a c t , understand, 'B' attempts to 

in t e r r u p t . But 'M' i s determined to make h i s point ( r a i s i n g h i s voice to 
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gain c o n t r o l at 5:39) that the di r e c t i o n s must have been clear i f these 

students understood. Supervisor 'B' does not disagree. 

The supervisee further states that he checked other students f o r 

understanding as well as the two mentioned and, since they a l l understood 

the procedures, set them into the a c t i v i t y ; but, he notes at 6:12, he 

could see that they would not have time to get into the second a c t i v i t y . 

The mention of time brings supervisor 'B' back to r a i s i n g the question of 

di r e c t i o n s , adding that he had t r i e d to record enough data to depict how 

the lesson went. Supervisee 'M', expressing a sense of confusion i n h i s 

thoughts at 6:27, takes f i v e seconds to answer. Eventually he r e t o r t s : 

"I don't know, was I clear enough?" 'B' reads t h i s as 'M' expressing a 

need for some supervisory support; at 6:28 he attempts to give i t by 

saying: " i t seems to me that they were able to do i t . " Consequently, 'M' 

verb a l i z e s the notion ( f i r s t a r t i c u l a t e d i n h i s thought processes at 6:27) 

that he cannot think of any other way of giving the d i r e c t i o n s . At t h i s , 

supervisor 'B' i s v i s i b l y f r u s t r a t e d and attempts to r e c t i f y the s i t u a t i o n 

by t e l l i n g the supervisee: 

B: There were a couple of things that I worried about at the time 
but i t didn't seem to cause a problem. 

('B' then repeats the d i r e c t i o n s about the s c i s s o r s as they were said 
chronologically by 'M'). 
B: 1) You're going to have to have s c i s s o r s — a n d a l l the students 

started digging i n t h e i r desks for s c i s s o r s — a n d 2) but before 
you get your s c i s s o r s ('M' here emits a laugh as i f he has had 
a sudden insi g h t ) you're going to have to make ... and then you 
started showing them what they had to do with the s c i s s o r s . 

M: Oh. 
B: I wasn't quite sure at that point i f some would be taken up with 

f i n d i n g t h e i r s c i s s o r s that they wouldn't l i s t e n to the second 
i n s t r u c t i o n . 

M: So I probably should have mentioned that [ d i r e c t i o n //ij l a s t ? 
B: Possibly. The students don't need the materials before they know 

what they're doing. (Tentatively) Does that seem to make sense? 
I t seemed to work today, though; 

M: That's because I probably r e a l i z e d what I'd done. I cut r i g h t i n 
and got them into the assignment (Conference dialogue, 6:28-8:10). 
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This l a s t statement by the supervisee i s not followed up by 'B'. Rather 

than probe the issue, supervisor 'B' c i t e s further example of f a u l t y 

d i r e c t i o n s : 

B: The other thing was when you were t a l k i n g about the assignment. 
You said: I want you to combine as many parts as you can _;ut 
out of cardboard] for addition and subtraction; then you went 
back and said: I want you to make up ten addition equations. So 
you were s t a r t i n g again, I want you to make up etc., I wasn't 
quite sure why you were repeating that same thing over and over. 
Now one of the things that crossed my mind was that maybe you 
weren't sure everyone had heard you. 

M: Well, that's probably because I hadn't decided on how many I 
would have them do and I was kind of looking at the time and I 
was thinking i n my mind, t h i s i s f a i r l y simple, i t ' s not asking 
too much to ask for ten of each. 

B: Was time pressure a factor then? 
M: In a way because I was concerned they couldn't f i n i s h what I had 

set them to do and I wanted time with the remedial group 
(Conference dialogue, 8:10-9:21). 

At t h i s point i n the conference, supervisor 'B' turns to asking 

'M' i f he, the supervisee, f e l t the lesson objectives were met. 'M' i s 

quite d e f i n i t e that they were. 'B' then asks i f there are any changes 

that the supervisee would make. 'M' waits s i x seconds before is s u i n g a 

tentative "no", that i s accompanied by a nervous laugh. He goes on to 

add that i f he had read the data over e a r l i e r , he might think d i f f e r e n t l y ; 

t h i s statement at 10:26 bemuses supervisor 'B' i n his thoughts. Verbally, 

'B' proceeds to suggest that, i f 'M' i s ever short of time inaa s i m i l a r 

i n s t r u c t i o n a l s i t u a t i o n , he» as teacher, should make sure the students do 

not obtain the materials before the d i r e c t i o n s for the assignment, 

culminating with: "that's what you did, you gave them.scissors, then gave 

them d i r e c t i o n s for the assignment." 'M' nervously agrees with t h i s 

a p p r a i s a l . 

The conference draws to a close with supervisor 'B' asking 'M' 

what value he saw i n the process of c l i n i c a l supervision. When the 

d i r e c t question "do you see any value i n the process?" i s put, the 
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supervisee moves forward nervously i n h i s seat, sighs and says that t h i s 

i s what they have been doing any way and that he does see value because 

i t gives him a chance to go over what the supervisor wrote. 'M' compares 

the process favourably to the more conventional approaches he was subject 

to during student teaching days, adding that the c l i n i c a l approach i s 

useful because i t allows f o r a discussion of the data. In a f i n a l 

question, supervisor 'B' asks i f the changes made by 'M' as a r e s u l t of 

supervisory intervention were worthwhile. Upon hearing the supervisee's 

tentative agreement, 'B' concludes the conference by s t a t i n g that there 

i s no point i n bringing in.changes j u s t f or the sake of change. 

C-0 Post-conference #1 

This conference had a duration of 11 minutes 37 seconds. The 

lesson under discussion had involved the teaching of f r a c t i o n s using pies 

to a Grade 6 c l a s s . Supervisor 'C' opens the conference by saying how 

much he enjoyed the lesson and asks supervisee '0' for her impressions. 

Immediately she reveals a degree of r e f l e c t i o n on what took place during 

the lesson: 

0: Maybe i t was my a t t i t u d e , but when I f i r s t brought out that I was 
going to use the pies, the c h i l d r e n didn't seem as motivated with 
the p i e s . 

C: You think perhaps because they've worked with them before? 
0: Yes, maybe I should have used something else to change things. 
C: Perhaps you could have. What I was thinking when you said 

i n i t i a l l y that i t was perhaps your a t t i t u d e , do you think the 
way you brought i t up and said you were going to do i t was good 
reason why you got that r e s u l t ? 

0: Maybe I didn't say i t with much enthusiasm? 
C: Enthusiasm?—that's-possible. Well, erm, as f a r as them responding 

to you, and understanding the concepts of one h a l f and the one 
quarter, do you think that you yourself got that across to them? 

0: Yes, I think so (spoken very d e f i n i t e l y ) . 
C: I think so, too (spoken very d i f f i d e n t l y ) . I think the c h i l d r e n 

understood that i n ways that, I think using the pies, what else 
could you perhaps have used? 

0: Squares? That might have been easy to cut as w e l l , but I thought 
the pies would be the easiest thing to work with (Conference 
dialogue, 00:13-1:35). 
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During t h i s episode, both p a r t i c i p a n t s process a thought at 1:01 at the 

mention of the word enthusiasm and supervisor 'C' processes a thought 

at 1:20 when he very d i f f i d e n t l y agrees with the supervisee's p o s i t i v e 

appraisal of her teaching. 'O's thought at 1:02 reinforces the impression 

that her r e f l e c t i n g on the lesson has given her insi g h t into her own 

performance, while 'C's thought at t h i s time represents a d i s s a t i s f a c t i o n 

with the conference focus. At 1:20 'C p o s i t i v e l y disagrees with the 

supervisee i n h i s thoughts but not i n the actual conference dialogue. 

Supervisor 'C' then turns to questioning '0' about a t a c t i c that 

she had planned to incorporate i n t o the lesson. When the supervisee 

cannot think as to what she f a i l e d to include i n the lesson, 'C' t e l l s 

her that he thought she would have made something of the d i f f e r e n t nature 

of the im i t a t i o n pies (chocolate and strawberry) by drawing attention to 

the red and brown colours. '0' responds that she forgot about i t once 

the lesson was under way. At 2:26, 'C r e d i r e c t s the focus to 'O's 

lesson pacing, asking the supervisee f o r her comments. The supervisee 

responds i n a manner that 'C adjudged, i n h i s thoughts, as being too 

global and u n s p e c i f i c : 

0: People were getting a l i t t l e fidgety near the end, perhaps I was 
going too slow? 

C: Did you f e e l that half-way, I mean, at any given point i n the 
lesson? 

0: Oh, when I was s t a r t i n g to do the groupings, because they did 
some work l a s t time but they didn't f u l l y understand i t and 
when I went over i t with them, I guess they looked (pause of 2 
seconds) bored or something? They didn't understand or they were 
confused, maybe? (said questioningly) (Conference dialogue, 
2:26-2:58). 

Supervisor 'C' then asks '0' what she thinks the reasons were f or the 

student confusion. The supervisee pauses for s i x seconds, i s j u s t about 

to speak when 'C' steps i n to suggest that i t may have been the 

presentation that confused them. '0' a r t i c u l a t e s how she may have 
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proceeded too quickly i n one section of her presentation for some 

students to grasp the concepts she was putting across, and supervisor 

'C', nodding, agrees with her i n a most d e f i n i t e manner. He then t e l l s 

her how much he l i k e d the supervisee's strategy of getting students to 

come to the front and cut the cardboard i n t o halves and quarters, seeing 

t h i s as an in d i c a t o r of student involvement and a check on t h e i r under

standing. 

At 4:22 the supervisor brings '0' to the recognition of what he 

considers to be a major piece of c r i t i c a l feedback. The dialogue between 

4:42 and 5:14 reveals the manner i n which t h i s s t r a t e g i c point was 

reached: 

C: One thing that came up at the end, and I don't know whether you 
can pinpoint a reason f o r that, i s that some of them said , oh, 
I don't understand, when you were going through t h e i r worksheets. 
Did you notice which c h i l d r e n were saying that? 

0: David and, oh, those people who weren't paying attention (both 
p a r t i c i p a n t s burst out laughing, 'C more demonstrably) 

C: That's r i g h t , I think so. And I think that came across to you, 
I mean, did that come across to you? Did you r e a l i z e that at 
the time that that was the reason for t h e i r confusion? 

('0' t r i e s to say what she thinks but 'C overrides her) 
C: Those that weren't on task and paying attention, and there were 

a few stragglers at the end, and they, I got the impression they 
didn'.t understand because they j u s t weren't paying atte n t i o n . 
(Without any pause) The other thing too i s about your questioning 
techniques (Conference dialogue, 4:42-5:14). 

This sudden jump i n focus takes the supervisee aback somewhat causing 

her i n her thoughts to question what was wrong with the way she had 

d i s t r i b u t e d her questions. Verbally, '0' counters that she t r i e d to 

involve as many ch i l d r e n as she could as a means of determining the 

extent to which the students understood. When 'C' questions her as to 

whether there were good in d i c a t o r s i n the students' answers and i n t h e i r 

written work that they understood the concepts, the supervisee responds 

that there were. 
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V i s i b l y surprised by the d e f i n i t e p o s i t i v e appraisal issued by 

the supervisee, 'C attempts to come at the question of student under

standing along a d i f f e r e n t tack. He asks '0' i f she f e l t the students 

f u l l y understood the concept of a "whole" when they were d i v i d i n g the 

materials into groups of two and four. '0' h e s i t a t i n g l y begins an 

explanation, but the supervisor jumps i n to point out that she f i r s t 

needed to demonstrate what a whole group was before she got the students 

to divide i t into halves and quarters. 'C does add that '0' did do t h i s 

l a t e r on and at 7:21 the supervisee admits i n her thoughts to the 

v a l i d i t y of t h i s c r i t i c a l feedback. At the same point i n the conference, 

supervisee '0' r e l a t e s the incident that made her r e a l i z e that the 

students had not grasped the whole grouping, n e c e s s i t a t i n g a modification 

of her lesson strategy. 

Supervisor 'C' then r e d i r e c t s the focus to the balance of teacher 

ta l k and student t a l k i n the c l a s s . Although he shares no data with the 

supervisee,.'C' asks '0' how she perceived the balance during the lesson. 

As she thinks, 'C f i l l s the s i l e n c e with a s e r i e s of yes-no questions: 

C: Did you f i n d that i t was evenly balanced out? Did you f i n d that 
you gave them enough opportunity to work with examples? Or did 
you f i n d that you were teaching and not giving them a chance to 
talk? What did you f e e l about that? (Conference dialogue, 7:25-
7:54). 

Supervisee '0' responds that she thought the students had s u f f i c i e n t 

opportunity to p a r t i c i p a t e and that the class worked with enough examples 

Following on t h i s comes a c r i t i c a l incident where both part

i c i p a n t s process thoughts at 8:40. Supervisor 'C' asks '0' how she would 

proceed i n her next lesson with the teaching of f r a c t i o n s and supervisee 

responds: 

0: I ' l l do a l i t t l e b i t of review of a quarter and a h a l f j u s t to 
make sure they a l l know the concepts and I'd be introducing one 
t h i r d . 
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C: In your next lesson, yeah? ('C about to continue when supervisee 
speaks again) 

0: How do you f e e l about that? 
C: (stumbling over h i s words, continues) If you're confident as a 

r e s u l t of going through t h e i r worksheets that they've grasped the 
concepts, then I think i t ' s probably time to move on (Conference 
dialogue, 8:14-8:62). 

In t h e i r respective thoughts at 8:40, supervisee '0' espouses an 

uncertainty about what freedom she has to put questions to the supervisor 

and the supervisor r e g i s t e r s d i s s a t i s f a c t i o n with h i s overt verbal 

response and strong disagreement with '0's comment concerning review. 

Supervisor 'C' then switches to t a l k i n g about group control and 

student i n a t t e n t i o n , two aspects of the lesson which the supervisee has 

suggested did not go so w e l l , and proceeds to ask her what she would do 

next time to ensure that students are more att e n t i v e and her group control 

i s better. '0' pauses for 7 seconds before responding and during t h i s 

time at 9:30 both p a r t i c i p a n t s process thoughts. The supervisor notes 

'0's h e s i t a t i o n which i s grounded i n her Wish to throw the questions back 

to 'C' to f i n d out what he would suggest. But she does not sense the 

freedom to do that, so she ventures f o r t h with two suggestions, spoken i n 

a very uncertain tone. Supervisor 'C' counters by saying that he has no 

suggestions as such, he merely wants '0' to a r t i c u l a t e s p e c i f i c s trategies 

with which she would be comfortable. This statement at 10:02 ostensibly 

helps soothe the d i f f i c u l t s i t u a t i o n but '0' demonstrates i n her thoughts 

that she r e a l l y does not believe what supervisor 'C' has j u s t s a i d . At 

the same time 'C thinks that he i s pushing the supervisee to t a l k when 

she r e a l l y has no ideas for dealing with d i s c i p l i n e and group control and 

t r i e s to aid '0' by asking i f there i s anything she can do to keep the 

students i n t h e i r rows so as to avoid p o t e n t i a l disruptions. The super

visee, however, cannot think of anything and 'C' suggests that group 

con t r o l i s one area where they should maybe work i n conjunction. The 
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supervisor then draws the conference to a conclusion by reviewing the 

major points of the feedback and s t a t i n g how pleased he i s that the 

students did grasp the concept of a whole. 

C-0 Post-conference #2 

This conference had a duration of 10 minutes 47 seconds. The 

lesson was focussed on S o c i a l Studies around the world, p a r t i c u l a r l y 

Japanese customs and clothes. The conference begins with supervisor 'C' 

s t a t i n g at the outset that i t was a very good lesson and that the 

c h i l d r e n seemed to get a great deal out of i t . On hearing t h i s , super

visee '0' i s v i s i b l y pleased and attempts to a r t i c u l a t e , i n response to 

'C's question at 0:59, what the p o s i t i v e points were about the lesson. 

Although supervisor 'C' i s concerned i n h i s thoughts that '0' not think 

there were also negative points to follow, the supervisee answers the 

question without h e s i t a t i o n : 

0: I was quite pleased with the enthusiasm from the c h i l d r e n , they 
got very excited at c e r t a i n points, e s p e c i a l l y when I was giving 
out the food. (Both laugh) 

C: ( f i l l s the s i l e n c e a f t e r the laughter with p o s i t i v e comments) 
I think i t was t e r r i f i c having your own background experience so 
you could r e l a t e to the d i f f e r e n t kinds of housing and shelters 
i n Japan and that you could bring i n some of the clothes and 
food for them to sample. 

0: Oh, that's one of the reasons why I started t h i s unit with Japan 
because that would be my strong point for getting the c h i l d r e n 
interested. 

C: Did you speak at a l l t h i s afternoon? (Conference dialogue, 0:59-
2:04). 

This sudden switch at 2:04 confuses '0' i n her thoughts as she t r i e s to 

understand the focus of 'C's next remarks. Eventually, she r e a l i z e s that 

the supervisor i s asking about the 'special occasions' topic i n the 

lesson which she then addresses. '0' explains how she f i r s t asked the 

students i f they celebrated any s p e c i a l occasions that are celebrated i n 

Canada and then began describing c e r t a i n s p e c i a l occasions that are 
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celebrated i n Japan. Supervisor 'C' notes that she led the students into 

a discussion of Japanese s p e c i a l celebrations by f i r s t l e t t i n g them t a l k 

about t h e i r own experiences of celebrated occasions. A f t e r adding, 

"that's a good p a r a l l e l to draw", supervisor 'C' moves on to h i s next 

point. 

This next point which, i n h i s thoughts at 3:11, 'C considers to 

be the most important i n the conference, i s designed to show to '0' that, 

even though at times during the lesson the c h i l d r e n were extremely 

excitable, she as teacher did not appear to be bothered by i t . To 'C's 

question as to whether i t bothered her at a l l , supervisee '0' s u c c i n c t l y 

says, "no, i t didn't". Supervisor 'C' then describes the lesson s i t u a t i o n 

further i n order s p e c i f i c a l l y to e f f e c t a comparison with '0's previous 

i n s t r u c t i o n a l performances: 

C: No, I thought that was tremendous because before, I think, 
perhaps i n the early stages of your practicum, that when that 
sort of thing erupted, how do you think you would have reacted? 

0: I wouldn't know how to get them back into t h e i r groups again to 
s e t t l e them down, e s p e c i a l l y with people watching me (Conference 
dialogue, 3:11-3:33). 

Af t e r r e i t e r a t i n g that he thought '0' was comfortable with her 

class c o n t r o l i n t h i s day's lesson, supervisor 'C ' once again e f f e c t s a 

quick change of focus. He now turns to question the supervisee about the 

cl o t h i n g she used i n the lesson as a v i s u a l a i d . 'C wonders i f '0' 

could have done one more thing besides display the Japanese garment. The 

supervisee i s quick to recognize that she could have allowed students to 

tr y the garment on, but adds that she did not have a s u i t a b l e s i z e . 

Supervisor 'C' then v e r i f i e s that t h i s was i n fa c t a g i r l ' s garment and 

asks i f boys wear a s i m i l a r item or something d i f f e r e n t . At t h i s , '0' 

remembers something she had planned to do i n the lesson but which, i n 

f a c t , she forgot; she did not describe how the boy's garment d i f f e r e d i n 
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shape and colour from the one she was displaying. Supervisor 'C, how

ever, does not think t h i s to be a great oversight'ionl'her part. 

The supervisor then r e d i r e c t s the focus to congratulate '0' on 

her lesson pacing, adding that neither he nor the c h i l d r e n noticed the 

time, the lesson going so quickly. 'C comments that the supervisee did 

extremely w e l l to hold the children's i n t e r e s t for about an hour. He 

follows t h i s by asking whether the supervisee u t i l i z e d her questions to 

achieve t h i s e f f e c t and '0' answers i n the a f f i r m a t i v e . Supervisor 'C' 

then r e d i r e c t s the focus to a part of the lesson which he f e l t could have 

stood improvement: 

C: Toward the end, when you assigned, i t was, er, a booklet that 
you're working i n with them so that they can write about d i f f e r e n t 
parts of the world, that was the only thing that came to my mind 
that perhaps didn't come across, and I think the Faculty Adviser 
caught i t too, i s the way you had discussed or directed them to 
the exercise you wanted them to do and of course good old Dean 
{^student] put h i s hand up and said "what am I supposed to do" 
a f t e r you had j u s t t o l d , explained to the c l a s s . Is there another 
way, perhaps, you could have thought about going about doing that? 

0: (processes thought at 6:18 and then responds) Maybe I could have 
asked for suggestions as to how to s t a r t the story (said quest-
ioningly) and put a sentence up on the board? 

C: Yeah, I think that's a good p o s s i b i l i t y . I think, w e l l , i n my 
opinion, I think i t was a b i t too general (Conference dialogue, 
5:46-6:36). 

Having broached the subject, however, 'C' switches to giving p o s i t i v e 

feedback about the supervisee's use of a boy student's idea. He f e e l s 

that t h i s stimulated an enthusiasm i n the student that would evidence 

i t s e l f i n h i s written work. The mention of written work causes 'C, with 

neither pause nor t r a n s i t i o n , to jump immediately into asking the super

visee about student written work. '0' responds b r i e f l y and 'C' concludes 

that she must have obtained good written work because i t was "a t e r r i f i c 

learning experience for-them". 

At 8:03, supervisor 'C changes the topic to ask '0' what she 
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thought made the lesson go so w e l l . This s i g n i f i c a n t probing question 

appropriately r e s u l t s i n the supervisee pausing for f i v e seconds to 

r e f l e c t , whereupon 'C' f i l l s the s i l e n c e j u s t at the point when '0' was 

about to speak: 

C: You've had good lessons i n your practicum, but t h i s , I think, 
today, i n my estimation, was perhaps one of the very best ones 
and when you can draw back and think about what was making i t 
go w e l l , what made the whole flow of the lesson go properly, can 
you think of some reasons why? 

0: (pauses for a further f i v e seconds and very h e s i t a n t l y says) 
V i s u a l aids? 

C: Yeah. (Waits for supervisee to continue. During four second 
pause '0' brings her l e f t hand up nervously to scratch the back 
of her head—an a u t i s t i c gesture for someone who r a r e l y has 
moved throughout both conferences) 

C: ( f i l l s the s i l e n c e again) Yeah, I think you're r i g h t , the things 
that you brought i n , I don't know i f , I'm sure you saw the 
expression of t h e i r faces when you were bringing out the clothes 
and the excitement there. Yeah, I think the objects you brought 
i n was one of the reasons. 

0: And tyi n g i t i n with the experiences we've already done? 
('C nods) 
0: Like b u i l d i n g a song? ... pacing? 
C: Do you f e e l i n your own mind that your pacing has developed into ... 
0: (interrupting) Yes, I do. 
C: I t has, eh? (almost d i s b e l i e v i n g l y ) 

0: Control of my voice? (Conference dialogue, 8:08-9:20). 

Supervisor 'C' nods encouragement throughout but decides at 9:20 to draw 

things together by emphasizing how much more relaxed the supervisee i s 

with her material which then enables her to concentrate much more on the 

actual lesson i n t e r a c t i o n . 

Following t h i s supportive feedback, 'C' says "I don't know i f 

there's too much more we can say about the lesson" and supervisee '0' 

emits a nonverbal gesture of r e l i e f and d e l i g h t . To conclude the confer

ence, the supervisor asks '0' how she would continue i n the next lesson; 

but, since the next day i s the l a s t day of '0's practicum, both 

p a r t i c i p a n t s tend to treat t h i s issue more l i k e a token gesture. Having 

restated that the lesson was tremendous and the students r e a l l y enjoyed 
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i t , supervisor 'C' closes the conference at 10:47. 

D-P Pre-conference #1 

This conference had a duration of 17 minutes 46 seconds. It 

begins with supervisor 'D' asking about the class under observation and 

immediately thinking at 0:08 that she had not made the intent of her 

question clear; rather than focus on the i n s t r u c t i o n a l plan i t s e l f , 'D' 

wants to f i n d out about the students i n the c l a s s . Supervisee 'P' reads 

the intent and responds accordingly, ibut quickly gets into some of the 

i n s t r u c t i o n a l purposes. He wants the student teachers to become 

accustomed to the prospect of being supervised during practicum by f i r s t 

viewing 'P' under supervision from 'D' a f a c u l t y colleague. At 1:01 and 

1:02 the supervisee and supervisor r e s p e c t i v e l y process thoughts about 

how comfortable they f e e l i n the pre-conference s i t u a t i o n . This i s some

what remarkable since t h i s i s the f i r s t time they have a c t u a l l y entered 

into a c l i n i c a l cycle together. 

E s s e n t i a l l y , 'P' i s attempting to teach the concept of supervision 

i n an e x p e r i e n t i a l way to student teachers he would l a t e r be supervising. 

He continues: 

P: I want them ... to see that, although there i s a kind of threat 
that accompanies supervision, there are c e r t a i n procedures and 
a c t i v i t i e s that can minimize that threat, ('D' nods encourage
ment), and I think the best way to get people to want to enter 
in t o that kind of experience i s to show that you yourself are 
prepared to do i t . 

D: Have you been to see a l l of them at l e a s t once by now? 
(Conference dialogue, 1:12-1:45). 

Supervisor 'D' processes a thought at 1:20 and supervisee 'P', somewhat 

offguard by 'D's unexpected question, reports an impatience for the 

lesson focus at 1:45. In the conference dialogue, however, 'P' counters 

by describing what he has undertaken with the student teachers up t i l l 
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t h i s point. At 2:03 he a r t i c u l a t e s that one of h i s purposes has been to 

help the students become accustomed to h i s dual r o l e of helper and rater; 

supervisor 'D' evaluates t h i s notion c r i t i c a l l y i n her thoughts but holds 

her idea i n abeyance u n t i l 3:50. At 2:21, 'D' asks i f the supervisee has 

talked with student teachers to e l i c i t t h e i r reaction to h i s presence i n 

the classroom and 'P' reports an element of surprise i n h i s thoughts for 

he was expecting the focus to be on what would take place during the 

observation phase. Nevertheless, i n the conference dialogue he describes 

what he has done, cha r a c t e r i z i n g the t a l k s with the students not as 

rigorous post-conferences involving the analysis of teaching but more as 

r e l a t i o n s h i p - b u i l d i n g exercises i n preparation f o r the practicum when 'P' 

states that he plans to see them every day. At 3:18 supervisor 'D' 

expresses surprise as she questions, "each one, every day?" and both 

p a r t i c i p a n t s process thoughts at t h i s time. While the supervisee notes 

the communication used by 'D', the l a t t e r questions how r e a l i s t i c the 

proposed schedule i s . In the conference dialogue i t s e l f , 'P' counters 

by saying that he intends to be out i n schools every day and hopes to 

v i s i t each student on alternate days. Supervisor 'D' considers that a 

very busy schedule. 

A f t e r s t a t i n g at 4:07 that she would very much l i k e to pursue 

the t o p i c f or her own reasons (supervisor 'D' also has student teachers), 

'D' asks at 4:16 i f there i s something s p e c i f i c that supervisee 'P' would 

l i k e her to look at i n the class to be observed. 'P' responds at 4:20 

by suggesting that he f i r s t inform her of what was going to be happening 

and goes on to explain the lesson plan i n considerable d e t a i l , p a r t i c u l a r l y 

the scenario r e l a t i n g to how the students w i l l generate the data on 

which the i n s t r u c t i o n w i l l be based. Supervisor 'D' asks i f 'P' can 
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elaborate on the scenario, and the supervisee begins to expound on the 

planned a c t i v i t i e s . At 5:21 'D' picks up a p e n c i l to begin w r i t i n g down 

the questions which come at the end of the scenario and the accompanying 

di r e c t i o n s that are to be given to the students i n c l a s s . As she picks 

i t up, however, the supervisee looks at the p e n c i l and at 5:30 'D' puts 

i t down again thinking that 'P' has been disturbed by her ac t i o n . 

Supervisee 'P' then goes on to describe how the e s s e n t i a l purpose 

of the scenario i s to allow the students to generate questions about 

current student teaching supervision p r a c t i c e s and t h e i r own p a r t i c u l a r 

input about how they think i t should be pr a c t i c e d . On hearing t h i s at 

5:30, supervisor 'D' c r i t i c a l l y evaluates, i n her thoughts, the grounds 

on which the students could base t h e i r questions and input but does not 

broach t h i s topic i n the conference: Indeed, i t remains buried i n her 

mind u n t i l 34:52 i n the post-conference, at which time 'D' r e c a l l s the 

substance of t h i s thought. What she does bring up i n the conference at 

th i s point can be described as a d e l i m i t i n g question: " w i l l they be doing 

t h i s i n c l a s s , w i l l they be doing t h i s i n d i v i d u a l l y or i n groups?" As 

such t h i s question r e s t r i c t s the supervisee's response options and i s use 

to focus rather than to probe. 'P' responds s p e c i f i c a l l y to the question 

" i n i t i a l l y t h e y ' l l be doing i t i n d i v i d u a l l y for about f i v e minutes". 

This answer at 6:19 provokes a further c r i t i c a l thought i n 'D' but one 

which i s held over u n t i l the post-conference. In the meantime, 'P' 

expands on the scenario to show how i t i s designed to take the students 

from i n d i v i d u a l to group work so as to force them to reach some kind of 

consensus on what t h e i r r e a l questions and concerns are. During t h i s 

explanation, 'P' processes a thought at 6:49 where he wonders i f he i s 

ta l k i n g too much. As t h i s occurs, the supervisee loses h i s f l u i d i t y of 
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speech momentarily. 

When the supervisee's explanation ends at 7:04, 'D' puts the 

question: "have they worked together i n the class l i k e t h i s before, l i k e 

i n a r o l e - p l a y i n g s i t u a t i o n ? " Although.'P' answers t h i s competently 

enough i n the conference (they have worked i n groups before but not i n a 

simulation), he confesses i n h i s thoughts to not knowing at f i r s t how to 

respond. Supervisor 'D', on the other hand, wonders at 7:06 whether 'P' 

had anticipated the question because the issue underlying her own reasoning 

at that point was how w e l l these students work together i n group 

s i t u a t i o n s . The supervisee then goes on to explain what w i l l happen a f t e r 

the group work, how the data w i l l be transferred to the blackboard and 

generally how the class w i l l be conducted from t h i s point on. Once the 

data are on the board, supervisee 'P' wants 'D' to look c l s o e l y at how 

he engages the students i n further discussion aimed at c l a s s i f y i n g the 

data. This occurs at 8:05 and at the very point that he begins to t a l k 

about t h i s concern, supervisee 'P' looks down and does not regain eye 

contact u n t i l he has f u l l y a r t i c u l a t e d h i s tendency to become d i d a c t i c 

and begin an exposition. At 8:33 'D' f e e l s that she must write these 

points down and consequently picks up a p e n c i l and begins to write. 

Because supervisor 'D' considers 'P's request at 8:47 for her to 

observe for the amount of teacher t a l k to be a separate issue from the 

concern f i r s t a r t i c u l a t e d , she attempts at 9:17 to c l a r i f y t h i s through 

paraphrasing what she heard the supervisee say. To the supervisor 

question about how the students w i l l be able to i d e n t i f y categories when 

they may not have thought much about supervision previously, 'P' responds 

that he i s expecting t h e i r understanding to be more along t r a d i t i o n a l 

l i n e s where they are mostly concerned with the purpose of the process and 
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the c r i t e r i a f o r assessment. At 9:48, supervisor 'D' wishes, i n her 

thoughts, to dialogue about data-gathering techniques and t h i s thought 

emerges i n the conference dialogue at 10:07; she asks the supervisee for 

the s p e c i f i c things he would consider most valuable for her to look at, 

and how she could record them i n a way that would be b e n e f i c i a l to 'P'. 

While the supervisor puts t h i s question, 'P' fidgets nervously with h i s 

hands.for two seconds; i n addition, h i s head goes down at 10:07 p r e c i s e l y 

when 'D' mentions " s p e c i f i c " and he does not look up at the supervisor 

u n t i l 10:27. 

Despite the supervisee's inner anxiety ( v e r i f i e d i n h i s thoughts 

at 10:23), the conference dialogue proceeds r e l a t i v e l y smoothly. A f t e r 

'P' has r e i t e r a t e d h i s wish for the supervisor to look at the i n s t r u c t 

i o n a l phase immediately following the scenario and group work, together 

with a quantity ratio;;, of t a l k and some analysis of questioning techniques 

used to involve the students at t h i s c r i t i c a l stage, supervisor 'D' 

begins to review the discussion about data c o l l e c t i o n : 

D: So we have t h i s two-pronged thing. What would be meaningful for 
us i n terms of the quantity r a t i o ? Do you l i t e r a l l y want me to 
do a timing? 

P: (a f t e r pause of f i v e seconds) Do you mean a timing of the amount 
of time i n the lesson i n which I speak? 

D: Yes (very d e f i n i t e l y ) yes. 
P: Yes, that would be revealing, I think (the tone of voice i s 

d i f f e r e n t and encouraging) p a r t i c u l a r l y i f you can work out the 
percentages of teacher t a l k and student t a l k . 

D: And would i t be h e l p f u l i f I also t r i e d very accurately to 
transcribe both your questions and the answers the students gave 
and then we could perhaps look at those together and see i f there 
are any patterns emerging? 

P: Yes, i f that could be done, i t would be very u s e f u l (the super
visee's f a c i a l expression displays apparent keenness with what 
supervisor 'D' has suggested at 11:57). 

D: Well, I ' l l try to do that and I ' l l concentrate then on the time 
a f t e r we've been through the scenario and you begin to take the 
group answers and look at them on the board. So b a s i c a l l y at 
that point I ' l l be examining both the amount of time you spend 
ta l k i n g to them with respect to the amount of time they spend 
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t a l k i n g , I ' l l t r y to transcribe a l l of t h e i r conversation i n 
groups and the kinds of dialogue that emerge i n the class 
(Conference dialogue, 11:04-12:18). 

The purpose behind t h i s review was to e s t a b l i s h a s p e c i f i c 

contract between supervisor and supervisee ( v e r i f i e d i n 'D's thought 

processes at 12:18); however, 'D's attempt to draw the conference towards 

an agreement i s f o r e s t a l l e d by supervisee 'P' going on to t a l k about 

lesson momentum as one of h i s great concerns. In order to set the 

students r i g h t into the a c t i v i t y so that the i n s t r u c t i o n flows, 'P' main

tains that h i s d i r e c t i o n s have to be c r y s t a l c l e a r . While 'D' i s busy 

thinking at 12:50 that the observation focus i s growing too b i g , super

visee 'P' continues by s t a t i n g that the d i r e c t i o n s have to be clear at 

the students' l e v e l of understanding before they can be expected to 

become engrossed i n the learning a c t i v i t y . At 13:01 supervisor 'D' 

considers asking the supervisee i f he would l i k e to rehearse the di r e c t i o n s 

with her but decides against i t i n case 'P' were to derive the impression 

that something was amiss with the planned a c t i v i t y . Instead she poses a 

probing question: 

D: What have you thought about to help ensure that that [students 
becoming engrossed i n the learning activity,) w i l l happen? 

P: (Processes thought while he speaks) Well, i n a sense, I've j u s t 
thought about the s p e c i f i c d i r e c t i o n s that I'm going to give 
and have gone over them i n my own mind, r e a l i z i n g I have to make 
quite precise and yet b r i e f ('D' processes thought) and then 
a f t e r g iving them I ' l l ask i f they understand a n d - i f there are 
any questions, so that they can get righ t into the a c t i v i t y 
without my having to come back to explain something that was not 
f u l l y understood previously. 

D: So would you l i k e me s p e c i f i c a l l y ('P' evidences nervous gesture, 
fi n g e r moved to h i s face) to watch reactions to your d i r e c t i o n s 
and see i f the students seem to be into i t as you'd l i k e them to? 

P: Yes, I c e r t a i n l y would (Conference dialogue, 13:08-14:09). 

The supervisee's keenness to have t h i s kind of feedback stems 

from h i s concern that he be able to keep students on-task during the class 

and he perceives a connection between the c l a r i t y of d i r e c t i o n s and 
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student on-task behaviour. Consequently, supervisor 'D' o f f e r s at 14:34 

to pay s p e c i a l a t t e n t i o n to student f a c i a l expressions and any v i s i b l e 

signs of confusion as the students receive the d i r e c t i o n s . Supervisee 

'P' welcomes any feedback that demonstrates how he comes across i n s e t t i n g 

up such an a c t i v i t y f o r he senses that the students are not yet at the 

point where they w i l l t e l l him d i r e c t l y when they do not understand. Even 

as the supervisee i s saying t h i s , supervisor 'D' leans forward i n her seat, 

clasps her hands and adopts a pose which suggests she i s i n earnest; at 

15:21 she r e t o r t s : "why do you think they're not there yet?" Supervisee 

'P', whilst recognizing i n h i s thoughts that 'D' i s pushing him to explain 

a statement he had not c a r e f u l l y thought through, overcomes his urge to 

avoid the question and responds. He f e e l s i t has to do with what he 

senses to be the p e d e s t a l - l i k e p o s i t i o n afforded to professors at the 

u n i v e r s i t y he has j u s t joined, together with the fact that the student 

t e a c h i n g / f i e l d experience class i s a c r e d i t course, a factor that some

times causes a grappling amongst students for high marks and a reluctance 

to speak t h e i r mind. At 16:24 'D' poses a searching question: "how does 

today's a c t i v i t y contribute to the breaking down of t h i s image?" As t h i s 

i s put, the nonverbal f a c i a l expression of the supervisee, open-eyed with 

eyebrows raised a l i t t l e , i ndicates an earnestness which, according to 

her thought processes, i s noticed by supervisor 'D'. Without any break 

i n c o ntinuity and without a u t i s t i c gesture, 'P' responds that, by exposing 

his teaching to analysis by both supervisor 'D' and the students (who 

w i l l analyse the i n s t r u c t i o n during the next c l a s s ) , he i s making himself 

quite vulnerable and demonstrating, through h i s mistakes, j u s t how human 

he i s . 

A f t e r processing a thought at 16:38 about the p o t e n t i a l value of 
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mistakes i n one's learning and development, supervisor 'D' l i s t e n s as 

'P' outlines how he t r i e s to earn c r e d i b i l i t y with the student teachers 

so that, during the practicum, the analysis of teaching can be c a r r i e d 

out quite r i g o r o u s l y . By 17:00, however, 'D' admits to a sense of f r u s 

t r a t i o n , not evidenced v e r b a l l y or nonverbally, about the dialogue not 

focusing on the contract for observation. Nevertheless, she r e f r a i n s 

from intervening i n the flow of 'P's dialogue and, s i g n i f i c a n t l y , at 17:59 

the supervisee expresses, i n h i s thoughts, appreciation of how supervisor 

'D' has f a c i l i t a t e d the a r t i c u l a t i o n of h i s ideas. Immediately following 

t h i s , 'D' begins to sum up. At no time while the supervisee was t a l k i n g 

did her f r u s t r a t i o n show and even at 18:01 i t does not show except for a 

c e r t a i n slowness of speech when she says "I'm c l e a r " : 

D: A l r i g h t , I f e e l that I'm ... c l e a r ... and I'd just l i k e to go 
back over t h i s with you because we did add something at the end 
there. As I see today's c l a s s , I'm going to be looking s p e c i f i c 
a l l y (nervous, a u t i s t i c gesture by supervisee here—hand moved 
quickly to the face) at the d i r e c t i o n s that you give and the 
a b i l i t y the students have a f t e r l i s t e n i n g to these d i r e c t i o n s to 
move immediately into the work that the d i r e c t i o n s r e l a t e to and 
I'm going to do that by t r y i n g to l i s t e n to the comments that they 
may ask you to see what sort of other signs there might be, and 
that w i l l be somewhat subjective on my part but I ' l l t ry to 
indicate that to you, and then a f t e r they have been through the 
scenario, as we c a l l e d i t , I then want to s p e c i f i c a l l y look at how 
you i n your own r o l e with them, as they begin to give you the 
r e s u l t s of t h e i r own i n v e s t i g a t i o n , we'll look at the r a t i o of 
time that you spend t a l k i n g and they spend t a l k i n g , the kinds of 
questions you ask, they ask, and how each of you reacts to those 
questions (Conference dialogue, 18:01-19:11). 

Supervisor 'D's f r u s t r a t i o n at the lack of focus i n the pre-conference 

agreement i s understandable i n l i g h t of the above dialogue. What i s 

c a l l e d f o r i s supervisor d i r e c t i o n as to how many things i t i s f e a s i b l e 

to look at during observation. This she i s aware of at 19:11 i n her 

thoughts, but.she also admits to not knowing how much d i r e c t i o n to give 

at such an early stage i n the supervisory r e l a t i o n s h i p . The overload of 
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pointers for observation i s also noted i n 'P's thoughts at 19:24 but, as 

the supervisee, he does not r a i s e the issue. The conference ends with 

'D' suggesting that they can look at these things together but that there 

may be some that they w i l l have to work on i n subsequent cycles. 

D-P Post-conference #1 

This conference had a duration of 42 minutes 50 seconds. It 

begins with supervisor 'D' posing a question which, as she r e f l e c t e d on 

i t at 0:27, caused her a f e e l i n g of awkwardness: "I wondered i f you'd had 

a chance to look at what I l e f t you yesterday, and, while that may be 

important, I'm interested f i r s t i n your l e t t i n g me know how you f e l t 

yesterday's class went." Supervisee 'P' answers i n i t i a l l y with s u p e r f i c i a l 

comments designed to give him time to formulate a response to the question 

about the lesson i t s e l f . At 0:41 'P' describes himself as not being 

completely unhappy about how the class went and t h i s r e g i s t e r s surprise 

i n supervisor 'D's thoughts. He goes on to suggest that he had some 

awkward moments during i n s t r u c t i o n which he considers l a r g e l y r e l a t e d to 

a shortage of time. Supervisor 'D' asks at 1:14 i f he has any idea why 

t h i s might have been the case and 'P' a r t i c u l a t e s c e r t a i n l o g i s t i c a l 

points which could have rendered time pressure a factor a f f e c t i n g the 

lesson flow. 

Shortly a f t e r t h i s , a c r i t i c a l incident occurs. While the super

visee mentions that he was glad with the way i n which some students 

brought t h e i r own experiences i n t o discussion, 'D' questions, i n her 

thoughts at 2:08, the r o l e played by one of the more active students. 

As t h i s i s going on, supervisee 'P' becomes more and more anxious i n h i s 

thoughts to have a general i n d i c a t i o n of how the supervisor f e l t the 

lesson had gone. At 2:23, however, he i s s t i l l attempting to share h i s 
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own i n t e r p r e t a t i o n of the data: 

P: What I, (looking through data notes), I ... was ... (very slow 
speech) r e a l l y t r y i n g to involve them as I was t r y i n g to 
introduce the concept i t s e l f . 

D: So you wanted to work not only from.their own experiences but 
from the material they had given you? 

P: Yes, and I (pause of three seconds—speech i s quite laboured) 
think, w e l l , I was happy with i t but I s t i l l think i t could have 
gone better. Er, er, ( a u t i s t i c gesture, hand moving quickly to 
face) what do you think about i t , the way I t r i e d to involve them? 

D: (leans forward, clasps hands) On what l e v e l do you mean that? Do 
you mean t h e i r personal experiences? ('D' nervously rubs hands 
through h a i r two times and s i t s with head back and hands clasped). 

P: (somewhat agitated) A f t e r the, yes, but not only that [personal 
experiences] but also when I was t r y i n g to work from the data they 
generated to the concept I was t r y i n g to get across. (Breaking 
into a smile) I t ' s so easy then to lapse i n t o a s t r a i g h t pedantic 
lecture (Conference dialogue, 2:23-3:09). 

What the supervisee has e s s e n t i a l l y v e r b a l i z e d i s a r e i t e r a t i o n of h i s 

pre-conference concern but the post-conference version i s accompanied by 

an i n t e r n a l state of a g i t a t i o n . This a f f e c t s supervisor 'D' as she t r i e s 

to respond between 3:09 and 3:49, causing her to grope for words i n the 

conference dialogue and to become concerned i n her thoughts that she 

might not be addressing what the supervisee wants. This thought notwith

standing, 'D' proceeds with an analysis of the questions used by 'P' durin 

the i n s t r u c t i o n : 

D: Well (turning to data notes) l e t ' s j u s t see what we can t e l l from 
the questions, I didn't get them a l l down but we have you sugg
esting to them that they think about some issues. I'm wondering 
i f there was a time when maybe you c a l l e d upon them to fi n d out 
what they had thought about or were these questions j u s t l e f t , do 
you ask a l o t of questions that are j u s t yes and no questions 
where you might f e e l they're not being involved, or do you d i r e c t 
questions to s p e c i f i c students when you r e a l l y want the group to 
be involved. Those are some of the things we can look at from 
here (Conference dialogue, 3:49-4:13). 

At 4:05 the supervisee admits i n h i s thoughts to f e e l i n g bombarded by the 

s p e c i f i c c r i t i c i s m s that 'D' brings out but counters at 4:13 to ask i f he 

posed many yes/no questions and attempts to check h i s understanding of 

what he heard the supervisor say about in v o l v i n g the students. Because 
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she alluded to student involvement to o f f s e t the thrust of her s p e c i f i c 

c r i t i c i s m s and wants the supervisee to detect a pattern i n the data, 'D' 

further challenges the supervisee to examine the nature and frequency of 

the questions used: 

P: But you're suggesting that maybe I could have pinpointed some of 
the questions at c e r t a i n students to make sure they were f u l l y 
involved? 

D: I'm not sure that that's exactly what I was suggesting ... I 
think what I was r e a l l y suggesting was that we can look at the 
data and see i f there are c e r t a i n kinds of questions which you 
use repeatedly and, i f you do, we might look at the r e s u l t s and 
see i f your i n t e n t i o n i s matched by the r e s u l t s (Conference 
dialogue, 4:28-5:17). 

For the next 1 minute 33 seconds, the discussion focuses on one 

p a r t i c u l a r question that supervisee 'P' posed and then quickly followed 

up with a further statement before any student could answer. Whilst 

acknowledging that the follow-up statement did set the students at ease, 

'D' asks what else i t might have done. While 'D' i s wanting to get at 

the pattern and i t s impact on seminar discussion, however, the supervisee 

focuses on the intent of the question, and the follow-up statement. At 

the end of t h i s period, supervisor 'D' pushed 'P' to f i n d out whether his 

questions were e l i c i t i n g the kind of feedback he wanted. The supervisee 

takes seven seconds to think about i t and t a l k s quite slowly. This 

causes 'D' at 6:06 to wonder i f she has made him nervous, since 'P' i s 

so obviously groping for an answer ( v e r i f i e d i n supervisee thought processes 

at 6:06). Eventually, he suggests that one of the g i r l students gave him 

l o t s of feedback but that may have been because of a p a r t i c u l a r l y 

devastating teaching s i t u a t i o n which he had helped her overcome j u s t two 

days before the class under observation. At 7:31, 'D' seizes the opening 

to become very supportive and o f f - s e t any supervisee nervousness. She 

suggests that a devastating experience does not ne c e s s a r i l y help someone 
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to open up i n seminar discussion but supervisee 'P 1, although he 

recognizes 'D's supportiveness at t h i s point, still.'appears to be groping 

for an answer. At 8:00 he t r i e s to s h i f t the i n i t i a t i v e back to super

v i s o r 'D' because he cannot fig u r e out "what e l s e " the follow-up statement 

might have caused. Supervisor 'D', however, does not take up the 

i n i t i a t i v e , causing 'P' to a r t i c u l a t e h i s disappointment at not being able 

to bring some of the students into the discussion. At 8:23 'D' checks 

her perception: "So are you t e l l i n g me that you sensed that you were able 

to draw i n a few but not the others"? 'P' very d e l i b e r a t e l y answers i n 

the a f f i r m a t i v e , recognizing i n h i s thoughts that t h i s represents a 

s i g n i f i c a n t break-through i n h i s understanding of the i n s t r u c t i o n . 

Supervisor 'D' then attempts to focus the discussion on the 

record of the questions posed and subsequent discussion and, because she 

senses the data notes are not as complete as she would have l i k e d , asks 

i f i t would have been more b e n e f i c i a l for her to have recorded the 

discussion verbatim. 'P' responds that i t would have been h e l p f u l not 

only to know who was speaking but also the order i n which each student 

spoke; t h i s would have enabled him to ..detect the extent to which he had 

been able to stimulate student-to-student i n t e r a c t i o n . At 9:33, 'D1 

begins to think that the data may not be accurate enough to show the 

supervisee that there was l i t t l e , i f any, student-to-student i n t e r a c t i o n . 

This evidences i t s e l f i n the conference dialogue when the supervisor 

begins to speculate that "some of t h i s [student-to-student interaction}, 

w e l l , i t seems l i k e most of t h i s i s ..." and then backs o f f with "well 

i t ' s hard to t e l l from the data". Rather than force the issue, 'D' 

suggests that they could look s p e c i f i c a l l y at student-to-student i n t e r 

action i n a future cycle but at 10:31 supervisee 'P' concludes from the 
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data that he had not stimulated very much student-to-student i n t e r a c t i o n . 

This frees supervisor 'D' at 10:40 to demonstrate from the data how most 

of the discussion was between teacher and students and not amongst the 

students. This supervisor explanation of the data continues u n t i l 11:33, 

at which time 'D' suggests that i t i s on the appropriateness of teacher 

questions and comments that they need to focus t h e i r a n a l y s i s . 

At 12:14, 'D' demonstrates from the data how supervisee 'P' was 

able to involve students i n the discussion at s p e c i f i c points i n the 

lesson where a new topic or concept was being introduced. But soon a f t e r 

emphasizing that i t i s the appropriateness of the teacher comment and 

i t s timing that matters since the introduction of a new concept requires 

some teacher d i r e c t i o n or r e d i r e c t i o n of the discussion focus, supervisor 

'D' pushes ahead f o r some sense of closure on the pre-conference agree

ment. She i s , however, unsuccessful: 

D: A l r i g h t , so t h i s has given you a sense of that r a t i o [teacher 
talk-student talk_ you were interested i n ('P' nods), and the v. 
two other questions we were going to look at ... 

P: (interrupts her) I t seems to me then (thumbing back through data 
notes) you know, although I'm working with t h e i r ideas i n i t i a l l y , 
I s t i l l have to do something to use t h e i r ideas more so when I'm 
a c t u a l l y putting across a concept ... I guess I'd l i k e to f e e l 
that I can not only present things but also be stimulating students 
to want to be involved i n that i n t e r a c t i o n as w e l l . 

D: How can you do that? 
P: (scratches head and thinks f o r eight seconds) Well, I guess I've 

got to think of questions that r e a l l y key into the experience of 
the students so that t h e i r i n t e r e s t i s f i r e d and they ,., f i n d 
themselves a r t i c u l a t i n g thoughts which they otherwise would not 
have done ... I tend to use that as a measure to myself as to how 
e f f e c t i v e l y I am keying into t h e i r experience i n terms of trans
l a t i n g a p a r t i c u l a r t h e o r e t i c a l concept into the r e a l i t y of t h e i r 
events. 

D: So you're saying i n e f f e c t that you're hoping that with more 
experience that you a c t u a l l y have with them, the more experience 
they get, and y o u ' l l be able to phrase questions and a c t i v i t i e s 
which would more spontaneously involve them? 

P: But I think i t ' s more than that. I think as I grow as a teacher 
I ' l l be able to understand how to do that with groups when I 
don't n e c e s s a r i l y know them that well ... and can begin to key 
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into t h e i r space, as i t were, quite early on and almost unleash 
whatever p o t e n t i a l there i s i n terms of the discussion 
(Conference dialogue, 12:35-14:42). 

Two questions contained i n the pre-conference agreement have not yet been 

addressed because of the supervisee's wish to explore h i s use of questions 

further. Indeed, at 14:42 he i s delighted i n h i s thought processes to 

have a r t i c u l a t e d ideas r e l a t i n g to a r e a l concern of h i s , i . e . , how to 

break out of a propensity towards a teacher-centred mould. Supervisor 'D', 

at one point so concerned about reaching closure, now pursues t h i s t o p i c , 

suggesting that i t requires a s p e c i a l kind of s e n s i t i v i t y which 'P' has 

i d e n t i f i e d as something for them to work on i n the future. An i n t e r e s t i n g 

feature of t h i s episode i s that, while 'P' i s divulging t h i s s e l f -

acknowledged concern, he maintains eye-contact and evidences no a u t i s t i c 

gestures. This, coming at 16:03, i s very d i f f e r e n t from those times i n 

the pre-conference when he talked about i n s t r u c t i o n a l concerns, and may 

be evidence of a developing supervisory r e l a t i o n s h i p . 

The problem of when to intervene to refocus seminar discussion 

and when to hold back so as to l e t i t flow emerges as a cornerstone of 

the supervisee's concern during the period of 16:08-17:54 i n the confer

ence dialogue. This focus develops during 'P's response to 'D's question 

about teachers who have succeeded i n stimulating him i n h i s days as a 

student. While, however, 'P' i s more concerned with addressing h i s own 

dilemma of how to "turn on" students he has not known for very long (out 

of which emanates the question of when and when not to intervene), super

v i s o r 'D' i s taken up with what 'P' has learned from teachers he has had. 

At 17:54 she r e d i r e c t s the focus from what supervisee 'P' alleges to be 

his biggest concern to the need to discriminate among the various teaching 

behaviours one has experienced, since they are not a l l l i k e l y to be 
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e f f e c t i v e with every student. Supervisee 'P' acknowledges the point but 

expresses the hope thatbhe can develop a vast enough range of behaviours 

i n h i s own r e p e r t o i r e from which to se l e c t according to the d i f f e r i n g 

needs of students and of protean teaching-learning s i t u a t i o n s . At t h i s 

point i n the conference the supervisee begins to t a l k i n a very personal 

manner, a feature that supervisor 'D' notes and allows to a f f e c t her 

nonverbal behaviour: 

P: I guess I'm f i n d i n g i t a very d i f f i c u l t , exacting, and sometimes 
heartache-producing journey to develop the r i g h t kind of 
rep e r t o i r e where I can, i n f a c t , draw upon what i s required, 
given different" needs. 

('D' leans forward maintaining eye-contact; 'P' clasps hands i n 
prayer l i k e form i n front of h i s mouth and chin). 
P: (continues) I mean, I f i n d i t a l o t more d i f f i c u l t here, or I did 

i n i t i a l l y , at the graduate l e v e l where students were ju s t 
expecting me to lecture and I didn't want to teach that way. I 
wanted to teach more along seminar l i n e s and I had to r e a l l y think 
of ways and means where I could bring them into things more 
(Conference dialogue, 18:49-19:23). 

For the next 1 minute 48 seconds, the conference dialogue continues 

to focus on inductive approaches to teaching as ways of inv o l v i n g students 

i n the i n s t r u c t i o n . At 21:11, supervisor 'D' then asks i f students have 

given 'P' feedback on the teaching methods he has used; the supervisee 

responds i n the negative, adding that he senses t h e i r reluctance stems 

from the fa c t they are a l l looking for teaching positions i n a time of 

f i n a n c i a l retrenchment and therefore are not prepared to take r i s k s i n a 

c r e d i t course. During 'P's explanation, supervisor 'D' moves from a 

forward leaning p o s i t i o n to a s t i f f upright p o s i t i o n . At 22:30 she begins 

to pinpoint c e r t a i n courses of action: 

D: Do you think t h i s class might be ready for a l i t t l e more 
encouragement from you? In terms of t h i s s p e c i f i c c l a s s , could 
you t a l k to them or have them t a l k to you about these a c t i v i t i e s , 
f i r s t of a l l the scenario and the way you chose to present i t ? 
Would i t be appropriate with t h i s class to t a l k about your 
d i r e c t i n g of the scenario with them? Are they ready for i t ? 
(Conference dialogue, 22:30-23:03). 
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For 2 minutes 5 seconds both p a r t i c i p a n t s discuss the ideas proposed by 

supervisor 'D'. While supervisee 'P' sees a usefulness i n unpacking the 

analysis of teaching, supervisor 'D' promotes the benefits that the student: 

teachers would derive from learning how to teach along inductive l i n e s . 

The supervisee sees such an exercise as a good opportunity for students 

to p r a c t i c e giving feedback i n a way that does not demean the person and 

supervisor 'D' quickly turns the focus back to the data notes with the 

suggestion that some of the questions used by 'P' during i n s t r u c t i o n 

possibly helped to foster the atmosphere of trus t that would be necessary 

for such open feedback. This occurs at 25:08 and represents the f i r s t 

time since 12:35 that the conference dialogue has revolved around the 

data c o l l e c t e d during observation. 

Supervisee 'P' looks c l o s e l y at the data and says that he i s not 

completely discouraged by how he handled the questions. He adds at 25:45 

that h i s mentioning of discouragement stems from knowledge of h i s own 

i n c l i n a t i o n to be the expert i n c e r t a i n s i t u a t i o n s which he recognizes as 

detrimental to student developmental learning. Supervisor 'D' contests 

t h i s i n l i g h t of the evidence; at 26:06 she c i t e s two instances i n the 

seminar which demonstrate that 'P' does not appear to be dominating the 

i n t e r a c t i o n . On the other hand, both p a r t i c i p a n t s note a hint of 

d i r e c t i o n used by the supervisee to maintain the focus of the discussion 

when i t was i n danger of becoming tangential, but neither regards t h i s 

as unnecessary interference. 

At 27:15 the focus of the conference dialogue becomes even more 

s p e c i f i c , as supervisor 'D' comes back to probe what she had unsuccessfully 

attempted to look at at 12:35. This r e d i r e c t i n g of the conference focus 

to the other questions i n the pre-conference agreement p r e c i p i t a t e s a 
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c r i t i c a l incident where the supervisor presses the supervisee to a s e l f -

derived i n s i g h t : 

D: I wondered about the d i r e c t i o n s , i f that i s also something you've 
been concerned about, you wanted then to be c l e a r and concise, 
I've t r i e d to document everything while you were explaining 
things ... did you f e e l that they were clear? 

P: Well, I f e l t better about them during and a f t e r the class than I 
do on reading the data here because i t seems to me that I may 
have gone on too long. In order to make things quite c l e a r , I 
may have been overdwelling on the d i r e c t i o n s as w e l l ... that's 
a mistake I would want to see corrected because maybe there wasn't 
the need (pause while he thumbs through data notes), I r e a l l y say 
them four times i f you include the time I wrote them up on the 
board ( a u t i s t i c gesture by supervisee at 28:13 i n d i c a t i v e of 
recognition about board and d i r e c t i o n s ) . I think that maybe with 
students at that l e v e l , to have said them twice would have been 
enough. 

D: Now l e t ' s see you wrote t h i s on the board?(both look over data 
at 28:20) 

P: Well, f i r s t of a l l I said i t , then I rephrased i t which was the 
second time. 

D: I t wasn't u n t i l quite l a t e i n f a c t that i t did go on the board. 
P: (a look of recognition at 28:35) Yes, I have to confess something 

there, I forgot about putting i t on the board; i t should have 
gone on the board when I was doing i t the f i r s t time. 

D: (determinedly at 28:51) Why? 
P: Because that way I'm saying i t , they're seeing i t , so they have 

two ways of processing the d i r e c t i o n s the f i r s t time, then I 
would only have needed to r e i n f o r c e i t once. By f o r g e t t i n g about 
i t — i t was l i k e a b o l t that suddenly h i t me, I'm taking away from 
my own c l a r i t y h ere—you see, I'd gone over i t three times before 
I put i t on the board, whereas I should have started o f f standing 
up, describing the scenario and putting the notes on the board 
at the same time and then I only needed to go over i t once more. 

D: (almost i n v o l u n t a r i l y at 29:47) That's a good point. 
P: I regard that as a blunder on my part, for with a d i f f e r e n t 

group of students, that could r e a l l y have thrown the lesson. 
D: But i t seems to me that you've i d e n t i f i e d something that you 

also want to concentrate on and that's the idea of input i n as 
many d i s t i n c t i v e ways as possible, l i k e the v i s u a l and the o r a l 
that w i l l perhaps help you i n the future i n not having to say the 
d i r e c t i o n s several times (Conference dialogue, 27:15-30:15). 

Supervisee 'P' then turns the focus to discussing when the 

d i r e c t i o n s became clear to the students i n the c l a s s . While noting that 

i t would be u s e f u l to r a i s e the question i n t h i s way, supervisor 'D' 

suggests that attempting to answer the question of why i t became c l e a r , 

although much harder, would probably be more b e n e f i c i a l to 'P' i n h i s 
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data notes may have to say further about the supervisee's d i r e c t i o n s . 

This example of pe r s i s t e n t yet focussed probing bears r e s u l t s : 

P: Yes, I'm j u s t thinking, i n f a c t , that i t may well be, i t ' s only 
j u s t struck me, that the number of times I went over the 
d i r e c t i o n s at the beginning was a contributing factor to the 
lack of time I experienced. 

('D's reaction at t h i s point, 32:36, i s to exclaim "ah, ah" i n a 
voice that suggests she has j u s t r e a l i z e d i t too, when, according to 
her thought processes, she had known a l l along). 
P: That would have contributed to the s l i g h t degree of anxiety that 

was going on inside me (Conference dialogue, 32:34-32:43). 

The discussion continues to focus on 'P's uneasiness, an unfamiliar 

experience f o r the supervisee i n t h i s kind of teaching s i t u a t i o n , and the 

r e l a t i o n s h i p between t h i s phenomenon and the noted shortage of time. The 

supervisee suddenly recognizes at 33:28 that h i s propensity for becoming 

d i d a c t i c occurs when he i s pressured by a shortage of time; he further 

understands how the l a s t minute room change and h i s f a u l t y d i r e c t i o n 

giving a l l conspired to deprive the lesson of valuable time which, i n 

turn, caused him anxiety and af f e c t e d the smoothness of the lesson flow. 

At 34:11 supervisor 'D' focuses the dialogue on the questions pos 

by students a f t e r they had received the d i r e c t i o n s . One question i n 

p a r t i c u l a r emerges where a student suggested that the d i r e c t i o n s were 

clear but that they did not know very much about supervision. At t h i s 

point, 34:52, 'D' processes a thought, f i r s t conceived i n the pre-

conf erence, questioning the preparedness of the students for such an 

e x p e r i e n t i a l learning design. 'P', however, sees that as part of the 

challenge i n the lesson, for they have been placed i n a s i t u a t i o n 

r e q u i r i n g them to exercise t h e i r imagination i n order to get t h e i r r e a l 

concerns out for discussion. When pressed further by the supervisor at 

35:36 about whether these student questions ind i c a t e that the d i r e c t i o n s 
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were c l e a r l y understood, 'P' admits that they indicate a lack of 

understanding. 

F i n a l l y , supervisor 'D' begins to sum up at 36:54. She reviews 

a l l the points r e l a t i n g to the d i r e c t i o n s that have come out i n the 

conference i n t e r a c t i o n and then proceeds to ask i f there i s anything else 

that the supervisee has derived from the post-conference d e l i b e r a t i o n . 

Supervisee 'P' characterizes the intervention as having i d e n t i f i e d h i s 

r e a l concern about how to orchestrate the flow of discussion i n a seminar, 

when to intervene to r e d i r e c t the focus and when to hold back h i s own 

comments. At 38:12 supervisor 'D' professes i n her thoughts to being i n 

a s i m i l a r predicament for she i s anxious to bring the conference to a 

close. Accordingly, she suggests that t h i s concern can become the i n -

depth focus of further supervision cycles and o f f e r s to supervise again 

i n the near future. While the supervisee i s delighted that h i s concern 

has become c r y s t a l l i z e d as a r e s u l t of the post-conference dialogue, 'D' 

suggests at 39:36 that how 'P' deals with discussion orchestration at the 

graduate l e v e l , although the opposite problem to the one experienced i n 

the class observed, may ill u m i n a t e the d i f f i c u l t i e s he encountered i n the 

undergraduate i n s t r u c t i o n . 

At 40:06, supervisor 'D' brings the focus back to the questions 

for a f i n a l time i n order to make the point that she considers the data 

notes to be somewhat inadequate. The supervisee pours over them again 

and suddenly recognizes at 40:43 that short student answers to teacher 

questions may; be i n d i c a t i v e of the questions being too open-ended for 

t h e i r l e v e l of a b i l i t y . Rather than e f f e c t closure immediately super

v i s o r 'D' reinforces 'P's i n s i g h t by pressing him to think i t through 

further: "I wonder i f there are a l o t of open-ended questions ... that 
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would f a l l into that category?" (Conference dialogue, 41:50). Both 

p a r t i c i p a n t s then go through the questions analysing those that are 

s p e c i f i c and those (the majority) that r e a l l y expect too much of under

graduate students or are too broad i n t h e i r focus. S i g n i f i c a n t l y , most 

of the analysis i s c a r r i e d out by the supervisee who suggests that the 

questions need to be delimited more. The conference ends at 42:50 with 

both p a r t i c i p a n t s s t a t i n g openly t h e i r wish to continue the supervision 

experience. 

SUMMARY 

This chapter has presented the research data i n the form of 

eight case studies, selected for t h e i r o v e r a l l representativeness, and 

l e v e l s of p a r t i c i p a n t s ' preactive and supervisors' i n t e r a c t i v e con

s t r u c t i v e openness. Supervisors 'A' and 'D' produced r e l a t i v e l y high 

preactive and i n t e r a c t i v e l e v e l s of constructive openness while super

v i s o r s 'B' and 'C produced r e l a t i v e l y low l e v e l s . The supervisees of 

'A' and 'D' both scored highly on the Preactive Behaviour Instrument 

while two of the three supervisees i n t e r a c t i n g with 'B' and 'C' produced 

r e l a t i v e l y low scores. Further, the conferences conducted by supervisors 

'A' and 'D' were of longer duration than any of the conferences 

conducted by supervisors 'B' and 'C'. 



