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CUEAZYER I
INTRODUGTICN T0 TTn PROBLAY

1t is only within the pdst two decades that sclentific measure-
ments have been applied to the evaluation of tesching succesa, El-
liott in 1910 coxnydsed a rather detailed rating scale of 100 poiﬁtsf
This scale was the basis of much experimentation btut wés f."bund:ﬁo be
too complicated for practical use. several years 1atéz: appeared. Boy-
ce's score card with ratings on 45 points. This was more adapted f;o
evalvating teaching success. Another vinteresting‘m'e;.thod of rating '
'éerSOnaJ.ity was invented by Walter DIll Jcott. Iis method employed .
compariasons of several indi§:id11als on what was termed the man-to-man,
five~point scele. This scale was used to rate officers in the érmy. '
During the past decade many othér rating scales, the first important .
factor in the evaluation of teaching success, have been devised. The
status of these scales in the field of education will be gliséuvs,aed

in Chaptar III.

A second mportant factor in the evaluation of feaching suceass
other than by the ratimy of persousnlity tralts i3 mental tosting. In-
telligence testing is the resultant of &£t lemst five converging move- ’
menta: 'na;aely, Binet's exixarimentation with the feghlemindsd, Wundt's
- and Ebbinghaus' laboratory tests in experimental psych;)logy,- Caﬂ:tel;-
1's and Thorndike's s;tudy of individusl <ifferences, the Gaiton‘é"

Pearson doveloyment of statlistical  procedure, and the Galton's,

Wood's, Cattell's studies in anthrc)pology.l  liowever, the wuse  of

Y306 Do i Symonds, leasurement in Secondcry Fducation, 53 - bB5a




é
>mental tests in fhe schoolroom have becomé prevalent owing to the
successful experiments with such tests during the World War .

The third factor commonly measured in either predicting or
evaluating teaching success is scholarship. fhis faotor would
probably prove more rellable if it were based on standardized testé ;'
auch a3g ﬁhose made by Ruch, Toops, rressey, SGashore,‘and others.

The faotbrs of intelligence tests and college grades are qonsideréd
in Chapter 1I.
PROBLEM

The successful teacher possesses certain Indispensable personal
traits énd professional attitudes. Are these tralts and attitudes |
assooiated with high intelligence? Are high intelligence test scores

: prediotive of success in teaching? Uuvo éuccessful toachers have g
high degree of scholarship? 'hat is the relation of a high college
scholarship to success in teaching? Can the major professors prediot
gucoess in teaching on the basis of success in collegs? How accﬁrate
is the criticlteacher's report in predicting professional abiliﬁy?
fnally, what personsl trailts and professional attitudes are con-

sidered the most important by the principals and how are teschers

rated on thege? Consideration will be given to these gquestions
to find‘out what constitutes success in teaching as.indioated in
the principals' and super;ntendents' reportss.
o | LIMITATION OF THE PROBLEM
wnevélasées selécted for th;s 3tudy are those for Which_compiete

measurements are available in the offices of the College of the Pacific.



Four specific factors are used in the investigation:'namely,v
(1} intelligence test soores, (2) college grade-pbint-averages. B
(3} ratings pfedioting teaching success given by the'majqr7
professors amd the critic teacheré, and {4) principals? ratiﬁgs |
on teaching success. The students in the entering frgshmen clagses
of 1923, 1924, 1925, 1926, and 1927 who upon gradnétibn ffom thav
dollage of the Paciflec entered the teaching profession‘are selacted
fbr particular consideration. Of the 867vfreshmen of this five-‘
year period, about 175 have taught or are how tesching. Howaver,'
at the time of this study records sre coﬁplete for only 122. teachers.
LBTOD OF SECURING DATA |

The date used for this study are intelligan@e test soprés.
coliege éradé—poinfba§erages,.major professors' ratings on pergon-
ality, oritic teachers' ratings on profeasional abllity, and.i
principals'-oomposite ratinés on both personal ity and professional
" traits.

The test gcores waere secured from the Thorndike Examinations
or the Thurstone Pgychological Tasts given té all entering frashmen
of the College of theéaoific in the classes from 1923 to 1927
inclu;iva.b |

'  The grade-point-average for college scholarship represents
" the total mumber of honor points divided by the total number of

 units for which the student is registered. An 4 equals 3 honor




points, B 2 honor points, ¢ 1 honor point, D none, and & 1
honor point. ' . - i
Of the several teachers recommending the student for a teach~ ' s ;

ing position, the major professor's rating 1s selected because he,

SR I

presunmably, has been in closer contact with the stﬁdent for several
yoara and has had more time and opportunity teo observe the student's
particular personality traits. Althéugh given the geneial hesd ing
' Of"ﬁersonality, this rating includes the following items: personality,
geholarship, Judgment, health and vigor, personal appearance. power - -
of oral expression, energy and persistense, culture énd refinement,
and commnity interest and standing. (See appendix for form of the
rating scala.f

In many instances only one oritic teacher reportéd on the’work

of the prospective teasher. Therefors, only one critic regoft is

ki b

ssléct&i for this study, andi the items are selected wnich rate
professional ability: namely, skiilbas an instructor, ability in
diseipline, and influence on the students. This'rating ls based
on one semeater‘of the.student teacher's work.

3ince the period of teaching experiemnce for this group may

range from four and a half years to only ome half year for the

lasﬁ gradusting class, it was decided to use only one principal'é
réting fepdrt for each teacher. ‘Where more than oné repoxrt is
availsble the last one is used. A composite rating is made from
each priﬁcipal's report, which includes all the pravious mentioned
items of‘personalit&'and items of professionsl ability. Then the
specific items of skill end discipline are compared to the composite

rating.



TREATLENT O TUE DATA
To‘determine the value of intelligence test scores, scholarship;
end predicted success with teaching success, the survey method is
employed.
All measurements and ratings of the 122 selected teachers are‘
divided on a five-group basis. Only one intalligence tegt séore’is
used; only one scholarship record is uged, that which 1s€based on tﬁe

four-year college gourse; and 3 separate ratings on teachers' traits

are used.

The five groups for each measuremént are not divided on an equal

basis. The type of messurement and the distribution of numbers for that

measurement suggest the basis for the filve divisions of each, Group 1

in intelligence test score is campared with Group 1 in scholarship
and both are compared with teaching success. lany other similar com-
parisons are made.

Because one measurement i1s objective and another subjective, and
because one measursement is on a true quintile basis whereas another is
on an arbitrary basis, the findings of this study are nbt presenfed as

ghowing exact comparisons between the various factors in a scientific

relationship. The purpose of the study is to bring together those

 available measurements which resent-day ressarch has found more or

less reliasble in determining success in teaching. Only in a general

way are the vgrious groups related to one snother and the degree of

bt DS B
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teaching success is determined.
SULNARY
This study of teachers irained at the College of the Pacific in

regard to mental ability, scholarship, snd teaching success desls with

the analysis of intelligence test scores, college grade-poiuthavérages. |

majorfprofeSSOrs' and critic teacher;'_réconmendations brédicting
success, and ;uperintendents' and principals' ratings An teaching
;ﬁ00§ss. Intelligence test scores are an objecti#e measurement of

" mental aﬁility. Unless'teachers‘.marks are given on the basiéyof
standardized'tests, grade-point-aversges are subjective measurements
based on personal opinion, The popular rating scales,in current use
are also_subjactive mesasures. . However, thié_present gtudy 1is Jﬁstifiad
because of the fact that "researéh into teacher rating apd pergommel

management indicates that the best criterion now in use for determin-

ing the relative effectiveness of teachers is personal opiniont.l

’

’lEvelyn Clement, "An Bvaluation of Doacher-Training,y Bducational
Administration and. Supervision, feb. 1932, p 91.
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CHAPTER 11 | 7
SOMM RHCENT INVESTIGATIONS ON THE

PREDICTION OF WEACEING 3UCCE33

AS & background for this study of teachers trained at the College RS ;
of the Pacific, several opinions will be given on the results of the _ » .

preédictlion of teaching success. : v B _ ’ L

"To enumerate even in brief form the many different factors which
have been segregated in the past few years in aﬁ attempt to determine o -
their relation to future-success would be an impracticaljtask. Lééﬁ—
ing educators have conducted researches with individuals and class-‘ | R

room students, in many grades and classes, snd even with dertainf

groups throughout the entire educational systen. Often records are

available for the student's complete school performance and for his

TR I

post school performance. Graduate students as well aé administratprs’
‘everywhere seem interested in this problem of predicting suocess,'if

one ware to judge by its frequent mention in all typas of eduoatiohal
: litarature. This study 1s concermed.only with the prediotion'of’

success on the college level particularly as it pertains to futﬁre S _v' ;

teaching success. The methods used will be illustrated with oitations.

Among the several ofiteria for predicting teaching success in |
use at the present time, three geem to be moét commoniy employed{
‘ ' namalj; intelligence test scores, -scholarship, and parsonalityvratine
scales. The dsta of thisichapter deai with ﬁhg prediction of sﬁcoess
in relation to teaching successkas shown by tests, grédeg, and recom-

mendations. One of these criteria may present more reélisble




conclusions then another; yet no one measurement is as reliable as

a combinatlon of two or more.f For the study of the‘prédiotion of

teaching success, all known and available student information should

be considered.
INTELL IG'ENCE TR3T 300RES

Wood summarizes somwe important uses of intelligence test 3cores -

.

a3 follows:

The intelligence test is the poerless sdmission eriterion when
used in conjunction with other available criteris. In the matter of
predioting academic achievement, the intelligence test stands without
a serlous rival. By the use of the intelligence test many candidates
who have made gatlsfactory or passing grades in high school, but who
have not the superior intellect requigite to success In college, are
saved from discouraging failure and waste of time and money by being
advised to undertake work more suited to their talents...Thae use of
the intelligence test makes it possible to select the very superior
minds among entering gbtudents for early attention... One of the
- greatest advantages of the intelligence test 1s that it enables the
administration to adjust academic load to individual capacity ao
much more precisely than heretofore that many mediocre students, who
would otherwise have dropped out of college, are saved from failure.
“during the first year, and thus are allowed to go on through college
with as muoh speed and profit as their intelligence allows.l

Intelligence tests do not prétend to measure an individual's

particular tslent but rather to measure mental capacity in a general

way. Burr in the following citation suggests the limitations of testi.

- Bxperiment after experiment has shown that the I. Q. correlstes

most 0losely with sccomplishment in the following subjects: vocabularyii
rosding, :spelling, and arithmetic in the elementary grades, and Latin,

English composition, snd higher mathematios in the secondary schools.
lMany tabulations have shown a noticeable lack of correlation between
the I+ Q. and accomplishment in music, the fine arts, the induetrial
arts, and physical education.® . .

1Ben Ds Wood, Meagurements in Higher Education, 274.

23, E. Burr, 'Why the I. Q. Needs a New and More Desoriptive Name.“;'
The Ngt;on's Schgols. Apr. 1321, p 52.




psored has greater predictive valve than elther oriterion ta&en separate-v,

Breckenridge reports a study on the prediotive value of hizh sch-
00l averages and teat scores for Normal school fre‘shmeni "'fhe.principé.l ‘
of fhe Loulsville Normal Sohool mads a study of all its gradustes from
June, 1921, to February, 1927, inclusive. The results of the .various
lines of investigation lesd to tle folllowing _conclusioAns‘: | |

le A student's record in high school is, to a significant dégree.
prophetic of her subsequent resord in the subject-matter studies in
normal school. .

2+ The hiuh school record is of cons

4
b
ing success in practice tesasching, purticul

ing 1s rated by principals in a city systenm.

derably less value in predict-.
arly where the Y\T'uc+1f\ﬁ tesah~-

Al N W v

3. Intelligence, as measured by the Ar:hy Alpha ".L‘est," is to a slighf; [

degree predictive of achievement in normal school subject-matter studies.

4. Intelligence tests are of little or no vslue in predicting suc-
oesz in practice teaching.

'5. The combined action of high school mariks amd intelligence test

- 6« The closer relationslip found to exist between high school graﬁ.es ‘
and normal school subject-matter warks, studeni-tesching grades and ocad-
at teaching grades shows that the elemexnts of perseverance, initiative,
interest, attitude, etc. included in all grades.wre more closely related
to teaching than are intelligence scores. _ : .

Anothexr writer expresses more .confidence in intelligence test seores
in predicting the sucesss of the prospective teacher. Gist, of 3an Fran-
eisco 3tate Teachers College, su;gests that no individual should elect

teaching whose I.Q. is much below “O. e also suggests that ay individe S -

ual with a very high I.Q. should be placed with great care in a teaching
pogition, because "the genius or tho near genius mizht be so unsympabh-

otic with the slowly developing mind as to be entirely »unrsuccessful."vz

1&11zabetn Breckinridge, "A study of the Relation of Freparatory SchoolV
Records and Intelligence Test 3cores to Teaching 3uccess,. "Ld.uca.
Adnin. and Superv., Dec. 1951, 641 -~ 648 .

