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Abstract )

L

JRaqing scales of the ”scalﬁd behavioral expectation” type were devel-

oped to measure the cdnstructs of independence and initiative.'conscientiou;irf

ness, enthusiasm, critical facility, teaching skills, research and exper=-
imentation, communication, and persistence. The scales were used by faculty

in three psychology departments, two chemistry departments, and one English
. A o ) -

. department,

1

The s@ales were found to have only minimal reliability and rather high

intercorrelations. Further research on the scales'is necessary before they

can be used with any confidence. » ‘
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Criterion Rating Scales
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) Obtaining useful measurements of the performanée,of gfquste students
has been.a persistent concern for-rigparchers in assessing_the validity of
tests Or other instruments in the graduate scﬁool context. Lannholm, Marco,
and Schrader (1968) discuss the difficulties in assessing the predictive

validity of admissions instruments. Eeill}_(lg?l} sumarizing soﬁe of
thege dlfficulties stateds _ L o

First, the small samplef sizes availdble at the graduate
level make results, especlally when several predictors are in-
volved, subject to a coneiderable degree of error. Second, the
fact that students wWithin a given d ment -have gone through
an elaborate screening process, ang ult gre umsually
gquite homogeneous with respect to Gtofi{nformatign,
often leads to restricted variatio redictor score dis-~

. tributions. Finally, there is the ty*of establishing
an adequate criferion of graduate school.performance. Grade
point average (GPA), while it has been.the post widely, used
critegion, has also been the most severely eritidizedp Per~
haps the most ilmportant and wvalid of these Britictsms :48 that
the GPA represents only a limited aspett of-sraduate school
performance.: (p. 1} . et B

bR
w - 'l
4 : -

In & later report .to the GRE Board Research Co&mittes, Reilly (197ﬁ)
gummarized the results of .a two—pha&'e study thst twas aimed at empirically
defining dimensions of graduate student performance. ~During the firgt
phase of the study, .a series of "critical” incidents which reflected un— .
usﬂally effective or unusually inef{fective performance wag collected from
fsqulty members. A final edited 1list of 52 incideuzs was then used as a
gh%cklist by the faculty in departments of chemistry, English, and psy~

chalogy to evaluate the performance of selected students.

The study resulted in the identification, tstough factor apalysis, of
eight relatively coherent dimensions of performshce represented by clusters
of incidents. The eight dimensions were indepemdence and initiatiwve, con-
scientiousness, enthusiasﬂ eritical facility,” teaching skills, research
and jexperimentatiomr, commqnication, and persistence. A falr degree of
con istsﬁs? existed across tﬂe three fields, and the identification of
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these fsctors served as s first step in the development of s ussble set

of cr:l.ter:l.s for assessing graduste student perfomance.

- . 'The puzpose of the study reported here was to develop s set of "be-
. haviorally anchored” rsting scsles by which the factors idemtified in the
‘. first phése"of the study could be measured and to pilot test the scsleq. The
pilot study was to expl‘ore the feas:l.b:l.li.ty of grseduate .fsculty using the
developed scsles and to determine the. psychometr:l.c sdequ.acy of the scales.

1t would slso serve as a wsy of obts:l.n:l.ng fsculty resciion to specific

a aspects of the scsles. . v

Rating scsles hsve been the s:.lbjeg of+ resesrch by psych.ologists for
many yesrs. Although there are many problems with rating scsles (Guilford,
1954), their appeal to evaluators and resesrchers alike is sufficiently

” . great that they continue to be one of the .most commonly used techniques
of evslustion. The "scsled behsvioral'%x;ectstion" thechn:l.que developed
by Smith and Kendsll (1963} is generafly recognized.ss 8 technique thst
cen effeatively overéome.many of the problems tlist seem to be.inherent inm
using reting scales. This technique is designed to provide as much help ‘
to the rster as possible in making his judgments. Expected behsviors. sre
used Lo encaurage him to be consc:l.ent:l.oua, involvement of the rsters' feers
iz intended to maximize communicstion through, use of, appropriete terminology

. and to :I.n'ﬁf.xre s,h:l.gh degree of content validity. '
&
chaver, sets of rsting scales thst hsVe been developed us:l.ng the ‘scaled

behavioral expectstion technique tend to reqttl:re that the rster hsve s vexry
t

. . ¢
thorough scquaintance with and knowledge of the retee. In the context of

grsduste.business school, it was found shst mally rsters (profgssors) did

* not know the rstees (students) well enough to rmigke informed ¥stings on many “

of the dimf.na:l.oné (Hilton, Kendsll, &+Sprecher,¥970). ,For this résgon; one
lore the fessibility of
.- using the scsles. Not only was there a questioydf whether ths; f’scultf:’

would know the students well enough to make sdeg

of the ma‘:l.n purposes of the pilot study wss to 1

e r’atiﬁgs, but thert:._
girtments and fsculty to

. b r
. X' !
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A study of oommon criteria in.graduate eduoation by Carlson Evans,
and Kuykendall (1973} suggested that rating scales would be Efﬁacceptable )
criterion measure in many fields. Many departments uge rating prooeouras
to belgpt students for financial aid, to determine which students will be
encouraged th continue, etc. In such cases, these ratings- serve a par~‘>
ticular need for the department; and tK& procedures are developed for a
specifio purpose. -In addi%&on te being perhaps more difficult to complete,

‘& more general set of scalgs for evaluating graduate students may'not be as

useful to the department. Also, many ﬁaculty members sre genuinely oon- . .
cerned about-ﬁonfidentiality of evaluative infofmation, and others are con- )
cerned because of recipt laws and rulings. Thus,.the question of the willing-

ness of faoolty and departments to utilize the scales, partioulao}y for re-

cearch purpoges, is a ve}y real one. V-

- s Another purpose of the pilot study was to examine the scales from a
psyohometrio point of view--the Interrater reliability of each scale, thé
correlations among the soales, and the corré!%tions between each of the
scales and other information available on the studenta. The interrater
reliability of a scale can be thought of as the avarage oorrolation between

i . raters when they are rating the aame group of students. Ideally, each scale
would have a reliability of at least .50, although many rating scaléﬁ that
have beert” developed do not achieve this level. If this level can be achleved,

however, it 1is poasiole to ootain a reasonably reliable rating of an indi-

£

vidual by averaging the ratings assignod by Bseveral raters,

0

* At the same time, the correlations among the acales would ideally be e
less than,.SO.‘ The construct that eaohlscale is developed to measure was
identified from an analysis of independent factors; 1f the correlation among
the scalas 1s high, then the scalé 1s not_ adequately measuring the factor con-
struct. Also, 1f the correlation between two scales is relatively high, theo
only one of the two scales is necessary aince they are maasuring essentially

the same construct.

Fioally, 1f at leaat some of the kcales are aufficiently reliable and 'f\{

hava only small or modefate corralations with each other, the corralation of
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these scales~with other information on the studegt should be.consistent ?ith
logical expectations concerning the meafiing of the scale in question. ‘For
. ' *
exgwple, one would expect that the correlation between GRE scoreg and ratings
of "eritical facility” would be higher than the correlation between these
" scores and "persistente" ratings. At the same time, undergraduate grades

- may well have & moderate or even high correlation with "persistence."

. The examination of correlations was & secondary purpose of the pilot
study. Partic!?ating departments were asked to supply readily available
"predictor"” datai(such as GRE scores or undergraduﬁgﬁ grade-point average)

:and "criterion"” data (such as™routinely obtained departmental ratings,

graduate grade~point average, or prelim scores). These data could pro- ‘ -
vide usefyl informstion for increasing the understanding of the "meaning"
%T of the scales. . ) ’

y ;Prﬂ,éh taken in developing the scales was conaistent with methods
~;;by;§;ith and Kendall (1963) in the description of the scaled be~

1. A general definition of each scale was written.

_z: & pool of specific behavioral examples for later aasignment to the
Acales was preﬁEred and edited to aﬁpeér in a common format. The original
ﬁ'list of 52 incidents was part of this pool, as were other incidents sﬁggested
b§~faculty respondente during the ccurse of the previous study. Behavioral
examples were also culled from those collected for the ATGSE Criteriom Study
(Hilton, Kendall, & Sprecher, 1970}, fn addition, a number of new exsamples
wefé written, many for the mid-ranges of the scalesg, aince the original‘list '

of behavioral examples represented only extremes of performance. -




T
-

) . - - . '
3. A pool of 12 judges (four fromﬁsﬁcb discipline) agsigned behavioral
examples to scalea based on their judged relevance to the general definitions
in Step 1. Particular attention was paid to disagreament between fielde on
- any of th? examples. Onl;.gxamples for which there was strong agreement

among judges were retained.

4, Scale vslués were aésigned to the subset of behaviorsl examples
assigned to each scale. The same pool of judges rated each example in terms
of the degree to which they thought that it reflected effective (or ineffective)
performance on the continuum defined in Step 1, The distributi;n of scale -
values =md other information for each behévioral example are given in Appendix A,
5. A final set of behavioral examples selected to ;nchor each gcale was !

based on two criteria. First, the degree of agreement among judges was con~
ity - -

sidered. Examples where there was lack of agreement }n scaled values were

. eliminated. Second, & set of examples which covered the entire scale con-—

tinudm was chogen so that only one of two or more examples with the same, or
&early the same, scale values were retalned. For these scales, from five to
seven examples were considered sufficient to represent andhors over the range

of scale values., The final set of rating scales is included in {ppendiz B,

!

: . ppl &?‘56: ) “ ’ C .

Data Collection .
Plans for the data collection included obtaining cooperation from at
, " least three departments within each of the disciplihes studied; each depart-
meat should be large enough to anticipate providing ratings for at" 1éast 75

h studénts. An effort was made to restrict student ratees to thoSe who had
completed st least two years of graduate atudy and to have at lesst-tgo- ‘”.
thirds of the gtudents rated by two faculty members. Within each depart-
- ment, a coordinator waa designated and given a set of detailed instructions )

' LY

(see Appendix B),

-
-

’ In addition to ratings by faculty, the following data were collected
where possible: , %
i . ;
1 Tr. . }
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. ¥ .
' ~+ 1. Estimates of the confidence a faculty member had for .
Co- each rating made; ' . .
) . 2. GRE Aptitude Tesé\isgres;
3. GRE Advanced Test res;

» 4, Number of-semesters (or quarters) of graduate 5tudy_ ‘.
5, DOndergraduate GPA; t '

v +6, Graduate GPA, and '

~

7. Any other measures of graduate gtudent performance o
routinely available (e.g., departmental ratings, class ‘
rank, Ph.D. prelim scores).