Chapter 6 

STRUCTURAL VARIATIONS IN CONFERENCE 
INTERACTION 

This chapter reports the s t r u c t u r a l v a r i a t i o n s analysis of 

conference dialogue and p a r t i c i p a n t s ' thought processes i n four case 

examples. This analysis examined the data according to the motivational 

p r i n c i p l e s (as described i n Appendix D) and supervision conditions (as 

described i n Chapter 3) that associate with each of the four conceptual 

functioning l e v e l s i d e n t i f i e d by Harvey et a l . (1961). Conceptual 

functioning l e v e l s depict the current but dynamic degree of 

p a r t i c i p a n t s ' d i s p o s i t i o n towards abstractness of thought. Once the 

l e v e l s were determined, they were transposed on to the 0-8 scale 

developed i n the Preactive Behaviour Instrument (see Appendix A) to 

e f f e c t a comparison between l e v e l s of conceptual functioning and 

constructive openness. A b r i e f discussion of the method of analysis 

precedes the four examples of case a n a l y s i s . 

METHOD OF ANALYSIS 

Each p a r t i c i p a n t ' s dialogue and i n t e r a c t i v e thought processes 

i n a l l fourteen conferences were analysed i n d e t a i l , that i s , every 

thought u n i t , every verbal and nonverbal behaviour was categorized 

according to the l e v e l of conceptual functioning and the respective 

supervision conditions or supervisee r o l e i t represented. Since the 

categorizations were based on four d i f f e r e n t l e v e l s (as per Chapter 3 

and Appendix D), i t became necessary to transpose them on to the 0-8 
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scale developed i n the instruments used to measure preactive and i n t e r 

active constructive openness, i n order to e f f e c t a comparison between 

pa r t i c i p a n t conceptual functioning and verbal communication. Table 5 

demonstrates the basis on which t h i s t r a n s p o s i t i o n was c a r r i e d out. In 

order to place each categorization within i t s equivalent c l a s s i f i c a t i o n 

on the constructive openness 0-8 scale, c e r t a i n t r a n s p o s i t i o n a l scores 

were al l o c a t e d , e.g., Level I conceptual functioning categorization 

was all o c a t e d a score of 1.5, Level III a score of 5.5 and so on. A 

mean score on the scale of 0-8 was then derived for each p a r t i c i p a n t ' s 

i n t e r a c t i v e conceptual functioning per conference . 

Table 6 reports these scores. Supervisor 'A' produced 

conceptual functioning mean scores of 6.40, 6.60, 6.38, and 5.82 i n 

his four conferences with 'L', while the supervisee scored at 4.50, 5.83, 

5.44, and 6.01. Over the four conferences, 'A' and 'L' averaged scores 

of 6.30 and 5.45 re s p e c t i v e l y . 

Supervisor 'B' averaged a score of 2.43 over four conferences. 

In his two conferences with supervisee 'M', he produced conceptual 

functioning mean scores of 2.13 and 2.58 while 'M' scored at 3.50 and 

2.52. Within the context of t h i s dyad, 'B' and 'M' averaged scores of 

2.36 and 3.01 res p e c t i v e l y . In h i s two conferences with supervisee 'N', 

'B' produced scores of 2.59 and 2.42 while 'N' scored at 4.50 and 3.54. 

Within t h i s dyad, 'B' and 'N' averaged scores of 2.51 and 4.02 

res p e c t i v e l y . 

Supervisor 'C' produced conceptual functioning mean scores of 

3.31 and 3.40 i n h i s two conferences with '0', while the supervisee 

scored at 2.62 and 2.19. Over two conferences, 'C' and '0' averaged 

scores of 3.36 and 2.41 re s p e c t i v e l y . 
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Table 5 

Basis for Transposition of Interactive Conceptual 
Functioning Categorizations onto 

Constructive Openness Scale 

Constructive Openness Conceptual Transposition 
-.Scale Functioning Categorizations Score 

0-1 Sub I 0.5 

1-2 ! Level I 1.5 

2-3 ! Level I/II t r a n s i t i o n 2.5 

3-4 Level II 3.5 

4-5 Level I I / I I I t r a n s i t i o n 4.5 

5-6 Level III 5.5 

6-7 Level III/IV t r a n s i t i o n 6.5 

7-8 Level IV 7.5 
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Table 6 

Interactive Conceptual Functioning Mean Scores 
of Supervision. P a r t i c i p a n t s 

i n Each Conference 

Supervisor 

Conceptual 
Functioning 
Mean Score Conference 

Conceptual 
Functioning 
Mean Score Supervisee 

6.40 pre-conf. #1* 4.50 

A 6.60 post-conf. #1* 5.83 L 
6.38 pre-conf. #2 5.44 

5.82 post-conf.' #2 6.01 

B 

2.13 

2.58 

pre-conf. #1* 

post-conf. #1 

3.50 

2.52 
M 

B 
2.59 

2.42 

pre-conf. #2 

post-conf. #2 

4.50 

3.54 
N 

C 
3.31 post-conf. #1* 2.62 

0 

3.40 post-conf. #2 2.19 

6.43 pre-conf. #1 4.68 

D 
• 6.35 

6. 17 

post-conf. #1 

pre-conf. #2 

6.31 

5.79 
P 

6.71 post-conf. #2 6.88 

Denotes conferences used as case examples of s t r u c t u r a l v a r i a t i o n s 
a n a l y s i s . 



190 

Supervisor 'D' produced conceptual functioning mean scores of 

6.43, 6.35, 6.17, and 6.71 i n her four conferences with 'P', while the 

supervisee scored at 4.68, 6.31, 5.79, and 6.88. Over the four 

conferences, 'D' and 'P' averaged scores of 6.42 and 5.92 res p e c t i v e l y . 

To i l l u s t r a t e how each conference was analysed for the s t r u c t u r a l 

v a r i a t i o n s present i n p a r t i c i p a n t s ' dialogue and i n t e r a c t i v e thought.; 

processes, four case analyses have been presented as examples of 

det a i l e d examination. These four conferences were chosen because they 

represented as f u l l a range as possible of v a r i a t i o n s i n supervisor 

performance within and between cycles. Two are with a supervisor who 

predicted he would function at a high l e v e l of constructive openness 

and demonstrate.possible v a r i a t i o n between p a r t i c i p a n t i n t e r a c t i v e 

conceptual functioning i n the pre- and post-conference. The other two 

are with supervisors who predicted a lower l e v e l of i n t e r a c t i v e 

constructive openness, one i l l u s t r a t i n g a pre-conference, the other a 

post-conference. In t h i s way, i t i s possible to see v a r i a t i o n s within 

a cycle between pre- and post-conference with the same supervisor, i t i s 

possible to see v a r i a t i o n s between pre- and post-conferences conducted 

by d i f f e r e n t supervisors, and f i n a l l y , i t i s possible to see v a r i a t i o n s 

between conferences conducted by supervisors f o s t e r i n g low l e v e l s of 

constructive openness and those conducted by supervisors who espouse a 

more freeing kind of verbal communication. Because a de t a i l e d analysis 

of a pre- or post-conference conducted by supervisor 'D' would not have 

added to these dimensions, i t was decided that, although providing 

i n t e r e s t i n g and informative reading, i t would, i n terms of the o v e r a l l 

purpose of the analysis, appear superfluous and even r e p e t i t i o u s . Since 

much of the data generated i n the D-P conferences w i l l be used to 
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substantiate the g e n e r a l i t i e s enunciated i n Chapter 8, i t was decided to 

omit a detai l e d reference i n t h i s chapter. 

The following four case examples are based on the data contained 

i n t r a n s c r i p t s of conference dialogue and pa r t i c i p a n t thought processes. 

In the majority of instances, the analysis re f e r s d i r e c t l y to the data; 

where de t a i l e d data references are not provided, the appraisal i s based 

s o l e l y on p a r t i c i p a n t s ' responses to the video stimulus. 

CASE EXAMPLE: A-L PRE-CONFERENCE #1 

Supervisor 'A' 

Supervisors following the c l i n i c a l approach are often con

fronted by a p o t e n t i a l c o n f l i c t of r o l e s . Supervisor 'A' faces such a 

dilemma within the f i r s t minute of t h i s conference. The supervisee has 

asked him about some students that he, 'A', had suspended that morning; 

but, since he does not wish to mix the ro l e of p r i n c i p a l / d i s c i p l i n a r i a n 

with that of supervisor/teacher helper, supervisor 'A' declines to ta l k 

on t h i s topic. This i s an instance of 'A' separating a r o l e that, by 

d e f i n i t i o n , leans heavily towards., u n i l a t e r a l conditions from one which 

he wishes to accentuate here, namely, that of teacher helper and the 

interdependent conditions that he associates with t h i s r o l e . At 3:28, 

'A's f o s t e r i n g of interdependent conditions takes on a ; protective thrust. 

Since the supervisee's department head i s i n s i s t i n g on a course outline 

from a l l members of the s o c i a l studies department, supervisor 'A' informs 

'L' about an outline that two other teachers have drawn up: 

My motive f o r saying that to him i s because he's r e a l l y up 
against i t now, working r e a l l y hard, and h i s department head was 
kind of on him here ... he was upset because 'L's out l i n e wasn't 
in ... I know one was made up, so that w i l l save him a l i t t l e b i t 
of work (Supervisor thought processes, 3:28). 
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The need for protective interdependent conditions early i n the 

conference i s well recognized by supervisor 'A'—hence, his reported 

p r a c t i c e of an ice-breaker at the beginning of every conference to set a 

generally relaxed tone. Yet at 4:30 and 5:26 he becomes quite inform

a t i o n a l i n h i s o r i e n t a t i o n before the supervisee i s ready. In wishing to 

help the supervisee .'overcome the negative memories of the Block D c l a s s . 

'A' points out the d i f f i c u l t i e s that other teachers have experienced with 

that very group. But he does not e x p l i c i t l y a r t i c u l a t e h i s thought that 

'L's mistakes were magnified out of proportion by a core of eight students 

who should never have been placed together i n the same room; rather, he 

alludes to t h i s by intimating that experienced teachers also had t h e i r 

problems. The reasoning behind t h i s i s suggestive of informational i n t e r 

dependent conditions: "That once again i s to r e i n f o r c e i t , to t r y and get 

him to read between the l i n e s that i t wasn't his f a u l t " (Supervisor thought 

processes, 4:30). Supervisee 'L', however, i s too close to the experience 

to make such a p o s i t i v e inference and at 5:26 he brings up the topic of 

d i s c i p l i n e again because 'A's strategy of t a l k i n g about other teachers' 

d i f f i c u l t i e s with Block D has made him nervous and has caused him to view 

the supervisor more as an evaluator than a helper. It would seem that for 

a purpose as d e f i n i t e as the one at work here, i . e . , to help 'L' r i s e 

above and forget the emotionally s c a r r i n g memories of a d i s c i p l i n e -

related i n s t r u c t i o n a l drubbing, the supervision conditions fostered are 

f a r too informational; further, i t would appear wise to:propogate more 

protective interdependent conditions when such an issue i s addressed 

during the early stages of conference i n t e r a c t i o n . 

While the conditions espoused by supervisor 'A' appear more 

interdependent than the supervisee could handle at 5:26, at 8:26 the 
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conditions are equally inappropriate because of the u n i l a t e r a l e f f e c t 

they p r e c i p i t a t e i n 'L's behaviour. A f t e r encouraging the supervisee at 

7:33 to take the i n i t i a t i v e and then l i s t e n i n g to him without i n t e r r u p t i o n 

for 1 minute 15 seconds, (interdependent conditions), supervisor 'A' 

interrupts 'L' just as he i s beginning to t a l k about the lesson again. 

(An analysis of the substance of what both supervisor and supervisee were 

saying at t h i s point suggests that the supervisor's question about whether 

the class had seen the movie on Lord of the F l i e s was of f a r less con

sequence than the supervisee's continued exposition of the d i f f i c u l t i e s 

students have i n understanding the concept of an a l l e g o r y ) . The end 

r e s u l t i s that supervisee 'L' responds quickly to the i n t e r r u p t i n g 

question, then waits for the supervisor to i n i t i a t e further dialogue. 

Subconsciously, he appears to read t h i s a ction by 'A' as a cue to stop 

t a l k i n g . A possible explanation of supervisor 'A's behaviour could be 

that the f i e l d detachment phenomenon, f i r s t noted by Kagan et a l . (1967), 

i s operative: 

In t h i s process the i n d i v i d u a l 'tunes out' whatever i s 
happening at that time and turns h i s mind momentarily to review, 
to plan subsequent behavior to assess the cause of the learning-
teaching s i t u a t i o n , or otherwise to examine the i n t e r a c t i o n i n 
which he i s involved (Kagan et a l . , 1967, p. 369). 

A f t e r allowing for a long period of supervisee i n i t i a t i v e , the temp

t a t i o n e x i s t s for the supervisor to become so caught up i n h i s own 

t r a i n of thought, as he deliberates on his next strategy or action, that 

he no longer l i s t e n s a t t e n t i v e l y . Supervisor 'A' appears to succumb to 

this temptation. His f i r s t short response when he thinks the supervisee 

has completed his thoughts on the d e t a i l s of the day's lesson i s essent

i a l l y a l ead-in to h i s second response, the question about the movie. 

Following on the f i r s t supervisor response, however, supervisee 'L', 
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continues to t a l k about the lesson. Supervisor 'A', because of h i s f i e l d 

detachment, does not r e a l i z e that 'L' has more things to say about the 

lesson and consequently b l u r t s out the question he has been devising. 

The consequence of t h i s momentary f i e l d detachment by supervisor 'A' i s 

to create u n i l a t e r a l - t y p e conditions which, i n turn, cause the supervisee 

to exercise a precautionary compliance and to c u r t a i l h i s inchoative 

behaviour. 

The phenomenon of f i e l d detachment i s markedly absent, however, 

when, at 12:04, the supervisee describes some of the students he teaches 

i n other classes as "atrocious w r i t e r s " . It i s not unusual for a w e l l -

read supervisor to have cause to disagree with something the supervisee 

says, but the c r i t i c a l i n d i c a t o r of conceptual functioning i s how the 

disagreement i s handled: 

That bothers me too when they say atrocious w r i t e r s , the 
English teachers. We've been working c l o s e l y with the English 
department head t r y i n g to improve the w r i t i n g of students and I 
don't l i k e to see them jj;he teachers]] getting down on kids l i k e 
that. I r e a l l y , I guess, encourage or reward when they s t a r t 
t a l k i n g i n r e a l l y p o s i t i v e terms about k i d s ' w r i t i n g (Supervisor 
thought processes, 12:04). 

As affected as he i s , however, supervisor 'A' says nothing but allows 

supervisee 'L' to a r t i c u l a t e how he perceives the students to be 

atrocious w r i t e r s . Never once does 'A' betray i n the conference dialogue 

that i t has bothered him, he merely checks hi s perceptions with 'L' and 

probes the supervisee's statements. This containing to h i s thoughts of 

strongly-held and deep rooted s e n s i t i v i t i e s , with no vestige of verbal 

or nonverbal communication about them, bears the stamp of high conceptual 

functioning. Indeed, 'A's action of allowing 'L' to explain h i s remarks 

i s i n d i c a t i v e of Level IV b o l s t e r i n g , a reaffirmed concern for inform-

ation . Further, h i s d i r e c t i n g of supervisor approval towards the 



195 

instrumental achievement df p o s i t i v e teacher thinking about student pro

gress i s c h a r a c t e r i s t i c of informational interdependent conditions. 

These supervision conditions and 'A's conceptual functioning are confirmed 

at 12:29: 

I do a l o t of perception checks, by that I mean I r e a l l y want to 
understand what he's doing, so that when I get to the c l a s s , I'm not 
going i n there with some misconception ... hoping that I ' l l get that 
i n the post-conference, there's too much to do i n that conference 
(Supervisor thought processes, 12:29). 

One of the checks that supervisor 'A' makes i s to see i f the supervisee 

i s giving c o r r e c t i v e feedback to those students who have to re-write. 

Although he does not openly communicate h i s feeli n g s about 'L's 

des c r i p t i o n of students as 'atrocious w r i t e r s ' 7 'A' nevertheless probes 

to f i n d out whether the supervisee i s doing something to help such 

students improve. To his s a t i s f a c t i o n , !A' finds out the nature of the 

corr e c t i v e feedback i n a manner that does not cause the supervisee any 

disqu i e t . This evidence of informational interdependent conditions 

stems from.a mind that understands the d i s t i n c t i v e complexities of each 

conference i n the c l i n i c a l c ycle. Such an understanding i s , i n i t s e l f , 

i n d i c a t i v e of conceptual functioning that can transcend the immediate 

environment and grasp the e s s e n t i a l p o s s i b i l i t i e s of a future conference. 

One of the features of persons functioning at higher stages of 

conceptual complexity i s that they can, where they deem i t necessary and 

appropriate, reintegrate the structures that are usually found at lower 

stages. Such i s the case with supervisor 'A' at 14:27 i n t h i s conference. 

Supervisee 'L' reveals that he i s going to a l l o c a t e part of the day's 

lesson for the students to f i n i s h o f f t h e i r essays and goes on to j u s t i f y 

t h i s action by suggesting that eighty minutes i s a long time to hold 

student attention. As 'L' continues to expound on how he intends to 
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break up the period, supervisor 'A' steps i n to re i n f o r c e the need for 

segmenting the lesson i f a teacher i s to u t i l i z e an eighty minute period 

s u c c e s s f u l l y : 

When I see a guy using i t [eighty minute period]) s u c c e s s f u l l y , 
I have a hard time s i t t i n g back and being non-commital because he's 
using i t suc c e s s f u l l y and s t a r t i n g to vary h i s a c t i v i t i e s ; and I 
don't usually come out and say that that's good because I know that 
binds a guy to what he's doing t o t a l l y , but i n t h i s case I consider 
he should be bound, because the only way to have a successful eighty 
minute period i s to vary your a c t i v i t i e s — t h a t ' s why the strong 
response there (Supervisor thought processes, 14:27). 

'A's strong response designed to bind the supervisee to a c e r t a i n 

p o s i t i o n on the eighty minute period issue i s c l e a r l y r e l i a b l e u n i l a t e r a l 

behaviour; the fact that he i s aware of i t , indeed, that he has c a r e f u l l y 

calculated t h i s to be the most appropriate way of handling t h i s i s , how

ever, evidence of Level IV interdependent conceptual functioning. 

If supervisor 'A's conceptual functioning at 14:27 has traces of 

Level I u n i l a t e r a l i s m , at 16:04 he reverts to high conceptual functioning 

by choosing to press the supervisee when i t would have been easy to drop 

a p o t e n t i a l l y s e n s i t i v e t o p i c . This happens when 'L' has described i n a 

general way what the students have to do i n the essay assignment, how he 

expects them to come up with s p e c i f i c d e t a i l s that could be included i n 

the essay. Rather than allow 'L' to ignore the v i t a l connection between 

the substance of the lesson and the essay assignment, 'A' pushes the 

matter further by focusing on s p e c i f i c essay topics to probe whether the 

supervisee would explore the d e t a i l s of p a r t i c u l a r topics with them i n 

class or whether he would merely expect the students to do that on t h e i r 

own i n the assignment. It i s 'A's s e n s i t i z a t i o n to d i f f e r i n g l e v e l s of 

task d i f f i c u l t y , together with a concern for information and rigorous 

task a n a l y s i s , that marks his conceptual functioning here as that of 

Level IV. 
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At 17:21 supervisor 'A' a r t i c u l a t e s a thought which displays a 

high degree of s e n s i t i z a t i o n to supervisee 'L's sense of discouragement. 

'L' has been t a l k i n g about the d i f f i c u l t i e s he faces t r y i n g to arouse 

student i n t e r e s t i n English l i t e r a t u r e and supervisor 'A' processes t h i s 

thought: 

I thought there, one thing I'm going to try and get through to 
him before he's f i n i s h e d t h i s year i s that he's got..to believe a 
l i t t l e b i t more i n the material he's giving the k i d s , and not to go 
i n with the f e e l i n g that, gee, they hate t h i s already. Now he's 
l o s t a l o t of i t , and what he's saying here i s not near as strong 
as i n the f i r s t semester. He's s t a r t i n g to teach the s t u f f and the 
kids are beginning to get interested. I think also he's getting more 
to the point where he's got to make i t i n t e r e s t i n g and that's why 
he's checking to see i f i t ' s working or not (Supervisor thought 
processes, 17:21). 

On the one hand, 'A's a b i l i t y to take into account 'L's fee l i n g s i n t h i s 

s i t u a t i o n displays an openness to the supervisee that i s c h a r a c t e r i s t i c 

of Level III functioning. Supervisor 'A's analysis of what i s required, 

on the other hand, i s evidence of the penetrating ins i g h t s associated with 

Level IV s e n s i t i z a t i o n and confirmation. That the supervisor merely 

expresses these sentiments i n h i s thoughts and adopts, i n the conference 

dialogue i t s e l f , the p r a c t i c e of paraphrasing, perception checking and 

questioning to help 'L' c l a r i f y the s i t u a t i o n he describes, suggests 

further evidence of high conceptual functioning. 

This i s reinforced at 18:22 when, a f t e r supervisee 'L' has 

confessed to being concerned about undue r e p e t i t i o n i n h i s teaching, 

supervisor 'A' processes the following thought: 

What I thought there was that he r e a l l y i s worried about the 
kids being upset about him repeating himself even though he sa i d , 
w ell no; I asked him that s p e c i f i c a l l y — " w e r e the kids going to 
get upset?"—and he said "no", and he gives a l i t t l e explanation 
and then says "but I'm c a r e f u l l y wondering why I'm doing i t since 
I've already said i t before" (Supervisor thought processes, 18:22). 

Supervisor 'A' has recognized the student-approval-seeking behaviour 
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visee. This Level IV openness to s i t u a t i o n a l v a r i a t i o n i n the super

visee's competence i s not, however, communicated d i r e c t l y ; rather, 'A' 

probes the issue to detect 'L's readiness to t a l k openly about i t and, 

on l i s t e n i n g to 'L's explanation, decides not to pursue the matter u n t i l 

he has c o l l e c t e d some data. 

Towards the end of the conference when the supervisee asks 'A' 

to look for 'L's manner i n discussion orchestration, supervisor 'A' 

suggests that 'L' i s at the point where he can begin relaxing h i s tight 

control because he has now set the tone for d i s c i p l i n e . By providing 

the supervisee with a supervisor-mediated form of approval for being less 

r i g i d i n his classroom c o n t r o l , 'A' i s adopting protective interdependent 

conditions; as such, he i s attempting to mould 'L's behaviour towards a 

greater sense of freedom and f l e x i b i l i t y i n coping with these kinds of 

i n s t r u c t i o n a l dilemma. These conditions p r e v a i l at the very end of the 

conference, 20:06, when 'L' begins to compensate for possible student 

behaviour while the supervisor i s present. 'A' not only diagnoses 'L's 

behaviour but also develops a prognosis for h i s own actions: 

I'm thinking there that he's s t i l l a b i t intimidated about my 
coming i n , because he's making apologies for h i s kids before I get 
there. Somehow I've got to t r y and convince him that I'm there to 
see what's happening, not to make those kinds of judgments r i g h t now 
(Supervisor thought processes, 20:06). 

It i s the phrase " r i g h t now" that gives away the protective i n t e r 

dependent thrust. 'A' has recognized 'L's Level II n e u t r a l i z a t i o n 

manoeuver (without using the research terminology) and r e a l i z e s that, for 

now, he must bring the supervisee to the point of wanting to seek i n t e r 

personal support i n 'A' as supervisor. This would be a necessary pre

r e q u i s i t e to supervisor 'A's making of evaluative judgments on 'L's 
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experimental behaviour i n i n s t r u c t i o n , the feedback from which he could 

use to b u i l d up the supervisee's confidence as a classroom teacher. A 

s a l i e n t feature of supervisor 'A's Level III conceptual functioning here 

i s that, i n t h i s s i t u a t i o n , i t provides for the most appropriate super

vi s o r y prognosis. Had supervisor 'A' t r i e d to formulate a course of 

action based more on informational interdependent conditions where, for 

example, 'A' chooses to analyse i n a rigorous fashion why 'L' appears 

intimidated by classroom v i s i t a t i o n , i t could quite possibly have led to 

supervisee bemusement and f r u s t r a t i o n . 

Removed from the constraints of conference i n t e r a c t i o n , super

v i s o r 'A' confirms h i s propensity towards higher conceptual functioning 

and interdependent conditions. Asked by the interviewer about how long 

'L' has displayed the kind of confidence that i s apparent i n the 

conference, 'A' responds: 

Well, i t took him a while to warm up to me. He was always 
t r y i n g to f i g u r e out what's expected of him. I think we had a good 
r e l a t i o n s h i p and I think he f e e l s confident that I'm not going to 
produce anything at the end of the year that can be held against him 
and write i t down i n the form of a report. I a c t u a l l y t o l d him that 
a f t e r we got going because a couple of times, when we were r e a l l y 
working together i n the f i r s t semester, he said "I don't know whether 
I should be t e l l i n g you t h i s or not, you're the p r i n c i p a l " . I s a i d : 
"Look, i f we get things under control and get things going so that 
you f e e l good about them, when i t comes to w r i t i n g down what we did 
i n our meetings, I s h a l l merely describe how the teaching-learning 
s i t u a t i o n i s at the time of w r i t i n g the report. There w i l l be no 
reference back to what was discussed, so you can t e l l me anything you 
want r i g h t now". At that point we started t a l k i n g more f r e e l y and 
c o n f i d e n t i a l l y (Supervisor thought processes, 20:25). 

Many features of 'A's conceptual functioning emerge i n t h i s answer. F i r s t , 

he empathizes with the dilemma of many supervisees, that of having to come 

to terms with being helped towards improvement i . e . , making oneself open 

and therefore vulnerable, and rated for competence by the same person, i n 

t h i s case, the p r i n c i p a l ; f or a f i r s t year teacher on probation, t h i s 
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s i t u a t i o n poses a r e a l threat. Second, he recognizes the need for some 

i n i t i a t i v e on the supervisor's part to prevent a p o t e n t i a l impasse 

developing i n t h e i r r e l a t i o n s h i p because of the supervisee's dilemma. 

Third, the i n i t i a t i v e that 'A' takes may be regarded as one of h i s p r i n 

c i p l e s of supervision, namely, that of e s t a b l i s h i n g a p r a c t i c e which 

mitigates the stress f or the supervisee and encourages the b u i l d i n g of a 

s o l i d r e l a t i o n s h i p . These three features, 'A's empathy, his reading of 

the supervisee's dilemma and the p a r t i c u l a r action he undertakes, are a l l 

c h a r a c t e r i s t i c of protective interdependent conditions stemming from 

Level III conceptual functioning. 'A' i s highly s e n s i t i z e d to the needs 

of the supervisee and the s i t u a t i o n with which 'L' has to deal; further, 

he r e a l i z e s that the supervisee has to i d e n t i f y with him as a credible 

source of c r i t i c a l feedback before 'L' w i l l become open to the rigorous 

analysis of the teaching task that i s c h a r a c t e r i s t i c of Level IV concept

ual functioning. The a b i l i t y to "read" s i t u a t i o n s accurately and " f l e x " 

to the l e v e l of conceptual functioning most appropriate for helping the 

supervisee develop p r o f e s s i o n a l l y i s , i n i t s e l f , an example of Level IV 

openness to d i f f e r i n g l e v e l s of task d i f f i c u l t y . In other words, the 

a b i l i t y to lower one's conceptual l e v e l as a conscious, s t r a t e g i c 

manoeuver may be regarded as prima f a c i e evidence of Level IV i n t e r 

dependence . 

This Level IV interdependence, with i t s exploratory information-

seeking behaviour comes out c l e a r l y i n a second exchange between 'A' and 

the interviewer: 

Interviewer: When you mentioned thinking that the Grade 11 students 
shouldn't be r e s t l e s s , they shouldn't have those kinds 
of problems (Supervisor thought processes, 9:15), did 
you work out a way to t r y and communicate t h i s to him 
i n the future? 
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Supervisor Now I don't know how much he does t h i s e i t h e r , he may 
'A': have j u s t been t a l k i n g there. So I want to see the 

cla s s a few times before I get a p i c t u r e of him coming 
into the class every day and t e l l i n g the students to 
take out t h e i r books to read i n order to calm them 
down (Supervisor thought processes, 20:25). 

Rather than jump to any conclusion which may l a t e r be proven unwarranted, 

supervisor 'A' i s prepared to hold h i s i n i t i a l reaction i n abeyance u n t i l 

he has clear evidence of what a c t u a l l y happens. He also demonstrates a 

p r o c l i v i t y for assuming an a t t i t u d e towards the possible, i . e . , he 

recognizes that supervisee' L' may have been t a l k i n g quite loosely, 

expressing fears more than actual classroom r e a l i t i e s . This assuming of 

a mental set, where he simultaneously holds various things i n h i s mind 

without having to express them and where he can abstract a p o s i t i v e 

scenario that allows for further information-seeking behaviour, bears the 

stamp of Level IV conceptual functioning. 

Supervisee 'L' 

Often when interpersonal i n t e r a c t i o n i s i n i t s i n i t i a l phases, 

generally before the r e l a t i o n s h i p i s established but also at the beginning 

of some conferences, the stress created by a sense of the unknown can 

sometimes cause supervisees to function at a lower conceptual l e v e l than 

they normally would. Supervisee 'L' proves to be no exception at the 

beginning of pre-conference #1. At 4:04 he processes a thought that 

evidences Level I conceptual functioning: 

I f e l t a l i t t l e more comfortable at t h i s point than I had. But 
I was s t i l l waiting. I guess I was thinking we're doing t h i s to keep 
ourselves relaxed, so when are we going to s t a r t , where's the lesson? 
(Supervisee thought processes, 4:04). 

Because there i s , as yet, no clear p r e s c r i p t i o n for conference behaviour 

emerging and because 'L' understandably f e e l s dependent upon supervisor 

'A's i n i t i a t i v e at t h i s point i n the conference, the uncertainty r e s u l t i n g 
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from a lengthy introduction produces r e f u t a t i o n i n 'L', causing him to 

long for a quick and unambiguous sense of d i r e c t i o n , i . e . , the lesson 

focus, that w i l l help reduce the dissonance he i s currently experiencing. 

The early stresses of the pre-conference are s t i l l a f f e c t i n g 

supervisee 'L' even at the f i v e minute mark. While describing the class 

to be observed, he alludes to d i s c i p l i n e again and at 5:26 experiences 

the following thought: 

1 was a b i t nervous at t h i s point because he and I have talked 
a l o t before about a few d i s c i p l i n e things that I have had, I'm very 
conscious about d i s c i p l i n e , very very conscious, overly conscious 
about i t .... Now I was conscious at that point of what he was 
thinking of me, I always am when we t a l k about t h i s sort of thing 
^ d i s c i p l i n e ] . I can't seem to divorce him as helper from being a 
p r i n c i p a l at the same time. Even though we're remarkably casual, 
I s t i l l think of him as the p r i n c i p a l (Supervisor thought processes, 
5:26). 

It could be that supervisor 'A's strategy of t a l k i n g about Block D's 

problems with other teachers as a means of helping 'L' b o l s t e r h i s con

fidence and forget about the experience has, i n f a c t , made him nervous 

again and t h i s , i n turn, causes him, almost i n v o l u n t a r i l y , to bring up 

the subject of d i s c i p l i n e . In so doing, 'L' has misread the supervisor's 

intent and begins to see him at t h i s point more as an evaluator than as a 

helper. As a consequence, the supervisee becomes caught i n a Level III 

—~>Level I syndrome with regard to h i s conceptual functioning. I n i t i a l l y , 

'L' i s highly s e n s i t i z e d to the supervisor as a competent adviser and 

analyst but h i s inner nervousness causes him to become closed to 'A's 

personal and professional a b i l i t i e s and more s e n s i t i z e d to h i s i n s t i t 

u t i o n a l r o l e as p r i n c i p a l and teacher evaluator. 

This v a r i a b i l i t y i n supervisee 'L's conceptual functioning i s 

also apparent i n the conference dialogue. At 5:57 h i s nervousness i s 

s t i l l intense and t h i s i s communicated i n the conference by statements 
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that are d e l i b e r a t e l y non-committal about student p a r t i c i p a t i o n . This 

i s a p a r t i c u l a r l y common Level II n e u t r a l i z a t i o n manouever which allows 

the supervisee to describe what may happen i n a way which, i f class 

p a r t i c i p a t i o n i s high, r e f l e c t s c r e d i t a b l y on h i s teaching performance, 

but which, i f class p a r t i c i p a t i o n i s unduly low, cannot be held as some

thing for which he i s s p e c i f i c a l l y accountable. Shortly afterwards, how

ever, 'L' r e l a t e s how students come up with astonishing ins i g h t s into the 

book under discussion, e s p e c i a l l y some of the g i r l s , d i splaying a Level 

IV openness to v a r i a t i o n i n the a b i l i t i e s of others. Following on t h i s , 

when supervisor 'A' asks him about his concerns regarding class p a r t i c i 

pation, 'L' does not understand the question and says so. As f a r as 'L's 

verbal and nonverbal communication i n the conference goes, t h i s comes 

across as an honest question, exemplifying Level IV autonomous thinking. 

But h i s thoughts betray a Level II preoccupation with the possible threat 

that 'A's c r i t i c a l feedback of student p a r t i c i p a t i o n w i l l pose for him: 

At t h i s point I'm worried about the c l a s s i t s e l f and about 
whether or not they'11 p a r t i c i p a t e enough when he comes i n .... They 
are a good c l a s s , but also a very quiet one ... they seem to be a b i t 
bored by the material from time to time, so at t h i s point I guess I'm 
worrying about whether or not t h e y ' l l be l i k e that when he comes i n 
(Supervisee thought processes 5:57). 

Since supervisee 'L' has, within two minutes of conference i n t e r a c t i o n , 

evidenced conceptual functioning at a l l four l e v e l s , i t could be argued 

that the Level I I I ^ Level I and Level II':—•> Level IV 5> Level II 

syndromes observed are p r e c i p i t a t e d by h i s inner state which causes hi s 

conceptual l e v e l to deteriorate when addressing topics that he associates 

c l o s e l y with anxiety-inducing phenomena. 

This i s further evident i n the conference dialogue at 7:03 when 

'L' maintains that the students never speak at the same time during class 

discussion. In h i s thoughts, however, he disputes t h i s and modifies what 
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he has verbalized i n the conference. Such a thought i s tantamount to 

admitting that h i s d e s c r i p t i o n of class p a r t i c i p a t i o n i n a somewhat 

id e a l i z e d way i s a means of b o l s t e r i n g h i s own sense of competence i n 

d i s c i p l i n e matters (a Level II i n t e r p r e t i v e manouever) whereas the app

r a i s a l contained i n h i s thought processes i s more i n d i c a t i v e of Level IV 

reaffirmation of concern for information and p r o v i s i o n a l s e l f - c o r r e c t i o n . 

This discrepancy between 'L's conceptual functioning i n the conference 

dialogue and h i s thought processes becomes further apparent at 8:25. 

For 1 minute 18 seconds he has been ruminating on his d e s c r i p t i o n of 

student discussion behaviour as " p o l i t e " and at 8:25 h i s thoughts evidence 

a d i s s a t i s f a c t i o n with h i s own conference verbal behaviour: 

that way (Supervisee thought processes, 8:25). 

The nub of supervisee 'L's d i s s a t i s f a c t i o n i s h i s approval-seeking 

behaviour and h i s apparent s u s c e p t i b i l i t y to supervisor 'A's evaluation 

which he wants to be a favourable one. It i s the lack of concern for 

information feedback i n h i s conference dialogue that, i n h i s thoughts, 

'L' finds r e s t r i c t i v e of autonomous interdependent behaviour on his part. 

While at t h i s point h i s conference verbal behaviour displays Level III 

conceptual functioning, supervisee 'L's thought processes are, i n and 

of themselves, an example of the openness to rigorous task analysis 

that i s c h a r a c t e r i s t i c of Level IV functioning. 

supervisee when, at 9:09, supervisor 'A' turns to probe what 'L' i s doing 

to encourage reading i n the class i n question. As he begins to share 

what he does i n t h i s regard, supervisee 'L' becomes concerned about h i s 

lesson planning and the d i f f i c u l t y he experiences i n planning far ahead: 

m 

Level IV conceptual functioning however, seems to elude the 
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I was j u s t thinking about the week at t h i s point, how I'm going 
to plan a l l the week because I plan usually no more than two lessons 
ahead pretty well because for one thing i t ' s my f i r s t year and i t ' s 
easier j u s t to plan a couple of lessons at a time. I guess i n a way 
I don't want him £the supervisor] to know that. So for example, with 
my day-book, I have i t open ... to the lesson for today, and some
times I'm hoping that he won't ask me how I'm going to continue i t 
tomorrow because I don't have that planned out (Supervisee thought 
processes, 9:09) . 

'L's concern about planning i s not an information one; rather i t i s 

couched i n terms of interpersonal threat where he wishes to avoid entering 

into the c o l l a b o r a t i v e nature of the c l i n i c a l supervision process. At 

the same time he attempts to n e u t r a l i z e the impact of t h i s concern on his 

own professional confidence by excusing himself as a f i r s t year teacher, 

thereby denying h i s r e a l r e s p o n s i b i l i t y i n t h i s matter. This Level II 

conceptual functioning and counter-dependent r o l e behaviour plunges the 

supervisee i n t o d i f f i c u l t i e s f o r , at the very point that he processes the 

9:09 thought, he announces i n the conference that he occasionally gives 

the students free reading periods during class time. I r o n i c a l l y , the 

more 'L' talks about t h i s , the more he reveals that he does i t when the 

students are d i f f i c u l t to s e t t l e down, i n d i c a t i v e of d i s c i p l i n e fears 

once again undergirding h i s verbal a r t i c u l a t i o n i n the conference. This 

state of a f f a i r s may have arisen from 'L's basic lack of planning; be that 

as i t may, i n attempting to conceal information pertaining to h i s forward 

planning from 'A', the supervisee has, i n f a c t , revealed an i n s t r u c t i o n a l 

p r a c t i c e that concerns the supervisor greatly. 

When, at 10:10, they both begin to look over the actual planning 

documented i n 'L's day-book, the supervisee's dilemma becomes even more 

acute. Always ensuring that he turns back i n the day-book but never 

forward beyond the lesson for that day, supervisee 'L' determines to 

prevent 'A' from f i n d i n g out about his lack of forward planning during 
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the next 4 minutes 46 seconds of conference i n t e r a c t i o n . At 10:23, 'L' 

turns back to show 'A' an example of a lesson strategy; at 10:43, he 

turns back even further and then at 10:50 f l i c k s back through previous 

lesson notes as he describes the theme essay questions from which he w i l l 

allow the students to choose; at 10:54, having found an example of a .'•>:• 

theme essay question i n a previous lesson plan, 'L' shares i t with the 

supervisor. For the next 1 minute and 42 seconds, the supervisee's day

book remains open at t h i s previous lesson plan. At 12:36, however, 'L' 

begins to f l i c k forward i n h i s day-book one page at a time u n t i l he 

reaches the lesson plan under discussion at 13:30. A mere f i v e seconds 

l a t e r , the supervisee turns back to demonstrate discussion topics he has 

used i n the previous three lessons on the novel the class i s studying; 

then, at 14:42, he turns forward two pages and at 14:56 turns forward one 

more page to return to the day's lesson plan. 

Despite the fact that, during t h i s episode, both supervisor and 

supervisee are immersed i n the d e t a i l s of the proposed lesson ( v e r i f i e d 

by the fact that supervisor 'A' did not r e c a l l any thoughts pertaining to 

'L's behaviour at t h i s time), and that neither one, but p a r t i c u l a r l y the 

supervisee, appears to be unsettled by the lesson plan sharing, 'L!; 

nevertheless emits d i f f u s e and misleading cues to cover up h i s lack of 

forward planning. In other words, supervisee 'L' i s d e l i b e r a t e l y not 

entering completely i n t o t h i s phase of the conference for fear of 

exposure and consequent c r i t i c a l feedback. Having stated, i n h i s thought 

processes, that a supervisor observing i n class i s always on his mind, 

'L' attempts to a r t i c u l a t e reasons for h i s Level II behavioural avoidance: 

I guess I have t h i s i d e a l view of what a class should be l i k e 
when a supervisor comes i n , I guess that's what i t i s , although i t 
wouldn't bother me from day to day i f they [the students^ didn't 
contribute a heck of a l o t , you know, i f i t was an ordinary lesson 
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and he wasn't i n there. I guess I suppose I would j u s t ask them a 
couple of questions but i f he's i n there, I l i k e them to be, I 
guess, well he i s my p r i n c i p a l a f t e r a l l , I'm evaluation conscious 
anyway (Supervisee thought processes, 10:53). 

Supervisee 'L's reluctance to expose h i s lack of forward planning to the 

supervisor has i t s o r i g i n s i n his fear of evaluative feedback from a 

person who has i n s t i t u t i o n a l power. This i s i n d i c a t i v e of r e f u t a t i o n at 

Level II and Level I and t h i s lower conceptual functioning comes out i n 

the conference dialogue when 'L' attempts to n e u t r a l i z e the extent to 

which the students understand what a theme essay i s . This prompts him, 

i n the stimulated r e c a l l , to a r t i c u l a t e c r i t i c i s m of h i s own verbal 

behaviour; but th i s i s an instance of non-interactive, as d i s t i n c t from 

i n t e r a c t i v e , thought processes: 

I put these q u a l i f i e r s i n a l l the time, I don't know, maybe i t ' s 
because I keep on thinking about how they [the studentsj w i l l react 
when he's i n there, that's always on my mind (Supervisee thought 
processes, 10:53). 

Such a c r i t i c a l commentary on his own performance represents high l e v e l 

conceptual functioning; i n t h i s instance, however, i t occurred not during 

but a f t e r conference i n t e r a c t i o n . 

A further instance occurs when supervisee 'L' responds to a 

question put by the interviewer at the end of the stimulated r e c a l l 

session. Asked why he i s always thinking about evaluation and how the 

students w i l l react when supervisor 'A' i s present, 'L' engages i n pro

v i s i o n a l s e l f - d e v a l u a t i o n : 

I think i t ' s because sometimes my lessons are kind of stodgy, 
so I worry about them, I worry excessively about them being 
unexciting (Supervisee thought processes, 20:25). 

In t r i g u i n g l y , t h i s Level IV conceptual functioning during the stimulated 

r e c a l l session appears to be i n d i r e c t contrast with 'L's emitting of 

di f f u s e cues and q u a l i f i e r s (Level II n e u t r a l i z a t i o n t a c t i c s ) during 
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conference i n t e r a c t i o n . One possible explanation i s that, while the 

ambiguity contained i n the principal/teacher evaluator/professional helper 

roles played by supervisor 'A' occasionally caused a reduction i n 'L's 

conceptual functioning l e v e l , the r o l e played by the interviewer posed 

l i t t l e threat to him and consequently allowed him to function conceptually 

at his optimum l e v e l . 

During the conference at 14:27, a lowering of supervisee 'L's 

conceptual functioning i s evident when, i n t a l k i n g about the d e t a i l s of 

the day's lesson, he reveals that he w i l l provide time towards the l a t t e r 

h a l f of the period f o r students to f i n i s h o f f t h e i r essay on the current 

chapter of Lord of the F l i e s , and goes on to j u s t i f y t h i s with the remark 

that eighty minutes i s a long time to hold t h e i r a t t e n t i o n . This attempt 

at denial of r e s p o n s i b i l i t y — a Level II n e u t r a l i z a t i o n manouever—probably 

ar i s e s from 'L's perception of 'A' as an evaluator, an explanation that i s 

reinforced towards the end of the conference when the supervisee repeats 

that the cla s s i s not a super enthusiastic one and that, i f they sometimes 

appear to be uninterested, i t does not mean that they are not l i s t e n i n g . 

Such a non-commitment n e u t r a l i z a t i o n t a c t i c indicates the reduction of 

conceptual l e v e l that occurs i n supervisee 'L' during pre-conference #1 

when he i s consumed by the prospect of an unfavourable evaluation. Once 

the stimulated r e c a l l of conference i n t e r a c t i o n was over, however, and 

supervisee 'L' was asked to respond to questions put by the interviewer, 

an increase i n h i s l e v e l of conceptual functioning was noticeable: 

Interviewer: To what extent do you think that your worry about 
evaluation, I think that's how you termed i t , i s 
a t t r i b u t a b l e to another person being involved i n th i s 
kind of close r e l a t i o n s h i p with you or i s i t a t t r i b u t 
able to the fact that i t i s your p r i n c i p a l who i s 
involving himself i n th i s r e l a t i o n s h i p with you? 

Supervisee I t ' s hard for me to answer but I think i t ' s a b i t of 
'L': both. I don't l i k e to be evaluated by people, you know, 
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I j u s t don't l i k e i t . I guess what i t b o i l s down to 
i s the idea that they w i l l think i l l of me i f I do a 
lousy job. There's nothing unusual i n that but 'A's 
more l i k e a, w e l l , 'A's a p r i n c i p a l too, I don't know 
whether that answers your question or not (Supervisee 
thought processes, 20:25). 

E s s e n t i a l l y , supervisee 'L' begins to a r t i c u l a t e that, although he does 

not l i k e evaluation (which he attempts to r a t i o n a l i z e as being normal), 

supervisor 'A' may be f u l f i l l i n g more than j u s t the r o l e s of p r i n c i p a l / 

teacher evaluator. But once alluded to, he quickly resorts to a Level 

II focus which characterizes evaluation i n terms of interpersonal threat. 

'L's a l l u d i n g to 'A's other r o l e ( s ) represents a t r a n s i t i o n a l l e v e l of 

conceptual functioning, between Levels II and I I I , where he i s beginning 

to sense an authority that goes beyond i n s t i t u t i o n a l power; however, 'L' 

does not reach Level I I I because of h i s preoccupation with 'A's formal 

p o s i t i o n and h i s evaluation powers. 

Summary 

Table 7 summarizes the s t r u c t u r a l v a r i a t i o n categorizations 

analysed i n A-L pre-conference #1. As described i n the case analysis, 

c e r t a i n stimulus points allowed for more than one categorization of 

conceptual functioning i n supervision p a r t i c i p a n t s . Supervisor 'A' had 

t h i r t e e n stimulus points and two interviewer questions that allowed for 

s t r u c t u r a l v a r i a t i o n s analysis and these yielded a t o t a l of twenty cat

egorizations. (A point to note i s that not a l l stimulus points and the 

respective thought processes that they f a c i l i t a t e d contained examples of 

s t r u c t u r a l v a r i a t i o n s i n conceptual functioning). These twenty categor

i z a t i o n s , when transposed on to the 0-8 constructive openness scale (see 

Table 5 i n t h i s chapter), accumulated to a score of 128, giving a con

ceptual l e v e l mean of 6.40 for supervisor 'A'. Supervisee 'L' had a t o t a l 
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Table 7 

Stru c t u r a l V a r i a t i o n categorizations f o r A-L 
Pre-conference #1 and P a r t i c i p a n t 

Conceptual Level Mean 

Supervisor 'A' Supervisee 'L' 

Stimulus Point Categorizations Stimulus Point Categorizations 

0:26 III/IV 4:04 I 

3:28 III 5:28 I I I / I 

4:30 IV 5:57 II/IV/II 

5:26 IV 7:03 II/IV 

7:37 IV/II 8:25 III/IV 

12:04 IV 9:09 II 

12:29 IV 9:15 II 

14:27 IV/I 10:53 II/I/IV 

16:04 IV 

17:21 III/IV 14:27 II 

18:22 IV 

19:20 III 

20:06 III 

Interviewer Questions Interviewer Questions 

#1 III/IV #1 II/IV 

#2 IV #2 II / I I I 

Mean: 128/20 =6.40 Mean: 90/20 = 4.50 
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of nine stimulus points and responded to two interviewer questions, a l l 

of which yielded twenty categorizations of s t r u c t u r a l v a r i a t i o n s i n h i s 

dialogue and thoughts. The transposed score of these twenty categor

i z a t i o n s amounted to 90, rendering a conceptual l e v e l mean of 4.50 for 

supervisee 'L 1. 

CASE EXAMPLE: A-L POST-CONFERENCE #1 

Supervisor 'A' 

At the beginning of the conference, supervisor 'A' t e l l s the 

supervisee how impressed he i s with the c a l i b r e of student responses 

during the lesson. Although he does not verb a l i z e i t , 'A' i s also 

impressed by 'L's analysis that the class discussion suffered somewhat 

as a r e s u l t of the dominance of one male student. Yet, i n sp i t e of t h i s 

supportive feedback and the pro t e c t i v e interdependent thrust i t f o s t e r s , 

supervisor 'A' probes further the supervisee's handling of the class 

discussion by asking how the g i r l s respond when Anita, one of the brighter 

students, i s present: 

A: I wanted him to be aware, i f he wasn't already, that the g i r l s 
couldn't answer any questions—but I wanted to ask him i n such 
a way that we could t a l k about i t a b i t . That's why I kept 
r e f e r r i n g to Anita who i s h i s best student and wasn't there 
today (Supervisor thought processes, 2:50). 

'A' alludes then to some informational feedback that he would l i k e to 

discuss with the supervisee, t e s t i n g 'L's readiness for informational 

interdependent conditions; but, since the supervisee does not pick up h i s 

signals, supervisor 'A' turns the focus of the conference dialogue to the 

question of 'L's segmenting of the lesson. In other words, 'A' t r i e s to 

push the supervisee a l i t t l e but decides that i t may be too early i n the 

conference for such a t a c t i c and consequently returns to f o s t e r i n g 
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protective interdependent conditions. 

This protective interdependent thrust continues i n the early 

stages of the post-conference and at 5:19 'A' a r t i c u l a t e s the strategy 

behind the supportive feedback: 

A: Two reasons why I'm doing everything here, r e a l l y s t r e s s i n g the 
good points of the lesson: f i r s t , because i t r e a l l y was a good 
lesson and he r e a l l y needs p o s i t i v e strokes and i t ' s the f i r s t 
time I've ever been able to say t h i s i s good but t h i s wasn't so 
very good, so I r e a l l y keyed on that; and second, I wanted to 
kind of have him prepared to l e t h i s guards down a l i t t l e b i t so 
that he might not get too upset when I ask to come to the larger 
class (Supervisor thought processes, 5:19). 

'A's f i r s t reason represents a recognition that the supervisee needs 

protective interdependent conditions; the second reason, however, depicts 

his s p e c i f i c purpose i n f o s t e r i n g these conditions. During the analysis 

and strategy phase, supervisor 'A' has c a r e f u l l y r e f l e c t e d on the observ

ation data and on what transpired during the pre-conference and has come 

to the conclusion that 'L's confidence i n classroom i n t e r a c t i o n w i l l not 

be roundly bolstered u n t i l he, 'L', performs su c c e s s f u l l y under 'A's 

supervision i n the Block D s o c i a l studies c l a s s . Hence the s t r a t e g i c use 

of a protective interdependent thrust as groundwork for a subsequent pres 

towards informational conditions, for 'A' r e a l i z e s that the supervisee 

w i l l not i n i t i a l l y r e l i s h such a challenging prospect. 

While t h i s strategy i s being employed, the conference dialogue 

focuses i n substance on the question of l i t e r a r y symbolism and how the 

supervisee had stimulated the students to do a l o t of work i n th i s area. 

Just before 'L' begins to speak on t h i s topic for 55 seconds he moves 

forward and then to one side as i f bursting to t e l l the supervisor about 

what he has done i n t h i s regard. This nonverbal behaviour does not go 

unnoticed by supervisor 'A': 
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A: It [the nonverbal behaviourj communicated to me that what he said 
a f t e r that, for the f i r s t time i t seemed l i k e he was r e a l l y proud 
of what he had done with those kids and he re-emphasized that 
again and shared how he had done i t . ... during the conference 
yesterday I noticed when he started to move. He was a l i t t l e b i t 
nervous because people f i n d i t hard to take praise but also I 
think he r e a l i z e d that i t was deserved and somebody had noticed 
i t and he f e l t good about i t (Supervisor thought processes, 5:19). 

This i n t e r a c t i v e processing of the other p a r t i c i p a n t ' s nonverbal behaviour 

i s evidence of Level IV openness to v a r i a t i o n i n the information source. 

Unlike those who, on n o t i c i n g nonverbal behaviour i n others, tend to derive 

a negative i n t e r p r e t a t i o n that causes them eit h e r to f e e l threatened or to 

become excessively concerned with approval-seeking t a c t i c s , supervisor 'A' 

i s here capable of assuming a p o s i t i v e mental set that allows him to 

inte r a c t with imperturbable composure. At the same time, however, he i s 

very aware of the supervisee's predicament of not always knowing how to 

handle p o s i t i v e supervisor feedback, a Level III s e n s i t i z a t i o n i n d i c a t o r , 

but gives 'L' the c r e d i t of c r i t i c a l l y evaluating the grounds on which 

the praise i s based and, i n so doing, reaffirms h i s Level IV concern with 

information. 

At 6:38 supervisor 'A' again alludes to the g i r l students and 

th e i r r o l e i n the class discussion. This represents a re-emergence of 

his thought f i r s t a r t i c u l a t e d at 2:50 where he noted that the g i r l s ' 

p a r t i c i p a t i o n was minimal. This t a c t i c of bringing the conference focus 

back to a question that needs to be probed bears the stamp of greater 

abstractness, for 'A' holds the question i n h i s mind while he i s d i s 

cussing other aspects of 'L's i n s t r u c t i o n a l performance. When he does 

return to the question of g i r l students' r o l e i n the discussion, super

v i s o r 'A' merely hints at the d i r e c t i o n he would l i k e the conference 

dialogue to take; he does not impose a d i r e c t question because he wants 

the supervisee to open up and t a l k about t h i s factor. 'L', however, does 
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acknowledge the cue and 'A' decides that the issue i s not consequential 

enough to press further. Instead, he turns to probe the purpose of the 

questions on the board: 

A: I wanted to e s t a b l i s h there, the one thing I did question when I 
was watching the lesson, "there were four long questions and why 
did you give i t to them to copy down a l l f o u r " — t h a t kind of 
bothered me a b i t i f he wasn't going to use them for something. 
I thought i t was kind of busy work because the kids could have 
chosen one and started w r i t i n g . But h i s answer explains why 
(Supervisor thought processes, 6:38). 

Supervisor 'A' had a strong reaction to what the supervisee was doing 

during i n s t r u c t i o n but d e l i b e r a t e l y withholds his opinion i n the post-

conference while supervisee 'L' explains h i s strategy for dealing with the 

essay questions i n the manner that he did. Indeed, 'A' allows 'L' to t a l k 

uninterruptedly for 48 seconds, i n d i c a t i v e of h i s concern for information. 

At the end of 'L's discourse, supervisor 'A' s p e c i f i c a l l y asks why the 

students had to copy down a l l the questions. Supervisee 'L' answers t h i s 

i n a manner that 'A' finds impressive: 

A: I thought to myself there, while he was t a l k i n g , that he r e a l l y 
has things well figured out, he didn't have to think about 
answering that question, he knew why he was giving them a l l those 
topics (Supervisor thought processes, 8:33). 

To have a strong reaction based on h i s knowledge of recent research on 

teaching findings, to hold i t i n check to allow the supervisee to profer 

an explanation, and then to recognize that h i s i n i t i a l reaction was pre

mature and based on i n s u f f i c i e n t information a l l add up to evidence of 

Level IV conceptual functioning and informational interdependent condit

ions. These conditions i n themselves may have helped the supervisee think 

through hi s answer f o r , immediately on probing the reason for 'L's 

i n s t r u c t i o n a l strategy pertaining to the essay questions on the board, 

supervisor 'A' suggests two or three possible a l t e r n a t i v e s . This not only 

helps the supervisee to focus h i s answer; more importantly, i t a l l e v i a t e s 
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any possible threat. 

When 'A' asks 'L' at 9:20 how he f e l t about h i s manner i n the 

class (one aspect of the pre-conference agreement), the supervisee sugg

ests that he was much more relaxed and that t h i s helped the students 

considerably. Supervisor 'A' reinforces t h i s by producing evidence that 

t h i s was the case, adding that 'L's inner state was probably p a r t i a l l y 

responsible for the students being so receptive. This d i r e c t i n g of 

evidence-based approval towards supervisee 'L's instrumental achievement 

of a relaxed inner state i s a marked feature of informational i n t e r 

dependent conditions. 'A' continues to espouse these conditions at 9:57 

when 'L' describes how he tends to f e e l out a group the f i r s t day, adding 

that, with the group i n question, he didn't sense a need to be as harsh. 

This impresses supervisor 'A' i n h i s thoughts: 

A: In fact that was good too because we had decided i n the f i r s t 
semester that he should be tougher and I was glad to see that he 
didn't take that point blank, thinking that, even with a smaller 
c l a s s , I've got to be miserable to s t a r t with. That's what's 
going through my mind r i g h t here because I know he's tougher with 
his other two classes ... but with t h i s group he obviously did 
read the group and r e a l i z e d that he didn't need to come i n there 
l i k e a d i c t a t o r . Well, he seems to be holding back on t h i s , 
thinking that I might think he should have been tougher to s t a r t 
with, and I'm r e a l l y thinking that he did the r i g h t thing 
(Supervisor thought processes, 9:57). 

Although he i s impressed with the supervisee's exercising of d i s c r e t i o n 

ary judgment, supervisor 'A' does not e x p l i c i t l y state h i s approval i n 

the conference; rather he keeps his own appraisal i n check so.that 'L' 

can c l a r i f y for himself the behavioural consequences of h i s decision. The 

l a s t sentence of 'A's thought processes at 9:57, however, betrays a sus-

p i c i o n that the conditions may be too informational for the supervisee at 

t h i s point. It could be possible that, i f supervisor 'A' had revealed h i s 

appraisal to the supervisee, 'L' might have been more encouraged by the 
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feedback on one of h i s pre-conference concerns. However, by 9:57 i n the 

conference 'A' recognizes that he has not e x p l i c i t l y communicated his 

thoughts on 'L's manner i n the class and rather than divulge h i s opinion 

when the appropriate moment has passed, he appears to modify the super

v i s i o n conditions. 

This modification towards a more protective interdependent thrust 

becomes evident at 11:23. Supervisor 'A' reports on a second aspect of 

the pre-conference agreement, namely, 'L's tendency to jump around i n the 

class discussion, and reveals that the discussion flowed smoothly and that 

'L's questions were sequential. In addition, 'A' explicates h i s strategy 

i n asking 'L' at 3:55 about how he had broken up the p e r i o d — h e wanted the 

supervisee to t a l k about the flow of the l e s s o n — b u t 'L' did not pick up 

the cue. As a consequence, supervisor 'A' i s bringing the focus back to 

t h i s concern some seven and a h a l f minutes l a t e r . Although supervisor 'A' 

demonstrates here his a b i l i t y to hold on to important notions and to 

return to discuss them l a t e r i n the conference—a mark of high conceptual 

f u n c t i o n i n g — h e nevertheless d i r e c t l y informs the supervisee before 'L' 

has had an opportunity to c l a r i f y h i s own understanding of what went on. 

In other words, where supervisor 'A' has previously returned to probe an 

issue, here he r e - d i r e c t s the focus to t e l l the supervisee how he 

performed: 

A: Now I thought bringing that i n — I don't l i k e to come out point 
blank and state my own impressions r i g h t away—but on that, see, 
he'd asked for them the day before and he hadn't brought them up 
by t h i s point. So I thought I would at least report on that to 
him because i t s another p o s i t i v e thing (Supervisor thought 
processes, 11:23). 

It i s the action of t e l l i n g something p o s i t i v e , as d i s t i n c t from sharing 

information for the supervisee to e f f e c t a p o s i t i v e i n t e r p r e t a t i o n of 

hiSr own, that marks 'A's supervision conditions at 11:23 as being 
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protective rather than informational interdependent. 

A resumption of informational interdependent conditions i s not, 

however, long i n coming. A f t e r he has allowed the supervisee to t a l k at 

w i l l for over two and a h a l f minutes on a topic that enthuses him, ess

e n t i a l l y allowing 'L' to unwind, supervisor 'A' contemplates putting the 

s t r a t e g i c request to conduct the next cycle around a d i f f e r e n t c l a s s , 

namely, the s o c i a l studies 11 Block D c l a s s . Although 'A's purpose of 

manipulating the task environment to push the supervisee further i n h i s 

professional development emanates from a mind functioning conceptually 

at Level IV, h i s manner of i n t e r a c t i n g i n the conference i s more i n d i c a t i v e 

of the f i e l d detachment phenomenon. At 15:08 'A' processes the following 

i n t e r a c t i v e thought, which he embellishes i n the stimulated r e c a l l session 

with a non-interactive observation: 

A: I'm s t a r t i n g to think r i g h t there, about now, that I want to 
break the question to him. I remember as he was t a l k i n g there, 
I was s t a r t i n g to think about i t and I may look to be, i t looks 
to me l i k e I can see myself v i s i b l y kind of wandering o f f to my 
next thought even while 'L' i s s t i l l t a l k i n g (Supervisor thought 
processes, 15:08). 

This combination of an informational interdependent thrust with the 

phenomenon of f i e l d detachment i s both unusual and i n t e r e s t i n g : unusual 

because f i e l d detachment more often occurs i n persons who, functioning 

at a lower conceptual l e v e l , have d i f f i c u l t y holding more than one idea 

i n t h e i r minds at a given time; and i n t e r e s t i n g because i t demonstrated a 

s i t u a t i o n where the mental "tuning-out" of a supervision p a r t i c i p a n t , 

p a r t i c u l a r l y the c l i n i c a l supervisor, may not always be regarded as s l i p 

shod conference behaviour. Indeed, when a supervisor faces such a 

c r i t i c a l task i n the midst of dynamic conference i n t e r a c t i o n , i t could be 

argued that a c e r t a i n amount of f i e l d detachment may w e l l be i n e v i t a b l e ; 

for without a momentary re s p i t e to review strategy and c o l l e c t thoughts, 
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a supervisor could be sorely tempted to avoid confronting a p o t e n t i a l l y 

contentious issue. 

At 15:48 supervisor 'A' broaches the important topic of the next 

cycle. Not only does he take the supervisee along gently, one step at a 

t i m e — f i r s t . a s k i n g to come to a larger c l a s s , then l a t e r suggesting the 

s o c i a l studies 11 c l a s s — b u t supervisor 'A' also maintains a determined 

informational o r i e n t a t i o n , i n sp i t e of h i s processing of 'L's verbal and 

nonverbal behaviour and his consequent understanding of the dilemma i n 

which he has placed the supervisee: 

A: I know he's taken aback there but ... i t doesn't bother me 
because that's what you have to do i f you want to get i n there, 
then I think you have to take the plunge at that point ... and 
I'm quite comfortable with that .... He's covering h i s mouth the 
whole time he's t a l k i n g to me when he gets nervous; he's obviously 
nervous r i g h t now because he doesn't have time to think about t h i s 
... he didn't know before hand that I was going to ask him that. 
And h i s other hand i s moving around as w e l l . I r e a l l y don't know 
what i t s i g n i f i e s ... but I took i t as being nervous. Really I 
think he's searching for a way to say "no" at t h i s point 
(Supervisor thought processes, 15:48). 

Although the l a s t sentence of 'A's thought betrays a Level I I I s e n s i t 

i z a t i o n to the supervisee, there are several Level IV features i n the 

supervisor's conceptual functioning during t h i s incident. F i r s t , the 

step-wise progression with which he introduces the c r i t i c a l question d i s 

plays an awareness, on 'A's part, of the d i f f e r i n g l e v e l s of d i f f i c u l t y 

involved i n the task he i s to undertake. Second, his. processing of 'L's 

verbal and nonverbal behaviour enables him to recognize the pressure that 

the supervisee i s under, but 'A' i s capable of integrating the varia t i o n s 

he observes i n 'L's behaviour into the o v e r a l l perspective of what he as 

supervisor i s t r y i n g to achieve. Third, i n s p i t e of h i s insig h t into how 

the supervisee f e e l s , 'A' p e r s i s t s i n the press, thereby evidencing a 

Level IV behavioural response where a c a r e f u l l y thought out approach i s 



219 

maintained regardless of the non-informational s o c i a l influence emerging 

from the supervisee. 

While supervisee 'L' attempts to regain h i s composure a f t e r t h i s 

unexpected question, 'A' engages i n f o s t e r i n g protective interdependent 

conditions. Recognizing 'L's awkwardness, supervisor 'A' f i l l s the s i l e n c e 

by t a l k i n g about possible pre-conference arrangements. When the supervisee 

stumbles over h i s f i r s t few words and then resumes s i l e n c e , 'A' describes 

the benefits that could be derived from hi s observing a d i f f e r e n t c l a s s . 

The purpose behind 'A's interventions here i s not to educate the super

visee but rather to s e t t l e him down so that he does not withdraw psych

o l o g i c a l l y from the supervisory r e l a t i o n s h i p . At 16:20 'A' asks i n a 

general way about the s o c i a l studies c l a s s as a p o s s i b i l i t y for the next 

classroom v i s i t a t i o n . Upon hearing that 'L' w i l l be covering Louis R i e l 

i n the Thursday c l a s s , he continues the protective interdependent thrust 

by making reference, to another teacher whose s o c i a l studies lesson he had 

observed on that very t o p i c : 

A: Now I said that about Dave's lesson because he r e a l l y l i k e s Dave 
and I wanted to keep him at ease. So I mentioned there that I 
had seen lessons on Louis R i e l and some on the e l e c t i o n so that 
he doesn't f e e l too much l i k e he's being singled out (Supervisor 
thought processes, 16:26). 

These Level I I I nurturing t a c t i c s are e s s e n t i a l at t h i s c r i t i c a l juncture 

i n the conference, f o r , i f 'A' were to become too informational or uni

l a t e r a l at t h i s point, he would lose c r e d i b i l i t y i n the eyes of the 

supervisee. Consequently, the supervisor engages i n r e l a t i o n s h i p -

maintenance forms of communication for the remaining time i n t h i s post-

conference. This comes out c l e a r l y i n 'A's thoughts at 17:17 which 

e s s e n t i a l l y represent a commentary on h i s conference actions rather than 

a r e c a l l of ideas processed during the i n t e r a c t i o n : 
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A: At that point I was ju s t giving him information on our next 
meeting but we did carry on t a l k i n g for some time a f t e r I turned 
the camera o f f . I t r i e d to make him f e e l better about me coming 
into h i s s o c i a l studies c l a s s . You know I talked about some 
other things that probably would r e a l l y have embarrassed him i n 
front of the camera, so I didn't jj:alk about them i n front of the 
camera]. I ju s t came on n a t u r a l l y with a couple of things which 
we bounced back and f o r t h , I can't even remember what they were 
now, but I know we smoothed the s i t u a t i o n o u t — t h a t was a d e l i 
berate strategy on my part (Supervisor thought processes, 17:26). 

