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FACULTY PERCFPTIONS OF STUDENWTS

I, The Development of the Student Rating Form

§§§tract

The steps leading to the develomment of a Student Rating Form,
an instrument for use bty feculty in systewmatically describing college
students, are outlined ir this first of a series of reports concerned
with faculty charwcterizations of students. The treatment is primarily
historicai, provid ag a hasis Tor subseguent technical reports of
analyses of faculty dcfinition of desirable student traits. Data
presented include a thematic analysis of free verbal descriptions
by faculty or students, and the results of a factor analysis {sug-
gesting 16 factors) of varisbles contributed oy an eerly version of

the Student Ratling Form.
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FACULTY PERCEPTIONS OF STUDENTS

I. The Development of the £4udent Rating Form
Introduction

Over the last five decades there have been many attempts t¢ establish
the validity of various non-:ognitive measures for predicting success in
college. Many vpersonal factors would seem to moderate level of academic
achievement: e.g., interest in course worx; drive or molivation, freedom
from personal problems. Yet the fact that few, if any, substartial findings
have been established is attested by reviews of the literature (Fishman &
Pasanella, 1960; Her.is, 1940; Stein, 1963) or by the fact that there are
no widely accepted tools of this type in team with the old workhorses of
past ~chievement and scholastic gbility measures.

A number of errors or problems are implicit, however, in most of the
past work. The most outstanding of these has been the tendency to restrict
the criterior to that readily available, usually the fiirst term or freshm=n
average grade. Fsychologisis have too freguelnitly devoted their time té the
theory or constructicn of the predictor, the appsrently more intriguing
member of the predictor-criterion pair; much of the work not concerned with
proving a pet notion is marked by urgent need (Lo establish ground rules for
selecticn) or opportunism {to conduct studies utilizing easy-to-come -by deta
in the simple correlational design).

Two major factors have contributed to the launching of a series of
studize in which the rating scales described herein have played a major pari.
The first has to do with confidence, of construct validity origin, in many

of the carefuvlly develcoped non-cognitive measuses such as, for example, the
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Myers-Briggs Type Indicator (Myers, 1962). A second factor is the fresh
interest and coacern, pervasive among faculty and zdministration azs well as
admissions officers (e.g., Kemedy, 19€2; M:Clelland, 1961), for identifying
other qualities of piomise beyond those reflected by achievement in high
school or scholastic aptitude (because, if tor no other reason, applicant
pools and size restrictions have frequently afforded more than enough
applicants qualificd on these dimensions, and aiditional lmzses for selcetion
must be employed). The most thoughtful reflection of this problem is to be
found in Bender's (1960, pp. 52-73) report, upon his retirement, of the
admissions problems at Harvard. Altho.ugh some of this concern may stem from
dismay in still finding misfits after such rigorous screening, or from real
fears that restriction of admission to only the most irntellectually talented
will exclude future presidents or other world leuders, there is room for
questioning the abillty of grades to encompass all val.ed or valuable
gualities.

In this context, the present series of studics was launched. The
purpose of the broader rescarch was to determine valued personsl qualities
beyond those reflected by the grade-point average, as an initial approach
to breecer definition of eriterin. The present paper describes the dewvelop-
ment of the Student Rating Form, an instrument that employs language and
concepts suggested by college faculty themselves and which has been utilized
as the besic source of late concerning the nature and structure of faculty
perceptions of students. The description, h2rein, is essentially historical,
to provide a basc for later papers more directly concerned with technical

aspects.
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Tre Initial Survey of Faculty Opinion about Student Characteristic

Unde. the leadership of Henry Chauncey and David Sauvnders, and with the
assistance of instititional representatives at eight ins,titutions,l a pre-
liminary survey or taculty opinion about studznts was initiated. Cooperative
faculty members at each institution (and, in a fev instances, administrators,
counselors, coaching staff, etc.) were cbtained throush the institutional
representative. Each institution was asked to provide, thirough thece
faculty members, free verbsl descriptions of 48 students fitting into the

categories outlined in Figure 1.

Highly Desirsble Highly Undesiratle

High Academic Performance 8 g -
Average Academic Performance g o
Low Academic Performance 5 g
(48)
Figure 1

No rigorous procedures were applied in selecting faculty or defining
either desirability or the levels of academic performance; the faculty
rmembers were asked to select students they knew well. Tt~ purpose at this
stage was simply to produce a mass and a variety of verbal material, in a
context of desirabvility apart from {or even contrary to) academic performance,
from which concepts could be selected snd more formal descriptive measures

could be developed. From this, Saunders hoped to form "¢ distillation of

lAmherst, Caltech, Cornell Scrool of FEngineering, Dartrmouth, MIT, RPI,
Rutgers, and Stenford.
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the opinicnc that occupy the minds of the college evaluztors on the subject

~

- v . o = . . 2
of deairsbility and undesirabiiity in ccllege stodents.”

A thematic analiysiz of this materisl was then conducied by Sauncers,
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o lift, with count of frequenzy of ozcurrancs, adjectives nr

zetival phrases that appeared in the descriprions. This resuited in stue
320 1¢ens, listed as bipolar traite (e.g., "sericus-not sericus" or "willing
4% 20k questions-vnwilling to ask giestions”), groupzd into 15 categories;
this material, with frequeiacy of occurrence, is given in Appendix A.