Analyses L -

. N .- — .
4 2,

Heatis, standard deviatifons, _aﬂ?{",:‘séore ranges were cOquted for each
rating sezle to provide informatioﬁuon_;hé extent to which faculty used the
full range of the scales. Frequeﬁ?i;s of confidence estimates were also
tabulated. . R .

Soale relisbilities Were estimated for the subsample of students with
two ratings for each scale throd@h an analysis of variance procedure described
by Winer (1962, p. 126). Reliability of the average of two (or mwore) raters

. 18 estimated as

] N ; - MEAN SQUARB WITHIN RATEES
MEAN SQUAKE BETWEEN RATEES °

4

The reliability foxl one rater was esfimate.d by the épea'man-Brm formula
(Guilford, 1954, p. 354). _ e .t j

Tb,e cordelationg among thed gcales and correlations between scalea and - |
other lata were, computed for each department. (Th’e "secoifd” tating for each
student who had two ratings was not included in this analysis.) Since most |
of these sample sizes were qPitg small, a Bignificance test was Co@puted for
each of these correlations. Th: significance level chogen was .0l because of
the large number of coefficients being consi:dered. Data were pooled within

. dlacipline to examine the correlations among the scales. Because the other

L
L)
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data colleéted were so-scattered, it was decided to compute correlations
_with these variables on a departmental basis and to preeent these corre-,
lations only for thbse variables for which sample sizes were minimally .
adequate, .

' Departmental and Faculty Cooper?ion

Initial contacts with departmer‘lts were generally made.throuBh the
graduate "dean's office. The purpose of the project was explained, and the
most expeditious manner of s_ﬁx'r'iciting the cooperation of the appropriate
departments was discussed. )o;ith the dean”“sﬂ approval, department chaixmen
were then approached. As mentioned previously,original plans called for
participetion of approximetely nine departments, three each in the fields.
of chemistry, psychology, and English. Seven institutions werk, contacted.
"I‘he final distribution ‘f participants in the study is shown in Table 1.

" Although cooperation'was obtained from department chair&en there was , \
5.

of course, no ‘guarantee that faculty would agree to participa’?te. Procedure

for gathering data were purposely informal with the hope that this would maxi~ .

mize the amount of information collected from the various departments How=
ever, considerable faculty resistance was encountered and the EEea;tl:pll.ee ob=

tained were staller than anticlpated. Suggested reasons for tHe high rate

of refusals are multiple, complex, and varied among departments therefore,
;. The
reasons appear to include: (a) faculty time pressures, (b) a general dis-

like of ratidg scales, (c) lack of familiarity with a student's ‘;ork {d} the

no attempt has been,made to order them by frequency or importan_

feeling that ,these rating scales did not pertain to the kind of efaluation of

students thattook place in the department, and (e) the general t nr of the

formation deposits}. . . . ‘{é;
' Table 2 sumarizes the amount of data a,ctually provided by graé‘\mte

departments. Psychology was.the only area in which reasona‘b}e samp\le!}isizes
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' Digtribution of Participants' in the Study, by Dapartni.nt"
Number of
Departments Number Agreeing Rumber Providing ¢
Department Contacted to Participate Data
Psychology [ ‘\&.‘ ~ 3
emistry 2 ’ 2
Englis% 6 . 2 1
L3
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- were obtéined-l for the purposes of a reliability (anallyaie. Daft:a"'*pn other’
barihﬁles were genei:ally. sketchy, particularly for GRE scores. The nTst .
consistently provided additional data were graduate and undergraduate’ GPA.
Overall, the totals for psychology, end chemietry, though smaller than
-4Mfticipated, could be considered at least minimally acceptable for .the
pilot atudy. For English, however, the data provided are clearly o? very
limited valye, especially for pﬁtposee of estimating rating scale relia- °

. biliry. - @ g i C

¥ -

Results of Data Analyses ; .

A firet concern with respect to the usefulness of any set of rating
scales is the extent to which.the entire range of the scalée is utilized by
raters. Normally ‘one would expect raters to be on the lenient ‘side with
ratings but to make at least weveral ratings at the lower ‘end” % the acale.
Tables 3, 4, and 5 present means, standard deviatione, and score rangee for
each discipline studied, It is clear from these tables that raters do tend ,
to uge primarily the higher end of the scales. However, it is afso :cle’ar
from the-high and low scores givqn within each department that most of the
range is being utilized, The average rating given in most departments was
-near 4.0, and the sl:/ dard deviations for each acale averaged approxinate’ly

7/10. of a scale unit.
4 .

. Becauae the rating scales represented & common set of Variables, it was
decided to pool rating‘acale data across departments within discipline so tﬁat.
more stable .estimates of soale intercorrelations and reliability tould be de~
riped. Table 6 presents scale intercorrelations and reliabilities for ome and
two raters for psychology. With the exgeption of Critical Facility, the scales

88 used in peychology departmenta appear to possess at leasat modest reliability
for two raters. Correlations between scales, however, are high considering

the level of reliability, suggesting a marked haloasffect. Table 7 preeente'f

. + ) LI
- . N

- -

Intercorrelationa for Tables 6 through 11 were based on the maximum
amount of data available for each computation. Thus, the numbers of cases
actudlly used vary slightly from those reported in Table 2,

v — \ ' oI?
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. { Table 3 ‘
Meang, Standard Deviations and Score-Ranges’ .
for Ral:?ng Scales in Three Psychology Deﬁartt::ents ! ,
. , ‘ .

- . Psychology 4 -
, Scale \ ‘ Mean 8.0 BWJEW
Gotorunicatien J/ 3.99 0.74 5.00 Crso -

. Consp":l.ent:l.ousne_ss 4.12 0.85 5.00 *2.00. .
Critical Facilty 4.16 0.66 5.06 1.50
Independence and Initiative 4.10 0.82 E 5.00, 1.75 .
Involvement . 4.11 - 0.76 "5.00 . 1.50

. Persistence 4.08° 0.70 . «5.00 3 1.75
Research g . .02 0.77 5.00 1.25

* Teaching 4.07 * 0.67 5.00 1.00

L - , O ‘. - L -
_ Paychology B
" scale Mean 5.D. m:_ﬁmm .

. Communication 3.65 0.70 4.73 1.50
Conscientiousness 3.89 . 0.8 5.00 2.00
Critical Facility *3.80 J‘ 0.75 5.00 1.0 .
Independence and Initiative 3.88 0.83 5.00 ’_1,,&"
Involvement _ / 3.86 / -0.75 5.00° 5.75 ¥
Persistence . 3.93 0.70 5.00 195 )
Research 3.62 +  0.89 4.75 1.25
Teaching - v 4.05 , 0.56 /5.00 . 3.00

. . — —
e Paychology C - _ ,
Scale Mean 3.D. m;%”‘%.ﬁav
Communication 3.92 0.57 5.00 1.'{5 -_ ’

. Comscientiousneee - + 4,11 0.87 5.0Q 1.50 ]
Critical Facility 3.91 " 0.92 5.00 1.00
Independence and Initiative 3.87 - .0.93 5.00 1.25. -

+ Involvement ' 3.85 0.88 5,00 1.25
Pcalrs;istehce' 4.03 0.69 . 5.00 2-25
Regearch 3.83 0-.81 5.00 . 1.00

* Teaching $3.96 0.84 '5.00 1.50

. 7 ' '
o .,
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fe ’ . Table 4 . .
. - e
Meana, Standard Deviatibns, and Score Ranges for Rating "
« Scales in Two C!:nemisl:ry Departments P
- Chem.ial:gx A _-:_:-T . .
Scale ‘ Mean 8.D. m;;co Ran Ew
Communicadion - ” 3.62 ~ 0.68 4,50 1.75
Consc1ent iousness 91 0.8 7 5.00 %.00 .
Critical Pacility . 3.93 0.53 5.00 2.25
Independence an&“@nitiatit'e 3.63 0.97 3,00 1.25
Involvement K 3.66 0.78 5,00 2.25
" Persistence \‘ 3.99 0.72 5.00 l.?g
Research By 3.81 ¢ 6.64 5.00 4 1:75
. * Teaching kY 388 073 -5.00 1.56
Y _
‘ A
: * Chemistry B _
Scale 3*: Mean " 8.D. . _ Score Range
— ‘ .S High Low .
Communication “oa8e C 077 4.75
Conscientiousnégs } 4.07 0.96  5.60
Critical Pacility 4.12 0.62 *T 5.00 1.50
Iﬂdependéncg_and Initiatiqeq 4.18 0.69 5.00 1.75._'
Involvemént 4,10 0.71 5.00 1.25
Persiatence 4.09 0.74 5 .(;0 1.75
"Research R 4.02 0.48 5,00 3.00
Teaching 4.08 0.84 5.00. 1.5

S
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| ~, , -  Table5 A . :
.:. ‘ : - . , _ .7 ) \ -
A _Heans, Standard Deviations,.and Score Ranges for ' <
w ' Rating Scales in One English Department .
i ’ hslish - _\; . b .
. . -t . p . Scors Range
) Scale _H._am} §.D. . pign Low |
* Communteation 4.07 0.87 / 4.75 “I.55
: 5
Consciedtiousness 4, 38 0.79 5.00 + 2,00
Critical Facility 4.31 0/81 5.00 . 1.47
1 - - !
Independence and Initiative 4.25 .63 5.00 2.13
Involvement ; ' v T 70075 . 4.75 1.63
Persistence 4,257 0.75 %(30 1\25
Resgearch 4,22 0.79 - 5.00 1.59
Teaching - 4.19 0.91 5,00 1.74
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) ;
- ‘ 3 . .
.3 Pooled Over Three Pgyohology Departments .
‘/"\‘ S - -
" g —-_‘/_ . v > )
Communi~ Conscien~ (Critical Indep. and Inwolve~ Persis- ‘ <
Scale . cation tiousness Pacility Indtiative wmemt tence Research Teaching
Communication Y 45 .49 e 49 .32 . 747 .53 '
Cons clentiousness 144 .55 .54 46 .62 .35
Critical Facildty . 48 43 « 35¢ 48 34
Independence an . & ’ o -
Initiative ) 64 .62 .78t .34
Involvement- . . .56 .58 yY
Persistence 61 31
Research - . = 37
- - - * o P
Teaching # .
. . £
Relisbilities! ' ’
@ For cne rater .25 47 .10 25 0 .33 3% .30 , 425 _
Por two raters 40 64 .19 A0 7 .50 «53 . 46 40 -
H L]
1 ‘ a
L] ) [ ] ) + 1 ‘_’
)
; L
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. : ] Table 7 G
| ° Rating Scale Intercorrelations and Relfabilities
PR ' oo ot Pooled Over Two Chémial:rypepartmenl:a ' \ .
! . ~ S : .
‘ | . * : ’ . ' = .
. R Commini~ Conscilen- f::rit:ical! . Indep, and -, Involve- Persisg-~ ) : .
" Sdale eation . tioushess Facility Initistive ment’. - temce’  Research Teaching
: - R . R - 'r
" “Commyni cat1on 54 - .55 .40 S BRI 61 sg
Conscientiousneds i . ; W45 N RN Y "ol SRR - 353
Critidal Pacilify : .42 %59 .39 " .55, .36
Independéence an . ' ' : - ’ o,
Initiative o A48 - LG9 , .71 », 28
Involyement ‘ R . .56 .58 .38
Persiatence . i _ .. : .62 .29
Research ’ ) ] ’ ' ‘ 42
| ;
- Teaching - ‘1 g o N _ , \“\
> :l = ' - - ! -
Relisbilities } / ; . . . ’ ’ o \
. Por one rater | .50 38 . w31 .24 a7 .00 .27 .43
For two raters ;i .67 +55 .54 .39 297 .00 W42 .60\ -
! ! ) ' |
. i 1 - + 1 .
i E I 1
i i il .I N H
¢ LY . l‘ T
! ' ’ ! ! o \
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reliaﬁ!!fties and intercorrelations for chemistry departments. Six of the
k; ; scales have at least modest reliability for two ratera. The persistenge