The protective nature of the supervision conditions i s such that 'A' 

a r b i t r a r i l y shuts o f f the camera before t h e i r i n t e r a c t i o n i s complete. 

So intense i s the supervisor's determination to mitigate any possible 

negative side e f f e c t s from t h i s press to observe i n a d i f f e r e n t class 

that he declares the f i n a l minutes of conference i n t e r a c t i o n i n e l i g i b l e 

for research purposes. This 'A' does (without consulting the absent 

researcher) to safeguard c o n f i d e n t i a l i t y and to disabuse the supervisee's 

mind of the i n e v i t a b l e anxieties and misgivings that had begun to over

whelm him. 

Answering the questions posed by the interviewer at the end of 

the stimulated r e c a l l session, 'A' reveals that the supervisor press 

beginning at 15:48 was not maintained without a sense of awkwardness and 

heartache: 

Interviewer: In connection with the l a s t s i t u a t i o n , you said you 
f e l t comfortable when 'L' was obviously a l i t t l e b i t 
tense ... 

Supervisor Oh, when he started to get tense, I wasn't at a l l very 
'A': comfortable, I was thinking of ways ... of t r y i n g to 

put him at ease .... I didn't want him to think that, 
w e l l now you know I've seen you handle a group of seven 
but now I want to see what you can do with t h i r t y — 
that's not my int e n t i o n . I want to compare for myself 
and for him how he's improved, because I know he's im
proved, and I think that i f I don't go into that b i g 
group, he's never going to know that he's improved. So 
that's why I want to get i n there, because I know he's 
reluctant to having me come i n — i t ' s s t i l l threatening 
for him, he's s t i l l a f i r s t year teacher—but I hope i t 
comes out where he r e a l l y does well with t h i s group 
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because that w i l l then d i s p e l a l l h i s nightmares about 
Block D of semester one (Supervisor thought processes, 
17:29). 

'A' recognizes that his actions at t h i s point could be e a s i l y misinter

preted; he also wrestles with the fact that any such misrepresentation 

could confound the supervisee's understanding of the purposes associated 

with the c l i n i c a l approach. Nevertheless, he perseveres i n t h i s venture 

because he i s convinced that i t provides a unique opportunity for the 

supervisee to develop i n confidence as a classroom teacher. This r i s k -

taking by the supervisor, where 'A' attempts to press the supervisee 

beyond the plateau he has reached thus far i n h i s development, would seem 

to epitomize the zenith of c l i n i c a l supervision, designed as i t i s to 

foster i n s t r u c t i o n a l improvement through supervisee growth; for such a 

press i n e v i t a b l y causes r e f u t a t i o n i n the supervisee which, i n turn, puts 

pressure on a perceptive supervisor to r e l i e v e the tension by r e t r a c t i n g 

the challenge. Supervisor 'A', however, resolves not to do t h i s ; yet, at 

the same time, he does whatever he can to help the supervisee r e t a i n a 

calm composure. 

Supervisee 'L' 

When supervisees are asked to share t h e i r impressions of the L -: 

lesson at the beginning of a post-conference, they generally respond i n 

one of two ways; they e i t h e r describe the lesson ihiglowing terms or they 

tend to understate the s i g n i f i c a n c e of anything they may have achieved 

during i n s t r u c t i o n . This dilemma i s p e r f e c t l y understandable since, i n 

the r o l e of supervisee, they are, at the outset of a post-conference, very 

dependent upon supervisor feedback. U n t i l the tone of the conference has 

been set, therefore, supervisees seem to experience d i f f i c u l t y i n sharing 

accurate impressions. Supervisee 'L' proves to be no exception. As 
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early as 0:35 i n the conference dialogue 'L' q u a l i f i e s h i s d e s c r i p t i o n 

of the l e s s o n — " i t was not as f l u i d as previous ones". In a d i f f e r e n t 

s i t u a t i o n such q u a l i f i c a t i o n could be interpreted as Level II avoidance 

where the supervisee i s being d e l i b e r a t e l y abstruse; i n t h i s s i t u a t i o n , 

however, where the supervisee has yet to hear the supervisor's impressions, 

i t represents Level IV p r o v i s i o n a l self-devaluation. Had 'L' chosen to 

depict the lesson i n an exaggeratedly favourable l i g h t , that i n i t s e l f 

would indi c a t e a Level II n e u t r a l i z a t i o n manouever designed to thwart 

the analysis of teaching process. 

At 1:19, however, 'L' demonstrates how d i f f i c u l t i t i s for the 

p a r t i c i p a n t i n the supervisee r o l e continually to maintain higher con

ceptual functioning. When 'A' mentions that he sensed during the lesson 

that the constant dominance of one student was disconcerting to 'L', the 

supervisee admits that i t was but only because he, 'L', thought i t might 

concern supervisor 'A'. This i s an instance of an almost t y p i c a l quandary 

that faces supervisees; because they are i n the subordinate r o l e , they 

are very susceptible to the supervisor's evaluation and highly prone 

therefore to manipulating t h e i r behaviour i n a way that e l i c i t s supervisor 

approval. The Level III s e n s i t i z a t i o n and confirmation p r i n c i p l e s under-

girding t h i s conceptual functioning d i f f e r markedly from those operative 

at Level I f o r , at the lowest l e v e l , supervisees r a r e l y display the a b i 

l i t y to manipulate t h e i r own behaviour i n a conscious fashion. What i s 

at work here, then, i s that supervisee 'L', because of the respect he 

holds for h i s supervisor both as a person and as a p r o f e s s i o n a l , allows 

his own i n s t r u c t i o n a l a p p r aisal to be highly influenced by what 'A' 

thinks. This i s not to say that 'L' does nto form his own judgments; 

merely that h i s confidence i s c l o s e l y t i e d to a congruence between his 
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and the supervisor's a p p r a i s a l . At 2:50, while describing, i n h i s 

thoughts, c e r t a i n background d e t a i l s pertaining to the c l a s s , t h i s aspect 

becomes c l e a r : 

i s reinforced by supervisor 'A's sharing of how impressed he was with the 

lesson. The e f f e c t of t h i s feedback on the supervisee i s immediate: 

L: I f e e l f a n t a s t i c here ... I'm as high as a k i t e , you know, and 
I'm s t a r t i n g to p o n t i f i c a t e i n f a c t , which i s something I do 
when I f e e l r e a l l y good ... I use my hands an i n c r e d i b l e amount. 
If you compare me to 'A', I use a l o t more hand motions than he 
does, they're j u s t a l l over the place (Supervisee thought 
processes, 2:65). 

'L's confidence i s bolstered considerably by the favourable supervisor 

impression and t h i s comes out i n h i s tendency to p o n t i f i c a t e and use non

verbal behaviours excessively. These behaviours, however, are grounded 

not i n a quest f o r the basis of the i n s t r u c t i o n a l effectiveness but 

rather on a sense of reaffirmed s o c i a l and p r o f e s s i o nal acceptance i n the 

mind of the supervisee. At 3:33, when 'A' has once again suggested how 

impressive he found the uninhibited but responsible behaviour of students 

even with the p r i n c i p a l i n the room, the supervisee begins to p o n t i f i c a t e 

on how he structures the class for continuity i n discussion: 

L: See, here's where I'm s t a r t i n g to get a l i t t l e out of hand, l i k e 
a teaching manual. I'm so confident at t h i s point that I j u s t 
s t a r t to p o n t i f i c a t e ; t h i s i s what I f e l t and I was aware of i t 
at the time (Supervisee thought processes, 3:33). 

With remarkable i n s i g h t , 'L' recognizes h i s p r o c l i v i t y f o r pontifacation 

when h i s confidence i s high. High confidence per se, however, does not 

i n e v i t a b l y p r e c i p i t a t e such behaviour; rather, i t i s high confidence i n 

L: 

At t h i s very point i n the conference, 'L's c o n d i t i o n a l dependence 

a person functioning conceptually at Level I I I . Perceptive questioning 
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or d i r e c t disagreement and challenge of such behaviour could cause 

r e f u t a t i o n i n the r e c i p i e n t ' s mind. Refutation at Level I I I would cause 

the person's conceptual functioning e i t h e r to lower i t s e l f to Level II 

or r i s e to the challenge of Level IV. 

Such a dilemma confronts supervisee 'L' at 3:55. When the 

supervisee f i n i s h e s h i s discourse on stru c t u r i n g c l a s s discussion, 'A' 

suggests that 'L' broke the lesson up i n t e r e s t i n g l y . This spurs the 

supervisee out of h i s short l i v e d euphoria: 

L: At t h i s point I'm not sure what he means—"interesting"—what 
does that mean? Does i t mean that I broke i t _the lesson] up 
well or that he would have preferred, you know, or he would 
have thought that i t might have been better i f I had done i t 
another way. So I j u s t l e t him ' s p i e l ' (Supervisee thought 
processes, 3:55). 

Although 'L' i s uncertain about the meaning of " i n t e r e s t i n g " , he never

theless r e f r a i n s from a precipitous reaction and allows the supervisor 

to expand on what he means. This d e l i b e r a t e choice of Level IV 

information-seeking behaviour allows f o r a reasoned discussion of the 

lesson segmenting and frees supervisee 'L' at one point to ask the 

supervisor to c l a r i f y a question which he, 'L', has not understood. To 

have chosen a Level II counter-dependent response, where 'L' begins to 

question the supervisor's i n t e g r i t y and competence, could have p r e c i p i 

tated a serious imbroglio. Supervisee 'L's high conceptual functioning 

not only enables him to act responsibly: i n th i s d e l i c a t e episode, but also 

prevents any misunderstanding occurring. It would be i n t e r e s t i n g to 

speculate as.to whether 'L's choice would have been d i f f e r e n t , had super

v i s o r 'A' not previously shared a favourable impression of the lesson and 

had he, the supervisee, not f e l t so buoyant i n his confidence. As i t 

stands, however, t h i s choice presents i t s e l f to 'L' at a time when he i s 

confident and therefore prepared to tr u s t h i s supervisor's intentions. 
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It i s very possible, then, that the interdependent conditions fostered by 

supervisor 'A' early i n t h i s post-conference framed the i n t e r a c t i v e 

environment i n such a way as to influence the supervisee towards higher 

conceptual functioning. 

As a consequence of t h i s p o t e n t i a l misunderstanding being averted, 

supervisee 'L's buoyancy i s retained. When supervisor 'A' reports further 

favourable impressions about student i n s i g h t s and t h e i r understanding of 

l i t e r a r y symbolism, 'L' moves forward i n h i s seat, keen to t a l k about what 

he has done to f o s t e r student knowledge i n t h i s regard. At the same time, 

he reveals i n h i s thoughts that t h i s feedback i s extremely encouraging 

to him: 

L: This [ l i t e r a r y symbolism] i s one of the things I f e e l quite 
strongly about at t h i s point, because one of the things that 
I've learned between l a s t semester and t h i s semester i s that you 
can't take student knowledge for granted, and t h i s i s what I'm 
t r y i n g to explain to him at t h i s point that the f i r s t semester 
I t r i e d a sort of an inductive type of thing where I would j u s t 
present the story and they would see the symbolism, you know, 
they would f i n d i t themselves. But I found that i t was too 
d i f f i c u l t , so i n t h i s p a r t i c u l a r one [semester]} I l a i d out the 
fa c t s .... My emotions at t h i s point are the same throughout 
the whole interview, I'm r e a l l y happy that the lesson went so 
w e l l , so I'm a combination of being calm and being high at the 
same time (Supervisee thought processes, 4:57). 

Supervisee 'L's emotions are high because the supervisor has noted and 

shown approval for the immense e f f o r t that 'L' has put into teaching 

l i t e r a r y symbolism. This Level III confirmation i s i n d i c a t i v e of the 

fact that 'L's conceptual functioning i s presently modulating between 

moderately high to high complexity and abstractness. 

This i s corroborated at 6:20 when 'L' f i n d s , to h i s astonishment, 

that h i s confidence releases him to describe, without ostentation, how 

he went about teaching l i t e r a r y symbolism: 

L: At t h i s time I'm thinking that that's what i s amazing to me, 
because i n previous conferences and discussions with supervisors 
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during practicum, I usually embellish what happens—I guess 
every student teacher does t h i s — a n d make i t seem that I'm a 
l i t t l e more competent than I a c t u a l l y am or that I planned 
something else and i t turned out t h i s way or something; but I 
r e a l l y f e e l good at t h i s point because a l l the things I say I'm 
doing, I'm a c t u a l l y doing, so i t ' s r e a l l y comfortable for me 
(Supervisee thought processes, 6:20). 

This thought i s processed a f t e r supervisee 'L' has talked uninterruptedly 

for 55 seconds on a topic he f e e l s strongly about, namely, l i t e r a r y symb

olism. This, i n turn, may have come about as a consequence of the 

interdependent supervision conditions that prevailed at the time. What

ever the o r i g i n , supervisee 'L' i s here capable of r e f l e c t i n g on h i s own 

conference behaviour—an i n d i c a t o r of Level IV autonomy and interdependence. 

He recognizes that he i s not p r a c t i c i n g i n t h i s supervision experience 

the Level II tendency to n e u t r a l i z e the e f f e c t s of evaluation through the 

presentation of a favourably d i s t o r t e d d e s c r i p t i o n of the lesson events 

that was so prevalent during h i s days as a student teacher. More s i g n i f 

i c a n t l y , however, he has become aware that, by divesting h i s communication 

of a l l attempts at pretense and p r e v a r i c a t i o n , he f e e l s considerably more 

at ease i n the supervisory s i t u a t i o n . This feature i n i t s e l f f u l f i l s the 

informational o r i e n t a t i o n that characterizes Level IV conceptual functioning 

f o r , i n choosing not to evade accurate descriptions, supervisee 'L' i s 

displaying an openness to rigorous task analysis and c r i t i c a l feedback. 

Confidence and a sense of being at ease appear to a f f e c t the 

supervisee's conceptual functioning p o s i t i v e l y . At 7:54 supervisor 'A' 

wants to f i n d out why 'L' i n s i s t e d on the students copying down a l l the 

questions from the board. Supervisee 'L' admits i n h i s thoughts that he 

had not previously thought about t h i s question at a l l . One would there

fore expect his verbal and nonverbal conference behaviour to take on a 

somewhat d i f f i d e n t aspect. But the opposite i s , i n f a c t , the case. 'L' 
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not only answers the question i n a manner that s a t i s f i e s and impresses 

the supervisor; he also responds completely extemporaneously with such 

poise that 'A' i n f e r s that 'L' had c a r e f u l l y thought i t a l l through. The 

supervisee reveals, however, i n h i s thought processes that he made up h i s 

answer during the conference. This feature, together with h i s composed 

behaviour, suggests Level IV conceptual functioning i n that i t represents 

an emergent ru l e structure emanating from the i n t e g r a t i v e l y complex thought 

processes that equip the supervisee to think c r e a t i v e l y whilst engaged i n 

intense interpersonal communication. S i m i l a r l y high conceptual functioning 

i s operative i n supervisee 'L' at 9:20 when, without o f f e r i n g any feedback, 

the supervisor asks him how he f e l t about hi s manner i n handling the 

c l a s s . Far from f e e l i n g intimidated by t h i s , supervisee 'L' quickly 

recognizes that " t h i s i s one of the things I asked him to look for at the 

pre-conference" (Supervisee thought processes, 9:20), and proceeds to 

share h i s impressions. This a b i l i t y to transcend the immediate stimulus 

and discern the supervisory strategy, at l e a s t i n part, i s evidence of a 

p a r t i c i p a n t who i s capable of detaching h i s ego from the external world 

i n a manner that allows h i s mind to become information oriented rather 

than stimulus bound. 'L's inner state of e l a t i o n may be said then to 

fu r n i s h the supervisee with more than a mere f e e l i n g of being "high". 

At 11:14 'L's high conceptual functioning evidences i t s e l f i n 

Level IV openness to differences between events and p r o v i s i o n a l s e l f -

devlauation. The post-conference has begun to focus on a second aspect 

of the pre-conference agreement, namely, supervisee 'L's tendency to jump 

around and repeat himself during class discussion. Supervisor 'A' brings 

i n feedback t h i s time, suggesting that he saw no evidence of the super

visee's concern but that the discussion flowed sequentially. Supervisee 
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'L', whilst accepting t h i s i n the conference dialogue as a genuine 

impression from an external observer, nevertheless disavows himself of 

any c r e d i t i n h i s thoughts: 

L: I'm thinking at t h i s point that the kids did most of them [the 
discussion questions3 because they did and I don't r e a l l y go for 
l o g i c a l progression that much—he's not correct i n that. There 
i s a l o g i c a l progression but i t ' s because they [the studentsj 
pick up on things so w e l l , one point leads to another question 
which follows on n i c e l y . I guess i t appears l o g i c a l to an out^: 
sider ... because I'm not hopping from the front to the back of 
the book, but the main point i s that i t ' s because the kids pick 
up on things so quickly. I don't say I ' l l ask t h i s question now 
and t h i s one l a t e r — I j u s t don't do that ... I know b a s i c a l l y 
what I'm going to cover but I don't know how i t w i l l turn out 
(Supervisee thought processes, 11:14). 

Because he knows the class went w e l l , supervisee 'L' i s open to an 

analysis which controverts a favourable supervisor evaluation. Although 

he depicts the sequential nature of the discussion as stemming from an 

e s s e n t i a l l y c o l l a b o r a t i v e movement by the students and him as teacher 

towards l o g i c a l progression, 'L' nevertheless praises only the students. 

Such p r o v i s i o n a l devaluation, coming as i t does from a mind bent on 

accurate a p p r a i s a l , denotes more than a teacher wanting to give c r e d i t 

where he thinks c r e d i t i s due; i n the f i n a l a n a l y s i s , i t i s an instance 

of Level IV s e n s i t i z a t i o n to d i f f e r e n t perspectives on the task d i f f i c u l t y 

and to v a r i a t i o n i n the information p o t e n t i a l of supervisor 'A'. 

Supervisee 'L's conceptual functioning remains high u n t i l h i s 

supervisor's attempt to press him towards observation i n a d i f f e r e n t 

c l a s s f i n a l l y r e g i s t e r s . Even as l a t e as 15:26 when supervisor 'A' has 

embarked on t h i s strategy, 'L' i s given to functioning at Level I I I . As 

part of h i s approach, supervisor 'A' f i r s t compliments 'L' on the e x c e l l 

ent nature of the lesson he observed, adding that a number of concerns 

that they perceived c o n j o i n t l y i n the previous semester had t o t a l l y 

disappeared. Not unexpectedly, supervisee 'L' i s quite flushed by t h i s 
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feedback: "I'm j u s t as high as a k i t e here, I'm r e a l l y proud" (Supervisee 

thought processes, 15:25). Supervisor 'A's favourable evaluation i s 

extremely confirming to 'L', evidence of h i s Level I I I conceptual 

functioning, but twenty-one seconds l a t e r , when 'A' asks to come next 

time to a larger and d i f f e r e n t c l a s s , 'L's buoyant inner state i s checked. 

As a consequence,-a gradual reduction i n h i s conceptual functioning 

becomes apparent. 

Immediately following 'A's question, supervisee 'L' witnessed 

"some h e s i t a t i o n i n my face there" (Supervisee thought processes, 15:47) 

during the stimulated r e c a l l session but did not r e c a l l processing any 

s p e c i f i c thought at that point. This would appear to be i n keeping with 

a good deal of research on nonverbal behaviour (see Harrison, 1965; 

Mehrabian, 1967; H a l l , 1959; Ekman, 1964; Feldman, 1959; Hunt et a l . , 

1978 and Smith, 1979) i n interpersonal settings which suggests that the 

way a person t r u l y f e e l s i n a tense s i t u a t i o n i s f i r s t communicated 

nonverbally rather than v e r b a l l y . The verbal expression or, i n t h i s 

case, the processing of thoughts follows some f i v e to seven seconds l a t e r . 

The supervisee proves to be no exception here. At 15:54, 'L' reveals 

his stupefaction as he grunts "Thursday? Thursday?" and processes a 

thought that v e r i f i e s h i s nonverbal reaction seven seconds previously: 

L: I'm thinking r i g h t there that t h i s i s my best class that he's 
seen, a group of seven kids who are keen, w e l l , i f not keen, at 
le a s t very bright .... I have a couple of bigger classes that 
are not the same way, there's a d i f f e r e n t atmosphere i n them; 
one of them i s n ' t very much into learning and another one I've 
had a few d i s c i p l i n e problems with. So I'm thinking that i f he 
comes i n the room i n t h i s one, i t might be a t o t a l l y d i f f e r e n t 
atmosphere and that's kind of threatening to me and I sort of 
would l i k e i t to end here since i t went so very w e l l — b u t that's 
me, 'A's not a threatening human being, i t ' s j u s t my reaction, 
that's the way I think (Supervisee thought processes, 15:54). 

Supervisor 'A's pressuring of 'L' towards autonomy and interdependence 
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forces a c r i t i c a l choice onto the supervisee's Level I I I functioning of 

15:26: either 'L's conceptual functioning w i l l r i s e to the challenge and 

adopt an information-seeking, exploratory o r i e n t a t i o n or the supervisee 

w i l l allow h i s thinking to lower i t s e l f to Level II negative dependence. 

Although he struggles to maintain a moderate high l e v e l of conceptual 

functioning (note h i s concentration on f a c t u a l d e t a i l s pertaining to 

his various c l a s s e s ) , 'L' i s nevertheless weighed down by the r e f u t a t i o n a l 

e f f e c t of 'A's request and ends up appraising the s i t u a t i o n i n terms of 

interpersonal threat. This, i n turn, p r e c i p i t a t e s a Level II behavioural 

response, for he would rather not f i n i s h the agreed upon number of c l i n i 

i c a l cycles i f those yet to come were to prove less successful than t h i s 

current one. These points notwithstanding, h i s respect for supervisor 

'A' as a person and as a professional remains unblemished, demonstrating 

that the supervisory r e l a t i o n s h i p i s s o l i d and evidencing a vestige of 

Level I I I n e u t r a l i z a t i o n (denial of source r e s p o n s i b i l i t y ) i n 'L's 

conceptual functioning. 

This Level III vestige and the s o l i d supervisory r e l a t i o n s h i p 

are the c r i t i c a l determinants of 'L's decision at 16:37 to i d e n t i f y with 

supervisor 'A's s p e c i f i c request, issued at 16:33, to come to the Grade 

11 s o c i a l studies c l a s s . Although he would rather not enter into such.a 

v i s i t a t i o n arrangement, 'L' i s prepared to undertake t h i s venture because 

'A' i s the supervisor. This i s evidenced by the apparent lack of pique 

i n 'L' at a time when he i s under considerable pressure to do something 

he b a s i c a l l y finds formidable and unattractive. Outwardly, then, super

visee 'L' r e s t r a i n s h i s behaviour but i n t e r n a l l y he i s reduced to d i r e 

s t r a i t s . Even as he agrees to 'A's request—"Sure, I think so, i t ' s a 

d i f f e r e n t class"(Conference dialogue, 16:44,— 'L' begins to q u a l i f y , a 
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Level II n e u t r a l i z a t i o n manoeuver which he not only recognizes i n s t a n t l y 

but which also disturbs him considerably i n h i s thoughts: "See, I begin 

to q u a l i f y at t h i s point and I'm aware of the fact that I'm doing i t . I t 

troubles me a l o t " (Supervisee thought processes, 16:44). The fact that 

'L' i s aware of h i s behaviour as i t happens and i s concerned about h i s 

evasive, counterdependent behaviour indicates that t h i s Level II con

ceptual functioning i s but a temporary departure caused by the stress of 

the moment. 

This stress, however, seems to have the supervisee i n i t s 

clutches; while supervisor 'A' attempts to disarm the tension by sugg

esting that the class to be observed i s d i f f e r e n t because two or three 

students make i t very d i f f i c u l t for the teacher but adding that he can 

help the supervisee more i n that s i t u a t i o n , 'L' can do nothing but sigh 

very deeply. Indeed, as the supervisor discusses the arrangements f o r 

the ensuing pre-conference, 'L' i s v i s i b l y "tuned-out"; he can hardly 

follow what 'A' i s saying because of h i s f i e l d detachment: 

L: I'm already thinking about what the h e l l I'm going to do on 
Thursday [next v i s i t a t i o n ] ] . I have to face i t , my mind was 
already c l i c k i n g along thinking about what kind of thing I 
could do that would be f a i r l y impressive, that's what I'm 
thinking about. I'm also thinking that t h i s i s a 'wild card' 
f a c t o r , him coming i n on Thursday next, I hadn't counted on 
that ... I'm not r e a l l y responding to him (Supervisor thought 
processes, 17:17). 

The supervisee's f i e l d detachment here stems from two fa c t o r s : f i r s t , 

the inordinate amount of i n t e r n a l stress that he i s under and, second, 

hi s desire to impress supervisor 'A'. If the stress factor causes the 

dis e q u i l i b r i u m operative i n 'L's conceptual complexity, the supervisee's 

desire to impress indicates the l e v e l at which 'L' functions during t h i s 

f i e l d detachment episode. Although much of 'L's i n t e r n a l stress emanates 

from a Level II categorization of the v i s i t a t i o n i n terms of an i n t e r -
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able appraisal from supervisor 'A' demonstrates, i n f a c t , a leaning 

towards the co n d i t i o n a l dependence c h a r a c t e r i s t i c of Level I I I . In other 

words, 'L' so respects and tr u s t s 'A' that he, 'L', i s extremely sus

c e p t i b l e to any supervisor-mediated evaluation of h i s i n s t r u c t i o n a l 

performance. 

As a consequence of supervisor 'A's fo s t e r i n g of protective 

interdependent conditions, the strong supervisor-supervisee r e l a t i o n s h i p 

i s retained and 'L's conceptual functioning i s restored to Level I I I . 

This i s reinforced i n the after-conference session when the supervisor 

goes to great lengths to prepare 'L' for the next cycle. I t would seem 

that supervisor 'A' believes i n the e f f i c a c y of the supervisee functioning 

conceptually at Level I I I at the very l e a s t i f intervention i s to have a 

p o s i t i v e impact on the teaching-learning s i t u a t i o n . 

Summary 

Table 8 summarizes the s t r u c t u r a l v a r i a t i o n categorizations 

analysed i n A-L post-conference #1. Supervisor 'A' had twelve stimulus 

points together with one interviewer question and th i s yielded a t o t a l 

of twenty categorizations. When transposed, these twenty categorizations 

accumulated a score of 132, giving a conceptual l e v e l mean of 6.60 for 

supervisor 'A' i n t h i s post-conference. Supervisee 'L', on the other 

hand, had four more stimulus points, sixteen i n a l l , but categorizations 

of conceptual functioning occurred only eighteen times. Since the 

transposed score of the eighteen categorizations amounted to 105, t h i s 

gave supervisee 'L' a conceptual l e v e l mean of 5.83. 
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Table 8 

Stru c t u r a l V a r i a t i o n Categorizations f o r A-L 
Post-conference #1 and Pa r t i c i p a n t 

Conceptual Level Mean 

Supervisor 'A' Supervisee 'L' 

Stimulus Point Categorizations Stimulus Point Categorizations 

2:50 III/IV 0:35 IV 

5:19 III/IV/III/IV 1:19 IV 

6:38 IV 2:50 III 

8:33 IV 2:65 III 

9:57 IV 3:33 II I 

11:23 III 3:55 IV 

15:08 IV 4:57 III 

15:48 III/IV/IV/IV 6:20 IV 

15:54 III 7:54 IV 

16:26 III 9:20 IV 

17:17 I I I 11:14 IV 

17:26 I I I 15:26 III 

15:54 I I / I I I 

16:37 III 

16:44 II 

17:17 I I / I I I 

Interviewer Questions 

#1 IV 

Mean: 132/20 = 6.60 Mean: 105/18 = 5.83 
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CASE EXAMPLE: B-M PRE-CONFERENCE #1 

Supervisor 'B' 

Within the f i r s t minute of t h i s pre-conference, supervisor 'B' 

interrupts the supervisee to ask whether the subtraction that 'M' i s 

describing w i l l take place during Math. This coming very shortly a f t e r 

a beginning where there has been no attempt to set a relaxed tone, seems 

to foreshadow the supervision conditions that 'B' i s to foster i n t h i s 

f i r s t conference. Not s u r p r i s i n g l y , the supervisee appears somewhat 

disturbed by t h i s and he immediately switches to t a l k i n g about a d i f f e r e n t 

a c t i v i t y . Supervisor 'B' notes the lack of focus: 

B: During t h i s whole process I was debating whether to j u s t ask him 
at that point about h i s objectives because he seemed to be 
wanting to t e l l me a l l these b i t s and pieces which aren't r e a l l y 
important about knowing and was r e p e t i t i o u s because I already 
knew the p h y s i c a l set-up i n the classroom so that, well, I was 
thinking that I should maybe focus him more (Supervisor thought 
processes, 1:01). 

F i f t e e n seconds l a t e r , 'B' professes to know what the supervisee i s doing, 

thereby dismissing the need for a focus: 

B: That's when I changed my mind because I got what I wanted when 
he said, "they're j u s t working on t h e i r own," now I know what 
t h e i r behaviour i s , I don't need to know any more (Supervisor 
thought processes, 1:16). 

Yet the only information that the supervisee has shared i n the interim 

time r e l a t e s to how he's already introduced addition to the remedial 

group, that today he's doing subtraction with them and that the students 

i n t h i s group w i l l be working independently. It seems remarkable then 

that t h i s a d d i t i o n a l information removes the necessity of focus a r t i c 

ulated at 1:01. If t h i s information i s s u f f i c i e n t (as 'B' claims at 

1:16) for a supervisor who purports to know the group well, then h i s 

thought at 1:01 shows impatience because he i s not allowing the super-
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visee much time to come to the point. On the other hand, the supervisee 

had e a r l i e r mentioned that t h i s was a new remedial group containing 

students that 'B' had not yet seen i n such a context. I t i s d i f f i c u l t 

to see, then, how the a d d i t i o n a l information could even possibly s u f f i c e , 

since supervisee 'M' has only alluded to the nature of the remedial 

students' a c t i v i t y and has not explicated the d e t a i l s of the task and 

t h e i r expected behaviour. Supervisor 'B's thoughts at 1:01 and 1:16 

appear, then, to be precipitous and as such evidence low l e v e l conceptual 

functioning. While 'B' finds the lack of a c l e a r focus r e f u t a t i o n a l at 

1:01, h i s thinking at 1:16 i s i n d i c a t i v e of Level I confirmation and 

n e u t r a l i z a t i o n . 'B' c a t e g o r i c a l l y judges the a d d i t i o n a l information to 

be s u f f i c i e n t f o r a supervisor who knows the? physical set-up and the 

clear behaviour p r e s c r i p t i o n that he apparently reads i n the supervisee's 

b r i e f sketch i s extremely confirming to him. 

There are s i t u a t i o n s where Level I conceptual functioning might 

be deemed appropriate for a c l i n i c a l supervisor, e.g., where every 

attempt to help a border l i n e supervisee acquire a r e s e a r c h - v e r i f i e d 

teaching behaviour has foundered and the supervisor decides to impose a 

clear d e f i n i t i o n of minimal competence. But such s i t u a t i o n s a r i s e as a 

consequence of much painstaking e f f o r t and continual i n e f f i c a c y . When 

the timing i s such that Level I functioning i s operative i n a supervisor 

early i n a conference, i t does not augur well for the subsequent i n t e r 

action. At 1:37 t h i s suspicion i s borne out by the conference dialogue 

and supervisor 'B's thoughts. Supervisee 'M' i s t a l k i n g about the Grade 

5 students and asks i f the Grade 4 curriculum would have covered f r a c t i o n s . 

Since the supervisee i s i n h i s f i r s t year of teaching, t h i s i s an under

standable query, even though he could possibly have found out the 



236 

information f o r himself. Supervisor ' B h o w e v e r , i s strongly of the 

opinion that 'M' should know what the curriculum contains and then be 

capable of researching what has been covered: 

B: I r e a l l y thought there, there were a whole bunch of things running 
through my mind, one thing i s that I was disappointed that he 
didn't know the past curriculum, the Grade 4 curriculum, and that 
r e a l l y disappointed me, but I didn't know whether to show i t i n 
any way or not, so I ju s t answered h i s question. I t ' s the kind 
of thing you make a mental note of because maybe he should know 
about i t some time (Supervisor thought processes, 1:37). 

In a s i t u a t i o n that c a l l s f o r c l a r i f i c a t i o n and forebearance, 'B' i s 

pondering whether to communicate h i s disappointment. At the same time 

he f o r f e i t s an opportunity to help the supervisee develop p r o f e s s i o n a l l y ; 

not only does he transmute a poorly-phrased question from i t s o r i g i n a l 

intent of seeking information into an erroneous oversight but he also 

evades answering the question i n a d e f i n i t i v e fashion: 

M: Do the Grade 5's get fr a c t i o n s i n Grade 4? 
B: They've probably had some, how much"is another question. I t's 

best i f you don't assume a l o t (Conference dialogue, 1:37). 

The vagueness of 'B's r e t o r t possibly perplexes the supervisee, f o r one 

could reasonably expect the supervisor i n h i s p o s i t i o n as p r i n c i p a l of 

the school f o r a number of years to know what content i s covered i n each 

of the grades. Even i f t h i s expectation i f unreasonable, however, i t 

would appear that supervisor 'B' could here be ho i s t on h i s own petard, 

as i t were, for he has ju s t made a s i m i l a r omission to the one he found 

so disappointing i n the supervisee. Throughout t h i s episode, 'B' i n t e r 

prets the supervisee's behaviour according to h i s own c r i t e r i a which are 

not shared openly but imposed upon 'M'. Re l i a b l e imposition of external 

c r i t e r i a would l e t the supervisee know where he stood. Supervisor 'B', 

however, i s inconsistent i n h i s a p p l i c a t i o n of the c r i t e r i a he holds and 

thi s creates supervision conditions that are, by d e f i n i t i o n , u n r e l i a b l e 
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u n i l a t e r a l . The evasiveness manifest i n supervisor 'B's answer i s further 

evidence of the Level II conceptual functioning that tends to f o s t e r such 

conditions. I t culminates i n 'B's apparent unwillingness to immerse him

s e l f i n a c l a r i f i c a t i o n process that would not only have f a c i l i t a t e d 

greater understanding i n both p a r t i c i p a n t s but that would also have 

incorporated some interpersonal a f f i n i t y . 

Unreliable u n i l a t e r a l conditions continue to p r e v a i l at 2:04 

when the supervisee mentions that he d i d not pre-test the Grade 5's for 

f r a c t i o n s . Although the supervisor recognizes i n h i s thought processes 

that there was no r e a l need for pre-testing i n t h i s area since the 

supervisee could demonstrate the students' lack of knowledge about 

f r a c t i o n s , he r e f r a i n s from i s s u i n g supportive feedback. Consequently, 

supervisee 'M' i s l e f t wondering whether he has made an omission or not. 

The supervisee continues: 

M: So I didn't think that pre-testing the Grade 5's was necessary 
but one thing that w i l l be d i f f e r e n t from them i s ... 

B: (interrupts) what's happening with them then? (Conference 
dialogue, 2:14). 

Notably, 'B' interrupts the supervisee j u s t as he, 'M', was beginning to 

inform the supervisor about what would be happening with the Grade 5's. 

Supervisor 'B', however, i s convinced that he i s focusing the supervisee, 

a t e l l i n g f a ctor i n l i g h t of h i s i n s i s t e n c e at 1:16 that he "doesn't need 

to know any more." It i s remarkable that, having s u c c e s s f u l l y derived 

the c e n t r a l idea a f t e r f i f t e e n seconds of supervisee explanation at 1:16, 

supervisor 'B' should now attempt to focus 'M' before hearing a des

c r i p t i o n of the planned a c t i v i t y . This apparent inconsistency stems from 

the phenomenon of "stimulus boundedness" (Kounin, 1970); 'B's behaviour 

i s so constrained by a sense of f r u s t r a t i o n about a lack of focus that 

he cannot transcend t h i s immediate stimulus, he must act on i t r i g h t away. 
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Such "stimulus boundedness" i s i n d i c a t i v e . o f low conceptual complexity 

and the abrupt manner i n which 'B' t r i e s to r e c t i f y the alleged lack of 

focus suggests u n r e l i a b l e u n i l a t e r a l conditions. 

Supervisor 'B's "stimulus boundedness" i s s t i l l evident at 3:01. 

The supervisee mentions that he i s going to introduce the Grade 5's to 

f r a c t i o n s and 'B' i n t e r p r e t s : "So you're going to be d i r e c t teaching them 

then." This i n t e r p r e t a t i o n i s neither a question nor a paraphrase but 

rather a statement and i t seems to carry with i t a covert message that 

the supervisee could have stated h i s intent that simply. This supervisor 

commentary, however, emanates from a mind that appears compelled to 

explain the supervisee's actions i n terms of the Hunter (1971, 1973, 1975, 

1979) approach to instruction,' hence the strong emphasis on " d i r e c t 

teaching" and t h i s causes 'B's "stimulus boundedness". In addition, 

supervisor 'B' reacts i n a way that suggests a u n i l a t e r a l imposition of 

the Hunter terminology as u s e f u l but externally-derived c r i t e r i a . The 

s i t u a t i o n then i s r i p e f or supervisor f r u s t r a t i o n i f the approach that 

he, 'B', espouses i s not heeded by the supervisee. Such i s the case i n 

supervisor 'B's thoughts at t h i s time: 

B: I'm s t i l l f r u s t r a t e d , because he's not t e l l i n g me what his 
behaviours are going to be, what he's going to be doing, so I 
don't even see where we're going i n the pre-conference 
(Supervisor thought processes, 3:01). 

'B's preoccupation with the Hunter schema makes i t imperative for the 

pre-conference to focus on teacher behaviour. When the supervisee 

seemingly refuses to a r t i c u l a t e what s p e c i f i c behaviours he, as teacher, 

w i l l be adopting i n the classroom, 'B' experiences Level I r e f u t a t i o n ; 

for there i s no apparent clear p r e s c r i p t i o n of 'M's i n s t r u c t i o n a l 

behaviour. Since he does not know the teacher behaviour, supervisor 'B' 

i s given to Level I n e u t r a l i z a t i o n ; he jumps to the c a t e g o r i c a l but 
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premature conclusion that the pre-conference i s a d r i f t . 

Supervisor 'B's Level I functioning p e r s i s t s at 3:57. A f t e r he 

has f a i l e d to e l i c i t from the supervisee an e x p l i c i t a r t i c u l a t i o n of the 

teacher behaviour for the Grade 5 a c t i v i t y , 'B' r e d i r e c t s the focus to 

the Grade 6 students. He does so, however, with an open-ended rather 

than a d e l i m i t i n g question; instead of asking what s p e c i f i c teacher 

behaviour w i l l accompany the Grade 6 a c t i v i t y , 'B' poses a loosely worded 

"what about the Grade 6's?" Because of i t s open-ended nature, supervisee 

'M' can answer the question i n a number of ways other than focusing on 

his own s p e c i f i c i n s t r u c t i o n a l behaviour. This he does, communicating 

only h i s expectations :for student behaviour during the fraction-based 

a c t i v i t y . This s i t u a t i o n could once again prove extremely taxing to 

supervisor 'B' but he neutralizes the possible f r u s t r a t i o n by d i s t o r t i n g 

h i s view of what i s a c t u a l l y happening and by convincing himself that he 

now has a c l e a r p r e s c r i p t i o n for 'M's i n s t r u c t i o n a l behaviour: 

B: The question I'm asking him, I'm t r y i n g to get questions to l e t 
me know what the students' behaviours are and what his behaviour 
i s going to be, and objective i s coming through clear to me even 
though he hasn't said i t as such; i t ' s c l e a r i n my mind what he 
i s doing: the kids are making up equivalent f r a c t i o n s using 
concrete materials. I don't think he ever stated that, however 
(Supervisor thought processes, 3:57). 

Supervisor 'B's Level I conceptual functioning here makes him very 

susceptible to inaccurate r e c a l l , for at 4:49 i n the conference 

dialogue the supervisee states e x p l i c i t l y that the students "have to make 

equivalent f r a c t i o n s with concrete materials." Because he f e e l s the 

conference i s not progressing w e l l , supervisor 'B' possibly senses an 

urgency to give i t d i r e c t i o n ; but, i n giving the pre-conference d i r e c t i o n , 

he has d i s t o r t e d h i s perception of conference events to the extent that, 

during the. stimulated r e c a l l session, he sees himself, rather than the 
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supervisee, as the a r t i c u l a t o r of the lesson objective. This i s , as 

Wilson and Nisbett's (1978) review of previous research i n v o l v i n g r e c a l l 

points out, a s i t u a t i o n that i s , f o r supervisor 'B', "quite ego-involving, 

and self-esteem or s o c i a l d e s i r a b i l i t y motives could have accounted for 

the inaccuracy" (p. 119). I t i s i n t e r e s t i n g to note that t h i s instance 

of inaccurate r e c a l l occurs i n a supervision p a r t i c i p a n t given to low 

conceptual functioning. 

A f t e r the supervisee has stated the lesson objective at 4:49, 

supervisor 'B' asks i f the students know how to use the material s t r i p s 

that show them the equivalent f r a c t i o n s . This follow-up i s necessary 

but the nature of supervisor 'B's question i s such that the supervisee 

does not recognize a deficiency i n h i s planning. Instead of posing a 

probing question, such as "have you thought about how the students can 

undertake t h i s a c t i v i t y without having had p r i o r exposure to the 

materials?", supervisor 'B' chooses to put what Good and Brophy (1978, 

p. 363) describe as a yes-no question: "so that's what you're doing today, 

teaching them how to use the material s t r i p s ? " (Conference dialogue, 

5:54). The supervisee merely answers i n the negative thereby thwarting 

'B's attempt at further exploring t h i s point and then t e l l s 'B' what he 

i s going to say i n h i s d i r e c t i o n s . The d i r e c t i o n s , however, betray an 

absence of planning f o r the l o g i s t i c a l procedures involved i n a l l o c a t i n g 

f i v e pairs of s c i s s o r s around the whole c l a s s . This p r e c i p i t a t e s a 

strong reaction i n supervisor 'B's thoughts: 

That opens up a whole new b a l l game, he obviously hadn't planned 
for the materials. That can k i l l that kind of lesson. So I was 
r e a l l y hoping that that wouldn't happen ... I f e l t I wanted to 
question him further on t h i s point, I f e l t that very d e f i n i t e l y , but 
I didn't; mainly because I wanted well at t h i s point we're picking 
up things that he wants done and because of him I can do that, I 
don't r e a l l y f e e l I need very much input (Supervisor thought pro
cesses, 5:45) . 
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With perceptive accuracy, supervisor 'B' recognizes the p o t e n t i a l 

danger i n 'M's lack of l o g i s t i c a l planning and procedural d i r e c t i o n s ; 

indeed, he admits to wanting to question the supervisee further on the 

i s s u e — b u t he does not do so. He attempts to j u s t i f y t h i s f o r f e i t 

d e cision by reference to the apparent need i n c l i n i c a l supervision for 

the pre-conference to be l a r g e l y s u p e r v i s e e - i n i t i a t e d . 'B's r a t i o n a l 

i z a t i o n , however, smacks of a Level II denial of r e s p o n s i b i l i t y i n t e r 

pretive manoeuver where he would rather be seen as f a i t h f u l l y following 

the c l i n i c a l model than as f a i l i n g to help the supervisee c l a r i f y h i s 

lesson plans. Non-intervention here by supervisor 'B' i s not of benefit 

to a supervisee l i k e 'M' who, having sensed a problem i n h i s plan but 

chosen to override any notion that he r e c t i f y i t , appears more concerned 

with obviating the need for rigorous analysis than with actually. 1 learning 

from the mistakes he commits i n the classroom. I t would appear f a r more 

advantageous for supervisor 'B' to c u l t i v a t e here the notion of dual 

a c c o u n t a b i l i t y where the supervisor would accept r e s p o n s i b i l i t y , along 

with the teacher, for events that take place i n the classroom under the 

supervisee's charge. Such an approach, however, presupposes the i n t e r 

personal a f f i n i t y c h a r a c t e r i s t i c of Level III functioning i n the person 

of the supervisor and 'B' i s currently f o s t e r i n g u n r e l i a b l e u n i l a t e r a l 

conditions. This may have occurred as a consequence of the f r u s t r a t i o n 

he experiences when the supervisee denies him further exploration of 'M's 

plans for using the materials (which, i n turn, was p r e c i p i t a t e d by h i s 

inappropriate choice of question); be that as i t may, t h i s incident 

demonstrates an instance of correct supervisor diagnosis but with no 

accompanying prognosis for action. Diagnosis without prognosis may, i n 

the context of c l i n i c a l supervision, be regarded as an i n d i c a t o r of low 
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conceptual functioning. 

Far from challenging the supervisee through paraphrasing and 

probing questions to undertake a conceptual rehearsal of the lesson's 

d i r e c t i o n s , supervisor 'B' merely repeats a statement that 'M' had issued 

at 3:01: "that's r e a l l y going to be guided p r a c t i c e " (Conference dialogue, 

6:08). Not only does t h i s demonstrate how caught up i n the Hunter term

inology supervisor 'B' i s ; more importantly, i t shows that the p a r t i c u l a r 

l a b e l 'guided p r a c t i c e ' i s only acceptable when i t i s suggested by him. 

This imposition of external c r i t e r i a i n a manner where the supervisee's 

ideas and contributions are ignored represents r e l i a b l e u n i l a t e r a l 

conditions. I t would appear that the ambivalence experienced by super

v i s o r 'B' around 5:45 i n the conference has caused him to retreat to the 

r i g i d s e curity of Level I conceptual functioning. This may explain why, 

a f t e r deciding to c l a r i f y the s p e c i f i c items that the supervisee has 

requested him to look f o r , supervisor 'B' disarms a relevant and pene

t r a t i n g probe by adding a yes-no question: "Now while you're working with 

the Grade 6's, what are the Grade 5's doing, are they working independ

e n t l y ? " (Conference dialogue, 7:24). To have omitted the l a s t part, "are 

they working independently?", could have produced a more exacting 

challenge to 'M's thinking. 

As i t i s , the supervisee responds i n the a f f i r m a t i v e and then 

talks about the assignment he i s going to set the Grade 5 students which 

he describes as "pretty simple". Instead of exploring why 'M' considered 

the a c t i v i t y simple for the Grade 5 students, supervisor 'B' puts words 

into the supervisee's mouth i n the form of a leading question: "so you're 

not seeing any problems with that?" (Conference dialogue, 7:35). Not 

s u r p r i s i n g l y , supervisee 'M' r e p l i e s that he does not foresee any 
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problems. / As a r e s u l t , an opportunity to help the supervisee recognize 

h i s o v e r s i m p l i f i c a t i o n of the task demands for the students concerned i s 

l o s t . Further, 'B's probe of what the supervisee had planned for the 

Grade 5 students i s somewhat weakened by h i s double use of yes-no ques

tion s . These give the supervisee an opportunity to d e f l e c t the focus of 

the conference away to something that he, 'M', wishes to address. The 

s i g n i f i c a n t feature of 'B's propensity towards using yes-no questions i s 

that i t occurs when he has shown evidence i n other ways of functioning 

conceptually at Level I. 

When at 7:56, supervisor 'B' begins to review for purposes of 

e s t a b l i s h i n g a pre-conference agreement, he does so without looking at 

the supervisee. During the stimulated r e c a l l session, 'B' notices t h i s 

and recognizes a f t e r the fact the need for greater interpersonal a f f i n i t y 

at t h i s juncture: 

B: I didn't do i t and I intended to, and that's a bad habit because 
I know him too w e l l . I should have been looking at him each time, 
a f t e r each item, and making darn sure that that's what he wanted 
from what h i s body was t e l l i n g me. I did i t with the f i r s t one, 
I didn't do i t with the next two, and I think maybe i t ' s because 
we don't usually have communication problems, i t ' s normally 
f a i r l y c l e a r cut and that may be j u s t laziness on my part but I 
should be doing i t a l l the time ... but I don't think there were 
communication problems today, I p e r f e c t l y understood what he was 
doing. When I walked i n [the classrobnfj, nothing happened that 
I didn't expect (Supervisor thought processes, 7:56). 

Although supervisor 'B' i n i t i a l l y expresses a non-interactive desire for 

Level III s e n s i t i z a t i o n , he quickly reverts to a Level I n e u t r a l i z a t i o n 

manoeuver so as to p a l t e r with h i s omission. This manoeuver involves a 

favourable d i s t o r t i o n of what t h e i r t y p i c a l conference communication i s 

l i k e , which ultimately i s expressed i n the judgment that he, 'B', 

" p e r f e c t l y understood" what 'M' was planning to do. For a supervisor, 

whose conference communication i s characterized by a marked lack of 
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probing and information-seeking behaviour, t h i s represents an overstated 

claim; i t demonstrates 'B's i n a b i l i t y to perceive the conference i n t e r 

personal communication i n a r e a l i s t i c fashion. It could indeed be possible 

that supervisor 'B's Level I conceptual functioning prevented him from 

conceiving of the need to look at the supervisee while he, 'B', was 

reviewing 'M's items for observation. 

Despite h i s non-interactive wish for more shared a c c o u n t a b i l i t y , 

supervisor 'B' appears to be given to u n i l a t e r a l -conditions during the 

actual conference. At 8:24 'B' notices, again no n - i n t e r a c t i v e l y , that he 

had deprived the supervisee of a chance for further explanation: 

B: That finger there t o l d him to stop, a body language, (he rewinds 
the tape to have another look). He did stop. He maybe had more 
to say but he didn't go on .... That was quite unintentional on 
my part, I didn't r e a l i z e I'd done that, I cut him off there 
(Supervisor thought processes, 8:24). 

This nonverbal binding behaviour suggests u n i l a t e r a l conditions for the 

supervisee acts on t h i s cue and r e f r a i n s from t a l k i n g . At the time, 

supervisor 'B' had shared a possible hypothesis for c o l l e c t i n g data on 

the Grade 5 students and then asked the supervisee for h i s thoughts on 

the suggestion. The supervisee pauses f o r three seconds and i s j u s t 

about to respond when 'B' beckons 'M' nonverbally to remain quiet and 

continues to expound on how he, 'B', proposes to c o l l e c t data on the 

Grade 6 students. The supervisor's nonverbal a c t i o n may then be 

i n d i c a t i v e of 'B's i n a b i l i t y to entertain a flow of ideas other than 

h i s own t r a i n of thought. In other words, h i s l e v e l of conceptual 

functioning provoked i n him a reaction where he determinedly had to carry 

on with what he intended to say. As a consequence, 'B's behaviour 

here i s characterized by a Level I r i g i d i t y designed to expurgate any 

p o s s i b i l i t y of ambiguity. 
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Eventually, supervisee 'M' does a r t i c u l a t e at 9:06 what he had 

t r i e d to say e a r l i e r at 8:24. E s s e n t i a l l y , he proposes an a d d i t i o n a l 

way i n which the supervisor can gather data; 'M' wants to know i f he can 

keep the remedial group on task with nonverbal communication behaviour 

while he i n s t r u c t s the Grade 5's and 6's. Supervisor 'B', however, 

senses i n t e r a c t i v e l y that t h i s would create an overload but during the 

stimulated r e c a l l session wonders whether t h i s could have been the super

visee's major concern, i . e . , to be e f f e c t i v e at what Kounin (1970) has 

termed "overlappingness": 

B: This i s where I'm wondering i f I've got too much to observe. 

During the conference, supervisor 'B' continues to function at a low 

conceptual l e v e l . He wonders i f he has too many items to observe but he 

does not discuss t h i s with the supervisee; i t i s almost as i f he, as 

supervisor, w i l l decide how much can be considered. Non-interactively, 

however, 'B' shows evidence of p r o v i s i o n a l s e l f - c o r r e c t i o n , a feature of 

Level IV conceptual functioning, when he questions whether t h i s concern 

was perhaps the most v i t a l one for the supervisee. But even t h i s 'post 

facto' Level IV behavioural response i s tempered by 'B's attempt, through 

d i s t o r t i o n and c a t e g o r i c a l judgment, at glossing over the s i g n i f i c a n c e of 

his f a i l u r e i n t e r a c t i v e l y to perceive t h i s supervisee concern. This 

incident i s somewhat i r o n i c i n that, had supervisor 'B' decided not to 

f o r f e i t the opportunity for action and opted to challenge the supervisee 

to e s t a b l i s h p r i o r i t i e s i n the items for observation, h i s non-interactive 

question about the importance of t h i s concern might have been addressed 



246 

i n the conference. Taken i n the context of the conference and supervisor 

'B's low i n t e r a c t i v e l e v e l of conceptual functioning, i t i s possible that 

the a d d i t i o n a l supervisee concern did not represent an overload; rather, 

i t did not appear to f i t into the p a r t i c u l a r chart designed by the super

v i s o r f or data gathering that 'B' was at that point i n time explaining. 

'B's low conceptual l e v e l and h i s espousal of u n i l a t e r a l conditions are 

further corroborated when, i n a continuation of the discussion pertaining 

to the data i t would be best to c o l l e c t , he suggests that he could observe 

the nonverbal behaviours that the supervisee d i r e c t s towards the remedial 

group. This d i r e c t r e p e t i t i o n of what the supervisee had said a mere 

twenty four seconds e a r l i e r i s not, however, an acknowledgement by super

v i s o r 'B' of 'M's contribution; rather, i t i s an example of 'B' making as 

i f to p r o f f e r a u s e f u l suggestion that has j u s t come to mind. Supervisee 

'M's tr a c t a b l e compliance confirms the r e l i a b l e u n i l a t e r a l nature of the 

supervision c o n d i t i o n s — t h e supervisee's suggestion i s ignored but, when 

extern a l l y imposed as the supervisor's idea, i t then becomes acceptable. 

Supervisee 'M' 

Since supervisee 'M' had been i n a supervisory r e l a t i o n s h i p with 

'B' for s i x months, i t could be assumed that he has developed d i f f e r e n t 

mechanisms for coping with a heavy emphasis on u n i l a t e r a l supervision 

conditions. Such an assumption i s borne out i n h i s thoughts at 1:41 when, 

having exposed h i s lack of knowledge about the Grade 4 curriculum, he 

experiences a bout of nervousness: 

M: A l l I think I ' l l say here i s that I f e l t pretty nervous .... As 
f a r as 'B's behaviour goes, for most of the time he sort of has 
a very sincere manner about him and I don'.t r e a l l y f i n d him too 
i n f l u e n t i a l and I don't f i n d him too threatening (Supervisee 
thought processes, 1:41). 

'M's nervousness i s p r e c i p i t a t e d by an awareness that he does not know 
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something that he suspects the supervisor considers he should know. 

Unquestionably, he could have sought out information about the Grade 4 

curriculum for himself and t h i s omission possibly preys on h i s mind; 

nevertheless, 'M' i s a f i r s t year teacher and he i s attempting to employ 

information-seeking behaviour when he asks whether the Grade 5 students 

covered f r a c t i o n s i n Grade 4. With greater experience, he could possibly 

be able to state h i s concern more l u c i d l y ; that he does not know p r e c i s e l y 

the extent to which the Grade 4 teacher covered f r a c t i o n s i n her use of 

the curriculum. C l a r i f i c a t i o n i s c a l l e d f o r , p a r t i c u l a r l y by the super

v i s o r , but neither p a r t i c i p a n t i s constrained i n t h i s manner. Indeed, 

supervisor 'B' i s given to u n r e l i a b l e u n i l a t e r a l conditions. As a con

sequence 'M's mechanisms for coping with these conditions begin to emerge. 

Although he i n i t i a l l y demonstrates a Level I I I s e n s i t i z a t i o n to 'B's 

behaviour as a supervisor, i n the f i n a l analysis 'M' betrays vestiges of 

Level II source devaluation. He suggests that 'B' i s neither i n f l u e n t i a l 

nor threatening, thereby attempting to n e u t r a l i z e the impact of s u p e r — 

v i s o r y intervention on h i s own appraisal of h i s i n s t r u c t i o n a l competence. 

Later, at 2:14, supervisee 'M' notices i n the stimulated r e c a l l 

session h i s Level I compliant r e a c t i o n to supervisor 'B's constant 

in t errupt ions: 

M: One thing I notice a c t u a l l y i s that he interrupts me, l i k e I ' l l 
be h a l f way through explaining something and he interrupts me, 
but I didn't notice i t u n t i l now, i t didn't seem to bother me at 
the time, I j u s t accepted what he had to say ... I think that's 
about the t h i r d time he's done i t already (Supervisee thought 
processes, 2:14) . 

I n t e r a c t i v e l y , 'M' displays a Level I s e n s i t i z a t i o n ; he i s so open to 

'B's i n s t i t u t i o n a l l y - d e r i v e d power as p r i n c i p a l that he does not question 

the supervisor behaviour. Non-interactively, however, t h i s incident 

causes him a degree of Level I I I r e f u t a t i o n , for h i s surprise at not 
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appearing affected by the interruptions during the conference implies 

that 'B's unwillingness to allow him as supervisee to enter into the 

discussion as a colleague does concern him. 

Where supervisee 'M' does not comply with whatever the super

v i s o r wants, he often experiences t r e p i d a t i o n . At 4:17 'M' i s r e l a t i n g 

what he plans to do with the Grade 6 students and, during a pause of f i v e 

seconds, processes t h i s thought: 

M: Any pause now i s more nervousness than anything else ... I'm 
thinking of how I should react i f he makes a suggestion l a t e r 
on ... I ' l l probe deeper and think of ways where i t might not 
work i n that p a r t i c u l a r s i t u a t i o n (Supervisee thought processes, 
4:17). 

In order to disarm the deleterious e f f e c t s of h i s inner anxiety, super

visee 'M' begins to formulate a s t e r e o t y p i c a l Level II counterdependent 

strategy. This then represents a growing d i s s a t i s f a c t i o n i n the super

visee with the p r e v a i l i n g u n i l a t e r a l conditions; he no longer countenances 

compliance as an option and, i f not allowed to develop h i s autonomy i n 

the conference s e t t i n g , determines not to i d e n t i f y with anything the 

supervisor suggests. The combination of nervousness and counterdependent 

r o l e behaviour causes supervisee 'M' to proceed i n the conference i n an 

unfocussed fashion. He informs the supervisor that the Grade 6's have 

j u s t started a d d i t i o n and subtraction of f r a c t i o n s but then becomes side

tracked t a l k i n g about a worksheet that accompanies the materials. He 

r e l a t e s what the students have done with the worksheet and what they have 

to do today but h i s communication at t h i s point i s marked by a lack of 

c l a r i t y . He does indeed need to explain the worksheet but only a f t e r he 

has demonstrated where i t f i t s i n the t o t a l lesson perspective. In other 

words, 'M' needs to state that the worksheet contains a c t i v i t i e s that are 

to form the basis of the Grade 6 assignment, and expound on the o v e r a l l 
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intent of the Grade 6 a c t i v i t y before immersing himself i n the d e t a i l s 

of a worksheet. As a consequence, 'M's conference communication appears 

nebulous and almost u n i n t e l l i g i b l e . Such an a t t r a c t i o n to suspiciously 

i r r e v e l a n t d e t a i l s i s the r e s u l t of a mind functioning at a moderately 

low conceptual l e v e l . This episode serves to compound the d i f f i c u l t i e s 

that supervisor and supervisee are experiencing, for i t does not 

encourage 'B' to experiment with more interdependent conditions. 

'B's influence and 'M's counterdependent stance have not changed 

at 8:23 when the supervisor begins to discuss possible data gathering 

procedures. 'B' has asked the supervisee what he, 'M', thinks of a 

verbatim record of a l l the teacher t a l k f or the Grade 5 students and 'M' 

pauses for three seconds. At the end of t h i s pause, supervisor 'B' cuts 

off 'M' as he i s about to talk, but one second p r i o r to t h i s incident the 

supervisee processes the following thought: 

M: See how long I waited there, 'B' had made a suggestion and I was 
thinking of ways I could say "that's a l r i g h t but maybe" ... I 
waited and thought that what he says sounds OK, so I went along 
with i t (Supervisee thought processes, 8:23). 

Supervisee 'M' i s s t i l l enmeshed i n Level II counterdependent t h i n k i n g — 

he wants to be able to controvert 'B's suggestion with instances where 

i t may hot be appropriate. At the end of the three second pause, how

ever, he recognizes the value of the suggestion and decides not to oppose 

i t . What t h i s amounts to i s an upward modification of h i s conceptual 

functioning. Despite h i s intended counterdependence, 'M' alleges that 

he evaluates the idea for i t s information p o t e n t i a l and concludes that 

i t i s a u s e f u l approach to adopt. On the surface t h i s would appear to 

be an i n d i c a t o r of Level IV s e n s i t i z a t i o n and confirmation; however, the 

lack of c l a r i f y i n g responses together with a mere three second long 

appraisal, would suggest that the supervisee f a i l e d to grasp a l l the 



250 

possible r a mifications of such a data gathering technique and consequently 

agreed with 'B' so as to e f f e c t a rapid conclusion. This i n t e r p r e t a t i o n 

of 'M' functioning conceptually at Level I would appear to be corroborated 

at 8:24 f o r , when the supervisor r e s t r a i n s him from t a l k i n g , 'M' conforms. 

Had he been functioning at Level I I , 'M' would have been tempted, as 

happens at 5:39 i n the post-conference, to override supervisor 'B's 

interruption; i f conceptually 'M' had been functioning at Level IV, then, 

at the next appropriate moment, he would have attempted to bring the 

discussion focus back so as to probe the data gathering issue further. 

For the next 34 seconds, however, 'M' exhibits a Level I overgeneralized 

submission to the authority of supervisor 'B'. 

At 8:57, however, supervisee 'M' i s unable to contain a need for 

expression and t r i e s to expand on something that 'B' has said: 

M: Here I'm t r y i n g to add something of my own to the discussion 
instead of having 'B' say everything. I'm t r y i n g to add some
thing, I don't know whether i t ' s very s i g n i f i c a n t , but I'm 
making the attempt (Supervisee thought processes, 8:57). 

Having reverted to Level I functioning i n order to cope with the 

conditions espoused by supervisor 'B', supervisee 'M' now attempts to 

make the conference discussion more c o l l a b o r a t i v e . In so doing, he i s 

not only i n keeping with the p r i n c i p l e s of c l i n i c a l supervision that allow 

for supervisee i n i t i a t i v e but he also begins to a r t i c u l a t e what may have 

proved to have been his most v i t a l i n s t r u c t i o n a l concern. 'M's leaning 

towards Level III functioning, however, where he would seek supervisor 

support for and appraisal of h i s a b i l i t y to keep the remedial group on 

task, i s ultimately foreclosed by 'B's espousal of u n i l a t e r a l supervision 

conditions. F i r s t , supervisor 'B' attempts to discuss 'M's concern as 

creating an information overload; then, 'B' interrupts 'M' so frequently 

between 9:06 and 10:07 that, i n the end, the supervisee merely nods h i s 
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agreement with whatever the supervisor decides. As a consequence of t h i s 

treatment, supervisee 'M' not only reverts to Level I compliance; far more 

consequential i s the fact that he begins to "tune out" of the conference: 

M: I'm not a c t u a l l y thinking of what he's doing here, I'm kind of, 
ah, I might, I'm thinking that 'B' has got i t pretty w e l l set i n 
h i s mind what he wants to do and I'm thinking to myself, "he 
knows what he wants to do, and I know I'm going to agree with 
him" (Supervisee thought processes, 10:07). 

One could not ask for a clearer case of Level I b o l s t e r i n g . 'M' quickly 

appraises the s i t u a t i o n and reaffirms what he considers to be the d u t i f u l 

r o l e of the supervisee. In terms of h i s growth as a professional c l a s s 

room teacher, however, t h i s would appear to be a regressive step. 

Supervisor 'B's imposition of h i s own c r i t e r i a and concerns, 

however, continues to rankle 'M'. At 10:21, as the supervisor i s con

cluding h i s review of how he w i l l c o l l e c t data during observation, 'M' 

v i s i b l y "tunes out" of the conference for a second time within h a l f a 

minute: 

M: I was thinking of a way I could deter ... I wasn't r e a l l y 
l i s t e n i n g to what he was saying to me about the two columns on 
h i s paper [teacher t a l k and student talk_ I knew I could r e l a t e 
to that anyway. I was more, i n my mind I was t r y i n g to think 
about anything that I could add myself that would be s i g n i f i 
cant (Supervisee thought processes, 10:21). 

The f i e l d detachment phenomenon here appears to be u t i l i z e d as a Level II 

n e u t r a l i z a t i o n manoeuver where 'M' d e l i b e r a t e l y f a i l s to l i s t e n to what 

the supervisor i s saying so as to review something he could contribute. 

At the same time, however, the supervisee f e e l s obligated to n e u t r a l i z e 

his disengagement from the conference and resorts to a Level I d i s t o r t i o n 

and c a t e g o r i c a l judgment. Given the conference i n t e r a c t i o n thus f a r , i t 

i s indeed doubtful whether 'M' f u l l y understands how he should l a t e r 

i n t e r p r e t data gathered i n the way that supervisor 'B' i s proposing; since 

he has chosen not to l i s t e n at a c r i t i c a l point i n the explanation, i t i s 
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highly probable that he w i l l not be able to r e l a t e to the categories. 

This low l e v e l conceptual functioning i s tempered, however, by the focus 

of 'M's f i e l d detachment. He i s concerned that the conference be more 

co l l a b o r a t i v e and that he, as supervisee, add i n a s i g n i f i c a n t way to the 

proceedings. As such, t h i s represents a Level III concern for a greater 

sense of interpersonal support and exchange. 

