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CH.t\.PTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

In r ecent years we have exp erienced an unpreced ent ed growth 

in the number of students attending and wanting to attend i nsti­

t utions of higher l earning. According t o recent estimations , almost 

hal f of the nation's high school graduates now enter college 

(Bri dgeman, 5). Emphasis on the importance of education beyond 

hi gh school--and particula.rly of college education--has been mounting 

steadily. Going to college has come to be regard ed. as a desirable 

goal for many of our nation's youth. Professional and technical 

jobs r equir ing college level training have been increasing at a 

f aster r ate t han has any other major group of jobs. 

Diamond (9) sees t his growing emphasis on the values of 

higher education as being reflected in increasing pressure on the 

schools to prepare students for college, to help them get into 

college, and to insure their successful performance in college. 

Traxler and Townsend are quoted here (23:9), 

The whole process of formal education can be viewed. 
as guidanc e. The individual pupil is studied, taught 
and advised throughout his school years. Individual 
guidance should be a continuous process so that 
adjust ment of the pupil can be made all along the 
way as he develops . 

They say, al so, t hat the final decisions about college should be 

made by the stud ent, but i t is t he responsibility of the high school 

couns elor t o s ee t hat the student has ava.ilable as much good, clear 
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and helpful information as can be accumulated .• 

Weeks (11) bel i eves that par t of a counselor ' s r esponsibility 

is to provide obj ective, accurate information so that students' 

deci sions will be based upon reality as well a.s on some of the more 

subj ective aspects of choice . 

The basic consideration of academ.i.c success is seen by Cashen 

( 7) as a major problem faced. by thos e who wish t o enter college, those 

who must f inance that education, and those who help others make the 

college decision. For this r eason he f eels that research is necessary 

in many different areas relative to the prediction of academic success . 

Woods ( 26 ) f eels that decisions regarding college, success, insofar as 

possible, should be based on objective, well validated. evidence. He 

does not advocat e ignoring the individual , but by using validated. 

prediction devices one can be of much more value to the individual. 

Hill ( 261 also, recommends statisti cal proced.ures over armchair eval­

uation. He st rongly emphas iz es the need. for r esearch in individual 

schools in order that accurate information about t he f uture academic 

achi evement of that school 's students be available. He states that 

the only way a school can get accurate information is by completing 

its own statistical study. 

The subj ects in this study a.re graduates of a relatively 

sma.11 rural high school . As is t he gener al trend in all schools, 

more c1.nd mor e gr aduates of this school wish to attend college. It 

is , t her efor e, becoming increasingly more important for the guidance 

counselor t o be abl e t o provide predictive information to students 

about their chances for succeedi ng i n col lege. Al though much 



research h:1s bem condu ted in regard to predicting college achieve­

ment , most of it has been based o the chie ent of students 
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IMPORTANCE OF THE srUDY 

The high school counselor has the major responsibility for 

counseling students about college. To assist in this task there is 

much information available, based on the general population, for 

predicting college achievement. In the past inf ormation available 
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in the cumulative record. has been the primary source of information 

for use in counseling with students about college, but validated 

information based. on the particular high school has not been available 

to support any resulting conclusions. Of the Stewart County High 

School graduates who attend college over 94 percent attend one of 

the three colleges in this study. By determining the validity of 

the three variables for predicting acad emic achievement of Stewart 

County High School students at Austin Peay State University, the 

University of Tennessee at Martin, and Murray State University, 

objective information will be available to assist students in making 

decisions about college. Students, then, will be able to base their 

decisions about college on objective inf ormation as well as on more 

intangible factors. It is also believed that the results of this 

study would be of assistance to persons working with students in high 

schools of similar size and population with regard to achievement of 

students at colleges similar to the colleges in this study. 

LIMITATIONS OF THE srUDY 

The study Has limited in that conditions such as student 

at t itude, culture or health can affect the reliability of any or all 



s 
of the variables in the study. Also, a student may fall below the 

predicted achievement in college performance for reasons other than 

academic ability; or he may exceed. the predicted. college performance 

because of unusually high motivation. If available, it would have 

been desirable t o include in the study variables such as attitude, 

interest, or cultural background. 

Only single correlations were computed. on each of the vari­

ables. It is most likely that a multiple correlation of a combination 

of the variables would have yielded a higher predictive validity. 

The number of students included. in the study who attended. the 

University of Tennessee at Martin and Murray State University was 

small, but the sample included. all students over a four year period 

who attended these schools. 



CHAPI'ER. II 

REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE 

Layman (13) investigated the validity of preadmission measures 

as predictors of f reshman grade point average, and preadmission 

measures and f reshman grade point average as predictors of sophomore 

grade point average. She f ound that high school average and entrance 

examination measures were significant predictors of freshman grade 

point average, but high school grade point average was the best single 

predictor of f reshman grade point average . Freshman grade point 

average was the best single predictor of sophomore grade point average . 

