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M. Ed. Prozranms
2
Students! Performance in li. Ed. Programs

- at The Cleveland State University, 1965-1575

*  Shortly after the Colleze of Education at The Cleveland State Univer-
sity opened its first graduate degree programs in 1968, its faculty was
nearly overwhelmed by the shzer numbers of students who souzht admission.
At the time, ths full-time faculty was small, fewsr than twenty, and the
number of students and thz climate of deference to students demands left
no time for refleriion and precious little time for planning. liow thers
is time, bothrfor caraful reflection about thez character and'diraction of
the college's graduate programs and for plapning new dirsections. When the
colleze and university were both neW,. hastily concelved programs ard stopzap
admissions policies were accseptable--indead, they wers necessary to mest
the needs and demands of cligntele, HNow they zre not.

The purpose of this siudy is to provide the information necessary for
mature reflection about the college's past performance and for planning its
new directions in graduate programs. The study uses information from college
and university records, orgzanizad so tbat it shows--so far as it is possible--
what has happened in the college's graduate programs and to the students who
enrolled in them. The findings are organized arcund four toplcs: (a) pat-
terns of admissions, (t) students' characteristics, (c) students® perfor-
mance and progress, and (d) predicting students' performance.

HMethod
Because this study uses data that are readily available in univer-
sity records, it offers no methodological novelty in the type of informatioﬁ

or in the method of obtaining it. What is original about the study is the
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attarmpt to make soma sansa out of the body of inforration thai is routinaly

collociad in the adminisiration of degree

'd

prozrams and to use it critically
for evaluating those programs.

The reg

|J-

strar's comouter records wsre used to compile a tape that con-
tained the followinz information for all active or inactive graduate students
in education: (a) name, (b) social security number, (c) birtndate, (d) race,
(¢) crodits earnsd, (f) credits attempted, (g) grade average, (k) number oi

e grades pendigg, (1) entrance stztus, (3) cn*017menu date, and

(k) graduation date (when applicabls). Fron students' files kept by thé
Collnze of Education, the followinzg information was addad: (;) wnother or not

the studant had earned a previous graduate degree, (b) Miller Anzlogies Test

score, (c) Graduate Record Txaminatlo n vercal and quanti

or
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scores, (d) undergraduate grads avarage, (e)
'The registrar's records providad initial data on 3,540 students. _Thé process
of searching Collegs of Education recoxds turned up another G26 students,

the data on whom had somahow been expunged from the registrar's computer
tapz. (Their data still exist in the writtan records.) Thus, the popula-
tion studied consists of l1,55% persons who enrolled for graduate study in

the Colleze of Fducation batwaen the opening of the first progran and tha

end of the 197%4-75 acadenmic year.

The data wers processad using the Statistical Package for the Social
Sciences (Nie, Hull, Jenkins, Steinbranner, 2 Bent, 1975). In the analyses,
<10 new variables were computsd, the student’s age at entry into the programn
aﬁd the number of quarters elapsed belwzen his entry and graduation or
Decq$ber, 1975,-whichever was later. Then, analyses were dones, most of
4
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which ars simpla freguency distributions orf ths variables for various sub-
pogulations or crosstabulatlions of groups of varizbles., In addition, I
attenp;Ed to devalop predictors of acadsmic suecess, using lincar ragression
and discriminant analysis. Wwhere appropriatsz, the discussions of the
results include elazboration on the criteria and techniques used in analyses.

Results

Admissions Patterns

In admissions to graduate programs, the truth is a clicheé. College
of Education graduate admissicns have growm by leaps and beunds, Figure
1 illustrates the growth of gradqate adrmissions over the eight years of
ths programs® existence. The first leap in admissions came in 1959, an

T
i

inereasa from 57 to 402 adirissions., ni< increasse marked the opening of
2 : P z

the college's first genaral graduate degres prograns, thoss in curriculurm
and insiruction and in school administration. Ths programs éxisting before
1989 were a selsctive prozram for kindergarten and primary teachers and two
vinternship" programs coniracted with the Cleveland Public Schools for
uncertified teachers it had employad in elementary and junior high schools,
The kindergarten/primary program was quickly eclipsed by the sheer numbers
of students admitted to the program in elementary curriculum and instruction.
The next bound in enrollments came in 1971, and this increase also
reflected the expansion of prograﬁs into fields for which there was great
demand. In this cases, the school counselor program attracted 1a;ge numbers

of students and soon surpassed both administration programs in size (See

Figure 2.).

()]
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Insart Figures 1 & 2 azbouti here

As Figure 1 indicates, the collega's graduate admissions remained fairly
steady, at about 700 te 750 new admissions pér vear, for th= period following
- 1671, However, there is a third leap that is not apparant in the graph.
Tha data for 1975 include admissions for only the first thrse quarters of the
’;g%gpda;wysgy«because the zcademic year =nded in August, and the end of the
acédemic year was used as the cut-off date for this study. T new admissions
for the Fall Quarter, 1975, followed the past patterﬁ of amo&nting to about
L5% of the total for the rest of the year, then new admissions for 1975 would
‘ceed 1,000. Again, this can be interpreted as reflecting college changes
thst were in tune with existing demands. -In this instgnce, the introduction
.of the non-degree status for graduate students, with its cons idearably sim
plified admissions requirements. may a vecount for much of the 1975 incraase,
This interpretation is corrcborated by the data on categories of admissions
given in Table 1 below. R
The profiles of admissions to the several college programs show another
aspect of the nature of demand for graduate prograns. Figures 2 through 7
show these profiles, with the programs grouped by department and by sizs.
The larger programs are graphed to show quarterly fluctuations in admissions;
the smaller programs are graphed only to show annual totals. The admissions

showm for 1967 antedate the college®s programs; evidantly three students

transfered to the College of Education from programs that opensd earlier,

O
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Inseri Figures 3 throuzh 7 about her

Cne nattern that shows clearly in the graphs of admissions fo indi-
vidual programs is the time dependence of demard feor some programs. It
is clear that the numbers of new students for the programs in elemsntary
an? secondiary school administraiion reached their peals in 1971 and fell
off srarply thereafitor (Figurs 2). The school counsslor program, which