That the attempt to sepsraze (through the procedure shown in Figure 1)
desirxbility from academic achievement was not entirely successful is shown
by the analysis reported in Table 1. Each separste description wvas ezamined
to determine if the student described represented the extreme ci desirable
or undesirasble; of the descriptions available, only two were sufficientl:
ambiguous in this regard that a second independent rater disagreei on asssign-
rent within the two-fold classification. Among other dats ccllected o
st.dunte deserited for the study were SAT scores and most recent gredo -l it
wvernges. Point biserial correlations tetween the cateporization of lerivuiiz

vss 'ndesirable ani these continuous verisbles vere comp.ded fer 2zon in-

o

titutional group ~nd are given in Table 1. It is apparent that grades were
1ivr1y a factor in clussification as to desirability: a’l rut cne of Lhe
se'en coafficients are positive, and for two institution: the relstionshizs
are .igni“icent at th: 0} levei. 7hal the instructions were ecarriet i1 v

questlion tble.

€. rnires, Do Re Unpubliched covking papee, 1200
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Table 1

Relationship (rﬁo) Between Desirable/Undesirsble

Classification ard Indicated Variables

Amherst 45 JHGER -.12 .10
Caltech Lh .13 -.26 TR
Cornell 48 .08 -.13 -.13
Dartmouth 38 -.02 -.26 -.09
MIT Lo .50 ¥ A1 A4
RPI (Insufficient Data)

Rutgers 26 .19 ~.17 -.25
Stanford 37 A -1 -.03

A%
Significant at .Gl level.
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Of passing interest, however, are the generally negative relationships
(Table 1) between desirabili<y and SAT. Though the facilty members were not
provided SAT scores, the most reasonable explanation of the generally negsa-
tive relstionships between desirabilit,r and SAT is that faculty members
recognize ability but value students who do well in spite of inediocre
ability, or dislike able students who perform poorly. At the least, it was
apparently more difficult to find desirable students with low grade sverages

than to find desirable students with low SAT scores but high grade averages.
The Development of the Initia) Exverimental Rating Form

In 1959, a new researcher, John Ross, assumed responsibility for the
project. Among other activities, Ross drew from the thematic categories 32
adjectives or adjectival phrases believed to be representative of the total
material and adde§ eight others suggested by Osgood's (1957) work. These
4O "traits" were arranged in a rating scale as bipolar items requiring
rating on a seven-point scale. A copy of the resultant criterion instrument
has been provided as part of a publication by Ross (1961), +hich describes
his analyses of dat:. collected with this instrument.

In brief, however, Ross returned to the eight colleges participating
in the study, and, through the institvtional representative, asked that
faculty members use the form to provide evaluations of "interesting”
students. Again, no rigorous ccn:rols in choosing the samples of fa~ulty or
students were employed, vecause ol the practical necessity of involving
cooperative faculty and the students of their choice whom they knew well
enough, {or ohe reascn or another, to rate. This mey mean the raters

represented more student-centered than discipline-centered faculty (if such
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a dichotomy may be drawn); but it certainly meant, as inspection of data
showed, that students selected were frequently those highly visible tecause
of significant accomplishment (e.g., wirning a prominent cr prestigious
scholarship) or notoriety (e.g., convictinn for murder). HWevertheless,
descriptions or evaluations of these students were confined, by the rating
form, to the more general but hopefully relevant tratits therein.

Altogether, 149 faculty members at six of the eight cclleges provided
597 sets of ratings of 462 different students (Ross, 1961). Taking a portion
of ratings from one institution, Ross ran a principzl components factor
analysis; then, for three other groups separately, he conducted new factor
analyses employirg a pattern quartimax procedure in an ¢ ompt to fit the
subsequent rotations into a frame of reference compalible with the first
rotation. Ross' goal was not s¢ much that c¢. defining a structure for
faculty perceptions of students, but of "(&) determining similarities
between the analyses for different institutions, and (b) specifying a
reference framework within which meaningiul vectors... may be distinguished”
(Poss, 1961, Appendix A, p. 1).

The entire body of data were made avallable to the writer in 1961, upon
his essumption of direction of the project. The previous approach with
these data was abandoned because, smong other reasons, not only did the
fretor structure provided scem of 1little oractical "ise, but also because
the semples of faculty and students had not bteen so carefully drawn tnat
erection of any defense of similarity or Jifference tetween the institutions
seemed warranted. Toward this polnt it miht be argued alsc that the rela-
tively general nature of the traits, or their focus on broad perscnal

qualities, would not be likely to differentiate the more subtle differences

O
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among institutions where the distinctive values of faculty might be expected
to consist of finer shadings of intellectual goals or qualities of intellec-
tual functioning. Instead, it was Jecided to exploit the Ross data for
vhatever suggestions might be provided toward the determination of a structure
for faculty perceptions of students, if, for no other purpose, the refine-
ment of the rating device itself.

For the entire group of 597 sets of ratings, intercorrelations among
the 40 items were computed-3 These data are presented in Table 2. The
matrix was factored and rotated to & Kaiser (1958) normal varimax soluticn.
The relatively conservative criterion of achievement of a symmetrical dis-
tribution of residual values arcund zero was used to determine the raumber of
factors. |

Sixteen factors were found, of which the first eight, together accounting
for 66.5% of the total variance, are relatively easy to interpret. Factor
loadings for the items and contribution of each factor to the common variance
are given in Table 3« The eight factors may be tentatively named, from
irspeciion of items loading ther<on, as (A) dependability, (D) originality,
(C) 1ikeableness, (D) gregariousness, (E) honesty, (F) (physical) strength,
(G) independence, &nd (H) freedom from anxiety. Inspection of factor load-

ings on the remaining eight factors very tentatively suggest {I) motivation,

3mere an item had been marked "unknown," the scale mid-point had been
inserted in place of the missing evaluation.
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Table 3

