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Abstract 

An Investigation of the Influence of Cooperating 

Teachers on the Educational Goal Ranking 

Behavior of Student Teachers 

by 

Susan Myrna Jones, Master of Science 

Utah State University, 1979 

Major Professor: Dr. Michael Bertoch 

D epa rtment: Psychology 

Th e purpose of the study was to identify the effects of the 

Vl 

influ e nce of cooperating teachers on how student teachers prioritize 

particular goals of educa ti on . This was accomplished by administering 

a pr edete rmined list of e i gh teen edu cational goals to a group of student 

teachers prior and subsequent to their quarter-long student t eaching 

exp e rience, and to their respecti ve cooperating teachers during their 

student teaching quarter. The list enabled the teacher groups to rank 

the goals in order of priority. In this way the cooperating teachers I 

goal rankings were compared to both the student teachers I pr e and post 

stud en t teaching goal rankings. 

Twent y -three student teachers and their respecti ve cooperating 

teachers in secondary and special education ser ved as subjects. The 

Phi Delta Kappa Goal Setting Instr umen t was used as the goals list in 
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the study. The questions explored were: 1) are there differences 

between the relative importance as signed to selected educational goals 

by student teachers prior to the student teaching experience and the 

relative importance assigned to the same goals by the cooperating 

teachers; 2) are there differences in the relative importance assigned 

to selected educational goals by student teachers before their student 

teaching experience as compared to their assigned rankings after their 

student teaching experience; and 3) is there a relationship between 

any changes in the relati ve importance assigned by the student teachers 

prior and subsequ e nt to the student teaching experience and the relative 

importance assigned by the cooperating teachers. To test the hypo-

thes es under in ves ti ga tion, eighteen one-way analyses of va riance with 

repeated measures were computed. Significant F ratios were found 

for two of the eighteen goals; the remaining F rati os were not statisti

call y significant. 

The results suggest some tentati v e support for student teachers' 

goal prioritizations of two goals changing after the student teachin g 

experience. Some tentative support was also suggest ed on these two 

goals for the student teachers ' goal prioritizations changing after the 

student teaching experience to become more similar to the cooperating 

teach er's goal prioritizations. However, the lack of significant change 

in sixteen of the eighteen goals more strongl y suggested that the in

fluence of a) th e exper ience of the student teaching activity and b) the 

cooperating teachers' own goals prioritization biases upon th e student 
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teachers did not markedly affect student teacher goal prioritization 

behavior. The possibilities that the teacher groups had initial general 

agreement on goal priorities, that the goals may represent stable 

educational values, and that instrumentation concerns may have affected 

the results were then discussed. 

( 83 pages) 



Chapter I 

Introduction 

The field- based studen t teaching experience is generally viewed 

by teacher educators as the apex of the pre service teacher preparation 

program. Westwood (1967) suggests that teacher training ought to be 

viewed as the time in which a student constructs a personal concept of 

professional teacher behavior. Because of this many believe that the 

student teaching experience comprises the most important aspect of 

teacher preparation. Support for this view can be found in statements 

by students, (Wroblewski, 1963) professional educa tors, (Andrews,1965) 

and critics of teach e r education programs (Silberman, 1970). 

Due to the nearly universal agr e ement as to the importance of 

this experience, much re search has been devoted to studying the impact 

of the student teaching activity upon student teachers. The inference 

made is that it is both important and valuable to obtain a wide range of 

research data pertaining to such an important aspect . of teacher educa -

tion. Clearly the goal is to understand better and therefore ultimately 

to better control this area of th e teacher education process. 

Particular research interest has been directed to those programs 

in which the student teacher is placed with an elementary or secondary 

level cooperating teacher for an intensive quarter or semester-long 
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experience. It would appear probable that such an intense training 

period would constitute a time of potentially major change and pro

fessional development to the student teacher, while providing to the 

interested researcher an excellent arena in which to explore potential 

behavioral and psychological ramifications of the student teacher 1 s 

initial teaching experience . 

A second area of burgeoning research interest has been in the 

development and identification of educational goals (Franklin, 1974). 

Thi s research inter e st developed from a concern quite different from 

that of teacher education evaluation. The educational goal id e ntification 

proc e dure instead stemmed from a proc es s developed to be used by 

public school districts as the first step of a procedure structured to 

obtain both lay and professional group consensus of district pro g ram 

planning. This decision mak in g process require d as a first ste p some 

typ e of delineation of philosophical stands related to individual views of 

the goals of education . Often thi s delineation took th e form of an exe r

cise requiring an indi v i dua l to pr ioritize already established lists of 

educational goals (Lengye l, 1973 ). 

Whil e it appears that educational goal identification is germane 

to th e deve lop me nt of group consensus in school district programming, 

it would also app e ar plausable that goal identification may be a valuable 

and app r opriat e activity on an indi v idu al l eve l as well. In fact, the 

gro up consensus techniques used for school d istricts to prioritiz e 

educational go al s has as its first step a process o f goal identification 
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and prioritization on an individual level. An exercise such as goal 

prioritization encourages individuals to delineate their own educational 

priorities, which would begin for the individuals the process of defining 

for themselves both the goals of public education generally and secondly, 

their own individual roles in facilitating the attainment of those goals. 

With this in mind, it appears that if the individual process of 

prioritization of educational goals is of value, then it is only reasonable 

that newly trained teachers would be a group for which individual 

delineation of educational goal priorities would also be most appropriate. 

Th e effect of th e student teaching experience on prospective teachers 

r e lative to their goal delineation in public education is the topic this 

th esis addresses. 

Justifi catio n 

The justificat i on of thi s research was threefold: 

1. To contribute further work in the area of the study of 

influ ence patterns within the cooperating t e acher I student 

teach er dyad. 

2. To exp lore the r e lativ e importance assigned to select e d 

educationa l goals by both experienced and student teachers 

in order that areas of disagreement can be reco gnized and 

understood by indi viduals involved in teacher trainin g pro-

grains. 
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3. To extend the area of research invo l ving goals in education 

from a concentration primarily upon the school district and 

community level to a broader expansion that includes teacher 

education as well. 

Statement of the Problem 

A large body of research literature exists reporting findings 

pertaining to a number of aspects of the student teaching experience. 

Studi es reporting changes in student teacher behavior (Zev in, 1974), 

attitudes (Yee, 19 69 , Peters, 1971, Mahan and Lacefield, 1976), 

e ducational orientation (Harty, 1976), and in such personality constructs 

as dogmatism (Johnson, 1969) and authoritarianism (Young, 1971) are 

represented in the rec e nt research literature. 

All of th e pr ev iously mentioned studies note that the observed 

change in the studen t teachers are, without except i on , a movement 

t oward increased sim ilarit y with their respective cooperating teachers. 

H owever, despite the breadth of r e search exploring thes e aspects of 

th e student teaching ex p er i ence , th e r e presently exist no studies probing 

p ossib l e changes in how student tea che rs might v alu e and subsequently 

p riori tiz e educational go als as a result of their 11out-in-the-real-world 11 

stud en t teachin g experience. Simil ari ly, no studies have been accom-

plished that att em pt to link such cha n ges in stud e nt teach e r goal priori-

tization with th ose of their cooperatin g t e achers . While th e lit e rature 

r eflects int e r es t in go al setting as an important variable in public 
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education, few studies have exp lor ed this variable specifically within 

the student teacher/ cooperating teacher dyad. 

Purpose of the Study 

The major purpose of this study was to identify the effects of 

the influence of cooperating teachers on how student teachers prioritize 

particular goals of education. To accomplish this, a particular list of 

educational goals was presented to the student teachers both before and 

after student teaching. The list was used as the basis of an exercise 

that allowed each student teacher to rank goals of education in order of 

perceived importance to him or her. Similar goal rankings from the 

cooperating teachers with whom the student teachers were working were 

also collected. In this way the cooperating teachers 1 goal rankings 

were compared to both the student teachers 1 pr e and post student 

tea ching goal rankings. 

This study sought to answer the followin g specific questions: 

1. Is there a difference in the relative importance assigned to 

selected educational goals by cooperating teachers and their 

student teachers prior to the student teaching experience? 

2. Does the relative importance assigned to selected educa

tional goals by student teachers change during the student 

tea ch ing experience? 



Definitions {Adapted from 
Heitzmann, 1976) 
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1. Cooperating teacher. The teacher with whom the student 

teacher works directly. This person is chosen at the prefer-

ence of the college. All cooperating teachers in this study 

shared the common variable of at least two years of inser-

vice teaching experience. Some researchers refer to this 

teach e r as the "supervising, 11 or 11inservice" teacher. 

2. PDK Instrument. Th e Phi Delat Kappa Goal Setting Instru-

m e nt is an e ighteen item instrument that was us e d in the 

study to measure the relati ve importance assigned to selected 

educational goals by th e cooperating and student teach e rs. 

3 . Stud e nt t eache r. Th e student involv e d in the stud en t teaching 

experience. So metim es r eferre d to as th e "pre service 

t eacher . 11 

4 . Student teaching. A planned program of ed u cational experi-

ences during which th e student evolves from the r o l e of 

observer to fu ll participant; conducting c lass es, h ome r oom 

and other duties. Historically the ex p e ri e nc e was shor ter 

in duration; present trends have seen the ex pansio n of the 

tim e devoted to th e student teaching where th e student is in 

the field for an e ntir e quarter. Stud e nt t e achin g in this study 

consisted of one ten week (one quarter) experience. 
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Chapter II 

Review of Literature 

The literature reviewed for this study was divided into two areas 

of concern: 1) Influences of Cooperating Teacher on Student Teacher 

Attitudes and Behavior, and 2) Educational Goals Identification and 

Priortization. 

