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ABSTRACT

- ' The qu-stions of whether undergraduate students use

. different processes in evaluating the&ir own learning in a course, and

- whether such differences are related tc differences in personality

. dewvelopment or cognltlve development were studied. It was predic+ed

. that students possessing well developed abstract conceptual

_ structures would show a more deliberate use cf the evaluation process
and a greater degree of differentiaticn in.their self evaluation.
Levels of conceptual development of unde:graduates in a home
economics education’ curriculum were measured. Results of assessing

. stulents' self evaluation, correlated with scores cf conceptual

;w1°v=1, indicated that most students' judgments were based on personal

- exgressions of goodness or badness rather than on ohject:.vn
references. Little or no differentiaticn was observed in their.

- Judgmants, nor ware conditional judgments indicated. It was concludad
that educators should examine not only the content of students' self
evaluations, but also the "contexts" cf their judgments and the

- processes used, and tbat if students' evaluations are used as a basis
for planning 1earn1ng and instruction, this may vndermine ¢he

- intellectual aims of a2ducation. It was suggested that students' self

- evaluations may be used to aid them in dnveloplng higher cognitive
and motivational orientations. (MH)
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SEZ_PESCTICAL EDUCATIONAL COECERN OF THE STUT

Differing poizws c= ~*ew. exi=t regarding the oroper int: nr=station and
use of students' =valmati:ors of =heir own lemrning anc perfovmmnce in a
course. Among soms ofesstors, == 1s commou pre=ctice to ace .. . at face
value, students' s='*--agsesmmenizs, zad to use« ~her as ithe b := for actiom
teken in instrucacssl: ané rrogrammetic yi==— —<g, or ever °: .= them as
the basis for Geer~mi—=nz wimt ww? how much iims been learmec  In such
—=ituation atter o - pazd oniy to The conteynt of wher i= ==moried in
—sudents' seif-s¥semesnens= and the = is nc -=acern “Zor —he proecess students

2 ir assessing t! - 4 : o= Sormewss ent -arning .n & coiTee.

E&mncators with & - rd=—ive jeve=ormentai ~serspective -l e not¥ so willing
7 = such indile ™ m:z=te interpreration - of-students' seif-asmessments as
€. 3exsis for actiom tsiesn n education. THmy——point out that a mzudent
"ewaiuation" is =~ ~wsreb= expremsion by the student, but the bases or the
¢ ntext in which whe e=xpression is utterad mey differ from stmdent to
student. Very dif#eYemt kinds of processms ==n be used by the students in
arriving at eveluaiimer statements. The pzoecess car be an emotional or
capricious one in wiirr t.aere a.ré not growmis or reasons which serve as the
basis of a Judgmentel expression or it caxx be deliberate and reflective
process guide by reamons or it can be subjerwzed to examination for their
intellectual and morsi 'le gitimacy (Bebell., M967; Wilhelms, 1967). Therefore,
interpretation of staemtss' self-assesmmemtar must go beyond eminati;)n of
the obvious content = satst is reported ammi include determination of the

context of statement= mmesing up the self—aswsessments.
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Asszmirg that all educmtors are cowe=—med, and mave the social respon-
8ibility R ©be concermed (w) thet actior wmken in education as & i-esult of
student ev.- ‘'ation im Just:i?Sable, and (&) that evalmation be & rational and
deliberatt " nrocess, 3t seemed remsonable i® question- whether interpreting
or treatisme a1l students' self-assessment mlike is a sound practice for
educators to forlow. Sine= evidence from —wrevious szmdies suggests that
students de» use distinctly differemt meodes of evalusitior in evaluating
instruction  Crictesfden & Faorr, 1973; E=tanbaum, 1975; Wierschum, 1977)
it seems reascomhle t- yuestiion whether- scndents reflectt these Variatiors
in evaluating their omn le&Phing &nd performence in a czmmrse. TO put it meore
specificaily, —— =eeme - -agomable to_ask wiiether all —wpaeats are equally ar
rationel and deiilerwte in ewaluating thefr ovn performmmr= and learning in
a8 course. It se=msrmppropriete for educat®?T to be imm====sted in determini==
factors which car predict when strdents are cmpable of mmsiking rational and
deliberate seli-ewaruations.

