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Students' Performance in M. Ed. Programs

at The Cleveland State University, 1968-1975

Shortly after the College of Education at The Cleveland State Univer-

sity opened its first graduate degree programs in 1968, its faculty was

nearly overwhe?.med by the sheer nuMbers of students who sought admission.

At the time, the full-time faculty was small, fewer than twenty, and the

number of students and the climate of deference to students demands left

no time for reflerAion and precious little time for planning. Now there

is time, both for careful reflection about the character and direction of

the college's graduate programs and for planning new directions. When the

college and university were both n114_hastily conceived programs and stopgap

admissions policies were accr;:ptableindeed, they were necessary to meet

.the needs and demands of clintele. Now they are not.

The purpose of this study is to provide the information necessary for

mature reflection about the College's past performance and for planning its

new directions in graduate programs. The study uses information fron college

and university records, organized so that it showsse far as it is possible--

what has happened in the college's graduate programs and to the students who

enrolled in them. The findings are organized around four topics: (a) pat-

terns of admissions, (b) students' characteristics, (c) students' perfor-

mance and progress, and (d) predicting students/ performance.

Method

Because this study uses data that are readily available in univer-

sity records, it offers no methodological novelty in the type of information

or in the method of obtaining it. What is original about the study is the
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attempt to make sone sense out of the body of information th2t in routinely

collected in the administration of degree programs and to use it critically

for evaluating those proP:rams.

The registrar's comoutr records were used to compile a tape that con-

tained the followin information for all active or inactive graduate students

in education: (a) name, (b) social security number, (c) birthdate, (d) race,

(e) credits earned, (f) credits attempted, (g) grade average, (h) nuMber

incomplete n-ades pendin:g, (i) entrance stats, (j) enrollnent date, and

(k) graduation date (when applicable). Fron students' files kept by the

ColleFe of Education, the following information was added: (a) whether or not

the student had earned a previous graduate degree, (b) Mler Analogies Test

score, (c) Graduate Record Txa:nination verbal and quantltative aptitude

scores, (d) undergraduate grade averae, (e) pro7,ram choice, and (f) sex.

'The registrar's records provided initial data on 3,640 students. .The process

of searching College of Education records turned up another 926 students,

the data on whom had somehow been expunged from the registrar's computer

tape. (Their data still exist in the written records.) Thus, the popula-

tion studied consists of 4,565 persons who enrolled for graduate study in

the College of Education between the-opening of the first program and the

end of the 1974-75 acadenic year.

The data were processed using the Statistical Package for the Social

Sciences (Nie, Hull, Jenidns, Steinbrenner, & Bent, 1975). In the analyses,

two new variables were computed, the student's age at entry into the Program

- and the number of.quarters elapsed between his entry and graduation or

December, 1975, whichever was later. Then, analyses were done, most of
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which are simple frequency distributions of the variables fo,- va,--ious sub-

populations or crosstabulatl.ons of groups of variables. In addition, I

attenpted to.develop predictors of academic success, using linear regression

and discriminant analysis. Where appropriat , the discussions of the

results include elaboration on the criteria and techniques used in analyses.

Results

Admissions Patterns

In admissions to graduate programs, the truth is a cliche. College

of Education graduate admissions have grown by leaps and bounds. Figure

1 illustrates the growth of graduate admissions over the eight years of

the programs' existence. The first leap in admissions came in 199, an

increaso from 57 to 402 admissions. This increase marked the opening of

the college's first general graduate degree progras, thone in curriculum

and instruction and in school administration. The programs existing before

1969 were a selective program for kindergarten and primary teachers and two

"internship" programs contracted with the Cleveland Public Schools for

uncertified teachers it had employed in elementary and junior high schools.

The kindergarten/primary program was quickly eclipsed by the sheer numbers

of students admitted to the program in elementary curriculum and instruction.

The next bound in enrollments came in 1971, and this increase also

reflected the expansion of programs into fields for which there was great

demand. In this case, the school counselor program attracted large numbers

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

P"igure 2.).

5
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Insert Figures 1 a: 2 about here

As Figure 1 indicates, the college's graduate admissions remained fairly

steady, at about 700 to 750 new admissions per year, for the period following

1971. However, there is a third leap that is not apparent in the graph.

The data for 1975 include admissions for only the first three quarters of the

alendaryear.because the academic year ended in August, and the end of the

academic year was used as the cut-off date for this study.. If new admissions

for the Fall Quarter, 1975, followed the past pattern of amounting to about

451 of the total for the rest of the year, then new admissions for 1975 would

exceed 1,000. Again, this can be interpreted as reflecting college changes

that were in tune with existing demands. .In this instance, the introduction

of the non-degree status for graduate students, with its considerably sim-

plified admissions requirements, may account for much of the 1975 increase.

This interpretation is corroborated by the data on categories of admissions

given in Table 1 below.

The profiles of admissions to the several college programs shcw another

aspect of the nature of demand for graduate programs. Figures 2 through 7

show these profiles, with the programs grouped by department and by size.

The larger programs are graphed to show quarterly fluctuations in admissions;

the smaller programs are graphed only to show annual totals. The admissions

shown for 1967 antedate the college's programs; evidently three students

transfered to the College of Education from programs that opened earlier.

6
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Insert Figures 3 through 7 about here

Cne pattern that shows clearly in the graphs of admissions to indi-

vidual prorams is the timo dependence of denana for some programs. It

is clear that the numbers of new students for the programs in elementary

ar-i secondary school administration reached their peaks in 1971 and fell

off s'r3rply thereafter (Figure 2). The school counselor program, which

obviously tapped an unmet need when it opened in 1971, reachee its peak

in new adulissions in 1973. Its admissions, too, have fallen off notice-

ably. Similar, though less pronounced patterns appear in the profiles

of the two curriculum and instruction prograns :Ind of-the learnin7, dis-

abilities o--ogran. The latter program is quite now, and so thore is not

Sufficient data for a clear trend in the profile. However, the Figure 3

data show a very sharp rise and a very sharp drop. Such a pattern would

be consistent with the expectation one would have for students' interests

fueled by federal funding for a limited set of new positions. Such inter-

est develops quickly, as laws and appropriations ara passed; and it wanes

equally sharply, as the positions defined by categorical aid aFe filled.