Influence of Cooperating Teacher on 
Stud e nt Teach er Attitudes and 
Behavior 

Re search int ere st in th e cooperating t eac her I student teacher 

dyad has existed for the last twenty-fiv e years . In one of the earliest 

articles in th e ed ucational literature that discusse d the cooperating 

teacher 1 s influence on student teachers Steeves (1952) noted: 

The teachers into whose classrooms th ese novices are placed 
ha ve been the object of little serious study. However, it is 
generally agreed that the y can influenc e critically the ideas, 
habits and teaching methods of beginning teachers at a parti
cularly strategic point in th e ir careers . These off - campus 
coop e ratin g teach ers generally assume responsibility for 
guiding, directing and evaluating the specific classroom work 
of student teach e rs even where coliege supervisors are em 

plo yed . (p . 129) 

A similar allusion to the coo p e rating teach e r as providing a critical 

influence on the preservice preparation of teachers was also made by 

Milner (1959 ). 
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The tw o pr ev iously menti on e d theoretical articles were soon 

followed b y publications reflecting an interest in the quantification of 

the potential sphere of influence postulated by Steeves and Milner. 

By utilizing the case study method, McAulay (1960) investigated the 

impact of cooperating teachers upon student teachers. In an anecdotal 

mann e r McAulay observed the impact of the three cooperating teachers 

upon their six resp e ctive student teachers. He contended that the latter 

app e ared to be swayed by the former, commenting: 

Stud ent t eache rs s ee m to be greatly influenced by th e cooperating 
teach e rs ... and us e d methods and materials learned in student 
t ea chin g in their own classroom work and neglected those pre
sented in methods courses. (p. 82) 

In one of th e first studies that attempted to study th e change 1n 

student t e achers I a ttitudes durin g th e student teachin g semester as 

related to th e attitudes of th e ir cooperating teachers, Price (1961) 

found t hat would- be teach e rs I attitud e scores sh i ft in th e direction of 

th e ir individual co op e ratin g /supervisin g t eac her. Using the Minnesota 

Teach e r Attitud e Inventory (MTAI) scor e s to classif y cooperating teachers 

and student tAach e rs into 11h i gh 11 ''middle" and 11low" g roups, Price con -

elud ed that. .. "eight of nin e subgroups of high, middle, and low attitude 

stud e nt teachers changed in the dir e ction of mean scor e s of their r e s-

pective supervising teachers . 11 

Pric e indicat ed th e MTAI to be an approp riat e measuring d ev ice 

due to the ev idenc e that t eachers w ho receive high scor e s on the t e st 

tend t o be better teach e rs than t hose w ho receive low scores. 



In utilizing the Saunder's Observation Schedule in his study, 

Price further concluded that: 

the corr e lation between supervising teachers' and student 
teachers' classroom teaching performances indicated that 
student t e achers seem to acquire many of the teaching 
practices of their supervising teachers during th e intern
ship semester. (p, 475) 
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Clearly th e importance of the student teaching process in teacher 

education has be e n recognized, as has the imp ortance of the cooperating 

t eacher / student teacher dyad to that proc es s. Furthermore, the in-

flu en c e of th e cooperating teacher upon the attitudes , va lu es , and be-

havi o r of th e student teacher has b ee n explored to some d e pth in more 

rec e nt literature. 

In an exce llent r ev iew of th e s e pr ev iously pr e sented studies, 

Yee ( 19 69) r ecogn iz e d and discuss e d th e weaknesses of the previous 

res earch . Noting the unanimi t y in agreement of n um e r ous sources as 

t o the significance of student teaching to teache r preparation, Yee 

ri gh tl y pointed out that the h ypothesis that causal influ en ce flows from 

coop e rating teache r t o s tud ent teacher lacked adequate emper ical veri-

fic at i on . He indicated that th e McAulay ( 19 60) study observed onl y a 

limit ed sampl e, and duly noted that McAulay had ri gh tl y called for 

furth e r study in the area. Yee criticized th e Price ( 19 6 1) study desi gn 

by suggest i ng that a plausible riv a l hypo th es is of Pric e!s r e sults was that 

th ey were du e to the r egress ion of ex trem e scores phenomenon. In 

perhaps th e mos t scient~fically rigorous and well-controlled study in 

this body of li.terature, Yee ( 1969) then attempted t o ex plore the hypothesis 
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that cooperating teachers exert a significant source of influence in 

student teaching. His experimental de sign involved the administration 

of a modified version of the Minnesota Teacher Attitude Inventory to 

124 elementary and secondary student teachers and their 124 coopera

ting teachers at the beginning of the student teacher semester (pretest) 

and about 16 weeks later at the semester's end (posttest). To test the 

h ypo th esis of attitud e influence, th e frequency-of-change-in product

moment technique developed by Yee and Gage (1968) was us e d. Test-

r e t est "r"s showed that cooperating teacher scores were much more 

stable than student teachers', as should be expected if th e cooperating 

teacher is the source of influenc e . Yee further indicat ed that cooperating 

teachers wield great congruent influ e nce upon student t eac h er attitudes, 

and that th e cooperating t eache rs more often exerted th e pr e dominant 

influ ence . Yee concluded that 11th e practical significance of these results 

is that the attitudes of stud en t teach er s toward young people generally 

II 
reflect th e pre dominant influence of their co ope rating t eachers . 

Harty (1976) exami n ed the exp ressed o rientations toward educa-

tion of pre service teach e rs who sou gh t entry into student teaching pro -

grams in minority and "conventional" settings, and inservice (coopera-

tin g) teachers who serve minority or mainstream settings. Harty ad

ministered the Educational Preference Scale to 44 student teachers in a 

American Indian Student Teaching Program, to 36 student teach e rs in a 

Latino Program, to 40 student t eache rs participating in a Multicultural 

Educational Dev e lopment Program, which basically served Afro-American 
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student populations, and to a random sample of 39 student teachers 

involved in a Regular Student Teaching Program prior to the beginning 

of a given student teaching experience (pretest) and 16 weeks later at 

the end of the student teaching semester (posttest). No mention was 

made if the sample included secondary or elementary student teachers . 

.Nlidway during the field-based experiences, the cooperating teachers 

in whose classrooms the students teachers were placed also completed 

th e EPS. Harty' s findings indicated that ~ 

in all four program.s the pre service teachers' n1ean scores 
regressed toward the n1ore traditional mean scores of the 
inservice teachers associated with the given program; the 
mean scores of the pre service teacher's postte st in all four 
programs were also somewhat lower than those of the pre
test, r ep resenting a somewhat less expressed liberal orien
tation toward educational practic e . (p. 18) 

All preservice t eac h ers in all four programs became significantly more 

conventional. Harty concluded that "student teachers tend to become 

more like th eir supervising teachers with respect to their expressed 

orientations as a result of a 16-week student teaching experience." 

P e t e rs (197 1) sought to investigate the influence of cooperating 

teach ers in shaping the attitudes of student teachers toward the teaching 

of English. He administered a 24-item questionnaire Attitudes Toward 

Teaching of English to 3-l: seco-ndary stud e nt teachers both before their 

stud ent teaching expe rienc e (pretest) and after the student teaching 

exper ience (post test ) . The ques tionnair e was also administered to the 

cooperating teachers before t:ie arrival of th e student teachers. Five 

of 6 items on the pretest administration of the questionnaire reflected 
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significant diff erences in attitude between the cooperating and student 

teachers, but no significant differ en ce on these items between the two 

groups was not ed on the postt es t. Peters concluded that the influ e nce 

of cooperating teachers in shaping th e attitudes of student t e achers was 

very real. 

In a study utilizing a cognitive dissonanc e fram ew ork to explore 

changes in pr ese rvice teach e rs value orientations toward education 

during student teacher placements, Mahan and Lacefield ( 197 6 ) adminis-

tered th e Ed ucation Preference Scale three times to 54 student teachers 

clustered in 3 e l ementary schools for 36 weeks. The scale was also 

administered once during th e student teaching expe rienc e to the coopera-

tin g teachers with whom th e student t eachers were working. Mahan and 

Lac efie ld noted a highly significant group a ttitude change in the dir ectio n 

of more tr adi ti ona l val u e orientations. The stud en t teachers had begun 

th eir exp e rience as significantly mor e lib er al than the cooperating 

tea che rs as a group, and aft e r th e student teaching experience, the 

groups scores did not differ significantly. Mahan and Lacefield concluded: 

th ere is littl e doubt that the supervising teacher's values and 
attitud es exerc is e a powerful influence upon the orientation of 
th e ir student teachers; if a perceived disparity ex ists between 
student and teacher, the student will tend to adjust his view 
orientation to minimize . disparity. (p . 1) 

Such p e rsonality constructs as dogmatism and authoritarianism 

have also been explo r ed within th e structure of the st ud en t t ea ch e r / 

coopera tin g teach e r dyad. Johnson ( 19 69) administered th e sho rt-form 

Rokeach Do grn atism scal e tw ic e in a pre and post-test paradigm to 8 0 
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elementary and secondary student teachers, and once to their coopera

ting teachers during the course of th e student teachin g quarter. He 

noted that the scale scores of 53 of th e 80 student teachers moved in 

the direction of their cooperating teacher's scores, while 27 moved 

away. The shift in the mean dogmatism scores for student teachers 

who scored lower (i.e. less dogmatic) than their cooperating t eachers 

was significant at the . 01 level, whi l e the shift for subjects who scored 

higher (and therefore more dogmatic) than their cooperating teacher 

was significan t at th e . 05 l evel. Johnson concluded that his results 

tend to support the findings of other investigators who have examined 

the relationship of change in student teacher personality to the person

alities of their cooperating teachers. He further suggested that the 

more openminded student teachers showed greater susceptibility to the 

influence of their supervisor than the relat1.vely close minded. 

