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The problem of this study is concerned with the 

relationships between selected requirements for admission 

to elementary teacher education and teaching performance. 

The purposes of this study were (1) to investigate the 

relationships between teaching performance, as evaluated 

by a principal, and five selected admission criteria (the 

GPA at the time of admittance to teacher education; achieve-

ment test scores in reading, language, mathematics; and 

instructor appraisal of the student during the first education 

course); (2) to determine whether or not the five selected 

admission criteria used singly, or in some combination, 

predict success in teaching performance. The subjects of 

this study are forty-four teachers who completed the 

achievement tests at and graduated from North Texas State 

University between December, 1981, and August, 1983, who 

currently hold teaching positions, and who have teaching 

experience ranging from one year to two and one-half years. 



The Pearson product-moment correlation was used to 

compare each admission criterion with the principal's 

evaluation of the teacher. Stepwise regression analysis 

was used to determine whether any combination of the five 

admission criteria have significant correlation with 

teaching performance as evaluated by principals. A two-

tailed t test was used to test for significance of the 

simple correlations, and the F ratio was used for the test 

of significance of the multiple correlation. All correlations 

were tested for significance at the .05 level. 

For this population sample, the results of this study 

indicate that there are no significant relationships between 

success in teaching performance as measured by principal 

evaluations and any of the five selected admission criteria. 

Furthermore, no significant relationships were found between 

any combination of these five predictor variables and teaching 

performance as evaluated by the principals. A discussion of 

the data findings speculates on the reasons why the variables 

used did not produce statistically significant findings. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

Most professions go through three phases of a selection 

process in an attempt to increase the probability of success 

among their practitioners. These three phases are the de-

velopment or isolation of a pool of talent from which appli-

cants for training can be drawn, the selection of entrants, 

and the later screening as training progresses (17, p. 92). 

In the teaching profession, the quality of the teacher 

education talent pool depends upon both decisions made by 

individuals who seek to prepare themselves as teachers and 

educators of teacher education institutions who determine 

which applicants to select for teacher education programs. 

Both of these decision areas are important, but only one 

is under the direct purview and control of such institutions 

(14, p. 61). In order to select the most promising students 

for their programs, many teacher education institutions 

establish formal procedures that are designed to allow 

entrance only to those who meet specified criteria. 

Although there appears to be wide disagreement among 

the general public and, in particular, teacher educators 

regarding what criteria should be used for admission (6, 

p. 247) , there seems to be consensus on the rationale behind 



the whole issue of selection. The rationale is that the 

adopted criteria should predict success in teaching. There-

fore a comprehensive study that describes the relationships 

between admission criteria and teaching performance would 

be beneficial in assisting teacher education institutions 

to select more promising aspirants. 

Statement of the Problem 

This study is concerned with the problem of whether or 

not there are relationships between selected requirements 

for admission to elementary teacher education programs and 

teaching performance. 

Purposes of the Study 

The purposes of this study are as follows: 

1. To investigate the relationships among five 

selected admission criteria and success in teaching 

performance; 

2. To determine which of the selected criteria are 

the best predictors of teaching performance; 

3. To determine whether the five selected criteria, 

used singly or in some combination, predict success in 

teaching performance. 

Research Questions 

Based on the purposes of this study, the following 

research questions guide the analyses of data for this 

study. 



1. To what extent is success in teaching performance 

related to one's student grade-point average at the time 

of admission to the teacher education program? 

2. To what extent is success in teaching performance 

related to one's student California Achievement Test (CAT) 

(4) score in reading? 

3. To what extent is success in teaching performance 

related to one's student CAT score in language? 

4. To what extent is success in teaching performance 

related to one's student CAT score in mathematics? 

5. To what extent is success in teaching performance 

related to the instructor's appraisal of the student during 

the first education course? 

6. To what extent is success in teaching performance 

related to the combination of the specified, selected 

predictor variables? 

Basic Assumption 

It is assumed that the ratings received from school 

principals reflect the true aspects of teacher^' performance 

It is also assumed that information recorded in the various 

official files is authentic. 

Delimitations of the Study 

This study is confined to the elementary education 

program at North Texas State University. Students included 



in this study are only those who completed the California 

Achievement Test at North Texas State University, who 

graduated from North Texas State University, who currently 

hold a teaching position in an elementary or middle school, 

and who have taught at least one year but no more than two 

and one-half years. 

Limitation of the Study 

Cases used in this study are composed only of graduates 

of the Elementary Education Division, College of Education, 

North Texas State University, Denton, Texas, between December, 

1981, and August, 1983, and, as such, mirror the selection 

and training programs of a single institution. 

Background and Importance of the Study 

Admission standards for existing teacher preparatory 

programs at various institutions have been criticized as 

inadequate to select promising candidates. Watts calls 

current admissions criteria "meager standards, established 

at wretchedly inadequate levels or administered in such a 

careless fashion as to be literally useless" (20, p. 120). 

Carpenter (5) found that a student can be admitted to most 

teacher education institutions with an overall grade-point 

average of 2.25. In this age of inflated grades, a 2,25 

GPA is not very impressive (2). 



Applicants' awareness of the existence of reportedly-

lax selection standards encourages less able students to 

enter teacher education programs. According to Watkins 

(19), the College Board's 1980 report of Scholastic Aptitude 

Test (SAT) scores for college-bound high school seniors 

shows that 6.0 per cent of students who said they planned 

to study education had. some of the lowest scores on the 

test. Potential education majors had a 389 average verbal 

score and 418 average mathematics score, compared with the 

national average of 424 on the verbal section and 466 on the 

mathematics section for students in all fields. 

Ryan, Kleine, and Krasno (13) also found that students 

majoring in education consistently show low academic per-

formance and have low status within the university. The 

data from their study show that among sixteen groups taking 

the Graduate Record Examination (GRE), undergraduate education 

majors ranked lowest according to surveys made by the Educa-

tional Testing Service. Weaver (21) also reports that the 

scores of education majors on the GRE have significantly de-

clined since 1970 and are substantially lower than those of 

majors in eight other professional fields compared in 1975 

and 1976. 

The Carnegie Commission report goes beyond Weaver's 

findings, indicating that not only were "the most intellectual" 

students not being attracted to teaching, but neither were 



those students who were "the least authoritarian," "the most 

attuned to cultural pluralism," and "the most flexible in 

attitudes toward minority cultures" (16, p. 28). 

In 1972, Habermann (8) found that 386 member insti-

tutions of the National Council for Accreditation of Teacher 

Education (NCATE) accepted almost anyone who applied for 

entry to their education programs. In 1975, Brubaker (3) 

also found a similar result that indicated most institutions 

accepted more than 90 per cent of their applicants. Griffith 

(7) discusses a national survey of college students done in 

1976 that showed most schools of education rejected fewer 

than 10 per cent of their applicants. One interesting fact 

from the same survey is that those who had been rejected once 

were allowed to apply again and were almost always admitted; 

once admitted, almost nobody was dropped for poor grades or 

unsuitable personality traits. Atkins1 (1) recent survey 

showed that teacher education institutions still draw poor 

students and the situation is getting worse. 

As a result of indecisive admissions standards, Watts 

(20) maintains, the quality of both teacher education and a 

public school education has been deteriorating at least in 

three aspects. First, when less able students are admitted, 

they are being placed in an environment where they are 

likely to experience frustration and failure. Even if they 

complete the program and pursue a teaching career, the 



chances are they will be unable to cope with the demands 

and responsibilities of the position; even a superb pre-

paratory program cannot make a competent teacher out of 

an inadequate candidate. Secondly, the inclusion of 

mediocre students requires college instructors to spend 

more time and effort to work with marginal students whose 

teaching futures are not promising. Finally, elementary 

and secondary school students become the real losers because 

they are subjected to incompetent teachers. 

Because of the perceived failure of existing admission 

criteria and certification procedures in teacher education, 

competency-based education and certification programs are 

being mandated by many state legislatures. Oregon, Washing-

ton, California, Minnesota, Michigan, Pennsylvania, New Jersey, 

Texas, and Florida were in the forefront of this movement (11). 

As of December, 1981, thirty-three states had taken some action 

to mandate teacher competence assessment either for admission 

to teacher education programs or for initial certification. 

Most of the remaining seventeen states are currently con-

sidering similar requirements for prospective teachers (9, 

p. 215). In Texas, a new statewide requirement went into 

effect May 1, 1984, which requires all students who desire 

entry or continuance in teacher education programs to pass 

a basic skills test in reading, writing, and mathematics (18), 



Furthermore, there is a trend toward raising the 

grade-point average as a criterion for admission to teacher 

education programs that is emerging. Laman and Reeves' 

(10) surveys show that a commonly required 1972 overall 

2.0 grade-point average (on a 4.0 scale) has risen to 2.5 

in 1982. The median overall grade-point average increased 

from 2.0 in 1972 to 2.20 in 1982. The grade—point average 

in a major or minor required for admission shows a similar 

rise from a median of 2.20 in 1972 to 2.50 in 1982, and from 

a mode of 2.0 in 1972 to 2.20 in 1982. As of 1984 the 

College of Education at North Texas State University, Denton, 

Texas, requires all students to have a 2.75 grade-point 

average when applying for admission, student teaching, and 

certification (12). 

Almost everyone agrees that upgrading standards for 

admission to teacher education programs is desirable. However, 

the realistic problems faced by today's teacher education 

institutions in the selection of candidates should not be 

overlooked. Some such colleges may be forced to cut back 

or close if there are not enough applicants to support their 

programs. 

