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HIGH SCHOOL TEACHER EVALUATION OF
STUDENTS' CHANCES FOR SUCCESS IN COLLEGE

CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

Recent developments have made the problem of

forecasting student success of increasing concern to

colleges and universities. Primary among these develop-

ments are the increasing number of graduates from the

secondary schools, the rising ratio of matriculation of

these graduates to college, and the social and professional

demands for education. The constant increase in college

enrollment reflects the apparently inexhaustible demand

for college education. Colleges are called upon to

produce doctors, nurses, lawyers, teachers, technicians,

engineers, scientists, and administrators in far greater

numbers than they have the capacity to supply. Colleges

and universities are rapidly building new facilities and

are increasing the number of instructors to meet this

demand. Taxpayers are being asked for more money to

support the program. The private institutions of higher

learning have had to increase their tuition and search for

new sources of income. These many needs make it

increasingly important that adequate methods of deter-

mining probability of success of students undertaking such

education be discovered and utilized. Analyzing the
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probability of student success is a function of

predictive research.

The problem in prediction research or prognosis is

to determine those factors which are related to successful

performance in any given activity. This relationship may

then be used to forecast a particular individual's

performance before he engages in that activity. (75, p. 2)

The most common techniques that have been used to predict

college success include review of previous scholastic

records, the results of scholastic aptitude or intelligence

tests, achievement tests, and special aptitude tests.

It was not until the last decade of the nineteenth

century that the field of psychology began to manifest

interest in the problem of academic aptitude. Prior to

that time students were admitted to college on the basis

of high educational scholarship, desire to go to college,

and personal recommendations. The criteria are still used

today as entrance requirements and as predictive indices

but ordinarily are supplemented by psychological test

results. Little advancement in testing was made during

the first fifteen years of the twentieth century, and it

was not until after World War I that it became popular on

a large scale.

The problem of prediction is closely related to the

matter of college entrance requirements. However, it is
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important to point out that the present study does not

concern itself with entrance requirements except as they

are used as a basis for predicting college success.

The early researchers attempted various methods of

predicting college achievement but met with little success.

Persistent interest in prediction was indicated by the

following statement by Waugh (80, p. 13) which appeared

in the New York Times in 1916:

"Now if only we could have a mental
diagnosis of the student entering
college so that we might, even in a
vague way, know his type of mind, then
we could classify them in sections
according to their prevailing mental
types and adapt the instruction in
each section to the needs of the men
who compose it."

William James ()}4, p. 576), before the turn of the century,

observed, "It is safe to say that individual histories and

biographies will never be written in advance no matter how

'involved' psychology may become."

The many studies during the twenties seem to prove

that there is no really adequate means of predicting

college success. Today, psychologists have become more

and more aware that college success is the product of many

factors. Outstanding among these are intelligence, drive,

character, social environment, initiative, economic

stability, and varied personality characteristics.

This study is an attempt to utilize certain personality

characteristics, which are rated by high school teachers,
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as predictive factors in college success.

Purpose of the Study

The purpose of this study is to determine the

adequacy with which high school teachers are able to pre-

dict the college success of their students. These predict-

ions will be compared with predictions based on psychologi-

cal tests and high school grades. This study also attempts

to determine whether certain personality characteristics,

as rated by the high school teachers, will differentiate

between low and high achievement by college students.

Definitions

For the purpose of this study the following terms

are defined:

Rating Scale A rating scale is an instrument used

by teachers to record estimations of various observed

student traits. The rating scale used in this study is

an absolute scale and employs five classifications for

each characteristic rated. Each classification is

arbitrarily assigned a point value with a one being the

lowest possible rating and a five the highest.

College Grade Point Average - The college grade point

average (hereinafter referred to as GPA) represents the

accumulated college grade average. The GPA is computed

by dividing the total number of term hours for which

grades have been received (incomplete and withdrawal are
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disregarded) into the total number of grade points. Grade

points are allocated as follows: "A", four points per

term hour; "B", three points per term hour; "C", two points

per term hour; "D ", one point per term hour; "F", zero

points per term hour,

High School Grades - The high school grades are

converted to a four-point system in the same manner as

the college grades. The high school grade points are

computed as follows: four points for each high school

grade of "1"; three points for each grade of "2"; two

points for each grade of "3"; one point for each grade

of "4"; zero points for each grade of "5". Each grade

carries one credit which represents a full school year

of work in any subject. A semester course which carries

a half credit is given half the number of points for the

grade as a full credit course.

Industry - Industry is the habitual diligence which

a student has demonstrated in performing high school

classroom work.

Leadership - Leadership is the ability and readiness

of a student to inspire, guide, direct, or influence

others.

Emotional Stability - Emotional stability is the lack

of excess emotionality or the absence of extreme or

unusual variation in normal emotional characteristics and

patterns of response.
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Initiative - Initiative is the unsolicited energy

displayed by a student in establishing and attaining his

own immediate and long-range goals.

Cooperation - Cooperation is the willingness or desire

of a student to unite with others in carrying out inte-

grated activities toward the achievement of a common

purpose.

Sociability - Sociability is the degree to which a

student attains an acceptable social status and the degree

of his adaptation toward social adjustment in a group.

Academic Success - In general, academic success means

substantial progress toward meeting graduation requirements.

Any term or cumulative grade point average below 2.00 is

considered unsatisfactory progress toward academic success.

The degree of success is indicated by the magnitude of a

student's GPA. For example, a student with a 3.00 GPA is

more successful than one with a 2.00 GPA.

Honor Student - An honor student is any full-time

student who achieves a GPA of above 3.50.

Above Average Grades - Above average grades range from

2.75 GPA to 3.L.9 GPA.

Average Grades - Range from 1.90 GPA to 2.7k GPA.

Below Average Grades - Below average grades range from

1.25 GPA to 1.89 GPA.

Little or no chance for academic success - A student

who receives below a 1.25 accumulative GPA is considered
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as having little or no chance for academic success.

r - The "r" used in this study is Pearson's product-

moment coefficient of correlation. (31, p. 275)

R - The "R" used in this study is used to designate

the multiple coefficient of correlation. This coefficient

gives the correlation between the college GPA and several

factors used together. (31, p. 406)

F Test - The F test used'in this study is Snedecor's

F-distribution. (19, p. 178)

Full Time Student - A full time student is any

student enrolled for seven or more hours any one term.

Scope of the Study

This study is based on 228 students selected at

random from the 1954-55 freshman class of Portland State

College. These students are members of the 1954

graduating class of the Portland public high schools.

Graduates of seven of the nine Portland high schools are

used. Two of the originally selected high schools are

not represented. They are omitted from the study because

one school failed to cooperate in collecting the data and

the other did not have an adequate student sample.

The core of the data analyzed for this study is

obtained from ratings assigned on a rating scale by the

student's senior English teacher, his senior social science

teacher, and his counselor. Each of the 228 students
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studied is rated by all three of the above. Additional

ratings are made on those of the above students who were

enrolled in senior mathematics, science, and commercial

classes. Ratings obtained from teachers in other subject

areas are arbitrarily deleted from the analysis because of

basic inadequacies in sample size. In addition, these

isolated rating scales in special subject fields do not

afford prediction ratios sufficiently broad enough in

range for use with the total student group.

Development of the Rating Scale

The rating scales used in this study were developed

from a similar rating scale used in the past by the

Portland public schools. Teacher familiarity with the

traits listed on these scales was the deciding factor in

their selection.

The Portland high schools employ a three-point rating

scale which ranges from low through average to high for

each trait examined. For the purpose of this study, a

scale is used which differentiates in a more precise

manner. It employs five categories of response which are

rated for each trait. In place of using the conventional

rating from low to high, the various traits are described

in five brief statements. These statements are selected

at random for order of appearance as a means of counter-

acting the known tendency of teachers to rate toward an
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average. (614., p. 33)

Students were rated on the following traits as defined

previously: industry, leadership, emotional stability,

initiative, cooperation, and sociability. The teachers

were also requested to give a general rating of the

student's chance for academic success in college. This

final rating also used five categories of response as

described above.

Space was provided for the teachers to clarify their

reasoning leading to the prediction of college academic

success or failure for the student. As this material did

not lend itself to statistical analysis, the results were

not included in the findings of the study. However,

representative anecdotal comments are included in the

report.

A pilot study was made at a suburban high school

using freshman students enrolled at Portland State College.

They were members of the high school's 1954 graduating

class. This pilot study verified the statistical and

practical adequacy of the approach used. Teachers who

participated in the pilot study contributed many valuable

suggestions and refinements which were incorporated in

the final rating scale.

Method of Study

This is a comparative study. Using GPA as the basic
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criterion, the following factors are utilized to predict

college success:

(1) Traits rated by teachers. (See questionnaire,
Appendix, page 93 )

(2) Subjective opinion of success or failure as
predicted by selected high school teachers.
(See item 7 of questionnaire, Appendix,
page 94 )

(3) Scores on the Ohio State Psychological
Examination where available.

(4) Scores on the American Council on Education
Psychological Examination when the Ohio
State Psychological Examination was not
given.

(5) High school grade records.

(6) All of the above in various combinations.

The first step in the statistical analysis was to

determine whether the ratings of the traits were correlated

with the GPA's of the students. The second step was to

find the degree of relationship between teachers' pre-

diction of success or failure and the student's GPA. Again

the coefficient of correlation was utilized to ascertain

this information. This same procedure was followed to

obtain the desired relationships in (3), (4), and (5).

To find the relationships between various combinations

of factors, all the above factors were analyzed by use of

the method of multiple correlation. Through various

combinations of traits, test scores, and records the data

were studied to determine whether more predictability

could be obtained by this means. If a significantly
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higher multiple regression coefficient could be obtained

by using two or more of the factors studied, it then

indicated that this combination had a higher predictive

value than any one of the factors used alone.

Securing of Information

The information for this study was secured from the

students' senior high school teachers and counselors.

Most teachers had the students in class for a full year;

the remainder had the students for a minimum of one

semester. The students had been assigned to counselors

at the beginning of their freshman year; and with the

exception of transfers, counselors were acquainted with

the students over a four-year period.

In a few cases teachers had retired or had left the

Portland system. In these instances the rating scales

were either mailed or taken to the teacher personally.

One teacher was deceased, two were traveling abroad, and

one refused to fill out the rating scales. These

considerations resulted in the deletion of three students

from the study. Exceptional cooperation was received from

the principals, teachers, and counselors in obtaining

necessary data.

