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ABSTRACT

«

This report explore: i+ nes . to the validation of more
nontraditional assessme. . jues, and tests some ways such
studies may proceed. We ¢.. ..:. the appropriateness of various

methods for validating a nenerlc competence instrument that
measures Social Interaction, a construct with little or no history
as a teachable college outcome or measure. We compare the
performance of 69 uninstructed students on entrance to college with
that of 32 stwdents who had two years of college instruction on
each of the Social Interaction dimensions (Prevaration,
Demonstration, Self-Assessment and Leadership) «nd the specific
dlmelslon criteria. '

R

Results indicate similarities in:performance‘betwebn tradizional
age instructed students and mature uninstructed students. While’
this may be expected{f it.also indicates that‘group'comparisons may
not be an effective strategy for valldatlng assessment techniques
if the ability is one developed through prior informal as well as
college learning. Despite our efforts tc do so, we were not able
to control for the myriad range of variables that are 1:kely to
affect the results.. When performance of such an ability alsd
interacts with a set of personal and ego development variables,
separating out the specific effects of instruction that show
significant differences through group comparison is not an
effective strategy, especially given the Smal sample sizes
genera]ly available.

However, some Social Interaction criteria did 1naeed separate the
uninctructed students from the instructed. students wher. we

combired all students in a discriminant analysis. These criteria

are nore closely related to those aspects of Sozial Interaction

that are learned as part of the more specific Social Interaction '
learning experiences. Thus, including students with & broad range

of age and formal learning expevience did lead to an effective
strategy for identifying those Social.Interaction behaviors that
validate the construct. Clearly, the study of assessment techniques ,
should not be limited to univariate methods; patterns of coherent
group. performance ﬁroyide us with a more holistit picture of ’
performance, particularly of Social Interaction, not well understood
and measured compared ‘to some other’'abilities like communications.

/ The present s tudy outlines a procedure by which the integration of

*/'. information about competence construct, different °roup characterh'
istics and criteria evaluation centribute to an information base for
instructional development,‘re—eﬁaluation of competence definitions __
and revision of instrument criteria which measure these behaviors.
The study helps to {11tminate a key question in approaching the
.validation of any faculty designed instrument measuring important
but not well defined abilities new to higher- education instruction:
What strategies are appropriate. given where ‘this instrument and
construct are in their current development?

[}
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"VALIDATING ASSESSMENT TECHNIQUES IN AN OUTCOME-CENTERED.

LIBERAL ARTS CUR!. CULUM: SOCIAL .. TERACTION GENERIC INSTRUMENT

Y

Miriam Friedman - Marcia Mentkowski Bernardin Deutsth

M. Nicolette Shovar - Zita Allen

~Office of Research & EvaluationASocigl Interaction Division
ALVERNO COLLEGE

INTRODUCTION

Py

v

The4p%rpose of this paper is to continue! to explor% issues related
/ ; ¢

to the validation of Alvernmo's more nontraditional.assessment techniques,

+
1

® and to empirically illustrate some ways in which such validation 'studies
I ' ' .

- ¢ ; . . . - -
may proceed. Vhlidation of assessment techniques is a cornevstone in
.

I

establishing the validity abilities . d in col. (Heutkowski
& Doherty, 1977, 1983 ). This study of the Social Interaction competence

is another example of our work toward this goal. Other studies focused
N - .

on the Communications and Valuing competences (Friedman, Mentkowski, Earley,

-

Loacker and Diez, 1980), the Integrated Compe;ence Seminar (Assessment
Commiftee{Off;ce of Research aﬁd;Evaluation, i982 ), the Six Performange
‘Characteristics Rating‘(ﬁssessment Commgttee/Office of Research‘éhd Evalua5
tion, 1583 ), and a range éf oﬁher instruments (Assessment Cbmmittee/
Office of Research and Evaiuation, 1980).

u

Seveéral validation methods have emerged as ways to examine assessmenty
. } z‘~, A . N
techniques in our previous work. In the present study, we investigate the

extent to which the instrument measures the effects of instructien by

omparing instructed. and uninstructed student performance on each of
(€L Oomp g

o
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the qu{al Interaction dimensions as yell as the specific criteria for
each'éimeﬁsiqn. The second and perhaps more important objective is to
examine patterns of student performance to assist in understanding
student social interaction.behavior and the meahing of the Social Inter-
action competence as it is’éurrently defined. |

The -present study examines these validation methods in relation to

the Social Interaction Generic Criteria used to judge'perforﬁadce at

‘Social Interaction level 4 which students generally complete at the

r

midpoint of their college carcer. In contrast to previous studies of
. E3
Communications and Valuing where we studied levels 1 through 4, the

Social Interaction Generic .Criteria assess level &4 only.,
. ' 4+ ° i
- . L .
Thus, the purpose of the current study is twofold. TFirst, we
* ‘ ’

study the appropriateness of various methods for validating generic

competence instruments that assess constructs with lirt! : us
history as college out. mes da . open-ended
constructs are still uunder examination. Then we examine several

.

study designs, such that constraintilimposed by the educational setting

. are recognized. Validation methods are considered for use at Alwverno

depending on howsthey will work within the contéxt of the curriculum
7 ’ ?: . '
and the setting in which the results are applied. We are examining

strategies that can be used wi;ﬁin a regularly-scheduled assessment.
proéess. Spfond, we are interested inaadding to the under;tanding‘
of ﬁow‘éociaz Interaction as an abii 'y dévelopg during college,
;n now informal learning experiencgs prior to formal college
learning"coatribute to performance. |

Faculty observe differences in student performance over two years
in FolLege given the nature of the assessment process. That is, each

cdonsecutive assessment is a "pretest' for the next competerice level.

RS
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Thus, an interesting guestion is, How does the pertormance of instructed
i '..- N - .
students compare to uninstructed students entering Alverno with more
extensive lite experiences?
First, experienced women can be expected to have social interaction

abilities they have developed outside of college. Their social interaction

skills mzy have been developed informally, without the benefit -of college.

£
’ o

instrﬁction. Thus, one intefesting questina has to do with how social
interaction develops without the benefit of formal education. If we
understand how it develops through experience, then we can better develop
objectives and learning §trategies that build on informal learning. To

what extent should we expect that social interaction abilities can be

develope ' e >, especially 1. raagicional-aged students? Do we
expect raditiona’ aged students will develop abiliities that match
t' se of the mature wom:n? Do we expect that abilities will be signi-

ficantly more developed due to the effects -of instruction? If ego
development or maturity is a major factor in the development of social

interaction skills, %o what extent should we expect that social inter-

a . .

action skills can be deveioped in college after twd years?
Since we had been successful in demgnsgratiné that traditional-aged,

instructed students in the Wéeﬁday College had pegformed‘sign%ficantly

higher on Valuing and Communications level & criteria compared, to expegﬁ-

enced, uninstructed students just entering Alverno in the Weekend College,

we fr:lt we could expect that such differences wotrld also be obtained

N
X,

: . - . ' ‘ \
for the Social Interaction competence. This was also expected because
. ; o .
we consider Valuing to be an ability that is less 'likely to be developed
in the nontraditional-aged student through informal learning. Yet, at

level 4, the nontradiﬁional-agéd students in Weekend College had not

perfoFmed at level 4 as well as students with instruction. It should

N



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

\

$
I~

be noted, however, that this was true only of level 4, and not of

levels 1 to 3. Thus, nontraditional-aged students do develop some
3 .
Valuing abilities through iunformal learning. In our Coammunications
’ ] ' -~

study, we found that the uninstructed group, demonstrated a different

. §

developmental sequence in Communications congetence, but wilh perfect
v t

scalability. Me have reason, then, to believe that nontraditional-aged

.

students do develop some of the,competences through informal learning.