'M' does eventually make h i s contribution only to f i n d that, 

a f t e r hearing him out, supervisor 'B' dismisses i t s appropriateness to 

t h i s p a r t i c u l a r cycle. Although the need to d e l i m i t the observation 

focus i s a serious concern for a l l c l i n i c a l supervisors, i t i s incumbent 

upon them to ensure that the focus i s delimited according to what the 

supervisee considers important. In t h i s instance, supervisee 'M' f e e l s 

that h i s concerns do not r e a l l y matter: 

M: As far as 'B's behaviour goes there, he wasn't r e a l l y l i s t e n i n g 
to me to what I was saying about going round to the kids and 
getting some examples of what was going on £in student work]. 
He had something that he wanted to go onto and he had a chance 
to and he took i t without regard for my input. These thoughts 
were going through my head at t h i s time (Supervisee thought 
processes, 11:06). 

Supervisee 'M' i s not pleased with t h i s r e j e c t i o n of h i s contribution. 

The fa c t that such r e j e c t i o n i s r e f u t a t i o n a l to him indicates Level III 

conceptual functioning. That the supervisee should, i n the f i n a l minute 

of the conference, evidence a Level I I I propensity towards i d e n t i f y i n g 

with a process designed to foster a rigorous analysis of h i s teaching i s , 

i n i t s e l f , quite i r o n i c — f o r , with the c u l t i v a t i o n of more interdependent 

supervision conditions, supervisee 'M' could probably have recognized the 

usefulness of c l i n i c a l supervision for improving h i s classroom performance. 

Summary 

Table 9 summarizes the s t r u c t u r a l v a r i a t i o n categorizations 
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Table 9 

St r u c t u r a l Variations Categorizations for B-M 
Pre -conference #1 

Conceptual 
and P a r t i c i p a n t 

Level Mean 

Supervisor ' B' Supervisee 'M' 

Stimulus Point Categorizations Stimulus Point Categorizations 

1:01 I 1:41 I I I / I I 

1:16 I 2:14 I 

1:37 II 4:17 II 

2:04 II 8:23 II/I 

2:14 II 8:57 III 

3:01 I/I 10:07 I 

3:57 I 10:21 I I / I / I I I 

5:45 II 11:06 I I I 

6:08 I/I 

7:56 I 

8:24 I 

9:06 I I / I / I 

Mean: 34/16 = 2.13 Mean: 42/12 = 3.50 
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analysed i n B-M pre-conference #1. Supervisor 'B' had a t o t a l of twelve 

stimulus points which yielded sixteen categorizations. When transposed, 

these sixteen categorizations accumulated to a score of 34, giving super

v i s o r 'B' a conceptual l e v e l mean of 2.13. Supervisee 'M had eight 

stimulus points and thought processes that contained evidence of 

s t r u c t u r a l v a r i a t i o n and these yielded twelve categorizations. These 

categorizations amounted to a t r a n s p o s i t i o n a l score of 42 on the 0-8 

constructive openness scale, rendering a conceptual l e v e l mean of 3.50 

for supervisee 'M' i n t h i s conference. 

CASE EXAMPLE: C-0 POST-CONFERENCE #1 

Supervisor 'C' 

As a beginning c l i n i c a l supervisor,''C' i s keen to learn the r o l e 

of f a c i l i t a t o r . This keenness i s caused p a r t i a l l y by an awareness of h i s 

p r o c l i v i t y f o r being extremely d i r e c t and d i d a c t i c . In attempting to 

acquire new supervisory behaviours, 'C' faces the dilemma of fi n d i n g an 

appropriate balance between his natural tendency and the less d i r e c t i v e 

influence process he associates with c l i n i c a l supervision. Consequently, 

he i s prone to the mistake of reversing the r o l e s , i . e . , not intervening 

when some d i r e c t i o n i s c a l l e d for and becoming d i r e c t i v e when the super

visee might have gained more by working things out for himself. 

At 1:02 i n the conference, t h i s dilemma surfaces. Supervisor 'C' 

recognizes i n h i s thoughts that the supervisee i s not focusing on the 

lesson i n i t s e n t i r e t y : 

C: I think I was t r y i n g to get her more to elaborate on the enti r e 
lesson and not merely on the presentation .... The i n i t i a l part 
was there but I wanted a f u l l recap r i g h t at the beginning 
(Supervisor thought processes, 1:02). 

Supervisor 'C, however, does not refocus the supervisee; rather, he 
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waits to try and bring out a lesson overview l a t e r i n the conference but 

without success. Such a focus needs to be brought out at the beginning 

of a post-conference i f i t i s to have any relevance, and, although ' C 

r e a l i z e s t h i s , he f o r f e i t s the opportunity to r e d i r e c t the supervisee. 

This Level II behavioural avoidance causes 'C' further problems. The 

supervisee has, i n r e s t r i c t i n g h e r s e l f to the d e t a i l s of the lesson prep

aration, revealed a concern about her lack of enthusiasm i n a manner that 

suggests she would be open to supervisor feedback on t h i s feature of her 

i n s t r u c t i o n . Supervisor ' C , however, f a i l s to explore t h i s opening 

because he i s so bound up with h i s own t r a i n of thought regarding the need 

to refocus the supervisee and question her about how well the students 

understood the concepts taught i n the lesson. As a r e s u l t of t h i s 

"stimulus boundedness", supervisor 'C' misses an opportunity to help the 

supervisee develop for she i s , at t h i s point, open to feedback on her own 

motivation. 

This opportunity for favourable intervention has hardly passed 

when, eighteen seconds l a t e r , 'C' avoids intervening when i t i s necessary 

to correct an erroneous supervisee impression. Supervisor 'C' asks the 

supervisee i f she got the concepts of one-half and one-quarter across to 

the students and '0' responds confidently that she d i d . Far from 

challenging the supervisee on t h i s point, since he was of a d i f f e r e n t 

opinion, supervisor 'C' a c t u a l l y agrees with her. This causes him a 

c e r t a i n degree of anguish: 

C: I don't think she r e a l l y did [jget the concepts across to the 
studentsj you see, and I wasn't f a i r there, because, due to that 
lack of attending on the part of some of the students, I knew i n 
my own mind that there were a few of them who didn't grasp what 
she was saying and she wasn't zeroing i n on these kids ... but, 
i n a l l f a i r n e s s to her, the lesson did get across more so; i n my 
mind watching the class react to her teaching, I don't think i t 
got over as c l e a r l y as i t possibly could (Supervisor thought 
processes, 1:20). 
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It would appear from t h i s thought that 'C' disagrees quite vehemently at 

f i r s t with the supervisee's i n t e r p r e t a t i o n , but h i s attempt to pursue the 

issue with '0' i s thwarted by t h i s incident. Indeed, the l a t t e r h a l f of 

his thought i s taken up with n e u t r a l i z i n g the r e s p o n s i b i l i t y he has as 

supervisor f o r examining such a v i t a l concern as the main concepts of the 

lesson not being understood by some students. The change from vehement 

disagreement to a cautious acceptance of what the lesson attained i s not, 

however, evidence of Level IV p r o v i s i o n a l s e l f - c o r r e c t i o n but rather of 

Level II inconsistency where 'C' i s attempting to j u s t i f y h i s behavioural 

avoidance. He cannot transcend the immediate stimulus of '0's d e f i n i t e 

response that the lesson was successful i n t h i s area. Yet, with higher 

conceptual functioning and less "stimulus boundedness", supervisor 'C 

could have challenged the supervisee to elaborate on how she communicated 

the concepts so w e l l . 'C's Level II conceptual functioning, however, does 

not enable him to bring about growth i n the supervisee on th i s point; 

indeed; i t i s h i s low conceptual l e v e l that p r e c i p i t a t e s 'C's awkwardness 

i n the f i r s t place f o r , i n wanting to explore what he saw as a s i g n i f i c a n t 

piece of c r i t i c a l feedback, he inappropriately poses a yes-no question 

(rather than a probing one) which then allows the supervisee to stamp her 

appraisal on the post-conference by giving an unequivocal answer. 

To counteract t h i s d i f f i c u l t y , supervisor 'C' changes the subject 

i n order to share feedback about the supervisee's use of pies. In th i s 

instance, 'C' i s j u s t about to t e l l the supervisee when he stops himself 

and asks a question: 

C: A c t u a l l y there was one point I noticed when I looked at your 
objective i n the lesson plan and you were going to go through 
using pies, and something that you didn't say that you had 
indicated that you were going to, perhaps, was, do you remember 
what that was perhaps? (Conference dialogue, 1:43-1:55). 
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This sudden change i s evidence of a Level II Level III t r a n s i t i o n i n 

supervisor 'C's conceptual functioning as he attempts to break away from 

u n i l a t e r a l to interdependent conditions. But, although he appropriately 

remembers to be les s d i r e c t i v e at the outset of th i s episode, 'C' cannot 

sustain protective interdependent conditions. When the supervisee does 

not answer immediately, 'C' steps i n f i r s t to o f f e r her clues and then to 

t e l l her instead of drawing '0' to her own conclusion about the 

i n s t r u c t i o n a l omission. 

At 2:26 supervisor 'C' recognizes the need to intervene to 

refocus 'O's response to h i s question about her lesson pacing: 

C: I wanted '0' to elaborate more on her lesson pacing and instead 
of saying, w e l l , I was going too slow, be even ..a l i t t l e more 
s p e c i f i c than that, why was i t too slow, and t h i s i s something 
that I was thinking about as '0' responded to my question about 
lesson pacing. A f t e r a l l , her lesson pacing was one of the 
major issues of the whole lesson, so we should have picked up 
more on that point (Supervisor thought processes, 2:26). 

One would expect that, a f t e r processing t h i s thought, supervisor 'C' 

would attempt to explore the reasons why 'O's pacing depreciated the 

lesson's effectiveness; but h i s manner of pursuing i t i s such that the 

supervisee never f u l l y r e a l i z e s that.her i n i t i a l answer does not go f a r 

enough. 'C at l e a s t recognizes the need to probe further and makes an 

attempt to e l i c i t a more comprehensive explanation from the supervisee; 

but the l a s t sentence of h i s thought at 2:26 i s an admission that he i s 

not successful i n t h i s regard. Supervisor 'C's hovering between Level II 

and Level I I I i s exemplified i n h i s conference verbal behaviour at t h i s 

time: 

C: Did you f e e l that (that the pacing was going too slow"] half-way, 
(changes i n mid-sentence from statement to question) at any given 
point i n the lesson? (Conference dialogue, 2:26). 

Supervisor 'C's natural tendency i s to point out the reasons why 'O's 
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pacing was so remiss but i n mid-sentence he t r i e s to change from a 

u n i l a t e r a l to a more interdependent approach. As a consequence of 'C's 

Level II ——> Level I I I t r a n s i t i o n a l conceptual functioning, the reasons 

for the supervisee's slow lesson pacing are neither stated a r b i t r a r i l y nor 

explored c o n j o i n t l y during the conference. 

Such supervisor inconsistency i s i n d i c a t i v e of the f a c t that 'C's 

conceptual functioning i s closer to Level II than that of Level I I I . This 

i s evidenced at 2:58 when 'C responds i n h i s thoughts, to the supervisee's 

h e s i t a n t l y spoken comment about c e r t a i n students looking bored: 

C: The comment about boredom, t h i s didn't go through my mind at the 
time, i t does now. I don't think '0' i s being p e r f e c t l y honest 
with h e r s e l f here, because ... when she's giving me these comments, 
they're sort of i n a questioning tone, she's not quite sure; and 
i t gives me the impression that she's f e e l i n g that t h i s i s what I 
£the supervisor} want to hear her say .... She's saying something 
that I'm going to be able to r e l a t e to but I think, and t h i s i s a 
filament running through the whole thing, that she does come up 
with some t e r r i f i c c r i t i c i s m s but i n a l o t of senses she leaves 
the path open to me to say i f that's the case, she's looking for 
reassurance. And these are perhaps the reasons f o r her lesson 
not proceeding as smoothly as i t might .... This i s not, however, 
the f i r s t time I've got t h i s impression from '0', sorry, yes i t 
i s , because i n the beginning, i t ' s easing o f f now, she w i l l come 
up with some good, concise c r i t i c i s m s and s h e ' l l f e e l good about 
i t , but at the beginning, and i t ' s s t i l l coming through a l o t 
more so than i t did i n i t i a l l y , she was mainly waiting back for 
me to give her reassurance, ideas, and help; I was more of a 
helper, but that's easing o ff considerably nowadays although i t 
did happen today (Supervisor thought processes, 2:58). 

The fact that supervisor 'C' picks up the supervisee's questioning 

intonation n o n - i n t e r a c t i v e l y , i . e . , i n the stimulated r e c a l l session and 

not during the act u a l conference, i s an in d i c a t o r that h i s i n t e r a c t i v e 

conceptual functioning has not yet reached Level I I I i n i t s s e n s i t i z a t i o n . 

But t h i s merely represents further evidence of supervisor 'C's Level II 

— T > L e v e l I I I t r a n s i t i o n . I t requires a close analysis of h i s thought 

processes at 2:58 to perceive the confusion and inconsistency of l o g i c 

that i s c h a r a c t e r i s t i c of Level II negative dependence. 
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Supervisor 'C' recognizes n o n - i n t e r a c t i v e l y the u n r e a l i s t i c 

dependency that the supervisee i s portraying throughout the conference 

and loosely associates t h i s behaviour with the i n e f f e c t u a l nature of the 

lesson momentum; but he i s not c l e a r , indeed, at times he i s quite obscure, 

about when the supervisee became so dependent and about what he thinks may 

have contributed to t h i s state of a f f a i r s . F i r s t , 'C says that the 

supervisee has acted l i k e t h i s i n previous conferences, then he denies 

t h i s , suggesting that her dependency behaviours are a recent a c q u i s i t i o n . 

In the same sentence as he describes her i n i t i a l confident and s e l f -

c r i t i c a l manner, however, 'C' also depicts the supervisee as having been 

very dependent on h i s help at the beginning of t h e i r supervisory r e l a t i o n 

ship. F i n a l l y , he adds that her dependency upon him has been easing o f f 

l a t e l y but that i t somehow seemed to resurrect i t s e l f i n today's confer

ence. At the end of t h i s tortuous discourse, one i s tempted to suspect 

that the supervisee has c o n s i s t e n t l y evidenced such dependency behaviours 

and that the supervisor may have been a contributing f a c t o r — h e n c e 'C's 

d e l i b e r a t e l y d i f f u s e and misleading cues i n t h i s thought which serve to 

act as Level II i n t e r p r e t i v e manoeuvers. The s i g n i f i c a n t feature of a l l 

t h i s i s that any supervisee subject to t h i s kind of thinking, and the 

u n r e l i a b l e u n i l a t e r a l conditions i t tends to f o s t e r , would have inordinate 

d i f f i c u l t y understanding what expectations the supervisor holds f o r an 

intervention along c l i n i c a l l i n e s . 

Supervisor 'C's reversion to s t r i c t l y u n i l a t e r a l conditions i s 

corroborated by the next minute's events i n the conference dialogue. 

Supervisee '0' has, i n responding to 'C's question about lesson pacing, 

revealed that some of the students not only looked bored but that they 

possibly did not understand the concepts being taught. 'C' then asks the 
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supervisee i f there were any pinpoint i n d i c a t o r s that came across to her 

during the lesson as to why the students did not understand. Because of 

the probing nature of supervisor 'C's question, '0' pauses to think f o r 

si x seconds. At the end of th i s time, she i s j u s t about to speak when 

'C steps i n to t e l l her. When the supervisee builds on what 'C has 

intimated to suggest that she progressed too quickly from one concept to 

another, the supervisor adds a d e f i n i t e " r i g h t " . Instead of probing why 

'0's moving too quickly led to students not understanding the concepts 

and what she could have done i n her planning and i n s t r u c t i o n to prevent 

t h i s dilemma occurring, supervisor 'C' binds '0' to th i s judgment. 

There are indeed times when a supervisor may need to bind a 

supervisee to a research v e r i f i e d conclusion about the teaching-learning 

process, c e r t a i n l y the r e l a t i o n s h i p between i n e f f e c t u a l lesson pacing and 

unsatisfactory student learning behaviour i s a case i n point. But one 

expects a supervisor to bind a supervisee to t h i s p a r t i c u l a r perspective 

only a f t e r she has d e l i b e r a t e l y , o b s t r u c t i v e l y and without good grounds 

denied i t s v a l i d i t y and a p p l i c a b i l i t y . As i t i s , no such exchange has 

taken place; supervisor 'C, sensing the supervisee's need for reassurance, 

gives i t to her but i n a way that binds her to her current thinking 

because that coincides with h i s a p p r a i s a l . Consequently, an opportunity 

for stretching the supervisee's understanding of her own teaching i s l o s t 

because of supervisor 'C's use of u n i l a t e r a l behaviour. There i s how

ever, nothing u n r e l i a b l e about the u n i l a t e r a l conditions at th i s point i n 

the conference. Supervisor 'C' immediately follows t h i s binding behaviour 

with a consistent a p p l i c a t i o n , through personal approval, of h i s own 

external standards: 

C: The one thing I did l i k e was to include them to come up and cut 
things up into halves and quarters because that r e a l l y , I don't 
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know whether i t gave you, but i t gave me an i n d i c a t i o n that 
those c h i l d r e n who came up r e a l l y understood what they were 
doing (Conference dilaogue, 4:05). 

With supervisee '0' already showing signs of being highly s e n s i t i z e d to 

i n s t i t u t i o n a l approval, these r e l i a b l e u n i l a t e r a l conditions do l i t t l e to 

c u l t i v a t e growth and development i n her as a teacher. 

This i s s t i l l the case at 4:42 when supervisor 'C' i s too e a s i l y 

s a t i s f i e d with the supervisee merely associating the students who did 

not understand with those who were i n a t t e n t i v e : 

C: That's what I wanted to bring her to ri g h t from the s t a r t and 
she wasn't o f f e r i n g that to me, and I didn't know how quite to 
lead into that from the s t a r t . You see, that's what I was head
ing to r i g h t from the beginning, but when she came out with that, 
I thought OK, t e r r i f i c (Supervisor thought processes, 4:42). 

Because of h i s lack of an e x p l i c i t strategy for bringing the supervisee 

to t h i s i n s i g h t , an i n d i c a t i o n of Level I r e f u t a t i o n , supervisor 'C i s 

flushed at having reached t h i s point. The emotional surge contained i n 

th i s Level I confirmation causes him, i n turn, not to push further to 

explore what '0' could have done to keep the students on-task but rather 

to regress from a hinted Level II > Level III t r a n s i t i o n to a s t r a i g h t 

forward Level I u n i l a t e r a l i s m . 

C: And I think that [students not paying attention were the ones 
who did not understand concepts] came across to you, I mean, did 
that come across to you? Did you r e a l i z e that at the time that 
that was the reason f o r t h e i r confusion? 

0: ( t r i e s to say she thinks so, but i s drowned out by 'C who then 
explains i t ) 

C: Those that weren't on task and paying attention ... I got the 
impression they didn't understand because they just weren't 
paying a t t e n t i o n (Conference dialogue, 4:42-5:14). 

Without any t r a n s i t i o n , supervisor 'C' turns the conference focus 

to '0's questioning techniques and the abruptness of t h i s change disturbs 

the supervisee: 

C: The other thing too i s about your questioning techniques. How 
do you f e e l about your question d i s t r i b u t i o n to the whole class? 
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Did you f e e l that gave you a pretty good help i n getting the 
concepts across? (Conference dialogue, 5:14-5:32). 

When he could e a s i l y have requested to t a l k about 'O's questioning 

strategies i n the lesson, supervisor 'C' a r t i c u l a t e s an opening statement 

that smacks of what Jackson (1971, pp. 21-25) describes as "the defect 

approach," where "the student ^supervisee] i s seen as e s s e n t i a l l y helpless 

and the teacher ["supervisor] i s omniscient" (p. 25). The supervisee picks 

up the defect innuendo and i s somewhat shaken by i t . Supervisor 'C', i n 

turn, adds a yes-no question to the probing one that he had already put. 

This a d d i t i o n a l question i s not r e a l l y necessary but i s probably included 

to disarm the p o t e n t i a l blow of the c o r r e c t i v e feedback that both part

i c i p a n t s sense i s coming. Had the supervisee chosen to answer the yes-no 

question, she could have f o r e s t a l l e d the impact of any feedback; as i t 

happens, '0' chooses to address the probing question. As she begins to 

describe how she went about d i s t r i b u t i n g her questions, however, the 

supervisee pauses for three seconds and 'C' steps i n with a further yes-

no question. This time there i s no other question for '0' to address and 

'C's indiscriminate use of yes-no questions begins to f r u s t r a t e the 

purpose he had i n r a i s i n g the issue of 'O's questioning techniques: 

C: Did that ([involving many children] give you a pretty good 
i n d i c a t i o n that the students understood? 

0: Yes, I think so. 
C: Yeah (long and d i f f i d e n t ) .... Was there any i n d i c a t i o n i n the 

students' worksheets that they understood? 
0: Yes, there was. 
C: Oh, they did, eh? (almost d i s b e l i e v i n g l y ) (Conference dialogue, 

5:47-6:04). 

It i s supervisor 'C's Level I functioning that p r e c i p i t a t e s much of the 

d i f f i c u l t y he experiences here. F i r s t , ' C introduces the topic i n a way 

that suggests a u n i l a t e r a l evaluation based on absolute, external c r i t e r i a ; 

then, he i s somewhat uncomfortable with the uncertainty of not knowing how 
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the supervisee w i l l react to the feedback and attempts to disarm t h i s 

ambiguity by r a p i d l y posing a couple of yes-no questions. Although 'C 

appears to f o s t e r r e l i a b l e u n i l a t e r a l conditions i n the conference, h i s 

thought processes at the time betray a trace of Level II confusion as he 

ponders over how d i r e c t i v e he should i n f a c t be i n giving feedback: 

C: Regarding her question d i s t r i b u t i o n , I noted down "teacher t a l k " , 
"student t a l k " , and "questioning techniques", and she, i n her own 
mind, I didn't know whether I should intrude on that at t h i s point 
because I thought, OK, from her point of view maybe they were 
d i s t r i b u t e d i n an even sense; i n my own mind, I noted which 
ch i l d r e n she asked how many questions and there were about f i v e 
i n d i v i d u a l s who got asked two or three times and some who got 
asked none at a l l . So as an o v e r a l l questioning period, I would 
say that she questioned two-thirds of the class but the ones she 
did not question were the ones who needed i t and I don't know 
whether one accepts the questioning as i t stands or not. Perhaps, 
there i s something we need to discuss (Supervisor thought pro
cesses , 5:14) . 

At no time during the conference does 'C' share or make reference 

to the data pertaining to '0's d i s t r i b u t i o n of questions. Instead, he 

attempts to e l i c i t from the supervisee the kind of d e s c r i p t i o n that he ?as 

supervisor, needs to share with her. Without these data, the supervisee 

finds i t d i f f i c u l t to make any kind of a p p r a i s a l . In other words, rather 

than e l i c i t i n g an a p p r a i s a l and pushing the supervisee to s e l f - d e r i v e d 

i n s i g h t s (the purpose of a less d i r e c t i v e approach to supervisory i n t e r 

vention), supervisor 'C' i s asking '0' to do something which i s extremely 

problematic for someone who has not observed. The s e t t i n g of supervisor 

expectations beyond the supervisee's a b i l i t y characterizes 'C's thinking 

here as that of Level I I . 

Supervisor 'C's moderate low conceptual functioning continues to 

be evident between 7:25 and 7:54 i n the conference dialogue. Asking '0' 

to comment on the balance of teacher t a l k and student t a l k i n the lesson 

but giving her no data to work with, 'C' issues a ser i e s of short yes-no 
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questions that overshadow a s i g n i f i c a n t probing question. Supervisee '0' 

answers the l a s t yes-no question, thereby depriving 'C' of the opportunity 

to probe t h i s topic further. Yes-no type questions, by d e f i n i t i o n , invoke 

a c a t e g o r i c a l response. Consequently, supervisor 'C' i s here forced to 

agree, a l b e i t r e l u c t a n t l y , with 'O's response because a c a t e g o r i c a l 

statement i s d i f f i c u l t to oppose i f one i s j u s t beginning to supervisee 

along c l i n i c a l l i n e s and i f i t comes from the supervisee. Since the 

c l i n i c a l approach sets out to be supervisee i n i t i a t e d as far as i s 

possible, i t becomes exceedingly d i f f i c u l t even for an experienced super

v i s o r to contest a c a t e g o r i c a l statement a r t i c u l a t e d by the supervisee. 

In the f i n a l a n a l y s i s , to tackle such a s i t u a t i o n e f f e c t i v e l y requires 

higher l e v e l conceptual functioning on the part of the supervisor. 

At 8:40 supervisor 'C's u n r e l i a b l e u n i l a t e r a l conditions pre

c i p i t a t e an unusual testiness i n the supervisee. Asked how she would 

proceed with the teaching of f r a c t i o n s i n her next lesson, '0' proposes 

to review the concepts of one-half and one-quarter before introducing the 

concept of one-third. Almost as i f she suspects that 'C could controvert 

what she i s saying, '0' stuns her supervisor with an unforeseen question: 

"how do you f e e l about that?" Supervisor 'C' i s taken aback by t h i s 

r eaction and, although he agrees with her during the conference, i n h i s 

thoughts he protests vehemently: 

C: She doesn't ever do review, well, she hasn't done that up to now 
for a long time and that threw me t o t a l l y because, you see, there 
she was looking for some kind of feedback from me because obviously 
i n her own mind she wasn't convinced that the students had grasped 
the concepts, but that's good, that's the point I was t r y i n g to 
get across. Judging by what my response i s going to be now, I 
don't think I did indicate to her that perhaps she could work a 
b i t more on the h a l f , quarter, and whole business, but I don't 
think we established as a form of agreement at the end that she 
shouldn't go into teaching one-third r i g h t away. I think t h i s i s 
why, I don't know i f I was r e l a y i n g that i t wasn't clear to the 
kids what she had taught or whether she r i g h t l y i n her own mind 
had decided that (Supervisor thought processes, 8:40). 
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The l a t t e r h a l f of t h i s thought serves more as a non-interactive comm

entary; the f i r s t h a l f , however, betrays that, although he r e a l i z e d that 

the supervisee's reaction emanated from a f r u s t r a t i o n caused by lack of 

data and feedback, 'C' nevertheless f o r f e i t s the opportunity to provide 

the necessary input. As a consequence, supervisor 'C' i s thrown by the 

unexpected question and reduces the stress of the moment by r a p i d l y 

agreeing with the supervisee's p o s i t i o n . At the same time, he recognizes 

n o n - i n t e r a c t i v e l y that he should not have capitulated so r e a d i l y ; indeed, 

he i s so strongly of the opinion that t h i s issue needed to be pursued to 

the extent of e f f e c t i n g an agreement about how she should teach f r a c t i o n s 

i n the next lesson. I f t h i s i s i n d i c a t i v e of 'C' functioning non-

i n t e r a c t i v e l y at a t r a n s i t i o n a l point between Level II and Level I I I , h i s 

l a s t thought i s evidence of entrenched Level II conceptual functioning. 

In s p i t e of the shortcomings he has noted, 'C' bol s t e r s h i s competence as 

a c l i n i c a l supervisor by suggesting that the supervisee did r e a l i z e that 

her teaching of the concepts lacked c l a r i t y and that he may have been 

responsible for her coming to that recognition. 

Supervisor 'C's Level I I conceptual functioning i s corroborated 

by the ensuing events i n the conference. Although h i s thinking i s quite 

the opposite, 'C indicates to '0' that, i f she i s confident the students 

have grasped the concepts, then i t i s probably time to move on. In other 

words, he does not merely f o r f e i t the opportunity of pressing the super

visee on a point that would contribute to her growth and development; 

rather, he d e l i b e r a t e l y avoids i t . In addition to the inconsistency 

evidenced by 'C' i n the conference s e t t i n g i t s e l f , there i s also an 

i n t e r n a l incongruence between h i s thoughts and actions. As a consequence 

supervisor 'C' r a p i d l y changes the topic . Instead of probing how well 
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the students had grasped the concepts and exploring how appropriate the 

introduction of a new concept would be, supervisor 'C' h a s t i l y r e d i r e c t s 

the focus, betraying Level II behavioural avoidance and Level I r e f u t a t i o n 

at the uncertainty of the moment. 

During the stimulated r e c a l l session at 9:30, supervisor 'C' 

notices how u n i l a t e r a l the conditions of the conference have become. He 

was not, however, able to pick up h i s binding behaviour during conference 

i n t e r a c t i o n where the p o s s i b i l i t y for modification existed. Since the 

topic of discussion revolves around classroom c o n t r o l and student i n a t t 

ention, supervisor 'C's espousal of u n i l a t e r a l conditions causes the 

supervisee a degree of uncertainty and anguish. He asks her to a r t i c u l a t e 

what she would do next time to ensure that the students were not i n a t t 

entive and her group co n t r o l was better. A f t e r a seven second pause, '0' 

makes two suggestions i n a most uncertain voice; 'C counters that he has 

no ideas, he merely wants her to think through things that she would be 

comfortable doing. This expectation, however, i s beyond what the super

visee i s capable of, e s p e c i a l l y at t h i s point i n the conference, and she 

consequently fumbles her way towards what she thinks w i l l prove an 

acceptable answer to 'C'. In h i s thoughts, supervisor 'C' recognizes the 

manipulation at work: 

C: That's a perfect answer, that's exactly i t , you see. I'm 
pushing her to make her ta l k but she i n her own mind cannot 
ri g h t now. She has no idea and quite u n f a i r l y I'm tr y i n g to get 
some response out of her quickly, so that s h e ' l l t e l l me some
thing s h e ' l l do i n order to come to some sort of agreement. So 
next time I ' l l be able to see i f she has thought of something and 
what I should have said here i s , "OK, maybe we need to think about 
t h i s and we'll discuss i t together before your next lesson" 
(Supervisor thought processes, 10:02). 

The s i g n i f i c a n t point i n t h i s thought i s 'C's non-interactive recognition 

of the need for a change from the behavioural manipulation c h a r a c t e r i s t i c 
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of u n r e l i a b l e u n i l a t e r a l conditions to the conjoint planning and dual 

a c c o u n t a b i l i t y that accompanies pr o t e c t i v e interdependent conditions. 

Yet, although 'C does mention working conj o i n t l y on t h i s aspect of the 

lesson planning at 10:38 i n the conference, i t not only comes too l a t e to 

be e f f e c t i v e but, more s i g n i f i c a n t l y , c a r r i e s a trace of glibness that i s 

suggestive of Level II behavioural avoidance. In other words, i t i s almost: 

as i f supervisor 'C1 has suddenly remembered the notion of dual account

a b i l i t y , but that he has l i t t l e i n t e n t i o n of acting upon i t . Being given 

to mouthing the r i g h t concepts, even i f they have a specious r i n g and 

serve merely to b o l s t e r one's confidence, could possibly be regarded as a 

c h a r a c t e r i s t i c of a beginning supervisor who wants to i d e n t i f y with the 

process of c l i n i c a l supervision but who has not yet i n t e r n a l i z e d the 

concepts and behaviours associated with the required r o l e . I t i s also an 

i n d i c a t i o n that 'C's conceptual functioning fluctuates between Level II 

and Level I I - — > Level III t r a n s i t i o n . 

This i s confirmed i n the conference dialogue as supervisor 'C 

attempts to review for the purpose of e f f e c t i n g closure: 

C: I think the lesson was w e l l handled. The only thing a f f e c t i n g 
i t was the fact that some of the c h i l d r e n weren't attending and 
because of that, I mean i t wasn't a r e f l e c t i o n on your teaching 
but the f a c t of c o n t r o l was somewhat lacking (Conference 
dialogue, 10:41-10:58). 

Supervisor 'C' wants so much to be supportive of the supervisee; indeed, 

he accompanies t h i s review with a warm nonverbal communication of 

encouragement. But t h i s merely emphasizes the mixed nature of the 

message for the supervisee: i t was a w e l l handled lesson but i t wasn't. 

The confusion i s created by 'C' attempting to disarm the thrust of h i s 

c o r r e c t i v e feedback about her group co n t r o l by issuing a palpably untrue 

statement: i t wasn't a r e f l e c t i o n on your teaching, merely your c o n t r o l . 
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'C's intent here i s laudable, but h i s action i s not well contrived. In 

the f i n a l a n a l y s i s , whilst i n d i c a t i n g h i s desire to move towards a pro

t e c t i v e interdependent emphasis, i t demonstrates how entrenched 'C' yet 

i s i n u n r e l i a b l e u n i l a t e r a l conditions. 

At the end of the conference, supervisor 'C' further evidences 

his moderate low conceptual functioning when the interviewer questions 

him about a p a r t i c u l a r dilemma that he, 'C, had described i n h i s thought 

processes: 

Interviewer: You mentioned that you f e l t '0' wasn't very f o r t h 
coming. Did you think at any time of t r y i n g to t a l k 
to her about that p a r t i c u l a r aspect, that you wanted 
her to exchange more ideas with you? Did that cross 
your mind? 

Supervisor Yes i t did, a c t u a l l y ; yet I didn't r e a l l y know how to 
'C: attack the problem, because to stop her and say, "I'd 

l i k e you to o f f e r me more ideas", h a l f k i l l s the 
purpose and the idea I thought I might conjure up 
possibly i s intimidating to her even more, because 
she's not giving me enough and I want more. Possibly 
she would then have come out with things which, i n her 
mind, perhaps weren't that important to her but merely 
to make conversation. But even so, the main point i s 
that I didn't know how to open up a l l that business. 
I wanted to throw the b a l l into her court so that she 
could open h e r s e l f up but I never got the f e e l i n g that 
she could do that at the t i m e — I think she was a b i t 
perplexed about the whole lesson and she didn't know 
how to open that up (Supervisor thought processes, 
11:37). 

The sole course of action that supervisor 'C' can think of to resolve t h i s 

dilemma suggests Level I u n i l a t e r a l i s m . He recognizes that t h i s tack 

would be s e l f - d e f e a t i n g and that he does not l i k e i t ; but, although he 

reacts negatively to t h i s Level I option, 'C' cannot formulate any a l t e r 

natives. Such thinking i s c h a r a c t e r i s t i c of Level II where a p a r t i c i p a n t 

knows what he does not want, but cannot generate s u f f i c i e n t a l t e r n a t i v e s 

from which to choose a v i a b l e course of action that would then d i s s i p a t e 

hi s confusion. The f a c t that he cannot bring the supervisee to contribute 
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more to the discussion i s c l e a r l y r e f u t a t i o n a l to him; he cannot i n t e r p r e t 

t h i s as a challenge but rather finds the p o t e n t i a l r o l e c o n f l i c t of not 

being able to help someone he perceives as needing professional help 

p a r t i c u l a r l y disconcerting. This Level I functioning quickly gives way, 

however, to a Level I I I - — > L e v e l II t r a n s i t i o n where 'C' i s concerned that 

he not impose anything on the supervisee f o r which she i s not ready; but 

he then uses t h i s concern to bo l s t e r h i s competence as a supervisor, i . e . , 

he alludes to the f a c t that other aspects of the s i t u a t i o n , notably, the 

supervisee's perplexity and consequent d i f f i d e n c e , are r e a l l y responsible 

for the communication impasse. 

Supervisee '0' 

At the very outset of the conference, supervisee '0' demonstrates 

a preparedness to i d e n t i f y with the analysis of teaching process. She 

has r e f l e c t e d on her lesson performance and, when asked to share her 

impressions, notes a c e r t a i n lack of enthusiasm i n her a t t i t u d e and th i s 

prompts an i n t e r a c t i v e thought: 

0: When I was t a l k i n g about enthusiasm I sort of r e f l e c t e d back to 
our l a s t conference when 'C' asked me what I would be using to 
motivate the c h i l d r e n next time. I can't r e a l l y r e c a l l what h i s 
f i r s t question was ... because when I answered him then _ i n the 

1 . l a s t conferencej I was saying that I would be using the same 
thing as I did i n the previous lesson; i t j u s t comes across that 
maybe I wasn't r e a l l y motivated because i t was the same thing for 
me as well as the ch i l d r e n (Supervisee thought processes, 1:02). 

Supervisee '0' here displays the beginnings of higher conceptual 

functioning. There i s a hi n t of Level IV p r o v i s i o n a l s e l f - c o r r e c t i o n , 

together with a tentative Level I I I s u s c e p t i b i l i t y to the supervisor's 

evaluation—hence her sharing her impression i n a way where i t could be 

influenced by supervisor 'C's a p p r a i s a l . At t h i s point i n the conference 

then, '0' i s looking f o r support from supervisor 'C' for the i n s i g h t she 



270 

senses she has derived. This represents Level III conceptual functioning 

which could, under appropriate conditions, be nurtured and possibly pushed 

towards Level IV. 

Supervisor 'C, however, does not explore t h i s impression with 

her at a l l ; indeed, h i s quick change to focus on how well the students 

understood the concepts taught probably comes across to '0' as r e j e c t i o n 

of her input, causing her to experience Level III r e f u t a t i o n and con

sequent reduction i n conceptual functioning. At 1:20 then, she evidences 

Level II s e n s i t i z a t i o n and n e u t r a l i z a t i o n when through an unequivocal 

answer to a yes-no question she s c u t t l e s 'C's i n i t i a l attempt to address 

the issue of i n s t r u c t i o n a l e f fectiveness. As supervisor 'C' attempts to 

counter t h i s quandary by asking what other materials '0' could have used-

to teach the concepts, the supervisee responds: "squares? that might have 

been easy to cut as w e l l , but I thought the pies would be the easiest 

thing to work with" (Conference dialogue, 1:27-1:38). '0' here speaks 

very h e s i t a t i n g l y at f i r s t , almost as i f she cannot f i g u r e out the point 

that supervisor 'C i s d r i v i n g at; then her speed of expression increases 

as she b o l s t e r s her competence (a Level II i n t e r p r e t i v e manoeuver) by 

dismissing whatever 'C' i s h i n t i n g at and reaffirming that the pies are 

the most appropriate resources for the task. In addition, supervisee '0' 

demonstrates a reluctance to consider a l t e r n a t i v e sources of materials 

and, i n the f i n a l a n a lysis, has to reach closure on t h i s issue as fast as 

she can. Although '0' does t h i s so as to b o l s t e r her own sense of comp

etence, i t i s also evidence of a mind functioning at Level I. 

At 5:14 supervisee '0' demonstrates the extent to which her mind 

i s engulfed by Level I conceptual functioning. Supervisor 'C' has 

broached the topic of her questioning techniques i n a manner that r e f l e c t s 
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a defect approach. '0' recognizes t h i s but, f a r from balking openly at 

'C's i l l - c o n c e i v e d comment (he presents no data to substantiate h i s 

implied concern), she displays a s t e r e o t y p i c a l Level I s e n s i t i z a t i o n and 

behavioural response: 

0: I wasn't quite sure why he asked that question iTabout question 
distribution]}, I thought that maybe he thought something was 
wrong with i t , and I didn't know how to respond to that ... I 
wasn't so much confused as I f e l t that maybe I did something 
wrong because he asked that question (Supervisee thought 
processes, 5:14). 

Because the supervisor has formal authority over her, she f e e l s duty-

bound to accept h i s ap p r a i s a l . Since 'C' has implied that her 

questioning techniques l e f t something to be desired, supervisee '0' 

attempts to f i g u r e out what was wrong. As she i s not successful i n t h i s 

regard and because the supervisor has not e x p l i c i t l y l a i d out h i s 

c r i t i c i s m s , she experiences Level I r e f u t a t i o n which temporarily robs her 

of the alertness required to issue an appropriate response. As i t 

happens, supervisee '0' i s not confounded for long, f o r she seizes the 

opportunity presented by 'C's second yes-no question to stamp a p o s i t i v e 

appraisal on the effectiveness with which she transmitted the lesson's 

concepts to the students. This suggests Level I £ Level II t r a n s i t i o n a l 

conceptual functioning f o r , although supervisee '0' answers the question 

with a c a t e g o r i c a l judgment designed to impose a p a r t i c u l a r lesson 

description,.she does so i n order to n e u t r a l i z e the impact of the super

v i s o r ' s evaluation and to b o l s t e r her own somewhat shaken view of her s e l f 

as a classroom teacher. 

Shortly a f t e r t h i s , supervisor 'C' begins to inform '0' d i r e c t l y 

about what would have been required f o r the students to have understood 

the concepts comprehensively. This p r e s c r i p t i v e advice i s not, however, 

r e f u t a t i o n a l f o r '0' at 7:21; indeed, she finds the clear p r e s c r i p t i o n 
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for behaviour confirming, because 'C i s pointing out something that she 

had not recognized for h e r s e l f : 

0: I j u s t r e a l i z e d at that point that what he was bringing up was 
quite true [the need to point out the concept of a "whole" when 
teaching fractions]] and that I started asking those kinds of 
questions a f t e r the c h i l d r e n indicated to me that they didn't 
understand what I was saying (Supervisee thought processes, 7:21). 

The important question here i s whether supervisee '0' could have come to 

t h i s i n s i g h t as a r e s u l t of supervisor probing or whether she would not, 

i n f a c t , have concluded that the students had f a i l e d to grasp the concept 

of a 'whole' without 'C' i n t e r p r e t i n g i t for her. Her thought at 7:21 

suggests the l a t t e r (in which case she i s entrenched at Level I) but 

during the conference i n t e r a c t i o n supervisee '0' r e f e r s to thinking about 

i t as the lesson was proceeding. Further supervisor probing of t h i s 

point, then, could possibly have e l i c i t e d a s i m i l a r conclusion but i n a 

manner where the supervisee, could have owned and i n t e r n a l i z e d the i n s i g h t . 

As i t stands, however, the u n i l a t e r a l supervision conditions p r e v a i l i n g 

at the time hold '0' at Level I conceptual functioning, thereby denying 

any p o t e n t i a l supervisee growth. 

Supervisor 'C's general inconsistency throughout the conference, 

however, p r e c i p i t a t e s a Eevel'I~—>Level II t r a n s i t i o n a l reaction i n '0' 

at 8:40. A f t e r 'C' has asked her how she w i l l proceed with teaching 

f r a c t i o n s i n the next lesson, supervisee '0' posits some suggestions and 

then demands immediate feedback from the supervisor—"how do you f e e l 

about that?" The counterdependent manner i n which t h i s question i s put 

takes the supervisor by storm and possibly emanates from 'O's growing 

sense of f r u s t r a t i o n at 'C's lack of consistent and c l e a r feedback: 

0: At that point I wasn't quite sure whether I could ask the question 
back to him to get h i s own f e e l i n g s on the matter ... I was not 
c e r t a i n that I could ask him a question because I have to be 
influenced by him, he i s the supervisor (Supervisee thought 
processes, 8:40). 
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Although supervisee '0' stuns the supervisor during the conference with 

a question that smacks of Level II negative dependence, her i n t e r a c t i v e 

thoughts at the time betray Level I r e f u t a t i o n , b o l s t e r i n g and sens

i t i z a t i o n . The uncertainty of not knowing whether she can make the 

process more c o l l a b o r a t i v e causes her to r e a f f i r m what she sees as the 

duty of a supervisee, i . e . , to be open to the influence of a person vested 

with i n s t i t u t i o n a l l y - d e r i v e d power of evaluation. The overgeneralized 

submission inherent i n t h i s a t t i t u d e i s t y p i c a l of Level I conceptual 

functioning. '0's vestige of Level II functioning, on the other hand, i s 

merely a supervisee's f r u s t r a t e d reaction to the u n r e l i a b l e u n i l a t e r a l 

supervision conditions extant at t h i s time. 

These conditions s t i l l p e r s i s t at 9:30 when 'C abruptly switches 

the conference focus to discussing two points that the supervisee has 

suggested were not too successful, namely '0's group c o n t r o l and student 

atte n t i o n . The supervisor asks what '0' would do next time to ensure 

that students are not i n a t t e n t i v e and that her group con t r o l fares better. 

During a seven-second pause, '0' processes the following thought: 

0: Here I am again t r y i n g to decide whether to ask him to give me 
some suggestions or do as I ju s t did a few minutes ago .... I 
ju s t don't f e e l a freedom to ask 'C' one way or the other, I'm 
sort of hesitant about asking him (Supervisee thought processes, 
9:30). 

Supervisee '0' wants to ask 'C what he would suggest but does not sense, 

a f t e r the incident of 8:40, that there i s s u f f i c i e n t freedom i n her ro l e 

as supervisee to allow that. As a consequence, '0' takes seven seconds, 

not so much to ponder on the substance of 'C's question, but rather to 

come to terms with the lack of r o l e c l a r i t y that causes her r e f u t a t i o n . 

This Level I conceptual functioning confirms i t s e l f i n the 

conference dialogue i t s e l f for '0' t e n t a t i v e l y issues two suggestions i n 
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a most uncertain tone, suggestive of the f a c t that she thinks that there 

are d e f i n i t e answers that the supervisor i s looking f o r ; her predicament 

i s , however, that she has no notion of what the appropriate answers are 

and the r e f u t a t i o n a l aspect of t h i s ambiguity buffets her towards pre

f e r r i n g the supervisor to d i c t a t e to her e x p l i c i t l y what she should do. 

Supervisor 'C' picks up t h i s tone and protests that he has no ideas i n 

mind; but '0' has d i f f i c u l t y i n accepting t h i s , p a r t i c u l a r l y when the 

supervisor r e i t e r a t e s h i s question: 

0: I think I j u s t wanted to say [ i n answering the question per
t a i n i n g to d i s c i p l i n e ] what pleased him and didn't r e a l l y know 
what to say because I didn't want to say things that might 
offend him (Supervisee thought processes, 10:02). 

'O's thought here depicts a s t e r e o t y p i c a l Level I conceptual functioning. 

Because she i s i n t e r a c t i n g with a supervisor vested with formal authority 

whom she suspects of having some d e f i n i t e views on her classroom per

formance but whose mind she cannot fathom, supervisee '0' determines to 

comply. This she does to reduce the e f f e c t s of her current uncertainty, 

notably her wish to placate the supervisor. 

The supervisee's suspicion, however, that 'C' i s appraising her 

according to h i s own hidden c r i t e r i a — f u r t h e r evidence of u n r e l i a b l e 

u n i l a t e r a l supervision c o n d i t i o n s — i s v e r i f i e d at 10:58 when the super

v i s o r begins, f i n a l l y , to impose his views: 

C: But I think, as I mentioned before, and perhaps t h i s i s more of 
a d i r e c t i v e thing, i s , before your lesson s t a r t s , to make sure 
they're r e a l l y paying c a r e f u l attention and that they're staying 
i n t h e i r rows and that there's no moving around. This could be 
a key to t h e i r paying attention (Conference dialogue, 10:58). 

Supervisee 'O's c o n s i s t e n t l y low conceptual functioning, p a r t i c u l a r l y i n 

the l a t t e r h a l f of the conference, i s probably an accurate i n d i c a t i o n of 

the extent to which her thinking i s characterized by concreteness. On 

the other hand, her conceptual development i s severely r e s t r i c t e d by 'C's 
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u n i l a t e r a l supervision conditions which appear to deprive her of the 

v i t a l personal and pro f e s s i o n a l growth that one expects to emerge from 

a c l i n i c a l supervision intervention. 

Summary 

Table 10 summarizes the s t r u c t u r a l v a r i a t i o n categorizations 

analysed i n C-0 post-conference #1. Supervisor 'C' had ten stimulus 

points where h i s thought processes demonstrated v a r i a t i o n s i n structure. 

These ten points together with one interviewer question yielded t h i r t y -

one categorizations. Transposed on to the constructive openness scale, 

these categorizations accumulated to a score of 102.5, giving supervisor 

'C' a conceptual l e v e l mean of 3.31 for t h i s post-conference. Supervisee 

'0' had seven stimulus points which y i e l d e d a t o t a l of sixteen categor

i z a t i o n s of s t r u c t u r a l v a r i a t i o n . When transposed, these sixteen 

categorizations amounted to a t o t a l score of 42, rendering a conceptual 

l e v e l mean of 2.62 for supervisee '0' i n t h i s conference. 
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Table 10 

Str u c t u r a l V a r i a t i o n Categorizations for C-0 
Post-conference #1 and Par t i c i p a n t 

Conceptual Level Mean 

Supervisor 'C' Supervisee '0' 

Stimulus Point Categorizations Stimulus Point Categorizations 

1:02 II 1:02 IV/III 

1:20 II 1:20 I I / H / I 

2:26 I I / I I I / I I / I I / I I I 5:14 I/I/II 

2:58 I I / I I / I / I 7:21 I 

4:42 I / I I / I I I / I 8:40 I/H/I 

5:14 I/II 9:30 I/I 

7:21 i i . . : 10:02 I/I 

8:40 I/ I I / I I / I 

9:30 II 

10:02 I I / I I / I I I / I I 

Interviewer Questions 

#1 I I / I / I I / I I I 

Mean: 102 .5/31 = 3.31 Mean: 42/16 = 2.62 



Chapter 7 

CONSTRUCTIVE OPENNESS AND CONCEPTUAL FUNCTIONING 

The preceding two chapters have discussed r e s p e c t i v e l y the data 

concerning the content and nature of the p a r t i c i p a n t s ' verbal commun

i c a t i o n and an analysis of the s t r u c t u r a l v a r i a t i o n s i n t h e i r dialogue. 

The present chapter extends the analysis to an examination of the 

r e l a t i o n s h i p s between p a r t i c i p a n t s ' communication and t h e i r l e v e l of 

conceptual functioning. 

This analysis begins with an examination of the supervisors' 

i n t e r a c t i v e l e v e l of constructive openness i n conjunction with the 

l e v e l s of conceptual functioning achieved both by the supervisors them

selves and by t h e i r supervisees. In a second section a comparison of 

supervisor and supervisee conceptual functioning i s made, and the t h i r d 

section examines the r e l a t i o n s h i p between the predicted l e v e l of con

s t r u c t i v e openness and the actual l e v e l of conceptual functioning i n 

order to determine to what extent the former may predict not merely 

i n t e r a c t i v e l e v e l s of constructive openness, but also l e v e l s of con

ceptual functioning. This t h i r d section w i l l also contain a comparison 

of the degree of constructive openness which supervisors predicted for 

themselves, and that which they a c t u a l l y achieved. The f i n a l section 

discusses the evidence concerning causal effects—whether or not a 

supervisor's way of conferencing has an e f f e c t on supervisee development. 

This f i n a l section concludes by presenting a s e r i e s of hypotheses which 

277. 
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are suggested by the analysis. 

The basic display of data relevant to these explorations i s 

presented i n Table 11 which, for convenience, combines the data previously 

presented i n Tables 4 and 6 concerning supervisors' and supervisees' 

scores on measures of constructive openness and conceptual functioning. 

CONSTRUCTIVE OPENNESS AND LEVELS OF 
CONCEPTUAL FUNCTIONING 

This section w i l l examine supervisors' i n t e r a c t i v e l e v e l of 

constructive openness i n conjunction with f i r s t , the l e v e l s of conceptual 

functioning achieved by the supervisors, and second, the l e v e l s of 

conceptual functioning achieved by t h e i r supervisees. 

Supervisor Interactive Constructive Openness  
and Conceptual Functioning 

To determine the r e l a t i o n s h i p between supervisor conceptual 

functioning and i n t e r a c t i v e constructive openness, a pearson product 

moment c o r r e l a t i o n c o e f f i c i e n t was calculated by the raw score method 

(see Appendix F). The c o e f f i c i e n t of 0.88 suggests a high association 

between supervisor conceptual functioning and i n t e r a c t i v e constructive 

openness, t h i s despite apparent discrepancies.in supervisor 'B's per

formance. I f , as Wallen (1972) i n d i c a t e s , the influence process i n the 

c l i n i c a l conference i s c l o s e l y t i e d to the l e v e l of supervisor construct

ive openness, then t h i s f i n d i n g that supervisor verbal communication 

patterns are associated with l e v e l s of conceptual functioning, would 

suggest a possible way to e f f e c t a more freeing influence process at 

work i n the c l i n i c a l conference; namely, to work with e x i s t i n g and would-

be c l i n i c a l supervisors i n a manner that helps them develop towards more 



Table 11 

Participant Preactive, Interactive Levels of Constructive Openness with 
Mean Levels of Interactive Conceptual Functioning per Conference 

Supervisor Supervisee 

Preactive Interactive Interactive Interactive Preactive 
Level Level Level Level Level 
Constructive Conceptual Constructive Influence Conceptual Constructive 
Openness Functioning Openness Process Functioning Openness 

6.40 6.21 pre-conf i #1 I n t e r n a l i z a t i o n . 4.50 

A 6.12 6.60 5.84 post-conf. .#1 I d e n t i f i c a t i o n 5.83 5.27 L 
6.38 5.74 pre-conf. #2 I d e n t i f i c a t i o n 5.44 

5.82 5.27 post-conf. #2 I d e n t i f i c a t i o n 6.01 

2.13 4.61 pre-conf. #1 I d e n t i f i c a t i o n 3.50 4.14 M 

B 3.01 2.58 3.48 post-conf. #1 Non-Identification 2.52 B 3.01 2.58 post-conf. B 3.01 
2.59 4.33 pre-conf. #2 I d e n t i f i c a t i o n 4.50 5.08 N 
2.42 3.76 post-conf. #2 Non-Identification 3.54 

C 3.86 3.31 3.62 post-conf. #1 Non-Identification 2.62 2.41 0 
3.40 3.91 post-conf. #2 Non-Identification 2.19 

6.43 7.06 pre-conf. #1 I n t e r n a l i z a t i o n 4.68 

D 6.02 6.35 6.54 post-conf. #1 I n t e r n a l i z a t i o n 6.31 6.37 P 
6.17 7. 11 pre-conf. #2 I n t e r n a l i z a t i o n 5.79 

6.71 6.59 post-conf. #2 I n t e r n a l i z a t i o n 6.88 
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abstract conceptual functioning. The reverse would be equally true i n 

that pre-service or i n - s e r v i c e work that encouraged more concrete con

ceptual functioning i n c l i n i c a l supervisors would be l i k e l y to bring 

about a more binding influence process. 

Supervisor Interactive Constructive Openness  
and Supervisee Conceptual Functioning 

A pearson product moment c o e f f i c i e n t was calculated by the raw 

score method (see Appendix F) to determine i f there was any c o r r e l a t i o n 

between these two v a r i a b l e s over the 14 conferences. The pearson _r 

c o e f f i c i e n t of 0.81 suggests a p o s i t i v e c o r r e l a t i o n between supervisor 

constructive openness and supervisee conceptual functioning over the 

t o t a l sample of conferences. This would seem to corroborate Wallen's 

(1972) contention that supervisor l e v e l of constructive openness 

determines the influence process at work i n the conference which, i n 

turn, produces c e r t a i n e f f e c t s i n supervisee behaviour. 

The o v e r a l l c o r r e l a t i o n masks i n d i v i d u a l differences which may 

reveal clues about the interrelatedness of these two v a r i a b l e s . Table 

11 demonstrates that, with the exception of A-L pre-conference #1 and 

D-P pre-conferences #1 and #2, a l l conferences in v o l v i n g 'L', 'N', and 

'P', (those supervisees who scored moderately high to high on the 

Preactive Behaviour Instrument and preferred the r o l e of responsible 

independence) evidenced scores on these variables that were within 0.8 

(ten percent of the optimum score on each variable) of each other. This 

could mean that, where supervisees are highly s e n s i t i z e d to verbal 

communication, i . e . , capable of functioning conceptually at Level III 

and/or Level IV, the supervisor i n t e r a c t i v e l e v e l of constructive open

ness may influence supervisee r o l e behaviour and growth. But, on the 
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evidence, i t could also mean that a supervisee capable of high con

ceptual functioning causes a supervisor to be co n s t r u c t i v e l y open. The 

conference i n v o l v i n g 'M' and '0' (those supervisees who conceived of 

t h e i r r o l e behaviour i n low l e v e l constructive openness terms) did not 

evidence scores on both variables that were within 0.8 of each other. 

The data suggest, then, that the evidence of r e c i p r o c a l influence 

observed i n the A-L, B-N, and D-P r e l a t i o n s h i p s was not present i n the 

B-M and C-0 dyads. 

How does one explain the pre-conference exceptions i n the case 

of supervisees 'L' and 'P'? Both supervisees evidenced a remarkable 

drop i n t h e i r conceptual functioning l e v e l during t h e i r respective f i r s t 

pre-conferences. It would appear then that supervisees capable of 

functioning at a high conceptual l e v e l are most prone to a reduction i n 

the complexity of t h e i r thoughts, and hence a lowering of t h e i r i n t e r 

a ctive conceptual functioning score, at the outset of supervisory i n t e r 

vention. This may be because they r e a l i z e from the beginning what i s 

involved i n a rigorous and penetrating analysis of t h e i r i n s t r u c t i o n a l 

performance, a r e a l i z a t i o n that does not s t r i k e lower l e v e l supervisees 

('M' and '0') u n t i l the post-conference where c r i t i c a l feedback i s 

brought to bear. Supervisees who are more highly s e n s i t i z e d to the 

i n s t i t u t i o n a l power of the supervisor seem i n i t i a l l y to have a gudgeon

l i k e response to the strong f a c i l i t a t o r emphasis contained i n the pre-

conference, where they f a i l to grasp the purpose of intervention along 

c l i n i c a l l i n e s and consequently are stunned by the rigour of the 

a n a l y t i c a l process that follows. 

If one examines the dyads for supervisee growth and development, 

i t i s evident that the conceptual functioning of supervisees increased 
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only i n those r e l a t i o n s h i p s where supervisors performed at high l e v e l s 

of constructive openness, i . e . , A-L and D-P. In these dyads, the i n t e r 

a ctive l e v e l of constructive openness fostered by supervisors 'A' and 

'D1 appeared to have allowed for and encouraged the 33.5% and 47% 

increase i n the conceptual functioning l e v e l of 'L' and 'P' r e s p e c t i v e l y 

that occurred between the f i r s t pre-conference and second post-

conference. In the case of B-N, where there was also evidence of 

r e c i p r o c a l influence, 'B's i n t e r a c t i v e constructive openness appeared 

to handicap 'N's development. A s i m i l a r phenomenon appeared to be 

operative i n 'B's r e l a t i o n s h i p with 'M'. Supervisee 'M's conceptual 

functioning decreased 28 percent i n proportion to the 24.51 percent 

reduction evident i n supervisor 'B's constructive openness l e v e l . In 

the case of C-0, however, the supervisee's conceptual l e v e l dropped when 

there was evidence of a s l i g h t increase i n supervisor 'C's l e v e l of 

constructive openness. 

The r e l a t i o n s h i p between supervisor constructive openness and 

supervisee growth, as measured by conceptual functioning l e v e l , does not 

appear, then, to be as d e f i n i t e as Wallen (1972) postulates. Accordingly, 

the next section w i l l look at the r e l a t i o n s h i p between supervisor and 

supervisee conceptual functioning. 

SUPERVISOR AND SUPERVISEE CONCEPTUAL FUNCTIONING 

Table 11 shows seven of the fourteen conferences as having 

scores on supervisor and supervisee conceptual functioning within 0.8 

of each other. These seven conferences consist of the f i r s t post-

conferences conducted by a l l four supervisors together with the second 

post-conference conducted by 'D'. This f i n d i n g , whilst apparently 
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s i m i l a r to the one found i n the comparison of supervisor constructive 

openness and supervisee conceptual functioning, d i f f e r s i n i t s i n c l u s i o n 

of the post-conferences conducted by 'B' with 'M' and 'C with '0', and 

i t s exclusion of 'B's conferences with 'N'/ 

Except for 'A's second post-conference, 'B's f i r s t pre-confer-

ence and 'D's second post-conference, there was l i t t l e v a r i a t i o n i n each 

supervisor's conceptual functioning. Each supervisee, however, evidenced 

marked v a r i a t i o n i n t h e i r conceptual functioning. Table 12 demonstrates 

the p o s s i b i l i t y of a " p u l l " exerted by supervisors on supervisee con

ceptual functioning. In each dyad containing a pre-conference, super

v i s o r s ' conceptual functioning i n the f i r s t pre-conference i s compared 

with supervisees' conceptual functioning i n t h e i r respective l a s t post-

conferences. Supervisees' scores i n the f i r s t pre-conference i s j 

included to show the range and d i r e c t i o n of any change. While super

visees 'L' and 'P' increased t h e i r conceptual functioning over two 

cycles by 33.55 percent and 47 percent r e s p e c t i v e l y , the conceptual 

functioning of supervisees 'M' and 'N' decreased 28 percent and 23.55 

percent r e s p e c t i v e l y over one cycle. In each case, the change i n 

supervisees' scores was always i n the d i r e c t i o n of the supervisor's 

l e v e l i n the f i r s t pre-conference. The fact that t h i s i s so marked 

seems to j u s t i f y the idea that i t i s the supervisor whose influence i n 

exerting a " p u l l " on supervisee conceptual functioning. 

This appears to ill u m i n a t e the phenomenon of supervisory 

influence, f or i t would seem to suggest that i n t e r a c t i v e conceptual 

functioning rather than mere verbal communication i s a more e f f e c t i v e 

v a r i a b l e for understanding the influence of abstract and/or concrete 

thinking supervisors on supervisees i n the post-conference. In other 
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Table 12 

Comparison of Pre-conference Supervisor Conceptual 
Functioning with Post-conference Supervisee 

Conceptual Functioning 

Supervisor 
Conceptual 

Functioning Conference 
Conceptual 

Functioning Supervisee 

A 
6.40 Pre-conf. #1 

Post-conf. #2 

4.50 

6.01 
L 

B 
2.13 Pre-conf. #1 

Post-conf. #1 

3.50 

2.52 
M 

B 
2.59 Pre-conf. #2 

Post^coaf,. #2 

4.50 

3.54 
N 

D 
6.43 Pre-conf. #1 

Post-conf. #2 

4.68 

6.88 
P 
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words, when feedback i s involved, supervisees of low-level functioning 

supervisors take t h e i r cue more from the nonverbal behaviour, which i s 

i n e x t r i c a b l y bound up with a person's thought processes. This i s i n 

keeping with research by Harrison (1965) who found that verbal signals 

carry only a small part of the information that i s exchanged i n face-to-

face i n t e r a c t i o n ; indeed, he estimates that no more than t h i r t y - f i v e 

percent of the s o c i a l meaning i s c a r r i e d i n the verbal message (p. 161). 

Yet t h i s does not appear to be the case with those supervisors 

who fostered interdependent conditions. In the conferences conducted 

by supervisors 'A' and 'D' i n t e r a c t i v e constructive openness was as 

e f f e c t i v e a predictor of t h e i r influence on supervisees 'L' and 'P' as 

i n t e r a c t i v e conceptual functioning. In other words, the nonverbal 

messages transmitted simulataneously with the verbal messages generally 

reinforced the spoken word, depicting an integrated, honest communication 

within a s o l i d interpersonal r e l a t i o n s h i p . It appears, then, that 

supervisees 'L' and 'P' could a f f o r d to concentrate on the verbal 

behaviour of t h e i r supervisors. 

Supervisees 'M', 'N', and '0', did not, however, appear to be 

afforded such opportunity. The conferences conducted by supervisors 'B' 

and 'C' contained many instances of mixed communication, i . e . , where the 

nonverbal b e l i e s the verbal. In such s i t u a t i o n s , the supervisees 

reported following the nonverbal. Mehrabian (1967, p. 331) reports a 

project that has a bearing on these s i t u a t i o n s . He studied the attitudes 

of persons i n interview s i t u a t i o n s as revealed through head and body 

movements. He found that when information communicated throughinon

verbal channels contradicts information communicated v e r b a l l y , the 

nonverbally communicated information seems to predominate i n the 
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i n t e r p r e t a t i o n of the person r e c e i v i n g the two sets of information. This 

present study would add to Mehrabian's findings by suggesting that 

s i t u a t i o n s of unintended mixed communication tend to occur when the 

transmitter i s a person of low conceptual l e v e l . Intentional or s t r a t e g i c 

mixed communication, on the other hand, where a supervisor wishes to 

convey a d i r e c t message without offending the supervisee, would appear 

to require high conceptual functioning, since i t i s an example of non

verbal behaviour being used as a form of meta-communication—i.e., "the 

nonverbal conveys i n s t r u c t i o n s as to how the verbal message should be 

deciphered" (Keltner, 1970, p. 111). 

Where low l e v e l functioning supervisors tended to betray t h e i r 

negative f e e l i n g s through nonverbal behaviour, high l e v e l functioning 

supervisors u t i l i z e d nonverbal communication to c u l t i v a t e supportive 

a f f e c t . When the communication of a f f e c t i s present within a conference, 

supervisees seem to attend a c t i v e l y to the verbal message, which i n 

c l i n i c a l supervision generally pertains to the substance of the teaching 

process. Where a p o s i t i v e atmosphere of trus t i s not present and the 

supervisee senses a degree of behavioural manipulation, nonverbal 

communication then appears to become a highly s i g n i f i c a n t factor i n 

determining supervisor influence on supervisee growth and development. 

Since i n t e r a c t i v e constructive openness seems only to associate 

with the impact of high l e v e l functioning supervisors on supervisee 

growth, i t would seem that supervisor i n t e r a c t i v e conceptual functioning, 

which associates with the impact of both low and high l e v e l supervisors, 

would be a more appropriate v a r i a b l e to emphasize. These comments 

notwithstanding, a pearson product moment c o r r e l a t i o n (see Appendix F) 

shows l i t t l e o v e r a l l difference between these two v a r i a b l e s . Supervisor 
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conceptual functioning correlated with supervisee conceptual functioning 

at a c o e f f i c i e n t of r = 0.81, i n d i c a t i n g that e i t h e r v a r i a b l e could be 

used to understand supervisor impact on supervisee conceptual functioning. 

