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CHAPTER |

INTRODUCTION

THE MAJORITY OF ACADEMIC INSTITUTIONS SPECIALIZING N
TEACHER EDUCAT!ON EMPLOY SOME TYPE OF SCREENING CRITERIA TO
SELECT STUDENTS FOR THEIR PROGRAMS. THESE SCREENING INSTRU-
MENTS MAY INCLUDE SUCH CRITERIA AS CANDIDATE INTERVIEWS,
CUMULATIVE GRADE POINT AVERAGE, CUMULATIVE GRADES IN TEACHER
EDUCATION COURSES AND/OR SCORES ON VARJOUS ENTRANCE EXAMINA-
TIONS. GENERALLY, EACH STUDENT SEEKING ADMITTANCE TO A TEACHER
EDUCATION PROGRAM MUST ACHIEVE A CERTAIN STANDARD OF EXCELLENCE
ON ONE OR MORE OF THESE CRITERIA, AS MOST INSTITUTIONS ADMINISTER
THEIR SCREENING CRITER!A PRIOR TO ACCEPTANCE INTO THE TEACHER
EDUCATION PROGRAM, INn ALL PROBABILITY, MOST ACADEMIC {NSTITU-
TIONS WOULD AGREE THAT SOME TYPE OF SCREENING DEVICE 1S
DESIRABLE; HOWEVER, FEW ATTEMPTS HAVE BEEN MADE TO UTILIZE THE
RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN SCREENING CRITERIA SCORES (WHATEVER THEY
MIGHT CONSIST OF) AND LATER SUCCESS OR NON~SUCCESS IN STUDENT
TEACHING.

THE PRIMARY INTENTION OF THESE SCREENING SELECTORS
APPEARS TO BE RELATED TO INCREASING OR AT LEAST MAINTAINING
THE COMPETENCY LEVEL OF TEACHER TRAINEES.

WHETHER OR NOT THE INTENDED PURPOSE IS ACCOMPLISHED 1S
OF TEN UNKNOWN, POSSIBLY BECAUSE OF THE FEW ATTEMPTS THAT HAVE

BEEN MADE TO EXAMINE THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN TEACHER EDUCATION



SCREENING CRITERIA AND SUCCESS OR NON-SUCCESS IN STUDENT
TEACHING,

ON THIS BASIS, IT WOULD APPEAR THAT THE IDENTIFIABLE
RATIONALE IS RELATED TO THEIR USE AS PREREQUISITE CRITERIA
ONLY.

THE CONTENT OF MOST SCREENING INSTRUMENTS RELATES TO
THE IDENTIFICATION OF LEVELS OF ACHIEVEMENT IN SPECIFIC AREAS,
THAT IS, THESE INSTRUMENTS ARE SELECTED UNDER THE SUPPOSITION
THAT THEY INDICATE THE STUDENTS' CURRENT OR POTENTIAL ABILITY
TO PERFORM CERTAIN TASKS SEEN AS IMPORTANT TO EFFECTIVE
INSTRUCTION.

ONE EXTENS ION OF THE UTILITY OF THESE SCREENING CRITERIA
WOULD SEEM TO BE RELATED TO PREDICTING SUCCESS OR NON-SUCCESS
IN STUDENT TEACHING. IN THIS INSTANCE THE PREDICTION WOULD BE
RELATIVE TO CERTAIN STANDARDS OF EXCELLENCE AS INDICATED BY
THE VARIOUS SCREENING CRITERIA AND THE ACCURACY WITH WHICH
THEY PREDICT LATER GRADES ASSIGNED BY STUDENT-=TEACHER
SUPERVISORS.

LITTLE CONCRETE EVIDENCE HAS BEEN FORMULATED IDENTIFYING
SPECIFIC OBJECTIVE AND MEASURABLE CRITERIA REGARDING THE
PREDICTION OF STUDENT TEACHER COMPETENCY. GENERALLY, THE
EVALUATION TASK IS ASSIGNED TO A STUDENT TEACHING SUPERVISOR
WHO PRESUMABLY UTILIZED A COMBINATION OF HIS/HER OWN TEACHING
EXPERIENCE AND ACADEMIC PREPARATION TO EVALUATE THE STUDENT

TEACHER 'S PERFORMANCE COMPETENCY, THIS SUGGESTS THAT THE



CRITERIA UTILIZED IN EVALUATING STUDENT TEACHERS VAR!ES FROM
SUPERVISOR TO SUPERVISOR, AND PERFORMANCE N THE AREAS OF
COMPETENCY AS MEASURED BY THE QUALIFYING EXAMS MAY OR MAY NOT
HAVE ANY RELEVANCE TO THEIR RATING.

OF MAJOR CONCERN IN THIS RESEARCH PROJECT IS THE PROPO=-
SITION THAT IF THE SCREENING CRITERIA WHICH ARE GENERALLY ADMIN~-
ISTERED PRIOR TO ACCEPTANCE INTO THE TEACHER EDUCATION PROGRAM
HAVE ANY PREDICTIVE UTILITY IN TERMS OF SUCCESS AS A STUDENT
TEACHER, THEN PERFORMANCE IN THE AREAS MEASURED BY THE I[NSTRU-
MENTS MIGHT SERVE AS CRITERIA TO OBJECTIFY SUPERVISOR EVALUA-
TIONS. THESE INSTRUMENTS WOULD THEN PROVIDE BOTH THE INSTITU-
TION AND THE PROSPECTIVE STUDENT TEACHER WITH A VALUABLE COUNSEL~-
ING TOOL REGARDING PROBABLE LEVELS OF SUCCESS IN STUDENT TEACHING.
AS SUCCESS IN STUDENT TEACHING IS INDICATIVE OF SUCCESS AS
A TEACHER, PERHAPS THE MEAN OF THESE SCORES MIGHT BE HELPFUL
IN THIS PREDICTION AS WELL.

THE UTILITY OF PREDICTING PROBABLE LEVELS OF SUCCESS
IN STUDENT TEACHING BASED UPON ENTRANCE SCORES CAN BEST BE
INTERPRETED AS GIVING THE TRAINING INSTITUTtON, CENTRAL
WASHINGTON STATE COLLEGE (CWSC) IN THIS INSTANCE, AN EXCESS OF
ONE ACADEMIC YEAR'S PREVIEW OF PROBABILITY OF SUCCESS OF ITS'!
CANDIDATES OVER PRESENT PROCEDURES. (AT PRESENT, STUDENT TEACHERS
ARE NOT EVALUATED REGARDING STANDARDS OF EXCELLENCE OF PERFOR~-
MANCE UNTIL THEY HAVE PRACTICALLY COMPLETED ACADEMIC PREPARATION

FOR THE PROFESSION OF TEACHING. )



ON THE BASIS OF THIS SURVEY, IT WOULD APPEAR THAT THERE
IS LITTLE PERCEIVED RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN ENTRANCE SCORES AND
SUCCESS IN STUDENT TEACHING, THiS WOULD SUGGEST THAT SOME OTHER
CRITERIA SUCH AS ACADEMIC MAJOR OR PROFESSIONAL SEQUENCE COURSES
ARE RELATED TO SUCCESS IN STUDENT TEACHING., THIS PROFICIENCY,
HOWEVER, 1S GENERALLY NOT CONFIRMED UNTIL THE END OF A CANDIDATES'
STUDENT TEACHING ASSIGNMENT, WHICH MAY PRECEDE COLLEGE GRADUATION
BY AS LITTLE AS ONE ACADEMIC QUARTER.

AT PRESENT, THE REQUIREMENTS FOR ADMISSION TO THE TEACHER
EDUCATION PROGRAM AT CENTRAL WASHINGTON STATE COLLEGE CONSIST OF
TWO GENERAL CRITERIA: SCORES ON THE TEACHER EDUCATION ENTRANCE
TESTS ABOVE LOCAL MINIMUM STANDARDS AS DETERMINED FROM THE
TEST NORMS AND AN ACCUMULATIVE GRADE POINT AVERAGE {GPA)
oF 2,00 FOR ALL COLLEGE LEVEL ACADEMIC WORK.

A CURRENT SURVEY OF INSTRUCTORS IMMEDIATELY INVOLVED IN
THE TEACHER PROGRAM AT CWSC INDICATED THAT IN THEIR OPINION THE
TEACHER EDUCATION TESTS BEST SERVE THE FUNCTION OF DETERMINING
WHETHER OR NOT THE CANDIDATE HAS SUFFICIENT BASIC SKILLS AS
IDENTIFIED BY THE TEST CRITERIA FOR ADMITTANCE TO THE STUDENT

TEACHING PROGRAM,



STATEMENT OF PURPOSE

AT THIS POINT, THE ENTRANCE CRITERIA HAVE AN UNKNOWN
RELATIONSHIP WITH SUCCESS OR NON-SUCCESS IN STUDENT TEACHING.
THE PURPOSE OF THIS STUDY IS TO INVESTIGATE THE RELATIONSHIP
BETWEEN THE CRITERIA FOR ADMITTANCE INTO THE TEACHER EDUCATION
PROGRAM AT CWSC AND SUCCESS OR NON=SUCCESS IN STUDENT TEACHING,
SPECIFICALLY, THE PURPOSE W!LL BE TO IDENTIFY THE PREDICTIVE
UTILITY OF THE TEACHER EDUCAT!ION ENTRANCE CRITERIA AS THEY RELATE
TO DISCRIMINATING BETWEEN LEVELS OF SUCCESS IN STUDENT TEACHING.

SINCE THE CRITERIA USED FOR SCREENING APPLICANTS TO THE
PROGRAM HAVE A BUILT IN SELF=FULFILLING ""PROPHECY,'' THAT 1S,
STUDENTS BELOW THE CUT OFF POINT NEVER STUDENT TEACH AND THOSE
ABOVE USUALLY RECEIVE PASSING GRADES, IT WILL BE NECESSARY TO
EXAMINE ''SUCCESS'' AS A RATHER ARBITRARILY DEFINED CRITERION,
WITHIN THIS STUDY STUDENTS WILL BE PLACED IN THREE GROUPS:

THOSE RECEIVING A'S, THOSE RECEIVING B'S, AND THOSE RECEIVING
C's OR LESS IN STUDENT TEACHING.

IT 1S THE INTENTION OF THE PROPOSED STUDY TO EXAMINE THE
RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN SCORES ON THE ENTRANCE CRITERIA AND THE
AFOREMENTIONED LEVELS OF SUCCESS IN STUDENT TEACHING.

IF THE ENTRANCE CRITERIA ARE REALISTICALLY DIFFERENTIATING

BETWEEN LEVELS OF SUCCESS, THERE SHOULD BE SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES



BETWEEN THE DIFFERENT SUCCESS GROUPS WITH REGARD TO

PERFORMANCE ON THE VARIOUS ENTRANCE CRITERIA,

SCOPE OF THE STUDY

METHODS AND PROCEDURES. THE FOLLOWING INFORMATION WAS

OBTAINED FOR EACH STUDENT COMPLETING A STUDENT TEACHING ASSIGN=-

MENT DURING THE ACADEMIC YEAR 1964-65 AT CENTRAL WASHINGTON

STATE COLLEGE:

1.

2.

3.

6.

7.

OVERALL = ALL COLLEGE GRADE POINT AVERAGE (GPA)

TEACHER EDUCATION SEQUENCE GRADE POINT AVERAGE (SGPA)

STUDENT TEACHING GRADE (STG)

PERFORMANCE SCORES ON THE FOLLOWING PRE-ADM{ TTANCE

TESTS OF THE TEACHER EDUCATION PROGRAM:

A. CoOPERATIVE ENGLISH TEST = ENGLISH EXPRESSION
ForM 1-C (UsAGE)

B. COOPERATIVE ENGLISH TEST - READING COMPREHENS ION
Form 1-C

C. WASHINGTON PRE-COLLEGE SPELLING TEST

D. CoOPERATIVE ARITHMETIC TEST FORM A

SEx (MALE OR FEMALE)

QUARTER OF STUDENT TEACHING ASS IGNMENT (FALL,

WINTER, OR SPRING)

LEVEL OF ACADEMIC PREPARATION (IN THE STUDY ONLY

TWO LEVELS WERE USED, LEVEL ONE TO INCLUDE GRADES

FROM FIRST THROUGH EIGHTH AND LEVEL TWO TO INCLUDE

GRADES FROM NINTH THROUGH TNELFTH)



WiTHIN THE STuDY, OVERALL GPA, PROFESSIONAL EDUCATION
SEQUENCE GPA, ENGLISH USAGE, SPELLING, READING, AND ARITHMETIC
SCORES WERE USED AS CRITERION VARIABLES, ALL INFORMATICN FOR
EACH STUDENT WAS KEY=PUNCHED ONTO GLOBE No. 1 STANDARD FORM
5081 80 spacE IBM cARDS.

DESIGN OF THE STUDY, THE FOLLOWING CATEGORIES OF STUDENT
TEACHERS WERE IDENTIFIED USING A STANDARD [BM CARD STORING
MACH [ NE:

1+ ALL STUDENT TEACHERS, TO INCLUOE BOTH ELEMENTARY

AND SECONDARY, MALE AND FEMALE.

2. ALL MALE ELEMENTARY STUOENT TEACHERS.

3., ALL FEMALE ELEMENTARY STUDENT TEACHERS.

4, ALL MALE SECONDARY STUDENT TEACHERS,

5. ALL FEMALE SECONDARY STUDENT TEACHERS.

6., ALL MALE AND FEMALE ELEMENTARY STUDENT TEACHERS.

7. ALL MALE AND FEMALE SECONDARY STUDENT TEACHERS.

8. ALL ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY MALE STUDENT TEACHERS.

9, ALL ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY FEMALE STUDENT

TEACHERS.

WITHIN THE NINE GROUPS, EACH LEVEL OF SUCCESS

(A, B, OR C) WAS COMPARED WITH ALL OTHER LEVELS OF SUCCESS

FOR EACH OF THE PREDICTION VARIABLES,



HYPOTHESES TO BE TESTED. FOR PURPOSES OF IDENTIFICATION,

THE TOTAL NUMBER OF GRADES PER SUCCESS CATEGORY WERE AS FOLLOWS:
A = 151 B = 181 C = 27

SOME INDIVIDUAL RECORDS WERE DROPPED FROM THE STUDY BECAUSE OF

INCOMPLETE PERFORMANCE INFORMATION.

HYPOTHESES ARE HEREIN PRESENTED AS THEY RELATE TO VARIOUS
GROUPS OF STUDENTS. EACH PREDICTION VARIABLE WILL BE SEPARATELY
INTRODUCED FOR EACH COMPARISON GROUP.

HypoTHES1S 1A. THERE 1S NO SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCE
BETWEEN STUDENTS (BOTH MALE AND FEMALE ELEMENTARY AND SECON-
DARY ) WHO RECEIVE A's, B's, orR C's OR LESS IN TERMS OF THE
PREDICTION VARIABLE OVERALL GPA.

HyPoTHES 1S 1B, THERE 1S NO SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCE
BETWEEN STUDENTS (BOTH MALE AND FEMALE ELEMENTARY AND SECON-
DARY) WHO RECEIVE A's, B's, or C's OR LESS IN TERMS OF THE
PREDICTION VARIABLE OF PROFESSIONAL EDUCATION SEQUENCE GPA.

HypPoTHESIS 1C. THERE IS NO SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCE
BETWEEN STUDENTS (BOTH MALE AND FEMALE ELEMENTARY AND SECON=
DARY ) WHO RECEIVE A's, B'!'s, orR C's OR LESS IN TERMS OF THE
PREDICTION VARIABLE OF ENGLISH USAGE.

HyPoTHES IS 1D. THERE 1S NO SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCE
BETWEEN STUDENTS (BOTH MALE AND FEMALE ELEMENTARY AND SECON~-
DARY ) WHO RECEIVE A's, B's, OR C'S OR LESS IN TERMS OF THE

PREDICTION VARIABLE OF SPELLING.



HrPoTHES 1S 1E. THERE 1S NO SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCE
BETWEEN STUDENTS (BOTH MALE AND FEMALE ELEMENTARY AND SECON-
DARY) WHO RECEIVE A's, B's, oR C's OR LESS IN TERMS OF THE
PREDICTION VARIABLE OF READING.

HYPOTHES IS 1F. THERE IS NO SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCE
BETWEEN STUDENTS (BOTH MALE AND FEMALE ELEMENTARY AND SECON-
DARY ) WHO RECEIVE A's, B's, orR C's OR LESS IN TERMS OF THE
PREDICTION VARIABLE OF ARITHMETIC.

HYPOTHES 15 2A. THERE 1S NO SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCE
BETWEEN STUDENTS (ALL MALE AND FEMALE ELEMENTARY) WHO RECEIVE
A's, B's, or C's OR’LESS IN TERMS OF THE PREDICTION VARIABLE
OF OVERALL GPA,

HYPOTHES 1S 2B, THERE 1S NO SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCE
BETWEEN STUDENTS (ALL MALE AND FEMALE ELEMENTARY) WHO RECEIVE
A's, B's, orR C's OR LESS IN TERMS OF THE PREDICTION VARIABLE
OF PROFESSIONAL EDUCATION SEQUENCE GPA.

HyPoTHES IS 2C. THERE 1S NO SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCE
BETWEEN STUDENTS (ALL MALE AND FEMALE ELEMENTARY) WHO RECEIVE
A's, B's, oR C's OR LESS IN TERMS OF THE PREDICTION VARIABLE
OF ENGLISH USAGE.