3Ar‘chui*’3. +ist, "Important Foints of View in Teacher-Iraining", 'Educa. '
Admine and 3uperve, April 1931, 269. : v :




10 o

Freeman does not sgree with Gist in setting an arbitrary stamiard j
below vhich prospective Iteache:cs should not be accepted. He belleves
that one or more of several different fastors may influence the intel- ' 4
ligence test scors. He interviewed 68 sophomores in regard to inteili-
éence test scores and college grades. ,"E‘orty—two students who ranked in
the npper 30 per cent on the intelligence tests, averaged less than 75
in thelr courses of the freshmen year.  The reasons which :they gave_yi“orb
Vfa,iluresiin study were as follows: lack of interest, poor hébi‘ts of
study, loafing, athletic competitions, sxtra-curricular competitjions,
work for gelf-support, reaain{; and study outaide of courses, socisl
‘zotivities, no ayparant reason, snd illness. IWenty-six situdents who
ranked in the lower half on the intelligence teat made fresﬁmen schol ~
astic overaEes vhich placeci them in thé upper 30 per oent of their
class. The reasoms which they gave for their poorer perfomaﬁce on the
intelligencoe test were ss follows: newnesg of cbmitions end narvouse .
ness du:;’ing first days, attached no importance to test,‘ hand icapped. by

time 1limit, illness, and no spparent reason, Jreeman reusches this. con-

alusion:

The correlation technique. . « i3 of vnquestionable sgsistance in
gtudying predictive values; but it should slso be clear trat there are
sufficlently frequent elusivs factors which make 1t necessary, for a
better understanding of a teats' predictive valvwe, to supplement the
obJjective data with subjective reports in those instances vhere dis~
crepancies exist between test rank and course gradss.

A similer gtudy was condvcted by Hughes for 57 students of the
1923 graduating class of Pasadens Hig_h 3chools who entered thres differ-
ent universities. Only one table ia reproduced here to show the rei_ation‘-
lppank S. Fraeman, "@lusive Factors Tending to Reduce Sorrelations be-

tween Intelligence Test lanks and (ollege Grades™, 3ch. and 3o0c,,
XXIK, Moo 755, pp 784 - 786, - o

USRI



FINS
between the mental test and the first semestervcollege morks. Stud=-
ent NUmper 1, highest in intelligence score was aléb considered vy
teachers and students to be strong in the pérsonality traits th#t

meke for success in study. Student Number 9 also possessed those

BV & T D B

"~ traits.
THORNDIKE INTHLLIGENCE SCORSS IN RELATION
T0 UNIVERSITY ACHISVEMENT )
o 7 (9 Stanford ireshmen) :
Thornd ike Students |  Stulents  Achlevement _
Scores _ __Correlation 0,24 . Ratios _
982 1 ' _ —1 2400 7‘
9148 | 1.65 ». o
6945 156 s
8344 1,18
) 8245 1.10
68,1 1.06 ;
615 o7 :
B8 7 496
5742 .75

- Hughes' comments on the table are as follows:

Now, it would be surprising to find a close agreemsnt between
intelligense scorss and school success when some students of average
ability are using that sbillity to the maximum degree while other
students of extraordinary ability are loafing on the Job and acquiring
habits and attitudes incompatable with success. 4dd to this fact that . -
school marks are extremely deceptive, sometimes standing for actual ‘
academic achievement but more frequently, perhaps, representing a com-

" binstlon of more or less desireable personal characteristics, and we
- have & sufficlent explanation for such discrepancies a3 we have charted
above. But even if instructors' merks were dependable measures of
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sohool achlevement, and intelli"ence scores were absolute’ gaugas of
human ability, we should still find, under present conditions of
gohool, home, and community, meny reagons for lack of sgreemant
between abllity and academle succesd.

Another specific exarple of the predictive value of intelligende
qubtients end their correlation with other factors is found in the
“work of Gillis in her study of four recent graduating classes of

Barnard College, ushe found the following:

(6) No large differences in median intelligence soores are

found among the four groups of subjects in which students may major—-

LR 1 PP N

humanities, social socience, physical science, ami biological scisncss.

{7) Certain subjects, as physics, anthropology, mathematics,
zoology, psychology, and Hnglish seem to select students of superior

abll ity

(8) Students majoring in art, music, and the classics make
- median scores which are appreciably lower than the medisn for their

groups This may be explainable by the fact that interest and excel-

lence in these subjects may depend more upon the emotional mske-up
then upon the intellectual quality of the individuale®

Teachers are prone elther to pride themselves on the popularity
of thelr courses which attrach many students or to pity themselves -
because of the difficulty of the subject matter in their rather ‘
pbgolete courses. It 1s recognized that certain major courses
require g high degree of intelligence, but that does not mean that
an Individual of lower intelligence has no chance to succeed in that

gubjects Investigations have shown that each major subject generally

inoludes inmiividuals whose test scores range from thé highest to the

lowest soore.

iy, Harain Hughes, "Why Intelligence 3corea are not more Highly Pre-
- dictive of 3chool Success", Bducs. Admin. and Superve V XI1I,
Noe 1, pp 44 ~ 48.

ZErances Mo Gillis, "Gorrelates of Intelligence in College 3tudents",
3chool and Seciety, Aug. 22, 1931, p 270,

§R L

s O
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Dexter of Agnes cott JScolle;e cbnducted a survey of 4 represent-
ative colleges on the subject of intellimence test score and major:
subject. 3he concludes:

About the only fact standing out conspicuously from this table
is that gtudents selecting Bnielish rank kigzhest on the whole.

1t is concluded that there is 2 considerable degree of variation
among colleges 43 to subjects sttracting the brightest students, with
no- conspicuous advantage in favor of any one subjects . Each insti-
tution  soous to offer greatsr atbractions in some departments than
others -- perhaps o wmatter of temporary popularity. Furthermore,
given intelligence and training anouvh to gat into college, a student
can gucceed as well In one suvjsct a5 snother, provided he cares to
do so0.t . -

COLLLGE MARKS

As long as schools have existed there has besn a measuring device
of one kind or anothexr applied to the studenta' worwke. Marks or grades
&3 commonly used should mean only one thing and that 1s soh:isvement.
Other devices may be employec. to give recognition to nstural ab]llty,
stud iousness, speed, neatness, accuracy, personality and the like.
lost teachers are influenced by thiese otler traits and give grades
on the general impression of the sfudent rather then on his accomp-

lishment, thersby giving a Ligher or lover grade‘to the individual

than he actually deserves. (ne collese dean found that over a period

~ of 11 asemeaters 38 to 49 por cent of alil the merks given by the

faculty were A's and B's. YFe concluded that either there were more
gtudents of genuine attainments than they were willing to recognize

when they talked shop with sach other, or they were rewerding with

seholar's marks people who were in nowise scholarly.?

limily 5. Dexter, "Intelligence - Test 3core and Iiajor Subject!,
3chool and 3Soclety, V. XX, No. 780, pp 779, 780.

25 College Dean, "Concernins idarks", 3chool snd Society, 0ct.10,1931,
pe RO% : |
k.
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iiddlebrook raports g study for sbout 2000 students whom she
tauvght during a period of 7 years. ler rocofds bf grédos represent
the distribution of the normalvprdbubility curve. Howeﬁer,.from_some
follow-up cages she concludes the perceniage passed was too high.
Jhe suggests that no students with grades below 70, or a "C", be
allowed to enter college where they will be influenced by profassional
ldeals and asplirations wholly incombaﬁibls with their mental capacitieg.
They thus create hopes for themselves the fulfillment of which it is o
s lmpossible as 1t is undesirable.t

Of late years, these two factors, intelligence test scores snd
school marks, have had considerable inflﬁence in the selection snd
gulidance of students. However, the many experiments with thousands

'

of students have made apparent the need for the naasurenbnt of &
third factor, personality,
PERSONAL RATING 3CALES

In a stuvdy of 3E87 selected stulents entering the 3tate Teaschers
College, at 3t. Cloud, Minnesota, in 1926, McCrory made en attempt
to determine which students applying for admission to the college are
likely to make an unsatisfactory academic record (less than a "C“
averege)« One conclusion is as follows:
. _For prediction of success in college no one criterion aione is
relisble. Intellipence test scores and high school records offer at
pregent the most dependable data. 1t is quite probable that we have

gone as far as we can g0 in psychology in predicting future guccess
on the basis of things intellectuasl. The next developméent in this

3;.'L. Ruth Middlebrook, "A Llodest Proposal™, Jchool ami 3oclety,
Qcte 10, 1931, p 507. ' _
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f1eld must come through experimental study of character and person-
ality traits. There is med for experimental determination of the
exact relation to success of specific character traits such as
interest, initiative, spplication, cooperation, sincerety, etce.

Test gcores, gfades, and personzlity tralts are compared in '
different combinations in the following atudy of Neel and Mead.

A select group of 64 college seniors of Chio Wesleysn University
preparinb to teach in high school furnish gignificant date for ocorrel-
ations between certain group factors. <The correlations as found
are as follows: ' : '

oD o aads

/
- 7
2. Percentile rank (mental ability) with student-teaching ¢
3+ Personsl ity traits (Almy-3crenson) with student-teaching ¢
4+ Achlevement in subject-matter with student~teaching f.486;
5. General scholastic average with subjeot-matter : ¢
6« Personal 1ty traits with general scholarship ¢
7. Mental ability with goneral scholarship - f£.486

¢ o oThe study was undertsken to ascertain the simple correlation
between achisvement in supervised student~teaching and the other group
factors. In view of the findings, the effective factors seem to be the
following, in the order given:

1. Rank in selected group of personality traits;
2« Rank in subject-matter achievement;

3. Rank in general scholastic achievement;

4+ Renk in general mental ability.

1t is significant that the highest correlation with status in
stulent~-teaching is that of status in a selected gToup of psrsonality
traits, not complete personality.?

Bowman of Do Pauw University has suggested three principal methods

of estimating probable teaching success other than those ofbintelligencer

test scorés amd college marks. Following is the summary of his points.=

First there is the use of interviews, letters of recommendation,
and rating scales. The second ig that of judging the teacher in the
light of observed motivities on the part of his pupils. The third is

lJjohn R. MoCrory, "A Study of the Relation between Ability end Achieve-
ment", Bd. Admin, and Juperve, V. XII, No. 7, pp 481, 490.

RMary O,Neel and A. R. Mead, "Correlations between Certain Group Pactors

in Preparation of Secondary 3chool Teachers", REduca. Admin, and
Superve., Dec. 1931, pp 675, 676,
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“the testing method. This method, if it can be made succeasful,
would posgess the double adventage of being more objective and more
easily administered.than the other two. It is very difficult to
sooure eight independent ratings on meny people end it is even more-
diffioult to place the prospective tescher in an actual teaching _
situation early enough ami for a long enough time to get an estimate
of probable success which would be of much help in solving the prob-
lem of salection of desirable cand idutes for our teacher—training
courses.

A + o Jfhere sre six important phaoges of the testing approach to
 this preblem: namely; (1) knowledge of the child to be tauight;

(2) knowledge of the soclety of wuich the child is & mbmber;(3) space
ialized training in aome field of knowled.ge; {4} knowleuige of the
solivol system; (5) teaching technique; (6] personalily. YWe have soms
data with respect to the significance of eash of these six general
ltems in teaching success. The coefficients of correlation between
teaching success a3 estimated by superintendents' and prineipsalst
Judgments and grades or scores made in academic subjects, in general

courses .in education, in student teaching, and in intelligence tests

have not been high. In faot, many of them have been quite low.
Whitney found the multiple correlation of sll these faectors plus
physique, with teaching success to be but .288. In no case doeg
Tiegs report a coefflcient of correlation between the gelective
device ani the criterion higher than .27. The low coefficients of
sorrelation may be explained by the umreliability of the criteria
ubjective juigments of prlnclpals, tests of soholarship end intel-
ligence.} :

He ooncludes that since we have neither a satisfastory measure

of predicting such success, even as we now define it, that faot

« + «points to the conclusion that we must use évery serap of avail=
able avidence in msking owr selegtions for teasher-training courses,
but it does not indicate that we should do nothing about the matter.
As little sbove chance as our means of prediction are as applied

to the early selection of teacher~training candidates, they are .
probably about as good as any that can be applled after the teacher-
training is over 1 at least with the possible exception of student-
teaching grudes. ' ‘

One fur ther axample of personal rating scales which speclfies
their oontent snd the results of their use in predicting teaching

learJ_. C+ Bowman, "The Problem of the HZarly Erognosis ofTeaoh‘ing
- Buccess", Bducs. Admin. and Superv., Feb. 1931, pp 96 « 102+
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success Will suffice to suwmarize recent investigations end studies
cond.uotedon this phase of educational progress. Armentrout preséi:;ts,
'l'che results of a cmﬁparative study of the ratingsff 200 teachers '

by training teachers snd pupliq school vsuperinten_dents. | ﬁae 'oraining .
teachers rated theiy teachers during their period'o_f student~-teaching
| atl the »Golo:i'ad.o State Teamchers College, .and . the superiz}tendent rat‘edk
them during the year following their graduation from this inst'it\iztkiozvl.
The sams rating card of 16 characteristics o ba cheoked on & f1ve-

roint scale wa3 used. The results were as follows:

The eleven traits rated higher by the training teachers are as
follows: interest in life of the community, ability to awaken interest
and effort, ability to get on with pupils, control, willingness to - .
oo-operate, desire for professional growth, loyalty, leadership, initi-
ative, int.e:cest in life of sohool, and psychological method.

The training teashers rated scholarship, correct use of English,
instructional skill, voice, and originality lower than do the super-
intendenta. The training teachers come into more intimate contacs
with these traits than do the superintendents and perhaps have a higher
standard for Judging all of them with the possible exception of voice.

