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Abstract

Rating scales of the "lima* behavioral expectation" type were devel-

oped to measure the constructs of independence and initiative,"conscientiouE4

less, enthusiasm, critical facility, teaching skills, research and exper-
41

imentation* communication, and persistence.. The scales were used by faculty

in three psychology departments, two chemistry departments, and one 'English
1$

Y." department.

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

intercorrelations. Further research on thescales'is'necessary before they

can be used with any confidence. .%
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The Developmint and Pilot Testing of -

Criteribn Rating 'Scales"

Obtaining useful measurements of the performance,of greduate students

has been,a persistent concern for retearchers in assessing the validity of

tests fir other instruments in the graduate school context. Lannholm, Marco,

and Schrader (1968) discuss the difficulties in assessing the predictive

validity of admissions instruments. Reiliy,(1971) summarizing some of

these difficulties stated

First, the small sampled sizes availlble at the graduate ,

level make results, especially when several predictors are in-
volved,isubject to a considerable degree of error. Second, the
fact that students within a Oven d ment-hays, gone through

A
Are usuallyan elaborate screening process,. an.,

quite homogeneous with respect to etelinformatign,
often leads to restricted variatio redictor score dia-
tributions. Finally, there is the ty"of establishing
an adequate,criferion of graduate schooltperformanc. Grade
point average (GPO, while it has been.the east widely, used
criterion, has also been the most severely eritgizedip Per-
haps the most important and valid of those triticisms4s that
the GPA represents only a limited aspebt of.graduite school
performance.' (p. 1)

.

In a later report ,to the GRE board Research Committee, Reilly (1974)

summarized the results of .a two-phlie study that was aimed at empirically

defining dimensions of gradoate, student performance. During the firjt

phime of the atudy,.a series of "critical" incidents which reflected un-

usgally effective or unusually ineffective performance was collected from

faqulty members. A final edited list of 52 inciddzs was then used as a

chcklist by the faculty in departments of chemistry, English, and psy-

ch logy to evaluate the performance of selected students.

The study resulted in the identification, through factor analysis, of'

eight relatively coherent dimensions bf performance represented by clusters

of . ncidents. The eight dimensions were independence and initiative, con-
.

sci tiousness, enthusiast, eriticsl facility,' teaching skills, research

and experimentation', comm4niation, and persistence. A fair degree of

con istency existed across the three fields; and the identification of
. a.
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the'se factors served as a first step in 'the development of a usable set .

of Criteria for assessing graduate student perforMance.

The purpose of the study reported here was to develop a set of "be-

,haviorally anchored" rating scales by which the factors identified in the

', first phase of the study could be measured and to pilot test the scales. The

pilot study was to expAre the feasibility of graduate, faculty using the

developed scales and to determine the.psychometric adequacy of the scales.

It would also serve as a way of obtaining faculty reaction to specific

aspec7 ts of the scales.

Rating scales have been the subjeli of. research by psychologists for

many years. Although there are many problems with rating scales (Guilford,

1954), their ippeAl to evaluators and researchers alike is sufficiently

great that they continue to be one of the most commonly used techniques

of evaluation. The "scaled behavioral xPactation" technique developed

by Smith and Kendall (1963) is generally recognized-as a technique that

can effectively overCome.many of the problems that seem to beinherent in

using rating scales. This technique is designed to provide as much help

to the rater as possible in making his judgments. Expected behaviors, are

used to encourage him to be conscientious; involvement of the raters' jeers

is intended to maximize communication through use o4oppropriate terminology

and to iaure a,high degree of content validity.
., 4.. _ .

.

However, sets of rating scales that have been developed using the scaled
. ..

behavioral expectation technique tend to req re that the rater have a vent
, c

thorough acquaintance with and knowledge of ttte ratee. In the context of

graduate-business school, it was found tat

not know the raters (students) well enough to

of the dimensions (Hilton, Kendall, &,Spracher

of the mai n purposes of the pilot study was to

s using the scales. Not only wan there atquestio

would know the students well enough to make admit

was also the question about the.villingness of

utilize the scales for purposes of research.

4

;

raters (professors) did

e informed ratings on many 0

970). ,For this reasons one

lore the feasibility .of Ar

f whether Mh;facult15

e ratings, but there

rtments and faculty to

ft
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A stuay'of common criteria in.graduate education by Carlson, Evans,

and ftykanda11(1973) suggested that rating scales would be eacceptable

criterion measure in'many fields. Many departments use rating procedures

to Selpt Students for financial aid, to determine which students will be

encouraged tb continue, etc. In such cases, these ratings serve a par-

ticular need, for the department', and tie procedures are developed for a

specific purpose.eIn additen be being perhaps more difficult to complete,

a more general set of scalep for evaluating graduate Students marnot be as

useful to the department. Also, many faculty members see genuinely con-
.

cerned about - confidentiality of evaluative ihfotmation, and others are con-

cerned becauie of recnt laws and iulingi. Thus,.the question of the willing-
.

ness of faculty and departments to utilize the scales, particularly for re-
.

search purposes, is a very real one.

Another purpose of the pilot study was to examine the scales from a

psychometric point of view--th/nterrater reliability of each scale, the

correlations among the scales', and the corre!ations between each of the

scales and other information available on the students. The interrater .

reliability.of a scale can be thoUght of as the average correlatibn between

. raters when they are rating the same group of students. Ideally, each scale

would have a reliability of at least .50, although many rating scales that

have beet'developed do not achieve this level. If this level can be achieved,

however, it is possible to obtain a reasonably reliable rating of an

vidual by averaging the ratings assigned by several raters.

At the same time, the correlations among the scales would ideally be

less than_.50. The construct that each scale is developed to measure was

identified from an analysis of independent factors; if the correlation among

the scales is high, then the scale is not, adequately measuring the factor con-

struct. Also, if the correlation between two scales is relatively high, then

only one of the two scales is necessary since they are measuring essentially

the same construct.

Finally, if at least some of the 'scales are sufficiently reliable and \

have only'small or moderate correlations with each other,, the correlation of
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these scales-416 other information on the study should be. consistent with

logical expectations concerning the mea4ing of the scale in question. lor

example, one would expect that the correlation between GRE scores and ratings

of "critical facility" would be higher than the correlation between these

scores and "persistence" ratings. At the same time, undergraduate grades

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

The examination of correlations was a secondary purpose of the pilot

study. Partiotating departinents were asked to supply readily available

"predictor" datax(such as GRE scores or undergraduRe grade-point average)

and "criterion" data (such asatroutinely obtained departmental ratings,

graduate grade-point average, or prelim scores). These data could pro-
.

vide useful information for increasing the understanding of the "meaning"

of the scales.

Scale Development

Method

The prg_db taken in developing the scales was conaistea t with methods

outlin by:Smith and Kendall (1963) in the description of the scaled be-

1 expectation technique. Briefly,.the steps were as follows:

A general definition of each scale was written.

2; A pool of specific behavioral examples for later aasignment to the

cases was prepared and edited to appear in a common format. The original

list of 52 incidents was part of this pool, as were other incidents suggested

by faculty respondents during the course of the previous study. Behavioral

examples were 'also culled from those collected for the ATGSB Criterion Study

(Hilton, Kendall, 6 Sprecher, 1970). /a addition, a number of new examples

were written, many for the mid- ranges of the scales, aince the original'list

of behavioral examples represented only extremes of performance.

1;
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3. A pool of 12 judges (four from each discipline) assigned behavioral

examples to scales based on-their judged relevance to the general definitions

in Step 1. Particular attention was paid to disagreement between fields on
!sr

any of the examples. Only examples for which there VAS strong agreement

among judges were retAined.

4. Scale values were assigned to the subset of behavioral examples

assigned to each scale. The same pool of judges rated each example in terns

of the degree to which they thought that it reflected effective (or ineffective)

performance on the continuum defined in Step 1. The distribution of scale

values and other information for each behavioral example are given in Appendix A.

51 A final set of behavioral examples seleCted to anchor each scale was

based on two criteria. First, the deree of agreement among judges was con-

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

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

tinuem was chosen so that only one of two or more examples with the same, or

nearly the same, scale values were retained. 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 .4ppendix B,

pp. 47-56.