: ) scale was completely unreliable as estimated from these data, and the re-
f25 s liability for the involvement gcale was very low (.17). Again, tﬁe inter-

cﬁrrelations among 'scales are high censidering the level of reliability.

i
.

Table 8 (based on a very small sample, azs noted previously)} presents

correlations between scales and relisbilities for the one English depart- I
i
ment that provided data. Allowing for rater sampling variance, the patterh

ia comsistent with thiinggerved in the other two disciplines. That 18, ? -

gcales have at least moderate relisbilities for

with one or two excepti

tWO raters and scale intercorrelations are high.

Table 9 presents correlations between rating scales and selected vari~
ables for eac‘ of the three psychology departments.' The largest number of

L

porrelatians significantly greater than zero are in the tagble for Psychology
Department A. All of the correlations between average prelim scores and

rating scales were significant. Aside from that get of correlatioms, how-

ever, few of the remaining relationships were significant.

- Only one chemistry department was able to.provide additional data. fhe'
Eresults,-presented in Table 10, are unimpressive. The only signifieant re- .
lationship out of 48 computed is a'negative'correletion betweep rank-in-class '
and ratings on the teaching scale. In the English department (see Table 11},
“significant correlations were obtained betwean three rating scales and Sradu— ’
ate grade—point average, but none of the other correlations reached Signifi—

- -

cance.

LAY

. A final .set of data is presented in Table 12. The.percentages of raters
expreasing various levels ¢f confidence for each rating suggest that &n over-
whelming majority of raters felt at least "fairly confident' in their ratings.

‘“-

¢ ; Discussion and Conclusions

* ‘;‘ "
“n

" In the authors' judgment, the development of the rating scales wemt very
well, and all of the usual criteria for successful developdent of scales of

this sort were clearly met. .

W]
*-nl
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3 . . Table- 8 )
;,‘i’ . 5 ?‘: ¥ r 4 ] e -
- Ratdng Scale Intercorrelations and Reliabilities . ‘ .
L ‘-'EE ;. ! [y
"o in One English Department
N Svatihg, .
S
Scale -. “‘ Communi- Conscien- Cmitical Indep. and Involve- Persis-, ‘
. j{ cation tiousness Facility Initiative =ment tenée _.Research Teaching
’ ] o : . ; .
-, - Commumnication .55 .66 - .68 .53 -.22 .93 .87
- Cqﬁsciet’ltibizsﬂess;;}&‘s ‘ .62 64 .53 .50 .41 .39
# Critical Faeility = .46 .06 .27 .70 .56
a Independence and ) - . :
Initiative .66 .02 .62 .58
Iivolvement = -.14 38 45
s Pexrsistence . -.26 -.22
Research .81
Teaching ‘ ‘ o <
? Reliabilities
FOI‘ one rater ."& o ;‘34 000 016 061 ‘.2{' 03{' .26 ) .{lz
_ For two ratets .28 ° .76 .39 .51 .41 .59
’.lr
}
-
=) :

-

]
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o= L +  Table 9 Wt
- Correlations Between Rating ,Scales and Selected Vaz:iables
N . _ in Threé Psychology. Depariments- 1 i
: . - Psychology A ‘ ] . i
a - Scale Dondergraduate  Graduate GRE GRE " GRE - Average . Miller
e . GPA --GPA Verbal Quamtitative Advanced Prelim Score  Analogies
Communication .01 ' g0, -.22 -62 7 I ,09
Counscientiousness .43 .36 -.13 ~.02 , =~ 28 .32, - .07
Critical Pacility .31 097 - ~.19 -.03 .10 .23*. .07
Indepﬂ}dence & Initiﬂtive H 017 . ) 017 003 ) " 00{' ) ‘-006 032* 016
[ - . - I.IIVO].V&!IEBC . T . 13 . 26 000 e 29 . - 1-5 - 2&;‘ - 10
* PerSiStenCe -t ‘!:-_ ll? ¥ 020* -'006 L "02{' -1. 36 033* 001
Research .25 28 _009 008 -002 . .o 36* 011
Teat.‘.hing_ B ] 10 .08 . 1{' ’. -019 011 0“2 . .08
. . Psychology B
[ ] ¥ . . ra
.. Scale \ * Undergraduate Graduate GRE . GRE GRE '
. ) GPA GPA ~ Verbal (Quantitative Advanced ° . ¢
. * Comuz.licatio 02& ’ 012 .26 _003 »" 003
L Conscientioysness Y - .18, 07 -.28 -.35 !
2 ;- Critical¢Facilicy .19 ‘.80 =04 - 11 .0h ,
. ) " Independence & Initiative -.05 .27 04 =03 -.10
P Involvement 14, .28, .22 .07 A1 .
. Persistence ) 48 -.01 .10 .13 -A03 - ‘
! .  Research .16 A2~ ~.00 -.11 . =00 .
T%Chin 4 ' . - 22 030 01-2 ol — 18 )
- ' g . O] ‘b
Pgychology C .. e
Scale Undergraduate Graduate . GRE GRE GRE .. - ’
' GPA ' GPA Yerbal Quantitative  Advanced
x .
. Commication . 1 3 s “2 . 22 :05 " 0'31
- g Conscientiousness .23 .31 -.03 ~=.01 _ .11
_ Cricical Facility 19 . .21 -~ 06 .04 -.00,
Independence & Initiative .23 . <30 .31 ' w26 - .45
Involvement .04 .lg) .02 .24 ) .21
. Persistence .08 .27 24 A6 .20 -
.  Research ,35 .34 .25 .03 .33
4 J}aChinB f ! "006 "021 - 17 028 * 002
. ! - | | |
f ' : Significant at .0l level. i ' : \ “ )
.. ) ) . 1 .
s S 29

o — % . f . . b




" . . Table 10 _ S L

con'elal:ions Between Rating Scales and Selected Varia.bles P -
o in One Chemistry Departmml: . ) s

- o L\ .\ . s .
Undergraduate  Graduate, GRE . GRE GRE"~ . -
‘ “GPA - (027 Verbal Quantitative’ Advanced Rankein-

I

4, "'.04‘ i 023‘-

Fd . N -

43 -2 23 . . =0

"

.16 Y - RRYL NE 1) =14 -0
Gritical Factltty | _ .14 - .33 .32y .04 33 0, .0

Independence & Initiative |~ -.17 7 =01 ‘.24 w06 A T =L

Involvement, ' . ) ..1‘9 . 21 12 01 - <42 =0
Persistence , c20 -.03 -.35. "-02 <. =l54 RN |
: } f [ » . v . [ - % .
Ene_éearch : S -.28 - .08 .01 -03 - 220 1.0

. ! - - ) ’ . ! e
-T&aChing . -.01 ' e _oql . :027 -8 -‘ol'g . ""010 L "04

- ' ) E . , - S - ‘ N ‘

: - o . ’ . ", .. s - . Tt ’
i . . - ) . ‘ . " . _ - o . "

] Simﬁfic&nt at. .01 level. <, T A .7 .
F" - - ."l - .

3 £ - [ 8 P

I - - ' - .




E-(“J:g; S :‘_‘ ~ 7 R
‘:E{:t * L] ! ’ LY * -
‘ . » ’ ] * ! v
% , - e
TP . A .
- .:* _}: , - . & o -
Ly Lae Table 11i. s -
L . +-Correlations Between Rating Scales .and Selected Variablea N
5 - in One English.Department
V4 Ty . ) - )
Seale T '“‘ ) Dndergraduate  Graduate .GRE GRE GRE,' Mas
L S GPA~ ~_GPA Verbal Quantitative - Advanced~ G
smnihication ey . .55 .10 .28 - 41 .
%Ccﬁscient.:iousness i R ‘ T .:I.9h -.11 .11 .25 .
LCritical Facility i .02 .16 .16 ° -32 .16 .
: ' . % :
Independenee 6~ Initiative .10 .55 .22 .28 .32 N
fnvolvement -.04 .36 -.34 067" 32 . -
Persistence \ -.40 38 =26 -.28 ~39 M-
Research ' .27 - .58 ..18 .39 % 49
Y- AN o -~
| Feaching ™ . g .16 42 .17 .16 45
. ¥ ‘
g =
?f‘s;guificant t .0l fevel. e ’ .
.i ‘
. L ) " ‘ L
‘ L
[y ¥ ’ .
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-~ i -
+ -
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" . S © Table 12 o : g
£y T . . ,
REN S T
D E Percentages of Faculty Indicating Various Levels
S L . . of Confidente in Ratings . .
v Al w Tor . . ' » L.
- %., PN | Psychology Chemigfry ..~ English *
- RS .~ . . i ' ) ' -
” Scalg . P kg Very Fairly = Not Very Very Fairly Mot Very Very  -Fairly Not Very
e s L.Confident Confident Confident| Confident Cogpfident Confident | Confident Confident Confident
- 5"".",_‘ .:‘»:'..' Iy > . - _—!_—. ‘ T a3
. , Comunicatigd® ' | 63 . - 27 0 51\ a2 7 - 77 .23 0
. ‘.- o
] \
Conscientiousness 62 37 1, 34 "40 6 83 17 Q-
- Critical Facility | 64 36 T o 50 T 43 7 .78 22 . 0
5 - P ,. ’ - " - ’ . ) Ll 3_
Independence and | % p N v ,
© Initiative " 59 41 0 56 . 38 8 91 . 9 - .0
’ Igvolvement © 55 44 1 49 _Q'Z 9 74 . 22 /){. \
-~ ! L * . - ! .
Persistence < 58 41 1 S X 41 6 74 » 17 9 -
N : - . \ ':f N »
Research , 62 36 1 e 52 40 8 - 78 17 /;
Teaching 56 38 & . v| a5 L 55 41, 4
. f * %&;“{‘ . r
’ , "Ig . = L
" ' ﬂ!;* .
. o AT ' . -
i A s *,
v * . - 5 o - ,."(
r . , v ' . - . Jﬁ f N 23
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The diﬁficulty in obtaining cooperation from the planned number of

deparﬁments was greater than anticipated. (In retrospect, there is a sug-

geetion that had the study been directed toward validation of the GRE,
cooperation would have been somewhat better.) -Faculty membe:s in all of

" the depagtments contacted indicatéd some degree of being pressed for time.