When the post-World War II student cohort ended, school 

enrollments decreased. Griffith (7) reports that between 

1971 and 1980 schools lost a million students between the 

ages of five and thirteen. As school populations declined, 



teacher supply exceeded the demand, and applicants for 

teacher education dwindled. In her 1980 survey, Starr 

(15) says that only 10 per cent of high school graduating 

females and 3 per cent of males who were college-bound were 

planning to major in education; in 1972, that figure had 

been 19 per cent for females and 6 per cent for males. 

Since the amount of money a college of education receives 

depends on enrollment, funds have also been decreasing. Con-

sequently, Watts (20) reports, many colleges of education 

have created loop-holes in their admission requirements that 

allow almost any student to enroll. 

Faced with a rapidly contracting pool of applicants and 

an accountability movement, teacher education institutions 

need to give careful consideration to current admissions 

criteria. There is a need for a definitive study of some 

selected admission criteria to determine the validity of 

each as a reliable predictor of teaching performance, which 

will provide a worthwhile addition to the literature dealing 

with the processes of selecting prospective teachers. 

Organization of the Study 

This study utilizes the organizational framework of five 

distinctly separate chapters, a bibliography, and selected 

appendices. Chapter I presents a statement of the problem, 

assumptions, delimitation, limitation, and the background and 
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importance of the study. Chapter II presents a review of 

related literature. Chapter III describes the methods and 

procedures followed to organize the research study, collect 

the data, and indicate the manner by which the data were 

processed. Chapter IV contains the finding of the study. 

Chapter V presents a summary of the study, conclusions 

drawn, and recommendations based upon the findings of this 

research. 
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CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

Introduction 

Henry Adams, a historian-philosopher, once said, "A 

teacher affects eternity; he can never tell where his in-

fluence stops" (1, p. 79) . It would be hard to dispute the 

truth of this statement. It is even harder to disagree 

with the idea that the effect of schooling depends to a 

considerable extent on who one's teachers have been. The 

teacher, outside of the members of a child's immediate 

family, has more to do with shaping what that child is to 

become than any other adult or group of adults with whom the 

child may interact. If this is true, then the process of 

selecting the right people" for teacher education is of the 

utmost importance in developing an enlightened and productive 

society. 

In addition, rapidly changing conditions in the supply 

and demand of teachers and the accountability movement in 

teacher education programs demand that teacher education 

institutions search for more relevant measures to select 

quality teacher candidates (10, p. 2; 47, p. 2). However, 

the question is how do we define "the right people?" 

13 
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In an attempt to answer this question, Sandven says, 

Opinions on this matter will vary considerably, 
because we have different conceptions both as to the 
aim of education and as to which kind of teacher is 
best^qualified to develop work in school toward the 
aim in question, and, in addition, will be most 
likely to do it. The differences of opinion do not 
only appear at the fundamental level but also in 
relation to the question . . . which criteria may 
serve as indications that the teacher is in 
possession of the qualification and characteristics 
which we consider desirable in relation to the aims 
of education (38, p. 113). 

Therefore, Sandven further argues the decision concerning 

personal qualifications for use in selection has to be based 

on a theoretical and philosophical evaluation of essential 

qualities, supported by available indications as to which 

abilities, traits, and circumstances may lead to progress 

in the professional role (38, p. 116). 

Fundamentals of the Selection Process 

According to Gould (29, p. 59), a proper teacher candi-

date should be (a) intellectually capable, temperamentally 

and personally desirable, and motivated by a sincere desire 

to teach; (b) able to stimulate the creative possibilities 

of his students; (c) able to mix the ingredients of technique 

and substance properly in teaching; (d) committed to the 

joyful process of nurturing young minds in an atmosphere of 

both inspiration and humility; (e) a living example of what 

he professes. 

The Ohio Board of Education adopted the following 

standards for institutional approval in teacher education: 
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Teacher education students shall be selected and 
admitted pursuant to criteria and procedures . . . 
which are conducive to the acquisition of the body 
of knowledge, skills, attitudes, and values necessary 
for becoming an effective teacher . . . [which include] 
those characteristics necessary to contribute success-
fully to pupil growth and development; and tolerance 
for, and understanding of, human diversity (32, p. 3). 

More recently, the issue of who are "the right people" 

for teacher education programs was raised again at the 1979 

National Council for Accreditaion of Teacher Education 

(NCATE). The council states that the "institution is 

obligated to systematically determine the factors related 

to success in its teacher education programs. Among these 

factors are skills, understandings, and personal charac-

teristics requisite to teaching" (30, p. 9). 

Institutional Policies and Procedures 

Examining the issue of selection from another point 

of view, there is a need to explore what teacher education 

institutions have been doing in order to select the right 

people and screen out the wrong ones. Studies on institu-

tional policies and procedures should provide a perspective. 

The question of deciding who should teach has been an 

area that has attracted continuing concern and debate since 

the establishment of special institutions for the education 

of teachers more than a century ago. In the past, some 

educators have contended that most individuals who possessed 

a general education could become competent teachers. More 
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recently, Brubaker (9) points out, such a viewpoint has been 

replaced by the contention that the quality of teachers needed 

for the American public schools can be secured only through 

a program that includes adequate preparatory education, a 

broad academic and professional education, and proficient 

guidance. 

Entrance requirements of institutions involved in 

teacher education have evolved through the following three 

basic stages. 

1. Normal school entrance requirements (from 1839 to 

1900): According to Barnard (2, pp. 67-71), the establish-

ment in 1839 of the first state-supported normal school at 

Lexington, Massachusetts, began the normal school era in 

America. The standards for admission to Lexington were 

widely adopted by other normal schools that opened subsequently, 

These admission requirements included sex tfemale only); age 

(16 minimum age); a statement of promise to become a teacher, 

presentation of a certificate affirmed by some responsible 

person who testified to the applicants' good physical, 

intellectual, and moral character; and the successful com-

pletion of examinations pertaining to all subject matter 

areas. During this stage, Lindscheid (24, p. 30) explains, 

few elementary school teachers had more than an elementary 

education, so normal school admission requirements were set 

so low that they could be met by both active and prospective 

teachers. 
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Following acceptance by 1895 of the normal school 

concept, Newell (31, pp. 2263-2265) says, the number of 

state-supported institutions increased and changes also 

occurred in the pattern of the educational system; there-

fore, entrance requirements were altered. During this 

period the standard of admission requirements was upgraded. 

A good example of this upgrading was reflected in the re-

quirements for admission to the state normal university 

in Illinois. In addition to producing a certificate 

testifying to good moral character and signing a declaration 

to teach in the public schools in Illinois, applicants for 

admission to the normal university were required to pass 

examinations in reading, spelling, writing, arithmetic, 

geography, United States history, and English grammar. 

During the period from 1870 to 1890, Linton (25, p. 3) 

notes, the influence of the high school on normal school 

admission policies began to be seen. The Oswego Normal School 

of New York began to require an academic background for 

applicants equivalent to that offered by the high school. 

According to Harper (20, p. 96), by 1900, the entrance re-

quirements generally included good health, a minimum age of 

16 to 18 years, a certificate of good moral character, and an 

examination covering knowledge in subjects most commonly 

taught. The entrance examinations in most instances were 

far from a mere formality and were increased in difficulty 

as the level of education rose. Nevertheless, many normal 
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schools showed a reluctance to enforce rigid formal 

education requirements. 

2. Rise of teacher colleges (from 1900 to 1930): 

1ft 1902, the North Central Association adopted the require-

ment that teachers in member high schools would be required 

to have completed the bachelor's degree. The requirement 

forced normal schools to become degree-granting colleges or 

be frozen out of the field of secondary-teacher preparation. 

The consequence was a rapid transformation of existing 

normal schools into four-year, degree-granting teacher 

colleges (9, p. 4). 

Admission requirements to teacher education institutions 

rose steadily during the first three decades of the twentieth 

century. By 1930, according to Brubaker and Patton (9, p. 4), 

entrance requirements of teacher colleges were as high as 

requirements of other institutions of learning and equal to 

admission requirements to all professional schools with the 

exception of medical colleges and schools of engineering. By 

the end of 1930s, McNeil (26, pp. 55-56) says, graduation 

from a high school or the equivalent was required for un-

conditional admission to teacher colleges in all forty-eight 

states. Most states required applicants to pass entrance 

examinations designed to measure general knowledge. Nearly 

one-half the states still had a minimum age qualification. 

Thirty-one states required candidates to provide some type of 
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evidence of good character. Slightly more than half of 

the states required evidence of good health. Thirty-nine 

states required the prospective teachers to complete cer-

tain high school subjects. It is interesting to note that 

in nine states the candidate was still compelled to pledge 

or declare the intention to teach in the state schools. 

Twenty-eight states permitted candidates to qualify by 

examination when lacking the prescribed units (26) 

3. Development of selective admission policies (from 

1930 to the present): Barr and Douglas (4) report that 

because of an annual surplus of teachers during the early 

1930s, many teacher colleges were forced to raise the standards 

for pre-training selection of teachers. The factors primarily 

associated with selection were scholarship, teaching aptitude, 

academic intelligence, social intelligence, skill in ex-

pression, health and physical fitness, character, attitudes, 

and emotional stability. The instruments most frequently 

employed in measuring these elements were high school grades, 

psychological tests, aptitude and achievement tests, letters 

of recommendation, rating scales, questionnaires, interviews, 

and medical examinations. 

Sanford and Trump (37, p. 1390) relate how during the 

1940s teacher education institutions continued to move toward 

a gradual raising of selection standards leading to the 

development of two types of preservice selection. Under a 
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plan of selective admissions, the least promising appli-

cants were denied admission to teacher education programs. 

The other plan, selective retention, referred to action after 

admission to an institution or to a curriculum, and was 

generally used to refer to the satisfactory completion of 

work after admission had been gained. 

