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Professional_ Judgment as a Criterion Variable
in'.Pre-Service Teacher Education Research'

James M.1.1ahan,.Indiana UniVersity
Jerome C. Harste,'Indiand University

Turner (1975) lists professional judgment as a criterion variable related to
teacher work success. This study focuses upon the issue of longitudinal relia-
bility.and stability of professional judgment ae a criterion,variable.

the'purpose of the study was to annually collect and interpret data pertinent
to the following questions of central importance to evaluators of teacher aducation
outcomes:

(1) Do student teachers as a group, the individual student teacher, university
methods and supervisory personnel, and supervising teachers agree in their
professional judgments of the most effective student teachers?

) Are student teacher evaluations of the student teaching experience, as
measured by the Purdue Student Teacher Opinionaire (PSTO) and by a preparatory
program evaluation instrument, related to the effectiveness rankings of student
teachers by peers-, by self, by university personnel, and by supervising
teechers?

t.
Are student teacher responses on selected subsets of the.PSTO (i.e., Rapport
with Students) related to one or more of the independent rankings of profes-
sional effectiveness?

What degree of congruence is there between student teacher evaluation of the
student teaching experience via the PSTO and supervising teacher evaluation of
the same experience via a modified PSTO?

(5) How stable are these relationships over three annual replications?

RATIONALE

Turner (1975) has suggested that the aim of research in teacher education.is
to optimize that portion of teacher work success/attributable to teacher prepara-
tion. Teacher work success is seen as a'complex notion inVolving at least three
classes of criterion variabAs: -(1.) student attainment, (2) professional judgment,
and (3) student judgment. In further explanation of the criterion variable of
professional judgment, Turner states that the teacher's professional image or
stature, as judged by school and college supervisors, peers, and school administra-
tors is an important dimensioh of teacher suCcess.since virtually all teachers are
employed in some kind of institutional setting or formai work-organization.
'Included in a teacher's professional image may be ability to work with peers,
_relation to parents and other commUnity memberS, perceived motives, knowledgeable-
ness, leadership oualities, perceived skill, dependability, dedication and so on.
One difficulty in optimizing teacher success is that the criteria mentioned by
Turner above, and all of which are important, may not invariably correlate posi-
tively with each Other. In certain instances inverse correlations may appear.
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Decreases in pupil dependency or autonomymay accompany increaSes in student
acIlievement,,or high levels of studerit/whievement may be aSSociated with low
ratings of instruction. If the criterion,which represents teacher work success-
is indeed as heterogeneous as suggested above, a distinct optimization probleM is
posed. It,is difficult to determine the means by which, and,those points up to
which, one set of criterion variables can be increased withoutinducing a decrease
in another set of criterion variables. For example, to what point can student
attainmeA be increased without decreasing teaeher ability-to function in school
wOrk,settings? This same difficulty may well exist within criterion variable ,

claases',A.e., supervising teacher perceptions of teacher success may well vary .
fram'university personEel perceptions of the phenomenon, and both maY vary from
peer-Rereeptions.

,Piven these possibilities, the purpose of this study is seen as one designed
to ekplore the nature of the relationships which,exist.within the criterion Vari-
able of professional judgment. Conflicting 'qualitative,perceptions of teacher 0

performance are often assumed to be an issue confronting teacher education evalu-
ators. This study provides needed ,data relative to that issue.

PROCEDURES AlID IUSTRUIliDITTATION

Four independent rankings of student teacher effectiveness were obtained at
the end of the 1972-73, 1973-74, and 1974-75 academic years. Data were obtained

'from all participants involved in a year-long, field-based teacher edudation
iirogram and included 46 claasroom teachers, 85 student teachers, and 10 university
methods instructors and supervisory specialists in 1972-73; 45 classroom teachers,
70 student teachers, and 8 university personnel in 1973-74i and 40 classroom
teachera, 54, student teachers; and 9 university personnel in 1974-75.