B3

obviously tapped an unmet nsed when it opened in 1971, reachecd its peak
in new adiissions in 1973. Its admissions, too, have fallen off notice-
ably. Similar, though less proncunced patterns appsar in the profiles

of the two curriculum and instruction prograns and of the learning dis-

atilities prozram, The latte

3

program is guits nsuw, and so thor:s is not

-

ata for a clear trsnd in tha profile, lHowever, the Figure 3
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data show a very sharp riss and a very sharp drop., Such a pattern would
be consistent with the expactation one would have for students' intorests
fueled by federal funding for a limited set of new positions. Such inter-
est dovelops quickly, as laws and appropriations ars passed; and it wanes
egnally sharply, as the positions definad by categorical aid ate filled,
In contrast to these ery large programs, with their sharp rises

an? falls in enrollments, several college programs have shown much more
rodest enrollments, but also enrollments that.show éfomise of stability;
and even modest long-term growth. The programs in higher education (Figure
L), emerging adolesent education (Figure 5), reading (Figures 5 & 6), and
business education (Figure 6) show fairly stable patterns of admissions.

o 7
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The graphs understate growth in 1975 or indicate false drops in naw admis~

e
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siors. This he result of not ineluding f=11, 1975, admissions in the

data for this study.

Tha contrast bestween ths zdmissions patterns of large scale ard small

Y
scale programs sgotlignts a major policy ;robiam. Prograsms with high, but
short 1livad demand may generate rzpid growth, but the faculty and staff

that the program growth brings rust be sustained when the demand wanes,
AMternatively, such prozgrams can be staffed haavily Fith part-tims faculty,

a practice which usually draws cemsure from accrediting agencies. MNodest
prozrams do not gonerate such staffing problams--unless, of course, one
mistakes the character of his program. It remains an interesting, unanswered

auastion whethsr or not one could obtain stable admission= to a hish dc;ahd'
programn by "stratching out" th2 admissions through selection. )

The patterns of admissions of students who don't want graduate degress
contrast sharply with those of the largze scale programs, despite the similar-
ity of the numbers involved. Vhile the largzs scale programs show heavy new
admissions in both summer and fall quarters (Figures 2 and 3), the admissions
for workshops and non-dsgree studies, shown in Figure 7, have sharp psaks in
surmar quarters, followed by sharp drops in fall quarters, Moreover, . thera
is a steady rise in the numbars of such students, with a curious two-year
cycle between major peaks. The explosion of naw non-degree admissions in
the summsr of 1975 probably does not signal a major shift in students' aca=--
demic ambitions. Rather, it likely reflects simple acknowledgement of ths.
limited purpose for study that a large proportion of graduate students in
education have. Before the 1974—75 academig year, the admissions procedures

[l{llC . - 8.
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of the college required students who honesily had no degrae arbitions to
pretend that they did, just to be admitisd to take classss. In fact, the
catazorization of thése students for this study was done on the basis of
the types and numbsr of courses thsy completesd rathex than on the basis of
their statemenis on the adrmissions applications, Tho idea that = large
proportion of the college's students do not really want graduate degrees is

supported by the data on amounts of work complstnd and prograss rates that

the colleze's admissions to graduate

Cne last quantitative aspect of
study that bzars soms examination is the pattern of admissions by catezories
¥ I _ 3

definad by admissions requiremsnts. Thess calegories, definad by thz regu-

lations of the College of Graduate Studies, relate either lo procedures or

to purported qualifications for graduate study. The categories are: (a)

regular graduate student, one "fully qualified" for graduate siudy; (b)
special graduaté student, one who does not meet adinission criteria--chiefly
that for a 2.60 undergraduate GPA--but who is admitted probationally; and
(¢) provisional graduate student, one who has‘not submitted all materials
required for admission, but who is admitted for one quarter without them.
Table 1 shows the numbers and percentaeces of students admitted to these
categories since 1968, Howaver, the data understate the admissions to
special graduate and provisional graduate categories; when students admitted
to these categories qualify for another category (e.z., a2 special graduate
being admitted to degree candidacy or a provisional student submitting the
materials necessary for admission to special graduate status), the registrar

changes the studunts' admissions status. Thus, the numbers originally

9
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admitted to special graduate or provisional graduate standing ar= larzer--
@ ‘
) 2 ) - . 3 ] 3
but unlnovn--than those shown in Table 1, and the nurmbers originally admittsd
to rasgular graduate status ara corraesponiingly smzller.

Insart Teble 1 about her:

1% is clear from Table 1, regardless of the changsd classif

iCations,

provisional status were so admitted bscauss of ihe

that th~ provisional aﬂuission, vhich was created in 1973, has quickly

)

become the dominant mode of entry to graduaie study in the Collage of

Education. This may be radically changed whan data become availasble on

admissions to the new non-derrassz status, which became affective in the

fall of 1975. Tt is altozether possible that the non-degree status will

efractively replace the provisional status, if those who were admitted to

'

1 lack of intzrest in

e

dezrans, Since the basic difierence between provisional admission and

special or regular admission has only to do with the studenti's subnission

.L

of transcrints and racommendations, it is probably accurate to say that stu--
dents who ars admitted provisionally aren't very interested in graduate
dezrees, let alone thosz who remain provisional students after three months.

. "Table 1 also shows an apparently declining proportion of stuclents who
fail to mest the criterion (2.50 undergraduate GPA) for regular graduate
admission. If this is accurate--~and not :erely an indication of admissions
to degree candidacy, it probably reflects the well-known inflatjon of undar-.
graduate grades over the past ten years (Btzioni, 1975; Ferguson & laxey,
1975; Davidson, 1975), rather than indicating increases in the acadenmic

abilities of students. To check on this questicn, I examined distributions

10
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ller Analozies Tast (MAT) scores by ¥ear of admission and fousd no
trand, upward or othervise. The mean I

tuated within a few noints of the overall rean of L3,

Demosrashv., The graduata students of the Colloge of Zducation have
e e et et g ~

basn a diverse groun, no ratter what the tasis for comparison., Bresakdewns
by sex avd racs of tha studant groups 2dmiti~d Lo colleze progrars are

given in Tables 2 and 3. 5inze thesz data are cormpiled from records, thay
leave something to be desired. Unkrown sex, difficult as it is to under-
stand, is simply the result of ;tudents haviﬂg left blanks on their admis-
sion applications and having names, like ¥arion, which aro used for either
oy, The racial data were ohtained frosm velunisry questionnairas usad by
sistrar sinee 1972 to meel federal reporiing requirem:nte. The
categorins, which are those specified for reporting by the U.5, Dgparinent
of Health, Edu=zation, and “elfare, are obviously suspect scientificslly;

and the return rate of the guestionnaires is not impressive.