These concerrs exemplify a conrern for “what is wis= to ac?" or
practical knowiedge rather than with "whe: is the case?' or theoretical
knowlegge (Habermas, 1971). Since educat®=r is a practical £3eld, a concern
for using theaweticial iwowledge t. guide practice is appropr-iste in research.
Therefore, in this smmidy., thewwetical guestions were raised in order to gair
practical knowledge. Twi theoretiical guestions were raised: (1) whether
students' differ in the process used in evaluating their own performance and
learning in a course amd (2! whet@er smch differences might ve related to

differences in students" perssmal 7ty structure or level of cognitive

development.

TSRPOMBTCAL, FRAMEWORK

A descriptive theary of ewalwmtion, drawn from philosophic eXplication



of the concept in education (serivin, 1968) and in philosophy (Taylor, 1961;
Dewey, 1966) was developed in order to defirne the nature of the process of
evaluation and to identify variations in the process. Two variations of
concern in this study were: (a) the degree of deliberateness in gelf~-
appraisal and (b) the degree of differentiation in the judgments made. Degree
of deliberateness in self-appraisél refers to the extent to which the value
claims made are based on objJective grounds or references. Variation in
degree of deliberateness in self-appraisal was described as ranging from mere
Judgmental expression without criteria or evidence to a highly deliberate
process in which criteria are clearly identified and differentiated, relev=nt
evidence cited, and the judgment is drawn from these criteria and evidences
cited. Degree of differentiation in the judgments made refers to the extenmt
to which the value Judgments are qualified and multidimensional judgments.
Variations in degree of differentiation in the Judgments made was described
as ranging from Judgments which are polarized and absolute in nature,
describing the goodness or badness of some one global feature of the value
object, to:Judgments which are qualified, non-categcricel and multidimensional
in relating and compering how the details and attributes of each aspect of
the value object being Judged is considered good or bad uaccording to
different value perspectives.

The paradigm used for relating students' personal characteristics to
mode of self-evaluation was that proposed by the concéptual model of
Lewin {1935) and Brunswik (reportéd in Reppaport and Summers, 1973), which
postulates nman action to be a function of the psychological characteristics
of the person interacting with qualities of the enviromment.
More specifically, Brunswik's "lens" model which is concerned with a

specific part of action, human Judgment, was used to specify a way of
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viewing students as evaluators. In the "lens" model, each persan is viewea
as an active agent approaching judgment using his own lens, which con=ists
of the concepts, values, needs, attitwuies and beliefs of the person., e
person uses this I=ns t0 interpret ami integrate the informetiom evailwie
in the enviromment about the object to be judged, im order tomeke a
Judgment. Judgmentsmade depend on the Way a person“s lens allows that

person to deal with envirommental cues (Figure 1).

ObJject

8, = Envirorment S, = Person's
System Cognitive Sys=

Figure 1: Diagram of Brunswik"s lens model showirg the relationmship
among cognitive and envirommental systems and the perswmt .
Judgment. (Adapted from Rappaport and Summers, 1973).

This view of lnman judgment is related to a particular paradigm f.
viewing mman behavior first identified in psychology. Lewin rejects: =+
two models of human behavior used by psychologists and proposed that m=e w
behavior is not determined solely by stimmli in the enviromment or by iriate
qualities of the individual. He proposed, rather, that humen behavicr & -
the result of an interaction between personal and environmemtal factors.

Since this parsdigm is & conceptual framework and not a predictive
theory, Conceptual Systems Theory was used to formulate specific hypothese...