Willingham ( 25), too, found that freshman performance was a 

better predictor of college performance after the freshman year and. 

t hat admission measures made little or no contribution to freshman 

grad es in forecasting sophomore grades. 

Lewis (14), also, found that pre-college variables were not 

signif icant f or predicting achievement beyond the sophomore level. 

His study investigated the eff iciency of pre-college variables as 

predictors of f reshman, sophomore and junior grade point average . 

Although high school rank and entrance test composite scores were 

found to be signif icant pred.ictors of f reshman GPA, freshman GPA 

contri buted more to the efficiency of sophomore pred.iction. Pre­

vious college grade point average was the best predictor of grade 

poi nt aver age beyond the sophomore year. 
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The purpose of a study by Passons ( 21 ) was t o determine the 

predictive vali dity of the American College Tes t , the Scholasti c 

Aptitude Test and high s chool grades as pred.ict ors of f irst semester 

college gr ade point average, and of grades in ten general ed.ucation 

courses. He found that high school grade point average yielded. the 

highest predictive validity for first semester grade point average. 

The t est scores were slightly higher than high school grad.e point 

average f or predicting grades in particular courses; however, the 

differences were not of any statistical significance. 

Z:iJmnerman, Brown, and Michael ( 27) studied. the validity of 

the Semantic Memory Ability Tests to predict freshman college 

achievement. The authors concluded. that these tests had. little 

practicai validity f or prediction purposes. 

7 

Dickason (10) attempted to determine if awareness and. 

commitment of f reshman engineering students would. correlate signifi­

cantly wit h college grade point aver age. He computed. multiple 

correl ations using academic as well as non-academic predictors and 

found that a cademic pred.ictors correlate more highly with freshman 

gr ade point aver age t han non-academic predictors. He al.so found. 

that the awareness-connnitment r ating was of little assistance as a 

predictor of college a chievement. 

Foster and Danskin (12 ) reported on three phases of a study 

of the American College Test. The study f ound that ACT scores, alone 

and in combination wi t h high school rank, are signif icant predictors 

of college grades; but high school rank was found to be the best 

single predictor of college achiev ement . 
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Alexakas ( 2 ) predicted the college grade point average of 

a cademically superior high s chool students using regression and. dis­

crimination analysis on the basis of nineteen ind.epend.ent variables 

and by clinical counselors on the basis of all inf ormat,ion collected. 

through counseling interviews and testing during four high school 

y ears. The obta.ined. results indicated. that the statistical measures 

were slightly superior t o the clinical predictions. However, he 

concluded. t hat neither type of prediction was as efficient as one 

would wish them to be. The author suggested. a combination of clin­

ical and statistical predictions could be more efficient and more 

us ef ul in counseling students than any single method. 

Owens and. Road en ( 20 ), in a study of graduate students, found. 

the undergraduate grade point average to be the best single predictor 

of graduate grad.e point average . The Watson-Glaser Critical Thinking 

Appraisal Test and the Ohio State University Psychological Test were 

the next best single predictors. 

The purpose of a study by DeSena and Weber (8) was to 

determine which of two aptitude tests, the School and College Ability 

Test or the American College Test , had the higher degree of predic­

t ability of successful college achievement. Both tests correlated 

with f reshman grade point average at the one percent level of 

signif icance . The conclusion of the authors was that there is not 

a signif icant dif ference between the ACT Composite and the SCAT 

Total fo r predicting college grade point average. 

McCormick and Asher (16) stressed the importance of the 

creation of pr ediction equations for each high school to aid in 
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counseling . They studied t he value of certain aspects of the high 

school r ecord f or pr edicting the gr ade point average of st udents com­

pleting the f irst semester of work in s everal colleges. They fol.ll'ld the 

high school gr ade point average to be t he best single predictor of 

col l ege gr ade point average. 

Mann (15) reported. the results of a study of the validity of 

the Scholastic Aptitude Test and the School and. College Ability Tests 

when t hey are combined with high school rank for predicting first 

year college grades. The two tests were found to be signif icant pre­

dict ors of college gra.de point average; however, high school rank 

was found to be t he best single predictor of college grad.es. 

The major purpose of a study by Scannell ( 22) was to investi­

gat e annuaily obtained compar able measures as predictors of college 

success. In addit ion, t he predictive power of measures of school 

attainment was s t udied using t hes e measures separately and in com­

bination wi th achievement t est scores. He found that high school 

gr ade point aver age was t he best single predictor of college success, 

but r ank in class was not highly predictive for graduates of small 

hi gh schools . He also found t hat the accuracy with which general 

college academic success was predicted f rom achievement test scores 

i ncr eased. year by year f rom Grade 4 through high school; yet com­

binations of achievement test dat a obtained. at several points in 

student ' s careers were only slightly more predictive than the most 

r ecent r esults . The f inding by Scannell that, when restriction in 

r ange of scores i s considered , el ementar y school test dat a correlate 
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highly with college success, would suggest that predictions of college 

success from elementa.ry school test s cores can be as us eful as pr e­

dictions f rom high school test scores. 