Program Satisfaction Measures. Student teacher satisfaction with the student
teaching program was determinedlthrough administration of two different instruments,
the Purdue Student Teacher OPinionaire (FSTO) and a questionnaire developed tb
provide speáific infomation about key dimensions of the field-based training pro-
gram, the Program Evaluation Scale (PES). The PSTO has high validity and relia-
bility coefficients (Bentley and Price, 1969) and has been employed frequently to
measure satisfaction with student teaching conditions in both traditional.and
innovative programs. The PES has.been employed successfully since 1973in the
evaluation of the referent teacher training program .(1ahan and Loadman, 1973). .

4. Mnified PSTO, revised to measure the supervisinp teacher's own opinions of the
student teaCher's satisfaction with the conditions and relationships encountered
during student teaching, vaa administered to each supervising teacher. By using
the Podified PSTO, a comparison of student teacher satisfaction with the classroom
teacher'S perception of that Satisfactionwas possible, i.e., 'Oilers the student
teacher reacted to a statement like, "Mk relations with other teachers in the
building were ..", the classroom teacher reacted to the reworded statement, "The
relations of my student teacher with other teachers in the building mere ,..."

Student teachers made a second exPression of satisfaction with their training
program via the Program Evaluation Scale ,(ItS). A ten point continuum ranging from

,

"1" (no contribution) to, ',110" (great contribution). was utilized to assess the 'Y

degree-to which the student teP-,hers feli that eight different aspects of the
gram contributed to their professional development. The asPects were:
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superyisory assistance from classroom teachers

- instructional preparation received from methods professors
,- assistance received from supervilion specialists

- supervisory assistance received from methods professors'
- advantages of being placed-in 2 or more schools

- advantages of working with 2 or more groups of pupils

- assistance reCeived from peers as a result of the "cluster" approach

b
to student teaChing

- preparatory impact of the total program

A student teacher could redord summated evaluatiye scores as low as 8 or as

high as 80 on the PES and as low as 100 or as higiv.as 400 on the.PSTO. Those with

the highest PES scores and highest PSTO scores were considered to be the mostsatL
isfied,with their year-lpng student teaching program as measured by the specific

instrument. A highest third, mdddle third, and bottom third' of student teachers

was identified on the basis of Summated PBS scores and agAin'on thebasis of the

,

summatedPSTO scores. .. .

,

. ..
.

StudentTeacher Effectiveness.Measures.. Professional-effectiveness rankings
collected included (1) student teacher rankings of peers, (2). classroom teacher
rankings of student'teachers, (3)-university staff rankings of student teachers,

, and (4)-student teacher. self rankings. . .
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Teacher effectiveness was defined by 'each group'oPerating independently but /

with the input of the other professional groups involved' in the study. This yet/

accompished in the'follovingmanner: ,

. . .

.

!

-1.,
.

.

(1) -Awbole group neeting involving classroom teachers, student teachers' and
. . .

university methodS persons was held to disCuss various criteria for,/

judging,teaCher effectiveness.: All participantslinderstood that teacher
effectivenest Was a comPlex notion oftentimes defying ee'!sy explanat'ion

and that, therefore, each group.could independentlyselect the final

criteria.they.woulduse. .,, . - i.

i

. (2) Following this meeting, each grOup metd_ndependently'to. arrive On the
criteria it would employ in judging teaCher effectiveness.

. ,

Using the,proeedural preferences expressed by student teadhers relative to
the Student Teacher Ranhing bir Peers, the names of all student teachers/were

rlaeed on a sheet of paper. This listing was given to the studentteadhers along
vith instructions to rank order the top six student teachers with- respiect to their

'classroom teaching effectiveness. All responses were anonymous. The/sum of rianks

for each student teacher, based upon the responses of peers; was-comiuted. Student

teachers wth the higliest sunLof ranks were considered to be the modt effectiVe

professionally. Those student teachers receiving few Or no votes were considered,

to be least effective professionally. Thestudent teachers were then divided into
a highest third, middle third, and bottom third on a basis of professional/effec-

tiveness for data analysis purposes.

Using the procedural preferences whic]
ranking's of stildent teachers were obtained
each of'his/her\final two student,teachers
tiveness. A fivepoint scale ranging from
employed. The criteria were:

ivere expressed by classroom teacher,
by having each clasroom teacher rate,
'on 10 criteria forkrofessionaleffec-
"1" (some) to "5" (outstanding) was

4.