Significance of the Problem

The prediction of academic success is important for

two reasons. First, it is important to the individual to
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have information about himself which will enable him to

enter a field of endeavor in which he may expect the

highest possible success. Second, society has a vested

interest in the effective placement of the individual.

Society will benefit from the individual's success, and

it will suffer through the loss of his services if the

individual does not contribute in an area in which he is

most capable. More accurate prediction will aid both the

individual and society through achievement of these goals.

Segal (71, p. 2) states, "No subjective or objective

method of estimating success has yet been inaugurated

which is perfect." Adequate performance is the most valid

method of discovering whether a student can achieve a

certain scholastic standing or be successful in a certain

occupation. This trial and error method is costly to

both the individual and society. For the individual it

is a costly procedure because he may spend much time in

trying out various occupations or in obtaining training

needed for entrance into a special field. It is costly

for society to support a system which fails to give the

individual aid in making an academic choice, allowing

random exploration in areas in which the individual, at

best, will perform on a low level of efficiency. If the

school is able to discover those persons who have little

or no chance of succeeding in college work and can present

this information to them at a suitable time, then each one



13

will be able to make a wiser and more realistic selection

of his life's work. Even partial success would be a

service performed to the benefit of both society and the

individual.

The present study is designed to present other

evidence of predicting academic success that heretofore

has been neglected almost entirely. This study will

attempt to ascertain whether teachers, who have access to

the cumulative records of the students and who live with

them from day to day in the classroom, who learn their

strong and weak points, and who have sone insight into

their personality characteristics and family background,

are able to predict with any degree of accuracy the

probably success that these students will have in college.

Limitations of the Study

This study was limited to 228 students from the

Portland public schools' graduating class of 1954 who

enrolled as freshmen at Portland State College for the

fall term of 1954.

The sample includes 228 students. The limitation of

sample size exists theoretically until the sample increases

to the size of the population. When this occurs it is no

longer a sample; it is the population and the limitation

would no longer exist:

A further limitation is the lack of complete assurance



that the sample above is completely unbiased as regards

to all college populations. This possibility is not a

serious limitation in one sense, because the results of

the study are for use in the particular population area

from which the data are taken. However, the possibility

of general application of the results is limited by the

nature of the student sample and the college under

consideration.

Summary

Forecasting success has become a problem of

paramount importance to colleges and universities. To

find a solution to this situation, various methods have

been used to obtain more accurate predictions. This

study is an evaluation of a special technique to

determine its effectiveness in forecasting academic

success in college.
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CHAPTER II

SURVEY OF THE LITERATURE

Criteria for Predicting Success

In practically all reported studies the criteria of

college success were college grades received for a given

period of time, usually the first semester, quarter, or

year. In a majority of instances these grades were changed

to honor point averages by arbitrarily assigning a

numerical value to each letter grade received. The

coefficient of the correlation between the predicting

factors and this grade point average was the usual means

of showing the degree of predictive value of the factors.

Freeman (29, p. 114) used survival in college as the

means of determining a student's success in college. On

the other hand, Segal (70, P. 7) pointed out that this was

a poor criterion because: (1) a student may attend school,

but in the process he may have acquired habits of laziness

rather than those of work; and (2) there were also a great

number of other factors which were influential in bringing

about elimination from college.

Factors Used To Predict College Success

High School Scholarship

Among all the factors contributing to prediction of

academic success in college, the student's high school

grades show the highest correlation with college scholastic
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average. High school grades are used in three different

ways to predict college achievement: (1) the average of

high school grades; (2) rank in the graduating class; and

(3) high school percentile rating as determined by grades.

Many studies use grades from specific courses, such

as mathematics, to predict grades in certain areas of

college endeavor, such as engineering; however, this study

does not lend itself to prediction in isolated areas but

with the general problem of prediction regardless of the

major field of the student.

Table 1 gives the chronological summary of 27 studies

using high school scholarship for predicting college

success. The correlations range from .L4 to .79 with a

median of .57. These figures compare favorably with other

published summaries. (See Table 2)

Just what the grades from any one high school or

college signify is not known; both have little or no

standardization. When the grades from only one high

school are used to predict college success correlations

tend to be higher. Still higher correlations are found

when records from a single high school are correlated

with the grades from one college. (27, p. 458) This

indicates that if all high school and college grades

could be reduced to a comparable basis throughout the

nation, a student's probably success in college could be

much more accurately predicted.



TABLE 1

SUMMARY OF STUDIES REPORTING
CORRELATIONS OF HIGH SCHOOL SCHOLARSHIP

WITH COLLEGE GRADES

Date
Reported Reference Variable

1922
1924
1925
1926

1927
1928

Beatley (6)
Scates (67)
Proctor (59)
Anderson &
Spencer (2)

Odell (56)
Pierson &
Nettels (57)

H.S. Ave.
'H.S. Ave.
H.S. Ave.
H.S. Ave.

H.S. Ave.
H.S. Ave.

1929 Goldthorpe (3L) H.S. Hank
1930 Whitney & H.S. Ave.

Leuenberger (82)
1930 Crawford (15) H.S. Rank

1931 Douglass (21) H.S. Ave.

1932 Crawford & H.S. Ave.
Burnham (16)

1932 Hartson (0) H. S. Ave

1932
1934

Hartson (0)
Finch &

H.S. Ave.
H.S. Ave.

Nemzek (27)
1935 Byrons 6: H.S. Ale

Henmon (12)
1935 Fricken (28) H.S. Rank

No. of Correlation
Subjects Time Coefficient

423 1 yr. .56
1707 1 yr. .61

473 1 qtr. .4)5

1455 4 yrs. .4

2000
50

136
899

850
385

3277

152 w.
120 m.
118

250

258

1 yr.
1 yr.

1 yr.
2 yrs.

1 yr.
5 qtr.
1 yr.

1 sem.
1 sem.
1 yr.

I sem.

1 sem.

.54.

.52

.62

.50

.63

.56

.57

.47

.45

.79

.72

.68 1.-,

-4



TABLE 1 (cont'd)

Date
Reported Reference

No. of Correlation
Variable Subjects Time Coefficient

1936 Williamson (85) H.S. Ale 163 1 qtr. .68
1937 Schmitz (69) H.S. Ave. 178 1 sem. .61

1938 Read (60) H.S. Ave. 400 1 yr. .6

1939 Butsch (11) H.S. Rank 750 1 sem. .56
19 9 Seyler (71) H.S. Rank 7006 1 yr. .60
19 Garrett (32) H.S. Ave. 200 1 sem. .67

194 Hertel & H.S. Ave. 324 1 qtr. .53
DiVesta (14.2)

1953 Samenfeld (66)
Kern (4 H.S. Ave. 386 1 sem.5)

H.S. chile 186 1 qtr.

1954 Stone (74 1 yr.)
H.S. Ave. 102

..P
. 3

1953

To read this table:
(a) Reference column, "Beatley" refers to the author of the study,

-"(6)" refers to the bibliography number.

(b) Time column, "1 yr." indicates the study covered a period of
one school year, other periods are as indicated.
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TABLE 2

SURVEY STUDIES USING, HIGH SCHOOL SCHOLARSHIP
AS A PREDICTOR OF COLLEGE SUCCESS

Date
Reported Reference

No.
of r's Median

1929 Symonds (30) 28
1931 Douglass (21) 67
1934 Segal (70) 18 5
1943 Durflinger (23) 20 8
1949 Garrett (30) 61 .55

Mean

.47

.54

.52

Table 2 gives a summary of various surveys which use

high school performance as a means of predicting college

success. A survey by Harris, (39, pp. 126-135) based on

studies reported between 1930 and 1937, also finds a

sizable number of investigators who list high school grades

as the best single predictor of college grades. The

correlations reported are mostly in the .60's and .70's

going as high as .79.

Although there is undoubtedly some overlapping in the

surveys shown in Table 2, they do indicate a composite

picture of the predictive value of high school scholarships.

Certain subjects in high school curricula appeared to

have more relationship with college scholarship than others.

Sorenson (73, P. 253) found that when general intelligence

and high school scholarship were controlled, Latin grades

were still a differentiating factor in college success.

He also found success in French and mathematics to be
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valuable predictors, but they did not differentiate as well

as Latin. All foreign languages (56, p. 423) and English

(53, p. 54) were also found to be useful criteria for pre-

dicting college success. However, the general consensus

of the studies agreed with Munro (54, p. 179) who found

that using the all-school average was better than using

selected subjects in predicting first-year college grades.

Bolenbough and Proctor (9, p. 92) indicated there was

not enough difference between students with vocational

preparation and those with college entrance preparation

to justify discrimination. The Eight Year Study indicated

quite clearly that success in a liberal arts college did

not depend on the student following a prescribed college

preparatory program. (1, p. 150)

An interesting innovation in the studies using high

school grades as a means of prediction was the comparison

of high school class standing with college freshman class

standing. Williams and Mcquary (83, pp. 302-306) tabulated

the percentile rank of high school grades for 2,000 entering

freshmen at the University of Wisconsin. Only ten percent

of 733 girls had high school grades which ranked them in

the lowest forty-two percent of their graduating class,

while only ten percent of the 1,267 boys had high school

grades which ranked them in the lowest twenty percent of

their graduating class. Similarly, one-half the girls

achieved grades which were in the upper seventeen percent
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of their high school graduating class, while one-half the

boys had high school grades in the upper thirty-five percent

of their class.

This study attempted to show the degree of selectivity

in terms of high school grades. For example, a typical

girl in this study had to have grades higher than eighty-

three percent of her graduating class in order to be at the

fiftieth percentile of the University of Wisconsin freshman

norms.

Table 3, from Tribileock, (79, p. 5L.5) gives a more

graphic picture of how college achievement declines

uniformly from the top third to the lowest third of the

high school graduating class.

TABLE 3

SUMMARY OF COLLEGE GRADES RECEIVED BY THE
RESPECTIVE THIRDS OF 651 HIGH SCHOOL GRADUATES

Total Hrs.
Carried %A %B %C %D

Highest
Middle
Lowest

Third
Third
Third

4362
3100
2002

22.5
7.3
4.1

38.9
27.8
24.2

,31.9

114.6
44.1

6.1
16.2
16.3

.5
4.1

10.7

This table also shows how difficult it would be to

predict the college success of any one individual using

only his high school class standing, as many students in

the lower third of these graduating classes were able to

achieve success.
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Perhaps one reason why the correlation between high

school and college grades is not higher is due to the fact

that the curricula of the schools are not closely allied.

The studies also indicate that the lack of grading

uniformity among high schools and colleges makes it

nearly impossible to predict accurately the degree of

success which may be attained by any one student.