Data Collection .

Plans for the data collection included obtaining cooperation from at

least three departments within each of the disciplines studied; eath depart-
,

merit should be large enough to anticipate providing ratings for 'at-least 75

students. An effort was made to restrict student ratees to those who had

completed at least two years of graduate study and to.have at least-two-

thirds of the students rated by two faculty members. Within each depart-

ment, a coordinator was designated and given a set of detailed instructiops,

(see Appendix B).

In addition to ratings by faculty, the following data were collected

where possible: .

ti

9
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. . 1. Estimates of the confidence a faculty member had for
each rating made;

2. GRE Aptitude Tes cores;
4

3. GRE Advanced Test s res;

4. Number of-semesters.(or quarters) of graduate ptudy.;

5. Undergraduate GPA;

.6. GradUate GPA, and
404

7. Any other measures of graduate student performance
routinely qvailable (e.g., departmental ratings, class
rank, Ph.D. prelim scores).

Analyses

4 ' 2

. .

f Means, standard deviatfonsaddracore ranges were computed for each

rating scale to provide informatiofon She extent to which faculty used ther
full range of the scales; Freque4ies of confidence estimates were also

tabulated.

Scale reliabilities were estimated'for the'subsample of:students with

. two ratings for each scale throb an analysis of variance procedure described

by Winer (1962, p. 126). Reliability of the average of two (or more) raters

. is estimated as

'

1
MEAN SQUARE WITHIN RATEES
MEAN SQUARE BETWEEN RATEES

.

The reliability for one rater has estimated by the Spearman-Brown formula

(Guilford, 1954, p. 354).

The cortklations among the scales and correlations between scales and

other Seta were computed for each department. The usecodd" rating icir each

student who had two ratings was not included in this analysis.) Since most

of these sample sizes were quite small, a 'significance test was computed for

each of these correlations. The significance level chosen was .01 because of

the large number of coefficients being considered. Data were pooled within

'discipline to examine-the correlations among the scales. Because the other

01
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data caleeted were so.scattered, it was decided to compute correlations.

with these variables on a departmental basis and to present these corre-,

lations only for dibse variables for which sample sizes were minimally.

adequate.

Departmental and Faculty Cooper ion

Initial contacts with departmetts were generally made.through the

graduate Bean's office. The purpose of the project was explained, and the

most expeditious manner of tcalciting the cooperation of the appropriate

departments was discussed. ,With the dean's approval, department thaiormen

wee then approached. As mentioned previously, original plans called for

participation of approximately nine departments, three each in the fields.

of chemistry, psychology, and English. Seven institutions were, contacted.

The final distribution of participants in the study is shown in Table 1.

Although cooperationwas obtained from department chairkan, there was,
V

of course, no guarantee that faculty would agree to participate. Procedures.

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.theramples ob-

tained were Waller than anticipated. Suggested reasons for t high rate

of refusals are multiple, complex, and varied among'department- s therefore,

no attempt has been,made to order them by frequency or importan . The

reasons appear to include: k(a) faculty time pressures, (b) a general dis-

like of rating scales, (c) lack of familiarity with a student's Vork, (d) the

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

students thittook place in the department, and (e) the general t nr of the
\-_-

times ,(concern about the Buckley Amendment; resistance to any lug tionk of.-"

invasion of privacy or contribution to data banks in the _era of g cipvng

formation deposits).

' Table 2 summarizes the amount of data actually provided.by gra to
MO

departments. Psychology was.the only area in which reasonab.e sampiisizes

-



SS

1.4

-8-

Table 1

Distribution of Participants in the Study, by Department'.

Department

Number of
Depaiiments
Contacted

Number Agreeing
to Participate

Number Providing
Data

Psychology

Chlmistry

Englishl

4

4

6 .

. 4
\-4

2

2

3 .

2

.

.

1
,

Table 2

Distribution byDepartment of Ratings and Additional Informgtion Obtained

A
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$0 It g g

F. tb (a o
g «4 .0 rI fa

8 1 8 z. 0 el LI o
. ,

Psychology .

(75) -

A . 77 55 13 13 10 467. '( 6Y 75 76 45.-----____

....
8 43 25 335 33 20p -- - - 39 43 24

,
C $6' . 25 34 34 30 34 36 36

.

Total 156 105 80 80 60 46 81 148 155 105

Chemistry .

4

,
A 40 26 - - -- "-- -.J -- -- -- __

B 4. . Aft 14 14 14 13 -- 35 43 -43 k4

.."'

Total-- 111 40 li: 14 . 13 ..-.- 35 43 43 ' 44

English . '

23 13 12 12 11 ' -- 22. 23
2-
23 .22

,i.
.

, . - t , . ,-......

T

v.
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4- were obteinedkfor the purposes of a reliab ility` analysis. Dakein other

Variables were gene*ally sketchy, particularly for ORE scores. The telt

consistently provided additional data were graduate and undergraduatelOPA.

Overall, the

. --46icipated,

pilot study.

totals for psychology, and Chemistry, though smaller than

could be considered at least minimalli'acceptable for .the

For English) however, thedata provided are clearly of 'ery

limited value, especially for Piltposes of estimating rating scale,relia-

bility.

Results of Data Analyses

.

A first cOhcern with respect to the usefulness of any set of rating,

scales is the extent to which.the entire range of the scale is utilized by '

raters. Normally One would expect raters to be on the lenient side with

ratings but to make at least several ratings at-the lokat "end the scale.

Tables 3, 4, and 5 present means, standard deviations, and score ranges for

each discipline studied. It is clear from these tables that raters do tend

ko use primarily the higher end of the scales.' However, it is etao.clear

from thehigh and low Acores givAn within each departgent that most of the
0 ,

range is being utilized. The average rating given in most departments was

-near 4.0, And the standard deviations for each scale averaged approximately

7/10. of a scale unit.

Because the rating scales represented a common set of Variables, it was

decided to pool rating scale data across departments within discipline:so.that

more stable ,estimates of scale intercorrelations `could be

rived. Table 6 presents scale intercorrelations and reliabilities for one and

two raters for psychology.
1

With the exception of Critical Facility, the scales
-

ss used in psychology departments appear to postess at least modest reliability

for two raters. Correlations between scales, however, are high considering

the level of reliability, suggesting a marked halo effect. Table 7 presents

1
Interco;relations for Tables 6 through 11 were based on the maximum,

amount of data available for each computation. Thus, the numbers of cases
actually used vary slightly from those reported in Table 2.

N-1
4).

4..)
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Table' 3

Meant,, Standard Deviations and Scorelianges'

for Rating Scales in Three Psychology Departments
I

Scale

ILYAIIIAILLA

)k S.D.
Score Unite

nal LowsnilnCoasicatien 3.99' 0.74 5.00 .1:50

Conscientiousness 4.12 0.85 5.00 '2.00.

CritiCal Facilty 4.16 0.66 3.0 .50

Independence and Initiative 4.10 0.82
.

5.00 1.75

Involvement . 0.76 5.00 1.50

Persistence 4.08' 0.70. 45.00 .1.75

Research 4
40.02 0.77 5.00 1:25

Teaching 4%07 '0.67 5.00 1.00

siale

r

Psychology B

S.D.Mean

I

Communication 3.65 0.70
,

Conscientiousness 3.89 T 0.81

Critical Facility '3.80
)

0.75

Independence and Initiative 3.88 0.83

InvolVement 3.84 0.75

Persistence 3.93 0.70

Research 3.62 0'89

Teaching 4.05 0.56

lk,SIILIBUME
Low

4.73 1.50

5.00 2.100

5.00
.

1.40 .

5.00 Ittlik'

5.00' 10, i
5.00 l
'4.75 1.25

/5.00. 3.00

,

Scale

Pe c1L2o3saS

S.D.

.10

Score Range'
Hewn

Hight 1*. Low

Communication 3.92 0.57 5.00 1.75 '..

Conscientiousness 4.11 0.81 5.00 1.50
.

Critical. Facility 3.91 0.92 5.00 1.00

Independence and Initiative 3.87 0.93 5.00 1.25.

Involvement
r

Persistence

3.85

4.03

0.88

0.69

5.00

5.00
.