- effective classroom management
creation of a motivating learning environment
preparation of sound lesson plans

r verbal reinforcement of pupils
- sensitivity to individual needs of pupil

- reliability
acceptance of classroom responsibility- .

- readiness for da1y teaching duties
- enthusiasm for teaching .

- mastery of general teaching skills

'Each student:teacher-could earn a summatedScore of frem 10'to 50. Student teachers:

.with thehighest total scoredon the 10 criteria:vgre Considered-to be the most
effectiveprofessionally. 'The student teachers Were then divided.into a. highest
third,middle third, and bottom third for data analysis purposes.

University .Staff Rankings of Student Teachers were obtained by having etch'

Staff meMber-rate every student teacher on five criteria. A five point scale.

ranging from "1" (unsatisfactory) to !'5" (oUtatanding) was employed. 'The criteria

were: raPport with children, planning for instruction, Initiative and creativity,

th classroom managetent,-and implementation-of teaching'plans and.activities: Class-

room teachers and staff members in a series of conferenceS concerning the evalu-;

ationof student te4Cherr; had agreed that these five criteriaincluded the ten

criteria utilized by-the clasaroom teachers, Student,teachers.with-the highest:

summated score-on the five criteria were considered to be the'most'effectivg prot

fessionaily. Those with'the lowest scorea were considered to be the least effective

professionally. For' data analysis purposes, the student teachers were again
dividedinto 4 highest, middle, and bottom third..'

Student Teacher Self Ranftings'were 'Obtained by having each Student teacher

rite his or her self on the Same ten.criteria Used by.the.classrOom teacher in
rating the student' teachers. The same five ppint scale was employed. 'Each.student
teacher,,Could aWard himself from,10 to 50 points. Student teacherbreceiving the .

most points from themselves, were considered the.MoSt effective.prefessiona11y,
Clasbification intea highest, middle, and bottem third was done. '.

. ,

Data Analyais Procedures.: Spearman's doefficient of Rank Correlation (Siegel,

1956) was:used to examine relationships among the foUr rankings of student teacher
efActiveness, the',PSTO,-and the PES. SiEilartges-and differenceb betweenTre-
service and in-service-teacher responses on. the'PSTO, ModXfied PSTO., and selected'

,subscales of the PSTO were exaMined threugh Uae of arithmetic'means,Old graphs.
.

e

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

FoLrteen of 'She fifteen correlations displayed in Table I are positive and
.statistically significant at the .01, level. 'Furthermore, these rank=order corre-

lations indicate-a tendency of the underlying ranks to relate in a monotone-

increasing manner (Hays, p. 655). For exampley low ranking's by student
teachers,are assoctated with correspondingly low ranks by supervising teachers

and so-ron'... These significant corrc,lationsoccurring over three successive years

in an on-going, field-based teacher preparation 'progrim suggest considerable
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TABLE I

Spearman Rank-Order Correlations forTour Rankings
of Student Teacher Effectiveness

1.

/Year Variable,rdentity Var. 1 Var. 2 Var. 3 Var. 4

, 1974-75
./..1973-74

1972-7-3
70
85

mwliraw......M

Ranking.of Student
Teachers. byTeers

1.00
1.00
1.00

#2
1974-75 4o Ranking of Student .*

1973-74 45 Teachers.by,Class- .53 .01-

,1.00

1:00..

19727,3 46 room Teachers .34 :01 1:00

#3
1974-75 9 ' Ranking of Student --.67 .01 .53 .01 1.00
1973-74 8 Teacherg by Univer- .6o .01 .56 .01 1.00

1972-73 10 sity Staff .55 .01 .38 .01 3.00

#4
1974-75 54 Ranking of Student .47 .01 .41 .01 .36. .01 1.00
1973-74-T 70 Teachers by Self

.

.54 .01 .49 .01 .41 .01 1.00
1972-73 85

.

*... *...

