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Abstract
GRE verbal and quantitative scores and undergraduate grade point average were evaluated as
predictors of multiple measures of long-term graduate school success. The measures of success
were cumulative graduate grade point average and faculty ratings on three student
characteristics: mastery of the discipline, professional productivity, and communication skill.
Seven graduate institutions and 21 graduate departments in biology, chemistry, education,
English, and psychology collaborated in order to identify measures of valued outcomes, develop
reports useful to individual departments and graduate schools, and initiate a database for future
studies. Results are reported for all departments combined and by discipline and, where sample
sizes permitted, for master’s and doctoral degree students, men and women, U.S. citizens and
noncitizens, domestic ethnic groups, and test takers who took the GRE computer-based test and
those who took the paper-and-pencil version of the test. The results indicate that the combination
of GRE scores and undergraduate grade point average strongly predicts cumulative graduate
grade point average and faculty ratings. These results hold in each discipline and appear to hold

in the small subgroups.

Key words: Predictive validity, GRE scores, measures of long-term graduate success, faculty
ratings of graduate students, undergraduate grade point average, cumulative graduate grade point

average, GRE verbal scores, GRE quantitative scores
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The current study is part of a long tradition of research on the predictive validity of the
GRE". Prior to 1975, most criterion-related validity information came from locally conducted
institutional studies (for example, Lannholm 1960, 1968, 1972; Lannholm & Schrader, 1951)
and from studies conducted by ETS in cooperation with graduate institutions, as summarized by
Willingham (1974). Wilson (1979, 1986) conducted a series of cooperative validity studies with
some 130 participating graduate departments to provide general predictive validity information
as well as validity information for special subgroups of graduate students. Starting in 1978-79,
despite technical problems caused by small department sizes, highly correlated admission
measures, a restricted range of talent among enrolled graduate students, and very limited
variation in graduate grades, the GRE Validity Study Service provided free studies to
participating institutions. In the mid-1980s, the GRE Board supported the introduction of
improved empirical Bayes statistical methods in the Validity Study Service (Braun & Jones,

1985; Schneider & Briel, 1990).

By the early 1990s, however, a moratorium was placed on the GRE Validity Study Service
because the improved empirical Bayes methods could not completely overcome the technical
problems mentioned above. During the years of this moratorium, further progress was made in
areas relevant to GRE. Longford (1991) proposed statistical improvements in empirical Bayes
methodology to control negative regression weights. Other statistical methods were developed
(Ramist, Lewis, & McCamley, 1990; Ramist, Lewis, & McCamley-Jenkins, 1994), and meta-
analysis validity generalization methods in wide use in employment studies were used to
summarize GRE predictive validity studies (Kuncel, Hezlett, & Ones, 2001). These statistical
methods show promise of being adaptable to GRE’s needs. The current validity study is a type of
meta-analysis, combining results from collaborating institutions and departments, although it uses
different methods than those used by Kuncel et al. The Lewis and Ramist procedures (Ramist et
al., 1990, 1994) for correcting for multivariate restriction of range were used in the in this study.

Recent events have focused increased attention on studies of predictive validity. In response
to legislation in California and Washington, graduate, professional, and undergraduate institutions
have become concerned about or have dropped affirmative action in admissions. This has placed
pressure on tests and other admission measures that show lower performance by minority applicants.
Some graduate faculty have published criticisms of the GRE General and Subject Tests (Georgi, as
quoted in "How Not to Pick a Physicist," 1996; Goldberg & Alliger, 1992; Morrison & Morrison,
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1995; Sternberg & Williams, 1997). Several of the criticisms are based on single validity studies
with poor results, or on conflicting results from different validity studies.

Graduate institutions need reliable and up-to-date validity research to guide them in
choosing which information to use when selecting graduate students. In addition, there are many
important questions about graduate admission, such as fair treatment of minority groups, the
effectiveness of the GRE Subject Tests and the relationship of admission variables to long-term
success in the field, that can very seldom be answered in a single department. Thus useful validity
research information for graduate schools should include summaries of multiple studies, especially
summaries of interpretable collections of disciplines and institutions, in order to answer questions
of general interest, and provide more stable results than can be provided by studies done in
individual departments.