In a study of authoritarianism in e l ementa ry school student 

teachers and th eir cooperating t eachers, Young ( 1971 ) administered 

th e California F Scale, Form 30, to 112 elementary student teachers 

and their cooperating teachers prior to their eight-week student teaching 

experience, and again to the student teachers at the end of their 8-week 

experience . Although Yo ung fqund that the relationship between the 

student teacher and cooperating teacher's F-scale scores did not 

strengthen significantly during student teaching, he did note that the 

student teachers' scores changed significantly in a less authoritarian 



direction, concluding "these factors ... indicate that fairly firm pre 

dispositions can be affected during student teaching . " 

The literature reflects the research focus on student teacher 

14 

values, attitudes, and personality changes during the course of the 

student teaching experience . However, changes in student teacher 

behavior has also been explored in the literature . In another early

lat e pre -po stte st sampling de sign, Zevin ( 1974) studied the convergence 

of secondary social studies student teacher's behavior patterns with 

those of th e ir cooperating teachers. Sixteen student teachers and their 

cooperating teachers were observed three times at the beginning and 

thr ee times at the e nd of the student teaching semester. Half of the 

student teachers had been placed with cooperating teachers classified 

as having a lectur e -recitation styl e of t eac hing; half had been placed 

with cooperating teachers utilizing the inquiry style of teaching in which 

all of the student t eachers had been tr ained and encouraged t o us e . The 

t eachers were observed, with behaviors classified on a m od ifi ed form of 

th e Flanders Int e racti on Analysis. Both student groups began th e 

semester of student t eachi ng following a pattern of int e raction somewhat 

b e t ween the inquir y and the lecture r ec itation styles. By the e nd of the 

student teachin g semester, the· student t eac hers in the inquiry group 

showed significant shifts in the use of higher level questions they asked 

t h e ir stude nts and the amount of tim e th ey us e d student id ea s in class. 

Student teachers in th e l ec tur e -recitation group showed an incr e ased 

freq1.1ency in catego ri es of asking lower level questions, and decreased 
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fr e quency for higher level questions, and use of student ideas. Zevin 

sugg es ted that student teachers tend to imitate their cooperating 

teach e rs in the field, regardless of the approval or disapproval of the 

college sup e rvisor or education (methods) instructor. 

In summary, the literature reviewing recent research in the 

area of changes in student teacher behavior, attitudes, values, and 

personality during the course of the student teaching experience suggest 

that: 

1. The student teacher app ea rs to change his/her position on 

a number of variables to become more like his /her coo _perating 

t eache r I s position during the course of the student teaching experi e nce. 

2. Th e changes can b e not e d in a variety of instruments which 

purport to measure diff e r en t values, attitudes, personality constructs 

and b e haviors . 

3. It appears that even long- standing predispositions (such as 

authoritarianism) can be affected in the student teaching ex peri ence . 

Educational Goals Identificat i on 
and Prioritizat i on 

Th e public's concer n fo r, an d disenchantment with, the e duca-

tio nal p roc ess during th e last few decades has culminated in a demand 

for accountability in education. Educators have made an attempt to 

react to this demand and to pro vide more public involvement in educa-

tio nal planning. 
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Efforts to provide accountability has quickly led educators to 

see the need for clearly defined educational goals. The desirability of 

involving the public in th e process of determining th ese goals also be-

came apparen t. 

It is from this particular orientation that the research interest 

in educational goals id en tification and prioritization has developed. 

The initial efforts at goa l setting were usually carried out by a few 

people within a school district on a rather sporadic basis. Those 

efforts demonstrated the need for a more systematic process that would 

provide a framework to help districts involve a eras s - section of the 

community in determining goals and assessing needs (Rose 197 6). 

Various goa l setting and needs assessment models were sub

sequently developed . These models, although similar in their overall 

conc e pt of planning, differ in such aspects as who is involved, the 

startin g point, and procedures and techniques. Each model also has 

its own strengths and weaknesses, especially as it relates to individual 

district circumstances (Rose, 197 5). 

Deiter (1974) , Snell (1974) and Rogers (1976) have all utilized 

what is termed "The Delphi Technique 11 to facilitate a goals deve lo p

ment procedure utilizing input .from a number of potentially d iss enting 

groups of individuals (e . g. parents, teachers, school administrators 

and students) . The Delphi Technique is usually comprised of three 

11rounds 11 (i.e . mailings) to a selected group of participants. Generally 

th e participants generate goals on th e first round, rate the amassed 
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generated goals according to priority rankings on the second round, 

and then re-evaluate their rankings on the third round in light of know

ing the group modal responses reported from the second round. These 

rounds are accomplished through the mail, with each participant res -

ponding each round in complete privacy. 

The strength of the technique is that all individuals involved are 

able to avoid undue pressure by other, perhaps more articulate indivi

duals or groups, because the participants do not gather to discuss the 

goals. In this way no one person or group can control the goal develop

ment process or perservere in getting th e participants to adopt a speci

fic set of goals. 

Deiter (1974) utilized the established three rounds of the Delphi 

technique to determine the applicability of the Delphi process in pro

moting consensus of goals and objectives for a secondary school English 

program among groups of randomly selected university professors, 

uni versity English professors, high school English teachers, owners 

of small and large businesses, and parents. She concluded that the 

Delphi Technique caused th e participants to generate and rank goals 

and objec ti ves, and that this technique does promote consensus. 

In a study using th e D e lphi Technique as the tool, a district-

wide commi ttee composed of as many diverse group representatives 

as possible worked in the development of a converging set of goals of 

education . Snell ( 19 7 4) studied the development of an accountability 

system for a local school district. He utilized four mailings of the 
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Delphi technique, and concluded that the use of the Delphi Technique 

with nonprofessionals was feasible, with the goals developed being 

almost identical to those selected by the professionals. 

In a study to determine a set of goals and goal classifications 

for middle schools, Rogers (1976) utilized a four-round Delphi technique 

with 160 respondents. After the goals had been generated (Round I), 

the respondents were asked to agree or disagree, on a five point scale, 

with each stated goal. The following round was then prepared with 

feedback to respondents consisting of the mean and mode responses for 

each item. Roger's study then differed from the previous two studies 

that utilized the Delphi technique, for at this point the resulting 66 

goals for middle schools were Q- sort rank ordered by a select panel of 

25 middle school authorities. Roger's concluded that: 1) There is a 

common set of goals for middle schools that are acceptable to the 

middl e school administrators and authoritative writers in the field who 

participated in the study 2) A hig h le ve l of agreement can be obtained 

on goals for middle schools using the Delphi technique as the develop

mental instrument, and 3) The Q- sort was a useful method for prioriti

zin g th e goals developed through the Delphi technique. 

From a review of these thre e articles, it appears that the Delphi 

techni q ue is be st utilized to develop and promote group consensus in 

goals. However, Rog ers (1976) did indicate that the Q-sort technique 

was useful for prioritizing the goals developed through the Delphi tech-

niqu e . 
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In another study utilizing a Q-sort rating technique, Orten 

(1976) inv es tigated the relative importance of the eleven educational 

goals and their descriptors of the Wisconsin Public Elementary and 

Secondary Schools, as ranked by se l ected educators, students, and 

adult residents within a lar ge Public School District in Wisconsin. 

The survey instrument used in the study was a modification of one 

desi gned by Diamond and House in their study of educational goals. 

The instrument employed a Q- sort rating technique which required 

respondents to place 11 educational goals and 42 student outcome goals 

into an order of priority . He concluded that there was a strong positive 

correlation among educators, students, and adult r esiden ts on the 

r ela tive importance of educational goa ls for Wisconsin Public Schools, 

and that the mailed Q -so rt instrum en t with computer analysis t echn i 

ques was a viable tool for educational goal prioritization. 

By utilizing a five point Likert scale for evaluations of both per

ceived appropriateness and perceived impl ement ation of the eighteen 

"Goals for Public Sch ool Education in Texas, " Rogers ( 1977) compared 

th e differences between appropriateness and implementation as per

ceived by senior students, teachers, and administrators in smaller 

T exas school districts. Rog ei:s found a significant differ en ce between 

perc eive d appr op riaten es s and perceived implementation of all eighteen 

goals by each of the three g r oups, with perc e i ve d appropriateness 

being h i ghe r in each i nstance. Th e comparison between students, 
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teachers and administrators revealed a significant difference between 

the groups on each of the eighteen goals regarding appropriateness. 

It appears from a review of this study that Likert scales are 

also effective in detecting differences in beliefs about goals among 

groups of individuals. 

An instrument developed by Bain was utilized as a model by 

Thongd ee (1976) in his study developing an instrument to assess Thai 

students' educational needs as perceived by professorial staff, parents 

and students, and determining whether the respondents perc ep tions 

differed significantly. Th ese three groups in a particular Thai school 

ranked educationa l goa ls in priority order. The response answer sheets 

were tabulat e d and mean values were computed. Thongde e concluded 

that the instrument provided a viable way to identify student's needs in 

the congnitive and affective domain of human behavior, and also enabled 

th e discrepancies between respondents' perceptions to be delineated. 

A review of these articles suggest that th e Delphi Technique is 

most useful when goal consensus is desired and not when differential of 

individual's goal ranking differences is r equired . However, thes e 

studies also suggest that both the Q-sort technique and the Likert scales 

have been effective in prioritizin g prev iousl y developed goals. A 

review of the Phi Delta Kappa Goal Setting instrument will next be 

presented. 

The Phi Delta Kappa sponsored 11Educa tiona l Goals and Objec-

ti ves 11 program constitutes a model for commu nit y and school 
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in vo l vemen t in establishing meanin g ful educational goals and objectives 

to ass ist school boards in fulfillin g their responsibilities in th e instruc

ti ona l programs of the district. This program for establishing educa

tional goa ls has as its first step a systematic task for e ach individual 

involved in prioritizin g a list of eighteen pred e termined educational 

goa l s . It is this first st ep that th e following r e se a rch exp lores. 

A r ev i ew of rec e nt studies utilizing th e Phi D e lta Kappa (PDK) 

G oal Setting Instrum ent (or modifications of that instrument) to measure 

th e r elative va lues o f ce rtain educational goa ls among different groups 

wi ll next b e presented. It should be noted that the goal setting instru

men t is a part of th e total Phi D e lt a Kappa model for Co~munit y and 

Profess ional In vo l vemen t (Program D eve lopment Cent e r of Northern 

California , 1974) . 

Bowdeshell (1974) utiliz ed th e Ph i Delta Kappa Model for Com -

munity and Professional Invo l vement to determine if a relati ons hip 

existed between r ank in gs of goals for th e schoo l s by th e t ea ch ers and 

c ommuni t y members . A high an d positive co rr e lation was found 

betw een th e rankings of educa ti onal goa ls by t eache rs an d commun it y 

members. 