, *No Student Teacher Self Ratings were obtained at the end of the 1972-73
academic year.

agreement among individual student teachers, student teachers as a group, university
personnel, and classroom teachers concerning who is, and who is not, a profession-
ally effective student teacher. Thble I data indicate that the yarious program
participants tended to select about the same subgroup of students as "most effective"
and the same subgroup as "least effective." These perceptions of effectiveness were
stable from year-to-year. One-exPlanation for this finding.in this program is that
university personnel and classroom teachers probably had ;reached many common edUca-
tional expectations and operational agreements in the three years this program
existed prior to this study. These common expectations,,transmitted to student
teachers at the beginning of the academic year, no doubtiled to the various types
of program participants sharing similar Perceptions of teaching success. If this
explanation is accepted then one might expect that if a similar gtudy had been con- -

ducted in the first year of implementation-of the same py.eParation program it night
have revealed more conflicting views of,teaching success;

An alternate explanation of the data id that professional judgment of teacher
effectiveness,is a relatively-stable and reliable criterion variable despite the
profession's seeming inability to operationallY define it.- Many or Us in field-
based programs have always suspected:this, feeling intuitive judgments about teacher
tvffectiveness were better than the performance Profiles mhich our data provided.



OUr own experience
everrine can agree,
really."weak" ones
whichagreemeut is

operating field-based programs allows.us to conclude that almost
informally on who are the really "good" teachers and,who aeethe
The,problemis pot agreementi but definition of ihe items among

found...

T.ABLt II

Spearman Rank-Order COrrelations Between-Four Rankings'of'Student Teficher,
EffeCtiVéfieSs,Eald-SatiafactiOn With the Student Teaching Egperience.

.as Measure&by the PSTO and PES

Variabie-Identit Year
Satisfaction With Field' Experience

PSTO
'Total'Score

?TS
Total Score_

Ranking of Student
Teachers by Peers

1974-75

1973-74
-1972-73

.00

.14

-%,07

.30

.31
*

,02
.01

Ranking of Student
. Teachers by Class-
roc5M Teachers

1974-75
1973-74
1972-73.

.32

-.42

.01

,p1 .

22
.47

No' ft

.06,

".!.:

Ranking of Student
Teachers by
University Staff

1974-75
1973-74
1972-73,

.08

.28

-.18
.02

.06
;37
0 ...

Rankings of Student
Teachers by Self

1974-75
4.1973-74

-1972-73

.31

.33

.02

.01

'.43
.42
*

.01
..01

*The PF.,S device and:the Student Teacher Self Rating Device were ,not
utilized at the.end of the 1972-73 academic yeart

Table II indicates that student teachers who are perceived as highly effectir
professionally in a field-based preparation program tend.to perceive theprogram
itself as highly effective when they are evaluating the program u'aing the PES
scale, an instrument designed to specifically address the.majOr characteristics

of the program. Relative to,the standardized FSTO scale (where,some subscales

deal with forces beyond university influence like school curriculum and%materials,
community support, and principars_leadership).there is, due to the 1972773 data,
a lesa stable tendency for the-"best student.teachers" to be the "most satisfied"'

with their Year-long student teaching experience; No clear pattern emerged 'between
a student teacher's satisfaction with the student teaching experience as theasured
by the PSTO and the effectiveness,ranking attributed to that.student teacher bY
peers.. One explanation for the negative correlations between PSTO satisfaction and'
rankings in 1972-73is that in years of teacher unrest or budget reductiOn the
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compOnents of thaPSTO that focug upon community, adiainistration, and public sChool

curriculum canevoke negative responses frori.the "bese student teachers; Effec-,

tive teachers.may, for example, be the,most sensitiVe to breakdowns in either:the

poMmunity's or the university's provision OZ quality educational servfaes and may

assign loy evaluations D the responsible Party. Turbulence characterized the

1972-73.year for participants in this study.- School boar& decisions to form middle

schools and.to change-attendance areas, reassign elementary pupils, and transfer

teachers upset both supervising teachers and student teachers. Negative correla-

tions between .profeSsional effeCtiveness and satisfaction with the program as

measured by the PSTO occur only in 1972-73. It is unfortunate that no_PES data was

collected In 1972-73. If FES data had been obtained, and if it had correlated

positively with effeetiveness rankings, the argiiment that community variables

beyond univerSity staff control strongly-effcted student teacher satisfaction

would be strengthened.