CHAPI'ER. III 

DESIGN OF THE STUDY 

The pr:unary purpose of the study was to find a means for 

predicting academic achievement of Stewart County High School grad­

uates who attend Austin Peay State University, the University of 

Tennessee at Martin, and Murray State University. The subjects, 

therefore, were ninety-four Stewart County High School graduates. 

All Stewart County High School graduates of the years 1965, 1966, 

1967 and 1968 who completed. at least one year a.t one of the three 

colleges in the s t udy were includoo. The subjects were divided into 

t hree groups. Group I consisted of sixty-eight students who attended. 

Austin Peay State University, Group II consisted of fifteen students 

who attended the University of Tennessee at Martin, and Group III 

consisted. of eleven students who attended Murray State University. 

The criterion used in the study was defined. in terms of the 

overall f reshman grade point average at each of the colleges. The 

degree of success of each student was recorded. on a four point 

system (A = 4, B = J, C = 2, D = 1, F = 0). Grade point averages 

wer e obtained from the three colleges in the study. 

The Stewart County High School cumulat ive record of each 

student provid.ed. the prediction variables of high school grade point 

aver age (HSGPA), National Educational Development test scores (:NEID'), 

and American College Test scores ( ACT). The high school grade point 

average was computed on a four point system (A = 4) . The Composite 

11 
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scores were used. for the NEDT and t he ACT . 

The NEDT Interpretive Manual (18) d.escribes the National 

F,d.ucational Development Tests as a battery of tests d.esigned. to 

provid.e information about the stud.ent' s general ed.ucational d.evel­

opment and. ability in each of the five areas tested.. These five 

areas are: English Usage, Mathematics Usage, Social Studies Reading, 

Natural Sciences Reading and. Word. Usage. The manual states that the 

Composite score is the average of the five test scores and can be 

viewed as an index of total educational d.evelopment. Students take 

the tests in the ninth and tenth grades, and. results are reported. 

in standard scores from 1 to 36 and in percentile ranks. One purpose 

of the tests, according to its authors, is to id.entify those stu­

dents who should be encouraged to extend their education beyond 

high school. Clark, in the Sixth Mental Measurements Yearbook, says 

of the NEDT (6:17), 

From the guidance point of view the measurement data 
provided. by t he NEDT should be usef ul in predicting 
success in academic subjects, but the data would be 
much more usef ul i f multiple regression equations 
were available to show the relationship of test results 
to currently used. scholarship or college entrance 
examinations. 

Traxler (6) says of the tests that the scores are highly reliable 

for predicting grades in the ninth and tenth grad.es. However, he 

made no r eference to their predictability for later acad.emic 

achievement . 

The Counselor's Handbook (3) of the American College Testing 

Program describes the ACT as the collecting, processing and. reporting 
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of information for use in educational planning. Students are tested. 

in English, Ha thematics , SociaJ. Studies and Natural Sciences. As 

with t h e NEDT, results are reported in standard. scores of 1 to 36 

and in percentile ranks . The Composite score is an average of all 

the areas tested.. Findley, in the Sixth Mental Measurements Yearbook 

(6), points out that the ACT is a descendent of the NEDI' . He states 

that t,he ACT Composite score is predictive of college success, as 

does Englehart ( 6 ). Englehart, however, cautions against exclusive 

reliance on these scores when counseling students because other 

factors such as student's goals, interests, values and the college's 

educational and training requirements must be considered .• 

High school gra.des, NEDT Composite scores and ACT Composite 

scores were selected. because they are used most of ten by the high 

school to ass ess ability to do college work and because they are 

readily available in the high school record. It would. have been 

d.esirable to us e variables which measured. emotional adjustment and. 

interests , but the cumulative record did not contain such information. 

The study consisted of two phases . The first phase was the 

study of the predictability of freshman grade point average at each 

of the colleges in the study by use 0 .1. each individual predictor. 

The Pearson product-moment coeff icient of correlation was used. to 

determine the relationship of the three variables to college grades 

for each of the groups . Therefore, the HSGPA, ACT scores and NEDI' 

scores of students attending Austin Peay State University were 

individually correlated ,nth their f reshman grade point average. 



14 

The so.me procedure was followed or students attending the University 

o.:'.' Tennessee at Hartin and Murray State University . 

'rhe s econd phas e of the study consisted of preparing expec­

tancy t2.blcs f rom the data collected on each of the groups . It was 

felt that the e}:pectancy t abl es would provide a workable means for 

interpreting the r esults of the study to high school students and 

their parents . 



CHAPTER I V 

ANALYSIS OF DATA 

Da t a were collected from the high school cumulative record. of 

ninety-four students who graduated from stewart County High School in 

the years 1965, 1966, 1967, and 1968 and attended one of the three 

colleges in this study . The students were divided. into three groups. 

Group I was composed of sixty-eight students who attended. Austin 

Peay State University, Group II was composed of fifteen students who 

attend.ed. the University of Tennessee at Martin, and Group III was 

composed of eleven students who attended. Murray State University . 