Insert Tables 2 & 3 about here

Since no college program has used sélective admissions criteria at all,
let alone eriteria that might discriminate sexuaily or racially, the distri-
bution of individuals to prograﬁ; has been solely due to self-selection.
Vith about 60% of tha student group being women, only four programs have
majorities of men. Thase are the two adrministration prozrams (predictably)

and the two teaching internship programs. The predominance of men in the

11
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If on= can assume that thoss who did not respond to the registrar's race

guzstionnaire have the same racial proporiions as those who did (and that

- g o Y
haviny about 25% Black students, a small parcentage of Criental students,
and the rest VWnite. Thers are ro apparant pattsrns of racizl distributions

in the wvarious programs.

The Qistribution of stuldanis! ares at entry into thelr gradua®z pro-
grans is showm in Figure 8, and the averaze eniry age for each of the col-

eze's proxrams is showm in Tabla L, The rosi interesting thing aboutr the

distribution 6f studants’ azes 1s the very good approxwimaiion thal it makes

.
to a lorarithmic curve. Ihat may surprisa sor2 sbout this is the Tairly

a

hich nmurbers of young (21 to 25 years) despiie the averaze age of 32.2

[}

years, Cf much rore interest for interpretivaz purposes are tha differences

amonz pPrograms.

Insert Ficure &€ and Table &4 about here

The two teaching internship programs, both now defunct, had far and away
the youngest groups of studaﬁts of all programs. As noted above, these stu-
dents had been recruited to teach in Cleveland schools and ware enrolled at
Clevolard State University ifo pursuz teaching certification at ths graduate

level., That the students vere mostly men of draft age, at a time when draft

12
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M. Bd. Programs
1?2
defernents vere given to tsachsrs, may explain the low completion ;aggs for
these prosrams that are noted below.

Thare ars no really =triking differences among programs in ths average
entry ages of students, Students in the‘superviéion, learning disabilities,
and emerging adolescent education progranms a&erage somewhat older than stu-
dents in other proérams, but only by two or thres years. There is a marked
differsnce in‘age between students in degres nrozrams and those undecided
about program or not seekinz dezrees; the average age of the latter groups
;s substantially greater than that of any other student group. These two
grouns also comprise a plurality of the graduaie student body, almost a

third of the total,

hutions of students' undergraduate grads

3
[hy

Acadamic ability.

Test scores, and CGradvate Record fxamination
scoras, on the whole, are what one would expect for graduate students in
education at a state university, The data do not deviate noticeably from

national norms. The overall distributions of these variables are shown in

‘Figures 10, 11. and 12. Breakdowns of averagzes for each of the college's
5 b} b b bl

programs are shown in Table 5., One should nots, however, that MAT or GRE

scores ars available for less than half of the students admitted to graduate

standing in the college, despite colleze admissions policies requiring one
test score or the other. Censralizations from these data require the
assumption that thoss who toolk the tests were representative of all stu-

dents.

Insert Figurses G through 12 and Table 5 about here

13
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The college mean ard standard deviation on the MAT, 43,0 and 17.0, are

comparable to those obtai» ' “nm - "ional norm groups. The mean and stand-
ard deviation for edu in master's programs are 39.7 . 15,4,
and those for school au. * .vlon majors at schools granting . .oral

degrees are Wt,5 and 15.7. One should note that the latter norm group
includes both doctoral candidates and master's degree candidates (Psycho-
logzical Corporation, 1970, pp. 5-5), and one must also be coutious of con-
parisons because of probable 'sample bias" in the data on Cleveland State's
students. _ ' .

The GRE, MAT, and undergraduate GPA data show parallel differences’
amongz the students in ths several colleze prozrams. Students in supervision,
learnine disabilities, readiny, and curriculum and instruction generally had
higher scoras on these'criterid than did students in administration or
business education, These differences, while meeting the criteria for
statistical siegnificance, are not large enough io vield clear interpretations
of themséivés. As is noted below, these differences are accompanied by dif-
ferences in non-completion rates contrary to those one would expact from the
predictor data (See Table 8 below.).

Studentst Performance

“The ultimate criteria for Jjudging the worth of a school program are its
success ratés.. There are several such rates that are regularly used: the
proportion of entering students who finish programs, the grade performance.

of students in programs, and the Jjob placement record of program graduates.

The latter criterion, probably the most important, is beyond the scope of :

' this study. However, from data in the college records, it was possible to

14
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1
egxamine the two others and, to a lesser extsnt, the relationship between
*

then,

- Progress toward decrees, Table 6 shows the numbers of students admitted

to each of the college's programs ,u:. .. least tﬁrégﬂquarters, the’ numbers
of students admitted to dezree canc.izcy, the numbers of degrees zranted,
and the median numbers of quarters that graduates took to complete their

' degress. The admissions prior to 1975 were used to givé a reaiistic figure
for comparing with the numbers admitted to degree candidacy, which requires
the student to have comoleted 12 credits. Th2 proportions of students
admitted to candidacy are low, less than half overall; and, of course,

the proportions of students gradiating are even lower.

Insert Table 6 about here

Thase indications of low rates of completion are disturbing, but they
can be countered by the argument that the short span of the college's exist-
ence would make them misleadingly high. To take this into account, I exam--
ined several other related indices: the average number of credits earned,
the average progress rate (in credits per quarter), and the distribution of
credits earned by individuals. The averages of credits. earned and of progress
rates are broken down by programs in Table:7. The distributioﬁ of credits

earned for all of the college's students is shown ‘in Fig@re 13.