HrpPpoTHES 1S 2D. THERE 1S NO SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCE
BETWEEN STUDENTS ( ALL MALE AND FEMALE ELEMENTARY) WHO RECEIVE
A's, B's, or C's OoR LESS IN TERMS OF THE PREDICTION VARIABLE

OF SPELLING,



HypPoTHES IS 2E, THERE IS NO SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCE
BETWEEN STUDENTS (ALL MALE AND FEMALE ELEMENTARY) WHO RECEIVE
A's, B's, orR C's OR LESS IN TERMS OF THE PREDICTION VARIABLE
OF READING.

HYyPOTHESIS 2F. THERE IS NO SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCE
BETWEEN STUDENTS ( ALL MALE AND FEMALE ELEMENTARY) WHO RECE IVE
A's, B's, oR C's OR LESS (N TERMS OF THE PREDICTION VARIABLE
OF ARITHMETIC,

HypoTHES 1S 3A. THERE IS NO SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCE
BETWEEN STUDENTS (MALE ELEMENTARY) WHO RECEIVE A's, B's, oR
C's OR LESS IN TERMS OF THE PREDICTION VARIABLE OF OVERALL GPA.

HyPOTHEStS 3B. THERE IS NO SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCE
BETWEEN STUDENTS (MALE ELEMENTARY) WHO RECEIVE A's, B's, orR
C's OR LESS IN TERMS OF THE PREDICTION VARIABLE OF PROFESSICNAL
EDUCATION SEQUENCE,

HrpoTHEStS 3C. THERE IS NO SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCE
BETWEEN STUDENTS {MALE ELEMENTARY) WHO RECEIVE A's, B's, or
C's OR LESS IN TERMS OF THE PREDICTION VARIABLE OF ENGLISH
USAGE.,

HypoTHEStS 3D. THERE IS NO SIGNIFICANT DI!FFERENCE
BETWEEN STUDENTS (MALE ELEMENTARY) WHO RECEIVE A's, B's, OR

C's OR LESS IN TERMS OF THE PREDICTION VARIABLE OF SPELLING,

10



HyPoTHES IS 3E., THERE S NO SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCE
BETWEEN STUDENTS (MALE ELEMENTARY) WHO RECEIVE A's, B's, oOR
C's OR LESS IN TERMS OF THE PREOICTION VARIABLE OF READING,

HYyPOTHES IS 3F., THERE 1S NO SIGNJFICANT DIFFERENCE
BETWEEN STUDENTS (MALE ELEMENTARY ) WHO RECE[VE Als, B's, oOR
C's OR LESS [N TERMS OF THE PREDICTION VARIABLE OF ARITHMETIC.

HyPoTHES 1S 4A. THERE 1S NO SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCE
BETWEEN STUDENTS (FEMALE ELEMENTARY) WHO RECEIVE A's, B's, OR
C's OR LESS IN TERMS OF THE PREDICTION VARIABLE OF OVERALL GPA.

HYyPOTHES IS 4B, THERE IS NO SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCE
BETWEEN STUDENTS (FEMALE ELEMENTARY) WHO RECEIVE A's, B's, OR
C's OR LESS IN TERMS OF THE PREDICTION VARIABLE OF PROFESS {ONAL
EDUCATION SEQUENCE GPA.

HypoTHES 1S 4C. THERE 1S NO SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCE
BETWEEN STUDENTS (FEMALE ELEMENTARY) WHO RECE IVE A's, B's, oR
C's OR LESS IN TERMS OF THE PREDICTION VARIABLE OF ENGLISH
US AGE

HyrpoTHES IS 4D, THERE JS NO SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCE
BETWEEN STUDENTS (FEMALE ELEMENTARY) WHO RECEIVE A's, B's, oRr
C's OR LESS IN TERMS OF THE PREDICTION VARIABLE OF SPELLING.

HypoTHES 1S 4E. THERE S NO SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCE
BETWEEN STUDENTS (FEMALE ELEMENTARY) WHO RECEIVE A's, B's, or

C's OR LESS IN TERMS OF THE PREDICTION VARIABLE OF READING.,

"



HyPOTHES 1S 4F. THERE 1S NO SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCE

BETWEEN STUDENTS (FEMALE ELEMENTARY) WHO RECEIVE A's, B's, oR

C's OR LESS IN TERMS OF THE PREDICTION VARIABLE OF ARITHMETIC.

HyPoTHES 1S 5A., THERE IS NO SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCE
BETWEEN STUDENTS ( ALL MALE AND FEMALE SECONDARY) WHO RECEIVE
A's, B's, oR C'S OR LESS IN TERMS OF THE PREDICTION VARIABLE
OF OVERALL GPA.

HyPoTHES IS 5B, THERE S NO SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCE
BETWEEN STUDENTS (ALL MALE AND FEMALE SECONDARY) WHO RECEIVE
A's, B's, orR C's OR LESS IN TERMS OF THE PREDICTION VARI!ABLE
OF PROFESSJIONAL EDUCATION SEQUENCE GPA,

HypoTHES 1S 5C. THERE 1S NO SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCE
BETWEEN STUDENTS (ALL MALE AND FEMALE SECONDARY) WHO RECEIVE
A's, B's, or C's OR LESS IN TERMS OF THE PREDICTION VARIABLE
OF ENGLISH USAGE.,

HrpoTHES1S 5D. THERE IS NO SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCE
BETWEEN STUDENTS (ALL MALE AND FEMALE SECONDARY) WHO RECEIVE
A's, B's, oR C's OR LESS IN TERMS OF THE PREDICTION VARIABLE
SPELLING.

HyPoTHES IS S5E. THERE S NO SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCE
BETWEEN STUDENTS {ALL MALE AND FEMALE SECONDARY) WHO RECEIVE
A's, B's, orR C'S OR LESS IN TERMS OF THE PREDICTION VARIABLE

OF READING,.

oF
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HYyPOTHES IS 5F. THERE IS NO SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCE
BETWEEN STUDENTS (ALL MALE AND FEMALE SECONDARY) WHO RECE IVE
A's, B's, or C's OR LESS IN TERMS OF THE PREDICTION VARIABLE
OF ARITHMETIC,

HYyPOTHES IS 6A. THERE 1S NO SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCE
BETWEEN STUDENTS (ALL MALE SECONDARY) WHO RECEIVE A's, B's,
OR C'S,0R LESS IN TERMS OF THE PREDICTION VARIABLE OF
OVERALL GPA.

HyPoTHES IS 6Be THERE S NO SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCE
BETWEEN STUDENTS (ALL MALE SECONDARY) WHO RECEIVE A's, Bls,
OR C's OR LESS IN TERMS OF THE PREDICTION VARIABLE OF PROFESS IONAL
EDUCATION SEQUENCE GPA.

HypoTHES IS 6Ce THERE 1S NO SIGNIFJCANT DIFFERENCE
BETWEEN STUDENTS (ALL MALE SECONDARY) WHO RECEIVE A's, B's,
OR C's OR LESS IN TERMS OF THE PREDICTION VARIABLE OF
ENGLISH USAGE,

HrpoTHES 1S 60, THERE 1S NO SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCE
BETWEEN STUDENTS { ALL MALE SECONDARY) WHO RECEIVE A's, B's,
OR C'S OR LESS IN TERMS OF THE PREDICTION VARIABLE OF
SPELLING.

HypoTHES 1S 6E., THERE 1S NO SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCE
BETWEEN STUDENTS ( ALL MALE SECONDARY) WHO RECEIVE A's, B's,

OR C'S OR LESS IN TERMS OF THE PREDICTION VARIABLE OF READING.
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HYPOTHES IS 6F. THERE IS NO SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCE
BETWEEN STUDENTS (ALL MALE SECONDARY) WHO RECEIVE A's, B's,
OR C's OR LESS IN TERMS OF THE PREDICTION VARIABLE OF
AR ITHMETIC,

HYPOTHES IS 7A. THERE 1S NO SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCE
BETWEEN STUDENTS (ALL FEMALE SECONDARY) WHO RECEIVE A's, B's,
OR C's OR LESS IN TERMS OF THE PREDICTION VARIABLE OF
OVERALL GPA.

HYPOTHES IS 7B, THERE 1S NO SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCE
BETWEEN STUDENTS (ALL FEMALE SECONDARY) WHO RECEIVE A's, Bls,
OR C's OR LESS IN TERMS OF THE PREDICTION VARIABLE OF
PROFESSIONAL EDUCATION SEQUENCE GPA.

HypoTHES1S 7C. THERE IS NO SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCE
BETWEEN STUDENTS ( ALL FEMALE SECONDARY) WHO RECEIVE A's, B's,
oR C's OR LESS IN TERMS OF THE PREDICTION VARIABLE OF
ENGLISH USAGE.

HypoTHES IS 7D. THERE 1S NO SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCE
BETWEEN STUDENTS (ALL FEMALE SECONDARY) WHO RECEIVE A's, B's, oR
C's OR LESS IN TERMS OF THE PREDICTION VARIABLE OF
SPELLING,

HypoTHES 1S 7E. THERE IS NO SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCE
BETWEEN STUDENTS (ALL FEMALE SECONDARY) WHO RECEIVE A's, B's,
OR C'S OR LESS IN TERMS OF THE PREDICTION VARIABLE OF

READING.



HypoTHEStS 7F. THERE 1S NO SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCE
BETWEEN STUDENTS (ALL FEMALE SECONDARY) WHO RECEIVE A's, B's
or C's OR LESS IN TERMS OF THE PREDICTION VARIABLE OF
AR 1 THMETIC.

HypoTHES 1S BA., THERE IS NO SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCE
BETWEEN STUDENTS (ALL ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY MALES ) WHO
RECEIVE A's, B's, or C's OR LESS IN TERMS OF THE PREDICTION
VARIABLE OF OVERALL GPA,

HypoTHES 1S 8B. THERE 1S NO SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCE
BETWEEN STUDENTS (ALL ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY MALES) WHO
RECEIVE A's, B's, or C'S OR LESS IN TERMS OF THE PREDICTION
VARIABLE OF PROFESSIONAL EDUCATION SEQUENCE GPA.

HypoTHEsi1s 8C. THERE IS NO SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCE
BETWEEN STUBENTS (ALL ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY MALES ) WHO
RECEIVE A's, B's, or C's OR LESS IN TERMS OF THE PREDICTION
VARIABLE OF ENGLISH USAGE.

HypoTHES IS 80. THERE 1S NO SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCE
BETWEEN STUDENTS (ALL ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY MALES ) WHO
RECEIVE A's, B's, oR C'S OR LESS IN TERMS OF THE PREDICTION
VARIABLE OF SPELLING.

HypoTHES 1S 8E. THERE IS NO SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCE
BETWEEN STUDENTS ( ALL ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY MALES) WHO
RECEIVE A's, B's, orR C'S OR LESS IN TERMS OF THE PREDICTION

VAR IABLE OF READING.
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HrPoTHES IS 8F, THERE 1S NO SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCE
BETWEEN STUDENTS (ALL ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY MALES) WHO
RECEIVE A's, B's, or C's OR LESS IN TERMS OF THE PREDICTION
VARIABLE OF ARITHMETIC,

HyPoTHESIS SA. THERE IS NO SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCE
BETWEEN STUDENTS (ALL ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY FEMALES) WHO
RECEIVE A's, B's, orR C's OR LESS IN TERMS OF THE PREDICTION
VARIABLE OF OVERALL GPA,

HYPOTHES 1S ©B., THERE IS NO SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCE
BETWEEN STUDENTS (ALL ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY FEMALES) WHO
RECEIVE A's, B's, orR C's OR LESS IN TERMS OF THE PREDICTION
VARIABLE OF PROFESSIONAL EDUCATION SEQUENCE GPA.

HYPOTHES 1S 2C. THERE IS NO SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCE
BETWEEN STUDENTS (ALL ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY FEMALES) WHO
RECEIVE A's, B's, or C's OR LESS IN TERMS OF THE PREDICTION
VARIABLE OF ENGL1SH USAGE.

HyPoTHES 1S 9D, THERE 1S NO SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCE
BETWEEN STUDENTS (ALL ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY FEMALES) WHO
RECEIVE A's, B's, OR C's OR LESS IN TERMS OF THE PREDICTION
VAR 1ABLE OF SPELLING.

HyPOTHES 1S 9E., THERE 1S NO SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCE
BETWEEN STUDENTS ( ALL ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY FEMALES ) WHO
RECEIVE A's, B's, oR C's OR LESS IN TERMS OF THE PREDICTION

VARIABLE OF READING.
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HyrPoTHES 1S 9F. THERE IS NO SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCE
BETWEEN STUDENTS (ALL ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY FEMALES ) WHO
RECEIVE A's, B's, oR C's OR LESS IN TERMS OF THE PREDICTION

VARIABLE OF ARITHMETIC,

ANALYS 1S OF RESULTS

AN IBM COMPUTER T TEST, DESIGNED AND MAINTAINED
BY THE COMPUTER CENTER OF CWSC, WAS USED TO DETERMINE THE
SIGNIFICANCE OF THE MEAN DIFFERENCE BETWEEN THE SUCCESS
GROoUuPsS OF A, B, AND C OR LESS WiITH RESPECT TO THE

SELECTION CRITERIA.
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CHAPTER |

REVIEW OF LITERATURE

WITHIN THIS SECTION, IT IS THE INTENTION TO PRESENT MORE
THAN THOSE RESEARCH ATTEMPTS WHICH ARE SPECIFICALLY RELATED
TO THE PROPOSED PROBLEM OF PREDICTING SUCCESS IN STUDENT
TEACHING, THE ENTIRE FIELD OF TEACHING COMPETENCY AND
EFFICIENCY 1S EXPOSED WHEN ONE ATTEMPTS TO DEAL WITH A
SPECIFIC VARIABLE SUCH AS THE PREDICTION OF SUCCESS OR NON-
SUCCESS IN STUDENT TEACHING ON THE BASIS OR AN EDUCATIONAL
PROGRAM'S SCREENING CRITERIA. THOSE WHICH SEEM MOST RELEVANT

AND RELATED ARE HEREIN PRESENTED.

EARLY HisSTORY OF PREDICTION
As EARLY AS 1906 MERIAM FORESAW THE DESIRABILITY OF
PREDICTING TEACHING SUCCESS. N AN ATTEMPT TO AVOID SUBJEC-
TIVE CLASSROOM EVALUATION TECHNIQUES MER1aM (1906) COLLECTED
THE ACADEMIC RECORDS OF 1,185 STUDENTS OF SEVERAL ''NORMAL'
SCHOOLS., A COMPARISON OF TEACHING SUCCESS, AS JUDGED BY THE
TEACHERS' PRINCIPALS, AND SCHOOL RECORDS, INDICATED A
NON=S IGNIFICANT RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN THE TWO VARIABLES.,
WHITNEY (1924) EXTENDED MERIAM'S [DEA OF PREDICTING

TEACHING SUCCESS BY ATTEMPTING TO IDENTIFY MORE CONCRETE



PREDICTION VARIABLES. WHITNEY (1924) REPORTS LOW POSITIVE
CORRELATIONS BETWEEN TEACHING SUCCESS AND SUCH CRITERIA AS
INTELLIGENCE TEST SCORES, OVERALL GRADE POINT AVERAGE, GRADES
IN PROFESSIONAL EDUCATION SEQUENCE COURSES, AND GRADES IN UPPER
DIVISION COURSES. WHITNEY {1924) REPORTS A CORRELATION OF .23
BETWEEN GRADES OBTAINED IN STUDENT TEACHING AND RATINGS GIVEN 1IN
ACTUAL TEACHING., THE SIGNIFICANCE OF THIS RELATIONSHIP CAN BE
INTERPRETED BY STATING THAT THE SCORES IN THE COMPLEX ACTIVITY
OF '""STUDENT TEACHING'' CORRELATE POSJTIVELY WITH MARKS IN THE
COMPLEX ACTIVITY OF ''/REAL TEACHING.'' THIS FACT, HOWEVER, IS
GREATLY REDUCED 1IN IMPORTANCE BY THE ABSENCE OF INFORMAT]ON
CONCERNING WHAT THESE TWO COMPLEX FUNCTIONS INCLUDE,

Tiees (1928) ATTEMPTED TO DRAW TOGETHER OTHER
VARIABLES OF POSSIBLE IMPORTANCE IN PREDICTING TEACHING
SUCCESS. HE FOUND NEGATIVE RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN SUCCESS IN
STUDENT TEACHING AND A CANDIDATE'S LETTERS OF RECOMMENDATION,
LETTERS OF APPLICATION AND/OR TEST PERFORMANCE. TIEGS {1928)
RESEARCH DOES NOT SPECIFY HOW THE PREDICTICN CRITERIA WERE
WEIGHTED OR EVALUATED.

SoDERQUIST {1235) ATTEMPTED TO FIND A RELATIONSHIP
BETWEEN HIGH SCHOOL SUCCESS, AS DEFINED BY PARTICIPATION IN
EXTRACURRICULAR ACTIVITIES AND LATTER SUCCESS IN ACTUAL

TEACHING, HE REPORTED THAT NO SIGNIFICANT RELATIONSHIP EXISTED
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BETWEEN THESE TWO VARIABLES. SODERQUIST (1935) FAILED AS DID
WHITNEY (1924) aAND TiEGS (1928) TO EXPLICITLY DEFINE EJTHER THE
PREREQUISITE SKJLLS OR THE SUCCESS CRITERION INVOLVED.