In contrast to these ery large programs, with their sharp.rises

an e. falls in enrollments, several college programs have shown much nore

modest enrollments, but also enrollments that show promise of stability,

and even modest long-term growth. The programs in higher.education (Figure

4), emerging adolesent education (Figure 5), reading (Figures 5. & 6), and

business education (Figure 6) show fairly stable patterns of admissions.
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The graphs understate growth in 1975 or indicate false drops in new admis-

sions.. This is th3 --esult of not including fall, 1975, admissions in the

data for this study.

-T contrast between tha adnissions patterns of large scale and small

scale programs spotlights a major policy i:roblem. Programs with high, but

short lived demand may generate rapid growth, but the faculty and staff

that the program growth brings nust be sustained when the deand wanes.

Altsrnatively, such programs can be staffed heavily with part-time faculty,

a practice which usually draws censure from accrediting agencies. Modest

programs do not generate such staffing problems--unless, of course, ons

mistakes the character of his program. It remains an interesting, unanswered

question wh,ether or not one could obt7tin stable admissionr: to a high de!nand

progra:i by "stretching out" the admissions through selection.

The patterns of admissions of students who don't want graduate degrees

contrast sharply with those of the large scale programs, despite the similar-

ity of the numbers involved. While the large scale programs show heavy new

admissions in both summer and fall quarters (Figures 2 and 3), the admissions

for workshops and non-degree studies, shown in Figure 7, have sharp peaks in

stnner quarters, followed by sharp drops in fall quarters. Moreover, there

is a steady rise in the numbers of such students, with a curious two-year

cycle between major peaks. The explosion of new non-degree admissions in

the summer of 1975 P robably does not signal a major shift in students' aca-

demic ambitions. Rather, it likely reflects simple acknowledgement of the

limited purpose for study that a large proportion of graduate students in

education have. Before the 1974-75 academic year, the admissions procedures
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of the college required students who honestly had no degzeft anbitions to

pretend that they did, just to be admitted to take classes. In fact, the

cateorization of these students for this studv vas done on the basis of

the types and number of courses they complet-d rather than an the basis of

their statements on the admissions applications. Tho idea that a large

proportion of the college's students do not really want graduate degrees is

supported by the data on amounts of work completed and progress rates that

is presented below.

Cne last quantitative aspect of the ollege's admission to graduate

study that bears some examination is the pattern of admissions by categories

defined by admissions requirements. These-categories, defined bythe regu-

lations of the College of Graduate Studien, relate either to procedures or

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

regular graduate student, one "fully qualified" for graduate study; (b)

special graduate student, one who does not meet admission criteria7-chiefly

that for a 2.60 undergraduate GPA--but who is admitted probationally; and

(c) provisional graduate student, one who has not submitted all materials

required for admission, but who is admitted for one quarter without them.

Table 1 shows the numbers and percentae:es of students admitted to these

categories since 1968. However, the data understate the admissionS to

special graduate and provisional graduate categOries; when students admitted

to these.categories qualify for another category (e.g., a special graduate

being admitted to degree candidacy or a provisional student submitting the

materials necessary for admission to special graduate status), the registrar

changes the studonts' admissions status. Thus, the nuMbers originally

9
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admittd to special graduate or provisional graduate standing ar:: larger--

but unkno,,:nthan those shown in Table 1, and the nuMbers originally admitted

to regular graduate status ara correspondingly smaller.

Insert Table 1 about her::

It is clear fL'om Table 1, regardless of the changed classifications,

that th,-; provisional admission, which was created in 1973, has cr-likly

become the dominant mode of entry to graduate study in the College of

3ducation. This may be radically changed when data beccr:e availz=ble on

admissions to the new non-dree 5tatus, which became effective in the

fall of 1975. It is alto7;ethr possible that the non-degree status will

effectively replace the pro-,-isional status, if those who were adrlitted to

provisional status were so admitted because of their lack of int*rest in

derees. Since the basic differenc between provisional admission and

special or regular admission has only to do with the student's st2bmission

of transcripts and recommendations, it is prObably accurate to s3Y that stu-'

dents whe are admitted provisionally aren't very interested in graduate

degrees, let alone those who remain provisional students after three months.

Table 1 also shows an apparently declining proportion of sti;dents who

fail to meet the criterion (2.60 undergraduate GPA) for regular graduate

admission. If this is aceurateand not ::erely an indication of admissions

to degree candidacy, it probably reflects the well-known inflation of under-

graduate grades over the past ten years (7;tzioni, 1975; Ferguson & Maxey,

1975; Davidson, 1975), rather than indicating increases in the academic

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

1 0
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of the aller Analogies Test (nT) scores by year of admission and fourrd no

"trcnd, up.Tard or otsc. The mean i!AT scores for various years fluc-

tuated within a few points c' the ove-,-all rean of 43,

Characteristics of Students

Demoz:rals-r. The gracte stucir,nts cf the Cellee of :1)3.ucation have

been a diverse group, no natter what the basis for comparison. BreakdownS

by sex a-d racs of the stlmt ad.".itti to colle prograns are

given in Tables 2 and 3. 3ince these data are compiled fron records, they

leave sonething to be desired. Unl:nown sex-, difficult as it is to under-

stand, is simply the result of students havin-=: left blanks on their admis-

sion applications and havinc; names, like l'arion, which aro used for either

sex. 'h r11 data wort: obtained from voluntary questionnaires used by

the re5:istrar since 1972 to meet federal reporting reouiremnts. The

categories, which are those specified for reporting by the U.S. Deartment

of Health, Edu-ation, and 'gelfare, are obviously suspect scientifically;

and the_ return rate of the questionnaires is.not impressive.