Insert Table 7 and Figure 13 about here -

15
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As it turns out, the average numbers of cradits -earned are misleading
becauss of the skewed distribution of credits earned. While the avérage
number of cradits earned for the college is something over 17, both the
median and the mode of the distribution are below 9. Agparently, about
half of the cc’ ‘= rraduate students either don't intend to complete
more than a ¢« - two, or they quit or go elsewhere after completing
less than 10 credits, Disturbing as this interpretation may be, it is
supported by the data on progress rates in Table 7. There are only two
programs in the-college in which students on the average takg at least

. . L4
one course per quarter; these are the hlgbe? education program and the
progran for teachers of emarging adolescants.

Followinm up oﬁ the problem hishlizhted by the progress rates for
college programs; I computed non-completion rates for cach program, using
‘o yvears, thresz years, and four years after entry to th=z program zs the
bases for calculation. These non-completion rates are shown in Table 8.
The two year rate is an actual non-completion rate for those who had Seen
enrolled for at least two yéars by the end-df 1975; the other two rates
are estimated from progress rates. If anything, the'estimaﬁed non—éompletion
rates are overly optimistic, since new, one-time students will have high

progress rates.

Insert Table 8 about here

The data are disturbing. Only two of the college's programs have

expected drop-out rates of less than 50%, the emerging adolescent education

16

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



¥, Td, Programs
16
and th= elementary administration programs, The programs in counselor
education and curricﬁlﬁm and instruction can cxpect to loss 2/3 or more of
the students that they enroll. In this connection, it is pertinsnt that

the program for teachers of emerging adolescents is the college®s most

structurad ©» ram in terms of course solection and sequenca, and the cur-

—

.ruction programs are i:.o least structured. Vhether or not
thare 1s a dlrect relationship bstween prozram structure and students' com-
mitment is arguable; these data supoort the contention that there is.

Students' sradses. There is reason to .question the sources of the appar

ent attrition of students in the collegefs graduate prozrams. Students!
grades are usually assumed to be a major factor in attrition, through th~
vehicle of' sclection and retention pract? z~s. To examine this issue, 1t

ic nncessary to lesk both at studentst ¢ performance and at the selec-

(D

t2a./retention cecisions that the collegs  culty has made at least sar-
t-x_ly on the basis of students' grades.

The distribution of students! grade ¢ rages is shown in Figure 1~
Distributions are shown for thrae groups o' students: the entire poputw—
tion of students, the students who have graduated from the college's nro-
grams, and the students who have been barred fvom further registration by

!
1

ct
(]

mniversity regist—ar. The r2asons fer such action by the registrar

I8

several; thoy incdmde: failure of prowisional graduate students to

b
it

=utit the materials required for admissior as rag ular or speclial students,
den-al of degree candidacy (or failure to apply for it) to special graduate
-dents who have completed at least 12 credits, dismissals of students by

faculty action, and mandatory dismissals.

5 17 -
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Insart Figure 14 about hers

In view of the presumably major differsnces in these groups, one might
expact their grade average distributions to differ markedly. Such is not
the case. Thz grade average distributions for all students and for;;iudents
barred by regi strars action ars virtually identical in shape, the difference
between them being the heisht of the psalts around 3.0 and 4.0. The distri-
tion of grade averages for program graduates differs from the other two in

havins a slightly lower mode (3.43 instead of 3.68) and in being-truncated

at 3.7 o7 r=iversity rsjulation. The lack of clear differenez in the shapes

of ths -raje distributions is accompanied by similar lack of differencze in
madian -~= L« wverazas of the three grouns, which are 3.47, 3.55, and 340
for all -zT--mnts, graduates, and barred studants respectively.. Dezdpits the

ovaerwi~il=zin~ croportions of students in all categories who have rscelv=d
grade ‘v=zrmzes above 3.0, the proportion of students' grade averages below

[

that ''=1=1 =: overstated., kost of the grade averages of zero ars the

resuis o students lezwing the university without bothering to drop eourses
or of :“ydents failing to make-up inccrmiplete grades witikin the presc—ibed
perics. In chese instances, the registrar records fallinz grades as a matter

of rou~ =z procedure.

Insert Tabls 8 zoout here

Fr—— the foregoing discussion, one would not expect there to be differ-

N

ences ams=- programs in students' grade averages, and indeed there are not.

18
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The mean grade averages for students in thé various programé are shown in
Table &, The only programs whose mean grade averages deviate from the
college's norms are the two internship programs, both of which have been

defunct for several years.

Insert Table 10 avout_ here

Since the issue of the relationship beatwean grades and atirition
came into question, T examinad the group of students who were discontinued
by registrar's action for evidence of the working of active selectioﬁ and
retention policies. The results of tEis serutiny are shiowm in Table 10,
Bacause the college has not keot records of selection/ratention dacisions
so that they could be sgmmarizad, it was rn=cessary to infer tlie reasons
‘for discontihuapce. The.students counted as havigé defaulted admissions

all remained categorized as provisional students more than one quarter

after their initial admission. Some of them, particularly tnose with GPA's

e
w

less than 3.0, may have been academically dismissed; it quite unlikely
that many of the 502 provisional students with GPA's greater than 3.0 were
discontinueq for reasons other than simply not supplying admissions docu-
ments. The students who are listed as having had desgree candidacy denied
are spscial graduate students who have earned more than 12 credits. Again,
those with GPA's less thaﬁ 3.0 were probably denied candidacy. Of those
whose GPA's are;greater than 3.0, a few may have been denied caﬁdidacy

under the nsingle C" rule (which states that a spacial graduate student who

earns a C will not be admitted to degree candidacy), but most of these students

19
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probably simply did not apply for candidacy. The few students whio were
clearly disnissed give evidpnce of the oparaticn of selection and retention
procedures on a small scale, but it is indicative of the actual policy oper-
ation that the vast majority (over 80%) of even those students barred from
studies were probably cut off by thelr oun disintarest in continuinz,

A1l this rather clearly indicates that seli-selection 1. the prinary,

,

and one mizht almost say the cnly factor in thz loss or retention of students.