By 1950, a significant number of teacher education 

institutions were using some form of selection or selective 

retention or a combination of both. Factors ordinarily con-

sidered by institutions prior to granting entrance included 

high school graduation, completion of specified high school 

classes, scholarship or rank in high school, scores earned 

on examinations, recommendations by principals and teachers, 

personality ratings following interviews, health examinations, 

and speech tests (37, p. 1390). 

During the 1960s, Counts (12, p. 221) says most public 

and private teacher education institutions continued to 

strive toward setting up more selective admissions programs. 

Even so, only the most obviously deficient prospects were 

being eliminated. With a projected surplus of teachers 

predicted for the late 1960s, institutions were beginning 

to see a need for more selective machinery to ensure higher 

quality. 

Brubaker and Patton's (9, p. 6) 1975 study of the 

admissions procedures utilized by the North Central Association 

of Colleges and Universities accredited by the National 
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Council for the Accreditation of Teacher Education, 

revealed that most institutions favored a joint admini-

strative and faculty committee for determining admission 

policy. As of 1973, most institutions, 96 per cent, employed 

a program of selective admission into teacher education in 

addition to basic institutional entrance requirements. 

Multiple admissions criteria were favored over any single 

criterion, but scholastic aptitude was the factor most 

frequently used. Other criterion, according to frequency 

of use, included English proficiency, personality, interest 

in and attitude toward teaching, results of speech and 

hearing tests, teaching aptitude, general culture knowledge, 

contemporary affairs knowledge, and health examination. 

Four recent studies illustrate current criteria and 

procedures. In a study of the selective processes and 

criteria for admission of undergraduates to teacher education 

programs in 180 American Association of Colleges for Teacher 

Education (AACTE) member institutions, Carpenter (10) found 

academic attainment to be the most important criterion. in 

another survey of selection processes adopted in 43 teacher 

education institutions, Sinclair and Picogna (42) found that 

the criteria used by the institutions included a grade-

pomt average of 2.0 or greater (44%), a personal interview 

(42%), evidence of good health (21%), voice and appearance 

evaluation (7%), completion of speech course (21%), and a 
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personality inventory (23%). Shank (39) received responses 

from 200 of the 354 institutions that were randomly selected 

from listings in a postsecondary education directory. The 

data indicate that these institutions screened prospective 

students by using a quota system (4,3%), grade-point average 

(96.8%), language proficiency (77.5%), speech and hearing 

tests (74%), general health examinations (63.6%), interviews 

(43.7%), self-report questionnaires (52.5%), and letters of 

reference (41.8%). 

In 1983, Laman and Reeves (23), in order to update a 

similar survey they completed in 1972, used a quota sample 

method to select 147 AACTE member institutions representing 

all 50 states and the District of Columbia. Responses from 

121 institutions indicate that the grade-point average is 

still the most widely used criterion for selection (95%). 

Other criterion reported in the same survey are the formal 

application, and less frequently, written recommendations, a 

speech test, standardized tests, informal written language 

tests, a physical examination, and a psychological examina-

tion. However, these authors found a trend that reveals 

the increased use of various informal written language tests 

and standardized tests in the basic skills of language and 

mathematics. Physical and psychological examinations appear 

to be less frequently used since their 1972 study. 
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Effectiveness of Selection Criteria 

The purpose of establishing admissions standards for 

teacher education programs is to increase the probability 

that those who are admitted will successfully complete 

the program and become effective teachers. To establish 

adequate standards, the particular attributes required 

for reaching these goals need to be identified on the basis 

of research that is related to the effectiveness of admissions 

criteria. However, it is surprising that so few studies 

seem to exist that evaluate the effectiveness of screening 

criteria, despite its importance. The research on the 

effectiveness of selection criteria has been conducted 

primarily by comparing predictor variables with students' 

academic performance during training, student teaching per-

formance, and actual teaching performance. 

Benjamins and Erdman (6) explored the reliability of 

personality, interest, and academic measures in predicting 

faculty ratings of student performance in the areas of 

effectiveness, flexibility, responsibility, and sociability. 

The results of this study indicate that achievement tests 

are poor predictors of faculty ratings of student performance 

during training, but the personality and interest criteria 

are found to be significant predictors. 

In another study, Heit and others (21) studied the 

relationships between six screening criteria and students' 

grade-point average in health education majors. The importance 

of each of these six predictor criteria was reflected by 
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using a weighting system. These six criteria and their 

percentage weights were entering GPA (25%), personal inter-

view (20%), biographical inventory (10%), paper of intent 

(15%), basic health education course (15%), and letters of 

recommendation (15%). The results indicate that composite 

scores of these six criteria are better predictors of 

students' academic performance than any individual criterion 

score. 

Draba and Steinkellner (15) examined the relationships 

between student performance on a reading competency test, 

academic work, and performance in a field experience, which 

involved work in classrooms for at least three half-days a 

week for approximately fifteen weeks. The reading competency 

test consisted of three passages that were taken from a 

previously used reading textbook and an article taken from 

a scholarly periodical. Every fifth word of the passages 

was left blank, and students were asked to identify all 

fill-the-blanks (Cloze Test). The authors found that the 

scores of the reading test were significantly related to the 

success of academic and field experience performances. In 

a further study on the reliability and validity of the Cloze 

Test used to identify reading ability, Draba, McCarthy, and 

Steinkellner (14) reaffirmed the significant relationship 

between reading ability and success in an educational 

training program. 
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Some other studies examined the relationships between 

predictor variables and student teaching performance. Barnes, 

Blaisdell, and Hill (3) investigated five predictor 

variables and two dependent measures of student teaching 

performance. The five predictor variables were faculty 

rating, a measure of commitment to children, a spelling 

test score, an overall CPA, and a performance rating made 

by the cooperating teacher of the student's participation 

during the semester prior to student teaching. The dependent 

variables were two forms of ratings made by the university 

supervisor and the master teacher, respectively. The finding 

indicate that these five pre-admission criteria were not 

significantly related to success in student teaching. 

In Twa and Green's study (44), five biographical 

particulars including sex, age, route (Elementary vs. 

Secondary preparation), CPA at the time of entry to the first 

course in education, CPA in the teaching major, and forty 

personality test scores were compared with student teaching 

grades. The results indicate that the combined multiple 

selection criteria mechanically predict grades in student 

teaching more accurately than any single selection criterion. 

Using an observational method, Walters and Stivers (45) 

investigated the relationship between the classroom behavior 

of student teachers and Eriksonian ego identity. These 

authors found that those who had high Identity Diffusion 
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Indexes would receive lower grades in student teaching, 

accept fewer learners' ideas in classroom situations, and 

ask fewer higher-level questions during classroom inter-

action. The authors suggest the use of personality 

factors as a program admission criterion. 

In an earlier study, Simun and Asher (41) investigated 

the relationships among twenty-five predictor variables and 

five measures of success in teaching performance that were 

reflected in an administrator's rating of the teachers 

after one year of teaching. They found that there were 

significant multiple correlations between teaching ability 

and college department, sex, residence, percentage of 

college expense paid by scholarship, appearance, personality, 

academic average, educational psychology course grade, and 

student teaching grade, 

Cornett (11) used success as a first-year teacher (as 

measured by administrator rating) to compare three criteria 

required for admission to teacher education programs. The 

data of the study show that the grade-point average at the 

time of application for admission, the grade in the intro-

ductory education course, and the grade in second semester 

freshman English were not effective in predicting teaching 

performance of elementary and secondary teachers. 

Baker (1) also compared administrator ratings of teaching 

success after one year's teaching experience with the predictor 
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variables of college entrance examination scores; standard-

ized mathematics, language, reading, and spelling achievement 

tests; grade-point average; and scores from a pre-teacher 

training interview by a selection committee. Among these 

predictor variables, only the scores from the pre-teacher 

training interview were found to be significantly related 

to success in teaching performance. 

More recently, Gress (18) examined admission criteria 

for the selection of students in teacher education programs. 

The usefulness of a number of biographic, academic, per-

sonality, and professional performance measures for predicting 

teacher effectiveness was also explored. Ninety-two teacher 

education programs in Ohio were surveyed, and data for 391 

students in one educational program were collected over a 

period of five years. The data show that a modest proportion 

of teaching effectiveness may be predicted prior to program 

admission, especially on the basis of personality and 

attitudinal measures. 

Using a case study format, Peruniak and others (33) 

examined the relationships between criteria for admission 

and teaching performance after graduation. The class of 

1971-72 at Queen University, Ontario, served as the sample 

of the study. After reviewing selection procedures, 

practice teaching experience, principal's ratings of 
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teachers from the sample, and related employed data, the 

authors found that the data do not support any definite 

conclusion. 

In a study that examined the effectiveness of the GPA 

as a predictor of elementary school teaching performance 

during student teaching and after graduation, Eash and 

Rasher (16) divided the subjects into two groups: those 

with a GPA above 3.5 (A=5) and those with a GPA below 3.5. 

Student teaching performance was rated by university super-

visors, and the on-the-job teaching performance was rated 

by school principals. The results show that students who 

had higher CPAs were rated higher on measures of attitudes, 

teaching performance, classroom management, and overall 

teaching ability. Students who had CPAs below 3.5 were 

found to be seriously deficient in basic subjects. 

For twenty-eight years, Emporia State University in 

Kansas has had a Master Teacher Awards program. Candidates 

for these awards are nominated by local teacher associations 

throughout the state, A statewide committee then reviews 

all nominations and selects seven teachers to receive the 

yearly awards. Ishler (22) used 199 master teachers of this 

program as subjects to investigate the relationship between 

these master teachers' effectiveness and their grade-point 

averages recorded at the time of initial certification. 