The evidence i3 quite clear that both training teachers and syper-
intendents rate too high; there are too few ¢ and P ratings and 'too

many A and AA ratings. ‘here are more than twice as many A's among
the superintemdents' ratings as in a normal distrimtion.l ;

SUMMARY
. Recent iﬁvest igations on the predictive value of 1ntelligenoe
taats. have shown that tests predict academic achievemsnt tut do ot
pi'edict success in .student-teaéh' ge DNelther are grades predictive

of success in student-teaching. Ratings on a selacted group of

’

1y, D. Armentrout, "The Rating of Teachera by Training Teachers and

Supsrintendents", The Elementary 3School Journal, V. XXVIII, 1\*—0.7,’

611 ~ Bl6.




personality traits préd.ict & closer relation with success in student-
tesghing than d.’oes any othér sing‘lé factor, ~Intellig'qnce test gsoores
end. grades have prediotive value when combined with pérsonality rat-

ings. These ratings, however, are subjective and they show a decided

distrition toward the high rabingse




CHAPTER II1I
SOME RECEXT INVE3TIGATIONS ON M@ RELIABILITY
OF RATING SCALBE3 FOR THE EVALUATION

OF PBACLING SUCCE33

The factors of intelligence test scores and college gradeé
care not sufficiently reliable to predict with any‘degrha of
cusged in Chapter 1I. Nelther do the other féoturs of age, sex,
nationality, socisl 1§ve1; etc. prediot teamching success. HoOw-
ever, there 1s one faotor = which educators have devoted mich
attention and research to particularly sinee the above ment 1oned
factars have not‘contributed to the solution of the problem;

That fﬁctor is peréonality. Among the first experiments in fhis
£ield were those by Professor June Downey.l (ther socales for the
testing and rating of cheracter trai&s haye appeared for children
a3 wail a3 for adults and for industrial and business as well as
for profeasionsl levels. At present these scales enjoy the most
popularity end probably the most rellability in evaluatinz success.

The data of thls chapter deal with those certain fersonal'
traits that sre recognized as being indispensgble‘to successful |

teaching. In Ootobver, 1928, Peterson and Cook collected data

from state teachers' colleges, state Normal schools, and city

lyune E. Downey, The Will Temyperament and Its Testing.
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Normal schools,representing 45 sftates, on score cards and rating
devices for evaluating student-teaching. Twenty to. 30‘ or more.
‘items were usually listed on these sheets f& the supervi;ion
and the final evalization of student-teachiné oﬁ a five-point
scale of merit. The custorﬁ is about equally well established of
plécing full responsibility for rating on one individual, and of
dlviding it between two. M'L‘he main items of the Compos;.te Rating v
7Sc;ale _for ﬂgeneral Vefficiency -are personélity, general préparation,
professional attitudes, teaohing qual ities, menagement, resui‘cs |
of teaching, and extra-classroom activiﬁies.l

Much valuable information has been obtainel by having students
rate tr;air teacheras. In June, 1927, Newmsrk had 223 stude’x;ts_
analyze their elementary or secondsry teschers for the best tescher
and the pocrest tescher. e found the characterisbios freq%zenﬁly

mentioned by these students in the Philadelphia Normal 3ehool were

the seme indlspensable traits of the teacher mentioned by Bégley,

Knight, Jones, Withers, lMorrison, anderson, Bird, Palmer, Book,
'Ellioft. Burton, Ruediger, and lugg. Among these charactervistics

are the ability to discipline pupils, pleaa'ing personality, eﬁthu-
siasm,b gcholaréhip, heé.lth, gympathy, good character, personal

neatness, good voice, comand of English,snd sincerity.?

~
l3ea Ode K. Peterson ani im. A. Cook, "30ore Cards end Rating Sheets
in Peacher Training", Bducationasl lMethod, V. IX, No. 6 322-330.

238 David Newmark, "Students' Opinions of their Best and Poorest
Teachers", The Elementery 3ch. Jre., V. XXIX, No. 8, pp 576~585.

]. D P S B S SR

Tl



21
Rating sceles, if they are to be effectively employed for

comparative purposes, nmst be used by trained and 'competenﬁ indiv~
iduals. Dr. Walter DIill 3cott, sn authority on this sub.ject, sug-
gests. that each quallty on the scale be defined, amd the definition
slone ba wsed as a mesns of identifying the quality.t | |
THE RELIABILITY OF S1KGLE VER3US MA3S OPINION

Masa opinion, or the pooling of st least 8 indap;nde_n'c Judg=
| zﬁénﬁs:,z is considered to be &g reliable ag it ig possible to obtain.
Howaver, Conrad in a recent review of a study states that ’only one
rating by a single Individusl compsres i‘avorably with ’the"severral
ratings by several other indiviwuals. He igys that the arpy p‘sych-
ologists studied the ratings given by at least & different rating
officers on the men in & companies at Camp ileade. These ratings
were edjusted on the .basis of the normal curve, énd were then throvn
into a single contingency (or c.orrelat ion) gable. 'ﬁhis abtenpt to
remove tixe poraonal equation mede very little difference in the
correlation between the ratings and test scores, and 1t leu. %o

no appreciable improvement in the ratings.d

There 13 generul sgreement on the varyins judgments of different

iniividuels; but it is not usually understood that the individual

130 We H. Bughes, "Refining the sstimates of rergonal Qualities,"
The Nationd 3Jchools, Febs 1931, p Db,

A3ee P. ll. 3ymonds, Meagsurement in Secondsry Education, 354,

B36e Ijs . Conrad, "The Effect of the bersonal Rquation", Jr. of Bd.
Pgycholouy, Feb. 1932, P 147,
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veries in his ratings on the swzas scale for the same persoh. This
would appesr to be a strony srgument in favor of many opinions,
partioularly when rétings are more or Less indsfinite. _The follow-
ing experiment illustrateé findings opposite to thosq.rapofted by
Conrad on the relisbility of individual ratingss

In 1918 liugg investigated in & most thorough msnner the reli-
abi 11::;} of the Army kating 3cale. lie had opportunity to analyze the

]

experimental . sit on made possible by the Viorld War. Towhere

uatlon mad
olse had such carefully controlled factors gresented themselves for
such sclentific study. or instance, there was o« group of‘461 very
intelligent arrmy of ficers whose average Alpha score was Bf who co-
operated in the construction @md the criticism of iating 3caled,

" These officers were in constunt association with one another for
about @ year. “hey were therefore gualified to pive accurate reports
on observations of one smother. Ywo or more official ratings which
were made on each cfricer were compared on an SO'poiht‘scala-for
about 2,383 cases. lhe following table astows thut one rater varies
slmost a3 much in kis two separabe ratiﬁ;s on & lieutenant as dif-

ferent raters vary in thelr separate judmments on the same inaiv-

idual rated by them.

Jame Rater vifferent Haters

‘For second lieutenants 1042 points  12.0 points

For first liesutenants 10.2 points  21.7 points
169 points

For captains ) . 8.4 points

B s
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Rugg oontinues:

About half of the differences were increases and half deoreasas.
The medians were somewhat different, wut the gemsral conclusion was
inescapable: 1t was very lmprobsble that an oificer was located
within even his proper "Ififth' of the entire scale by an "official®
rating. Yhe ratings were persectly useless. (4nd these rating
cond itions are quitve comparable, if not superior, to those of educ-
atlon--certainly as to education and experience of raters, admin-
istrative control over rating and tie like.)+

A similar experiment of ratinmg by superior officers was cone

Gucted at Camps Sheridan amd Taylor under cereiully controlled
conditions. 4he results showed that when a person was rated inde-
pendently by any number of & to 13 competent raters, the range in
the ratings would cammonly be as large as 30 points on & total scsle
of 80 points. The chancas were not more than 4 to 1 that any rating
would be within 14 points of the person's true rating.?

Rugg believes thet it is possible to find raters whose disorim-
instion is acourate and whose judgment of character will correlate
very 010591y with objective measures of it. lie guotes the findings
of Dr. Shassell who found raters whose judjmsnt correlated 0.7 witkh
objestive reaaures. 23ubt sne found muré wi.03@ juﬁgmenta correlated

Oed znd 0.3 and 0.2 and 0.1 and 0.0 "and the number of such iz so

large that we dare not use Uniis methow of meamsuring charscter, with

the competency of raters as it exists today."3

liarold O. Rugg, "Is the Rating of Luman Character Practical?,
Jrs of Ed. Psychology, V. XI1, No. 8, P 435,

2308 op. Cit. V. Z11, 0. §, p 487.

3arold Fuge, "Is ihe Lating of Human Charscter Practical?r,
Jre of 4. rayohology, V ZI11L, o« 2, Pp 82, 83
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He contimres:

This is the first thing to do, by sll mweans -- increase the
number of ratings on a person. Obtain & mass judgment from good
judges. « « Assuming qualified raters, the reliability of o judg~
ment increases directly with the square of the mumber of Jjudguents.
To double the reliability, take four times the number of Jjudgments.
The Probable Error of a single judzment 1s 0,67450; of two Judg~ _
monts it is 0.470; of three judgments 0,3680; of four judgments 0.340.1

THE RBLIABILITY OF A SINGLE
FACTOR AWD SEVERAL FACTORS '
Jugt as mass Judgmént of compatent ratarg nore neaily a@proadhes
‘the truth, so psychologists attempt to secure more acburate resulﬁs
by the measurement of many separate‘traits. In accnrd»With popular

opinion, a teucher may be above average in intelligence tast score

and in soholarship and yet be s failure as a tezoher and vice yersa.

From all appéaxancés; the teacher may have a good perSDnélity and
yet be unpopular with the pfincipal andAwith the ciass.’ Ordinafily,
it 13 sgreed that a perscn who is high in one trait is correspond-
ingly high invail'other traits. Beoausé this theory does nbt work
odt préctically, personality is divided into itsfmany elaments and -
thasé are compared with;oﬂe another'and with“different meagurement s,
o find the relation between them. Such findings are inberesting
ifvnot alweys relisble as shown by the following iﬁvesbigation. '>
Thayér of Ohio State University in o study of the three types

" of teacher rating plans quotes Knight on the score card type.

lharold Rugg, "Is the Ratimg of Human Character Practical?"
Jrs of Rd. Psyc., X111, No. 2, pp 82, B3,

I
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 Enight nsde a study of the correlation betwsen a raﬁer's‘general
ostimate of a teacher and his scoring of this same teacher on a
gpecific trait. He had the suparintendents, prineipals, and sﬁperQ
visors of 129 New York teachers rate these teschers on Boyce's score

card., BElght of the correlations arrived at are as follows:

1l.General teaching ability with general intellectual ability

£e677,£.03

2.General teaching ability ability with skill in discipline f.787, 08
SeGeneral teaching abllity with véice ; /.632,?.04
4.Gensral intellestual ability with voice _ /.625,£.04
D+General intellectual ability with skill in discipline FeB60 o f 04
6.Voice with interest in community #4500 4£ .04
7.Volce with skill in discipline : FelB8 44406
8.5k1ll in disoipline with morals | - F4883,4.11

As Knight states, "Common sense would tell us that the correlation

- between voice, defined on the score card as 'voice-piteh, quality,
clearness of school-room voloe'=-wand interest in community is probably
zexro, but here it waa found to be f 500, while voice and dlscipline.
wag £.438 and genersl intellectusl capacity and voice was .625, The
" slzes of the correlations 4o not correapond to the Iimportance of the
relationships. In other words, a judge has a certain opinion of &
teacher in toto, and his opinion is given aceording to his general
impression in answer to any significant question sbout that teacher.
It geems falr to oconclude, that in Judging particular traits general
eatimate influences the’ perticular estimate to such a degree that
‘ judgm?ngs of particular tralts are in themselves of little practical

nse .4 .

After a careful study of the practical éppli&ations of such sceles
| as Blllottw, Beatty's, Boyce's, and Hili's. Ruge concludés that 6rdinary
scales ghould pe dlscarded. He states that "thebunreliability of cur-
rent typlcal ratings of teacheré by principsls is sp-gréat that 1t is

almost valueless". For example, when the ratings of a large mumber

ly, ©. Theyer, "leacher Rating in the oecondary 3chools", Bduca. Admin.
and Juperve., V. X11, No. 6, pp 366, 368,

2300 also Xnight, i sB., "Qualibies Related to Success in Teaching",
Teschers (ollege Contribution to Bd., No. 120, Ch V, N. Y.
Teachers College, Columbia Unive., 1922,
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of teachers are plotted the curve is badly skewed. In a study of

the ratings given to 7131 teachers he found that "96 per cent had
been rated. either'superior, excellent, or goodt.l,2
THE LIMITATIONS OF RATING SCALES
There are4varidus reasons fof the use of teachers;_ratingbscéles.
PYerhaps the most important is for use in large school systems fof‘J
promotion of teachers and for salary increases. Lowever, since this

1s such sn important responsibility, it does seem that each individual

case should be considered separately 50 as to do Justice to the teacher

and not cause 111l feeling among other members of the staff. Another
reason 1s for supervision and for conference, This may be practical
for prospective teachers but it is usually discoutinuea during regulsr
toaching when it really might accompiish regults beneficial to the new
teacher. Toeacher training ingtitutions and commercial teachers' agen-~
cles depeﬁd almost wholly upon ratingy scalos for the recommending of
new teachers and the transfer of expdrienced_oneé; But if these

. : R

scales make very little differentiation and rate practically all of

the teashers above average and superior, such measures have degeners

~ated to mere form and possibly have never progressaed boward true '

goientific analysis,.

iy, 7, Thayer, "Teacher Rating in the Secondary S5ch.", Ed.Ad. & Suberv.
- V. XI1, Wo. 6, p 366, ‘ ‘

2300 also Rugy, He Ou, "391f-improvement of Teachers through Self-
rating", Bl. 3che Jre, ZL, p 671, ‘
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That gsome sort of record is convenient for all concerned,

Rued iger sgrees, and suggests the personal file w.ich. should cone-

tain all good and bad'records for the principal, the teacher, or the

gtudent. lie believes that pOpuiar rating scales cause a . lot of ennoy-

ance, hwniliation, self-consciousness and apprehension snd they give o g f
nothing éommensurate in return. They tend to injure rather than im- |
prove instruction. fo does not believe that rating SGaiés can.uéa;

sure the real worth of teachers as evidenced in the following quota;
tibn. | ; | | - WP .