Pactor Losdings for the Forty Seale Items of friterion Form on the Fight Faztors
{5 = 57

ol S ] c L E £ ¢ i1 g ¥ L L b
A,  INDUSTRY
29, Works steadily a1 ar 2 26 0 o9 03 14 oT ol o7 03 =22 -06 =23
2k, Meets deadlines 78 -y 15 20 20 13 5 a5 02 .08 05 (] M 13 -ob
38, 1Is self-disciplined 88 o] 23 23 o5 15 1 15 03 .01 .05 QL 13 o o8
1. Thorough 83 i} 32 23 0l o7 Q7 2 <02 o3 10 12 .03 05 o7
23, Performs to top of sbility 7 7B 2L 22 10 o6 c5 8 -05 14 03 03 02 05 -8
34, Industrious 8l i 28 30 o8 15 11 10 =07 1 .07 o7 o -16 o3
357. Completes undertekirgs k3 %E 19 20 08 15 10 -03 02 -ob oz =03 e 12 a5
39. Gool cn fetsils [ 3t 18 [+ 02 o= o 0l .05 lz ] 13 c3 (<]
31, Likes work e z7 3k 25 i 16 7 oL .12 23 ob o i€ -S7 07
7. Ferformance improved [T Bz 17 o0 10 -03 =13 11 03 «13 ol -03 1 a5
B, CRISINALITY
8, Imgioative 93 13 é; 07 13 [k ] ol -02 o @ .17 B -Gl o3 o8
€, Showe origirality 87 17 5 12 63 o7 05 43 ¢l W02 -10 oL 20 jon] -3
18, Sood st acmiyzicg ] 35 1 a1 13 10 el Ch o0 03 33 10 g =02 -0l
3, Deep 71 n 144 o W77 15 1 [ 13 c2 12 o5 ok o
17. Gued grasp of sbstract srd fundamental €3 30 [y GS o7 (3 el 05 o4} 10 36 -03 o6 03 w
30, Expresses himself well 133 6 B 16 2& o6 < oz -C9 oh 86 -03 Ly Qi t2
C, COMPLIANCE
%1, Fleasunt 2 13 oy 5] o5 15 5 oz 0 .02 00 -0k w - =07
0. Iriperstive 8 33 8 T 1k 23 [ <L oL a7 U5 =03 W23 2
S, willing to take diroctlon 76 37 b 70 02 s ol -0% ok o1 ol o8 [ ] 3
1%, Fsyctelzgizally healthy 0l 37 16 5 32 15 o3 1t 17 PER T S - 20 -0
le, Liked by farulty 59 35 2 5 18 12 05 10 -0z 19 -0l -6 e} or =22
13, A relfeund rstandicg 7 3 38 e 1 03 o7 W 0 -l o2 o4 14 35 i
D. SWCLARILITY
Y. Gregar§ous [ -1 & T2 £ o [ [ [} cL ol oL 0z 0L
32, Aative iT 39 154 11 Eg 03 4] £ 41 -03 -3l 13 2] ~0b 00
"6, Futettial lester 1z N i€ Fx 5 %] e o u i oy i5 i3 ¢ 6
E. ETAICALITY
€5 ) It 3 o1 o7 o5 23 34 cl b a7 1 03
-5 -} 15 - 1] <1 o1 -0l oo C3 .31 .03 ) w0
& » ! 9 ES -1 5 ik €3 .z o 11 i3 %5 [
5 39 ot 12 EX L3 51 <3 221 3 33 .01 o3 <Y L3
23 5 L5 o3 % [ 1 53 i° o3 o oz 3 e 0z
H. ANXETY - FAMILY FRESSURL
. Low scalendc pressare [.om feaily 25 . i c3 s} 0 o2 o0 %] %’z‘ -0l =02 o2 O =21 o3
1%, Carefree 5 -1 8 3 38 B ar ik L3 o0 1n 0 C3 c o
{MIXED ITeM)
7. Highly comjetitive =3 wk 3k .33 3k -0 15 0. -15 Ps) c3 L »%5 ¢ w21
¢. Frepiesitle & 23 a 51 %] 23 ok f c3 () -12 C3 [ .13 iz
1€, Deperdstle 7 EE <l L3 L3 17 17 e -02 o A 03 9 <) 3
13, Best ~3 i Ly 03 15 ) € [ I ) ) a7 Y a3
25, Mature 79 x4 31 34 13 12 1% 1€ o) %) cl 1% la 1% ol
5. ls rescurcefdd €1 41 €7 e i c1 15 e -2& ol O 1 o2 Lok I A
35. Peepests czllege riles €£ 3 o I W 3T -3 05 -7 17 nh %5 [ S N3
3%, Sreat frterest {g chuser f1ell 53 Ly 37 % €3 [&] [¢H] Ch -12 %] o5 ol %3 B s
___ Faercert Contrititiza to Cuzmin Variwnce i.5 ok 1R Q0 7.4 5.5 3.0 .6 22 1a 1.4 F 1. S0

Fte  Decdmal pelzts have Leen omitted.
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(J) intellectual ability. (K) competition, (L) verbal fluency, (M) self-
insight, (1) depends®tlity, (0) maturity (?), ard (P) leadersl;ip.“

Three research Psychologists were then given the factor structure as
described by the [*rst eight factors (Tablc 3), together with cards listing
sepurately each ‘mused item from Saunders' original thematic categories.
These judges were asked to assign eacnh of these items to one of the eight
clusters, or, in tre absence »f clear fit, to new cluster of their own
choosing. The purpose, of course, included not only the matter of finding
additional items for buslding uvp the eight factor scales, but also the
delineation of additicnal areas in the event the original *) items did not
reasonablv represent the total content of the originzl material;

Among the three judges, there was agreement that leftover items per-
tained to the following additional aress and could be identified as such:
(1) intellectual ability; {2) scademic performance; (3) intellectual
curiosity; {4) open-mindedness; (%) social values; (6) planfulness, and
(7) confusnity. llear statements of the first two, though prominent in
Saunders' dsta, had been omitted from Noss' fcrm because of the concern with
gualities teyond these traits cpecifically.