The results show that 74 -n̂-r J-U 
/4 per cent of the group had achieved 
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a GPA of 2.5 and above (mean=3.0), whereas 36 per cent of 

the group had achieved 2.49 and below. The author concludes 

that no sweeping generalizations can be made from the results, 

but he remarks that 36 per cent of these individuals "would 

not have had the opportunity to become teachers, let alone 

Master Teachers, if a 2.5 GPA had been required for admission 

to teacher education programs" (22, pp. 216-217). 

In an attempt to identify a new method other than the 

traditional way of selecting high school graduates as future 

teachers, the State College of New Jersey conducted an 

experimental study. The results of this study by Reed (34) 

indicates that the traditional method of selection, which 

was high school rank, personality rating, verbal and mathe-

matics scores on the SAT or the Cooperative School and College 

Ability Test (SCAT,, a n d a n i n t e r v i e w a s t h e a < S m l s s l o n c r i t e r l a > 

was more effective than the experimental method which was 

based heavily on the recommendation of secondary school 

personnel. 

Suggested Techniques or Models for Selection 

Although much of the literature reviewed in this study 

is research based, several non-research oriented articles 

also propose sound techniques and models that offer alterna-

tives for change and modification in selection of candidates 

for teacher education. 

Since many entrance requirements to teacher education 

programs make little or no effort to assess any potential 
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the student might have for developing sensitivity to 

children and responsiveness to their needs, Frankel and 

Milgram (17) suggest that an "educational audition" be 

developed to select prospective teachers of young children. 

The authors offer four possibilities for audition: (a) 

observation of the student in "a functioning, unstructured 

nursery of primary class, as a temporary aid to the regular 

teacher" (17, p. 310), (b) observation of the student in a 

structured situation where, for example, "a group of youngsters 

who had problems, or whose behavior needed careful management 

or supervision, could be placed together to play, under the 

guidance of the applicant" (17, p. 310), (c) obtaining the 

applicant's reaction to a videotape of a school classroom 

experience, and (d) a personal interview with the applicant. 

After reviewing research on the problems related to the 

selection of candidates for teacher education, Haberman 

(19) argues that educators should work hard toward the 

objective of selecting the best people for teacher educa-

tion regardless of the threat by legislatures to limit or 

even close schools of eduacation. To compromise, he says, 

with this threat "lends support to those who seek to preserve 

present forms of schooling with no change in present concepts 

of staffing" (19, p. 234). He strongly recommends that the 

following principles be used in the process of selection. 

1. Admission to professional education iq a 
professional decision, not a student right. 

Selection criteria should be derived frnm 

^ o ^ h L ^ ^ h e J f g o a l ^ 1 1 1 ^ 6 3 n e e d e d b y individuals 
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3. External selection must complement self-selection. 
4. Professional experts involved in selection 

must include more than college faculty. s e i e c t l o n 

5. College screening devices must be replaced 
by professional selection criteria. 

6. Selection is a process, not an event. 
i : . ™ l s s i o n quotas are a function of faculty 

and clinical resources. 

8. Selection must assess the potential of 
candidates to function as continual learners. 

9. Selection must include procedures for 
screening adults as well as college youth. 

T T - U I 4- ̂ ° r e r i g i d adherence to existing criteria 
will not improve selection. 

11. All program changes made in the future should 
take account of their impact on selection (19 p? 234-234). 

Bingham and Hardy (7) present a teacher education program 

designed to select and retain students who have a probability 

for success. The program is a cooperative effort of the 

department of counselor education and elementary education at 

Brigham Young University. In order to make a careful assess-

ment of the teaching profession and the likelihood of personal 

compatibility with the teaching role, prospective teachers are 

provided with experiences both on campus and in the field. 

Advanced students in counselor education offer counseling 

and instruction to prospective teachers under the supervision 

of faculty members. Part of this guidance service includes 

a personal assessment feedback program that provides both 

teacher candidates with the opportunity to explore the 

appropriateness of their career decision and also advanced 

students and faculty in counselor education with a framework 

within which to help the candidates with their personal and 

professional development. 
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Watts (46) argues that it is unrealistic to expect 

teacher education to establish selective admission criteria 

under present funding conditions. He suggests that a 

strategy should be established that would allow each 

institution to maintain its present staff and facilities 

without sacrificing the quality of its programs. Then, he 

further suggests, teacher education institutions can require 

the following standards as a minimum for admission: (a) 

applicants should rank in the upper one-third of their class 

in both overall and major CPAs, (b) applicants scores should 

be at or above the fiftieth percentile on the SAT or SCAT, 

(c) applicants scores should be at or above the sixtieth 

percentile on a standardized intelligence test, and (d) 

applicants should demonstrate adequate competence as 

determined by standardized instruments and procedures in 

speech and English composition. 

Criteria of Teacher Effectiveness 

Teaching effectiveness is a complex notion that attracts 

the investigative interest of a great number of educators 

and researchers. According to Rosenshine (35), research on 

the effectiveness of teachers may be viewed as having moved 

through three cycles, in the first cycle, the research 

dealt with teacher personality and teacher characteristics. 

Barr and others (5) were prominent researchers in this cycle. 

Their studies focused on predictive variables, such as 

teacher attitudes, interests, and personality, or on 

demographic variables, such as specific knowledge or amount 
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of training. The major purpose of their research was to 

determine which of these variables were consistently 

related to gain in students' achievement or to ratings 

of teachers made by principals. 

In the second cycle, as shavelson and Dempsey-Atwood 

(40) report, most research on teaching effectiveness employed 

either a teaching process model or a teaching product model. 

They observed that, in the latter instance, effectiveness 

is most often equated with student achievement. As far as 

the teaching product model is concerned, Cruiksland (13) 

found that standardized reading, mathematics, and other basic 

skills measure were usually adopted as dependent variables; 

aspects of time, content, materials, organization, activity, 

teacher-student interaction, and pupil behavior were chosen 

as independent variables. 

After having synthesized research relating teacher 

behaviors and student achievement, Rosenshine and Purst 

(36) identified ten variables as having yielded the most 

consistent positive relationships with student achievement. 

These variables are clarity of the teacher's presentation, 

enthusiasm of the teacher, variety of activities during the 

lesson, task-oriented and businesslike behaviors in the 

classroom, content covered by the class, the teacher's 

acknowledgement and encouragement of students' ideas during 

discussion, criticism of the student (negatively related to 

achievement), use of structuring comments at the start of 
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and during a lesson, use of variety of types of questions, 

and probing of students responses by the teacher. 

Another approach to predicting effectiveness stems 

from the teaching process and its characteristics. The 

basic assumption for this approach is that "whatever 

effect a teacher has on pupils must result from his 

behavior, it is only necessary to identify the crucial 

behaviors, record them, and score them properly to measure 

effectiveness in process" (28, p. 258). 

Many earlier studies which adopted the teaching pro-

cess model used rating scales as measure of teacher behavior. 

The rater records his estimate of the teacher's score after 

observing a sample of the teacher's behavior. More modern 

studies utilize systematic observation schedules, on which 

observers record frequencies of behavior falling into pre-

determined categories (27, p. 18). Th e sources of such a 

system were classified into three categories by Rosenshine 

and Furst as (a) explicit or implicit theoretical or 

empirical bases, <b) sythesis of existing system, or (c) 

originator idiosyncracy (36). 

in the third cycle, research focuses on the student's 

behavior instead of the teacher's, "particularly the content 

which the student covers or masters, the number of minutes 

a student is engaged in academically relevant tasks, and 

the setting which promotes engagement" C35, p. 31). After 
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examining 289 studies, Medley (27) found that effective 

teachers are more likely to be able to increase the amount 

of time devoted to learning activities, maintain an orderly 

and supportive classroom climate, and improve the quality 

of learning activities. He further argues that 

* I,' , t e a c h e r s * • • w e r e held accountable for 
their behavior m these ways, especially for 
maintaining the learning environment and for 
increasing the amount of learning time, and if 
evaluation of the qualities were used as the basis 
of selection, retention, merit pay, and so forth 

in*att?i-nS!t^ntlai * u \ i mP r o v e ment in achievement, 
in attitudes toward school, and of disadvantaged 
pupils self image would result (27, p, 25). 

According to Turner (43), effective teaching involves 

at least three classes of criterion variables: 

"*"• s t u dfnt attainment [which consists of] three 
types of attainment: intellectual and psychomotor 
chievement, socialization, and mental health. 

4 xi i ' . f t e a c h e r ' s professional image or status 
.judged by school and college supervisors, peers and 
school administrators. Included in a ?eich«"'pro-
fessional image may be ethicality, ability to work with 
peers, relation to parents and other co^muni?y m e ^ J 
perceived motives, knowledgableness, leadership ' 

2nd soXoS: P S r C e i v e d s k i l l s ' dependability, dedication, 

Because studfn?J S^l U?r e n t a b° U t t e a c h e r s ' performance, ecause students are the consumers of instruct-inn 
because the image or reputation teacLrs S v e amSAa 
students may have substantial impact upon student 
response to instruction and on parental wilSngSess 
to support the school (43, pp. 89-90). 9 

Turner also points out that it is difficult to optimize 

teacher effectiveness because the criteria observed above 

do not invariably correlate positively with one another. 

In certain instances, inverse correlations may appear. 

Therefore, he further argues that the variables employed in 
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selection, training, and placement should not only be 

logically" connected to the criteria subsumed under teaching 

effectiveness, but the variables should be "empirically" 

associated with teaching effectiveness (43, p. 91). 

Summary 

Although it is not an easy task to determine what 

attributes to look for in order to select prospective 

effective teachers, various educational leaders and in-

stitutions propose some broad guidelines. In general, 

intellectual ability, desirable personality, and a strong 

commitment to the teaching profession are believed to be 

the most important factors contributing to the success of 

teaching. 