1.25

225

Research 3.83 0.81 5.00 . 1.90

'Teaching '3.96 0184 5.00 1.50
I

be
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Table '4

Meal*, Standard Deviations, and Score Ranges for,Rating
4 Scales in Two Chemistry Departments

Communicalion-

Conscientiousness

.-
- Chemistry A

1.:

"..71

Scale Mean S.D

r
3.62 0.68

A
3.91 0.80, ''''

Critical Facility '3.93 0.53
4 -

Independence and initiative 3.63 0.97

\
Involvement 3.66 0.78

v
Persistence 3.99 0.72 i

Research
.A
t

3.81 '.," 0:64

'Teaching si,
3.88 0.73

4

L'

Scale

\Chemistry B

Mean

40.

Se* Range,

High r Low

.4.50 1.75

5.00 1.00 .

5.00 - 2.25

5.00 . 1.2§

5.00 2.25

5.00 1.75

5.00 1 1:74 .

.5.00 1.56

e

S.D.
Score Range

Sigh Low,

Communication 3.86

ConscientiousnOs , 4.07

Critical FaCility 4.12

Independence and 4.18

Involvement 4.10

Persiatence 4.09

Research. 4.02

Teaching 4.08.

0.77

0.96

0.62

0.69

0.71

0.74

0.48

0.84

4.75

5.00

5..00

5.00

5.00

5.00

5.00

5.00

.or

.

1

1

1.50

1.25

1.75

3.00

II/ 1.75

7
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Table 5

Means, Standard Deviationd,.and Siore Ranges for

Rat1ng Stales in One English Department

!hetet,
.

Neap' S.D.
Score Reese

High -' Low .

. .

4.75 '1:55

5.00 .2.00

5.00 1.47

5.00 2.13

4.75 1.63

,(20 P:25

5.40 1.59

5.00 .1.74

''Communiestion
4

Consciedtiousneas

Critical Facility

4.07

4138

4.31

0.87

049

.0181

veIndependence and Initiative .254 y.63

Involvement 4:14 -0.75

Persistence 4.25 0.75"

Research
.

4.22 0.79

Teaching 4.19 0.91

AL-

.11

IG

.
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Able 6

Rating Scale.intercorre ations and Reliabaities

Pooled Over Three Pay ology Departments

>

Communi-
Scale , cation

Conscien-
tiousness

Critichl

Facility
Indep. and
In4iative

involve-
meat

Persia-
tence Research Teaching

Communication

Conscientiousness

Critical Facility j.

.Independence and"'
Initiative

involvement-

Persistence

Research,

Teaching

/ .45 .49

:44

.44*

.55

.48

,

a

.49

.54

.43

.64

.32

.46

.35.

.62

.56

.47

.62

.4e

.78'

.58

.61

.53

.35.

. .34

.34

.44

.31

,37

Reliabilities(

.25

AO

.47

.64

.10

.19

.25

.40.

r .33

.50

'.36

.53

.30

.46 %.

.25

.40

41 For one rater

For two raters

-
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Table 7

Rating scale Intercorrelations and Reliabilities

*p, POoled Over Two Civzmistrq_Departments
Ap

.0"

.

. Comma.- Conse*en- .Indep..and., Involve- Persia-
. .

Sdale caton tioudirss Facility Initiative meat' tante' ResearCh Teaching

,

'Comnionication

ConsCientiousne s

Critibel Facili y

adeRendencean
Initiative

Involitement
i

Persistence

ResearCh

.Teaching .

1

Reliabilities 1

I

For one rater t

For two raters 1

.54 .55 .40 .51 3 .39 .61 .54

.45 .44 , .47 ;A4 .65 .53.

.42 ".59 .39 .55, .36
.

1-....0.

1

Ok. ,
- .48. .49 .71 ..28

.56 , .58 .38
. .

* . .62 .29

.
.

v .q

.

..

t k a

/ ,

.5Q. .38 %37 .24 %17 .00 .27 .43

.

-V

.67 .54 .39 .29' .00 .42 .604

nn4



v./

-15-

111

reliailitties and intercorrelations for chemistry departments. Six of the

scales have at least modest reliability for two rater s. The persistence

scale was completely unreliable as estimated from these data, and the re-

liability for the involvement scale was very low (.17). Again, the ititer-

ctrrelations among scales are high considering the level of reliability.

Table 8 (based on a very smallsample, as noted previously) presents

correlations between scales and reliabilities for the one English depart-

ment that provided data. Allowing for rater sampling variance, the patter

is consistent with that o erved in the other two disciplines. That is, ;

with one or two exceptigfis dcales have at least moderate reliabilities for

two raters and scale intercorrelations are high..

Table 9 presents correlations between rating scales. and selected veil-
.

iables for'eacli of the three psychology departments. The largest number of

correlations significantly greater than zero are in the table for Psychology

Department A. All of the correlations between average prelim scores and

rating scales were significant. Aside from that set of_correlations, how-
.

ever, few of the remaining relationships were significant.

- Only one chemistry department was able to.provide additional data. The

;results, presented in Table 10, are unimpressive. only significant re-

lationship out of 48, computed is a negative' correlation between rank-in-Class

and ratings on the teaching scale. In the English department (see Table. 11),

significant correlations were obtained between three rating scales,and gradu-
%

ate grade-point average, but none of the other correlations reached sighifi-

cances
4-

, A final.set of data is presented in Table 12. The percentages of raters

expressing verious levels of confidence for each rating,suggest that an over-

whelming majority,,of raters felt at least "fairlir confi4pne in their ratings.

Discussion and Conclusions

'In the authors' judgment, the development of the rating scales went very

well, and all of the usual criteria for successful development of scales of

this sort were clearly met.

10.4,

2

a
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Table. 8

p.attng Scale Intercorrelations,and Reliabilitiea

9

r

4

ete

;

in One English Department

06
Ch
I

I-1

Scale Communi-
cation

Conscien-
tiousness

C *.tical

Facility
/WO. and
Initiative

In;rolve-

meat
Persia
tenCe Research Teaching

. Communication .

v4
ConscientibUsness.V:v.

..$.$ $

Critical Facility

independence and
Initiative

Involvement'
.

Persistence

Research

Teaching

.55

,

y

.66'

.62

.68

.64

.46

.53

.53

.06

.66

-.22

.50

.27

:02

-.14

.

.93

.41

.70

.62

...'38

-.26

.87

.39.

.56

.58

.45

-.22

.81

,

Reliiibilities

.0000

.00

.

.1616

.28

.61

.76

.24

.39

.34

.51

.26

.41

'.42

.59

For one rater t ,-.34
For- two raters .51

1 .

1.
,
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Table 9

Correlations Between Rating ,Scales and Selected Variables.
.in Three Psychology.Depfrtuents.

Scale

Communication
Conscientiousness
Critical Facility
Independence & Initiative
involvement
Persistence
Research
Teaching

pndergraduate
GPA

.01

.43

.31

..17.
- 13

.17

.25

.10

Psychology A

Graduate CRE
.-OPA Verbal

.10* -.22

.36 -.13

.09' Ti.19

.17* .03

.26
* .00

.20* -.06

.28 -.09

.08 -.14

GRE
Quantitative

-.42

.04
-.29
-.24
.08

-.19

GRE
Advanced

:57

.10

.1.5

-.02
.11

Average .

Prelim Score
*

31*
.32*
.23*.

.32*

.287;

.33*

'.36*

.42

Scale 4

Commun icatio

Conscientio sness
Criticalt cility
Independence & initiative
Involvement
Persistence
Research
Teaching.

Scale

Psychology

Undergraduate Graduate GRE
GPA CPA Verbal

.24

.44

. 19

-.05
.14*

.48

.16

.22

Undergraduate

GRIA

Communication
Conscientiousness
Critical Facility
Independente & Initiative
Involvement
Persistence
Research
Teaching ,

.13

.23

. 19

.23

.04

.08
$35

1-.06

.12 .2e

.18* .07

1.40 -.04
.27 .04

.28. .22

-.01 .10

.12 - -.00

.30 .12

Psychology C

Graduate . GRE
g0PA Verbal

.42
*

.22

4.31 -.03
.21 -.06"

.31

.1

s

02
2 :24

.34 .25

-.21 -.17

. GRE
Quantitative

,GRE

Advanced

-.03
-.28
-.11
-.03
.07

.13

-.11 .