How, then, can the apparent discrepancies in"supervisor 

constructive openness and conceptual functioning be explained? I t would 

seem that supervisors 'A' and 'D' were capable of varying t h e i r verbal 

communication, using behaviours they considered appropriate to or 

s l i g h t l y above the current l e v e l of thinking and understanding operative 

i n the supervisee. In other words, i f they sensed the supervisee was 

looking for feedback and/or support, they would give i t , i f they sensed 

the supervisee had ideas to t a l k about, they would withhold t h e i r 

expertise and l i s t e n a t t e n t i v e l y . Consequently, the l e v e l of i n t e r a c t i v e 

constructive openness tended to vary according to the " p u l l " exerted by 

supervisee, while t h e i r conceptual functioning l e v e l remained f a i r l y 

constant. Supervisors 'A' and 'D' were able to "read" t h e i r supervisees' 

needs and the s i t u a t i o n a l constraints i n a way that enabled them to 

" f l e x " upwards or downwards i n verbal communication to the " p u l l " of 

supervisee i n i t i a t i v e . 

Supervisors 'B' and 'C', however, were unable to do t h i s . Indeed, 

they did not " f l e x " to the " p u l l " of the supervisee but rather the 

supervisees were, i n the f i n a l a n a lysis, compelled to " f l e x " i n the 

d i r e c t i o n of the supervisory " p u l l " . The " p u l l " with supervisors 'B' and 

'C' appears to have been determined more by t h e i r conceptual functioning 

than by t h e i r constructive openness. There are two possible reasons why 

t h i s state of a f f a i r s existed. F i r s t , both supervisors had been exposed 

to and practiced, i n a l i m i t e d way, the use of freeing verbal behaviours. 

However, since t h e i r constructive openness l e v e l s were generally higher 
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than t h e i r conceptual functioning l e v e l s , i t appears that they had 

learned how to simulate open communication behaviours without having 

f u l l y grasped the s i g n i f i c a n c e of t h e i r purpose. Second, and t h i s r e l a t e s 

to the d i f f e r i n g coding procedures, where the seemingly inordinate 

amount of yes-no questions used by supervisors 'B' and 'C' were, on 

Wallen's (1972) freeing-binding continuum, coded merely as questions and 

therefore as freeing behaviours, the s t r u c t u r a l v a r i a t i o n s analysis 

unequivocally deemed such behaviours as examples of low conceptual 

functioning. This l a t t e r reason may, i n i t s e l f , be even more compelling 

than the pearson _r c o e f f i c i e n t s i m i l a r i t y and r e i n f o r c e , then, the 

i n t e r p r e t a t i o n that supervisor conceptual functioning could prove a more 

e f f e c t i v e v a r i a b l e for determining the impact of intervention on 

supervisee growth and development. 

The preceding two sections have examined constructive openness 

and conceptual functioning during the i n t e r a c t i v e phase of the 

conference. P a r t i c i p a n t thinking during the preactive phase of 

preparation for the cycle may also have a bearing on t h e i r i n t e r a c t i v e 

performance. Accordingly, the next section examines preactive 

constructive openness scores as predictors of i n t e r a c t i v e constructive 

openness and conceptual functioning. 
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PREACTIVE CONSTRUCTIVE OPENNESS SCORES AS 
PREDICTORS OF INTERACTIVE CONSTRUCTIVE 
OPENNESS AND CONCEPTUAL FUNCTIONING 

This section w i l l f i r s t compare preactive and i n t e r a c t i v e 

constructive openness scores i n supervisors and second, examine the 

p o t e n t i a l of p a r t i c i p a n t s ' preactive constructive openness scores for 

pr e d i c t i n g i n t e r a c t i v e conceptual functioning. 

Supervisor Preactive and Inte r a c t i v e  
Levels of Constructive Openness 

Table 13 shows the arithmetic difference between the l e v e l of 

constructive openness a c t u a l l y observed i n supervisors during pre- and 

post-conferences and the l e v e l which they had predicted f o r themselves. 

The differences recorded are the r e s u l t of a simple c a l c u l a t i o n sub

t r a c t i n g the larger score from the smaller. In a l l but A-L post-

conference #2 and 'B' and 'D's respective two pre-conferences, the 

differences were less than 0.8 which represents ten percent of the 

optimum score on eit h e r v a r i a b l e . Given that 'A's second post-conference 

misses t h i s a r b i t r a r y c r i t e r i o n by a mere 0.05 on the Preactive Behaviour 

Instrument's 0-8 scale, these minimal differences would suggest that 

preactive constructive openness scores have p o t e n t i a l for p r e d i c t i n g 

supervisor i n t e r a c t i v e constructive openness i n post-conferences. Since 

p a r t i c i p a n t s reported more instances of misunderstanding and disagreement 

during the post-conference than during the pre-conference, i t would 

appear that the Preactive Behaviour Instrument's p o t e n t i a l for pr e d i c t i n g 

supervisor i n t e r a c t i v e constructive openness i s most appropriate for 

conferences in v o l v i n g possible c o n f l i c t . 

To v e r i f y t h i s p o t e n t i a l , a pearson product moment c o r r e l a t i o n 
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Table 13 

Arithmetic Differences between Supervisor 
Preactive and Interactive Levels 

of Constructive Openness 

Supervisor 
Preactive J Interactive 1 
Level | Level 
Constructive ! Constructive 
Openness [ Openness Arithmetic Difference 

6.12 6.21 pre-conf. #1 0.09 

6.12 5.84 post-conf. #1 0.28 
A 

6.12 5.74 pre-conf. #2 0.38 

6.12 5.27 post-conf. #2 0.85 

3.01 4.61 pre-conf. #1 1.6 

3.01 3.48 post-conf. #1 0.47 
B 1 

3.01 4.33 pre-conf. #2 1.32 

3.01 1 3.76 post-conf. #2 0.95 

3.86 | 3.62 ; post-conf. #1 0.24 
C l 

3.86 ! 3.91 post-conf. #2 0.45 

6.02 7.06 pre-conf. #1 1.04 

6.02 6.54 i post-conf. #1 0.52 
D j 

6.02 7.11 J pre-conf. #2 1.09 

6.02 6.59 post-conf. #2 0.57 
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c o e f f i c i e n t was calculated by the raw score method (see Appendix F ) . 

The c o e f f i c i e n t of 0.83 suggests a high association between supervisor 

preactive and i n t e r a c t i v e constructive openness l e v e l s . This measure 

would seem to corroborate the p r e d i c t i v e p o t e n t i a l of the Preactive 

Behaviour Instrument, although t h i s would require v e r i f i c a t i o n by 

further t e s t i n g i n other research studies. 

A further look at the data i n Table 13 reinforces the d i s t i n c t 

ion between the pre-conference and post-conference. In every case except 

'C' where no pre-conference r e s u l t s were obtained, supervisor l e v e l of 

i n t e r a c t i v e constructive openness was higher i n the pre-conference than 

i n the post-conference. A probable determinant of t h i s i s the nature 

and purpose of the c l i n i c a l pre-conference which i s heavily weighted 

towards supervisee i n i t i a t i o n of i n s t r u c t i o n a l observation concerns. 

Consequently, c l i n i c a l supervisors tend to ask a l o t of questions and 

give themselves more to a t t e n t i v e l i s t e n i n g and paraphrasing as they 

attempt to e l i c i t from the supervisee the nature of the proposed lesson 

and the p a r t i c u l a r issues that are to form the basis of a pre-conference 

agreement. During the post-conference, however, because of the need to 

deal with c r i t i c a l feedback and to derive s p e c i f i c i n s t r u c t i o n a l courses 

of action that can be implemented i n the next cycle, supervisors seem 

to spend less time on active l i s t e n i n g and more on suggesting a l t e r n a t i v e 

courses of act i o n . It would appear that the Preactive Behaviour 

Instrument r a t i n g associates more r e a d i l y with supervisor constructive 

openness i n the l a t t e r type of conference. 

Since supervisor i n t e r a c t i v e constructive openness and con

ceptual functioning were found to associate over the fourteen conferences, 
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and since preactive and i n t e r a c t i v e constructive openness also had a 

high measure of association, i t follows l o g i c a l l y to compare p a r t i c 

ipant preactive constructive openness and i n t e r a c t i v e conceptual 

functioning. 

Preactive Constructive Openness and Interactive  
Conceptual Functioning 

Table 11 demonstrates that i n every conference except one 

('B's f i r s t pre-conference) there was l i t t l e d ifference between super

v i s o r preactive constructive openness scores and i n t e r a c t i v e conceptual 

functioning scores. To v e r i f y t h i s f i n d i n g , a pearson product moment 

co r r e l a t i o n c o e f f i c i e n t was calculated by the raw score method (see 

Appendix F) . The c o e f f i c i e n t of 0.98 represents a very high c o r r e l a t i o n 

between supervisor preactive constructive openness and i n t e r a c t i v e 

conceptual functioning. Indeed, i t suggests that the Preactive 

Behaviour Instrument may be more accurate i n measuring how supervisors 

w i l l function conceptually rather than v e r b a l l y . 

This c o e f f i c i e n t i s , without doubt, quite absurd. As with a l l 

the pearson r_ c o r r e l a t i o n s , i t i s spuriously high because of a trun

cated range i n the sample and a discontinuous d i s t r i b u t i o n of scores on 

both v a r i a b l e s . These problems, which stem from the exploratory nature 

of the study, could be eradicated i n further research by enlarging the 

sample to achieve a more normal d i s t r i b u t i o n of scores. If that were 

done, i t i s possible that the tendency of Preactive Behaviour Instrument 

ratings to associate with i n t e r a c t i v e conceptual functioning could be 

corroborated. Nevertheless, the pearson co r r e l a t i o n s i n the present 

study can only serve as confirmatory i n d i c a t o r s of possible association 

between v a r i a b l e s . 
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Given the disclaimer, however, the high association found between super

v i s o r preactive constructive openness and i n t e r a c t i v e conceptual 

functioning i s remarkable because a scattergram places the scores on a 

str a i g h t l i n e except for a t a i l down-turn caused by the score of 6.71. 

Further research i s therefore needed to confirm or disconfirm t h i s 

absurdly high association. 

Further examination of the data i n Table 11 may reveal the 

nature of the r e l a t i o n s h i p between supervisor preactive constructive 

openness and i n t e r a c t i v e conceptual functioning. With supervisors 'B' 

and 'C' the preactive r a t i n g was s l i g h t l y above t h e i r highest l e v e l of 

conceptual functioning while with supervisors 'A' and 'D' the preactive 

r a t i n g was, i n a l l conferences but one always lower than t h e i r con

ceptual functioning l e v e l . These findings, then, illuminate the nature 

of the p r e d i c t i v e p o t e n t i a l of the Preactive Behaviour Instrument: 

namely, that i t predicts the conceptual l e v e l at which supervisors are 

p o t e n t i a l l y capable of functioning rather than rendering an accurate 

p r e d i c t i o n of performance. As such, i t may be a useful measure for 

a n t i c i p a t i n g supervisor intervention performance and for d i a g n o s t i c a l l y 

assessing candidates who wish to follow the c l i n i c a l approach. 

If further research confirms t h i s study's tentative f i n d i n g 

that the i n t e r a c t i v e conceptual functioning of supervisors may be 

c r i t i c a l i n determining the impact of intervention on supervisee growth 

and development, then the Preactive Behaviour Instrument could become 

an important means of a n t i c i p a t i n g successful intervention along 

c l i n i c a l l i n e s and of s e l e c t i n g would-be c l i n i c a l supervisors. Further 

research i s needed, however, to test t h i s study's findings before 

widespread use of the P.B.I, i s warranted. 
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The i n t e r a c t i v e conceptual functioning of supervisees was not expected 

to associate c l o s e l y with t h e i r preactive l e v e l of constructive open

ness. This was based on the assumption that supervisees generally 

perceive t h e i r r o l e as a subordinate one and hence are u n l i k e l y to 

predict high constructive openness l e v e l s f o r themselves. The data i n 

Table 11, however, reveal t h i s expectation to have been f a l s e . A 

pearson product moment c o e f f i c i e n t was calculated using the raw score 

method (see Appendix F ) . The c o e f f i c i e n t of 0.85 suggests a high 

c o r r e l a t i o n between supervisee preactive constructive openness and 

i n t e r a c t i v e conceptual functioning. The o v e r a l l c o r r e l a t i o n masks the 

v a r i a t i o n i n supervisee conceptual functioning over the seri e s of 

conferences. While supervisees 'L' and 'P' increased t h e i r l e v e l of 

conceptual functioning between the f i r s t pre-conference and second 

post-conference by 33.55% and 47.01% r e s p e c t i v e l y , the conceptual l e v e l s 

of 'M', 'N', and '0' decreased over one cycle by 28%, 21.33%, and 16.41% 

res p e c t i v e l y . The high c o r r e l a t i o n between these two supervisee 

variables i s probably more i n d i c a t i v e of the fact that the preactive 

measure very roughly approximates the mid-point of supervisee conceptual 

functioning v a r i a t i o n , e.g., 'L' varies between 4.50 and 6.01, giving a 

mid-point of 5.25, '0'..'varies, between 2.62 and 2.19, rendering a mid

point of 2.40. This would also apply to supervisee 'P' i f one d i s 

counts the somewhat abnormal plunge i n conceptual functioning evidenced 

during the i n i t i a l pre-conference due, i n large part, to nervousness 

stemming from an unfamiliar supervisory r e l a t i o n s h i p , i . e . , 'P's con

ceptual functioning varies between 5.79 and 6.88, giving a mid-point of 

6.33. This speculative explanation does not, however, f i t the s i t u a t i o n 

of 'M' and 'N'; but, i f one accepts that supervisor 'B's espousal of 
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u n i l a t e r a l conditions, p a r t i c u l a r l y i n the post-conference, i s a major 

determinant of supervisee reduction, then the p l a u s i b i l i t y of t h i s 

explanation remains unblemished. Nevertheless, i t i s , at t h i s point 

merely a hypotheses that requires t e s t i n g i n further research. 

Given the growth observed i n some supervisees but not i n others, 

the next section w i l l examine the impact of supervisory intervention 

along c l i n i c a l l i n e s . 

THE IMPACT OF CLINICAL SUPERVISION INTERVENTION 

This section examines the data for possible evidence of cause 

and e f f e c t and attempts to generate hypotheses from the foregoing 

analysis. 

The Evidences for Cause and E f f e c t 

Table 14 demonstrates the impact of supervisory intervention on 

supervisee conceptual functioning over the course of a cycle. (With 

supervisee '0' i t i s over the course of two post-conferences). Increases 

i n conceptual functioning occurred i n a l l cycles for supervisees 'L' and 

'P', with notable increases evident i n the f i r s t cycles. Supervisees 

'M', 'N', and '0', however, a l l experienced decreases i n t h e i r con

ceptual functioning. 

The f i r s t A-L c l i n i c a l cycle saw an increase of 29.56 percent 

i n the supervisee's conceptual functioning, while the f i r s t D-P cycle 

evidenced a supervisee increase of 34.83 percent. Increases i n the ... 

second cycles were not as marked; 'L's conceptual functioning increased 

by 10.48 percent while 'P' registered an increase of 18.83 percent. 

Supervisee 'M's conceptual functioning underwent a 28 percent 
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Table 14 

Supervisee Growth as Measured by Increase 
or Reduction i n Conceptual 

Functioning Level 

Supervisee 
Pre-conference 

Conceptual 
Functioning 

Cycle 
Post-conference 

Conceptual 
Functioning 

Range 

L 4.50 #1 5.83 29.56% 
increase 

L 5.44 #2 6.01 10.48% 
increase 

M 3.50 #1 2.52 28% 
reduction 

N 4.50 #2 3.54 21.33% 
reduction 

P 4.68 #1 6.31 34.83% 
increase 

P 5.79 #2 6.88 18.83% 
increase 

Post-conference #1 Post-conference #2 

P 2.62 2.19 16.41% 
reduction 
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reduction over the course of one cycle with 'B', while supervisee 'N' 

also experienced a reduction of 21.33 percent. Over the course of two 

post-conferences, supervisee '0's conceptual functioning dropped by 

16.41 percent. 

If one considers that these changes i n supervisee functioning 

occurred i n conferences with supervisors who, as has already been shown 

(Chapter 6), demonstrated marked differences i n l e v e l of conceptual 

functioning, then i t becomes at least p l a u s i b l e to speak of a " p u l l " 

being exerted by supervisor functioning on supervisee conceptual 

functioning. It would appear that supervisors who function conceptually 

at Level III and/or Level IV c u l t i v a t e a conference atmosphere where 

supervisees progress towards becoming more responsibly independent while 

those functioning at lower l e v e l s seem unable to foster supervisee 

growth. This becomes most marked when the performance patterns of 

supervisees 'L' and 'N' are examined. Both functioned conceptually at 

4.50 i n the respective f i r s t pre-conferences but, where 'L's conceptual 

functioning increased by 29.56 percent, 'N' registered a reduction of 

21.33 percent. As a consequence, one i s tempted to speculate about the 

impact of supervisory intervention on supervisee 'N's conceptual funct

ioning i f , for example, she had been supervised by 'A'. From the 

findings of t h i s study i t would seem that such a r e l a t i o n s h i p would have 

a p o s i t i v e impact on her growth and development. Equally tempting i s to 

conjecture the impact on supervisee 'L' i f 'B' had been his supervisor. 

Cert a i n l y the study's findings suggest that the range of improvement 

would not be so high, i f , : . i n f a c t , 'L' were to improve at a l l . The 

important question would be. whether 'L' could withstand the pressure of 

'B's u n i l a t e r a l conditions better than 'N'. Since 'L' i s only a 
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beginning teacher and 'N' has taught for several years and has been 

p r i n c i p a l of a r u r a l school, i t would appear safe to surmise that the 

intervention impact would be negative. 

Hypotheses Suggested by the Analysis 

E f f e c t i v e intervention may be regarded as one which y i e l d s an 

increase i n supervisee conceptual functioning l e v e l . The findings of 

t h i s study therefore make i t possible to generate several hypotheses. 

1. Supervisee preactive l e v e l of constructive openness approx

imates the mid-point of supervisee conceptual functioning 

v a r i a t i o n . 

2. Supervisor preactive l e v e l of constructive openness approx

imates the conceptual l e v e l at which supervisors are p o t e n t i a l l y 

capable of functioning rather than the actual performance l e v e l . 

3. Supervisor i n t e r a c t i v e conceptual functioning i s a determinant 

of supervisee growth and development. 

3.1 The intervention of supervisors of Level IV or Level I I I 

conceptual p o t e n t i a l with supervisees o f a a l l l e v e l s of 

conceptual p o t e n t i a l w i l l lead to supervisee growth. 

3.2 The intervention of supervisors of Level II or Level I 

conceptual p o t e n t i a l with supervisees of a l l l e v e l s of 

conceptual p o t e n t i a l w i l l not lead to supervisee growth. 

3.3 Supervisors of Level IV or Level III conceptual p o t e n t i a l 

w i l l exert " p u l l " on and " f l e x " to the " p u l l " exerted by 

supervisees of a l l l e v e l s of conceptual p o t e n t i a l . 

3.4 Supervisors of Level II or Level I conceptual p o t e n t i a l iv 

w i l l exert " p u l l " on supervisees of a l l l e v e l s of conceptual 

p o t e n t i a l but w i l l not " f l e x " to a r e c i p r o c a l " p u l l " . 
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Supervisor l e v e l s of i n t e r a c t i v e constructive openness w i l l be 

higher i n pre-conferences than i n post-conferences. 

Supervisor l e v e l s of i n t e r a c t i v e constructive openness i s an 

in d i c a t o r of supervisory influence only with supervisors of 

high conceptual p o t e n t i a l . 

Supervisors of high l e v e l s of conceptual p o t e n t i a l w i l l notice 

more nonverbal communication by supervisees than w i l l supervisors 

of low l e v e l s of conceptual functioning. 

Supervisors of low l e v e l s of conceptual p o t e n t i a l w i l l unintent

i o n a l l y transmit contradictory verbal and nonverbal messages. 

Supervisors of high l e v e l s of conceptual p o t e n t i a l w i l l i n t e n t 

i o n a l l y use nonverbal behaviour to c u l t i v a t e supportive a f f e c t . 

Supervisees of supervisors of low l e v e l s of conceptual p o t e n t i a l 

w i l l focus on nonverbal and verbal communication. 

Supervisees of supervisors of high l e v e l s of conceptual p o t e n t i a l 

w i l l focus p r i m a r i l y on verbal communication. 

Supervisees of supervisors of low l e v e l s of conceptual p o t e n t i a l 

w i l l experience reduction i n conceptual functioning during post-

conference lesson analysis. 

Supervisees of supervisors of high l e v e l s of conceptual p o t e n t i a l 

w i l l experience reduction i n conceptual functioning at the 

beginning of intervention. 

Supervisors of high l e v e l s of conceptual p o t e n t i a l w i l l v o l 

u n t a r i l y choose to work with supervisees of high l e v e l s of 

conceptual p o t e n t i a l . 

Supervisees of high l e v e l s of conceptual p o t e n t i a l w i l l cause 

supervisors of a l l l e v e l s of conceptual p o t e n t i a l to be con

s t r u c t i v e l y open. 



Chapter 8 

GENERAL PATTERNS OF THOUGHT AND BEHAVIOUR 

This chapter addresses research question 2.3, reporting the 

general patterns of thought and behaviour that appeared to associate with 

supervisors and supervisees functioning at d i f f e r e n t conceptual l e v e l s . 

The general patterns pertaining to supervisees are framed around t h e i r 

appreciation of the interpersonal r e l a t i o n s h i p they experienced with t h e i r 

respective supervisors. G e n e r a l i t i e s r e l a t i n g to supervisors are i n t e 

grated into a comparative analysis of the exploration procedures and 

feedback techniques used by more abstract and more concrete functioning 

supervisors. 

SUPERVISEE APPRECIATION OF INTERPERSONAL 
RELATIONSHIPS 

In general, the supervisees of more abstract functioning super

v i s o r s ('L' and 'P') reported thinking favourably about the supervisory 

r e l a t i o n s h i p , often c h a r a c t e r i z i n g i t as based on trust and openness. 

Supervisees of more concrete functioning supervisors ('M' and 'N.'), on 

the other hand, d i d not characterize the r e l a t i o n s h i p as p o s i t i v e l y . 

(Supervisee '0' did not report having i n e i t h e r conference one thought 

that pertained to her r e l a t i o n s h i p with supervisor 'C'). 

Towards the end.of the second cycle, supervisee 'L' i s most 

appreciative of the r e l a t i o n s h i p he has experienced with 'A' i n the 

intervention. Shortly a f t e r supervisor 'A' has given h i s reasons for 

wanting to observe 'L' i n the Block D S o c i a l Studies class where he, 'L', 
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had previously had d i s c i p l i n e problems, the supervisee cannot conceal 

h i s surprise and pleasure at the way 'A' has handled the supervision 

process: 

It hadn't occurred to me that that was h i s motive [to help 'L' 
to r e a l i z e that i f he could handle t h i s class w e l l , then he had 
r e a l l y improved], I was surprised by that, that that was his motive 
for coming into that s p e c i f i c c l a s s . I think I s t i l l tend to view 
anyone i n that classroom as an evaluator, that there's only one 
reason why they're there, that i s to pick out f a u l t s and write i t 
a l l down and show i t for me. But that comes t o t a l l y out of my 
previous experience, that's never happened with 'A' at a l l . But I 
have had supervisors who have done that and s a i d — " t h e r e ' s no point 
i n me mentioning your strengths at a l l ; we're not here to f i n d out 
what your strengths are, we're here to i r o n out your weaknesses. 
Such an approach r e a l l y "pisses me o f f " ! (Supervisee 'L' thought 
processes, 23:25, post-conference #2). 

'L's appreciation turns to admiration when, at the end of the second 

post-conference stimulated r e c a l l session, the interviewer asks him to 

sum up h i s f e e l i n g s a f t e r the c l i n i c a l supervision experience with 'A': 

Interviewer: How do you f e e l now at the end of a supervising 
experience l i k e t h i s one? 

I'm surprised because o r i g i n a l l y I thought that t h i s whole idea 
of evaluation and supervision, d i s s e c t i n g lessons and a l l that, was 
r i g h t up the w a l l , you know, something people did j u s t to busy 
themselves. But I'm impressed by how much I've learned through the 
process, I r e a l l y am, which surprises me because I'm overjoyed that 
I've done i t . You see, supervision was always something that you 
had to put up with arid you dreaded every minute that the supervisor 
was i n the c l a s s and I never thought of i t as a b e n e f i c i a l experience 
much except f o r one; a l l the r e s t , I j u s t thought they were there to 
judge, you know, to bring out t h e i r prejudices from time to time. 
I t wasn't always constructive e i t h e r , so I thought that the whole 
supervision process wasn't constructive. I can see now where i t 
can be. 

Interviewer: But your experience with 'A' i s somewhat d i f f e r e n t , 
you say? 

Yes. I'm t r y i n g to analyse why that i s the case. I think 
genuinely I l i k e the man, that has a l o t to do with i t , and the 
f e e l i n g s of respect are mutual, so that makes the s i t u a t i o n more 
relaxed. But I think too he has a nice way of making what with some
one else would be a [destructive] c r i t i c i s m into a h e l p f u l suggestion 
and that's a consummate s k i l l I r e a l l y admire. So that's why I don't 
look on t h i s supervisory experience as a threatening s i t u a t i o n . 



302 

The l a s t comment about 'A's consummate s k i l l i s something a c l i n i c a l 

supervisor could treasure, not only because i t s expression i s edifying 

but also because i t i s an ins i g h t that has come to the supervisee as a 

r e s u l t of an actual intervention. Consequently, i n i t s designation of 

c l i n i c a l supervision as a successful experience, i t i s f a r more t e l l i n g 

than any comment e l i c i t e d i n previous studies where t y p i c a l l y p a r t i c i p a n t s 

have reacted p o s i t i v e l y to a researcher designed scenario of an i d e a l 

intervention. 

Supervisee 'P' was no less appreciative of h i s r e l a t i o n s h i p with 

'D', but h i s thoughts came during conference i n t e r a c t i o n . In other words 

he expresses h i s appreciation of the supervisory r e l a t i o n s h i p as i t i s 

unfolding. 

I remember here thinking, my goodness, I'm not " b u l l s h i t t i n g " at 
a l l , I r e a l l y am being open and honest and I was amazed because t h i s 
represents a change even from the f i r s t pre-conference where I had a 
f e e l i n g of awkwardness about opening up and here I'm opening up with
out any degree of discomfort. A l o t must be said to 'D's c r e d i t there 
for the r e l a t i o n s h i p that has evolved through t h i s cycle; but I 
remember thinking how remarkable i t was that I was a c t u a l l y opening 
up to a supervisor (Supervisee thought processes, 25:45, D-P post-
conference #1). 

This point i s r e i t e r a t e d by 'P' at 33:28 i n the same conference: 

I remember thinking at t h i s point—my, I'm r e a l l y amazed at my 
own honesty, I'm prepared to open up i n a way which I'm t e l l i n g 
about my own shortcomings, and that amazes me. And I'm comfortable 
too i n that s i t u a t i o n (Supervisee thought processes, 33:28). 

The fact that 'P' i s able to execute these kinds of thought appraisals 

during the i n t e r a c t i o n and s t i l l remain f u l l y immersed i n the process i s 

an i n t e r e s t i n g phenomenon i n the D-P r e l a t i o n s h i p . 

Towards the end of the f i r s t c ycle, 'P' admits to wanting 'D' to 

continue supervising him: 

At t h i s point, I remember t h i n k i n g — i t would have been nice i f 
'D' were to o f f e r to come again; but, i n f a c t , that never r e a l l y 
became a question. The whole process evolved so n a t u r a l l y and 
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spontaneously that we both wanted to continue t h i s approach and I had 
come to the point where I was asking her to come back and see me i n a 
d i f f e r e n t class and that's what I genuinely wanted. Now i f you'd 
have asked me before the conference began whether I would have been 
saying that as a genuine expression of concern, I would probably have 
said: "no, i f I ask 'D' to come back, i t ' s because I think I ought to", 
whereas I'm asking her to come back because I want further super
v i s i o n (Supervisee thought processes, 42:25). 

The second cycle did take place and the progress that 'P' f e l t had been 

made i n the f i r s t cycle appeared to be continued during the second cycle. 

During the second post-conference, 'P' finds the supervisor to be supp

o r t i v e at a time that she i s pressing him to c l a r i f y h i s own i n s t r u c t i o n a l 

behaviour and i t s consequences: 

I found 'D' there to be very supportive, and that went through 
my mind that she's r e a l l y t r y i n g to be supportive i n helping me 
a r t i c u l a t e the reasons for t h i s p a r t i c u l a r state of a f f a i r s i n the 
class (Supervisee thought processes, 7:31). 

Later i n the same conference, he i s impressed by the f a c i l i t a t o r r o l e 

played by 'D' and the impact of her behaviour on h i s growth and t h e i r 

interpersonal r e l a t i o n s h i p : 

We're t a l k i n g here about something which i s a r e a l concern of 
mine and 'D' i s f a c i l i t a t i n g the expression of that. I'm t r y i n g to 
a r t i c u l a t e thoughts that I've had about i t [breaking out of a pro
pensity towards a teacher-centred mould] because t h i s kind of topic 
has fascinated me and as I'm being -allowed to enunciate i t , i t makes 
me f e e l good, knowing that someone else i s l i s t e n i n g so i n t e n t l y . 
This, once again, i s an u p l i f t i n g experience and develops a great 
deal of trus t between us as supervisor and supervisee (Supervisee 
thought processes, 16:03). 

At the end of the second cycle, supervisee 'P' i s asked the same question 

as put to supervisee 'L': 

Interviewer: How do you f e e l now at the end of a supervising 
experience l i k e this one? 

Af t e r i t ' s a l l over, I f e e l good about that experience because I 
know that I've learned a tremendous amount about my own teaching. 
When I f i r s t went into i t , I thought that i t might be.useful exper
ience and that I might learn something but I was going into i t more 
as an experiment; whereas I know now for next time that t h i s w i l l 
r e a l l y produce something of i n s i g h t and enlightenment for me about 
the way I teach and i t ' s a process which w i l l contribute to my 
improving as a teacher, something which i s quite important to me. 
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Because t h i s i n t ervention has produced " i n s i g h t and enlightenment" about 

his teaching, 'P' perceives that the value he was beginning to see i n 

c l i n i c a l supervision has been confirmed. Since improving as a teacher i s 

important to him, he wants to involve himself again i n a process that 

apparently contributes towards that goal. 

The appreciation expressed by supervisees 'L' and 'P' for the 

interpersonal r e l a t i o n s h i p they experienced during c l i n i c a l supervision 

i s not matched by the supervisees of 'B', i . e . , 'M' and 'N'. Their 

thoughts contain scant reference to the re l a t i o n s h i p they experience with 

'B' but they do comment on the value of the c l i n i c a l supervision process 

when asked to do so by t h e i r supervisor towards the end of t h e i r respective 

post-conferences. (Because supervisor 'B' posed such a question to each 

of h i s supervisees during conference i n t e r a c t i o n , the interviewer decided 

not to pursue the matter at the end of the stimulated r e c a l l session for 

fear of creating a forced s i t u a t i o n ) . 

To be confronted with a straightforward question about the value 

of the c l i n i c a l supervision process by a supervisor could present the 

supervisees with an acute dilemma. On the :.one hand, the question 

ostensibly c a l l s for an honest answer; but, on the other, they could sense 

a need to answer i n a fashion that would not disparage 'B's supervisory 

performance. Nonverbally, both 'M' and 'N' react i n a manner that 

suggests that they are experiencing the awkwardness of th i s s i t u a t i o n , 

but only 'N' comments upon i t i n her thought processes: 

e r v i s o r question about usefulness of process] I f I don't 
l i k e i t , I'm going to t e l l him, OK, and I'm ju s t l i k e that with 
everybody, so when he asked me that, I was t h i n k i n g — a r e you asking 
me a loaded question or do you r e a l l y , what are you t r y i n g to do here? 
Then he kind of looked at me and I thought, OK, I'm going to give you 
the truth, you know, t h i s i s how I f e e l and th i s i s where i t ' s at and, 
you know, he's aware that I'm going to say that, so I didn't know 
whether he was kind of feeding me that j u s t for your benefit or 
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whether he thought I'd back down, you know, and I'm sure he didn't 
think I'd back down a f t e r knowing me as long as he has (Supervisee 
thought processes, 9:58, B-N post-conference #2). 

'N's r e l a t i o n s h i p with 'B' i s such that her thoughts at t h i s point i n the 

conference are characterized by negative dependence; not only does she 

re a f f i r m her a b i l i t y to speak f o r t h r i g h t l y regardless of the r e c i p i e n t , 

but she also begins to mistrust the supervisor's motives f o r posing the 

question i n the f i r s t place. (Since she surmised that 'B' was, i n f a c t , 

taken up with d i s p l a y i n g a l l the phases of Goldhammer's (1969) c l i n i c a l 

cycle, an aspect v e r i f i e d by the supervisor i n h i s thought processes, the 

interviewer's decision not to address the issue of how she f e l t a f t e r the 

intervention was doubly necessary.) Such thoughts are i n contrast to 

those of 'L' and 'P' who at no time evidenced doubts about the authent

i c i t y of t h e i r respective supervisors' questions. 

This i s v e r i f i e d by close analysis of the conference dialogue 

between 9:53 and 10:29: 

B: What about the process? Is i t worthwhile? 
N: (tentat i v e l y ) Yes, I think so (her thought at 9:58 occurs here) 
N: No, I do, because i f you don't know what I'm doing or what I 

want you to look for—why come? I mean, i f a student i s off-t a s k 
or not doing as he should, the supervisor gives me information 
that i s us e f u l for me to check up on students. Also, i t t e l l s 
me i f the moving of kids i s successful or i f I'm jumping on kids 
too much (Post-conference #2 dialogue, 9:53-10:29). 

'N's second statement,—"No, I do"—coming a f t e r her i n i t i a l , tentative 

answer, could be: interpreted as implying that she did not r e a l l y consider 

the process worthwhile but lacked the freedom to say so. From her thought 

processes we know that t h i s i s not the case since her tentativeness 

stemmed from her t r y i n g to fig u r e out supervisor 'B's agenda i n posing 

the question. But supervisor 'B' was not privy to 'N's thought processes 

and he reported i n t e r p r e t i n g her f i r s t comment as an expression of 

unwillingness to enter into the process: 
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What she r e a l l y wants to say there i s , I'd rather you didn't 
come to my classroom, but i f you've got to come i n the classroom, 
then I'm not w i l l i n g (Supervisor thought processes, 10:07). 

He further i n t e r p r e t s 'N's understanding of the usefulness of the 

process i n u t i l i t a r i a n terms: "She's got another policeman i n the c l a s s 

room, that's the benefit she sees of me being there" (Supervisor thought 

processes, 10:21). These thoughts i n 'B's mind border on cynicism and 

portray the esteem i n which both supervisor and supervisee appear to hold 

t h e i r interpersonal r e l a t i o n s h i p . 

Supervisor 'B's r e l a t i o n s h i p with 'M' does not fare d i f f e r e n t l y . 

Although 'M' does not process any thoughts about h i s r e l a t i o n s h i p with 

'B', the manner i n which he responds to the supervisor's question about 

the usefulness of the c l i n i c a l supervision process seems to betray an 

inner sense of d i s q u i e t . To 'B's d i r e c t question—"do you see any value 

i n the process"—supervisee 'M' s h u f f l e s forward nervously, sighs and 

says: 

This i s what we've been doing anyway. I do see value i n i t 
because i t gives me a chance to go over what you wrote. That's 
quite d i f f e r e n t from my student teaching days when my supervisors 
would j u s t appear and then disappear without t e l l i n g me anything. 
This process i s more useful because at l e a s t there i s a discussion 
of data. I guess what I appreciated was the c r i t i c i s m s , w e l l they 
were constructive, and once I r e a l i z e d what you wanted, I could 
change (B-M post-conference #1 dialogue, 10:43-11:31). 

At f i r s t glance, t h i s seems to be a p o s i t i v e a p p r a i s a l — b u t i t i s 

p o s i t i v e only i n as f a r as i t compares favourably to the apparent 

ins p e c t o r a l approach c h a r a c t e r i s t i c of h i s student teaching supervision. 

'M's evaluation of c l i n i c a l supervision focuses more on what he knows 

constitute i t s p r i n c i p l e s and procedures than on the p a r t i c u l a r i n t e r 

vention he has experienced with supervisor 'B'. When he does eventually 

allude to h i s s p e c i f i c r e l a t i o n s h i p with 'B', he describes h i s behaviour 

as acquiescing to the expectations placed upon him by h i s supervisor. 
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That a supervisee should regard t h i s as "value" i n the process of c l i n i c a l 

supervision i s suggestive of a l e s s than e f f e c t i v e supervisory r e l a t i o n 

ship. 

At the end of the stimulated r e c a l l interview, the interviewer 

attempted to probe the usefulness of the r e l a t i o n s h i p to 'M' along a 

d i f f e r e n t tack: 

Interviewer: When 'B' showed you the feedback at the beginning of 
and during the post-conference, did you f e e l you had an adequate 
picture of what went on i n the class under observation? 

Yes, I think so. What you have to do, i n my p o s i t i o n , i s j u s t 
look at, w e l l , when I'm up there, a l o t of the times I don't r e a l i z e 
what I'm saying, you know i t ' s sort of j u s t coming out and he writes 
down I guess what he sees as s i g n i f i c a n t things I said and then I can 
look at i t and decide for myself i f I'm doing a good job. 

Interviewer: So the verbatim data was very h e l p f u l to you when you 
saw i t ? 

I don't know. What i t does i s recreate what happened i n the 
classroom and from that I can decide on whether i t went w e l l for me 
or not, so I guess i t must be h e l p f u l . 

One d i s t i n c t feature of 'M's response i s the absence of any notion of 

c o l l a b o r a t i v e a p p r a i s a l . This, more than h i s unclear thinking about the 

purpose and function of the verbatim data, suggests that h i s r e l a t i o n 

ship with supervisor 'B' i s not characterized by an atmosphere of 

"colleagueship" which Cogan posi t s as the most productive type of r e l a t i o n 

ship between supervisor and teacher. (1976, p. 16) and as an e s s e n t i a l 

component of the c l i n i c a l model (1973, p. 68). 

The remaining supervisee, '0', did not report any thoughts that 

pertained to the supervisory r e l a t i o n s h i p , nor did she utter anything 

during the conference that could be constructed as appreciation (or lack 

of i t ) for the way i n which supervisor 'C' conducted the intervention. 

Consequently, at the end of her second post-conference stimulated r e c a l l 

session, the interviewer attempted to probe c e r t a i n features of 'O's 
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r e l a t i o n s h i p with ' C . During the r e c a l l session, supervisee '0' had 

reported experiencing confusion i n her thinking because she did not know 

whether, i n the r o l e of supervisee, she could ask her supervisor a question. 

T h i s , . i n turn, led her to respond to some of 'C's probings i n an apparently 

equivocal fashion. Her questioning tone of voice, hesitant speech, and 

occasional hand movements were so c l e a r l y evident on the video tape that 

'0' h e r s e l f commented on them i n her non-interactive thoughts. Not 

surprisingly,_then, the interviewer was interested i n f i n d i n g out more 

about why '0' r e l a t e d to her supervisor i n t h i s way: 

Interviewer: Did you respond i n a questioning tone because you 
didn't understand what he was getting at? 

No, I wasn't very sure of what he wanted me to say. 

Interviewer: Were you asking a question then to try and c l a r i f y ? 

Yes, i n a way. 

Interviewer: But you didn't think you could ask him "what do you 
mean by that?" 

Yeah! 

Interviewer: Did you have that freedom? 

No, I guess not. Maybe that's why I've put on some weight. I 
seem to do that throughout most of the conference, say things i n a 
questioning way, because I'm not sure of what he expects. 

Interviewer: And you always f e e l you want to say what he expects 
you to say? 

Yes. 

Interviewer: Has that been true with other supervisors as w e l l or 
j u s t with ' C ? 

Maybe with others too, maybe i t ' s myself wanting to please, I'm 
not sure. 

As much as the supervision conditions espoused by ' C may have 

contributed to the supervisee's p e r p l e x i t y , i t appears that there could 

also have been something i n 'O's d i s p o s i t i o n , a conditioned response from 
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previous supervision experiences or a normative b e l i e f derived from her 

p a r t i c u l a r c u l t u r a l background, which seems to prevent her from entering 

into a rigorous discussion of her i n s t r u c t i o n a l performance. This, i n 

turn, would have contributed to the d i f f i c u l t y her supervisor reported 

experiencing i n attempting to push the lesson analysis beyond a super

f i c i a l l e v e l . This d i f f i c u l t y was reported by 'C as being p a r t i c u l a r l y 

acute i n the second cycle because of h i s own acknowledged i n a b i l i t y to 

d i s s e c t a "very good" lesson for purposes of i n s t r u c t i o n a l improvement. 

'C's lack of experience as a c l i n i c a l supervisor, together with d i s 

p o s i t i o n a l t r a i t s on the part of '0', may have rendered the supervisee's 

appreciation of the r e l a t i o n s h i p somewhat bland and uncertain: 

Interviewer: As a r e s u l t of the conference do you f e e l good about 
the evaluation of your lesson? How do you f e e l as a r e s u l t of having 
that t a l k a f t e r what 'C' characterized as a "very good" lesson? 

It makes you f e e l very pleased and you can l e a r n a l o t , you 
might think everything went w e l l , but somebody might pick up on 
something that you hadn't r e a l i z e d . 

Interviewer: Did you have a sense of r e l i e f with i t being the end 
of the practicum and having done such a good lesson? Are you going 
away with a good feeling? 

Yes. 

Interviewer: But you s t i l l had that hesitancy to ask questions of 
'C' when you were unsure of what he was meaning? 

Yes. 

Interviewer: You said that i t was because you wanted to please him, 
would that be more to do with your r o l e as a student teacher or i s 
i t something to do with '0' h e r s e l f ? 

I think i t ' s to do with the r o l e of being a student teacher. 

Interviewer: So i f you had been two colleague teachers, you f e e l you 
would have the confidence to say: "I'm sorry, I didn't understand, 
what do you mean by that?" 

Perhaps, I'm not quite sure. 

Even conversing with.the interviewer, supervisee '0' i s not very 
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expressive. One may conclude, then, that, although she d i d not enter 

much into the process of c o l l a b o r a t i v e i n s t r u c t i o n a l a n a l y s i s , 'O's 

r e l a t i o n s h i p with 'C had greater p o t e n t i a l for future cycles than the 

re l a t i o n s h i p s that 'M' and 'N' experienced with supervisor 'B'. I t does 

not, however, compare with the appreciative understanding and insig h t s 

that 'L' and 'P' reported as a r e s u l t of being supervised along c l i n i c a l 

l i n e s . I t would seem that the supervisees of more abstract functioning 

supervisors not only experienced an increase i n t h e i r own l e v e l of con

ceptual functioning but also appeared to derive considerable s a t i s f a c t i o n 

from being involved i n the c l i n i c a l supervision process. 

The d i s t i n c t i o n between supervisors 'A' and 'D' on the one hand 

and 'B' and 'C' on the other has already been depicted i n terms of 

i n t e r a c t i v e l e v e l of conceptual functioning. Because growth was reported 

by the supervisees of 'A' and 'D' but not by the supervisees of 'B' and 

'C', supervisee appreciation of and s a t i s f a c t i o n with the supervisory 

r e l a t i o n s h i p only served to accentuate t h i s d i s t i n c t i o n . The d i s t i n c t i o n 

was confirmed by the general patterns of thought and behaviour that 

emerged from the data yielded by more abstract and more concrete super-' 

v i s o r s . 

MORE ABSTRACT FUNCTIONING SUPERVISORS 

Supervisors 'A' and 'D' tended to d i s t i n g u i s h themselves from 

supervisors 'B' and 'C' by the nature of the questioning s t r a t e g i e s and 

exploration procedures they used to f a c i l i t a t e supervisee discovery of 

ins i g h t s rather than d i r e c t l y sharing c r i t i c a l feedback. 

Questioning Strategies 

Verbal communication has been divided into two broad categories 
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of f r e eing and binding (Wallen, 1972). The findings of t h i s study 

suggest that these categories can also be applied to questions. A freeing 

question employed a c a r e f u l l y devised strategy for e l i c i t i n g c l a r i f i 

cation and appraisal from the supervisee i n a manner where supervisors 

s i g n a l l e d that there was no si n g l e or " r i g h t " answer. Rather, they 

adopted a curious pose, seeking help from the supervisee to understand 

the complexities of the lesson observed. In t h i s way, the questioner's 

rank was removed as far as possible, freeing the supervisee to respond. 

A binding question, on the other hand, appeared to be loaded with the 

innuendo that ithe supervisor knew the answer and was checking to see i f 

the supervisee could work i t out too. Supervisees generally dealt with 

binding questions by t r y i n g to f i g u r e out what the supervisor wanted. 

This kind of questioning engendered stress i n supervisees of moderate to 

high conceptual l e v e l p o t e n t i a l . Because they f e l t anxious about f a i l i n g 

to answer c o r r e c t l y , they seemed unable to think c r e a t i v e l y about the 

range of responses possible, thus evidencing a drop i n t h e i r conceptual 

functioning. 

Four kinds of freeing questioning s t r a t e g i e s , information-

seeking, information-giving, d e l i m i t i n g , and guiding, would appear to be 

u s e f u l i n f a c i l i t a t i n g supervisee growth. 

Information-seeking questions. Supervisors posed information-

seeking questions to e l i c i t supervisee ideas. They also served to assess 

supervisee readiness to explore c e r t a i n aspects of the lesson. 

Information-seeking questions, then, were i n t e n t i o n a l l y t entative and 

open-ended without becoming obscure. As such, they were more e a s i l y 

appropriated during pre-conferences where the purpose was to f i n d out 

information pertaining to the lesson to be observed. During post-
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conferences, however, because the questions posed derived t h e i r substance 

from de l i b e r a t i o n s undertaken during the immediately preceding analysis 

and strategy phase of the c l i n i c a l c y c l e , supervisors were sometimes i n 

a p o s i t i o n where they did know, at l e a s t i n a p a r t i a l sense, what 

information could be included i n lesson analysis. How, then, did super

v i s o r s use information-seeking questions i n t h i s s e t t i n g to f a c i l i t a t e 

supervisee appraisal and discovery? The technique observed i n the 

conferences of more abstract functioning supervisors was to ask the ques

t i o n without giving any clue as to what reponse was expected; they also 

appeared to be prepared to accept and work with whatever response emerged. 

Information-giving questions. On occasion the response of super

visees to an open-ended question can betray that they lack information 

that supervisors consider c r i t i c a l to r e l e a s i n g the a n a l y t i c a l process. 

In such s i t u a t i o n s more abstract functioning supervisors avoided the 

temptation of t e l l i n g them d i r e c t l y (which ri s k e d putting supervisee 

appraisal i n jeopardy) by posing questions that supplied the relevant 

information. This involved wording the question i n a manner which 

communicated a good deal of s p e c i f i c information but which also concealed 

the supervisor's i n t e n t i o n and strategy. The consequence was t h e i r 

supervisees sensed they knew something without having been t o l d by a 

superordinate. 

Since t h i s type of question was l e s s common than information-

seeking ones, two examples are included. At 22:39 during 'D's f i r s t 

post-conference with 'P', the discussion i s focussed on the supervisee's 

concern that the class under observation gives him l i t t l e feedback and, 

as a consequence, he does not know whether h i s attempts to stimulate 

t o t a l group discussion are misguided or r e l a t i v e l y s uccessful. Supervisor 
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'D' senses that 'P ' has not r e a l l y considered asking the group d i r e c t l y , 

but rather than r i s k demeaning the supervisee by t e l l i n g him the obvious, 

she poses a question that presents 'P' with t h i s option: "Do you think 

t h i s class might be ready for a l i t t l e more encouragement from you ... 

could you t a l k to them ... about these a c t i v i t i e s ? " S i m i l a r l y , at 28:20 

during the supervisor "press", 'D' provides the supervisee with the key 

piece of information that i s e s s e n t i a l for him to grasp the extent of h i s 

i n s t r u c t i o n a l shortcomings i n giving d i r e c t i o n s to the c l a s s . "Now l e t ' s 

see (thumbing throught data notes), you wrote t h i s on the board ...?" 

Although not t e c h n i c a l l y a question, t h i s utterance signals c l e a r l y 

through 'D's intonation that a response i s expected and, as such, serves 

as an information-giving question. 

Delimiting questions. Not infrequently, more abstract functioning 

supervisors had to focus supervisee thinking. To do so without 

n u l l i f y i n g the exploration thrust of t h e i r f a c i l i t a t i n g r o l e required the 

posing of a s p e c i f i c question that delimited the course of discussion to 

two or three possible a l t e r n a t i v e s . Although t h i s strategy involved 

supervisor manipulation, i t was a moulding of the task environment as 

d i s t i n c t from supervisee behaviour, for the f i n a l choice always appeared 

to be made by the supervisee. This type of question seemed to be 

e s p e c i a l l y u seful when the thinking of supervisees was meandering o f f -

task, p a r t i c u l a r l y during the pre-conference where supervisors were looking; 

for s p e c i f i c , i n s t r u c t i o n - r e l a t e d information, but also when there was a 

need to e f f e c t closure i n e i t h e r conference and the observation agree

ment i n the pre-conference. 

An example of t h i s occurred i n 'D's f i r s t pre-conference with 'P'. 

The supervisee has been explaining the a c t i v i t y he has planned for the 
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students i n terms of teaching behaviour expectations but, by 6:19, has 

not yet communicated anything r e l a t i n g to h i s expectations for student 

behaviour. Consequently, supervisor 'D' decides to focus him on t h i s 

aspect by use of a de l i m i t i n g question: " W i l l they be doing t h i s i n c l a s s , 

w i l l they be doing i t i n d i v i d u a l l y or i n groups?" The supervisee begins 

then to describe t h i s aspect of i n s t r u c t i o n . 

Guiding questions. This questioning strategy e s s e n t i a l l y 

c ontrolled supervisees when they momentarily seemed unable to cope with 

a s i t u a t i o n or problem. This would i n i t i a l l y appear to be contradictory 

to the freeing nature of the questions under discussion; i n one sense, 

guiding questions did bind supervisees but the reported intent was to 

bind them i n a way that freed them to continue t h e i r development. To 

employ t h i s kind of questioning strategy s u c c e s s f u l l y , then, supervisors 

had to disguise t h e i r intent. This they did by appearing to cogitate out 

loud, making use of an earnest, but never c o n t r o l l i n g , tone of voice. 

An example of th i s kind of question i s drawn from 'D's f i r s t 

pre-conference with supervisee 'P'. At 12:51 'P' has gone on to t a l k 

about lesson momentum as one of h i s great concerns, maintaining that the 

di r e c t i o n s for the sub-group a c t i v i t y have to be clear at the students' 

l e v e l of understanding i f the i n s t r u c t i o n i s to flow smoothly. Super

v i s o r 'D', however, had been attempting to e s t a b l i s h a s p e c i f i c contract 

for observation and she begins to think that the focus i s growing too 

large. At the same time she becomes concerned that 'P' might not have 

rehearsed the d i r e c t i o n s during h i s planning. Consequently, when the 

supervisee r e i t e r a t e s that the d i r e c t i o n s have to be clear before the 

students can be expected to become engrossed i n the a c t i v i t y , supervisor 

'D' communicates that concern through a guiding question: "What have you 
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thought about to help ensure that that Jjstudents becoming engrossed i n 

the learning a c t i v i t y ] w i l l happen?" The message was c l e a r , the e f f e c t 

was successful, but the interpersonal and professional s l i g h t was missing. 

Exploration Procedures 

Supervisors 'A' and 'D' generally explored the lesson with the 

supervisee rather than t o l d them what t h e i r appraisal was. This involved 

them i n holding questions i n abeyance and r e t r i e v i n g them to be probed, 

probing for c l a r i f i c a t i o n and i n s i g h t , occasionally pressing the super

visee towards greater autonomy and the reinforcement of i n s i g h t , and 

ultimately the s k i l l of withholding t h e i r expertise but not t h e i r 

supportiveness. 

Holding questions i n abeyance. Both supervisors 'A' and 'D' 

demonstrated the a b i l i t y to hold questions i n abeyance while the super

visee was s t i l l t a l k i n g . During t h i s time they would be l i s t e n i n g 

i n t e n t l y , capable of processing more than one stimulus at a time. As a 

consequence, supervisors 'A' and 'D' were able to transcend the immediacy 

of the task environment. 

This feature manifested i t s e l f i n supervisor a b i l i t y to withhold 

an idea that had occurred to them u n t i l the current topi c of discussion 

had been exhausted. An i l l u s t r a t i o n of t h i s happened at 2:03 i n D-P pre-

conf erence #1 where, whilst l i s t e n i n g to 'P' explain the rapport-building 

strategy behind h i s i n i t i a l v i s i t s to student teachers on practicum, 

supervisor 'D' processes the following thought: 

I was curious at t h i s point that 'P' didn't say that another 
reason for going to the schools was to become f a m i l i a r with the 
student teachers' environment and the teachers that they were working 
with (Supervisor thought processes, 2:03, D-P pre-conference #1). 

Despite the relevance of the question that 'D' a r t i c u l a t e d out of t h i s 
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thought, she d i d not r a i s e the issue u n t i l 3:50 i n the conference 

dialogue, by which time supervisee 'P' had f i n i s h e d h i s background 

de s c r i p t i o n . By waiting, supervisor 'D' was able to ask the question 

matter-of-factly; had she been given to "stimulus boundedness" and 

expressed i t as soon as she processed i t , i t i s possible that the super

visee would have withdrawn from an i n i t i a t i n g r o l e . 

A s i m i l a r s i t u a t i o n occurred i n the f i r s t post-conference 

between 'A' and 'L'. At 6:38 i n the conference, supervisor 'A' probes 

the supervisee's purpose i n putting the assignment essay questions on the 

blackboard. While expressing himself t e n t a t i v e l y i n the conference, 'A' 

processes a d e f i n i t e thought, the substance of which he hopes h i s i n i t i a l 

probe w i l l unearth. 

I wanted to e s t a b l i s h there, the one thing I did question when 
I was watching the lesson, there were four long questions and why 
did you give i t to them to copy down a l l f o u r — t h a t kind of bothered 
me i f he wasn't going to use them f or something. I thought i t was 
kind of busy work, because the students could have chosen one and 
started w r i t i n g (Supervisor thought processes, 6:38, A-L post-
conference # 1) . 

Because the supervisee takes 48 seconds to address h i s f i r s t question, 

'A' does not s p e c i f i c a l l y ask why 'L' made the students copy down a l l the 

questions from the board u n t i l 7:54. As i t i s , the supervisee develops a 

s a t i s f a c t o r y explanation for h i s i n s t r u c t i o n a l decision; but, since 'L' 

reported-.i;not having previously thought through h i s reasons f o r t h i s pro

cedure, supervisor 'A' could e a s i l y have s t u l t i f i e d the supervisee's 

nascent ideas had he voiced h i s concern without f i r s t probing for a 

possible explanation. 

Retrieving questions to be probed. This involved supervisors 'A' 

and 'D' i n holding on to relevant points (which they considered required 

further exploration) i n t h e i r minds whilst l i s t e n i n g a t t e n t i v e l y to 
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whatever the supervisee had gone on to discuss. There were two v a r i a t i o n s 

of t h i s feature: f i r s t , where the supervisors veered away from a f u l l 

exploration of an aspect of the pre-conference agreement because they 

sensed a lack of readiness i n the supervisee to t a l k about i t at that time., 

and second, where they d e l i b e r a t e l y withheld probing a point to which they 

sensed the supervisee was o b l i v i o u s u n t i l the discussion of the data had 

opened up the way for further exploration. 

At 3:55 i n the f i r s t A-L post-conference, supervisor 'A', wishing 

to give the supervisee feedback on how he, 'L', broke up the lesson (a 

supervisee pre-conference concern that became part of the agreement), 

t e n t a t i v e l y suggests that i t happened i n an i n t e r e s t i n g manner. 'A's 

tentativeness here does not stem from uncertainty but rather from h i s 

desire to discuss the data pertaining to t h i s concern i n a manner whereby 

the supervisee could c l a r i f y and appraise h i s own i n s t r u c t i o n a l behaviour. 

The supervisee, however, f a i l i n g to read the supervisor's intent, cues 

on the word " i n t e r e s t i n g " rather than the tentative tone. Consequently, 

'L' attempts to c l a r i f y what the supervisor means and when 'A' asks how 

'L' consciously segmented the lesson, the supervisee explains h i s planning 

for t r a n s i t i o n points i n the class discussion. It i s not u n t i l 11:23 that 

supervisor 'A' seizes the opportunity to l i n k the supervisee's deliberate 

planning for t r a n s i t i o n s to the absence of any evidence of "jumping around" 

as 'L' attempted to_lead the discussion. This 'A' reported doing because 

the supervisee had not drawn the connection for himself i n the discussion 

between 3:55 and 11:23. 

A s i m i l a r instance occurred with 'D' and 'P' i n t h e i r f i r s t post-

conference. At 12:46 i n the conference, supervisor 'D' t r i e s to move on 

to discussing 'P's use of i n s t r u c t i o n s when s e t t i n g students into a sub-
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group a c t i v i t y , but the supervisee i s not ready to t a l k about h i s pre-

conf erence concern that the i n s t r u c t i o n s be clear and precise. At that 

point i n time, 'P' i s more caught up i n exploring how he involved the 

students and t h e i r ideas i n the class discussion. Consequently, super

v i s o r 'D' holds the new focus i n abeyance u n t i l 27:10 when she r e t r i e v e s 

the question about the supervisee's i n s t r u c t i o n s for further exploration. 

Both supervisors also displayed an a b i l i t y to hold on to relevant 

points and r e t r i e v e them l a t e r i n the conference on matters that f e l l 

outside the s t r i c t confines of the pre-conference agreement. But they 

were c a r e f u l to broach these issues t e n t a t i v e l y , thus permitting the 

supervisee i n i t i a l l y to c l a r i f y and appraise what was happening. 

During the observation phase of the f i r s t cycle, supervisor 'A' 

had noticed that none of the g i r l s i n the class answered any questions. 

Believing t h i s to be too important to be omitted from the post-conference 

discussion merely because i t had not constituted part of the pre-

conf erence agreement, 'A' i n i t i a l l y r a i ses the topic at 2:50. He does 

so, however, by asking how the g i r l s respond when Anita, one of the 

better students, i s present: 

I wanted him to be aware, i f he wasn't already, that the g i r l s 
couldn't answer any questions—but I wanted to ask him i n such a way 
that we could t a l k about i t a b i t . That's why I kept r e f e r r i n g to 
Anita who i s h i s best student and wasn't there today (Supervisor 
thought processes, 2:50, A-L post-conference #1). 

Supervisee 'L', however, does not nibble the b a i t and 'A' decides not to 

force the issue at that time. At 6:38, however, he again alludes to the 

g i r l s and t h e i r part i n the discussion i n the hope the supervisee w i l l 

" b i t e a l i t t l e " — b u t 'L' appears o b l i v i o u s to t h i s aspect of the lesson. 

Supervisor 'A', faced with the choice of t e l l i n g 'L' d i r e c t l y , withholding 

the point u n t i l l a t e r i n the conference, or dropping the issue, adopts 
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the l a t t e r course of action. This he d i d , presumably, because he did 

not consider the feedback so important as to depart from h i s general 

strategy of e l i c i t i n g an appraisal of the teaching-learning s i t u a t i o n 

from the supervisee himself. 

The most noteworthy example of t h i s p a r t i c u l a r exploration pro

cedure occurs, however, i n the f i r s t pre-conference between 'D' and 'P'. 

When the supervisee a r t i c u l a t e s that he intends to a l l o c a t e only f i v e 

minutes to a sub-group a c t i v i t y , 'D' c r i t i c a l l y evaluates the time-frame 

i n her thoughts: "I wondered i f f i v e minutes was enough time" (Supervisor 

thought processes, 6:19, D-P pre-conference #1). She decides not to 

pursue t h i s concern during the pre-conference on the assumption that the 

events of cla s s i n s t r u c t i o n would better serve to v a l i d a t e the time-frame's 

adequacy f or allowing the completion of the assigned tasks. Consequently, 

the question pertaining to the time a l l o c a t i o n does not surface u n t i l 

34:11 i n the post-conference when 'D' probes whether the students were 

able to generate the kind of data that 'P' was looking for during the 

f i v e minute a c t i v i t y . 

The various exploration procedures observed i n 'A's and 'D's 

conferencing approaches d i f f e r only by degree; holding questions i n 

abeyance and r e t r i e v i n g them at opportune moments a l l contribute to the 

need to probe for c l a r i f i c a t i o n and possible supervisee i n s i g h t . 

Probing f o r c l a r i f i c a t i o n and supervisee i n s i g h t . The purpose 

of probing i n c l i n i c a l supervision i s to evoke i n supervisees a c l a r 

i f i c a t i o n and analysis of t h e i r own teaching that w i l l subsequently 

p r e c i p i t a t e i n s i g h t . The conferencing of supervisors 'A' and 'D' seemed 

to be characterized by t h i s emphasis. 

During the f i r s t post-conference between 'D' and 'P' the super-
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v i s o r was able to probe so e f f e c t i v e l y that not only did 'P' acquire an 

insi g h t but also thought that the i n t e r a c t i o n had produced the i n s i g h t 

for supervisor 'D' as w e l l . The discussion revolved around how e f f e c t 

i v e l y 'P' was able to use the ideas generated by the students to teach 

the concepts of the lesson. Sensing that'he had perhaps presented the 

concepts more d i d a c t i c a l l y than having involved the students i n t h e i r 

d e r i v a t i o n , the supervisee stated that one of h i s i n s t r u c t i o n a l goals i s 

to stimulate students to want to be involved i n a-learning process. At 

13:21, supervisor 'D' probes i n t e n t l y : "How can you do that?" (Conference 

dialogue, 13:21, D-P post-conference #1). 

Simultaneously, she thinks about her reasons for probing: 

It didn't seem to me that i t was enough to s t i l l be saying, w e l l , 
we want to do t h i s . I thought we r e a l l y had to s t a r t looking at more 
s p e c i f i c ideas (Supervisor thought processes, 13:21, D-P post-
conference #1). 

A f t e r b r i e f discussion, where the supervisee suggests that he has to 

think of questions that key into the experience of students so that t h e i r 

i n t e r e s t i s f i r e d , 'P' suddenly r e a l i z e s that he evaluates his own growth 

and effectiveness as a teacher i n terms of how he stimulates learning and 

involvement i n students whom he has not known for very long, such as a 

workshop s i t u a t i o n : 

I remember at that point, that r e a l l y was an ins i g h t to me, but 
as I watched 'D's reaction, i t appeared to be an i n s i g h t to her as 
w e l l and i t ' s a case then where the supervisee, as a r e s u l t of that 
kind of probing, was a c t u a l l y providing an i n s i g h t f or the supervisor 
(Supervisee thought processes, 14:42, D-P post-conference #1). 

The i n s i g h t comes as a r e s u l t of 'D's del i b e r a t e probing, a strategy that 

i s , of necessity, concealed from the supervisee. 

While supervisee 'P' was ob l i v i o u s to 'D's probing strategy i n 

the above example, supervisor 'A', during the second post-conference with 

'L', was unaware of the supervisee reaching any i n s i g h t as a r e s u l t of 
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supervisor probing. The discussion was focusing on how to involve 

students i n an orchestrated cl a s s discussion and supervisor 'A' probes how 

'L' handled the unexpected answers that came from clever students. In the 

conference, the supervisee does not pursue t h i s issue, appearing not to 

take stock of the kinds of openings that such questions could provide. 

Consequently, supervisor 'A' r e d i r e c t s the conference focus to 'L's 

expectations f o r students when they are instructed to take notes from.the 

supervisee's introductory t a l k . What 'A' does not r e a l i z e i s that 'L' 

did, i n h i s thoughts, recognize a need to improve i n the area of handling 

student questions during discussion: 

I make a mental note at t h i s point that I should spend some time 
thinking about how I respond to student questions because i t ' s a 
whole d i f f e r e n t b a l l game when they toss i t back to you, to bring up 
an issue with you. I don't mind i t , you know, but I want to deal 
with i t better i n the future (Supervisee thought processes, 13:11, 
A-L post-conference #2). 

Despite supervisor 'A's nescience i n t h i s instance, h i s strategy of 

probing had registered an in s i g h t i n supervisee 'L's thoughts. 

Towards the end of the f i r s t D-P post-conference, the i n t e r a c t i o n 

again focuses on the supervisee's discussion orchestration. Supervisor 

'D' encourages 'P' to e f f e c t a comparison of t o t a l group discussion i n 

his undergraduate and graduate classes. On f i n d i n g that discussion 

f a l t e r s only i n the class under observation (the supervisee's sole under

graduate c l a s s ) , 'D' suggests that they look c l o s e l y at the type of 

questions the supervisee poses when t r y i n g to stimulate t o t a l group 

discussion: 

When 'D' said that, I thought—what a good point [supervisor 
suggested that the way supervisee dealt with a class where discussion 
had to be checked and redir e c t e d from time to time, might shed l i g h t 
on t h i s class where supervisee experienced d i f f i c u l t i e s i n stimulating 
d i s c u s s i o n ] — a g a i n , something which I hadn't thought of; and I was so 
pleased that she'd pointed i t out that I could probably, i n analysing 
the concern I had with t h i s class today, learn a l o t more about i t i n 
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the way I handle a s i m i l a r s i t u a t i o n , i n other classes. I guess now 
as I say i t , I'm amazed that I didn't think of i t myself; but i n the 
other classes the s i t u a t i o n i s almost the opposite where the discuss
ion flows and I have d i f f i c u l t y i n checking i t . In t h i s class the 
discus s i o n doesn't flow at a l l , the d i f f i c u l t y I have i s i n bringing 
i t out. But i n the analysis of both cases may l i e some degree of 
answer or s o l u t i o n to the concern, the problem which I think I have 
(Supervisee thought processes, 39:36, D-P post-conference #1). 