Another point that is not sdequately brought out in rating sheets . ;
is that the supreme worth of a teacher is quite often dependent on Lo -
only one point of real excellence, all the others being mediocre or ‘ . :
even lesg. One of the most stinmulatine teachers that I had in the
normsl school was a chaotic instructor, a poor disciplinarian, and
he took no interesat in uthlétics, debating or other student activitises.
His only merit was that he had his own ideas about everything that
came up in class or that he could bring in by the heels. He ques-
tioned and doubted everything already sstablished or about to be
established, snd he did this not to be smart, but sincerelys «

e began to think gbout thimgs and to examine them on all sldes be-
fore giving them our sdherence. (n any rating 3cale that 1 have : - g
gver seen this tescher would have made & sorry showing, yet as 1 ' A
look back, he stands for one of the pest influences in all my school-

ing;. : B

Another teacher that I knew in a hich school in which 1 was tesch-
ing also appeared to have Just one outstanding point of merit. He '
had the power to astimulate quiet refluctive thouht. . o1t made no
difference whether thisz (o tav™my mathersbics, wistory or Latin,
he got the same reflsctive response, s he reasch:ed freshmen as easily
as seniors. Again I kunow of no rating scale thit would have done jus-
tice to this man.l ' :

Rugg also disproves of subjective rating scales on the basis of

lw. C. kuediger, "Rating Teachers"”, Sch. and 30ce V. XX, o, 505,
Pp 263 = 268.
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their unreliability as stated in thre following quotation.

We would far better mive our enersies to the attempt to mea~
sure 1t (Tuman charactef) objectively, than to make subjective
Judgments of it on point scales. he point cannot be made too
smphatically that we should discard these loose methods of rating
once and for all. Ve cannot Jjustify wasting the time of our
school administrators and deluding owr teachers with fictitious
"ratings®" and marks". Yven on one of the so-callad "standsrd-
ized" point rating schemes & 3ingle rating Las little or no
scientific valldaity.l

Hamrin made a study of predicting teaching success for the
spring graduating class of 1925 of the 5tate Teachers College a%
Moorhegd, Minnesota. The class conslisted of 129 members, all of
whom taught durine the folllo,wing school year. he rating sheet
listed 54 characteristics on a five-point merit scale. . «In com= -
paring the two mean scores for eacl of the 88 student teachers who
had been rated by two & Iifforent supervisors, it was found that the
scores wore identical in only two caseg. Of ths remaining 86 stud-
ent teuchers, 4% were rated higher by the supervisors at the con-
clusion of tha first term of teaching +"ile the other 37 were rated
higher by the supsrvisors of the second terme. "Thig difference was
of particular Interest since several of the ..puyvisors reting the
student teachers at the end of the first tera vers specialists in
some one field, such as music, art, vliysical education, ald lndus-
trial arts. It wos found that the rating of individuwal superviscrs

[

varied a great deal, some persistently rating higher than others.

lHarold Rugg, "Is the Nigbing of Thaman Chiracter Practical?", Jdr.
Of E}&O l’S."[Co, V 7:.1]’ 1?00 8, I) 4:2»6. :




His findings were ag follows:

In comparing the ratings glven by the superintendents with the
ratings given by the supervisors, it was found that the differances
were greater than those between the ratings given by the two groups
of supervisors. The superintendents were found to rate higher than
the supervisors.

The correlations of various factors to tesching success for this
group of teachers were as follows:

ae Army Alphs scores ana superintendents ratlings cerecesenes 044,08

be M " " supervisors " vesssssenne 204,07
Ce M " " " total 3choOl MArKS sescasscssnnsess +39£.06
de " " " " professional MBrZS seevsecressisens 8354407
8. School marks and superintendents ratings svesevescssssess 054406
fo O " " gupervisors' n cesessacrasrsese o4BL,05
7. " " "t PI‘OfBSSional TMBYKS seaescnsectscovesnsss .81£002

(1) The rating is highly subjectivey (2) of the fifty-four
characteristics only nine showed more agreement than on the entire
ligt--a shorter scale will prove more accurate than the longer scale;
(3) the supervisors rated the student teachers lower than did the
gsuperinterients; (4) neither scores on the Army Alpha intelligenca
teat nor aschool marks were & gulde to the succeass of the teachers
a3 measured by the superintendents'ratings. “he relation was greater
between the supervisors' ratings and both intelllgence scores and
gchool marks than between these measures and the superintendents' .
ratings; (5) there was a marked tendemcy on the part of the supsr-
intendents to rate teachers high or low on the bagis of "personal
equipment’ while the supervisors stressed "technigue of teaching"
more than did the superintendents; (6) there was evidence that
none of the retings of the training school~supervisors' ratvings,
school merks, ani intelligence scores - were indicative of success
a3 a teacher as measured by the superintendents' ratings. Some
teachers with all thesge ratings in their favor were marked low by
their superintendents and vige versa; (7) there is need of a better
understanding between the superintendents in the field and the
superviaors in the training school as to what constitutes a good
teacher. At the present time the definition of a good teacher
appears to be highly persomal, subjective, and indefinite,l

SUMMARY
‘The majority of rating scales in general use evaluate person-
ality, géneral preparat ion, professional attitudes, teaching
15. A. Hamrin, "A Comparative Study of Ratings of Teachers-in-

Training and Teachers~in-3ervice", The dlementary School
Journal, V. XXVIII, No. 1, pp 39 ~ 44, .
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qual 1tiles, management, results of teaching, and extra—oiassroom
activities, all on a five-point merit scale., %When students rate

their teachers practically these same qual it ies are mentioned -

in their ratings.

There is more evidence to prove the reliability of mass opinion

thian the religbility of eny single r‘at‘ing of an indiwfidual. Bven
under carefully controlled sclentific experimentation it .13 a.lmosi:
lnpossible to secure ratings of character and personality >thart are
suffiéiently accurate to be o.f any valuse, |
Correlations bestween an objective measure and a subjective
measure are not any more sccurate than correlations between. two

subjective measures. In any subjective measure the "halo" effect

" is pregent. Subjective ratings of character and personsality tend

toward high ratings. Rating scales do not do Justice to teachers
whogse excellence is due to tralts not mentioned on any rating

scsle.

VI

TR T 1



CHAPUER IV
INTELLIGENGE TE3T SCORES AS PREDICTIVE

OF TEACHING SUCCESS

Bxtravegant claims have been made for the uge and the value

of mental tests. Terhaps an explanation from an experienced educ¥

ator will help to give us the proper perspective towaid.them.

Terman sayss

The purpose of intelligence tests is not to deprive anyome of
any educational opportunity from which he is fitted by ability to
derive normal profit, but rather to enable us to select the type
of curriculum from which a given indjvidual can profit, whether he
be bright or dull. . . The great value of the intelligence test
lies in the fact that it furnishes data not duplicated from sny
other sources It gives a new line on the student. More than any
other kind of information it tells us what grade of work we have a
right to expect. 1t gives & favorable starting point for investi- -
gating the causes of failure, 1t enables us to discriminate be-
tween the iIntelligent student whose failure is avoidable and the
student whose inferior native ability renders him comparatively.
non-educable «+

‘Terman aérees with Wood that the greatest value of mental
tests lies in their possibilities for guidance purposes. Gist sug-
gests a mihimum'score for students electing teaching, but in. thig =
study no discrimination was made on the basis of ﬁesf score forl,
those'sﬁudents electing ﬁeabhing.' During the five;yeai'periOd of .
1923‘t0‘1927,41nclusive; 867 entering freshmen:of the Gollegeidf‘v

the Pacific took either the Thorndike Examination or the Thurstoné

lL. MQ,Terman, from the Introductibn in, Meagurements in,Higher
Education, py Wood, 5. ‘ '
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Psychological Test. Of»this number it bhas been‘possiblé to'secﬁfa
complate reoordé of 122 who upon graduvation from miis oo11ege enfer-'
ed thabteaching profession. The intelligence teét scoresAfor”éll
freshmen are divided on the quintilekbasis. ‘Table I'ShowS the dis-

tritution of the 122 teachers in the quintiles. Chart I shows the .

uneven distribution which is almost the reverse of a normal prob;‘

ability curve.

Adjectives are ussd‘to interpret the numerical value of the ‘
quintiles; namely, 1, superior; 2, very good; 5,good£ 4, fair;vand
6, weak. On other scales those gsame values_are'often étated as
follows: excellent, Qery good, averagze, fair,and poor. However,
in referring to the different ateps of the scale such. terms a3 the
following will be used in this study; the first quingile, the upper
fifth, the lowest quintile, atc.

TABLE I

The distribution of Iintellilgence test soores
, for the 122 teachers.

‘ Quintile Number of “eachers Percentage .

1 (Superior) 28 .. 23

2 (Very good) , 33 : 27

3 (Good) | 13 | oo

4 (Fair) | 29 | %

5 (Veak) | 19 15
Total 122 1007

R teiS M
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Anplyzing the data pregented by Table I and Chart I,ﬁhefreéde
envnotes that there are more teachers in the two highest'fifths |
‘then in eny other two fifths., Less than half the number of seachors
in either of the upper quintiles is found in tﬁe middle fifth. One
low and one high quiﬁtile are almost equally represented; namely,
the fourth and the first. There is a larger mumber of teachers in
the ;owest fifth than in the middle fifth. These teachérs are an
unusual group as Jjudged by the distrilution of their intelllgence
scores on the quintile bgsis which is used for all entering fresh~
men. If teachers a;e to be a selsct group on the basis of high
intelligence, Chart I should be skewed towsrd the high ratings with
the 1aréest mmber in quintiles 1, 2, and 3. However, this group
of‘122 teachers are fairiy evenly digtributed in both uppér snd -
lbwer quintiles. The relation of this distfibution of intelligence
teét scbrés with teaching success will now be presented. o
Chart:II showsg the.distribution of these izzgteaohers accofding
to the iﬁtelligence test score quintile and the teachiny success
group. An explanation of the five-group basis for teachling success
is given in Chapter VI, df the 28 teachers who rank first quintile
in intelligence test scores, only 4 of these rank in the first grﬁup
in teaching'suécess, The others are rated groups 2 and 3 in success.

The 33 teachers in the sacond highest quintile in intelligence test

soore are rated in group 4 in success. The large majority are on -

THST TG 5
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corresponding levels of intellligence quintiles and success groups.

The 13 teachers of the middle intelligence guintile are rated
higher in success then in intelligence. Only 3 receive the same

rating in both measures whereas 10 are rated higher by their prin-
cipals. Of the 29 teachers in the fourth intelligence quintile,

none are rated below the third group in success. Two thirds of the

teachers are rated in the second group and more are raéed 1l than 3

In teaching success. Vhile there are no equal ratings in division 5,
3 of the teachers in the lowest fifth of the intelligence test scores

are rated in the fourth group, only 2 are in the middle level, and

the large mejority of the 19 teachers are rated in groups 1 and 2
in teaching success.
JUMMARY

The 122 selected teachers trained at the College of the Pacific

from the clagses of 1923 to 1927 inclusive are fairly evenly distri-

buted in the quintile divisions of intelligence test scorses. Quin-

tiles 3 and b have fewer numbers which may imdicﬁte that teachers of

average and poor intelligence are in the minority. 1The greatest

number is found in quintile 2 which is interpreted in this study as

very good, or above the average.

The intelligence test scores are not a reliable criterion for

predicting success in teaching. ‘hereas 48 teachers are grouped in

the 2 lowest quintiles on teést scores, only 4 teachers are rated in

the corresponding groups in teaching succesg. Likewise, Onlyv61

[
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teachers recelve test scores in the 2 highest intelligaﬁce quintiles,v
but 97 are rated in the corresponding sroups in teabhing suceass.,
Only 3 teachers of the 3& who are in the average quintile in test
gecores are also in the avérage aroup in teaching success.

These findings of this study parallel closely the résults'of
other investigations mentioned in Ohaptefs II and III. High inﬁel-
}1gence tost scores do not prédict correspondingly higgvteaching
success when téachin@ success is measured exclusively on the basis
0f superintendents' or the pringipa 3' ratinga of teaohers.‘

Teaching success depends upon factors other than the high degree

of general intelligence measured by mental tests.,




CHAMIER ¥V

SCHOLAR HIP RECCRD A3 FPREDICYIVE

O JUCCEsS I J8ACETNG

- 3chool marks or grades show some positive relation to success
but not & sufficient relation to be used as the sole criterion. This

was illustrated by the results of the recent investigations mentioned

in Chapters II and III., Before analyzing specific data of the scholar-

he 122

teachers in this study, it may ve well first to

congider the meaning and uses of grades as set forth by Symonds in the

following quotation.