Meta-analysis or validity generalization studies (Glass, 1976; Hedges & Olkin, 1985;
Hunter & Schmidt, 1990) are useful methods of providing summaries of many independent
studies. Individuals doing meta-analyses collect studies in the published literature, adjust the data
to make them more comparable, and provide summaries that can be evaluated for statistical
significance. Kuncel et al. (2001) report a major meta-analysis of approximately 50 years of
published GRE validity studies, from the late 1940s to the late 1990s. Meta-analyses are limited,
however, by what the original researchers chose to study and the data they chose to publish. Much
of the art of meta-analysis involves developing plausible estimates for data not reported, such as
standard deviations, correlations, and reliabilities of critical variables. In this study, we used a
common design to collect comparable data from all participants, and hence were able to calculate
the crucial statistics for all departments. Meta-analyses are further limited by the types of
departments and institutions that choose to do studies and publish them. The sample of studies
available in the literature may not represent some disciplines or types of institutions well. Even if
statistical tests reveal no significant differences among disciplines or institutions, graduate deans
and graduate faculty may pay little attention to results in which their discipline or type of

institution is not represented.

Advantages of This Study
This study was developed to collect new data on the predictive validity of the GRE. It
presents the first predictive validity data for the GRE administered in a computer-adaptive mode,

introduced in the 1993-94 school year. The study collected multiple measures of graduate school
2
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outcomes to provide more comprehensive information about what GRE scores and
undergraduate grade point average are able to predict. Graduate deans and faculty were invited to
collaborate to assure that the outcome measures developed would be important to a variety of
graduate institutions and disciplines. The collaborators also evaluated the efficiency and
usefulness of data collection and quality assurance, analyses and reports of individual department
results, analyses and reports summarized overall and by discipline, and a database designed for
the accumulation of future studies. A total of 21 departments in biology, chemistry, education,
English, and psychology from seven different graduate institutions participated. Institutions
submitted analyzable data on 1,700 students who entered either a master’s or a doctoral degree
program in 1995-96, 199697, or 1997-98.

This study was necessarily small to encourage active collaboration and to allow the
procedures to be modified based on user evaluations. The study was intended to describe admissions
in the graduate community. At this early stage of understanding admission to graduate education,
hypothesis generation is our goal; hypothesis testing can follow when we begin to believe we
understand the system. Because we are attempting to capture a national picture of admission to
graduate education, we consider results for small departments and small groups of students to be just
as important as those for large groups (though certainly less reliable). Since our purpose is
hypothesis generation and our sample sizes are small, we do no statistical tests in this report.

Outcome measures. A major advantage of this collaborative study is that we collected
comparable information on a number of important outcomes of graduate school. It is often
remarked that first year grades do not represent the most important goals of graduate school
(Sternberg & Williams, 1997; Yee, 2003). Yet, test publications have frequently stated that the
GRE is meant to predict performance in the first year of graduate school. Presumably, this cautious
statement is based on the fact that the vast majority of validity studies use first-year graduate
grades as a convenient proxy for success in graduate school. However, it does not make sense that
the skills that lead to success in the first year of graduate school would differ radically from the
skills that lead to ultimate success. In any case, a measure that predicts first-year grades but is
unrelated to later success would not be a desirable admission measure. This study was designed to
collect information on a broader definition of success in graduate school. There is evidence,

summarized most recently in Kuncel et al. (2001), that GRE scores and undergraduate grades
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predict a number of long-term outcomes of graduate school. This is a long-standing but seldom-
studied finding on which this study will provide further evidence.

Outcome measures for this study were developed based on the research literature and on
interviews with GRE users about their most important goals for graduate students (Walpole,
Burton, Kanyi, & Jackenthal, 2002). We collected data on cumulative graduate grade point average
and faculty ratings. Faculty rated students on their professional knowledge, ability to apply that
knowledge, and ability to learn independently (mastery of the discipline); their judgment in
choosing professional issues and their creativity and persistence in solving the issues (professional
productivity); and their ability to communicate what they have learned (communications skills).
This expanded outcome information is important because it allows users to evaluate admission
measures against a variety of goals considered important for graduate students.

Institutions and disciplines studied. Another advantage of this study is that the sample of
institutions and disciplines covers the breadth of the graduate community. Institutions from
master’s, doctoral, and research Carnegie classifications represent a variety of missions, from
regional professionally oriented master’s degree programs, to programs primarily focused on
teaching, to research programs that recruit nationally and internationally for top doctoral students.
(Participating institutions and departments are listed in Appendix A.)