Insert Tables 2 & 3 about here

Since no college program has used selective admissions criteria at all,

let alone criteria that night discriminate sexually or racially, the distri-

bution of individuals to programs has been solely, due to self-selection.

With about 601.4 of the student group being women, only four programs have

majorities of men. Thnse are the two administration programs (predictably)

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

ii



Ed. Programs

11

latter proi,:rans was the result of the hiring policies or thr, Clevelan-' Pub-

lic :.;choolz for th-z1 t,,moorary -,ositons fre,.-1 which the studF3nts ve--e drawn.

if one can assume that those who did not respond to the registrar's race

gu.r!stionnaire have the sa:ile racial proportion:7 as those who did (and that

the res:Donses were trut!-Iful), then the proorations of Black students in

the colle,e's programs vary bat-,:een about and 32%, with :rest programs

havin:! about 254 Black students, a small pe-r-centage of Oriental students,

and the rest white. There are no apparent patterns of racial distributions

in the various programs.

The dist,ibution of students' ages at entry into their graduate pro-

grams is shown in Fiqure 8, and the averae entry age for each of the col-

ege's proT;rams is shown in Tabl71 4. The roEL interestim,7. ,bout the

distribution Of students' ages is the very i,;ood oppro::in,Ation that it mal<es

to a lo-,,arlthmic curve. 1:hat may surprise so:7e shout this is the fairly

hic2:h numbers of young (21 to 25 years) despite the average age of 32.2

years, Of much more interest for interpretive purposes are the differences

amon7 programs.

Insert Figure 8 and Table 4 about here

The two teaching internship programS, both now defunct, had far and away

the youngest groups of students of all programs. As noted above, these stu-

dents had been recruited to teach in Cleveland schools and were enrolled at

Clevoland State University to pursue teaching certification at the graduate

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

12
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deforments were given to teachers, may explain the low completion rates for

these programs that are noted below.

There are no really triking differences among programs in the average

entry ages of students. Students in the supervision, learning disabilities,

and emerging adolescent education programs average somewhat older than stu-

dents in other programs, but only by two or three years. There is a marked

difference in age between students in degree programs and those undecided

about program or not seeking de:;rees; the average age of the latter groups

is substantially greater than that of-any other student group. These two'

grouos also comprise a plurality of the grraduate student body, almost a

third of the total.

Academic ability. The distributions of students' undergraduate grade

averages, Taller Analogies Test scores, and Graduate Record !xanination

scores, on the whole, are what one would expect for graduate students in

education at a state university. The data do not deviate noticeably from

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

'Figures 9, 10, 11, apd 12. Breakdowns of averages for each of the college's

programs are shown in Table 5. One should note, however, that MAT o," GRE

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

standing in the college, despite college admissions.policies requiring one

test score or the other. GeneralieLations from these data require the

assumption that those who took the tests were representative of all stu-

dents.

Insert Figures 9 through 12 and Table 5 about here
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The college mean and standard deviation on the MAT, 43.0 and 17.0, are

comparable to those 6btni- ' '.ional norm groups. The mean and stand-

ard deviation for edu n masterrs programs are 39.2 15.4,

and those for school a. ion majors at schools granting .Jral

degrees are 44.5 and 15.7.. One should note that the latter norm group

includes both doctoral candidates and master's degree candidates (Psycho-

logical Corporation, 1970, pp. 5-6), and one must also be cautious of com-

parisons because of probable "sample bias" in the data on Cleveland State's

students.

The GRE, MAT, and undergraduate GPA data show parallel differences

among the students in the seve:f-al college programs. Students in supervision,

learning disabilities, readin-,,, and curriculum and instruction generally had

higher scores on these criteria than did students in administration or

business education. These differences, while meeting the criteria for

statistical significance, are not large enough to yield clear interpretations

of themselves. As is noted below, these differences are accompanied by dif-

ferences in non-completion rates contrary to those one would expect from the

predictor data (See Table 8 below.).

Students' Performance .

-The ultimate criteria for judging the worth of a school program are its

success rat6s._ There are several such rates thatare regularly used: the

proportion of entering students who finish programs, the grade performance.

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

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

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

14
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examine the two others and, to a lesser extent, the relationship between
6

them.

Proe:ress toward degrees. Table 6 shows the nuMbers of students admitted

to each of the college's programs least three quarters, the-nuMbers

of students admitted to degree canu.Ldacy, the numbers of dogrees granted,

and the median numbers of quarters that graduates took to complete their

degrees. The admissions prior to 1975 were used to give a realistic figure

for comparing with the numbers admitted to degree candidacy, which requires

the student to have completed 12 credits. The proportions of students

admitted to candidacy are low, less than half overall; and, of course,

the proportions of students gradUating are even lower.

Insert Table 6 about here

These indications of low rates of completion are disturbing, but they

can be countered by the argument that the short span of the college's exist-

ence would make them misleadingly high. To take this into account, I exam--

ined several other related indices: the average number of credits earned,

the average progress rate (in credits-per quarter), and the distribution of .

credits earned by individuals. The averages of credits earned and of progress

rates are broken down by programs in Table 7. The distribution of credits

earned for all of the college's students is shown in Figure 13.