In the present study, we compare instructed students to uninp-

{

u

structed students.  How might we best design such a study?  This question

1s particularly important because our first purpose is to examine

!

validation methods that can 78 carried out within a particular curriculum

-

- N = - '\\“/ . - -
design. lor, the Social Interaction competence, -one of sevéral constraints

in carrying out a "true" pre-/posttest design is that students at level 4

are required to complete five Social Interaction assessments.
.~ The Social Interaction Generic Criteria are used, to assess a stu-
dent's dewcaotration of her ability on five separaté occasions in order

for her to receive a level 4 validation (credential). In order to

examine student performance at level 4, one of these occasions must he

chosen for a pre-/posttest design, one that is '"content fair" (i.e.,

n
r

g : \ e
students may.perform with or without a ‘specific content background

»

demanded ?y ghelins;rument stimulﬁs).
One assessment occaéion that is ¢@ontent-fair on which.uninstructed

and.instructed students may be” compared, is the Integrated Competeqce

Seminar1Group Discussjion (Assessment Committee/Office .of Research and

Evaluation, 1982b). This instrument is content-fair, and would be

likely to produce results generalizable across the college.1 (Note: In -~

N s

" .
n Lo o

|

1With many measures, it is difficult to give a pre-post assessment with-
out the student having some pre-training in vocabulary. Without that, we
may be testing just for vocabulary differences.

,

1S

. io .
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the Communications sdey, we controlled for content by selecting unin-
. T
structed students who had prior background 1in a'éuhjéut area.) Siuce !
the instrument is content-fair, we can administer it as a pretest to uni-
structed students. Currently, four of five Social Interaction instru-
ments are content beound. The fifth is an independent study ed ag an
externai assessment. There are not enough students ;o provide us with a
laﬁge enough sample size on this instrument  and it would also be diffi-
cuit to, give as a pre-assessment.
Further, the ICS Group Discussion is currently theé only social
interaction pgrformdpce that is videotaped, and requires, w}itton
" "as well as oral performance. In the present étudy, we felt it important
not to elicit the Hawthorne effect, that is, that SLUQents would be
aware they were being observed as part of an;inétrument validation -

-4

study, as well as for credentialing. e

It was important to obtain a large enough sample size to yield

i

<.

statistically meaningful comparisons.. In our first study, of the Valuing,

competence, we had been able to obtain perform.-ce data on only 11

students who had contracted for validation at level 4 for comparison

<

with students completing the pretgét. Choosing the ICS'Group Discussion

as the instrument for the study guaranteed at least 30 students in the

¢ 1

instructed student group. ‘

P

In>sum, the ICS Group Discussion seemed the most appropriate instru-

ment for the study, It is content-fair, records of instructed student

o«

. . e .
performance we¥e on videotape, we had accumulated enough records to give,

“..us,a large enough sample size, and records included written as well as
ot - 4 .

e s

vidéotaped oral performances. 2 T T
: nPERS :

'

s : %
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How doee Hiixtllii.tii)i‘(‘.,lift‘\‘t poerioriiance ‘i"}'('iuh.’\},{ o the context
in which the skills ure dvaHS(YHLUGY Students dvmuns}ruting social
tnteractions skilisg, along with other skiltls ‘'noa setting where they
Are not being credentialed, s perbaps the best test of thedr ability

to transter their social interaction ability. Demonstvating their

1

abibity in a more focused setting should be more bikely to elicit

theiv skills, especially if theic performance is beiug counted towartd
docompetence validation or éredential .,

Usaing the Tntegrated Competence Seminar Croup Discussion meant
) 3
that instructed students' performance would be measured in the context - -,
. ‘ \ y .
ot the remaining parts of the "ICS instrument, [n-Basket and Oral Presen-

tation. The instructed student is expected to demonstrate level 4 of

Social Interaction at the same time that she is teing assessed for level
. ~ M

’ 2
4 of other competences as*well. Thus, the instructed stndent would be

]

challenged to perform a wide range of abilities, not just Social Inter-
action. It seemed inadvisable to ask entering students {o perform all

three parts of the TCS, since bhe,rationale_fotwthﬂir'cbmpleling t he.
A i

pretest was for a level 1 validation in Social intoraction§\,]hus,/LL
: , . S
—

outcome is biased against the instructed students, rather than'the

uninstructed students. Still another aspectof the ICS is its’use

N *

.the college for diagnostic purposes rather than for credentialing.

Only some students were ,using the ICS Group Discussien to complete 2

v

level-4 validation. Thus, not only were we asking instructed students .

)

to cdmplete the Group Discussion in the context of,}he.compietc'lntc-
. P ,

grated Competence Seminar, we were also ‘asking that they transfer their-~
. w .

social interaction abilities beyond the classroom setting to an external
-

situation where they were not being credentizled. :
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Since we had demonstrated that instructed students at levél 4
pe;formed significantly higher in Communications and Valuing at level 4
than uninstructed studenté, we. felt we could make the assupption‘that
level 4 instructed students would perform highér oﬁ a level 4 Social

4

Interaction assessment that was not asking them to integrate this ability
with others. Instructors had already assessed these students. Each
student had succéséfully consecutively mastered levels 1 to 3. Given
this assumption, ﬁow would students perform on the ICS Group Discussion
in a situation where they had to integrate and transfer their abilities,
and where some students were not being credentialed? We are also

interested in how instructed students gompare with students of nontradi-

tional age who had some informal leagning in social interaction skills.
Demonstrating that students can peXform social interaction skills
after instruction is not the most important question; however. .nstructors
report such increases 1in ubiliﬁy; and indeed, the fact that students
are validated on successive levels of Social ]ﬁtcracljpn indicates growth.
We wished to make a comparison that would pit older womenugghinsg
younger ‘women in a setting which would call for transfer of learning
on the part of the younger, instructed women. Onhthe face of 1it,
this meant a test of the differences in social interaction abilities
between women who had experienced instruction in the Weekday College,
and uninstructed women who were just entering the Weekend College.
The most important objective is the construct validity of the
social interaction competence.  ‘Thus, 1t is morve important that the
group studicd be a wide ranye of students, with and without expeyience.,
AL the same Uime, however, we ave intevested in examiniong the difterences

between instructed and uninst rocted stoadents, keeping in mind that the

‘ L3 »

2
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4

uninstructed groups will be given some brior instruction in vocabulary.
Generally, our questions are: - ' ¥
¢ To what extent will instructed students differ in their social

interaction performance?
}'

¢ Do they conceptualize social interaction differently as compared
- 1] -

5

with uninstructed students? : ' '

2

e What patterns of student performance characterize these students?