Clearly, many felt that the research was of little direct value to then
or to graduate educacion in their field. Department chairmén and graduate
daansJeeemad more concerned with the problem addressed in this study tham
did the faculty. The difficulties encountered suggest th read
acceptance of scales of this type as criterion instrumants will not come

easily. . ’

Thus, the amount, and perhaps, to some extent, the' quality of the data
collected for tﬁe pllot study were less than originally anticipated. How=~ ‘
ever, the faculty who did,noopergfe used effectively the en;ire.range of
the scales and felt at least fairly confident in the ratings that they
made. Those in&iviguals who provided comments and suggestions, in addition
to ratings, generally felt that one or more of the scales we}e not measuring
a single comstruct. In the expected behaviors provided.they saw evidence of
two constructs. This is clearly a problmﬁ}End suggests that some of the |

-

scales need additional work.

» - The obtained reliabilities of the ecales for ome yater &re, in nosY
cases, not acceptable. This, in and o} itself, does not clearly mitigate

" against use of the scales. The reliability for two raters is reasonable

for many of .the scales; in situations where three to five ratings (perhaps
student and faculty} could be obtained for each student, thé reliability of

the avarage rating would probably ‘be more than adequate.

The correlgitions among the scales are quite high. This suggests tilat
& 13:33 halo effect is operating or that the scales are measuring less the&
eighc geparate constructs., The patterns of correlations with other variablea
provide little help in this regard. If one takes tﬁe statistical signifi-
cance testing seriously, few correlations can be considered as other than

zero. The correlation of the scales with average p lelim scores in Psychology

y :3£} . .l
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Department A (probably the best alternative cr}terion data obtained) supports
the scales as being valid but the uniformity of the level of correlation also
supports the interpr#tation of the cogrelations among scales as a halo prob-
lmo ) ’ o /

‘Clearly, more work needs to be done on the scales before they can be
used iq an operational context. Under the right set of circumstances, how-

ever, it is felt that scales such as these could be used. One of the most

"direct methods of increasing the reliability of ratings is to increase the
- number of raters. In light of the results of this study it does not seem
" feasible to collect three or four fsculty ratings, but it might be possible

to -.collect, say, two faculty and two peer ratings. When one considers that *
7

the usual yearly graae—point average 18 based on a total of st least 8 or 10
geparate "ratings" of performance it does not seem unreasonable to require

at least 3 or 4 ratings per student.

L]
-

Another approach which might prove more profitable is Eo involve féculty,
within each department in at least one stage of scale development.” One
stfategy would be to present a department with the genersl definitions for
the scales used in the present study and allow faculty to‘fesign the specific
behavioral anchors. Faculty could genmerate their own behavioral examples or
could select examples from a pool which would be provided. This approach

would/have the advantage of adaptabildty to the particular characteristics

of tHe depsrtmeht and might generate greater degree of interest and com-

-

tmeht o the psrt of faculty. s

-

. One question which 18 undoubtedl much interest to those involved -

/
with the GRE Testing Program is whether GRE scores can be ‘used to predict
ratings. Unfortunately, the data collected do not really provide ,an answer
to this question. The data which were available.’however. certainly do not
suggest ‘any striking relationship between GﬁE scores and ratings. This fs‘
not uareagonable in view of the fsect that fhe rating scales were designed

to be mulgidimensional énd appear on th; face to'measure factors other than

usual scademic aptitude variables which are tapped by GRE scores. This

+
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S suggests that such rating scales would be more usefdl in a research con-
F . t

- ) text where a variety,of predictors (e.g., biographical data, interest

] scores, etc.) were incleded than as criteria in GRE validity studies.
. ) [ T A
) — ] \
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¥
SUMMARY STATISTICS FOR BEHAVIORAL EXAMPLES

L]

The summary statistice for all the behavioral examples included in,

the stﬁdy are presented in the following tables (4:1 through A—lé?. The ?'

9

behavioral examples are SYouped by the eight scales. The odd-numbered
tables present gtatistics for behavioral examplés used as anchors in the
final rating scales, The even~-numbered tables present statisfics for the

*

remaining behavioral examples. LR,

Fach tsble shows the ratio of judges who assigned each behavioral
example to that gcale in the initial sort (Step 3}, and the mean value
of. the example as assigned in Step 4. The distrihp;ion Jof scale values
ie also given in each table, . .

The frequency distributions of values assigned to the behavioral
examples in a few cases do not add up to 12. This reflects the fact that,
for reasons unknown, a judge chose not to assign a value to the example

even though {t was part of the scale,

In.the column showing the ratios of jugge; assigning behavioral
axamples to the final scale, one will notice that the denominators are
not always 12. A ratio of 10/11 for a particular behavioral example
means that only 11 of the 12 judges chose to 4ssign that item to any
scale at all, but of those judges who did assign the item to a scale,

10 of them agreed that it belonged on the scale to which it was assigned.

L ]
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',ﬁ:', ) lig“t. - ' Dutribuf(/of Scale Yalues for Behavioral Exanplu Baed as Anchors T : )
\ :Qi;; %{cdot COMEINICAT 0N . T ' - _— L
S "f”f::, 1TeM . Frequency Dlacrihution Raclo
Y . x| {25 |2 {25 3 |35 )]« &s] s ,
s hf“u{ I would expect this student to: ¢1 % N . ”
";: .?2.; - present & Teport ar a tegifonal convention whieh would be b -
Jara B - well teceived for its. humor and style. 4,5 ’ {1 5 i 6 11712
% 206, * suboit written work that would be interestin o T ;
j2 g-and no r
N . trouble ro read. . 3.9 1. ’ 2 LY - i 1/
ulﬁ" i : * L ' ‘an '
an - 209 ‘wsuslly be understood when he speaks, but fail ro make - , :
- a points in writien communication understandable, . 2.8 i 3 1.1 7 . 12/12
* 4 ot
", * 215 prepate oral and written cocmunications seamingly unavare ' - i b, . - .
’ that the backgrowmds of his listecers or readers may not, . . N ) - t -
. be the saze as his own. 2.2 .o0N.o8 i i ' ah0
202 take ten pagés to complete an assigned paper vhich ghould 1~ K . - )
. be complered in two papes. . . 1.9 2 . 9 1 » - -2 e
- 218 present idass in a seminar, paper, or test in a poorly . . s ) .
organized and disjointed fashiod. - X 1.4 7 5 | 12!12
i ¥ .
Y1tam from "eriticel tnctdents" study ) . - ’, ‘
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."‘::',-:,\;,‘{- - . u
-ng'?&yr A Pistribucion of Scale Values for Additional Behavioral Exacples
SR » ) Assigned to Scales but ROT Uscd as Anchors ]
L -
o LA
e . - - ‘
B, \:MIC&TION ! . .- » . ] ‘
- ) B T
T B £ 1" : ) - 1
e e . . . ’ * Prequency Distribution JRacfo’
L.would 8xpset. thia seudent to: . . X 1§15 {2 2.5 3 |35 "4 | a5 5 |
. o - ) :
- A9 | displey an unusually accurate and sensitive cholce of words }
:g" " . in spezking and writing. $.0 13 1 8'- 10/12
214 hendle a dl.ttlcult topic with considerable akill vhen 4 1 7 - $/12
presenting a paper. 4.7 .
/'ﬂfS present idcas 1R a forceful vay, giving an impressfon 1 1, ¢4 L 16/11
of well-thought~out and indepenthunt viows. 446 ‘1 1 7 3 10/11
;21 articulscely defend his position and-idesaa. - 3 414 . ' 1112
iy adopt and saintain a witty and urbana tono when appropriate, = 4.1 . 2 1_ 5 1 3
212 deal sffectively with the donotive and cenao:a:ha valuea B
. of worda. 4.1 » 5 1 1 5 11/12,
.22 present written and 'urol reports which would be orga.n!.zed — l ’ 3 6 3 11/11
0 and have clear {ntraducticns and logital conclusions. 4.0 . ) N
» 211- deal effectively with the lexicon and grap=ar of the
language. , " 4.0 , 2 1 6 i 3 12/12
203 prepere rapdrte vhich are cleir and well-organized,. oral . ' 12 ‘ 11/12
or uri:tm . L - 4.0
o
223 use jargou te the point where his papers can only be rud : : 12/12 .
c'_ by a specialist In his particular area. , 2.2 1 5 1 4> |
w220 " subnit papers which are extremcly verbose. - S B 2 E4 1 5/11
216 use & phrase such as "You'¥now", In no less than every’ 11711
other senten&e when speaking in class. 1.6 ] i3 5 1
L4
-204 present material in a disorganized fashion so that an undue
. \ amount of time is needed to undorstand the points being nade. 1.6 1 5 7 11/12
401 be unable to State tn an unambipuous way the key definitions )
snd main points covered by tha subject matter. 1.4 7 1 "t & ) 9{11
. 219’ displey an inability to write cotpetently, 1.3 g 0 . g /11
208 talk freely but say nothing constructive;'to use big N . . 11!1'2
words, often erroneoualy; to be almost impossibla to follow, * 1.1 11 1 ot
217 . subnit e report vhich is replete with graimatical erzors. 1.0°1 1n |1 ' 1 10/12
do? subsit work which {s full of miscakes, incomplete sentences . .
and nisspellings; almat impossible o follow the line , BN " _
: of thought. . 1,0 1 42 a : b 10710
- 7 L X R :
. Lpatto of judges assigning behavioral examples o - "\' . -
gﬁml scala . ) . .
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) Table A=3
~ Dtatribution of Scale Values for Behavioral Examples Used as Amthors ) f
1T Seale; CONSC IOUS‘ ’ Frequency Distribution’ , Racio
1784 Cll X 1l 1.5 Z 2.5,1 3 1.5 [ 4.5 5
s T would expect thls student tot . ’ ’ .
802’ rarurn vith a3 carefully snnotated bibliography after having - -
besn assigned to track down ber of references. 4.8 b"* 3, 9 5/12
806 hava the, rcputntios:i amongrd both the faculey and His ! ? T
» fellow gtudents for do what he saya he will do, 4.4 3 & o 11/12
| 801 , seldos mpisw deadlines. . ! P 3.7 & 1 11/11
i 808 do each asslgned lfterature search bot_each w be . ! . o
7 incoaplete. . ) . ' 2.3 ] ] 3 - - /12
§OSs fail on one of more occasions to complete a major '
‘assignoent on tioe. X [L.% -2 . 7 by |2 8/12
812 exhibit cerelessness with laboratory equipment. X 1.6, 5 . ? 10/12
803 niss clase Tepestedly vwithout contacting the fastructor. 10 . » 9710