(1) to inform pupils and parents of pupils' aschievement; (2) as
~ inceéntives to.study; (3} to promote :ompetition; (4) to determine
promotion; (5) to determine gradumtion; (6) to predict a pupil's
future guccess; (7) to enable college authorities to pass on the
gqualifications of entremce candidates; (8) to determine credits,
honors, etc.;and (9) to determine participation in extra-curriculsy
activities.l :

Tﬁat:the grades ordinarily given to étudants ao ﬁot.fﬁlfillbtbesé

v‘Va:ious uses is well kmown. Perhaps there ave reasdns for the unreli-
gbility of school marks.' Farticularly is this sﬁudy concafned'with
number ﬂé) which apecifies that marks predict tﬁe pupils' futuré éud—
cess3 fWhether in schiool 1life or post-school 1lifg]. /ool emumersies
the éevaral bases on Which'marks are actually given.in colleges.

| They are as followss |

(1) on effort put forth by ghe i ividual étudent: (2) the gén—"

oeral intelligence of the student; (3) the character and personality

of the student; (4) the general ritness of the student to live in
oivilized society; (B) the amount of the improvement in the student

Ip, 1. Symonds, lesgureront in Jecondary RBducation, 498.

. 1.1:.:!.1 .

e :T:Jﬂccml RS



39

in general‘of in gpecific OOUloJ;, a11d (;) the actual QCIieveﬁent of
the student in the gpecific course, in the total school sxtuatlon,
or in the total life ultbdthA.l

Juch varistions in merks are inevitable when marks are'depéndent
upon subjective opinions of teachoers. Iractically all_of thevexPariw
ments on grades are made on just such types of markihgé; Mhls preseﬁt
study iskno exception. WDiscrepsncies in school marks_één-probably‘be
alleviated by the usa‘éf stondard and ovjective tosts ﬁhich reasure
only the pupils' achievements. ‘Qhan scholarshiﬁvmay poésiblj ranis

'; with intelligence teats as an objective measure with more or les;
degree of reliability.' |
SCHULARSHIP RECORDS OF 122 TEACHERS

To be gradusted from the College of the Pacific the student st

have an aversge of C or a grade—poinﬁ—average of 1.00. 3ince all the

teachers considered in this study are graduates, the lowest scholar-

ship record is 1.00. For this reason the regular office system for
defermining‘the munber of honor points is disregarded and & division
of maésunamant mora adaéted t0 the study of teachers' sdholarships.’_l v o :
is substituted as fqllowsi .level 1 includes all grade-point-averages
from 3,00 to 2.50; level 2, 2449 to 2.00; level z; 1.99 to 1.60; level

4i, 1e49 to 1l.01; and level 5, 1.00.

" Table 2 shows £he distribution in undergraduate schoiarsﬁip*avern :
ages for the 122 teschers on this épeqinl basis. ChartIll also shbws
thé distribution of these avefages; In a large 3£oup thq normal'disﬁri-
bution on a £ive-point scale msy be as follows: 4%, 24%, 44%, 244, and

4%, respectlvely. These teachers' averages very nearly approach this

lgen Wood, Messurement in Higher Rducation, 114
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gurve and are representative of rather reliable grades given to the

graduates of the college. However, if teachers are.to be selected
on the basis of high scholarship, the distribution will be'skewed

t0 the higher averages, even on such g rating scheme as uéed in this
study.

TABLE‘Z

The scholarship averages of th
e col

the baais of umdergraduate co

MeaR o Ma

e 122 teachers on o S
lege study. :

< Yy &

levels Grade Point Average  To. of Teschers Yercentage ' : -

1 (Superior)  3.00 =~ 2,50 4 -
2 (Very good) 2,49 = 2400 33 27 :
3 (Good) 1,99 - 1.50 62 43 :
4 (Fair) 1.49 - 1.01 20 %
5 (Weak] 1.00 ~ 3 o 2 " F
Total | 122 1007 |

Table 3 shiows the selections of college major subjects for:the
122 tgaohers and the range of each subject in scholarship levels.
The one studént in industrial education is included in education
‘majors and the one student in ancilent language 1s included in the

é-: modern languege group. The few in dramatic art are included in the

| speech majors. The numberbof teachers in each group varles from
only ons in philosophy to thirty in msic. Ofbthe 12 major-gicups
of subjects only‘4 are represented in the highest level of’soholgre
ghip: namély, Engl ish, history, langusge and mathematics. 'On;y 5»vv

major-groupd are represented in the lowest level: namely, education,




music, and speech. Art majors ave @istributed in levels 2 to 4;
acbndnics end social science, J and 43 education, 2 to 5; English

1 to 3; history, 1 to 3; langueses, 1 to 4; mathematics, 1 to 4;
msic, 2 to 5; philosophy, 4; physical education, 2 to 4;'speech,

2 to 5; and sciences, 2 to 4. Hnzlish and bistory major students
have.the highesat scholarship averageé, all beilq rated in the 3

. ﬁpper levéls,Jconomics and social science mnjor students rate lowest

gls 1 aund 2, a2lthourh none are

found in the fifth level,
TABLE 3

3cholarship levels in the college
major subjeocts for the 122 teschers.

.. *

i | 8

; |8 i

8 |4 2. 3

8 |9 g) E% 8 2 |

o | o . . 80ggﬂ

vl 8§‘ﬁ§ﬂ§m’&°33
ave

18 18 |8 |8 |8 |5 (|8 |8 [E& 1B

1 1 L 11 1 4

2 2 2 5] 6 ] 1 3 1 & 1153

3 5 la 16 Ja |4 |5 [ 31 (18 6 13 1sl4n

4 2 %) 4 4] 1 8 1 4 1 S 1 30

5 1 ‘ L 1 3

totel |7 .17 lis le a1 f12 |4 Joo |3 |11 p1 | 7hae
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2ABLE 4

Intelligence quintiles in the college major
subjecta for the 122 teaciers.

{ .

~

o . 2

. =]

wd w4

‘AF % 17 2

g |A X B g

s | 2 1EAPEE A
dlglelelalslald|e|8(8 |3

. , o |z g % g 22 |d|bk é’ =< |8
Quintile 5 a |8 2| 814 |8 |& 8 &
1 1 2 la s | 3|7 111 ]|2]3 | 28
2 I P 1|5 |6 11 313 |1| 83
3 I N NS I R N T 2 11| 13
4 1 |11 |4 {2]4]2 9 1041 ] 29
5 21113 11 2 11411 6 |11 19
Total 77 bz Yo fanfiz {also {2 oz faa |7 | 120

MAJOR 3UBJECTI AND IHIELLIGSECHE QUINTILES

Table 4 is similar to Table 3 and shows thé dlstribution of
college major subjects in the intelligence-score quintiles. Jtudents -
often consider one subject more di‘fficultvthan another and do not
~hope %o receive high scholarship while. other sub,jectvs, particuiarly
those of content (in contrast to scientific studies), are“z.'belativaly
eagy and rather high graﬁes are inevitable. This theory was 'illu.s‘-v
trated by data of Table 3 but was not fully proved. Another llke
theofy appiies to major subjects and degrees of ,inﬁel»iigeme. In

present practices for guidance, a student must receive a certain _

':.II::{JI .
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test score to become eligible to special types of training. Fbr thé
averaye indivi@ual with no particular aptitude this pian might be
prectical. lHowsver, experiﬁénts have shown that standard infelligence
tests do not mwasure specisl talent or specific traits'which;make for

success for certain individual cases. 1iherefore, no one subject

attracts all the bright students, nor does another attract the dullards,

but all levels of intelligence are rep&esented in each subject. While
it is true that‘there are general tendencies in one subject orvanother
to require high intelligemse, 1t is not true that a student would nec-
vessarily have to fall if he had a lower level of intelligende.

In Table 4, 6 of the 12 major Subjecf; are represented in each
of the & quintiles in intelligence; 4 major subjects are In the 4
quintiles; and 2 are repiesented in a smaller range of quintiles
because of the few students in eschs Art has greater nﬁmbers in
iﬁteiligence guintiles 3 and 5; economics, 1 and 2; sducation, 1
and 4; English, 1 and 4; history, 2 and 4; 1anguag§s, 2; mathsmaticy,
1; music, 2 and 4; philosophy, l; physical education, 2 and 5;‘speech,
2 and 4; and sciences, l. Thus, one subject which attracts students

of high intelligence is also noted to contain almost as meny other

atudents in the lower intelligence quintiles. However, if an approx-

§

imate rating is desired, all the students in the 3 upper quintiles
'of the 1ntelligénce test scores could be grouped in rank order of - -

‘their major subjects as follows; the highest, philosophy (only 1

student represented), then methematics, langusges, music, economiocs,

s U‘nmu: rI‘ i
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sglisnces, art.,‘.':in-;;l i';}'h, histor:, zneech, fad,uo.atipr.x, and the lo{ireét,
physical edvention. | |

When the 12 major :311bject:; ara orroneed aceording to high schol-
arship, there is o decided 0'51.517?;.,"!23 Troas the z:bov'e‘ order arrané;gd for
intelligence. E‘or example, hisbory and 3nglish ranked ni'nth and.
eighth in intellipence order but {irst aud second in scholership
ordaeras >Lil§ewise, gconemics ranzed. £ifth in 'intalligence order but
twelfth in scholarship.

DYPE3 OF CRAUENIIALS
Table 5_ showa the distrilution of the types of eredentisls

grented to the 122 selected teaschers sradustsd from the Colleg_;é of.

the Pacifics The special credenticls include those teachers partic-

ulafrly gualified to teach in musie, art, physical eéi.ucation,’ and

speech. This table listas only 1 credentizl for each taanher; the

highest oredential selectsd if there are 2 or more. Pwenty-eight

]

teachers of this group huve received iore than one credential either

granted upon graduation or after post graduate vori.

RO
.L.;kx’)l.u'.n 5

Credentlals for the 1223 teza.cl;éx*s;

Tme V' Freaguency
Junlor High S 12
Blementary | 20
Specisl 36
Seco.rx;ar.v . 54

Motal | 122

H‘n‘m“'\ﬂn'n (R ’
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SCHOLARSEIP LEVELS AND TEACHING SUCCESS
Chart IV shows the relation of scholarship with success. The
4 teachers in level 1 in scholarship all rated group 2 in success.

0f tha 33 teachers in scholarship level 2, 29 rated groups 1 and 2

in success and 4 rated below. Of the 52 tesshers in scholarship lavel

3y 40 rated group 1, 2, and 3 in success,and only 3 below. Of the 30

teaohsrs in scholarship level 4 only 1 teacher rated shiccess group 4; :

The 5 teachers in the lowest scholarship level rated in the seco
highest group in success. The best teschers and the poorest teachors
in soholarship were all rated in the same teaching success group. Of

the total 122 teachers omly 31 were rated in oorrespdnding levels and

" groups of écholaxshi;p end success. With the exception of seholarship

level 1 the ‘lar‘ge mgjority of the teachers were ratéd in the success
groups.above their schoiarship level. |
| SUMMARY

The gra&e-—point—averages as expresged in scholarvship. levels for'
"the 122 gselected teachers graduated from the College of the Pacific
vary nesrly epproach the‘dis tridbution of the normal probability ourve.
3cholarship ranges from the highest to the vlowest in a rather exact
proportion, o | | | |

The major .sub,jécts of yusic and education attract. the greatest
mumber of teachers whereas philosophy and mathemgtics .attract“tllle
le‘astv.' | Teachers whose major subject is history or English rate the
highest in scholarship, and teashers majoring in e.conoxnics rate:"the_

lowest. ,







TSI

| | i

Scholarship records‘an\'i intelligence to3t scores are not high-
ly pmedioﬁive of each bther. Major subjects attrac£ students of all:
levels of inbelligence. Tiowever, some tecchers whosebtest.scoras
areAhigh elected philosophy, (only one student represented), Jrlaﬁhea
matics and languages; whereas othér teaclery viiose test scorey &re |
low elected speech, edwcetion, and physical e_vduoation. Thél'*e éra‘
disorepancies in these ratimgs becauss each group Iis no% rei&esentea
with an equal number of teackers.

The smollest number of tlhe 123 selected teachers were granted
the Junior High 3chool CGrecential whereas the preatest nuber receiv-
ed the General Secomdary Credentials

High scholarship does not predlct teaching success nor does low
sdholafﬁhip pradict_teaching fallures -On the .contrary this study
showed. that teachers of the hishest acholaraship and teacher§ of the
lowest scholaréhip‘were rated in the same greups in teaching SUCCOss .
Peaching succeas 1s usuelly rated above the scholarship level, Qeldom

in the same level and rarely belew the scholarshiip level.
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GHAPTER VI
RECOMMENDATIONS OF MAJOR TROFE3SORS AND CRITIC
TEACHERS A3 PREDICTIVE

OF TBACHING SUCCESS3

The present status of the teaching profession ls set forth

-in the following quotation: | 4 )

Teaghing service is now among the fields of work in which the
public insists upon some mpasure of protection against incompetence.

Ihis has not always been true. In our early history the formsl
dngtructlon of children was considered neither suf ficiently complex

and difficult nor sufflciently vital to require teashers of high
calibre. However, as our philosophy of education has broadened and
deepened to include memny different aims, services, and technicael
procedures, and as soclety in general has gradually realized the .
importance of the influences under which the child develops, mini-
mun -requirements for admisaion to teaching have been established.l
This expansion in the field of education in the rarge of pur-~
poses, abilities, preparation of teachers,and in the larger‘attend~-
anges of pupils mskes the problem of selecting teachers and measur-
ing the remlts of teaching more imperative than formerly. Ellefson
found that the trénd in secondary education is éway nfrom entrance
requirements of large numbers of presoribed-oouraes and to a more

liberal cholce (pf subjects) and to stricter personal standards of:

ospacity, industry and quality of preparation".? The stress today

13 upon a well daveloped personality rather than upon a high degree

of elther intelligence or scholarship as is shown by recent inves-

tigations mentioned in Chepters II and III, snd since society has

1"Tra1n1ng Reguirements for Newly Appointed Teachers!, Reséarch
Bulletin of the Nate. Ed. Ass'n., Jan. 1932, p b.