.184IPm

.03

-.35
.04

-.10
.11

-.80
-.18

GRE GRE
QuantitatiVe Advanced

:05

-01
.04

-.26 -

.24

.16

.03

.28

.11

.11

-.00*
.45

.21

.20

.33

.02

*Significant at .01 level.



1
',Table(10

"

Correlations Between Rating Scales and Selected Variables
'in One Chemistry Departmemi .

L. 1

,

-Scale

Communication ,
Conicientituane

Critical Facility

independenci &, Initiative

lnvolvement '

Persistence

lkiearch

Teaching

Undergraduate, Graduate, .dRE . GRE GEE'
:GPA dPA Verbal Quantitative. Advanced Rankin,

, -.04. .23'
.

.,43 -.24.*! .23 -.0:
4

.,
. .

-.16 .26 451,, -.44*. .
:-.14", ' -.01

.14 .33 .32/

-.17 -.01

.19 .21 ;4.2
. .

AO -.03- -.15=

-.28 .08 .01f.
-.01 -.0.. :.27

.

Siipli'ficant at. .01 level.

11

,

.04

.01

-.02
)

-103

-.49

$

a
.

.33 0:

-.42 -.0

-:54 . 1,1

liF0
70

-.10 -.4

I
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Scale
' .

.>.

Tabled]..

.

-Correlations Between Rating Scales .and Selected Variables
Ns.

in One English.Deparement

ication

%Codscientiousness

Critical Facility

Independekkos

involveueni

Persistence

I.e'search

w. . .

47baolkdhide

.

A

t

Undergraduate' Graduate GRE GRE GRE: Has.

GM' GPA Verbal Quantitative Advanced' q

.10

-.04

-.40

.27

.16

so.

e.-
,

.*t...., ,

ificant at .01 level. 4

1 . 1

A

*
.55

..-.IT.

-v';':-
-

..2.9
.....; t.....,N

...

).6

*
;55

.36

-:38

.58
*

.42

.10

-.11

.16

.22

-.34

-.26,

. .

..11

.17

''''

.

* _....

.28

.11

,32

.28

-'.06 7

-.28

,
I..39

.16

.

:

- .41

.25

.

.16

.32

.32

-.39

.

.49

.45

40,

.

.

.

-.

-

.

{4

h % w
a. ;.

r

27
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Table 12

Percentages of Faculty Indicating Various Levels
Of Confidence in Ratings

4

. ,

' Psychology Chemisf t, Edalish 4

4,.-
PC414!;:i.< 044.

Ckle: !

Very Fairly' Not Very
Confident Confident

Very Pairiy Not Veny
Confident Coafident Confident

.

lie* .Fairly Not Very
Confident colifident Confident

..-4

CommunicatiO'

Conscientiousness
.

Critical Facility
5

Independence and
Initiative

Involvement

Persistence

Researdh

Teaching

_,Confident

.
63 - 27 0
3 .

62 37 1

64 36 0
, .

.

-
"41 ."

59* 41 0

55 44 1

58 41 1

6Z 36 1,

56
I

38 6" .

51

54

'50

.

54

40

, 53

52

45

\

1
.

.42

.

42

40

43

38

41

40

40

7

6
.

7

8

9

6

8

15

-

. l_

,

7'.7

83

78

91

74

74

78

55

4.

la

0

21

17

. .

22

9

. 22

i/

17i
41,

r

/

0

Q
I

0

..0

/)4

'9'

4

=

f

f

#

*

sQ

y
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The difficulty in obtaining cooperation from the planned nutter of

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

gestion.that had the study been directed toward validation of the GRE,

cooperation. would have been somewhat better.).Paculty melbefs in all of

'the departments'contacted indicated some degree of being pressed for time,

Clearly, many !elt that the research was of little direct value to them

or to graduate education in their field. Department chairmen and graduate

deans4peemed more concerned with the problem addressed in this study than

did the faculty. The 'difficulties encountered suggest thatygdemgrd

acceptance of scales of this type as criterion instruments will not come

easily.

e-

/SW ow

Thus, the amount, and perhaps, to some extent, tWquality of the data

collected for the pilot study were less than originally anticipated. Row-
.

ever, the faculty who did .cooperate used effectively the entire,range of

the scales and felt at least fairly confident in the ratings that they

made. Those individuals who provided comments and sOggestions, in addition

to ratings, generally felt that one or more of the scales were not measuring

4 a single construct. In the expected behaviors provided,they saw evidence of

two constructs. This is clearly a probleafrand suggests that some of the

scales need additional work.

, . The obtained reliabilities of the scales for,one rater are, in mos t

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 mmnyof,the scales; in situations where three to five ratings (perhaps

student and faculty) could be obtained for each student, the reliability of

the average rating would probably be more than adequate.

The corre4tions among the scales are quite high. This suggests that
4

a large halo effect is operating or that the scales are measuring less than

eight separate constructs. The patterns Of correlations with other variables

provide little help in this regard. If one takes the statistical signifi- : '

canoe testing seriously, few correlations can be considered as other than

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

1

30
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;C.

Department ,A (probably the best alternative criterion data obtai ed) supports

the scales as being valid but the uniformity of the level of correlation also

supports the interpretation of the correlations among scales as a halo prob-

'"d` lea.

`Clearly, more work needs to be done on the scales before they can be

used in 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

the usual yearly grade-point a *erage is based on a total of'st least 8 or 10

separate " ratings" of performance it does not seem unreasonable to require

at least 3 or 4 ratings per student.

. Another approach which might prove more profitable is to involve' faculty.

within each department in at least one stage of scale development.- One

strategy would be to present a department with the general definitions for

the scales used in the present study and allow faculty to assign the' specific
11.

behavioral anchors. Faculty could generate their own behavioral examples or

could select examples from a poOl which would be provided. This approach

would have the advantage of adaptabi ty to the particular Characteristics

of t e depertmeht and might venerate greater degree of interest and coa-
ls

tm t on the part of faculty.

One questiOn which is undoubted much interest to those involved

with the GEE Testing Program is whether GRE scored can be'used to predict

ratings. Unfortunately, the data collected do not really proyideop answer

to this question. The data which were available, however, certainly do not 1

suggest 'any striking relationship between ORR scores and ratings. This is

not unreasonable in view of the fact that the rating scales were designed

to be multidimensional and appear on the face tomeasure factors other than

usual scaiiemic aptitude variables which are tapped by GRE scores: This
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suggests that such rating scales would be more usef4 in a research con-

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

scores, etc.) were included than as criteria in GRE, validity studies.
/4-
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APPENDIX A

I
SUMMARY STATISTICS FOR BEHAVIORAL EXAMPLES

The summary statistics for all the behavioral examples included ilr

the study are presented in the following tables (4:1 through A-16). The

behavioral examples are grouped by the eight scales. The odd-numbered

tables present statistics for behavioral examples used as anchors in the

final rating scales. The even-numbered tables present statistics for the

remaining behavioral examples. 1-

Each table shows the ratio of judges who assigned each behavioral

example to that scale in the initial sort (Step 3), au' the mean value

of the example as assigned in Step 4. The distribup.on df scale values

is 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 tlie fact that,

for reasons unknown, a judge chose not to assign a value to the example

even though it was part of the scale.

In.the column showing the ratios of judges assigning behavioral

examples 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 assign 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.

O
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-4, '1-.. 1TEK
.. .m67 '... .-

tr.74, I would'empeci this student to:

t.2; present It report at a tegional convention which would be

c A

-
4 well teceived for itshumor and style.

.
'a e 1.

'4. 206.' ' submit written work that would be intetesting.and no
trouble to read.

w04...t V
;tre, 209 Usually be understood when he speaks, but fail to make

A
points in written communication understandable. .

1

, Table A-1-p._.-

Distribuain of Scale Values for Behavioral, examples geed as Anchors

21.5 prepare oral and written communications seemingly unaware
that the backgrounds of his listeners or readers may not
be the same as his own.