1‘2
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

.o
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: R Pl Platribution of Scdle Values for Additional Behavior Exacples . . ¥
© Asgignedqto Scales ‘but NOT Used ss Anchors| _ , . B
. ‘ | e
: e .. , D
v Seslw - . Ny L . | Froquency Dideribution - pavid
- w . ] - : v - b .
: R ¢ B ) | LS |2 J2s )3 |35 |4 :t.i?s 5 »
e 1 would expact this student to " » i . ) g . ,
LI . - i . , 1 Ky - - .
'L 80 handle even the most mcrlal assignment (e.g., paper grading) . " . P B
- with care ond renponaibilicy. : . - 4.5 1 4 2% L’7 10/12 -
"y . ] I+ . . ]
809 have a reputation fok failing.ro appear for one or twgm . . . ,é&r‘“ . '
profespicnal appointments each year though he comes on time ... | A
. _to most such appointzents. 2 2 il 1 ’ p lo/i0 I\l‘.‘
_'_L-"_ ai? aubmic a report which is ,incauplete . 1,9 "k “,.e'& ,er /11 ‘f’
xﬁzﬁ&&}\ ' fail to qo backgr%mading for a research project. 1.5 f i 3%, 1012
'33%;8'16 begin to-look for appropriate réaferénces a day befare it M SR B .
\ «  he 18 to report &t a seninar. 1.5 ’ , 4 1 ] . 11“!'2
:g, 13 lec assignmenta slide.then, efther to submit a .hast!.ly . .
- prepured report or to submit the regpert well past the ) u ,
AT .deadifne., . A ] : 11/11
- 804 fail to appear for a symposium in which he was cé‘e & | K R '
) participant without vsrning the other participants. 1 1.0 ’ 9/11
i - ' ! ' .
’ . I'ilti.o qf judges assigning behavioral c;m:nplu » - . ’
« %o final acale " % .
- L] :Ii L] » M »
. . » . ' £ .
Lo ] .
. « 4 . . a )
' b » ¢ v r - ' ‘
‘ 40 s r s - -" v
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) Table A-5 .
Matiiburion of Scale Valuves for Behavioral Exasples lsed as Anchors

o

CRITICAL FACILITY

. - . . Froquency Discribution Rat i_.qz
: , L - . el 1 X 15 f 2 fas s fasfafeas] s |
v T would expect this student to: A . * . -
U make 8 petceprive analysis and evalustion of a difficulr rext ) ‘ . R
4 Z) hie ffald of specializatlion. l"-a . 1 1 10 10/12
- 706 Ifor well Eounded quzﬂuficsiions to instructor's statezents |, - ) *
in class Tn a discerning, comstructive way. 4e5 \ 511 6 10/12
m k questions which are alvays televant and usuall .
grcep.tive. . 7 X 4.0 . -1 ,10 1 10;11 -
710 be sensitive to faculry evaluations and suggestions ha ‘ . \ ?
could incorporate suggestions once his defi.cimﬂ’e's"fwere N v -*
. pointed out, 3.8 . & . 7 1 . 10/12
709 successfuliy i.d‘é'n:ify & ptoblen vith another gstudent's” . _‘,
tegeatch but to be extremely hatsh in his criticisa. 2.9 4 7 1 9/10
713 often be unable to consider gew ideay vbjectively ~
because of srrongly held prejudices. X |1.5 2 5 s 11732
701 be unreceptive to new idess and proposals even in ’ . 5'_
gituations where previous methods had proven inadeguate, 1.3 3 11/12
" 1 " " . %"
Iten from Eritical incidente' study
. J - .

S
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Table A=6 6 o ;
- Dispribution of Scale Valuea for Additional Behavioral !uhpie.\/\\\
i Assigned to Scales but NOT LUsed as Anchors -
Scalss  CRITICAL PACILITY / ‘.
, 1TEM Preguency Diseribueion }uuol‘
. X 1 j1.5 2 2.5 3 3.5 4.5 s |V i
] 1 would expect chia scudent to: _ : ' . -
. " - - * e
% 715, consistencly of for well founded and constructive criticiso .
A of othcr students' présentations. 4.7 3. 1 & 1112
3}7!.8 exsaine carcfully all authors' premises and frames of
3 reference before accepting concluslons. 4.6 1 7 9/12
716 display an openness to evalusciop and criciciesn of his .
. work by others. ) %.5 i 7 10/11
705 . dstect inconsistencies in the posirion raken by a -~
professor In a cricical, eignificant classroos lecture. ) W2 2 2 3 g8/12
703 bsck s position objeceively and without defensiveness in . :
s discusaien on the peric of an issue, 5.1 . 2 1 3 9711
720 adopr a eritical posfrion proper and appropriaste to the : .
work ungej/discussion. 5.0 I | 2 L 3 f 10712
[ - 719 . be able to understand she tone of a work and Lts ) . 1 '
N underlying assumptions. . 0 » 3 2 2 9/12
. B . '} -
708 generate snd adequgtely support a critfcal gemeralization. £.0 . 4 - 4 - 8/12
707 display ability to sghift his point of view durinz & \
-, . debate or discussion 3.9 5 4 e/12
704 sssess the limiracions of theories and principles from a .
T discipline when they are applied ro a specific situarion. 3.8 1 5 & I - 10712
717 be vety facile and articulate, but his inteyprecacions . h
would be almosc always irappropriace. 1.6 S 7 . 8/11°
712 make exaggerated clafms for the relevance or importance
of his parciculsy specialiry and be unable or wmwilling 3
" to deal with alternstive approaches. 1.4 8 3 1 9/10
702 pake unwarraoted assunpecions bgeed on erropecus '
- information, 4 1.3 10 ‘2 . " 10/12
-
lﬂtia of judges sssigning behsvioral exemplea . .
to final scale ' *M . .
i 44 L . .
Q " ‘
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) ~ Distribution of Seale Vnlues for Rohavioral Exomples Yged as Anchors
g,_,;‘,‘, INDEPEXDENCE & INITIATIVE . ‘ :
' Prore ; Frequency Discriburion
- R Im - 1 N
¢ I would expeer this erudent ro! X ok o 3 . s
312 learn an izportont rescatch skill on his own.

315 613p13y an abilxr.y to formulare probleca or iskues suggested
by ‘the materfal under srudy rather than the cediarion of

his professors,. 211
LY N
ask questions znd seek information beyond the naterial *
in the rexr or lecture, - { . f 9/12
develop & lisr of several appropriace ropics for an assigned !
' rescarch paper, bur nor ro choose one froo the lisr uneil T
-ukged to do so by the prafassor after the deadline has ' . Y
passed. i I 2 2 A 9/10
depend upon his collabora:or for the sugses:ion of a :
topic, definiticy of the problez, and directiom of the i
* work in a jointRfroiece, s |1 17 10/12
nor respond to suggestions or supervision uwless the .
fnstrucror pursues; have' ro be prodded and pushed and
pullsd aslong. 2 /17
\ t R -
11::- from "crigical incidence” scudy a

- Ratto of Sudges a{ushing behevioral exasples to
final scala )

L
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' . N ' Table A-8
iistribution of Scale Volues for Additional Behavioral Exasples
1 Ansnigned Lo Seales bue KOT Used am Anchors-
) Scsles INDEPENDENCE & INITIATIVE ! . g _ -
i : — ' — Frequency Bistribytion ' Bﬂ.ﬂﬁl
' . - ¥ 1 J1.5 2 25 3.5 & 4,5
I would expect this etudent to:
. v
307 take on challenging or "no& yet officially approved” % '
problems or imAucs. 4,7 4 1 . 12712
304 do indepdndent redding or research to check the validiey .
of interpretations or evaluations vhich differ from those : . '
of his instructor or classmates. 4,7 ) 1 1 9 9/12
313 becowt mgre proficient in a ugefyl outside field undcr ) .
. his own tnittative. 4.6 1] 4 2 6 unz «
305 obtain a copy of as unpubliBhed research report or - . ’
Paper relgvant to his own work through correspondence. 4.3 W1 - 512
- - 306 seek ¥urther information independent of c¢lass gssiganents, i
. vhen & professor valged 2 Question in class, in gn T . )
‘ attempt'to gnswer the question more extensively, ) ! 4.3 1 7 1 3 o one .
- s regularly spend time looking through the appropriate ) 1 .
. journals when these are pot parts of asalgnnents. 4.2 5 1 4 g/12
"
316 g5 [familiarize himself with the resources of aeighboring s )
ibrsries and speclal collecticons. . . X
1 d special coll 4.0 _ [ | 8/12
305 - need an instructor’s help in finding a topic when ) ;‘
required to prepare an assignment on a self-salécted. . ) \
topic. ' T 3.0 2 i 7 1 s 10/11 ¢,
1l . co::atant].y seek help from faculty on trivial mtt&_ﬂ. L0 11 1 1w/
310 be heavily dependent on divection from faculty gnd fo
appear unable to undartake any independent investigiacions, 1.0 1 1 11/12
’ ' [
r i -
. lur.io of Judges assigning behavioral examples
) to final eca]:a + . . ’
r !
, "
Ry ‘ ” r
CT ' - :
o ' . , 4 )
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\ L1Y r 48 1] 4
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o ;
i*’- . X Table A9
3 ' Distribucion of Bcals Valuss for Behavioral Hxamples Used sa Anchors
’ Mg‘ IXVOLNEHENT | Frequency Distribution Rarioz
T TTen et P&l 1 f1s f2 Jasi o3 |3 4,5
T would expect this scudent to: ' "k ' )
4 G BY
603 be clected as sn otfi'%cr in a regionsl or local : .-~ -
, professional society. 4.7 ' P 1 12/12
617 becote quickly and enthusiasstically lavolved im a project. X 4.5 7y Ry ik . * 10/11
L 605 display concern and interest in work being conducted by *
faculey. 4.0 2 1 8/12
615 actend departsental sepinars but to neither parcicipate
in the discussions nor volunteer Lo present a report. 2.7 3 1.1 8 10712 ’ t!-:
611 Dot attend a meeting, either local or national, of the : R . " -~
. appropriate professional aoclety. ) 1.8 b4 1 5 2 11/11 !
< 616 avoid challenging courses or work. . X 1.4 5 9/12
* J ‘ \~—.\
1 n 3 "
. Teem from "criticel incldents™ srudy
. zn.ul:io of judges zssigning behavioral examples to -~
final scala ‘ - I
31:11.. ftem vas placed incorrectly as an anchor
{ac approximacaly 3.0) in the rsting scale book-
v lst. Its mean indicatas that 1t should have bsen
placed naar ths top of thia scale {at 4.7). .
i
. i - -«
. ] .
. 5 , V.
' . . . +
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Table A-10 —_ /

Distribution of Sca].e'?alue_s——for Addicional Behavi.ora.]. Exazples

Seals:

602

614

508

%

610 .