Insert Table 7 and Figure 13 about here'
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As it turns out, the average numbers of credits -eained are misleading

because of the skewed distribution of credits earned. loihile the average

number of credits earned for the college is something over 17, both the

median and the mode of the distribution are below 9. Apparently, about

half of the cc r,raduate students either don't intend to completo

more than a ( two, or they quit or go elsewhere-after completing

less than 10 credits. Disturbing as this interpretation may be, it is

supported by the data on progress rates in Table 7. There are only two

programs in the'college in which students on the average take at least

4P
one course per quarter; those are the high r education program and the

program for teachers of emerging adolescents.

Followirv7 up on the problem hir;hlighted by the progrnss rates for

college programs, I computed non-completion rates for each program, usin,4

two years, three years, and four years after entry to tha program 3s the

bases for calculation. These non-completion rates are shown in Table 8.

The two year rate is an actual non-completion rate for those who had been

enrolled for at least two years by the end of 1975; the other two rates

are estimated from progress rates. If anything, the.estimated non-completion

rates are-overly optimistic, since new, one-time students will have high

progress rates.

Insert Table 8 about here

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

expected drop-out rates of less than 5013, the emerging adolescent education

16



M. Ed. Programs

1(

and the elementary administration programs. The programs in counselor

edL:cation and curriculum and instruction can expect to lose 2/3 or nore of

the students that they enroll. In this connection, it is pertinent that

the program for teachers of emerging adolescents is the collegevs most

structnred --,':Im in terms of course ,1,!1(,ct1on and sequence, and the cur-

ruction programs are t!,,,1 least structured. Whether or not

there is a direct relationship between program structure and students' com-

mitment is arguable; these data supoort the contentiOn that there is.

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

ent attrition of students in the college's graduate programs. Students'

grades are usually assumed to be a major factor in attrition, through thr,

vehicle of selection and retention pract. To e:amine this issue, It

if- nncessary to lock both at students' r perfo-nance and at the selec-

tiretention cecisions that the colleg .culty has made at least =-

t±ally on the basis of studentsl.grades.

The distribution of students' grade E :.ages is shown in Figure

Distributions are shown for three groups of students: the entire popu:-.L-.

tion of students, the students who have graduated from the college's :,-;ro-

F7rams, and the students who have been barred from further registration by

the -:aniversity registrar. The reasons fa:: such action by the registrar

a_re several; they inrlilde: failure of pr=71sional graduate students to

s-..111-2:lit the materials required for admission as regular or special students,

di,s.lmlal of degree candidacy (or failure to apply for it) to special graduate

7dents who have completed at least 12 credits, dismissals of students by

faculty action, and Mandatory dismissals.

17
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Insert Figure 14 about here

In view of the presumably major differences in these groups, one might

expect their grade average distributions to differ markedly. Such is not

the case. Tha grade average distributions for all students and for-students

barred by regitrars action are virtually identical in shape, the difference

between them being the height of the peaks around 3.0 and 4.0. The distri-

tion of grade averages for program graduates differs from the other two in

havin=c a slightly lower mode (3.63 instead c) 3.88) and in being-truncated

at 3., Dy =±-:-prsity r:Tulation. The lack of clear difference in the shapes

of tn-,- 7ra5<4 distributions is accompanied by similar lack of difference in

media:1 :verages of the three grol:ps, which are 3.47, 3.55, and

for graduates, and barred students respectively. DeEbite the

over; 7:report-inns of students in all categories who have receiv-ed

gra& ,.7r.1-Ecai7es above 3.0, the proportion of students' grade averages below

that 've1 ii overstated. Most of the grade averages of zero are the

resfl of'students leaving the university without bothering to drop courses

or of' '-P-,mrt:s failing to make-up incomplete grades within the presc=iba

peric- In -=.hese instances, the regis7:rar records failing grades as a natter

of rou-'7=n procedure.

Insert Table 8 about here

Fr =7. t):i foregoing discussion, one would not expect there to be differ-

ences a=7-7 programs in students' grade averages, and indeed there are not.

18
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The mean grade averages for students in the various programs are shown in

Table 8. The only programs whose mean grade averages deviate from the

college's norms are the two internship programs, both of which have been

defunct for several years.

Insert Table 10 about_here

Since the issue of the relationship between grades and attrition

came into question, I examined the group of students who were discontinued

.by registrar's action for evidence of the working of active selection and

retention policies, The results of this scrutiny are shown in Table 10.

Because the college has not kept records of selection/retentiondecisions

so that they could be summarized, it was necessary.to infer the reasons

.f101T discontinuance. The students counted as having defaulted admis:dons

all remained categorized as provisional students more than one quarter

after their initial admission. Some of them, particularly those with GPAls

lnss than 3.0, may have been academically dismissed; it in quite unlikely

that many of the 502 provisional students with GPA's greater.than 3.0 were

discontinued for reasons other than simply not supplying admissions docu-

ments. The- students who are listed as having had degree candidacy denied

are special graduate students who have earned more than 12 credits. Again,

those with GPA's less than 3.0 were probably denied candidacy. Of those

whose GPA's arelgreater than 3.0, a few may have been denied candidacy

under the "single C" rule (which states that a special graduate student who

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

19
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nrobably simply did not apply for candidacy. The few students who were

clearly dismissed give evidc-nce of the operation of selection,and retention

procedures on a small scale, but it is indicative of the actual policy oper-

ation that the vast majority (over 80%) of even those students barred from

studies were probably cut off by their own disintnrest in continuinz.

All this rather clearly indicates that self-selectiol,

and one might almost say the only factor in tIl loss or retention of students.

Grades are releant only in a very marinal number of cases. In the 1975-

76 academic yaax, less than 2% of the over 5,COO graduate gr0es assigned

vrera below B (Note 1). Such practice cannot form the base for an academic

selection and retention policy that will have much effect.