., .
3 v

These questions, more specifically stated in céllaboragion with the
Social Interaction Division and the Office\of Research and Evaluatioﬁ,,
served as a guide for-the study design: . -

o How does instructed sLndean' performance compare with unin-
structed studen: .’ performance on each of the four Social Interaction
dimensions of Preparation, Demonstration, Self-Assessment and Leadership
(instructional vnlidity)g.\

o How does instr;ctud students' performance compare to unin-
structed students on each of the behavioral criteria that comprise the

dimensions (instrument criteria validity)?

- To what extent #o instrument criteria measure effecls of

instruction? 1
- Which criteria best discriminate instructed from uninstructed
groups?

-~ Are all important social interaction skills at level 4
represented by the instrument's behavioral criteria?

- Which criteria coutribute most to effective Preparation,
Demonstration and Self-Assessment?

e How tl;light. we better understand the meaning of the Social
[nteraction competence from an analysis of students’ perfaormance irres-
pective of differences between instructed and uninstructed stndents
{(construct valtidity)?

= Can we identifty patterns of Social Interaction hehaviors
which characterize cach group of students? Does the Social

Interaction construct, as o detined set of abilities, have
the same meaning for different groups of students?  Are

ERIC L1
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different groups characterized by different sccial inter-
action skills? ot ) t

- As we. review patterns of performance, how 'cai e best
describe the éntry level of Social Interacti»n competence
among uninstructed students who may have had irformal
learning experiences?

- How do patterns of performance in studcats who are unin-
structed compére to students who have been initructed?

- What relationships exist between Leadership aid the variables
of type of program, instruction, age and othe: college experi-
ence?

© 3

ey
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METHOD

Sample - ‘
Sixty-nine uninstructed Weekend College women students, with no
prior Alverno College experienéc, and 32 instructed Weekday Collgge
women students, with at least two yearé of Alverno‘College experience,
Compr;se the sample of students selected for the study. Students ranged
in age from 18 to 54 years with a mggggago of 32 years. Students varied -~
on the amowint of prior college experience as well. They ranged from no
prior college expcrionco pefore entering Alverno to having uchiuvgd 120
credits of prior college experience before attending Alverno.
The 69 Weexkend uninstructed students were drawn from all students

ealering Alverno Semester 11, January 1980 (n = 110). Seventeen of the

S

110 students were re-entry students and were not included in the sample.

Four students had previous Alverno College experience in thé Weekday !
J“ .
{

Cotlege; 10" did not purticipaL(: for various scheduling {:\;asons';_ 10
completed the instrument but their pefformance was not usable for the
con’k)arison 'stu;jy because assessors did not cdmplet_e all the forms or
hoc{quse the recorder did not wo‘rk, The remaining students (g = 69)
comprised the final sample of uninstructed, students.

:”l(‘ Weekday instructed group included all 32 students who com-
pleted the Integrated Competence Seminay in Spriug‘, 1980, for whom

(' e

complete videotaped performances were available.

\

tnstrument
The instrument used in this study of Social Interaction student per-

tormance was drawn from the. Integrated Competence Seminar (1€CS).  One part

N\
.
3 .

o | 16
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- U

of this Seminar, Group Discussion, was used to assess student perfor-

mance on competence levels 1, 2, 3 and 4 of Social Interaction. -

Group Discussion was given as-a pretest to uninstructed students in

order to provide a pre-/posttest comparison for lévels 1 to 4 on the
< . B ‘

Social Interaction Ceneric Criteria. Thus, uninstructed students experi-

A\ . .
enced a special administration of the. same instrument cdministered to

<
the instructed students validated at level 4 of Social Interactiocn.

While the Social Interaction Generic Criteria were not specifically

.

designed for the ICS Group Discussion, this was the ong naturally

o~

! 1
at occutring  opportunity to conduct a pre-/posttest study using a similar
% . :
\

“—-instrument. Furthef, some instructed students attempted a level 4
validation. That is, ﬁhey were contracted for credentialing (contract
group). Others completed.Group Discyssion as part qf the ICS require-

ment, but were not contraé}ed for credentialing at. Social Interaction

.

level 4 (no contract group).

The Integrated Competence Seminar (ICS)' is an assessment technique

usually administered au. the mid-point of each Alver-o student's college

career. The purpose of the ICS is to provide an opportunity for the

. ) ' \
student to demonstrate how well she can integrate abilities she has
R .

developed thus far, and to what extent she can transfer thesg abilities

v
to a "realistic¢" situation. Thus, ICS is an out-of-class, cross-disci-

plinary exercise}asécssing a student's ability to integrate level 4 of

Communications, Problem Solving, Analysis, Social Interaction and Valuing.

As a participant in the 1CS assessment, the student takes on the

role of a citizen decision-making board member, who must make a selection

£

Studies of this natude are designed to respect curriculum desigi.

"' 17
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o
The Integrated Competence Seminar (ICS) is an assessment technique

usually administered at the mid-point of each Alyerno.student's college

.

-~

career. The purpose of the ICS is to provide an opportunity for the

student tv demonstrate how well she can integrate abilities she has

.
N

developed thus far, and to what extent she can transfer these . abilities

A ©

to a "realistic" situation. Thus, ICS is an out-of-class, cross-

disciplinary exercise assessing a student's ability to integrate level %
p Yy g Yy g
A

of Communications, Problem Solving, Analysis, Social Interaction and

~ .

¢
>

Valuing.

As a participant in the ICS assessument, the student takes on the

role of a citizen decision-making board member, who must make a selection

. :
among three proposals for funding various city improvements. ‘The student
: ! ;
A
represents one of six areas needing improvement: health, cul}llrv,

r [N
recreat ion, education, vocational training, or environmental uf?uirs.

The student demonstrates her abilities in a four-hour exercise

consisting of three parts: Oral Presedtation, - In-Basket and Group

-

Distussion. For Oral Presentatioun, the student studies a set of back-
vround information and delivers a speech to persuade the decigion-making
board..to accept her choice among Lthree proposals. She then engages in

an lu-Rasket exercise which derives its name {rom the in-baskel or tray

on the manager's desk (containing letters, memos, minutes and reports
awaiting action)., She solves problems, sets priorities, analyzgs, organizes,
L4 S
/

and makes decisions as if she were encountering a real situation in her
office. In Group Discussion, the student mects with other participants
Lo discuss and make decisions oun the final proposal, a common plan for

the expenditure of funds.