In a stud y by G eorge ( 1.974) , the differ e nces in goal rankings 

among c iti zens, educators and studen ts were exam ined. The differ

ences in goa l rank in g among ar ea s fo r ea ch respondent group was 

test ed usin g one - way analysis of v arianc e . George fo und that citizens 

exhibited s igni ficant d i fferences among the five attendance areas for 
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three of the goals. Educators exhibited significant differences among 

th e attendance areas for four of the goa ls. Analysis of student res

ponses revealed significant differences among attendance areas for 

four of th e goals . 

L enghe l (1974) utilized th e Phi Delta Kappa goals instrument to 

measure the degree of concordance in the rank orders of educat ional 

priorities of a particular Christian school among the twelve school 

board memb e rs, and a random selection of 12 parents and 12 teachers. 

A f t e r data analysis, no significant differ e nces were found among the 

g r oups . 

A study d e termining whether ther e exists communality of posi

tion within and b e tw ee n groups of communi t y people, teachers and 

students within two cities on a pri o rit y ranking of the PDK e ducational 

goals was conducted by Franklin (1974) . Uti li zi ng data from 93 com

munit y members, 116 teachers, and 106 studen ts, Fr ankl in conc lud ed 

th at members w ithin commun it y gro u ps , teacher groups and student 

groups o f th e two participating cities did not agree on the relativ e im

p o rta nce of th e 18 preconceived goals. H e also noted little diff e r en ce 

in th e amo unt of agreement o r disagreement when compari ng how com -

mun ity , teach e r and student gro ups within a city rank e d th e 18 pr eco n-

c eived ed u ca tional goals. 

Ros e (1976) identifi ed and discussed similarities and differ e nc e s 

bet ween th e r el ati ve imp o rtanc e assi gned to selected ed ucati on al goals 

by university e l emen tar y education students an d b y repr ese ntati ve 
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community groups. Utilizing the PDK Model Program for Community 

and Professional Involvement, she collected data from representative 

g roups of residents in four communities numbering 152 individuals 1n 

all, and from 56 junior and senior education majors. She found a 

significant relationship between th e stud e nts and each of the four com

munity g roups and between each of the community in the way they ranked 

the 18 e ducational goals; however she also found significant differences 

in the mean valu es assi gned by th e students and the four community 

gro ups on two goa ls, betw een th e stud e nts and three of th e community 

gro ups on fou r goals, and between th e students and two of th e community 

groups on thr ee go als. Sh e concluded that de s pite genera l agreement, 

th ere a re imp o rtant areas of dis ag re eme nt that need t o b e understood 

and considere d by prospective t e ach ers , by the institutions that prepare 

them, and by the schoo l districts that em ploy them. 

The Ros e (1976) study marks the beg i nning of research interest 

in how teachers in training assign relative imp ort a nce to selected educa-

ti onal goals. It is at this point that educat i ona l goa ls are no lon ge r 

used sim.p l y fo r school district programming . In her study Rose utiliz es 

th e goal sta t ements to also in fer attitudes about th e role of public e duca-

ti on . 

In summary, the literatur e r ev iewing recent r e s ear ch in the 

area of Ed uc ational Goals Id e ntifi cation and Prioritization suggests that: 
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1) A public interest in and demand for accountability in educa

tion has led to an increased interest in and need for clearly defined 

educational goals. 

2) A number of models have been developed for use in this goal 

identification process. Among those developed have been the Delphi 

Technique, (which appears to be most appropriately used when goal 

concensus is the desired outcome) the Q-sort technique, the use of 

Likert scales, and the PDK instrument. Of these last three models, 

the PDK instrument appears to be the most widely used, with a number 

of studies reporting its effective utilization. 

3) Research utilizing the PDK instrument has primarily identi

fied similariti e s between goal rankings of community members, educa-

t o rs and stud e nts. Some interestin g and significant differences in goal 

r ankings be t ween g r o ups ha v e als o bee n no ted in th e lit e ratur e . 

4) Onl y one s tudy (Rose, 197 6) has utilized the PDK instrum e nt 

w i th s t u d e nts in educatio n to d e t e rmine th e ir attitud e s about th e priori

ti e s o f p ublic e ducation. 



Chapter III 

Methodology 

This study sought to identify the effects of the influence of 
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cooperating teachers on how student teachers prioritize particular 

goals of education. The procedures utilized to accomplish this study 

will be outlined in this chapter. 

Sample 

Participants for the study were (1) pre service teacher education 

maJors obtaining their secondary or special education student teaching 

experience at Moor ehead State University in Moorehead, Minnesota, 

fall quarter, 1978 and (2) th e cooperating teachers with whom they 

work e d . 

Th e study did not include any e lementary education student 

teachers due t o practical considerations. The elementary education 

pro gram at Moorehead State Universit y is structured differently from 

the secondary and the special education programs. Therefor e , an 

intensive student teaching expe rience for elementary education students 

similar to the secondary e ducation and the special education programs 

is not in existence. 

Thirt y -thr ee students attended the pretesting session in which 

the PDK instrument was administered. In the course of the student 



26 

teaching quarter, four students did not complete the student teaching 

requir e ment and were dropped from the program, and three students 

did not choose to continue participation in the study. Twenty-six 

stud e nt teach e rs successfully completed student teaching and partici

pat e d in both the pre and post student teaching testing sessions. Since 

data analysis required each student I s cooperating teachers I goal rank

ings, the scores of the three students whose cooperating teachers did 

not participate in the study were then dropped. 

Demographic data were collected at th e pretesting session and 

can b e used to de scribe the student teacher group . This information 

is presented in Tabl e 1. Eighteen women and fiv e men comprised the 

samp l e; the m e an age was twenty-two years . The sample group had 

averaged ten quarters at MSU, and a ve ra ge d thirty-five cr e dits in educa

tion classes . Th e majo rit y of the student t eachers had had some p r evious 

pr acticum experience for at l eas t one quarter, most com m on l y as a 

t eacher 1s aide. Only five subjects reported no previous classroom 

experi e nce. Th e most common majors reported by the subjects were 

Business Ed ucation and Sp ec ial Educat i on . 

The cooperating t each er group was comprised of thos e individual 

teach ers with whom th e student tea ch e rs worked . These t e ach e rs were 

contacted by the university t e acher ed ucation program staff to serve in 

thi s capa cit y . Tw en ty-six cooperating teach e rs were invol ve d with th e 

student teache rs. Tw e nty-t h re e participated in th e study. 
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Table I 
Chara c t e ristics of th e Student T eacher Group 

~ N 

18 . 5 - 20. 5 1 
20. 5 - 22 .5 16 
22.5 24.5 2 
24.5 - 26. 5 2 
26. 5 - 28.5 1 

> 28. 5 1 

Credits in Education 

N 
5 - 20 l 

21 - 25 2 
26 - 30 6 
31 - 35 7 
36 - 40 l 
4 1 - 45 l 
46 - 50 2 
> - 50 2 

no r e spons e l 

Major N 

Sp ec ial Education 7 
Business Education 6 
Industrial Education 3 
Physical Education l 
English 3 
German l 
Spanish l 
Spe e ch Pathology l 

Sex N 

Male 5 
Female 18 

Numbe r of guarters at MSU 

N 

> 6 1 

7 - 8 2 
9 - 10 9 

11 - 12 6 
13 14 2 
15 - 16 l 
1 7 - 19 l 

Previous Experience (in quarters) 
a) t eache r aide N 

l 8 
2-3 4 
6 3 

b ) r e adi ng clinic l 2 
c) practice speech 

clinician 
d) n o previous 

experience 

l l 

5 



Demographic data describing the cooperating teachers are 

presented in Table 2. 
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Twelve women and e lev en men comprised the sample, the 

mean age being forty-three years. Fourteen of the sample group had 

earned a B. A. or B. S. degree; the remainder were at the master's 

level. The cooperating teacher group averaged fifteen years of teach

ing, and had supervised an average of ten student teachers. A number 

of teaching majors were represented in the group. 

Tr ea tment/Proc e dure 

The pre sent study included data collected from both the student 

teacher and cooperating teacher groups. The student teachers partici

pated in full-time student teaching in th e classrooms of the coop e rating 

teachers during the interim between the two student teach er test ad-

ministrations. 

Th e Student Teach e r Pre Stud e nt Teaching T esting . The group 

administration of the PDK instrument to the student teachers prior to 

th eir student t each ing experience was accomplished at an organizational 

meeting for all s tud ent t e achers held at the beginning of the quarter. 

As the students entered th e room they we r e handed a packet 

containing 1) the Informed Consent Agreement Sheet 2) the Background 

Information She et 3) the PDK Individual Goal Rating Sheet, 4) the PDK 

Directi ons for Individual Members of the Representative Community 

Committee she et 5) a PDK display board, and 6) an enve lop e 
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Table 2 
Characteristics of Cooperating Teacher Group 

Age N Sex N 

< 25.5 2 Mal e 11 
25.5 - 35. 5 6 Female 12 
35 . 5 - 45. 5 3 
45 . 5 - 55. 5 11 

> 55.5 1 

Hi ghes t D eg re e Obtained: Years Ex:eerienc e 

N N 

B . A. /B . S. 14 1 - 5 3 
M. A./M. S. 9 6 - 10 6 

11 - 15 6 
16 - 20 1 
20 - 25 4 

> 25 3 

Number of Student T e achers Su:eervised 

N 

1 - 5 7 
6 - 10 6 

11 - 15 7 
> 15 2 

no response 1 

Major N N 

Business Education 5 Ind ustrial Education 3 
Business Education/Spanish 1 Special Education 2 
Business/Physical Education 1 English 2 
Physic al Education 3 German 1 
Physical Edu ca tion /B iology 1 Spanish /Ho me Ee 1 
Physical Education / Soc Stu 1 History 2 
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containing 45 red disks (used in the test to determine the number of 

"points'' awarded to each goal), and the eighteen PDK educa tional goa ls 

on c ards. Th e packet items appear in Appendixes E through H. 