TAELE III

SpearmanRank-Order Correlations Between.Scores,on SelectedSubSets:_

of the PSTO and the'Four Rankings of.Student Teacher Effectiveness

PSTO Factor

Ra4ing:

Year
By Class-
room Teacher

By Self
Rating

By Peers , By Univer-
sity Staff

P1 :Rapport with .15 :O3

.01assrooM'Teacher 1973-74 ..27' .02 -.18- :15 .32 .01

F3 TegLching as 1974-75' .18 *.32 .01 .02

a Profession 1973-74 .46 :01 .46 .01 .11 .11

F4 Rapport with 1974-75 .10 *.26 .03 .31 . 2 .19

University, -1973-74 .44 _01 :23 .03 .15 . 3.

Supervisor

Rapport with'_ 1974.775 .16: .20 .o8 .08

Students 1973-74- .36 .01 - .27 .02 -:20' .05 433 :01,

F10 Professional 1974-75 : .o6 !!.56 .01. .*.28 .03 424' 405:

. Preparation 1973-74 .01 ,29 .01 430 .01

*Most stable relationshiPs across Years;

Table III reveals.that students'who thought most highly of their own professional

effectiveness, as measured by PSTO, were also the most satisfied with teaching as

a ptofessiog, with their relationships with the university supervisiOn specialists,

and with the quality of mathods instruction (professional preparation) _received

from the methods professors. The same students were also rather positive about



. their rapport with their lementaiT school pupils. "It is alto evident.that satis
faction wiith professional preparation .(positive feelings about methods instruCtion)
was positively associated with high effectiveness ratings. Although correlatibn6
fluctuaie.from year-tb-year, the general'trend'is for the,student teachert judged

' most effective to be/the student teachers most satisfied with the five selected
.*.aspects of their. teacher preparation program as measured by the PSTO.

. 0Grali I presents a comparison between'ttudent teaCher satisfaction with Student
teaching as.measl4red bythe PSTO and..supervising teacher perception-of that student
teacher satisfactiOn as measured by a Modified PSTO.

Subscales of these instruments are:.

Factor 1. Rapport with Supervising Teacher
Factor 2. Rapport with Princinai-
Factor 3. Teaching as a Profestibn
Factor 4. Rapport with University Supervisor
Factor 5. CommunIty Support of Edudation
Factor 6. Student Teacher load ...

Factor 7. Rapport. with ,Sudent's
Factor. 8. Rapport with Other Teachers
Factor 9. Satisfaction with Hoasing
Factor'IO. Professional Preparation
Factor-11. School Facil'ties
Factor 12. CurriculumIssues

es

-
If ,one defines .5 (one-sixth of the range) as a difference of practical eoncern,

there are few differences among group means that-are'significant.
room teachersrather accurately perceived:the ektent oT student teacher satisfaction
with the.year-leng field experiende..

, The 1974-:1975.teachers ana student teachers had significant differences regard-,
ingFactor 2, Rappott.with Principal,. and Factor 8z Rapport with Other Teachers: .:
The 1972-1973 student.teacher/tuperviSing teacher.groups revealed diffprence4,cf. .5
or greater.on two factors, also:.Factor 5, Comm'unity Support of Edudation, and
Factor 8, Rapport with Other Teachers. The classroom teachers in these cases
though.tsatisfactiOn was greater than it actually.was. Thedisparity between=stu-
dent teacher.and classroom.teacher on'the issue of satisfaction with community:
support, to some degree lends credence to the ear1ie7,' interpretation given to the
negative correlations displayed in Table II fOr 197273.



GAN i'STO .TACTOR. SCORES XCEPILED By 1972-73 AND 1914-15

snuctr_NEERsjsye isu_,.....L__EnntTEsLaszji

4

m 1972-73 61's .(Na65)

w 2,98 S.D. '0 ,37

1

1974-75 STs (1057)

41) X 3,01 840, ,30
.01

n 1972-73 CTs (N*35)

g 0 3.17

m 1974-75 CTs (N040)

R 0 3.10 S.D.

b.

hiri÷hfrettfl a range of ,5 PRO scale

points (defined is a

difference of practical

significence in this

study)



Then too, there'seems tO be a consistent Vmdency for cligroom teachers to
feel studentteachers calve better rapport with the remainder of the faculty than
actually exists. This phenomenon occurred in both yea'rs. One explanation for.this
finding is that Student teachers probably do not share with the current supervising
teacherell the.delicate"details of a strained relationship with a different feacher
elsewherein the building.. Another explanation is timit some supervising feaehers
who may be virtual "loners" in'terms of school socializing may not even imagine
that a student teacher desires open and friendly interaction TIth many classroom'