CERTAINLY IT 1S POSSIBLE TO HAVE A CORRELATION AS HIGH
AS .7 BETWEEN ANY VARIABLE AND EACH OF ANOTHER PAIR OF VARIABLES
AND YET HAVE NO CORRELATION BETWEEN THE VARIABLES COMPRIS ING
THE PAIR. THEREFORE, EVEN IF A HIGH CORRELATION WOULD BE FOUND
BETWEEN STUDENT TEACHING SUCCESS AND ACTUAL TEACHING SUCCESS,
THERE IS NO ASSURANCE A CORRELATION BETWEEN ANY VARIABLE(S)

AND STUDENT TEACHING SUCCESS WOULD HOLD TRUE BETWEEN THOSE
VARIABLES AND ACTUAL TEACHING SUCCESS.

BARR (1948) PRESENTS AN EXTENSIVE REVIEW OF THE RESEARCH
ACCOMPLISHED PRIOR TO 1948, HE IDENTIFIES AND COMPARES SEVERAL
SUCCESS CRITERIA WITH VARIOUS PREREQUISITE SKILLS AND CITES
THE NUMBER OF TIMES A SPECIFIC TYPE OF CORRELATION WAS FOUND
PRIOR TO 1948, TOGETHER WITH THE SIGNIFICANCE OF EACH STUDY
WITH REGARD TO THE RESULT REFLECTING EITHER POSITIVE (P),
NEGATIVE (N), orR ZERO (Z) CORRELATION.

TWO PREREQUISITE SKILLS AND TWO COMPARATIVE CRITERION
FROM BARR'S STUDY WHICH RELATE TO THE PRESENT RESEARCH ARE

HEREIN PRESENTED.



CRITERION 1 CRITERION 2
STUDENT TEACHING OvERALL COLLEGE
GRADES GPA

(p) (N)  (2) (p) (N) (Z)

METHODS AND
PROCEDURES COURSES 8 4] 0 2 4] 4]

SKILL IN READING L 0 0 0 4] 4]

THESE RESULTS WOULD INDICATE THAT METHODS AND PROCEDURES
COURSES ARE POSITIVELY CORRELATED WITH SUCCESS IN STUDENT
TEACHING.

IN ANOTHER PART OF HIS RESEARCH, BARR (1948) COMPARED
THE ENGLISH USAGE AND READING SECTIONS OF THE COOPERATIVE
ENGLISH TEST WITH STUDENT TEACHING GRADES., THE RESULTS
INDICATED A LOW POSITIVE CORRELATION BETWEEN THESE VARIABLES
AND SUCCESS IN TEACHING. HERE AGAIN, AS WITH WHITNEY (1924),
Tiecs (1928) anp SooerQuisT (1935), BARR'S RESULTS INDICATE
A LOW CORRELATED RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN CERTAIN SPECIFIED
PREREQUISITE SKILLS AND SUCCESS IN STUDENT TEACHING., THE
SERIOUS DRAWBACK OF THESE STUDIES IS THE INABILITY T USE
THE RESULTS FOR PREDICTIVE PURPOSES OF STUDENTS WITH SiMILAR

PROFILES BECAUSE THE CORRELATION 1S TOO LOW.
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SOME RESEARCHERS, BEST (1948), Tink (1960) AaND Fox
(1961) HAVE ATTEMPTED TO ISOLATE VAR!ABLES RELATED TO FACTORS
WHICH INFLUENCE STUDENTS TO CHOOSE TEACHER EDUCATION AS AN
ACADEMIC MAJOR, BEST (1948) PRESENTS THE POSITION THAT THE
RESULTS OF RESEARCH IN TEACHER CHOICE ARE CONTRADICTORY SBECAUSE
THERE IS NO CONSISTENT PATTERN OF CHOICE RATINGS. HE CITES
THE VARIOUS SELECTION AND ADMISS ION STANDARDS THAT PREVAIL 1IN
VARIOUS TEACHER TRAINING INSTITUTIONS AS A POSSIBLE EXPLANA-
TION OF THE INCONSISTENT PATTERN OF RATING.

AS AN INDEPENDENT OBSERVATION, BEST (1948) SUPPORTS THE
RATHER TENTATIVE POSITION THAT RIGID TEACHER TRAINEE SELECTION
PRACTICES ENHANCE THE QUALITATIVE ASPECTS OF CANDIDATES REGARDING
TEACHING SKILLS. WITHIN THE CONTEXT OF THIS REVIEW OF LITERATURE
THERE APPEARED NO EVIDENCE TO SUPPORT THIS POSITION.

Tink (1960) PRESENTS FOUR RATING CRITERIA WHICH HE
FOUND TO BE THE MOST SIGNIFICANT REASONS FOR STUDENTS SELECTING
EDUCATION AS A MAJOR., THE FOUR CRITERIA IN ORDER OF RANKED
IMPORTANCE WERE AS FOLLOWS:

1« TEACHING IS INTERESTING AND SATISFYING.

2. TEACHING IS CHALLENGING AND IMAGINATIVE.

3. TEACHING ALLOWS ONE TO WORK WITH A FAVORITE

ACADEMIC SUBJECT.

4, TEACHING ALLOWS ONE TO WORK WITH PUPILS.,
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IN A SIMILAR BUT MORE EXTENSIVE STUDY, Fox {1961)
EXAMINED SEVEN CRITERIA WHICH HE FOUND GREATLY INFLUENCED THE
SELECTION OF EDUCATION AS A MAJOR COURSE OF STUDY. THE CRITERIA
AND THEIR RANKED ORDER OF IMPORTANCE WERE AS FOLLOWS:

1. DESIRE TO WORK WITH CHILDREN AND ADOLESCENTS.

2. LIKE FOR A PARTICULAR ACADEMIC SUBJECT.

2. OPPORTUNITY TO MOVE AROUND IN A FIELD.

4, INCREASING SALARY TREND.

5. VOCATIONAL INTEREST TEST SCORES.

6. USE AS A STEPPING STONE.

7. MEMBERSHIP IN A FUTURE TEACHER OF AMERICA (FTA)

GROUP,

ON THE BASIS OF THE APPARENT REVERSAL OF EVIDENCE REGARDING
THE REASONS WHY STUDENTS CHOOSE TEACHER EDUCATION AS PRESENTED
By Fox (1961) ano Tink (1960), IT IS POSSIBLE THAT THE EXPLANA-
TION OFFERED BY BEST (1948) OF DIFFERING SELECTION AND ADMISSION
POLICIES MAY BE TENABLE IF THE EXPLANATION 1S EXTENDED TO
INCLUDE THE DIFFERENT INSTITUTIONAL PHILOSOPHIES, REGARDING THE
VALUES OF EDUCATION, WHICH STUDENTS TEND TO INCORPORATE AS
PART OF THEIR OWN EDUCATIONAL VALUE SYSTEM.,

NOTHERN (1958) UTILIZED A RATHER UNIQUE APPROACH IN
CONTRAST TO Fox (1961) AnND TiNk (1960) TO EXAMINE THE CHARAC=

TERISTICS OF TEACHER CANDIDATES.,



NoTHERN (1958) COMPARED MALE AND FEMALE CANDIDATES
WITH FOUR OTHER DECLARED MAJOR GROUPS ON THE FOLLOWING
CRITERIA:

1. ACE PSYCHOLOGICAL EXAMINATION

2. BRS ENGLISH TEST

3. HIGH SCHOOL GRADE POINT AVERAGE

4, CUMULATIVE COLLEGE GRADE POINT AVERAGE

THE RESULTS OF NOTHERN'S RESEARCH IND|CATED THAT FOR
MALES ALL FOUR OTHER GROUPS SCORED SIGNIFICANTLY HIGHER ON THE
DIFFERENTIATING CRITERIA. THERE WAS NO SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCE
BETWEEN FEMALE TEACHER CANDIDATES AND THE OTHER DECLARED MAJOR
GROUPS WITH REGARD TO THE CRITERIA. ONE WOULD HAVE TO USE
EXTREME CAUTION IN GENERAL{IZING THE RESULTS OF THIS STUDY
TO THE GENERAL POPULATION OF MALE TEACHER CANDIDATES; HOWEVER,
ONE COULD SAY THAT THERE APPEARS TO BE SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES
BE TWEEN MALE TEACHER EDUCATION CANDIDATES AND OTHER DECLARED
MAJOR GROUPS IN REGARD TO THE AFOREMENTIONED CRITERIA., No

OTHER EVIDENCE IN THE LITERATURE WAS FOUND TO SUPPORT THIS
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RESULT, AND REPLICATION OF THE STUDY WOULD SEEM TO BE IMPERATIVE

PRIOR TO USING THE RESULTS AS PREDICTIVE EVIDENCE. THE STUDY
IS SEEMINGLY FURTHER REDUCED IN SIGNIFICANCE BECAUSE NOTHERN

(1958) DID NOT EXAMINE THE RELAT|ONSHIP BETWEEN SUCCESSFUL AND
NON-SUCCESSFUL TEACHERS ON THE BASIS OF THEIR DIFFERENTIATING

SCORES .



ELLts (1961) HYPOTHES IZED THAT THERE WAS A SIGNIFICANT
DIFFERENCE BETWEEN SUCCESSFUL TEACHERS AND NON-SUCCESSFUL
TEACHERS ON THE FOLLOWING CRITERIA: OVERALL COLLEGE GRADE
POINT AVERAGE, GRADES IN GENERAL EDUCATION COURSES, GRADES
OBTAINED IN STUDENT TEACHING, AND GRADES IN PROFESSIONAL
EDUCATION SEQUENCE COURSES, BUILDING PRINCIPALS, USING
THEIR OWN SUCCESS CRITERIA, JUDGED WHICH TEACHERS WERE
SUCCESSFUL AND WHICH WERE NON-SUCCESSFUL. A COMPARISON
OF THE SUCCESS AND NON-SUCCESS GROUPS WiTH ELLIS? (1961)
HYPOTHES IZED DIFFERENTIATING CRITERIA INDJCATED A NONSIG-
NIFICANT DIFFERENCE BETWEEN GROUPS, THAT 1S, THE ARBITRARY
CRITERIA AS DEFINED BY ELL1S (1961) APPEARED NOT TO BE
SENSITIVE TO THE PERFORMANCE DIFFERENCE BETWEEN SUCCESSFUL
AND NON-SUCCESSFUL TEACHERS, AS JUDGED BY THE TEACHERS'
BUILDING PRINCIPALS.

A CONTRASTING EXPLANATION TO THAT OF ELLis' (1961)
TENTATIVE POSITION MIGHT RELATE TO THE CRITERIA USED BY THE
BUILDING PRINCIPALS TO DIFFERENTIATE BETWEEN THE TWO GROUPS,
THAT 1S, THE EXP?RIMENTAL DESIGN MAY HAVE CONTRIBUTED MORE TO
THE REFUTATION OF THE HYPOTHESIS THAN THE DIFFERENTIATING
CRITERIA USED, THIS EXPLANATION SEEMS TENABLE CONSIDERING
THAT WHiTNEY (1924) FOUND A POSITIVE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN
TWO OF THE CRITERIA THAT ELLtS (1961) USED AND TEACHING

SUCCESS .
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SEAGOE (1957) FOUND THAT PROSPECTIVE TEACHERS REJECTED
FROM A TEACHER EDUCATION PROGRAM ON THE BAS1S OF A FACULTY
COMMITTEE 'S RECOMMENDATION AND LOW SCORES ON THE GOWAN TEACHER
PROGNOS IS SCALE TENDED TO HAVE HIGHER VERBAL INTELLIGENCE
SCORES AS MEASURED BY THE MILLER ANALOGIES TEST THAN THOSE
WHO WERE ACCEPTED.

IT wouLD APPEAR THAT ELLIS (1261) anD SeEAGOE (1957)
ARE EXAMINING DIFFERENT VARIABLES UNDERLYING THE SELECTION OF
EDUCATION AS AN ACADEMIC MAJOR, WITH THE RESULT THAT NEITHER
RESEARCH ATTEMPT SUPPORTS THE OTHER.

INITIAL CAREER CHOICES, SUGGESTS KuslE (1953) ARE

DETERMINED NEITHER BY REALISTIC KNOWLEDGE OF THE FIELD NOR OF

ONESELF IN RELATION TO THE FIELD. KUBIE SUPPORTS THE DIVERGENT

POSETION THAT CAREER CHOICE IS BASED UPON FANTASIES REGARDING
THE CAREER. (CURRENT EDUCATIONAL PRACTICES WOULD TEND TO
PARTIALLY SUPPORT KUBIE'S POSITION AS THERE 1S LITTLE OR NO
OPPORTUNITY FOR STUDENTS TO EXPERIENCE THE AFFECTIVE MEANING
OF A GIVEN OCCUPATION,. )

MiLLER (1955) SUGGESTS THAT STUDENTS TEND TO SELECT
CAREERS ON THE BASIS OF MODEL ING THEMSELVES AFTER SIGNIFICANT
OTHERS., THIS POSITION WOULD TEND TO SUPPORT KuBIE's (1953)
POSITION OF FANTASY INVOLVEMENT, IF ONE ACCEPTS THE POSITION
THAT DESIRING TO BE LIKE SOMEONE PERCEIVED AS SIGNIFICANT

IS RELATED TO A FANTASY REACTION.
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MANY OF THE STUDIES REPORTED THUS FAR HAVE SEEMINGLY
SUPPORTED THE POSITION THAT THERE ARE SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES
BETWEEN TEACHER AND NON=TEACHER CANDIDATES AND BETWEEN SUCCESS~-
FUL AND NON-SUCCESSFUL TEACHERS. THE SITUATION EXISTS, HOWEVER,
WHEREIN ONE STUDY TENDS TO SUPPORT A GENERAL HYPOTHESIS AND
ANOTHER TENDS TO RETURE THE SAME RELATIVE POSITION, (1T SEEMS
APPARENT THAT ONE FACTOR UNDERLYING THIS CONTRADICTION OF
EVIDENCE 1S A LACK OF OPERATIONAL DEFINITION WITHIN THE RESEARCH
DESIGNS. THAT IS, EACH STUDY APPEARS TO BE IN THE SAME
GENERAL AREA OF CONCERN, BUT EACH APPEARS TO USE DIFFERENT
PREDICTIVE CRITERIA, DIFFERENT SUCCESS CRITERIA, AND DIFFERENT
PERFORMANCE CRITER!A, WITH THE O0OBVIOUS OUTCOME OF CONTRADICTORY
RESULTS.)

RELATIVE TO THIS POSITION, DURFLINGER (1963) PROPOSES
THAT THE LACK OF REPLICATION OF STUDIES IS A SIGNIFICANT FACTOR
IN ACCOUNTING FOR THE GREAT AMOUNT OF CONTRADICTORY EVIDENCE
REGARD ING THE PREDICTION OF TEACHER SUCCESS., HE SUGGESTS
THAT SINCE NO TWO RESEARCHERS SEEM TO USE THE SAME SCREENING
CRITER1A, SUCCESS CRITERIA, OR TO MAKE USE OF POPULATIONS THAT
COULD BE JUDGED COMPARABLE, IT IS DIFFICULT TO ASCERTAIN
WHETHER ANY GENUINE DIRECTIONS IN THE CURRENT FINDIiNGS MAY

BE DETECTED.
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GOowAN (1955) PREVIOUSLY NOTED THIS FACT AND REINFORCED
IT BY SUGGESTING THAT ANY RELIABILITY CHECK ON THE PREDICTIVE
CRITERIA OF TEACHER TRAINEES [S HAMPERED BY THE SUBJECTIVE
NATURE OF MOST SUCCESS CRITERION RATING TECHNIQUES. (SUBJECTIVE
REFERRING TO AUTHORITY FIGURES SUCH AS BUILDING PRINCIPALS AND
TRAINING PROFESSORS.) THE TENDENCY, SUGGESTS Gowan (1955),
1S FOR THE RATINGS TO MEASURE THE IDENTIFICATION PATTERN OF THE
RATER, (FOR EXAMPLE, SOCIAL RELATIONSHIP TO THE SUBJECT)

RATHER THAN THE PERFORMANCE EFFECTIVENESS OF THE TEACHER.

Tiegs (1S28) STATES THAT THE EVALUATION OF TEACHING
SUCCESS HAS CONSISTED OF TAKING A SOMEWHAT ARBITRARY LIST OF
FACTORS, RATHER GENERAL IN NATURE, AND UNDEFINED EITHER I[N
GENERAL TERMS OR IN TERMS OF THE VARYING DEGREES IN WHICH
EVIDENCE OF THEM MIGHT BE EXPECTED TO MANIFEST ITSELF, AND THEN
GUESSING AT WHAT THE ANSWER SHOULD BE,

CONSIDERING WHAT DURFLINGER (1963) anD Gowan (1955) ARE
SAYING SOME THIRTY YEARS SUBSEQUENT TO TIEGS (1928), PERHAPS
TIEGS ! POSITION WAS STILL TENABLE,

Symonps (1955) IN A MORE CLINICAL ORIENTATION, SUGGESTS
THAT THE MAJORITY OF WORK PERFORMED BY THE CLASSROOM TEACHER
IS NOT AMENABLE TO OBJECTIVE OBSERVATION, HENCE THE BASIC
DETERMINANTS ARE TO BE FOUND IN THE PERSONALITY STRUCTURE OF

THE TEACHER RATHER THAN IN THE PERFORMANCE BEHAVIOR OF THE

TEACHER.
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PERSONALITY FACTORS AS PREDICTORS

GETZELS AND JACKSON (1963) PRESENT A HIGHLY INTEGRATED
AND MEANINGFUL SERIES OF STUDJIES DEALING WITH VARIOUS METHODS
OF EVALUATING PERSONALITY STRUCTURE, IT IS THE INTENTION WITHIN
THIS SECTION OF THE REVIEW OF LITERATURE TO PRESENT THE MOST
RELEVANT STUDIES WITHIN EACH AREA,
ATTITUDE

THE INSTRUMENT MOST WIDELY USED IN MEASURING THE
TEACHER ATTITUDES HAS BEEN THE MINNESOTA TEACHER ATTITUDE
INVENTORY (MTAL ).