It would seem more reasonable, in view of the emphasis faculty seem to
place on scholastic achlevement and abvility characteristics, to incorporate

these traits into any rating device and then control resulting measures

hBecause of the availability of more definitive material from the
revised rating forms, no Interpretation of these factors is offered here.
Thos2 interested in such a discussion are referred to the third report in
this series entitled "Structure of Faculty Percaptions of Students.”

O
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later through statistical means. Indeed, it would be impossible to examine
faculty perception of students apart from their perception of ability and
perforuance unless the latter is known.

Therefure, the revised rating form was drawn up with a first group of
items from Saurders' analysis representing these two areas, as well as seven
of the first sicht areas suggested by tlie factor analysis (physical strength
was cropped) and the five other areas identified by the Jjudges. One addi-
tionzl area, that of cultural sophistication {snd postulated by Trow (1960)
to e of considerable theoretical impcrtance), was also incorporated into
the proposed revisions This yielded, then, 14 areas, each represented by
the number of items shown in Table 4. Finally, those categofies used in 15
or more instances in the original Saunders' material and not obviously
vepresented in the .aew group of items were added (e.g., "sense of humor").
This ielded 79 items; one final item, designed to elicit general desicability
or appropriateness of the student for the college, was added.

Each item was again cast as ¢ bipolar trait; the decision was made,
rather arbitrarily, *2 requi-e reving on a five-point scale. 1In addition,
eacnh item was x5t in a formsat with a provision for indicating no intorma-
tion or opinion. The direction of the "positive” end (left or right) for
each item in sequence was chosen by a random means; items were so placed
that tnhe widest possible separation from related items might be achieved.

lhe resultant 80 items were pilot tested bty submission to some 70
psychologists over the country, with instructions to use the form to rate
a student they knew w2ll and to comment on any difficulties. Approximately
50 such forms were completed and returned with a variety of courmert, usually
directed tovard ambiguity of terms. Clarificutions were attempted, or new

ERIC
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Table 4

Anticipated "Factors" and Number
of Items Selected for Each

1. Academic Performance and Ability
2. OSteady Work
3. Creativity
L, Coorzrativeness
5. Gregariousness
6. Independience
7. Cultural Sophistication
8., Cpen-Mindednecs
9., Intellectual Curiosity
10, Arxiety
11, Conformity
12, Planifulness
13. Ethicality
14, Altruism
(Additional Items, Unassigned)

Total

O
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items substituted; the final form was then drawn up, with sections for
identification of institution, rater, and student, and for describving the
extent of contact between rater and student.

The final form, first employed in a round of studies veginning in 1962,
{s provided as Appendix B. This is the basic instrument employed in 1962-64
for the research studies that are described in subsequent reports in this
seriess These reports will be devoted to the definition of desirability
separate and apart from academic ability and achievement, the structure
of faculty perceptions of students drawn from factor analytic sturly si' these
items, correlates of the resultant rerceptual dimensions, and technical

characteristics of the rating form.
Limitations of the Student Rating Form

Tae structures that the resultant rating form encompasses, as well as
their reliability and vslidity, will be dealt with in subseguent papers.
There are several limitations, however, that are apparent from the informa-
tion provided thus far.

The first has to do vith the origin of the traits and the manner of
scliciting the material. The reliance on faculty, though extremely mean-
ingf»1 in some senses, is nevertheless a reliance on lay Judges, where
impressionable opinions and relatively loose language may run ranmpant.

A second limitation is that focus on highly visible students at the
very beginning c¢f this series of studies may have emphasized the atypical
or the extremes; the emphasis on personal qualities, rather than on dynamic

syst:ms of how peofrle function {particularly, how they functicn intellectually
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or academically), may have provided & value structure that some faculty =zt
least would place seccndary to other values concerning students or their
growths  The traits may certainly have been different had faculty been
asked, say, to describe what traits they attempied to create or stamp into
students through their lectures and assignments or through their personal
contact with students.

A third limitation stems from the nature of interpersonal contact
tetween students and faculty, and the limitaticns that such a frame zs
that provided may inpose on the specification of desirable qualities.
Faculty may not be able to knov many students very well in the limited range
of situations afforded by the classroom or occusional conference or contact
ouatside of class. For example, there is virtuslly no reference in the
meterials to growth or development over time. This may stem from the fact
that few faculty get to know many students intimately over time.

A fourth limitation grows out of restrictions in the sample of institu-
tions. A substantial segment of types and levels of institutions is omitted.
For example, in interviews with faculty at a small church-relsted college,
the +sriter noted frequent reference to qualities of Christian commitment, a
concept not appearing as such in the data at hend. The Vassar studies
{Brown, 1960), though highly similar in purpose ani manner of solicitation
of original material from faculty, produce concepts which fit stereotypes of
female students {e.g., "social maturity"), but which are generally sbsent in
the descriptions of males solicited by this study.

Finally, and in large part a function of the limitstion that the scales
are cast in the lsnguage facnlty use, is the Jact that the instrument produced

is not a device for measuring criterion gualities in students, but rather =

17
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vehicle for studying faculty preferences. It is, of course, a legitimate
question to ask how well the faculty merbers may agree in their cpinionable
labels for specific students. But, by and large, the developed instrument
may more appropriately be directed to the question of content and structure
of faculty opinion auout students than to the measurement of studeant

characteristics.