Q ' 1(3 '
ERIC i .
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Procedure
R L LS \

The present study examined student performance on one part of the

A3

Integrated Competence Seminar (ICS), Grou Discussign. This exercise 1is

. 4
designed to .measure interperso
)

¥

sk-oriented skills in
Social Interaction. Before the group discussion, students fespond in

writing to questions about their goals and expectations fox %ccomplish-

ment in the exercise. Each group of five or six students then disé&usses
three funding proposals and attempts to reach consensus on the one which

would better serve the needs of the community. The group is initially
. . “

leaderless. In the course of the half hour discussion, howevér, leaders

\

emerge.' After the exercise is completed, students are.asked to

R
reflect on their experience in relation to the other group members'

e

performance.
Following Group Discussion,ﬁ%ssessoré judge student performance

against Social Interaction level &4 criteria. There were some differ-

ences in the assessment procedure between the instructed and uninstruc-

[ ¢

ted student groups in the present study. ' The instructed students'
. » 3 )

-4
B

(Weekday;College) Group Discussions were videotaped and subsequeﬂlly
obsérved+by two assessors who ewaluated each student's performance and
generated a summary statement describing the student's strengths and
weaknesses as an efféctivé group membe;. This procedure;is standardized,
and used for assessing Social Interaction level &4 05 thg ICS.

The uninstructed students' (Weekend College) Groué\Discussidns were
audiotaped. During eaéh live group discussion, fonr‘to ffﬁé a88€s50rs
observed each group %pteraction. Each assessor observed one student
‘primarily anq one student sécondarily. The assessors recorded student

.

behaviors during the ongoing discussion. After the discussion, the

" 19
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likely to be unfamiliar with each other, with little or no prior

experience with one another in assessment situations. Students demon-

. : <
strating their ability in class are likely to interact with student

they know, and can more likely predict behavioral responses and patterus ’
in a group situation. Fihally,_in an assessment-situation in class,
students are not asked to demonstrate Social Interaction skills in a

context that includes all the activities demanded.in“theﬂfhtegrated

]

Competence Seminar. Lo ,

Al

While it is true that uninstrﬁctea students performing social
interaction skills in the Group Discussion were being credentialed on
, : rd

level 1 of Social Interaction, level 1 validation for incomiﬁg students

is considered ,more of an exercise to identify strengths and weaknesses
A3

rather than an "assessment.' Thus, un;nstructed students' level of

motivation is assumea to be similar to that of instructed students not

contracted for credentialing at level 4.

- -

Social Interaction Generic Criteria

2 LN

2

Performance on Social Interaction'levels 1, 2, 3 and 4 is coded on

fque~sepérate dimensions. The Preparation‘dimensionﬁincludes criteria-
|

for performance prior to Group Discussion: how she pgrceives her goals,
the purpose of the task, etc. (See Table 1). The Preparation dimension
criteria are di;ectly related to the student's'understanding of the
theoretical model- underlying behaviors exhibited during Group Discussion
(8 criteria).

The Demonstration difiension encompasses all criteria relative to |
the student's observable social interaction during Group Discussion.

Here the student is expected to demonstrate interpersonal as well as

task—orieﬁted skills (19 criteria).

: 2

]
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insure that uninstructed students would be able to complete Group Dis-

cussion.
' ¢
The Integrated Competence Seminar offers Social Interaction ledel 4
validations for those students who have not completed all their valida-
tions ‘during their regular course work. Thus, some discussion groups
were comprised of contractqg students who were interacting in a group

+

where each ?erson was ?éing credentialed. These stuaents would seem
to operate more o&t of self-;nterest and to be 1ess"group;pr£ented.
Furgher, this contracted group may have been comprised of less able
students, since they had not completed all Social Interaction valida-
tions in class,vand had to use the ICS Group Discussion opportunity fdr
their last validation atlemp?. Consequently, the instructed contrqcted
group may differ from the instructe& group %ot contracted to,be creden-
tiéled: There may Be dissimilar motivatioﬁal patterns operating which
ma; impact students' performance. The contracted group is assumed to
have individual interest invested in their}performance in addition to
the motivation elicited by the group task. Since the céntracted group
was performing under the pressure of being credentialed, they may have
been less oriented toward group rather than individoal discussion out-
comes.

The ICS was designed to explore the transfer of abilities learned
in class to an out-of-class exercise resembling a more realistic si?uation.
It should be noted however, that transfer of learning from in-class
Social Interaction demonstration may differ from the out-of-class ICS
demonstration because students are asked not only to demonstrate Soci?A
Interaction, but also to integrate these skills with Problem Solving,

Analysis and Valuing. Further, the ICS situation is associated with

time pressure. Students who nerform Social Interaction skills are

21
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assessors evaluated students' performance using evaluation, forms tor

+ level 1 and level 4 of Social Interaction. The uninstructed students . .

had just entered Alverno College, and were assessed by persons who".
were previously trained to evaluate student performance of entering

students on level 1 criteria only. Therefore, thesé assessors experienced

! ! . '
a brief training session prior to their participation on how to assess

A . o
for level & criteria as well. -The assessorssevakuating uninstructed
P
students' level 4 performance'were probably not as experienced as the
&

level 4 assessors who evaluated instructed students' performance. g -

+ N

‘The Assessment Center administered the compiete integrated Competence

Seminar to the instructed students. ‘Uninstructealktudents were administered
only\Grouﬁ Discussion. Assessment Center personnel- are experienced in
administering the instruments. However, the administration to the
uninstructed students was somewhat different from the instructed stddents

in that the former group was larger than usual. It was also the first '
time that the €enter administered the ICS with S0 many students at once’. -

(n = 90). Uéually the Center administers the instpumeng to 30 students

at a time. / ‘

All incoming students usually attend a three-week preparation .
course (IN 050) before attempting competence validation of Soc;al Inter-
action level 1. In order to control the améunt of instruciion'given ihe'
uninstructed group_(who.were being asked to perform prior to completing
course work, during their secoAd day in college), these students partici-
pated in a brief introductory session prior to administration of Group
Discussion. During this introductory session, the Social Interaction

level 1 behavioral categories were introduced and explained (initiating

behavior, mediating behavior, challenging behavio , etc.). This was to

EI{I(j V . u . - 2323 %, P
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“ability to reflect back on her own experience, to draw conclusions, and
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i .
The Self-Assessment dimension includé% criteria for the student's

Kl

»

to recognize her social interaction strengths and weaknesses (5 criteria).

The Leadership dimensionNaésesses the extent to which the student

&

Ny

demonstrates leadership behaviers (0 criteria).
‘The Social Interaction Generic Criteria are described on an evalua-
tion form created to allow the assessor to score all students similarly

for the purpose of the current study (See Table 1).