CaLLis (1950), usING A FORM OF THE MTAl, DESIGNED A
STUDY TO EXAMINE THE STABILITY OF CERTAIN ATTITUDES OF FOUR
SELECT GROUPS OF SUBJECTS., THE GROUPS WERE AS FOLLOWS:

1. CONTROLS = 57 FIRST QUARTER JUNIORS (CON).

2. EXPERIMENTAL - 175 FIRST QUARTER JUN1ORS (EXA).

3. EXPERIMENTAL - 147 FIRST QUARTER SENIORS (EXB).

4., EXPERIMENTAL - 137 BEGINNING TEACHERS (EXC).

EACH GROUP WAS TESTED TWICE, THE CONTROL GROUP 10 DAYS
APART AND THE THREE EXPERIMENTAL GROUPS SIX MONTHS APART.

THE RESULTS INDICATED THAT:

1. ALL GROUPS MADE SIGMIFICANT CHANGES IN MEAN

INVENTORY SCORES,
2. THE CONTROL GROUP, EXA, AND EXB SHOWED AN

INCREASE IN MEAN SCORE BETWEEN TESTINGS.
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3. THE EXC GROUP SHOWED A DECREASE IN MEAN SCORE
BETWEEN TESTINGS.

4, THE EXA GROUP INCREASE WAS SIGNIFICANT AT THE
.07 LEVEL OF CONFIDENCE,

5. THE EXC GROUP DECREASE WAS SIGNIFICANT AT THE
.01 LEVEL OF CONFIDENCE.

6. THERE WAS NO SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCE BETWEEN THE
CONTROL GROUP INCREASE AND EXB GROUP INCREASE.

IT wouLD APPEAR THAT TRAINING DURING THE JUNIOR YEAR
AFFECTS A SIGNIFICANT AND POSITIVE CHANGE REGARDING THE ATTITUDE
OF TEACHER TRAINEES TOWARD PUPILS. HOWEVER,THIS CHANGE SEEMS
TO REVERSE ITSELF AFTER A SHORT PERIOD OF ACTUAL TEACHING
EXPERIENCE., THIS EVIDENCE SUGGESTS THAT A POSITIVE ATTITUDE
TOWARD PUPILS 1S STABLE DURING THE JUNIOR-SENIOR YEAR, BUT THEN
CHANGES WHEN THE REALITIES OF TEACHING BECOME EVIDENT.

SEVERAL CONCLUSIONS SEEM APPARENT FROM THE RESULTS OF
THE RESEARCH. FiIRST, THE STUDENTS WHO SELECTED EDUCATION AS
A MAJOR DID NOT APPEAR AWARE OF WHAT TEACHER=PUPIL RELATIONSHIPS
CONSISTED OF AND SECONDLY, IT WOULD APPEAR THAT THE TRAINING
INSTITUTION WAS INSTRUMENTAL IN BUILDING A TEACHER-PUPIL ''SETV
FOR THE PROSPECTIVE STUDENT TEACHER.

THIRDLY, IT WOULD APPEAR THAT THE TRAINING INSTITU=
TIONS ARE NOT COMMUNICATING THE REALITJES OF WHAT TEACHER-PUPIL

RELATIONSHIPS ARE REALLY LIKE AS EVIDENCED BY THE SIGNIFICANT
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DECREASE IN MEAN SCORE OF THE EXC GROUP.

VALUES, INTERESTS, FAVORED ACTIVITIES. TANNER (1954),
USING THE ALLPORT-VERNON-LINDZEY STUDY OF VALUES, STUDIED
TWO GROUPS OF EDUCATION STUDENTS, ONE LABELED AS SUPERIOR AND
THE OTHER AS INFERIOR ON THE BASIS OF FACULTY RATINGS AND MTA|
RESPONSES., FEMALES RATED AS SUPERIOR WERE SIGNIFICANTLY LOWER
ON ECONOMIC AND HIGHER ON SOCIAL VALUES THAN THE INFERIOR
FEMALES. NO SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCE WAS REPORTED BETWEEN
SUPERIOR AND INFERIOR MALES.

Us ING THE KUDER PREFERENCE RECORD, HEDLUNE (1953)
REPORTS THAT GOOD TEACHERS, BOTHM MALE AND FEMALE, TEND TO SCORE
HIGHER ON THE PERSUASIVE CATEGORY THAN POOR TEACHERS., ASSESS-
MENTS OF GOOD AND POOR WERE OBTAINED BY OBSERVERS, SUPERVISORS,
AND PUPIL JUDGEMENTS.

STRONG, (1943) IN DISCUSSING THE STRONG VOCATIONAL
INTEREST BLANK, SUGGESTS THAT THE INSTRUMENT IS A MORE
SIGNIFICANT DISCRIMINATOR OF DIFFERENT TEACHING FIELDS THAN
IT IS OF ASSESSING GOOD OR BAD TEACHERS.

ADJUSTMENT NEEDS. MACLEAN, COWwAN & GowaN (1955), N AN
EXTENS IVE STUDY INVOLVING 1,700 UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA
EDUCATION STUDENTS, UTILIZED THE MINNESOTA MULTIPHASIC
PERSONALITY INVENTORY (MMPI) AS ONE OF A BATTERY OF SCREENING
TESTS. THE RESULTS OF THE STUDY IND{CATED THAT BOTH MEN AND

WOMEN EDUCATION MAJORS TENDED TO BE SLIGHTLY HIGH ON THE HYSTERIA,
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PsYcHOPATHIC DEVIATE, SCHIZOPHRENIA, AND HYPOMANIA SCALES.

HepbLuno (1953) FOUND THAT GOOD TEACHERS TENDED TO HAVE
LOWER MMP|] PARONOIA AND LIE SCORES THAN POOR TEACHERS. THE
MEASURES OF GOOD AND POOR WERE BASED UPON COMPOSITE RATINGS BY
THE TEACHER'S SUPERVISOR, AN ''EXPERT!'" OBSERVER, THE TEACHER'S
PUPILS, AND ON THE QUALITY OF DISCIPLINARY CONTROL.,

THE MAJORITY OF MMP| INVESTIGAT(ONS REVIEWED THUS
FAR HAD AS A GOAL THE USE OF PERSONALITY VARIABLES TO
DISCRIMINATE BETWEEN TEACHING SUCCESS OR NON-SUCCESS OR
GOOD OR POOR TEACHER=PUPIL EFFECTIVENESS. FEW OF THE STUDIES,
HOWEVER, HAVE ACTUALLY UTILIZED THEIR RESULTS FOR PREDICTIVE
PURPOSES. THAT 1S, VARIFYING THE ACCURACY OF A CLASSIFICATION
BY USING PREDICTION VARIABLES., [N SUPPORT OF THIS, GETZELS AND
JAacksoN (1963) SUGGEST THAT MOST STUDIES STOP AFTER DEMONSRATING
A SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCE BETWEEN ''GooD'' AND ''POOR' TEACHERS, OR
AFTER REPORTING A SIGNIFICANT CORRELATION BETWEEN CONCURRENT
PERSONALITY AND CRITERION VARIABLES.,

TyLer (1954), 1N A CRITIQUE OF STUDIES DESIGNED TO PREDICT
TEACHER EFFECTIVENESS, STATES THAT A SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCE
BETWEEN ANY TWO GROUPS OR THE EXISTENCE OF A POSITIVE CORRELATION
BETWEEN A CRITERION VARIABLE AND A SERIES OF OTHER VARIABLES
GIVES NO EVIDENCE REGARDING ACCURACY OF CLASSIFICATION OR
PREDICTION. TYLER (1954) FURTHER STRESSES THIS POINT BY

SUGGESTING THAT UP TO THE TIME OF BARR'S (1648) REVIEW, THERE



HAD NOT BEEN A SINGLE COMPLETE INVESTIGATION CONCERNED WITH
THE PREDICTION OF TEACHING EFFJCIENCY.

PERSONALITY FACTORS. GETZELS AND JACkSON (1963)
SUMMARIZE THE RESEARCH REGARDING THE PREDICTION OF TEACHING
SUCCESS USING THE GUILFORD PERSONALITY INVENTORY BY SUGGESTING
THAT THE RESULTS OF A LIMITED NUMBER OF INVEST!GATIONS TENDS
TO ADD SUPPORT TO A PSYCHOLOGICALLY FAVORABLE PICTURE OF THE
TEACHER., THAT s, THE RESULTS TEND TO IDENTIFY THE GOOD
TEACHER AS MORE EMOTIONALLY STABLE, FRIENDLY, PERSONABLE,

ETC., THAN THE POOR TEACHER., THIiS RESULT, SUGGESTS GETZELS
AND JACKSON (1963), SHOULD COME AS NO SURPRISE IN MANY
AREAS OTHER THAN EDUCATION,

PROJECTIVE TECHNIQUES. SyMonDs AND Dupek (1956) SUGGEST
THAT THE RORSCHACH IS A RELATIVELY INEFFECTIVE PREDICTIVE TOOL
IN TERMS OF IDENTIFYING GOOD OR POOR PROSPECTIVE TEACHERS.

THIS CONDITION 1S NOT THE FAULT OF THE TEST ITSELF, BUT RATHER
THE INABILITY TO DECIDE WHICH ASPECTS OF THE SUCCESSFUL TEACHER
ARE |MPORTANT TO HIS SUCCESS.,

OHLSEN AND ScHuLTz (1955), usiNG THE ApuLT-CHiLD
INTERACTSION TEST (ACI), FAILED TO FIND SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES
BETWEEN GOOD AND POOR STUDENT TEACHERS AS JUDGED BY SUPERVISING
TEACHERS. OHLSEN AND SCHULTZ (1955) CONCLUDED BY SPECULATING
THAT THE RIGHT COMBINATION OF CONTENT ANALYS IS QUESTIONS MAY

PROVE TO BE USEFUL IN SELECTING TEACHER~EDUCATION CANDIDATES.,

33
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TEACHER CHARACTERISTICS STUDY, A MONUMENTAL STUDY
CONDUCTED BY RYANS (1960) REPRESENTS THE MOST EXTENS IVE ATTEMPT
TO DATE TO DEFINE THE UNDERLYING CHARACTERISTICS OF TEACHERS.
OF THE SEVERAL SETS OF CHARACTERISTICS STUDIED, THE ONE OF
GREATEST APPLICATION TO THIS CURRENT RESEARCH RELATES TO
INFLUENCES AFFECTING CHOICE OF TEACHING AND ACTIVITIES DURING
CHILDHOOD. TEACHERS WHO ENTERED THE PROFESSION BECAUSE OF ITS
INTELLECTUAL NATURE, OR BECAUSE THEY LIKED SCHOOL, OR BECAUSE
OF A DESIRE TO PERFORM A SOCIAL SERVICE, TENDED TO SCORE RATHER
HIGH ON MOST OF THE TEACHER CHARACTERISTICS, TEACHERS WHO
ENTERED THE PROFESSJON BECAUSE THEY WERE ADVISED TO DO S0, OR
BECAUSE OF THE DESIRABLE POSITION, OR FAVORABLE PROSPECTS FOR
ADVANCEMENTS, TENDED TO SCORE LOWER.

TEACHERS WHO REPORTED HAVING EARLY TEACHER-LIKE EXPER~-
JENCES TENDED YO SCORE HIGHER ON MOST OF THE SCALES THAN THOSE
TEACHERS WHO DID NOT HAVE THESE EXPERIENCES,

COGNITIVE ABILITIES. RESEARCH BY WoLFLE (1954), CLARK
AND Gi1sT (1638), LEARNED AND Woob (1938), anp PoweLL (1950)
INDICATES THAT TEACHERS ON THE WHOLE HAVE HIGHER INTELLECTUAL
ABILITY THAN THE GENERAL POPULATION., WOLFLE (1954) FINDS THAT
WHILE EDUCATION MAJORS SCORE ABOVE THE GENERAL POPULATION, THEY
CONS ISTENTLY SCORE BELOW OTHER DECLARED MAJOR GROUPS, WITH

REGARD TO INTELLECTUAL ABILITY.
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IN A COMPREHENS IVE STUDY, MORSH AND WILDER (1954)
REVIEWED SOME 55 STUDIES CONDUCTED BETWEEN 1927 AND 1952 N
WHICH INTELLECTUAL ABILITY WAS RELATED TO TEACHING EFFECTIVE~
NESS. THE RESULTS OF THEIR REVIEW DID NOT SUPPORT FINDING A
POSITIVE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN INTELLECTUAL ABILITY AND TEACHING
EFFECTIVENESS,

SUBSEQUENT T0 MORSH AND WILDER'S WORK IN (1S54), THERE
HAS BEEN LITTLE RESEARCH ACCOMPLISHED IN THIS AREA,

GETZELS AND JACKSON {1963) SUGGEST THAT VERY LITTLE
IS KNOWN FOR CERTAIN ABOUT THE NATURE AND MEASUREMENT OF
TEACHER PERSONALITY, OR ABOUT THE RELATION BETWEEN TEACHER
PERSONALITY AND TEACHING EFFECTIVENESS. MANY OF THE INVESTI-
GATIONS SO FAR HAVE NOT PRODUCED SIGNIFICANT RESULTS. WHAT IS
NEEDED 1S RESEARCH LEADING TO THE DISCOVERY OF THE CHARAC=-
TERISTICS OF THE EFFECTIVE TEACHER, AND THE SPECIFIC AND
DISTINCTIVE FEATURES OF THE EFFECTIVE TEACHER'S PERSONALITY.

THE GREAT CHASM BETWEEN A MULTIPLICITY OF RESEARCH
RELATING TO PERSONALITY VARIABLES AND THE BARE SPECK OF
SIGNIFICANT AND USEFUL RESULTS IS EXPLAINED BY GETZELS AND
Jackson (1963) AS A THREEFOLD PROBLEM.

FIRST, 1S THE PROBLEM OF ADEQUATELY DEFINING THE TERM
PERSONALITY. [N GENERAL, IT IS DEFINED IN ONE OF THE FCLLOWING
THREE WAYS: AS THE TOTALITY OF A PERSON'S BEHAVIOR (BEHAVIORAL

DEFINITION), OF THE RESPONSES MADE BY OTHERS TO THE INDIVIDUAL
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AS A STIMULUS (SOCIAL STIMULUS DEFINITION), OR THE DYNAMIC
ORGANIZATION WITHIN THE INDIVIDUAL THAT DETERMINES HIS UNIQUE
BEHAVIOR (DEPTH DEFINITION), MOST RESEARCHERS OF TEACHER
PERSONALITY FAIL TO IDENTIFY WHICH CATEGORY THEY ARE OPERATING
WITHIN,

SECONDLY, THERE ARISES THE PROBLEM OF INSTRUMENTATION.
OF THE LEGION OF PERSONALITY TESTS AVAILABLE, NO TWO APPEAR
TO CONFIRM THE SAME RESULT., FEACH TENDS TO EVALUATE PERSONALITY
FRCM A SLIGHTLY DIFFERENT ORIENTATION. SELF~REPORT INSTRUMENTS
ARE LIKELY TO REPRESENT A BEHAVIORAL CONCEPT, RATING SCALES A
SOCIAL STIMULUS CONCEPT, AND PROJECTIVE TESTS A DEPTH CONCEPT,
TESTS APPEAR TO BE USED ON THE BASI!S OF AVAILABILITY RATHER THAN
ON RELEVANT PERSONALITY CONCEPTS.

THE THIRD AND MOST INTRANSIGENT OF THE DIFFICULTIES
RELATES TO THE TEACHER EFFECTIVENESS CRITERION. TEACHER
EFFECTIVENESS GENERALLY ENTERS INTO A CONSIDERATION OF
TEACHER PERSONALITY AS SOME ESTIMATE OF RELATIVE SUCCESS
IS NECESSARY. AT PRESENT OUR INABILITY TO DESCRIBE THE
EFFECTIVE TEACHER TENDS TO NEGATE ANY ATTEMPT TO MAKE PREDIC-
TIONS ABOUT PROBABILITY OF SUCCESS IN TEACHING PRIOR TO THE
CONDITION OF ACTUAL TEACHING.