O
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Student Tralts Extrected from Free Verﬁal Descriptions of Students by Faculty ard Staff (Ss.unders, 1958)*

Category I: GOALS

Item Freqg. Iten Fieg.
1. Hss Perconsl goels 16 T. Aul> to direct interests 2
2. Persoral goals practical 7 8. FPersonal cbjeztives higrly defined i3
3. Capable of self-direction 10 $. "Purposeful 5
L. Avle to plen 11 10. Little reed 45 direct student 5
5. Able to make short range plans 1 21, Sets stendards for selif 2
6. Able to make long range plans 1
Category II: INTELLECTUAL, BACKGROUND AND TRAINING
1. Imegicative 19 20, Auls to respord to matirial 14
2. Origilral 7 zl. Atle %o evaluate 1
3. Articulate 11 ©2. Acle Lo apply mata:rial learned S
b, Grasp of meckanics 1 23, Avle <o ien) with detalls 9
5. Gracp of readlrg 1 2k, Avle <o draw ca formerly learned
6. Grasp of writing 3 miterial 1
7. Quick 15 Avle to sunnarize 1
8. Intuitive z Acle wo work without supervisis:n 4
a, Alert 13 Gool aYility to Sudge 27
10, Good memory [ Feretraticn 3
11, Tena:icus 4 Depth 2
12, Creative 4 30, Aule 4 deaml with facts 5
13, Explorstory 1 1. Adle to aralyze 10
14, Atle to critfolze 3 32, Able to grasp baslc laws and concepts 11
15. Able to follew reasoning 2 33, Abl: to erganize 6
16, Able to make decizicrs =3 i, Anle to rexe deluctive inferences 4
17, Able to gresp the cbviols ? 35, Concise 1
18, fcle to gresp the rnob-ss-ctvious 1 36, Atle to think 10
15. Able to deal with sbstracticrs 3 37. Atle to sy.thesic? 1
Category IRIr METHOD OF OPSRATION
3 i, Thorowh 1i
37 13. Intuistricus i,
& 14 e 15
N Lz -
5. o5 R -
6. ) i 4
7. i . Petiee €
. 3 12 2
g 5 eC. 3
10, Ccmsclenti:us ) i 1
11, Enthusissti: &
Categary VY ASEeCTS OF "TKIRST FOR KHOWLEDOE"
1, Tovestigater pmater{zl for gelf 3 €2, 2irlct miherente to desilines Za
O, lrerneminioy 16 iw. Large rarge cf interests 4
2. Curlcus 17 25, fEgreszive L
“. Zfencitive 4 o€ Nest, 3
z Aispredle o 27, Fusinessilke sttitade -
€. Floxivie L “E. Vereatile 7
7. ftjsctive . < F: g
B. Intemic interest L2 3, F z
9. fcsitive & . De 3
10, Eager tc learn 3 2, ZIa -
i1, Ferelstent 5 33, -
7. Follews threosh 12 Y. Erast 5
13. Much inftiative W2 35. Eegiiar cimss attendsnce 3t
14, High motivaticn 3z ¥, Sueat fesility H
15, Willing 4 3. Great seifedtsciplire ib
6. Inepired 3 3 L.owreed for outelde resssurarce 2
17. Grest selfezcrtncl L Ffliilert -
1E. Opinistis 5 Tod mttitde b
12, ldealietic 5 FuooruE 2
0. Adverturcus “ “hA* 1egire to leart srills -
1. Feacarzeful z T.rerntraticn 5

<. xeire to take aivantsge cf L, {.e

crixrtunitles

t

-
—

.
Ncte: (1) Istels shovn for categories are theose prividel by Seunders. Trese gh:uid te viewed
rprecenting o werking frace of refererce o thomatis extrspolstion, rather than any lizal etrusture.

O
]: lC {2} Freq cucies flown ipifcate toth pcsitive and negstive comnmert, though only the preitive
15 Iateied. 21



Category V:

Item
1. "Teachable"
2. Willing to go bteyond letter of
aeslgnment
3. Willing to ask guesticns
b, wWilling to expose self
5. Willing to take suggestlens
6. Willing to seek help
7. Willing to work in & group
8. Williog to take criticism
Category VI:
1 with emergerncies

bly t»n asslgnments

3. © Lo exAms

b, lzr pressire

L. _xperlence

L, z s me mistskes

x;erience in
1 ord apply learnil 3 1o
Ares

Cutegory VIl

High guality of theooght

Questicrs highly sprilictbic

Hign quatity of work perfomeid

Much enjeyrent exhitvlted

High gquallty of corntritaticn to
ifscassa

£, Work epplizatle

7. Gereral effect on elizaticral

frecess positive

AL RSN

ASIECTS OF "WT_LINGNESS

]

2]

hd
hQ

|

—

-
L B B B o S VE RN B OV)

A =~

o

£, Cimprehensisn of "the meaning
of an edoation”
g, Effcrt welledirezted
10, High Irternsity of offort
Cst
1. High fntellectial tacpgroand
¢, High oudtural tackgre
3. Perfrrrarce tetter th ks
L, Ferlomanze tetter than stilitles
1, fesftive family {nfl.nnte
Z. Tandiy sapp
frterests
3. Family sappecy sociel interests
b, NK: gpreccire m furily
5. Ny acalemis pre
£, Lo oemitloned pr
7. b2 finaocisl ¢r
L. rhrelcal pressires
. no s.cinl proesares
10, Low resprnee o family jressuret
11, TFesitive resprree 4o family
Frescares
12. FavoraXle attltiie t-ward family
13, Alghly statle farily