This theory is in the context of the model of Lewin and Brunswik and is



substartiwely pre@<coiveof human acticor on the basis of a person's known
gualizies-in tmmse==iice with the enviromment's knows gualities. (Harvey,
‘Bwrt =nd _Schroder, 19€1; Schroder, Driver and Streuffert U6T; and Hunt, 1971).
Iz comeepime: wgystems theory, the comeceptual system of s persion is considered
= be funrcimmma'~x" Telsiked to how that p=rson uses hts lems iz perceiving |
gE. respomiing =r- TR emviromment. Differences in modes: of act ing (e.g.,
prr—eiving, interrrreimg of integrating “nformation) by &iffer nt- persons, in
tim: zame rco-cre.: s=*umiion, are due to Gifferences in pemsc. ;' rmeeptual
syssems. Ia tk= : nery, the conceptual system is defined ag che self-system
ax Is wseed 3s - waY” to view each person_as a total system having & basiec or
gezmtypic disposidim which can be used in predicting, erplaining and giving
cor=sister?>y %o & waerson's mode of acting. The conceptua’ system is made up
of <he conceptual ,inkages or ties, called concepts, whizh each person
estmblishe-s with tee world. A peréon's concepts develop an organization or
strocture as these concepts change from concrete to ebstract in nature and .
Zrom simghc> 2nd u:melatéd to complex and iﬁt.egrated. “"he degree of abstractness
=ay  compleexity of a-person's conceptual system is assmmed to be interrelated
“x: 'ne demree of complexity in that person's mode of fuxmctioning. Conceptual
sig¥rms —heory defines and establishes developmental l=vwels of the conceptual
sggta=m, with each level being characterized by differemces in a person's
cogr—%iive and motivational orientations. More specifica 'ly, this system
varieer in two ddmensions: (a) the complexity with whick Anformation is
cognizzwely processed and (b) the degree of interpersonsl maturity.
Anagysis of conceptual systems theory and empirical -ewidence from
regearcir concerned with the effects of a person's level o= cognitive and
motivational development (or self—development) on that person's mode of

acting suggested (a) that students vary in their level of conceptual



development (Hunt, 1977, and (b) that levsl cf conceptual develoymer, may
affect stufemts' use of te evaluation process. (Berkowitz, 19$0: Shite and
Harvey, 196<). This may we-so particular=r when (a) the object besng
evaluated 4=-the sélf, "ewr, 1934; Allpor., 1955; Carr, 1965; em Loevinger,
196€: (b) L= process is = cemplex one imvelving use of reasons =nt reasoning,
(Schroder =c-nl., 1967; =i EExt, 1971) (c) the situation involwes Zisclosing
infrrmeetii-m about onesel™ tc mmother person (Halverson and Shore, -569;
Jouwr~- I971). Students' Jew=ls of conceptual develomment is furmrtionally
relzad - 5> (&) their ability to view self objectively and (b) the intentions,
pursesses  activations and ss=ts of meanings students bring to and use in
cogaitive -and interpersonal >rocesses. When evaluation of one's own actions
ac = stuéent is a rational .i deliberate process, a student has the purpose
or imtentZon of responding — the basis of a value Judgment'which concludes

a ==Stemmcic process of eweluation, rather than responding in any cther way.
Ir—=3dition, a student inmt=etionally seeks out information which can be used
tcmeke an accurate, complete, and objective interpretation of the goodness
of several aspects of his/her own learning and performance as a student, on
the whole and in the long run, rather than stating here~and~now experiences
or over-generalized interpretations of the goodness of his/her own learning
ani performance in a course.