23, Ellefson, "Predicting Soholarship®, Master's Thesis, University

. of California Library, 1928.
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bean educated to the importance of the child,’the school, the curric-
ulum, and the teacher, '"these standards cannot be meintained unleés
ideglistic, practical, énd gifted youth 13 challenged by the privileges
ang. opportunities §f sducational servicé and leadarship".i' In an
attémpt to maintain a standard of efficienby the majority of teachers
are selected or rejected on the basis of information obtained from

rating scales, S : .

The Teacher Placement Bureau of the College of the Pavific requires

that several recommendations from competent persons be given on g form
or rating sheet for every registered candidate for a teaching position.
These'ratings inolude the specifioc items as follows: personality,
knowledge of subjects, Ju&gment, health and vigor, personal’appearance!
power of oral expression, energy and persistence, culture and rofine -
ment, community interest and standing, ability in disciplina,.skill
as an instruetor, and influencehon students. A five-point scale for
rating 1s used on the basis of supsrior, very good, good, falr, and
weaka
tmEGmmmemaﬁmymmﬂms

In many measurements the highest and the lowest groups are the
most significanﬁ measures. The interpretgtion of“the raxingé’given
by the ﬁaJor professors, critic teachers, and principais or super-
_ intendents for the 122 selected teachers is such that thare‘will be

a signifioant’relation of one group with snother. ' To faclliate the_

-10. E. Bertzberg, '"New Rigld Entranee Requirements for Teacher- .

Training Institutions, 3ch. and 3oc., Nove. 21, 1931, p 702.




use of comparisons be'cweeﬁ the various factors employed in this
study, a £ive-point scale 1s used throughout. Bub ’c-hi's scale is
not oonsistent for ail factors because of the uneven distribution
of mmbers of each facﬁor whic}i mekes a true guintile ‘basis‘ impossible.
‘Therefore, intelligence test scores are on a basis consistént‘With all
‘the 122 teashers' test scores} sdﬁolarship aversges are on a basis
consistent with all the 122 teachers' scholarship averagesi and final-
ly, ratings by major profeséors, critic teachers, and ppincipais or
superintendents are consiétent with all ratings given to the 122
téachers.
HAJOR PROFESSOR3' RATINGS

Bacause of the major prof essors! éloser contacts and 10nger
poeriod of observation of the prospective teachers, their recommendw
'ations a.i‘e selacted fron all‘other colloge teamchers! ratings for
the selected group of 122 teschers. Possibly, the relisbility of
these‘reports can be questioned because, in ordeg»to give the pros-
pective teacher every chance to secure a rosiﬁioﬁ, the major profe$~
sors are likely to emphasize the good qualities and omit thevmention_.
of the less desireable onmes. The ratings for this stuwly inglude
only the first.9 items on which the major professors aie competent
to judge. In the preceding chapter, Tables 3 and 4 show thatAthere
is no pertioular relation between the selection of a major subjectv
and high intelligence, or between the major‘sﬁbject and high scholar-
ship. Therefore, the test sépres and grades would not. unduly
influence the rating of the major‘prof63sors for the prospective

tegchers in their classes.
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PABLE 6 ' Coan B2

The major professors' ratings on the
personal ity tralts for 122 teschers.

Group ~ Ratio of Total Estimate ‘No. of Teachers.gercént-_
1 (Superior) 1,00 = 1.50 w18
2 (Very Good) 1.5l = 2,50 88 S &
3 (Good) 2451 = 5a50 » 18 - 15
4 (Faix) Bu5L = 4450 | - .
5 (Wesk) 4,51 = 5400 i i
Total L 1 100 4

k Teble 6 showé»the distribution of the major proféssors' fat§-
ings on the personal traits of the 122 seleoted téachers'ﬁrainéd-
at the College of the Paéific._ A1 of thase teachers are rated
amergée or above, not even one being repreéented in either Grbup
4 or B. The large majority are rated in group 2. ' Chart ¥ further
11lustrates these same ratings, which indicate “that the‘méjor pro;
‘fessors believe that these prospective teacheré posséss thogse pér—
sonal tralts to such & degreevthat their probable teaching»suqcess
is aSéuied.‘ | |

Table 7 shows the relation- of the 1ma,jor professors' ratings

~ to the prinecipals' ratings on teaching success. Whereas, the major ‘

piofeésdrs' modestly rated 16 prospeotive'teachérs aaﬁ-SuperiOr.: 

the principals rated 21 teachers as such. Piofessorsbrated almdst
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two thirds 88, as very good, the principals gave 76 teachars the,.'

same rating. The averamo teachers mmbered slmost the samé, but -
the principals found 4 fair which were not predicted as .guch.
Howsver, these subjestive ratings,while they presént the génerai

trand, are not to be accepted as the final criterion of oither

prediction of success or success in teaching.

TABLE 7 :
The relation of the total ratirngs on personsl
traits with tesching success for 122 %eachers.
Group : ' Number of ratings on teashers

Major Professor (ritic Teacher Principal

‘l (Superior) | 16 , 2 21
2 (Very Good) ' 88 t 68 o 6.
3 (Good) 18 PV 2
4 (Fair) - | 8 . o
6 (Weak) _ | - - | -
Total '12_2 132 e 122

CRITIC 'CDEAClI-IERiS' RATING3
Critic teachers, because of their training snd experience,
- ought to be able to judge fairly well the ﬁrbsPeoti#e teachers!
profesgsional aptitudes. Their psriod of observation ﬁsually' =
govers every séhool day for either 1 or 2 semeétérs. From thgi#
total ratings 6f'the prospactive teacherg only the 3'1tems con-

cerning professional ability which they were partiocularly
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Obgervant of were selected for this study: namely, ability in dige
clpline, skill as an ingtructor, and influence on studehts.
TABLE 8

The critic teachers' ratings on the pro-
fessional, ability of the 122 teachers

Group Ratio of Total _No. of students Percentage
1 (Su@erior) 1,00 =~ 1.50 2 2

2 (Very Good) 1.51 = 2.50 68 | 6

B (Good) 2451 - 3,60 . . 44 36

4 (Fair) Bo51 - 4450 B T

B (Weak) 4451 = 5400 - "

Total , 122 100

Table 8 and Chart VI show the distributioﬁ of théjcritic
teachers' ratings on these 3 items of professionsl ability..The
ratings include the‘range of only 4 groups; Bvidently the prog-
pective teachers do not show themselves as of stiperior ability
in aotual.claserOmvsituations 8s shown by oniy 2 superior rat~
ingss However, more than onebhalf of the total group are rated
very gbod. »Critic teachers consider meore thgn ona third of the
group &s average. They, no doubt, nave faith in their professional
growth and development. Only 8 prQSpectivekteacheré aré_ra;ad.fair.
If the critic teachers‘are influenced in their ratings by the trait

ability in discipline, such ratings will bs ﬁhe'most'unreliable. y
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ﬁecausé the student—teadher is not sllowed to handle any major
problé@é of discipline. He does not have the opportunity to
profit and learn by experience the best methods which apply to
‘aifficult dlassroom situations. | o |

Table 7 compares the critic teachers'.paitial ratings ﬁitht
_hthe princifals' composite ratings;. Bven though the number of
ratings'vary, yet the usual dispérity is shown beﬁween' pr'ediotéd'
success and teaching success. The oritic teashers do not ra
‘student-teachers as high as the principals tate these same
teachers. | |

LAJOR PEOFES3ORS' ,' ORITIC TEACHER3', AND PRINGIPALS"_
RA’I‘INGS |

Chaxrt VII shows the felation of the prediétion'of succes s
with teaching succesg. DBecause the major professors’ recommeﬁd-
atioﬁs reprasent thoge ratings on which they are the most oompé£~.
ent to Judge, and because the same may be said for the critio
teanhérs'bratings,vand becanse the principals must rate on both

personality traits and on professional traita, this method of

comparing uneven distrilutions of ratings is apparently Justified..

There is onl& one point of exact sgreement smong the 3 classes of
raters, Whereas 1l or 2 specific items mey be rated in success

~ @roup 5, no total rating given to any teacher'by any ratef 13' ‘
foun@ in this lowest group in tesching ;uoéessf The majorbprb-
féssors'and principals;rate the teachers higher thén do the

oritic teachers. All ratings are skewed to the high ratings and

57
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all raters apparently agree that the large majbrity bf teabhérs are
in Group 2, very good,
| SUMMARY

The same type of rating form is used by major profaésors and
.critio'teachers to predict teaching success as is used by tha prin-

clipels to measure teaching success for the 122 selected teachers

trained at the College of the Pacific. ‘Whereas the major profeésors,

‘and the oritic teachers rated all of the itéms on the rating form,
only those 1tems afa selected for this study for which the raters
give e reliable opinion not based on genéral imprassion; |
The m#Jor profesgors' ratings are found oﬁly in the first 3
groups p?edioting sucoess. All prospective teachers will be af
least average but the large majority will be much above averasge.
The ciitic teabhars' ratings are found in the first 4 of the &
groupd in su@cess. They predict the smallest number of:superior
teachers and the largest number of fair teachers. The majority:
of teachers are rated vory good. Principals rate a larger number
of teachers superior than either the major professors or critic
teachers predict as superior. - The majority of ratings by the
‘principals is also found in the second success group. On a fiv;—
point scale only 3vpoints are used by major,frofessors, and 4

pointé by oritic teschers and prinoipals to rate teaching success.

The lowest point is not represented in any rating.
‘Major professors end principals rate approximately the same

number of teachers superior as they rate average. All raters
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conglstently place the large majority of the teachers in the
seoond group of success, which is the group above average on a

five~point scale..
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CHAPTER VII
PRINCIPALS' RATIIGS AS THAR BASIS FOR

DETERMINING TRASUING 3UCCE3S

Granted that a single rating of an individual has 1littlé or no

scientific validity, yet it is necessary to accept a single rating

for new teachers or inexperienced teachers. Superintendents and

principels are in positions to observe and to evaluate their teach-

ers and they ought to be able, by training and experience, to givé
an unbiased opinion. However, thus far, individual rafing scales :
of character and personality are not designed to reveal the prine-
olples governing the adminisfrators who rate some teachers high
because of the factors of adquaintance, altruism, personal pride
and édvantage, favoritism, or indifference; and othérs who rate’
teachers low because of the faotérs of prejudice, impression, or
ignorance., Kor do the scales themselves allow for the beginmer's
enthusiasm or his lack of experience.

In selecting teachers‘administratoré deen itldeéireablg to
gelect those whose recommendations guarantee a good degree’ of
intelligence, scholarship, personality, and professional ability.
But from the rebresentative studiés quoted. in Chapter II1I it is
found that superintenients énd principals allow their general im-
prossions of teachers' personalities to influence all specific

ratings on other traits of scholarship, etc. Particularly is this

true of teachers who have superior personal traits, whom principals

rate superior on every other trait.
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Khights'.studies are rather corplete on principals' ratingg of
teachers. In most instances high correlations exist;d between un-
related traits and low correlations between relaﬁed'traits.‘ There
are many individual interpretations of teaching success but all
administrators seem to be.oonsistent in rating high some particular
personal traits of teachers.

PRINCIPALS' RATINGS ON 3PRECIFIC TRAITS.

Jeveral speéifio ratings will be congidered in this chapter and

oniy brief mention will be glven to each.' |
TABLE 9

The principals' specific ratings on
skill ag an instructor for the 122

teachers,

Group Tumber of Teachers Yercontage

1 (Superior) 8 ‘ 7

2 (Very good) 65 ’ 56

3 . (Good) B ¢ 26

4 (Fair) 10 9

b (Weak) 2 ' 2
‘Totel . 115 100

Table 9 and Chart VIII show the distribution of the principsls!'
specific ratings on skill as an instructor for 155 teachers. Rven

on professional ltems the majority of teachers are rated above aver=

age, as shown by the 63 per cent above, the 26 per cent average, and






64
the 1l per cent rated below svarage. >N0wevar, thaéé 1l per'cent _
are significent, It is possible that in their preparation for -
teaching they failed to receive an adequate knowledge of mettod. |
It i3 also true that these teachers may lack imnate ability to adapt

instfuction to the classroom sitvation.

PABLE 10 - .

The principals' specific ratings on
abllity in discipline for 115 teachers.

Groﬁp _ Tumber of leachers vPercentage
1 {(3uperior) 17 ‘ 16 -
2 (Very good) © Bl » ; 44
'3 (Good) . B ~ 28
4 (falr) 1 10
b (Weai) | . 3
J , ~ ,
Total ) 115 . 100

Table 10 snd Chort IX show the distribution of the prineipals!

gpecific ratings on ability in discipline. Although the distributiom

&oea_ﬁot follow the normal curve, yet mere variation is shown in the

principals’ particular rating then in any other rating-given‘by either

the major professor or the critic teacher. DMore teachers are rated

superior than falr snd wezd in sbility iv dlscipline.  4s usual, the
large majority are rated very good amd goods It is not azsumed that

all ﬁeachers aré good‘disciplinariané; In fact, discipline is usually

i






66

' the most difficult problem W lch confronts the teazcher, and in many

instances, 1t i3 the most important. TUatil the studéent-teacher is
| , .

given more opportunity and suthority to Landle clugsroom sitvations,

he must depend upon observation sui broad theoretical knowledge for

the solution 6f disciplinary problems., 7o attain to the ideals of

the teaching profession the Aistritution must be skewed to the

as In the teacher's general rating.