Achievement Tests

The factors rating second as predictors of scholastic

success in college are achievement tests and the College

Entrance Examination Board Tests. The CEEB tests have

grown out of the Committee of Ten, 1896, with the first

examinations being given in 1901. 'Today over fifty

colleges and universities use these examinations for some

part of their entrance requirements. Other achievement

tests fall into two general categories. The first pro-

duces a total score which is a composite of several common

subject areas covered by most high school curricula. The

second category tests the achievement in specific subject-

matter fields. The Iowa Content battery would be an

example of the former; and Cooperative English test,

part C2, would be an example of the latter type of test.

Table 4 gives a representative sample of correlations

of college grades with various achievement tests. Caution

should be used in making a generalization about the value

of any of the tests for prediction, as the correlations



TABLE 4

SUMMARY OF STUDIES REPORTING
CORRELATION OF ACHIEVEMENT TEST

SCORES WITH GRADES

Date
Reported References Test

No. of
Subjects

1922 Beatley (6) CEEB 423
1923 Arlett Col. Ent. Exam. 305

Hall (4)
1926 Anderson & Yale Classif. 646

Spencer (2) Test
1930 Crawford (15) CEEB 850
1932 Crawford & CEEB 3277

Burnham (16)
1938 Read (61) Iowa H.S. Cont. 400

19
1939 Butsch (11)

Rigg (63)
Iowa H.S. Cont.
Carnegie Found.

750
217

Weber (81) S.A.T. 714.

19144 Weber (81) CEEB 59
English
Phys. Science
Latin
History
Regents Exam.
English
Physics & Chem.
Geometry
History
Algebra
French

Time
Correlation
Coefficient

1 yr. .50
1 yr. .29

1 yr. .37

1 yr.
1 yr.

1 sem.
1 sem.
4. yr.
1 yr.

yr.

.64

.47

.144

.4

.4
/

.44

.14.0

.36

.55

.59

4. 8
.56



TABLE 4 (cont'd)

Date
Reported References Test

No. of
Subjects Time

1945 Smith (72) Iowa Reading 903 1 sem.

1953 Dolanaky (20) Ess. H.S. Cont. 118 1 sem.
Battery

1954 Bolton (10) Coop. Eng. C2 181 1 yr.

1954 Anderson & Test 227 1 yr.

Stegman (3)
Eng. (local) 227 1 yr.
Math. Coop. 227 1 yr.
Phys. Science 227 1 yr.
Soc. Science 227 1 yr.
Iowa Reading
Comp. loo 1 sem.
Rate 11.00 1 sem.
Purdue Eng. 400 1 sem.

Correlation
Coefficient

.144

.57

.45

To read this table:
(a) Reference column, "Beatley refers to the author of the study,

"(6)" refers to the bibliography number.

(b) Time column, "1 yr." indicates the study covered a period of
one school year, other periods are as indicated.
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for any one given test may vary widely when used under

different conditions and at different schools. This is

illustrated in studies by Crawford (15, p. 130), Crawford

and Burnham (16, p. 353), and Beatley (6, p. 145) in the

use of the CEEB tests.

When Garrett (30, P. 103) compared twenty-four general

achievement test correlation coefficients with fifty-seven

specific subject-matter test correlation coefficients, he

found the general achievement tests to be superior. The

median for the former was .49 with a range of .23 to .85

while the median for the specific subject-matter tests

was .40 with a range of .10 to .70.

Crawford and Burnham's (16, pp. 344-347) study of

3,277 Yale students gave an excellent comparison between

the CEEB tests and the high school grade average when they

were correlated with college GPA. The average college

grade for four years showed a correlation of .57 with high

school grades but only .147 with CEEB scores. The investi-

gators found the part scores of the CEEB to be less

predictive than the total score.

There appears to be a tendency for the correlations

between achievement tests and college grades to decline

with the years. Table 6, which is a summary of four

surveys from 1931 to 1949, illustrates this decline.
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TABLE 5

SURVEY STUDIES USING ACHIEVEMENT TESTS AS
A PREDICTOR OF COLLEGE SUCCESS

Date
Reported Reference

No.
of r's Median Mean

1931
1934
1943
1949

Douglass (21)
legal (70)
Durflinger (23)
Garrett (30)

67
13
20
81

.55

.55
8

.43

.54

Durflinger (23, P. 73) noted this in 1943 when he stated:

"There may actually be a tendency for the
correlations between high school content tests
and college grades to become smaller. High
schools are generally accepting the idea that
there is no significant correlation between
the number of units earned in any subject
matter field and scholastic success in college.
As a result many students are not prepared in
one or more parts of the general high school
achievement examination yet make good college
students."

Williamson (85, p. 16) did not limit his findings to

achievement tests, but found both tests and high school

grades were becoming less reliable as predictors each

year. Williamson felt the decline in predictability was

caused from: (1) changes in administrative procedure,

such as counseling students away from courses in which

they would fail; (2) changing the curriculum by adding

sub-freshman remedial courses; (3) guidance which

encouraged students to select courses in line with their

interests and aptitudes; and (4) the growing unreliability

of college grades.
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Eysenk (25, p. 22) repudiated Williamson's study by

pointing out an over-all increase in the relationship

between the predictors and college success. He felt this

increase was due to better tests and better statistical

analysis. According to Eysenk, Williamson's study showed

a decline in the reliability of prediction because he

covered only one school and in this school there were

certain conditions which caused the correlations to decline.

Table 6 shows the inter-correlations between seven

tests given by Anderson and Stegman (3, pp. 722-723) to

227 entering Freshmen at Fort Hays State College. They

find English achievement scores to be the best predictors

of college grades. The American Council on Education

Psychological Test has the highest inter-correlation with

other tests, while the physical science achievement score

is the least predictive of college grades and also has

the least relationship with other tests.

Again, caution should be used in making any generali-

zation about the relationship of these subject matter

fields. It could well be that the low correlation between

any two subjects is due to the low validity of one or both

tests.

Table 7 shows Latin as the best predictor of college

success when compared with other high school subjects.

This recalls the old contention that the mental discipline

of Latin assures relative success in college; but
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TABLE 6

A BATTERY OF SEVEN TESTS USED ON 227 STUDENTS
SHOWING INTER-CORRELATIONS OF PREDICTORS

AND CRITERION (3, p. 723)

Tests & 1 Phys. Mod.
Criterion ACE Eng. Read. Math. Biol. Sci. Civ. GPA

Grade Point .50
English .65
Reading

:a

.56 .51 .49 .44 .38 .45
.28 57 .0 .0 .53 .56

.28
.46 .1$

.14.6 .39

TABLE 7

THE AVERAGE COEFFICIENT OF CORRELATION BETWEEN
ACHIEVEMENT TEST SCORES IN SPECIFIC SUBJECT

MATTER FIELDS AND GENERAL SCHOLASTIC
ACHIEVEMENT IN COLLEGE (30, p. 125)

Subject No. of is
Average Coefficient

of Correlation

Latin 2 .63
French 14. .57
Reading (general) 8 .42
Mathematics 7 .42
Social Studies 7 .39
Science 5 .3g
Reading Comprehension 2 .3
Reading Rate ' 2 .13

1. Tests used included: ACE - The American Council on
Education Psychological Test, BIOL. - The American
Council on Education Biology Test, Form P. READ. -
Schrommel-Grey High School and College Reading Test.
MATH. - Cooperative General Achievement Tests, III
(Mathematics). ENG. - Barrett-Ryan English Test.
PHYS. SCI. - A 100 item test in physical science,
(local). MOD. CIV. - A forty item test in modern
civilization, (local).
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experimentation and study have proven that so many other

factors are at work in producing a good Latin student that

it is not necessarily the study of Latin which makes him a

good student in college. The same would hold true for

French, which is rated second in Table 7. General Reading,

which is ranked third, is a more universal field for all

students. There would seem to be a better basis for

comparison between this achievement and college scholarship

than between Latin or French and college scholarship.

Intelligence Tests and Psychological Examinations

Intelligence tests and psychological examinations are

the most widely used instruments in predicting college

success and rank third among the predictive factors.

The two most widely used examinations in this area

are the American Council on Education Psychological

Examination (hereinafter referred to as the ACE) and the

Ohio State University Psychological Examination. In a

summary of studies published in 1947, Garrett (30, p. 112)

finds that the ACE gives consistently higher coefficients

of correlation than the Ohio; however, most studies which

used both tests simultaneously indicate only slight

differences. Neither test maintains consistently higher

correlations in later studies.

The Otis Self Administering Intelligence Test ranked

third in use and also in degree of predictability. It
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received much wider use during the twenties and thirties,

but in the past years has been replaced somewhat by the

ACE and the Ohio. Garrett's summary (30, p. 112), which

covered studies up to 1947, found the following average

coefficients of correlation between these three tests and

college grades: ACE - .49, Ohio - .49, Otis - .48.

There are many other tests in this area aside from

the three mentioned above. Among the most popular are

the Yale Classification Test, the Minnesota College

Aptitude Test, and the Stanford Aptitude Test. Some

authors consider these to be general aptitude tests rather

than intelligence tests or psychological examinations.

Table 8 gives a sample of studies from 1921 to 1954

which used various tests as predictors. There are no

many studies in the literature which give correlations

using tests in this area that it is difficult to select

a representative sample. In choosing the studies to be

included in Table 8, an attempt is made to include from

each decade studies which use a large number of subjects

and which present examples of the various tests being

used.

There is definite evidence that the predictability of

mental ability or scholastic aptitude tests has increased

over the years -- a situation which is not generally true

of previously reported measures. This general trend can

be noted in Table 8 and is also verified when a comparison



TABLE 8

SUMMARY OF STUDIES REPORTING CORRELATION
OF INTELLIGENCE TESTS AND PSYCHOLOGICAL TEST

SCORES WITH COLLEGE GRADES

Date
Reported Reference Test

No. of
Subjects

Correlation
Time Coefficient

1921
1921
1921
1923
1923
1923
1925
1928

1930
1932
1937
1937
1938

1940
1939

190
1940

DeCamp (18)
DeCamp (18)
DeCamp (18)
Binnewiess (8)
Binnewiess (8)
Binnewiess (8)
Proctor (59)
Pierson &
Nettels (57)
Whitney (82)
Hartson (e)
Schmitz ( 9)
Schmitz (69)
Read (61)
Butsch (11)
Kirkpatrick (46)
Kirkpatrick (46)
Kirkpatrick (46)

Army Alpha 320
Thurston IV 134
Binet (Stan. Rev.) 115
Miller Men. Abil. 158
Terman 166
Otis Self Admin. 238
Thorndike 473
Terman Group 50

Thurstone
Ohio
ACE
Army Alpha
Ohio
ACE
Ohio
ACE
Pirtner

899
122
184
190
400
750
154
14
1554

1 sem.
1 sem.
1 sem.
1 yr.
1 yr.
1 sem.
1 qtr.
1 yr.