IN THE EVENT MEANINGFUL PREDICTIONS COULD BE MADE,

THEIR CONFIRMATION WOULD APPEAR DOUBTFUL AS THE MAJORITY OF

RATINGS ARE UNRELIABLE. WANDT (1954) SUGGESTS THAT MANY
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METHODS OF JUDGING CLASSROOM PERFORMANCE ARE TOTALLY IRRELEVANT
TO CLASSROOM PERFORMANCE. WANDT'S INVESTIGATION DETERMINED
THAT TEACHERS WHO GAVE HIGH RATINGS TO THEIR ADMINISTRATORS
ALSO TENDED TO RECEIVE HIGH RATINGS FROM THEIR ADMINISTRATORS.
ON THE BASIS OF WANDT'S RESEARCH, IT WOULD APPEAR THAT THE LACK
OF PREDICTIVE INSTRUMENTS AND PERFORMANCE EFFECTIVITY CRITERIA
MAY SERIOUSLY INTIMIDATE THE TEACHER, WHO ON THE BASIS OF
HIS/HER PROFESS I ONAL AND/OR ETHICAL VALUE SYSTEM WOULD NOT

RATE THEIR ADMINISTRATORS AS HIGH,

TWO OF THE OBSTACLES THAT INHIBIT EFFECTIVE AND MEANING=-
FUL RESEARCH IN THE AREA OfF IDENTIFYING SUCCESSFUL TEACHER PERSON-
ALITY TRAITS MIGHT ALSO BE APPLJED TO STUDIES IN THE AREA OF
PREDICTING TEACHER SUCCESS3 NAMELY, PROBLEMS CONCERNING THE
SCREENING INSTRUMENTS AND THOSE SURROUNDING THE IDENTIFICATION
OF THE EFFECTIVENESS CRITERION,

JOoHNSON (1957) INDICATES THAT THE INADEQUACY OF THE
RESEARCH LIES NOT SO MUCH WITH THE RESEARCH PER SE BUT WITH
CERTAIN OF ITS UNDERLYING ASSUMPTIONS. |IT IS RECOGNIZED THAT
SELECTION AND TRAINING OF THE MOST EFFECTIVE TEACHERS FOR THE
GUIDANCE OF OUR COMING GENERATIONS IS OF UTMOST SIGNIFICANCE,
BUT THE MEANING OfF '"'"MOST EFFECTIVE'" WOULD REQUIRE CONS |DERABLE
DEFINITION., THIS MEANS THEN THAT ESTABLISHMENT OF THE VALIDITY

OF ANY PREDICTIVE DEVICE FOR THIS PURPOSE IS DEPENDENT UPON THE
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DEFINITION OF "TEACHER EFFECTIVENESS.'" VALIDITY IS MOST
GENERALLY REDUCIBLE TO '"CORRELATES WITH CRITERION,'" AND
THE CHOI{CE OF "'CRITERION'' IS OFTEN UNSUPPORTABLE IN THE
LIGHT OF MODERN EDUCAT!ONAL AND PSYCHOLOGICAL THEORY.,
(EsG., THE FINDINGS OF WANDT (1954) )

REMMERS, BARR, BECHDOLT, CGAGE, OURLEANS, PACE AND
Ryans (1953 ) EXPRESS THE CONVICTION THAT THE PRESENT CONDITION
OF RESEARCH ON TEACHER EFFECTIVENESS HOLDS LITTLE PROMISE OF
YIELDING RESULTS COMMENSURATE WITH THE NEEDS OF AMERICAN
EDUCATION. THIS CONDITION HAS TWO SIGNIFICANT CHARACTERISTICS ¢
DISORGANIZATION AND LACK OF ORIENTATION TO OTHER BEHAVIORAL
SCIENCES, DISORGANIZATION RELATES TO THE CONDITION, AT
PRESENT, WHEREIN RESEARCH TOO OFTEN PROCEEDS WITHOUT AN
EXPLICITY THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK, AND TOO OFTEN YIELDS TO THE
TESTING OF MYR!IADS OF ARBITRARY UNRATIONALIZED HYPOTHESES.
THE MAJORITY OF STUDIES TOO OFTEN INTERACT LITTLE WITH EACH
OTHER, DO NOT FALL INTO PLACE WITHIN ANY SYSTEMATIC SCHEME,
AND CONSEQUENTLY ADD LITTLE TO THE UNDERSTANDING OF THE
TEACHING PROCESS. THE SIMPLE FACT OF THE MATTER 1S THAT,
AFTER SOME 40 YEARS OF RESEARCH ON TEACHER EFFECTIVENESS,
DURING WHICH A VAST NUMBER OF STUDIES HAVE BEEN CARRIED OUT,
ONE CAN POINT TO FEW OUTCOMES THAT A SUPERINTENDENT OF SCHOOLS

CAN EMPLOY IN HIRING A TEACHER OR GRANTING HIM TENURE, THAT AN



AGENCY CAN EMPLOY IN CERTIFYING TEACHERS, OR THAT A TEACHER
EDUCATION FACULTY CAN EMPLOY N PLANNING OR IMPROVING TEACHER
EDUCATION PROGRAMS.,

AT THIS POINT WE DO HAVE SKETCHY AND VAGUE IDEAS OF
SOME OF THE UNDERLYING COMPONENTS OF EFFECTIVE TEACHING;
HOWEVER, WE DO NOT HAVE A COMPOSITE DESCRIPTION PROFICIENT
ENOUGH TO MAKE ACCURATE PREDICTIONS REGARDING WHO WILL OR
WILL NOT BECOME SUCCESSFUL TEACHERS. IN SHORT, WE HAVE NO
UNIFIED MODEL OF THE EFFECTIVE TEACHER FROM WHICH WE CAN
TRANSLATE TO THE TEACHER TRAINING INSTITUTIONS AND THE
TEACHER TRAINEES. THE GREATEST DETERENT TO BUILDING THIS
MODEL WOULD APPEAR TO BE THE LACK OF AGREEMENT OF WHAT THE
EFFECTIVE TEACHER DOES WHEN HE/SHE 1S BEING EFFECTIVE.

IN CONSIDERATION OF ALL OF THE AREAS OF RESEARCH HEREIN
EXAMINED, THERE APPEARS TO BE NO REAL OR IMPORTANT DIFFERENCE
BETWEEN THE SEEMINGLY NAIVE PREDICTIVE ATTEMPTS OF MERIAM
{1906 ) AND THE INTENDED SOPHISTICATED APPROACHES OF RYANS
{1960) AND OTHERS WITH REGARD TO [DENTIFYING MEANINGFUL
TEACHER SELECTION CRITERIA,

IN TH1S STUDY THE BEHAVIOR THE TEACHER-TRAINING
SUPERVISOR CONS IDERED RELEVANT TO SUCCESSFUL TEACHING WAS
ASSUMED TO BE EVALUATED (REFLECTED) BY THE GRADE ASSIGNED
IN STUDENT TEACHING. T WAS THOUGHT THAT PERHAPS SOME OF THE

MEASURES OBTAINED BY THE STUDENT PRIOR TO STUDENT TEACH~



ING MIGHT PREDICT WHAT THEY COULD BE EXPECTED TO DO N
STUDENT TEACHING AND MIGHT THEREFORE COME TO BE USEFUL
AS SCREENING DEVICES, OR THE WEAKNESSES THEY INDICATE SHOULD

BE ALLEVIATED BEFORE STUDENT TEACHING.
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CHAPTER |11

RESULTS OF THE STUDY

THE RESULTS OF THE STUDY WILL BE REPORTED WITHIN
THIS SECTION IN THE SAME ORDER IN WHICH THE HYPOTHESES WERE
PREVIOUSLY INTRODUCED,

THE GENERAL MYPOTHESES FROM WHICH ALL OTHERS WERE
DERIVED STATES THAT THERE 1S NO SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCE
BETWEEN STUDENTS (BOTH MALE AND FEMALE ELEMENTARY AND
SECONDARY ) WHO RECEIVE A's, B's, or C's orR LESS 1IN
STUDENT TEACHING IN TERMS OF THEIR OVERALL GPA, PROFESS~-
IONAL EDUCATION SEQUENCE GPA, AND SCORES ON THE TEACHER
EDUCATION ENTRANCE TESTS.

TABLE 1 DESCRIBES THE METHOD OF PRESENTATION FOR ALL
SUCCEEDING RESULT TABLES, TABLES 2, 3, AND 4 SHOW THE RESULTS
OF THE TESTS OF SIGNIFICANCE RELATING TO HYPOTHESES 1A - 1F.

TABLES 2, 3, AND 4 INDICATED THAT THERE WAS A SIGNIFI-
CANT DIFFERENCE BETWEEN THE OVERALL GPA'S AND PROFESSIONAL
EDUCATION SEQUENCE GPA's oF THE A, B, AND C OR LESS GROUPS.
THE CONFIDENCE LEVELS INDICATED THAT THE DIFFERENCE BETWEEN
THE A-B AND A-C GROUPS WAS MORE SIGNIFICANT THAN THE B-C

GROUP,



TasLE 1

CrouP TESTED

INTERACTiON COMPARED

PREDICTION T DEGREES OF LEVEL OF
VAR IABLE ‘ VALUE FREEDOM CONF IDENCE
A1 - B1 - OVERALL GPA --- --- *

A2 - B2 - SEQUENCE GPA  --- -~

Az - Bz - ENGLISH - -

Ay - By - SPELLING --- ——-

Ag = Bg - READING - -

Ag - Bg - MATH -=- -

* DENOTES A SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCE BETWEEN ACHIEVED GROUPS

ON A SPECIFIC PREDICTION VARIABLE.
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TABLE 2

ALL MALE AND FEMALE ELEMENTARY

AND SECONDARY STUDENT TEACHERS

A-B COMPARISON

PREDICTION T DEGREES oOF LEVEL OF
VAR I ABLE VAL UE FREEDOM CONF I DENCE
A1 - Bj 4,999 264 p <.001 *
Ay - By 5.973 264 P <.001 *
Az - B3z 2.818 264 p<.05 =
Ay - By 1.120 264 P> .05
Ag - Bs 1.117 264 P> .05
A¢ - Bg -.372 264 P2 .05

SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCE BETWEEN ACHIEVED GROUPS ON

PREDICTION VARIABLE,



TABLE 3

ALL MALE AND FEMALE ELEMENTARY

AND SECONDARY STUDENT TEACHERS

PREDICT I1ON T

VAR IABLE VALUE
Al - C1 4,537
A3 - C3 -.734
A5 - C5 0585
Ag - C6 -.201

A-C COMPARI1ISON

DEGREES OF
FREEDOM

122

122

LEVEL oOF
CONFIDENCE

PL .00 *
p<.001 *
P> .05
P).05
P> .05

P).05

SIGNIF)ICANT DIFFERENCE BETWEEN ACHIEVED GROUPS ON

PREDICTION VARIABLE,

A



TABLE 4
ALL MALE AND FEMALE ELEMENTARY
AND SECONDARY STUDENT TEACHERS

B=-C COMPARISON

PREDICTION T DEGREES OF LeEveL oF
VARIABLE VALUE FREEDOM CONFIDENCE
By - Cq 2.027 186 p{.05 *
B2 - Cy 2.491 186 pL.05 *
By - C3 -1,071 186 P> .05
By = Cy nn 186 P).05
Bs - Cs 047 186 P» .05
Be - Cg .010 186 P) .05

SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCE BETWEEN ACHIEVED GROUPS ON

PREDICTION VARIABLE.
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THE RESULTS OFFER EVIDENCE FOR ACCEPTING NULL
HYPOTHESES 1A {MALE AND FEMALE BOTH ELEMENTARY AND
SECONDARY = OVERALL GPA) AND 1B (MALE AND FEMALE BOTH
ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY = PROFESSIONAL EDUCATION SEQUENCE
GPA) FOR THE A-B, A-C, AND B-C COMPARISONS AND NULL HYPO-
THES1S 1C (MALE AND FEMALE BOTH ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY =
ENGLISH USAGE) FOR THE A-=B COMPARISONS. HYPOTHESES 1D (MALE
AND FEMALE BOTH ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY = SPELLING),
1E (MALE AND FEMALE BOTH ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY = READING),
AND 1F (MALE AND FEMALE BOTH ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY =~
ARITHMETIC) WERE NOT REJECTED BY THE A-B, A-C, orR B-C
COMPARISONS,

TABLES 5, 6, AND 7 DEAL SPECIFICALLY WITH MALE AND
FEMALE ELEMENTARY STUDENT TEACHERS FOR THE A-B, A-C, AND
B=C COMPARISONS AND RELATE TO HYPOTHESES 2A - 2F. TABLES
5, 6, AND 7 REPRESENT A BREAKDOWN OF TABLES 2, 3, AND 4
TO DETERMINE THE LOADING FACTORS OF THE HIGHLY SIGNIFICANT
A1 = B1, Ay = By, A1 - Cq, AND A2 = C2 COMPARISONS.

TaBLES 5, 6, AND 7 INDICATED THAT FOR MALES AND
FEMALES AT THE ELEMENTARY LEVEL THE PREDJCTI!ON VARIABLES
OF OVERALL GPA AND PROFESSIONAL EDUCATION SEQUENCE GPA WERE
HIGHLY SIGNIFICANT DISCRIMINATORS OF STUDENT TEACHERS PERFOR~-
MANCE FOR THE A-B AND A-C COMPARISON GROUPS. OVERALL GPA

WAS NOT A GOOD DISCRIMINATOR OF PERFORMANCE BETWEEN THE



TABLE 5
ALL MALE AND FEMALE ELEMENTARY
STUDENT TEACHERS

A-B COMPARISON

PREDICTION T DEGREES oOF LEVEL oF
VAR 1ABLE VALUE FREEDOM CONFIDENCE
Aq - By 4,372 169 p&.001 *
Ay ~ B, 5.754 169 p<.001 *
Az - Bg 2.035 169 PL.05 *
Ay = By 1.100 169 P05

As - Bg 1.427 169 P).05

Ag = Bg . 048 16¢ Pp.05

SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCE BETWEEN ACHIEVED GROUPS ON

PREDICTION VARIABLE.,
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TABLE 6

ALL MALE AND FEMALE ELEMENTARY

STUDENT TEACHERS

A-C COMPARISON

PREDICTION T DeGREES OF LEVEL oOF
VAR IABLE VALUE FREEDOM CONF IDENCE
Ay - G 3.530 8u p<.001

Ay - Cp 5.705 8l p{.001 *
Az - C3 - .834 8L P> .05

Ay - Cy 1.281 84 P .05

Ag = Co o541 8l PD .05

g - Cg - 124 84 P .02

* SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCE BETWEEN ACHIEVED GROUPS ON

PREDICTION VARIABLE.
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TABLE 7
ALL MALE AND FEMALE ELEMENTARY
STUDENT TEACHERS

B-C CoMPARISON

PREDICTION T DEGREES oF LEveL oF
VAR 1 ABLE VALUE FREEDOM CONF IDENCE
B1 = Cq 1.185 123 P» 05
B2 - C2 2.260 123 P .05
Bz - C3 -1.085 123 P05
By = Cy 628 123 P .05
Bs - Cg -.206 123 P .05
Bg - Cg -.166 123 P .05

SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCE BETWEEN ACHIEVED GROUPS ON

PREDICTION VARIABLE.



B-C GROUPS ; HOWEVER, PROFESSIONAL EDUCATION SEQUENCE
GPA TENDED TO REACH SIGNIFICANCE AS A DISCRIMINATOR,

TABLES 5, 6, AND 7 REFLECTED THAT AT THE ELEMEN-
TARY LEVEL OVERALL GPA AND PROFESSIONAL EDUCATION SEQUENCE
GPA TEND TO BE GOOD PERFORMANCE DISCRIMINATORS FOR BOTH
MALES AND FEMALES.

THE RESULTS OF TABLES 5, 6, AND 7 OFFER EVIDENCE FOR
ACCEPTING NULL HYPOTHESIS 2A ( ALL MALE AND FEMALE ELEMEN-
TARY - OVERALL GPA) FOR THE A-B AND A-C COMPARISON AND
NULL HYPOTHESIS 2B (ALL MALE AND FEMALE ELEMENTARY = PRO-
FESSIONAL EDUCATION SEQUENCE GPA) FOR THE A-B, A-C, AND B-C
COMPARISONS. EVIDENCE 1S ALSO PRESENTED WHICH WOULD ALLOW
ACCEPTANCE OF NULL HYPOTHESIS 2C (ALL MALE AND FEMALE
ELEMENTARY = ENGLISH USAGE) IN TERMS OF THE A=B COMPARISON
ONLY. HYPOTHESES 2D (ALL MALE AND FEMALE ELEMENTARY -
SPELLING), 2E (ALL MALE AND FEMALE ELEMENTARY - READING),
AND 2F { ALL MALE AND FEMALE ELEMENTARY - ARITHMETIC) WERE
SUPPORTED WITH REGARD TO THE A-B, A-C, AND B-C COMPARISONS.

TasLEs 8, 9, aND 10 REPRESENT A FURTHER BREAKDOWN
oF TABLES 5, 6, AND 7 TO INCLUDE ONLY MALE ELEMENTARY
STUDENT TEACHERS. TABLES 8, 9, anD 10 DEAL SPECIFICALLY
WITH HYPOTHESES 3A - 3F forR THE A-B, A-C, anD B-C

COMPARISONS .
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TAaBLES 8, &, AND 10 INDICATED THAT FOR MALES AT THE
ELEMENTARY LEVEL THE PREDICTION VARIABLES OF OVERALL GPA
AND PROFESSIONAL EDUCATION SEQUENCE GPA WERE SIGNIFICANT
DISCRIMINATORS OF STUDENT TEACHING PERFORMANCE FOR THE
A-B aAND A-C COMPARISONS. NO PREDICTION VARIABLE APPEARED
TO DISCRIMINATE BETWEEN THE PERFORMANCE OF THE B-C COMPARISON
GROUPS. THE PREDICTION VARIABLE OF ENGLISH USAGE WAS A
SIGNIFICANT DISCRIMINATOR OF PERFORMANCE BETWEEN THE A-B
COMPARISON; HOWEVER, THE INCONSISTENCY OF THIS VARIABLE
AS A PERFORMANCE DISCRIMINATOR WOULD SERIOUSLY DETRACT
FROM ITS' DIFFERENTIATING QUALITIES,

TapLes &, S, aAND 10 TEND TO GIVE SUPPORTIVE EVIDENCE
TO THE CONSISTENT DISCRIMINATORY VALUE OF OVERALL GPA AND
PROFESSIONAL EDUCATION SEQUENCE GPA BETWEEN THE A=B AND
A=C PERFORMANCE GROUPS.

