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CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION

As educators and administrators examine teacher education programs, there
have developed numerous recommendations for restructuring college curricula to
coordinate with long-range and complex proposals to improve these teacher educa-
tion programs. Considerations of school change will be only rhetorical if teachers
lack well-developed visions about what good schools look like. The school of educa-
tion must prdvide preservice teachers with opporfunities for gaining theoretical and
practical undefstandings of schools as organizations, for formulating options for
change, and for developing initial visions about possibilities (The Holmes Group,
1986; Goodlad, 1991; U.S. Office, 1991).

The Holmes Group is a consortium of education college deans and academic
officers frofn major research universities across the country. The group has evolved
from its formation in 1983 and is committed to improving the teacher preparation
profession. The Holmes agenda is essentially a systems view of education and rec-
ognizes the importance of enlisting teachers and administrators in the reform pro-
cess. The Holmes Group addresses changing the teaching profession itself in addi-
tion to changing the content, standards, and field experiences of teacher education.
The Holmes Group's goals are: 1) to make teacher education a more intellectual
exercise in preparing reflective teachers; 2) to distinguish the different preparation
levels of teachers and their career levels; 3) to create professional entrance stan-
dards which will necessitate new evaluations and assessments of the teaching pro-
fession; 4) to connect colleges of education with schools which will require new rela-
tionships; and 5) to make schools better working places for teachers and better

learning places for students (Sedlack, 1987).



The Holmes agenda includes a professional development school (PDS) con-
cept. The Holmes Group recommendations suggest that a program of teacher edu-
cation cannot be excellent without an excellent school in which to place student
teachers. These collaborative sites would assist the university-based research,
strengthen its link to practice and add to the PDS's credibility. The PDS would
expand opportunities for practice and offer the preservice teacher guidance from
both teacher educators and practicing teachers.

The Holmes Group has specific goals for the university's educational environ-
ment which include creating "significant opportunities for teacher education students
to develop collegial and professional norms” (Holmes Group, p. 89). Recommended
is a sense of community among students enhanced by reasonably-sized cohorts that
work with faculty mentors as they pursue their program.

Another highly respected researcher in the educational reform movement is
John Goodlad. Goodlad, Director of the Center for Educational Renewal, University
of Washington, has researched and written extensively about educational change.
Whereas the Holmes Group sets forth a prescriptive agenda for preservice teacher
education, for the collaboration between schools and universities and for setting
teaching standards, Goodlad has written about less than satisfactory educational
practices and stereotypical teaching models left unchallenged and unchanged
(Goodlad, p. xiii). In Teachers for Our Nation's Schools, he writes about the role of
schools and teachers in a democratic society. The nineteen postulates set forth in
this book propose that educational change has a sensitive and moral purpose and is
more descriptive rather than prescriptive.

Postulates Four, Five and Six indicate that there must be a clearly identified

group of faculty for whom teacher education is a top priority, and they must be rigor-



ous in their selection of preservice teacher candidates. Postulates Seven, Eight,
Nine, Eleven and Twelve indicate that preservice teachers must attain high levels of
critical thinking, educational inquiry, and democratic citizenry. Theory to practice,
field experience, lifelong learning and evaluation are hallmarks of Postulates Six-
teen, Seventeen, Eighteen and Nineteen.

Although both the Holmes Group and Goodlad have their own recommenda-
tions, areas of consensus emerge: 1) a collaborative or collegial K-12 school-
university setting, 2) changed college curricula and methods of providing and model-
ing authentic assessment, 3) earlier and increased field experiences for preservice
teachers, and 4) opportunity to participate in a socialization process to enhance the
culture of teaching.

In response to the Holmes Group recommendations and the Goodlad Postu-
lates research, Project Opportunity emerged. Project Opportunity at lowa State Uni-
versity is a five-year pilot teacher education program which developed through long-
range planning and collaboration with ISU faculty members, cohort site school per-
sonnel and preservice students. This committee elected to adapt pieces from
several reform movements, heed diverse advice, and design an experimental pro-
gram built around several central themes and beliefs about teacher preparation.
One key compénent of the professional development school (PDS) model as
described by the Holmes Group is teacher education as a responsibility shared by
the university and school district sites. They are partners in teacher preparation and
not just field experience sites. As a member of the Holmes Group, the committee
decided to adopt a modified PDS modes and interweave many of Goodlad's Postu-
lates (Sudzina, 1995) that became the focus of curriculum conversations and the

committee's shared philosophy. The result is an alternative teacher preparation pro-



gram in which a cohort group of approximately thirty elementary education students,
secondary education students and early childhood education students travel through
their sophomore, junior and senior years together taking selected courses and par-
ticipating in expanded field experiences. The first cohort was established in Madrid,
lowa, a rural site, the second in Des Moines, an urban site, and the third in Ames, a
suburban site. Each year in the five year pilot program at least one new cohort will
be added.

There is growing evidence of the emergence of cohort groups as part of an
instructional delivery system. Educational administration programs in the 1980's
began organizing their programs to include cohorts of students. One of the most
influential principal preparation programs is the Danforth Foundation's Program for
the Preparation of School Principals (Barnett and Muse, 1993; Basom et al, 1994;
Milstein et al., 1991; Yerkes et al., 1994). Barnett and Muse describe the impor-
tance of cohorts in these programs.

Initiated as a way to improve the collaboration between universities
and local school districts, to allow students to have a meaningful
field-based experience with a mentor, and revise the university curric-
ulum, the Foundation has provided grants to over twenty universities.
All of these universities have incorporated cohort groups. (p. 403)

The word cohort at its simplest level means a group, but is generally defined
in education programs as a group of students enrolled in an educational program
where there is a selection process and a sharing of common coursework, field
experiences, and activities. Much of the knowledge base about cohort groups
comes from adult learning and group dynamics theory. It appears that cohort groups

are beginning to be more commonly used as a means of facilitating undergraduate



and preservice teaching. Characteristics of both undergraduate and graduate
cohorts have come to include intensive scheduling of classes together for the cohort
students, highly developed selection procedures, development of group purpose and
a collegial support system which includes both faculty and students. There is a rec-
ognition that students have both cognitive and affective needs (Barnett and Muse,
1993; Hebert and Reynolds, n.d.; Stover, 1990).

A selebted number of students alone does not make a cohort. The organizers
or faculty must plan to create the environment that will nourish collegiality, collabora-
tion and the development of mutual respect that are characteristics of successful
cohort groups. A basic component of Project Opportunity is the development of a
sense of community within the student cohort and between the cohort and the facul-
ty, staff and students of the partner school district and faculty of the College of Edu-
cation. Cohesiveness, shared experiences and on-going dialogue seem to be com-
mon strengths of cohort groups (Blankenship, 1989; Holmes Group, 1986). One
objective Project Opportunity faculty has designated for the cohort group is to form a
bond to support and encourage each other as they practice teacher collegiality in an
on-going dialogue about teaching. In most cases, the convenience of the cohort
structure and scheduling has been the primary reason for implementing a cohort. It

appears from reviewing the literature that other compelling reasons may exist.

Statement of the Problem
Much of the research on cohort groups has focused on graduate education,
particularly in the areas of business administration, medical and law schools, and
educational administration. There has been little research concerning the role of the

cohort as an instructional delivery model in preservice education programs. It



seems apparent that further research is needed about the impact of cohorts on stud-
ents, faculty, programs, and field experience sites. It is important to identify the
dimensions of cohort structure and to design a research study intended to obtain
empirical evidence of students' perceptions of being a member of a cohort in a

teacher education program.

Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this study is to test student perceptions of their participation in
a cohort group as part of an alternative teacher preparation program (Project Oppor-
tunity). The study required the development of a survey instrument designed to
measure the dimensions found to exist in being a member of a cohort and to solicit
student responses about their perceptions on cohort group membership. Those per-
ceptions are evaluated and conclusions drawn about the impact that cohort member-

ship has on Project Opportunity students.

Research Questions
1. Will Project Opportunity students indicate they value being
a member of a cohort group more than students in cohort-
like groups?
2. Do Project Opportunity students value collaboration:
student, teacher, faculty more than students in cohort-like groups?
3. Do Project Opportunity students value field experiences more than do
students in cohort-like groups?
4. Do Project Opportunity students, as individuals, perceive

they are challenged to perform well academically more



than are students in cohort-like groups?
5. Do Project Opportunity students perceive that student
retention is more important than do students in cohort-like

groups?

Limitations

This étudy was conducted near the end of the spring semester when students
are traditionally asked to respond to numerous requests from faculty and depart-
ments to questionnaires. This repetitive process may have influenced the level of
enthusiasm and reflection practiced by the respondents.

Since the researcher was also one of the students' first instructors in Project
Opportunity and highly accessible to these students, her presence may have limited
the study.

This study examines only one teacher education program at one university

and probably cannot be generalized to a larger population without further research.

Definition of Terms

Cohort - a group that moves or works together. This study defines a cohort
as a small, no larger than thirty members, group who is selected into the program,
takes course work together and develops a group purpose and social relationships.

Cohortlike - students who may be in classes or groups where there are social
relationships, high levels of interaction, and where other characteristics of cohort
groups may exist.

Project Opportunity - an experimental teacher education program at lowa

State University in which a cohort group of approximately thirty elementary, sec-



onday and early childhood education major students travel through their sophomore,
junior and senior years together taking selected courses and patrticipating in

expanded field experiences.



CHAPTER 2. REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

Introduction

An examination of the many reform movements in education provides sug-
gestions for directions for change in school structures, curriculum guidelines and
ultimately, a redesign of teacher preparation. From the recommendations of
researchers, administrators, and educational visionaries emerges a common thread,
the importance of the human element in implementation of educational reform or
restructuring. A review of the literature will present new directions or trends in pre-
service teacher education programs.

One of these trends is the education of students in cohort groups. The nature
of groups and group processes will be examined before the discussion on cohort
groups and their characteristics or dimensions. In this chapter the literature will be
presented in the following order: Directions in teacher education, groups and group
processes, cohort groups and cohort dimensions. Directions in teacher education
will elaborate on restructured teacher education programs which include trends of
several reform movements and leads to a discussion of cohort groups. A review of
theory about groups and group processes and characteristics of effective groups
precedes a review of the literature on cohort groups and the dimensions found to

exist on being a member of a cohort group.

Directions in Teacher Education
In Chapter One, key elements of the Holmes Group goals and John Good-
lad's postulates for program design were presented. A large number of teacher edu-

cation programs are designing new organizational structures that bring together
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pieces of the reform movement. All the pieces may be summarized as a theoretical
knowledge base, educational inquiry, collaboration, redesigned curricula, selective
admission standards, extensive field experience and school/university partnerships
that enhance the connection between theory and practice.