Th e Dean of Education and R eg ional Services, in his speech to 

w e lcome the student teachers into the program, also introduc ed the 

t es ting by stating that the research investigation was related to the 

imp e nding Nationa l Council for Accreditation of Teacher Education 

(NCA TE) evaluation and accreditation v isit. Due to that process, the 

Dean indicat e d to the stud e nt teachers that some self-study and re

s earch into th e t eac h e r education program was bein g implement e d. 

He enco ura ged the student teacher g roup to participat e in that process. 

Th e D e an th e n introduc e d the res e arch e r as the individual in charge of 

the investigation . 

The researcher then introduced herself and th e P D K in s tru men t. 

Th ese comments and dir ections may be found in Appendix D. 

Th e student teachers completed th e exe rcis e an d transf e rr ed 

t heir res ult s t o their PDK Individual Goal Rating Sheet, and th en turn e d 

in t heir com pl eted packets. Th e researcher was a vai labl e to answer 

an y questions . 

Stud en t T eache r Pos t Stud ent Teaching Testing . The s e cond and 

final student teache r t e sting session w as held a t th e e nd of th e fall stu 

den t teaching qu a rt e r. Th e s tu dent teach e rs we re similarly g i ven 

packets co nt a inin g all items di str ibut ed in the pretesting session with 
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the exception of the Informed Consent Agreement Sheet and the Back

ground Information Sheet. The directions for the goals instrum e nt 

were again read to the students. 

Cooperating Teacher Testing Session. All cooperating t eacher s 

were invited to an introductory meeting held prior to th e student teach

ing quarter on the MSU campus. A copy of the memorandum inviting 

the cooperating teachers to the meeting appears in Appendix B. It was 

planned that th e goals instrum ent would be administered at that time to 

th e cooperating teacher g roup. However, only four cooperating t eachers 

attended th e meeting. These indi vidua ls were introduc ed to the PDK 

in st rument and the consent and back g round information forms in a way 

en tir e ly similar to the introduction outlined in the Student Teach e r 

Administration section of this chapter. A copy of the cooperating 

teach er background information form appears in Appendix A. 

The major it y of the cooperating t eache r gro up was contacted on 

a one -t o - o n e basis by the student teacher super v isors during their first 

visit in the coo p erat in g teachers' classr oom s. At this time th ey were 

inv it ed to co mpl ete the PDK instru me nt. A m emo randu m from the 

D ean of Education and Regional Services, introducing the res e arch and 

encou r ag in g coopera ti ng teacher participation was also pr e sented to the 

cooperating teachers by th e stud ent teacher superv is ors at this time. 

A copy of this me m o r andum appears in Appendix C. 

The e ighteen item Phi D ela t Kappa Goal Setting Instrum e nt 

(a copy of which appears in Appendix G) was selected t o m e asur e the 
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relative importance assigned to selected educational goals by the student 

and cooperating teachers. 

The list of educational goals originated with the Program 

Development Center at the California State University, Chico, through 

a grant from the United States Office of Education, as part of the Phi 

Delta Kappa Model for community and professional involvement. In 

April 1972, the Commission on Educational Planning of Phi Delta Kappa 

began distribution of the model program. Since that time the program 

has been used extensively by many school districts for establishing 

educational goals and writing performance objectives. The program 

consists of a series of strategies to monitor community responses to a 

set of pre-determined educational goals, followed by a programmed 

method for writing of performance objectives by the teachers in a school 

district. The end result is an instructi on al-management program 

design. 

The PDK instrum ent requires that an indi v idual 11award 11 each 

of the 18 goals with Oto 5 points. The more points a particular goal is 

awarded the more important that particular goal is to the individual. 

Only -15 points can be used in ratin g the goals. 

Although th e PDK Goals Setting Instrument 1s in actuality Phase 

I of the total procedure outlined above, numerous studies have be e n 

reported specifically usin g Phase I (Phi Delta Kappa, 1974). 

The e ntire model has been field-tested in the California School 

Districts from 1969 through 1972 with more than three thousand 
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educators representing schools and colleges across the nation attending 

workshops s et up to d e sign and refine the model. The closed question-

naire form was chosen as the one which would give the desired results. 

It was felt that this simple and ine x pensive system, which is a non-

threatening procedure, would develop outcomes which would have 

practical application for a school district or community. 

Dr. Wilrner Bugher, the Associate Executive Secretary and 

Director of the Phi D e lta Kappa C en t e r for Diss e mination of Innovative 

Pro g rams in Bloomington, Indiana, summarized his recollections 

about the d eve lopment of th e PDK instrument (Bugher, Note 1): 

A surv e y was mad e in which goal statements were coll ec ted 
from many school districts throughout the nation. Recognizing 
that school districts would need a lot of help, Dr. Rose [th e 
developer of the instrum en t] exam in ed th e results of this study 
and found that th e r e appeared to be a lot of commonality in the 
goal statements that were submitted fr om differ e nt districts 
throughout the na ti on . It was recognized, however, that if 
citizens were to be involved in the identification/p ri or iti zation 
of goa l s, that statements would need to be written so th at th ey 
would communicate most effectively to lay ci tiz ens in a com
munity. After pulling together th ose statements which appeared 
most frequently, it was decided th at goa l clarif ying statements 
sh ould be added t o help communicate more effectively to indi v i
duals w ho would be as k ed to prioritize the goals. 

Th e ga m in g device was a creation of Dr. Rose. Th e 
forced choic e technique which ulti ma tely leads to the mo st 
imp o rt ant goal was [also J conceived by Dr. R o s e . Aft e r pil o t
ing the or i gi n al statements with a numb e r of different groups of 
citizens in diff e r e nt school districts, repeat e d revisions were 
mad e until the authors were satisfied that the statements wer e 
in th e best condition possible. 
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Research Design 

The one group pretest posttest design was used for this study . 

A number of variables supported the use of this paradigm: 

1. The dependent variable (relative importance assigned to 

selected educational goals) was argued to be a relatively 

stable one . Certainly the dependent variable was not likely 

to change due to maturation. 

2. Th e interval between the pretest and the posttest was short. 

3. Th e only ppssible control group available for the study was 

other t ea cher education majors who were not yet far enough 

in their studies to be student teaching. However, this group 

differed from the student t ea cher population on a number of 

d esc riptiv e variables such as age and numb e r of ed ucation 

cours e s completed. Most importantly, th e teacher educa 

ti on majors could strongly d iff er for student teacher g roup 

in th e ir motivation and commitment in compl e tin g the teacher 

education program . Cl early the concern related to the 

appr op ri ateness of such a group to serve as a control in 

studi es of student teach ers was reflected in the lit era tur e , 

where student t eac hers are studied almost without exce ption 

in a one group pretest posttest design (Yee, 1969). 

Statisti ca l Analysis 

Th e data were analyzed utilizing one-way analyses of va rian ce 

with repeated measures. 
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For each of the eighteen goals, the mean of the cooperating 

teacher group ranking, the pre- student teacher group rankings and the 

post-student teacher group rankings were compared. 



tions: 

Chapter IV 

Results 
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This study sought to answer the two following specific que s -

1. Is there a difference in the relative importance assigned to 

selected educational goals by cooperating teachers and their 

student teachers prior to the student teaching experience? 

2. Do es the relative importance assigned to s e lected educ a

tional goals by student teachers change during the student 

t each ing experience? 

Both of these questions were statistically tested in the study by 

utilizing analyses of variance . A presentation of th e results of these 

analyses is made in this chapter . 

On e of the hypotheses considered in the study stated that there 

1s no difference between th e relative importance assign ed t o selected 

educational goals by student teachers completed prior to the student 

teaching ex p erience and the relati ve importance assigned to selected 

educational goals by cooperating teachers. To test this hypothesis, 

e i ghtee n one way analyses of variance with repeated measures were 

computed, each one testing one of the e ight een goals of edu cati on com -

prising th e PDK instrument. For each of the eigh teen analyses, a set 
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of tw en ty-thr ee triads was det e rmined . Th e se triads were composed 

of: 

l ) the student t e ach e r's pr e - student teaching as signed rankings 

for th e particular goa l. 

2) th e student teach e r's post- student teachin g assign e d rankings 

for the particular goal and 

3) th e cooperating t e acher's assi gned rankings for th e parti-

cular goa l. 

From th e mean squar e for the student teacher versus co operating 

teacher variance and the mean square for th e residual variance, the 

amoun t of variation between th e three scor e s comprising th e triads was 

determ ined for eac h of th e e ight ee n goa l s . 

Th e ob tain ed F values are presented in Tabl e 3. Si x t ee n of 

th ese va lues were not significant at the . 05 level, indicating no differ 

enc e between groups . 

Analysis of the two remainin g goals "Learn how to be a good 

citizen" and "Gain informati on needed to make job s e l ec tions" pro-

duced F values significant at the . 05 level. An exa minati on of th e 

group means o f thes e two goals (p resented in Table 3) p o sits that 

significant differences between the pre - student teaching goal ranking 

m eans and the co ope ratin g t eache r goa l ranking means ex ist ed in thes e 

t wo g oals. 

A second hypo t hesis inv est igated in thi s study sta ted that th e r e 

is no difference in th e r e lativ e importance as si gned t o selected 
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Table 3 
Analyses of Variance for the Eighteen Goals of Education 

Source of variation 
Sum of 
squares df 

Mean 
square F 

Goal No. 1. "Learn how to be a good citizen" 

B e twe en triads 

Within triads 

Students vs. cooperating 
teachers 

Residual 

Group means for goal no. 1 

Pre student teaching 

Post s tudent t eac hing 

Cooperating teachers 

1. 78 

2. 00 

2.96 

52. 81 

64.00 

17.94 

4 6 .06 

22 

46 

2 

44 

2.4 

8.97 

1. 05 

Goal No. 2. "Learn how to r e sp ec t and get along with 
people who think, dress, and act differentl y ." 