2 yrs.

11 sem. .

1 sem.

1 sem.
1 yr. .12
1 sem. .53
1 yr. .58
1 yr. .57
1 yr. .59

.41

.32

.17

.43

:1
.443

4B



TABLE 8 (cont'd)

Date No. of Correlation
Reported Reference Test Subjects Time Coefficient

1941 Hartson & Ohio 258 1 yr. .63
Sprow (41) Otis )1/1)1 1 yr. .58

221Taman 1 yr. .55
Henmon-Nelson 110 1 yr. .60
National 38 1 yr. .63
Kullman Anderson 28 1 yr. .58

144 Weber (81) ACE 92 1 yr. .6o
19944 Garrett (30) Ohio 200 1 sem. .61
19
1948
45 Smith (72)

Hertel &
ACE
Ohio

92403
3

1 sem.
1 qtr.

.42

.45
DiVesta (

X953
r)

Samenfeld 66)
Samenfeld (66)

ACE
Ohio

186
186

1 qtr.
1 qtr.

.34

.52
1954 Stone (74) ACE 102 1 yr. .73
1954 Anderson & ACE 227 1 yr. .50

Stegman (3)
1954_ Bolton (10) ACE (L) 181 1 yr. .58

To read this table:
(a) Reference column, "DeCamp" refers to the author of the study,

"(18)" refers to the bibliography number.

(b) Time column, "1 sem." indicates the study covered a period of
one semester, other periods are as indicated.
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is made of various survey studies. Three summary studies

completed in the early 1930's by Segal, Douglass, and

Kinney as reported in Durflinger (23, pp. 59-61) show

average coefficients of .45, .44, and .1i4 respectively.

A summary by Durflinger (23, p. 73), which includes studies

from 1934 to 1943, shows a median correlation of .52. This

is verified by Eysenk (25, pp. 26-28) in a summary published

in 1947. Durflinger (23, p. 69) feels this higher correla-

tion may be accounted for by one or more of the following

'reasons:

1. The newer intelligence tests, being designed

primarily for college students, may measure

more of the factors present in scholastic

grades than did earlier tests.

2. College instructors may be using intelligence

test results to assist them in arriving at

the grades awarded to students.

3. College marks may be based upon course

examinations and requirements which have

closer relationship with intelligence than

was the case a decade or more ago.

In an effort to find the satisfactory I.Q. for admission

to college, Trawler (78, pp. 462-463) made a survey of

323 schools to determine the average I.Q. for each institu-

tion. He found the medians ranged from I.(. 94 to

I.Q. 126. The over-allinedian for the 323 schools was
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I.Q. 109. There was a tendency for the private colleges

to have higher medians than the public schools. The median

I.Q. for each type of institution was as follows: private

institutions - men-112, women-110, co-ed-110; public

institutions - co-ed-107; junior colleges-105; teacher

colleges-105.

These studies indicate that, although it is to be

expected that students with higher I.Q.'s will make better

college records, it is nevertheless possible for the average

group with I.Q.'s as low as 100 to 105 to do acceptable

work. It seems safer to depend upon several factors in

estimating future scholastic success than to depend upon

a single factor such as I.Q. or college aptitude percentile.

Byrns and Henmon's study (12, pp. 878-880), which

followed 250 students from grade school through college,

indicated that lack of ability to do successful college

work could be determined relatively early in the educa-

tional career. They found that intelligence tests given

as low as the fourth grade had definite predictive value.

Scores from intelligence tests given in the sixth, seventh,

and eighth grades had correlations of .43 with high school

grades, .45 with first-year college grades, and .37 with

the four-year college average.

Personality Tests

Most studies failed to reveal any consistent relation-

ships between scores on personality tests and academic



35

success in college. Cain, Michaelis, :urich (13, p. 8.85)

in summarizing the studies of academic prognosis found

little indication that personality traits as measured by

various tests had any significant relationship with academic

achievement.

One of the earliest (1925) and most promising studies

was conducted by Chambers (14, p. 310) at Ohio State

University. He found a correlation of .54 between the

Pressey X-0 test scores and college grades of 257 men.

Other studies using the same test and cited by Garrett

(30, p. 115) reported very low or negative coefficients-of

correlations.

Gough (35, p. 75), in a more recent study, found that

curricular satisfaction, maturity of goals, efficiency of

planning and working, and adequate personal and social

orientation were related to better achievement. Items

which reflected emotional tension, ummaturity, disinclin-

ation to admit personal problems, and a tendency to see

others in an unfavorable light, were predictors of under

achievement. In another study Gough (36, p. 366) developed

his own personality scale to predict under-graduate grades.

When this test was used on 1,253 University of California

students, a correlation of .38 was attained. Gough found

evidence which supported the claim that this personality

scale was a predictor of academic achievement and not an

indirect, inefficient measure of mental ability.
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Hinklemen (43, pp. 532-533) used the Johnson Temper-

ament Analysis to test entering freshmen at Bradley

University. The data indicated that of the personality

traits investigated, three -- "objective," "composed," and

"self mastery" -- had the strongest relation to college

achievement. Other traits which were important to a

lesser degree but had significant coefficients were

"appreciative," "submissive," and "active." Hinklemen

(43, p. 534) concluded, "when these relationships are

considered with the basic factor of intelligence, we can

better predict academic achievement."

Claude Thompson (76, P. 305) used the California Test

of personality (adult series) to predict the grades of

158 dental students at Northwestern University. He found

the correlations to be positive but too low for use in

selecting individual applicants for admission to the

college of dentistry.

The group Rorschach Inkblot Test, as introduced by

Munroe, (55, p. 18) showed some promise in predicting

college success. Munroe found only four important errors

in 178 judgments. Insufficient distinction was made,

however, between poor and very poor students. The proce-

dure was a lengthy process requiring the judgment of an

examiner experienced in the college situation. It was not

recommended for large-scale use except under special

conditions.
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Grace Thompson (77, pp. 36-38) used the same technique

and concluded that more research was necessary concerning

the question of reliability of certain parts of the

Rorschach. However, she felt that academic prediction by

means of personality or adjustment tests was both important

and promising.

Interests

Interest inventories and tests have not been successful

in predicting college success. There are indications that

interest scores may be useful in counseling, especially in

a situation where there is a variety of job openings;

however, in predicting success in any field, the most

favorable studies show interests to have positive but low

correlations.

Crosby (17, pp. 102-104) reported a unique technique

when he used only those students who scored above the

ninetieth percentile and below the tenth percentile for a

given interest on the Kuder Preference Record. He found a

coefficient of .6).{. between grades in college chemistry

courses and scientific interests.

Gustad (37. pp. 76-77) tried to utilize interests for

predicting success by holding the academic aptitude

constant. His findings were slightly higher than previous

correlations but still not significant.

Hake and Ruedisilli (38, p. 553) summarized the use
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of interests in predicting college success by stating,

"Interests are generally conceded to be important in

determining success in any field of endeavor, but they

are only one of many factors -- such as intelligence,

attitudes, and personality traits."

Miscellaneous Factors

College grades are not usually considered as a factor

in predicting future achievement, but a few studies have

endeavored to determine the relationship between earned

grades and future grades. Lan8lie (49, p. 422) reports a

correlation of .85 between first-year grades and graduating

marks. A study at Ohio State University (50, pp. 217-218)

shows correlation coefficients of .66, .80, and .88 when

the first, third, and sixth term grades are compared with

final achievement. These results indicate the first term

grades are less indicative of final achievement, while the

average attained at the end of the freshman year is almost

as significant as that of the sophomore year.

Read (61, p. 469) did an extensive study on 350 grad-

uates of the University of Wichita in determining which

semester in school was the best predictor of the final

four-year average. He found the following coefficients of

correlation: first semester, .760; second semester, .778;

third semester, .799; fourth semester, .829; fifth semester,

.796; sixth semester, .747; seventh semester, .728; and
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last semester, .754. From these data it appeared that the

fourth semester was the best predictor of the four-year

grade average.

The ideal age for entering college has long been a

source of controversy. Some authorities believe that the

students who enter college one or two years early do better.

This is reasoned to be becauseof the students' superior

intellect which causes them to accelerate through the

earlier grades.

Odell's (56, p. 512) study in 1933 supported this

contention; he found, "There were no grounds whatsoever for

believing that entrance into college when one or two years

below normal age will lead to undesirable results, but, on

the other hand, suggested that they get higher marks."

However, other authorities believed that when intelligence

was held constant the more mature students seemed to get

the most from their courses. This was illustrated after

World War II when the great influx of veterans arrived on

the college campuses. Gideonse's (33, pp. 465-467) study

of 2,400 veterans at Brooklyn College found that veterans

as a group maintained a slight, but consistent, superiority

in academic performance over non-veterans. Similarly,

older veterans maintained a slight, but consistent, superi-

ority over comparable younger veterans. Shaffer (68,p.205)

compared veterans and non-veterans of the same age and

discovered the non-veterans exceeded the veterans in every
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case. However, when the entire veteran group was compared

with the younger non-veteran group, the older students

received better grades. Garrett's (30, p. 119) summary of

63 studies which used age as a means to predict college

achievement had a median coefficient of correlation of .09

which indicated that age as a predictor of college success

had little value.

Harris (39, p. 160) reported the following conclusions

in his study of various factors and their relationship to

college success: (1) extroverts did better than introverts;

(2) there was no significant difference between handicapped

students and those with no handicaps; (3) such high school

factors as time spent in school, size and location of high

school, public or private high school, accredited or non-

accredited high school, had no appreciable bearing on

college achievement; and (4) participation in extra-

curricular activities such as athletics, fraternities, and

social life showed no relationship with grades, but there

was some controversy about the effect of outside work.

In a summary of miscellaneous factors which might be

used to predict college success, Eysenk (25, p. 28) reported,

"Physical data show uniformly low correlations;
the literature suggests smokers are inferior to
non-smokers, color blind students to non-color
blind students, students of eurymorphic body
build to students of leptomophic body build,
the ugly to the good looking. But for all
practical purposes, the data can be disregarded.