Practicing collaboration and collegiality is a common goal for many restruc-
tured teacher education programs. Darling-Hammond and McLaughlin report that
over 200 PDSs have been created since the late 1980's. PDSs expand opportuni-
ties for extensive field experience and create learner-centered foundations where
one can learn to be a colleague. PDSs encourage the collaborative redesign of pre-
service education. University and school-based educators develop curricula, con-
duct research, supervise students and develop collaborative cultures which are
endemic to systemic change (Anderson, 1993; Swanson, 1995). Systemic change
generally denotes the reform of an educational system initiated by the teachers, staff
and community which is seeking change. It is not an administrative driven initiative
but does include administration and board participation as plans are made and
momentum escalates.

Systemic change involves the interdependence and complexity of an educa-
tional systemvand seeks to fundamentally change all the parts of the system.
Thoughtful discussion about important questions and the seeking of shared vision is
an important component of systemic change. Preservice teachers will need to have
the opportunity to practice shared decision-making and collaboration if they are to
become future change agents.

Another trend in teacher education programs is expanded field experiences.
Some of the benefits appear to include more opportunities to put theory into practice,

greater self-confidence, stronger communication skills and more risk-taking qualities
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(Wilmore, 1996).

As a means of empowering students to become leaders and to practice col-
laborative cultures, many teacher education programs are experimenting with edu-
cating students through cohort groups. A cohort is a group of students enrolled in an
educational program where there is a selection process and a sharing of common
coursework, field experiences, and activities. The cohort group may be an important
link in educational restructuring as tomorrow's educational leaders and their profes-
sional communities are created.

Current directions in teacher education include a theoretical knowledge base,
educational inquiry, redesigned curricula, selective admission standards, collabora-
tion, extensive field experience, and school/university partnerships. Collaboration
that enhances putting theory into practice and empowering preservice teachers to
become contributing colleagues through more extensive field experience may be

facilitated through educating students in cohort groups.

Groups and Group Processes
Before discussing cohort models and the characteristics of cohorts, it is

important to examine theory about groups and group processes. A group may be
defined as two or more persons working on a task who are interacting with each
other so that each person is influenced by the other. Group members, then, interact
with each other and are interdependent (Miles, 1959; Milstein, 1991; Shaw, 1976).
Group process implies change over time which means examining "how things are
happening, rather than what is being talked about" (Miles, p.3). The essence of
group process seems to be: Interdependence, interpersonal learning, cohesiveness,

and the sharing of common goals (Anderson, 1985; Basom, et al., 1994; Knoop,
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1986).

Effective groups have similar characteristics: 1) accomplishing their goals, 2)
maintaining themselves, and 3) developing and changing to improve effectiveness.
There are several dimensions to the above characteristics which are outlined by
Johnson and Johnson:

» Group goals must be clearly understood and be relevant to the needs of
group members.

» Group members must communicate their ideas and feelings accurately and
clearly.

» Participation and leadership must be distributed among members.

» The equalization of participation and leadership is necessary to make certain
that all members are involved in and satisfied with the group, and that all are
committed to putting into practice the decisions made by the group.

* Appropriate decision-making procedures must be used.

* Power and influence need to be equal throughout the group.

» Coalitions to help fulfill personal goals should be formed among group mem-
bers on the basis of mutual influence and interdependence.

« Conflicts among those with opposing opinions and ideas are to be encour-
aged; conflicts promote involvement in the group, quality and creativity in
decision making, and commitment to putting decisions into practice.

» Group cohesion needs to be at a high level. Cohesion is related to interper-
sonal attraction among members.

* Problems must be resolved with minimal energy and in a way that eliminates
them permanently.

* The interpersonal effectiveness of members needs to be high. (pp.3-4)
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An effective group, then, is intéfpersonally competent and is characterized by a high
level of mutual trust. An effective group can create a collegial climate which encour-
ages a spirit of openness and risk-taking.

An“important aspect of group effectiveness is the cohesion of the group.
Group cohesion is the factor influencing members to stay in the group. If a group
member expects and receives favorable outcomes from group membership, the
more likely it is he/she will remain in the group. Those outcomes may include the
group's goals, how likely that the goal may be achieved, and cooperation within the
group. Group cohesion constantly changes as individuals in the group change in
their attraction to group membership. Cohesion can be increased by structuring
cooperative experiences between members, by planning fun activities and by
expanding the influence of the group.

As cohesiveness increases, members become more committed to the group's
goals, are more loyal and willing to work toward a common goal and communicate
more frequently. They are more willing to accept the opinions of other members and
to feel pressured toward uniformity (Festinger, 1950; Johnson & Johnson, 1975;
Pascale, 1985).

Because a cohort group may be loosely classified as a small group by defini-
tion, a discussion of groups and group processes is important to the understanding
of characteristics of effective groups and why cohort group membership may be an
advantage in redesigning a teacher education program. Important dimensions of

effective small groups are group cohesion and interdependence.

Cohort Grou‘ps

A cohort group may be defined as a small group. Small groups are usually
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defined as having fewer than thirty members. Although Shaw reports groups of
thirty may function as a small group if the members relate closely to one another and
are highly motivated to achieve a common goal. Cohort groups generally consist of
ten to thity members.

A cohort may become an effective group as described by Johnson and John-
son. Beyond the obvious advantages of scheduling and formatting coursework for
class-size groups of students who begin a program together and remain together
until graduation, the characteristics of group process which include interdependence,
interpersonal learning, cohesiveness, and the sharing of common goals are evident
in the activities and behaviors of individuals in an educational cohort as they partici-
pate in individual and group learning activities, early field experiences and collabora-
tion with other professionals to improve their knowledge about effective teaching
practices.

The "star" of any cohort group is not the leader or facilitator but the members
themselves. Faculty leaders are extremely important in this nurturing process.
Effective faculty leaders help the group develop and set their own goals, define their
structure and help initiate socialization within the group and help the cohort grow to
the point where the cohort members are each other's primary source of help
(Anderson, 1985; Basom et al., 1994).

Effective facilitators help provide the climate for successful relationships.
They also help the group processing develop by providing a cognitive framework for
change, by reserving a regularly set time for reflection and feedback and by model-
ing leadership which creates change. In short, an effective facilitator helps a group
evolve (Anderson, 1985; Norris & Barnett, 1994).

Cohort membership and collegial climate are essential to the group evolution.
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Facilitation of the cohort group and the type of cohort model chosen seem to be

unique to each program design and needs.

Cohort Models

As reported, most cohorts have ten to thirty members. Most of the Danforth
principal preparation and leadership programs, collaborative graduate programs bet-
ween universities and local school districts for prinicipal preparation, average bet-
ween eighteen to twenty students and prefer a cap of twenty-five students as in the
Danforth model (Barnett & Muse, 1993; Blankenship, 1989).

Basom describes three cohort delivery models as:

*The closed cohort model, students admitted to the program take all of their cour-
sework together in a prearranged sequence.

» The open cohort model is more flexible since students enroll in a core set of
classes together, taking additional coursework to fulfill their personal needs
and/or the university's academic requirements.

* The fluid cohort is even more flexible; students may join the cohort at different
times rather than at a single entry point which takes into consideration students'
unique financial and/or personal circumstances. (p. 7)

Basom states the the closed cohort model is often regarded as elitist since
those advantages are not open for other students. The fluid model so closely
resembles traditional educational programs that it doesn't build in the characteristics
of effective groups. The open cohort model is most common and resembles the

cohort selected for Project Opportunity.
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Selection Criteri
Selecting members for a cohort group seems to vary according to the goals
and objectives of the educational program. Factors for selection that define gradu-
ate programs may include release time of the candidate for internships, professional
experiences, diversity of learning styles and commuting distance times. Under-
graduate programs may recruit by slot availability in certain programs or majors, eth-
nic diversity, academic standing, and flexibility of schedules. With both graduate
and undergraduate cohorts, the trend seems to be away from self-selection and a
move to more structured selection process which may include written application,

grade point average, interview and recommendations.

Cohort Dimensions
The literature suggests that in cohort groups there exists several major
dimensions. These dimensions represent a synthesis of the literature review of
small group processes, the research of the Danforth Principal Preparation programs
and more specifically the work with cohorts of Dr. Bruce Barnett, Dr. Margaret
Basom, Dr. Cynthia Norris, and Dr. Diane Yerkes. These dimensions have been
synthesized by the researcher and added to dimensions observed by Project Oppor-

tunity faculty, and named by the researcher in order to facilitate this study.

Di . 2 Social| . { Interd !
Effective cohort groups are characterized by active participation by their

members. In the early stages of cohort development, activities are often initiated by

faculty and leaders to stimulate interaction and to begin to build trust and a sense of

community by learning to appreciate others' diverse backgrounds and their expecta-
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tions (Basom, et al., 1994; Kasten, 1992; Knoop,1986; Pascale, 1985; Schiechty,
1985). Those experiences may be purely social such as picnics, barbecues or pizza
parties held off-campus and at faculty homes, adventure/challenge programs, mock
inservices, or simply commuting to field experience sites together.

This social interaction may be influenced by the cohort size and the frequency
of contact (Shaw, 1976). The literature on adult learning indicates that "adults learn
best when they can direct their own learning, influence the decision-making process,
focus on relevant problems of practice, tap their rich experiential background, and
build strong relationships and affiliations with their peers.” (Basom, et al., p. 6).

As these relationships build, the cohort group members come to rely on one
another and to feel less isolated. This feeling of isolation is prevalent in beginning
and student teachers as they begin practice. Cohort groups that are encouraged to
support and prepare with each other and to peer coach cut down on that isolation.
Lortie emphasizes these strategies when he discusses the lonely ordeal of a begin-
ning teacher. He argues that a shared rather than a private ordeal helps forge the
common bonds, solidarity and "collegial feeling found in established professions”
(Lortie, 1975, p. 74). Partnership schools can help reduce that isolation as they
incorporate preservice teachers into the sbcial structure of the school (Valli, 1992).
Students who can learn to form collegial relationships may find that "new teacher
isolation” less threatening and become a valued member of the school community

more quickly.

Faculty or facilitators need to assist students in developing common purpose

after the cohort has had an opportunity for social interaction and to adjust to the col-
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lege program's expectations. Realizing that students learn best when actively partic-
ipating, students should participate in setting group goals, determining activities and
evaluating group and individual progress. This is an appropriate time to involve
students in activities at their school site and to practice collegiality. Faculty can
empower students to assume ownership of their own programs. A culminating pro-
ject could be action research designed by preservice students and cooperating
teachers to benefit the partnership school. The cohort will develop a sense of com-
mon purpose to work toward the larger group goals (Stover,1990; Yerkes, et al.,
1994).

Di ion 4: G | Individual | :

It is important that opportunities for both group and individual learning be
created if the cohort is to become interdependent. As the group evolves, the cohort
members must be attentive to not only the larger group's goals but their own per-
sonal goals and achievement.

Group goals can be facilitated through collaborative or group projects, pre-
sentations, commuting to practicum sites, retreats, serving on departmental commit-
tees, and reflective seminars.

Individual needs can be addressed within the activities designed for group
participation. Basom states that individual growth is nurtured through activities that
encourage self-evaluation, self-initiation, self-confidence, and risk-taking and experi-
mentation.