»P}ocedure for Coding Student“Performaﬁce

The coder was a faculty member in the Behavioral Sciences Division

who was also a member of the Social Interactien Competence Division. The
assessor used the Social Interaction Generic Criteria Evaluation Form

(Table 1). Because of differences in the datd base between uninstructed

i

and 'instructed students,'the coder was aware of which,students vere

instructed and uninstructed. The"toder proceeded to score uninstructed

, . . . I
group performance by analyzing audiotapes and evaluation forms submitted

by assessors (reliability,statistics. are unavailable). To score instruc-

“

‘ted group performance, the coder analyzed the videotapes of .Group

Discussion performance and assésseys' umm’ ry statehents.  Thus, the

coder did not directly'observe uginstru ted group performance and

occasionally inferred level 4 behaviors from criteria checked by asses-
; o .

sors on their ‘separate evaluation formﬁ.

Using the Social Ihteraction Generic Criteria Evaluation Form, the
coder checked all'criFeria ‘the student demons$rated for the Preparatioen,
Demonstration, and Self-Assessmept‘dimensioné. l& addition, shelreted
each student oﬁ eéch dimension on a numerical scale ranging from "not at

all effective" (1) to "very effective"™ (5). The coder did not base her

. R3
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PREPARATION (p)

C @
~Table ]

Soclal Interaction veneric Criteris Evaluation form

DEMONSTRATION (D) . .

A

¢

Date

Name

SELF-ASSESSHENT (8)

WDC

W

Plans interaction strateg, . %'
shows understanding of rasky

' shows preparatign for content focus

of the situation

Pl o2 3 & s
Not st all Yery
effective

ctive, “Tr’/}ffective
P.) ___ perceives the tapk goal as

l d problew-solving
situation

) ___ identiftes own position in

9
relation to the Yask goal

P.) . describes the key dimensions
of the interaction setting

PN
- develops a chronological

strategy for assisting the
group toward goal achieve-

ment

p) " clearly states the purpose
~of the task

/

b

P7) _ cltes information from
outside sources

Ps)i____ synthesizes the thinking -
of others
/

Comments;

P) _relates theory to praetice

Demonstrates cormitment to goal achievement,
builds group cohesion,
challenges and accepts challenges constructivaly

Comments

U N R
Not at all " Very. |
effective effective ‘
. B
. Dl) __ clearly states the purpose of the task
DZ) teviews the task goal whenever appropr fate
D3) sunmarizes or evaluates group progress in relatiOn
to goal achlevement Y '
by
D&) stinulatés 4iscussion through effective goal- related
uestionin
}ﬂ g
DS) * shows enthusiasm for goal attainmcnt through
. non-verbal behavior (facial expression, -
body postute, voice tone)
Dﬁ) assignsq}asks to help implement decisions or
- attain consensus .
D,) ___ ualntains appropriate efe contact with everyone
in the group '
D) __ uses both person-oriented and task-oriented skills
\ 09) ___ uses a broad spectrum of interaction skills
DIO) ___ thooses inte;action skills appropriate to the situation
Dll) ___attends to non-verbal messages and Cues
017) ___ encourages those who exhibit withdrawing behavlor
”133 _ challeuge§ those who exhibit interfering behavior
DIA)  ediates differences by searching for common elthents
DlS) . listens to others without nterrupting when |
challengedgwith opposing points of view
le) ___ naintains an attitude of openness and responds flexibly
when confronted with conflicting ideas
)
017) ___ shows ability tonodify 1deas or opinions when appropriite
Df8) contributes a fair share of ideas and suggestions
019) points out impllcations of Ideas presented

Demonstrates ability to accurately
evaluate one's own social interactlon

effectiveness
EE T T I
© Not at all Very
effective effective
5)) __ shous how the denonstrated
behavior had the intended effect
on other(s) as'specified in
statement of goals -OR-
5,) provides an adequate rationale for
2 J—
any changes pade in the plan
53) ___cites examples of effective
behaviors and states how they
affected other(s) in the group
5,) identifles strengths and weak-
nesses of own perfurmance
SS) points out ways.to improve one's
own effectveness '
Corments: /

TEADERSHIP (L)?

L1l 2 3 & )

" Not'at all Very
effective effective
Commente: .

~T‘N‘

a . .
eeg Pé. Dll[ 54 ./

’
N

20,
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judgment on the -nulmber of criteria already checked for each diménsion,
but rather. on her overall impression of the student's pcrformancei The
, i p
‘Leadership dimension was scored on a similar rumerical scale, based on
. S
t -. . . - ' - . O . 7 . .
the coder's subjective judgment of which behaviors demonstrate leadership.

. . [
ol .

A student was identifded- as mastering a dimension if she was rated

4

/£ . : ¢
either a. 3, 4 or 5°on the numerical scale. L
L - . o - ’
. / . /f‘l r
Design " -

Lt |
‘The study design is to compafe”uninstrdcted students' performance

. ' Toa e ) » .

to instructedxstugengs' performance on Social Interaction Generic Criteria

3

assessing Jlevels 1, 2, 3 and 4 of the Social Interaction competence, a

. [y ~

e o

two group comparison.
Subsequent comparisons within each of the two groups were also
A N . : s . - .
planned. Yollowing data collection, it became clear that uninstructed
students entering Weekend College varied on age and pricr college experi-
ence. Consequently, students were categorized as 'older" if they were

age 27 to 54 years, and "younger'" if they were age 19 to 25 years. The
uninstructed group differed in the amount of prior college expérience,
and were categorized‘as.having prior college experience (range, 30 té
120 credits) or no prior college (0 to 24 creaits). Thus, three groups
Qere identified: Groﬁp I (WEC, uninstructed, older, prior college);
Group I1 (WEC, uninstructed, older, no prior college); and Group Il
(WEC, uninstructed, younger, no prioy Collége). In order to control for
age, the no prior college category included 9 students who had some
prior college (18 to 24 credits). Since the number of credits fer these
younger students was at the lower end of the distripution of credits, .

the cutoff point for no prior college was set at 24 or less credits.

The Weekday College instructed group was alsc examined for variation in

El{fc 2o
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age (18 to 49 years) and pricer college experience (0 to 73 credits).

Table 2 shows the number of students in each group, the mean, median and
range for age, and the mean, median and range tor number of prior credits.
Examination of Table 2 indicates that Group | (WEL, uninstructed,
older, prior college) and Group Il (WEC, uninstructed, older, no prior
college) .are comparable with respect to median age, but ave dissimilar

on median college experience. Consequently, a comparison ot Group I and

11 can examine the extent to which prior coliege experience affects
uninstructed students' pevformance on the Social Interaction Generic
Criteria.