The outcome of t h i s probing by supervisor 'D' i s further i n s i g h t f o r the 

supervisee into h i s own teaching, namely, that he tends to ask open-ended 

questions to stimulate discussion regardless of the clas s l e v e l (graduate 

or undergraduate): 

Again, t h i s was an in s i g h t j[some of the questions were too open-
ended f or the group to handle] I was coming to, that I hadn't r e a l l y 
thought through my questions as w e l l as I should and that hadn't 
occurred to me u n t i l we looked at the hard data and I was able to see 
that the kinds of questions I'm asking f o r these students at the 
undergraduate l e v e l are r e a l l y graduate-type questions, where students 
are used to thinking things through and a r t i c u l a t i n g t h e i r own 
positions and opinions, and at t h i s l e v e l maybe that, not that they 
shouldn't be led i n that d i r e c t i o n , but that the questions cannot be 
as broad and open-ended (Supervisee thought processes, 40:48, D-P 
post-conference #1). 

But the probe does not end there. Supervisor 'D' takes 'P' through three 

examples of questions that he had used with the class under observation, 

analysing those that are precise and s p e c i f i c and those which may expect 

too much of undergraduates because t h e i r focus i s too broad. In doing 

most of the analysis himself, the supervisee's ins i g h t i s deepened: 

The i n s i g h t there i s r e a l l y beginning to sink i n . I'm asking 
questions which are not r e a l l y at the l e v e l of d i f f i c u l t y , they're 
too high above the l e v e l of d i f f i c u l t y f o r the students to whom they 
are put and i t didn't h i t me before that time—but that's what's 
going through my mind i n t h i s period of si l e n c e (Supervisee thought 
processes, 41:50, D-P post-conference #1). 

This l a s t example once again evidences the s i m i l a r i t y that e x i s t s 

amongst the d i f f e r e n t v a r i a t i o n s of exploration procedures i d e n t i f i e d i n 

the data pertaining to supervisors 'A' and 'D'; f o r , although i t i s a 

probe for c l a r i f i c a t i o n and supervisee i n s i g h t , the strategy involves 

many features that characterize a supervisor "press". 
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Supervisor "press" f o r autonomy and deep insi g h t i n supervisee. 

Probing for c l a r i f i c a t i o n was generally followed by i n t e n s i f i e d probing 

that often led to supervisee i n s i g h t . On occasion, however, i t was 

necessary for supervisees to be extended even further. Such a "press" 

towards greater supervisee autonomy and in s i g h t seemed to be v i a b l e only 

when the supervisory r e l a t i o n s h i p was trusted and the supervisees were 

mature enough to handle the s t r e s s . During a "press" supervisors 'A' and 

'D' tended to act i n a paradoxical fashion. On the one hand, they entered 

into an interpersonal r e l a t i o n s h i p which, on pragmatic grounds, valued 

"closeness" (Goldhammer et a l . , 1980, p. 203); on the other, however, 

they appeared to be.objective i n t h e i r analysis of supervisee behaviour. 

Too much o b j e c t i v i t y , however, could damage even a well-established 

r e l a t i o n s h i p . The observed key to effectiveness i n the paradoxical 

complexities of a "press" was that more abstract functioning supervisors 

were objective only about supervisees' behaviour they deemed profession

a l l y inappropriate. I t was when supervisors sensed an avoidance of 

professional r e s p o n s i b i l i t y and/or an ignorance of i n s t r u c t i o n a l short

comings on the part of supervisees that they used a "press"; for i t pro

vided a constructive tension that appeared to force supervisees to enlarge 

t h e i r understanding of teaching processes by exploring d i f f i c u l t and 

d e l i c a t e areas of t h e i r own classroom performance. 

"Presses are deliberate reinforcements of probes" (Wagner, 1976, 

p. 89) so as to bring the supervisee to deep insi g h t and autonomous 

thinking. Supervisors do not l e t supervisees o f f the hook with a super

f i c i a l understanding-of t h e i r own teaching behaviour but rather push them 

to extend that understanding to a deeper l e v e l . A supervisor "press" may 

then be regarded as an e s s e n t i a l component of conferencing effectiveness; 
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for i t constitutes the rigour i n the analysis of teaching process, with

out which c l i n i c a l supervision could not possibly e f f e c t an improvement 

of i n s t r u c t i o n a l p r a c t i c e . 

Supervisor 'A's press for autonomy and greater i n s i g h t i n 'L' 

towards the end of t h e i r f i r s t post-conference has been w e l l documneted 

i n Chapters 5 and 6. Since a f u l l d e s c r i p t i o n of a supervisor press 

involves the reporting of many d e t a i l s and data, only one "press", taken 

from D-P post-conference #1, w i l l be.-included here. 

At 27:10 i n the post-conference, supervisor 'D' comes back to 

probe 'P's use of d i r e c t i o n s for a sub-group a c t i v i t y , , a topic she had 

t r i e d unsuccessfully to address at 12:46. This time, however, the 

supervisee i s ready to t a l k and volunteers h i s analysis of the data: 

P: It seems to me that I may have gone on too long [with the 
d i r e c t i o n s ] . In order to make things quite c l e a r , I may have 
been overdwelling on them (Conference dialogue, 27:41-27:53). 

This prompts the following thoughts i n supervisor 'D's mind: 

I agreed with that wholeheartedly i n my mind ... overdwelling 
was a good phrase. I had a c t u a l l y gone through and written down for 
myself each d i f f e r e n t sentence or group of sentences 'P' used to 
describe each question and I didn't give that to him e a r l i e r on, I 
had done i t mostly for myself as part of my analysis, I didn't at 
t h i s point want to whip i t out and say, look you said t h i s four 
ways here for question number one, you said question two four 
d i f f e r e n t ways; because I f e l t that i f I did that I would be whipping 
out a hidden agenda and I didn't want him to f e e l that I had a l o t 
of things l u r k i n g back i n the corner that I was going to pop out at 
him (Supervisor thought processes, 27:45; 27:53, D-P post-conference 
#1). 

Although she i s , at t h i s point, s t i l l engaging i n probing for 

supervisee c l a r i f i c a t i o n and i n s i g h t , supervisor 'D' here exposes her 

reasons for "pressing" the supervisee on the issue of h i s d i r e c t i o n s . 

The "press", however, does not begin u n t i l , through probing, 'D' 

ascertains an opportune opening. This occurs when supervisee''P' alludes 

to w r i t i n g the d i r e c t i o n s on the board: 
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I wrote them up on the board I think that maybe with students at 
t h i s l e v e l , to have said them twice was enough (Conference 
dialogue, 28:01-28:13, D-P post-conference #1). 

'D's thought here confirms that a "press" i s about to begin: 

Now he mentioned the w r i t i n g i t up on the board and I was curious 
to know i f we would ever discuss that because I know that I myself 
would have suggested to him that, i f he; were one of my student 
teachers for sure, "you might have written that up on the board much 
e a r l i e r than you d i d " (Supervisor thought processes, 28:13, D-P 
post-conference #1). 

Quickly 'D' seizes the opportunity: 

D: Now l e t ' s see (thumbing through data notes), you wrote t h i s on 
the board ...? (both 'D' and 'P' become engrossed i n the data) 
(Conference dialogue, 28:13-28:20, D-P post-conference #1). 

and simultaneously processes the following thought: 

I knew I was being very d i r e c t i v e then, I wanted him to get that 
out about the timing of w r i t i n g the di r e c t i o n s on the board 
(Supervisor thought processes, 28:20, D-P post-conference #1). 

Supervisor 'P' then i s "pressed" into examining when the di r e c t i o n s f i r s t 

went on the board: 

P: Well, f i r s t of a l l I said i t , then I rephrased i t , which was a 
second time ... 

D: I t wasn't u n t i l quite l a t e , i n f a c t , that i t did go up on the 
board (Conference dialogue, 28:20-28:35). 

i n which the d i r e c t i o n s f o r the i n i t i a l a c t i v i t y had been deliveredj . 
Although I'd read the data-notes over beforehand, i t didn't h i t me 
that I possibly hadn't used i n s t r u c t i o n a l time as w e l l as I could 
have done when giving the i n i t i a l i n s t r u c t i o n s f o r the f i r s t a c t i v i t y . 
It was only thinking through 'D's question that I came to that in s i g h t 
and I thought, that's r e a l l y good, I'm glad I've been able to have 
that pointed out ... 

I remember here thinking, yes, she's pointing i t out, that i s the 
r e a l cause [not putting the d i r e c t i o n s on the board u n t i l late] and 
yet she's doing i t i n such a nice way, I can't take offence at that 
at a l l , and i t ' s r e a l l y prodding me to the further i n s i g h t that the 
reason why I took so much time over the d i r e c t i o n s was because I 
didn't write i t on the blackboard simultaneously with giving the 
f i r s t l o t of i n s t r u c t i o n s ; I was extremely l a t e i n thinking about 

At t h i s point, a look of recognition comes across 'P's face, a 

phenomenon which h i s thoughts help to explain: 

I remember that t h i s came as a s t a r t l i n g i n s i g h t to me 
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that [writing on blackboardj as an approach to take and 'D' has led 
me towards that i n s i g h t (Supervisee thought processes, 28:27; 28:35, 
D-P post-conference #1). 

These thoughts immediately precede 'P's conference acknowledgement of an 

i n s t r u c t i o n a l omission: 

P: Yes, I have to confess something there, I forgot about putting i t 
on the board; i t should have gone on the board when I was doing 
i t the f i r s t time. 

D: (determinedly at 28:51) Why? 
P: Because that way I'm saying i t , they're seeing i t , so they have 

two ways of processing the d i r e c t i o n s the f i r s t time, then I 
would only have needed to r e i n f o r c e i t once. By f o r g e t t i n g about 
i t — i t was l i k e a bo l t that suddenly h i t me, I'm taking away from 
my own c l a r i t y h ere—you see, I'd gone over i t three times before 
I put i t on the board, whereas I should have started o f f standing 
up, describing the scenario and putting the notes on the board 
at tbe same time and then I only needed to go over i t once more 
(Conference dialogue, 28:35-29:47, D-P post-conference #1). 

At 28:51, the supervisor "press" i s extended. Because of the 

growing supervisory r e l a t i o n s h i p , the supervisee welcomes the "press": 

Now i n the past, i f 'D' had said "why" i n the straightforward 
manner that she did, I would have f e l t a l i t t l e b i t uneasy or maybe 
even perplexed, but here our r e l a t i o n s h i p has become such a good one 
where she has led me to the point of r e a l i z i n g that that i s the 
question that has to be answered [why put the d i r e c t i o n s on the board 
earlier?} , and I don't mind her putting the question so b r i e f l y and 
straightforwardly as that; i n f a c t , I'm glad because i t was a l l part 
of leading me to the i n s i g h t [about the use of d i r e c t i o n s and how they 
could be improved] and I want her to be straightforward at t h i s point 
(Supervisee thought processes, 28:55, D-P post-conference #1). 

For the next two minutes the conference i n t e r a c t i o n focuses on 

the questions of when and why the d i r e c t i o n s became clear to the students. 

At 31:58, however, 'D' recharges the "press" as she d i r e c t s the discussion 

to what the data notes may have further to say about the supervisee's 

d i r e c t i o n s . The supervisor's r e f u s a l to r e l i n q u i s h the attempt to expand 

'P's understanding of h i s teaching performance into areas of knowledge 

to which he i s apparently b l i n d bears r e s u l t s : 

P: Yes, I'm j u s t thinking, i n f a c t , that i t may w e l l be, i t ' s only 
j u s t struck me, that the number of times I went over the 
d i r e c t i o n s at the beginning was a contributing factor to the 
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lack of time I experienced. 
('D's reaction at t h i s point, 32:36, i s to exclaim "ah, ah" i n a 
voice that suggests she has j u s t r e a l i z e d i t too, when, according to 
her thought processes, she had known a l l along). 
P: That would have contributed to the s l i g h t degree of anxiety that 

was going on in s i d e me (Conference dialogue, 32:34-32:43). 

At 32:36 both supervisor and supervisee process thoughts r e l a t i n g to the 

outcome of the "press". Where 'P' i s taken aback by h i s enlightenment, 

supervisor 'D' i s delighted that the supervisee had pinpointed the major 

shortcoming of h i s i n s t r u c t i o n : 

Again, that was something that j u s t came 1to me as an ins i g h t 
that my taking so much time over the directions, at the beginning may 
have accounted for the pressure of time I f e l t during the a c t i v i t y 
and from 'D's reaction, i t appears that i t had j u s t come to her too. 
A l l of these kinds of experiences are contributing to making me, at 
l e a s t , f e e l that the conference i s a s a t i s f y i n g encounter (Supervisee 
thought processes, 32:36). 

I f e l t a r e a l joy that you had come to the observation that the 
number of times the d i r e c t i o n s were gone over contributed to the 
shortage of time during the ensuing a c t i v i t y (Supervisor thought 
processes, 32:36). 

The discussion continues to focus on the supervisee's uneasiness, and 

the r e l a t i o n s h i p between t h i s phenomenon and the noted shortage of time. 

At 33:28 the supervisee suddenly recognizes that h i s propensity for 

becoming d i d a c t i c occurs when he i s pressured by a shortage of time which 

causes him anxiety and a f f e c t s the smoothness of the lesson flow. 

For approximately s i x minutes, then, supervisor 'D' has "pressed" 

the supervisee towards deeper i n s i g h t into h i s teaching performance. Not 

content merely to inform 'P' that the time l o s t i n repeating d i r e c t i o n s 

at the beginning of the lesson compounded h i s problem of breaking away 

from a teacher-centred didacticism, supervisor 'D' induced the supervisee 

to think i t through for himself. To do so, however, required more than 

an emphasis on f a c i l i t a t i n g ; supervisor 'D' has also "pressed" 'P' beyond 

his current l e v e l of understanding. If the c l i n i c a l supervision process 
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i s to make s i g n i f i c a n t breakthroughs i n supervisee learning and e f f e c t 

a p o s i t i v e impact on classroom teaching performance, then the concept of 

supervisor "press" would seem to be an important one to consider. 

As an exploration procedure, however, supervisor "press" would 

appear only to be e f f e c t i v e when i t i s accompanied by a further feature 

pe c u l i a r to more abstract functioning supervisors, namely, the a b i l i t y 

to withhold expertise but not supportiveness. 

Withholding expertise but not support. Bringing rigour into the 

a n a l y t i c a l process would be r e l a t i v e l y straightforward, were i t not for 

the emphasis on freeing communication, i . e . , increasing supervisee autonomy 

rather than decreasing i t , that c l i n i c a l supervision espouses. To combine 

e f f e c t i v e l y a n a l y t i c a l rigour with the r o l e of f a c i l i t a t o r would seem to 

require a further exploration procedure, that of supervisors withholding 

t h e i r expertise but not t h e i r support. This procedure involved super

v i s o r s i n d e l i b e r a t e l y acting as i f the supervisees knew much more than 

they did and i n s t r a t e g i c a l l y communicating that the supervisees possessed 

the information and a n a l y t i c a l a b i l i t y that were c r i t i c a l for deriving 

new insights into the teaching process. At the same time as withholding 

t h e i r a n a l y t i c a l expertise and c r i t i c a l feedback, however, supervisors 

were c a r e f u l to provide, through a jud i c i o u s mix of verbal and nonverbal 

behaviour, a supportive atmosphere i n which supervisees could analyse 

t h e i r i n s t r u c t i o n a l performance. This procedure d i d not amount to super

v i s o r s withdrawing t h e i r expertise; on the contrary, t h e i r expertise was 

always a v a i l a b l e so that the "heterogeneity ... nurtured i n ... the 

i n t e r a c t i o n of unequal l e v e l s of competence and d i s s i m i l a r competencies" 

which "constitutes one of i t s [ c l i n i c a l supervision's] p r i n c i p a l strengths" 

(Cogan, 1973, p. 68) a c t u a l l y occurred. Rather, supervisory a n a l y t i c a l 
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expertise presented i t s e l f i n exploratory questioning, not i n didacticism. 

This exploration procedure occurred when, during a "press", super

v i s o r 'D' i n t e n t i o n a l l y conveyed to the supervisee that he knew more than 

she did and possessed the information e s s e n t i a l for fresh understandings 

into the teaching process. At the same time as reporting withholding her 

expertise i n the area of a n a l y s i s , 'D' was always c a r e f u l to provide a 

supportive atmosphere i n which 'P' could appraise h i s i n s t r u c t i o n a l 

performance. She was so e f f e c t i v e i n t h i s p a r t i c u l a r form of exploration 

that, on two occasions during the "press" reported above, supervisee 'P' 

was convinced that the in s i g h t he had acquired was also new to 'D': 

When 'D' s a i d — t h a t ' s a good p o i n t — I suddenly r e a l i z e d that we 
were both coming to an i n s i g h t , and that I found a tremendous 
experience, i t r e a l l y made the whole process seem worthwhile. We 
were both learning as a r e s u l t of t h i s probing and questioning and 
having to a r t i c u l a t e things which previously had j u s t been t a c i t 
knowledge (Supervisee thought processes, 29:47, D-P post-conference 
#1). 

'P' mistakenly thinks that h i s insi g h t about the need to issue d i r e c t i o n s 

v e r b a l l y and v i s u a l l y at the same time had not entered the supervisor's 

mind, when, i n f a c t , 'D' had used a c a r e f u l l y devised strategy to bring 

him to that understanding. 

The supervisee's perceptions are once again misinformed immediately 

a f t e r he has, at 32:36, pinpointed what 'D' considered to be the major 

shortcoming of the whole lesson: 

Again, that was something that j u s t came to me as an in s i g h t that 
my taking so much time over the d i r e c t i o n s at the beginning may have 
accounted f o r the pressure of time I f e l t during the a c t i v i t y and from 
'D's reaction, i t appears that i t had ju s t come to her too. A l l of 
these kinds.of experiences are contributing to making me, at l e a s t , 
f e e l that the conference i s a s a t i s f y i n g encounter (Supervisee thought 
processes, 32:36, D-P post-conference #1). 

Unbeknown to 'P', supervisor 'D' had intended to bring him to t h i s 

appraisal ever since the analysis and strategy phase of the c l i n i c a l c ycle. 
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Yet she has done i t i n a way where the supervisee thinks the learning i s 

t r u l y c o l l a b o r a t i v e . By withholding her own expertise as an analyst of 

teaching-learning s i t u a t i o n s but f o s t e r i n g supportive supervision con

d i t i o n s , she has f a c i l i t a t e d the supervisee's discovery of aspects of h i s 

i n s t r u c t i o n a l performance that could stand improvement. 

Sharing Feedback: Pre-conference Agreement Focus 

On occasion, supervisors 'A' and 'D' departed from t h e i r r e l i a n c e 

on exploration procedures to share feedback d i r e c t l y with /their supervisees, 

whenever t h i s occurred, two aspects were noticeable: f i r s t , the focus of 

such feedback was always the pre-conference agreement concerns that 'L' 

and 'P' had r a i s e d , and second, supervisors 'A' and 'D' reported r e s o r t i n g 

to informing d i r e c t l y only i f they sensed that t h e i r exploration pro

cedures were not going to be e f f e c t i v e i n bringing a point home to the 

supervisee. This contrasted with supervisors 'B' and ' C , who reported 

i n t e r p r e t i n g t h e i r r o l e as c l i n i c a l supervisors i n terms of an emphasis on 

sharing feedback with l i t t l e reference to v i a b l e exploration procedures. 

MORE CONCRETE FUNCTIONING SUPERVISORS 

Supervisors 'B' and 'C' placed a strong emphasis on the pre-

conference agreement when giving feedback. Unlike 'A' and 'D', however, 

t h e i r attempts at exploration were often inappropriate and t h e i r giving 

of c r i t i c a l feedback sometimes.foundered because of unexpected d i f f i c u l t i e s . 

Inappropriate Exploration Techniques 

Two v a r i a t i o n s on the same theme presented themselves i n the 

t r a n s c r i p t s of conferences conducted by supervisors 'B' and 'C': on the 

one hand, the supervisors were given to bifurcated judgments, causing a 
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p r o l i f e r a t i o n of what Good and Brophy (1978, pp. 363-364) describe as 

yes-no or simple choice questions that often seemed to f r u s t r a t e t h e i r 

exploration purposes; on the other hand, they would sometimes make use 

of an open-ended question i n s i t u a t i o n s that required a s p e c i f i c focus. 

Supervisor use of yes-no questions instead of probing. Several 

instances of 'B' and 'C' using yes-no questions have been documented i n 

Chapters 5 and 6; indeed, Chapter 5 shows 'C' employing a s e r i e s of such 

questions, between 7:25 and 7:54 during h i s f i r s t post-conference with 

supervisee '0', that thwart rather than f a c i l i t a t e c o l l a b o r a t i v e 

exploration. Supervisor 'B' used yes-no questions inappropriately four 

times i n h i s conferencing with 'M' (pre-conference #1, 3:01, 5:45, 6:08; 

post-conference #1, 5:30); supervisor 'C' evidenced t h i s tendency s i x 

times In h i s two conferences with '0' (post-conference #1, 1:20, 5:14, 

7:25; post-conference #2, 3:11, 3:33, 9:20); and supervisor 'B' exhibited 

t h i s pattern of four occasions i n h i s cycle with 'N' (pre-conference #2, 

1:33, 2:34, 10:19; post-conference #2, 0:27). Since Chapter 5 contains 

many examples of 'B' and 'C f r u s t r a t i n g t h e i r exploration purposes with 

supervisees 'M' and '0', and Chapter 6 includes d e t a i l e d i l l u s t r a t i o n s 

of t h i s pattern i n B-M pre-conference #1, and C-0 post-conference #1, only 

the instances from 'B's i n t e r a c t i n g with supervisee 'N' w i l l be included 

here. 

At the beginning of B-N pre-conference #2, the supervisor poses 

such questions at 1:33 and 2:34, when h i s purpose of f a c i l i t a t i n g super

visee expression of lesson plans and concerns could have been better 

served by open-ended ones. An i l l u s t r a t i o n of t h i s would be to transform 

h i s questions of 1:33—"So review i s going to happen at the board?" and 

"during review w i l l students be i n t h e i r s e a t s ? " — i n t o more supportive 
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and f a c i l i t a t i n g forms of inquiry, e.g., "could you describe for me what 

w i l l be happening during review?", and then guide the focus towards 

l o c a t i o n and teacher expectations for students. There are times when i t 

i s inappropriate for a supervisor to pose open-ended questions but such 

times r a r e l y present themselves so early i n a pre-conference. At t h i s 

point, however, supervisor 'B's exploration purpose i s not f r u s t r a t e d 

because supervisee 'N' chooses to address the s p i r i t of the question rather 

than answering yes or no and r e d i r e c t i n g the conference focus. This i s i n 

contrast to supervisee 'M's dealings with 'B' and also supervisee '0's 

conferencing with 'C' where both supervisees tended to answer the question 

d i r e c t l y and, during the ensuing momentary s i l e n c e , changed the topic for 

discussion. The r e g u l a r i t y with which t h i s occurred i s more l i k e l y to be 

put down to 'M' and '0' thinking there was nothing more to be said on the 

question rather than deliberate obstruction on t h e i r part. Supervisee 'N', 

however, i s , at the beginning of her cycle with 'B', functioning at a 

moderately high conceptual l e v e l and t h i s , more than any other f a c t o r , 

probably accounts for her a b i l i t y to look beyond the wording of the ques

t i o n to the supervisor's exploratory intent. 

What 'N' i s capable of i n the f i r s t minutes of the cycle does not, 

however, l a s t for long. Gradually and, to 'N', imperceptibly, supervisor 

'B's influence appears to obtrude the supervisee's thinking and, becoming 

less open to the rigour of the c l i n i c a l supervision process, she exper

iences a lowering i n her conceptual functioning l e v e l . Correspondingly, 

'B's yes-no question issued at 10:09 i n the pre-conference i s answered 

d i r e c t l y because 'N' i s , by t h i s time, di s p l a y i n g increasing aspects of 

counterdependence: 

B: Now I'm going to be i n there charting, are you going to treat 
them as i f I wasn't there? 
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N: Yes ( s i t t i n g up s t i f f l y ) , and i f Wayne or Dion hassles too much, 
t h e y ' l l go r i g h t out of the room. No, t h e r e ' l l be no difference 
i n that way (Conference dialogue, 10:09-10:17, B-N pre-conference 
#2). 

Supervisor 'B's thought processes at 10:09 and again at 10:17 reveal 

how determined and almost defiant 'N's answer i s here. 'B' suggests he 

has always found her to be nervous during observation, which he puts 

down to the supervisee's fear of evaluation and not to h i s p a r t i c u l a r 

s t y l e , and he reports having had discussions with 'N' on previous occasions 

about her ej e c t i n g students and h i s d i s l i k e of such a d i s c i p l i n e t a c t i c . 

When, early i n the post-conference, supervisor 'B' again displays 

his propensity for asking a simple choice question instead of a probing 

one, supervisee 'N' answers i t i n a way that thwarts 'B's exploration 

intent: 

B: Was i t a normal day? 
N: No! OK, the lesson and that was but the interruptions weren't 

and the excitement was higher than normal with the cake s e l l i n g . 
B: Do you think i t met what you were planning to do? 
N: Yes, that a l l happened (Conference dialogue, 0:00-0:27, B-N 

post-conference #2). 

Supervisor 'B's inappropriate use of yes-no questions gives the post-

conference an unfortunate beginning. Not only does 'N' maintain as early 

as twenty-seconds into the conference that the lesson met a l l her planning 

expectation, but she then r e d i r e c t s the focus, making i t doubly d i f f i c u l t 

for the supervisor to engage her i n any form of lesson a p p r a i s a l . Had 

'B' simply asked—"how did the lesson go today?"—he might have found i t 

easier to f a c i l i t a t e a c o l l a b o r a t i v e analysis of 'N's teaching performance. 

Supervisor use of open question when s p e c i f i c focus required. 

The use of yes-no questions when the s i t u a t i o n c a l l e d for supervisor 

probing characterized the attempted exploration procedures of supervisors 

'B' and ' C . This was not, however, the only kind of inappropriate 
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questioning techniques used by 'B'; he also used, an open-ended question 

when the s i t u a t i o n c a l l e d f o r one that focussed the supervisee's thinking. 

During h i s f i r s t pre-conference with supervisee 'M', 'B' appears 

consumed by h i s concern for teacher behaviour. At 3:01 supervisor 'B' 

experiences some f r u s t r a t i o n because the supervisee i s not a r t i c u l a t i n g 

what h i s ('M's) classroom behaviour w i l l be. The supervisor attempts to 

focus 'M', however, with a yes-no question about teacher behaviour which 

the supervisee simply answers i n the a f f i r m a t i v e , thus permitting him to 

return to t a l k i n g about h i s expectations for student performance and 

behaviour. 

At 3:57, supervisor 'B' switches the focus to the Grade 6 students 

and t h e i r i n s t r u c t i o n . His thought at th i s juncture indicates an 

objective of f i n d i n g out "what h i s behaviour i s going to be" (Supervisor 

thought processes, 3:57, B-M pre-conference #1), but 'B' e f f e c t s t h i s 

refocusing with the open-ended question: "what about the Grade 6's?" 

(Conference dialogue, 3:57). Because supervisor 'B' wishes the supervisee 

to focus on teacher behaviour, t h i s open-ended question seems inapprop

r i a t e for i t does not guide 'M' to that s p e c i f i c t o p i c . The supervisee 

responds by t a l k i n g about the marker's duties with the Grade 6's and then 

becomes sidetracked t a l k i n g about a worksheet he w i l l use with these 

students once he has f i n i s h e d with the Grade 5's. In other words, the 

supervisee does not address the focus desired by supervisor 'B' because 

he, 'M', seems to be unaware of 'B's objective. This, i n turn, arises 

from supervisor 'B's choice of open-ended question,, which does not 

deli m i t the focus of discussion. As a consequence, supervisor 'B' reports 

experiencing as much f r u s t r a t i o n a f t e r using an open-ended question as he 

does a f t e r posing yes-no questions. This stems from the f a c t that, i n 
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both instances, the choice of question technique was inappropriate f o r 

what the supervisor intended. 

D i f f i c u l t i e s i n Giving C r i t i c a l Feedback 

While supervisors 'A' and 'D' generally gave feedback through use 

of c a r e f u l l y devised exploration procedures, supervisors 'B' and 'C' 

tended to emphasize the d i r e c t giving of c r i t i c a l feedback according to 

the concerns that constituted the pre-conference agreement. Although a l l 

four supervisors conducted the post-conference with the observation 

agreement as i t s - f o c u s , supervisors 'B' and 'C' did not appear to c u l t i 

vate a c o l l a b o r a t i v e a p praisal of the lesson. In giving feedback d i r e c t l y , 

however, they made use of untrue statements, confounded a straightforward 

issue and f o r f e i t e d opportunities for supportiveness through "stimulus 

boundedness". 

Supervisor use of untrue statements to disarm c o r r e c t i v e feedback. 

During h i s f i r s t cycle with '0', supervisor 'C' i s concerned about the 

supervisee's group co n t r o l and the consequent student i n a t t e n t i o n . At 

9:30 'C' asks '0' what she would do next time to ensure that the students 

were not i n a t t e n t i v e and her group co n t r o l was better. For seven seconds, 

the supervisee i s s i l e n t . During t h i s period, she reports i n her thought 

processes, she wanted to ask her supervisor what he would suggest, for 

she senses that he has some d e f i n i t e ideas f o r improvement. Because she 

does not f e e l the freedom to ask her supervisor any questions, however, 

'0' makes two suggestions i n a very uncertain voice. Almost as i f he has 

read her mind, supervisor 'C' counters by saying that he has no suggestions, 

he merely wants '0' to a r t i c u l a t e t a c t i c s with which she would be comfort

able. This statement appears to disarm the cor r e c t i v e feedback i n as f a r 
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as i t implies that the remedies f o r improving '0's group control are not 

obvious to an outside observer. The intent behind t h i s statement i s 

understandable; 'C' reported wanting to stimulate i n s t r u c t i o n a l analysis 

and forward planning i n the supervisee and he knows that she w i l l be unable 

to do t h i s i f the feedback on.her group control devastates her confidence. 

But such a strategy requires consistency. 'C's c r e d i b i l i t y i s severely 

damaged at 10:02 when he proceeds to l i s t the things that supervisee '0' 

should incorporate into her next lesson. Although 'C's intent was laud

able, h i s i n t e r a c t i o n with supervisee '0' i s plagued by '0's constant 

t r y i n g to fig u r e out what he as supervisor wants her to say. I t would 

appear, then that the t a c t i c of using an untrue statement to disarm 

c o r r e c t i v e feedback merely serves to re i n f o r c e t h i s state of a f f a i r s . 

A few seconds a f t e r t h i s incident, when bringing the conference 

to a close, supervisor 'C succumbs to t h i s temptation again: 

C: I think the lesson was well handled. The only thing a f f e c t i n g 
i t was the fac t that some of the children weren't attending and 
because of that, I mean i t wasn't a r e f l e c t i o n on your teaching  
but the f a c t of control was somewhat lacking (Conference 
(dialogue, 10:41-10:52, C-0 post-conference #1). 

Concerned that the thrust of h i s cor r e c t i v e feedback about group co n t r o l 

does not rob the supervisee of her confidence as a classroom teacher, 

supervisor 'C' issues the underlined statement above. I t cannot comp

l e t e l y disarm the e f f e c t s of the feedback, however, because i t simply i s 

not true. Group control i s not d i s t i n c t from but very much a c e n t r a l 

part of the teaching process ( p a r t i c u l a r l y i n the mind of a student 

teacher). This does l i t t l e , then, to i n s t i l l confidence i n the super

visee; i t merely exposes the d i f f i c u l t y 'C' has i n combining the 

supportive atmosphere c h a r a c t e r i s t i c of c l i n i c a l supervision with the 

giving of c r i t i c a l feedback. 
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Supervisor 'B' fares l i t t l e better than 'C' i n t h i s regard. 

During the f i r s t post-conference with supervisee 'M', 'B' i s attempting, 

unsuccessfully, to bring the supervisee to see that h i s d i r e c t i o n s for 

the Grade 6 a c t i v i t y were unclear. Indeed, the supervisee maintains that 

they must have been c l e a r since he checked for understanding the two 

students whom supervisor 'B' l e a s t expected to grasp what had been said 

and they knew what to do. Half a minute l a t e r at 6:27, 'B' brings the 

focus back to 'M's d i r e c t i o n s . This prompts the supervisee to ask ''.B1 

d i r e c t l y i f the d i r e c t i o n s were clear enough. Because he recognizes 'M's 

need for reinforcement ( v e r i f i e d i n h i s thought processes at 6:28), 

supervisor 'B' t r i e s to give i t to the supervisee: " I t seems to me that 

they were able to do i t " (Conference dialogue, 6:28-6:31). This s t a t e 

ment, however, gives the supervisee the impression that the d i r e c t i o n s 

were c l e a r . Confronted by a d i r e c t question, supervisor 'B' has neither 

answered i t honestly nor given 'M' the c r i t i c a l feedback that he has 

requested. Not s u r p r i s i n g l y , the supervisee verbalizes that the 

d i r e c t i o n s could not r e a l l y have been a r t i c u l a t e d i n any other way and 

'B' shows his f r u s t r a t i o n nonverbally. 

Supervisor 'B' then decides to t e l l the supervisee. "There were 

a couple of things that I worried about at the time, but i t didn't seem  

to cause a problem" (Conference dialogue, 6:28-6:34). Because supervisor 

'B's thoughts at 6:28 i n d i c a t e that he considered the d i r e c t i o n s as a 

problem i n that they caused the supervisee to lose a l o t of i n s t r u c t i o n a l 

time, the underlined statement above i s both unnecessary and untrue. The 

intent i s indeed to r e i n f o r c e the supervisee at a time when 'B' i s 

beginning to cudgel 'M's brain with c r i t i c a l feedback. But i t merely 

confuses the supervisee a l l the more who cannot understand why something 
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that "didn't seem to cause a problem" should continually be brought up 

i n the discussion. C l e a r l y , i f the d i r e c t i o n s "didn't seem to cause a 

problem", then supervisor 'B' could have dropped the issue when the 

supervisee did not recognize the hint that they could be improved i n some 

way. As i t stands, t h i s incident i s a further example of a more concrete 

functioning supervisor attempting to be supportive by disarming the thrust 

of c o r r e c t i v e feedback but re s o r t i n g to the use of untrue statements i n 

the process. The immediate consequence i s supervisee confusion; u l t i 

mately, however, i t breeds mistrust and an unwillingness i n the supervisee 

to accept and i n t e r n a l i z e any form of feedback. 

Supervisor confounding of straightforward issue. When dealing 

with the c r i t i c a l feedback pertaining to 'M's d i r e c t i o n s , 'B' succeeds i n 

confounding an issue that was, i n f a c t , straightforward to the supervisee: 

B: There were a couple of things that I worried about at the time 
but i t didn't seem to cause a problem. 

('B' then repeats the d i r e c t i o n s about the s c i s s o r s as they were said 
c h r o nologically by 'M'). 
B: 1) You're going to have to have s c i s s o r s — a n d a l l the students 

started digging i n t h e i r desks for s c i s s o r s — a n d 2) but before 
you get your s c i s s o r s ('M' here emits a laugh as i f he has had a 
sudden insi g h t ) you're going to have to make ... and then you 
started showing them what they had to do with the s c i s s o r s . 

M: Oh. 
B: I wasn't quite sure at that point i f some would be taken up with 

fin d i n g t h e i r s c i s s o r s that they wouldn't l i s t e n to the second 
i n s t r u c t i o n . 

M: So I probably should have mentioned that [ d i r e c t i o n //]f] l a s t . 
B: Possibly. The students don't need the materials before they 

know what they're doing. (Tentatively) Does that seem to make 
sense? I t seemed to work today, though. 

M: That's because I probably r e a l i z e d what I'd done, I cut r i g h t i n 
and got them into the assignment (Conference dialogue, 6:28-8:10). 

Two times the supervisee proposes a straightforward s o l u t i o n to the 

dilemma caused by h i s d i r e c t i o n s , namely, that he should have reversed 

the order. A f t e r the f i r s t time, supervisor 'B' says "possibly" and goes 

on to t e l l 'M' about the timing of materials d i s t r i b u t i o n . In other 



333 

words, 'B' i s too engrossed i n his own t r a i n of thought to recognize 

that the supervisee has seen h i s mistake. One possible explanation for 

t h i s i s that supervisor 'B' was not expecting 'M' to come to t h i s i n s i g h t 

so soon. A f t e r the f r u s t r a t i o n he experienced with the supervisee 

thinking h i s d i r e c t i o n s were appropriately formulated, 'B' seems so intent 

on t e l l i n g 'M' that he misses the fac t that the supervisee has already 

r e a l i z e d the point. 

As i f to bring t h i s to supervisor 'B's attention, 'M' seizes the 

opportunity presented by'B's reference to i t working w e l l that day to 

re i n f o r c e what he had previously s a i d . But he adds a s i g n i f i c a n t piece 

of i n f o r m a t i o n — t h a t he r e a l i z e d during the lesson what he had done and 

r e c t i f i e d i t as he was teaching. Supervisor 'B', however, misses t h i s 

point completely i n the conference as he apparently had missed 'M's 

adjusting of the d i r e c t i o n s during the actual lesson. Far from dropping 

the issue the supervisor continues to ta l k about 'M's f a u l t y d i r e c t i o n s 

i n a manner that suggests that he, 'B', i s t r y i n g to make a complex prob

lem i n t e l l i g i b l e to supervisee 'M'. This i s v e r i f i e d by. 'B' i n h i s 

thought processes at 7:51. Although the supervisor sees h i s mistake c~ 

c l e a r l y during the stimulated r e c a l l session, he did not recognize what 

he was doing at a time when he could have corrected i t . 

He's already solved i t , that part, you know, what was said there. 
So i t worked with him, he solved i t even more simply than I did, but 
I don't think I heard him say that, I don't think I heard him s a y — 
"Well, I should probably do that l a s t " — w h i l e we were a c t u a l l y 
s i t t i n g i n the conference (Supervisor thought processes, 7:51, B-M 
post-conference #1). 

The underlined phrase i s the key. Supervisor 'B' has not heard 

and understood statements that are e x p l i c i t l y c l e a r , r e s u l t i n g i n h i s 

confounding an issue that, to the supervisee, was egregiously s t r a i g h t 

forward. 
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Opportunities f o r f e i t e d through "stimulus boundedness". The 

concept of "stimulus boundedness" was f i r s t a r t i c u l a t e d by Kounin (1970). 

He used i t to describe a teacher behaviour that m i l i t a t e d against the 

smoothness of the lesson flow by unnecessarily breaking up students' 

attention i n a way that draws them of f - t a s k , thereby making them a 

p o t e n t i a l d i s c i p l i n e problem. It i s characterized by a teacher who pays 

attention to d e t a i l s that are i r r e l e v a n t , i n t r u s i v e , and often immediate. 

The term i s used i n t h i s study to convey supervisor preoccupation with 

s i m i l a r l y i r r e l e v a n t , i n t r u s i v e and often immediate d e t a i l s i n a manner 

that i n t e r f e r e s with the ongoing analysis of teaching. 

Supervisor 'C's bouts of "stimulus boundedness" i n h i s f i r s t post-

conference with '0' have been documented i n Chapter 6, but the second 

post-conference also contains incidents that i l l u s t r a t e h i s f o r f e i t i n g of 

opportunities to present the supervisee with feedback. One such incident 

occurred between 2:04 and 2:29. 'C has asked '0' how she introduced . 

some ethnic clothing that she used i n the lesson under observation. The 

supervisee recounts how she f i r s t of a l l engaged students i n discussion 

about s p e c i a l days that Canadians celebrate i n order to lead into the 

s p e c i a l boys' and g i r l s ' days (the garments on display were worn on these 

occasions) that are celebrated i n Japan. This i n s t r u c t i o n a l strategy of 

leading students from t h e i r own culture and experience into an unknown:; > 

realm of s o c i a l custom i s not, however, explored by supervisor 'C'. 

Because he i s preoccupied with h i s next point—some p o s i t i v e feedback on 

'O's classroom c o n t r o l — h e merely says "that's a good p a r a l l e l to draw" 

and quickly moves on to t a l k i n g about the supervisee's group management. 

Although 'C's statement represents a reinforcement of s o r t s , the curtness 

with which i t i s expressed suggests a token gesture. As a consequence, a 
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v i a b l e opening f o r giving supervisee '0' supportive feedback i s l o s t and 

the opportune moment does not present i t s e l f again. 

Supervisor 'B' values s i m i l a r action i n his pre-conference with 

'N'. At 9:18, the supervisee makes a suggestion about two students she 

wants 'B' to observe that seems half-way to solving the dilemma she faces. 

She ruminates that they may be p o t e n t i a l d i s c i p l i n e problems because the 

work she gives them i s somewhat tedious andHong. Supervisor 'B', however, 

s t i l l focusing on the previous discussion's thoughts where he was con

vinced that 'N' had pre-judged the; data-chart he had shared with her, 

c u r t a i l s discussion with " l e t ' s wait and see what the pattern i s " . 

I r o n i c a l l y , j u s t as the supervisee i s beginning to speculate that the root 

cause of the problem may l i e i n her i n s t r u c t i o n a l planning, supervisor 'B' 

ends the discussion. When the supervisee appears ready f o r further super

v i s o r probing, 'B' i s preoccupied by 'N's reaction to his handiwork. As 

a consequence, an opportunity to l i n k what the supervisee i s saying here 

with what he ( i n h i s thought processes at 9:18) has suspected a l l a l o n g — 

namely, that i t i s something i n her teaching behaviour that i s at f a u l t — 

i s f o r f e i t e d because of supervisor 'B's i n a b i l i t y to transcend the 

immediate (and i r r e l e v a n t ) thoughts that f i l l h i s mind. 

SUMMARY 

General patterns of thought and behaviour derived from the data 

contained i n tr a n s c i p t s of conferencing dialogue and p a r t i c i p a n t thought 

processes were reported i n this-chapter. Supervisee appreciation of the 

interpersonal r e l a t i o n s h i p appeared to be characterized more p o s i t i v e l y 

by 'L' and 'P' than by 'M', 'N' and '0'. Since 'L' and 'P' were super

visees of supervisors 'A' and 'D', a comparison between more abstract 
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and more concrete functioning supervisors was made. 

Supervisors 'A' and 'D' tended to explore the lessons under 

analysis i n a manner where the supervisees entered into the analysis of 

teaching as colleagues. As such, they employed four kinds of freeing 

questioning s t r a t e g i e s that have been l a b e l l e d as: information-seeking, 

information-giving, d e l i m i t i n g , and guiding questions. In addition, t h e i r 

exploration procedures were characterized by: holding questions i n abey

ance; r e t r i e v i n g relevant questions to be probed; probing for supervisee 

c l a r i f i c a t i o n , analysis and i n s i g h t ; supervisor "press" f o r supervisee 

autonomy; and withholding expertise but not support. Only when they were 

unable to f a c i l i t a t e conjoint lesson appraisal did supervisors 'A' and 

'D' give feedback d i r e c t l y . On these occasions they were c a r e f u l to 

ensure that the feedback was supportive and that i t focussed on the 

concerns contained i n the pre-conference agreement. 

Supervisors 'B' and 'C' tended, i n contrast to 'A' and 'D', to 

focus more on giving c r i t i c a l feedback based on the pre-conference agree

ment rather than on using exploration procedures to f a c i l i t a t e supervisee 

a n a l y s i s . Their attempts at exploration were generally characterized by 

inappropriate but p r o l i f i c use of yes-no questions and by use of open-

ended questions when the supervisor intended a s p e c i f i c focus. In giving 

feedback both supervisors encountered d i f f i c u l t i e s ; to disarm the e f f e c t s 

of c o r r e c t i v e feedback, supervisors 'B' and 'C' made use of statements 

that were untrue; i n wishing to make the complexities of the teaching pro

cess i n t e l l i g i b l e to the supervisee, 'B' confounded an issue that was 

straightforward; and both 'B' and 'C' f o r f e i t e d through "stimulus bounded

ness" opportunities to render c r i t i c a l feedback when t h e i r respective 

supervisees appeared to be open to r e c e i v i n g i t . 



Chapter 9 

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, IMPLICATIONS AND 
TENTATIVE RECOMMENDATIONS 

SUMMARY 

Despite c l i n i c a l supervision's apparent popularity and i t s claim 

as "a method which meets the c r i t e r i o n of best e x i s t i n g p r a c t i c e " (Cogan, 

1961, p. 12), empirical "research on i n - c l a s s supervision as a s p e c i f i c 

area i s ... inadequate" ( S u l l i v a n , 1980, pp. 14-15). This exploratory 

research was conducted, then, to contribute to empirical knowledge about 

the c l i n i c a l supervision process. 

Problems and Purposes 

Because there i s i n s u f f i c i e n t empirical knowledge about the 

c l i n i c a l approach, attempts at t e s t i n g i t s effectiveness have proved 

problematic. Despite t h i s , many writers expound the model's d e s i r a b i l i t y 

and suggest that c l i n i c a l supervision provides f o r supervisory adaptation 

to supervisee needs. Yet we know l i t t l e about how f l e x i b l e and adaptable 

c l i n i c a l supervisors are to the needs of the teachers with whom they 

i n t e r a c t and no previous research has investigated how supervisors 

diagnose and influence supervisee a c q u i s i t i o n of a l t e r n a t i v e teaching 

behaviours. 

The basic purpose of the study was to explore the c l i n i c a l 

supervision r e l a t i o n s h i p i n a n a t u r a l i s t i c s e t t i n g . An understanding of 

how supervisors "read" interpersonal i n t e r a c t i o n and " f l e x " to super

visee personal and professional needs i n the i n t e n s i t y of the c l i n i c a l 
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conference, together with a grasp of how supervisees exert " p u l l " on 

supervisors as they enter into a c o l l e g i a l r e l a t i o n s h i p , was regarded as 

prerequisite to developing a p r a c t i c a l theory of c l i n i c a l supervision. 

In i n v e s t i g a t i n g how c l i n i c a l supervision p a r t i c i p a n t s r e l a t e d 

to each other during the conference, the following topics were addressed: 

(1) the nature of verbal communication during conference i n t e r a c t i o n , 

(2) the nature of the information processing approach used by p a r t i c i p a n t s , 

with p a r t i c u l a r reference to the s t r u c t u r a l v a r i a t i o n s observable i n t h e i r 

dialogue and thought processes, and (3) the i n t e r r e l a t i o n s h i p s observable 

between overt and covert p a r t i c i p a n t conference behaviour. 

This i n v e s t i g a t i o n of c l i n i c a l supervision p a r t i c i p a n t s ' 

conceptual functioning was predicated on a view of the supervisor as "a 

teacher of teachers" (Mosher and Purpel, 1972, p. 64) and of "supervision 

as teaching" (Goldhammer et a l . , 1980, p. 27). Because Goldhammer (1969, 

p. 365) maintained that " i t i s the r e l a t i o n s h i p that teaches" and l a t e r , 

Goldhammer et a l . report that "experience and research both suggest that 

p o s i t i v e supervision w i l l not develop unless both the supervisor and the 

c supervisee f e e l authentic a f f e c t i o n f or each other" (1980, p. 204), the 

study attempted to understand how c l i n i c a l supervision p a r t i c i p a n t s 

r e l a t e i n the conference. 

A review of the l i t e r a t u r e and r e l a t e d research found current 

supervision p r a c t i c e to be characterized by fast-paced, fragmented 

a c t i v i t i e s that involved l i t t l e r e f l e c t i o n . The c l i n i c a l model appeared 

to be desirable i n that i t provided opportunities for conceptual-

a n a l y t i c a l thought but empirical knowledge about the process was found 

to be scant. The current l i n k i n research on teaching between conceptual 

l e v e l and teacher f l e x i b i l i t y suggested the usefulness of exploring the 
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p o t e n t i a l i t y of a connection between c l i n i c a l supervision and 

p a r t i c i p a n t s ' conceptual development. 

The conceptual framework for the study integrated Harvey et a l . ' s 

(1961) l e v e l s of conceptual development and supervision conditions with 

l e v e l s of constructive openness that Wallen (1972) suggests influence 

supervisees' conference r o l e behaviour. This int e g r a t i o n included the 

addition of a further supervisee r o l e and a further influence process, 

causing a r e - i n t e g r a t i o n of the possible i n t e r r e l a t i o n s h i p s between 

supervisor influence and supervisee r o l e behaviour that Wallen (1972) 

p o s i t s . 

Methodological Procedures 

This i n v e s t i g a t i o n was an exploratory study using the n a t u r a l i s t i c 

observation method c h a r a c t e r i s t i c of a grounded theory approach, and an 

introspective technique c a l l e d stimulated r e c a l l . 

Four volunteer supervisors, one secondary p r i n c i p a l , one 

elementary p r i n c i p a l , one sponsor teacher and one f a c u l t y adviser, a l l 

previously exposed to the c l i n i c a l approach, p a r t i c i p a t e d i n the project 

with t h e i r respective supervisees. Each supervisor completed two cycles 

of the c l i n i c a l model. With the exception of supervisor 'C' who only 

managed two post-conferences, each supervisor was videotaped conducting 

two pre-conferences and two post-conferences. Fourteen conferences were 

videotaped and subsequently replayed, within twenty-four hours, to both 

p a r t i c i p a n t s at separate times to stimulate t h e i r r e c a l l of the thoughts 

they had processed during conference i n t e r a c t i o n . The p a r t i c i p a n t s ' 

verbal reports of t h e i r conscious thoughts were recorded on audiotape and, 

along with the audiotrack of the videotaped conferences, l a t e r transcibed. 

The t r a n s c r i p t s of conference dialogue and p a r t i c i p a n t thought processes 
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thus represented the p r i n c i p a l data of the study. 

Preactive data were also c o l l e c t e d from a l l p a r t i c i p a n t s on the 

Preactive Behaviour Instrument to rate the l e v e l of constructive openness 

at which p a r t i c i p a n t s thought they would eventually function during the 

conference. In addition, each supervisee completed a b r i e f questionnaire 

designed to characterize the r o l e he or she had adopted i n previous 

supervisory interventions. 

Data Analysis Process 

Each conference was i n i t i a l l y analysed f o r supervisor l e v e l of 

constructive openness. Then t r a n s c r i p t s of conference dialogue and 

pa r t i c i p a n t thought processes were s c r u t i n i z e d many times. Differences 

i n performance appeared to be more r e a d i l y explainable by the " s t r u c t u r a l 

v a r i a t i o n s " rather than the substantive content of pa r t i c i p a n t thoughts 

and conference dialogue. These v a r i a t i o n s occurred as a p a r t i c i p a n t 

d i f f e r e n t i a t e d and integrated the events experienced i n the c l i n i c a l 

supervision process and served as in d i c a t o r s of conceptual functioning 

l e v e l . Low conceptual functioning, i t was found, represents the use of 

" s t a t i c structures with f i x e d r u l e s " while high conceptual functioning 

employs "emergent r u l e s tructures" (Schroder et a l . , 1967, p. 6). 

Analysis of the tra n s c i p t s was ca r r i e d out at two l e v e l s . At a 

micro-level, the t r a n s c r i p t s were coded using ClinSuPICLAS, a s t r u c t u r a l 

v a r i a t i o n s content analysis system based on the thinking of Harvey et a l . , 

(1961), developed s p e c i f i c a l l y for i n t e r p r e t i n g supervision p a r t i c i p a n t 

conference dialogue and i n t e r a c t i v e thoughts. Categorizations for 

supervision p a r t i c i p a n t s i n each conference were then transposed on to a 

0-8 scale, t h e i r accumulative value derived and a conference mean for 

each p a r t i c i p a n t ' s i n t e r a c t i v e conceptual functioning c a l c u l a t e d . A case 



346 

study approach was used to present the micro-level analysis of data i n 

order to i l l u s t r a t e how d i f f e r e n t l e v e l s of conceptual functioning 

affected the supervisory r e l a t i o n s h i p during conference episodes and 

c r i t i c a l i n c idents. 

At a macro-level of analysis, general patterns of thought and 

behaviour were derived from the data t r a n s c r i p t s . This analysis looked 

across conferences for general themes pertaining to high and low con

ceptual functioning. Supervisee appreciation of the interpersonal 

r e l a t i o n s h i p was examined and a comparison effected between the explor

ation procedures and feedback techniques of more abstract and more 

concrete functioning supervisors. 

CONCLUSIONS 

The i n v e s t i g a t i o n of the c l i n i c a l supervision conference 

r e l a t i o n s h i p brought the v a r i a b l e "conceptual functioning l e v e l " to the 

fore and e s s e n t i a l l y rendered two of the research questions a r t i c u l a t e d 

i n Chapter 1 c e n t r a l to the study's i n v e s t i g a t i o n : 2.2) What i s the 

nature of the s t r u c t u r a l v a r i a t i o n s i n each p a r t i c i p a n t ' s conference 

dialogue and i n t e r a c t i v e thought processes? and 2.3) What patterns of 

thought and behaviour generally associate with d i f f e r e n t l e v e l s of 

conceptual functioning i n c l i n i c a l supervision? Because the sample was 

small and not randomly selected, generalizations about the population of 

c l i n i c a l supervisors from which the subjects were drawn cannot be i n f e r r e d 

with c e r t a i n t y . 

S t r u c t u r a l Variations Analysis Findings 

The content analysis for s t r u c t u r a l v a r i a t i o n s i n conference 

dialogue and p a r t i c i p a n t i n t e r a c t i v e thoughts produced findings i n three 
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important areas: i t provided a measure of d i s t i n c t i o n amongst p a r t i c i p a n t s 

according to t h e i r l e v e l of conceptual functioning, i t allowed for a 

tentative estimate of the impact of supervisory intervention along 

c l i n i c a l l i n e s , and indicated the p o s s i b i l i t y of an a s s o c i a t i o n between 

preactive and i n t e r a c t i v e stages of thought and behaviour. 

P a r t i c i p a n t i n t e r a c t i v e conceptual functioning. Two supervisors 

were found to function i n t e r a c t i v e l y at high conceptual l e v e l s while the 

other two were given to concrete thinking and low l e v e l conceptual 

functioning. Although supervisee i n t e r a c t i v e conceptual functioning 

varied according to d i f f e r e n t s i t u a t i o n a l conference constraints, i t also 

associated with the d i f f e r e n t and varying l e v e l s of t h e i r respective 

supervisors. 

The two more abstract functioning supervisors seemed able to 

"read" t h e i r supervisees' needs and the s i t u a t i o n a l constraints i n a way 

that enabled them to " f l e x " upwards or downwards i n t h e i r verbal 

communication to the " p u l l " of supervisee i n i t i a t i v e . The two more 

concrete functioning supervisors, on the other hand, seemed unable to do 

t h i s . Indeed, they did not " f l e x " to the " p u l l " of the supervisee but 

rather the supervisees were compelled to " f l e x " i n the d i r e c t i o n of the 

supervisory " p u l l " . 

Impact of c l i n i c a l supervision. A gradual but marked increase 

i n conceptual functioning over two cycles was noted i n those teachers 

whose supervisors performed i n t e r a c t i v e l y with more abstract conceptual 

functioning. The opposite was the case with supervisees of the more 

concrete functioning supervisors: a reduction i n conceptual l e v e l , 

p a r t i c u l a r l y during post-conferences, was observed. Supervisees of the 
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two more abstract functioning supervisors reported coming to s e l f - d e r i v e d 

ins i g h t s about teaching during conference i n t e r a c t i o n , f e e l i n g at ease 

with the supervisory r e l a t i o n s h i p , and deeming the process a successful 

means of intervention. Supervisees of the more concrete functioning 

supervisors r e c a l l e d experiencing f r u s t r a t i o n with supervisor didacticism, 

discomfort i n the r o l e of supervisee, and were i n d i f f e r e n t to i t s e f f e c t 

iveness i n helping them improve i n s t r u c t i o n . The growth and development 

patterns, evident i n supervisee conceptual functioning and confirmed i n 

t h e i r comments at the end of stimulated r e c a l l sessions, served to 

emphasize that, while high supervisor conceptual functioning c u l t i v a t e d 

a conference atmosphere that encouraged teachers towards p r o f e s s i o n a l and 

responsible independence, low supervisor conceptual functioning generally 

fostered u n r e a l i s t i c dependency or counterdependency i n supervisees i n 

t h i s four-dyad set of cases. 

Preactive and i n t e r a c t i v e associations. Supervision p a r t i c i p a n t 

scores on the Preactive Behaviour Instrument, i . e . , l e v e l s of preactive 

constructive openness, were found to associate with l e v e l s of i n t e r a c t i v e 

constructive openness and conceptual functioning. The a s s o c i a t i o n 

between supervisor l e v e l of preactive constructive openness and i n t e r 

a ctive conceptual functioning was p a r t i c u l a r l y high, perhaps i n d i c a t i v e 

of the interdependence of language and thought that Vygotsky (1962), 

B r i t t o n (1970), Chomsky (1972), Parsons (1974), Custance (1975), and 

Tough (1979) claim i s a fundamental feature of human communication. 

Indeed, supervisors' scores on the Preactive Behaviour Instrument were 

found to have p r e d i c t i v e p o t e n t i a l i n the sense that they anticipated the 

conceptual l e v e l at which supervisors were p o t e n t i a l l y capable of 

functioning rather than rendering an accurate p r e d i c t i o n of actual 
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performance. Because the i n t e r a c t i v e conceptual functioning of super

v i s o r s seemed to be c r i t i c a l i n determining the impact of intervention 

on supervisee growth and development, the Preactive Behaviour Instrument 

might, with further t e s t i n g and refinement, serve a useful diagnostic 

purpose f or c l i n i c a l supervisors. 

General Patterns of Thought and Behaviour 

General patterns of thought and behaviour that associated with 

d i f f e r e n t l e v e l s of conceptual functioning emerged from a macro-level 

analysis of data contained i n t r a n s c r i p t s of conference dialogue and 

pa r t i c i p a n t thought processes. Since supervisee appreciation of the 

interpersonal r e l a t i o n s h i p appeared to be characterized more p o s i t i v e l y 

by those teachers i n t e r a c t i n g with more abstract functioning supervisors, 

a comparison of general patterns associated with more abstract and more 

concrete functioning supervisors was made. Three broad d i s t i n c t i o n s 

were found to involve supervisor questioning s t r a t e g i e s , exploration 

procedures, and the rendering of feedback. 

Questioning s t r a t e g i e s . Four freeing strategies were found to 

characterize the questioning of the more abstract functioning supervisors 

i n a l l t h e i r eight conferences. These strategies consisted of information-

seeking questions, information-giving questions to supply missing f a c t s , 

d e l i m i t i n g questions to focus supervisee a n a l y s i s , and guiding questions 

to control supervisee o f f - t a s k discussion. The more concrete functioning 

supervisors' attempts at questioning were characterized by inappropriate 

but p r o l i f i c use of simple choice questions and by some use of open-ended 

questions when the conference s i t u a t i o n suggested a s p e c i f i c focus. 

Exploration procedures. The two more abstract functioning 
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supervisors tended to explore the lessons under observation i n a manner 

whereby the supervisees conducted the analysis f o r themselves. This 

involved the use of procedures such as: holding questions i n abeyance; 

r e t r i e v i n g questions to be probed; probing for supervisee c l a r i f i c a t i o n , 

analysis and in s i g h t ; supervisor "press" towards supervisee autonomy; 

and withholding expertise but not support. The more concrete functioning 

supervisors, on the other harid, tended to emphasize the giving of c r i t i c a l 

feedback rather than using probes to f a c i l i t a t e supervisee analysis and 

discovery. 

Rendering feedback. Only when they were unable to f a c i l i t a t e 

supervisee lesson a p p r a i s a l did the more abstract functioning supervisors 

give d i r e c t feedback. On these occasions they were carefull" to ensure 

that the feedback was supportive and that i t focussed on the concerns 

contained i n the pre-conference agreement. The more concrete functioning 

supervisors, however, whilst maintaining a s i m i l a r pre-conference agree

ment focus, seemed to encounter d i f f i c u l t i e s when giving d i r e c t feedback. 

In attempting to remain supportive while communicating c r i t i c i s m , they 

occasionally made use of untrue statements to disarm the e f f e c t s of 

corr e c t i v e feedback. Further, opportunities to give feedback when t h e i r 

respective supervisees appeared ready to receive i t were f o r f e i t e d 

because of supervisor "stimulus boundedness". 

IMPLICATIONS 

Research r e l a t e d to the conceptual development of teachers 

(Harvey et a l . , 1966) indicates that over s i x t y percent of p r a c t i t i o n e r s 

function at low l e v e l s of conceptual complexity. More recent research 

(Bernier, 1976; Oja, 1977; Bents, 1978) has confirmed that only a 
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minority of teachers function at the higher l e v e l s . S i l v e r (1975) 

explored the r e l a t i o n s h i p between administrator conceptual l e v e l and 

leadership s t y l e . As i n the research on teachers, she found that most 

administrators functioned at low conceptual l e v e l s and that they tended 

to favour what she termed " a u t o c r a t i c " leadership s t y l e s . "Democratic" 

leadership s t y l e s , she found, associated only with the minority of 

administrators who evidenced high conceptual l e v e l on a sentence 

completion t e s t . 

The consensus of the l i m i t e d research conducted places most 

teachers and administrators/supervisors on the lower h a l f of the abstract-

concrete continuum. Yet the findings of t h i s study suggest that the 

e f f e c t i v e implementation of the c l i n i c a l model as a humanistic but 

rigorous form of i n s t r u c t i o n a l supervision may require supervisors who 

are capable of functioning at a high conceptual l e v e l . These findings 

may begin to explain why c l i n i c a l supervision has apparently enjoyed 

l i t t l e success i n i t s implementation into public education. They also 

r a i s e the question of how appropriate current c l i n i c a l supervision 

practices are, given the generally low conceptual l e v e l s of p r a c t i t i o n e r s , 

e s p e c i a l l y administrator/supervisors. As such, they hold s p e c i f i c 

implications for administrator preparation programmes and c l i n i c a l 

supervision p r a c t i c e . 

Administrator Preparation Programmes 

Goldhammer et a l . (1980) make a s i g n i f i c a n t comment at the 

conclusion of t h e i r book: 

We have been struck time and again by one p a r t i c u l a r form of 
perceptual and i n t e l l e c t u a l d i s t o r t i o n that seems more s a l i e n t than 
any other amongst educators—namely, t h e i r tendencies to see and to 
conceptualize phenomena i n global and un d i f f e r e n t i a t e d terms. We 
are aware that the human tendency to form such " g e s t a l t s " i s 
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compelling; and we see t h i s condition as c o n s t i t u t i n g the p r i n c i p a l 
need for c l i n i c a l supervision to e x i s t .... We require teacher 
t r a i n i n g methods that help to f a c i l i t a t e strong c a p a c i t i e s for d i f f 
erentiated thinking and observing, and our experiences suggest that 
the i d e a l arena for such t r a i n i n g i s i n the school, and that the 
most advantageous medium for such t r a i n i n g i s supervision of t h i s 
type (p. 206). 

Their concern r e l a t e s to teacher education and t h e i r recommendation i s 

that c l i n i c a l supervision i s the most us e f u l t o o l for making good any 

omission i n teacher preparation programmes. Supervisors, however, are 

often " h i e r a r c h i c a l , normatively coopted administrators" who were once 

teachers (Grimmett, 1981c, p. 4) and who appear to conceptualize phenomena 

i n s i m i l a r l y u n d i f f e r e n t i a t e d terms. The thinking of Goldhammer et a l . 

appears to have overlooked supervisors' conceptual a b i l i t i e s which, 

according to t h i s study's findings, may be c r i t i c a l to the effectiveness 

of c l i n i c a l supervision. On the basis of the findings of the present 

study there would appear to be a need to develop and improve the con

ceptual functioning of supervisors i n order to help them acquire and 

p r a c t i c e the questioning strategies and exploration procedures that 

characterize the interdependent conditions that encourage supervisees to 

greater p r o f e s s i o n a l autonomy and r e s p o n s i b i l i t y . In other words, to 

improve the p r a c t i c e of c l i n i c a l supervision, those responsible for 

administrator preparation programmes should consider providing opport

u n i t i e s for would-be supervisors to s t r e t c h t h e i r conceptual functioning 

to higher l e v e l s of complex, abstract thought. 

C l i n i c a l Supervision P r a c t i c e 

C l i n i c a l supervision, by d e f i n i t i o n , seeks ways i n which 

i n s t r u c t i o n a l intervention can be enhanced. The findings of t h i s study 

suggest that c e r t a i n strategies were more useful than others i n 

f a c i l i t a t i n g supervisee growth and development. Because they were only 
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that, to increase the impact of supervisory intervention on classroom 

performance, i t : i s necessary to help supervisors r a i s e t h e i r l e v e l of 

conceptual functioning. S p e c i f i c a l l y , the study's findings imply a 

varying appropriateness of information-seeking, information-giving, 

d e l i m i t i n g , and guiding questioning strategies that i s dependent upon 

supervisee conceptual l e v e l : 

(1) Although supervisors could use a l l four types of questioning 

strategies i n the c l i n i c a l conference, the manner of t h e i r app

ropriateness would vary according to the p a r t i c u l a r conceptual 

l e v e l at which supervisees function during s p e c i f i c conference 

s i t u a t i o n s . Supervisees functioning at Level I tend not to fare 

very w e l l i n an environment which rewards responses to unstruct

ured and ambiguous questions. Persistent use of information-

seeking questions, then, could cause them f r u s t r a t i o n and d i s 

s a t i s f a c t i o n with the c l i n i c a l supervision process. I t would seem 

that Level I supervisee conceptual functioning c a l l s for super

v i s o r s to make greater use of those questions which are more 

structured and which do not communicate as high an expectation of 

a creative response as open-ended ones. In other words, super

v i s o r s would use d e l i m i t i n g and guiding questions with greater 

frequency when faced with t h i s s i t u a t i o n . 