202 rake ten pages to complete an assigned paper which should
be completed in two pages.

218 present ideas f,.n a seminar, Paper.. or teat in a poorly
organized and-' disjointed fashion. . t

CII

4,5

3.9

2.8

2.2

1.9

1,4

1

7

1.5

3.

prsouenex Diserthoyen

2 2.5 3 3'.5 4

9

2

1 7

1 2

1

I.

4

Cs

11/12

11/u

12/12

9/10

10/12

12/12

(1

J '2

1
Item ftom "critical incidents" study

2
lett* of judges assigning behavioral examples
to final scale

14

0

r-
J
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, Tibia A-2

Distribution of Scale Values for Additional Behavioral Examples
Assigned to Scales but NOT Used as Anchors

Wit 106:11 1CATION

214

221

223

212

. 224

311

203

223

p'ci;20

216

:244

(101 )

219'

208

217

dP7

.ITILM

I,vaiild'ixpieq. this student to

display an unueUally accurate and sensitive choice of words
in speiking end writing.

handle a difficult topic with considerable skill when
presenting a paper.

present ideas ik a forceful way, giving an impression
of well-thought-out and indepcnBuot views,

articulately defend his position and - ideas. 44

adopt and naintain a witty and urban* tone when appropriate.

deal effectively with the donative and connotative values
of words.

Frequency Diatrihntion

present written and,ors1 reports which would be organized
sod have clear introductions and logital conclusions.

deal effectively with the lexicon and gramar of the
language,

prepare reports which are elder and well -orgsnizedoral
or written

.

use jargon to the point where his papers can only be read
by a specialist in hes particular area.

submit papers which arc extremely verbose.

.

use a phrase such as "You4Know", in no less than every'
other sententm when 'speaking in class.

4

present material in a disorganized fashion so that an undue
amount of time is needed to understand the points being/ made.

be unable to state in an unambiguous way the key definitions
and main points covered by the subject matter.

display -an'inability to write competently.

talk freely but say nothing construetive;'to use big
words, often erroneously; to be almost impossible to follow.

submit s report whictiis replete with g*aMmatical errors.

submit work which is full of mistakes, incomplete sentences
and nissPallnIle; almost impossible to follow the line
of thoueht.

0

/Ratio of judges seagoing behavioral examples
Sq Anal scale

+.50

5.0

4.1

4.6

144

4.1

4.1

4.0

4.0

4.0

2,2

1,9

1.6

1.6

1.4

1.1

1.0'

1.0

2

5

7

g

11

'12

1

1

1

2

S

9

S

7

4

1.

2.5

1

.

3

1

2

3

3

4,

1

1

3.5

1.
1

1

1

1

4

3

4

.4

7

S

1

6

6

4:5

1

1

1

7

6,

3

3

S

3

3

12

10/12

9/12

10/11

11/12

11/12,

11/11

12/12

11/12

12/12

9/11

11/11

11/12

9/11

9/11

11/12

10/12

r.

loilp
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Table A-3

Distribution of ScaleValues for Behavioral Examples Used as Authors

, Scales, C0 N3CUBTIOUSXLS3

LTD(

I would expect this student to:

802' return with a carefully amnotat bibliography after heels;
been assigned to track down er of references.

806 have the reputation among both the faculty and his
feliov students for do what he says he will do.

801 seldom miss deadlines.

808 do each assigned literature search e each v

incomplete.

803 foil on one or core occasione.to complete a major
'assignment on time.

822 exhibit carelessness with laboratory equipment.

803 miss 41880 repeatedly without contacting the instructor.

LItem from "critical incidents" study

2
Ratio of judges assigainvbehtyAoral examples to
filial seals

I

eN
a3 J

1 .

2

Frequency Distribution'

CL
1 1 1.5 2 2.5 3 7.5 4 4.5

4.8 3 5/12

4.4 6 2 11/12

3.7 6 11/11

2.3 8 1. 3 9/12
tas

X' 1.9 2 7 .2 9/12

105 , 5 7 10/12

2.2 10 2 9/10
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Table A-4

Distribution of Scale Values for Additional Behavioral Examples

ASSigilukto Scales-but NOT Used as Ancboisi

. .ITEK
-

I would expect this student tot

'.807 handle even the most menial assignment (e.g.. papet grading)
s with care and responsibility. . .

.1309 have.ireputation lot lailing.to appear for one or two%
professional appointments each year though he cumin on time */'
to most such appointments: I

, ..

DID
,

submit a report which is incomplete.

1.1 fail to -do bachgr rending,for a research project. '

..

,t1814 begth tolook for apprppriite references a day before
4 .. , he is to report at a seminar.

let assignments slide.then, either to submit a hastily
prepared report or co submit the report well pest the

_deadline. , 0
804 fail to appear for a symposium in which he was tAlft a

?Artie/pant without warning the other participants.

4Latio of judges assigning behavioral examples
to final scale

40
.4

4.5

0.4

'At9
1,5

'1.4

1 1.5

irroauipcy 01.4tribistioo

12 2.5 3 3.5 4

1

.

flf

111

1

1 iii 5 1 5

6 6

#

-,7 4

10 2,2

ic

2 .9

.7

t2

S

1

10/12

9/11

lb

A

1. 10

, 41
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Table /

Distilburion of Seale values for behavioral Ex les Used as Ahchims

,

..

scaiii CRITICAL FACILITr.

M

s
ITC14,

I would expect this student to:
at.

714 sake a petceptive analysis and evaluation of a difficult text
his field of specialization.

706 [for wall founded qualifications to instructor's statements
in class In a discerning, constructive way.

711 yak questions which are always televant and usually
perceptive.

710 . be sensitive to faculty evaluations and suggestions he
could incorpotate suggestions once his defici elwere
pointed out.

709 successfully iden tify a ptoblea with another student's' ,

reeestch but to be extitmely harsh in his criticise.

713 often be unable to consider new idefebbjectively
because of strongly held prejudices.

701 he unreceptive to new ideas and proposals even in
situations where previous methods had proven inadequate.

X

X

4.5

4.0

3.8

2.9

1.5

1.3

S

9

. 1
Item from "critical incidents" study

2Ratio of judges assigning behavioral examples to
fipal scale

42

'frequency Distribution !Ink2

1.5 2.5. 3 3:5 4 4.5 S

10 16/12

.

5 1 6 10/12

1 10 1 10/11

7 1 10/12

4, 7 1 9/10

2 5 11/12
1:4

3 11/12

4 r;

I



Table A-6

Distribution of Scale Values for Additional Behavioral Example
Assi ned t. Scales but MOTlIsed as Anrhors

4

Seals CR1iICAL

1 would expect this student to: .

consistently offer well founded and constructivo criticism
of other students' prdeentations.

1 718 examine carefully all authors' premises and frames of
reference before accepting conclusions.

716 display an openness to evaluation and criticise of his
work by others.

705 r s detect inconsistencies in the position taken by a
professor in a critical, significant classroom lecture,

703 beck s position objectively and without defensiveness in
s discussion on the merit of an issue.

720 adopt a critical position proper and appropriate to the
work unf!rdiscussion.

719 be able to understand she tone of a work and its
underlyiug assum tiorts.

708 generate end adeq rely support a critical generalization.

707 display ability to eh ft his point of view during a
debate or discussion

704 assess the limitations of theories and principles frog a
discipline when they are applied to a specific situation.

717 be very facile and articulate, but his interpretations
would be &loose always Inappropriate.

712 sake exaggerated clains for the relevance or importance
of his particular speciality and be unable or unwilling
to deal with alternative approaches.

702 make unwarranted assumptioes based on erroneous
Information.

lkitio of judges assigning behevioral example*
to final scale

e°

4 4

Frequency Distribution

1 1.5 2 2.5 3 3.5 j 4 4.1 5

4.7 3 1 8

4.6 4 1 7

6.5 1 4 7

.2 2 5 2 3

4.1 2 6 1 3

4.0 3 1 3 2 . 3

3 5 2 2

4.0 4 4

3.9 5 2 4

3.8 1 5 2 4 s
1.6 7

1.4' 3 1.

1.3 10 .2

Ratiol

11/12

9/12

10/11

9/12

10/12.