Further, Group 11 (WEC, uninstructed, older, no prior college) and
Group IT1 {WEC, uninstructed, younger, no prior college) students are
somewhat comparable in that Group Il uninstructed students have no prior
college experience, while Group III has an average of 8 credits with a
median of 18 credits. Group IT and 111 are dissimilar in age with 20
years difference in the mean age and 10 years difference in median age.
This suggests that a comparison between Group I] and Group IIl could
control somewhat for prior colilege experience, and allow us to
examine the extent to which mathration (ége) affects uninutructed
students' performance on the Social Interaction Generic Criveria,

The Weekday College instructed group provides us an opportunity'ﬁo

3

examine the difference in performance between students contracted for
credentialing at level 4 of Socizl Interaction (g = 9), and those who
were not contracted (g': 23). Examination of Table 2 shows .that median
age and median prior college experience are almost identical for

Group IIT1 (WEC, uninstructed, younger, no pribr college) uninstructed
students and for Group IV (WDC, instructed, younge;, no prior college,

no contract) instructed students. This group compar.son may provide



Table 2

Mean, Median and Range for Age and Prior wwllege ixperience (credits) for Uninstructed and
Instructed Students Categorized for Planned Comparisons

e e e S e o b e e e SH8 L A b o i i 1 e 4+ et

Group

Group T

Weekend College (WEC)
Uninstructed

0lder

Prior college

Group 11

Weekend College (WEC)
Uninstructed

Older

No prior college

Group ITL

Weekend College (WEC)
Uninstructed

Younger

No prior college

Group IV
Weekday College (WLC)

Instructed
Younger: ~—
No prior college
No contract

‘Group V

Weekday College (WDC)
Instructed

Younger

No prior,college
Contract

Ape Prior College Credits
. Range ! Mdn Range M - Mdn
27 27-44 38.5 33 30-120 . 63.0 42
25 2154 42.9 33 0 0 0
/
18 19-25 22.5 23 0-24 8.2 18
23 18-69 2.5 24 0-50 20,9 18
9 30.2 27 0-73 . 26.8 23

19-4(
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the best test of the effects of instructiqn on social interaction
performance. Further, Groups 1I and III compared with Groups IV and V
may provide a bét;er comparison of the effécts of instruction, since
‘Gfoup I has had extensive prior college experience.

Following examination of the'effects of instruction, age and prior

/

/

college experience, group perfarﬁance will be examined to investigate
the extent to which patterns in perfofmance can be identified. These
analyses will be used to interpert the meaning';f the Social Interaction ’
..competence as a construct. While the groups may be somewhat different
on several variables (age, prior college, instruction), students may
behave similarly in response to the Social Interaction cricerra. Different

patterns in performance may suggest combinations of criteria that can

illuminate the nature and meaﬁing of the competence. :
; .

Analysis

‘

To examine the differences and inte?actions between the groups,
t-tests and ANOVA were employed. Discriminant analysis and Pearson
product moment CorrelaFion matrices were used to investigate patterns of
behaviors. Multiple regression and intra-item Consistéﬁcy tables examined

the contribution of the behavioral criteria to the sevéral dimensions of

the Social Interaction competence.

O

ERIC
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RESULTS

The data analysis plan for the Social Interaction competence study
was presented to the Social lnteraction Division by the Office of Research

Evaluation. The guidelines and questions for the data analysis were

Y
discussed and a set of priorities for the analysis were generated.

’

~The Division decided to explore the following issues as a first

prigrity:

fk ’ e How do instructed students perform compared to uninstructed
séudgkts on each of the four Social Interaction dimensions (instructional
validity)?

e How do instructed students perform compared to uninstructed
students on each of the behavioral criteria that comprise the dimeusions
(instrument criteria validity)?

e How might we’better understand the meaning of the Social
Interaction competence from an analysis of students' Social Interaction
s - :

performance, irrespective of differences between instructed and unin-

structed students (construct validity)?

Instructional Validity

The purpose of the initial data analysis’'is to examine the effects
of instruction on student performance at Social Interaction level 4. We
examined differences in performance between instructed and uninstructed
student groups by comparing and contrasting Weekday and Wéekend College
students who differ in instructional experience, age, and prior college

. A -
experience on each one of the Social Interaction dimensions (Preparation,

e . 30
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Demonstration, Self-Assessment and Leadership). We then identified per-

formance within Weekday College instructed groups which may be attributedy ‘

)
»

to Instruction. -
s

Figures 1 through 5 describe the relative frequency distributions of
. dimension scores f{or éach ;f the sfudent groups compared. As mentigged.
earlier, a dimension score is comprised of a 5-point scale which ranges
from 1 (not at all effective) to 5 (very effective). A mastfr? cut-off
score at point 3 of the scale was chosen by the Social Interaction faculty
" scorer. Studgpts who scored 3, 4 or 5 were classified by the scorer as
mastery students and students who scored 1 or 2 were classified as no
mastery students.

Table 3 presents the percentages of mastery and no mastery students
per group by dimension (Preparation, D-monstration, Self-Assessmenﬁ and
Leadership). Statistical significance tests of the difference in pro-
portions (Glass and .Stanley, 1970) were employed to compare each group'
with each other group on mastery performance for three of the dimension
scores- (Leadership was not included).1 The orly, signiiicant differences
in proportions of students who mastered each dimension were found in
lthe Preparation dimension. No significant differences were found in the‘

. . )
Demonstration or Se . nent dimensions. In the PreparatiPn dimen~
sion, Grenn T (WEC, uninstructed, older, prior college) had a signifi-~

cantly higher percentage of mastery students (P = 59.26) compared to

Group IT (WEC, uninstructed, older, no prior college) (P = 32.00)

1Since proportions were tested, rvesults from mastery students will be identig
to results from no-mastery- studentsy thusj the latter were not compared.

23
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- Percentage of Naseory and So Hastery Students per browp by Social Interaction Dimension

Grogp Group 11 Group 1T Croup 1V broup |
WEC WEC WEC WD WDC
Uninstructed  Uninstrucced - Uninstructed Instructed Instructed
Older ider. Younger founger Younger
l Prior cotlege do prior college Yo prior college Mo prior college Mo prior college
Students No contract Contract
Preparation
N0 tastery I 68.00 5,5 00,47 22,2
Hastery 5. 2 32,00 L. 44 39,13 17.78