(2). Questioning s t r a t e g i e s that are too open-ended also seem to 

f r u s t r a t e supervisees when they are functioning conceptually at 

Level I I . Consequently, supervisor appropriateness of questions 

would be s i m i l a r to that when dealing with supervisees at Level I 

but with one important d i s t i n c t i o n . Supervisors would, i n 



354 

emphasizing the use of d e l i m i t i n g and guiding questions, spare 

no e f f o r t s to minimize t h e i r being perceived by supervisees as 

orchestrating the intervention. Should supervisees at t h i s l e v e l 

detect any semblance of d i r e c t i o n and/or co n t r o l , they would tend 

to react with negative thinking and counterdependent behaviour. 

Astute use of de l i m i t i n g and guiding questions, then, could go a 

long way towards providing supervisees functioning at t h i s l e v e l 

with the structure they need whilst giving them the opportunity to 

d i r e c t t h e i r own learning. Any point they f a i l to grasp, however, 

should not be "pressed", for supervisees at Level II could f i n d 

such i n t e r a c t i o n forced and anxiety-producing which might engender 

a psychological withdrawal from the process. 

(3) Supervisees functioning conceptually at Level I I I , i n contrast to 

those functioning at Levels I and I I , would appear not to need 

such a structured task environment. They would, however, need a 

good deal of encouragement about the c a l i b r e of t h e i r teaching. 

Consequently, supervisors could develop an emphasis on information-

giving questions to provide supervisees with supportive feedback 

without depriving them of the i n i t i a t i n g r o l e i n the a n a l y t i c a l 

process. Conversely, supervisors working with supervisees funct

ioning at t h i s l e v e l might, from time to time, be required to 

focus the thinking of some teachers who, because of t h e i r s e n s i t 

i z a t i o n to sought-out others, continually seek to impress them. 

In these s i t u a t i o n s , i t would seem appropriate to make de l i m i t i n g 

questions a p r i o r i t y . 

(4) Since supervisees functioning conceptually at Level IV are highly 

adaptable and are comfortable i n less structured, ambiguous task 
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environments, supervisors could make greater use of information-

seeking questions. The freedom to concentrate more on information-

seeking questions i s afforded by Level IV supervisees' a b i l i t y to 

focus and control t h e i r own thinking. A p r o l i f e r a t i o n of 

information-seeking questions might release p o t e n t i a l for growth 

i n supervisees at t h i s l e v e l , given that they generally prefer a 

minimum of external d i r e c t i o n . 

(5) As previously stated, the appropriateness of questioning 

strategies would vary according to the p a r t i c u l a r conceptual l e v e l 

at which supervisees function during s p e c i f i c conference situations;. 

Emphases, then, might not only change among conferences according 

to d i f f e r e n t contexts and d i f f e r e n t supervisees, but, more s i g n i f 

i c a n t l y , might change within conferences according to d i f f e r e n t 

s i t u a t i o n s and f l u c t u a t i o n s within the conceptual functioning of 

i n d i v i d u a l supervisees. 

TENTATIVE RECOMMENDATIONS 

The findings of the present study warrant c e r t a i n recommendations 

for the nature of administrator preparation programmes, for future 

research on the conceptual functioning of supervision p a r t i c i p a n t s , and 

for the p r a c t i c e of c l i n i c a l supervision. 

Administrator Preparation Programmes 

The study's findings suggest the need for those responsible for 

administrator preparation programmes to consider providing opportunities 

for further conceptual development i n supervisors. This would lead to a 

tentative recommendation that a developmental perspective be incorporated 

into such programmes, p a r t i c u l a r l y i n the teaching of conceptual-
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a n a l y t i c a l s k i l l s . 

There have been some beginnings i n programme development along 

these l i n e s (see S p r i n t h a l l and Mosher, 1971, 1978; H i l l s , 1975, 1977; 

S p r i n t h a l l and S p r i n t h a l l , 1980; Glassberg and Oja, 1981). However, no 

model for a programmatic thrust i n developmental growth has yet been 

designed. I t would seem necessary then, for programme developers at t h i s 

l e v e l to begin re-thinking the c o n s t i t u t i o n of administrator preparation 

programmes not merely according to what Hunt (1977) describes as 

"phenotypic" objectives which are concerned with producing s p e c i f i c 

behavioural change but with a primary emphasis on "genotypic" objectives 

which emphasize long-term developmental changes i n the underlying 

processes of s t r u c t u r a l organization i n a person's thinking. This would 

involve programme p a r t i c i p a n t s i n many role-taking experiences where they 

are expected to perform more complex interpersonal tasks than previously 

attempted, with continual opportunities to r e f l e c t on such p r a c t i c a l 

experiences i n l i g h t of t h e o r e t i c a l constructs. Ultimately, however, the 

programme design must combine the provision of psychological support with 

the necessary developmental challenge, so that p a r t i c i p a n t s do not 

encounter more cognitive dissonance than they can handle (Birch, 1969). 

Future Research 

This study was a f i r s t step i n attempting to understand the 

c l i n i c a l supervision conference r e l a t i o n s h i p . Further exploratory 

research i s required to v a l i d a t e the c e n t r a l i t y of i n t e r a c t i v e conceptual 

functioning l e v e l as a c r i t i c a l v a r i a b l e i n understanding the c l i n i c a l 

supervision process, and to test and v e r i f y the usefulness of the 

Preactive Behaviour Instrument for p r e d i c t i n g conference performance 

p o t e n t i a l of supervisors. In addition, there i s a need for further 
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research to confirm or disconfirm the r e l a t i o n s h i p s found i n the present 

small number of cases to e x i s t between supervisor l e v e l of conceptual 

functioning and supervisee growth. The present study's analysis would 

suggest the following hypotheses for t e s t i n g : 

1. Supervisee preactive l e v e l of constructive openness approximates 

the mid-point of supervisee conceptual functioning v a r i a t i o n . 

2. Supervisor preactive l e v e l of constructive openness approximates 

the conceptual l e v e l at which supervisors are p o t e n t i a l l y 

capable of functioning rather than the actual performance l e v e l . 

3. Supervisor i n t e r a c t i v e conceptual functioning i s a c r i t i c a l 

determinant of supervisee growth and development. 

3.1 The intervention of supervisors of Level IV or Level I I I 

conceptual p o t e n t i a l with supervisees of a l l l e v e l s of 

conceptual p o t e n t i a l w i l l lead to supervisee growth. 

3.2 The intervention of supervisors of Level II or Level I 

conceptual p o t e n t i a l with supervisees of a l l l e v e l s of 

..conceptual p o t e n t i a l w i l l not lead to supervisee growth. 

3.3 Supervisors of Level IV or Level III conceptual p o t e n t i a l 

w i l l exert " p u l l " on and " f l e x " to the " p u l l " exerted by 

supervisees of a l l l e v e l s of conceptual p o t e n t i a l . 

3.4 Supervisors of Level II or Level I conceptual p o t e n t i a l 

w i l l exert " p u l l " on supervisees of a l l l e v e l s of conceptual 

p o t e n t i a l but w i l l not " f l e x " to a r e c i p r o c a l " p u l l " . 

4. Supervisor l e v e l s of i n t e r a c t i v e constructive openness w i l l be 

higher i n pre-conferences than i n post-conferences. 

5. Supervisor l e v e l s of i n t e r a c t i v e constructive openness i s an 

i n d i c a t o r of supervisory influence only with supervisors of 

high conceptual functioning. 
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6. Supervisors of high l e v e l s of conceptual p o t e n t i a l w i l l notice 

more nonverbal communication by supervisees than w i l l supervisors 

of low l e v e l s of conceptual functioning. 

7. Supervisors of low l e v e l s of conceptual p o t e n t i a l w i l l unintent

i o n a l l y transmit contradictory verbal and nonverbal messages. 

8. Supervisors of high l e v e l s of conceptual p o t e n t i a l w i l l i n t e n t 

i o n a l l y use nonverbal behaviour to c u l t i v a t e supportive a f f e c t . 

9. Supervisees of supervisors of low l e v e l s of conceptual p o t e n t i a l 

w i l l focus on nonverbal and verbal communication. 

10. Supervisees of supervisors of high l e v e l s of conceptual p o t e n t i a l 

w i l l focus p r i m a r i l y on verbal communication. 

11. Supervisees of supervisors of low l e v e l s of conceptual p o t e n t i a l 

w i l l experience reduction i n conceptual functioning during post-

conference lesson a n a l y s i s . 

12. Supervisees of supervisors of high l e v e l s of conceptual p o t e n t i a l 

w i l l experience reduction i n conceptual functioning at the 

beginning of intervention. 

13. Supervisors of high l e v e l s of conceptual p o t e n t i a l w i l l volunt

a r i l y choose to work with supervisees of high l e v e l s of conceptual 

p o t e n t i a l . 

14. Supervisees of high l e v e l s of conceptual p o t e n t i a l w i l l cause 

supervisors of a l l l e v e l s of conceptual p o t e n t i a l to be con

s t r u c t i v e l y open. 

Further research also needs to examine the nature of supervisee 

influence on the outcome of the c l i n i c a l supervision process. Where this 

study discovered that the more abstract functioning supervisors were 

e f f e c t i v e i n promoting supervisee development and explicated the 
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questioning strategies and exploration procedures used to that end, 

further research should focus on how supervisors functioning at Level I I I 

and/or Level IV adapt these strategies and procedures to meet the varying 

needs of supervisees functioning at d i f f e r e n t conceptual l e v e l s . 

Of the four supervisors i n the current study, two functioned at 

Level IV (Autonomy and Interdependence) and two at Level II (Negative 

Dependence). One of the supervisees conferencing with the Level II super

v i s o r s also functioned at Level II while the other functioned at Level 

III (Conditional Dependence and Mutuality). Of the supervisees r e l a t i n g 

with the Level IV supervisors, one also functioned at Level IV while the 

other functioned at Level I I I . No p a r t i c i p a n t s were found to function 

at Level I ( U n i l a t e r a l Dependence). This study, then, investigated 

in t e r a c t i o n s between the following dyads, expressed i n terms of conceptual 

l e v e l s of each p a r t i c i p a n t i n the dyad: 

Supervisor Supervisee 

Level IV< > Level IV 

Level IV<^ > Level III 

Level II <j > Level III 

Level I I <; y> Level II 

Since the two more abstract functioning supervisors were 

r e l a t i n g with supervisees who also functioned at a high conceptual l e v e l , 

the exploration procedures they used may only be e f f e c t i v e with super

visees of s i m i l a r conceptual l e v e l . How then would an ostensibly 

e f f e c t i v e Level IV supervisor f a c i l i t a t e growth i n supervisees functioning 

at Levels I and II? 

The current study found that Level II supervisors were unable to 

create the interdependent conditions necessary for the pursuit of c l i n i c a l 
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supervision's primary goals, i . e . , improved classroom i n s t r u c t i o n through 

teacher p r o f e s s i o n a l growth. Further research might then focus either 

on probing the way i n which Level III and IV supervisors do t h i s , or on 

how Level I and II supervisors f a i l to. As an example of the former i t 

i s suggested that to the two " e f f e c t i v e " r e l a t i o n s h i p s i n the current 

sample could be added s i x new supervision dyads. Each of the s i x super

v i s o r s would be p o t e n t i a l l y capable of functioning conceptually at Level 

III and/or Level IV. Supervisees' conceptual l e v e l p o t e n t i a l could be 

c o n t r o l l e d to ensure an even d i s t r i b u t i o n throughout the sample. Graph

i c a l l y , the proposed sample of eight dyads could be as follows: 

Supervisor Supervisee 

Level IV <: —> Level IV 

Level IV <— 

Level IV<-

current study 
-~> Level III 

-> Level II 

Level IV <£- -J> Level I 

Level III<^-

Level III<--

-> Level IV 

Level I I I 

Level I I I < r Level II 

Level I I I ^ - > Level I 

Further research could s i m i l a r l y examine the ways i n which Level 

I and II supervisors i n t e r a c t with supervisees capable of functioning 

conceptually at a l l four l e v e l s . The graphic representation for t h i s 

sample of dyads could be as follows: 

Supervisor 

Level II <̂ -

Level II <-

Supervisee 

Level IV 

Level III 

Level II <-- --> Level II 
current study 
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Supervisor Supervisee 

Level II<; > Level I 

Level I < > Level IV 

Level I <̂  > Level I I I 

Level I 4: > Level II 

Level I<^ >̂ Level I 

Such research would contribute s i g n i f i c a n t l y to empirical knowledge of 

c l i n i c a l supervision conference i n t e r a c t i o n . 

C l i n i c a l Supervision Practice 

If the goal of c l i n i c a l supervision i s "to improve students' 

learning by improving the teacher's classroom behavior" (Cogan, 1973, 

p. 9) through "the development of a p r o f e s s i o n a l l y responsible teacher 

who i s a n a l y t i c a l of h i s own performance, open to help from others, and 

withal s e l f - d i r e c t i n g " (p. 12), i . e . , to f a c i l i t a t e improved i n s t r u c t i o n 

through teacher growth, then the present study would suggest that only 

supervisors who are capable of functioning conceptually at Level I I I and/ 

or Level IV be u t i l i z e d . This would allow for the c u l t i v a t i o n of i n t e r 

dependent supervision conditions that appear to play a c r i t i c a l r o l e i n 

helping teachers become autonomous, accountable professionals, capable 

of surviving and coping p o s i t i v e l y with the dynamic, ambiguous and 

uncertain world of the classroom. 

If such a l i m i t a t i o n were imposed i t would reduce the current 

amount of c l i n i c a l supervision p r a c t i c e i f only because there appear to 

be few supervisors capable of meeting the minimum conceptual l e v e l 

requirement. I t would also imply a questioning of the wisdom of any 

attempt (e.g., the 1979 B r i t i s h Columbia Administrative Handbook for 

schools) to make c l i n i c a l supervision a mandatory p r a c t i c e . The intent 
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of such attempts may be understandable; but t h i s study has uncovered a 

va r i a b l e (supervisor conceptual l e v e l ) p o t e n t i a l l y of great importance 

which educational policy-makers could not have considered and which 

appears to have serious implications f o r the o p e r a t i o n a l i z a t i o n of the 

c l i n i c a l model. As a consequence, the implementation of c l i n i c a l super

v i s i o n should be c a r e f u l l y considered and might be " p i l o t e d " by s t a r t i n g 

with c a r e f u l l y selected supervisors who are characterized by a high 

l e v e l of conceptual complexity. This recommendation i s grounded on the 

premise that supervisors of high conceptual l e v e l are better equipped to 

cope with a demanding and constantly changing p r o f e s s i o n a l environment 

through greater d i f f e r e n t i a t i o n and in t e g r a t i o n of task d i f f i c u l t y l e v e l s 

and possible a l t e r n a t i v e s . It also rests on the assumption (and hope) 

that what takes place i n the conference i n t e r a c t i o n between supervisor 

and teacher i s l i k e l y to be mirrored i n the i n s t r u c t i o n a l i n t e r a c t i o n 

between teachers and students (Mueller and K e l l , 1972). In short, 

teachers develop when supervisors are developing, and students learn 

when teachers are learning. 



BIBLIOGRAPHY 

363 



364 

BIBLIOGRAPHY 

Abbey, D.S., & Weiser, J.C. Learning s t y l e s and supervision: An interim  
report from "Project RISE (Research i n Supervisor Education)". 
Toronto: OISE, 1977. 

Adorno, T.W., Frenkel-Brunswick, E., Levinson, D.J., & Sanford, R.N. 
The authority p e r s o n a l i t y . New York, Harper, 1950. 

Amidon, E.J., Kies, K.M., & P a l i s i , A.T. Group supervision. National  
Elementary P r i n c i p a l , 1966, 45 ( A p r i l ) , 54-58. 

Arbucci, R.P. Astudy of the r e l a t i o n s h i p between a c l i n i c a l supervision 
innovation and the attitudes of a p r o f e s s i o n a l s t a f f toward 
i n s t r u c t i o n a l supervision i n a suburban school d i s t r i c t . Unpublished 
doctoral d i s s e r t a t i o n , Teachers College, Columbia, 1978. 
D i s s e r t a t i o n Abstracts International, 39, 2714-2715A. 

Bales, R.F. Interaction process a n a l y s i s . Reading, Mass.: Addison-
Wesley, 1951. 

Bents, R.H. A study of the e f f e c t s of environmental structure on students 
of d i f f e r i n g conceptual l e v e l s . Unpublished doctoral d i s s e r t a t i o n , 
U n i v e r s i t y of Minnesota, 1978, D i s s e r t a t i o n Abstracts International, 
1978, ED780286. 

Bents, R.H., & Howey, K.R. Staff development—Change i n the i n d i v i d u a l . 
Staff development/Organization development. Washington: ASCD, 1981. 

Bernier, J. A psychological education intervention for teacher develop
ment. Unpublished doctoral d i s s e r t a t i o n , U n i v e r s i t y of Minnesota, 
1976. D i s s e r t a t i o n Abstracts International, 1976, ED 776932. 

Birch, D.R. E f f e c t s of inquiry o r i e n t a t i o n and guided s e l f - a n a l y s i s using  
videotape on the verbal teaching behaviour of intermediate grade  
student teachers. Unpublished doctoral d i s s e r t a t i o n , University of 
C a l i f o r n i a , Berkeley, 1969. 

Blalock, H.M. An introduction to s o c i a l research. Englewood C l i f f s , 
N.J.: Prentice H a l l , 1970. 

Bloom, B.S. Thought processes i n lec t u r e s and discussions. Journal of  
General Education, 1953, 1_ (3), 160-169. 

Blumberg, A. Supervisors and teachers: A p r i v a t e cold war. Berkeley, 
C a l i f . : McCutchan, 1974. 

Blumberg, A. Supervisor-teacher r e l a t i o n s h i p s : A look at the supervisory 
conference. Administrator's Notebook, September 1970, _2_1 (1). 

Blumberg, A. Supervisory behavior and interpersonal r e l a t i o n s . Educ 
a t i o n a l Administration Quarterly, 1968, k_ (2), 34-45. 



365 

Blumberg, A., & Amidon, E.J. Teacher perceptions of supervisor-teacher 
i n t e r a c t i o n . Administrator's Notebook, September 1965, 1_4 (1). 

Blumberg, A., & Cusick, P. Supervisor-teacher i n t e r a c t i o n : An analysis 
of verbal behavior. Education, November 1970, 126-134. 

Blumberg, A., & Weber, W. Teacher morale as a function of perceived 
supervisory behavior s t y l e . Journal of Educational Research, 
1968, 62 (3), 109-113. 

Br a d f i e l d , L.E. Elementary school teachers: Their problems and super
visory assistance. Education Administration and Supervision, 
March 1959, 45, 102-106. 

Br i t t o n , J.N. Language and learning. London, U.K.: A l l e n Lane, 1970. 

Brophy, J.E. Teacher behaviour and i t s e f f e c t s . Journal of Educational  
Psychology, December 1979, 71, 733-750. 

Brophy, J.E., & Good, T.L. Teacher-student r e l a t i o n s h i p s : Causes and  
consequences. New York: Holt, Rinehart & Winston, 1974. 

Burnham, R.M. I n s t r u c t i o n a l supervision: Past, present, and future 
perspectives. Theory into P r a c t i c e , 1976, 15, 301-305. 

C a n t r i l , H. The "why" of man's experience. New York: MacMillan, 1950. 

Champagne, D.W., & Hogan, R.C. Supervisory and management s k i l l s : A 
competency-based t r a i n i n g program for middle managers of educational  
systems. Mimeo, University of Pittsburgh, 1977. 

Chomsky, N. Language and mind. New York: Harcourt, Brace, Jovanovich, 
1972. 

Clark, CM. Personal communication. March 1979. 

Clark, CM., & Yinger, R.L. Teachers' thinking. In P.L. Peterson and 
H.J. Walberg (Eds.). Research on teaching: Concepts, findings, and  
implications. Berkeley, C a l i f . : McCutchan, 1979. 

Coffey, W.C Change i n teachers' verbal classroom behaviour r e s u l t i n g 
from an i n - s e r v i c e program i n science education. Unpublished 
doctoral d i s s e r t a t i o n , U n i v e r s i t y of C a l i f o r n i a at Berkeley, 1967. 
D i s s e r t a t i o n Abstracts International, 1968, 2_7, 4506-A. 

Cogan, M.L. C l i n i c a l supervision. Boston: Houghton M i f f l i n , 1973 

Cogan, M.L. Current issues i n the education of teachers. Teacher 
education. N.S.S.E. Yearbook, Chicago: Univ. of Chicago Press, 1975. 

Cogan, M.L. Patterns i n the education of teachers i n the United States 
of America—1968. International Review of Education, 1968, 14. 



Cogan, M.L. Professional requirements i n programs for the preparation 
of high school teachers. Journal of Teacher Education, 1958, 9_. 

Cogan, M.L. Rationale for c l i n i c a l supervision. Journal of Research  
and Development i n Education, 1976, 9_ (2), 3-19. 

Cogan, M.L. Supervision at the Harvard-Newton summer school. Mimeo, 
Harvard Graduate School of Education, 1961. 

Cogan, M.L. The p r i n c i p a l and supervision. National Elementary P r i n  
c i p a l , 1974, 53 (4), 20-24. 

Columbro, M. Supervision and action research. Educational Leadership, 
A p r i l 1964, 21 (7), 297-300. 

Comfort, R.E., Bowen, L.S., & Gansneder, B.M. Who's w r i t i n g about what 
i n education's major journals? Educational Leadership, May 1974, 
31 (8), 663-667. 

Connors, R.D. An analysis of teacher thought processes, b e l i e f s and 
p r i n c i p l e s during i n s t r u c t i o n . Unpublished doctoral d i s s e r t a t i o n , 
U n i v e r s i t y of Alberta, 1978. 

Coody, B.F.D. A study of the impact of demonstration teaching on ex 
perienced and inexperienced teachers under various supervisory  
conditions. Unpublished doctoral d i s s e r t a t i o n , University of Texas 
at Austin, 1967. 

Cook, G.E. Supervisors for the classroom: A study of the professional 
growth of educational supervisors i n a program of c l i n i c a l t r a i n i n g 
Unpublished doctoral d i s s e r t a t i o n , Harvard University, 1976. 
Di s s e r t a t i o n Abstracts International 38, 735A. 

Cooper, N.C. Information processing by teachers and pupils during math 
ematics i n s t r u c t i o n . Unpublished doctoral d i s s e r t a t i o n , University 
of Alberta, 1979. 

Crosby, M. The new supervisor: Caring, coping, becoming. Changing 
supervision f o r changing times. Washington, D.C: A.S.CD., 1969. 

Cunat, R. Self disclosure and personality. Unpublished master's thesis 
University of Colorado, 1960, summarized i n Harvey, O.J., Hunt, D.E 
and Schroder, H.M. Conceptual systems and personality development. 
New York: Wiley, 1961. 

Custance, A.C Education toward i l l i t e r a c y ? Challenge i n Educational  
Administration, 1975, L3 (4), 8-15. 

Denham, A. C l i n i c a l supervision: What we need to know about i t s potent
i a l for improving i n s t r u c t i o n . Contemporary Education, 1977, 49 
(1), 33-37. 



367 

Downing, G. A supervisor experiment with the disadvantaged. Educational  
Leadership, March 1964, 21 (6), 433-435. 

Dunkin, M.J., & Biddle, B.J. The study of teaching. New York: Holt, 
Rinehart & Winston, 1974. 

Eaker, R.E. An analys i s of the c l i n i c a l supervision process as perceived 
by selected teachers and administrators. Unpublished doctoral 
d i s s e r t a t i o n , U n i v e r s i t y of Tennessee, 1972. D i s s e r t a t i o n Abstracts  
International, 33, 3997A-3998A. 

Ekman, P. Body p o s i t i o n , f a c i a l expression, and verbal behavior during 
interviews. Journal of Abnormal and S o c i a l Psychology, 1964, 68, 
295-301. 

E l s t e i n , A.S., Shulman, L.S., & Sprafke, S.A. Medical problem.solving:  
An analysis of c l i n i c a l reasoning. Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard 
Uni v e r s i t y Press, 1979. 

E l s t e i n , A.S., Kagan, N., Shulman, L.S., Jason, H., & Loupe, M.J. Methods 
and theory i n the study of medical inquiry. Journal of Medical  
Education, February 1972, 47_, 85-92. 

Flanders, N.A. Analyzing teaching behavior. Reading, Mass.: Addison-
Wesley, 1970. 

Flanders, N.A. Interaction analysis and c l i n i c a l supervision. Journal  
of Research and Development i n Education, 1976, 9_, 48-57. 

Flanders, N.A. Interaction analysis i n the classroom: A manual f o r  
observers. Michigan: U n i v e r s i t y of Michigan Press, 1960. 

Gaier, E.L. A study of memory under conditions of stimulated r e c a l l . 
Journal of General Psychology, "1954, 50, 147-153. 

Garman, N.B. A study of c l i n i c a l supervision as a resource of college 
teachers of English. Unpublished doctoral d i s s e r t a t i o n , University of 
Pittsburgh, 1971. D i s s e r t a t i o n Abstracts International, 32, 6835A. 

Getzels, J.W., & Guba, E.G. Role c o n f l i c t and p e r s o n a l i t y . Journal of  
Personality, 1955, 24-, 73-85. 

G i o r g i , A. Psychology as a human science. New York: Harper & Row, 1970. 

Glaser, B.G. Advances i n the methodology of grounded theory: Theoretical  
s e n s i t i v i t y . M i l l V alley, C a l i f . : The Sociology Press, 1978. 

Glaser, B.G., & Strauss, A.L. The discovery of grounded theory: Strategies  
for q u a l i t a t i v e research. Chicago: Aldine Publishing Co., 1967. 

Glassberg, S., & Oja, S.N. A developmental model for enhancing teachers' 
personal and p r o f e s s i o n a l growth. Journal of Research and Develop 
ment i n Education, 1981, _14 (2), 59-70. 



363 

Glasser, W. R e a l i t y therapy: A new approach to psychiatry. New York: 
Harper & Row, 1975. 

Goldhammer, R. C l i n i c a l supervision: Special methods for the supervision  
of teachers. New York: Holt, Rinehart & Winston, 1969. 

Goldhammer, R., Anderson, R.H., & Krajewski, R.J. C l i n i c a l supervision: 
Special methods for the supervision of teachers. (2nd ed.) New 
York: Holt, Rinehart & Winston, 1980. 

Goldstein, K., & Scheerer, M. Abstract and concrete behavior: An experi
mental study with s p e c i a l t e s t s . Psychological Monographs, 1941, 
_53, (Whole No. 239). 

Good, T.L. Teacher effectiveness i n the elementary school. Journal of  
Teacher Education, 1979, 30 (2), 52-64. 

Good, T.L. & Power, C.N. Designing successful classroom environments 
for d i f f e r e n t types of students. Journal of Curriculum Studies, 
1976, 8̂  (1), 45-60. 

Good, T.L. & Brophy, J.E. Looking i n Classrooms. (2nd ed.) New York: 
Random House, 1978. 

Gordon, M. Choice of rule-example order used to teach mathematics as a  
function of Conceptual Level and Field-Dependence-Independence. 
Paper presented at the annual meeting of the American Educational 
Research Association, San Francisco, A p r i l 1976. 

Grimmett, P.P. C l i n i c a l supervision and teacher thought processes. 
Canadian Journal of Education, 1981a, 6_ (4), 23-39. 

Grimmett, P.P. The supervisory r e l a t i o n s h i p : What i s i t and how i s i t 
established? The Saskatchewan Educational Administrator, 1981b, 
_13 (3), 12-26. 

Grimmett, P.P. Lord of a brave new cuckoo's nest: Implications for 
supervisory authority. The A u s t r a l i a n Administrator, December 
1981c, 2 (6) . 

Grimmett, P.P., Storey, V.J., & Housego, I.E. Supervision: The observ
ation of teaching phase. Challenge i n Educational Administration, 
1979, Ifi, (2), 13-17. 

Guetzkow, H. U n i t i z i n g and categorizing problems i n coding q u a l i t a t i v e 
data. Journal of C l i n i c a l Psychology, 1950, 6, 47-57. 

Harr i s , B.M. Need for research on i n s t r u c t i o n a l supervision. Educ 
a t i o n a l Leadership, November 1963, 21 (2), 85-89. 

Harris, B.M., & Hartgraves, W.R. Supervisor effectiveness? A research 
resume. Educational Leadership, October 1972, 30 (1), 69-73. 



369 

Harrison, R. Nonverbal communication: Exploration into time, space, 
action , and object. In J.H. Campbell & H.W. Hepler, (Eds.). 
Dimensions i n communication. Belmont, C a l i f . : Wadsworth, 1965. 

Harvey, O.J. (Ed.) Experiences, structure and a d a p t a b i l i t y . New York: 
Springer Publishing Co., 1966. 

Harvey,O.J. Conceptual systems and at t i t u d e change. In C. Sherif & M. 
Sherif (Eds.). A t t i t u d e , ego involvement and change. New York: 
Wiley, 1967. 

Harvey, O.J. B e l i e f s and behavior: Some implications for education. The  
Science Teacher, December 1970, 37, 10-14. 

Harvey, O.J., Hunt, D.E., & Schroder, H.M. Conceptual systems and person 
a l i t y development. New York: Wiley, 1961. 

Harvey, O.J., Prather, M.S., White, B.J., & Hoffmeister, J.K. Teachers' 
b e l i e f s , classroom atmosphere and student behavior. American  
Education Research Journal, March 1968, _5_, 151-166. 

Harvey, O.J., White, B.J., Prather, M.S., A l t e r , R.D., & Hoffmeister, J.K. 
Teachers' beief systems and preschool atmospheres. Journal of  
Educational Psychology, 1966, 57_, 373-381. 

Harvey, O.J., & Schroder, H.M. Cognitive aspects of s e l f and motivation. 
In O.J. Harvey (Ed.) Motivation and s o c i a l i n t e r a c t i o n : Cognitive 

? determinants. New York: Ronald Press, 1963. 

Heald, J.E. Supervision. In R.L. Ebel, (Ed.) Encyclopedia of Educational  
Research. (4th ed.) New York: MacMillan, 1969, pp. 1394-1400. 

Heider, F. The psychology of interpersonal r e l a t i o n s . New York: Wiley, 
1958. 

H i l l s , R.J. Preparation for the p r i n c i p a l s h i p : Some recommendations from 
the f i e l d . Administrator's Notebook, 1975, 2J3 (9). 

H i l l s , R.J. Conceptual-analytical s k i l l s for administrators. Mimeograph. 
Centre for the Study of Administration i n Education, U n i v e r s i t y of 
B r i t i s h Columbia, 1977. 

Hogben, D. Research on teaching, teaching and teacher t r a i n i n g . The  
Au s t r a l i a n Journal of Education, 1980, 24 (1). 

H o l s t i , O.R. Content analysis for the s o c i a l sciences and humanities. 
Reading, Mass.: Addison-Wesley, 1969. 

Housego, I.E. Educational supervision: A functional d e f i n i t i o n . Paper 
presented to the B r i t i s h Columbia Association of School Supervisors 
of I n s truction, P a r k e s v i l l e , B.C., November 1973. 



370 

Hunter, M. Appraising teaching performance: One approach. National  
Elementary P r i n c i p a l , 1973, 52_ (2). 

Hunter, M. The dimensions of successful i n s t r u c t i o n . In D.W. A l l e n , 
M.A. Melnik & C.C. Peele. (Eds,) Reform, renewal and reward: Imp̂ -
roving u n i v e r s i t y teaching. Amherst, Mass.: Univ. of Massachusetts, 
1975. 

Hunter, M. The teaching process and the learning process. In E. Seifman 
& D.W. A l l e n . (Eds.) Handbook for teachers. Glenview, I l l i n o i s : 
Scott, Foresman & Co., 1971. 

Hunter, M. Teaching i s decision making. Educational Leadership, October 
1979, 37 (1), 62-67. 

Hunt, D.E. Conceptual l e v e l theory and research as guides to educational 
p r a c t i c e . Interchange, 1978, 8 (4), 78-90. 

Hunt, D.E. Teachers' adaptation: "Reading" and " f l e x i n g " to students. 
Journal of Teacher Education, 1976, 27_, 268-275. 

Hunt, D.E. Matching models i n education: The coordination of teaching  
models with student c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s . Toronto: OISE, 1977. 

Hunt, D.E. The B-P-E paradigm for theory, research and p r a c t i c e . 
Canadian Psychological Review, 1975, _16, 185-197. 

Hunt, D.E. A conceptual systems change model and i t s a p p l i c a t i o n to 
education. In O.J. Harvey (Ed.) Experience, structure and adapt 
a b i l i t y . New York: Springer, 1966. 

Hunt, D.E., & Joyce, B.R. Teacher trainee personality and i n i t i a l teaching 
s t y l e . American Educational Research Journal, 1967, _4 (3), 253-259. 

Hunt, D.E., & Schroder, H.M. A s s i m i l a t i o n , failure-avoidance, and 
anxiety. Journal of Consulting Psychology, 1958, 22, 39-44. 

Hunt, D.E., & S u l l i v a n , E.V. Between psychology and education. Hinsdale, 
I l l i n o i s : Dryden, 1974. 

Jackson, P.W. L i f e i n Classrooms. New York: Holt, Rinehart & Winston, 
1968. 

Jackson, P.W. Old dogs and new t r i c k s : Observation on the continuing 
education of teachers. In L.J. Rubin (Ed.) Improving i n - s e r v i c e  
education: Proposals and procedures for change. Boston: A l l y n & 
Bacon, 1971, pp. 19-36. 

Joyce, B.R. Learning how to learn. Theory into P r a c t i c e , 1980', 1_9 (1), 
15-27. 

Joyce, B.R., Lamb, H., & S i b o l , J. Conceptual development and inform
ation-processing: A study of teachers. Journal of Educational  
Research, 1966, 59, 219-222. 



371 

Joyce, B.R., Peck, L., & Brown, C. (Eds.) F l e x i b i l i t y In teaching. 
Boston: Longman, 1980. 

Joyce, B.R., Weil, M., & Waid, R. The teacher innovator: Models of 
teaching as the core of teacher education. Interchange, 1973, 4_, 
47-59. 

Joyce, B.R., & Weil, M. Models of Teaching. (2nd ed.) Englewood 
C l i f f s , N.J.: P r e n t i c e - H a l l , 1980. 

Kagan, N., Krathwohl, D.R., Goldberg, A.D., & Campbell, R. Studies i n  
human i n t e r a c t i o n : Interpersonal process r e c a l l stimulated by  
videotape. East Lansing, Michigan: Michigan State U n i v e r s i t y , 1967. 

Kaplan, A. The conduct of inquiry. Scranton: Chandler, 1964. 

Kelman, H.C. Processes of opinion change. Public Opinion Quarterly, 
1961, 25, 57-78. 

Kelman, H.C. S o c i a l influence and personal b e l i e f : A t h e o r e t i c a l and 
experimental approach to the study of behavior change. Unpublished 
manuscript, 1956. 

Keltner, J.W. Interpersonal speech-communication: Elements and s t r u c t  
ures . Belmont, C a l i f . : Wadsworth, 1970. 

Kerr, B.J. An i n v e s t i g a t i o n of the process of using feedback data with
i n the c l i n i c a l supervision cycle to f a c i l i t a t e teachers' i n d i v i d 
u a l i z a t i o n of i n s t r u c t i o n . Unpublished doctoral d i s s e r t a t i o n , 
U n i v e r s i t y of Pittsburgh, 1976. D i s s e r t a t i o n Abstracts International, 
37, 1374A. 

Kerr, T.G. The r e l a t i o n s h i p among attitude scores, dogmatism scores, 
and change i n a classroom teaching pattern of teachers who have 
experienced c l i n i c a l supervision. Unpublished doctoral d i s s e r t 
a t ion, Temple University, 1976. D i s s e r t a t i o n Abstracts International, 
37_, 2132A. 

King, L. A n . a t t r i b u t i o n a l analysis of student achievemnt-related 
behavior and the expectancy e f f e c t . Unpublished doctoral d i s s e r t 
ation, U n i v e r s i t y of Alberta, 1979. 

Kohlberg, L. From i s to ought. In T. Mischel, (Ed.), Cognitive devel 
opment and epistemology. New York: Academic Press, 1971. 

Kohlberg, L., & Mayer, R. Development as the aim of education. Harvard  
Educational Review, November 1972, 42, 449-496. 

Kolb, D.A. Learning s t y l e inventory technical manual. Boston: McBer & 
Co., 1975. 

Kounin, J.S. D i s c i p l i n e and group management i n classrooms. New York: 
Holt, Rinehart & Winston, 1970. 



372 

Krajewski, R.J. C l i n i c a l supervision: To f a c i l i t a t e teacher s e l f -
improvement . Journal of Research and Development i n Education, 
1976a, 9 (2), 58-66. 

Krajewski, R.J. Putting the "S" back into ASCD. Educational Leader 
ship, February 1976b, 33 (5), 373-376. 

Krajewski, R.J. I n s t r u c t i o n a l supervision: Dollars and sense. Contemp 
orary Education, 1977, 49, 5-15. 

Krey, R.D., Netzer, L.A., & Eye, G.G. Assumptions supporting structure 
i n c l i n i c a l supervision. Contemporary Education, 1977, 49_, 16-23. 

Leeper, R.L. To use an option. Educational Leadership, October 1970, 
28 (1),. 3-5. 

Loevinger, J . Issues i n the measurement of moral development. In Pro 
ceedings of the 1974 ETS I n v i t a t i o n a l Conference. Princeton, New 
Jersey, 1974. 

L o r t i e , D.C. Schoolteacher: A s o c i o l o g i c a l study. Chicago: Univ. of 
Chicago Press, 1975. 

L o v e l l , J.T., McGee, J.C., $ others. Supervision i n Tennessee. 
Murfreesboro: Tennessee Association for Supervision and Curriculum 
Development, 1976. 

Luft, J . Of human i n t e r a c t i o n . New York: National Press, 1970. 

MacKay, D.A. C l i n i c a l supervision: The p r i n c i p a l ' s r o l e . In J . J . 
Bergen, (Ed.), School program and a c c o u n t a b i l i t y . Edmonton: The 
1971 Alberta P r i n c i p a l s ' Leadership Course, 1971, pp. 27-32. 

Magoon, A.J. Constructive approaches i n educational research. Review  
of Educational Research, F a l l 1977, 47̂  (4), 651-693. 

Marland, P.W. A study of teachers' i n t e r a c t i v e thoughts. Unpublished 
doctoral d i s s e r t a t i o n , U n i v e r s i t y of Alberta, 1977. 

Mattalino, A.P. C l i n i c a l supervision: The key competencies required for 
e f f e c t i v e p r a c t i c e . Unpublished doctoral d i s s e r t a t i o n , University 
of Massachusetts, 1977. D i s s e r t a t i o n Abstracts International, 38, 
2060A. 

McCleary, L.E. Competencies i n c l i n i c a l supervision. Journal of  
Research and Development i n Education, 1976, 9_ (2), 30-35. 

McGee, J.C., & Eaker, R. C l i n i c a l supervision and teacher anxiety: A 
c o l l e g i a l approach to the problem. Contemporary Education, 1977, 
49, 24-28. 



373 

McLachlan, J.F.C., & Hunt, D.E. D i f f e r e n t i a l e f f e c t s of discovery-
learning as a function of student conceptual l e v e l . Canadian 
Journal of Behavioral Science, 1973, _5_, 152-160. 

Mehrabian, A. Orientation behaviors and nonverbal a t t i t u d e communication. 
Journal of Communication, December 1967, 17, 330-333. 

Mershon, J.B. A c r i t i c a l analysis of selected experiences that demons
tra t e a n a l y t i c s k i l l i n c l i n i c a l supervision. Unpublished doctoral 
d i s s e r t a t i o n , U n i v e r s i t y of Pittsburgh, 1972. D i s s e r t a t i o n Abstracts  
International, 33, 6793-6794A. 

Milgram, S. Obedience to authority. London, U.K.: Tavistock, 1974. 

M i n i s t r y of Education, B.C. Administrative Handbook. V i c t o r i a : Queen's 
P r i n t e r , 1979. 

Mintzberg, H. The nature of managerial work. New York: Harper & Row, 1973. 

Mosher, R., & Purpel, D. Supervision: The reluctant profession. Boston: 
Houghton M i f f l i n , 1972. 

Mueller, W.J., & K e l l , W.L. Coping with c o n f l i c t : Supervising counsellors  
and psychotherapists. New York: Appleton-Century-Crofts, 1972. 

Murphy, P.D., & Brown, M.M. Conceptual systems and teaching s t y l e s . 
American Educational Research Journal, 1970, J7, 529-540. 

Myers, P.E. The r e a l crux of supervision. Contemporary Education, 
January 1973, 44, 140-141. 

Myers, O.W. The e f f e c t s of two supervisory approaches on teacher a t t i  
tude toward supervision, evaluation, and s e l f . Unpublished doctoral 
d i s s e r t a t i o n , U n i v e r s i t y of Tennessee, 1975. 

Nolan, F.M. Composing processes of grade s i x able w r i t e r s . Unpublished 
doctoral d i s s e r t a t i o n , U n i v e r s i t y of Alberta, 1978. 

Ober, L.R., Bentley, E.L., & M i l l e r , E. Systematic observation of  
teaching. Englewood C l i f f s , N.J.: P r e n t i c e - H a l l , 1971. 

Ohleson, M. Supervision of practicum. Contemporary Education, F a l l 1974, 
46, 61-64. 

Oja, S.N. A c o g n i t i v e - s t r u c t u r a l approach to adult ego, moral, and 
conceptual development through i n - s e r v i c e teachers education. 
Unpublished doctoral d i s s e r t a t i o n , U n i v e r s i t y of Minnesota, 1978. 
D i s s e r t a t i o n Abstracts International, 39, 5356A. 

Parsons, T.W. Achieving classroom communication through s e l f - a n a l y s i s . 
E l Segundo, C a l i f . : Prismatica International, 1974. 



374 

Peterson, P.L., & Walberg, H.J. (Eds.) Research on teaching: Concepts, 
findings, and implications. Berkeley, C a l i f . : McCutchan, 1979. 

Piaget, J. Science of education and the psychology of the c h i l d . New 
York: Viking Press, 1970. 

Pierce, L.R. Supervisors'managerial talent and t h e i r verbal behavior with 
teachers during the supervisory conference i n c l i n i c a l supervision: 
An exploratory a n a l y s i s . Unpublished doctoral d i s s e r t a t i o n , Univ
e r s i t y of Connecticut, 1975. D i s s e r t a t i o n Abstracts International, 
36, 6410A. 

Pohland, P.A. Perspectives on i n s t r u c t i o n a l supervision: The model muddle., 
Paper presented at the annual meeting of the AERA, San Francisco, 
C a l i f . , A p r i l 1976. 

Preston, R.G. E f f e c t s of r e l a t i o n s h i p s within the student teaching dyad  
i n p u p i l achievement. Unpublished doctoral d i s s e r t a t i o n , U n i v e r s i t y 
of Alberta, 1975. 

Rathbone, C. Teacher's information handling behavior when grouped with  
students by conceptual l e v e l . Unpublished doctoral d i s s e r t a t i o n , 
Syracuse U n i v e r s i t y , 1970. 

Reavis, C.A. A test of the c l i n i c a l supervision model. Journal of  
Educational Research, 1977, 70, 311-315. 

Reavis, C.A. C l i n i c a l supervision: A timely approach. Educational  
Leadership, February 1976, 33 (5), 360-363. 

Reavis, C.A. Research i n r e v i e w / C l i n i c a l supervision: A review of the 
research. Educational Leadership, A p r i l 1978, 35 (7), 580-584. 

Reisman, D. The lonely crowd. (Abridged ed.) New Haven: Yale Univ
e r s i t y Press, 1950. 

Rest, J . The cognitive developmental approach to morality: The state of 
the a r t . Counselling and Values, 1974, _L8_ (2), 64-78. 

Rogers, CR. The c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s of the helping r e l a t i o n s h i p . In 
D.L. A v i l a , A.W. Coombs, & W.W. Purkey (Eds.) The helping r e l a t i o n  
ship sourcebook. Boston: A l l y n & Bacon, 1971. 

Rosenshine, B. Classroom i n s t r u c t i o n . In N.L. Gage (Ed.) The psych 
ology of teaching methods: The s e v e n t y - f i f t h yearbook of the  
National Society for the Study of Education. Chicago: univ. of 
Chicago Press, 1976. 

Schroder, H.M. Conceptual complexity and personality organization. In 
H.M. Schroder & P. Suedfeld, Personality theory and information  
processing. New York: Ronald Press, 1971. 



375 

Schroder, H.M., & Driver, M.J., & Str e u f e r t , S. Human information  
processing. New York: Holt, Rinehart & Winston, 1867. 

Schroder, H.M., & Harvey, O.J. Conceptual organization and group 
structure. In O.J. Harvey (Ed.) Motivation and s o c i a l i n t e r a c t i o n ; 
Cognitive determinants. New York: Ronald Press, 1963. 

Schroder, H.M., & Hunt, D.E. Failure-avoidance i n s i t u a t i o n a l i n t e r 
p retation and problem s o l v i n g . Psychological Monographs, 1957, 71_ 
(3), (Whole No. 432). 

Schroder, H.M., & Hunt, D.E. D i s p o s i t i o n a l e f f e c t s upon conformity at 
d i f f e r e n t l e v e l s of discrepancy. Journal of Personality, 1958, 26, 
243-258. 

Sergiovanni, T.J. Human resources supervision and beyond human r e l a t i o n s . 
In T.J. Sergiovanni (Ed.) P r o f e s s i o n a l supervision for professional  
teachers. Washington, D.C: A.S.CD., 1975. 

Sergiovanni, T.J. Reforming teacher evaluation: N a t u r a l i s t i c alternatives.. 
Educational Leadership, May 1977, 34 (8), 602-607. 

Sergiovanni, T.J. Toward a theory of c l i n i c a l supervision. Journal of  
Research and Development i n Education, 1976, 9_ (2), 20-29. 

Sergiovanni, T.J., & S t a r r a t t , R.J. Supervision: Human perspectives. 
(2nd ed.) New York: McGraw-Hill, 1979. 

Shuma, K.Y. Changes effectuated by a c l i n i c a l supervisory r e l a t i o n s h i p 
which emphasize a helping r e l a t i o n s h i p and a conference format made 
congruent with the establishment and maintenance of t h i s helping 
r e l a t i o n s h i p . Unpublished doctoral d i s s e r t a t i o n , U n i v e r s i t y of 
Pittsburgh, 1973. D i s s e r t a t i o n Abstracts I n t e r n a t i o n a l , 35, 729A. 

Shulman, L.S. The psychology of school subjects: A premature obituary? 
Journal of Research i n Science Teaching, 1974, 1_1_ (4), 319-339. 

Shulman, L.S., & E l s t e i n , A.S. Studies of problem solving, judgment and 
decision-making: Implications for educational research. In F.N. 
Kerlinger (Ed.) Review of Research i n Education, Volume 3. Itasca, 
I l l i n o i s : Peacock, 1975. 

Simon, A.E. Analysing educational platforms: A supervisory strategy. 
Educational Leadership, May 1977, 34_ (8), 580-584. 

S i l v e r , P. P r i n c i p a l s ' conceptual a b i l i t y i n r e l a t i o n to s i t u a t i o n and 
behavior. Educational Administration Quarterly, 1975, 1_1_ (3), 
49-66. 

Skrak, N.D. The a p p l i c a t i o n of immediate secondary reinforcement to 
classroom teaching observations i n c l i n i c a l supervision. Unpublished 
doctoral d i s s e r t a t i o n , U n i v e r s i t y of Pittsburgh, 1973. D i s s e r t a t i o n  
Abstracts International, 34, 1140A. 



37(5 

Smith, H.A. Nonverbal communication i n teaching. Review of Educational  
Research, F a l l 1979, 49 (4), 631-672. 

Sprafka, S.A., & E l s t e i n , A.S. What do physicians do? An analysis of 
diagnostic reasoning. Mimeograph, Michigan State U n i v e r s t i y , 1974. 

S p r i n t h a l l , N.A., & Mosher, R. Deliberate psychological education. 
The Counselling Psychologist, 1971, _2 (4), 3-82. 

S p r i n t h a l l , N.A., & Mosher, R. Value development ... as the aim of  
education. New York: Character Research Press, 1978. 

S p r i n t h a l l , N.A., & S p r i n t h a l l , L.T. A d i l t development and leadership 
t r a i n i n g f or mainstream education. In D. Corrigan & K. Howey (Eds.) 
Concepts to guide the teaching of teachers of teachers. Reston, 
Va.: Council f o r Exceptional Children, 1980. 

Squires, P.A. A phenomenological study of supervisors' perceptions of a 
p o s i t i v e supervisory experience. Unpublished doctoral d i s s e r t a t i o n , 
U n i v e r s i t y of Pittsburgh, 1978. D i s s e r t a t i o n Abstracts International., 
38, 4605A. 

Storey, V.J. Work-related learning e f f o r t s of school p r i n c i p a l s : An 
exploratory study. Unpublished doctoral d i s s e r t a t i o n , U n i v e r s i t y of 
B r i t i s h Columbia, 1978. 

S u l l i v a n , C.G. C l i n i c a l supervision: A state of the art review. 
Washington, D.C: A.S.CD., 1980. 

Suedfeld, P. Attitude manipulation i n r e s t r i c t e d environments: Conceptual 
structure and response to propaganda. Journal of Abnormal and  
S o c i a l Psychology, 1974, 68, 242-247. 

Taba, H., Levine, S., & Edzey, F.F. Thinking i n elementary school. 
Cooperative research project No. 1574. Washington, D.C: U.S. O f f i c e 
of Education, 1964. 

T h i e s - S p r i n t h a l l , L. Supervision: An educative or mis-educative>-process. 
Journal of Teacher Education, July-August 1980, 2_1 (4), 17-20. 

Tolman, E.C. Collected papers i n psychology. Berkeley, C a l i f . : Univ. 
of C a l i f o r n i a Press, 1948. 

Tomlinson, P.D., & Hunt, D.E. D i f f e r e n t i a l e f f e c t of rule-example order 
as a function of learner conceptual l e v e l . Canadian Journal of  
Behavioural Science, 1971, 3^ 237-245. 

Tough, J. Talking and learning: A guide to f o s t e r i n g communication s k i l l s  
i n Nursery and Infant Schools. London, U.K.,: Ward Lock, 1979. 

Tuckwell, N.B. Content analysis for stimulated r e c a l l protocols. Technical 1; 
report 80-2-2. Centre for Research i n Teaching, U n i v e r s i t y of Alberta, 
1980a. 



377 

Tuckwell, N.B. Stimulated r e c a l l : T h e o r e t i c a l perspectives and p r a c t i c a l  
and t e c h n i c a l considerations. Technical report 80-2-3. Centre for 
Research i n Teaching, Un i v e r s i t y of Alberta, 1980b. 

Tuckwell, N.B. A study of the impact of an intervention program on 
teacher thought processes. Unpublished doctoral d i s s e r t a t i o n , Univ
e r s i t y of Alberta, 1980c. 

Wagner, B.J. Dorothy Heathcote: Drama as a learning medium. Washington, 
D.C.: .N.E.A., 1976. 

Wallen, J.L. The interpersonal e f f e c t of various responses. In J.R. Hale 
& A.R. Spanjer (Eds.) Systematic and objective analysis of i n s t r u c t i o n . 
Portland: Northwest Regional Educational Educational Laboratory, 1972. 

Wells, H.H., & Hunt, D.E. The r o l e of two processes i n determining react 
ions to two forms of f a i l u r e stimulation. Unpublished manuscript, 1959. 

White, R.W. The abnormal persona l i t y . (2nd ed.) New York: Ronald Press, 
1956. 

Wilson, T.D., & Nisbett, R.E. The accuracy of verbal reports about the 
e f f e c t s of s t i m u l i on evaluations arid behavior. S o c i a l Psychology, 
1978, 41 (2), 118-131. 

Wi t h e r e l l , C. Theories of adult development: Implications for the 
education of teachers. In K. Howey (Ed.) A l t e r n a t i v e perspectives on  
adult growth and development: Implications for teacher education. 
Minneapolis: Teacher Corps, 1977. 

Witt, G. Relationship between leadership s t y l e and supervisory behavior i n  
the conference cycle of c l i n i c a l supervision as perceived by teachers. 
Unpublished doctoral d i s s e r t a t i o n , University of Connecticut, 1977. 

Wolcott, H.F. The man i n the p r i n c i p a l ' s o f f i c e . New York: Holt, Rinehart 
& Winston, 1973. 

Wolfe, R. The r o l e of conceptual systems i n cognitive functioning at 
varying l e v e l s of age and i n t e l l i g e n c e . Journal of Personality, 
1963, 31. 108-123. 

Vygotsky, L.S. Thought and language. Edited and translated by E. 
Hanfmann & G. Vaker. Cambridge, Mass.: M.I.T. Press, 1962. 

Yarger, S.J., & Martens, S.K. Testing the waters of school-based teacher 
education. In D. Corrigan & K. Howey (Eds.) Concepts to guide the  
teaching of teachers of teachers. Reston, Va.: Council for Except
i o n a l Children, 1980. 

Zonca, P.H. A case study exploring the e f f e c t s on an i n t e r n teacher of 
the condition of openness i n a c l i n i c a l supervisory r e l a t i o n s h i p . 
Unpublished doctoral d i s s e r t a t i o n , University of Pittsburgh, 1972. 
D i s s e r t a t i o n Abstracts International, 33, 658A. 



APPENDIX A 

CONSTRUCTIVE OPENNESS INSTRUMENTS 

378 



379 

CONSTRUCTIVE OPENNESS INTRUMENTS 

Two constructive openness instruments measure resp e c t i v e l y 
i n t e r a c t i v e and preactive behaviour. Because the preactive behaviour 
instrument was derived from Wallen's (1972) "Interpersonal e f f e c t of 
various responses", the i n t e r a c t i v e behaviour instrument w i l l be 
presented f i r s t . 

I nteractive Behaviour Instrument 

The i n t e r a c t i v e behaviour instrument e s s e n t i a l l y consists of 
items on a freeing-binding continuum. Eighteen behaviours i n a l l are 
i d e n t i f i e d , ten having a binding e f f e c t , eight producing a freeing 
e f f e c t . The instrument not only categorizes behaviours according to 
freeing or binding but also d i f f e r e n t i a t e s degree of interpersonal e f f e c t 
among freeing and binding behaviours. In other words, "act i v e , a t t 
entive l i s t e n i n g " i s regarded as more freeing than "paraphrasing" and 
considerably more freeing than " o f f e r i n g new a l t e r n a t i v e s " . S i m i l a r l y , 
"emotional o b l i g a t i o n s " i s regarded as more binding than "commands, 
orders", and considerably more binding than "changing the subject with
out explanation". 

The arrows convey these degrees of e f f e c t . As such, they imply 
a weighting of freeing and binding behaviours. "Active, a t t e n t i v e 
l i s t e n i n g " i s eight times more freeing than " o f f e r i n g new a l t e r n a t i v e s " 
and "emotional o b l i g a t i o n s " i s ten times more binding than "changing 
the subject without explanation". The further from the freeing-binding 
i n t e r s e c t i o n point on the continuum, the higher the weighting assigned 
to a behaviour—up to a maximum of eight on the freeing side and ten on 
the binding side. The resepective weighting for each behaviour i s 
included i n the instrument. 

Coding involves categorizing conference verbal behaviours 
according to the eighteen i d e n t i f i e d freeing and binding behaviours. 
The frequency count for each category i s then m u l t i p l i e d by the assigned 
weight factor to y i e l d the adjusted score for that behaviour. The 
adjusted scores are then transposed on to the Preactive Behaviour . 
Instrument's graph for p l o t t i n g l e v e l s of constructive openness. This 
process w i l l be delineated a f t e r the Preactive Behaviour Instrument has 
been presented. 

The Preactive Behaviour Instrument 

This instrument was derived from Wallen's (1972) f r e e i n g -
binding continuum. Each question on the P.B.I, pertains to one of the 
eighteen categories of behaviour. The order of the questions, however, 
i s d e l i b e r a t e l y rearranged to prevent p a r t i c i p a n t s from recognizing the 
s p e c i f i c category upon which any question i s based. The following i s 
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FREEING EFFECTS: Increases o ther ' s autonomy as a person; Increases sense of equa l i t y 

8 Ac t i ve , a t t en t i ve l i s t e n i n g : Responsive l i s t e n i n g , not Just s i l e n c e 

7 Paraphrasing: Tes t ing to Insure the message you received was the one he sent 

6 Perception check: Showing your des i re to re l a te to and understand him as a person by 
checking your percept ion of h i s Inner s t a t e ; showing acceptance of f ee l i ng s 

5 Seeking informat ion to help you understand him: Questions d i r e c t l y re levant to what 
he has s a i d , not ones that Introduce new topics 

4 O f fer ing Information re levant to the o t h e r ' s concerns: He may or may not use It 

3 Sharing informat ion that has Inf luenced your fee l ings and viewpoints 

2 D i rec t l y repor t ing your own fee l i ng s 

1 O f fer ing new a l t e r n a t i v e s : Act ion proposals o f fered as hypotheses to be tested 

BINDING-CUEING EFFECTS: Diminishes o t h e r ' s autonomy by increas ing sense of subordinat ion 

1 Changing the subject without exp lanat ion : For example, to avoid the o t h e r ' s fee l ings 

„ Explaining the other . In terpret ing h i s behavior: "You do that because your mother 
a lways . . . . " Binds him to past behavior or may be seen as an e f f o r t to get him to change 

3 Advice and persuas ion: "What you should do i s . . . . " 

4 Vigorous agreement: Binds him to present p o s i t i o n — l i m i t s h i s changing h is mind 

Expectat ions: Binds to past , "You never d id this before. -What's wrong?" Cues him to 

5 future a c t i o n , " I 'm sure you w i l l . . . . " "I know you can do i t . " 

6 Denying h is f e e l i n g s : "You don ' t r e a l l y mean t h a t ! " "You have no reason to f e e l that way" 
Genera l i za t ions , "Everybody has problems l i k e t h a t . " 

-j Approval on personal grounds: P r a i s i n g the other f o r th ink ing , f ee l i n g or act ing In ways 
that you want him to, that i s , for conforming to your standards 

g Disapproval on personal grounds: Blaming or censuring the other for th ink ing , a c t i n g , and 
fee l ing in ways you do not want him to ; Imputing unworthy motives to him 

9 Commands. o rders : T e l l i n g the other what to do. Includes, " T e l l me what to do! " 

Emotional o b l i g a t i o n s : Contro l through arousing fee l ings of shame and I n f e r i o r i t y . "How can 
you do th i s to me when 1 have done so much for you?" 

10 

THE EFFECT OF ANY RESPONSE DEPENDS UPON THE DEGREE OF TRUST IN THE RELATIONSHIP 

The less t ru s t , the les s f ree ing e f f e c t from any response. The more t r u s t , the less binding 
e f f e c t from any response. 

Figure 4. (chapter 3) Interpersonal E f f e c t of Various Responses. 
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Preactive Behaviour Instrument 

Each question i s to be answered choosing one of the following categories A.F.O.S.N. 

Always (A) Frequently (F) Occasionally (0) Seldom (S) Never (N) 

1. I would advise and even attempt to persuade the supervisee i f 

considered necessary. A F 0 S N 

2. I would d i r e c t l y report my own f e e l i n g s . A F 0 S N 

3. I would show my desire to understand the supervisee as a person 
by checking my perception of h i s or her inner state. A F 0 S N 

4. I would frankly t e l l the supervisee what to do i f he or she 
were floundering. A F 0 S N 

5. I would praise the supervisee when he or she displays i n s i g h t s 

into what I consider to be e f f e c t i v e teaching behaviours. A F 0 S N 

6. I would attempt to use s i l e n c e as a deliberate response. A F 0 S N 

7. I would attempt to explain or in t e r p r e t the supervisees' behaviour. A F 0 S N 

8. I would o f f e r information relevant to supervisee concerns which 
may or may not be used. A F 0 S N 

9. I would try to take a general perspective when the supervisee 
expresses f e e l i n g s . A F 0 S N 

10. I w i l l disapprove of supervisee ins i g h t s that do not adhere to 

what I understand by e f f e c t i v e teaching behaviours. A F 0 S N 

11. I would suggest a l t e r n a t i v e s that could be t r i e d . A F 0 S N 

12. I would test to ensure that the message I receive i s the one 

the supervisee sends. A F 0 S N 

13. I would attempt to agree as much as possible with the supervisee. A F 0 S N 

14. I would ask questions d i r e c t l y relevant to what the supervisee 
says. A F 0 S N 

15. I would not shrink from arousing fee l i n g s of shame and 
unprofessionalism i n the supervisee i f I considered the c l a s s 
room performance les s than s a t i s f a c t o r y . A F 0 S N 

16. I would share information that has influenced my fe e l i n g s and 

viewpoints. A F 0 S N 

17. I would remind the supervisee of h i s or her expectations and mine. A F 0 S N 

18. I would change the subject without explanation, i f I'.considered 
i t necessary to do so. A F 0 S N 



Instructions 38; 

1. C i r c l e the following question numbers: 
3, 4, 5, 6, 9, 10, 12, 14, 15, 17 

2. Put an * i n front of the c i r c l e d item number i f you responded 
S (Seldom) or N (Never). 

3. Count up the * i n front of 3, 6, 12, 14. Total = 
(Maximum of 4). 

4. Count up the * i n front of 4, 5, 9, 10, 15, 17. To t a l = 
(Maximum of 6). 

5. For a l l 18 items, put a "1" i n front of the question number i f you 
responded A (Always) or F (Frequently). 

9. 

10. 

Transfer the " l " s from step 5 to the box below. 

M u l t i p l y the transferred " l " s by the given weight to a r r i v e at 
adjusted score for each question. 

To the "Freeing" column, add the t o t a l from Step 4. 

To the "Binding" column, add the t o t a l from Step 3. 

Total adjusted scores plus respective t o t a l s from Step 3 or Step 4. 

Freeing (maximum 42) Binding (maximum 59) 

Question 
Number Weight 

Adjusted 
Score 

Question 
Number Weight 

2 . X 2... = 1 . X 3 
3 . X 6 = 4 . X 9 
6 . X 8 = 5 . X 7 
8 . X 4 = 7 . X 2 

11 . X 1 = 9 . X 6 
12 . X 7 = 10 . X 8 
14 . X 5 = 13 . X 4 
16 . X 3 = 15 . X 10 
+ Total from Step 4 = 17 . X 5 

18 . X 1 

Adjusted 
Score 

+ Total from Step 3 = 

To determine constructive openness l e v e l , plot t o t a l adjusted freeing 
and binding scores on the next page and draw a st r a i g h t l i n e between the 
two points. 
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the key to understanding such r e l a t i o n s h i p s : 

Question 1 
Question 2 
Question 3 
Question 4 
Question 5 
Question 6 
Question 7 
Question 8 
Question 9 
Question 10 
Question 11 
Question 12 
Question 13 
Question 14 
Question 15 
Question 16 

Question 17 
Question 18 

Advice and persuasion. 
D i r e c t l y reporting your own f e e l i n g s . 
Perception check. 
Commands, orders. 
Approval on personal grounds. 
Active, a t t e n t i v e l i s t e n i n g . 
Explaining the other, i n t e r p r e t i n g h i s behaviour. 
Offering information relevant to the other's concerns. 
Denying hi s f e e l i n g s . 
Disapproval on personal grounds. 
Offering new a l t e r n a t i v e s . 
Paraphrasing. 
Vigorous agreement. 
Seeking information to help you understand him. 
Emotional o b l i g a t i o n s . 
Sharing information that has influenced your 
fe e l i n g s and viewpoints. 
Expectations. 
Changing the subject without explanation. 

P a r t i c i p a n t s responded to each question by choosing one of the 
following categories: (A) always; (F) frequently; (0) occasionally; 
(S) seldom; (N) never. A score of one was assigned to each question 
answered (A) or (F). These scores were then m u l t i p l i e d by the respective 
weight factor f or the category upon which the question was based. For 
example, question 3, based on the perception check category, was weighted 
to give an adjusted score of 6 on the freeing dimension; question 15, 
based on the category of emotional obligations was weighted to give an 
adjusted score of 10 on the binding dimension. 

To the eighteen possible responses were added ten further 
possible scores, s i x on the freeing dimension, four on the binding 
dimension. (This redressed the balance between possible f r e e i n g and 
binding responses). These a d d i t i o n a l scores came from questions based 
on categories close to the i n t e r s e c t i o n point of the continuum that were 
answered negatively, i . e . , (S) or (N). In other words, for each (S) or 
(N) response to questions 4, 5, 9, 10, 15, and 17, a score of one was 
added to the freeing dimension and for each (S) or (N) response to 
questions 3, 6, 12, and 14, a score of one was added to the binding 
dimension. Out of the twenty-eight possible responses, then, fourteen 
scored on the freeing dimension and fourteen on the binding dimension. 
The maximum adjusted freeing score amounted to 42 (made up of 36 from 
the weighted p o s i t i v e responses and 6 from the non-weighted negative 



responses) and the maximum adjusted binding score computed to 59 (con
s t i t u t e d by 55 from the weighted p o s i t i v e responses plus 4 non-weighted 
negative responses). 

To determine p a r t i c i p a n t s ' preactive l e v e l of constructive 
openness, the t o t a l adjusted freeing and binding scores were pl o t t e d on 
th e i r respective dimensions i n the graph provided and a s t r a i g h t l i n e 
was drawn between the two points. Where the st r a i g h t l i n e intersected 
the v e r t i c a l axis indicated the broad l e v e l of constructive openness on 
a scale of 0-8. 

The graph i s designed to s p e c i f i c a t i o n , however, and t h i s 
allows for a more precise measurement of constructive openness l e v e l . 
It consists of a ri g h t angle t r i a n g l e , sub-divided into two further 
right-angle t r i a n g l e s by the v e r t i c a l a x i s. As a consequence, the freeing 
and binding axes are at a f o r t y - f i v e degree angle from the v e r t i c a l a x i s. 
Both the freeing and binding axes are twelve centimetres i n length (120 
millimetres) and the v e r t i c a l axis i s eight and a hal f centimetres long 
(85 m i l l i m e t r e s ) . By d i v i d i n g the distance i n millimetres from the base 
of the v e r t i c a l axis to the point of i n t e r s e c t i o n on the v e r t i c a l axis 
by 85 and then multi p l y i n g by 8 (the maximum possible number of cons
t r u c t i v e openness l e v e l s on the P.B.I.), a more precise measurement of 
constructive openness l e v e l can be derived. In formula form, the 
following was used: 

y 
—«• x 8 = Precise Constructive Openness Level 
85 

where y i s the distance i n millimetres from the base of the v e r t i c a l 
axis, 85 represents the maximum distance i n millimetres along the 
v e r t i c a l axis and 8 denotes the maximum possible number of constructive 
openness l e v e l s . 