Perhaps one of the factors which is difficult to

measure, but still is very influential in determining

college success, is motivation. Bear (5, p. 523) found

that students who had a specific purpose in mind were

more likely to succeed in college. "No matter how

favorable were other factors, the freshman who sees

slight personal value in his college courses has but

little purpose to guide his efforts and falls short of

his best performance." Closely allied with the above

findings were those of Wrenn and Crandell (86, p. 263)

who used five non-academic factors to predict college

success. They found a "definite program" showed the

closest relationship to college scholarship, and

"appearance and manner" showed the lowest.

Multiple Factors

Many studies have used multiple coefficients of

correlations to discover the extent to which a combination

of factors would improve prediction over any single factor.

Intelligence is the most commonly used factor in the

multiple studies. Most of these studies have used only

two factors, but some have utilized three predictors and

a few used as many as five or more.

Garrett 430, p. 125) cited 59 studies using two

predictors. He reported a median correlation coefficient

of .58 with a range of .47 to .79. Finch and Nemzek
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(27, P. 459) reported a correlation of .797 when they

used high school grades and an average score from five

intelligence tests. When they replaced the average

intelligence test score with a scholastic aptitude test,

the coefficient of correlation, for all practical

purposes, was unchanged (.791). As would be expected,

the highest correlations, using the multiple factors,

were obtained when tests of mental ability or achieve-

ment were used in conjunction with indices of high school

scholarship.

Rating Scales

Rating scales as a means of predicting college success

have had little use. Only five of the many studies reviewed

use this method. Perhaps part of the reluctance of educa-

tional research workers to use this method of prediction

grows out of a series of articles written by Rugg (65,

p. 425) in 1921-22. Rugg does not believe rating of

students could be accurate enough for practical use in

education because the teacher could not know the students

well enough to be competent to rate them. However, he does

concede that ratings can be valid of the following conditions

are met:

First, if each final rating given a person is
the average of three independent ratings,
each one made on a scale as objectified as
the man-to-man comparison type scale.
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Second, if the scales on which the ratings
are made are comparable and equivalent,
having been made in conferences under the
instruction of one skilled in rating scale
work.

Third, if the raters are thoroughly
acquainted with the person that they are
competent to rate.

Langlie P. 403) felt that if these requirements

were necessary in order to obtain valid ratings, then valid

ratings could not be obtained in the usual high school

situation. However, he believed that a high school teacher

was in a position to observe any manifestations of several

personality traits which would be valuable in the prediction

of college success. The predictability of these ratings

would depend upon whether the teacher was alert and capable

of analyzing and interpreting human behavior.

Rugg also points out two facts in rating which, to

him are of paramount significance; first, people tend to

rate or judge others in terms of a general mental attitude

toward them and, second, dominating this general attitude

toward the personality as a whole is a like mental

attitude toward particular qualities.

In spite of the inadequacies enumerated by Rugg,

early rating scales appeared to have promise as a predictor

of college grades. In 1928 Pierson and Nettles (57, pp. 215-

216) combined ratings with intelligence test scores and high

school scholarship to predict college success. The person-

ality traits rated were: regularity and persistency,
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control of attention, respect for authority, application

and industry, cooperation in group activities, ability to

learn, speed in work, sense of accuracy, trustworthiness

and responsibility, and initiative and aggressiveness.

The investigators found a correlation coefficient of

.410 between the character ratings by the teachers and

freshman grades. The correlations between intelligence

test scores and high school grades were .129 and .523

respectively. When all three predictors were used

together, a multiple correlation of .650 was obtained.

In 1932 Hartson (40, pp. 4.14-415) used high school

scholarship, scores on the Ohio State Psychological

Examination, and eleven items of a rating scale to

predict college success of freshmen entering Oberlin

College. The items on the rating scale which definitely

correlated with college success were: estimate of

intelligence, industry, attitude toward school work,

method of study, use of spare time, and reliability.

There was only a chance relationship between the ratings

on leadership, disposition, appearance and manner,

physical energy, and college grades.

The rating scales in the foregoing survey were filled

out by the high school principal, one teacher and an adult

friend. The principal's ratings had the highest predictive

value, the teacher's second, and the friend's third.

In making comparisons to determine the best combination
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of factors for prediction, Hartson found that high school

scholarship and scores from the rating scales resulted in

the highest multiple correlation.

Langlie (49, p. 423) found that teachers in large high

schools do not judge students in regard to possession of

personality traits with sufficient reliability to warrant

the use of their estimate for the placement and guidance

of college freshmen. He also found that specific person-

ality traits were not rated independently of each other,

but each rating was affected by the general attitude of

the teacher. This general attitude seemed to be closely

related to high school achievement. Therefore, it

appeared that grades given by the teachers greatly

influenced the ratings they gave to the students.

Langlie (49, pp. 424-425) believed this problem

could be solved by clearly defining the traits to be

rated so that specific descriptions could be used as a

basis for training teachers to observe and enumerate

significant phases of pupil behavior. He stated further,

"Teachers, psychologists, and personnel
administrators should determine what
specific behavior traits are to be
included under each generic term. That
is, they should determine what specific
behavior traits are a manifestation of
'Initiative,' of 'Industry,' of
'Dependability,' etc. In this way,
complete descriptions of each trait
would be obtained and scales developed
through research. Rating by teachers
would then merely consist of an indica-
tion of the presence or absence of each
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unit behavior trait in the same manner
as they now determine the 'rightness' or
'wrongness' of each answer on a new type
examination. After standardization of
such scales, degrees of value for each
unit trait could be determined by
research, not by the judgment of each
teacher when rating a particular student.
When this is done, ratings will no longer
reflect the teachers' response to the
student as much as the actual behavior of
the student."

Perhaps the most conclusive study which used rating

scales was carried out by Prescott and Garrison (58,

pp. 278-284). They used 257 graduates from the Phoenix,

Arizona, high schools who matriculated to the Phoenix

Junior College and the University of Arizona. There were

153 cases at the University of Arizona and 104 at Phoenix

Junior College. Thirteen traits were used for rating by

the classroom teachers. These traits included: ability

to learn, memory, habits of studiousness, persistence,

conscientiousness, accuracy, desire to excel', ability to

do independent work, ability to budget time, adaptability,

social maturity, cultural background, and health. At the

bottom of the rating sheet was also placed a request for

the teacher's general estimate of the student's probably

success in college.

Correlations were computed between each of the

fourteen items and the first semester grades in college.

The average teacher rating was also correlated with the

average semester grade, the score on an English-aptitude
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test, and the score on tests of mental ability.

Of the fourteen items rated, studiousness, general

estimate of success, persistence and ability to budget

time showed strongest relationship with college status.

All these factors had correlations consistently above .60.

The lowest correlations were obtained from cultural

background, adaptability, and social maturity. The

average correlation for all traits was .54

The rating sheet used in this survey was particularly

effective in identifying students who would do above-

average or below-average work in college. Of the students

who were rated by the teachers as able to do work above

the average of the risoup, 79 percent actually did achieve

in the upper half of the freshman class at the University

of Arizona, while 69 percent of those students who were

rated below average achieved at that level.

From this study Prescott and Garrison (58, p. 284)

concluded, "A rating sheet of this nature seems to offer

promise as an aid in the prediction of college success.

The ability of high school teachers to forecast the work

which students will do in college apparently gives an

efficiency greater than that of measures now commonly used

for the purpose."

In summarizing the literature related to the use of

rating scales as a means of predicting college success,

various opinions are voiced as to their value. From this
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survey of the literature it would seem that a need for more

research in this area is evident. Garrett (30, p. 11){.)

makes this point clear when he says, "The rating scale

technique deserves further investigation . . . especially

when high school teachers and principals rate students on

such characteristics as ability to budget time, studious-

ness, persistence, and emotional control."

LIMITATIONS OF PREDICTIVE CRITERIA

A note of caution was sounded by many authors in using

high school scholarship or test results for predictive

purposes. Rigg (63, p. 398) felt high school grades were

poor criteria for predicting college success because they

were affected by such factors as attendance, diplomacy,

doing just what assignments call for, and giving back the

teacher's ideas. Francis F. smith (72, p. 176) commented,

"Perhaps, if all students always worked up to capacity, if

we had some way of knowing accurately how much time, energy,

and intellectual application each student devoted to his

studies, and if instructors used more objective methods of

appraising student achievement, we might further reduce the

errors of prediction."

Butsch (11, p. )}.19) and Douglass (22, p. 185) pointed

out that there was so much variation between institutions

and between colleges or divisions within the same institu-

tion that generalizations with regard to predictive
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measures could not be made until research had revealed

fundamental principles that were applicable throughout the

country. McGehee (52, p. 91) felt that a partial answer

to this problem would be for each institution to make a

job analysis and then construct local tests using the

analysis as a foundation for the test construction.

Feder (26, P. 597) felt that it was impossible to

ever have 100 percent accuracy in educational prediction

because: "(1) Our measuring instruments do not have

perfect validity and reliability; (2) we have no way of

controlling or directly evaluating the effects of

motivation; (3) there are subtle personality factors

characteristic of testees which preclude the possibility

of achieving 'true' measures at each tested performance."

The consensus of the studies reviewed in this chapter

is that prediction should be used for guidance purposes.

In this way prediction will help to diagnose students'

abilities and limitations and will' attempt to direct their

future study into channels which will yield them the

greatest returns rather than to predict how much further

they will progress in a stated interval of time. Even

though it is not possible to achieve 100 percent accuracy

in academic prediction, it is desirable to secure the best

prediction possible in order to make guidance accurate and

meaningful.
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SUMMARY

The survey of the literature indicates that high school

scholarship is the best singl predictor of college success.

Following in order of their predictive value are achieve-

ment tests and tests of mental ability or psychological

examinations. Rating scales made out by high school

teachers seem to have promise in predicting college

achievement; however, further investigation is needed

before any conclusive recommendation can be made. 4any

other criteria are used, but none are found to be reliable

enough to justify their use. A combination of factors

prove to have the highest predictive value insofar as

college grades are concerned.

College grades appear to have higher predictive value

than any other single item but are not compared with the

other factors since the students must have been in school

a term or more before any information could be available.
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CHAPTER III

DESIGN AND FINDINGS OF THE STUDY

Design of the Study

In order to determine the adequacy of high school

teachers in predicting whether or not their students are

capable of academic success at the college level, the

following method was adopted:

1. A rating scale was prepared which contained

six personality characteristics plus a

general rating of the student's ability to

do college work. Each choice listed was

descriptive in nature. These descriptive

items were intended to elicit more precise

responses than those likely to be achieved

on other types of rating scales.