With respect to criteria used to screen students for 

entry into teacher education programs, a variety of tech-

niques have been used since the first establishment of normal 

schools until the development of the selective admission 

policies implemented in more recent times. As time passed, 

admission criteria were also altered to meet the different 

demands or conditions involved in teacher education. There 

is some evidence that teacher education institutions have 

always tried to move toward a gradual raising of selection 

standards. 

Research on the effectiveness of selection criteria is 

mostly conducted by comparing predictor variables with 
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students' academic performance during pre-service training, 

student teaching performance, and actual teaching performance, 

From the studies reviewed, it seems that personality factors 

are useful predictors of academic training performance (6), 

student teaching performance (45), and actual teaching per-

formance (18). Grades (either GPA or specific course grades) 

are not particularly good predictors of actual teaching 

performance (11, 22, 41). However, Eash and Raser's (16) 

study does indicate the effectiveness of the GPA to predict 

success in teaching. Standardized achievement tests are 

also found to be poor predictors of academic performance 

during training (6) and actual teaching performance (1). 

Draba and Steinkellner (14) report some preliminary data to 

indicate that reading proficiency may be related to future 

academic and field experience success in education. Baker's 

study (1) indicates that the faculty interview is a useful 

screening device for predicting future teaching performance. 

Several non-research oriented articles that propose 

sound techniques or models were also reviewed. Frankel and 

Milgram (17) suggest an "educational audition" be developed. 

Bingham and Hardy (7) proposed a program that provides 

prospective teachers with experiences both on campus and in 

the field to explore the appropriateness of their career 

decision. Haberman (19) strongly recommends that eleven 

principles be followed to select promising teacher candidates. 
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Finally, Watts (46) suggests that a reasonable and effective 

funding system be established before requiring teacher 

education institutions to be responsible for the quality of 

selected teacher candidates. 

Research on the effectiveness of teachers has moved 

through three cycles. In the first cycle, the research dealt 

with teacher personality and teacher characteristics. In 

the second cycle, most researchers employed either a teaching 

process model or a teaching product model. In the third 

cycle, research focused on the student's behavior instead of 

the teacher's. Turner (43) classified criterion variables of 

teaching effectiveness into three categories: (a) student 

attainment, (b) teacher's professional image or status 

judged by school and college supervisors, peers, and school 

administrators, (c) students' judgment about the teacher's 

performance. Finally, he suggests that the variables be 

not only "logically" but also "empirically" associated with 

teaching effectiveness. 
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CHAPTER III 

METHODS AND PROCEDURES 

Design of the Study 

This study is designed to determine if there is a 

correlation between certain admission criteria and success 

in teaching. Using the admission records of a group of 

graduates who are now employed as teachers, and who have 

teaching experience of no more than two and one-half years 

and no less than one year, the results from the screening 

devices used prior to actual teacher training were recorded 

and compared to the evaluations made by the school principals. 

All pertinent data from the official files and all data 

from the school principals were subjected to suitable 

statistical analysis procedures to determine the validity 

of five selected screening devices used to predict the 

possibility of success in teaching performance. 

Selection and Description of Subjects 

The population of this study includes all those 

elementary education student majors who completed the 

California Achievement Test (CAT) at and graduated from 

North Texas State University between December, 1981, and 

August, 1983. After obtaining permission from the Office of 
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the Director of Student Services and the Chairman of the 

Undergraduate Admission-Retention Committee of the 

Elementary Education Division, the records both of graduation 

application and the CAT were checked. There were 108 students 

who completed the CAT and graduated between December, 1981, 

and August, 1983. 

Addresses of all 108 graduates were obtained through 

graduation application forms and the Alumni Office. One 

hundred and eight transmittal letters and the same number 

of postcards (Appendices A and B) were then sent to ask the 

graduates to participate in the study. To maximize cooperation, 

the postcard asked only three questions: (a) "Have you found 

a teaching position yet?"; (b) "If so, where are you teaching?"; 

and (c) "Who is your principal and what is your school 

address?" 

Out of the population of 108 graduates, 90 individuals 

(83%) responded. Of these 90 respondents, 57 held teaching 

positions, 2 were substitute teachers, and the remaining 

31 were not teaching in schools. However, three individuals 

indicated no intention of participating in the study even 

though they were teaching. Among the 31 non-teaching re-

spondents, 4 individuals indicated that they were not seriously 

searching for a teaching position for such reasons as raising 

a child or preparing to move. Two persons were missionaries 

working at churches. The rest responded only that they were 

not teaching, without explanation. 
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Since the purpose of this study is to investigate 

the relationships between screening devices and success 

in teaching performance, those who were not holding a 

teaching position were excluded from the sample. After 

dropping 31 individuals who were not teaching, 2 substitute 

teachers, and 3 teachers who would not take part in the 

study, the actual total of the sample was 54. Of these 54 

individuals, there were 52 females and two males} 51 were 

teaching at elementary schools, and three were teaching 

at middle schools. 

Selection and Description of the 
Variables to be Measured 

Six variables are included as basic components of the 

study. The only dependent variable is the evaluation of the 

teacher by the principal. The five independent variables 

are (a) grade-point average, scores of (b) reading, (c) 

language, and (d) mathematics on the CAT, and (e) the 

instructor's appraisal of the student during the first 

education course. A detailed description of these six 

variables is essential in order to understand the results 

of the study as defined in subsequent chapters, 

Grade—Point Average 

This criterion is the undergraduate grade-point 

average, which consists of the average of the various grades 

received prior to entrance into the program. Such an average 
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was computed on a 4.0 scale, with 4.0 representing an 

A grade and 1.0 representing a D grade. An overall 

average of 2.0 was the minimum requirement for entry. 

The California Achievement Test 

This standardized battery of tests consists of measures 

of reading, language, basic mathematics, and reference 

skills. Students included in this study were required to 

take only the reading, language (including spelling), and 

mathematics tests. Test forms 19C and 19D, which are 

mainly used to test twelfth graders, had been administered 

to the subjects of this study. Each of these three main 

tests included certain subtests. An individual had to 

answer correctly 80 per cent of the items for "mastery." 

The criterion for passing an area was achieving mastery on 

two-thirds of the subtests. The raw scores of each main 

test were used as measure of performance in the study. 

The Instructor's Appraisal of the Student 

This was an appraisal (Appendix C) made by the 

instructor who taught the first education course (Childhood 

Development). As the course proceeded during the semester, the 

instructors were asked to observe students' behaviors in 

terms of intellectual ability and personal attributes. The 

appraisal form consisted of two parts. The first part in-

cluded 11 categories of characteristics to be rated within 
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4 columns: Low, Medium, High, and Insufficient Data. 

The second part included both a question as to whether or 

not the student should be encouraged to become a teacher 

candidate and a blank space for further comments. The 

marks made by the instructor in each of these four columns 

were converted to scores showing High = 3, Medium = 2, Low 

= 1, and insufficient Data = 0. Since not every appraisal 

form had complete data in all eleven categories, the average 

score of each appraisal was adopted as the measure for the 

student. The second part of the appraisal was disregarded 

since the student would not have completed the program and 

become a teacher without having first received a favorable 

evaluation from the instructor. 

The Principalfs Evaluation of the Teacher 

The principal's evaluation form (Appendix D) included 

thirty items that are descriptive of teacher behavior, 

which were derived from Hidlebaugh's study (2). The develop-

ment of these thirty items involved three phases. In the 

first phase, the development of both an evaluation philosophy 

and a set of premises toward which the evaluation system 

should be directed was completed by a committee of ten teachers 

and seven administrators from Napiervile Community School 

District in Illinois with the aid of consultants from Iowa 

State University C2). The relevant literature on teacher 

evaluation was searched to discover valid' and reliable 
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evaluation items that were generally in keeping with the 

philosophic premises chosen by the steering committee. A 

total of 360 items were selected for use in an instrument 

to be used to determine the validity and usability of each 

item. The 360 items were randomly placed in a survey 

instrument that was administered to a judgment panel of 

twelve teachers, seven administrators, and six students. 

The panel was asked to evaluate each item as to (a) its 

appropriateness for evaluating a teacher s performance and 

(b) whether an evaluator could accurately judge a teacher's 

performance on the item. The data resulting from the 

panel's evaluation were then analyzed by computer, and 139 

of the original 360 items were found to have both appropriate-

ness and ratability. In addition to these 139 items, 7 items 

were added by the university consultants to make a total of 

146 items. 

The second phase of the development was the determina-

tion of which of these selected items would discriminate 

between not only good and mediocre teacher performance but 

also provide close agreement among raters. Sixty-nine 

elementary and secondary school teachers were selected to be 

rated by approximately 1,200 students, 200 teachers, and 20 

administrators. Each rater was asked to think about the 

appropriate teacher when responding to the 146 descriptive 

items. By the use of discriminant analysis (3) and analysis 

of variance, items were retained that showed consistency 
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between rater's and. ind.ica.ted differences between teachers. 

After statistical analysis, it was determined that 94 items 

were both appropriate and suitably discriminating for use 

in a teacher performance evaluation instrument. 

The final phase involved the development of a model 

rating instrument. The 94 appropriate and discriminating 

items selected in phase two were grouped according to the 

philosophic categories to which they were previously linked. 