The d e r i v a t i o n of supervisor 'A's preactive l e v e l of construct
ive openness would serve to i l l u s t r a t e t h i s procedure. Supervisor 'A' 
scored 37 on the freeing dimension and 18 on the binding dimension. The 
str a i g h t l i n e j o i n i n g the two points intersected the v e r t i c a l axis just 
above the 5/6 l i n e , s i x t y - f i v e millimetres above the base of the v e r t i c a l 
axis. Using the formula: 

y 65 
— x 8 = x 8 = 6.12 
85 85 

where y i n t h i s case equals s i x t y - f i v e , 'A's preactive l e v e l of con
s t r u c t i v e openness computed to 6.12. 

Transposition of Interactive Scores to the P.B.I. Graph 

This procedure was designed to e s t a b l i s h out of a quantified 
blend of freeing and binding behaviours a l e v e l of i n t e r a c t i v e con
s t r u c t i v e openness that could be compared to the preactive l e v e l 
measured by the P.B.I. Working with the raw and adjusted scores i n each 
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category of Wallen's (1972) freeing-binding continuum, the t o t a l f r e q 
uency of raw and adjusted scores on the freeing dimension was computed. 
This procedure was repeated f o r raw and adjusted scores i n the ten 
categories on the binding dimension. The purpose i n t a l l y i n g the raw 
scores was to e s t a b l i s h the t o t a l number of verbal behaviours observed 
i n the conference. This combined t o t a l of raw freeing and binding 
behaviours was m u l t i p l i e d by eight (the maximum freeing weight factor) 
to determine the optimum adjusted freeing score. To determine the opt
imum adjusted binding score, the combined t o t a l or raw behaviours 
m u l t i p l i e d by ten (the maximum binding weight f a c t o r ) . 

To transpose the i n t e r a c t i v e scores on to the Preactive 
Behaviour Instrument's graph, a precise measurement of the distance 
between point zero and the point of i n t e r a c t i v e performance on both 
freeing and binding dimensions was calcu l a t e d . This distance was 
computed by d i v i d i n g the t o t a l adjusted score by the optimum adjusted 
score on the respective dimensions and then multiplying by 120, the 
optimum distance i n millimetres on eit h e r dimension. The following 
formula was derived: 

Freeing Dimension WF Distance from point zero on 
of = x 120 = P.B.I. Freeing Dimension i n 

Constructive Openness 8(F+B) terms of millimetres 

Binding Dimension WB Distance from point zero on 
of = x 120 = P.B.I. Binding Dimension i n 

Constructive Openness 10(F+B) terms of millimetres 

where WF and WB are the accumulations of weighted freeing and binding 
behaviours, F and B represent the t o t a l frequency count of behaviours 
coded as freeing and binding r e s p e c t i v e l y , 8 and 10 are the respective 
optimum weight factors for freeing and binding behaviours, and 120 
represents the optimum distance i n millimetres on the Preactive 
Behaviour Instrument from point zero on each dimension. Once the d i s t 
ance from point zero to the point of i n t e r a c t i v e performance on both the 
freeing and binding dimensions of the Preactive Behaviour Instrument had 
been calculated and plo t t e d , a l i n e was drawn between the two points to 
ind i c a t e on the v e r t i c a l a xis, scaled from 0 to 8, a measurement of 
constructive openness. In order to appraise the constructive openness 
l e v e l more p r e c i s e l y , the following formula was used: 

y 
~~~r x 8 = Precise Constructive Openness Level o j 

where y i s the distance i n millimetres from the base of the v e r t i c a l 
a x is, 85 represents the maximum distance i n terms of millimetres and 
8 denotes the t o t a l possible number of constructive openness l e v e l s on 
the P.B.I. 

The derivation-of supervisor 'A's i n t e r a c t i v e l e v e l of cons
t r u c t i v e openness i n his f i r s t pre-conference with supervisee 'L' would 
serve to i l l u s t r a t e t h i s procedure. Out of a t o t a l of 126 verbal 
behaviours, 114 were categorized on the freeing dimension and 12 on the 
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binding dimension. The t o t a l of adjusted scores i n each freeing cate
gory amounted to 671, while the t o t a l accumulation of adjusted binding 
scores was 34. The optimum adjusted freeing score (126 x 8) computed to 
1008, while the optimum adjusted binding score (126 x 10) was calculated 
at 1260-. Using the formula: 

Freeing 
Dimension 

WF 
8(F+B) x 120 = 

671 
1008 x 120 = 

79.88 millimetres 
distance from point zero 

Binding 
Dimension 

WB 
10(F+B) x 120 = 

34 
1260 x 120 = 3.24 millimetres 

distance from point zero 

distances of 79.88 millimetres and 3.24 millimetres from point zero on 
the freeing and binding dimensions r e s p e c t i v e l y were calculated. A 
point 79.88 millimetres from point zero on the freeing dimension of the 
P.B.T. graph was pl o t t e d and s i m i l a r l y a point 3.24 millimetres from 
point zero on the binding dimension. The straight l i n e j o i n i n g these 
two points intersected the v e r t i c a l axis s i x t y - s i x millimetres above the 
base point. Using the formula: 

JL x 8 = — x 8 = 6.21 
85 85 

where y i n t h i s case equals s i x t y - s i x , 'A's i n t e r a c t i v e l e v e l of 
constructive openness computed to 6.21. 

Inter- and Intra-Coder R e l i a b i l i t y 

The following formula was developed for c a l c u l a t i n g i n t e r - and 
intra-coder r e l i a b i l i t y on a scale of 0 to 1: 

1 - WFH - WFL| ../ WBH - WBL 

where WF and WF are highest and lowest accumulations of weighted 
freeing behaviours, WB̂  and WB̂  are the equivalent accumulations of 
weighted binding behaviours, F and B represent the t o t a l frequency 
count of,behaviours coded as freeing and binding r e s p e c t i v e l y , n 
represents the number of coders or the number of times coded, and 8 
and 10 are the respective optimum weight factors for freeing and 
binding behaviours. 
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Supervisee Role Behaviour Questionnaire 

I f , a f t e r lesson observation, your supervisor suggests a course 
of action (e.g. to experiment with a d i f f e r e n t teaching behaviour during 
the next lesson) for you to consider, which one of the following would 
characterize your response: 

(Please s e l e c t one response i n a l l four questions) 

You respond, "Great, wonderful" but ask no questions. 
You look for reasons why the suggestion won't work or you." look 
for flaws i n the course of action. 
You ask for c l a r i f i c a t i o n and explanation and t r y to understand 
what i s meant. 
You point out that the suggestion doesn't solve a l l the problems 
you face i n the classroom and i s therefore r a r e l y applicable. 

You point out that you generally do practice that behaviour i n 
your teaching, leaving the impression that e i t h e r you did not 
use i t during that p a r t i c u l a r lesson or the supervisor f a i l e d 
to observe i t . 
You l i s t e n a c t i v e l y , then modify and change the suggestion i n 
various ways, discussing such changes with the supervisor. 
You (take i t as a personal c r i t i c i s m and) j u s t i f y why you were 
unable to p r a c t i c e such a behaviour i n class today. 
You respond, "That i s j u s t a t e r r i f i c idea" and say no more. 

you're not quite sure what the supervisor i s t a l k i n g about, so 
you question further to enhance your understanding. 
You're r e a l l y sold on the idea but once the conference i s over 
you cannot remember how to go about implementing the suggestion. 
You quibble with the supervisor over some of the jargon and 
terminology he uses. 
You comment on how h e l p f u l the suggestion i s but do not intend 
to do anything with i t . 

You i n t e l l e c t u a l i z e about the suggestion, t a l k i n g about tech
n i c a l i t i e s , but leave no implication for action. 
It suddenly occurs to you to question your supervisor's compet
ence (education, background, and experience) to make such a 
suggestion. 
You begin to b u i l d on the suggestion, working through with the 
supervisor how i t would apply to the constraints of your s p e c i f i c 
teaching s i t u a t i o n and the p a r t i c u l a r needs of your students. 
You are overwhelmed by the supervisor's perception and you agree 
to the suggestion without taking time to think i t through.' 
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PROCEDURES FOR CONDUCTING STIMULATED 
RECALL INTERVIEWS 

In s e t t i n g up and conducting stimulated r e c a l l interviews 

the following strategies are recommended: 

- Before engaging i n stimulated r e c a l l , study protocols gener
ated by other researchers who employed stimulated r e c a l l 
methodology i n order to gain greater competence with, and 
s e n s i t i v i t y to the technique. 

- Conduct a p i l o t study, reviewing the audiotapes of the 
interviews to: 

1) r e f i n e questioning techniques, 
2) i d e n t i f y interviewer b i a s . 

Also have a t h i r d party review the recordings. 

- Hold the stimulated r e c a l l sessions i n a quiet l o c a t i o n 
free from i n t e r r u p t i o n . This i s important i f the teacher i s 
to relax and f e e l free to r e c a l l and report " ... the most 
private of h i s thoughts (Bloom, 1953:162). 

- Arrange the equipment as indicated i n Figure 1, with the 
teacher located i n front of the monitor for ease ofviewing. 

Table 

Tape 
recorder 

VTR Monitor 

Microphone 

Researcher Teacher 

Figure 1: Arrangement of Equipment for Stimulated R e c a l l Sessions. 

With t h i s arrangement, the controls of the videotape recorder 
(VTR) are convenient to both researcher and teacher so that 
either can stop the replay. To enable the researcher to monitor 
the tape recording of the interviews place the tape recorder 
unobtrusively beside the VTR with the extension microphone 
located i n front of both the researcher and teacher. This w i l l 
enable the researcher to monitor: 
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1) that i t was operating, 
2) the volume l e v e l , 
3) when the end of the tape was approaching. 

Data l o s t through a malfunctioning recorder cannot be regained. 

- At the commencement of each interview: 
1) engage the teacher i n general conversation i n order to 

e s t a b l i s h a relaxed atmosphere, 
2) r e i t e r a t e the objectives of the study to reduce the 

danger of the teacher constructing h i s own theory about 
the researcher's intentions and so d i s t o r t i n g data, 

3) outline the r a t i o n a l e f o r using v i s u a l and auditory 
s t i m u l i to f a c i l i t a t e the r e l i v i n g of the lesson. 

4) stress the need for complete and accurate r e c a l l and 
ask the teacher to, 

a. indicate when he can not r e c a l l the thoughts that 
occurred at a p a r t i c u l a r stimulus point, 

b. d i f f e r e n t i a t e between thoughts which occurred 
during the lesson and those which occurred sub
sequently, 

5) ask the teacher to concentrate on the videotaped replay 
i n order to " r e l i v e " the lesson, and r e c a l l thoughts, 
f e e l i n g s and reactions that were experienced during the 
lesson. 

6) remind the teacher that the interview w i l l focus on a 
sample of classroom events that occurred during the 
lesson. Given the objectives of the study and the 
decision as to how focused the questioning i s to be, 
encourage the subject to i d e n t i f y stimulus points at 
which to stop the replay i n order to r e c a l l h i s i n t e r 
a c t i v e thoughts. Explain that the interviewer w i l l also 
i d e n t i f y stimulus points. 

It should be noted that Kagan (Marland, 1977:284) 
claims that 
...What l i t t l e i s gained by having the in q u i r e r stop 
the tape i s l o s t i n that the inquiree loses some 
sense of con t r o l i n being the ultimate i n t e r p r e t e r 
of his/her own experience. 

7) explain that the ro l e of the researcher i s to a s s i s t 
the teacher to r e c a l l and a r t i c u l a t e thoughts and 
fee l i n g s as accurately and completely as possible. 
Stress that the researcher i s not being evaluative of 
either the.lesson or of the reported thoughts. 

8) guarantee anonymity and the c o n f i d e n t i a l i t y of the 
session. 

9) b u i l d on the rapport established i n the f a m i l i a r i z a t i o n 
period by attending to the a f f e c t i v e dimensions such as 
respect, understanding and i n t e r e s t . F a c i l i t a t e s e l f 
discovery by adopting an unobtrusive r o l e ; pose open-
ended questions when teacher statements require elab
oration or c l a r i f i c a t i o n . Leading questions or evaluat
ive statements should be avoided. 
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10) In order to describe the stimulus points at which the 
videotape was stopped by ei t h e r the teacher or the 
researcher, record the counter number at each stop. 
This w i l l enable the researcher to review the tape and 
i d e n t i f y s p e c i f i c d e t a i l s relevant to the stimulus point. 

11) When the subject i s r e c a l l i n g h i s thoughts pay close 
attention to what i s being said to: 

a. assure him of the value and importance of h i s 
statements, 

b. determine which of the many aspects of the 
statement require follow up questions. 
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ClinSuPICLAS AND MOTIVATIONAL PRINCIPLES 

C l i n i c a l Supervision P a r t i c i p a n t s ' Interactive Conceptual Level 
Analysis System (ClinSuPICLAS) (see Figure D-l) i s a s t r u c t u r a l v a r i a t i o n s 
content analysis system derived from the thinking of Harvey et a l . (1961), 
Schroder et e l . (1967), and Harvey and Schroder (1963). In i t s d e r i v a t i o n 
i t follows very c l o s e l y the t r a d i t i o n of content analysis systems but i t s 
focus i n a p p l i c a t i o n i s markedly d i f f e r e n t . Where a "pure" content analysis 
system would be used to analyse what the substance of conference commun
i c a t i o n and i n t e r a c t i v e thought processes contains, a s t r u c t u r a l variations; 
content analysis system would examine that same substance for indicators 
of v a r i a b i l i t y i n the conceptual schemata that p a r t i c i p a n t s use i n 
thinking and communicating. Although subject to the same guidelines for 
u n i t i z a t i o n and categorization as "pure" content a n a l y s i s , a s t r u c t u r a l 
v a r i a t i o n s system attempts to uncover how a person processes the inform
at i o n and interpersonal s t i m u l i that make up the substance of communication. 

Categories seven throught ten of the s t r u c t u r a l v a r i a t i o n s content 
analysis system are used e x c l u s i v e l y to code supervisors' conference 
dialogue and i n t e r a c t i v e thoughts. These four categories are based on 
the substantive discussion of supervision conditions, demonstrated i n 
Figure 3, that takes place i n the generation of the study's conceptual 
framework i n Chapter 3. Four basic supervision conditions are outlined 
along a unilateral-interdependent continuum: r e l i a b l e u n i l a t e r a l , 
u n r e l i a b l e u n i l a t e r a l , p rotective interdependent, informational i n t e r 
dependent. These four types of conditions, which associate r e s p e c t i v e l y 
with conceptual l e v e l s I, I I , I I I , and IV, are the basis upon which d i f f 
erent aspects of supervisory influence, i . e . , c r i t e r i a determination, 
d i r e c t i o n of rewards, concern for supervisee and supervisor manipulation, 
are appraised i n supervisors' dialogue and thoughts. 

Categories one through s i x , on the other hand, apply to both 
supervisors' and supervisees' dialogue and thoughts, being based on the 
motivational p r i n c i p l e s outlined by Harvey et a l . (1961). 

MOTIVATIONAL PRINCIPLES AND CONCEPTUAL LEVEL 

When c l i n i c a l supervision p a r t i c i p a n t s face a new learning 
experience, they w i l l , according to t h e i r l e v e l of concreteness-
abstractness, come to evolve more or le s s standardized ways of defining 
and reacting to the s i t u a t i o n . The conceptual stage, acting as an 
experimental f i l t e r , comes to determine what i s confirming and r e f u t i n g , 
what w i l l produce threat and non-threat, what w i l l r e s u l t i n p o s i t i v e 
or negative a f f e c t , and what w i l l arouse fee l i n g s of success or f a i l u r e . 
(As such, each conceptual l e v e l constitutes a set of basic values or 
evaluative predispositions which mediate supervision p a r t i c i p a n t s ' 
thought processes and behavioural expression during the conference). The 
conceptual l e v e l of a person tends, then, to determine the motivational 
impact that new experiences arouse. 
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CLINICAL SUPERVISION PARTICIPANTS' 
INTERACTIVE CONCEPTUAL LEVEL 

ANALYSIS SYSTEM 

1. Sensitization 
Level I - closed to personal, open to insti

tutional power. 
Level II - resenting control as interper

sonal threat. 
Level III - open to sought-out others. 
Level IV - open to differences in experien

ces, in task difficulty levels, and 
in other participant's com
petence. 

3. Refutation 
Level I - no clear prescription for 

behaviour. 
Level II - evaluative feedback. 
Level III - other participant rejection or 

pressure towards autonomy. 
Level IV - restriction of autonomy. 

5. Bolstering 
Level I - impersonal reaffirmation of duty. 
Level II - setting excessively high perfor

mance goals to reaffirm 
competence. 

Level III - reaffirmation of social 
acceptance. 

Level IV - reaffirmation of concern with 
information in feedback. 

2. Confirmation 
Level I - unambiguous prescription for 

behaviour. 
Level II - successful control of other 

participant. 
Level III - other participant approval. 
Level IV - rigorous, interdependent task 

analysis. 

4. Neutralization 
Level I - blocking out or distorting critical 

feedback with categorical 
judgments. 

Level II - deliberate indifference to own 
responsibility and other partici
pant's reputation 

Level III - denial of other participant's 
responsibility or rejection. 

Level IV - denial of relevance of other par
ticipant's standard. 

6. Behavioural Responses 
Level I - rigid and uncritically submissive. 
Level II - other participant devaluation 

and problem avoidance. 
Level III - excessive reliance on sought-

out other's evaluation. 
Level IV - provisional self-correction and 

information seeking. 

(Categories 7-10 inclusive are for analysis of 
supervisor dialogue and thoughts only) 

7. Criteria Determination 
Level I - absolute; supervisor rigid 

imposition. 
Level II - absolute; supervisor subtle 

imposition. 
Level III - relative; conjoint evaluation of 

exploratory behaviour. 
Level IV - relative; supervisee clarification 

of behavioural consequences. 

9. Concern for Supervision 
Level I - supervisee ideas ignored, 

quashed. 
Level II - lack of interpersonal affinity. 
Level III - du al accountability. 
Level IV - supervisee free to experiment. 

8. Direction of Rewards 
Level I - external standards; consistent 

application. 
Level II - external standards; inconsistent 

application. 
Level III - supervisee exploratory behav

iour; supportive feedback. 
Level IV - supervisee exploratory behav

iour; conjoint approval of instru
mental achievements. 

10. Supervisor Manipulation 
Level I - supervisee behaviour 

manipulation. 
Level II - expectations beyond supervisee 

ability. 
Level III - role modelling. 
Level IV - task environment manipulation 

within supervisee ability. 

Figure D-l 
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Harvey et a l . (1961, pp. 204-243) propose the p r i n c i p l e s of 
s e n s i t i z a t i o n confirmation and r e f u t a t i o n , i n t e r p r e t i v e manoeuvers and 
behavioural expression as having relevant motivational powers at each 
stage. S e n s i t i z a t i o n or the openness-closedness dimension "determines 
how r e a l i t y w i l l be experienced, what w i l l be attended to, and what w i l l be 
ignored" (Harvey et a l . , 1961, p. 206). Confirmation and Refutation coin
cides with the c e n t r a l i t y - p e r i p h e r a l i t y dimension. Experiences that are 
appraised as p e r i p h e r a l to a person's inner s e l f take on a r e f u t i n g force 
whereas experiences appraised as c e n t r a l to one's world view become 
confirming i n nature. 

Conceptual confirmation i s the state r e s u l t i n g from the perception 
or evaluation of an impinging event as being compatible with or 
f a c i l i t a t i v e of the response d i r e c t i o n a l i t y associated with the 
concept(s) operative at the p a r t i c u l a r time. Conceptual r e f u t a t i o n , 
on the other hand, i s the condition occurring when an impinging 
event i s evaluated as c o n f l i c t i n g with or being incompatible with 
the behavioral d i r e c t i o n a l i t y i m p l i c i t l y i n e x i s t i n g concepts or 
subject-object r e l a t i o n s . The better defined the d i r e c t i o n a l i t y of 
a concept and the greater i t s strength or preference or outcome, the 
more pronounced are the behavioral and a f f e c t i v e consequences of 
confirmation or r e f u t a t i o n (Harvey et a l . , 1961, p. 51). 

What t h i s i n e f f e c t means i s that confirmation represents the evaluation 
of a s i t u a t i o n as f a c i l i t a t i v e of goal attainment, while r e f u t a t i o n 
i n t e r p r e t s events as portending impediment of goal achievement. 

Interpretive Manoeuvers are the ways and means employed by a 
person's mind to minimize r e f u t a t i o n . Two general manoeuvers are possible 
— n e u t r a l i z i n g a p o t e n t i a l l y negative experience (avoidance) and 
b o l s t e r i n g one's thought processes through over-compensation. In other 
words, where n e u t r a l i z i n g d i r e c t l y restructures a p o t e n t i a l l y r e f u t i n g 
experience, b o l s t e r i n g i n d i r e c t l y minimizes r e f u t a t i o n by reaffirming 
the p o s i t i v e aspects of the experience. Behavioural Expressions are 
s i m i l a r to i n t e r p r e t i v e manoeuvers i n that they are responses aimed at 
eliminating or reducing the experience of negative a f f e c t associated with 
confirming experiences. They are d i s s i m i l a r i n that they are more l i k e l y 
to occur l a t e r i n a sequence than i n t e r p r e t i v e manoeuvers and are, by 
d e f i n i t i o n , behavioural rather than cognitive. Figure D-2 demonstrates 
how a l l four motivational p r i n c i p l e s vary according to the conceptual 
functioning of the person concerned. 

Level I: S e n s i t i z a t i o n 
Level I functioning operates within a framework of external 

c a u s a l i t y . A person at t h i s stage of conceptual development does not see 
other people as powerful because of t h e i r expertise and c a p a b i l i t i e s 
(closedness to personal power) but rather sees them as powerful when they 
occupy roles endowed with i n s t i t u t i o n a l l y - d e r i v e d power. Consequently, 
Level I functioning i s highly s e n s i t i v e to cues concerned with external 
r u l e s , norms, and t r a d i t i o n s with l i t t l e s e n s i t i v i t y towards v a r i a t i o n s 
among people. 



Conceptual Behavioural 
Level Sensitization Confirmation Refutation Neutralization Bolstering Responses 

Level I 

a) closedness to 
personal power 

b) openness to 
in s t i t u t i o n a l l y -
derived power 
rules, and 
traditions 

a) no ambiguity 
b) no role conflict 
c) clear prescript

ion for 
behaviour 

a) ambiguity 
b) role conflict 
c) unconventional 

behaviour 

a) failure to 
perceive 

b) distortion and 
dissociation 

c) categorical 
judgments 

a) reaffirming 
one's duty 

b) impersonal-
ization 

c) increased valu
ation of c r i t 
icized aspects 

a) forming standards 
rapidly 

b) r i g i d i t y 
c) overgeneralized 

submission to 
authority 

Level II 

a) openness to 
dimension of 
control and 
freedom from 
i t s imposition 

b) categorizes in 
terms of inter
personal threat 

a) no evaluation 
b) successful 

opposition to 
authority 

a) evaluative 
feedback 

b) interpersonal 
relationship 
not grounded 
in mutual opp
osition to 
authority 

a) failure to 
perceive 

b) non-commitment 
c) denial of 

responsibility 
d) imputation of 

malevolence 

a)reaffirming 
competence 

a) source devaluation 
b) behavioural 

avoidance 
c) "boomerang" 

response 

Level III 
a) sensitization 

to others 
b) differentiating 

between others 

a) approval 
b) susceptibility 

to source-
mediated eval
uation 

a) rej ection 
b) experiences 

pressuring to
wards autonomy 

a) denial of 
source respons
i b i l i t y 

b) denial of 
rej ection 

a)reaffirming 
social 
acceptance 

a) self-evaluation 
excessive determ
ined by others' 
evaluation 

b) overgeneralized 
submission to 
influence 

c) seeking inter
personal support 

Level IV 

a) openness to 
differences be
tween events 

b) openness to 
differing 
levels of task 

I d i f f i c u l t y 
c) openness to 

variation in 
competence, or 
information 
potential, of 
sources 

a) task analysis 
from many 
perspectives 

b) autonomy and 
interdependence 

i 

a) l i t t l e exper
ience of 
refutation 

b) restriction of 
autonomy and 
interdependence 

a)assertion of 
difference be
tween own and 
others' stand
ard and denial 
that others' 
standard i s 
relevant to 
self 

a)reaffirming 
concern with 
information 

\ 

a) maintaining stand
ard in response 
to non-information 
social influence 

b) provisional s e l f -
devaluation and 
self-correction 

c) exploratory 
information-seeking 
behaviour 

Figure D-2. Motivational Principles and Conceptual Level 
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Level I; Confirmation and Refutation 

Confirmation at the Level I l e v e l i s associated with experiences 
that are congruent with external standards, while r e f u t a t i o n i s associated 
with experiences that are incongruent. Refutation, then, tends to be 
produced to a s l i g h t degree by new experiences and to a considerable 
degree by ambiguous s i t u a t i o n s . Because Level I functioning i s highly 
concrete and because ambivalence might represent a v i o l a t i o n of external 
standards, ambiguity produces p o t e n t i a l r e f u t a t i o n . Getzels and Guba 
(1955) have studied the intolerance of ambiguity under the notion of r o l e -
c o n f l i c t , which they define as follows: 

The c r i t i c a l c h a r a c t e r i s t i c of a r o l e - c o n f l i c t s i t u a t i o n for the 
rol e incumbent i s that i t i s i n some measure ambiguous, f r u s t r a t i n g , 
and, since negative sanctions are attached to non-conformity, 
threatening (Getzels and Guba, 1955, p. 75). 

These authors found that persons high i n r o l e - c o n f l i c t were s i g n i f i c a n t l y 
more au t h o r i t a r i a n than were persons low i n r o l e - c o n f l i c t . Such r o l e -
c o n f l i c t would lead to r e f u t a t i o n i n the Level I functioning person. 

Confirmation, on the other hand, stems from s i t u a t i o n s which are 
highly structured, in v o l v i n g l i t t l e or no ambiguity and r o l e - c o n f l i c t , 
and which possess a clear p r e s c r i p t i o n for behaviour. In interpersonal 
settings, persons functioning at t h i s l e v e l w i l l display approach tend
encies towards people who are conventional and behave according to the 
rul e s , while they w i l l avoid those who are unconventional, spontaneous 
and i n d i v i d u a l i s t i c . 

Level I: Interpretive Manoeuvers 

These two manoeuvers only occur when a person at t h i s l e v e l of 
conceptual development faces a p o t e n t i a l r e f u t a t i o n experience. 

N e u t r a l i z a t i o n at t h i s l e v e l consists of the denial of events 
that might involve the transgression of rul e s . Harvey et a l . (1961, 
pp. 213-215) out l i n e four v a r i e t i e s of n e u t r a l i z i n g manoeuvers at Level 
I: f a i l u r e to perceive, d i s t o r t i o n , d i s s o c i a t i o n , and c a t e g o r i c a l 
judgments. 

F a i l u r e to perceive a p o t e n t i a l l y r e f u t i n g experience can occur 
only i n a poorly d i f f e r e n t i a t e d or concrete system and therefore tends 
to occur most at Level I. In extreme cases t h i s would involve a t o t a l 
blocking out of p o t e n t i a l l y r e f u t i n g experiences. D i s t o r t i o n and  
d i s s o c i a t i o n deal with the r e f u t i n g experience, not by denying i t as i n 
f a i l u r e to perceive, but by redef i n i n g i t i n less threatening terms. 
D i s t o r t i o n involves the r e c a l l of a negative evaluation as being less 
negative and d i s s o c i a t i o n attempts to d i l u t e the impact of a negative 
evaluation by disengaging the source from the communication (e.g., 
questioning that the source a c t u a l l y made the evaluation). These 
manoeuvers are activated i n a Level I person when one supervision part
i c i p a n t devalues something that the other p a r t i c i p a n t has conceived or 
performed, thereby producing a p o t e n t i a l l y r e f u t i n g s i t u a t i o n . 
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Categorical .judgments or either-or, good-bad, black-white judgments 
emanate from concrete, poorly d i f f e r e n t i a t e d conceptual structures. 
Persons functioning at t h i s l e v e l could be expected to be more dogmatic 
and narrowminded i n t h e i r judgments. 

Bolstering manoeuvers at t h i s l e v e l take on the s p e c i f i c forms 
of: reaffirmation of one's duty or o b l i g a t i o n , impersonalization and an 
increased valuation of c r i t i c i z e d aspects (Harvey et a l . , 1961, pp. 215-
216). Reaffirmation of duty deals with r e f u t a t i o n by l i t e r a l l y r e a f f i r m 
ing one's b e l i e f i n "the system". At Level I, t h i s would involve 
responses l i k e " I t ' s my duty to obey him" and "He has a r i g h t to do that" 
(Harvey and Schroder, 1959). Impersonalization involves de-emphasizing 
the personal aspects of a r e l a t i o n s h i p by focusing upon one's r o l e 
o b l i g a t i o n s , a s t r i c t kind of bureaucratic functioning. Increased  
valuation of c r i t i c i z e d aspects i s a form of b o l s t e r i n g that consists of 
maintaining respect for authority figures on the one hand, yet denying 
the v a l i d i t y of t h e i r c r i t i c i s m on the other. An example of t h i s would 
be where a supervisee begins to think more highly of a colleague teacher 
when a person supervising them both c r i t i c i z e s c e r t a i n s i m i l a r i t i e s i n 
t h e i r teaching, the c r i t i c i s m i s then d i l u t e d by making i t more p o s i t i v e . 

Level I: Behavioural Responses 

When r e f u t a t i o n i s experienced at t h i s l e v e l , behavioural 
responses are l i k e l y to be rapid, i n f l e x i b l e , and overgeneralized, leading 
to: the rapid formation of standards, adopting a r i g i d pattern of response, 
and submitting to the wishes of an authority f i g u r e i n an overgeneralized 
manner (Harvey et a l . , 1961, pp. 216-218). Rapid formation of standards 
occurs i n ambiguous s i t u a t i o n s so as to reduce the normative uncertainty 
as quickly as possible. Behavioural r i g i d i t y involves the f a i l u r e to 
consider a l t e r n a t i v e solutions to a problem that poses p o t e n t i a l r e f u t a t i o n 
to a Level I functioning person. Overgeneralized submission to authority 
i s the behaviour r e s u l t i n g from i n t e r p r e t i n g p o t e n t i a l r e f u t a t i o n events 
i n terms of one's duty, what one ought to do. An example of t h i s would 
be the experiment described by Milgram (1974) where many subjects increased 
the voltage power applied to those under in t e r r o g a t i o n when t o l d to do so 
by a white-coated experimenter. This pattern of response i s i n d i c a t i v e 
of the " a u t h o r i t a r i a n submission" that Adorno et a l . (1950) suggest i s 
one aspect of the a u t h o r i t a r i a n p e r s o n a l i t y . 

Level I I : S e n s i t i z a t i o n 

Level II functioning i s associated with a heightened s e n s i t i v i t y 
to the dimension of control, ranging from imposition of c o n t r o l to 
freedom from i t s imposition. Experiences are therefore perceived i n terms 
of t h e i r actual or implied creation of dependency on another person or i n 
terms of resistance to such dependency. Actions of others, p a r t i c u l a r l y 
those of one supervision p a r t i c i p a n t directed towards the other part
i c i p a n t , are viewed as p o t e n t i a l l y threatening. Persons functioning at 
t h i s l e v e l are more l i k e l y to categorize others i n terms of interpersonal 
threat, e.g., "a person you f e e l comfortable with" v i s - a - v i s "a person 
who makes you uneasy", than i n terms of other personal dimensions such 
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as attractiveness'or competence (Hunt and Schroder, 1958). As such, t h i s 
l e v e l of conceptual functioning evidences an underlying d i s t r u s t and an 
o r i e n t a t i o n away from the psychotherapeutic helping r e l a t i o n s h i p espoused 
by c l i n i c a l supervision. 

Level I I : Confirmation and Refutation 

whenever two persons i n t e r a c t , as i n the c l i n i c a l supervision 
process, they tend, at l e a s t i n i t i a l l y , to become dependent upon each 
other for c r i t i c a l feedback, whether e x p l i c i t or i m p l i c i t . But the 
person functioning at t h i s l e v e l of conceptual development in t e r p r e t s 
evaluative feedback as p o t e n t i a l c o n t r o l which thus produces r e f u t a t i o n . 
Because Level II functioning i s aimed at defining oneself as being d i f f 
erent from others, almost a l l forms of evaluation from another person 
p o t e n t i a l l y produces avoidance tendencies i n the r e c i p i e n t . This i s 
equally true of p o s i t i v e appraisal as i t i s of negative evaluation, 
although the r e f u t a t i o n e f f e c t i s greater with the l a t t e r . Confirmation, 
on the other hand, occurs i n interpersonal settings which involve no e v a l 
uation at a l l . An extreme form of confirmation at t h i s l e v e l consists i n 
successful opposition to authority, e.g., the r e b e l l i o u s teenager who 
defies parental authority. For a person functioning at t h i s l e v e l to 
enter into a p o s i t i v e helping r e l a t i o n s h i p with another p r o f e s s i o n a l would 
involve grounding that r e l a t i o n s h i p i n mutual opposition to a u t h o r i t y — a 
basis which i s highly untenable for an i n s t r u c t i o n a l supervisor following 
the c l i n i c a l approach. 

Level I I : Interpretive Manoeuvers 

Ne u t r a l i z a t i o n . Harvey et a l . (1961, pp. 220-223) describe four 
general patterns of n e u t r a l i z a t i o n that are associated with Level I I : 
f a i l u r e to perceive, non-commitment or denial of i n t e r e s t , d e n i a l of 
r e s p o n s i b i l i t y , and imputation of malevolence. F a i l u r e to perceive i s 
associated with a lack of attention to the information contained i n 
c r i t i c a l feedback, r e s u l t i n g i n p a r t i c i p a n t s being unable to u t i l i z e 
information from others to c l a r i f y t h e i r own s e l f - d e f i n i t i o n and profess
i o n a l performance. Non-commitment or denial of i n t e r e s t consists of 
erecting the defence of " i n d i f f e r e n c e " against p o t e n t i a l control or 
dependence. It often involves an a n t i c i p a t o r y ploy designed to avoid, 
soften, or d i l u t e the consequences of an action i n advance. Such a 
den i a l or q u a l i f i e r wards o f f the l i k e l i h o o d of negative evaluation and 
smacks of what Heider (1958) has described as "the sour grapes mechanism" 
— t h a t i n t e n t i o n (the "try") i s as much a factor i n a successful outcome 
as a b i l i t y (the "can"). 

Sometimes the data make i t very c l e a r i n the absence or f a i l u r e 
of action, whether i t i s the "can" or the " t r y " that i s the missing 
condition. But sometimes the data are s u f f i c i e n t l y ambiguous so that 
the person's own needs or wishes determine the a t t r i b u t i o n . 

An example of such egocentric a t t r i b u t i o n i s the sour grapes fable. 
The fox pretends, or perhaps i s even convinced, that he does not want 
the grapes rather than that he cannot get them. He a t t r i b u t e s the 
f a i l u r e to the "not want" (and the "not intend" and the "not try")) 
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instead of the "not can," since i n t h i s case the former i s neutral 
as far as h i s self-esteem i s concerned, and the l a t t e r i s damaging 
(Heider, 1958, p. 118). 

Non-commitment to the c l i n i c a l process involving developmental feedback 
would evidence i t s e l f when a p a r t i c i p a n t expresses d i f f u s e and contra
di c t o r y interpersonal cues i n the conferences and d e l i b e r a t e l y performs 
i n c o n s i s t e n t l y i n the classroom; i n t h i s way the Level II p a r t i c i p a n t 
makes evaluation d i f f i c u l t and e f f e c t i v e l y avoids interpersonal involve
ment with another p r o f e s s i o n a l . Denial of r e s p o n s i b i l i t y i s another 
means used by a person to avoid negative evaluation. This i s done by 
a s c r i b i n g the success or f a i l u r e , p o t e n t i a l or actual, of i n s t r u c t i o n a l 
performance to factors other than oneself. Although t h i s manoeuver i s 
designed as a blame avoidance t a c t i c , the person functioning at t h i s l e v e l 
i s quick to assume r e s p o n s i b i l i t y when there i s c r e d i t to be claimed. 
Imputation of malevolence i s a manoeuver s p e c i f i c a l l y designed to protect 
the Level II functioning supervision p a r t i c i p a n t from dependency upon the 
other and to serve as j u s t i f i c a t i o n for r e t a l i a t i o n against the source 
of c r i t i c a l feedback i f necessary. 

Bo l s t e r i n g . This i n t e r p r e t i v e manoeuver takes place when a 
person functioning at Level II cannot avoid, through non-commitment etc., 
the necessity of having to take a stand or set a goal. To admit a 
weakness would imply a need for p r o f e s s i o n a l growth that could potent
i a l l y be met i n the interpersonal r e l a t i o n s h i p with the other supervision 
p a r t i c i p a n t ; so the person at t h i s l e v e l avoids such a consequence by 
s e t t i n g goals which are excessively high i n r e l a t i o n to past performance. 

Level I I : Behavioural Responses 

Harvey et a l . (1961, pp. 224-226) associate three patterns of 
behavioural responses to Level I I : source devaluation, behavioural 
avoidance, and "boomerang" response. Source devaluation i s the 
behavioural response c l o s e l y r e l a t e d to malevolent imputation and i s 
often enacted along Judaic l i n e s of l o g i c , "an eye for an eye, a tooth 
for a tooth"; or more perversely, "screw the other bastards before they 
screw you". Persons p r o f f e r i n g t h i s behaviour tend to avoid evaluative 
feedback by devaluing the source of the c r i t i c i s m . 

Behavioural avoidance i s a response where a person withdraws 
from a problem s i t u a t i o n at any sign of d i f f i c u l t y or p o t e n t i a l f a i l u r e . 
Harvey et a l . (1961, p. 225) maintain that i t i s useful to view non-
commitment, s e t t i n g excessively high goals and behavioural avoidance as 
Level II modes of coping over a period of time and under varying conditions. 
I n i t i a l l y , persons t r y to avoid commitment; forced to state a goal, they 
state i t excessively high; f a l l i n g short of the goal, they r e l i n q u i s h the 
challenge at the e a r l i e s t opportunity. 

"Boomerang" response i s where the r e c i p i e n t of a c r i t i c i s m 
d e l i b e r a t e l y acts i n ways contrary to the feedback communicated. In 
other words, a supervision p a r t i c i p a n t functioning at t h i s l e v e l would 
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move i n a d i r e c t i o n away from the feedback i n a boomerang-like response 
pattern so as to r e c o i l from any possible influence that the other 
p a r t i c i p a n t may be attempting to exercise. 

Level I I I : S e n s i t i z a t i o n 

Because t h i s stage of conceptual development i s more highly 
d i f f e r e n t i a t e d than Levels I and I I , the s e n s i t i z a t i o n c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s 
are somewhat more complex. Generally, persons functioning at t h i s l e v e l 
would be more s e n s i t i v e to mutuality or dependency. S p e c i f i c a l l y , 
Harvey et a l . (1961, pp. 226-228) see them as open to the evaluative 
reaction of others, to t h e i r behaviour and to the personal character
i s t i c s of the other persons, whether they are a t t r a c t i v e or a p o t e n t i a l 
source of approval for the i n d i v i d u a l . 

S e n s i t i z a t i o n to Others consists of an openness to evaluation 
made by sources of approval. In other words, the person i s caught up i n 
mutuality with others and enters into interpersonal dependency r e l a t i o n 
ships very e a s i l y because of a propensity to being influenced by others. 
Where the Level I person i s influenced by t r a d i t i o n a l p r e s c r i p t i o n s 
and external codes, the Level III person i s influenced by i n d i v i d u a l s 
whose approval i s sought. Such persons are c a l l e d "other-directed" 
(Riesman, 1950, p. 26) and they have to be able to pick up the varied 
signals emitted from t h e i r contemporaries which serve as a source of 
influence. 

D i f f e r e n t i a t i n g between others i s the Level I I I s e n s i t i v i t y that 
leads to more concern about who the person of influence i s . Persons 
functioning at t h i s l e v e l tend to place more weight upon whether the 
other person i s someone they l i k e or d i s l i k e (Schroder and Hunt, 1958). 
At the same time, they d i f f e r e n t i a t e among others by noting t h e i r d i f f 
e r e n t i a l reactions to t h e i r own actions. When, however, a person's 
conceptual development becomes arrested at t h i s l e v e l , these d i f f e r e n t 
i a t i o n s become sharper, causing the person to become more s e n s i t i v e to 
the influence of an a t t r a c t i v e source. 

Level I I I : Confirmation and Refutation 

Refutation at t h i s l e v e l i s represented by r e j e c t i o n or experiences 
that are interpreted to mean "you're on your own now". This kind of 
r e f u t a t i o n can have p o s i t i v e e f f e c t s , however, i f i t pressures the 
supervision p a r t i c i p a n t to the next highest l e v e l of conceptual functioning. 
The negative impact i s to send the person s p i r a l l i n g down towards a Level 
II mode of autonomy, that of negative independence. Confirmation, on the 
other hand, stems from approval by the other p a r t i c i p a n t . In other words, 
s e l f - d e f i n i t i o n and the evaluation of supervisory or i n s t r u c t i o n a l per
formance are l a r g e l y determined by the e f f e c t one can produce upon others: 

Self-esteem here depends upon conditions more or less beyond 
one's control .... Success i s so heavily defined as being what others 
want you to be, rather than as doing c e r t a i n things with e f f e c t i v e 
s k i l l , that the opinions of others become almost the sole source of 
s e l f - f e e l i n g and self-esteem (White, 1956, p. 184). 
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If confronted by negative task feedback i . e . , poor performance, that 
c o n f l i c t s with p o s i t i v e source a p p r a i s a l , i . e . , praise, the supervision 
p a r t i c i p a n t functioning at Level III i s more susceptible to the l a t t e r 
source-mediated evaluation and thus experiences confirmation (Wells, 
and Hunt, 1959). 

Level I I I : Interpretive Manoeuvers 

Ne u t r a l i z a t i o n . P o t e n t i a l loss of interpersonal support or 
r e j e c t i o n may be avoided, according to Harvey et a l . (1961, pp. 229-230), 
by two i n t e r p r e t i v e n e u t r a l i z i n g manoeuvers: deni a l of source respons
i b i l i t y and d e n i a l of r e j e c t i o n . Denial of source r e s p o n s i b i l i t y would 
have involve excusing the source for c e r t a i n actions or r e i n t e r p r e t i n g 
such actions as a s p e c i a l case so as to avoid p o t e n t i a l r e f u t a t i o n . This 
i s s i m i l a r to the Level I n e u t r a l i z a t i o n manoeuver of d i s s o c i a t i n g the 
source from the c r i t i c i s m or actions but i t i s d i s s i m i l a r i n that where 
the Level I d i s s o c i a t i o n i s on grounds of c u l t u r a l and t r a d i t i o n a l 
dimensions, the Level III d i s s o c i a t i o n stems from the personalized nature 
of the supervisory r e l a t i o n s h i p . Denial or r e j e c t i o n attempts to d i l u t e 
the impact of c r i t i c a l feedback by not taking i t s e r i o u s l y . In other 
words, the r e c i p i e n t of c r i t i c i s m begins to joke about a serious matter 
i n ways that f o s t e r mutuality but also n e u t r a l i z e the feedback. This 
manoeuver, however, closes out such a person's r e c e p t i v i t y to information 
Where Level II n e u t r a l i z i n g manoeuvers tend to excuse the s e l f and blame 
the other, Level III manoeuvers generally excuse the other person and put 
the blame, i f anywhere, on the s e l f . 

B o l s t e r i n g . Faced by p o t e n t i a l r e f u t a t i o n , the Level III 
b o l s t e r i n g takes the form of excessively high estimation of one's socio-
metric acceptance. 

Level I I I : Behavioural Responses 

Three forms of behaviour responses are outlined by Harvey et e l . 
(1961, pp. 230-233): excessive r e l i a n c e on others for determining s e l f -
evaluation, submission to influence i n an overgeneralized fashion, and 
seeking interpersonal support. 

Excessive r e l i a n c e on others for determining s e l f - e v a l u a t i o n 
consists of a r t i c u l a t i n g one's s e l f - d e f i n i t i o n and performance appraisal 
p r i m a r i l y i n terms of the e f f e c t s produced i n others. Level I I I l e v e l 
persons tend to increase t h e i r s e l f - e v a l u a t i o n more following p r a i s e 
from an a t t r a c t i v e source and decrease i t following c r i t i c i s m . 

Submission to influence i n an overgeneralized fashion i s a 
behavioural response found i n persons oriented towards pleasing others, 
who need s o c i a l approval and who place great weight on the attractiveness 
of the source of c r i t i c i s m . The d i f f e r e n c e between Level I and Level III 
submission l i e s i n the i n f l u e n c i n g source; i n the former the source 
influences through attractiveness. 

Seeking interpersonal support i s a person's preference to be with 
people, rather than alone, before an anxiety-arousing experience 
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Level IV: S e n s i t i z a t i o n 

This i s characterized by openness to the i n d i v i d u a l ' s own 
i n t e r n a l standards and to s i t u a t i o n s favouring t h e i r expression. The 
highly d i f f e r e n t i a t e d , abstract nature of Level IV i s associated with 
conceptual functioning that i s more s e n s i t i v e to s i t u a t i o n a l nuances with 
les s defensiveness or r e s t r i c t i o n of information. 

Harvey et a l . (1961, pp. 234-235) i d e n t i f y three s p e c i f i c areas 
of s e n s i t i v i t y at t h i s l e v e l : openness to differences between events, 
openness to d i f f e r i n g l e v e l s of task d i f f i c u l t y , and openness to 
v a r i a t i o n s i n competence or information p o t e n t i a l of sources. 

Openness to differences between events i s a s e n s i t i v i t y to both 
p o s i t i v e and negative feedback. In other words, such a supervision 
p a r t i c i p a n t would be c a r e f u l l y attuned to the information contained i n 
any communication and weigh the feedback more o b j e c t i v e l y , without 
attaching excessive weight to the source's power or attractiveness and 
without judging the message i n terms of i t s interpersonal threat. This 
i s possible because t h i s l e v e l of conceptual development allows for a 
d i f f e r e n t i a t i o n between source and c r i t i c i s m . This, i n turn, permits the 
r e c i p i e n t to respond to the information contained i n the c r i t i c i s m as 
d i s t i n c t from reacting a t t i t u d i n a l l y towards the source of the feedback. 

Openness to d i f f e r i n g l e v e l s of task d i f f i c u l t y i s the s e n s i t i v i t y 
to the task at hand, enabling a person to focus on the ramifications that 
s i t u a t i o n a l v a r i a t i o n s may make to the l e v e l of task d i f f i c u l t y and to 
adapt accordingly. 

Openness to v a r i a t i o n i n competence, or information p o t e n t i a l of  
sources i s a s e n s i t i v i t y to cues regarding the competence of the source. 
That i s , persons functioning at t h i s l e v e l of conceptual development 
"read" r e a l i t y i n terms of p o t e n t i a l information a v a i l a b l e which they 
s i f t according to t h e i r assessment of the source's competence. They 
determine what constitutes information by t h e i r own i n t e r n a l referents. 
Facing a d i f f i c u l t task or recognizing a low l e v e l of competence i n a 
c e r t a i n task area, a Level IV supervision p a r t i c i p a n t i s l i k e l y to take 
the other p a r t i c i p a n t ' s opinions and judgments into account as p o t e n t i a l 
information. 

Level IV: Confirmation and Refutation 

Because of i t s highly d i f f e r e n t i a t e d nature, Level IV functioning 
does not generally experience a high degree of r e f u t a t i o n . Where 
r e f u t a t i o n does occur, i t i s usually i n s i t u a t i o n s i n v o l v i n g r e s t r i c t i o n 
of autonomy and interdependent functioning. Confirmation takes place 
when opportunities which encourage the consideration of a task from many 
perspectives and which permit interdependent functioning at t h i s l e v e l 
would be capable of creating an atmosphere of t r u s t , mutual respect and 
constructive openness. 
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Level IV: Interpretive Manoeuvers 

"The more abstract the l e v e l of functioning, the more openness 
to various dimensions. The more openness to various dimensions, the 
le s s i s the necessity for i n t e r p r e t i v e manoeuvers" (Harvey et a l . , 1961, 
p. 236). Because of i t s abstract nature then, Level IV functioning has 
le s s incidence of r e i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s . 

N e u t r a l i z a t i o n — d e n i a l of relevance of Standards. Faced with 
p o t e n t i a l r e f u t a t i o n , supervision p a r t i c i p a n t s functioning at t h i s l e v e l 
may a f f i r m that t h e i r standards are d i f f e r e n t from those of the imposing 
source and assert that the l a t t e r ' s frames of reference are s u f f i c i e n t l y 
d i f f e r e n t to obviate any necessity of t h e i r applying to him. Such a 
manoeuver becomes defensive i f the other person's standards are d i s t o r t e d 
i n the n e u t r a l i z a t i o n . If d i s t o r t i o n occurs, i t i s evidence of a Level II 
i n t e r p r e t i v e manoeuver. 

Bols t e r i n g i s by d e f i n i t i o n , l a r g e l y unnecessary i n a highly 
d i f f e r e n t i a t e d abstract Level IV. In the development and a r t i c u l a t i o n 
of t h i s l e v e l of conceptual development, however, b o l s t e r i n g could take 
the form of reminding a person of an informational focus i n interpersonal 
s e t t i n g s . 

Level IV: Behavioural Responses 

Harvey et a l . (1961, pp. 237-239) describe three v a r i a t i o n s of 
behavioural responses at t h i s l e v e l : maintaining standard i n response 
to non-informational s o c i a l influence, p r o v i s i o n a l self-devaluation and 
s e l f - c o r r e c t i o n , seeking information (exploratory behaviour). 

Maintaining standard i n response to non-informational s o c i a l  
influence indicates that persons functioning at Level IV are l e s s 
susceptible to generalized s o c i a l pressure. The i n t e r n a l standard i s more 
e a s i l y maintained i n such s i t u a t i o n s because i t i s subject to continual 
modification i n l i g h t of new experiences. 

P r o v i s i o n a l self-devaluation and s e l f - c o r r e c t i o n i s a behavioural 
response that Level IV functioning persons use to cope e f f e c t i v e l y with 
new learning experiences. In a s c r i b i n g some degree of inadequacy to 
t h e i r response to a p a r t i c u l a r s i t u a t i o n i n the conference or the 
classroom, supervision p a r t i c i p a n t s are i n a p o s i t i o n to modify t h e i r 
responses more e f f e c t i v e l y . Schroder and Hunt (1957) describe the 
nature of t h i s process i n the following way: 

Central to the present p o s i t i o n i s the assumption that, i n order 
to adjust e f f e c t i v e l y to a s i t u a t i o n of f a i l u r e , an i n d i v i d u a l must 
admit that he i s doing poorly, that he i n some way i s inadequate, or 
that he i s , i n f a c t , f a i l i n g . We assumed that when an "S' i n t e r p r e t s 
f a i l u r e s i t u a t i o n by thinking "This means I'm not very good at t h i s " 
that such an i n t e r p r e t a t i o n implies an admission of some personal 
inadequacy or self-negation. It should be emphasized that we are not 
using the term "inadequacy" i n i t s usual sense which implies behavioral' i 
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i n e f f e c t i v e n e s s . In contrast we mean by "inadequate" that the 
i n d i v i d u a l i s w i l l i n g to consider possible weaknesses, to admit that 
he may be wrong, thus opening the p o s s i b i l i t y for modifying hi s 
behavior (Schroder and Hunt, 1957, p. 9). 

This would mean that a person functioning i n t h i s way could respond more 
adaptively and appropriately to the c o l l a b o r a t i v e problem-solving approach 
espoused by the c l i n i c a l approach to i n s t r u c t i o n a l supervision. F a i l u r e 
to perform a task adequately would not cause them to give up but rather 
spur them to work at correcting and improving t h e i r s k i l l s . But, as 
Harvey et a l . point out, t h i s l e v e l of conceptual functioning i s the 
r e s u l t of much progress and development. 

This System IV-related pattern of f l e x i b i l i t y and persistence i s 
also based on the interdependent structure that has developed through 
experiences of self-competence and mastery. In order to adopt a 
s e l f - c o r r e c t i v e o r i e n t a t i o n , the person must be s u f f i c i e n t l y confident 
through past successful experiences that h i s admission of the 
inadequacy w i l l not be threatening (1961, p. 238). 

Persons who have reached t h i s l e v e l are r a r e l y given to extreme judgments 
of others. 

Seeking information (exploratory behaviour) i s the behavioural 
response of a highly d i f f e r e n t i a t e d conceptual l e v e l aimed at t e s t i n g 
one's current thinking by t r y i n g out new d i f f e r e n t i a t i o n s i n s i t u a t i o n s 
that provide maximum feedback and, where necessary, subsequent s t r u c t u r a l 
r e i n t e g r a t i o n of the cognitive set. Supervision p a r t i c i p a n t s functioning 
at t h i s l e v e l are more l i k e l y to i n t e r p r e t c r i t i c a l feedback i n terms of 
the information i t contains. 

Such motivational p r i n c i p l e s as have been described above are 
embedded i n the functioning of the four l e v e l s of conceptual development. 
Each conceptual l e v e l , which Harvey and Schroder (1963) suggest c o n s t i t 
utes the " s e l f " i n an i n d i v i d u a l , expresses i t s e l f through these 
motivational tendencies and, at the i n t e r f a c e of psyche and world, a 
person's values and attitudes emerge. Each conceptual l e v e l may be 
regarded then as c o n s t i t u t i n g a set of basic values which determine 
supervision p a r t i c i p a n t s ' a t t i t u d e s towards the c l i n i c a l process and 
mediate t h e i r thought processes and behavioural expression during the 
conference. 
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DIFFERENTIATION OF INTERACTIVE FROM 
NON-INTERACTIVE THOUGHTS 

Where the research questions focus upon the i n t e r a c t i v e thoughts 

of e i t h e r teachers or pupils, or supervision p a r t i c i p a n t s , i t w i l l be 

necessary to d i f f e r e n t i a t e these from the non-interactive thoughts 

contained i n the protocols. 

I d e n t i f i c a t i o n of Interactive Data 

At the outset of each stimulated r e c a l l interview, r e i t e r a t e 

the objectives of the study, outline the r a t i o n a l e of stimulated r e c a l l 

and ask the teacher to d i s t i n g u i s h between i n t e r a c t i v e and non-interact

ive thoughts. Even given t h i s procedure, d i f f e r e n t i a t i o n between i n t e r 

a c t i v e and non-interactive data remains l a r g e l y the task of the coder. 

The interview protocols w i l l contain clues which s i m p l i f y the 

task of d i s t i n g u i s h i n g i n t e r a c t i v e from non-interactive data. 

Examples of clues which indi c a t e i n t e r a c t i v e data are: 

T: Well I thought perhaps I hadn't chosen the r i g h t name to 
describe i t ' s color. 

T: I thought that i f they sat closer they would hear better. 

T: Instead of saying anything to Andrew I thought I'd j u s t move 
over and touch him. I didn't want to disrupt Kristen's 
reading .... 

S i m i l a r l y , clues i n the t r a n s c r i p t s i n d i c a t e non-interactive 

data: 

T: I notice that I ask a question, and don't ask i t properly, and 
rephrase i t . 

T: Well now I didn't s e e — I think I forgot about i t when I did the 
second example but I didn't see that I — I did i t i n the f i r s t 
but I forgot to do i t i n the second example. 

I: Were you conscious of that i n the lesson? 

Y: No, but I am now. 
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Guidelines 

For those s i t u a t i o n s i n which the obvious clues are not a v a i l 

able to a s s i s t the coder i n d i s t i n g u i s h i n g between i n t e r a c t i v e and non-

i n t e r a c t i v e data, the following guidelines have been formulated on the 

basis of those developed by Marland (1977), Conners (1978), King (1979) 

and Tuckwell (1980 c ). In examples.of non-interactive data, any i n t e r 

a c t i v e data have been underlined. 

Guideline 1. Label as non-interactive those sections of the 

protocols i n which the teacher i s r e c a l l i n g what he was saying or 

doing or what he had said or done, rather than what he was thinking. 

Examples: 

T: Then I t o l d them they had good behavior ... I've done that 
several times to reinf o r c e good behavior. 

T: I j u s t started putting the words on the board. 

NOTE 1: Statements i n d i c a t i n g that the teacher saw, heard, or 
sensed what a student was saying or doing are to be coded as 
i n t e r a c t i v e since i t i s c l e a r that the teacher was processing 
other people's behavior during that segment of the lesson. 

NOTE 2: When the teacher i s describing or r e f e r r i n g to a teaching 
strategy and h i s d e s c r i p t i o n contains reasons, purposes or cons-
quences, then the data are to be coded as i n t e r a c t i v e . 

Guideline 2. Label as non-interactive those sections of the 

protocols i n which the teacher i s showing awareness of what he was 

doing rather than of what he was thinking. 

Example: 

T: Well I've been sort of watching myself more and I've been 
no t i c i n g , maybe, errors I've been making. 

Guideline 3. Label as non-interactive those sections of the 

i n which the teacher i s engaged i n general discussion about teaching, 

si t u a t i o n s i n teaching that sometimes arose, and techniques that 

should or should not be used. 
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Examples: 

T: I don't over use praise, because I believe through over use i t 
begins to mean nothing. 

Guideline 4. Label as non-interactive those sections of the 

protocols i n which i t appears the teacher i s providing a reason, 

explanation, or r a t i o n a l e for what he was doing or saying. 

Example: 

I: Why did you take that decision? 

T: Probably the easiest, that's a l l and i t was, I think, a 
r a t i o n a l i z a t i o n : I was defending the fact that I should've looked  
at the test ahead of time. 

Guideline 5. Label as non-interactive those sections of the 

protocols i n which the teacher summarizes, restates, or reviews 

what he or the interviewer said previously. 

Example: 

I: That's the same boy? 

T: I t ' s the same boy, yes. And he seemed to take i t i n good s t r i d e . 

Guideline 6. Label as non-interactive those sections of the 

protocols i n which the teacher i s engaged i n general discussion 

about the background c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s of pu p i l s . 

Example: 

I: Do you think you gear your reaction to each youngster? 

T: In some cases yes. Nancy over there, for example, needs more 
personal confidence and more s e l f assurance, so i f she makes 
an e f f o r t she gets praise regardless of her answer. 

Guideline 7. Label as non-interactive those sections of the 

protocols where the teacher's consideration of a p r e - i n s t r u c t i o n a l 

plan, d e c i s i o n , or state of mind did not occur during the lesson. 

Example: 

T: I had entered the lesson with that i n mind, but I did decide 
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to extend the lesson once I saw how far we were In r e l a t i o n  
to how much time we had l e f t ... 

Guideline 8. Label as non-interactive those sections of the 

protocols where the teacher indicates any uncertainty about thoughts 

and f e e l i n g s being i n t e r a c t i v e . 

Example: 

T: I'm not sure i f I a c t u a l l y thought that at the time or not, 
but I do look about the room ... 

Guideline 9. Where the teacher i s r e p e t i t i v e and the o r i g i n a l state

ment i s elaborated and c l a r i f i e d , include the more s p e c i f i c state

ment i n the i n t e r a c t i v e data. 

Example: 

T: The reaction was one of annoyance because they are supposed to  
put the books, a l l the books back i n one p a r t i c u l a r place ... 
so I was annoyed, although I somehow didn't f e e l that annoyed. 
I didn't f e e l a n g r i l y annoyed, j u s t annoyed. 

Guideline 10. When c l a s s i f y i n g parts of the protocols as i n t e r 

a c t i v e or non-interactive, look for contectual clues. Often 

decisions about the nature of sections of the data can only be 

reached a f t e r examining clues found i n l i n e s p r i o r , or subsequent, 

to the section under scrutiny. Context should be used to determine 

whether the use present tense indicates r e f l e c t i o n about an event 

oe a r e l i v i n g of the event. 

Examples: 

T: I am happy about T e r r i ' s questions, because i t showed that she 
had been going over them the night before. 

From the context i t i s i n f e r r e d that the teacher i s saying that at 

the p a r t i c u l a r moment captured on videotape "I am happy 

T: I did not r e a l l y want to, because i t ' s f i r s t thing i n the day 
and i t ' s going to be a hard thing to continue with. 
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Guideline 11. When i n doubt, c l a s s i f y the section of the protocols 

i n question as non-interactive. 

Connors (1978:353) noted that i n t r a n s c r i p t i o n s of audiotapes, 

teacher's dialogue does not flow smoothly and contains f a l s e s t a r t s and 

mazes as two common speech c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s . Because these do not express 

a more or less complete idea they do not meet the c r i t e r i a of a s i n g l e 

thought unit as defined. They are not to be u n i t i z e d . 

Examples of f a l s e s t a r t s (example underlined). 

T: I was going to - I saw an error I had made. 

T: ... I was wondering, deciding, I was worried whether or not 
that was staying within the l i n e s of the lesson. 

Examples of mazes (example underlined). 

T: I don't think they, I don't know, i t was my questioning or  
whatever, I don't think I gave a good beginning ... 
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Pearson r Cor r e l a t i o n C o e f f i c i e n t : Supervisor 
Conceptual Functioning and Interactive 

Constructive Openness 

X = Conceptual Functioning Y = Interactive Constructive 
Openness 

5[X = 67.34 £ X 2 = 370.14 ^ Y = 74.07 ^ Y 2 = 414.62 

X = 4.81 C.XY = 384.97 Y = 5.29 

r = 

384 97 
J 0 4 ' y / - (4.81 x 5.29) 14 

/ ( ^ i t - 23.17) (414jH.- 2 7 . 9 8) 

27.50 - 25.44 

(26.44 - 23.17) (29.62 - 27.98) 

2.06 2.06 

y 3.27 x 1.66 2.33 

0.88 



Pearson r Cor r e l a t i o n C o e f f i c i e n t : Supervisor 
Constructive Openness and Supervisee 

Conceptual Functioning 

3 6 1 ' 4 6 - (5.29 x 4.59) 14 

/ ( 4 1 ^ 2 - 27.98) ^ £ . - 2 1 . 0 7 ) 

25.82 - 24.28 

(29.62 -27.98) (23.25 - 21.07) 

1.54 1.54 

64 x 2.18 1.89 
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X = Supervisor Constructive Y = Supervisee Conceptual 
Openness Functioning 

= 74.07 ^ X 2 = 414.62 = 64.31 ^ Y 2 = 325.56 

X = 5.29 CXY = 361.46 Y = 4.59 

XY 
n 

0.81 



Pearson r Co r r e l a t i o n C o e f f i c i e n t : Supervisor 
and Supervisee Conceptual Functioning 

X = Supervisor Conceptual Y = Supervisee Conceptual 
Functioning Functioning 

£ x = 67.34 £ X 2 = 370.14 £ Y = 64.31 £ Y 2 = 325.56 

X = 4.81 t]XY = 339.32 Y = 4.59 

1X Y - XY 

339 32 
J - (4.81 x 4.59) 14 

/(2ZSjIi- 2 3 . 1 * ) ( ^ 1 - 2 1 . 0 7 ) 

24.24 - 22.08 

(26.44 - 23.14) (23.25 - 21.07) 

2.16 2.16 

30 x 2.18 2.68 

0.81 



Pearson Product Moment Corre l a t i o n : Supervisor 
Preactive and Interactive 

Constructive Openness 

X = Preactive Level Y = Interactive Level 

"£X = 68.32 X*2 = 360.88 ^ Y = 74.07 £.Y 2 = 414.62 

X = 4.88 ^XY = 382.23 Y = 5.29 

XY 

382.23 _ ( 4 > g 8 x 5 2 9 ) 

14 

J(360^80 _ 2 3 > 8 ^ ( ^ 6 2 _ 2 1 ; ^ 

27.30 - 25.82 

(25.77 - 23.81) (29.62 - 27.98) 

1.48 1.48 

1.96 x 1.64 1.79 

0.83 
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Pearson r Corr e l a t i o n C o e f f i c i e n t : Supervisor 
Preactive Constructive Openness and 
Interactive Conceptual Functioning 

X = Preactive Constructive Y = Interactive Conceptual 
Openness Functioning 

£ x = 68.32 ^ _ X 2 = 360.88 C Y = 67.29 ^_Y 2 = 370.14 

X = 4.88 ^ X Y = 363.86 Y = 4.81 

^ XY - XY 

•SIX2 _ p i (*>Y2 - Y 2 

363.86 _ ( 4 > g 8 x 4 > g l ) 

14 

/ ( M - 2 3 . 8 1 ) ^ O j l i - 23.14) 

25.99 - 23.47 

/ (25.78 - 23.81) (26.44 - 23.14) 

2.52 2.52 

1.97 x 3.3 2.55 

0.98 



Pearson r C o r r e l a t i o n C o e f f i c i e n t : Supervisee 
Preactive Constructive Openness and 
Interactive Conceptual Functioning 

n 

3 4 2 ' 8 4 - (4.99 x 4.59) 14 

24.49 - 22.90 

(26.49 - 24.90) (23.25 -21.07 

1.59 1.59 

1.59 x 2.18 1.86 

0.85 
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X = Preactive Constructive Y = Interactive Conceptual 
Openness Functioning 

£ X = 69.82 ^ X 2 = 370.91 ^ Y = 64.31 ^ Y 2 = 325.56 

X = 4.99 ^XY = 342.84 Y = 4.59 

! S - XY n 