2. A random sample was selected from the

1954. freshman class of Portland State

College. All students included in the

sample had graduated from the Portland

public high schools at the close of the

previous school year.

3. Rating scales on each student were completed

by his counselor and his senior teachers.

4. The student's high school grades were

converted to a single numerical average.
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This average corresponded to the four-point

system used in computing the college GPA.

5. The college GPA was computed for the entire

freshman year except for those students who

withdrew or failed to register at some

point during the year. For these students

the GPA was computed for the number of terms

they had been in school.

6. The raw score received on the psychological

examination at the time of entering college

was recorded.

7. A Unisort Analysis Card (see Appendix, page 95)

was filled out for each rating scale completed

by the teachers and counselors. These cards

contained all the data needed for the

statistical analysis.

8. The results of the rating scales, the high

school grades, and the psychological test

scores were correlated with the college GPA.

9. By means of multiple correlations, various

combinations of factors were used to determine

the best combination for predicting college

grades.

Composition and Administration of the Rating Scale

The composition of the rating scale is outlined in

general in Chapter I. However, for clarity a more detailed
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explanation is given here.

The personality traits to be rated were originally

selected from a rating scale used by the Portland public

high schools. These traits included industry, leadership,

emotional stability, initiative, and cooperation. To this

original list was added sociability. This final list

represented personality traits that were relatively easily

defined and which could be rated by the teachers with some

degree of accuracy. The traits were also considered to

represent some of the more important characteristics of

college students.

As mentioned before, descriptive statements were used

instead of the conventional high to low or good to poor

scale. The descriptive statements were devised after

pursuing many standard rating scales. The pilot study

mentioned in Chapter I resulted in further refinement by

locating confusing and ambiguous statements.

All of the students' senior teachers and their

counselor received the rating scale. A letter of trans-

mittal was sent to each teacher and counselor. (See

Appendix, page 91) This letter contained a brief

description of the study and an explanation of how to

complete the rating scale. Repeated visitations were made

to the high schools in order to insure, as nearly as

possible, 100 percent returns.



The Sample

This study was based on a random sample of 228 freshman

students at Portland State College. To obtain this sample

the names of all freshmen who enrolled for the 1954 term

and who had graduated from the Portland public high schools

were put into an alphabetical list. The names on this list

were then assigned consecutive numbers from 1 to 647. By

the use of a randomized sample table, 300 students were

selected. Due to the failure of one high school to cooperate

in the study, 42 students were dropped from the sample.

Withdrawals before the end of the first term, lack of

sufficient data, and failure to re-enroll as full time

students resulted in the dropping of 30 additional students.

This left a sample of 228.

Table 9 presents a breakdown of the number of students

from each high school.

TABLE 9

NUMBER OF STUDENTS SAMPLED FROM EACH
PORTLAND PUBLIC HIGH SCHOOL

School No. of Students

Benson2 24.

Cleveland 27
Franklin 42
Grant 42
Jefferson 45
Lincoln 27
Roosevelt 21

Total 228

2. The student body of Benson consisted entirely of boys.
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Not all students in the sample finished three terms of

their freshman year. Some of the students withdrew from

school, a larger number failed to register for the second

or third term, and others were suspended for academic

reasons. Students who completed only one or two terms

were given as much weight in the analysis of the data as

students who completed the entire year. Only students who

were considered by the registrar to be full time students

were included in the study. The number of students

completing one, two, or three terms was as follows: one

term, 228; two terms, 192; three terms, 171.

Justification for giving full weight where less than

three terms were completed was found in the high relation-

ship between first, second, or third term grades and the

final success in college. (61, p. 187)

Psychological Test Scores

As Portland State College was in a process of estab-

lishing local norms for both the ACE and the Ohio Psychologi-

cal Examinations, not all students were given the same test.

Engineering students usually were administered the ACE and

the remainder the Ohio. Sixty students in this study

received the American Council on Education Psychological

Examination. Raw scores from these two tests were treated

separately in the analysis of the data.
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High School Grades

Grades for all high school subjects which carried

credit were used in determining the average high school

grade for each student. As described in Chapter I, the

high school grades were converted to the same four-point

system used to determine college GPA.

Analysis of the Data

In organizing the data, the information from the

rating scales was coded on Unisort Analysis Cards. From

each rating scale completed by a teacher the following

information was recorded: the subject area of the teacher

such as English, science, or mathematics; the rating given

for each of the seven items on the rating scale; and the

high school attended by the student. The name of the

psychological examination administer, the raw score

received on the psychological examination, the terms of

college completed, and the high school grade average were

also recorded on this card.

The Unisort Cards were then arranged according to the

various subject areas. Each subject area selected was

handled separately for purposes of prediction. For example,

the counselors were used as one sub-group, the English

teachers as another, and so on.

When two or more teachers in the same subject area

rated a student, the teacher who taught the required course
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was selected. When two teachers rated the same student in

a subject field which had no required course, the selection

was left to chance.

Not all subject areas were used since the number of

students taking courses in some areas was not large enough

to warrant statistical treatment of the data. The following

subject areas were found to have a sufficient number of

students enrolled to justify statistical analysis: English,

social science, mathematics, science, and commercial. The

counselor's ratings were also used. t;ach of the 228 students

had a counselor, an English teacher, and a social science

teacher. There were 108 who had mathematics teachers; 98

who had commercial teachers; and 92 who had science teachers.

Statistical procedures were used to determine the

following:

1. Were the ratings under each characteristic

discriminatory?

2. If the rating under each characteristic was

discriminatory, was the relationship linear

or non-linear?

3. What was the degree of relationship between

the ratings and college grades?

4. What combination of factors produced the best

predictions?

Snedecor's "F" test was used to determine whether or

not the ratings on each trait could discriminate with
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respect to college GPA. For example, was there any

significant difference between the average GPA's of

students who were rated at the five levels of leadership?

If there was no difference, it would have been useless to

continue the analysis of the ratings on leadership for

the GPA's would have been the same regardless of the

rating.

If the ratings proved to discriminate in predicting

GPA's, then it was necessary to determine whether students

who received higher ratings also earned higher GPA's.

Conversely, did students who received lower ratings also

have lower GPA's? It was also important to determine

whether or not the data were significantly regressive for

all ratings. Analysis of variance was used to determine

this relationship.

Pearson's product moment coefficient of correlation

was used to obtain the degree of relationship between the

ratings and college grades. Correlations were also

obtained for the degree of relationship between college

GPA and (1) high school grades, (2) raw scores on the

American Council on Education Psychological Examination,

(3) raw scores on the Ohio State University Psychological

Examination. These correlations were compared in order to

determine the relative predictive value of each.

Only ratings of the counselors, English teachers, and

social science teachers were used in computing the multiple
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correlations, as these were the only teachers who rated

all the students. The following five combinations were

used: (1) ratings of English teachers and social science

teachers; (2) ratings of English teachers and counselors;

(3) ratings of counselors and social science teachers;

(k) combined ratings of all three groups; and (5) ratings

of the three teacher groups combined with high school

grades. .ill of the above combinations were correlatod

with college 0PA's.

Findings of the Study

To provide a pictorial representation, data secured

for this portion of the study are presented in Tables 10

through 13. The tables are arranged in such a manner as

to answer the following questions in this order: (1) are

the ratings for each characteristic discriminatory;

(2) are the data linear; (3) what are the correlations

between the teacher ratings and college grades; and

(4) what combinations of factors produce the best

predictions?

Discriminatory Value of the Ratings

Table 10 presents a detailed breakdown of the discrim-

inatory level of the different ratings by subject areas and

counselors. The ratings for each sub-group are analyzed by

means of analysis of variance with a two-way classification.

A five percent level of significance is used.
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As explained earlier in this chapter, the importance

of this step is to determine whether or not the ratings

discriminate between the GPA's of the students. If the

ratings do not discriminate, the average GPA's for each

rating would not be significantly different, making the

rating useless for predictive purposes.

Table 10 shows the ratings for leadership, sociability

and emotional stability to discriminate least. General

ability to do college work has the highest degree of

discrimination followed by industry, initiative, and

cooperation in that order. The higher discrimination

value of the ratings of general ability to do college work

may be attributed to the direct relationship existing

between the ratings of ability to do college work and

GPA's, while the personality trait ratings have only an

indirect relationship with college grades.

In making a comparison of the teacher sub-groups, it

is found that counselors', English teachers', and social

science teachers' ratings have higher discriminating value

than ratings of science, commercial, and mathematics

teachers. All the ratings of the former group are signif-

icant at the five percent level. Industry and initiative

are the only personality ratings of the mathematics

teachers which prove to be discriminatory. The ratings

by science teachers on the personality traits of cooperation,

industry, and initiative discriminate at the five percent



TABLE 10

DISCRIMINATING ABILITY OF RATINGS

Teachers Trait Rated "F" Value Degrees of Freedom

Counselors Industry 12.42 14. and 205
Leadership 5.41 4 and 210
Emotional Stability 13.17 4 and 215

4 and 212Initiative 10.81
Cooperation
Sociability ,

General Ability
4:L905

4 and 214
4 and 221
4 and 223

English Industry 18.40 4 and 223
Leadership 6.26 4 and 208
Emotional Stability 6.61 4 and 221
Initiative 12.02 4 and 216
Cooperation 10.87 4 and 220

4 and 222Sociability ..38
General Ability

Social Science Industry

18.32

Leadership 9.29
Emotional Stability 5.78
Initiative 21.43
Cooperation 9. 0
Sociability 2. 9
General Ability 17.42

3. General ability of students to do college work.

4

and

2222324
4 and 213
4 and 220
4 and 220
4 and 219
4 and 219
4 and 223



TABLE 10 (cont'd)

Teachers Trait Rated "F" Value Degrees of Freedom

4 and 87
4 and 78
4 and 87
4 and 83
4 and 87
4 and 87
4 and 87

Industry 8.40 4 and 93
Leadership 2.59 4 and 77
Emotional Stability 6.06 4 and 89
Initiative 9.83 4 and 81
Cooperation 7.34 it. and 93
Sociability 1.73* 4 and 89
General Ability 12.76 4 and 93

Industry 5.13 4 and 103
Leadership 1.85* 4 and 76
Emotional Stability 2.15* 4 and 103
Initiative 4-.33 4 and 92
Cooperation 2.13* 4 and 98
Sociability 1.32* 4 and 101
General Ability 6.61 4 and 103

Science

Commercial

Mathematics

Industry 3.71
Leadership 1.17*
Emotional Stability 1.77*
Initiative 3.07
Cooperation 2.81
Sociability 2.26*
General Ability 7.04

* Not significant at the 5 percent level.
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level.