Between triads 

Within triads 

Stud ents vs . co ope rating 
t eachers 

Residual 

23.91 

90.00 

4. 17 

85.83 

22 

46 

2 

44 

1. 09 

2.09 

1. 95 

Goa l No . 3. 1rLearn about and try to understand the 
chang es that take place in the world . rr 

Between triads 22. 16 22 .96 

Within triads 52.00 4 6 

Stud en ts vs . coo perating 3. 25 2 1. 62 
teach er s 

Re s idual 48.75 44 l. 11 

,:, p < . 05 

8. 54,: , 

1. 07 

1. 46 
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Table 3 (Continued) 

Sourc e of varia tion 
Sum of 

squares df 
Mean 

square F 

Goal No. 4. 11Develop skills 1n reading, writing, 
speaking, and listening. 11 

Between triads 

Within triads 

Students vs. cooperating 
teach ers 

Residual 

76.67 

64.66 

. 46 

64.20 

22 

46 

2 

44 

3.48 

. 23 

1. 46 

Goal No. 5. 11Understand and practice democratic 
ideas and ideals. 11 

Between triads 25.07 22 1. 14 

Within triads 37. 61 46 

Students vs. coop e rating 3.60 2 1. 80 
teachers 

Residual 30.41 44 . 69 

. 16 

2. 61 

Goal No . 6 . 11Learn how to examine and use information. 11 

Betw ee n triads 4 6 . 99 22 2. 14 

Within triads 50. 67 46 

Stud ents vs. cooperating 6.35 2 3. 1 7 
t eachers 

Residual 44.32 44 1. 01 

Goal No . 7. "Understand and practice the skills 
of family living. 11 

Between triads 

Within triads 

Student s vs. cooperating 
teach e rs 

R es idual 

49.74 

52.00 

1. 83 

50. 1 7 

22 

46 

2 

44 

2. 26 

. 9 1 

1. 14 

3. 14 

.80 



Source of Infonnation 

Table 3 (Continued) 

Sum of 
squares 

df 
Mean 
square F 

Goal No. 8. "Learn to respect and get along with people 
with whom we work and live. 11 

Between triads 44.64 22 2. 02 

Within triads 48.00 46 

40 

Students vs. co ope rating . 55 2 . 28 . 26 
teachers 

Residual 47.45 44 1. 08 

Goal No. 9. 11Develop skills to enter a specific field of work. 11 

Between triads 

Within triads 

Students vs. cooperating 
teach e rs 

Residual 

51. 91 

45.34 

3.86 

41.48 

22 

46 

2.36 

2 1. 93 

44 .94 

Goal No. 10. 11Learn how to be a good manager of 
money, property, and resources. 11 

Between triads 21. 91 22 1. 00 

Within triads 63.34 46 

Students vs. co ope rating 1. 25 2 . 62 
teach e rs 

Re sidual 62.09 44 1. 41 

2.05 

. 44 

Goal No. 11. "Develop a de sire for learning now and in the future. " 

Between triads 61. 07 22 2. 78 

Within triads 80.00 46 

Students vs. cooperating 3.25 2 1. 62 .93 
teach ers 

Residual 76.75 44 1. 74 



Table 3 (Continued) 

S ou r ce of Informati on 
Sum of 

df 
Mean 

squares square 

Goal No . 12. "Learn how to us e l e isure time. 11 

Be t ween triads 66 .49 22 3.02 

W ithin triads 54.66 46 

Students vs. cooperating . 4 6 2 . 23 
teach ers 

R es idual 54.20 44 1. 23 

Goal No. 13. "Practice and und e rstand the ideas of 
health and safety. " 

Between triads 65 .77 22 2.99 

Within triad s 42.00 46 

Students vs . cooperating . 46 2 . 23 
t eache rs 

Residual 41. 5 4 44 .9 4 

41 

F. 

. 19 

. 24 

Goa l No. 14. "Appreciate cu ltur e and beauty in th e world. " 

B e tween triads 52 . 67 22 2.39 

Within triads 47 . 33 46 

Stud ents vs . cooperating 1. 04 2 .52 . 50 
t eachers 

Residual 46.29 4 4 1. 05 

Goal No. 15. "Gain information needed to make j ob selections . " 

Between tria ds 

Within tr ia ds 

Students vs . cooperating 
tea chers 

Residual 

Grouv Means for Goal No . 15 
Pre s tudent t eac hing 
Post studen t teaching 
Cooperating t eache rs 
,;, p < . 05 

17. 48 

33.33 

5.5 9 

27.74 

l. 22 
1. 61 

1. 91 

22 

46 

. 79 

2 2.80 

44 . 63 



Source of Information 

Table 3 (Continued) 

Sum of 
squares 

df 
Mean 
square 

42 

F. 

Go a l No. 16 . "Develop pride in work and a fe e lin g of self-worth. 11 

Between triads 15. 22 22 . 69 

Within tria ds 47.33 4 6 

Stud e nts vs, cooperating 5.68 2 2.84 2.99 
t e achers 

R e sidual 41. 6 5 44 ,95 

Goal No . 17. "Develop good character and self-r espec t. 11 

Be tw een triads 34. 14 22 1. 55 

W ithin triads 55 .34 46 

Students vs . co ope r a tin g 2.70 2 1. 35 1. 13 
t eac hers 

Residual 52. 64 44 1. 20 

Goa l No . 18 . 11 Ga i n a genera l ed ucation." 

Between tri ads 49. 91 22 2.27 

Within triads 87.33 46 

Stud en ts vs , cooperating 7. 16 2 3.58 1. 97 
t eachers 

Residual 80. l 7 44 1. 82 
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educational goals by student teachers before their student teaching 

experience as compared to their assigned rankings after the student 

teachin g experience. This hypoth es is was tested with th e same statis 

tical analyses as outlined to test th e first hypothesis, resulting in the 

F ratios pr ev iously noted. Examination of the trends in the data 

suggest that the two significant F ratios do not reflect a significant 

diff erence in the relative importance assigned to selected educational 

goa ls by student teachers before th e ir student teaching experience as 

compared t o their assi gned rankings after their experience. As indi

cated in the discussion of the first hypothesis, the sixteen nonsignificant 

F ratios indicat e no difference between groups. 

Th e third and final hypoth esis considered in this study stated 

that there is no relationship between any changes in the relative im

portance of the goals assigned by the student teachers prior and subse

quent to the student teaching experience and the relative importance 

as signed by the cooperating teachers. Again, this hypothesis was tested 

with the same statistic as the previous two hypotheses, and reference 

to Table 3 1s again indicated. Of the two significant F ratios, considera

tion of the group means (See Ta ble 3) suggest that th e student teachers' 

p ost student teaching importance assigned to these two goals are more 

similar to the cooperating teachers goal assignments than the pre

student teaching student teacher importance assi gned . However, it 

should be emphasized that this trend is not statistically significant, and 

is therefore presented tentatively and should be interpreted with caution. 
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Due to the large number of analyses and the probability for a 

Type I error for the study set at the . 05 level, (i.e. acceptance of the 

null hypothesis when the null hypothesis is, in fact, false), about one 

chance in twenty existed of making such an error in this study. It 

would therefore be unsurprising to obtain one significant F ratio by 

chance alone in the computation of eighteen analyses. As reported, 

only two F ratios in this study were found to be significant, appearing 

to indicate weak support at best for the hypotheses under study. Due 

to the equivocal data results, further post hoc analyses were not com-

puted. 
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Chapter V 

Discussion and Conclusions 

Th e primary goal of this study was to identify the effects of the 

influence of cooperating teachers on how student teachers prioritize 

particular goa ls of education. To accomplish this a list of educational 

goa ls was presented to a group of student teachers before and after 

their student teaching experience. The student teachers th en ranked 

the predetermined goa ls of education in order of perceived importance. 

Similar goa l rankings from the cooperating teachers with whom the 

student teachers worked were collected in order to compare their goa l 

rankings to the student t eachers I pre and post- student teaching goal 

rankings. The objectives of this study, as outlined previously, were 

succ e s sf ull y accomplished. 

This chapter will discuss and draw conclusions and implications 

from th e data presented in Chapter IV. 

Discussion of Results 

No differences were found in the relative importance assigned to 

sixteen of the eighteen selected educational goals by the student teachers 

prior to stud e nt teaching, the relative importance assigned by the student 

teachers after their student teaching experience, and the relative im

portance as signed by their cooperating teachers . A significant 
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difference was noted in the relative importance assigned by the groups 

to the two remaining goals, "Learn how to be a good citizen, 11 and 

"Gain information needed to make job selections. 11 

The results of the two goals whose statistical analyses obtained 

significant F ratios will first be discussed, after which the bulk of this 

chapter will address the more general implications of the study 1 s 

major findings of the reported lack of significant differences among the 

t e acher groups on the prioritization of the remaining sixteen goal 

statements. 

Two major observations can be noted from the significant 

results obtained from the two previously mentioned goals. First, 

for both of these goals, the significant F ratio obtained appeared to 

indicat e a difference between th e student teachers pre - student teaching 

goal rankings and the co operating teacher 1s goal rankings {see Table 3 ). 

Second, for both of thes e goals, the trends noted in the means of the 

relati ve importance of th e goals assigned by the groups suggested that 

for these two goals the post student teaching student teachers 1 means 

w ere more similar to the cooperating teachers 1 means than the pre 

student t eaching student teachers 1 means. However, this second ob

servati on is only a trend in the· data, and is duly noted to be such. 

As outlined in the previous chapter, at the 95 % confidence level, 

chanc e a lon e would lead to an expectation of significant results in one 

of twenty analyses. Since eighteen analyses were computed, probability 

factors dictated that at least one of the analyses to be significant by 
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chance. The fact that two analyses were significant is, in the writer's 

opinion, an indication of the weakness of the phenomenon measured. 

Due to this reservation, the author's interpretation of this data is 

approached with caution. 

It is clear from the results presented in Table 3 that in the 

case of these two goal statements, the student teachers began their 

student teaching experience valuing these particular goals of education 

much less highly than their cooperating teachers. It is also clear that 

the trends in the data indicated a post student teaching move toward an 

attitude more similar to the cooperating teacher's. However, this 

movement toward the cooperating teacher's evaluation is, emphatically, 

only a trend. In any case, a slight tendancy toward alignment with the 

r e lativ e importanc e assigned by the cooperating teacher is noted. 