Gradas ars ralewant only in a very marzinal number of cases. In the 1975-

76 :academlc yesr, less than 2% of the over 5,000 graduate grades assigned
wevra below B (liote 1). Such practice cannot form th= base for an academic

szlecilon and raztention policy that will have mach efiect.

Pradictinz Studarnts? Succoacss

The ultimate test for any admission critcrion 25 how well it preadicts
tha students' suecass. Tha most commonly used measurs of studsnis! success
is the grade avarage (GPA).,, and a conmon problem with attempts to validate
admissions criteria by pradict GPA is that not 211 students are admitted,
truncatinz the range of tha pradictor scores. Since virtually all students
who applied to the college were admitted, that proclem is present in thi
study; but a companion o“obler is. As notad above, the GPA distribution is

sufficiently truncated that it becomes questionzble as the criterion for

prediction studies, particularly in view o its marginal effect on attrition.

Be that as it may, I attempted to account for the variance of graduate
grads averages by linear regression using four predictor variables: MAT

scores, undergraduate GPA's, whether or not the student had earnsd another

20
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zraduate desree, and the siudent's age at adwission. The results of that
regressica are shown in Tables 11 and 12. It is intsresting that in spite
of the'very restricted variation of graduate GPA's, there is a fairly ~nod
overall correlation bstween the FAT omd O, vwlation obtained here
(+0,7217) compares favorably with a number of those obtainesd in validity
studies of the FAT (Psychological Corporation, 1970), particﬁldrly s0 in

vier of the size of this sample, which is more than twice as large as the

larzest cited in thz AT manual.

Insert Tables 11 & 12 about here

Following thiz finding, I calculated regressions separately for each’
of the collega's pozrams, using both MAT and Grl scores in separate com-

putations. The results are summarized in Tables 13 and 14. In these tables,

’ : N . 2 . .
multinle correlation coefficient and the multinle R”, which estirates

r’-
oy
o

th

]

proportion of GPA variance predicted, are given, together with the

{

name of the best predictor variable. The highest multiple correlations are
obtained with small samples (s.g,, the reading programs), and the correlations

for large groups are quite modest, Thers were no data for programs omittied.

Insert Tables 13 & 14 about here

Fowever interesting the regressions on GPA may be from a methodological'
viewooint, they are esssnﬁially moot because of the lack of importance of the
GPAinctcd above. A much'more relevant criterion for admissions standards
would e their ability to predict completion of the program, or.at least

Q 231
ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Io, Bd., Programs

21
adequate progress toward that goal. TFor this =.. v, I definac ader.
progress quite arbitraritr o corpleting work a - “ole o foo era 05 per

quarter, the ratz nacessary Lo earn the dagres in three vears. Using
eram completion or "adsauate" progress as thne criterion of success, I
attempted to construct - diseriminant function to prediect it. To do so,-

a subroutine of the SP5S package (Pye, at al., 1975) that maximizes the
statistical.criterion krown as Rao's ¥ was used. The results, showm in
Takle 15, were not impressive, The college's adnisslons criteria, age,

and sex combined permit one to do just a little better (59,6%) at pradictimg

success than he could do with a toss of a coin. Changing the success

criterion to include a pro

N

ress rate of three credits per queorter and a GPA

at least 3,0 only lowered the przdiciicn elfectiveness

Insart Table 15 about hare

Bad as the overall prediction of successful progress mﬂght be, there
was éonsiderable variation among programs when the same procedure was applied
to them separately. The resultis of the separate discriminant analyses are
summarized in Table 16. 1In these znalyses, the success criterion was 2
progress rate of three or ﬁore credits per quarter and a grade-avorage of
at ieast 3.0. Despite the appearan;es from the figures on predictionleffec—
tiveness, only two of the discriminant functions, those for the school
nounselor program,énd tha slementary curriculum and instruction program,

yielded results that were statistically diffsrent from the results one

could obtain by chancs, Z.s., by tossinz a coin. EHowever, the variables

22
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that pradicted sucecess in ths counselor education prozram were sax and

enrollment age, not msasures of past acadermic performance or ability.

0
i

Only the elementary curriculum and instruction program had a clear relation
between ultimate success in the program and one of the univérsity's admis-
sion criteria,

iwhat is clear from these prediction studies is that the traditional
predictors of sucecess in graduate school work rmoderatcely well for pre-
dicting variation in graduate grades, particularly so in view of the low
variance of those_grades; but they do not predict ultimate success. It
wou'ld not be realistic to expact admissions criteria, such as undorgraduate
grades and test scores, to predict program completion with high preacision;

the.most that is expected is that admissions criteria would enable readuction

of thec potential attrition. Cnlyv for the pro#ram in elementary curriculum

and instruction would such a reduction of expescted éttrition be possible
by use of admissions standards; and there, the reduction, while statis-
tically significant, would bs quite modest.
Discussion

The College of HEducation, over the eight yearg reviewed here, has
adritted a very large, very diversa group of students to graduate Study.
It has =zraduated, =— is likely to graduate, only a small portion of those
students. It is disturoing that academic criteria have nothing to do with
the vast majority of instances in which students have not completed work
on degrees. In fact, the reasons for most of the student attrition remain
unknowm; this study has dnly shown tizz magnitude of actrition and that .the

reasons for it are not academic.
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There can be no aquestion that the college!'s academic standards are
not a major factor in attrition. The median grade averaze the.collegc's
students earned in underzraduate work was 2.663 their median graduate

grade average was 3.47, 8/10 of a point higher and certeinly no direct ., |

discourafement. As Table 10 shows, grades are directly involved in less

than 150 of th: more than 3,300 cases of students who have neither graduated

nor are making sufficient progress to do so. Grades and academic expsc~

‘tations may be indirectly involved in some attrition. Some students have

told me of their disappointment at the ease with which they can earn A's
and at the difficulty of distinguishir.,, themselves in a clinmate viers eVen
modest effort receives high marks. How much this kind of discontent con-

tributes to the colls-e's attrition proolem is not knowna, as are the host

of other possible reasons that studenis have for leaving.

