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Evaluating the Supervisors’ Practices of the Practicum Courses for the Clinical
Supervision Stages at the University of Jordan

Hani Weshah and Younes Al Younes*

ABSTRACT

The study aimed at evaluating the supervisors’ practices in the practicum courses at the University of Jordan
concerning the clinical supervision stages. The sample of the study consisted of (216) student-teachers
distributed according to the following specializations: scientific, science and math (41); humanities, social
studies and Islamic education (67); languages, English and Arabic (57); and classroom teacher (51), in
addition to (16) supervisors. An instrument was designed to cover the clinical supervision stages which are
the following: planning conference, observation, analysis, supervision conference, and evaluation and re-
planning conference. Evidences of reliability and validity were established.

In order to answer the questions of the study, the percentages, frequencies, means, and MANOVA test were
used. According to the student-teachers and the supervisors, the results showed that, in general, the degree of
practising the clinical supervision stages proved to be relatively high in both the observation and analysis
stages. However, the results showed that, the degree of practising the planning and the evaluation stages
proved to be relatively low. Furthermore, the results showed a contradiction between the student-teachers’
perceptions and their supervisors concerning the practices of the supervision conference stage. The results
also showed a difference in the degree of supervisors practising the clinical supervision stages according to
the student-teachers’ specializations. Finally, the results pointed out the problems that encountered the
student teachers. In the light of these findings, some recommendations were made to improve the practices
of the student teachers’ supervisors in practical education programs.
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