The disciplines sampled were

e Biology

e Chemistry
e Education

e English

e Psychology

These disciplines were chosen because they enroll large numbers of students and require a wide
variety of skills and knowledge.' The academic areas were limited to make it possible to summarize
validity results within discipline. A relatively small sample of departments is dictated by the need for
close collaboration among researchers and participants. The sample is intended to initiate a broadly
representative and cumulative database, which would allow a variety of analyses and summaries. A
representative database is critical because it determines whether the graduate community will believe

that summary results adequately represent their students and what they study.
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Common reporting subgroups. A third advantage of this study is that we were able to
collect a set of background questions that allowed us to combine data and report results for

subgroups including:

e Women and men

e African American, Asian American, Hispanic American, and White students

e C(Citizens and noncitizens

e Master’s and doctoral degree students

e Test takers who took the computer-based test and those who took the paper-and-pencil

version of the test

In addition to the overall effectiveness of the admission process, score users and
prospective students are concerned that the process be equally valid and fair for all prospective
students, particularly for groups that are relatively new to graduate education, or those who have
been traditionally underrepresented in graduate school. A study with a common design is a first
step in being able to answer these questions, starting a database that can eventually give
dependable answers to questions involving small groups.

Predicting success in graduate school. This study evaluated the most common objective
measures used to predict graduate school success at admission: GRE verbal and quantitative scores
and undergraduate grade point average. A study like this could be used to evaluate possible new
admission measures, but we felt that it was important to develop broader outcome measures first.
Focusing on outcomes is a good way to start a dialogue among participating institutions about the
goals of graduate education, and clarity about goals is the best start for a consideration of new
admission measures. It may also be necessary to develop new outcome measures to serve as
criteria for evaluating new admission measures. Willingham’s (1985) study of undergraduates
found that grades and test scores are the only measures necessary for predicting academic
outcomes. It was only when broader outcomes such as leadership and accomplishment were
evaluated that alternative admission measures were required to achieve good predictions. We
suspect that this will also be true in graduate school, where broad outcomes are even more
important than they are for undergraduates.

The results of this study are reported in two parts. After a brief discussion of the methods

used in the research, we will present the most important results of the study. These are the
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correlations between admission measures—GRE verbal and quantitative scores and undergraduate
grade point average—and outcomes of graduate school. These correlations allow the reader to
evaluate how strongly GRE scores and undergraduate grades predict important long-term measures
of success in graduate school. The second part of the results presents more detailed analyses.
Because the most data were available for cumulative graduate grade point average, this detailed
analysis will focus on that one outcome measure. The detailed analysis will present regression
equations that can be used to check individual department results, and can also be used in
admission by departments that have not yet done an individual prediction study. The detailed
analysis will also examine the effectiveness and fairness of GRE scores and undergraduate grade
point average for use in admitting selected subgroups of students.

The primary audience of this report is current and potential users of GRE scores who are
concerned about the validity of decisions made using the GRE and undergraduate grades. The text
of the report is written for this academic audience and makes minimal assumptions about
knowledge of measurement or statistics. For those interested, a few study details and statistical

1ssues are discussed in endnotes or table footnotes.

M ethods

Measures

Admission measures. The admission measures, or predictors, studied were GRE verbal and
quantitative scores and undergraduate grade point average. These measures were taken, when
possible, from institutional records. For example, some institutions reported using the best GRE
score from any administration of the GRE taken by an applicant; we used those scores when
possible, since the purpose of a validity study is to validate the actual admission decisions made at
an institution. Students in participating departments were also sought on the official GRE files at
ETS. When institutions did not provide GRE scores, undergraduate grade point average, or
background information about students, the relevant information was taken from the GRE files.
Although the institutional files were, in general, the preferred source for information, we preferred
to use the students’ self-report of race/ethnic group and citizenship when available, since this is
information that each student should know better than anybody else. Finally, in the analysis

comparing applicants who took the computer-adaptive GRE to those who took the paper-and-
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pencil test, we did not use the institution-supplied scores, since they did not have information on
mode of delivery.

The basic analysis of the predictor measures involved using the multiple regression
statistical technique to find the combination of admission measures that best predicts an outcome
measure in a department. The multiple regression analysis provides a regression weight for each
predictor. When a predictor score for a given applicant is multiplied by its regression weight and
added to the other predictor scores for that student (also multiplied by their weights), the resulting
number is a predicted outcome; for example, a predicted cumulative graduate grade point average
for that student. This predicted cumulative graduate grade point average can be thought of as a
summary of all the information in GRE scores and undergraduate grade point average that is
relevant to earning graduate grades. The equation developed on one year’s entering students is
frequently used to predict the future performance of applicants in subsequent years: It is a
convenient way to summarize in one number the objective information about applicants.