Ratings which were not significant were dropped from

the study at this point.

Linearity of the Ratings

Snedecor's "F" test was used to test the data for

linearity, since the coefficient of correlation was

dependent upon the assumption that the data were linear.

Table 11 presents the results of the test of linearity

between ratings and the college GPA. The majority of

ratings prove to be linear. A non-linear distribution is

indicated for the counselors' ratings of industry, emotional

stability, and cooperation; the English teachers' ratings

of cooperation; and the social science teachers' ratings

of leadership.

These ratings were dropped from the study as a result

of this test. The differences in the degrees of freedom

in Tables 10 and 11 are due to the fact that some teachers

checked the "no opportunity to observe" item on the rating

scale. As this item does not constitute a usable rating,

all such responses are not considered in the analysis of

the data except as they affect the degrees of freedom.

It is interesting to note that, with the exception of

the counselors, leadership is omitted more frequently by

teachers than other traits.

This seems to indicate that classroom teachers do not



TABLE 11

TEST FOR LINEAR RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN
RATINGS OF PERSONALITY TRAITS AND GPA

Teachers Trait Rated "F" Value Degrees of Freedom

Counselors Industry 3.06* 3 and 205
Leadership .17 3 and 210
Emotional Stability 3.61* 3 and 215
Initiative 1.27 3 and 212
Cooperation 9.06* 3 and 214
Sociability 1.15 3 and 221
General Ability 1.49 3 and 223

English Industry 1.37 3 and 223
Leadership 1.34 3 and 208
Emotional Stability 145 3 and 221
Initiative 1.26 3 and 216
Cooperation 14..26* 3 and 220
Sociability 2.19 3 and 222
General Ability 2.03 3 and 223

Social Science Industry .02 3 and 222
Leadership 3.11* 3 and 213
Emotional Stability 1. 5 3 and 220
Initiative 8 3 and 220
Cooperation 2.52 3 and 219
General Ability 1.49 3 and 223

4.. General ability of students to do college work.
* Not linear at the 5 percent level of significance.



TABLE 11 (cont'd)

Teachers Trait Rated "F" Value Degrees of Freedom

Science Industry .29 3 and 87

Initiative 2.kl 3 and 83
Cooperation 1.49 3 and 87
General Ability .33 3 and 87

Commercial Industry 1.26 3 and 93
Leadership 1.60 3 and 77

Emotional Stability 1.50 3 and 89

Initiative 1.27 3 and 81
Cooperation .58 3 and 93
General Ability 1.97 3 and 93

Mathematics Industry 1.11 3 and 103
Initiative 1.38 3 and 92
General Ability .31 3 and 103

Note: Small F values indicate linearity
Large F values indicate non-linearity
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observe leadership in their students as readily as they do

other personality traits. Counselors, on the other hand,

have more difficulty in observing the "industry" and

"initiative" of the students. The classroom teachers seem

to experience little difficulty in finding a basis for

rating these latter traits.

Correlations of Ratings with GPA

Table 12 lists the coefficients of correlation between

the college GPA's and the trait ratings. Ratings that are

not discriminatory or which do not have a linear relation-

ship with the GPA's have been eliminated from the table.

Initiative and general ability to do college work are the

only two traits which withstood the tests of discrimination

and linearity. Sociability is of least predictive value,

as only the counselors' and English teachers' ratings are

able to discriminate between the college grades. Coopera-

tion and emotional stability are also low in predictive

value, as ratings of three of the six teacher groups are

neither significantly discriminatory nor linear.

Initiative, general ability to do college work, and

industry are the traits having the greatest predictive

value with most correlations above .40. General ability

is the most consistently predictive with correlations

ranging from .43 to .56. Initiative has two correlations

above .50 but also has three below .40, one going as low



TABLE 12

COEFFICIENTS O± CORRELATIONS BETWEEN
TEACHERS' RATINGS AND COLLEGE GPA

Trait

Industry

Leadership

Emotional Stability

Initiative

Cooperation

Teaching Field

Counselors
Social

English Science Science

!48 .50 .37

.30 .30

.30 .29

.39 .41 .52 .23

.34 .26

Commercial Math

.47 .37

.24

.42

.54. .36

.44

Sociability .25 .21

General Ability to .43 .4.8 47 49 .56 .45

do College Work
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as .23. Industry is slightly more consistent with only

two correlations below .40 but only one at .50.

The above findings tend to agree with other studies

using teacher ratings as a means of predicting college

success. Langlie (48, p. 409), and Prescott and Garrison

(58, p. 283) found that ratings of capacity to do college

work had the highest correlations of any of the traits

used for predicting college grades. Langlie reported an

average correlation of .49 between ratings of "capacity

for college work" and college achievement. Prescott and

Garrison found correlations consistently above .6o when

they used ratings of "general estimate of success."

Neither of these studies used industry or initiative as

traits. However, Prescott and Garrison did use persist-

ence which may have some of the same qualities as industry.

They found that persistence, when compared with other

traits, had a relatively higher correlation with college

success.

There was no indication that Prescott and Garrison

or Langlie subjected their data to tests of discrimination

or linearity before computing their coefficients of

correlation.

Hartson's study (40, P. 415) did not give any

coefficients of correlation but did indicate that ratings

on industry were definitely correlated with college

success. Prescott and Garrison (58, p. 282) found ratings
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of social maturity to have a low correlation with college

achievement. This finding seemed to be corraborated in

the low correlations for sociability found in the present

study. The findings reported here relative to leadership

ratings were in essential agreement with those of Hartson

(40, p. 415) who found only a chance relationship between

leadership ratings and college grades.

The findings of the present study substantially

indicate that, although some ratings of personality traits

have comparatively high relationship with college achieve-

ment, these ratings are not as consistent nor do they have

as high a relationship to college achievement as does the

general rating of ability to do college work. Therefore,

in further comparisons with other techniques of predicting

college success, only the ratings of general ability to

do college work are used.

With the exception of the ratings of commercial

teachers, the ratings of general ability to do college

work are fairly consistent. The difference between the

second place correlation of the science teachers (.49)

and that of the commercial teachers (.56) is greater than

the total range of all the other coefficients. It is

worthy of note that ratings by commercial teachers for

industry, initiative, and cooperation are relatively high-

er in predictive value than those of other teacher groups.

However, in view of the fact that less than half
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of the students are enrolled in commercial courses, these

ratings do not have the general application for predictive

purposes as do the ratings by English and social science

teachers.

There are several possible reasons for this marked

superiority of the commercial teachers in predicting college

success. One possible reason could be the nature of the

students being rated. Commercial courses are not required

of all students. This degree of selectivity may bring

together a group of students who are easier to rate than

a group which has no selectivity. A second reason could

be that the nature of the work required in commercial

classes has something in common with college studies. This

may be questionable, for it is difficult to see the relation-

ship between courses such as typing or shorthand and general

college courses. A third, and perhaps more plausible reason,

could be the student-teacher relationship within the

commercial classes. Due to this relationship the teacher

may be better prepared to give more predictive ratings of

his students.

One interesting finding is the inability of the science

and mathematics teachers to predict college success by

ratings of personality traits; but, on the other hand,

their ratings of general ability to do college work are

comparable to those of the other teachers.

The counselors know their students over a longer period
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of time than any of the other teachers. The students are

assigned to the counselors as freshmen and have many

contacts with them throughout their high school career.

In addition, the counselors have access to all grades the

students have made since they first entered school and to

the results of the many tests given periodically to all

students. In spite of this longer period of acquaintance

and the more intimate knowledge of the scholastic achieve-

ment and abilities of the students, the counselors are not

able to predict college success as well as the classroom

teachers. It seems that a knowledge of a student's actual

attainment in the classroom is more valuable in predicting

future academic success in college than the knowledge about

a student gained from private interviews and a perusal of

cumulative records. A possible explanation of this

difference might be that the counselor's ratings are

clouded by his responses to the whole personality of the

student whereas the classroom teacher sees the student's

actual day-by-day performance in an academic situation.

In summary, it should be pointed out that, with few

exceptions, teachers' ratings of personality traits have

little value for predicting college achievement. However,

when all these characteristics are taken into consideration

in an attempt to rate the students' ability to do college

work, a comparatively high degree of success is attained.
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High School Grades and Test Scores

Table 13 presents the coefficients of correlation

between college grades and the ACE psychological test, the

Ohio psychological test, and high school grades. The

coefficients of .49 for the ACE and .1(6 for the Ohio are

comparable to the results in other studies using the same

tests.

A summary by Durflinger (23, P. 74) reported the range

of coefficients for the ACE to be between .40 and .50 and

for the Ohio to be between .43 and .52. A median correla-

tion of .52 for all psychological examinations was given

in the Durflinger report. Eysenk (25, p. 218) verified

these findings in a later summary.

TABLE 13

COEFFICIENTS OF CORRELATIONS BETWEEN COLLEGE
GPA'S AND OTHER PREDICTIVE CRITERIA

Criteria
Coefficient of

No. of Students Correlation

High School Grades
Ohio Psychological Test
ACE Psychological Test

168
228

.46
6o .49

The correlation of .65 between high school grades and

college GPA found in this study was somewhat higher than

that reported in most studies using the same criterion.

In the summary of 61 studies made by Garrett (30, p. 101),

he reported a median correlation coefficient of .55. In a

survey of 20 studies Durflinger (23, p. 70) indicated the
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correlations varied from .50 to .60 with a median of

approximately .55. In the review of the literature for

this study the median of the 27 correlations which were

presented in Table 4 was .57.

The higher correlation between high school grades and

college GPA found in this study might partially be

attributed to the unique method of changing the high school

grades to a four point system comparable to the college

GPA.

In comparing the predictive value of the teachers'

ratings with the other criteria, little difference is

found between the teachers' ratings and the psychological

tests. However, high school grades are far superior to

either of these techniques in predicting college success.

Multiple Correlations

In computing the multiple correlation coefficients,

ratings of general ability to do college work are combined

with high school grades. Ratings of the personality traits

are omitted because they are not consistently high enough

to have any value for further analysis. As the commercial,

science, and mathematics teachers did not rate all the

students, the results from their ratings are not used.

This leaves the ratings of general ability to do college

work by the counselors, English teachers, and social

science teachers for use in multiple correlations.
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When ratings of Pall three of these groups are combined,

a multiple "R" of .58 is found. Other combinations are as

follows: English teachers and counselors, .52; counselors

and social science teachers, .53; English teachers and

social science teachers, .56. These findings indicate that

the counselors' ratings add very little to the multiple

correlations. The difference between the multiple "R"

when only the English teachers and social science teachers

are used and the multiple "R" when all three groups are

used is so slight that the added effort to compute the

counselors' ratings does not appear to be worth while.