However, the two cases in wh i ch this trend is noted must be evaluated 

within th e total context of the study ' s findings, since sixteen of the 

eighteen goals under investigation indicated no significant differences. 

These lack of significant findings are, in the author's opinion, more 

important to the study's major conclusions. The implications for these 

findings will be discussed below. 

The result that the analyses of sixteen of the eighteen goals 

presented no s ignificant differences appears to indicate that the relative 

importance student teachers assigned to these sixteen educational goals 

was not affected or influenced by either a) th e student teachin g experi

e nce ~~(perhaps r ela t ed to being in a real classroom for the first 
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time) or b) the cooperating teacher's own prioritization of educational 

goals and the subsequent influence of these priorities upon the student 

teacher. Despite numerous cases in the research literature suggesting 

that even long standing predispositions can change as a result of the 

student teaching experience (Yee, 1969, Young, 1971), few observed 

changes in th e relative importance assigned to selected educational 

goa ls in the student teachers were noted in this study. 

A possible speculative hypothesis to explain the lack of signifi

cant differences in the sixteen goals r es ts in the contention that the 

goals in educat ion outlined in th e PDK instrum en t in some way d e lineated 

an individual's values in educa ti on . Values are by definition strongly 

held judgements that are based on abstract concepts or broad classifica

tions which are fairly stable to the individual and temporally long lasting 

(Harrison, 1972 ) . If this were th e case, it would appear consistent that 

thes e values would not change to any great degree during the course of 

the student teaching quarter. No studies specifically exploring change 

in student teacher values have been reported in the literatur e . 

A second possible hypothesis for this major finding of the study 

1s that there existed more similarities than differences in th e relative 

importance assigned to a majority of the goals by the pre-student teaching 

students and their cooperating teachers. If th ese two groups generally 

concurred on the relative importance of these goals, then there could 

be littl e movement on the student t eac h e r's part toward a post stude nt 

teachin g response more similar to that of the coopera tin g teacher. This 
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would then result in non- significant findings. The results of the study 

may reflect the possibility that there exists nearly universal agreement 

by individuals who are teaching or about to be teaching as to appropriate 

goals in public education. Therefore, student teacher change in goal 

prioritization could not be noted, nor could any differences between 

groups. The study's results could therefore simply reflect the totally 

non-contr ove rsial nature of the goal prioritization task. 

It is the writer's opinion that instrumentation may have played 

a rol e in the obtained results of the study. The PDK instrument was 

developed to be utilized, as previously mentioned, in a school district 

settin g to obtain group consensus of school goals and priorities. It 

was not sp ecifica lly developed to be utilized in a pre and post testing 

situation as an instrument sensitive to an individual's changes in goals 

prioritiz2.tion. Secondly, pretest-posttest reliability data for the 

instrument is s?arse (Bugher, Note 1 ), although the lack of 

change noted in the student teachers' pre student teachin g to post stu

dent teaching scores may be in itself an indication of test-retest 

reli ability . 

It is possib le, th erefo r e, that the PDK instrument's test-r e test 

reli ability is such that the inst.rument is not effec tive in n oting the 

subtl e ch a nges th at may occur in an individual's goal prioritization 

from a ten - ,v e ek student teaching expe ri en ce. The reliability of th e 

instrument is fur th er affected by t he ipsative nature of the test. All 

45 ' 'po i nts " rnust be used whe n taking the test. This both limits the 
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range of scores obtainable and leads to the situation of int erdependancy 

of test items. With 45 points needing to be used, a change in the num

ber of the points awarded to one goal will automatically change the 

number of points awarded to another goal. 

The literature indicated clearly that th e PDK goals instrument 

was both useful and valid for identification of goa l priorities; however, 

the need for g reat er t est -r etest reliability in the instrument may have 

over shadowed the instrum en t I s many strengths. Since none of th e 

oth er goals instrum en ts have reported any reliability data in the litera

tur e ei ther, it app e ars essential that before similar research to this 

study is again conducted, a more sensitive and reliable non-ipsative 

measurin g d ev ice must be develop e d. 

Some comments p e rtainin g to methodology are also in order at 

this time. It is th e writer I s opinion that the results o f the study were 

not r elated to methodol og ical concerns; however, the study 1 s r es ults 

mi ght have been better und e rstood had the cooperating teacher g roup 

be en pre and posttested in a similar manner to the student teachers. 

Ho wever, instru mentatio n concerns suspected in influ e n ci ng th e results 

of th e study fa r outwe i gh this methodological weakness. 

Concl us i ons 

On two of the eighteen goal sta t emen ts, a significant difference 

bet ween th e relative importance assigned to these goals b y the pre 

stu dent teaching student group , and the coo p era tin g t eac her group was 
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not ed . Since approximately one of the e ighteen analyses was expected 

to be significant due only to chance, the interpretation of this rather 

inconclusive finding is mad e cautiously. This result suggests some 

tentati ve support for stud ent teachers I assigned relative importanc e to 

these two goa l changing after the student teaching experience to becom

ing more similar to the cooperating t eac h e r I s as signed r e lati ve impor-

tanc e . 

However, this t e ntativ e findin g on the se two goals must be 

v iew ed within th e framework of the lac k of significant r e sults on th e 

remaining sixteen goa ls. It is th e writer's opinion that these results 

are the more rel eva nt of th e two s e ts of findings. 

Th e insi gnificant diff e renc e s not e d betw ee n the pre-student 

teaching goa l s prioritization, p os t- studen t t each in g goa ls prioritization 

and the coope ratin g teacher goal prioritization in si x te en of the eighteen 

goa ls suggests tha t the influenc e of a) the experience of the student 

t each in g activity, and b) t he cooperating teacher 's own goals prioriti

zation biases upon the student teacher does not ma r ked l y affect student 

teacher goal prioritiza ti on behavior . 

The wr it er suggests th r ee possible hypotheses for th e s tud y's 

results . The first hypothesis presents the possibility that the educa 

tional goa ls p ri or it izations reflect an individual I s own personal valu es 

a bout edu cati on . Values are dura ble and stable pe rs ona l judgements, 

and therefore would not be as susceptible to change during a ten week 
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tim e period as either t each ing behaviors or attitudes. Because of 

this, few changes in student teach e r goal prioritization would be un-

surprising. 

A second possibility forewards the th eory that the lack of group 

differ e nces in goal prioritization simply reflects the non-controversial 

nature of the task, and suggests that general universal agreement about 

the role of public education may ex ist for those who are te ach ing and 

who are about to be teaching. 

A third hypothesis forewarded by the writer in discussin g the 

r es ults of the study relate to in s trum entat ion. The instrument used in 

the study may have been weak in that it: 1) was developed to be used in 

a different setting for a different purpose 2) may have in suffic ient re

li ability to measure subtle chang es in prioritization, and 3) is ipsative 

in nature, which presents concerns both o f changes in one score in the 

instrum ent affecting changes in other scores, and in limitations to the 

rang e of possible scores obtainable. 

Limitati ons of the Study 

1. The student teaching experience was on l y ten weeks (one 

quarter) in duration. 

2. Th e sample siz e was small (i.e . less than thirty cooperating 

teacher-student teach e r dyads), thus lessening the study's 

generalizability . 
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3. The Moorehead State University secondary and special 

education student teacher population was not systematically 

checked on a number of variables to ascertain if it was 

representative of student teacher groups at all universities. 

4. The student teachers were not randomly assigned to their 

cooperating teachers. Instead, subject matter and grade 

level played a part in student teacher placement. 

5. The cooperating teachers were not randomly selected to 

serve in their capacity. 

Recommendations 

In further study of changes in educational goal prioritization in 

student teachers as related to cooperating teachers goal prioritization, 

it is r ecommended that: 

1. The possibility of the development of alternative non-ipsa

tive measures of an individual's prioritization of educatio nal 

goals be explored . 

2. Concomitant data be obtained during the student teaching 

activity by using measures to determine changes in areas 

already found to be influenced during stud ent t each ing such 

as student teacher attitudes and behavior. 

3. The cooperating teachers also be pre and posttested to 

control for the student teacher influence on cooperating 

teachers. 
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Appendix A 

Cooperating T eac her Background Information Sheet 



MOORHEAD STATE UNIVERSITY 
MOORHEAD, MINNESOTA 

Background Information: (Supervisory Teachers) 

Name (please print) 

1. Age __ _ 2. Sex: male 

3. Maj or ---~-----
4. No. of years te aching--e xperience 

(including this one) 

5. Highest degree held : BA/S ---
MA/S ---
Doctorate 

6. No. of stu dent t eachers I have supervise d 

---
female ---

-----

7. What is the name of your student teacher? ____ _ _____ _ 

RJ/sr 
9/1 4/78 

60 
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Appendix B 

Memorandum Concerning Cooperating Teacher Meeting 



MOORHEAD STATE UNIVERSITY 

MOORHEAD, MINNESOTA 

TO: Supervising Teachers in Secondary 
and Special E~ca/on 

FROM: Richard Joi~ 
Dean ~ucation and Regional Services 

Arla ~~~:~to~Clinical Experiences 

Sept. 7, 1978 

SUBJECT: Get together at MSU on Thursday, September 14, 4:00 p.m. 
in the Student Union, Room 215. 

This is to invite you to a meeting here at the campus to: 

1) meet Dr. Richard Bowman, our new director of Secondary 
Education. 

2) discuss and comment on our program to prepare teachers. 

62 

3) participate in a project to evaluate our program, by 
completing a short goal setting instrument for us., and 

4) have an opportunity to sip a cup of coffee and talk with 
ot her supervising teachers. 

Please come by; we should be through by 5:30 at the latest! 
Thursday, 9/14, 4:00 p.m. at the Student Union. 

(Enclose d in a parking permit for that day). 