612

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

INVOLVEMENT

ITEM .
I would expect this grudent to:
give up & vacation to co-author a papér with a faculty
nember_& ’

glve an original paper at a convention or mecting
sponsoted by n scholarly socloty.

divplay a genulne interest in and commltment to his
field in informal discussions with fatulty.

vait for che inatPuctor cutside the classroom after a
patticularly mood Jogrure with an invitatfon to join
in & furthir discussion of the subject with a few others.

appear to be very intercgted 1a meering colleagues, as
at conventions. i

hold ‘mecberahip, in the appropriate professional society
ar assoclacion.

be 2 student mezber of a neticnal professional society
but niot am active participant.

hold no mecbership in any professional society and to
not, appear {nterefited in doing Bo.

attend seminars only when required to do go.

becoma distracted by non-academic¢, non-professional
ihterests. .

seldon, Lf ever, engage in fnformal contacts with
faculty or fellow graduste gtudents.

1I.l:.to of judges assigning behavioral exanplas
to !m;]._lcala

Assigned to Scales but NOT Used as Anchors_ / \; _
' N . ,/ o,
. . . / - 1
¥requoncy 3 o Ratio
1 jus 2 | 2.5 3 | as as) 3 :
) ) 12 11!12\
1 1 1 8 9/12
1 1 6 11712 .
' - $ . 4 ¥
- ' 1 4 9/10 :
. 2 1 3 10/11 "
H
[ 1 5 2 9/11 hed
2 i
10 1 11/11 .
4 |1 1 * 11/11
1' . 8/11 ,
w7 3y . l0/12 .
nif 101 |y . 10/11
;7 N /
— ‘
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A . .« Table A1l : o o &
. m.:ribution of Scale Values for Behavioral meplcs Used as Anchots ~ . | - - v
) ‘ e —=
=v ; ) Froquency Distribution ; 14 ﬁtioz
: i 3 . q H . L ’ F i -
S, . e ‘ , et | % tihs )2 fas |3 jas e as] s QL
-__ o, ¥ would expect fhis student tot + 0T - » .
‘= 508 | pureve his interest or ideas despite discourugl.ng advica - ’ ] g . L -
= from faculty apd to be successful., . X | 4.8 T . 2 1§ %4 10/12 F -,
.. - - - : .
- 502 try even hardcr vhen a problem of supposedly, modetate ’
o difficulcy rosiste all initlal attempts to resolve 1t, 4.6 ) 5 . 7 Clanz
- 514 tepedtedly ask questicns of faculty uncil he fully 2 ' \ ' et -
_* 7 undetatands an fssue, . X |4 . N D 2 7 3 a/12 @
) 505 ,ﬁrequently talk about leaving sthool a3 seo ) . . -~ . . . 1 ¥
. " pastet’s progran has been completed though ) . . . -
L entered graduate sthool to get a ddgforage. 1.9 111 5« 1 i 6/10
& 5127 " abandon a p‘roject after losing a aet »f preuninary B 1"3 8.* 1 3 g, . _ 11’!12 .
s e - c o ‘ ‘ s :
& . F 3 ) . . N
s ) . , - ? )
e, . , ] . . . R + [
'“, ‘@ . . ‘:\ .
S lfren from “eritical inctdenta™ atudy’ : ~ L
‘__—“_"""gliﬁtﬂ of judgés aseigning behavioral ‘exgaples te =~ - T T .
final scale : . L . 2 .
'3 ! . - ’ . "
T : : - ’ ’ . - )
. ) : . & . ' ) : . { 5
»’ 1)
— " ‘ a
' x '3 I
- ¥ . ~ . - Car a.} . "
5 .
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. ' : ~,  Tsble A-13 ..
» . ’ ' * Distribution of Scale Valuea for Behavioral Expmples tisad o5 Anchors . (
o ' ~ T ) —
- Seale: RESEARCH . } o .
# ] - - — . Frequency Pletribution Lo tkmz

. ' Hial ' : - Aer 'x:\.&~,—l—r&/ (2es | 3 3 ] fes) s |

) T would expect this student tor . )

S .1 develop an original way of handling & reagarch problea. x [4.8 R 2 {~8 - ~ wn/m v
_ 410 be faallfer,vith the latest developments in his fleld. < 4.3 . . N 3 T s

F - 404 ) b‘c systeaatic in his 'ga:herl:ng and ordering of data. 3.9 - "1, * 9 N o /11 .

- 4501 replicote previous rcsearch done Dy vathgrs with a . ' .

. carafully-conducted and well-reported experipent. i 3.5 : 5 1 6 1002 | t.'.: .
- 403 conduct a falrly routise and unexefting research . ’ ) ' f ’ ?
. - profegt. . 2.9 1 n N ‘ 8/11

T 407 confine his atrenticn to research natters of minor N | - ’

. isportence. LI 6 1 4 $/12

) 3%1 be uaable to efl aly apply & particular research ) . . . -

| a o~ teshaique. - : cr | xqE s f2 et T ¢ 12712 '
T 409 attempt to carry out poorly plammed research. RN SEFIE 1 il * Lo 10/12 - .

- . L 1 .

oo ; X ) ] , / ’ ) o, ’

~b
g

- X,

* finel scale N // _ ' »
- :. . ) R . -‘ 0

Teem - from “erivical incidents” gtudy ' ) T . ) .

W, ) .
'_thtiu of judges ssalgning behavioral exemples te K T ‘ .

e \ © . L _ . . !




.

Table A=13 ..

* ' ' ‘_Du:ribunion' of Scale Values for Behaviorsl Exponples Used m“

e §

Soale:  RESEARCH

NS

i

)

Frequency Dis eribucion

. - T ’ - et iy T 251 3 {35 {4 |as
~ 7 Iwould expect this studenr to: .
. 405 develop an originsl vey of hondling a resgarch problex, x |48 2 2 1/12
T 810 be faniliar, with the lacest developments in his field, X |s.3 A . 822
o 404 ) bte systenacic in his -ga:her{ng and orderlng of daca. 3.9 N - ) * 9 ' /11
- 451 replicate previous research done by xathqrs with a .
. carofully-conducted and well-reported experiment. 135 5 1 é 10/12
.. A03 conduct ® fairly toutine and uaexeiting research . ’ .
-« projegt. ‘ 2.9 1 1 8/11
407 . confine'his screntiom to research nattars of mioor &
. inporcasce, ‘ 2.3 1 . 6 1 " o/12
411 be uanbla o off ely apply a parcicular reseatch .
a =  rcechniqus. - . = | x 426 ¢ Fa2 -{g _ SN 1232
403 sttezpt Lo carry out peorly planned research. X |1.3 8 2 1 ) = . . -lohz' '

B ]

[

a a

: 4 “
K 1 i n " *
,é:.ﬂ from “cricical :I.nc:ld.eu:l study N
i ,tnuo of judges assigning behavioral exmzples to °
N {{nal scale
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Table A=14 . “ /
F- - . Distrribution of Scohe Yolues for Additional Behavioral Examples / S
L : ] Assigned to Scales but MOT Used as Anchore ‘
' Scale:_ RESEARCH .0 . Froquency nutribution 3_3;191"
-t ] 17EM -1 X 1 LSA 2 j2.s| 3 Jasfafoas) o s
' e would expect chis etudent to! . R '
- - 408 mastar o dzﬁcult reuarch te&hnique in an wmusuelly
- ahor ri { cinma, : '
) ” “tipei :nt n-: - &7 ; R 3 21 7 10/11
r : t a : B ' *
= dc neighefully w primary soutces Cfes oy ¥ 1 7 0 8/11
- A1 nly too heavily on one ressacch toel in conductiug \ ik 5'-
] . Teqsarch. , 2.3 l 1] 2 FA (3 11/12
414 bs unable to formulate a testable hypothesis frow & ? 3
- theorerical analysin. 1.7 *i & |' 1 6 1 : 9711
402 conduct regeatch wirhout providipg proper controls f - i ’ )
1 _ 80 that ruulto are quesrionable. 1.6 6 3 s - E 8/12
- . AR be unfand lier with s aafor tegearch.tool 1n his field. 1.4 |i 6 / ' II 10711

—Gg_..

-
B .