O

RIC
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FAMILY

T0 LEARN"
Ttem

G, Willirg to suspeni Juigment
10. Willirg to =zpproach new matarial
11, Willing to listen
2. Willirg to take blarme
13, Willlng to take direction
14, Wililng to "fasce reality"
5, Willing to cope with necessary

routine chores

EMOTICOMAL INTERACTION WITH LEARNING PROCESS

&, High guality of stsndards set for
self

9. Avle to work ir a greup

S Gredes untmportan’ an motivaticon

_1  Able to plan tire

12, Lew dispositicr to worry
13. High aiherence to goals

16 Avle to work 1irnlependently
1%, Utllizes full capacities

‘BSERVED ReSULTS OF LEARNTNG ERICESS

Guod intellectusl gqualities
cerilstently exnitited

Intercst 1r chosen field

later crntrivution

Likelih-¢1 . f
=)

srodety

14, Re sitllity toward educaticn
T 1ved

15, Owr staniiriz =met to high degree

14, Aole to iistirgaich esserntials frm
incidertals

1/, Geod grales made with esse

le, tle Lo master rnov materisl

iz le to apply knowleige

TATIVE CAFATITY

9. Tupt s IQ

6. Zugerlor puorformunce

fo Zupericr yromise st crtrance

BLo Zaperinr mbillty

ARD FERITNAL EACKGREOND

14, Ztufent's cwn rarrisge etavle

15, Fardiy values rrt reflected in

stilent's ownoartiias and plans

Frmily valucs positively directed

toritive gereral farily sttitile
Lrwnpd stadert

1. Grest corplilarce with family’e withes

12, Figh idegree of Iricgenierze alizwel
3t h're

22, N~ ferily ushesvals or deaths daritg
c:1lepe yemrs

fia re

18
10
27

13
16

137
11

BURVEV, RN}

—

w —\0
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Category X: PERCLPTION

Iten Freq. Ttem
1. Able to appraise own abilities 8 €. Aware of soclal values
2, “At jeace” with self 3 7. Aware of consequerces of actions
3. High self-understaniing 11 8. &ware of effect on others
., Not row or femierly under 9. High undorstanding of needs of
psychiatric treatment 2 others
5. Atle to handle self 1

Category XI: POSIPIVZ V3. IZGATIVE ATY'ITUDES TOWARD

1. Zovinl particip+ticn 1 10, Fuovar

2. Righs of cthers & 11. Inieperidence

3. Neelds of others i le,  felf-improvement

L, Faculrty srd university T 13, Urnlvers.ty rules

5. Intellectial materisl 1 b4, Wiches of sthers

€. Challerge 13 15, Society's standards
7. Cemp:titicn 14 16, Ethical values

£, sporsivility > 17, Autheriny

o, ftatis 1

Cutegixy KILI EMOTIONAL INTERACTION WITH INCIAL PROCESS

1. 15 &
o Y af
3, ¢ T
L, 5 2
. e 30
[ 1 31. Deep
o Gr 5 2t Coursge
:. H : 3%, ArEite s
R 15 b, Insigneril
12, F 1 35, Tacaght ul
11. & il 3. Wasm
PRI ot L 3‘:.
1%, Feo L 36,
L. - 1z e .
1L, & e Lo R
1. F 11 L1,
17 L o LI, Inigfenicnt
W, H R w3, Fram
Yo.000 Ll
E 5.

5 -

15 L

b

Categ.rs ZI1I: Z7ATE OF MIND

1. Unz-ftizsl ol 14,
I, Bigaly frdiviialilstic “ 15. 5
. Igalitarfi=r 13 14,
L, liit iz 17,
5, cthers < WL,
[ Le 1%,
7. ~illdng to le tshkern sivantege ¥ 2 [N
t. Frisnily S 3.
F. willlrg 42 help cthers i5 o
1. sthetis 4 N
21 Fign sooiel rotfestfcon 3 b
17 1itilr celfaziizern . 5.
13, Welledewelog;ed senee of s:2fal
r.ores 3

O
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Ak~
Category XIV: OBSERVID RESULTS OF S0CIAL INTERACTION

Item Freqg. Iten
Soclally ncceptacle kg 15. So2ial group usually large
Well-1iked by peers ok 1€. Good effect on others
Well-liked Ly fasully 2 17, Friendships of high Internsity
Extersive irterpersoral relsticns 12 1¢&. Farticipation in extracurricular
Degree of conformity T activities
Respect iuspirel in others 2k 3. Versatile extracarricalar Interests
Cffective in social ceontzet 39 ). Perscnal growth from interpersonal
Easy {nterperscnal relatlions 7 contacts
Level of social development 2 Rating ag member of community
Confidenc2 inspired ir others 8 Not easily influerced by others
Freguently a leader 15 G.ol cenversationalist
Great, leadership stvility 33 Intesration fnto campus lifc
Ferformance as a lezder 30 Parti:iration in athletics

Auility i athletlcs
Atnlet{c rerformarnce
ever dru X

Intensity of social rarticipatien 9

Cutegary ¥V: DISCIFLINARY RECORD
Good university dic:irlivary 3. G:ood classroom deportment
rezard
1o police resord

[CUN= 8
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APPENDIX B

Stdent Rating Form




EDUCATIONAL TESTING SERVICE
Form SRF 3 (1962)

STIUDENT RATING FORM

Name of Student - Class

[nstitution

Nane of Rater

Pos:ion or Rank - Department S

Date of Rating

26



PART |

Extent of Contact wich the Student:

A. Thave known thestudent for [:] quarters D senesters D years

(not (indicate which)