Persons at immature levels of conceptual development have little sense of
self, do not differentiate between self and others, and have a very
undifferentiated view of self. Their conceptual systems are made up of
concrete and simple concepts and they have difficulty using these undifferen-~
tiated concepts in cognitive tasks. They do not seek out information but
rather rely on thé ldeas and directives of authoritative others to guide their

thinking and actions. Disclosing information about themselves to others



causes anxiety and they draw quick closure in such sitmations. On the other
hand, persons at mature lewvels of conceptual develsmment have a highiy
differentisted view of self and others. They have Zormulated clearly
differentinted and integrated internal standards witirn they can use in directing
their own thinking and acting. Yet, they are apen t- new and conflicting

ideas and they seek out information from others befcre responding to a
cognitive task. They can respond to cognitive tasxs and social situations

in alternative ways. They are not threatened by h=w=ng to disclose information
about themselves to others. Therefore, in this sttud;r, it was hypothkesized
that a student's level of conceptual development affectis that student's

ablility to respond conceptually, using the inten—ional and ideational

thigking required by the process of evaluation. It was predicted that in
evaluation of self-performance and self-lesrning in =z course, thos= students
having developed more abstract conceptual structures, as compared to those

students at lower developmental levels:

a. would show & more deliberate and complete use of the 3t .ess of
evaluation and

b. would in the judgment made, show & greater degree of differentiation.

DESIGN AND PROCEDURES USED IN THE STUDY

Since the purpose of this study was to use students' basic mode of
interacting with qualities of the environment to explain and predict
perticular students' action, in this case, mode of self-evaluating, a
representative sample of students who were known to vary in level of

conceptual development rather than a random sample was used in the study.
In this study, the sample consisted of 68 students enrolled in the seme
undergraduate course in the home economics-education pre-service professional

preparation curriculum st the University of Minnesota. Differences in level



of conceptemi ¥myelopment were observed by structural analysis of students'
responses tt=-E=i's (19Th) paragraph completion test administered to groups
of student=. =tmidents' responses were assigned a score along the continuous
conceptual level dimension. A high score on the dimension was assigned to
paragraph «ampietions which showed consideration of two view points, co-
ordinatiom of differential responses, clear indication of self-delineation,
and use of internal standards. A low CL score was assigned to paragraph
completioms which were undifferentiated and categorical responses, based on
use of an overgeneralized or unqualified acceptance of a single rule and use
of only external standards.

Since the goal in observation was to gain knowledge of the process of
evaluation used by students, they were provided with the unstructured task
of generating their own schema for evaluating their accomplishments in a
course, rather than being given a structural instrument to use in evaluating
their accomplishments as students. In the course in which the gelf-
evaluations were collected, the instructor simply requested students to
write an evaluation of their own learning and performance in the course.

Variations in mode of self-evaluation were observed by conducting a
structural analysis of subjJects' seif-evaluations using two interval
scales developed by Brown (1976). A complete description of these scales
as used in this study can be found in the original and more extended
writing related to this study (Wilsman, 1978). Students' self-evaluations
vere assigned a score along a céntinuous dimension. On the degree of
deliberateness in self-appraisal, a high score was given to responses in
vhich criteria for all judgments were -explicitly identified and differentiated,
evidence was cited to support all judgments, and judgments were based on

the criteria and evidences cited. Low scores were given to responses in which

10



-9~

no explicit criteria were identified, no evidences were cited, and only a
Judgmental expression was made. On the degree of differentiation in

Judgment scale, a high score was given to self-evaluations which expressed
consideration of two or more views with respect to aspects of accomplishments
in the course and which gave the meaning of each view together with an
explanation of how the different interpretations occurred. A low score

was assigned to responses in which the Judgments made were polarized and
alternative interpretations were not considered.

Scores on the measure of conceptual level were correlated with scores on
each of the scales to assess mode of self-evaluation by means of the Pearson
product moment correlation. The .05 level of confidence was used to determine
whether the correlation coefficient obtained ir testing each statistical

hypothesis had & probability other than zero.

Results of the Study

Two types of inferences were made when interpreting the results of the
data analysis: (a) general-type propositions vhich were made when the
statistical data and results weré used within the inference model and
(b) agegregate-type propositions which were made when the statistical data
were used within the decision~theory model (Bakan, 1967). This latter
model seemed appropriate to use since the aims of the study were related to
the acqniéition of practical knowledge to be used in deciding the proper
interpretation and use of students' self-evaluation by educators, rather
than the creation of theoretical knowledge.