It was rationally determined that the model rating instru-

ment should contain only 30 items selected from the 94 

validated items. The number of items assigned to each of 

the seven categories was in accordance with the priority 

level of those original seven philosophic premises assigned 

by the committee (2). Accordingly, six items were selected 

from Category I, five from Category II, five from Category 

III, four from Category IV, four from Category V, three 

from Category VI, and three from Category VII. The 

determination of which item should be placed into each 

category was based on the total weights by adding the 

appropriateness score from the validity check to the 

discrimination score from students' ratings. The most 

appropriate and discriminating items within each category 

were then selected. The seven categories of teaching be-

havior were then reorganized into five rubrics that are 

descriptive of teacher behavior: productive teaching 
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techniques, positive interpersonal relations, organized/ 

structured class management, intellectual stimulation, and 

desirable out-of-class behavior. Each of these five cate-

gories includes six evaluation items. The rating items 

were placed in order of discriminatory power under each 

rubric. The model rating instrument was then tested and 

proved to be adequate to discriminate among teachers of high, 

medium, and low performance. Each item on this evaluation 

form was rated on five-point scale of excellent = 5, good = 

4, adequate = 3, fair = 2, and poor = 1. The maximum score 

for each evaluation was 150. For the purpose of the present 

study, Cronbach's Alpha was performed, and a correlation of 

.98 was obtained. 

Collection of Data 

The grade-point averages of the selected subjects at 

the time of entry into the teacher education program were 

obtained with permission through the Office of the Registrar, 

North Texas State University. The raw scores from the CAT 

were obtained through the Undergraduate Admission-Retention 

Committee of the Elementary Education Division, College of 

Education. Since not every student could pass the CAT the 

first time, and those who failed were allowed to take it 

again until they passed it, some individuals hold more than 

one set of results from the test. Therefore, only the 

scores from the first test were collected. The instructor's 

appraisals of the student were obtained from the Elementary 
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Education Division of the College of Education. From the 

records kept in the Elementary Education Division, only 

48 appraisals were found for the 54 subjects. In order 

to retain all 54 subjects, each of the missing six 

appraisals were made up by arbitrarily adopting the mean 

score of the 48 appraisals. 

The principals' evaluations of the teachers were com-

pleted by seeking the principals' cooperation. A trans-

mittal letter (Appendix E) and an evaluation form, including 

a stamped and pre-addressed envelope, was sent to each of 

these 54 subjects' principal to ask them to complete and 

return the form. Twenty-nine of these 54 principals responded 

after the first mailing. Another 10 principals replied to 

the follow-up letter. Finally, another 5 principals responded 

after telephone contacts were made. A total of 44 (approxi-

mately 82%) evaluation forms were received from the princi-

pals. Although of no importance to this study as it is 

constituted, it is interesting to note that 2 3 of these 44 

principals are females and 21 are males. As far as the 

experience of being a principal is concerned, 15 individuals 

have 1 to 5 years, 18 individuals have 6 to 10 years, 5 

individuals have 11 to 15 years, and 6 individuals have more 

than 15 years of experience as a principal. Since 10 principals 

did not respond to the evaluation requests, the number of the 

sample dropped to 44. 
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All the data needed for the study were recorded in 

charts. A sample form for collecting information about 

these 44 subjects is presented in Appendix F. 

Description of Measurement Techniques 

After all the data were collected, the data were 

entered into the computer for automatic data processing. 

The dependent variable, the principals' evaluation of the 

teacher, was first correlated with each of five independent 

variables: the grade-point average at the time of entry 

into the teacher education program, the reading score on 

the CAT, the language score on the CAT, the mathematics 

score on the CAT, and the instructor's appraisal of the 

student during the first education course. The computer 

program of SPSSX Basics (4) was utilized to provide a 

correlation matrix, mean, and standard deviation. 

A procedure called stepwise regression analysis (1, 

p. 472) was incorporated to determine those variables or 

combinations of the five independent variables having signi-

ficant correlations with teaching performance. The computation 

was done by the computer program SPSSX (4) (backward option). 

A two-tailed t test (1, p. 195) was used to test the 

significance of the simple correlations, and an F ratio 

(1, p. 471) was used for the test of significance of the 

multiple correlation. All correlations were tested for 

significance at .05 level. 
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CHAPTER IV 

DATA ANALYSIS AND DISCUSSION 

Data Analysis 

The analysis of the data derived from this study is 

divided into two parts. The first part deals with the 

simple correlations of five predictor variables with the 

criterion variable. The second part deals with the mul-

tiple correlation of the combination of the five predictor 

variables with the criterion variable. 

Correlations between principals1 evaluations and the 

five predictor variables are presented in Table I. The 

principal's evaluation correlated with the CAT score in 

reading, the CAT score in language, the CAT score in mathe-

matics, and the instructor's appraisal of the student during 

TABLE I 

CORRELATIONS BETWEEN FIVE PREDICTOR VARIABLES 
AND TEACHING PERFORMANCE 

Predictor r P 

Grade-point Average -.11 .47 
CAT Score in Reading -.19 .21 
CAT Score in Language -.20 .17 
CAT Score in Mathematics -.03 .83 
Instructor's Appraisal -.09 .55 
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the first education course at -.11, -.19, -.20, -.03, and 

-.09, respectively. All five correlations are not significant 

at the .05 level. Therefore, in considering the first five 

research questions, it appears that there are no significant 

relationships for this sample population among success in 

teaching as measured by the principal1s evaluation form and 

(a) the grade-point average at the time of admittance to 

teacher education, (b) the CAT score in reading, (c) the 

CAT score in language, (d) the CAT score in mathematics, 

and (e) the instructor's appraisal of the student during 

the first education course. 

Since each one of these five predictor variables has a 

nonsignificant negative correlation with the criterion 

variable, it may be logically hypothesized that there would 

be no significant correlation between a combination of these 

five predictor variables and the principal's evaluation. 

Nevertheless, the stepwise regression analysis was made to 

ascertain whether this hypothesis is true. The data show in 

Table II indicate that the stepwise regression analysis ob-

tained a multiple R of .26 when all five predictor variables 

were put into the regression equation. The F ratio was .57, 

which is not significant at .05 level. 

The sixth research question :asks, "To what extent is 

success in teaching performance related to the combination 

of these five predictor variables?" On the basis of the 
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TABLE II 

MULTIPLE CORRELATIONS BETWEEN DIFFERENT COMBINATIONS 
OF FIVE PREDICTOR VARIABLES AND 

TEACHING PERFORMANCE 

Combination of Predictors R DF F P 

All five variables .26 5/38 .57 .71 

With GPA removed .26 4/39 .73 .57 

With Instructor's Appraisal 
removed .26 3/40 .98 .41 

With Reading Score removed .23 2/41 1.15 ,32 

With Mathematics Score removed ,20 1/42 1.89 .17 

With Language Score removed .00 0/43 * * 

finding of this study, the answer is that there is no signifi-

cant relationship between any combination of the five predictor 

variables and teaching performance as evaluated by the principals, 

Since all 44 teachers and 23 principals included in this 

study are female, it seemed worthwhile to examine possible 

effects of gender on the principals' evaluations. Although 

this factor was not originally included as a research 

question for this study, the results of this statistical 

test are reported in Table III. These data indicate that 

no significant difference exists between male and female 

principals' evaluations in regard to teachers' performance. 
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TABLE III 

A COMPARISON OF MEANS OF FEMALE AND MALE PRINCIPALS' 
EVALUATION ON TEACHING PERFORMANCE 

Group Number Standard 
Deviation 

Mean t 

Female 23 26.85 122.9 
.0076 

Male 21 15.71 122.4 

Discussion 

The results of this study failed to show the effective-

ness of teachers' grade-point average, the CAT score in read-

ing, the CAT score in language, the CAT score in mathematics, 

and the instructor's appraisal of the teacher as a student 

for predicting success in teaching as shown by the evaluation 

of principals. A question that might be addressed is whether 

or not a problem could lie with the measurement of the 

dependent variable. With respect to the principals' evaluation 

it may be surmised that its validity is questionable. Validity 

may have been low either because of the way the principals 

interpreted the rating items or because of the lack of 

reliability of the principals' evaluations. Also, the princi-

pals may not have had equal opportunities to observe each 

teacher's performance. Especially when consideration is given 

to the difference of teaching experience among teachers in 

this study, which ranges from one to two and a half years, 

principals may have been more familiar with their more ex-

perienced teachers and thus may have rated them more accurately 
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than their less experienced teachers. Furthermore, more 

experienced teachers may tend to change their probability 

of success in teaching because of the time factor. Despite 

these doubts, a principal's evaluation is still the most 

frequently obtained information concerning teacher success 

and often is the only one available (4, p. 293). Since it 

is generally the principal of the school who makes the hiring 

and dismissal decisions, it is the principal who is satisfied 

or dissatisfied with a teacher. In these respects, the 

principal's evaluation, valid or not, is at least an opera-

tionally useful and practical definition of success in teaching, 

In terms of the independent variables, the grade-point 

average has historically been a major selection criterion. 

Some studies, however, indicate that it is not a good pre-

dictor of teaching performance (2, 4, 6). This study re-

affirms the absence of a relationship between the grade-

point average and teaching performance. An example of the 

ineffectiveness of using this measure to predict teaching 

performance is illustrated by one example found in this 

study: the student who had the lowest grade-point average 

(2.39) obtained a perfect score of 150 on her principal's 

evaluation, while a student with a much higher grade-point 

average (3.81) was given a score of 68 by her principal's 

evaluation; the latter rating is more than three standard 

deviations lower than that obtained by the student with the 
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lower grade-point average. According to Roweton (5, p. 

154), the ineffectiveness of the grade-point average in 

predicting teaching performance might be due to the fact 

that colleges too often reward verbal and analytical 

skills, while neglecting the intuitive and behavioral 

ones with which teaching is so involved. Haberman (3) 

found that grades and English and speech proficiency 

merely predict students' future success as students and 

do not predict teaching success. This finding is partly 

supported by the results of this study which illustrate 

that grade-point average is significantly correlated with 

the CAT score in reading (r = .44, p = .001) and with the 

CAT score in language (r = .38, p = .005) but none of 

these three variables is correlated with teaching per-

formance as evaluated by the principals (see Appendix G). 