B. Preseat conlact (check and eomplete one)
I

The student is now in myv rlass with approximately ——.__ other
; Pi )
students in his section. ‘rourse number) s

(or) I | The student is not now in ane of my elasses: my present contact with hint is:
tdeseribe relatinnahip)

C. 1 have become acquainted with the studer:t through the following kinds of vonlacls (check all applicable):

a [] as a student in one class
b ] as a student in more than ene class

c D through review of assignments or performance on quizzes or examinations

d 7] threugh ol servation or supervision of laboratory work

e [[] through personal conference ahout academic work or interests

f [] through persoral conference about matters uther than academic work

g D as an atlvisee

I D through reactions of other faculsy

i r:_l through oliservation in dormilory or campus activitics

l:lnlher {lesrrilie)

. With regard to the stndent’s academic abilily. interest, and performance. I feel 1 know Lim

[Jeviremels well [ ntoderatels well [Jnot vers well [Jnot ax all

L. With regard 10 how the student hanlles himself with other people. and narticularly wirh Lis peers, 1 feel
1 know him

[CJevwremely well [Jmoderatety well [ not very well [Joot avall

With tegard 10 the student’s personal derdlapment {hie general maturity. aspirations. s alues, source of
motivation. ete.), 1 feel | hnow him

[Jevtremels well [Jmoderately well oot very well {::}nnl at all

-

O
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

PART i

Most Significant Characteristics of the Student

fnsfructions: First, please indicate your judgment of the student’s general academic ability versus his
performance in comparison with others in his cass. Although one measure of these qualities is available
from a.lmissions tests and overall grade point average, your evaluation as a funetion of your particular
recent ¢ perierice with the student 1s desired here. Choose the one alternative in each of the three items below
which best describes hir.

In scholastic aptitude, this student would stand (among others in his class)
{] high [T] average or adequate [ Jlow D unknown
fn academic course work, his performance is

[ outstanding {] average or undistingaished [ poor ] unknown

Compared with other students of similar ability, his performance is

[] better (] about as expected (] worse | unknown

Instructions; The purpose of the neat seelion is to ohtain your description of the student in tezms of some
characteristics on which lie may stand out from other students at 1l's institution in a inarked way.

In each itent helow. your task is to complete the sentence by checking the most appropriate answer, If

neither of the two extremne alternatives which would complete the sentence fits this etudent, mark the box
labeled “'neither alternative accurate.” If you liave no knowledge or opini~n of the student in the given
area. you should cheek the box labeled “unknown.”

R

With regard to intellectnal carfosity and interest 19 ideas or unknowns, this student

[:] has a genuine, spontaneous interest in intellectual activities
D aceepls conrse work in a relatively routine, mattes-of.fact fashion
[:] neither alternative abiove is aceurate for this student [:]unknm.‘n

In academic teork habits, thi< student

{7 prepares himsedf thoroughly and eMectively

[] appears haphazard and disorganized

l:] neither alternative accurate Dunknown
Tn terms of ereative abilivy and originality, this student shows

[] \een originality and resourcefalness
] stercoty ped. unimaginative ways of thinking about a problem

[:] neither alternative accurate Dunkmm n

As an individual. ) indd this somlent

[ extremely likable
[ : very dificult 1o like
D arither alternalive accurate Dnn opinion

In relationships with his classmntes or in campus life, this student 4=

{77 quite well-accepted. an active participant. and ‘ot most eflective with peers
[ devoid of shill in human refationships

l | aneither alternative acunrate [:]llnkmmn

28



PART Il {Continved)

6. In personal adjustment. this student

[] appears extremely well-balanced and stable
D lias considerable personal diflicelties

E neither alternative accarate Dunknmvn
7. In capacity for self-direction. this staclent

[] appears completely sell-suflicient in organizing his work and daily life

E] leans heavily on others for guidance

D neither alternative accurate [j nnhnown

8. In personal qualities which affect learning and aebility te profit from experience. this student geems

D readily open amdl receptive to rew ideas
[ vnwilling or anable to consider new attitudes or view points:

[:] neither alternative accorate lllnknm\ n

Y. In terms of compatibibity: 1with the caltural elintate of college. this stadent

D tahes the academie and intellectual life easily in stride
D appears awhward or out-of-place among his more sophisticated peers

[ neither alternative aceurate I:l nnhnown

10, With regard te basic integrity, this stadent

[ i= thoroughly honest and straightforsard

D way nut be vompletely honest

E] neither alternative accurate | i} lunkmmn

1. With regard to socinl calues. this student

E] shows heen interest in ethical principtes anul coneeen for the welfare of othiers

I:] apprars sell-centered and does not shoaw evidence of a sense of social responsihility

E] neither alternative aceurate [j unknown

12, In planning for the future, this stndent

1 ) seems 1o have a clear and realistic set of academic and vocational goals

D appears confused and imsuee of hi< intecests and goals

D neither alternative aceurats D nnhnown

C. In a sentence or phrase. please state what yvou helicve to e the most significant or descriptive charac.
teristie of thiz student:

O
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PART ilt

Instructions: In this part. vou are ashedl to rate the student on each of a number of traits. which are deseribed
by the two words or phrases defining the extrenies of the scale. In rating the student. you should attempt to
evaluate him against other members of his class.