1

teachers -.., not just one. Furthermore, almost all the classr s in. this Program
mere."self-contained."' It may be that inservice teachers fo etting the limita7
_tions the self-contained classroom Rlaces on intra-facullaccommunication,.grade-to-

.N.,N grade sharing, team teaching',.or even on a noMmon'coffee'break,time. tdealistic
beginners on the other hand, desire and antipipate,theee close collaborative cdiadi-
tions and are disappointed if they do not exist.

- A thimd and final explanation for the variation.in thp, mean sCores between
, groups on Factor 5 and

Th
Factor 8 is that these subscotes are the least stable of all

scores on the PSTO. s explanation has'some basis in that an examination of the
PSTO reveals these subsc es are made up of only.5 and 6 items respectively. While
th least exciting, th:Is explanation may well be the most plausible. If accepted,

Cl GraL.ov3.des even'strOnger evidence supporting the realiability and atability
hypothesis being -boated in this paper. -

$

CONCWSIONS:

.Data co lected and a/alyzed in this tudy over a three year period lend'cre-
dence to ..thej notion thgt professional jild ent is a reliable criterion varieble,for
teacher edu ation reNarch. Whether or not profesaional:judgment is as,reliable.as

. student attainment and student judgment ie an impirical issue whieh needs to be
studied . qimilarly, whether or-tot professional judgment is a Valid Measure of
teacher.:WorktsuCcess, or whether or not professional-judgment is as valid a. measure

are student judgment and Ftudent attainment; were issue'S tOt researched, and
clearly.oUght'to be. Asking questias of this sort mak, hOwever, be.misleading,
iforsomehow the mere adt of suggesting that the validity of profeasioñal judgment
be studied elevates?' and with no clear support, the stature of student.attainment
and student,jUdgient as velid criterion-variables for judging teacher work success.
At this point'there is,little to'suggesi that. one criterion variable,is more valid
than another: If anYthing,, the-record .favors professionar judgment. The long.tiMt.
favorite, student attainment, must'.certainlY be questio,ned given the reliability
problems identified by Soar 'and Soar.(19T5). Then-too, stWent attainment logically
suffers.in,that it is a product-measure and teaching is,"401T7RT1,agree; a.,-rather.com-
plex and dynamic prOeces.s. "PrEtsssional judgment as a criterion-variable both
Permits'and allows!-this imporfMt,diiensionof teachingato enterinto the evaluation
procebvAnd this'we believe,is'a very positive and'desirable feature Of profes-
sional judgment as'a criterion:ivariable in teacher education research-. This point-,

-4 ynamic process, an whiled t s arohers in the field wouId
hbvever, probably-needs to be/restated.- In essence,l, -we EI.Srini is th:at-
teaching is complex and d

'

/readily agree their most commonly'employed xithods and criterion.variables treat.it
as.a static set skills and-as a prodUct ia herd:Ulan a process. Consider,-for'



example, the stealth of resear-h on shill or competency-based teacher education. ,

While there exists a reasonable?amount of information on problem identification and
task-structuring, little is known about the flature of '' -' '_ls.become inte-

grated into the process of teaching and into the bel Loire as demon-

strated in a classroom event. Given such limitatic _el, 'al judgment does

at least permit a rich-mix of variables to operate , 10nr 6he process of teach-

ing and, at this point, may well be our most valid ana reliable measure of effective-
ness. At any rate, the data here,is encouraging and does suggest a, high degree of

. _stability in judgment across years,even when one group (students) changed its entire '.

membership each year. Although we,=Can only'speculate, the data does suggest some
.rather consistent definitions of teacher effectiveness were being applied across
groups by theevaluators, 'It would not seem surp ising, therefore, if later
researchers found that professional judgment as a riterion variable Captured some
dYnamic dimensions of the teaching process which we _ illusive dr left unaddressed

. criterio variable of professional
in

\
current outcome or student attainment studies. agenda ahead, and clearly

no small one, is for us to learn totrust the
judgment.

,

\\

,
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