Predietim. 5tud.ents7

The ultLmate test for any admission critUrion is how well it predicts

thp students' sccess. Tha most commonly used measare of students' success

is the grade avrage (GPA), and a common problem with attempts to validate

admissions criteria by predicting GPA is that not all students are admitted,

truncating the range of the predictor score...7- Since virtually all students

who applied to the college were admitted, that problem is present in this

study; but a companion problem is. As noted above, the GPA distribution is

sufficiently truncated that it becomes questionable as the criterion for

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

Be that as it may, I attempted to account for the variance of graduate

grade averages by linear regression using four oredictor variables: MAT

scores, undergraduate GPA's, whether Or not the student had earned another

2 0
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graduate degree, and the student's age at admission. The results of that

regression are shown in Tables 11 and 12. It is interesting that in spite

of the very restricted variation of graduate GPA's, there is a fairly (''ond

overall correlation between the 1,WP -nd olation obtained here

(4-0.:517) compares favorably with a nuMber of those obtained in validity

studies of the MAT (Psychological Corporation, 1970), particularly so in

vie7 of the size of this sample, which is more than twice as large as the

Largest cited in the EAT manual.

Insert Tables 11 ee 12 about hero

Following thic- finding, I calculated regressions separately for each

of the college's pz-..egraias, using both MAT and Gtt:: scores in separate com-

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

the multiole correlation coefficient and the multiple R2 , which estimates

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

name of the' best predictor variable. The highest multiple correlations are

obtained with small samples (e.g., the reading programs), and the correlations

for large groups are quite modest. There were no data for programs omitted.

Insert Tables 13 & 14 about here

However interesting the regressions on GPA may be from a methodological

viewpoint, they are essentially moot because of the lack of importance of the

GPA noted above. A much more relevant criterion for admissions standards

would be their ability to predict completion of the program, or at least

2 1
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progress quite arhitrar-;17 7ompleting work a.
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dern.C.

per

quarter, the rate necessry to earn the degree in three years. Using pro-

gram completion or "adequate" progress-as the criterion of success, I

attempted to construct 7. discriminant function to predict it. To do so,

a subroutine of the SPSS package (Nye, et al., 1975) that maximizes the

statistical criterion known as Rao's Taas used. The results, shown in

Table 15, were not impressive. The cllege's admissions criteria-, age,

and. sex combined permit one to do just a little better (59.65) at predicting

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

criterion to include a progress rate of three credits per quarter and a GPA

o at least 3.0 only lowered tIle prediction effectiveness to 53.5.

ansert Table 15 about hero

Bad as the overall preaiction of successful progress might be, there

was considerable variation among programs when the same procedure was applied

to them separately. The results of the separate discriminant analyses are

summarized in Table 26. In these analyses, the success criterion was a

progress rate of three or more credits per quarter and a grade average of

at least 3.0. Despite the appearances from the figures on prediction .effec-

tiveness, only two of the discriminant functions, those for the school

2ounse1err program and tha elementary curriculum and instruction program,

yielded results that were statistically different from the results one

could obtain by chance, by tossing a coin. However, the variables

2 2
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that predicted succee:; in the counselor education ereqxam 1,,ere sax and

enrollment age, not measures of past academic performance or ability.

Only the elementary curriculum and instruction program had a clear _relation

between ultimate success in the program and one of the university's admis-

sion criteria..

What is clear.from these prediction studies is that the traditional

predictors of success in eraduate school work moderately weil for pre-

dicting variation in graduate grades, particularly so in viaw.of the low

variance of those grades; but they do not predict ultimate suCcoes. It

would not be realistic to expect admissions criteria, such as urdorgraduate

grades and test scores, to predict program completion with high precision;

the-most that is expected is that admissions criteria would enablo reduction

of the potential attrition. 'Only for the proeram in elementary curriculum

and instruction would such a reduction of expected attrition be possible

by use of admissions standards; and there, the reduction, while statis

tically significant, would be quite modest.

Discussion

The College of Education, over the eight years reviewed here, has

admitted a very large..., very diverse group of students to graduate study.

It has Rraduated, or is likely to graduate, only a small portion of those

students. It is disturbing that academic criteria have nothing to do with

the vast majority of instances in which students have not completed work

on degrees. In fact, the reasons far most of the stu:aent attrition remain

unknown; this study has only shown the magnitude of aettrition and that-the

reasons.for it are not academic.

2 3
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There can be no auestion that the college's academie standafds are

not a major factor in attrition. The median grade average ti)e

students earned in undergraduate work was 2.66; their median grauate

grade average was 3.47, 8/10 of a point higher and certainly no direct ,

discoul'agement. As Table 10 shows, grades are directly involved in less

than 150 of th:.) more than 39300 cases of students who have neither grachlated

nor are making sufficient progress to do so. Grades and academic expec-

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

told me of their disappointment at the ease with which they can earn Als

and at the difficulty of distinguishir; themselves in a climate vhere even

modest effort receives high marks. how much this kind of discontent con-

tributes to the colle:e's attrition problem is not known, as are 'the host

of other possible reasons that students have for leving.

It is clear that the college must begin to find out why its graduate

students leave. Aside from the self-serving reason--which I shall leave

to others to explore fully--that their leaving represents a lot ef lost

revenue, there is even more loss in human terms. There are aMbitions that

were simply frustrated, ambitions and potential that were never crystalized,

teaching skills that were not improved, and ideas that were.not encountered.

If the College of Education is to mature, it must learn whcan it serves

and decide why. This means learning what students want and what they don't,

which can only be done by asking them. It means examining, queStioning,

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

the profession at large. If the college undertakes this difficult task of

2 4
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self-exarlination, it may be able to retrieve some of the human loss that

is buried in its programs' hish attrition. If it does not, it will surely

fail its urban mission for not knowing it. What is sad about slIch a pros-

pect is that with all such institutional failures, tho recognition will come

so very slowly. No one will assign an F to put a merciful end to the agony.