The CAT scores were also found to be poor predictors of 

teaching performance, according to the results of this study. 

This finding seems to agree with Baker's (1) study, although 

Baker used different types of standardized achievement tests. 

A problem that is involved with the administration of the CAT 

which might affect to some degree the effectiveness of the 

CAT scores in predicting teaching performance, should be 

noted. The purpose of requiring the elementary education 

majors at North Texas State University to take this test 

was to help students identify their possible weaknesses in 
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the basic skills of reading, language, and mathematics 

prior to taking student teaching. Whoever failed to meet 

the standards in any area(s) of the test were referred for 

some kind of remedial work in the hope that "mastery" would 

be achieved in the deficient tested areas; otherwise, they 

would not be allowed to do student teaching. Some students 

technically were exempt by departmental policy and might 

not have exerted themselves in taking the test. 

The instructor's appraisal of students during the 

first education course also does not effectively predict 

teaching performance. The problem with this measurement 

may be the narrow rating scale. The three-point scale does 

not allow for sufficient discrimination among qualities of 

candidates. The high mean (2.65) and the relatively small 

standard deviation (.32) in the instructor's appraisals 

demonstrates that instructors are usually reluctant to 

downgrade a candidate. Furthermore, using only one in-

structor to observe and appraise a student's intellectual 

ability and personality attributes during a semester may 

be insufficient to obtain an objective judgment of a student's 

potential as a teacher. 
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CHAPTER V 

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Summary 

Since the beginnings of teacher education in America 

the question has been asked, "What kind of person should 

teach?" The literature is dominated by comments that we 

should choose "the right people" to teach. What, then, 

should be done to ensure that the right people are 

selected to enter the teaching profession? What kinds of 

screening devices can most effectively predict whether an 

applicant for teacher education can indeed become a 

successful teacher? 

These questions related to the problems with which 

this study is concerned. This study has sought to identify 

certain variables that would be useful in screening students 

for admission to elementary-education programs. 

All forty—four subjects involved in this study were 

those who (a) had completed the California Achievement Test 

at North Texas State University, (b) graduated from North 

Texas State University between December, 1981, and August, 

1983, (c) currently hold a teaching position in an elementary 

or middle school and have taught at least one year and no 

more than two and one-half years, and (d) received evaluation 
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regarding their teaching performance from their school 

principals. 

Five independent variables were considered in this 

study as possible predictors of teaching performance. 

These variables include the GPA at the time of admittance 

to the teacher education program, the score of the CAT in 

reading, the score of the CAT in language, the score of the 

CAT in mathematics, and the instructor's appraisal of the 

student during the first education course. The dependent 

variable was the principal's evaluation of a teacher's 

performance. 

Statistical techniques utilized in this study include 

the Pearson product-moment correlation, which was used to 

show the relationship between the principal's evaluation 

of a teacher and each of the five independent variables. 

Stepwise regression analysis was used to determine the re-

lationship between the principal's evaluation of a teacher 

snd the combination of the five predictor variables. 

This study was designed to investigate the following 

research questions. 

1. To what extent is success in teaching performance 

related to one's student grade-point average at the time 

of admission to the teacher education program? 

2. To what extent is success in teaching performance 

related to one's student California Achievement Test (CAT) 

(4) score in reading? 



65 

3. To what extent is success in teaching performance 

related to one's student CAT score in language? 

4. To what extent is success in teaching performance 

related to one's student CAT score in mathematics? 

5. To what extent is success in teaching performance 

related to the instructor's appraisal of the student during 

the first education course? 

6. To what extent is success in teaching performance 

related to the combination of the specified, selected 

predictor variables? 

The correlations obtained in this study were tested 

for significance at .05 level. Correlations indicated that 

there were no significant relationships between any of the 

independent variables and the dependent variable. Further, 

no significant relationship was found between teaching per-

formance and any combination of the five selected predictor 

variables. 

Conclusions 

This study was undertaken to investigate the effective-

ness of certain screening measures in predicting teaching 

performance. These measures, adopted by the Elementary 

Education Division of the College of Education, North Texas 

State University, were selected in part in an attempt to 

predict success in teaching prior to an individual's actual 
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acceptance into the teacher training program. The problem 

was to discover if these measures are valid predictors 

individually or in some combination. From the results of 

this study, it appears that the grade-point average at the 

time of entry to the teacher education program, the CAT 

score in reading, language, and mathematics, and the in-

structor's appraisal of the student during the first educa-

tion course are not effective, individually or in combination, 

in predicting success in teaching as evaluated by school 

principals. 

Since all the teachers involved in this study graduated 

from the same teacher education institution during a certain 

period of time, the results of this study represent only 

those who graduated from the Elementary Education Division 

of the College of Education, North Texas State University, 

between the period of December, 1981, and August, 1983. 

Generalizing from these subjects and this institution, even 

to the same institution after a lapse of time, should be 

done only with extreme caution. 

Recommendations 

A desirable feature of any selected procedure is that 

it employs the minimum number of predictors which could 

yield the highest possible prediction. The decision to 

include or exclude a certain variable in the practical 

application of a selection model should be based on sound 

research. Since none of these five predictor variables 
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selected in this study provided predictive data, further 

studies in this area should be undertaken. The following 

recommendations are made for future studies of this nature. 

1. A larger sample should be used that would allow 

the researcher to explore as many potential variables as 

desired without risking a biased estimate of correlation. 

2. The sample should be divided into groups. This 

breakdown might use both elementary and secondary school 

teachers as the two main groups. In each of these two 

main groups, subgroups could be further specified based on 

the grade level taught, length of teaching experience, and 

subject taught. Perhaps the more specific the sample, the 

more accurate the prediction of teaching success will be. 

3. The evaluation of teaching performance should 

involve more than one person in order to improve reliability 

and validity of the evaluation. In addition to school 

principals, one might include peer teachers and students 

as evaluators of the teacher's performance. 

4. If the instructor's appraisal should be selected 

again as a predictor variable, the form used in this study 

should be revised to permit greater discrimination and 

provide categories more closely related to those criteria 

of effectiveness in teaching. The appraisal should in-

volve more than one instructor and over a longer period of 

time. 
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5. If a future study is made in Texas, and if a 

standardized achievement test should again be selected 

as a predictor variable, scores of the Pre-Professional 

Basic Skills Test might be used instead of those from 

the CAT. Even though the content of the Pre-Professional 

Basic Skills Test is similar to the CAT, the psychological 

setting is different since a person cannot avoid or 

minimize a state requirement as one may do with a 

departmental requirement. 
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Appendix A 

December 14, 1983 

Dear Graduate: 

A new statewide requirement that all students applying 

t°L
S^ r a n C5. i n t o a. tfacher program must pass a basic skills 

est m reading, writing, and mathematics will go into 
effect May 1, 1984. Basically, the type of test to be given 

the same as the California Achievement Test (CAT) which 
you have already taken one or more times at this institution. 

Y°uld *?e interesting and meaningful to find out 
sSoresranSe?Lihn-n

ny s iJ n i f i c a n t relationship between the CAT 
at n ? ? n t e a c ht n g Perf°rmance. As a doctoral candidate 
at N.T.S.U., I plan to conduct this study under the super-

Df; D a v i d Boger. However, this study cannot be 
the a t t a c h e d n o S / T h S l P ' S° P l e a S G c o m P l e t e and return tne attached postcard as soon as possible. 

Thank you very much for your assistance in this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Roy Huarng 
Doctoral Candidate 
North Texas State University 
Denton, Texas 76203 
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Appendix B 

Survey of NTSU Graduates 

Please check or answer the following questions 

1. Have you found a teaching position yet? 

Yes N o 

2. If so, where are you teaching? 

Name of the school 

Principal of the school 

Address of the school 
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Appendix C 

INSTRUCTOR'S APPRAISAL OF STUDENT 

Name of Student 
Course Number and Section 

Criteria 

1. Physical Vitality 

2. Thinking and planning 

3. Writing skills 

4. Speaking skills 

Low Medium High 

5. Knowledge of subject matter 

6. Interest in people 

7. Dependability 

8. Cooperative attitude 

9. Initiative 

10. Acceptance of responsibility 

11. General promise as a teacher 

Insufficient 
Data 

Should this student 

Yes 

Comments: 

be encouraged to become a teacher? 

No 

Signature of Instructor Date 
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Appendix D 

Survey of Principals of NTSU Elementary 
Education Graduates 

I. Please answer the following questions: 

1. Sex of the respondent 
2* principal p r o f e s s i o n a l - i ^ i ^ c e (in years) as a 

1 1 * l i T T ^ n d ^ C a t e Y° U r o b s e r v a tion or reaction in reqard to 
the following qualities and abilities by circling the most 
appropriate number: l i n g r n e m o s t 

(Excellent = 5; Good = 4; Adequate = 3; Fair = 2; Poor = 1) 

1. Productive Teaching Techniques 

a* of Concepts a n ^ r e ^ t ^ 5 ^ e s t i o n s f o r understanding 
the teacher relationships, and for feedback to 

1 2 3 4 5 

b. The teacher uses student ideas in i 
instruction , _ „ „ 

1 2 3 4 5 

c. The teacher uses structuring comments, 
such as examples, to serve as advance 

° r g a n i Z e r S 1 2 3 4 5 

d' Ind ™!?°h®riUSf? v a r i e d teaching strategies 
and materials that stimulate student 
learning 

1 2 3 4 5 

e. The teacher explains things well, puts 
ideas across logically and in an 
orderly way . . . . , „ 

* 1 2 3 4 5 

f. The teacher provides opportunities for 
pupils to learn material on which they 
will later be tested 1 2 3 4 5 

2. Positive Interpersonal Relations 

a. The teacher shows respect for his or 
h " P U P U S 1 2 3 4 5 

b" i d e a s ^ i f t o l " a n t o f students whose 
ideas differ from his or hers 1 2 3 4 5 
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C* S f h l f S 6 ' S S S suPPortive criticism 
rather than blame, shame, or sarcasm . . . 1 2 3 4 5 

d" t e f c h e r is readily available to 
students . . . . 