Analysis of the distribution of students' scores according to the scales
used to assess mode of self-eveluation indicated that students do vary in

the modes or ways of making self-appraisals and that students' Judgments

11
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about their own learning and performance in a course do represent very different
types of statements. More specifically, there was a moderate distribution
of students' scores according to the scale used to assess the degree of
deliberateness in self-appraisal. Less than half of the students made
value judgments which were supported by objective references (i.e., criteria
and evidences). In other words, most of the students in this study made
Judgments which were little more than personal expressions of goodness
(or badness), having only a personal reference, rather than value Judgments
which were grounded in obJective references of experienced goodness. While
some students did cite obJective references tc support their judgments, no
students mede value Judgments supported by criteria which were clearly
identified and differentiated so that the evidences cited could be interpreted
in terms of the criteria specified.

In regards to the distribution of students' scores according to the scale
used to assess the degree of differentiation in judgments made, the
majority of students were observed to make jJjudgments which expressed either
little differentiation or a complete lack of differentiation. That is, the
majority of students made value Judgments which werc merely categorical and
absolute valu. claims about the goodness (or badness) of global features of
their actions as students. No students made conditional Jjudgments which
identified the multiple ways of viewing the worth of differentiated aspects
of their actions as students. |

A test of the relationship between students' scores on the two scales
used to measure mode of self-evaluation resulted in a correlation coefficient
of 0.45 which is statistically significant at the 0.001 confidence level
with 65 degrees of freedom. The two scales measure phenomena which have a

positive, linear relationship. Since mode of self-evaluation is expected

12
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.to be & general way of responding, this relationship was as théoretically
expected.

| The results from testing the statistical hypothesis thaf there is no
linear relationship between students' level of conceptual development and
degree of deliberateness in self-appraisal were to reject this hypothesis
at the 0.0l confidence level with 65 degrees of freedom. The correlation
coefficient (r=0.3T4) indicates that there is a positive linear relationship
between students' scores on thg two variables and, thereby, supports the
theoretical expectation that as students develo§ more complex and abstract
modes of functioning, they also use more of the process of evaluation in
meking self-apﬁraisals. The low correlation was due to two conditions:

(a) the low variability and lack of extreme scores in the sét of scores and
(b) students at more mature levels of conceptual development who made
self-appraisals showing little use of the valuation process, rather than
students at Immature levels of conceptual development making judgments
based on use of the process.

The second statistical hypothesis tes.ed was also rejected. With a
correlation coefficient of 0.253, a statistically significant relationship
was found at the 0.05 confidence level with 65 degrees of freedqm between
students’' level of conceptual development and degree of differentiation in
Judgnments made.‘ This positive linear relationship supported the theoretical
expectation that these students hawiﬁg more mature conceptual structures,
as compared to those students having more immaturé ones, in the judgments
made, show more than a single, global way of viewing the value or worth of
their actions as students. Theirljudgménts show that there are various value
perapectives to ﬁsé'in evaluating the worth of each aspéct of their actions
as studénts. Again, the'law'corrélation'was functionally related to the

hcmogehéity'in studentsf responses on the scale used to measure degree of
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differentiation in judgments made and lack of extreme scores in thé set of
8cores. It was also dve to the more mature conceptual level of students
making undifferentiated Judgments. Students at the immature conceptual level

did not make differentiated judgments.