It is clear that the college must begin to find out why its Zraduats
students leave. Aside from the self-~serving reason--which I shall leave
to others to explore fully--that their leaving represents a lot of lost
revenue, there is even ﬁore loss in human terms. There are ambitions that
Weré simply frustrated, ambitions and potential that were never crystalized,
teaching skills that were not improved, znd idsas that were not encountered.

If the College of Education is to mature, it must learn whom it se#ves
and decide why. This means learning what students want anq vhat they dontt,
which can onl& be done by asking them. it means examining, questioning,

and changing its programs to meet the needs of students, the community, and

the profession at large. If the college undertakes this difficult task of
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self-examination, it may be zble to retrieve some of the human loss that
is buried in its programs' hisgh attrition. If it does rot, it will surely

f2il its urban mission for not knowing it. What is sad about such a pros~
pect is that with all such institutional failures, the recognition will come

so very slowly. ifo one will assign an F to put a merciful end to the agony.
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Table 1
Admissions 3tatus of Students
by Year of Znrollment
Reguiar Soecial Provisional
Year Graduatas® (%) Graduates (%) or lon-Dazree? (4)
1958 25 (Lb%) 32 (56%) n.a.
196§ 64 (169) 338 (end) | n.a.
1970 oL (23%9) 318 (77%) n.a.
1971 300 (419) b5 (599) n.a.
1972 31 (54%) 359 (4é%) L -
1973 325  (L6%F) 273 (39%) 108 (15%)
1974 355 (47%) 193 (28%) 207 (27%)
1975 236 (33%) 160 (23%) 310 (L4%)

& These figures include those whose status has been changed by their
admission to degree candidacy. The actual number of students directly
admitted as Regular Graduates, though lower than that shown, is not _
available,

b Tha provisional admission status was not used as such before the 1972-73
academic year. Prior to that, the College of Education used the Special
Graduate category for both provisional and non-degree purposes.

-
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Tahle 2
Graduatle Admissions
by Program and Sex
Sex

Program Male (%) Female (%) Unknown (%)
Administration

Elementary 148  (61%) 95  (39%) ——

Secondary 310 (75%) 101 (24%) —
Business Education 24 (24%) 77 (76%) —
Higher Education 52 (39%) 81 (60%) - 1 ( 1%)
School Counselor 192 (37%) 318 . (63%) -
Supervision 2L (Lsd) 29  (55%) —
Curriculumn & Instruction ,

Elementary 120 (15%) Gl (8L9) 2 ( -%)

Secondary 171 (45%) 200  (54%%) —-—-
AEmerging Adolescents 25 (42%) 3L (58%) —
Learning Disabilities 19 (119) 151 (899 —
Reading

Elementary 6 ( 9%) 64 (91%) —

Secondary 6 (17%) 30 (83%) ——
Physical Educationa 3 ;—3 2 -;;’ ——
‘Liberal Arts Internship 33 (66%) 16 (3&%) ——
lath/Science Internship 9k (929) 7 (7%) 1 ( 1%)
Undeclared 154  (329) 261 (53%) 73 (159)
Workshop or Non-Dagree Lho  (bi3%) | 555  (56%) ———
All Programs 1821 (40%) 2665  (58%) 80 ( 2%)

. AThe physical education program was approved in 1976. These students were

originally undeclared, but are now clearly affiliated with the p.e. program,

29
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G?l(&&te.ﬂdﬁlsQIO'Q
by Program and Race?
Eace
. American

Prozran Black Indian Oriental Hispanic Uhite Unknowr
Adrinistration

Elsmentary 26 2 .2 0 84 129

Secondary 50 2 5 0 132 222
Rusiness Fducation 12 1 1 0 25 £2
Higher Zducation 11 2 4 0 L7y 70
School Counselor 55 L 6 0. 172 272
Supervision 2 0 2 .0 26 23
Curriculum & Instruction

Tlementary - 77 3 10 1 207 L6

Secondary 35 1 5 0 103 227
Brerging Adolescantis 9 1 3 0 21 25
Learninz Disabilities 55 0 11 1 73 b
Reading :

Elementary 11 0 1 0 28 30

Secondary 6 0 1 0 13 16
Phyéical Fducation 1 0 0 0 2 2
Liberal Arts Internship B 0 0 0 5 43
Math/Science Internship 0 0 . 0 0 L 98
Undeclared 34 3 5 0 92 354
Workshop or Non-Degree 60 3 2 2 178 750

& Thess éatcgories are those defined by the U. S. Dspartment of Health, Educa-
tion, and Welfare. Data are from voluntary questlonnalres used by the Regis-
trar; data were not collected before 1972.
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Table &
Average Sntryv Ages ci Stucents
ir Colleze o Zduc~tion Grz~: - Porgrzas
Mean Entry ==
P (years® N

=iy stration
i.lementary 3 243
: 3.

Zecondary Li2
Busy 25s Education 3.7 101
Hiim»r Eduecation 3:. 134
Sch: ;1 Counselor 25 .6 _ 510
Supexvision 32.0 . 53 .
- Curriculum & Instruction
Elementary 30.4 758
Secondary 29.8 . 372
“mereing Adolescents 32.2 59
.Learning Disabilities 32.1 170
Reading
Elementary 29.7 70
Secondary : 29.7 36
Paysical Education - 32.8 | 5
Liberal Arts Internship , 24,6 L8
Math/Science Internshib . 26.3 . 102
Undeclared 4.2 488
Workshop or Non-Degree 37 .4 995
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Table 5
fverage Po-formance .- ..ctor Values
. for Students in M. ».. Prograns
3 G2 Tndergrad.
Pro<r:. LAT ¥ Vernzl I MNMath I GPA K]

Lo, 99 Li 87 LO4 87 2,54 23
41,1 178 LoD 119 422 119 2.56 Giage]

35.6 53 4 14 398 14 2.63 <3

LY. ¢ 72 Lol 25 U455 25 2.76 173

School - mza ~r 45k 270 W40 100 k22 100 2.69 <L
Superv. . k3.7 34 54 8 506 8  .2.84 Lg
Curric. - 2 Instruction