Principals’ ratings in percentsge

CPARLE 11

~on three specific traits of 116

teachors.

higher ratings in each specific rating, such as discipline, as well

subject-matter

group _Bkill Diséigl;ne
1 (3uperior) 24 7 18
2 (Verybgood) g7 56': 44
3 (3o0d) 15 %6 26
4 (Pair) 4 9 10
b (Weak) - 2 3
" potal’ 100 100 100

Table 11 shows the relation of 3 specific ratings for the 115

.taachers whose principals geve detailed ratings. Knowledge of

gubject matter 1s rated higher than either skill or diselpline.

sy
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Although teachers seldom tesclh subjects equsl to their own scholar-

ship levela, it is interesting to notice that only 4 per cent were

s

ratad below average in knowledge of subject matter whereas 27 per’

cent were rated below averaze in college scholarstip.

TABLE 12

The relation in percentege of three specific,
tralts for 1500 new teachers 1n Gal ifornia
in 1950 - 19311

" 3ubject -matter Skill "Diseipline
Quartileg in_yer cent in per cent in per cent
Excellent 33 | 23 2B
Good 5¢ 55 v 49
Falr 12 v 20 21
Poor 1 2 5
Total 100 100 100

Taeble 12 shows the relation of these same 3 factors in a study

of 1600 new teachers in Califomia in 1930 and 163l. This is re-

presented on a quartile basis

trained at the College of the racific is impqssible. Kowever, the.

general tendencies are the same.

" ledge of subject matter and lowest in ability in diseipline.

1Evelyn~01ement, min Bvaluation of Teacher-Training', Rducational
Administration gnd Supervigion, Feb. 1932, p 92.
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30 an exact comparison with the teachers

Teachers are rated highest in know-~




TABLE 13

Principals' composite ratinis on teaching
success for the 1322 teachers.

Group :atio of Total Rating No. of Teachers Percentage
1 (3uperior) 1.00 ~ 1.50 21 _ S
2 (Very mood) 161 = 2,50 76 R

~ & (Good) 2e¢bl = 3450 21 17
4 (Fair) BeBl = 4450 4 3
5 (Weak) 4051 = 5,00 e
Lotal L 122 100

o - Table 1%, showing the total ratings, has Bean used. as
a basls of comparison in Chapters IV, V, and VI; hancevdetailad

analysis of this table is not required in this chapter. Chart X

illustrates the table by showing a rather balanced curve for
Groups l, 2, and 3, but disproportionate numbe;s for Groups 4 and
5. Almost two thirds of the teachgrs are rated very good, and the
 other third is rated equally between the superior aﬁd the good
groups of principals' ratings.
JUNMARY
- Principals' end superintendents'ramings on specific profes-

sionel traits are lower than their ratings on personality traits
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for teachers trained at the Colleye of the Facifics The specifio
tralt of abllity in discipline recelved the lowest rating of the
specific traits which are considered in this study. The specifiec

ratings for sklll as an Instructor and ability in disciplinp are

© almost equally divided in the & séparate groupé with the exception

- of Group 1, which has twice as msny superior teachers in discipline

a3 it has in skill. The 2 lower groups contain 13 per cent of the
specific professional ﬁraits, whereas only 1 lower group éqntains
3 por cent of the total ratings which include bothférofessional
and person;l traits. 7

Low ratings on professional tralts sre counter~balanced by the
higher ratings on personality traits of the total rating scale of
12 items. On such & scheme of rating as is used in this study,
principals rate 97 pexr cent of the ;eachers superior, very godd,

snd good, and only 3 per cent fair. No teacher is given the general

rating of weak or poor.
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CHAPTER VIII

GENERAL  SUMKARY AND COMCLUSIONS

~The purpose of this present study was tp examine the various
office records of a selected numbsr of teachers trained at the

Ooliege of the Pacific and to depermine the basis for their teash-
ing suécess. According to other popular methods..various factofs
are segregated and these are éompaxed with the reports on teaching
success. The factors chosen for these selected teachers were the
same that are usvally considered in similar in?estigaxioﬁs:vnamély,
intelligence test scores, college scholarship, persdnality ratings

and professional ratings of prospective teschers. These are gener~-

ally oonsidered to have more or less predictive value of probable

teaching success. Of the many types of rating scales for the rat-

‘ing of character, personality, and profeasional ability, moat teachar-’
training institutions, principals ana placement agencies use & scale.

" with an average of about 7 main traits on a five-point merit scalse

for the rating of suwceéss for individual teschers. Such a scale
was used by superintendents and principals to rate the 122 select-
od teachers and these ratings were used a3y the basis of compar=-

lson bvetween predicted success snd actual teaching success. The

results of this study bear a close relationship with other studies

which show in a general way the influence of various factors on

teaching succeas.
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This study almed to £ind the slements or qualities of teaching
success. The ideal is ususlly much hisher than the ‘actual situation.’

Investigations show thut the vast majority of teachers are rated

aversge and above averase, regardless of their training and exper-

ience or their lack of it, and regardless of the levels of intel~
ligenco or scholarship. 3hould a uniform standard be adopted as the

bagis of rating teachers, it is probable that there would be a high-

er degree of correlation between various factors and teaching success.

It is also possible that ob jective rating scales would replace the
subjective_methods of rating teaching succegs. Discuésion of the
relation of tests with teaching success will follow}
INISLLIGSRCE TE3ITS |
Neither the Thorndike Zxaminations nor the Thurstons rsycholog~

lcal Test given to all entering freshmen of the College of the rasific

from 1923 to 1927 inclusive, proves of any predictive value for bhe

teaching success of 122 selected teachers. OFf the 97 teackers ratéi
superior andvvery good in teacling success onlf 61 réoeived test
sooras which indicated the same groups. And of the 46, teachers

in intelligence quintiles 4 and B only 3 teachers are rated in

success groups fair and weak. Only‘3 teachers are rated good in

. both intelligence and succegs.

Investigations have been conduoted to find reasonsg for these
inconsistencies. The results of these studies shov that intellig-

: ; a ,
ence tests do not test the special abilitles of/large minority

[l i



of succeésful individuals; that theré are mahy 11lusive factors
which'must ba recognized hefors the teét scoré.is éiven'reli—
ability;’thax in the oonsideration of all other availaple criteria
very high teét goores do not predict success any better than very - .
low soores because of the necessary adjustments the genius q:rthe
dullard must make to the c¢lassroom situation; that some subjects
in college and for teaching do require a particular t&pe and
degree of intelligehce; and finally, that the elementsvof per-
gerverance, initiative, interest, attitude, etc,, are of more
value than intelligence test soofes.

TABLE 14

The relation in percentage of the principals'

compogite ratings with intelligence test
goores for the 122 teschers.

| Group Principals' ratings . Intelligence 3cora
1 (Superior) 17 - 23 |
2 (Very good) 63 Y &
3 (Good) B L 11
4 (Fair) 3 24
B (Waak) - 15
Totsl , | 100 100

Table 14 shows the lack of agreement hetweenvtha‘intélligence
test scores on a quintile basis and the principals' ratings in

teaching success on & five-group besis for the 122 selacted

Lt R
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teachers trained at the Golless of the Pacific.

COLLEGE~GRADE~POIfT-AVERAGES'

The grades received by the 122 selected teachers approach the

distribution of the normal probability curve. The major subjects

of music and education attract the greatest number of students, and

philosophy and mathematios attract the least. Teachers whose ma.jor

subjects are hilstory or Bnglish rate the highest in scholarship

levels, and those whose majors aro economics and social science

rate the lowest. Teachers whose major subjects are mathematics or

languages receive the highest intelligeunce test acores anl teachers

whose major subjects are education or physical education receive

the lowest test scores.

College grades are probably not more dependable in predicting

teaching success beocause professors do not mark consistently on the

séme faotor or factors. Ipst professors give too many high ratings

of A and B which combine personal ity, industry, accuracy, etc. with

soholarship. ,

' TAELE 15
Porcentage distribution of principals' com-
posite ratings and scholarship levels for

122 teachers.

Group Priﬁoipals' rating Sohelarship
1 (Superior) 17 , 3
2 (Very good) 63 27
3 {Good) 17 - 43
4 (Fair) 3 26
5 (Weak) - ‘ 2
Total 100 _ ’ 100

MR
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Table 15 shows the lack of agreeuent bstween the soholarship

levels and the principals' ratings on success for the 122 selected

teachers. Regardless of scholarship level more than half, almost
two tﬁirds, are rated very good in teaching success. Jﬁét as meny
teachers are raﬁed superibr, a3 are rated good In taabhing,sﬁocess.
The teachers who rank lowest in scholarship are rated very good,x
the same rating given those teschers who rank highest' in scholarship.
TABLE 16
Percentage distribution of intelligence

test scores and scholarship levels fopr
for the 122 teachers.

Group _ Intelligence Soholarship
k} .(Supérior) ' 23 - PN &
2 (Very good) 27 e,
3 (Good) 1 . 43
i (fair] o 25
5 (ﬂeak) ' 15 . 2
Tétgl ' | ' 100 100

Table 16 shows the relation between test scores and scholar-
shib. Quintiles 2 and 4 of intelligense score are almost identical
with levels 2 and 4 of scholarship which rate very good and fair,
respéotively. There is a'decided negative reiation betweén quine-
tiles 1, 3, and 5 and levels 1, 3, and 5. These intelligence test
goores do not prediet probable scholarship for the majo?ity of. the

122 teachers.

[t i PARRN
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RECOLEIAN 41 018
Certain character, personality, and professioﬁal traits are
agresd upon as essenﬁial t0 teashing $2CC05 5, Yearly all-ratizg
gcales of teachers whersver used, contain these indispensable

traits.

Only the major professors' rablings on cheracter and personelity

traits have been selected “or this study. Hvery teacher is given

a total recommendstion of food, Or obove. Aluwost three fourths are

rated very good. 'hether the ratings are high in order to allow for

placement of the teachiers or whether personél traits alone are pre-
dictive of teaching success is not indicsted in the reports. Iow-
e&er, the major yjrofessors' ratings agree with other subjective rat-
ings in that high ratings sre the rule and not the exception.
Table 19 shows that even thoush principala' total ratings are.ordinn
arily high, yet they are only a small per cent lower than the pre-
dlction of success by majof professors.

BN A

Ihe relation in percentags of principals!

composite rotings mnd major profesgors!
ratines on personal ity for the 122 teschers.

Groﬁp ' © Frincipals! Total ;ajor rrofesgor

1 ,(Suéerior) | 17 _ | 13

2 (Vefy good) 63 » 12

3 (Good) 17 . 15

4 (Fair) & -

5 (Woeik) .. R ST
Qotud Lo 100
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Critic feschera' ralliys on prospscbive toohers agree mors

Li

closely with inﬁeiligence test scoves :nd with'sdhOOl e Tkl than
do principals' ratings on these saxﬂ‘faotbrs. Critic toachers
may be considered to give more sccurats ratingsvbecause they are
in dally ébntaat with the‘teucher codo unier more varying siﬁu&tions
than those afforded to the ordinary priucipsl. |
DADLE 18
The relation in percentags of‘principals'

gpaclfic ratings and critlc teachers' rat-
ings on professional ability of the 122

teachers.
: Cadet 3Superv.
Group ivincipals' ratbing robinag
Jkill Discipline
1 (3uperior) 7 15 . 2
2 (Very goed) 56 44 . 56
% (Good) 26 28 36
4 (Pair) 9 10 : 6
B {Weak) 2 % _ -
Total 100 100 100

Only the 3 professional rgtings zre selected from the critic

teachers' reports on these 122 selected fteachers. Table 20 showa

the group distribution of the 3 ratings in relation with the prin- .

cipals' speciflc ratings on 2 of these same J. 'Jhereas the prin-
cipals' ratings are higher, they are also lower. Principels®
ratings on skill as an instructor and ability in discipline ere

lower than their other ratings on ocharacter and personality traits.

UL
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FRINSIUALSY BANIGS

I it is egreed that "svsn on one of the so-called standard-
lzed point rating schemes & sim e arbing has little or-no sclen-
tific validity," certainly no zssortion of relisbility cén be
mzde for the populer metihod of reting suployed in this study..Ai—
though the methods of measurevent differ from similar invastiga»
tions yet the finaings generully anree. ln.é study offthe rate
ih@s of 7131 teachers Rugy fovn@ that 96 pér coent are'rated_
@ither superior, excellent, or wced. In this study of 122 téach—
ers frained =t the Collegs of the lucific é? per cont are rated
superior, very good, or ;ood. Thers is practically no relation
between principals' or superintendents' ratinvs and intelligence
test scores (snother study showa the correlation 04 f 06} o
between their ratings ond teachers! sctolarship (anotlher sﬁudy-

shows the correlation 05 ¢ .06),

The relation of mentel 2bility, seholsrshiiy,
and tesching sucesss for the L322 teacliors.

Groups Intell.3core - Scholarship Prin.Regort
: Hoe.of Teachetercent Fo.le0. ¥excs FosTe joXc.

(superior) 2 - 25 4 -3 2117

1

2 (Very Good) 35 - 21 33 =27 76 - 63
3 (Good) o 13 - 11 52 - ~43 21 - 17
4 (Fair) 29 - 24 50 - 25 4 - 3
5 (Poor) 19 -~ 15 S .- 2 - -
Total 122 - 100 122 = 100 122 =100

T
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-ghlp at all, there is more relation b

79
. Table 19 and Chart XI show the relation of intelligence:
test scores, grade-point-averages, and principals' ratings on
teaohihg success, all computed on a five-group basis.  None of
these 3 factors show an exact relationship to one anothér. The
factors of intelligence tests and grade~point-averages shcw'é |
closer relationship to each other than either one does £o toach-
ing success. If such a wide divergence can be called a relatioﬁ-
otween intelligence tést
soores and tesching success than there is between scholarship and
teachling success as sucocess lis rated by one prmncijal.'
CORCLUSIONS

The results of this study of 122 selected teachers trained
st the College of the Pacifio in the yoars 1925 to 1927 inclusive,
in regard to mental ability, ascholarship and teaohing‘suoceség
are as follows: |

Probable teaching success as mpasured by inteliigenoe_ tesf
scores and college marks is not predicted with any degree of ao-

ourasy, particularly for those prospective teachers with either

a very high or a very low intelligence score or & high or a low

goholarship record.