Self-evaluation results when learners keep reflective journals,

develop individual learning plans, and prepare portfolios; self-

initiation is stimulated through the creation of individual learning
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plans and portfolios; self-confidence occurs when learners apply
their skills and knowledge during their internship experiences in
different field sites and acknowledge their accomplishments,

expectations, and frustrations duﬁng reflective seminars... (p. 7).

Di ion 5: Cohesi

A commonly reported strength of cohort groups is cohesiveness. The cohort
experience develops a sense of belonging, support, encouragement, and less isola-
tion (Basom, et al., 1994; Blankenship, et al., 1989). Cohesiveness can be defined
as members feeling that they are in a very special group where they share common
goals and purpose. J. D. Anderson reports that all groups naturally evolve toward
cohesiveness, but groups with early structured interactive experiences tend to be
cohesive earlier. As groups become more cohesive there is a tendency toward uni-
formity by members. Often group members perceive that group purpose will be
served by the uniformity (Festinger, 1950). That pressure may impede individual
academic pérformance and be a limitation of cohesiveness.

In empirical studies, Kasten (1992) found cohorts reported that bonding and
support were an advantage in the cohort model. Hebert and Reynolds' (n.d.) study
about cohort groups and intensive course schedules found that cohort groups exhibit
greater cohesiveness, and that faculty noticed that cohort members support each
other and formed study groups together. The power of cohesiveness may lead to

more opportunities for collaboration.

Di ion 6: Collaborat | Field Experi

Most cohort members participate in coursework and field experience that
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involves working together on projects and presentations, preparing and teaching in
pairs, and studying in small groups. Over time, they come to rely on each other for
input and feedback, solving problems, and sharing decision-making.

In programs that include extensive field experiences, reflective seminars are
usually scheduled. There are further opportunities for collaboration, interaction, and
development of group purpose.

These focused practical experiences are a hallmark of the professional devel-
opment school (PDS) concept. One cf the major goals of PDSs is to mix the best of
theory, research, and practice at all levels of learning (Stephen, 1994):

1) teaching and learning for understanding, 2) creating communities

of learning, 3) involving all students in learning for understanding, 4)

continuing lifelong leamning, 5) reflecting and inquiring into teaching

and learning, and if the first five principles are actualized, then 6)

inventing a new institution. Basically PDSs are engaged in the

process of restructuring schooling. (p. 23).

Project Opportunity has included the PDS or partnership school concept,
extensive field experiences and cohorn groups as cornerstones for this alternative
teacher education program. The cohort can bring structure to the field experiences
by structuring activities and interaction to help students interpret and integrate activi-
ties through guided reflection to arrive at a meaningful understanding of teaching
(Applegate, 1985; Erdman,1983). Students can be empowered by letting them be
responsible for discussion topics, selecting cooperating teachers and making logisti-

cal arrangements.
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Di ion 7: Academic Perf

One can hypothesize that academic achievement may be enhanced by mem-
bership in a cohort. Cohesiveness and collaboration as they relate to shared assign-
ments and study groups may encourage students to perform at higher levels. It will
be important in the future to test this hypothesis and also question how cohesive-
ness might relate to learning styles and teaching methods.

Cohesiveness, which is usually regarded as a cohort advantage, can
empower students to be more vocal. They may question or ask faculty to justify
course structuring, grading criteria and appropriateness of certain topics. Students
may need to share in those decisions and receive different types of feedback
(Barnett & Muse, 1993). The self-confidence and support may encourage some

students to excel.

Di ion 8: | . ith Facul

Cohort groups need a leader or facilitator to help structure activities that will
enhance program expectations. In many cases the leaders may be facuity. Faculty
may have restructured not only their traditional classroom roles, but also, course
content, coordination with field expetiences and partnership site faculty and evalua-
tion methods. A major characteristic of cohort faculty appears to be the emergence
of cohort cohesiveness among faculty members (Hebert & Reynolds, n.d.; Seidman,
1991).

Frequent meetings between students and faculty, both formally and socially,
create an opportunity for more interaction. Faculty may expect more discussion,
better building on prior learning and creation of more opportunities for collaboration

with fellow faculty.
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It may be an additional challenge to evaluate and grade cohort members that
one knows quite well. Faculty report that intensive scheduling and feeling like an
"outsider" are possible drawbacks to teaching a cohort group (Barnett & Muse;
Hebert & Reynolds, n.d.).

Di ion 9: Student Retenti
It is possible to draw the conclusion that the characteristics found to exist in
cohort groups: Cohesiveness, collaboration, interdependence, social bonding, and
individual and group learning would lead‘.to greater student retention at the university
level. When students feel they are corinected to community, iﬁtellectually and
socially, they leamn better. The large, impersonal environment at many public univer-
sities isolates students and faculty members and ignores opportunities of collabora-
tive Iearning (Tinto, 1993). Tinto advocates "learning communities™ within universi-
ties to engage students in learning and to empowér them in the classroom. These

"learning communities" closely resemble cohort groups and warrant further research.

Summary

Current trends in the redesign of teacher education pregrams include
enhancement of connections between classroom theory and the knowledge base
and practice in expanded field experiences, redesigned college curricula, strength-
ened admission criteria and assisting students in becoming lifelong learners and
researchers. As a means of empowering preservice educators to become leaders
and to practice collaboration, many teacher education programs are educating stud-
ents through cohort groups.

Cohorts may be a convenient way to select candidates and schedule course-
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work, but there is evidence that educators need to learn how to make groups work.
Small groups generally consist of two to thirty members. Effective groups seem to
set and accomplish their goals, maintain themselves, and develop and change.
They are interdependent and collegial. It is useful for the purposes of this study to
synthesize the dimensions found to exist in cohort groups. Those dimensions are:
social inieraction, interdependence, development of common purpose, group and
individual learning, cohesiveness, collaboration and field experience, academic per-
formance, interaction with faculty, and student retention.

As school transformation continues, societal functioning becomes more com-
plex and more problems and decisions wiil be made by groups. It is important to

continue the study of the impact of the cohort group on teacher preparation.
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CHAPTER 3 METHODOLOGY

Iniroductio,n

In this chapter the procedures and methods used to examine the impact of
being a cohort group member in a preservice teacher education program are
described. This study required the development of a survey instrument designed to
solicit student responses about their perceptions on cohort group membership. The
two groups being compared were those students in the experimental project as con-
trasted with students who were members of cohortlike classes in the traditional
teacher education program. Cohortlike ié used to refer to those classes taught in
sections consisting 6f 24-30 students where there is opportunity for interaction bet-
ween the instructor énd students and amon'g students in that section. Some degree
of familiarity is established and continUing contact and bonds may have occurred.
The research desig_n of this study was constructed to determine if there was a dif-
ference in perception as measured by the survey instrument between those students
participating in Project Opportunity cohort groups and students in the traditional
teacher education program.

The chapter is organized into five sections that describe the following:

. sample of subjects used in the stﬁdy

—h

2. development of the instrumenﬁ used to measure student
perceptions about cohort group membership

3. research design used in conducting the study

4. research procedures

5. procedures for data analysis
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Sample

Subjects in the experimental group for this study were the 20 students in
Cohort | of Project Opportunity (identified as P-1) placed in a rural field experience
site, Madrid, lowa and the 24 students in Cohort I (identified as P-2) placed in an
urban site, Des Moines, lowa. These stuqents are taking part in restructured acade-
mic coursework, working with partnersﬁip sch60| districts, and participating in
expanded field experiences.

Project Opportunity students apply for admission to the program in the spring
of their freshman year. If selected, they will become members of a cohort group for
the remaining three years of their college career. Each cohort begins with a mix of
30-35 members who are early childhood, elementary or secondary education stud-
ents. Criteria for selection include a grade point average of 2.5 which is the basic
grade point average needed for all students for admittance to the Teacher Education
Program, and written responses on the Project Opportuniiy application which are
holistically scored by a faculty screening committee.

Project Opportunity students are invited to an orientation meeting in March
each year to meet the faculty they will work closely with the first year and to learn
more about the project's goals. In April, a party/social is held, usually at a faculty
home to informally meet teachers from th'e_ partner school. In the past these informal
occasions have provided time for the important step of bonding. These social and
informal meetings were continued into the second year for Cohort | as they planned
and executed a fall retreat for themselves and continued to meet some Sunday
evenings with involved faculty for fellov&s_hip’ and g'roup problem solving.

The subjects in the control group sample were students who were members

of one-semester teacher preparation classes from the same department (Curriculum
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& Instruction). These classes were selected because of their cohort-type nature as
explained in the introduction. Their ihstmdors aid include discussion, group pro-
jects, papers and presentations and field .experiencé reflections that led to group
cohesiveness for that particular semester.

One class had 34 secondary education methods students, and the other had
41 elementary education méthods students-in two sections. Students in the control
group were primarily juniors and at a similar poi'nt in their educational programs to
those students in Cohort I. ‘Although their class sizes were similar to Project Oppor-
tunity sections and the classes were structured to encourage interaction and to build
respect, the léng-term development of common purpose and social activities to
develop belonging were not the instructors' objectives for these courses.

| Of the twenty students in Cohort I, sixteen responded (14 females and 2

males). All twenty-four Cohort Il students (19 females and 5 males) responded.

Out of the 39 students in the secondary education class (identified as P-3), 34
responded (22 females and 12 males); this was an 87% response rate. Out of the
59 elementary social studies methods class students (identified as p-4), 41
responded to the survey (37 females and 4 males); this was a 69% response rate.

Of the 1‘15 respondents, 92 were female (80%) and 23 were male (20%).
The results of the frequency count indicate that the experimental group was 83.7%
female and 16.3% male. The control group was 78.7% female and 21.3% male. It
is not possible to make gender comparisons on survey responses with such dispro-
portional representation. As the research questions are discussed, gender will not

be a consideration.
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Instrument

Devel T " .

An attitudinal questionnaire was designed to ascertain the subjects’ attitude
toward the dimensions that the literature indicates exist in cohort groups. Survey
items were written to address the following dimensions of cohortness: Social inter-
action and interdependence, developing a common purpose, group learning, individ-
ual learning, cohesiveness, collaboration, impact on field experiences, academic
performanée, interaction with faculty and student retention. This instrument was
constructed from items that were created to reflect the cohort dimensions and were
developed by the researcher. '

After the cohort dimensions were ideptified from the literature, the researcher
formed a bank of statements based on conversations held with other researchers
from other institutions and a review of the curriculum committee’s original discus-
sions. The original bank of items was reviewed by faculty colleagues and their sug-
gestions for clarity and deletion became the basis of the original survey which was
later reviewed for validity and reliability.

- The first step in the Qevelopment Of this. instrument was to categorize all of
the items by dimension making certain that both favorable and unfavorable percep-
tions were represented. A Likert scale with a range of 1 'strongly agree’, 2 ‘agree’, 3
'somewhat agree’, 4 'somewhat disagree', 5 'disagree’, and 6 'strongly disagree' was
used.