Demonstration

olsterr 5 s 60,00 5,56 2,17 00
lastery 48,13 ao.nd b, 44 17,83 CA0.00
| Sel f-Agsessment
No Mastery 57,69 , 18 77.78
Mastery 41,91 , 3 8 é2.22
eroip
o sters 800 0, fL.11 g 50,01
P'iagtery 32,00 9,17 .89 BN E 50.00
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(z = 1.97, p©.05). The Weekend College groups are uninstructed
whereas the Weekday groups are instructed students. The Group ITI
(WEC, uninstructed, younger, no prior college), and Group IV (WDC,
instructed, younger, no prior college, no contract) comnarison
was examined more caréfully; since Group III and 1V seem to be the
most‘comparab]e of all groups. The éffectivenes; of instruction cah,
of Eourse, be more confidently explored when the grogﬁs Q‘;pared
are simifgr. Groups 11!l (WEC, uninsiructed, younger, no prior
college), and_GrouvaV (WDC, instructed, younger, no pr?or college, no
contract) (which allow for a better comparison of instfucted and
uninstructed students),‘did not differ significantiy with respect to »
mastery in the Preparation dimensi?n.
Group V éWDC, instructed, younger, no prior college, contract) had
a significantly higher percentage of mastery students (P = 77.78) com-
-
pared to the other instructed students in Group IV (WDC, instructed,
younger, no prior college, no contract) (P = 39.13) (z = 1.97, p &.65),
and Grogp 11 (WEC, uninstructed, older, no priorlcollege) (P = 32.00)
(z =2.37,%p <.05). Thus, Weeckday students who contracted for creden-
tialing (Group V: WDC, instructed, younger, no prior college, contract)
demonstrated more effective Preparation compared to the Weekday students
who were not contracted for credentialing, (Group IV: WDC, instructed,
younger, no prior college, no contract).
. Q.
Following comparison of students who mastered each of the dimensions,
we examined the range of dimension scores (1-5) across 211 the g%oups.
Table 4 shows the means and standard deviations per group by dimension.
Paired t-tests were employed to investigate‘the mean differences between

pairs of groups on each of the dimension scores. Table 5 shows the

level of significance of t-test comparisons between groups.

O
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Table

%

(roup Means and Standard Deviations fer Each Social Interaction Dimension

broup Grop 11 broup 11T Croup IV Group V
WEC WEC WEC WNC Whe
Uninstructed  Iminstructed Ininstructed Tnstructed Instructed
Older (der Younper Younger Younger
Prior college Yo orfor college Yo prior college o prior college  No prior college
No contract Contract
Students n=1 n=25 n=138 n=23 n=Y
Preparation
Mean 3.5 292 3.8 326 3,80 u
Sh ik [.15 LY ; I 18 .60
dunonstration ;
Vean 3,11 1 A0 1,00 j0 3,50
sh 1l K IR I2Y 1,97
Selt-Aosessment
Hean N 00 154 ) bd 1L
§1) | {4l Y b3 S|
Leadershi
Medn 280 L Ry b 1,25
5D 1.9 P2 L, 18 P 2R



Table 5

, do e ’ _—
Group Comparisons Showing Significant Differences from t-Tests for Each Dimension

Group

T
{

DIMENSION

Preparation

Demonstration

Self-Assessment

I I I w

[ II III T

Group I

WEC
Uninstructed
0lder

PrioQ college

¥

GrouE 11
WEC

Uninstructed
0lder
No prior college

Group 11
WEC
Uninstructed
Younger

No prior college

Group IY
WDC

" Instructed
Younger

No prior college
No contract

FRESETNIN YR

WDC

Instrueted
Younger

No prior college
(ontract

2. 04%

80 .99

=115 139% 1,78 -1, 904

85

A8 -9

=50 =133 -4

-98 -1.713 114 -.48

Jl

I I I

-1.07 -1.29

127

1,38

90 2,124

L2 2205 .50

ce
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As Table 5 indicates, significant differences between groups on
mean dimension scores for Prepa;ation were not different thaﬁ the
results obtained from tests of proportional'differgnces. Group V
(WDC, instrueted, younger, no prior.collége, contract), was sfgﬁi—
ficantl? more effective in Preparation (M = 3.89) compared ténG;oup 11
(WEC, uﬁinstructed, older) no prior college) (M = 2.92), (t(41) = 2.39,

p <.05) and Group IV (WDC, instructed, younger, no prior college, no
contract) (M = 3.26; t(39) = -1.98, p <.05). 1In the previous comparison
of maétery students Weekend College, uninstructed, older women with
extensive prior college experience (Group I) are similar iﬁ Preparation
effectiveness to Group V (WDC, instructed, younger, no prior céllege,
contract). The WEC uninstructed group (Group II: WEC, uninstructed,
older, no prior college) (M = 2.92), without prior college experience,.

is significantly less effective (t(41) = 2.02, p <.05) than the WEC
uninsFructed Group 1 tWEC, uninstructed, older, prior college) (M = 3.56).

;here were significant mean differences on the Self;Assessment
dimension wnich did not appea; in the tasks\of proportional difference
in mastery. Weekend young stﬁdengs (Group I1I: WEC, uninstructed,
younger, no prior college) were significantly more effective: Self-
Assessment of their performance (M = 3.59) compared to any.of Lhe
instructed groups (Group IV, M = 2.68) (Group V, M = 2.44) (t (39) =
2:]2ﬂg <.05; t(34) = 2.20 p 7.05, respectively).

Since Group IIII(Qﬁc, uninstructed, younger, no prior coliege) is
somewhat similar to Group IV (WDC, instructed, younger, no privr college,
no contract), we may conclude, with respect to Self-Assessment pexrformance,
that instructional validity has not been demonstrated via most of these

comparisons.

44
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-

One-way repeated measures ANOVAS were employed to investigate the

N

main'effect of group by dimension as well as the iQteraction effect
Between group and dimension. Such analyses assist‘our understanding éf
how” group differences in Social Interaction performance are affected by
the variables (instruétéﬁ/uninstructed; older/younger; contract/no
contract).

Repeated measures ANOVAS (2 levels of group by four levels of
dimension)1 yielded no group maiﬁ effects among all five paired comparisons.
The group comparison'which best examines the instructed/uninstrukted
comparison, Group 11T (WEC, uninstructed, younger,'no prior college) and
Group IV (WDC, instructed, younger,'ﬁo prior college, .no contract),
resulted in an interaction effect (F (17,22) = 4.75, p <.01) which
indicates that the direction of the differences between the two groups
on each of the four dimensions is not coqﬁistent across all four dimen-

) sions.( This interaction efféct (;ee Figure 6) may indicate the existence

~of other factérs whiéh affect student pe}formance other than group
membership an& the dimensionxpeing performed. When dimension means for
Group_III (WEC, uninstructeq) youniger, no prior college) and G;oup IV
(WDC, instructed, younger, no grior college, no contract) are examined,
it is clear that the direction of group performance means varies incon-
sictently with type'of‘dimension. Figure 6 shows that Group IV (wnc,”

instructed, younger, no prior college, no contract) performed signitfi-

cantly lower than Group 111 (WEC, uninstructed, younger, no prior

c

1A two-group comparﬁsou was used rather than a 5 x 4 design to investigate
possible interaction effects immediately, but also because the groups
compared differ from each other with respect to the construct heing
investigated (instructed/uninstructed;older/younger; vnnlract/ny
contract).

Q ' v 3
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S e Group III (WEC, Uninstructed,
Younger, No prior
college)

Group 1V (WDC, Instructed,
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Figure 6. Interaction Effect Between Group IIT and Group 1V
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college) on Self-Assessment but Group IV is higher (although nonsignifi-
cant) than Group iII on Demonstration and Leadership.