The Pearson product-moment coeff icient of correlation was 

used. to test the validity of the independent variables in each group 

to predict college academic a chievement. Table 1 presents the data 

f rom this analysis . Upon analysis of the correlation of each 

independent variable with college achievement, it can be noted. in 

Table 1 that high school grade point average was in each instance 

the best single predictor of college academic achievement . This 

finding is in agreement with the findings of most of the related. 

studies r eviewed . 

The next best variable for predicting college achievement at 

Austin Peay State University and Murray State University was the ACT 

Composite score . The validity of this variable for predicting 

colleg e GPA at these two colleges, with correlations of .50 and .83 
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respectively, was significant at the .01 level. However, the cor-

relation of . Li9 b etween ACT scores and college GPA for those Stewart 

County High School students attending the University of Tennessee 

at Martin was not significant . 

As can also be noted in Table 1, NEDI' scores were second best 

in predicting college GPA for Group II and. poorest for Groups I and. 

III . Although the correlation between NEDT scores and. college GPA 

wa s . 5 7 for Group II as compared. with . 42 for Group I, the cor­

r el ation for Group II was significant only at the .05 level, whereas 

the correlation for Group I was signif i cant at the .01 l evel of 

signif icance . The correlation of .77 f or NEDT scores of Group III 

wa s also significant at the .01 level. 

Table 1 

Correlation of HSGPA, ACT Scores, and. 
NEDT Scores with College GPA 

APSU UTM MSU 

HSGPA • 71 a .65a .86a 

ACT .5oa .49 .8Ja 

EEDT . 42a . 57b .77a 

a - significant at the .01 level of signif icance 
b - significant at the .os level of significance 

The mean HSGPA for students attending Austin Peay State 

University was 2.99 , and the standard deviation was .JS . College 

GPA for Group I was 2 . 25, and the standard deviation was . 69 • The 



mean o:f ACT scores of Group I ws.s 17 . 81, and the s tandard deviation 

wa s 3 .9 3. lfilDT scores fo r Group I had a mean of 15 .13 and a 

standard d e,ria:::.ion of 3. 21 . 

The high s chool gr a.de point average mean for students 

a.ttmdmg t h e University of Tennessee at He.r tin was 3. 12, and t he 

s tandard deviation uas . 37 . College GPA mean for t his group was 

2 . 08, and the standard devi t ion was . 54. The mean ACT score for 

Group II was 19 . 33, and t he standar d deviation w s 3. 30. The mean 

H.IID.1' scor e was 16 . 4 , and the s tandard deviation was 2. 98 . 

17 

Stud ents att ending l ru.rray Stat e Univers i t y had a high school 

grade point average mean of 3. 17 and a standard deviation of . 49 . 

The colleg e GP/\. mean was 2. 48, a.rid t h e standard deviation was 1 . 01. 

The mean score on the ACT for this group was 18. 91 , and the standard. 

deviation was 5 . 64 . This group had a mean score on the NEIJ1' of 

15 . 82 and o. standard deviation o_ J . 40 . 

In order to be abl e to make pr act ical application of the 

colled ,Gd d2:::. 2. in couns eling high sc.1001 s t ud errt.s d their parents, 

c:;::p cc-c,ancy ·e,~bl cs uere pr epar ed for each variabl e in predicting 

colleg e a clliovcmcn-'.:- at t he t i1ree colleges in t he study . Table 2 

pr es ents the percentage of t he s t uden·::.s in Group I wi t h regard 

t o hi gh s c:1001 grade poin-c verage a.rid college grad e point average. 

The collq ;e gr 2.d e :Joint aver ar; e o.: 1 . 60 might b e cons i dered a cut ­

o.=·/ poLrri:; since a. s tudent who has complet ed three _uarters of 1-rork 

2.t :\us t i!l Peay St ate University and has not maintained a GPA of 

1. 60 or Gr e2.ter wi ll be pl aced on academic probation ( 4) . As can 
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be noted in Table 2, 50 percent of Group I who earned HSGPA1 s 

between 2. 25 and 2 .49 failed to maintain satisfactory grad.es, but 

only 3 percent of the students whose HSGPA was 3.0 to 3.49 and none 

whos e HSGPA was 3.5 or bett er failed t o maintain satisfactory grad.es. 

For · Group I, college grade point average increases as high school 

grade point average increases. Therefore, while the probability for 

succeeding is 0.5 for a student in the lowest interval, a student in 

the highest interval could. feel fairly confident that he could. 

succeed at Austin Peay State University. 