Content validity, the degree to which an i_nstrument measures the content it
purports to measure, was a primary.concern. The instrument was written and sent

to five faculty members currently invoived in Project Opportunity for feedback and
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additional survey items. The instrument was then revised and sent to five different
Project Opportunity faculty rﬁembers to be fated for content validity and written clari-
fy. Faculty were asked to rank the survey questions on validity; how well did the
item relat_e to the cohortness dimension, and clarity; how clearly would the item con-
vey its meaning to a student. The foli_owing scales were uses: validity: 1) highly
related, 2) related, 3) somewhat related, and 4) .not related at all; clarity: 1) highly
clear, 2) clear, 3) somewhat clear, and 4) not clear at all. An instruction form that
was included with the questionnaires and given to the faculty evaluators can be
found in Appendix A. Comments and suggestions related to item wording and
appropriateneés of content were incorporated in the survey revision. Final revisions
were made, items deleted and added, and random numbers assigned to items so
the ten cohort dimensions would not be obvious to the respondent.

;I'he instrument was field tested using ten sophomore and junior level stud-
ents frorﬁ other college majors to check for clarity of instructions and administration

time. The resulting questionnaire was tested for reliability.

Reliability of t

There were sixty-seven attitude items on the survey. A Kéiser-Meyer-Olkin
factor analysis was used to determine the main factors in the instrument. The factor
analysis determined seven factors with fifty-one of the items loading at >0.5 on these
seven féctors. See Table 1 for the factor analysis result. For data analysis pur-
poses, the factors defined by the factor analysis procedure were used. Given the
results of the faétor analysis, seven factors were used in the study. These factors
were named:

Féctor #1 - Importance of Being a Member of a Group
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Factor #2 - Collaboration: student, teacher, faculty
Factor #3 - Significance of Field Experiences

Factor #4 - Academic Performance-

Factor #5 - Student Retention

Factor #6 - Unique Experience in Project Opportunity

Factor #7 - Cohesiveness

Table 1. Factor Ahalysis Results (7 factors & loadings > 0.5)

Factors Questions (Variables)
1 04 06 08 09 10 11 16 21 22 27 33 37 38 42
45 48 49 52 53 54 55 60 65 68 69

13 43 46 47 48 62

12 17 20 31

23 40 64

03 14 28 44

35 50 51 66

07 36 59

NOObHLWN

Questions Left Out: 5, 15, 18, 19, 24, 25, 26, 29, 30, 32, 34, 41, 56, 57, 58, 61, 63,
67

The fifty-one items are shown in Table 2 with their corresponding loadings.

The remaining eighteen survey items did not load into meaningful factors and thus
were not used in the data analysis procedures. A Cronbach alpha was used to
check the reliability of each factor. It is generally thought that a reliability coefficient
of >0.50 is considered good in terms of making decisions about groups for research

purposes. The reliability of the factors is shown in Table 3.
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Table 2. Factor Loadings for Cohort Dimension Perceptions

tem Factor 1 -Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor4 Factor5 Factor6 Factor 7
Number Importance Collaboration: .

ofBeinga  Student, ‘Academic Unique
Group Teacher, Significance Performance Student PO
Member Faculty of Field  Experience Retention Experience Cohesiveness
Q52 .85454
Q65 84615
Qa7 .83318
Q38 .80916
Q69 79279
Q22 79104
Q55 .79092
Qo9 .76872
Q42 .76163
Qo4 .75246
Q39 .74934
Q53 .70386
Qo6 .68475
Qs0 .67495
Qo8 .66573
Q48 .63434 .50380
Q27 .60587
Q21 -.60119
Q11 56193
Q54 54523
Q10 53196
Q16 -.52850
Q33 52603
Q68 52128
Q49 51969
Q45 51747
Q47 .80071
Q43 .75641
Q13 .73920
Q62 .60156
Q46 .56181
Q48 .50380
Q20 58664
Q17 57721
Q12 .55833
Q31 50434
Q23 77971
Q40 .68548
Q64 59782
Q28 .71630

Q14 71491
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Table 2. (continued)

item Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor4 Factor5 Factor6 Factor 7
Qo3 62744

Q44 51574

Q35 . .68519

Q66 .63180

Q50 : 51153

Q51 50155

Q36 .62988
Qo7 59113
Q59 57595

Table 3. Reliability Analysis of Individual Factors

Factor N of items Reliability Coefficient
1 26 .9315
2 6 .8247
3 4 .7285
4 3 .6407
5 4 .6249
6 4 ~.5558
7 3 .5094
Procedure

The permission needed to pursue the research was obtained. The proposal
for this research study was reviewed and approved by the lowa State University
Human Subjects Committee. In addition, the Project Opportunity research commit-
tee was notified and a thesis proposal was filed.

Arrangements were made with faculty who were teaching members of P-1
and P-2 during Spring, 1995 semester to administer the survey during the final week

of classes. Instructors of P-3 and P-4 also administered the survey during this time
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period. The researcher prepared packets which contained surveys, pencils, answer
sheets, and instructions for each instructor and therefore, was not involved in the
data collection (Appendices D and E). Each instructor administered the survey for

the researcher.

Analysis of Data
A Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin factor analysis procedure was used to determine the
seven major factors in the instrument. A Cronbach alpha was used to check the reli-
ability of the survey.
The data collected in the questionnaireé were analyzed using t-tests to com-
pare the experimental and control groups and with an analysis of variance to com-

pare responses from all four groups.
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CHAPTER 4. RESULTS AND FINDINGS

Introduction

In this chapter the results of the statistical analysis applied to the data col-
lected from the research instrument designed by the researcher are reported. The
study focused on students' perceptions of participation as a cohort group member in
an alternative teacher preparation program {Project Opportunity). To test the
research questions, the survey was administered to the experimental group, Project
Opportunity students in Cohort | and Cohort 1l and to a control group, students who
were members of one-semester teacher preparation classes from the same depart-
ment.

This chapter is organized into three sections. In the first section, results of
the survey instrument factor analysis performed on items in the survey will be dis-
cussed. In the second section each of the research questions is stated and relevant
data presented. The final section of the chapter provides a summary of the research

results.

Analysis of the Survey Instrument
The survey instrument offered respondents a six point Likert scale to respond
to both favorable and unfavorable perceptions. The Likert scale had a range of 1
'strongly agree’, 2 'agree’, 3 'somewhat agree', 4 ‘'somewhat disagree’, 5 'disagree’,
and 6 'strongly disagree'. Questions numbers 7, 16, 21, 24, 35, 36, 41, 59, and 67
were inverted before running statistical tests due to their negative wording. The total
sample mean was 2.87. The mean for P-1 was 2.64, P-2 was 2.65, P-3 was 3.05,

and P-4 was 2.95. The most notable difference was in the responses from P-3, the
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secondary education methods students. Cohort groups | and I (P-1 and P-2) have
an averaged mean of 2.65 as compared to the control groups (P-3 and P-4) which
scored an averaged mean of 2.99. It appears there may be a significant difference

between the control and experimental group responses.

Significance of Survey Factor Analysis

As previously reported, the fifty-one items on the instrument loaded at >0.5
into seven factors. These seven factors relate very closely to the ten dimensions
found to exist in cohort groups as identified in the literature. The research questions
posed for this study were based on the ten dimensions the literature indicates exist
in cohort groups. In order to maintain the integrity of the study, those ten dimen-
sions have been reorganized and referenced in the seven factors into which the
instrument items loaded (Table 4). Given the results of the factor analysis, the
research questions were revised. The research questions will be answered as they
related to the seven factor titles: 1) Importance of Being Part of a Group, 2) Collabo-
ration: Student, Teacher, Faculty, 3) Significance of Field Orientation, 4) Academic
Performance, 5) Student Retention, 6) Unique Experience in Project Opportunity,
and 7) Cohesiveness.

Data relating to each research quéstion wil_l be presented in two parts: t-test
results comparing students in Project Opportunity (P-1 and P-2) with students not in
Project Opponrtunity, the control groups (P-3 and P-4) and ANOVA results examining
differences among each of the four groups. When the ANOVA results were signifi-

cant, a Duncan test was run to determine specific group differences.
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Table 4. Factor and Original Cohort Dimension Cross-Reference List

Factor Title Original Dimension
1 Importance of Being 1. Interdependence & Social Interaction
Part of a Group 2. Developing a Common Purpose
3. Group Learning
5. Cohesiveness (group belonging)
2 Collaboration: Student 3. Group Learming
: Teacher, Faculty 6. Collaboration
9. Interaction with Faculty
3 Significance of 7. Impact of Field Experiences
Field Experiences 4. Individual Learning
2. Developing a Common Purpose
4 _ Academic Performance 8. Academic Performance
5 Student Retention 10. Student Retention
6 Unique Experiences in 7. Impact of Field Experiences
Project Opportunity 8. Academic Performance
' 2. Developing a Common Purpose
7 Cohesiveness Interdependence & Social Interaction

N -

Cohesiveness

Research Question One

Research question one was stated as follows: .

Do Project Opportunity students indicate they value being a member of a

cohort group more than students in cohortlike groups?

The data were analyzed using a't-te:'st to compare groups P-1 and P-2 to

groups P-3 and P-4 (Table 5). The Duncan test reveals there is a significant dif-

ference between Project Opportunity Cohort | students (P-1) and secondary
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cohortllke students (P-3), Project Opportunity Cohort | students (P-1) and elemen-
tary cohortlike students (P-4), Project Opportunity Cohort Il students (P-2) and sec-
pndary cohortlike students (P-3) and Project Opportunity Cohort Il students (P-2)
and elemeniary cohortlike students (P-4) about-the Va|ue of cohort group member-
ship (Table 6).

An F statistic from the analysis of variance (ANOVA) was used to determine if
there was a difference in perception between all groups on the.importance of being a
member of a group (Table 7). The data showed there was a statistically significant
difference between the experimental (P-1 and P-2) and control groups (P-3 and P-4)

on the average score of the twenty-six items of factor 1, F=6.91,p<.0003 (Table 8).

Table 5. t-Test Comparison of Project Opportunity students (P-1 & P-2) with
students not in the project (P-3 & P-4) on factor one, Importance of
Being Part of a Group.

Sample N Mean S.D. F Ratio T Value 2-Tail Sig
P1&P2 40 2.24 617 491 -4.45 .000
P3&P4 75 2.86 752 . -4.72 .000

Table 6. Display of the Duncan test of least significant differences.

Grp P-1 Grp P-2 Grp P-3 Grp P-4

Mean Group

2.10 P-1

2.34 P-2

2.84 - P-3 * ot
2.87 P-4 * *

*denotes significant differences
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Table 7. Means and standard deviations for experimental and control groups

on Factor 1.
Total Sample Mean 2.64 (N=115)
Group N Mean Standard Deviation
P-1 16 2.1 0.66
P-2 24 2.34 0.58
P-3 . 34 - 284 0.69
P-4 41 2.87 0.80

Table 8. ANOVA for scores between groups.

Sum of Significance
Source Squares df  Mean Square F of F
Between Groups  10.476 3 3.492 6.912 0.0003

The mean for P-1 and P-2 was 2.24 and for P-3 and P-4 was 2.86. There-
fore, cohort groups | and Ii, the experimental groups, scored an average of .62
points on the Likert scale on items pertaining to interdependence and social interac-

tion, group leaming and cohesiveness.