EviDENCE FROM TaBLES 8, €, AND 10 DID NOT SUPPORT
HYPOTHESES 3A (ALL MALE ELEMENTARY - OVERALL GPA) AnD 3B
(ALL MALE ELEMENTARY = PROFESSICNAL EDUCATION SEQUENCE
GFA) FOR THE A=B AND A-C CCMPARISONS., HYPOTHESIS 3C
(ALL MALE ELEMENTARY =~ ENGLISH USAGE) WAS NOT SUPPORTED
BY THE A~B COMPARISON BUT WAS SUPPORTED BY THE A~ AND
B-C COMPARISONS., HYPOTHESES 3D (ALL MALE ELEMENTARY =

SPELLING), 3E (ALL MALE ELEMENTARY = READING), AND 3F



PREDICTION
VAR | ABLE

Aq
A2
Az
Ay
As

A6

- 31
- By
_83
- By
- Bsg

- 86

TaBLE 8

52

ALL MALE ELEMENTARY STUDENT TEACHERS

VAL UE
3.159
5.0°9
2,110
1.017

.063

~1.564

A-B COMPARISON

DEGREES

FREEDOM

64

64

64

64

64

64

oF

LEVEL OF
CONF IDENCE

PL.01 %
p .00
pL.05
P>.05
P .05
P .05

SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCE BETWEEN ACHIEVED GROUPS ON

PREDICTION VARIABLE.



TABLE 9
ALL MALE ELEMENTARY STUDENT TEACHERS

A-C COMPARISON

PREDICTION T DEGREES OF LEVEL oF

VAR IABLE VAL UE FREEDOM CONFIDENCE
A1 - Cq 2.676 30 pd.05
Ay - Cy 4.217 30 P&.001 *
Az - C3 -.951 30 P .05
A, = Cy 1.605 30 P).05
As - Cs .733 30 P2 .05
Ag - Cg -1.478 30 P .05

SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCE BETWEEN ACHIEVED GROUPS ON

PREDICTION VARIABLE,



PREDICTION

VAR IABLE
B1 Cq
B, - Cy
Bz Cz
Bq Cy
Bg - Cs
Bg Cg

TasLE 10

ALL MALE ELEMENTARY STUDENT TEACHERS

VALUE
.699
+« 768

-1.175

742

-.543

B~C COMPARISON

DEGREES OF
FREEDOM

54

54

54

54

54

54

LEVEL oOF
CONF IDENCE

P>.05
P>.05
P).05

P .05
P .05

P .05

54
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(ALL MALE ELEMENTARY = ARITHMETIC) FOR THE A-B, A-C, AND
B~C COMPARISONS WERE SUPPORTED, THEREBY REJECTING THE NULL
HYPOTHESES THAT A SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCE DID EXIST BETWEEN
THE PERFORMANCE GROUPS,

TaBLEs 11, 12, anND 13 DEAL SPECIFICALLY WITH FEMALE
ELEMENTARY STUDENT TEACHERS FOR THE A-B, A-C, Anp B-C
COMPARISONS AND RELATE 70 HYPOTHESES 4A THROUGH 4F, EVIDENCE
FROM TABLES 11, 12, AnND 13 INDICATED THAT NULL HYPOTHESIS
4A { ALL FEMALE ELEMENTARY = OVERALL GPA) WAS SUPPORTED
ONLY BY THE A-B COMPARISONs THIS SUGGESTS THAT THE PRE-
DICTION VARIABLE OF OVERALL GPA WAS A BETTER DISCRIMINATOR
OF STUDENT TEACHING PERFORMANCE BETWEEN THOSE WHO RECEIVED
A's OR B'S THAN 1T WAS BETWEEN THOSE WHO RECEIVED A'S OR
C's. [T WOULD BE EXPECTED THAT THE GREATER THE SPREAD
BETWEEN PERFORMANCE CATEGOR1ES (A, B, orR C), THE GREATER
SHOULD BE THE SIGNIFICANCE OF THE PREDICTION VARIABLE AS
A DISCRIMINATOR,

IN oTHER TABLES (TABLES 2, 3, 5, 6, 8, AND &) THE
PREDICTION VARIABLE OF OVERALL GPA WAS A NEAR EQUAL
DISCRIMINATOR OF PERFORMANCE BETWEEN THE A-B anD A-C
GROUPS .

HYyPOTHES 1S 4B { ALL FEMALE ELEMENTARY = PROFESSIONAL
EDUCATION SEQUENCE GPA) WAS NOT SUPPORTED BY THE A-B, A-C,

OR B=C COMPARISONS,
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TasLE 11

ALL FEMALE ELEMENTARY STUDENT TEACHERS

A-B COMPARISON

PREDICTION T DEGREES OF LEVEL oF
VAR IABLE VALUE FREEDOM CONFIDENCE
Ay = By 2,675 103 P{.005 *
Ay = B 3,368 103 p<L.001 *
Az = Bz 343 103 P .05

Ay - By RIT: 103 P .05

As - Bs 1,722 103 P).05

Ag - Bg .922 103 P .05

* SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCE BETWEEN ACHIEVED GROUPS ON

PREDICTION VARIABLE,



TaBLE 12

ALL FEMALE ELEMENTARY STUDENT TEACHERS

A-C COMPARISON

PREDICTION T DEGREES OF
VAR I ABLE VAL UE FREEDOM
A1 - Cq 1.893 52

Ay - Cp 3.705 52

Az - C3 133 52

Ay = Cy -.350 52

As = Cs -.312 52

Re ~ Cg 1.566 52

LEVEL OF
CONFIDENCE

P) .05
p<{.001 =
P} .05
PY.05
P .05

P.05

SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCE BETWEEN ACHIEVED GROUPS ON

PREDICTION VARIABLE,
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PREDICTION
VARIABLE

- CZ
- C3
Cy
- Cs

_C6

TasLe 13

ALL FEMALE ELEMENTARY STUDENT TEACHERS

VALUE
666
2,042
-.041
-.419
-1.175

«918

B-C ComMPARISON

DEGREES OF
FREEDOM

67
67
67
67
67

67

LEveL orf
CONF IDENCE

P).05

p{.05 =

P>.05
P).05
P).05

P .05

SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCE BETWEEN ACHIEVED GROUPS ON

PREDICTION VARIABLE,
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THE RESULTS OF TABLE 13 (FEMALE ELEMENTARY = B=C
COMPARISON) ACCOUNTS FOR THE SIGNIFICANCE OF PROFESS!ONAL
EDUCATION SEQUENCE GPA AS A DISCRIMINATOR OF THE B-C
COMPARISONS IN TABLES 4 AND 7. TABLE 10 (MALE ELEMENTARY -
B-C COMPARISON) DID NOT INDICATE RESULTS CONGRUEOUS WITH
TABLES 4 oR 7.

HrpoTHESES 4C {(ALL FEMALE ELEMENTARY = ENGLISH USAGE),
4D ( ALL FEMALE ELEMENTARY - SPELLING), 4E (ALL FEMALE ELEMEN=-
TARY - READING), AND 4F (ALL FEMALE ELEMENTARY = ARITHMETIC)
WERE SUPPORTED BY THE RESULTS ofF TABLEsS 11, 12, ano 13,

THESE RESULTS TOGETHER WITH THE RESULTS OF TABLES 8, 9,
AND 10 INFER THAT AT THE ELEMENTARY LEVEL THE PREDICTION
VARIABLES OF ENGLISH USAGE, SPELLING, READING, AND ARITHMETIC
WERE NOT SIGNIFICANT DISCRIMINATORS OF PERFORMANCE BETWEEN
THOSE WHO RECEJVED A's, B's, orR C'S OR LESS REGARDLESS OF
WHE THER THEY ARE MALES OR FEMALES.

TaBLES 14, 15, AND 16 ARE THE COUNTERPART OF TABLES
5, 6, AND 7 IN THAT THEY DEAL WITH BOTH MALE AND FEMALE
SECONDARY STUDENT TEACHERS. ANALYSIS OF THE SECONDARY
LEVEL OF STUDENT TEACHING PERFORMANCE 1S HEREIN PRESENTED
IN ORDER TO EXAMINE THE RELIABILITY OF THE VARIOUS
PREDICTION VARIABLES FOR BOTH SECONDARY AND ELEMENTARY

LEVELS. LATER TABLES, 17 THROUGH 20, WILL INDEPENDENTLY
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TABLE 14
ALL MALE AND FEMALE SECONDARY
STUDENT TEACHERS

A-B COMPARISON

PREDICTION T DEGREES OF LeverL or
VAR IABLE VALUE FREEDOM CONFIDENCE
A1 - By 2.577 93 pl.01 *
A2 - B 2.504 93 pd.or =
Az - B3z 1.967 93 pL.05 *
Ay - By 495 93 P».05

As - Bs .008 93 P P05

Ag - Bg -.928 93 P.05

SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCE BETWEEN ACHIEVED GROUPS ON

PREDICTION VARIABLE,



-PREDICTION

VAR IABLE
A1 - Cq
Az - Co
Az - C3
Ay = Cy
Ag = Cs
Ag - Cg

TasLE 15
ALL MALE AND FEMALE SECONDARY
STUDENT TEACHERS

A=-C COMPARISON

T DEGREES OF
VALUE FREEDOM
6.477 36
2,788 36

<543 36
-.975 36
«237 36
.138 36

LEVEL oF
CoNFIDENCE

p{.001 *
pL.01
P> .05
P>.05
P).05
P».05

SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCE BETWEEN ACHIEVED GROUPS ON

PREDICTION VARIABLE.
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TasLe 16

ALL MALE AND FEMALE SECONDARY

STUDENT TEACHERS

B-C CoMPARISON

PREDICTION T DEGREES oOF LEVEL of
VAR | ABLE VALUE FREEDOM CONFIDENCE
By - C1 5.337 61 P 001 =
By - Co 1.513 61 P .05

Bz - C3 ~.006 61 P>.05

By - Cy -1.621 61 P>.05

Bs - Cs .235 61 P.05

Bg - Ce . 896 61 P .05

SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCE BETWEEN ACHIEVED GROUPS ON

PREDICTION VARIABLE,



63

EXAMINE THE RELIABILITY FACTOR FOR BOTH MALES AND
FEMALES. TABLES 14, 15, AND 16 DEAL SPECIFICALLY WITH
HYPOTHESES 5A THROUGH 5F,

CONTRARY TO TABLES 5, 6, AND 7 (MALE AND FEMALE
ELEMENTARY STUDENT TEACHERS ), TABLES 14, 15, AND 16 REFLECT
THAT AT THE SECONDARY LEVEL THE PREDICTION VARIABLE OF
OVERALL GPA WAS A VERY SIGNIFICANT DISCRIMINATOR OF
PERFORMANCE FOR ALL COMPARISONS (A-B, A-C, aND B=C). TH1Is
RESULT WOULD THEN SUPPORT NULL HYPOTHESIS 5A ( ALL MALE
AND FEMALE SECONDARY = OVERALL GPA) For THE A-B, A-C,

AND B~ C COMPARISONS,

THE PREDICTION VARIABLE OF PROFESSIONAL EDUCATION
SEQUENCE GPA SIGNIFICANTLY DISCRIMINATES BETWEEN THE A-B
AND A~C COMPARISONS BUT NOT THE B~C COMPARISON, THIS
RESULT WOULD SUPPORT NULL HYPOTHESIS 5B (ALL MALE AND
FEMALE SECONDARY - PROFESSIONAL EDUCATION SEQUENCE
GPA) FOrR THE A=-B AND A-C COMPARISONS; HOWEVER, THE
RESULTS OF THE B=C COMPARISON DID NOT SUPPORT NULL
HYPOTHEStS 5B,

HYPOTHES IS 5C, WHICH RELATES TO THE PREDICTION
VARIABLE OF ENGLISH USAGE (ALL MALES AND FEMALES SECON-
DARY ) WAS NOT SUPPORTED BY THE A=-B COMPARISON} HOWEVER, THE

A~C AND B-C COMPARISONS DID SUPPORT HYPOTHES1IS 5C.



64

HY POTHESES 5D (ALL MALE AND FEMALE SECONDARY = SPELLING),
5E (ALL MALE AND FEMALE SECONDARY = READING), AND 5F (ALL MALE
AND FEMALE SECONDARY = ARITHMETIC) WERE GIVEN SUPPORT BY THE
RESULTS ofF TABLES 14, 15, anp 16.

TasLes 17, 18, AND 19 REPRESENT A BREAKDOWN OF TABLES
14, 15, AND 16 TO INCLUDE ONLY MALE SECONDARY STUDENT TEACHERS
AND DEAL SPECIFICALLY WITH HYPOTHESES 6A THROUGH 6F.

TasLes 17, 18, AND 19 REFLECT THAT THE PREDICTION
VARIABLE OF OVERALL GPA WAS A SIGNIFICANT DISCRIMINATOR OF
PERFORMANCE FOR THE A-B, A-C, AND B-C COMPARISONS. THIS
RESULT S SIMILAR TO THAT REFLECTED IN TABLES 8, S, anD 10
(MALE ELEMENTARY STUDENT TEACHERS) EXCEPT FOR THE B=C
COMPARISON. A COMBINING OF THE TWO SETS OF DATA
(TasLEs 8, 9, anp 10 anp TABLEs 17, 18, AnD 19) wouLp
SUGGEST THAT FOR MALES AT E{THER THE ELEMENTARY OR
SECONDARY LEVEL THE PREDICTION VARIABLE OF OVERALL GPA
WAS A SIGNIFICANT DISCRIMINATOR BETWEEN THOSE WHO OBTAIN
A's, B's, or C's IN STUDENT TEACHING. |T SHOULD BE NOTED,
HOWEVER, THAT THE B~C INTERACTION COMPARISON WAS STATISTICALLY
WEAKER THAN THE A-B AND A-C INTERACTION COMPARISON.

THE RESULTS oF TasLEs 17, 1B, AND 19 OFFER SUPPORT
IN FAVOR OF THE NULL HYPOTHES!S 6A (ALL MALE SECONDARY =
OVERALL GPA) FOR THE A~B AND A-C COMPARISCNS, THE B-C

COMPARISON DID NOT SUPPORT NULL HYPOTHES IS 6A,
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TasLe 17

ALL MALE SECONDARY STUDENT TEACHERS

A-B COMPARISON

PREDICTION T DEGREES OF LEVEL oOF
VARIABLE VALUE FREEDOM CONFIDENCE
A1 - B4 2.895 52 p<£.05
Ay - By 2,087 52 pL.05
Az - B3 1,903 52 P .05
Ay - By .028 52 P .05
As - B .816 52 PP.05
Ag - Be 410 52 PY .05

SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCE BETWEEN ACHIEVED GROUPS ON

PREDICTION VARIABLE,.
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TaBLE 18
ALL MALE SECONDARY STUDENT TEACHERS

A=-C COoMPARISON

PREDICTION T DEGREES OF LEVEL OF
VAR IABLE VALUE FREEDOM CONF i DENCE
A1 - Cq 4,737 22 pL.001 *
Az - C2 1.850 22 P .05

Az - C3 2,034 22 P .05

Ay - Cy -1.480 22 P .05

A5 - C5 .219 22 P .05

A - Cg .079 22 P .05

% SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCE BETWEEN ACHIEVED GROUPS ON

PREDICTION VARIABLE,
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TaBLE 19
ALL MALE SECONDARY STUDENT TEACHERS

B=-C CoMPARISON

PREDICTION T DEGREES oOF LEVEL oOF
VAR ABLE VAL UE FREEDOM CONFIDENCE
By = Cy 3.859 32 p<.001
By - Co .898 32 P .05
B3 - C3 .841 32 P .05
By =~ Cy -1.603 32 P.05
Bs - Cg -.017 32 P05
Bg - Cg -.222 32 P .05

% SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCE BETWEEN ACHIEVED GROUPS ON

PREDICTION VARIABLE.



THE PREDICTION VARIABLE OF PROFESSIONAL EDUCATION
SEQUENCE GPA WAS A SIGNIFICANT DISCRIMINATOR OF PERFORMANCE
FOR THE A-B COMPARISON ONLY., THIS RESULT IS CONTRARY TO THAT
PRESENTED IN TABLES 8, S, AND 10 (MALE ELEMENTARY STUDENT
TEACHERS ) AS AT THAT LEVEL THE SAME PREDICTION VARIABLE
HAD A HIGHER SIGNIFICANT DISCRIMINATORY VALUE FOR BOTH
THE A-B AND A-C COMPARISONS. A COMBINING OF TABLES 8, 9,
AND 10 AND TABLES 17, 18, AND 19 WOULD SUGGEST THAT FOR
THE PREDICTION VARIABLE OF PROFESSIONAL EDUCATION SEQUENCE
GPA THE DISCRIMINATORY SENSITIVITY BETWEEN THOSE WHO
RECEIVE A's, B's, OR C'S IN STUDENT TEACHING WAS GREATER
AT THE ELEMENTARY LEVEL THAN AT THE SECONDARY LEVEL. AGAIN,
1T IS TO BE NOTED THAT THIS RESULT HAS MORE APPLICATION
FOR THE A-B AND A~C COMPARISONS THAN THE B-C COMPARISON,.