Table 2 

Expectancy Table Showing Grade Point Average at Austin Peay 
State University Based. on High School Grade Point Average 

( N = 68, HS~PA mean = 2.9~, S. D. : .35) 
CGPA mean - 2.25, S. D. - .69, r .71 

Percentage in each interval group earning 
HSGPA GPA within each grade point interval 

0. 29- 1 .00- 1.6o- 2.00- 2.50- 3.00-
0. 99 1.59 1.99 2.49 2.99 3.49 

3.5 - 4.0 33 ± 
3 

50 

3.0 - 3.49 3 9 43 31 11 

2.so - 2.99 14 10 47 24 5 

2. 25 - 2. 49 50 33 ± 3 
16 _g 

3 

2.50-
4.00 

16 _g 
3 

3 

Table 3 is an expectancy table of the probabilities f or 

academic achi evement at Austin Peay State University based. on a 
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student ' s ACT score . It is interesting to note that while 100 per-

cent of the students in the lowest interval, 9-10, failed. to maintain 

a satisfact ory GPA, and. only 7 percent above the ACT score 16 failed. 

t o maintain a satisfactory GPA, the students whose scores on the ACT 

were betueen 11 and. 14 did. as well as or better than the students 

whose scores were 15 or 16 . This would. seem t o suggest that f or 

Stewart Count,y High School students, ACT scores between 11 and. 16 are 

not highly selective f or predicting GPA at Austin Peay State 

University. Knowledge of this would make i t necessary to consider 

variables other than the ACT score when co1m.s eling students . 

Table 3 

Expectancy Table Showing Grade Point Average at Austin Peay 
State University Based on ACT Scores 

ACT 

25 - 26 

23 - 24 

21 - 22 

19 - 20 

17 - 18 

15 - 16 

13 - 14 

11 - 12 

9 - 10 

(N = 68, ACT mean score= 17 . 81, s. D. = 3.93, 
CGPA mean= 2. 25, s. D. = . 69 , r = .50) 

Percentage in each interval group earning 
GPA within each 

0.29- 1.00- 1 . 60-
0 . 99 1.59 1.99 

13 

25 

7 21 

18 

33 22 

30 JO 

17 33 

100 

score 

2.00-
2. 49 

50 

12 

36 

46 

33 

30 

17 

group 

2.50-
2. 99 

50 

29 

3.00-
3.49 

29 

25 38 

29 7 

12 

10 

33 

3.50-
4.00 

29 
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Exp ectancy percentages for National Educational Development 

Tes t scores of Group I can be f ound in Table 4 . As with ACT scores, 

s t udents whose scores were 9 or 10 did as well as or better than 

s t udents whose scores were between 11 and 16; however, only 14 per­

cent of t he students with scores above 16 failed. to maintain a GPA 

of 1 . 60 or better. 

Table 4 

ID.1)ectancy Table Showing Grade Point Average at Austin Peay 
State University Based on NEDT Scores 

l'JEDT 

21 - 22 

19 - 20 

17 - 18 

15 - 16 

1 3 - l Li 

11 - 1 2 

9 - 10 

( N = 68, NEDT mean score= 15.13, S. D.=3.21 
CGPA mean= 2.25, S. D. = . 69 , r = .42) 

Percentage in each interval group earning 
GPA within each score group 

0.29- 1.00- 1.60- 2.00- 2.50- 3.00-
0.99 1.59 1.99 2.49 2.99 3.49 

20 40 20 20 

14 43 14 

8 25 50 17 

9 9 64 9 9 

12 47 24 12 5 

15 23 15 31 8 8 

331 33 1 331 
3 3 3 

3. 50-
4 .00 

29 



T ble 5 pr esents percentages f or Group II f or high school 

gr ade point average. At the University of Tenness ee at Martin, a 

student must have a cumulative GPA of 1 . 50 or greater at the end of 

three quarters ( 24 ). None of the students in Group II had. high 

school aver ages below 2 . 50; however , one- third of the stud.ents in 

the high school grade point interval 2. 50 - 2 . 99 failed. to maintain 

t he required coJ.l ege GPA of 1.50. As with Group I , as the high 

school aver age increased , the percentage of students who succeeded. 

at this college increa sed.. Only one s tudent whose HSGPA was 3 .0 

or greater failed to maintain an ad.equate freshman grade point 

average . 

Table 5 

Expectancy Table Showing Grade Point Aver age at 
The University of Tennessee at Martin Based. 

HSGPA 

3. 5 - 4 . 0 

J . O - 3 . 49 

2.50 - 2 . 99 

2. 25 - 2 . 49 

on High School Grade Point Average 

( N = 15, HSGPA mean = 3.12, S . D. = . 37, 
CGPA = 2 . 08, S. D. = .54, r = .65 ) 

Percentage in each interval group earning 
GPA uithin ea ch grade point interval 

0 . 29-
0 . 99 

1 . 00-
1.49 

1.50-
1.99 

33 l 
3 

2. 00-
2 . 49 

50 

57 

33 l 
3 

2 . 50-
2 . 99 

29 

50 

21 
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ACT score percentages are given in Table 6 for Group II. As 

can be noted in Table 6, ACT scores between 13 and 18 do not seem to 

predict a cademic achievement any better than do scores of 11 or 12 . 