9/i2

9/12

9/12

10/12

10/3.2

C

4r
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Table A-7

Distribution of Scale Values for Behavioral Examples Used as Anchors

geol;, INDEPENDENCE i INITIATIVE

r. ,,,,,,

' . ITER

1 I would expectAhis student to

312 learn an important resoatch skill on his gun.

31S display an ability to formulate pioblens or isaues suggested
by lhd materfai under study rathet than the radiation of
his ptofessors..

3415* ask euestions and seek information beyond the material
in the text or lecture.

302 develop a list of several appropriate topics for an assigned
' research paper, but not to choose one from the list until
.utged to do so by the professor aftet the deadline has
passtd.

301 depend upon his collaborator for the suggestion of a
topic, definitica of the problem, and direction of the
cork in a jobtqFroject.

314 not respond to suggestions or supervision unless the
instructor pursues; have'to be prodded and pushed and
pulled along.

Cl 7

4.8

4.5

3.8

2.2

2.0

.1.2

1

2

.10

1;5,

Frequency Distribution Rntio2

2 \2.5 3 3.5 4 4.5

2 2

S 1

2

1

3.

2

.8

9/10

10/12

1
Item from "critical incidents" study

-2Ratio of judges Tilting behavioral eramples to
final scale

4j

a.

f31 t?

/ 4,



INOEFEWDENCE 4 INITIATIVE
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I would expect this student to:

307 take on challenging or "non yet
problems or issues.

304 do indepdndent raiding or research to check the validity
of interpretations or evaluations which differ from those
of his instructor or classmates.

313 become more proficient in a useful outside field under
his own initiative.

obtain a copy of.an unpublished research report or
paper relevant to his own work through correspondence.

306 seek further information independent of classe,pssignnfmts,_
when a professor raised a question in class,-in an
nttemPtto answer the question more extensivelY. ) '

308 regularly spend time looking through the appropriate
journals when these are not parts of assignients.

316 familiarize himself with the resources of neighboring
libraries and special collections.

Table A-8

Distribution of Scale Values for Additional Behavioral Examples
Assieoed to Scales but NOT Used as Anchors-

V.

officially approved"

309

s-
30$ need an instructor's help in finding a topic when

required to prepare an assignment on a self - selected.

topic.

311 constantly seek help from faculty on trivial matthrs.

310 be heavily dependent on direction from faculty Ind po
appear unable to undertake any independent ismestZigtiehe.

II

a

1Ratio of judges assigning behavioral, examples
to final scale

0.

Frequency Distribution
---e

7 1 1.5 2 2.5 3 3.5 4 4.5

4.7 4 1 7 12/12

4.7 7. 1 1 9 9/12

4.6 4 2 6 /1/12

4.3 4 .1 7 5/12

4.3 1 7 1 3 9/12

4.2 2 5 1 4 8112

4.0 6 8/12

2.0 2 2 10/11

1.0 1 10/U

1.0 7.
11/12

17

40
48
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Table A-9

Distribution of Scala Valises for Behavioral Examples Used as Anchors

ITEM

I would expect this student to:

603 be elected as sn offikpr in a regional or local
professional society.J

617 become quickly and enthusiastically involved in a project.

605 display concern and interest in work being conducted by
faculty.

615 attend departmental seminars but to neither participate

in the discussions nor volunteer to present a report.

611 not attend a meeting, either local or national, of the
appropriate professional society.

626 avoid challenging courses or work.

1
rte from "critical incidents" Brody

2Ratio of judges assigning behavioral examples to
final scale

3
Tia item was placed incorrectly as an anchor
(at epproximataly 3,0) in the rating scale book-
1st. its mean indicates that it should have been
placed near the top of this scale (at 4.7).

rmsiesy Distribution Rario2

CL1 1 1.3 2 2.5 3 3.3 4 4.3 5

I
4.7 1 2 9 12/12

X 4.3 6 6 10/11

4,0 2 1 8/12

2.7 3 .1 8 4/12 1

toa.
1.8 p 4 1 5 11/11

1

x 2.4- L 9/11

e
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Table A-10
a

Distribution of

4

ScaleNalues for Additional Behavioral Examples
Assigned to Scales but NOT Used as Anchors_

INVOLVENENT

rrem

I would, expect this student to:

601 give up a vacation to co-author a paper with a faculty
members

613 give an original paper at a convention or meeting
sponsored by a scholarly society.

.614 display a genuine interest in and commitment to his
field in informal diacussions with fatuity.

601 wait for the instructor outside the classroom after a
particularly good lecture with an invitation to join
in a furthh-discussion of the subject with a few others.

609 appear to be very interested in meeting colleagues, as
at conventions.

698 hold'membership,,in the appropriate professional society
at association.

604 be a student member of a national professional society
but not an active participant.

147 hold no membership in any professional society and to
not,appear interested in doing so.

610 . attend seminars only when required to do so.

666 beioma distracted by non-academic, non-professional
interests.

612 seldom, if ever, engage in informal contacts with
faculty or fellow graduate students.

. r

1 1.5.

Froripcnest hisirthutioo

4.5

=1,

Mtip
a

2- 2.57 3 3.5 4 I

4If

5.0 12 11/12

4.6 1 1 1 8 9/12

4.5 1 1 6 11/12

4.4 1 9/10

4.0 2 1 10/11

3.5 6 9/11

10 1 111E1

1.6 4 6 1
4

11111

1,4 7 1' .4 9/11

1.3 3 1 10/11

1.1 10 '1 10/1.1

inane of judges assigning behavioral examples
to final, scale
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Scales riastaxact

. Table A11

Dileribution of Scale Val a for Behavioral Eicamples'Used as Anchors

X would expect pie #student tot
4

508 pains' his interest or ideas despite discouiaging adViee

from faculty 60 to be successful.,
,

502 try oven harder whin a problem of supposedly. moderate
difficulty resists all initial attempts to resolve it.

514 repeatedly ask questions of faculty until he fully

509

undetstands an issue.
. 10

frequently talk about leaving school as soolas,
.sastet's program has been completed though
entered graduate school to get a d4f5orase.

512: abandon a project after losing a set trf preliminary -

* data. "' -

CIL

X

x

4.8

4.6

41

1

a

1.5 ,

.1

4'

Frequency Distribution

2 '.2.5 3 3.5 e

9

3

1

2

5

7

I

45

1

c p

Iltes from "critical incidents" study

26
tX5 of judiffisTirglingSehavioral exceplei to

final scale

I

p

4

,S

5

- 7

3

'Ratio

i0 /1Z

. i2/12

8/12 ta
1-

6/10

11/12 A

' 6
a

J.)

mle
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Table A-13

d!Distributionof Scale.Values for Behavioral Temples Used ors

0

USIA=

XXXH'

I waled expect this student tot

405

,be

an original way of handling a research problem.

410 be famillar,with the latest developments in his field.

404 be systematic in his.gathering and ordering of data.

-401 re plicate previous research done brothers with a
carefully-conducted and well- reported experiment.

conduct a fairly routine and unexciting research ,

projegt.
403

4

447 coral:161sta attention to research natters of minor

importance.

411 be enable to effe4pvely apply s particular research
technique.

409 attempt to carry out poorly planned research.

Item,fros "critical incidents" study t

i...ratio of judges assigning behavioral examples to \

Pmakscala

Frequency Distriblitfon latio2

CI
1

2 .5 3 3.5 4 4.5 5

cx 4.8
2 2 :-$ 11/12

X' 4.3
1. 1 3 '8/12

3.9
I

1 9/11

3.5 5 1 10/12

2.9 1 Bill

2.3 6 1 4 9/12

X = 1.6 ,
6. '

4 41
.12;12

1.3 loizz

)1'

,
W.
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Table A-13 -4

' 4.Distribution-of Scale Values for Behavioral Examples Used ors

A

0

Scala:
USD= .

ITEM

I voul4 expect this student to: .

405 develop an original way of handling a research problem.

410 be familiar, with the Latest developments in his field.

- 404 be systematic in his-gathering and ordering of data.

-401 replicate previous research donebymethers with a
carefully-conducted and veil-reported experiment.

. ,403 conduct s fairly routine and unexciting research ,

project.