Ei: aury L3,3 277 419 173  L06 173 2,75 G2

SncemmdaTy L2.9 191 490 72 LE9 72 2,73 38
Emergin: idolz=scents L3¢ 53 _—— e eee - 2,71 38
Learnin- Ziszoilities L5,3 125 LEG 14 502 14 2.92 155
Reading _

Tlor aTmary by, 6 52 428 6 393 6 2.76 68

Semnmrr e 49,9 18 b97 ¢ k20 9 2.80 34
Physical Tmontion U 2,54 R
Liberal fmws Snternship —---  -- 552 7 437 7 2,77 L5
Fath/Sciomse Tternship ---  -- 573 11 620 11 2.73 92
Undeclared : 43,1 35. 411 10 410 9 2.73 153
lorkshop or Non-Degree 38.6 31 = e - 2.78 396
M1 Promre— 43,0 1492 436 662 429 661 2,71 3591
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¥edian Length
{in quarters)

fdmissions a Leg— Dogrra
Prozgram before 1675 Candic~ ; Grarm=
Administration
Elemantary 224 155 9
Sacondary 377 2LA 147
Business Hducation 82 3z 14
Eigher Fducation 122 7T 38
School Counselor Lus 22k a4
Supervision 43 26 7
Curriculum & Instruction
Elementary 697 309 195
Secondary 335 174 77
Emerzing Adolescents Ly 33 11
Learning Disabilities 107 63 1
‘R=zading
Elemantary 5h 38 it
Secondary 25 18 3
Physical Education 3 n.a. n.a.
Liberal Arts Internship L3 32 8
Math/Science Internship 102 51 1
Undervlared 420 80 Iz
732 8l 3

12
11

O

10

12
10

10

15

VWiorkshop or Non-Degres

- 4

YThis date is used to exclude those who would not mo=mally have had time to
camplete the 12 credits requirsd for degres candiZacy.
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Ty = _ts @arned -=r

%22 by Program

JrRrage
> Earned

admiristration
Elermantary
Secondary

Buzinasss Zducatiom

Bichar Bdiucation

Scrool Counsalor

Devriny Adolescents

Learninz Disabilities
Elemontarj
Secondary

Physical Zducation

Liberzl Arts Internship

Ma*h/Science Intarnship

jn=clared

Workshop or Nom-[agree

A1 Programs

2¢.0

2E.0
0.7
25.3
19.7
18.9
21.k
21.5

24,5

19.0
9.9
6.2

17.3

*An individual's progress rate is the number of credfits earned cZvided by the
numbar of quarters elapsed between his admission and the end of Fall Quarter,

1975, when data were compiled for this study.
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Ta5ls 8
Bzt (af Hon-Completic.: raiss
by = -ollment Tarm and Program
Ion-Campletion Ra
Jumber v T
ProrToan Amitted 2 Year® 3 ‘fearb L Year?
Itz wEration
Zliementary 243 52.9% 55.6% 48.6%
2condary 412 58.7% 58.7% 53.2%
Jrz imass Education 101 80% 814 75%
fHizher Education 3 €07 66% 58%
Ixmocil Coumselor 510 7747 76.7% 69 .15
Supervision 53 2% 79% 72%
Corricnfum & Instructiox
Zlamesztary 758 62.5% 71.2% 66.3%
ZscorTary | 372 72.9%5 74.5% 67.7 5
“Tmereinsm Adolessents 59 5% 514 37%
c .
Learwine Disabilities 170 95% 91% 60%
Zsadin:
Tlememiary 70 77% 80% 69%
SscorTary 35 81% 76% 67%
Physical Ziaecazic - 5 n.2. n.a. n.a.
d
Limaral fAr-ss Intesnmnas g e -——- 83%
Zwth/Seionce Internsmmp 104 ———— —— 99%
Trisclared 488 89.3% 91.0% 87.7%
mwkshop =r Lom-—isgres 295 99, 5% 99,44 98,0%

Z4ctual mon-comzistion rate for students enrolled for two years by Decembar,
2875, ’

“Zztes estimated from students' progress rates. A three year program requires
.= progress rate of at least 4,0 credits per quarter; a four year prozram
requires a rate of at least 3.0.

CRates for this group are misleading. Most students were admitted ~» other
programs and changed to LD after it was approved.

“ictual four yoar mon-completion rate.

ERIC 35




r.ean

Scmool Counsslor 3.0 G.35 351

Suparvision G5 0.32 ,
Curriculu~ & Instructiozx .

Zlarentary 3,54 : 0.5% 577
Se zondary =

Srersins rdolesc=nts 3.49 C.}s 49

Acadd g
Zlomentary 3.51 2.e" 57
- - ).
Secondary 3.53 G2 B
Phrsical aducaticy n.a. n.a. —

3 . 1 5 ) o . 7“’ T e
Urdaslamed 3.47 0.352 257

Worlkshor or lon-Tsrree 3.55 ' 0.46 383

zte ~re incirded here only for thmse student: whc zad completsd more than
T “ints zredits. Tnly 5,077 of the stuients admitteld to graduate study

T Sradhie

2
i mormleted this muern work. .
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Tiscontinuad Stadiert by Progyam ans Zoisen
Reason for Lircor.Zinuancae
Tafaulted Afmission  Candidacy Dsnied
Progranm GPA<3,0 &PA232.0 SPA<3.0 GPA23.0
Administration
Elemantary 0 2 2 9
Secondary 1 6 D 20
Business Eduation ¢ L 0 9
Higher Education 2 3 0 3
School Counsslor c 19 5 34
Supesrvision 1 L 1
Curriculum £ Instruwiton
Tlementary 2 5 A 3%
Secondary 1 e 29
merging Adolescents C 3 o 3
Learning Zisabiliti-exz £ 12 J 12

Disnissed

o N\

‘Reading

Zl=rentary 1 1 . 3 0

Smcomdary - 0 : 3 0
Physical Zdueation 2 Nabe n.a. n,a.
Iiberzl Aris Internsico 0 0 . 0 0
Kath/Sciemce Internshzm 0 0 .. 1 1
Undeclared 28 115 z 18 3
YWorkshop or Non-Lzsres =0 Ty 7 25 Vi