Students whose ACT scores were 11 or 12 were able to earn a OOPA 

between 1.50 and 1.99, yet there were students whose ACT scores were 

between 15 and 20 who did not maintain a satisfa.ctory college grade 

point average. Of course one must take into account non-academic 

varia.bles as well as the fact that there can be exceptions to any 

case; however, in view of the fact that in this study ACT scores 

had no significant correlation with college grades for Group II, it 

would be necessary to rely more heavily on judging a student I s 

potential in terms of his past performa.nce--high school grades . 

Table 6 

lli-.'J)ectancy Table Showing Grade Point Average at the University 
of Tennessee at Hartin Based on ACT Scores 

ACT 

23 - 2Li 

21 - 22 

19 - 20 

17 - 18 

15 - 16 

13 - 1Li 

11- 12 

(N = 15, ACT mean score= 19 . 33, S. D. = 3.30, 
CGPA mean= 2. 08, S. D. = . 54, r = .49) 

Percentage in each interval group earning 
GPA within each score group 

0. 29- 1.00- 1.50- 2.00- 2.50- 3.00-
0.99 1.49 1.99 2.49 2.99 3.49 

1 1 1 
33 3 33 3 33 3 

33 j 66 1 
3 

25 75 

50 50 

50 50 

100 

J .50-
4.00 
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The expectancy data on NEDT s cores f or Group II are in Table 

7. Students ivith scores b etween 9 and 12 would appear to perform in 

college as well as or better than s tud.ents with scores between 12 a.nd 

16 . However , the students with scores above 18 were consistently 

successf ul in college. 

Table 7 

Expectancy Table Showi.ng Gra.d e Poi nt Aver age at the University of 
Tennessee a.t Marti n Based. on NEDT Scores 

NEDT 

19 - 20 

17 - 18 

15 - 16 

13 - 14 

11 - 12 

9 - 10 

(N = 15, NEDT mean s core= 16 . 4, s. D. = 2. 98, 
CGPA mean= 2 . 08, S. D. = . 54, r = . 57 ) 

Percenta.ge in each interval group earni ng 
GPA within each score group 

0 . 29-
0. 99 

1.00- 1.50-
1.49 1.99 

16 2 
J 

50 

100 

100 

2.00-
2 . 49 

66 2 
J 

66 £ 
3 

100 

2.50-
2 . 99 

16 £ 
3 

so 

3. 00-
3. 49 

33 l 
3 

3. 50-

Table 8 presents percentage data on high school gr ad e point 

I t i s a requirement at Murr ay State Univers i ty 
average fo r Group III . 

60 t th end of three that a student have a cumulative GPA of 1. a e 

he T.rill b e placed on academic probation (17 ) • quarters or ., .,_ 
In this 

edict f uture performance . As 
gr oup , also, past record would seem to pr 
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can b e noted in Table 8, none of the students in the l owest interval 

were able t o mainta in a sat· f is a ct ory average in college, but all 

f our students whose HSGPA was 3 5 b • or etter also had college GPA1 s 

above 3.5. 

Table 8 

Expectancy Table Showing Grad p . . 
State University Ba;e~ o~~ lg! v;:: ~~lat Murray 

HSGPA 

3.50 - 4 .00 

J .00 - J . 49 

2 . 50 - 2 . 99 

2 . 25 - 2 . 49 

Grade Point Average 

( N = 11, HSGPA mean= 3.17, s. D. = _49 
CGPA mean== 2.48, s. D. = l.Ol, r = _86) 

Perc entage_in_each int erval group earning 
GPA within ea ch grade point interval 

0. 29-
0. 99 

1.00-
1.59 

25 

100 

1.60-
1.99 

so 
50 

2 .00-
2.49 

25 

so 

2.50-
2 .99 

3.00-
3.49 

3.50-
4.00 

100 

Percentages f or ACT scores ar e p r es ented for Gr oup III in 

Ta.ble 9 . ACT scores were consist ent in predicting college achievement 

of Stewart County Hi gh School students at Murray state University. 

All students ·with scores of 17 or better did. s atisfactory work at 

Murray Sta te Univers ity; 50 p er cent with scores of 15 or 16 and 

33 j p ercent with scores of 11 or 12 did. not succeed. academically. 

For Group III, ACT scores were almost as predictive of college grade 
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point civerage as were h " h ig school d gre. es . 

Table 9 

Expectancy Table Showing Grad . 
St ate University Bas~ Point Average at Murray 

e . on ACT Scores 

ACT 

25 - 26 

23 - 24 

21 - 22 

19 - 20 

17 - 18 

15 - 16 

13 - lli 

11 - 12 

9 - 10 

(N = 11, ACT mean score - 18 91 
CGPA mean= 2.48 S D -_ • , S. D. = 5.64 ' • • - 1.01, r - .8)) ' 

Percentage in each. t GPA within in erval group earning 
each score group 

0.29-
0.99 

LOO- 1.60-
1.59 1.99 

2.00- 2.50-
2.49 2.99 

3.00- 3.So-
3.49 4.00 

33 j 66 3 

100 

50 

100 

so 

Ta.ble 10 presents percentage data. on NEDT scores for Group III. 