REsuLTs ofF TaBLEs 17, 18, AND 19 SUPPORT NULL
HYPOTHES IS 6B (MALE SECONDARY =~ PROFES5IONAL EDUCATION SEQUENCE
GPA) FOR THE A-B COMPARISON ONLY.

HYPOTHESES 6C (MALE SECONDARY = ENGLISH USAGE),
6D (MALE SECONDARY - SPELLING), 6E (MALE SECONDARY =
READING), AND 6F (MALE SECONDARY = ARITHMETIC) WERE
SUPPORTED BY THE RESULTS OF TABLES 17, 18, ano 19 for

THE A~B, A~C, AND B-~C COMPARISONS,
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TABLE 20 INDICATES THAT FOR FEMALE SECONDARY
STUDENT TEACHERS THE PREDICTION VARIABLE OF OVERALL GPA
WAS THE MOST SIGNIFICANT DISCRIMINATOR FOR THE A-B
COMPARISON, TMIS RESULT WAS CONSISTENT WiTH THE RESULT
oF TABLE 11 (FEMALE ELEMENTARY STUDENT TEACHERS ) WHICH
SUGGESTED THAT FOR THE A-B COMPARISON, OVERALL GPA WAS
A SIGNIFICANT DISCRIMINATOR AT BOTH THE ELEMENTARY AND
SECONDARY LEVELS.

HYPOTHES IS 7A (FEMALE SECONDARY = OVERALL GPA)
WAS NOT SUPPORTED BY THE A~C COMPARISON. HYPOTHESES 7B
(FEMALE SECONDARY - PROFESS|ONAL EDUCATION SEQUENCE GPA),
7C (FEMALE SECONDARY = ENGLISH USAGE), 7D (FEMALE SECON-
DARY = SPELLING), 7E (FEMALE SECONDARY = ARITHMETIC) WERE
SUPPORTED BY THE RESULTS OF TABLE 20 FOR THE A=-B COMPARISCN,

TaBLEs 21, 22, AND 23 REPRESENT A COMBINING OF
MALE STUDENT TEACHERS AT BOTH THE ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY
LEVELS FOR THE A-B, A=-C, AND B-C COMPARISONS. THESE TABLES
DEAL SPECIFICALLY WITH HYPCTHESES 8A THROUGH 8F. THEY
REPRESENT IN ESSENCE A SYNTHESIS CF TABLES 8, ¢, AND 10
AND TaBLES 17, 18, anp 19,

TasLEs 21, 22, AND 23 INDICATED THAT THE PREDICTION
VARIABLES OF OVERALL GPA AND PROFESSIONAL EDUCATION SEQUENCE

GPA WERE SIGNIFICANT DISCRIMINATORS OF PERFORMANCE FOR THE

A-B AND A-C COMPARISONS. THIS RESULT WOULD SUPPORT NULL



TagLE 20

ALL FEMALE SECONDARY STUDENT TEACHERS

A-B COMPARISON

PREDICTION T DEGREES OF LEVEL OF
VARIABLE VALUE FREEDOM CONF I DENCE
A1 - By 2,040 39 | pl.05 =
A, - By 1,856 39 P .05
Az - Bz 1.719 39 P .05
Ay - By 1.186 39 P, .05
As - Bs -.756 30 P2 .05
Ag - Bg -1,726 39 PP.05

* SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCE BETWEEN ACHIEVED GROUPS ON

PREDICTION VARIABLE.,

NOTE: THE FEMALE SECONDARY -~ TESTS A-C AND B=C couLD NOT
BE RUN BECAUSE ONLY ONE PERSON OBTAINED A C, THUS

MAKING THE COMPUTER FORMULA INVALID,
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ALL MALE ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY

STUDENT TEACHERS

PREDICTION T

VAR1ABLE VALUE
Ay = By 3.820
Ay = By 4.518
Az - Bz 2,95

Ay - By .815
Ag - Bg .607
Ag - Bg -1.079

TasLE 21

A-B COMPARISON

DEGREES OF
FREEDOM

118

118

118

118

118

LEVEL OF

CONF IDENCE

p{.001 *

p<&.001 *

pd.01

P .05

SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCE BETWEEN ACHIEVED GROUPS ON

PREDICTION VARIABLE.
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PREDICTION

VAR IABLE
Ar = C4
A - C2
Az - Cz
Ay - Cy
As - Cs
A - Ce

ALL MALE ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY

VAL UE
3,523
3.822
-.832
1.275

.879

-1.322

TaBLE 22

STUDENT TEACHERS

A~C COMPARISON

DEGREES OF
FREEDOM

54

54

54

54

54

54

LEVEL oF
CONF IDENCE

p<.01

p<.001
P .05
P .05
PY .05
P .05

SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCE BETWEEN ACHIEVED GROUPS ON

PREDICT!ON VARIABLE.

¥
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PREDICTION

VAR IABLE
B1 C1
Bo C2
Bz - C3
By - Cy4
Bg Cs
Bg - Cg

ALL MALE ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY

TABLE 23

STUDENTS TEACHERS

B=-C COMPAR!SON

DEGREES OF
FREEDOM

88

88

88

88

88

88

LEVEL oOF
CONF IDENCE

P .05
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HYPOTHESES 8A {ALL ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY MALES - OVERALL
GPA) AND 8B (ALL ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY MALES = PROFESS |ONAL
EDUCATION SEQUENCE GPA) FOR THE A-B AND A-C COMPARISONS.,
THE PREDICTION VARIABLE OF ENGLISH USAGE WAS A SIGNIFICANT
DISCRIMINATOR OF PERFORMANCE FOR THE A-B COMPARISON ONLY.
THIS RESULT SUPPORTS NULL HYPOTHES IS 8C (ALL ELEMENTARY
AND SECONDARY MALES - ENGLISH USAGE) FOR THE A-B COMPARISON
ONLY,

NuLL HYPOTHESES 8D ( ALL ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY
MALES = SPELLING), 8E (ALL ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY MALES =
READING), AND 8F { ALL ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY MALES =
ARITHMETIC) FOR THE A-B COMPARISON AND 8C (ALL ELEMENTARY
AND SECONDARY MALES - ENGLISH USAGE) THROUGH 8F (REFER TO
ABOVE DESCRIPTIONS) FOR THE A-C COMPARISON WERE REJECTED.
NULL HYPOTHESES 8A (ALL ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY MALES -
OVERALL GPA), 8B (ALL ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY MALES =
PROFESS IONAL EDUCATION SEQUENCE GPA), AND 8C THROUGH 8F
(REFER TO ABOVE DESCRIPTIONS) FOR THE B=C COMPARISON
WERE REJECTED,

TABLES 24, 25, AND 26 REPRESENT A SYNTHESIS OF ALL
FEMALE ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY STUDENT TEACHERS AND RELATE
SPECIFICALLY TO HYPOTHESES 9A THROUGH SF,

TABLES 24, 25, AND 26 INDICATED THAT THE PREDICTION

VARIABLES OF OVERALL GPA AND PROFESSIONAL EDUCATION SEQUENCE
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GPA WERE SIGNIFICANT DISCRIMINATORS OF PERFORMANCE FOR
THE A-B AND A-C COMPARISON ONLY. THIS RESULT WOULD TEND
TO SUPPORT NULL HYPOTHESES SA (ALL ELEMENTARY AND SECON-
DARY FEMALES - OVERALL GPA) AND ©B (ALL ELEMENTARY AND
SECONDARY FEMALES = PROFESSIONAL EDUCATION SEQUENCE

GPA) ForR A-B AND A-C COMPARISONS,

THE PREDICTION VARIABLE OF PROFESSIONAL EDUCATION
SEQUENCE GPA WAS A SIGNIFICANT DISCRIMINATOR OF PERFORMANCE
FOR THE B-C COMPARISON. THIS RESULT WOULD SUPPORT NULL
HYPOTHESIS 9B (ALL ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY FEMALES =
PROFESSIONAL EDUCATION SEQUENCE GPA) FOR THE B-C COMPARISON;
HOWEVER, THE INCONSISTENT MANNER IN WHICH THIS PREDICTION
VARIABLE SIGNIFICANTLY DISCRIMINATED BETWEEN PERFORMANCE
WITHIN THE B-~C COMPARISON SERIOUSLY DETRACTS FROM THE
RELIABILITY OF ITS' DISCRIMINATORY VALUE,

NULL HYPOTHESES SA (ALL ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY
FEMALES = OVERALL GPA), 9B (ALL ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY
FEMALES = PROFESSIONAL EDUCATION SEQUENCE GPA), 9C (aLL
ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY FEMALES = ENGLISH USAGE), 9D
(ALL ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY FEMALES = SPELLING), SE
(ALL ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY FEMALES = READING), AND
9F (ALL ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY FEMALES - ARITHMETIC)
FOR THE A-B AND A-C COMPARISONS WERE NOT SUPPORTED BY

THE RESULTS OF TABLES 24, 25, AND 26. NuLL HYPOTMESES 2A
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TABLE 24
ALL FEMALE ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY
STUDENT TEACHERS

A-B COMPARISON

PREDICTION T DEGREES OF LEVEL oOF
VAR IABLE VALUE FREEDOM CONFIDENCE
A1 - B 3,146 14y p<£.005 *
Ay - B, 3.898 4l p{.001
Az - Bz 1,002 e P .05

Ay - By .580 i P».05

A5 - Bg +902 14 P) .05

Ag - Bg 233 T4 P>.05

SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCE BETWEEN ACHIEVED GROUPS ON

PREDICTION VARIABLE.
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TABLE 25
ALL FEMALE ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY
STUDENT TEACHERS

A=-C COMPARI1SON

PREDICTION T DEGREES OF LeveL or
VARIABLE VAL UE FREEDOM CONFIDENCE
Ay - C 2.561 66 pL.o5 =
Ay = € 4,104 66 p{.001
Az - C3 0192 66 PP».05

Ay = Cy .005 66 P .05

A5 - Cs -.329 66 P .05

As - Cg 1.523 66 PY <05

SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCE BETWEEN ACHIEVED GROUPS ON

PREDICTION VAR IABLE.



PrReDICTION T DEGREES OF LEVEL OF
VAR 1 ABLE VALUE FREEDOM CONFIDENCE
By - C 1.162 96 PY .05
By - Cp 2,231 96 pLos =
Bs - C3 -.276 96 P .05
By ~ Cy -.307 96 P>.05
B - Cg -.770 96 PY.05
B - Cs 1,455 96 pJ .05

TABLE 26
ALL FEMALE ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY
STUDENT TEACHERS

B-C CoMPARISON

SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCE BETWEEN ACHIEVED GROUPS ON

PREDICTION VARIABLE,
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AND 9C THROUGH 9F (REFER TO ABOVE DESCRIPTIONS) WERE NOT
SUPPORTED BY THE RESULTS Of TABLES 24, 25, anD 26,

SuMMARY OF REsuLTS. 1. THE PREDICTION VARIABLE OF
OVERALL GPA SIGNIFICANTLY AND CONSISTENTLY DISCRIMINATED
BETWEEN THE PERFORMANCE Of THE A-B AND A-C COMPARISONS FOR
MALES AND FEMALES AT BOTH THE ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY
LEVELS OF STUDENT TEACHING.

2, THE PREDICTION VARIABLE OF PROFESS!ONAL
EDUCATION SEQUENCE GPA SIGNIFICANTLY AND CONS ISTENTLY
DISCRIMINATED BETWEEN THE PERFORMANCE OfF THE A-B aAnD A-C
COMPARISONS FOR MALES AND FEMALES AT THE ELEMENTARY
LEVEL. AT THE SECONDARY LEVEL, THIS PREDICTION VARIABLE
DID NOT CONSISTENTLY AND/OR SIGNIFICANTLY DISCRIMINATE
BETWEEN THE A=C OR B=~C PERFORMANCE GROUPS FOR MALES
OR FEMALES.

3., THE PREDICTION VARIABLE OF ENGLISH USAGE DID
OCCAS IONALLY SIGNIFICANTLY DISCRIMINATE BETWEEN THE PER-
FORMANCE OF THE A~B AND A-C coMPARISONS (REFER TO TABLES
2, 5, AND 8); HOWEVER, THE LACK OF A DISCRIMINATORY PATTERN
WOULD TEND TO NEGATE THESE PERIODIC SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES,

4, THE PREDICTION VARIABLE OF SPELLING FAILED TO
SIGNIFICANTLY DISCRIMINATE BETWEEN THE PERFORMANCE OF THOSE
WHO ACHIEVED A'S, B's, OR C'S IN STUDENT TEACHING WHETHER
THEY WERE MALES OR FEMALES AT EITHER THE ELEMENTARY OR

SECONDARY LEVEL,



5. THE PREDICTION VARIABLE OF READING FAILED TO
SIGNIFICIANTLY DISCRIMINATE BETWEEN THE PERFORMANCE OF
THOSE WHO ACHIEVED A's, B's, 0R C'S IN STUDENT TEACHING
WHETHER THEY WERE MALES OR FEMALES AT EITHER THE ELEMEN=-
TARY OR SECONDARY LEVEL.

6. THE PREDICTION VARIABLE OF ARITHMETIC FAILED TO
SIGNIFICANTLY DISCRIMINATE BETWEEN THE PERFORMANCE OF THOSE
WHO RECEJIVED A's, B's, oR C's tN STUDENT TEACHING WHETHER
THEY WERE MALES OR FEMALES AT EITHER THE ELEMENTARY OR

SECONDARY LEVEL.
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CHAPTER |V
SUMMARY, DiscussioN, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDAT IONS

WITHIN TH1S STUDY, THE WRITER HAS ATTEMPTED TO
EXAMINE THE SCREENING CRITERIA EMPLOYED PRIOR TO ACCEP=-
TANCE INTO THE TEACHER EDUCATION PROGRAM AS POSSIBLE
DISCRIMINATORS OF PERFORMANCE AS REFLECTED BY ACHIEVED
GRADES DURING STUDENT TEACHING.

IT WAS INTENDED THAT THE STUDY HEREIN PRESENTED
MIGHT PROVIDE BOTH THE INSTITUTION AND ITS CANDIDATES
PREDICTIVE INFORMATION REGARDING PROBABLE LEVELS OF
SUCCESS IN STUDENT TEACHING,.
SUMMARY OF THE METHODS

THE PRESENT STUDY CONSISTED OF ALL STUDENTS,
WITH COMPLETE PROFILES OF INFORMATION, WHO COMPLETED
A STUDENT TEACHING ASSIGNMENT AT CENTRAL WASHINGTON
STATE COLLEGE DURING THE 1964-~65 ACADEMIC YEAR.

INFORMATION REGARDING SEX, LEVEL OF STUDENT
TEACHING ASSIGNMENT, OVERALL GPA, PROFESSIONAL EDUCATION
SEQUENCE GPA, AND TEACHER EDUCATION SCREENING SCORES WERE
OBTAINED THROUGH, AND WITH THE ASSISTANCE OF, THE ASSIs-
TANT DEAN OF |INSTRUCTION, ALL DATA WAS CATEGORIZED AND

KEY PUNCHED ON STANDARD BC spPACE IBM CARDS. ANALYS IS



OF RESULTS WERE COMPUTED BY IBM 1620 COMPUTER, UTILIZING
A STANDARD T TEST WHICH WAS PROVIDED BY THE COMPUTER
CENTER AT CENTRAL WASHINGTON STATE COLLEGE.
FOR PURPOSES OF ANALYSES, STUDENTS WERE DIVIDED
INTO ONE OF THREE GROUPS BASED ON THEIR ACHIEVED GRADE
(A's, B's, AnD C's oOR LESS) IN STUDENT TEACHING. A
FURTHER BREAKDOWN INTO VARIOUS GROUPS, EACH WITH AN
A-B, A-C, AND B-C COMPAR1SON,WAS MADE. THE BREAKDOWN
INTO GROUPS WAS AS FOLLOWS:
1+ ALL MALE AND FEMALE ELEMENTARY AND SECON-
DARY STUDENT TEACHERS.,
2. ALL MALE AND FEMALE ELEMENTARY STUDENT
TEACHERS .
2. ALL MALE ELEMENTARY STUDENT TEACHERS.
4, ALL FEMALE ELEMENTARY STUDENT TEACHERS.,
5. ALL MALE AND FEMALE SECONDARY STUDENT
TEACHERS .
6. ALL MALE SECONDARY STUDENT TEACHERS.
7. ALL FEMALE SECONDARY STUDENT TEACHERS.
8. ALL ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY MALE
STUDENT TEACHERS.,
9. ALL ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY FEMALE
STUDENT TEACHERS.
TABLES 2 THROUGH 26 WERE CONSTRUCTED TO INDICATE

THE RESULTS OF THE ABOVE COMPARISONS.
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SUMMARY, CoNcLUSIONS AND DiscussSioN

1. THE PREDICTION VARIABLE OF OVERALL GPA was
A HIGHLY SIGNIFICANT DISCRIMINATOR OF PERFORMANCE BETWEEN
THOSE WHO ACHIEVED A's, B's, orR C's OR LESS AS RELATED TO
THE A-B AND A-C COMPARISONS FOR MALES AND FEMALES AT BOTH
THE ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY LEVELS OF STUDENT TEACHING,

2. THE PREDICTION VARIABLE OF PROFESSIONAL EDUCATION
SEQUENCE GPA WAS A SIGNIFICANT DISCRIMINATOR OF PERFORMANCE
BETWEEN THOSE WHO ACHIEVED A's, R's, orR C's OR LESS WITH
REGARD TO MALE ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY AND FEMALE ELEMEN-
TARY STUDENT TEACHERS, FOR THE A-B AND A-C COMPARISONS,

THE SAME PREDICTOR DISCRIMINATED BETWEEN ACHIEVED B's AND
C's FOR FEMALE ELEMENTARY TEACHERS ONLY.