Totals 86 332 o 209 27
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. _ Tanle 11
Corrzlations of Graduate GPA
and Four Predictorsa
Graduate b Undergrad Prev. Grad. Entry

GPA HMAT GPA Degree® Aze
;;aduate GPA 1.000 B h o N
AT O 0.317 1.000
Undergrad GPA 0.314 0.326 1.000
Prev. Grad. Degree 0.050 0.107 0.053 1.000

Entry Age -0.025 ~0.032 ~0.103 0.016"° 1,000

- e A i - 2 pn AP i v en fm % e en o m —oio e = et B P

a : .
The sample consists of 897 stndents who had completed at least 12 credits
(to make the GPA valid) and on whom MAT scores ard undergraduate GPA*s were
~available,

biiller fnalogies Test

®rhis is a dummy variable, coded as O if the student did not already hold a
graduate degree and coded 1 if he did hold either a master's or doctoral
degraa, Only 1.5% of the students in this sample held previous graduate
desgraes.
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Table 12

. . a
Rezrzssion of Predicters

on Graduate GP&

Yariable Entered Coefficient IMultiple R Ilultiple RZ F Ratio

VAT 0.00L3 0.%317 0.101 5L.C00
Undeorgrad GPA 0.175¢C 0.387 0.150 51,681
Constant) (2.8572)
&
Unly the MAT and undergraduate GPA's contributed significantly to the pre-
diction of graduate GPA's, Holding of a graduate degree and entry age did
a

not raise measurably the arount of graduate GPA variance accounted for.
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Table 173
Rernressions on GPA of HAT
and Thrae Prediciors by Program

Prosran ultiple R}  ultiple E? N Best Predictor
Administration (both) 0.175 0.031 238 AT
Business Education | 0.434 0.1&9 Ly MAT
Higher Education 0.335 0.112 65 Enrollment age
School Counselor 0.119 0.014 226 MAT
Suvervision 0.334 0.112 28 Underaraduate GPA
Curriculum & Instruction

Elementary 0.212 0.045 224 Undergraduate GPA

Secondary 0.184 0.027 165 Undergraduate GPA
Smerging Adolescents 0.330 0.109 4y maT
Learning Disabilities  0.202 0.041 86 Undergraduate GPA
Reading (ooth) 0.460 0.212 55 AT

40




Table 1k

Rezressions on GPA of Gitn

and Threes Predictors by Program

M. Bd. Programs

Lo

rogram

Supervision

Learnin

ultiple R Multiple R* N  Best Predictor
fidministration (both) 0.297 0.08&8 202 GRE Verbal
Business Sducation 0.514 0:.377 :13 GRE Verbal
Higher #ducation ¢.209 0,044 24 Enrpilment age
School Counselor 0.295 0,087 94 GRE Math
0.578 0.33% 8 Undergraduate GPA
Curriculum & Instruction .
“lamentary . 0.102 0.010 169 GRE Verbal
Secondary 0.550 0,348 67 Undergraduate GPA
Emergineg Adolescents® cmeee deeee c—— e
s Disabilities 0.777 0.603 10 GAE Verbal
2.826 0.682 12

Reading (both)

a . . .
Insufficient number of casss to compute a regression

41
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Table 15
Classification of Students' Success

. - . .4
by Discriminant Function

Predicted Group

No. of
Actual Group Cases Unsuccessful © Successful
Unsuccessful 1021 651 370
Successful 418 212 205

aSuccess was arbitrarily defined as either completing the degree or averaging
completion of at least four credits per quarter. The discriminant function

" was generated using the method of maximizing Rao's V with the following var-
iables as predictors of success:-MAT, undergraduate GPA, sex, and entry age.,
Cnly AT scores did not enter the discriminant function. However, the
resulting function classifies group membership correctly only 59.6% of the
time, just under ten per cent better than the chance probability.
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Table 16
Discriminant function Pradictlons )

of Students' Success by Program

Corract

Progranm Predictions i Eé N Best Predictor
~Ra;{;istration (both) sl 29 0.22 238 . MAT
Business Eﬁucationb ——— | ——— Ly ———
Higher Educa£ion 58.5% 0.11 65 Undergraduate GPA
School Counselor 59.3% 0.03 226 Sex
Supervision . 3% 0.95 28 Sex
Curriculum & Instruction. ‘
Elementary 65.5% 0.001 22l © Undergraduate GPA
Secondary 51.2% 0.66 166 Snrollment age
Energing Adolescents 63, s 0.97 4 Undergraduate GPA®
Learning Disabilitiesb —— — 86 —
Reading (‘ooth)b —— J— 55 _-,_.

aProbability of achieving a correct prediction rate equal to or greater than
 that of the discriminant function by chance

Differences between groups on predictors were insufficient to calculate

a discriminant function.

CNegative predictor
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Figure Captions

Fizurs 1. Admissions to graduate étudy in education by sex and year.

Fizure 2., Admissions to administration and school counselor programé
by ‘quarter and year.

Figure 3. Admissions to curriculum and instruction and to learning

disabilities programs by quarter and year.

3]

igure ¥, Admissions to higher education and supervision nrograms

£ S

»

by year.

Figure 5. Admissions to eslementary reading, emerging aéolescents, and
1iberallarts internship programs by year.

Figure 6. Admissions to business education, secondary reading, and
math/science internship prozrams by year.

Figure 7. Admissions of undeclared and workshop or non-dsgree students
by quarter and year.

Fizure 8. Distribution of students' ages at enrollment.

Figure 9. Students' undérgraduate grade averages,

Figufe 10. Distrigution of students' MAT scores.

Figure 11. Distribution of students' GRE Verbal Aptitude scores.

‘Figure 12, Distribtuion of students' GRE Math Aptiﬁﬁde scores.

Figure 13. Distribution of credits earned by students.

Figure 14, Grade average distributions for all students, program grad-

uates, and studehts barred from further enrollment.
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