The inefficiency of the counselors' ratings is also indi-

cated by th comparatively low multiple correlations of

.52 and .53 when the counselors are combined with the

English teachers and social science teachers respectively.

In comparing the multiple correlations with other

criteria, it is found that high school grades have a much

higher predictive value than any combination of ratings.

The possibility of increasing the predictive value

of high school grades by combining these grades with the

above mentioned teacher ratings was examined. The multiple

coefficient of correlation was found to be .67. This

slight increase in the predictive value of high school

grades from .65 to .67 was scarcely enough to justify the

added time and effort.

In order to find the relationship between the high
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school grades and the teachers' ratings a final multiple

correlation was computed between the same set of teachers'

ratings used above and high school grades. A comparatively

high multiple "R" of .75 was found.

This might indicate that teachers tend to base their

ratings on the grades given in high school. There also

appears to be a much higher relationship between high

school grades and teacher ratings than between the same

ratings and college GPA. It is possible that this

relationship might have been much greater if the high

school grades of the teachers who did the rating were used

instead of all the grades earned during the four years of

high school.
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CHAPTER IV

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The aims of this study were to discover whether:

(1) high school teachers could predict college success by

rating certain personality characteristics of their

students; (2) high school teachers could predict college

success by rating a student's general ability to do

college work; (3) the ratings by high school teachers

could predict college success as well as high school

grades or psychological test scores; and (4) a combination

of factors could be found which would predict college

success better than any single factor.

A rating scale was prepared which contained the

ratings of six personality traits plus a general rating

of the student's ability to do college work. The person-

ality traits were: industry, initiative, leadership,

emotional stability, sociability, and cooperation. Each

trait was given five possible ratings. These ratings were

so designed as to be illustrative of various levels of

behavior exemplified in the personality trait being rated.

An opportunity was given the teacher to check a "no

opportunity to observe" item when rating the personality

traits.

Similar rating responses were used for the general
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ability to do college work with the exception that the "no

opportunity to observe" item was omitted.

The sample was a random sample of 228 Portland State

College freshmen who had graduated from the Portland public

schools at the close of the 1954 school year.

In order to determine the relative value of high

school teachers' ratings as a means of predicting the

college success of high school graduates, the predictive

value of these ratings was compared with the predictive

value of high school grades, the Ohio State University

Psychological Examination test scores, and the American

Council for Education Psychological Examination test

scores.

Pearson's product moment coefficient of correlation

was used to relate the above variables to college GPA. To

determine which combination of the variables would have

the highest predictive value, a further analysis was made

of the data by utilizing a multiple correlation technique.

A five percent level of significance was used in all the

statistical analyses.

Conclusions

Personality Traits

1. From a general over-all point of view, it would

appear that the ratings of the personality traits did not

consistently predict college achievement with sufficient
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success to warrant their use.

2. With reference to specific traits, these

conclusions might be drawn:

a. Ratings of industry and initiative showed

some promise of predictive value, but the correla-

tions were not consistent among teacher groups.

b. Ratings of leadership, emotional stability,

and cooperation did not show linear distribution

or were not discriminatory in half the teacher

groups. The ratings which did show linearity and

discrimination did not correlate high enough with

college success to be of predictive value.

c. Ratings of sociability showed little

evidence of linearity or discrimination. The

ratings which did pass these tests had questionable

value for predictive purposes.

General Ability to Do College Work

1. The ratings of general ability to do college work

proved to be as valuable as the scores from psychological

tests for predicting college success.

2. These ratings were not as valuable as high school

grades for predicting college success. The highest

coefficient of correlation between the ratings and college

grades was .56 compared with a .65 for high school grades.
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Multiple Factors

When the ratings of general ability to do college

work by the English and social science teachers and the

counselors were brought together, the resulting multiple

coefficient was .58. This figure represented an improve-

ment over any single measure used in prediction of college

achievement by these teacher groups. However, the

counselor ratings added little to this correlation and

for all practical purposes could have been eliminated.

The increase in predictive efficiency achieved by the

multiple-correlations was still inferior to the .65

coefficient of correlation between the high school grades

and college GPA.

In order to determine whether the combination of

high school grades and teachers' ratings would result in

a better predictive instrument, a final multiple-

correlation was computed. The resulting multiple-

coefficient increased the correlation slightly but not

enough to justify the time aid effort involved in using

the more cumbersome approach.

General Conclusions

The data available in the present study indicates

that:

1. Ratings of personality traits by high school

teachers have little value in predicting college success.
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2. The predictive value of ratings of general ability

to achieve college success is comparable to that of psycho-

logical tests.

3. By combining the ratings of the English and social

science teachers, a multiple correlation is found which is

a definite improvement over any single rating used to

predict achievement.

k. High school grades are the best predictor of

college success.

5. Addition of the teachers' ratings does not signif-

icantly increase the predictive value of high school grades.

The general consensus among educators and psychologists

is that success in college is the product of many factors,

such as emotional stability, industry, initiative, social

environment, and economic stability. A high school teacher

is in a position to observe such factors at work if that

teacher is alert and capable of analyzing and interpreting

human behavior. However, teachers appear to be unable to

adequately assess those behavior characteristics of their

pupils which might influence college achievement. This

inability might be remedied by more adequate preparation

designed to enable teachers to recognize these personality

characteristics which influence later college success.

High school grades predicted college success better

than any other single factor or combination of factors
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investigated during the course of this study. Presumably,

the high school grades tapped some significant factors

which were not reached by other measures employed. Further-

more, the predictive value of high school grades was not

materially altered by combination with high school teacher

ratings. It would appear that the high school grades were

measuring approximately the same areas as the rated

variables and were tapping additional areas not being

reached by these ratings.

Although the findings of this study would indicate

that teachers were unable to predict college success by

rating certain personality characteristics, the data did

indicate that there was sufficient positive relationship

between academic success and such traits as industry and

initiative to permit a recommendation for further research.

The need for further research was also indicated in

the relatively poor predictive value of counselors' ratings

found in this study. If this is a general condition, then

the reasons for the lower validity of such ratings should

be investigated.

RECOMMENDATIONS

In order to make the ratings of personality traits a

better predictor of college success, three recommendations

seem apparent:
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1. Personality traits which are significantly

related to college success should be determined by

further research.

2. Degrees of value should be assigned to each

personality trait as research determines its relationship

to college success.

3. These personality traits should be defined by an

analysis of specific, observable behavior patterns. The

formulation of these definitions and specific descriptions

should become the basis for, and furnish the content of,

a thorough plan for educating teachers to observe and

enumerate significant phases of student behavior. In this

way, the specific behavior patterns which are manifesta-

tions of industry, initiative, etc., could be determined.

When these three recommendations are followed,

teachers should be able to eliminate to a large degree

their personal response to the student and should be in

a better position to objectively rate them. These ratings

should then be more closely related to college success.
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October 25, 1954

Portland State College is investigating additional
means of obtaining information'about its students in order
that it will be better equipped to help them with their
problems. To do this I have received permission from the
Director of Secondary Education and your Principal to ask
your assistance.

We feel that standardized tests have certain inherent
limitations and that you, as a teacher, are in a position
to give us valuable information. Enclosed you will find
rating sheets for students you had in class last year.
These students are now attending Portland State. Would
you fill out these rating sheets to the best of your
knowledge and return them to your office secretary as soon
as possible? We know you are exceptionally busy but we
would appreciate your giving this rating sheet your
immediate attention.

In order to evaluate this material I am going to work
out a statistical analysis of the teachers' ratings with
the student's high school grades and his psychological test
score. The last two items are used extensively by colleges
and universities to predict possible academic success for
students. We feel that you, with your wealth of knowledge
about the student, are able to fill in many gaps that
grades and test scores do not touch upon. We realize that
rating scales also have their limitations, but they appear
to be one of the best methods of objectifying this untapped
source of information which teachers have accumulated.

Although I am intending to use this information in
connection with my doctoral dissertation, Portland State
College is vitally interested and will use the outcome of
this study to improve effective guidance relationships
between your school and Portland State.



92

APPENDIX A (cont'd)

The information will be kept in strictest confidence;
you will not be identified in any way with the ratings you
give these students.

Thank you for your cooperation.

Sincerely yours,

/e/ Leroy R. Pierson

Leroy R. Pierson
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APPENDIX B

Student's name School

Teacher Subject

This confidential report has been arranged with your
school. This student is now attending college at
Portland State. In the spaces provided below please
give your opinion of this student.

1. Does he need constant prodding or does he go ahead
with his work without being told? (check one)

1. Does ordinary assignments of his own accord.
---2. Needs much prodding in doing ordinary assignments.

. Needs occasional prodding.
Completes suggested supplementary work.
Seeks and sets for himself additional tasks.

6. No opportunity to observe.

2. Does he get others to do what he wishes? (check one)

1. Seldom influences others.
2. Sometimes leads in important affairs.

Has no influence on others.
Sometimes leads in minor affairs.
Displays marked ability to lead his fellows.
Makes things go.

6. No opportunity to observe.

3. How does he control his emotions? (check one)

1. Unusual balance of responsiveness and control.
2. Usually well balanced.

Too easily moved to anger or depression.
Unresponsive, apathetic.

4. Well balanced.
---5. Tends to be over emotional. Tends to be

unresponsive.
6. No opportunity to observe.
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APPENDIX B (cont'd)

4. Has he a program with definite purpose in terms of
which he distributes his time and energy? (check one)

1.
2.

Aimless trifler.
Has vaguely formed objectives.
Engrossed in realizing well formed objectives.
Aims just to get by.
Diverts energies effectively with a fairly
definite program.
No opportunity to observe.

5. Has he ability to work with others? (check one)

1. Falls in line.
---2. Causes slight friction.

Exceptionally cooperative.
4. Trouble maker.
5. Cooperative.

---6. No opportunity to observe.

6. How are you and others affected by his appearance and
manners? (check one)

1. Exceptionally popular.
2. Tolerated by others.

Avoided by others.
Liked by others.
Well liked, belongs.
No opportunity to observe.

7. What do you believe are his chances for academic
success in college? (check one)

1. Will receive above average grades.
2. Chances are slight that he will succeed.

Will be an honor student.
Very little or no chance of mastering college work.
Has good chance of succeeding with average grades.
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