Research Question Two
Research question two was stated as follov_vs:
Do Project Opportunity students value collaboration (student, teacher, faculty)
more than studenté in cohortlike groups?
The data gathered to provide evidence for question one were those survey
items that loaded into factor two, Collaboration: Student, Teacher, Faculty. The
data were analyzed using a t-test to compare Project Opportunity students (P-1 and

P-2) with students not in Project Opportunity (P-3 and P-4) as seen in Table 9. An
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ANOVA was run to compare differences ém_ong all four groups. As can be seen in
Tables 9 and 10, there was no significant difference between the control and experi-
mental groups on the t-test, nor did thé ANOVA indicate a significant difference
among groups.
The data showed there was no significant difference found to exist between

groups on the six items of factor 2, F=.763,p<.517 (Table 11).

Table 9. tTest Comparison of Project Opportunity students (P-1 & P-2) with
students not in the project (P-3 & P-4) on factor two, Collaboration:
Student, Teacher, Faculty.

Sample N Mean S.D. F Ratio T Value 2-Tail Sig
P1&P2 40 2.75 0.884 0.082 0.41 0.685
P3&P4 75 2.68 0.828 04 0.692

Table 10. Means and standard deviations for experimental and control groups

on Factor2.
Total Sample Mean 2.70 (N=115)
Group N Mean Standard Deviation
P-1 16 2.7 _ 1.02
P-2 _ 24 2.78 0.8.
P-3 34 2.84 0.8
P-4 41 2.55 0.74

Table 11. ‘ANOVA for scores between groups.

Sum of ' Significance
Source Squares df  Mean Square F of F

Between Groups 1.646 . 3 . 0.5479 0.7634 0.517




39

Research Question Three

Research question three was stated as follows:
Do Project Opportunity students value field experiences more than do stud-

ents in cohortlike groups?

The instrument questions designed to gather data for this question loaded
into factors three and six: Signiﬁ_cance. of field orientation and unique experiences in
Project Opportunity. Therefore data from both these factors will be presented. The
data were analyzed using t-tests to compare the experimental groups (P-1 and P-2)
and the control groups (P-3 and P-4). The data show significant differences on both

factors three (T able 12) and six (Table 13).

Table 12.  t-Test comparison of Project Opportunity students (P-1 & P-2)
with students not in the project (P-3 & P-4) on factor three, Signifi-
cance of Field Experience.

Sample N Mean S.D. F Ratio T Value 2-Tail Sig
P1&P2. 40 1.72 .680 4.73 - 6.09 .000

P3 & P4 75 2.66 .836 ‘ - 6.49 .000

Table 13. t-Test comparison of Project Opportunity students (P-1 & P-2) with
students not in the project (P-3 & P-4) on factor six, Unique Experi-
ence in Project Opportunity.

Sample N Mean S.D. F Ratio T Value 2-Tail Sig

P1 & P2 40 3.73 1.06 . 10.19 -2.88 .005
P3 & P4 75 3.18 .65 - 2.50 .015
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The Duncan test reveals there is a significant difference between Project
Opportunity Cohort | (P-1) as compared with Secondary cohortlike group (P-3) and
also bétwegn P-1 and elementary cohortlike group (P-4). There is a significant dif-
ference between Project Opportunity Coh’ort ] (P-2) as compared with secondary
cohortlike group (P-3) and also between P-2 and elementary cohortlike group (P-4)
concerning the value of field éxpeﬁences. There is also a significant difference bet-
ween the élementary cohortlike group (P-3) and the secondary cohortlike group (P-
4) (Table 14). '

The Du.ncan test also reveals there is a significant difference between Cohort

Il (P-2) as compared with all other groups on factor six (collaboration) (Table 15).

Table 14. Display of the Duncan test of least significant differences.

Grp P-1 Grp P-2 Grp P-4 Grp P-3

Mean Group

1.58 -~ P-1

1.81 P-2

2.42 P-4 * "

2.94 P-3 * _ *

*denotes significant differences

Table 15. Display of the Duncan test of least significant ditferences.

GrpP-2 GrpP-4  GmpP-3  GrpP-1

Mean Group

2.29 P-2

3.04 P-4 *
3.36 - P3 *
3.38 P-1 *

*denotes significant differences
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An F statistic from the analysis of varianée (ANOVA) was used to determine if
there was a difference in perception between all groups on factor three, the signifi-
cance of field experience. The total sample méan on those survey items was 2.33
(Table 16). The data showed there was ésigniﬁcant difference between groups P-1
and P-2 as compared with P-3 and P-4 and a sig'niﬁcant difference between groups

P-3 and P-4 on the four survey items of factor 3, F=16.303, p<.000 (Table 17).

Table 16. Means and standard deviations for experimental and control
groups on Factor 3. _
Total Sample Mean 2.33 (N=115)

Group N Mean Standard Deviation
P-1 16 1.58 0.50
P-2 : 24 1.81 0.77
P-3 34 2.94 0.70
P-4 41 2.42 0.87

Table 17. ANOVA for scores between groups.

Sumof - o Significance
Source Squares df  Mean Square F of F
Between Groups 28.3225 3 9.4408° 16.3026 0.0000

Similar tesfs were run on factor six, unique experiences in Project Opportuni-
ty. The total sample mean was 3.02 (Tablé 18). An F statistic from the ANOVA was
utilized to determine if a significant difference_éxi‘ste.d on factor six of the instrument
analysis. The data showed there was a s'.igniﬁc_ant ditference between group P-2 as
compared with grpups P-1, P-3, and P-4 on the four items of factor six,

F=11.1976,p<.000 (Table 19). -
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Table 18. Means and standard deviations for experimental and control groups

on Factor 6.
B Total Sample Mean 3.02 (N=115)

Goup . N Mean Standard Deviation
P-1 - 16 3.38 1.15
P-2 _ 24 2.29 0.74
P3 34  3.36 0.71

P-4 41 3.04 0.56

Table 19. ANOVA scores between groups.

Sum of ~ Significance
Source Squares df ‘Mean Square F of F
Between Groups  18.7506 3 6.2502 11.1976 0.0000

_ Research Question Four

Research quéstion four was stated as follows:
Do Project Opportunity students, as individuals, perceive they are challenged

to perform well academically more than are students in cohortlike groups?

The data were analyzed using a ttest and showed no significant difference
between Project Opportunity groups and students not in Project Opportunity as
shown in Table 20. The ANOVA run among groups indicates a slight variance as
represented in Tables 21 and 22. The data showed there was a significant dif-
ference found to exist betwgen group P-1 and P-3 but between no other groups on

the three items of factor four, F=2.501,p<.063 (Table 22).



43

Table 20. +Test comparison of Project Opportunity students (P-1 & P-2) with
students not in the project (P-3 & P-4) on factor four, Academic

Performance.
Sample N Mean S.D. F Ratio T Value 2-Tail Sig
P1&P2 40 2.70 791 684 1.55 123
P3&P4 75 2.44 907 o 1.62 .109

Table 21. Means and standard deviations for experimental and control groups

on Factor 4.
Total Sample Mean 2.52 (N=115)
Group N Mean Standard Deviation
P-1 16 2.98 0.78
P-2 24 2.51 0.75
P-3 - 34 2.27 0.77
P-4 41 . 2.57 1.00

Table 22. ANOVA for scores between groups.

Sum of o Significance
Source Squares df - Mean Square F of F
Between Groups 5.5156 3 1.8385 2.5012 0.0631

Research Question Five

Research question five was stated as follows: .

Do Prdject Opportunity students per@:eivé they are more likely to remain in the
program than. do students in cohortlike grbups? '

The instrument questions desighe_d to gather'data for this question loaded

into factors five and seven: Student retention and cohesiveness. Therefore, data



44

from both these factors will be presented. The data were analyzed using a t-test to
compare the experimental groups (P-1 and P-2) and the control groups (P-3 and P-
4). The data show a significant difference on factor five (Table 23) but no significant

difference on factor seven (Table 24).

Table 23. tTest comparison of Project Opportunity students (P-1 & P-2) with
students not in the project (P-3 & P-4) on factor five, Student Reten-
tion.

Sample N Mean S.D. FRatio T Value 2-Tail Sig
P1&P2 40 494 .860 1.52 3.78 .000
P3&P4 75 ‘ 4.25 .968 3.92 .000

Table 24. {-Test comparison of Project Opportunity students (P-1 & P-2) with
students not in the project (P-3 & P-4) on factor seven, Cohesive-
ness. , :

Sample N Mean S.D. F Ratio T Value 2-Tail Sig
P1&P2 40 403 105  .3%6 129 201
P3&P4 75 378 .929 1.24 .220

The Duhcan test reveals there is a significant difference between Project
Opportunity Cohort | (P-1) as compared with the cohortlike elementary group (P-4)
and also Project Opportunity Cohort 1l (P-2) as compared with P-4 relating to student
retention. There is also a significant difference between Cohort | (P-1) and the sec-
ondary cohortlike group (P-3) relating to student retentioh (Table 25).

The Duncan test also reveals there is a significant difference between Cohort

| (P-1) as compared with all other groups on factor seven, cohesiveness (Table 26).
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Table 25. Display of the Duncan test of least significant differences.

GrpP-4 GrpP3 GpP-2  GrpP-1

Mean Group

4.09 P-4

4.44 P-3

4.84 P-2 * .

5.09 , P-1 * *

*denotes significant difference

Table 26. Display of the Duncan test of least significant differences.

Grp P-2 Grp P-3 Grp P-4 Grp P-1

Mean Group
4.84 P-2
4.44 P-3 -
4.09 _ P-4

5.09 - P-1 ot * ¥

*denotes significant difference

An F statistic from the analysis of variant:e (ANOVA) was used to determine if

there was a difference in perception between all groups on factor five, student reten-

tion. The total sample mean on those survey items was 4.49 (Table 27). The data

showed there was a significant difference between groups P-1 and P-2 as compared

with P-4.and P-1 as compared with P-3 on the four items of factor 5,
F=5.943,p<.0009 (Table 28).

Similar tests were run on factor seven, cohesiveness. The total mean sample

on these survey items was 3.87 (Table 29). The data showed there was a signifi-

cant difference between group P-1 as compared with all other groups on the three

items of factor seven, F=6.9659,p<.0002 (Table 30).
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Table 27. Means and standard deviations for experimental and control groups

on Factor 5. _
Total Sample Mean 4.49 (N=115)
Group N Mean Standard Deviation
P-1 .16 ‘ 5.09 0.75
P-2 24 4.84 ©0.93
P-3 34 4.44 0.93

Table 28. ANOVA for scores between groups.