Outcome measures. At the start of this research, we conducted telephone interviews with
GRE score users. We spoke to deans in seven institutions and to faculty in six academic disciplines
(the disciplines included in this report plus engineering). The interviewees were asked to discuss
the qualities and skills of successful graduate students. The top five (adapted from Walpole et al.,
2002, p. 14) are:

e Persistence, drive, motivation, enthusiasm, positive attitude

e Amount and quality of research or work experience

e Interpersonal skills/collegiality

e  Writing/communication

e Personal and professional values and character, such as integrity, fairness, openness,

honesty, trustworthiness, consistency

On the basis of these discussions with members of the graduate community, and a review
of the literature on faculty ratings, we developed several measures to be used as outcomes or
criteria of graduate school success in this study. We asked faculty to rate three characteristics of
each student—mastery of the discipline, professional productivity, and communication skills. We
requested that two faculty members familiar with the student rate each student on each of these

three characteristics.
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Our definition of mastery of the discipline reflects an academic component, but goes
beyond knowledge to include three other components: ability to apply that knowledge to new
situations; ability to structure, analyze, and evaluate problems; and an independent ability to
continue learning.

Our professional productivity faculty rating includes, among other things, the most highly
valued quality, persistence. The complete definition is the extent to which the student shows good
judgment in selecting professional problems to attack, and the practical abilities of planning,
flexibility in overcoming obstacles, and determination in carrying problems to successful
completion.

Our communication skill faculty rating combines both interpersonal skills and
communication, and, in addition, basic standard English for nonnative speakers. Communication
skill is defined as the ability to judge the needs of one’s audience; a mastery of the language of the
discipline; a mastery of standard English; and the ability to communicate and work cooperatively
with others. All three faculty ratings use a six-point scale, ranging from 1 for unsatisfactory and to
6 for outstanding, with 0 for students the faculty member does not know well enough to rate
(counted as missing data in the analysis). To increase the reliability of the ratings, departments
were asked to have each student rated by two faculty members who knew them well.

Although the list of qualities and skills of successful graduate students developed for this
study conspicuously lacks a mention of academic accomplishments, the interviewees appeared to
assume that their students, admitted on the basis of past achievements, would continue to achieve
in the future. Thus, cumulative graduate grade point average was added to the study as the primary
measure of academic accomplishment in graduate school. It is reported on a scale ranging from 0
(failing) to 4 (A). (See Appendix B for the complete definitions of the outcome measures used.)

Finally, we collected information on the students’ progress to degree including such
important milestones as master’s and doctoral common examinations and degree attainment.
Originally intended to be used as an outcome measure, analysis results were inconsistent and
difficult to interpret, and several problems in the data were revealed, so degree progress was
removed from the final analysis. Descriptive information about the measure is reported in the
results section, and suggestions for developing better measures of progress to degree are addressed

in the discussion.
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Data Collection and Checking

Participating departments submitted data for students who initially enrolled as master’s
degree candidates in the 1995-96, 1996-97, or 1997-98 school years, or who enrolled as doctoral
degree candidates in the 1995-96 or 1996-97 school years. They submitted data on demographic
characteristics, admission measures, grades, graduate school milestones, and faculty ratings. Data
were checked for plausibility and missing values, and matched to GRE score files containing test
scores and background questionnaire responses.

A second round of data checking occurred after initial analyses were completed. Observed
cumulative graduate grade point averages were plotted against cumulative graduate grade point
average as predicted by the equation combining all three predictors (GRE verbal and quantitative
scores and undergraduate grade point average). Unusual data points were checked against the
student’s full record and, where necessary, against institutional records. Forty-one students were
removed from the initial cumulative graduate grade point average analysis data set of 1,351
students, and analyses were rerun with the edited data. Students were removed, for example,
because they were international students whose undergraduate grades had been converted in a way
that led to an implausible predicted cumulative graduate grade point average. Others were removed
because they had only attended for a term or two, and their observed grades were very low, often

because of unresolved incompletes.