2 5
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Table 1

Admissions Status of Students

by Year of Enrollment

Year
Regular .

Graduatnsa (4)

Special
Graduates (4)

Provisional
or Non-De:L:reeb (c4)

1968 .25 (441) 32 (56%) n.a.

1969 64 (16.1) 338 (F.4%) n.a.

1970 94 (25) 318 (77) n.a.

1971 300 (414) 435 (59'1) n.a.

1972 431 (54) 359 (46%)

1973 325 (46%) 273 (39) 108 (15)

1974 355 (471)) 193 (261) 207 (27:.;)

1975 236 (3A 160 (231) 310 (445)

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

available.

The provisional admission status was not used as such before the 1972-73

academic year. Prior to that, the College of Education used the Special
Graduate category for both provisional and non-degree purposes.

2 8
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Table 2

Graduate Admissions-

by Program and Sex

Program

Sex

-Male (%) Female (1) Unknown (5)

AdminiStration
Elementary 148 (61%) 95 (39%) ---
Secondary 310 (76%) 101 (24%) ---

Business Education 24 (24%) 77 (76%)

Higher Education 52 (395) 81 (60%) 1 ( 1%)

School Counselor 192 (37%) 318 . (63%) ---

Supervision 24 (45%) 29 (55%) ---

Curriculum a InstrUction
Elementary 120 (16c4) 644 (845) ( )

Secondary 171 (46%) 200 (54)

Emerging Adolescents 25 (425) 34 (550 ---

Learning Disabilities 19 (11'4) 151 (89)

Reading
Elementary 6 ( 91,) 64 (91%)

Secondary

a

6 (175) 30 (83%)

Physical Education 3 --- 2 - --

.Liberal Arts Internship 33 (665) 16 (34)

Math/Science Internship 94 (92) 7 ( 7) 1 ( 1%)

Undeclared 154 (32%) 261 .(53%) 73 (15%)

Workshop or Non-Degree 44o (144%) 555 (56%)

All Programs 1821 (40%) 2665 (58%) 80 ( 2%)

aThe physical education program was approved in 1976. These students were
originally undeclared, but are now clearly affiliated with the p.e. program.
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Tale 3

Gradate Adr:issions

by Pro!1;ram and Racg>a

Program

Race

White UnknownBlack
American
Indian Oriental Hispanic

Administration
--------

Elementary 26 2 . 2 0 84 129
Secondary 50 2 5 o 132 222

Business Education 12 1 1 o 25 62

Higher Education 11 2 4 o 47 70

School Counselor 55 4 6 o. 172 272

Supervision 2 o 2 . 0 26 23

Curriculum (Pc Instruction

Elementary 77 3 lo 1 207 468

Secondary 35 i 5 o lo3 227

Emerging Adolescents 9 1 3 o 21 25

Learning Disabilities 41 0 11 1 73 44

Reading
Elementary 11 o 1 o 28 30

Secondary 6 o 1 o 13 16

Physical Education 1 o o o 2 2

Liberal Arts Internship . 1 o o 0 5 43

Math/Science Internship o o o o 4 98

Undeclared 311- 3 5 o 92 354

Workshop or Non-Degree Oo 3 2 2 178 750

aThese categories are those defined by the U. S. Department of Health, Educa-
tion, and Welfare. Data are from voluntary questionnaires used by the Regis-
trar; data were not collected before 1972.
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Table 4

AveraT_:e Entry Ages of Stu:lents

in College o= Eduction GrL-

N. Ed. ProF,:rn=.s

Mean Entry

(Yeal

:tration
Liementary 243
secondary 3 412

E',;!3* ess Education' 3 .- 101

Education 3- 134

Counselor 2 .6 510

Supea-vision 32.0 53

Curriculum 8: Instruction
Elementary 30.4 768
Secondary 29.8 372

Emerg,ing Adolescents 32.2 59

.Learning Disabilities 32.1 170

Reading
Elementary 29.7 70

Secondary 29.7 36

Physical Education 32.8 5

Liberal Arts Internship 24.6 48

Math/Science Internship 26.3 102

Undeclared 34.2 488

Workshop or Non-Degree 37.4 995
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3=

Tgble 5

Average P.2-rforvlance ...:;tor Values

for Students in L. Programs

Pror- 1;1T

G=12

-Ver-oal I:

G3E
Math N

Jndergrad.
GPA

th.0.4 99 41? 87 404 87 2.54 223
44.1 178 LOD 119 422 119 2.56

Businr,- on 35.6 53 "'"--4 14 398 14 2.63

iiirhe-r 48.0 72 494 25 455 25 2.76 179

School --,,,La_..-r 43.4 270 440 100 422 100 2.69 471

Superv 43.7 34 544 8 506 8 '2.84 /48

Currict_ _L Instruction

Ei 43.3 277 419 173 406 173 2.75 702

S-co-1(=7 42.9 191 490 72 LIZ.9 72 2.73 '3'3

Emer,TAnr n2:13 1L-scents 43.9 53 2.71 58

Learni:n- =T__-sabilities 46.3 125 4e0 14 502 14 2:92 155

Readin,r,

44.6 52 428 6 393 6 2.76 68

3 91= :: --- ry 49.9 18 497 9 420 9 2.80 34

Physical 7F----7' on -.._ -_ --- -- --_ 2.54 4

Liberal Allt=amternship 552 7 437 7 2.77 45

Math/Sci==-aternship --- -- 573 11 620 11 2.73 92

Undeclered 43.1 35 . 411 10 410 9 2.73 153

Workshop or Non-Deree 38.6 31 --- -- --- 2.78 396

All Prc7=2--- 43.0 1492 436 662 429 661 2-71 3791
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Table 6

A,Hniiors to Dree

L-ranted, anfi Program Length .gram

Program
Admissions
before 1975

a
CandiO-7:-

Degrres
Grand

1:edian Length

(in nuarters)

.Administration
Elementary
Secondary

224

377

15L.