LL)

v i 1!.5:10 of judges aseigmixy bahavioral examples ’ ) ’
- to finsl scale ' ' ’
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# Table A-l5
tiscribution of Scale Values for Behsvioral Examples Used aza Anchors

L1
LY

-

-

Pregusncy Distribution

f_.t;E RIC . | : ) )

. X - 11 3 1.5 | 2 t2s5f 2 1351 & 4s| s
. ; ¢I X .
T would °5 :hts s:p;cq} m,
- h
show imagifacion and origlmuw in teaching a traditionally ) B )
dq,p. topdk to an undergraduace class. X 4.9 e . L 1 ro/11
:-"_"‘- w0 help slover students voluntarily, . -« 4.3 . 1' - 6- P “ $/10
108 aks coﬂiiderahle paing tb help undargradujtes vith their
work. sven gh his presentacion of materisl in class - ‘
18 fredubntly poor. 1.0 ’ 1] 1) 8| 2 10/12
i1 specd class time doing routine exercises. 2.4 6 5 3 e 10/11
109 complain sbout having to teach the introductory course. 2,0 1 2 9/10
115 _  teach a class in which his students seek help from other f;*
instructors. . 1.6 1 7 1 11/12
108 badger students snd be generally unsypmpathetic to : -
. legitinate request for time extensions or specific help. 1.2 . z 12/12
=
E . 11::: frcr"crzuul incidenca” srudy -
zu:io of Judges usigning behavioral axanples
- to finel scals . ,
- * -
- L]
% : ‘ o
- (l LY G‘J

-0~
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Table A-16 , . ,
- Distribution of Bcale Values for Additional Behavioral Examples
. : - : . Assigned to Scalea bur. ¥OT Used as &hchorl ' -
TEZACEING ~ -
. . . Frequency Ristribution thigl
TTEt : » s X 1 Jis 2 {2.5] 3 |33 5] s
I would expect this student to: !
stimolate grest {ntarest and enthusiosa in undergraduate ~ -~
courses In which ho is an lastruetor. 5.0 i 12§ ~AH1Z
A develop provecative and/or fmaginstive exercises fer v
- his clasa. 4.8 10 | 12/12
£ 118 - establish an atzosphere in which atudents fecl free and
- eager to talk. A 1 6 12/12
- 116 be aensitiveghy fAulty evaluations and suggestions and
SN ¢t chasRa his teaching strategies vhem deficiencies i ‘

- e pointed out. 4.3 2 : 2 F 10/10
" 123 tdentify atudente vith difficultiee and make : .
[ - sppointmants with them. 4.2 : 2 1 5 |} 12/12

104 . reviese and restructura as entire introductory.course. 4.2 1 2. & 10/11
117 davolep criteria :md.se: up cmsiaten: standards by vhich B .
to evaluats student work. 1.9 ! 5 NERY B 12712 .
T 121 achedule office hours for his students and :ry very Hard p ok —d
+ , ko Reep then. 3.9 H . " 5 i A" -+ 912
3 112 . p].,l.Q\md 1nplmeu: an effect syllabus for a course. 3.8 ; 1 ‘3 ' _‘\/3 11/12
1 / | I !
126 % others for Lldeas on how to present cocpleax concepts ) ] d
o his atudents. . 3.6 . . 2 3 1 a2 yu
120 never misa a class he s to teach but not to danounce’ — i .
-+ s office hours . . . 2.8 3 2 6 9/11
1Lk know the nanes of about & thizd of his atudents in the .
. clane of 25 students vhich he :uches. 2.3 v3 - 4 2 1~4 9/11
13 conduct highly atructured classea m:ked by a lack of N
P ) 1gi§111tz and opeh 1aterchaﬂg¢ of ideas. . 2.2 1 7 1INL_3 16/10
"125' 1:04, cover all the sppvopriaca subject aqur in the coursa ba’ | : . ’
Ay teaches. - 2.0 2 1 g 2 10/31
[ 1277, satablish Tigld criteris and a aat of inflextble standerds “
’ by which to avalugte atudent work. 1.9 1 1 10/11
F 4
110 °  copa to clasees he teaches but have no lesson plan. 1.7 5 5 1, ¢~ 1 w0/1
10§ ba extreaely aenaitive to student pressure or criticisa . :
“which would be reflectad in the sssignsent of poor gradaa. 1.6 21 1 1 3 A " 910
- by P
122 teach 2 class vhich the betrter undergraduate students 1 .
cemsiatently cut. ] 1.5 .5 1 6 |. 1 12/12
1 124 tesch a clase in vhich o large percentsge of the semdents . . . -
drop che courss to switch to anothaz saction. , 1.5 7 % 1 _unz
107 curry favor with his atudente; maks the demands of the - , '
1 duciplino ncondary to & deaira for papulnrt:y. ol 1.3 ‘9 3 - - l 9/11
(S - A

"'.E MC Larts of judges aseigping babsvioral exsmples . ,
t o !M .csh
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APPENDIX B

-

Criterion Rating Scale Study

o \ S

INSTRUCTIONS FOR DISTRIBUTING AND CODING RATING SCALE BOOKLETS
AND RECORDING INFORMATION ON STUDENT RECORD SUMMARY FORMS

The person in charge of gathering information should carry out
the following activities:

¢ Determine which raters will be evaluating which students
{an attempt should be made to see that an individual
rater is not asked to rate an extremely large 7umber of '
students). .

# See that each professor receives his rating QSSignments on .
timeo . /

;o
# Follow-up non-responses at the appropriate/time. &
- '
/
. Arrange for rostering teat scores and other 1nformaticn _
requested from students' files. , f
# See that all information iz nrganized,and mailed to ETS
as soon as possible, ) ) .
L .- i P / -
r“: N

Rating Scal e Booklets ) / ‘ ' .

1. Tg;keep informaticn confidentiaf/‘*t is suggested that the
data coordinator aseign an arbitrary nqébeﬂiio each student. A number

should also be assigned to each faculty rater. The coordinator shqyld

[

kegp a master list of student and f?tnlty identificatiOn.nuﬁbe:s. When " ﬂf:)

the ratings have been completedy QA; coordinator sﬁould write in the

+ ¢

identification numbers from the astéf 1is£ on the eovers of the booklets

and strike out the students' afd raters' names. The coord%g\tor should
h

retain the magter 1ist untir/éTS has received and editad t data.” At

the completion of the study ETS will destroy the ihdividual data and

s,.

the mr.er ligt shquld be destroyed. 6 G

~
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. 2. It is esaentiql that every‘ student be rated by his.or “her . o
facdlty advisor._ In addition, we hope to obtain rat:lngs by & Secon?:l . _.'
. - ) ' . ¥
Ty profesaor who 19 familiax with the atudent 8 work It'is not necesaary

that aIl students be rated by a second progpeso& but 1t ds essential

that we have. two ratings for at least two-thirds of the studeﬂts being

o .;iaféd. The ‘:fi'rpt rater" sHould be the student's faculty advisor. -
Bis ratings are".to_be identified by the “EIPber. ¥1" to be written in
the lower ri_.ght' corner of the cover page of 'ttlte rat:lné scal;: 'b_é:okﬂ,ets.“ .
The "second rater" is to be identified b;_ the number “2" in t.hé lower ™~
. . . rigl:'lt corner of the cover page of the ratin,g'scale. boc;klets‘. .
5 It will not-be necessary for the data coor_dinator to record ‘

any of the obtained ratings. EIS will dq. this. -

. Student Record Suamary Fomms

1. Student (No.) — To keep student information cogfidential,
- - !

Co * sgtudents will be identified omly by ﬁ_umber. The nlumben asé:l.gned to ‘ .
’ — 1‘ * » . N ,-- - L
= 7 & student for the rating scale booklets should also be used here. -

r
[y

2, Advisor (No.) — The}aculty advigor is identified by%e(\ .
. ey Sy
?mitb’er aséigned to him for the rating scale booklets. L .
do 3 Second l;aculty Rater (No.) — The .sec'ond faculty rater is
also identified by the number assigned torthim for the rating scale

booklets. - . € ) ‘-
- B . . .
4. Sex — self-explanatory. * i

I ' 5. Number of Semesters Enrolled in Graduate Schbol -—--'Recorﬁ’the

.
[ - ty -

total, number of aesters enrolled :I.nclud:l.ng Spr:l.ng gemester, 19?51

! 6. Area of Specialization — If student is specializ:lng in .

1a

. more than one area of the field, please 'list all. - - - /




"‘student.

SRR Y
3 .
e 1" oy
SRR A4 Sl
ae e
.':E— -
. .
B -
P
Lo
ol -,
L g
4 . '
M
; s
LW
. .
- . ‘
b4 +
. -
i - ] w
. N
=
. » ur
Tow - -
A [
. .
k!
L
1
: H
r;
N L
SRR
. £
-~
T - .
> .
M
e L7
(=
e L )
“I 3 - .‘
ra.
.
= L}
L]
k-
e 4
-
-
’ al
. -
L ]
Ay
" o F
-
“
=

L . EEE r
- - - - -
.. ' . . .
- : - P & N
. "‘.-_ - - _ -
- . ) .
. o
- C

9, . Grgduate GPA -— Furnish the most current overall GPA for the .

If ftsding ‘system 18 othe.r thsn 4.0 = A, please advise us." L

. i 2 ’ .
10. Core Courses — List:course titles and grsdes, , - .
' f’ - ty i . - * ‘
. N v . 1 d ' . n" e -
.11, - Additfonal Information — If any other informatibn is svailable ]
) - ' L

(for'examplg " tests l”gi.ven as evalua:iv‘e .inatruments, r'outine evaluationa

conducted during graduate work,, rank\ordering of atudents) we wpulcf"

like t.o have it.

! ! . ' ’ @ A " . w- v
‘ % ’ a- ‘ " ' .
‘Send the completed rsting booklets and student regord forms tov .
'v LY . ‘.

. o Dr. Richard R.°Reill
' - Research Psycholog )
' . Developmental Resea _Dwision
v R-226 .’ .
o Educational Testing Serv‘lce
! Princeton, NJ . 08540 .
* L
Notify ETS when return ,shipmen,t hag been made. e <
:
* 1E there are any ques:ions or problems, please ‘call Mrs. Peggy Mahoney @
S at (609} 921-~90600, Extension., 2383, A - . ) t.
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-t " On the following pages eight factors which have been identified
- .
_ . ap importsnt in the pér{omﬁ;ce of graduste students are described by
) s megns of & gentral definition. In addition, verious pointe along the.
3 &' . qualitative scale are "‘mchored“ wvith specific behavioral examples, or
;‘. . o incidents of graduste student performsnce. For each student you rate:
- S place a check wmatk st :the point on the scale which in your judgment °
- - ¥
beet deacrides the student's performance on that particular trait. Also, S
. 5 . Iﬁdielt_a for each trait the levael of confidence you hsve in your rating. -
. / » -
A ' ' "‘ *
- -’ . l |
. ~ - * + . D.
, ) ‘ o »
“ﬁ ' Student being rated . ¥, -
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. Communication - -
- General Definition «

“The ability .to transmit ﬁe'as and feelings., It fncludes the degree
of organization end precision, it imvolves the extent of Understanding and
perception and inclufes both verbal and nonverbal transmifisions.

g :
-'_'_ - * - "1. A . N )
L - A "( " R . . - . .
i - .I-WULD EXPECT THIS STUDERT TO: ) . y - 0
= 5
* i
pregent "a report st 5 regional convention which would be well raceived
B . ~—-e for its humor end style. . '
' Ty .
- T -
- T
R 4

~— gubuit written work that would be :I.t;terest:l.ns and no trouble to read,
S “ .