Analysis Strategies

Relating design and analysis to purpose. The unifying theme of our design and analysis is
that the process of graduate program selection is probably best viewed, and best evaluated, from a
slightly more general perspective than that of the individual department or graduate institution.
There are many reasons for this viewpoint. The most practical is that many graduate programs are
too small to supply stable results. Another important element is that the process by which students
select graduate schools occurs well before an application is submitted. The students do not
consider all programs (they self-select), and their undergraduate mentors suggest programs to
pursue and to ignore. Thus only part of the total selection process occurs in graduate admission

offices or faculty selection committees.
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Graduate education is a highly interactive national system. Institutions and departments have
many links. Graduate faculty come from various training institutions; students come from more or
less widely scattered undergraduate institutions; the students are also linked through undergraduate
professors to still another collection of institutions. This geographical matrix is overlain by links
created by disciplinary schools of thought, professional organizations, and even consulting circuits.
That is, individual graduate departments are best understood as part of a national or international
professional community. This is particularly important in studying the process by which students
select institutions and institutions select students. This study uses a national context to organize
results and to make individual department results as comparable as possible.

For example, the collaborating institutions were sought out to cover a broad range of the
graduate community. Although it would be ridiculous to speak of seven institutions as
representative, they can act as the basis for a database that could eventually represent a national
system of graduate education. We focused on outcome measures in order to find goals that are
common across the graduate community. We focused on a limited number of disciplines because
users told us they would find summaries for their own discipline meaningful. Finally, we used
statistical techniques to make results more comparable across institutions and disciplines. These
are discussed in the following sections on analyses.

Within-department analyses and summaries by discipline. Within each department, the
analysis data set for each outcome consists of those students with complete data on all three
predictors and the outcome measure. The minimum sample size for analysis was defined as 9
students with complete data. The small samples were allowed so that participating departments
would get a report based in part on their own data; even so, two of the original 21 participating
departments had too little complete data for analysis. All possible combinations of the three
predictors were used to compute prediction equations. Because we used the same set of students to
compute each equation, the results from different equations are comparable.

Correlation coefficients are reported uncorrected and corrected for restriction of range on
all predictors. Measures used in student selection become restricted in range. For example, very
few students are admitted with undergraduate grade point averages below 2.5. Restriction in range
lowers correlation coefficients, so grade point average will look like a poorer predictor of graduate
school outcomes than it really is. Those students with low grades who were not admitted would

have tended to earn low grades in graduate school; the missing data would have supported the

10
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validity of undergraduate grade point average for selection decisions. The correction for restriction
in range estimates what the correlations would be if the relationship found in a single education
department, for example, were applied to all GRE takers who sent scores to education
departments.” Since the correction is applied to each department, it creates a common statistical
population across all departments within a general disciplinary area. The reference populations
used in the correction were the GRE test-taking population for the 1994-95 testing year in each of
four different general areas—natural sciences for biology and chemistry departments, social
sciences for psychology, arts and humanities for English, and education for education. These
corrections put all correlation coefficients within a general area on a comparable basis, and the
total cross-disciplinary summary of coefficients also combines areas that are roughly comparable,
because each area was adjusted to its national GRE population.

Summaries of correlations are averages of the individual department coefficients corrected
for multivariate restriction of range and weighted by the number of students in the department.
This method of summary will help compensate for the unstable results that are likely to occur in
small departments, since their results, multiplied by a small number of students, will have little
influence on the weighted average.

Regression analysis maximizes the correlation between predictors and criterion, and may
be inordinately influenced by unusual data points. When sample sizes are small, inflated
correlations become likely. Small samples occur frequently in our subgroup analysis and so the
subgroup tables include correlations corrected for shrinkage.® The shrinkage adjustment did not
seem conceptually compatible with our correction for restriction of range, so we adjusted
uncorrected correlations only. These may help the reader estimate how much the correlations have
been affected by small samples.

Results are discussed when they are considered to be of notable size, using arbitrary criteria
such as those proposed by Cohen (1977) for the behavioral sciences. We follow Cohen’s
convention of classifying correlations between .1 and .3 as small; between .3 and .5 as medium or
moderate; and .5 and higher as large or strong.