246

9F
14L

12

11

Business.Education 82 33. 14- 9

Higher Education 122 TT 38 9.5

School Counselor 446 224 e4 11

Supervision 43 29 7 10

Curriculum & Instruction
Elementary 697 309 195 12

Secondary 335 174 77 10

Emerging Adolescents 41 33 11 10

Learning Disabilities 107 63 1 15

.Readin;;

Elementary 56 38 11 12

Secondary 25 18 3 11

Physical Education 3 n.a. n.a. n.a.

Liberal Arts Internship 48 32, 8 17

Math/Science Internship 102 51 1 13

Umietlared 420 80 32 12

Work:shop or Non-Degree 732 84 3 ?

a
This date is used to exclude those who would not ..L.J___aiay have had time to
complete the 12 credits required for degree candi7,
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7

_ts Earned

:te by Program

. re.79

Ratea!. e.-±-: Earned P7,

:,d7linistration
Eler7entary 29.0 2_75

Secondary '' 0 91

ar7iness Educatiorn. 11'6.7 1.91

Hig.h.nr ailication 25.3 .05

SCnool Counselor 19.7 2.15

Supervision 18.9 -.-0

Curriculurr: ,?c Instruction

Ele7mtary 21.4 7_10

Seccry 21.5

i\delescents ?4.5 3.'5

Learning Disabilities 11.0

'Heading
Elementary 20.5 2.1",0

Secondary 17.4 2. _50

Physical alueation n.a. n.a.

Liberal Arts Internship 27.2 1.36

Ma''VE=ience.Internship 19.0

Urle-clared 9.9 t-17

Workshop or .Y.c...--Lagree 6.2 0.75

Ala Programs- 17.3 1.86

a
An individual's prog=ess rate is the number of cre79ts earned divided by the
nuMber of quarters elapsed between his admission and the end ofirtall Quarter,
1975, when data were compiled for this study.
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Cable 8

n-CompletiG.:

by .climent 'rem and i'r:Igran

D=-11A,,r

imitted

:on-completion Rate

2 vea-`1 3
b 4 Ya-b

-7,ratiom

Elementary 243 52.9 55.6 48.6%

Secondary 412 58.7 58.7% 53.2%

iness Education 101 80% 81% 751-

iii7neir Education
1 'V 1 6o-4 66% 585

--i-znc2 CounJelor 510 77.4 -4 76.7-4 69./24

_-_,upeTion

aurricallin & Instruction
--rlentary

53

768

72;

68.5

791,

71.2%

72s:-

3econ,Zrary 372 72.9; 74.5% 67.7'9

nrc-71117 AdolesT:ents 59 5s -; 51 37 /b

Lr-irIT Dtn2bi1itie3c

71ereurary
:econ-717nry

170

70
36

96 1,

771
81.4

91,4

801,

78%

6oc';

69%
67%

Physical 7.....aca -Lic 5 n.a. n.a. n.a.

T-i-ral As.-_s In-t.?:-nz 48 ---- 83%
d

Lz-a1/3cien=e L=ternrnip 101 ---- ----
994d

2-r.ec1arezt: 488 89.3% 91.0% 87.7g

-mrkshop mr E2.3m-ee 995 99.5 99.4% 98.0

aAc17,171 mon-cm=7:Ietion rate for students enrolled for two years by December,

:975.

--Hates estdmated from students' progress rates. A three year program requires

's progress rate of at least 4.0 credits per quarter; a four year prozram

Tequires a rate of at least 3.0.

cRates for this group are nisleading. Most students were admitted --a otner

programs and changed to LD after it was approved.

r.ctua1 four year nmn-conpletion rate.
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by

Progra7
ean

AlrE-9a

3.

37,3nd-1-d

c
213

357

k3min7tration
Elentary-
Seconiary

-Irasiness I'ducation 3- Se 0.2 70

=r]..her E-lucation 3. L4 0.4= n4

5c-±lool Counselor 3- L" 0.35 351

Supervision
, 144

Currioau-:-_ (24 Instracti=

Elr:entary 3.54 577
Se_]ondary 1.52 0.35 292

Ldolesceql-Ls G.T.) 49

Learmini- : Les 3.57 0.41 125

3.'31 3.2 57

Sc-,aonclary 3.53 o.L-2

Pi177ical Educat;c: n.a.

3.1'24 0.:64

Eat/Scienn- Taite':1_IshfLp 3.15 0.74

Urriezlared 3.47 0.52

Work7;ho:7, or Non-Dree 3.55 o.46 383

aLatL ;,re inc1li71ed here only for thase student whc :iladcompletd more than
:,71,a,rt. credits:. Dnly :,07,77 of the stizrintr admittecl tz. graduate study

..;:::.!,,L-.:zonnleted this mac.7_ work. -
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T-,17_1e

Discontinu.>d -.3t_1:_iy.r7 by ?rog-rar7 ar FL-1!lon

Program

Reason for l',.or..-Linuance

.....

_

Dismissed

- le-
aulted
_

apil<3.0

Acamission Candidacy Denied

G-ZFA23.0 aPA <3.D GPA ?. 3.0

Administration
Elementary 0 2 9 0

Secondary 1 6 6 20 2

Business Eduation C, 4 0 9 0

Figher Education 3 0 3 1

School Counselor c
, 19 5 34 4

Supervision 1 4 1 0

Curriculum & Instrun
Elementary 35 39 5
Secondary 2

-anerging Adolescents 0 3 3 0

Learning 3isabi7iti--.?,-: 12 12 2

'Roadir,-!;

Eler:entary 1 1 3 0

Secondary 0 3 0

Physical alucation 2 -:i. n.a. n.a.