Recommendations by major professors on character and porson-

ality traits, while uniformly high, do not predict either as many

high ratings or as meny low ratings for teachers as the principals’

ratings show.

338 :ﬂr‘m:nrq N
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Critic teachers do not predict many high ratings but pre-
dict more accurately the middle and low ratings which agree with
the principals' middle and low ratings.

Principals and superintendents do not rate teachers consisg-
tently on these fraits recognized as indispensable to teaching
sucoess. Vhen g discrimination in ;atings is meode tge fe& pro~-
fessional traits are rated lowest and the many‘persbnality tiaits
are rated‘highast. Thus the composite rating 1s high,

Teachers rated.Group 1, superior, in either intelligénce or
scholaréhip are not consistently rated sﬁperior iﬁ teaching success.
The mé@ority are rated very good and good but nbne are'rated oither
falr or weak,

Teachers in Grbup 2 of either intelligence or scholarship
generglly rate the same Group 2, good, in teaching sﬁccess. How-
aver, & larger number of teachers are rated below their intelli-
gence or scholarship group than are rated above them. |

Teache;s in Group 3 of intelligence or scholarship, generally
rate above good in groups very good and superior in teaching suc-
cess.

Only one teacher in Group 4, falr, of scholarship was rated
‘fair in tesching success. All teachers in intelligence Group 4,
fair, are rated good, very geood, and superior in teaching success.

Fourteen teachers of the 19 1n‘intelligenoe‘group 5, weak

- are rated very gocd and superior in tesching success. The 3 teachers



in scholarship group 5, weas, are rated either very good or
guperior in teaching success. Wo teacher of the 122 seleoted
teachers trained at the College of the Facific receives a com-

posite rating in Group 5, weak, in teaching success as this suc-

" cess is measured by one superintendent's or prineipal's rating.
\/
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g 6a
LTABLA 20
L The Helution of the Dobel Individnal
i Latings for the 122 Peacherss- J
i Case . Numberd Msjor Prof. uritic iescher Principal _
1 ‘2 2 2 - - |
1% 2 2 2 2
R 2 K] 2
4 2 3 LS -
b 2 s 1 |
6 2 2 2 -
7 3 G 2 :
g 8 2 3 2 x
9 2 3 2 )
: 10 2 2 1
11 2 1 2
12 2 2 2 .
16 P 4 2
14 -3 ) 3
16 2 5 2
16 b 2 P
17 1 3 5
16 2 3 S
19 2 o 2
20 2 2 :
21 3 4 4
L8 15 2 2
25 5 5 1 .
24 2 2 2
25 2 2 2 :
26 2 P 2 -
3 2 2 1 -
28 2 2 L
- 29 -1 2 2
30 2 2 2
3L 2 2 3
: 52 2 3 2
i Gts 2 3 4
54 2 2 2
b 5 & 2.
36 2 3 2 )
3% 2 2 2
38 2 2 B
39 2 3 1
40 . 3 2 3
41 2 2 .
42 2 3 é
10ase nunbers refor to nsmes on file in the office of the S s
Dean of Wd. of the College of the Pzcifilc. ' ’ g
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Critic Teacher -
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Major Frof.

B b T R ) : . . Lot

NN NN QRN RO AANAAAQRNDRAND RV A H R AN AR N0 TN 000D R QA

N R R I AR N St OV N S s B R B N R e R I N o J R I L o I o AP R S R R S R R

2223n020~1121-25220~2m&20&11229~0~21223529~10k9~19~219~9m9u10~ [AV e




86

Jase Numbeyr Majoxr Trof, Critic Teascher Principal
5 gl S 4 ] =
92 2 8 2 |
93 2 3 2
94 2 2 2
95 2 2 1 v
96 2 2 2
o7 2 2 2.
98 2 2 & —
100 A 5 3
101 35 3 2
102 2 4 2 u
103 3 2 1
104 b 3 4
' 106 5 2 1
i ' 166 2 2 2
107 2 ] 2 B
108 2 2 2
k 109 2 2 2
: ' 110 1 2. 1
111 2 3 o
112 2 P 2
113 2 2 2
114 1 3 1
115 2 2 LR
116 3 2 2
i 117 2 2 2 o
118 2 2 2
: 119 1 2 g a
120 2 2 2
121 2 2" 1 3
122 2 2 2
Bxplanation
.1 SBuperior
2 Very Good
o Good
4 Tair
5 Weak



TABLE 21

The ralatlom of the principala' specific ratings
with thelr composite rating s for the 122 teachors.

1 5
Case Fumberd ability in Disci-~ 3icill as zn

Totai

pline Inate Lating
10 1 1 1.00
28 - - 1.00
71 1 i © 1600
79 had Lo R 1000
105 1 1 1.08
114 1 1 1.08
62 1 1 1.16
60 1 2 1416
110 1 1 1,16
23 2 2 1,235
61 a 2 - le23
39 1 2 1433
56 1 1 1435
27 1 2 14306
b7 1 2 1.4l
76 2 2 Ledl
121 1 2 1e4%
5 2 2 1e80
67 2 2 L850
<95 1 a 1.50
103 2 2 130
20 2 2 1.56
T 2 3 1.56
88 2 2 1458
113 2 2 1.60
81 3 3 14690
14 2 2 1.66
35 k] 2 1.66
44 2 2 1.66
80 1 2 L.66
20 3 a l.66
10¢ 2 2 L.G6
ill 3 2 L.66
122 2 2 l.66
3 3 2 175
49 2 2 S £5)
.68 2 2 1.75
%4 2 2 1.75
- 99 2 2 1.75

Ycage numbers refer to names on file in the office of
~ Dean of Bducation of the College of the Pacific.,

the

67

"T‘H‘HJH‘

s



Case Jumber

Abiliby in Uisci~ Jkill asz an dotal
pline Inst, Hatine
’ 102 2 14 1075 .
- 117 1 2 1.75
34 2 3 1.80
116 2 2 1.8%
15 2 2 1.83
24 2 2 1.85
25 b A 1.83
118 2 o 1.83
b4 1 2 1,85
112 1 2 1.83
7 2 2 14%0
2 3 2 1.9)
70 b 2 191
bl 2 2 1.21
9 2 3 1,91
3 & 2 2.00
11 2 2 2400 -
19 T had 30’.)0
29 3 2 2400
30 2 3 2400
41 - - 2:00
4.3 2 2. 200
47 - -~ 2400
5J a b 2,00
18 5] 2 2400
84 2 2 2400
92 2 2 2400
98 3 2 2400
119 o - 2400
1 3 2 208
8 3 2 2,08
12 2 2 2.08
13 2 & 2e08
22 K 3 2,08
a7 S ] 2,08
8% 2 5 2408
93 S 2 2408
101 2 1 208
106 2 3 2408
108 3 2 2,08
59 2 2 2.16
64, P 2 2416
74 2 2 2617
16 st J 2416
66 5 3 2425
96 4 S

88
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Case Number Abillity in 51sGi-

3i1ll a3 an Total
pline Inste. Rating
36 4 4 2033
48 3 3 2453
50 5 3 2485
52 2 3 2433
a7 S S 2435
26 2 ) 2441
wa S ] 2é4l
75 ? 3 2e4l
107 P S T a4l
45 Z 3 2450
89 2 3 2650
120 3 2 . 2e50
31 3 2 T 2458
1515) 5] 3 2458
"2 2 2 2458
ER 3 3 2458
86 4 2 2.58
4 2 2 2466
8E 4 4. 2e66
38 3 5 2463
18 4 4 2483
91 4 3 2483
100 B 4 2483
42 4 9 2491
65 3 3 2s91
17 ] S 3«00
40 - - 3400
63 5] 35 w600
69 3 ] 2«00
87 4 4 3400
115 5 4 o000
46 4 g 3516
b6 3 4 Jel6
104 4 4 o)
21 b 4 Je85
53 4 4 3491
13 5 5

Bxplanation

1.00 - 1.50
l.61 - 2.50

2.51 - 50{J:

3.5l = 4,50
4,51 = 5,00

Superior 1
Very Good 2
Good 3
Fair 4
Weak 5

4418
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TABLE 22

The LTelation of the Intellipence 3core, -the
College Grade-Point-Average, and the Princi~
pals' Composite kating for the 122 Teachers.

Case Number

Intellli.;.ence 3core
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Case Fumber

Iutellicence Jcore

Gel'adle

91
92
93
94
95
96
97
99
99
100
101
102
103
104
105
106
107
108
109
110
111
112
113
114
115
116
117
118
119
120
121
122

b
"

IR DM P DD IR PG

MMM RO NS KPP

O T o

Bxplanation

Superior
Very Good
Good

¥alr

Weak
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2
Se

4,

6o
T
8,
Fe

10.

11,
12,
13,

14.

15,
16,

174
18,
19,

21,
22

23
4.
25.

PRACHEISY PRLIT3

Adaptability.

Attractiveness, personal gppearance. . :
Breadth of interest (interest in commmity, interest in profes-
gion, interest in pupils).

Carefulness (accuracy, definiteness, thoroughness).

Consideratensss (appreciativeness, courtesy, kindliness, sym-

pathy, tact, unselfishness). : '

Co~operation (helpfulneas, loyalty).

Depenﬂability {consistency). . ,
Bnthus iasm (aleztness. animation, inspiration, gpontaneity).

Fluency.

Forocefulness (courage, decisiveness, firmness, 1ndenendence,

purposefulness) .

Good Judgment (aisclation, foresight, insinht, intelli»ence).

Healthe

Honeaty..

Industry (patience, perseverance) .

Lesdership (initiative, self~-confidence).

lingnetism (approachability, cheerfulness, optimism, plessant-

ness, sense of humor, sooiabllity, pleasing voice, wittiness).

Neatness (oclesnliness). :

Openmindedness. ‘

Originality (imeginativeness, reoouroefulnesa)

Progressiveness (ambition).

Promptness (dispatch, punctuality).

Refinement (conventionality, good taste, modesty, moral ity sim-

plicity) . '
Scholarship (intellectual curiosity).

Jelf-control (cslmness, dignity, y Polse, reoerve, sobriety).
Thrift, _

Commonwealth Tescher-Iraining Study by Charters and. ‘Weples. ¢ 1929

page 18.
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COLLEGE OF THE PACIFIC
~ STOCKTON, CALIFORNIA
OFFICE OF THE APPOINTMENT SECRETARY

A study of the teachers trained at the -
- College of the Pacific is being made by Bmma Fentzling,

& graduate student in the field of education, under '
the sponsorship of Dr. J, Willism Harris, dean of the
School of Education at the College of the Pacific,

The data called for on ‘these blanks mllvb‘e
used in group tabulations which will not identify
~ either institutions or individuals.

, You will facilitate this study if you will
angwer the questions on the enclosed data sheet in
regard to the teacher who has taught for you or who
-is at the present time teaching under your supervigion,
Your cooperation will be greatly appreciated.

Cordially yours,

; ‘ \tzé
Placement Secretafy e
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' COLLEGE OF THE PACIFIC
STOCKTON, CALIFORNIA 95 |
Office of the Placement Secretary . » -

o

-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

has been engaged in educational work under your jurisdiction,

fle shall appreciate your classifying this perscn, using whichever Ot_fhe
-following terms jyou deem appropriate; Superior, very good, good, fair, weak,

BERNIECE FIOLA, ' _

Placement Seoretary :

Pergonality . ... ... ... DEnergy and persistemce _ . . . ... ... .. B
Knowledge of subjects____.. R Culturé and refinemenf;v i o, -

Judgment . ... . w..  Community interest and standing “;; B -

‘Health and vigor ... ... ... Abllity indisciplime ___ . ... .. ... -

Personal appearamce . . .. ... . Skill as an instructor ettt
Power of oral expression . _ _ . vew w.. -~ Influence on students ”,“4",“_",;,“;“_".

General reports

“Length of my period of observationz_“.v_m_"_“h.m_“_w-,.”."-n_".ﬂ“".“-;,p,".u.;-.

' . } Title v
Datod ab e i e nm e o evameneadmaiasamannnt s < madismunseeenettae s mnis s Sue

Notez Pleass add personal ccmments which you would prefer having omitted from
data sent to persons making inquiries, but which will assist us 1n proporly
classifying registrant, .

(Thisvreport-will be treated as canfidentiai)A



12, Influence on students

= .«’g‘;.‘:javk .,,:.‘,,,\ﬁ

7. Mergy, persistence

10, #bility in discipline

Cage Number

Nams

Year of test

Year of graduation.

Major subject

Type of Credential

Quintils from entrance tost
G.PeAe from four yoar record,

Teaching succees from principalls report .

96

Major Professor

1ls Peraonality

Cadet Superviwer

Principal ...

2+ Scholarship, Knowledge

3. Judgment

4, Health, Vigor

5. ?ersona;l a.p’péerame

5. Oral expression.

8. Culture, refinement

9. Community interest

' 11- Sid1l as an instructor

Total rating

 Quintile

1. Superior, 2, very good, = 3. good,

4. fair ’

B wealk.
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