Sum of Significance
Source Squares df  Mean Square F of F

Between Groups 15.3036 3 5.1012 5.9425 0.0009

Table 29. Means and standard deviations for experimental and control groups
on Factor 7. _
Total Sample Mean 3.87 (N=114)

Group N Mean Standard Deviation
P-1 16 . 4.73 | 0.86
P-2 24 3.56 0.90
P-3 - 34 . 3.58 0.98

Table 30. ANOVA for scores between grdups

Sum of Significance
Source Squares df 'Mean Square F of F

Between Groups  17.2054 3 5.7351 6.9659 0.0002
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Summary

This chapter included results from the analysis of the survey instrument.
Because of disproportional representation, gender comparisons will not be made.
The fifty-one items on the instrument loaded into seven factors which were cross-
referenced with the dimensions found to éxist in cohort groups in the literature.

In the second section, the results relating to the five research questions were
presented. An F statistic from the analysis of variance (ANOVA) was utilized to
determine if a statistically significant differencé existed. The results of questions one
and five indicated there was a significant difference between the experimental and
control groups on their perceptions of the importance of being a member of a group,
student retention and cohesiveness.

The results of question two indicated there was no significant difference bet-
ween the experimental and control groups on the importance of collaboration bet-
ween students, teachers and faculty members. |

The results of question three indicated there were mixed results as to the sig-
nificance of field orientation and unique experiences in Project Opportunity. An F
statistic from the analysis 6f variance (ANOVA) was utilized to determine if field ori-
entation was an important perception. The data indicated there was a significant dif-
ference between the control and experimental groups.

Question four analyzed students' perceptions of academic challenge. The
results indicated no significant difference existed.

Factors six and seven included items from the instrument that loaded into fac-
tors previously discussed in other research questions. The researcher decided to

discuss those factors as implications for the study in the next chapter.
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CHAPTER 5. SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Summary of the Research Study

The research study was designed as one facet of the research thrusts
planned to evaluate Project Opportunity, an alternative teacher preparation program
in which cohort groups of approximately t‘hirty students study three years together
taking selected courses and participating in expanded field experiences. The Pro-
ject Opportunify Research Committee has designed a longitudinal study which will
track the cohort group members through student teaching and their first career
steps. .As part of the entire research plan, this research is a study based on student
perceptions of cohort group membership.

The Iite;ature review revealed little information about the role of cohort groups
as an instructional delivery model in preservice education programs and particularly
those at the undergraduate level. The study required the development of a survey
instrument designed to measure the ten dimensions found to exist in being a mem-
ber of a cohort and to solicit student responses about their perceptions of these
dimensions on cohort group membership.

Although the researcher began with a set of research questions, those ques-
tions were later revised to reflect the factors determined by the participants. A factor
analysis was used to determine the factors into which the sixty-seven attitude items
loaded. Those seven factors were named: 1) Importance of Being a Member of a
Group, 2) Collaboration: Student, Teacher, Faculty, 3) Significance of Field Experi-
ences, 4) Academic Performance, 5) Student Retention, 6) Unique Experience in
Project Opportunity, and 7) Cohesiveness. Because of the relatively low factor load-

ings, factors six and seven were not included in the analysis.
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A Cronbach alpha was used to check the reliability of each factor and of the

entire survey instrument.

Discussion of the Survey Instrument

An attitudinal questionnaire was designed by the researcher to ascertain the
subjects’ attitude toward the dimensions that the literature indicates exist in cohort
groups. The survey contained sixty-seven attitude items and was administered to
four groups of students. Two groups were the Project Opportunity cohort groups |
and Il which became the experimental groups. The control groups were cohortlike in
nature and composed of elementary and secondary education students chosen for
their similarity in age, type of course section, and instructors' teaching styles.

A factor analysis procedure was done on the instrument with fifty-one items
loading into seven factors. These seven factors relate very closely to the ten dimen-
sions found to exist in cohort groups. Factor one, "Importance of Being Part of a
Group” contained the cohort dimensions of interdependence and social interaction,
developing a common purpose, group learning and cohesiveness. Factor two,
"Collaboration: Student, Teacher, Faculty” contained the cohort dimensions of group
leaming, collaboration and interaction with faculty. Factor three, "Significance of
Field Orientation” contained the cohort dimensions of impact of field experiences,
individual learning and developing a common purpose. Factor four, "Academic Per-
formance” contained the cohort dimension of academic performance. Factor five, "
Student Retention" contained the cohort dimension of student retention. Factor six,
"Unique Experiences in Project Opportunity” contained the cohort dimensions of
impact of field experiences, academic performance and developing a common pur-

pose. Factor seven, "Cohesiveness” contained the cohort dimensions of interdepen-
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dence and social interaction and cohesiveness. The reliability of the instrument and
its potential for further use by other researchers in this field make this a contribution

to the literature and the growing body of knowledge about cohort groups.

Summary and Discussion of the Study Results

The survey instrument offered respondents a six point Likert scale with a
range of 1 'strongly agree' to 6 'strongly disagree'. On the entire survey cohort
groups | and Il (P-1 and P-2) scored a mean of 2.65 as compared to the control
groups who were participating in cohortlike classes. One group of cohortlike sec-
ondary education students (P-3) and one group of cohortlike elementary education
students (P-4) scored a mean of 2.99. There was a significant difference between
the groups with the most signiﬁcént difference occurring with the secondary educa-
tion group (P-3). Their mean was 3.05. Project Opportunity students, in general,
perceive cohort group membership as an advantage over being a student in the tra-
ditional teacher education program.

Research question one asked about the perceptions relative to interaction
and development of group purpose. The literature indicated evidence that cohort
members perceive group development as an important advantage. The data
showed a significant difference existed between the control and experimental
groups. The qualities of interdependence, developing a common purpose, social
interaction, and cohesiveness seemed to resullt in the Project Opportunity Cohort |
and Cohort II's group development as evidenced by the scores on factor one.

The expanded field experiences in Project Opportunity are facilitated by
cohort members driving to PDS sites in uniyersity van pools. Although the transpor-

tation expensé, distance to sites and time spent in travel have been considered a
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disadvantage by the Project Opportunity steering committee members, those factors
may be an advantage. That time spent with other cohort members has become
valuable for social interaction, bonding, and collaboration. The degree of bonding or
group importance as reported in other cohort studies (Hebert & Reynolds, n.d.; Kas-
ten, 1992; Norris & Barnett, 1994) is confirmed with these findings.

Research question two asked if Project Opportunity students would indicate
that they valued student, teacher, and faculty collaboration as a member of the
cohort. The data loaded into factor two and included the items relating to cohort
dimensions of group learning, collaboration, and interaction with faculty. There was
no significant difference found to exist which could indicate that although discussions
with Project Opportunity faculty indicate they tend to believe that close
student/faculty ties and collaboration are beneficial and an advantage to Project
Opportunity participation, students perceive that group learning is certainly different
than group development and purpose. The researcher may need to construct items
about collaboration opportunities with cooperating teachers and faculty and remove
the phrase "consult with" in the wording of items numbered 13, 43, and 47. Ques-
tions constructed about collaboration may need to refer to a larger vision on this
topic.

Research question three asked students about the value they place on field
experiences. The dimensions about field 'experience and common purpose also
loaded into factor six which was ultimately named, "Unique Experiences in Project
Opportunity.” The field experience items were assigned to research question three.
The data showed a significant difference among groups. As students feel more
included, their opportunities for networking 'and collaboration increase which are

important characteristics of the Project Opportunity program.
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Expanded field experiences is a central theme in the experimental program,
Project Opportunity. The data from studentsiﬁ Cohorts 1 and i (P-1 and P-2) show
a significant difference to exist between these groups and the cohortlike groups (P-3
and P-4) on the extent to which they value field experiences. Students in Project
Opportunity participate in over three times-the number of practicum hours than do
studenté iﬁ the traditional teacher education program, and the cohort students highly
value that experience. Attendance at the PDS sites has been very nearly perfect.
Faculty report enthusiastic cohort journal entries and the Project Opportunity video
tape relates that cohort students list field experience as a number one advantage to
Project Opportunity participation.

Research question four asked if the individual was challenged academically
and there was no significant difference among groups on this factor to be found.

The results from items constructed for this dimension did not indicate that cohort
members were any more likely to pursue individual recognition for academic perfor-
mance than other students. It is possible that group membership places pressure on
students to conform to a group norm. Johnson and Johnson (1975) state that as
group cohesiveness increases, members become more committed to the group's
goals and may put pressure on members to protect the work of the group which may
inhibit individual achievement goals and recognition. Cohort members may expect
extra consideration on grades because of Prdject Opportunity participation and the
extra opportunities to communicate with faculty and participate in departmental activ-
ities.

Research question five asked if students perceive they are more likely to
remain in the teacher education program because they are members of a cohort

group. The dimensions of student retention, developing a common purpose and
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cohesiveness loaded into this factor. Since cohesiveness loaded into factor one, the
researcher chose 10 use those items in factor one. The data on student retention
showed a significant difference among groups. Students who participate in a cohort
group feel less isolated and have more opportunities for social interaction which
have been found to be particularly important in student retention.

| The results of this study seem to support the work of Vincent Tinto. In his
book (1993), Tinto describes the principles of effective retention which include an
institutional and educational commitment to students but also includes the value of a
social community. "Effective programs see active involvement of students in the life
of the classroom to be a key element. Among other things, they have looked to the
construction of supportive learning settings in Which students, individually and in
groups, can become actively involved in-the learning process” (p. 148). Project
Opportunity exemplifies this retention principle.

Tinto's research on student interest groups at several universities and com-
munity colleges shows that students in interest groups do a better job of bridging the
academic-social gap and enjoy learning more. In addition, some become more
active, empowered learners in the classroom. Such students develop higher per-
ceptions of their clasées, their campus, tﬁeir teachers and their ability to leam, and
are more likely to remain in that learning setting (Tinto, 1993).

As indicated earlier, factors six and seven had relatively weak loadings and
thus some of the items from factors six and seven were included in other factors in
which they loaded and some were evén eliminated. Thus, the researcher has cho-
sen not to further analyze or discuss these results.

- This study has implications for restructuring the teacher education program.

The feelings of inclusiveness, cohesiveness, group purpose and interaction gener-
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ated in this pilot program have led to the formation of a learning community which
would, in turn, transfer to the work or school setting. Some of the strongest results
of this stﬁdy _camé in the areas of field experience and student retention. It appears
that the cohort structure of Project Opporfunity provides valuable and unique student
exberieﬁces. Teacher education programs may want to further investigate the pos-

sibility of the use of the cohort structure.

Recommendations

Twé of the main strengths of Project Opportunity, as identified by lowa State
University Afaculty members a}nd the partnership school educators, include the cohort
organizatioh designed to build a preprofessional learning community and early and
extensive field experiences. Based on the data collected for this study, the mem-
bers of the cohort groups perceive group membership and opportunities for
expanded field experience as advantages to béing in Project Opportunity over the
traditional teacher education model.

The formation of cohort grbups has the-potential to impact students. Students
who participaie in a cohort group feel a sense of group belonging and interdepen-
dence. Cohorts have an impact on programs_[ Curriculum changes, opportunities for
leadership and in the case of Project Opportunity, improved relationships with area
school districts as plans are made for field experience. Cohorts can impact universi-
ties by providing additional networking opportunities' for professional dialogue,
opportunities for research, and enhanced student retention. Indeed, the cohort
group model has implications for generalizatio’n to o;her departments and colleges in
the university.