1 2 3 4 5 

e. The teacher is fair, impartial, and 
objective m treatment of pupils 1 2 3 4 5 

f. The teacher provides opportunities for 
pupils to explain success 1 2 3 4 5 

3 . O r g a n i z e d / S t r u c t u r e d C l a s s Management 

a. The teacher constantly monitors pupil 
progress and adjusts the pace accordingly . 1 2 3 4 5 

b. The teacher presents material in a well-
organized fashion in order to use class 
time efficiently . . class 

T 1 2 3 4 5 

c. The teacher has well-defined objectives 

them ° r h e r p u p i l s ' a n d w°r*s toward 
1 2 3 4 5 

d* teacher uses pupil assignments that 
are relevant and sufficient for in-
depth learning 

1 2 3 4 5 

e. The teacher is businesslike and task-
oriented in behavior 

1 2 3 4 5 
f. The teacher keeps the "difficulty level 

indiSwSaS: a p p r ° p r i a t e for each 
1 2 3 4 5 

4 . I n t e l l e c t u a l S t i m u l a t i o n 

a' rSj tf a c hf r inspires students to seek 
more knowledge . 

1 2 3 4 5 

b. The teacher is an exciting, vibrant 
person . . . 

1 2 3 4 5 
c. The teacher is enthusiastic . , , , c 

• • • • * - 1 - ^ 0 4 5 
d' ^! a C h 0 r S U ? t a i n s pupil attention 

and response with activities appro-
priate to the various pupil levels . . . . 1 2 3 4 5 
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e. The teacher makes classwork interesting . 1 2 3 4 5 

f. The teacher and pupils share in the 
enjoyment of humorous situations 1 2 3 4 5 

Desirable Out—of—Class Behavior 

a. The teacher is a good team worker . . . . 1 2 3 4 5 

b. The teacher strives for improvement 
through positive participation in 
professional growth activities 1 2 3 4 5 

c. The teacher assumes responsibilities 
outside the classroom as they relate 
t 0 S C h ° 0 1 1 2 3 4 5 

d. The teacher is committed to the primary 
goal of assisting pupil growth 1 2 3 4 5 

e. The teacher utilizes community resources 
in instruction , 0 

1 2 3 4 5 

f. The teacher effectively reports pupil 
progress to parents . # # # . 1 2 3 4 5 
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Appendix E 

Yih-Yuung Huarng 
P. 0. Box 9435 N. T. Station April 25, 1984 
Denton, Texas 76203 U.S.A. 

Mr. — 

Principal of XX Elementary 
School 

Denton, Texas 76203 

Dear Sir: 

am 

is 

As a doctoral candidate at North Texaq Q+-̂ +-o TT • 
conducting a study under the supervS on S n 1 

The study is to examine the relationship h5+-, l d B o g e r -
admission criteria and success in teaching peJISrmance? 6 1 6^^ 

(are) t e a c h i n ^ i n ^ o u r 0 ^ ^ © ! 9 ^ ^ 1 1 6 8 ' M S* - wt}° i s 

please complete the enclosed evaluation r
f®

u p e r v^ s i o n* Will you 
the envelope provided. form and return it in 

valuable^ and^ecause^nlv^ou Y ° U r p r o f e s s i o n a l judgement 
information to this studyT C a n p r o v i d e SOIne essential 

* e P M ? r ? c ^ Z ™ ^ 1 1 b e 

associated with reported data. Wa-^ directly 

Thanks in advance for your cooperation. 

Sincerely, 

Yih-Yuung Huarng 
Doctoral Candidate 
North Texas State University 
Denton, Texas, 76203 
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Appendix F 

Sample Chart for Collecting Information a b o u t Subjects' 

NO 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

NAME GPA RS LS MS IA PE 

LS—language score on'th^CA?6'ms^ i n J t h a • S C O r e o n t h e C M , 
CAT, i a instructor' s appraisal 5 ? t l C S s c o r e o n t h® 
evaluation of the teache? student, PE~the principal's 
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Variable 
Number* l 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

1.0000 

TABLE IV 

CORRELATION MATRIX 

Matheinatic^Tes t • ~5 "^instruchn' »
3 = L a n9 u a9 e 

Evaluation. Instructor Appraisal; 6 

.4438 

1.0000 

.3828 

.5759 

1.0000 

.2476 

.5234 

.5558 

1.0000 

.2263 

.4377 

.2736 

.4199 

1.0000 

-.1112 

-.1915 

-.2079 

-.0316 

-.0919 

1.0000 

Test; 4 = 
= Principal 
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TABLE V 
86 

RAW DATA FOR GRADUATES WHO ARE PRESENTLY TEACHING * 

Number 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 
35 
36 
37 
38 
39 
40 
41 
42 
43 
44 
45 
46 
47 
48 
49 
50 
51 
52 
53 
54 

3 
2 
2 
3 
3 
2 
3 
3 
2 , 

3, 
3. 
3. 
2 . 
3. 
2. 
2 . 

3.37 
2.84 
2.67 
2. 71 
3.92 
3.49 
2.48 
3.98 
2.50 
3. 56 
3.64 
2.95 
3.93 
3.46 
2. 75 
.89 
.77 
. 15 
.30 
. 12 
. 79 
,84 
00 
41 
78 
85 
33 
39 
04 
45 
90 

3.41 
87 
39 
45 
24 
85 

2. 78 
3. 30 
2.64 
3.83 
3.50 
3. 95 
99 
13 
40 

3.66 
2. 71 
3. 15 
3.00 
3.81 
3.43 
2. 81 
2. 85 

69 
66 
54 
68 
67 
69 
63 
64 
62 
65 
66 
69 
68 
69 
60 
68 
58 
55 
57 
68 
59 
64 
59 
67 
69 
64 
54 
53 
57 
70 
60 
64 
65 
57 
69 
49 
48 
64 
59 
65 
67 
62 
59 
66 
41 
60 
66 
62 
67 
63 
67 
55 
63 
68 

81 
77 
65 
79 
66 
79 
69 
80 
60 
64 
74 
77 
61 
82 
69 
79 
64 
60 
59 
78 
67 
68 
63 
66 
78 
77 
78 
61 
58 
78 
68 
77 
77 
67 
82 
64 
69 
68 
77 
79 
82 
76 
76 
75 
58 
70 
74 
59 
80 
75 
82 
71 
73 
76 

81 
74 
66 
78 
71 
74 
57 
77 
47 
76 
72 
75 
79 
81 
57 
64 
67 
41 
47 
68 
70 
62 
50 
68 
82 
73 
74 
53 
56 
76 
53 
65 
74 
69 
83 
67 
35 
72 
73 
80 
80 
80 
68 
80 
62 
65 
84 
75 
81 
71 
69 
70 
57 
76 

2.27 
3.00 
2 .68 
2.63 

00 
80 
35 
00 
63 

2.36 
00 
28 
00 
00 
00 
81 

2.63 
2.63 
.50 
.63 
, 1 8 

00 
36 
95 
00 
86 
04 
54 
63 
63 

2 .00 
2.72 
63 
77 
63 
50 

2.18 
2.77 
2.63 
2.63 
2.90 
2.54 
3.00 
2.6 3 
2 .00 
2.90 
2.90 
2.63 
2.72 
2.90 
3.00 
2.18 
2.90 
3.00 

138 
126 

99 
86 

150 
146 
111 
142 
127 
141 
106 
125 
109 
100 

129 

134 
115 
135 
140 
091 
127 
130 

86 
99 

124 
54 

150 

142 
124 
123 
106 
144 
140 
130 
112 
145 
142 
141 
139 

133 
126 
68 

Mean 3.11 62.27 71.70 6 7.96 2.63 122.40 

6.18 7.46 11.74 

CAT MQPA^~?^ade ?°int a v e r a9 ei RS—reading score on the tat i 
CAT, MS mathematics score on the PAT t& +-k CAT, LS language score 
principal's evaluation of the teache^! I A " t h e lnstructor's appraisal of student 

21.90 

on the 
, PE—the 
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TABLE VI 

RAW DATA FOR GRADUATES WHO ARE NOT TEACHING* 

88 

No. RS LS 

1 66 78 
2 60 68 
3 69 70 
4 62 69 
5 63 69 
6 58 73 
7 57 70 
8 64 80 
9 60 69 

10 45 47 
11 58 70 
12 61 69 
13 56 66 
14 56 71 
15 67 74 
16 55 63 
17 57 63 
18 57 67 
19 57 62 
20 67 72 
21 54 69 
22 61 50 
23 62 70 
24 64 74 
25 58 68 
26 62 77 
27 65 75 
28 66 70 
29 64 61 
30 64 67 
31 63 75 
32 59 57 
33 40 61 
34 58 65 
35 69 70 
36 64 83 

MS 

78 
64 
78 
60 
57 
68 
77 
57 
53 
50 
68 
65 
56 
75 
78 
50 
56 
61 
68 
56 
68 
55 
79 
81 
49 
72 
67 
79 
63 
63 
68 
54 
46 
64 
71 
81 

60.20 68.30 64.80 

Standard 
Deviation 5.94 7.32 10.20 
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