As wa.s the case with Groups I and II, NEDT scores between 11 and 16 

ar e not progressively selective. According to Table 10, stud.ents 

1
rith IIBIYr scores of 9 or 10 would have a better chance of succeeding 

at Hurray State Univers i ty than students with scores of 15 or 16. 
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I t would s eem that high ACT s cores and NIDr scores are mor e pre-

dicti vc of succ ess f ul acad emic achievement than lower scores are 

predictive of f ailure. This would emphasize once more the importance 

of considering all behavior on the part of the student when assessing 

his academic potential. 

Table 10 

Expectancy Table Showing Grad.e Point Average at Murray 
St ate University Based. on NEDr Scores 

NEDT 

21 - 22 

19 20 

17 - 18 

15 - 16 

13 - l h 

11 - 12 

(N = 11, NEDI' mean score= 15.82, S. D. = 3.40, 
CGPA mean= 2.48, s. D. = 1.01, r = .77) 

Percentage in each interval group earning 
GPA within each score group 

0.29- 1.00- 1.60- 2.00- 2.50- 3.00-
0.99 1.59 1.99 2.49 2.99 3.49 

50 

100 

33 ½ 33 ! 
3 

33 ! 
3 

50 50 

3.50-
4.00 

100 

100 

50 



CHAPrER V 

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

The primar y purpos e o f t he s tudy was to f ind a means for 

predicting academic a chievement of Stewar t County High School 

s tudents who attend Austin Peay state University, the University 

of Tenness ee at Martin, and. Murray State University. Ninety-four 

stud.ents-- all of those gr aduating i n the years 1965, 1966, 1967 

and 1968 and attending on e of the three schools in the study--were 

incl uded. in this study . The subject s were divided into t hree groups. 

Group I , wit h s ixty- eight s t udents, was composed. of those student s 

who a ttended Austin Peay State Universit y; Group II, with f ifteen 

stud ent s, was composed. of stud ents who attended. t he Universit y of 

Tennessee at Martin; and Group III wa s composed. of eleven students 

who attend ed. Murray St at e University. 

The prediction variables of high school grade point average, 

ACT Composite scores and NEDT Composite scores were obtained. from 

the Stewar t Count y High School cumulative record of each student . 

The cr iterion was t he freshman grad e point average which was 

· t h t dy The Pearson produ ct ­obtained f rom the three coll eg es in es u • 

d t · the moment co eff i cient of correlation was computed. to .e ermine 

rel a t ionshi p of t h e three variables t o f reshman GPA. After cor-

t ables were prepared on each of the r el ati ng the da t a , expectancy 

a s r el at ed. t o the college for which the var i able three variables 

was applicabl e . 

27 
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Upon analysis of the data i t was determined that in each 

instance the high school grade point 
average was the best predictor 

of colleg e GPA in the f reshman year. mh 1 e correlations for HSGPA 

ranged. f r om .65 to .86. ACT scores were the next best predictor 

for students attending Austin Peay state University and Murray State 

University, with correlations of .50 and. .83 respectively; but there 

was not a significant correlation between ACT scores and. college 

grade point average for students attending the University of 

Tennessee at Martin . NEDT scores, with a correlation of .57, gave 

the second best prediction of f reshman GPA for students attending 

the University of Tennessee at Martin and. were poorest for stud.ents 

attending Austin Peay State University and Murray State University . 

However , NEDT scores correlated. with f reshman GPA at the one percent 

level of significance for students attending APSU and. MSU and. at the 

five percent level of significance for students attending UTM. 

Data f rom the expectancy tables would indicate that a 

student I s chances f or academic success in college increase as his 

high school grade point average increases. However , except in the 

case of ACT scores f or predicting f reshman GPA at Murray state 

University, ACT scores and NEDT scores below 16 do not provide a 

dependabl e means for predicting success or failure. 

1 . 

NEED FOR FURTHER RESEARCH 

l.
. s need.ed on the predi ctive validity 

Additional research 

National F,ducational Development 
of American College Test scores and 



Test scores with r egard to the d db ' . 
epen a ihty of standard. scores below 

16 t o pr edict s uccess or f a ilure 1.n· 11 co ege. 

2 • A multiple regression procedure should. 
be developed. 

to predict college academic achievement 
using Acr scores and. NEDT 

scores with other variables . 

J . Variables such as study habits, attitudes, and. self 

concept should be studied for their predictive ability. 

29 

Ad.di tional research is needed. in the prediction of college 

grade point average beyond the f reshman year using high school grad.e­

point average, ACT scores, or other variables available in the high 

school record. 

5. Additional research is need.ed as to the ability of 

HSGPA or other variables available in the high school record. to 

predict completion of a college program for a degree. For example: 

t h e attrition rate of students whose HSGPA is below 2.S might 

be compared wit h that of students whose HSGPA is J.O or better. 