Further research about the impact of the cohort group model could include
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studies on: 1) program costs and structure, 2) possible tensions within cohorts, 3)
faculty time and resources as impacted.by cohorts, 4) cohorts as leadership prepa-
ration, and 5) student retention. Both quantitative and qualitative studies could focus
on the development of cohorts, extend the' reéearch on cohort groups as a tool for
student retention, the generalization of coharts as a retention tool in other programs,
colleges and as learning communities throughout the university, review cohort use in
undergraduate teacher education programs and the influence of the cohort experi-
ence on beginning teachers who may be the leaders in their new learning communi-

ties.
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March 7, 1995

Dear Colleagues,

After reviewing mountains of literature on groups and cohorts, I have not
found an instrument that appears useful to my area of research on cohort
groups for my thesis. Dr. Thompson and I have identified nine dimensions of
the impact of cohort membership, and I have written survey items based on
these dimensions.

I am asking Project Opportunity faculty members to review these items for
validity and clarity. Many of the items relate to more than one category, but I
have placed them where [ feel they are most perdnent. In the final

instrument the categories will not be noted for the student and all items will be
randomly numbered. I would appreciate your assistance by ranking these
items for validity and clarity on the attached score sheet. Please feel free to
add or modify any of the items.

Thank you in advance for your help. It would be helpful to me if I could bave
the survey returned by Monday, March, 20. Thanks.

Sincerely,

Gayle Huey
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Information for Review of Resecrch Inveolving Humcen Subjects
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Title of Projec,_Te Imcact of Beinc a Member of a Cohert Group on Preservice Teacher

Preparaticn
I agree 10 provide the proper surveiilance of this prejest o insure that the rights and welfare of the human subjec:s ars
protecied. [ will report any adverse reactions o the committes.  Additions wo or changes in research proczdures after the
projecthas been approved will be subminzd to the committzs forreview. 1agres torequestrenewal of approval forany projec:
continuing more than one year.

Gavie Moy 4/7n0/12a5
Typed Mame of Pnnczpai Investigator Date Signaturs of Prncipai Invesugator 4
Curriculum & Instructicn NiQ8 Laccmarcino 2€4-1915
Depanment Campus Adaress Campus Teicpncne
Sigmamdan af arhar inierinndare Dat= Relaticnship to Principal Invesugater .=
‘ Ty £ Ty
4/20/95 Mzjor Professcr o - \
: ; ~° - .&3
SR NS g chf
i wd ~7
o) \e‘J p_"
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Principal Investigater(s) (check all that arply)
1 Faculty (3 Staff X Grzduate Student 1 Underzraduats Studeat
Project (check all that appiy)
{J Ressarch (= Thesisordissemagen 1 Class projec: [ Indegendent Smdy (450, 590, Honcrs proje<s)

Number of subjec:s (complete all that apply)
— # Adults, non-smadents AZ__ #ISU swudent __ # mincrs under 14 — other (explain)
—_ #mincrs 14 - 17

Brief description of proposad research inveiving human subjects: (See instructions, Item 7. Use an additicnal pag= if
nesded.)

See gtizached sheet

(Please do not send researca, thesis. or dissertation proposals.)

Infermed Consent: 7 Signed infcrmed consent will be obuined. (Attach a copy of your form.)
(3 Modified informed conseat will be obtained. (See instructions, item 8.)
0 Not applicable to this projest
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Confidentiality of Data: ' Descrive below the metheds to be used o ensure the confidentiality of datz cbtained. (
insTucdons, item 9.)

See

~Co

Tne survev will ke acccompaniesd” by a cover letisr that will énsurs
particirants that at no time will the ccnpleted surveys ke asscciated with
their names.

Icentification numkters will be assicned to the surveys to énsurs
confidentiality when working with subjects' data. The identifiers will
ke remcved at the ené of data analysis.

10. What risks or discomfort will be part of the smdy? Will subjects in the research be placed at risk or incur discomfor:?

11,

Describe any risks to the subjects and precaugons that wiil be taken to minimize them. (The concsgt of risk gees beyend
physical risk and includes risks 1o subjects’ digniry and self-respect as well as psychological or emodonal fisk. See
insucdons, item 10.)

The only pcssible risk wculd ke loss of conficdentiality. The rssezrcher
will énsurz that dces not cccur.

CHECK ALL of the following that arply to ycur research:
(0 A. Medical clearancs necsssary befcre subjects can participate
Ui B. Samples (Blood, tissue, exc.) from subjects
T C. Adminiszadcn of substancss (foods. drugs, etc.) W subjects
(O D. Physical exercise or condidoning for subjecs
(7 E. Decspticn of subjec:s
(T F. Subjects under 14 years of age and/or [ Subjecs 14 - 17 years of age
[ G. Subjecss in insdimtions (nursing hemes, prisons, eic.)
T E. Reszarch must be approved by ancther insdtutcn or agency (Attach lewers of approval)

If you checked any of the items in 11, please complete the following in the space below (incluce any armchments):
Items A -D  Describe the procadures and note the safety precautions being taken.

Item E Describe how subjects will be decsived: justify the decepdon: indicate the dezriefing procedurs, including
the timing and informarion to be preseated (0 subjects.

Item F For subjecss under the age of 14, indicats how informed consent from parents or legaily authorizad repre-
senatives as well as from subjects will be obtained.

Items G & H Specify the agency or institution that must arprove the projec:. If subjects in any outsice agency or
insdwition are involved, aprroval must be obtained prior to beginning the research, and the lezer of agrroval
should be filed.
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Last Neme oF Principail [nvestigator Euev

Checklist for Attachments and Time Schedule

The following are atzached (please check):

12.[F Leez=r or wrizzen statement to subjects indicating clearly:
a) purpese of the research
b) the use of any ideatifier codes (names, #'s), how they will be used. and whez they will be
removed (ses Item 17)
¢) an estmate of time neaded for participaticn in the ressarch and the placs
d) if applicable, lccadon of the research acdvity
e) how you will ensure confideniality
f) in alongwdinal study, note when and how you will contacs subjects later
g) pardcipation is voluntary; nonparicipatcon will not affec: evaluadons of the subjec:
13.

Consent form (if applicable)

1 O

| Lanier of approval for research from coeperadng organizations or insdmdons (if appiicable)

14,

i

| 1573 Dara-zathering inscuments

16. Anccipated dates for contac: with subjects:
First Contac: Last Contact

Wesk of Mavy 1, 1¢e8 Weale of Maw 1, 1CG4AR
Month / Day / Year Month / Day / Year

17. If arplicable: antcipated date that idendfiers will te removed &om completed survey inscuments and/cr audio or visual
tapes will be erasad:

Aucust 1, 1¢Q5
Menth / Day / Year

. A :
18. Sim e Af Nanarrmantal Blacutive Officer

Degaraneat or Adminiszadve Unit
c——————

Dat=
55 e/

- -

19. Decision of the University Human Subjects Review Comminzs:

L Project Approved — Projec: Not Approved — No Acdon Reguired
Bl
Pizricia M. Keirh Y

Name of Committze Chairperson Ddaie °  Sigrawre of Commiuss Chawperscn
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Date: April 19, 1995

To: Dr. David Owen, Dr. Loring Sillet, Dr.Maribeth Henney
and all Megamethods faculty

From: Gayle Huey
RE: Cohort Survey

I am asking for permission to administer the attached survey to Cohort I
and Il members in one of your classes before the end of the semester. This
research project is designed to measure the different dimensions found to
exist in being a member of a cohort group and what impact that
membership has on Project Opportunity. This survey is the instrument |
have designed to gather data for my thesis. I know that I am asking quite a
favor this close to the end of the semester, but hope that all of vou will
ultimately be able to incorporate my findings in your preparation of
Project Opportunity classes in the future.

I will call you very soon to arrange times for this intrusion. Thank you for
helping me as I bring closure to this part of my academic career.
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[OWA STATE UNIVERSITY e

Deparrment of Currcahum and insirucion
OF SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY )
137 Lagomarcine Hall

Antes foa joeti-3ae
313 20na-T00g

FAN 3135 204-0200

May 3 1995
Dear Project Oppartunity student,

As | finish my course work for a graduate degree, | have decided to investigate the
impact of being a member of a cohort group. This research project includes a
survey designed to measure the different dimensions found to exist in being a

member of a cohort group.

| need your assistance in this research. Your survey will be assigned a research
number and all identifiers will be removed from completed surveys at the end of
data analysis. Thus, your name will never be connected to your survey. As you
have all participated in the development of Project Opportunity and will be
designing research projects of your own, | will be happy to share my results with

you during the fall semester.

| appreciate your heip. It should take 15-20 minutes to complete this survey. Of
course, you may choose not to participate, and that decision would not affect your
status in Project Opportunity. Thank you very much.

Sincerely,
Gayle Huey Dr. Ann Thompson
N108 Lagomarcinc Hall Department Chair

515-294-1915 N157 Lagomarcino Hall
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JOWA STATE UNIVERSITY

Deparimons of Curmouium and G e

TS SN DT i i . .
OF SCIENCE AND A FCHANOLOGY N3 Lagenarcine Hali

Attes o 3ot c- o
13 20.-T00)

FAN 313 2aa-020e

May 3, 1995
Dear teacher education student,
As | finish my coursework for a graduate degree, | have decided to investigate the impact of

being a member of a cohort group.  This research project includes a survey designed to
measure the different dimensions found to exist in being a member of a cohort group.

For the purpose of this survey, the phrase, cohort group, means two or more persons
working or attending class together who have social interaction and are
interdependent as they study, prepare projects or interact in their education class.

Please consider this definiticn as you read and complete the survey.

1 need your assistance in this research. Your survey will be assigned a research number and
all identifiers will be removed from completed surveys at the end of data analysis. |
appreciate your help. | know that | am asking your for fifteen or twenty minutes of your time
after completing a final exam. | do appreciate your time and effort. Thank you very much.

Sincerely,

Gayle Huey

N108 Lagomarcino Hall
515-294-1915
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A Survey of the Impact of Being a Member of a Cohort Group on
Preservice Teacher Preparation

This survey is designed to be completed by members of Caollege of Education cohort groups.
Survey items address several dimensions of cohortness. Please think about your whole
experience in bring a member of one of the education cohort groups from the first class this
semester to the present time. All information that you supply will be kept strictly confidential.
No individual will ever be identified in anv reports. Thank you for your response.

Section I: Background Information

This section will be used to gather background information about you. Your assistance is
very much appreciated. Please enter your social security number using the section labeled
Identification Number. Using the section labeled Special Codes, please indicate your
grade point average in butbles K,L,M as it was reported at the end of last semester (Fall,
1994).

Please fill in the bubble next to the corresponding number on the answer sheet to respond to
questions 1 & 2.