If you feel the student is very well deseribed by vne end of the scale or the other, place a check mark (v/) in
the box nearest the appropriate end. e.g..

talkative [j E] D D quiet

H you feel the student is someichat better deseribed by one end of the scale than the other. plare a eheck mark
in the second hox from the appropriate end. e.g..

ircesponsible [ ][] [] [ [ responsible
irresponsible D D D [\E D responsible

If you cannot deeide between the alternatives. or if vou feel the student shoubd be rated abont half-way Letween
the two extremes. place vour cheek mark in the middle box, e.g..

carefree D [:] D D anxious

I youn do not know enough about the student to rate him on any particular scafe, place a check in the Lox to

the right of the scales labeled "unknown.” e.g..
unknown

fiberal [ [ ) ] T [0 conservative

Important: Please remember that in this section you are to rate the student in comparisen with his classmates

or

in one of the foregeing wavs on every item,

1 2 3 4 5 unknown

1 low academic performance [ ][] 107 [ high academic performance

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

worh< ~teadily

fow interest in cho-en field
unimaginative

| Iva~ant

solitary

independent

cultsiraty impoverished
flexilile

leeks ntellectual interests
worrio~ a fot
conforming

beliw average ability
meelts deadlines

celf-centered

(DRI B Y
OO 1d
N N I B
(N B Y
N I
(I R .
NN .
D N A Y
(I N T
S N N
(B .
O I O N
RN
I

works by fits anwl staris
high interest in chosen field
imaginative

unple~sant

gregarions

dependem

culturally rich

has broad intellectual interests

seldom worrics
non-conforming

above average ability
does not meet deallines

interested in othe rs

Uobodouoootnoodnd



PART Il (Continued)

1 4 3 4 5
lacks originality [ [ ][] [] shows originality
cooperative [} [] [] [] [] uncooperative
nat active in came s life [ [ (] [ [] active in campus life
honest [ ] [ 1 [ ] (] [] dishonest
socially immature [ [ ][] [ [T cocially mature
intetlectually immatere [ T 1 0T J [ [T intellectually matr.e
not eager 1o learn [ [] [] [ ] eager ta learn
tense (][] [ [ ] calm
eenventional [ ] U] [ [T [ individualistic
porr grasp of abstract [ [] [ (T3 [ good grasp of abstract
selfudiseiplined [ T [ T T not self-disciplined
not aleewistie ) [ 7] [T 7 altruistic
ool at analvzing 1 7] [T [ [ jwor at analyazing
likable [ [ ] [ [ not likable
not a leader among peers [ [T [T ][] (] leader a=i0ng peers
selfdirecting [ [ [ 5 [ influenced by others
personal goals vague [ [ ] ] [C_J [ personal goals clear
willing 1o ash questions [ (] [T [J [ not wilting to ask questions
not interestel inideas [ ] [T ][] [ [ interested in ideas
wohappy CJ 1 (20 53 3 hagpy
fow need to stand ot [ [} L_] 3 high need to stand out

aust wark hard for grades E] D [:] D D 1 ‘akes goanl crades with ease

thorough [ L] 2] L) £ haphasard
satus-eenteeed | [ Ca [:] not statu- rentere|
allon [7) (] T £ 13 ey
willing o take direesion [ [ ] [ [T [T ] noi willing to take direction
introv ared [ [T T 0 T eviroverted
acts ethivalh [ ][] [ [ [ act= uncthically
scially maine [ ] (] [ ] 3 sophistivated
open-minded () (] ] T3 {27 ¢losedarinded

b

31

unknown

ocgubooooooooboddn

i
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PART iIl! (Continved)

1 2 3 4 5 unknown

10. does not read widely )] T[] D reads widely

17. poor selfunderstanding [ ] [T ] [] [ [] good self-inderstanding

19. orthodox in behavior [ ] [ ] [] [] unorthodox in bihavior

19, intellectually slow [] [T} [ [ [] intellectually quick

30, industriots [:] ] [:] ] [} lazy

31, little concern fur welfare of athers D ] ] (] (] high concern for welfare of others
32 not ereative T J ) (][ [7] creative

33. stable D [:, [:] D I::J unstable

3k nol liked by peers [:] C] D [:] [ tiked by peers

33, low need for reassurance [:] E] CJ (] tigh need for reassurance

36, low motisation to ackieve D [:] D D E] high motivation te achieve
EYH fairaninded |:] [:I [:] [:} [:J prejudiced

8. unrealistic in outlook E] E] D D D realistic in outlook

39. negative family inflnence D D ] D [ poeitive family influcnce

(A1 N accepls majority values [:] D 107 [] rejects majority values

01, performs belins ability D D D D [::I performs to top of ability

62, conipletes undertahings [:] [:] D [:] [] does not complete unilertakhings
(X% pessimistic [:] D D [:] D oplimistic

ol not intellectually versatile D — 1 [ imtellectnally versaale

€, aflahle D D [] [:] D cold

o, does not work well with otlhers [:] D D [:] D works well with others

6. principled [] 15 [ wnprincipled

o, sahics wlike those of {aculty l:] E:j D D D values ike those of facnlty
6, open Lo new experience D E] D [:' D ol open 10 Hew eaperience
. not a serions shulent D D D D D a serious student

T argumentative [ [} [T [ wacid

T has few idiosymerasies ) ] (] ] {7 hasvany idiosy nerasies

R low intellectual euri wity D D D D [:} high intellcetual euriosity

IR it ai case n college evlture [ ) [ [ L [ at bewe in college endture

T low respeet for haman dignits [ (T [T T3 [ bieh respeet for lunnan dignits

U0
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modesl

generally vhjective
in forming opinions

humorless

low levet of physical energy

the kine of student this
institution should admit

PART lil (Continued)

i 2 3 4 5

[ 3 ] 0 [ areogaat
generally not objective

] ] (I ] in forming opinions
J 111 [ good sense of hunnor

(] 1] [__] high level of physical energy

l:] l:] D D l:] the kind of student this
institution should not admit

343

unknown
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