IMPLICATIONS FOR EDUCATIONAL DECISIONMAKING

'REGARDING PROPER USES FOR STUDENTS' SELF-EVALUATIONS

This study has shown that students' evaluations of their own learning
and performance in a course reflect more than only the content of what
students say in such self-reports. Students' "self-evaluations" also
reflect the particular intentions, dispositions and sets of meanings -
students use to intérprét and respond to qualities in the enviromment. Also,
this study has shown that students vary in mode of self-evaluation and that
these variations are functionally related to the way students' genotypic,
personal characteristics interact with qualities ir the environment. These
results have practical significance for educators in deciding the proper
interpretation of students' evaluations, and they have heuristic value in
suggesting a way to view students as evaluators and a way to approach
research regarding students' evaluations.

With respect to the proper interpretation of students' "self-evaluation",
as vhen determining their reliability, objectivity, and validity, the
results of thig study indicate that looking at only the content of what is
reported in students' evaluations 1s not an adequate methodological
procedure. Unless educators examine the "contexts" of the students'

Judgments, there is no way of determining whether students' Judgments have

" grounds or referénces vwhich are empirical. If a student's Judgment is

merely a "Judgméhtal expression”, it has no reference beyond that student's

14
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saying it. According to the intellectual standards of objectivity and
reliabil;ty, that judgment cannot be considered trustworthy data. This
study has shown that students' self-evaluations have both "person contexts"
and "objective contexts" and that without exemining the process students
used in making their sélf-evaluation there is no way of determining the
"contexts" of the Judgménts made. As Kaplan (1964) pointed out over a
decade ago, without examining the contexts of what is reported, there is
no way of determining whether the statement represents a mere value
expression or'réprésénts a rational and deliberate value Judgment. If such
'procédﬁrés‘are necessary in order to interpret students' self-evaluations, then,
for example, the currently popular educational practice of using "quantitative"
means to determine reliability (i.e., procedures such as counting the number
of times a student, or students, say the same thing) should be considered by
educators as an inadequate and incorrect way to measure reliability.

Scriven (1972) has already criticized educators for the confusion which
exists in education because of this "gquantitative" notion of reliability.
The results of this study have also shown that examination of only the
content of students' Judgments is not sufficient to determine either their
reliability or their validity of meaning. The same judgment may represent very
different psychological meanings to different students. Unless educators
take psychological-meanipgs into account, they are oversimplifying the
meaning of students' sélf—évaluations. Educators will need to use data
collection procedures (e.g., procedures which allow for collection of
information :égarding thé process studénts use in meking value judgments)
in order to meet the intellectual standards of reliability, validity and
obJectivity in:Jnﬁging.thélqualityvofﬂthe'data collected in studénts"

evaluations." Detérmining the quality of the data collected is always

15
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necessary before educators can.be justified in using data as the basis for
decisions and actions in éducation. To use extremely poor data to make

_ generalizations is nevér'accéptable professional behavior. Studénts'
Judgments which are merely "spur of the moment" rvactions cannot be
considered trustworthy data to use as a basis for decisionmeking, except to
describe the intelléctual characteristics of the data.

Furthérmore, using students' evaluations as the basis for actions taken
in planning learning and instruction may undermine the intelléctual aims of
education. Some students may be encouraged to use irrational modes of
evaluating, if they observe educators using students' Judgments which are
mere emotive reactions, as the basis for instructional planning. Therefore,
educators can have some confidence in rejecting, on intellectual grounds,
actions which are taken in education based only on responses to rating
scales, since there is no way to properly interpret the intellectual
qualities of responses made tb rating scales. A proper use of students'’
self-evaluations would be for purposes of diagnosis and for students'’
learning of thé evaluative process and for students' gaining certain

- cognitive and motivational oriqntations needéd to be rational and deliberate
in evaluating oneself. Helping studénts develop the dispositions and
abilitiés théy need to be rational and deliberate in evaluating should

possibly be implemented &s aq3educational objective. For students lower in

LT awe
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conceptual level, these gbjectives should imvolve development of more

abstract concepts and more sbstract modes of thinking. Other objectives
should be cambinéd with these objectives for students higher in conceptual

level, since same of these students were observed to use irrational modes

of self-evaluation.

16
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