1. Whatis your gender?
a. Female
b. Male

2. Please identify your cohort group.
a. Project Opportunity Cohort |
b. Project Opportunity Cohort Il
c. Other education class section

Section ll: Dimensions of the Cohort Experienca

Once again think about your whole experience in being a member of one of the College of
Education cohort groups from the first class meeting to the present time. Please fill in the
bubble next to the corresponding number on the answer sheet using the following scale.

a.) Strongly agree

b.) Agree

c.) Somewhat agree
d.) Somewhat disagree
e) Disagree

f.) Strongly disagree

3. 1 would not have stayed in the teacher education program without the support of my
cohort members.

Other cohort members ask me to participate in activities outside of class.
| enjoy working for high grades in my classes.

1 talk about professional issues with my cohort group.

N o A

Some students in my cohort group feel left out.




10.
11.
12
13.
14.
18.
16.
17.
18.
18.
20.
21.
22
23.
24.

25.
26.
27.

28.

29.

30.

31.
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Strongly agree
Agree

Somewhat agree

.} Somewhat disagree
e} Disagree

1) Straongly disagree

ano oo

When our >ohort group is together, we frequently talk about class projects and
assignments.

| feel that | "belong” in my cohort group.

It is an advantage to be evaluated by faculty members who know cohort members well.
It 1 could choose the members of my cohort group, | would chocse the cohort | am in.
| take great satisfaction in selecting ftems for a personal portfolio.

If | need advice about a project, | consult my cooperating teacher.

| considered dropping out of college during my freshman year.

| enjoy working on group projects in non-education classes.

When our cohort group is together, we talk about faculty members.

The Teacher Education Program provides me with expanded field experiences.

| am involved in leadership positions in outside activities.

| get better grades when | work with a cohort partner.,

Sharing field experiences creates opportunities for worthwhile discussion.

| receive more individualized attention from facuity as a member of a cohort group.

| feel other members in my cohort listen to me.

| prefer working on class assignments by myself.

Being a member of a cochort makes me self-conscious about performing better than my
cohort peers.

My reasons for being in teacher educatio;n are different from those of my peers.
| prefer working on class assignments with other members of the cohort.

My cohorts give me valuable feedback after our visits to the schools.

| considered dropping out of college during my sophomore year.

I would encourage others to apply to the teacher education program.

| talk about professional issues with faculty members.

I feel 1 can positively affect the education of future teachers by participating in a
teacher education program cohort group.



32.
33.

34.
35.

36.
37.
38.
38.
40.
41.

42,

43.

45,
46.
47.
48.
49
50.

51.
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a.) Strongly agree
b.) Agree
c.) Somewhat agree
d.) Somewhat disagree
e) Disagree
f.) Strongly disagree
| seem to be more self<confident in teaching situations than other education students.

| believe students in my class section share a commitment in learning to become a
teacher.

I feel that | am inspired to invest my full energies into learning.

| feel it is a disadvantage to go to the same locations when we go to our practicum
schools.

There are people who annoy me in the cohort group.

I have enjoyed the opportunity to be a part of a cohort group.

If | need advice about a project, | consult a cohort member.

When our cohort group is together, we frequently talk about teachers and teaching.
| get better grades when | work alone.

Project Opportunity students get oo much attention compared to other education
students.

| feel | get support from other members when | Iry to get my cohort group to deal with
matters important to me.

If | need advice about a project, | consult my cooperating teacher.

The teacher education program has allowed me the opportunity to hefp design my own
program of study.

The mood of the cohort group influences my own mood.

Teacher education facuity are sensitive to students' needs.

if | need advice about a project, | consult a faculty person.

| frequently talk about jobs and the future with my cohort group.

Before | make academic related decisions, | consult with others in my cohort group.

Project Cppartunity students have an academic advantage over traditional program
students.

Having been a member of a cohort class section, | would apply to the program if | had
the decision to make again.



52.
83.
54,
55.

57.
58.
59.

60.

61.

62.

63.

64.

66.

67.
68.

69.
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.) Strongly agree

.} Agree

.) Somewhat agree

.} Somewhat disagree
} Disagree

f.) Strongly disagree

Do0own

| have become acquainted with other cohort members during class times.

The major strength of the teacher education program is the cohort group.

| have become acquainted with cohort members when traveling to practicum sites.
| am comfortable being frank and spentaneous in my cohort group.

The teacher education program has helped me learn to manage my time.

| considered dropping out of college during my junior year.

The major strength of the teacher education program is the field experience.

| feel that | have missed meeting a variety of education students because of the closed
nature of the cohort group.

Reflecting on field experience with members of my cohort group is a valuable way to
become an effective teacher.

| have improved my teaching ability as a result of working with the teachers in our
partner schools.

The major strength of the teacher education program is the integration of technology in
my classes and field experience.

It is important to me to test my ability to pian effective activities in the classroom by
implementing those activities in the schools.

| have a sense of pride when praised or singled-out for an assignment well-done.
I have become acquainted with cohort members in informal meetings outside of class.

The major strength of the teacher education program is the classes | am
taking.

| would be more creative if | worked alone.

| have become better acquainted with cohort members when | am paired for field
experiences.

The things my cohort group talk about are important to me.
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A Survey of the Impact of Being a Member of a Cohort Group on
Preservice Teacher Preparation

This survey is designed to be completed by members of Project Cpportunity cohert groups |
and Il. Survey items address several dimensions of cohortness. Please think about your
whole experienca in being a member of one of the Project Opportunity cohort groups frem
the first social event after your selection to the present time. All information that you supply
will be kept strictty confidential. No individual will ever be identified in any reports. Thank
you for your response.

Section I Background Information

This section will be used to gather background information about you. Your assistance is
very much appreciated. Please enter the last five digits of your social security number using
the section labeled ldentification Number. Fill in butbles A-F. Using the section labeled
Special Codes, please indicate your grade point average in bubbles K,L.M as it was
reported at the end of last semester (Fall, 1594).

Please fill in the bubbie next to the coresponding number on the answer sheet to respond to
questions 1 & 2.

1. Whatis your gender?
a. Female
b. Male

2. Please identify your Project Opportunity cohert group.
a. Cohertl
b. Cohert i

Section li: Dimensions of the Cohort Experience

Once again think about your whole experience in being a memkber of one of the Project
Opponumty cohcert groups from the first social event after your selection to the present ime.
Please fill in the bubble next to the comresgonding number on the answer sheet using the
following scale.

.) Strongly agree

.) Agree

.) Somewhat agree

.) Somewhat disagree
)

3]

soaoon

Disagree
Strongly disagree

3. | wouid not have stayed in the teacher education program without the support of my
cohort members.

Qther cohort members ask me o participate in acivities outside of ciass.
| enjoy working for high grades in my classes.

| talk about professional issues with my cohort group.

N o 0 o

Scme studertts in my cohort group feel left out.



10.
11.
12.
13.
14,
15.
186.
17.
18.
18.
20.
21.

23.
24,

25.
26.
27.
28.
29.
30.
31.
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.} Strongly agree

.) Agree

.) Somewhat agree

.) Somewhat disagree
) Disagree

.} Strongly disagree

oo

-

When our cohort group is together, we frequently talk about class projects and
assignments.

| feel that | "belong” in my cohort group.

It is an advantage to be evaluated by faculty members who know cohort members well.
If | could choose the members of my cohort group, | would choose the cohert | am in.

| take great satisfaction in selecting items for a perscnal portfolio.

If | need advice about a project, | consult my cooperating teacher.

I considered dropping out of college during my freshman year.

| enjoy working on group projects in non-education classes.

When our cohott group is together, we takk about faculty members.

Project Opportunity provides me with expanded field experiences.

| am involved in leadership positions in outside activities.

I get better grades when | work with a cohort partner.

Sharing field experiences creates opportunities for worthwhile discussicn.

| recsive more individualized attention from faculty as a member of Project Opgortunity.
| feel other members in my cohort listen to me.

| prefer working on class assignments by myself.

Being a member of a cohort makes me self-conscious about performing better than my
cohort peers.

My reasons for being in Project Cpportunity are different from those of my peers.
| prefer working on class assignments with other members of the cohort.

My cohorts give me valuable feedback after our visits to the schools.

| considered drepping out of college during my sophomcre year.

| would encourage others to apply to Project Opportunity.

1 talk about professional issues with facuity members.

1 feel | can pasitively affect the education of future teachers by participating in an
experimental program like Project Cpportunity.



32
33.

34.
38.

36.
a7.
3s.
3s.
40.

41.

42.

45,

47.

49,

£0.

51.
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.} Strongly agree

.} Agree

.} Somewhat agree

.) Somewhat disagree
) Disagree

.) Strongly disagree

PO on

-

| seem to be more self-confident in teaching situations than other education students.

| believe students in Project Cppertunity share a commitment in leaming to become a
teacher.

| feel that | am inspired to invest my full energies into learning.

| feel it is a disadvantage to go to the same lomﬁohs when we go to our pariner
schooels.

There are pecple who annoy me in the cohort group.

| have enjoyed the opportunity to be a part of a cohort group.

If 1 need advice about a project, | consult a cohort member.

When our cohort group is together, we frequently talk about teachers and teaching.
1 get better grades when | wcrk alone.

Project Opportunity students get too much attention compared to other education
students.

| feel | get support frem other members when | try to get my cohort group to deal with
matters important 1o me.

If | need advice about a project, | consult my cooperating teacher.

Project Cpportunity has aflowed me the opportunity to help design my own program of
study.

The mocd of the cohort group influences my own mood.

Project Cpportunity faculty are sensitive to students’ needs.

If | need advice about a project, | consutlt a faculty person.

| frequently taik about jobs and the future with my cohort group.

Befcre | make academic related decisions, | consuit with cthers in my cohort group.

Project Cpportunity students have an academic advantage over traditional program
students.

Having been a member of Project Cpportunity, | would apply to the program if | had the
decision to make again.



52.
83.
54.
85.

57.
58.
59.

60.

61.

62

63.

64.

65.

66.

67.
68.

69.
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Strongly agree
Agree

Somewhat agree
Somewhat disagree
e) Disagree

f.) Strongly disagree

aoow
BRI

| have become acquainted with other cohort members during class times.

The major strength of Project Opportunity is the cohort group.

I have become acquainted with cohort members when traveling to partner-school sites.
| am comfortable being frank and spontaneous in my cohert group.

Project Cpportunity has helped me learn to manage my time.

| considered drepping out of coﬂeée during my junior year.

The major strength of Project Opportunity is the field experience.

| feel that | have missed meeting a variety of education students because of the closed
nature of the cohort group.

Reflecting on field experience with members of my cohort group is a valuable way to
become an effective teacher.

| have improved my teaching ability as a resuit of werking with the teachers in our
partner schoals.

The major strength of Project Oppertunity is the integration of technology in my classes
and field experiencs.

It is important to me to test my ability to pian effective activities in the classroom by
implementing those activities in the schools.

1 have a sense of pride when praised or singled-out for an assignment well-done.
| have become acquainted with cohort members in informal meetings outside of class.

The majer strength of Project Opportunity is the new and restructured classes | am
taking.

| would be more creative if | worked alone.

| have become better acquainted with cohort members when | am paired for field
experiences.

The things my ¢ohort group talk about are important to me.