RJ/sr 
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Appendix C 

Memorandum Concerning Cooperating Teacher Participation 



DEPARTMENT Academic Affairs Off ice Memorandum 64 

TO Cooperating Teachers for Fall, 1978 DATE: Sept. 25, 1978 

@1\\rrr 
Richard Jones ~ l 

Dean of Educa oni& Regional 
FROM PHONE: 2181 

Services 

SUBJECT: Goal Setting Process · 

This year, MSU will be evaluated by the National Council for Accreditation 
of Teacher Education (NCATE) for the continued accreditation of our 
teacher education program. As a part of that process, we have in
stituted a self-study and a bit of research. 

This is a request to you to help us in our endeavor. 

Enclosed are a set of materials designed to determine the educational 
goals that individuals - or groups - think are important for our schools. 
We would appreciate your coo~eration in completing this process. We 
hope that by gathering this information, we will be able to more accurately 
reflect the importa nt goals in our teacher education curriculum. 

The process only takes about 20 minutes. The directions are on the back 
of the Blue sheet, or your student teacher can assist you. (They have 
all gone through the process!). 

When you are done, the University Supervisor will pick up the materials. 
The completed set includes: (in addition to the Board, goals and discs). 

1. The Blue Sheet with your scores for the 18 goals, and your 
name at the top. 

2. The Personal information sheet, completed. 

3. The "Infor med Consent Agreement", signed. (Note that the 
sta tement is desig ned for much more complicated experi ments 
than is ours. It is from Utah State, because one of our 
resea rchers is fro m that University). 

If you have any questions about the process, the use that will be made of 
the information, or anything, please call the University supervisor, or call 
me (236-2181). 

Thank you very much for your help. 

RJ/s r 



65 

Appendix D 

Comments and Directions for Student Teacher Te sting 



COMMENTS AND DIRECTIONS FOR STUDENT 

TEACHER TESTING 

1) As part of the assessment of student teaching at MSU, we are 

interested in collecting information about how student teachers 

prioritize educational goals. 
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2) We will be collecting some information from all the student 

teachers both at the beginning and at the end of the student teaching 

quarter. 

3) The information that will b e collected today will also b e used for 

r esea rch purposes. Becaus e of this a signed Informed Consent 

Agreement from all participating subjects is necessary. Please 

read and sign this agr eement . 

4) Please fill out the Background Data Sheet. This information will 

be us ed to d esc ribe the student teaching group. 

5) All collected data will be held entirely confid en tial. Subjects are 

free to withdraw consent and discontinue participation in the project 

at any time. 

6) Upon request, you will be informed by letter as to the purpose and 

result of the study. 

7) The goals instrument to be looked at today was developed by Phi 

D e lta Kapp a for use in communities interested in goal setting for 
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their school districts. That is why some of the terminology in the 

directions is inappropriate for a student teacher group. 

8) Phi Delta Kappa is a professional educational fraternity dedicated 

to the promotion and improvement of publically supported and 

universally available -education. 

9) Taking a look at one's educational priorities is a valuable exercise 

for anyone entering a career in education. Therefore we feel that 

this exercise is not only useful in terms of research, but will also 

be useful and meaningful to you individually both personally and in 

your professional development. 
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Informed Consent Agreement 
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INFORMED CONSENT AGREEMENT 

UTAH STATE UNIVERSITY 
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I hereby give my consent to participate in the project involving human 

subjects. I understand the procedure to be followed in the study and 

am aware of the disco1nforts and risks involved by my participation . 

I will rec e i ve answ e rs to my inquiries regarding the project and am 

free to withdraw my consent and discontinue participation in the project 

at an y time. 

Si gned Date 
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Appendix F 

Stud e nt T e ach e r Background Information Sheet 



MOORHEAD STATE UNIVERSITY 

MOORHEAD, MINNESOTA 

Name (please print) 

Background Information: 

2. Sex: ma 1 e 1. Age --- ----

4. No. quarters (including this one) 
attended MSU 

5. No. credits in Education ---~-(including Special Education) 

female ---

6. Please check those items which describe your past experiences 
in the schools: 

__ teacher aide (No. years __ ) 

volunteer aide (No. years -- --

-~pla yground supervisor 

other school experience --

RJ/sr 

9/6/78 

(or lunchroom, etc.) 
(no. years ) 

Years 
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Appendix G 

Directions for Individual Members of the 

R epresentative Community Committee 



DIRECTIONS FOR INDIVIDUAL MEMBERS OF THE 
REPRESENTATIVE COMMUNITY COMMITTEE 

Directions:* 

I. Make sure your materials inc lud e the following items: 

(a) Di splay Board; (b) Eighteen ( 18) cards containing goal statements; (c) A set of (50) red 
co lored discs. 

2. Note: Punch out 45 of the red discs conta in ed on the card (leave five (5) discs on card). 

3. Read each of the gre en Goal Statement Cards. As you examine each Goal Statement carefully, 
r ead the sim il ar goals associated with it. The similar goal s listed under each of the Goal 
Stat ement s are important for understanding the Goal Statement. As you read each card, ask 
yourself . .. 

HOW IMPORTANT IS THIS EDUCATIONAL GOAL FOR OUR SCHOOL SYSTEM? 

4. Separ ate each goal statem ent card from the sheet and place on the Display Board in the 
space in the co lumn label ed "Goal Statem ent." The order in which you place the cards on 
th e board is not important. There is one space for each card. 

5. Plac e a red color ed dis c in the co lumn labeled # I besid e each of the 18 goal stat ements. 
Each di sc has a value of I point. 

6. Rer ead the goa l statements. For tho se goals you beli eve to be more imp ortant, place another 
r ed disc bes ide each in the co lumn labe led #2. 

7. Read th e goal stat ement s that hav e two (2) r ed discs beside them . For those goa l s you believ e 
to be much mor e imp ortant than others, pla ce a red dis c beside them in the co lumn labeled 
#3 . 

8. Read the goal stat ements that have three (3) r ed dis c s beside them. For those goal s you 
believe to be much more imp ortant than othe rs , pla ce a red disc besid e them in the column 
labe led #4. 

Have you used all of your red discs? 
If not , continue on to direction #9. 
If yes. see dir ectio n #10. 

9. Read the goal sta tements whi ch have four (4) r ed discs besi de them. Fo r tho se goa ls you 
beiie'-e to be of extreme importance, plac e a r ed disc beside them in the colum n labeled #5. 

10. Review your Di sp lay Board and keep in mind the fo ll owing: 

a. All 45 r ed discs mu st he used (eac h di sc has a va lu e of I poin t). 
b. At least one goa l statement must have f i ve (5) red discs (5 point s) besi de it. 
c . A maximum of five (5) red d i scs (S points) i s a ll owed for any one goa l statement. 
d. It is not necessary for a goal statement to have a red disc beside it. 
e. In the event you wi sh to rearrange your d i splay board, you may add or r emove r ed disc s 

(points) from the goal statement s (remembe rin g that discs must ah1ays be in hori zontal 
sequence with no spaces between discs). 

l l. Transfer the tota l number of poin ts for each goa l to the goa l summar y sheet. IT IS IMP OR
T ANT TO NOTE THAT THE GOAL STATEMENTS FOUN D ON YOUR INDIVIDUA L GOAL 
SUMMARY SHEET A RE IN RA NDOM ORDER AN D WILL NOT MAT CH TH E ORDER JN 
WHICH YOU PLACED YOUR GOALS. 

12. During the next few minut es you will be give n a ca rd assigning you to a small group (4 
persons). After refres hm ent s, you will be working with your gro up in arriving at a conse nsu s 
on a single di splay board. 

13. Leave your displa y board at your posit ion. Take the dir ect ion sheets to your smal l group 
meeting . 

*Those Committee member s who have developed goals in addi ti on to the origina l 18 goa ls must 
inform the program moderator at the beginn ing of the meet ing for add iti onal directions. 

lta Kappa. Inc. P 0 . Bo"' 789 . Bloom1ng1on. lnd1ana 47401 EG Form 11 
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Individual Goal Rating Sheet 

74 



INDIVIDUAL GOAL RATING SHEET 7 5 

Instructions: Place the total number ofpoinls(reddiscs) you gave to each of the goal s on your display board in 
the blank space found next to each of the goals on this page. 

Goals 

LEARN HOW TO BE A GOOD CITIZEN 

LEARN HOW TO RESPECT AND GET ALONG WITH PEOPLE WHO THINK, 
DRESS AND ACT DIFFERENTLY 

LEARN ABOUT AND TRY TO UNDERSTAND THE CHANGES THAT TAKE 
PLACE IN THE WORLD 

DEV ELOP SKILLS IN READING, WRITING, SPEAKING, AND LISTENING 

UNDERSTAND AND PRACTICE DEMOCRATI C IDEAS AND IDEALS 

LEARN HOW TO EXAM INE AND USE INFORMATIO N 

UNDERSTAND AND PRACT ICE THE SKILLS OF FAMILY LIV ING 

L EARN TO RESPECT AND GET ALONG WITH PEOPLE WITH WHOM WE 
WORK AND LIV E 

DEVELOP SKILLS TO ENTER A SPECIFIC FIELD OF WORK 

LEARN HOW TO BE A GOOD MANAGER OF MONEY, PROPERTY AND 
RESOURCES 

DEVELOP A DESIRE FOR LEARNING NOW AND IN THE FUTURE 

LE ARN HOW TO USE LEISURE TIME 

PRACTICE AND UNDERSTAND THE IDEAS OF HEAL TH AND SAFETY 

APPR ECIATE CU LTURE .'I.ND BEAUTY !N THE WORL D 

GAIN INFORMATION NEEDED TO MAKE JOB SELECTIONS 

DEVEL OP PRIDE IN WORK AND A FEELING OF SELF-WORTH 

DEV ELOP GOOD CHARACTE R AND SELF-RESPECT 

GAIN A GENE RAL EDUCATION 

My 
Individual 
Score for 
Each Goal 

REM EMBER YOU WILL NEED TH IS SHEET FOR YOUR SMALL GROUP MEETING! 

(Optional) 
Our Small 

Group Score 
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