) : &gha11y be unders:ood when he sgeaka but fail to meke points in writtea )
=—— pommunication underetandable i .

L]
+
[l L]

prepars oral and writtun conmunications seemingly unaware that the backgrounds
=— of his listeners or readers may not be fhe same as his own.

taks tan psges to complere en aseigned paper which shpyld be conplnted in
-— two pages. . . R
b

L3 ® £y
*

LY

preasnt ideds in a stminar; paper, or test in a poorly organized and
=m—e digjointed fashicn. .

-
] ‘ -]

3 ‘ ’

; ‘ . i bagree of Confidence ’

Very Confident " [77] ratrly Confident . Hot Very
[] v RN B 2
. . ' A_ . s,
a '_ ‘} . —
bl _' .
i ' ——
- . .y ' * o
4 . ( O - ‘ v
-, +
" EE et B - - 1 et “ .
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T ’ ' Conscientiouanese ' . '
, ‘ #
. il ‘ - . '
s . o General Definition
L ) The characteriftics of carefulness, thotoughness, apd commitment to -
D atendards, Includes extent of carrying through on comd tushts even when . -,
E : . they are not fully s?alled out, ! .
- 1 WOULD RXPECT THIS STUDENT TO: ‘ . ’
: .- w, _- ) .
- 5 return with & cavefully annotated ‘bibliegraphy after having been assigned
A . e—w to track down s number of refarencesd. . . ) )
SO oL Bave the peputation smongst both the faculty and. his fellow students
L ) e fOT doing what hs aays he will do. . .
- ; ) R &
8l b g
: -~ seldon uiss desdlisee . .
) 3
. - ! » . i
- - .-
. \ \ s : ¢ - \
R ee—n do sach aasigned lLitersture seerch but each would be incomplete.
2 lewm—= fail on one of ROTE sccesions to complete s major aspignment on tima.
= axhibit carelessnosa with laboratory .equipment. . )
- M Ll L .
. , ; _ /\// e
tr . |e=—= miss cless repeatedly ts_hout‘ contacting the in —
: T ) - - H -
] 1 L ' ) N '
P o] /"\ £ . 6
. .' ) Degree of Confidence ‘ . o

. £l
e ‘ Very Conffdent . AT ey ?ai.ri..y Confldent sNot Yory
D \/ é : "—D&gzﬁf tdent
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" ' “ Critical Facility
’ *- i .
general Definition ' i - :
. - . - ¢ © o
[ . . The ebility to evaluate the producte of othera aud offer alternative - %
s ) bypotheses, mothods or analyses when appropriate. Includer the ability e ¢
Lo to b parsusded by well reasoned arguments even when they are clearly . e
A - > critical of his own work or position on sn issue, The ability te identify ~gr
A . problems and astructure priorities. , i -
. * //-._—P "
! - -

[
1 WOULD EXPECT THIS STUDENT TO:

- - 5 . sake s perceptive analysis and evaiuatlon of a difficult text in hie
- =~n= fluld of specielization. . ' )
offer well founded qualifications to fnstructor's statements in clags

——— 1in a diacerning, cocnstructive way.

4
¥ P - .
S B by ask questlona which sre always relevant and usually perceptive. .
| ’ ¥ . . .
- --<- be sensitive to faculty evaluations and suggestions; he could incorporate

guggestiona once his deficlencles were pointed out.

N |- . J
) i J .

\‘-- L]
S E rccen - ; .

- - ; succesgfully idencify £ problem with another student's resparch but to be ¢

| - e «—= axtretely harsh in his’criticism, . . ' '

L, : N : ) | ; ‘

s b -

o T ' M . - - 4

- 2 - -

:"! 3 - -

- . " ' . . R

‘:, ' - o+ of ari be unable to consid%r new ldeas objectively beea.use of strdngly :

! . =~— hald prejudicas. R . _ '

Tt - . aceptive to nev ldeas and propusale even in situatione vhera pravious ) )
? , ~— pathodé had proven inadequste. '

1 .
R »” . ) ’ -]
. - . Degree of Confidence

- b . .

) , ~

e D Very Confideat D Faixly Confident .

- T N /"—‘-’ ‘ . .

-< ' ' . LY - ,’/
o ” e .o

. M v ;

- 3 ’-’ 4

i ’ R ! 2 r’}
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W9 vl L, . ) -

SERIC . - ' . ST - .

- wwh, ¢ ' , Y , / . ¥

WA FulToxt Provided by ERIC
i - - - = - -
== - = —



b

. ERIC

! .
y T
£ . -

. ’ - ¥
- -
52w
- o .-
& Inéepenf}u}ce and Initiacive
‘. A ] Genaral Definition
. The combination of self confidence and drive. It includes taking re-.
. sponsibility end showing initistive. It may reflect intellectusl curiosity
! and mobivarion. ‘ . .

/

I WOULD KXPECT THIS STUDENT TO:
/ﬂ

o+ T

| f——— lurn an mportant rasesrch n'kin on his own. .

= display an abiuty to formulate problems or isaues suggested b-g t:ha naterisl
under study rather than the medistion of his professors.

| ol

~—— #ak quastions and seek information beyond the materikl in the text or lecture.

¢

a

v . b} ?

. develop & list of several eppropriate topice for an assigned resaarch paper
but not to chooss one from the liat until urged to do go by the professod
——~ aftsr the deadline has paased.

a
v} 2 |—== dapend 4pon his collaborstor for the auggestion of a tople, definition of the

probolem, and direction of the work {in a joint project.

- £ " ?‘
3
—== ot respond to suggestions or supenrinion unieas the instructor pursues ;
have to be prodded and pushed along.

T .
g 1 7 . v
Degree of Confidenca ‘ L -
L] ‘
Very Confident - ‘Pairly Confident Fot Very
[a .. D . D Con!iﬂmt’

“ . . . ' .
] \ - “* T -
. ’ - -

~3
(W

.

o

LI
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' ) Involvement ' ‘J;‘ -
. )
A
\ Genaral Definition

The degree of participation and acktivity in borh formsal and informal
- contexts related to the discipline.’ The extent to which interest and
. enthusiasn 18 exhibited and paintained. Could be interpreted aa the extent |
T .- to which & eomeitaent to the /field has been made.

b

f

.

y ' 1 WOULD EXPECT THIS STUDENT T0: ' .
. 5 o
. + [eam— become quickly and enthusiagtically invelved 1in a project.
. [ LR d‘ . fx'r , .
3 ‘ | 4 |=— display concern and 1nterest in work being condusted by feculty. ™~
s ‘ / S, .
- T N & - . - e
. d ) " . { )
r‘_‘ - .
; m— he elocted an offieer 1in .‘ reglonsl or local p:ofe:_ag}cqal soclety. ‘
sttend degsrtsentsl peainars but to neither participate in the discussions
. ~—— nor volupte/e_r‘ to present & report. .
) 4 : N -— . )
: - ;’f
, ;.r y . K
- ‘.lr b . B 1
2 attdad s meeting, sither locfl or oational, of the sppropriate
. = prbfessional socisty.
4 .
o T —ew- gvold challenging coUrses of work. .
: "‘r;- .
: iy ' .
- ’ — . - - - Ll N
’ Dagree of Confidence . R
! r
T : D Very Confident D Fairly Conmfident Hot Very -
' - : . Confident
3 ’ o . .
4+ _ j 1 l‘
3 O )., 4
r_EMC . ) . . -t * ’.'4 ."2 .
5 1 “ A ' .

b= . R .
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EI ) . . Fersistence
.- . ) - dggeral Definiticn T x

The charactaristic of continuing to pursue a task or idea despite
criticism or sethacka.

-.l‘ [

= - I WOULD EXPECT THIS STUDRNY TO:
. i pursue his interest or ideas despite diaéonraging advice from faculty and
=== to be stccessful.
—_
m=ws try even harder when a problemof suppl-:sedly moderate difficulty rasiste all
- initial attempts fo resolve it
. T ——~ repeatedly smk guestions of facylty until he fully understends an 1ssue.
‘.\‘— [
' | =
3
2 frequently telk about leaving mchool 2s goon as 8 meeter's program has
' =~e- baen completed though he entered graduate school to get a doctorate,
T F
| ~—~- abandon a project after losing & set of preliminary data.
1 _ < ‘&

) . ) Degree of Confidence -
D Vary Confidenr D Yafrly Confident Yot Vary -
, Confidsnt
v ’ [ L] N
‘a ' ) B o
oy -
¢ . {u *
y - . v -

i




Reseatch

e ral Definition
Concerned with curiosity coupled with the desire to expand or refine

11he.

“The ability to identify essential elemants

= . * knowledge in the disci

of complex problems

to formulate end gupport a eritical generalization

or hypothesis.

Breadth and depth of knowledge of methoede and procedures

spproptisce to research couplad with the ability to use the tools most
relevant to the investigation to be undertaken. The ability to plan
_— research adequately and to csryy it to complation with cars and precision,
. yet remaining flexible and senaitive to the possibility fhat data may
indicate a need to modify preconceived hypotheses.

3

I WOULD EXPECT THIS STUDENT TO:

{
[

develop an original way of handling 2 research problem.

- 1

[ 1 +]

be familiar witb the latest developments in his field.

be systematic ip his gathering and ordering of data. .

teplicate prcviou&_:esearch done by othars uith a cgrefully—conducted apd
well-teported expariment.

«

T

——== tonduct a falirly routipe and unexeiting research project.

T

ww=e confine his attention to ressarch matters of minor importance.

be unable to effectively apply a particular research rechnique.

[

attempt to carry out poorly planned tesearch.

» .

Degrep of Confidence

Pairly Confidant
L__' Very Confident L__' y ‘

\) . . . . .

- ERIC : - - -
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Teaching

- .

Genorsl Dafinition

The ability to commumicate concepts of students, ability to interast
studentg i{n subject matter. Includes enthusiasm for teaching, willingness
to epend time both in preparation for classes énd ,out of class time with
students.

T WOULD EXPECT THIS STUDENT TO:

shov issgingtion and originality in tedching a traditionally dull
—= toplc to an unjergraduste class. '

=== help slower studeats voluntarily. ,

[3

. .
take considerable pains to help undergradustes with thelr work aven
~~— though his prasentsation of material in class 1 freqbently poor:

.

——— spend clazs time dofng routine exercises.

—-~ complain sbout having to teach the lntroductory course.

—— teach a class in which his students meek halp from othar instructors.

badger students and be generally unaympathetic to legitimate requests
=== for time extenslona ov specific help. . ! —_

‘

Degrea of Confidence .

L]
D Vary* Confident D Fitrly Confident Yot Very
Confident
v -