407 confinehis attention to research-agitate of minor

importance.

411 be unable to effelprvely apply a particular research

technique.

attempt to carry out poorly planned research.

1
Ttealroa "critical incidents" study

tt. t-Th\
of judges assigning behavioral examples to.'

.4., !Leal scale-

a

Frequency Distribution

2 .5 3 3.5 4

1.

6

6. "

2

5

11

4

L.

2

1

9

4.5

2

5

3

11,

Datics2

9/12

.12;12
10112
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rrsm

'I would expect this student- to:

master a difficult research tehniqUe in an unusually
short peridd of time.

deal. insightfully with primary sources.

413 rely coo heavily on one reaeatch tool. 'in conduciing

relesrch.

414 be unable co formulate a testable hypothesis from a
theoretical analysis.

402 conduct research without proViding proper controls
so that result* are questionable.

412 bommfamillar with s major terarch.tool In his field.

Table A14

DiAtribution of Sc** Values for Additional Behavioral Examples
Asia ned to Scales but NOT Used as Anchors

4.7

< 4.3
I

2.3

1.7

1.4 I

1.4

ilado of judges essigutx1 behavioral examples
co final seals

; .

.60

r

r.
oy 2Ay.2:.

Ai

d

Frequeszjiallbutios Racio.3",'

1 1.5 2 2.5 3 3.5 ' 4 4.5

;

3 2 7 10/11

'1
11111A.

3 1 7 8/11

2 4 5- 11/12

4 '1 6 1 9/11

6 3 3 - 8/12

6 3 10111

,

;

61.
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ITO(' _ myna

I would *Arc; this spIRE.

1b3 show ina iation in teaching a traditionally
d4l to to en undergraduate class.

101 help slower students voluntarily. ,

105 etiirescoisidixable pains 0 help undergraduates with their
Irark.even#hough his presentation of material in class
is fra4antly pour.

119 spend class tine doing routine exercises.

109 complain about having to teach the Introductory course.

115 teach a class in which his students seek help from other

instructors.

108 badger students and be generally unsympathetic to
legitimate request for time extensions or specific help.

111P
0 Table A IS "

Distribution of Scale Values for Behavioral Examples Used as Anchors

"Item, from"critical incidence study

"Ratio of 5u4ges stagging behavioral exautples

to final scale

A

Frequency Distribution

CII 1.5 2 2.5 3 3,5

X' 4.9

4.3 1

3.0 1 1 8 2

2.4 6 f 3

2.0 2 1 7 2

1.6 4 1 7

1.2 10 2

a

1

6

4.5

Recto

10/12

10/11

9/10

12/12

1



_

TEACH /BC

Table 4'16

Distribution of Scale Values for Additional Behavioral Examples
Assigned to Stales but NOT Used as Abchore

ITEM

I would expect this student tot

02 Otimulate greet interest and enthusiasm in undergraduate
courses in which ho is an instruetor.

114 develop provocative end /or imaginative exercises for
his class.

118 -establish an atmosphere in which students feel free and
eager to talk.

116 be sensitivair faulty evaluations and suggestions and
Co change his-teaching strategies when deficiencies
ere pointed out.

123 identify students with difficulties and make
appointmentiVith them.

104 ., revise and restructure an entire introductory.course.

117 devolop criteria and.set up consistent standards by which
Co evalaee student work.

121 schedule office hours for his stsdeats and try very hard
Co keep them.

112 plsad implement an effect syllabus for a course.

126 sdli others for ideas on how to present complex concepts
o his students.

120 never vise a class he is to teach but not to announce'
office hours?

111 know the names of about a third of his students to the
class of 23 students which he teaches.

113 conduct highly structured classes marked by a lack of
flexibility, and opal interchshge of ideas.

A

126

1.

olt cover all the appropriate subject miter in the course be
riaches.

establish rigid criteria and a set of inflexible standards
by which to evaluete student work.

0
come to classes he teaches but have no lessee plan.

104 be extrenaly sensitive to studint pressure or criticism
which would be reflected in the assignment of poor grades.

122 teach a class which the better undergraduate students
consistently cut.

124 teach s elites in which s large percentage of the made:its
drop the course do switch to another section.

107 curry favor with his students; make the:demands otthe
discipline soca:Wary to a desire for popularity.

'Ratio of judges assigning behavioral examples
to final scale

I

5.0

4.8

4.4

4.3

4.2

4.2

3.9

2.8

3.9

3.8

3.6

1

1

2.3 '2

2.2 1

A

2.0 2

1.9 3

1.7 3

1.6 7

1.5 .5

1.5 7

1.3

1 A.

Frequency Distribution

15 2 1 2.5 3 3.5 4

1

1

1

2

2.

3

3

2 6

.4

1L 3

2

1 1

1, i 1.

3

1

2

S

4

3

3

3

4

1.

-)

4.5

2

1

2

1

Ratigl

12 ..,1tf12

10 12/12

6 12/12

4 10110

12/12

10111

12/12

9/12

9111

9111

9111

10110

10/U

1,0/11

10111

j

65
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APPENDIX B

Criterion Rating Scale Study

INSTRUCTIONS FOR DISTRIBUTING AND CODING RATING SCALE BOOKLETS
AND RECORDINGINFORMATION 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 rmber of
students).

a See that each professor receives hh rating lbsignmentson
time.

/

Vollow-up non-responses at the appropriate/time.
.#

Airange for rostering test Scores and ot)er information
requested from students` films.

See that all information is organized And mailed to ETS
as soon as possible.

/
,4

.

Rating Scale Booklets -__

1. Toikeep information confidentia4it is suggested that the
; 1

.

data coordinator assign an arbitrary nthbeio each student. A number
--re /

should also be assigned to each faculft rater. The coordinator should

keep a master list of student and f,tulty identification.nuaihevs. When _.

the ratings have been completedi tyl(e coordinator should write in the

identification numbers from the aster list on the eovers of the moklets

and strike -out the students'

/td
raters' names. The coon inator shduld

retain the master list unti/ETS has received and edited th data.. At

the completion of the study ETS will destroy ttie Agdividual data and
.. , . '

....

ihfi master list should be destroyed.

I

4'

.J

9.
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I

2. It is esseitiel that every, student be rated by his..mr.her 0
. t

facility advisor. In addition, we hope to obtain ratings by a second
. - I. . .

professor who is familiar il'ith the student's work. Wii not necessary

,that ail 'students be rated by a second pFoeselo but it is essential

that we have,two ratings for at least two - thirds of the students being

plied. The "first rater" should be the student's faculty advisor.

His ratings are'to be identified by -the number "1" to be written in

the lower right corner of the cover page of the rating scale'booklets,

The "second rater" is to be identified by the number "2" in the lower
4,1(,

right corner of the cover page of the rating scale booklets.

3% It will not-be necessary for the data cOorslimator to record

any of the obtained, ratings. ETS will dq.thii.

Student Record Summary Forms
. .

1. Student (No.) To keep student,informetion cofdential,

. students will be identified only bir. Aumber. The number, assigned to

a student for the rating scale booklets should also be ueed'herer.

2. AdvisOr (No.) The acuity advisor is identified by

number assigned to him for the rating scale booklets.

3.. Second Faculty Rater (No.) The second faculty rateeis

also identified by the number, assigned tolhim for the rating Emile

booklets.

4. Sex self-explanatory.

5. Number of Semesters Enrolled in Graduate School ---Recorrthe

.0

C

ti

a .
total.pumber of semesters enrolled, including Spring semester, 1975t

. . .

. YO

' 6. Area of Specialization -- If student is specializing in # 144 ,
. . .

.
,

...-

, .

more than one area of the field, pleaseist all. -

67
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7. GRE Score's --- Self7eiplatiat

8.'.Uhdergraiduite GPA laniiory.

9*. Graduate CPA Furnish' the most curredroverall CPA for the

. tudent. rf grading `system is other than 4.0= At. please advise us:

10. Core Courses List,course titles and grades.

d

.11. Additional*Information If any other informatibnle available

(forum:vial; tests dgiven as evaluative Instruments, routine evaluations

-conducted duting grad'

like to hive it.

. .