6. Research is need.ed as to the ability of high school 

grad e point aver age in a particular subject to predict performance 

in tha t subject in college as compared with the predictive ability 

of the ACT score in that subject. For example: the high school 

d · t 1.· n mathemat1.· cs and the ACT Mathematics score gra e poin average 

the]_. r validity for predicting grade point could b e compared a s to 

aver age in coll ege mathematics . 
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IMPLICATIONS OF THE sruny 

Studies such as this one can be valuable because high school 

counselors need information that would. be useful in predicting 

college achievement f rom variables readily available in the high 

school cumulative record .• Inf ormation pertaining to prediction of 

college achievement is particularly needed. in the small high school. 

Guidance couns elors should. be encouraged. to conduct stud.ies in their 

mm school s even i f they must use simple statistical procedures such 

as thos e used in this study . 
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APPENDIX A 

Table 11 

Data for Correlations, Austin Peay state University Students 

HSGPA ACT NEDT CGPA 

3.00 19 17 2.58 
18 17 2.19 

3.04 24 20 2.96 
3.61 22 21 3.23 
3.19 13 11 2.19 
3.02 17 15 2.14 
3.14 17 17 2.88 
3.38 13 12 1.o6 
2. 33 14 14 2.78 
2.40 16 14 2.23 
2.90 11 10 1.77 
2.40 13 11 1.41 
3.00 19 16 2.64 
3.06 11 0.81 
2.54 

10 1.60 
20 13 

2.63 15 1.92 
3.04 

20 
18 2.o6 

17 2.64 3.00 26 21 1.70 3.36 23 21 1.86 3.00 21 18 2.60 I 2. 70 10 12 2.48 
I 2.77 14 11 2.65 
I 2.95 24 19 1.13 

3.07 15 
14 o.57 

2.34 11 
11 1.72 

I 2.53 20 
14 2.27 

I 2.92 12 
15 2.17 

2.65 12 1.73 I 3.02 
20 14 1.00 

2.90 
21 14 1.98 15 2.43 16 

13 2.48 
2.45 21 3.26 
3.10 25 16 1.90 
3. 32 

21 13 2.29 
2. 28 11 15 2.29 
3.14 

17 16 1.12 
3.02 

20 12 2.59 
14 18 3.37 2. 72 20 18 3.18 23 3.65 
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Table 11 (continued ) 
35 

Da ta. f or Correlations , Austin Peay St at e Uni versity Students 

HSGPA 

3.59 
3. 04 
3.50 
3.39 
2. 61 
2. 84 
2.58 
3.39 
J . 26 
3. 32 
2.84 
3.10 
3. 20 
3. 44 
2.57 
2.50 
2. 88 
3. 30 
3.11 
3. 25 
J.04 
3.04 
J.00 
J. 04 
2. 90 
3. 2J 
3.57 
2. 98 
J . 60 

A CT 

22 
15 
20 
17 
15 
18 
19 
21 
19 
23 
13 
16 
20 
21 
18 
14 
14 
21 
12 
20 
14 
16 
18 
17 
15 
24 
23 
19 
23 

NEDT 

20 
15 
14 
17 
13 
14 
19 
17 
21 
20 
13 
17 
14 
17 
14 
11 
11 
12 
12 
15 
11 
13 
14 
14 
15 
18 
21 
10 
19 

2.94 
2.30 
3.02 
3.29 
2.22 
1.84 
0.29 
2.10 
2.49 
3.67 
1.86 
2.67 
2.40 
2.94 
1.78 
1.36 
1.96 
3.25 
2.71 
2.29 
2.04 
1.88 
2.52 
2.39 
1.55 
2.74 
J.20 
2.37 
J.84 



HSGPA 

3. 24 
3.02 
2. 98 
2.74 
2. 84 
3. 86 
3. 00 
J .46 
J .39 
3.64 
2. 86 
2.74 
3,.02 
3. 38 
2.68 

APPENDIX B 

Table 12 

Data f or Correlations , The University of 
Tennessee at Martin Students 

ACT 

16 
21 
21 
20 
18 
23 
20 
23 
23 
20 
11 
15 
22 
20 
17 

NEDT 

16 
18 
16 
10 
17 
20 
18 
20 
18 
18 
12 
13 
20 
17 
13 

CGPA 

2.56 
2.29 
1. 89 
2.00 
2. 38 
3. 09 
2.00 
2.42 
2.75 
2. 33 
1.80 
1 .40 
2. 00 
1.17 
1.17 



HSGPA 

2. 33 
3. 84 
2. 83 
3. 64 
3.10 
3. 02 
J . 73 
3 . 00 
2. 64 
J .19 
3 . 60 

APPENDIX C 

Table 12 

Dat a f or Correl ations, Murray St ate University Students 

ACT NEDT 

12 13 
25 19 
15 12 
26 21 
17 14 
16 15 
26 21 
12 11 
12 13 
23 17 
24 18 
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CGPA 

1.00 
3. 84 
2. 38 
3. 87 
2. 36 
1.07 
3.53 
1.85 
1.80 
1.96 
3. 58 
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