Liberal Arts Intern=t:]. 0 0 0 0

Eath/Scie=ce Internslt.'n 0 0 1 1

Undeclared 28 115
,
,_ 18 3

Worl:shop or NonZ43-7,

Totals

L..n

86

f.7.4

53.2

2 25

209

7

27
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-1Mble

Correlations of Graduate CPA

and Four Predictorsa

Entry
Age

1.000

Graduate
GPA HAT

Undergrad
GPA

Prev. Grad.
Degreec

Graduate GPA

EAT

Undergrad GPA

Prey. Grad. Degree

Entry Age

1.000

0.317

0.314

0.050

-0.025

1.000

0.326

0.107

-0.032

1.000

0.053

-0.103

1.000

0.016'

a
The sample consists of F97 students who had completed at least 12 credits
(to make the GPA valid) and on whom YAT scores and underF;raduate GPA's were

.available.

b,.udler Analogies Test

his is a dummy variable, coded as 0 if the student did not already hold a
graduate degree and coded 1 if he did hold either a master's or doctoral
degree. Only 1.5% of the students in this senple held previous graduate
degrees.
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Tablr: 12

ReF;ression of Predictors
a

on Graduate GPA

Variable Entered Coefficient Eultiple R Eultiple R
2

F Ratio

I.:AT

Unlergrad GPA

(Constant)

0.0043

0.1760

(2.F,672)

0.317

0.387

0.101

0.150

54.000

51.881

a
Only the NAT and undergraduate GPA's contributed significantly to the pre-
diction of graduate GPA's. Holding of a graduate degree and entry age did
not raise measurably the amount of graduate GPA variance accounted for.
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Table 1;

Re7Tessiohs on GPA of :.IAT

and Three Predictors by Program

Proran Multiple R iu1tip1e R
2

N Best Predictor

Administration (both) 0.175 0.031 238 MAT

Business Education 0.434 0.189 41 MAT

Higher Education 0.335 0.112 65 Enrollment age

School Counselor 0.119 0.014 226 MAT

Supervision 0.334 0.112 28 Undergraduate GPA

Curriculum & Instruction
Elementary 0.212 0.045 224 Undergraduate GRA
Secondary 0.164 0.027 166 Undergraduate GPA

Emerging Adolescents 0.330 0.109 41 MAT

Learning Disabilities 0.202 0.041 86 Undergraduate GPA

Reading (both) 0.460 0.212 55 EAT

4 0
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Table 14

ProF,3ions on GPA of GHE

and Three Predictors by Program

Program Multiple R Multiple R2 N Best Predictor

Administration (both) 0.297 0.0e8 202 GRE Verbal

Business. Education 0.614 0.37? 13 GRE'Verbal

Higher Education C.209 0.044 24 Enrollment age

School Counselor 0.295 0.07 94 GRE Math

Supervision 0.578 0.334 8 Undergraduate GPA

Curriculum & Instruction
Elementary. 0.102 0.010 169 GRE Verbal
Secondary 0.590 0.34J, 67 Undergraduate GPA

Emerging Adolescents&

Learning Disabilities 0.777 0.603 10 GRE Verbal

(both) 3.826 0.682 12 GRE Verbal.Iteading
_

a
Insufficient number of cases to compute a regression
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Table 15

Classification of Students? Success

by Discriminant Functiona

No. of
Predicted Group

Actual Group Cases Unsuccessful Successful

Unsuccessful 1021 651 370

Successful 418 212 206

a
Success was arbitrarily defined as either completing the degree or averaging
completion of at least four credits per quarter. The discriminant function
was generated using the method of maximizing Rao's V vlth the following var-
iables as predictors of success:-MAT, undergraduate GPA, sex, and entry age.
only 1-:AT scores did not enter the discriminant function. However, the
resulting function classifies group membership correctly only 59.6% of the
time, just-under ten per cent better than the chance prdbability.

4 2
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Table 16

Discriminant Function Predictions

of.Students' Success by Program

Program
Correct

Predictions
pa

Best Predictor

Administration (both) 0.22 238 MAT

Business Education
b

Higher Education 58.5q 0.11 65 Undergraduate GPA

School Counselor 0,03 226 Sex

Supervision 64.y4 0.95 26 Sex

Curriculum & Instruction
Elementary 66.5% 0.001 224 Undergraduate GPA
Secondary 51.2' 0.66 166 Enrollment age

Emerging Adolescents 63./4 0.97 41 Undergraduate GPA

Learning Disabilities
b

86

Reading (both)
b

55

aProbability of achieving a correct prediction rate equal to or greater than .

that of the discriminant function by chance

b
Differences between groups on predictors were insufficient to calculate

a discriminant function.

cNegative predictor
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Figure Captions

Figure 1. Admissions to graduate study in education by sex and year.

Figure 2. Admissions to administration and school counselor pv,ograms

by.quarter and year.

Figure 3. Admissions to curriculum and instruction and to learning

disabilities programs by quarter and year.

Figure 4. Admissions to higher education and supervision programs

by year.

Figure 5. Admissions to elementary reading, emerging adolescents, and

liberal arts internship programs by year.

Figure 6. Admissions to business education, secondary reading, and

math/science internship programs by year.

Figure 7. Admissions of undeclared and workshop or non-degree students

by quarter and year.

Figure 8. Distribution of students' ages at enrollment.

Figure 9. Students' undergraduate grade averages.

Figure 10. Distribution of students' MAT scores.

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

-Figure 12. Distribtuion of students' GRE Math Aptitude scores.

Figure 13. Distribution of credits earned by students.

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

uates, and studehts barred from further enrollment.
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