'Ate work, 'ranirrdiring of amiden,t0 wt wpulk!"

.
410

#
,Send the comple d rating boo and student.regord forms to:

Dr. Richard PL'Reiamolp '4
Research PsychoXogo./now
Developmental_Reseallinivision
R-226 .'

Educational Testing SerVice
Piinceton, NU A8540

4.

Notify EIS when retura,shipmtnx has been made.

$
' If there are any questions or problems, please call Mrs. Peggy Mahoney

at'(609) 921-900d, Extension;230.

...

'40

I.
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On the following pagei-elght factors which have been Identified

as important in the performance of graduate students are described by

mesas of a-general definition. In addition, various points along the.

qualitative scale are "anchored" with specific behavioral examples, or

incidents of graduate student performance. For each student you rate,

place a check mark at:the point on the scale whick:inyour judgment '
$

best, describes the student's performance on that particular trait. Also*

Aidieate for each trait the level of confidence you have in your veting..

Rated by

e

A

1.t
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CoarauniCat iOn

General Definition

:TM ability to transmit ideas and feelings. It includes the degree

of organization and precision, it involves the extent of understanding and
perception and includes both 3erbal and nonverbal transmiaisions.

-

1 WOULD MEM THIS STUDERI TO t

t >.

9

4

present:a report at a regional convention which would be well received

- --- for its humor and style.

subnit"written work that would be interesting and no trouble to read.

IA&lly be understood when ha nooks, but, fail to make points in written

---» communication understeadable.
asr

prepare oral and written communications au:kingly unaware that the backgrounds
of his listeners or readers may not be t 'he sane as his own.

take tan pages to complete an assigned paper which sh ld be completed in
---- two pages.

present Lim& in a seminar paper, or teat in a poorly organirld and
disjointed fashion.

)44411

Very Confident

r I

a

M

Degree of Confidence

Fairly Confident

.

70

Nat Very
Confident

4.0

4 .



3

Cogscientiousness

General Definitio

The characteristics of caraulheia, thoroughness,
and commitment to

standards. Includes extent of carrying through on commitmeats even' when

they are not'fully spelled out.

I MOULD WECT THIS sTuDrarr Tot

5 return with a carefully annotated' bibliography after having been assigned

---- to track down number of referincen.

have the reputation amongst
both the faculty and,his fellow etudints

---- for Acting what he says he will do.

----.seIdom miss deadliAbs:

t

---- do each assigned literature
search but each would be incomplete.

2 ---- fail on one or more occesions to complete a major assignment on time.

OP

---- exhibit carelessness with laboratogyAsquipment.

P4.

---- miss class repeatedly litithou conracting the i

If

Degree Confidence

Fsiriy Confident

#

soft

Epolit Very

Confident

4

f.
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2
s'

."

of an be unable to considsr new ideas objectively because of strdegly

hal prejddicas.vi.
be aceptive to new ideas and proposals even in situations where previous

method had proven inadequate.

.

-51-

Critical Facility

General Definition
tt-

The ability to evaluate t)e products of others and offer alternative
bypocheses 'methods or analyses when appropriate. Iociudea the ability '

to bb perstlade4 by well reasoned arguments even when they are dearly
critical of his own work or position on an issue. The ability to identify

,problems and structure priorities.`

ti

I 11OULD Enza THIS STUDENT TO:
F

make a perceptive analysis and evaluation of a difficult text in hit
17- field of specialisation.

offer well founded qualifications to instructor's statements in class

- --- in a discerning, constructive way.

ask questions which are always relevant and usually perceptive.

be sensitive,to facultyevaluations and saggastioia; he could incorporate
suggestions once his deficienciesotere pointed out.

J

successfully identify p problem with another 0v:dent's research but to be
extremely,hareh in his criticism.

4

Degree of Confidence

1

NS"
[::] Very Confident Fairly Confident

7,2
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5

4
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Independelce and Initiative

Demirel Definition

The combination of self confidence and drive. It includes taking re-.

sponsibility sad shoving initiative. It may reflect intellectual curiosity

andnotiveeion.

I WOULD idelSCI' THIS sTuDror TOt

learn an important research skill on bis own.

.,

display an ability to formulate problems or issue* suggested by the material
=der study rather than the mediation of his professors.

-- ask questions and seek information beyond the material in the text or lecture.

develop a list of several sppropriate topics for an assigned research paper
but not to choose one (nu the list until urged to do so.by the professor

---- after the deadline has peased.

---- depend apon his collaborator for the auggestion of a topic. definition of the

problem. and direction of the work In a joint project.

opt respond to suggestions or supervision unless the instructor pursues:

have to be prodded and ppshed along.

Very Confident

Degree of Confidence

1:::]Fairly Confident Not Wry
Confident'

,

4

O

1
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Involvement

Central Definition

The degree of participation and activity la both formal and informal

contexts related to the discipline.' The extent to which interest and

enthusiasm is exhibited and maintained.
Could be interpreted as the extent

-to which a commitment to the field has been made.

I WOULD EXPECT THIS STUD1WT TO:

become quickly and enthusiastically involved in a project.

4a

display concern &pH interest in wurk.being conducted by faculty.

,/ k V.
4

---- be elected ,#a an officer in a regional or local profeetional society.

attend deiartmental seminars but to neither participate in the discussions

---- nor volunteer to present a report.

attend a meeting, either loc 1 or national, of the appropriate

--" igfeesional society.

---- avoid challenging courses of work.

a

ElVery Confident

^4

Degree of Confidence.

Fairly Confident 0 Not Very
Confidant

ti
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5

4

3

INNIOWN

S
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Persistence

General Definition_ v.
. _

The characteristic of continuing to pursue a task or idea despite
criticism or setbacks.

I WOULD EXPECT THIS STUDENT TO

pursue his interest or ideas despite discouraging advice from faculty and
---- to be successful.

....)

---- try eves harder when a problem of supPhsedly moderate difficulty resists all
initial attempts to resolve it

11 repeatedly ask questions of faculty until he fully understands an issue.

frequently talk about leaving school as soon as a master's program has
- --- been completed though he entered graduate school to get a doctorate.

abandon a project after losing a set of preliminary ;lats.

0 Very Confident

Degree of Confidence

Tartly Confident-

P*1I

Not Vary
Conf idsat
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Reseatch

General Definition

Concerned with curiosity coupled with the desire to expand or refine
knowledge in the discipline. Me ability to identify essential elements
of complex prelims, and to formulate and support a critical generalization
or hypothesis. Breadth and depth of knowledge of methods and procedures
approptiate to reseatah-moupled with the ability to use the tools moat
relevant to the investigation to be undertaken. The ability to plan
research adequately and to-carry'it to completion with cars and precision,
yet remaining flexible and sensitive to the possibility that data may
indicate a need to modify preconceived hypotheses.

WOULD EXPECT IBIS STUDERT TO:

- --- develop an original way of handling a research problem.

- --- be familiar witb the latest'developments in his field.

---- he *plasmatic in his gpthering and ordering of data.

triplicate previoitresearch done by others with a carefully- conducted and

well-teported experiment.

honduct a fairly routine and unexciting research project.

--- confine his attention to research matters of minor importance.

---- be unable to effectively apply a particular research technique.

- ---A attempt to tarry out poorly planned tesearcb.

JP'

OVery Confident

4
eiDegr of Confidence

1:1 fairly Confidant Hot Very
Confident

I.
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4

3

10

2

Teaching

General Definition

The ability to ceaumnicate concepts of students, ability to interest
students in subject matter. Includes enthusiasm for teaching, willingness
to spend time both in preparation for classes and,out of class time with
students.

I WOULD EXPSCT TRIG STOUT TO:

show imagination and originality in teaching a traditionally dull

- --- topic to an undergraduate class.

---- help slower students voluntarily.

take considerable pains to help undergraduates with their work even
---- though his presentation of material in class is freqbently poor.

---- spend class time doing routine exercises.

complain about having to teach the introductory course.

- --- teach a clams in which his students seek help from other instructors.

badger students and be generally unsympathetic to legitimate requests
---- for time extensions or specific help.

VeryConfident

Degree of Confidence

lairly Confident

Om.

Sot Very
Confidant

6,