Pooled department analyses and summaries. In order to develop regression equations and
correlation coefficients on a larger and more stable sample, we also performed a combined-
department analysis for each discipline. Initial interviews with users indicated that they would be

willing to accept discipline-level results. They are less interested in summaries for broader groups

11
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such as social sciences or natural sciences or for the total group. Data for departments in a given
discipline (biology, chemistry, education, English, or psychology) were pooled to compute
common regression weights. The analysis assumes homoscedasticity and common regression
coefficients, but allows the regression constants to differ among departments. The differences in
regression constants reflect possible differences in the quality of the students enrolled and/or
differences in grading standards from department to department. In this analysis, ordinary least
squares estimates of the common regression weights were obtained based on pooled within-
department variances and covariances for each discipline. The resulting weights (and constants)
were evaluated as alternative prediction equations, and compared to the results based on the
analyses for each individual department. The alternative equations provide additional information
to departments whose results are unreliable because of small samples and may be informative to

departments that have not been able to do an individual predictive validity study.

Results

This results section is separated into two parts. The first part, “Predicting Long-Term
Outcomes of Graduate School,” focuses on an overall evaluation of how well GRE scores and
undergraduate grade point average predict several broad measures of success in graduate school.
The second section, “Detailed Results,” reports more tentative and detailed analyses, including
specific prediction equations that might be used by graduate departments that did not participate in
this study. The second section also includes a first look at how well GRE scores and undergraduate
grade point average predict success in graduate school for women, ethnic minority students,
noncitizens, master’s versus doctoral degree students, and applicants who took a computer-

administered GRE versus those who took a paper administration.

Results Section . Predicting L ong-Term Outcomes of Graduate School

This section covers the most important results from this study, the information on a variety
of long-term outcomes of graduate school. The most basic research question is how well do GRE
scores and undergraduate grade point average predict the following long-term graduate school

outcomes:

e Cumulative graduate grade point average
e Faculty rating of mastery of the discipline

e Faculty rating of professional productivity
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e Faculty rating of communication skills

We report correlations to summarize results for all departments combined, and for each academic
discipline separately.

Results for all disciplines combined. Table 1 presents the average single and multiple
correlations for the above four graduate school outcomes (or criteria) summarized over all
participating departments. Three different combinations of predictors are displayed. First, Table 1
shows the correlation for the combination of the scores for the GRE verbal and quantitative and
undergraduate grade point average that best predicts each graduate school outcome or criterion.
The criteria are presented in order by size of correlation. Then, to facilitate comparison, the
multiple correlation for GRE verbal and quantitative scores alone and the single correlation for
undergraduate grade point average alone are shown in the same order. To create a reasonable
summary over different disciplines and institutions with very different missions and students, we
corrected each correlation for restriction of range. Both uncorrected and corrected correlations are

included in Table 1.

Tablel
Average Corréations for Four Graduate School Outcome for All Departments:

Combinations of GRE Verbal and Quantitative Scores and Undergraduate Grade Point

Average
Numbers V,Q,U V,Q U
Criterion Depts. Sudents  R® R R R ¢ r
Mastery of discipline (FR) 11 352 0.55 040 052 037 021 0.13
Professional productivity (FR) 10 319 0.53 038 046 030 025 0.16
Communication skill (FR) 11 339 0.50 039 046 035 023 0.16
CGPA 19 1,303 049 040 040 033 032 024

Note. V = GRE verbal; Q = GRE quantitative; U = undergraduate grade point average; CGPA =
cumulative graduate grade point average; FR = faculty rating; R=multiple correlation; R*=multiple
correlation corrected for multivariate restriction in range; I =correlation of one predictor with the
criterion; r°=correlation of one predictor with the criterion, corrected for multivariate restriction in

range. Average correlations weighted by number of students in each department.
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Table 1 also gives the number of departments and the number of students whose results are
summarized for each outcome. This information indicates how generalizable the results for an
individual outcome are likely to be, and also how comparable the correlations for any pair of
outcomes are likely to be. Note that the outcome with the most data is cumulative graduate grade
point average, available for 19 departments and 1,303 students. The faculty rating criteria have, at
most, 11 departments and 352 students. The correlations for the three different faculty ratings can
be compared with each other, since the number of institutions and students for all three are
comparable in size and based on nearly the same individuals. The correlation for cumulative
graduate grade point average is only roughly comparable to those for faculty ratings.

There are several notable points about these average correlations:

e When all three predictors are combined, the corrected correlations for all three faculty

ratings are .5 or higher, correlations classified as large (Cohen, 1977).

e When all three predictors are combined, the corrected correlation for cumulative graduate

grade point average rounds to .5.

e Correlations for the two GRE scores combined are nearly as high as those for all three
predictors combined. Undergrad