3. THE PREDICTION VARIABLE OF ENGLISH USAGE DIS~
CRIMINATED BETWEEN THE PERFORMANCE OF MALE ELEMENTARY
STUDENT TEACHERS WHO RECEIVED EITHER A'S OR B'S.

4. THE PREDICTION VARIABLES OF SPELLING AND READING
AND ARITHMETIC NEVER DISCRIMINATED BETWEEN THOSE WHO RECEIVED
A's, B's, orR C's OR LESS IN STUDENT TEACHING FOR ANY COMPARISON
GROUP,

5. NO PREDICTION VARIABLE WAS FOUND TO RELIABLY
DISCRIMINATE BETWEEN THE PERFORMANCE OF THOSE WHO
ACHIEVED A's, B's, orR C's OR LESS IN STUDENT TEACHING

FOR ANY COMPARISON GROUP.
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CONCLUS10ONS AND DISCUSSION

THE FOLLOWING CONCLUSIONS SEEM TO BE WARRANTED
BY THE F{NDINGS OF TH{S STUDY:

1« THE PREDICTION VARIABLE OF OVERALL GPA couLDd
BE USED AS A PREDICTOR OF RELATIVE SUCCESS FOR PROSPEC=-
TIVE MALE AND FEMALE ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY STUDENT
TEACHERS.

2, THE PREDICTION VARIABLE OF PROFESSIONAL
EDUCATION SEQUENCE GPA COULD BE USED AS A PREDICTOR
OF RELATIVE SUCCESS FOR PROSPECTIVE MALE AND FEMALE
ELEMENTARY AND MALE SECONDARY STUDENT TEACHERS.

3+ THE PREDICTION VARIABLES OF ENGLISH USAGE,
SPELLING, READING, AND ARITHMETIC COULD NOT BE USED WITH
ANY DEGREE OF RELIABILITY FOR THE PURPCSE OF PREDICTING
PROBABLE LEVELS OF SUCCESS IN STUDENT TEACHING,

4, THE SUPERIOR VALUE OF OVERALL GPA AS A
PREDICTOR OF RELATIVE SUCCESS IN STUDENT TEACHING WOULD
WARRANT ITS APPLICATION AS A SCREENING AND SELECTION
CRITERION VARIABLE BEFORE ENTERING STUDENT TEACHING.

THIS CRITERION MAY BE A USEFUL PERFORMANCE
VARIABLE INSOFAR AS WE CAN IMPLY THAT SUCCESS IN THE
ACTIVITY OF STUDENT TEACHING 1S RELATED POSITIVELY
TO SUCCESS AS A TEACHER. TH!S RELATIONSHIP IS COMPLICATED

BY THE KNOWLEDGE THAT A CRITER{ION OR CRITERIA OF SUCCESS~-
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FUL TEACHING HAS NOT BEEN AGREED UPON, SiINCE THE GRADES
IN STUDENT TEACHING ARE THE RESULTS OF SUPERVISORY JUDGE=
MENTS RATHER THAN OBJECTIVE MEASUREMENTS, AND SINCE SUCCESS
AS A TEACHER IS USUALLY EVALUATED THE SAME WAY, ERRORS IN
JUDGEMENT OR HONEST DIFFERENCE OBViIOUSLY ARE IMPORTANT AND
CONTAMINATE ANY STUDIES OF RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN THE TWwWO.
EVEN IF THE CORRELATION BFTWEEN STUDENT TEACHING GRADES
AND SOME RATING OF TEACHING SUCCESS WAS AS HIGH AS .70’
AND IF STUDENT TEACHING GRADES CORRELATED .70 WITH ONE OF
THE CRITERIA HEREIN INVESTIGATED, THIS STILL GUARANTEES NO
RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN THE RATING OF TEACHING SUCCESS AND THE
SPECIFIC CRITERION.

WHILE 1IN PRACTICALITY, THE RESULTS OF THIS STUDY
POINT TO SIGNIFICANT RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN ENTRANCE
CRITERIA AND STUDENT TEACHING PERFORMANCES, THEY MAY [N
ACTUALITY BE IN NO WAY RELATED TO IDENTIFYING SUCCESSFUL
OR NON-SUCCESSFUL TEACHING PATTERNS, THESE RESULTS MAY THEN
BE BASED ON A PECULJIAR SET OF PERFORMANCE GRADES AS DETER-
MiNED BY A PECULIARLY BIASED GROUP OF SUPERVISORS. HCNEVER,
THE CONFIDENCE LEVELS FOR MOST COMPARISONS WOULD SUGGEST
THAT SOME OF THE CRITERIA HAVE TREMENDOUS DISCRIMINATORY VALUE
REGARDING DIFFERENTIATING BETWEEN PERFORMANCE LEVELS, BUT
SUGGEST OR RECOMMEND NOTHING REGARDING WHAT THE CHARACTERISTICS

OF THE PERFORMANCE GROUPS ARE. ANY RECOMMENDATION AND/OR



CONCLUSI1ON MUST THEREFORE BE CONSIDERED W{TH THESE
LIMITATIONS IN MIND,
5. THE SUPERIOR VALUE OF PROFESSIONAL EDUCATION

SEQUENCE GPA AS A PREDICTOR OF RELATIVE SUCCESS FOR THE

A-B AND A-C COMPARISONS IN REGARD TO ELEMENTARY AND SECON=-

DARY MALES AND ELEMENTARY FEMALES WOULD WARRANT ITS
APPLICATION AS A SCREENING AND SELECTION PREDICTOR
VARIABLE,

THE USEFULNESS OF GPA IN SEQUENCE COURSES AS
SCREENING CRITERIA IN THE TEACHER EDUCATION IS LIMITED
SINCE THE STUDENT MUST BE ACCEPTED, OR SHOULD BE, PRIOR
TO HAVING COMPLETED OVER HALF OF THE DIDACTIC PART OF
HIS PROGRAM. IT 1S REASONABLE TO ASSUME THAT DURING THE
PROFESS IONAL EDUCATION SEQUENCE COURSES THE STUDENT MAY
BE EXPOSED TO FEELINGS, ATTITUDES, ETC., OF THE SUCCESS=~
FUL TEACHING PRACTICES WHICH HE MAY INCORPORATE.QUITE
APART FROM HIS INDIVIDUAL PERFORMANCE RECORD., THAT 1S,
THE STUDENT MAY BE UNSUCCESSFUL IN TERMS OF HIGH CLASS~-
ROOM PERFORMANCE YET BE HIGHLY SUCCESSFUL IN GAINING
SKILLS WHICH BRING HIM SUCCESS AS A STUDENT TEACHER.
PERHAPS TH1S MIGHT EXPLAIN THE APPARENT CLOSE IDENTITY
BETWEEN THE B AND C STUDENT TEACHING PERFORMANCE GROUPS,

(NO PREDICTION VARIABLE EVER DISTINGUISHED BETWEEN THESE

TWO PERFORMANCE LEVELS.)
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To BE OF MAXIMUM USEFULNESS, WE NEED DEVICES WHICH WILL
SCREEN AT THE BEGINNING RATHER THAN THE MIDDLE OF A TRAINING
PROGRAM. FURTHER RESEARCH MIGHT iNDICATE WHETHER 6R NOT THESE
SEQUENCE GRADES ARE USEFUL IN SCREENING FOR GRADUATE PROGRAMS
IN EDUCATION,.

6. THE NEGLIGIBLE VALUE OF THE ENGLISH USAGE,
SPELLING, READING, AND ARITHMETIC PREDICTION VARIABLES AS
PREDICTORS OF RELATIVE SUCCESS IN STUDENT TEACHING FOR
MALES AND FEMALES AT EITHER THE ELEMENTARY OR SECONDARY
LEVELS WOULD INDICATE THAT THEIR APPLICATION AS SCREENING
AND SELECTIVE CRITERIA 1S WITHOUT JUSTIFIABLE AND DEFENSIBLE
CAUSE.,

As PREVIOUSLY CITED IN CHAPTER |, INSTRUCTORS CLOSELY
ASSOCIATED WITH THE TEACHER EDUCATION PROGRAM PERCEIVED THE
ENTRANCE TESTS AS DETERMINANTS OF WHETHER OR NOT THE CANDI-
DATE HAS SUFFICJENT BASIC SKILLS WITHIN THE CRITERIA TO BE
ADMITTED TO THE PROGRAM. OTHER AREAS OF APPLICATION OF THE
TESTS WERE CITED; HOWEVER, THE AFOREMENTIONED CRITERIA WAS
CHOSEN MOST OFTEN (REFER TO TABLE 27). SINCE STUDENTS WHO
DO NOT PASS THE ENTRANCE CRITERIA ARE NOT ALLOWED TO ENTER
THE PROGRAM, !T WOULD SEEM OBVIOUS THAT THE INSTITUTION IS
IN ESSENCE MAKING A PREDICTION THAT THESE PARTICULAR CANDf-
DATES WILL NOT BE SUCCESSFUL STUDENT TEACHERS. IN CONSID-

ERATION OF THE NON-DISCRIMINATORY NATURE OF THE ENTRANCE



8¢&

CRITERIA IN REGARD TO PERFORMANCE CATEGORIES IN STUDENT
TEACHING, IT WOULD SEEM INAPPROPRIATE TO REFUSE A STUDENT
ADMITTANCE TO THE PROGRAM BECAUSE OF ONE OR MORE DEF{CIENCES
ON THE ENTRANCE CRITERIA. THIS CONCLUSION WOULD APPEAR

MORE REALISTIC WHEN ONE CONSIDERS THAT NO RESEARCH HAS BEEN
DONE IN TERMS OF PERMITTING STUDENTS DEFICIENT ON THE ENTRANCE
CRITERIA TO STUDENT TEACH AND THEN COMPARING THEIR PERFOR~-
MANCE WITH THOSE WHO WERE ADMITTED WITH SCORES ABOVE THE
MINIMUM STANDARDS,

TH1S DISCUSSION DOES NOT PRECLUDE THE USE OF THESE
TESTS TO IDENTIFY WEAKNESSES PERCEIVED AS UNDESIRABLE IN
STUDENT TEACHERS AND CONSEQUENTLY TO USE THESE RESULTS TO
DIRECT THE STUDENT INTO PROGRAMS FOR IMPROVEMENT. RATHER
IT SIMPLY IS [INTENDED TO POINT OUT THAT UNDER CERTAIN
CIRCUMSTANCES CRITERIA LABELED AS ENTRANCE TESTS MAY IN
REALITY BE SCREENING INSTRUMENTS.

IN COMPARISON WITH BARR'S (1948) SUMMARY OF STUDIES
RELATED TO PREDICTING GRADES IN STUDENT TEACHING, THE
RESULTS OF THIS RESEARCH RELATE TO HIS IDENTIFICATION OF
METHODS AND PROCEDURES COURSES AS BEING MORE OFTEN RELATED
POSITIVELY TO GRADES IN STUDENT TEACHING THAN OTHER LESS

SIGNIFICANT CRITERIA,



RECOMMENDAT! ONS

THE WRITER HAS ATTEMPTED TO IDENTIFY THE PREDIC-

TIVE UTILITY OF CERTAIN SCREENING CRITERIA USED AT CENTRAL
WASHINGTON STATE COLLEGE., THE INTENDED GOAL WAS TO AID THE
INSTITUTION IN SELECTING SUCCESSFUL PROSPECTIVE TEACHERS

AND TO GUIDE THE STUDENT INTO AREAS OF PROBABLE SUCCESS.

ANY RECOMMENDATIONS MUST, THEREFORE, BE APPLICABLE SPECIFICALLY
TO THE TEACHER EDUCATION PROGRAM AT CENTRAL WASHINGTON STATE
COoLLEGE.

1. AN ATTEMPT SHOULD BE MADE TO IDENTIFY FINER
DISCRIMINATIONS WITHIN THE GRADES ASSIGNED FOR STUDENT
TEACHING. A FRACTIONATED GRADING SCALE WOULD ALLOW A
DIRECT COMPARISON BETWEEN STUDENT TEACHING GRADE, OVERALL
GPA, AND/OR PROFESS IONAL EDUCATION SEQUENCE GPA.

2. AN ATTEMPT SHOULD BE MADE TO UTIL!ZE AREAS OF THE
WASHINGTON PRE COLLEGE TEST BATTERY WHICH MIGHT RELATE TO
PREDICTING EDUCATIONAL SUCCESS. HERE AGAIN, THE FRACTIONATED
GRADING SYSTEM WOULD BLEND WITH THE WASHINGTON PRE COLLEGE
TESTS FOR A MORE DISCRIMINATORY EVALUATION,

3., ELIMINATE THE SCREENING AND SELECTIVE CRITERIA
DETERMINED AS INAPPROPRIATE BY THIS STUDY AND REPLACE THEM
WiTH MORE RELJIABLE INSTRUMENTS, THE INCORPORATION OF ANY
NEW CRITERIA SHOULD BEACCOMPANIED BY A RESEARCH DESIGN

INTENDED TO MAINTAIN CONSTANT EVALUATION OF THE PROGRAM.
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TABLE 27

CHECKLIST FOR EVALUATING PURPOSE OF TEACHER EDUCATION TESTS

PLEASE RANK EACH OF THE FOLLOWING STATEMENTS IN THE ORDER WHICH

YOU BELIEVE BEST DESCRIBES THE PURPOSES OF THE TEACHER EDUCATION

TESTS AT CENTRAL WASHINGTON STATE COLLEGE.,

2(1), 2(2)*

3(1), 5(2)

0,0

1(1), 0

13(1), #(2)

4(1), 7(2)

‘]l

5.

74

THEY SHOULD BE USED FOR PURPOSES OF ELIMIN=-
ATION OF THE MOST UNLIKELY CANDIDATES FROM
THE TEACHER EDUCATION PROGRAM.

THEY SHOULD BE CONS)DBERED AS A MEANS OF
DECIDING WHO SHOULD OR SHOULD NOT BE
ADMITTED TO THE TEACHER EDUCATION PROGRAM.

THEY SHOULD BE USEFUL FOR PREDICTING
SUCCESS IN STUDENT TEACHING.

THEY SHOULD BE USEFUL IN PREDICTING LATER
TEACHING SUCCESS.

THEY SHOULD BE USEFUL FOR DETERMINING
WHETHER OR NOT THE CANDIDATE HAS SUFFi-
CIENT BASIC SKILLS IN ARITHMETIC, GRAMMAR,
READING, ETC., TO BE ADMITTED TO THE
STUDENT TEACHING PROGRAM.

THEY SHOULD BE USEFUL [N PREDICTING THE
STUDENT TEACHER'S ABILITY TO USE THE SKILLS
LISTED IN ITEM #5 IN THE CLASSROOM,

OTHER ( PLEASE DESCRIBE). M (IDENTIFY WEAK
AREAS )

* DENOTES THE NUMBER OF FIRST AND SECOND CHOICES FOR

EACH CRITERION.



(POSS1BLY AN EVALUATION WHEREIN A COMPARISON IS MADE
BETWEEN AN ENTRANCE SCORE AND THE PERFORMANCE OF THAT
SKILL DURING STUDENT TEACHING).

4, INVOLVE TEACHING SUPERVISORS MORE INTIMATELY
TO THE PROCESS OF IDENTIFYING THE VARIABLES, BEHAVIOR,
CONDITIONS, ETC., WHICH COMPRISE SUCCESSFUL TEACHING,

5. IDEALLY A CONTINUED ATTEMPT SHOULD BE MADE
TO ARRIVE AT A POINT WHEREIN THE INSTITUTION CAN IDENTIFY
POTENTIALLY SUCCESSFUL TEACHERS, THE STUDENT CAN IDENTIFY
AREAS OF PROBABLE SUCCESS, AND SUPERVISING TEACHERS IN THE
FIELD CAN OBJECTIVELY RELATE TO BOTH THE INSTITUTION AND
{TS STUDENTS THE REQUISITES OF SUCCESS AND THE PITFALLS OF
FAILURE,
GENERAL SUMMARY

THE MULTIPLICITY OF RESEARCH IN THE AREA OF
ATTEMPTING TO IDENTIFY THE CRITERJA INVOLVED N SUCCESS~-
FUL TEACHING CONTAINS BUT A MINIMAL AMOUNT OF PREDICTIVE
APPLICIABILITY. EVIDENCES WHERE CITED APPEAR CONTRADICTORY
AND NON=SUPPORTIVE OF ONE ANOTHER. AS GETZELS AND JACKSON
(1963 ) PREVIOUSLY POINTED OUT, FEW RESEARCH DESIGNS DEAL WITH
COMPARABLE ATTRIBUTES OF TEACHING, HENCE ANY INTER-RESEARCH

COMMONALITY IS IMPOSSIBLE TO ACHIEVE., WHAT APPEARS TO



REMAIN ARE MANY INDEPENDENT STUDIES EACH REVEALING A

FACET OF A COMPLEX ENDEAVOR BUT UNABLE TO ACCUMULATE IN

ANY APPRECIABLE AND SIGNIFICANT DESIGN.,
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