In che other paired comparisons, a significant dimension effect (F
(22,8) = 8.78, p <.001) wa$ obtaiﬁed for Groups IV (WDC,. instructed,
younger, no prior college, no contract) and V (WDC, instructed, younger,
no prior collége, contract) and Groups I (WEC, uninstructed, older,
prior collegej and IV (WDC, instructed, younger, no prior college, no
contract) EE (26, 22) = 3.77, p <.05).

In sﬁm, there were no group main effects among the five comparisons.
Students do not perform differently given their group membership. But
there were two significant dimension main effects in‘two of the five
cohparisons. What differences in performance exist seem to be explained
by the dimension the stude&ﬁ is performing. Dimension affects student
performance more than group membership.

When dimension means were collapsed across Group IV (WDCT instructed,
younger, no prior college, no contract) and Group V (WDC, instructed,
younger, a0 prior college, contract), Preparation (M = 3.45) was equal
to Demonstration (M = 3.42). Both were significantly higher than Self-
Assessment (M = 2.62). When dimension means were collapsed across Group I
(QEC, uninstructed, older, prior college) and Group IV (WDC, instructed,
younger, no prior college, no centract), Preparation (M = 3.44) was not
significantly higher than DeTonstration (M = 3.25). Both were signifi-

cantly higher than Self-Assessment (M = 2.94).
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Instrument Criteria Validity

The segond phase of the data analysis focused on the evaluation of
the instru&ent criteria.

e To wﬂat.extent do the instrument criteria measure the effects of:
instruction?

e Which criteria best discriminate instructed from uni%gtructed

groups? I3 ®

e Are all important Soec4al Interaction skills at level 4 represented

by the instrument's behdvioral griteria?
e Which criteria contribute most to effective Preparation, Demonstra-

tion, or Self-Assessment?

In order go identify critéria that diécriminate between instructed
and uninstructed groups, we compared thejfrequency of response per
criterion in one group wi£h that of "another via tests of association
(chi-squarell fgble,6‘shows the percenta;é of students who responded to
each Crite;ion‘within each gr;)up.~ Eight gwq—group compérisons, and the
significant chi-squares per criteria compariéon are also indicatéd. We

@ ;
found that few criteria were significantly associated within each
two-group comparison. . . .

In the first comparison, Group III (WEC, uninstructed, younger, no

prior uollege) vs. Group IV (WDC, instructed, younéer, no prior college,

no contract), the uninstructed group performed significantly higher on

the following criteria:

P4: Develops a cnronological strategy for
assisting the group toward goal achievement

D14: Mediates differences by searching for common elements
S4: ldentifies strengths and weaknesses of own performance
S5: Points out ways to improve one's own effectiveness
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(riterion Response Frequency Hithin Two-Group Comparisons
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The instructed group performed hjgher on the following crvitey i
D4 Stimulates discussion through effective goal related
'~ questions oo

In this comparison, no discriminativg criteria were identified that
could be attributed to in;}guctibﬁ.v

In the second comparisomn, Group P (WEC, uninstructed, older, prior
college) vs. Group IV: (WDC, instructed, younger;\no prior college, no
contract), the uninstf;cted students perférmed significantly higher';n
the following criteria:

'

P4: Develops a chronological strategy for assisting the
group toward goal achievement

S4: Identifies strengtﬁs and weaknesses of own performance
S5: Points out ways to improve one's own effectiveness
The instructed students performed higher on the following criterion:
D11: Attends to nonverbal messages+and cues
In the third comparison, Group 11 (WEC, uninstructed, older, no
prior college) vs. Group.IV (WDC, instructed, younger, no prics college,
no contract), the uninstructed students performed higher on the following

criteria:

' \
P4: Develops a &h&onological strategy for. assisting
the group toward goal achievement

S4: Identifies strengths and weaknesses of own performance
S5 Points out ways to improve cne's own effectiveness

Instructed students performed higher on these criteria:

D7: Maintains appropriate eye contact with everyone in
the group

Dit: Attends to non-verbal messages and cues
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In the last comparison, betweeén the two‘Weekday College Groups (IV
‘and V), the contracted group performed.significantly higher on these
Ccriteria:
P8: Synthesizes the thinking of others
D14: Mediates differences by searching for common elements
All three uninstructed WEC groups Groups I, II and III perforimed
significantly higher on the follow%ng criteria:

P4: Develops a chronological strategy for
assisting the group toward goal achievement

S4: Identifies strenéths and weaknesses ®f owq»performance
S5: Points out Qays to improve'one's own effectiveness
The instructed, no contract group (Group IV) pérformed consistently higher
on one criterion:
D11: Attends to non-verbal messages and cues
If all Weekend College students are compiled into one.uninstructed
group, and all Weekday College stﬂdents into %ne instructed grouﬁ (See
Table 7}, the discriminati&e criteria that reflect the effects of iﬁstruc-
tion are:

P4: - Develops a chronological strategy for assisting
the group toward goal achievement

P7: Cites information from outside sources

D6: Assigns tasks to help implement decisions or attaih
consensus

D7: Maintains appropriate eye contact with everyone

in the group
Dil: Attends to non-verbal messages and cues

S4: Identifies strengths and weaknesses of own pérformance -

The dimension scores for efftective Prevaration, Demonstration and

Self-Assessment were entered in a multiple regression analysis to inveésti-
.

gate which criterion contributes the most to-variation in'the dimension
- " ,/ . \"
o . //// _
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entered in a step-wise regression. The

the

predictor variables.

dimension

SCores were

Fach ¢riterion was considered as an independent variable and

)
Table 8 shows Lhe multiple correlation R, R

and the ranks of the beta weights for each entered criterion.

Step

i~

Multiple Regression Summary Table for Behavioral Criteria
Predicting the Preparation Dimension Score

Criterion

Clearly states the purpose
of the task

Develops a chronological

strategy for assisting the

group toward goal achievement .70

Perceives the task goal as
problem-solving situation

Cites information from
outside sources

Relates theory to practice

a

c77

.81

.84

Multiple

Beta in
R final step

.35 V40
.49 .31
.60 .26
.66 L 24
.71 .24

used

L4

Simple

59
46
51 ‘
40
42

Since no significant differences were found among each criterion from one

group compared to the same criterion in other groups, all students across

the five groups were combined in the multiple regression analysis (n = 99).
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The tive vriteria entered in the step-wise regression explain 709
of the variance in the Preparation dimension score. erierjon "clearly
states the purpose of the task {(P5)'" contlributes the most with 5% of
the variance explained. Criterion "perceives the task goal as a problem
solving situation (P1)," accounts for 11% of the variance. Criterion
"cites information from outside sources (P7)" accounts for 6%, and
criterion "relates theory to practice (P6)" accounts tor 5%.

The simple roindicates the correlation between the criterion and
the dimension score, and is a measure of ;he internal consistency of the
criterion. Thus, behavioral criteria which correlate highly with the
dimension score c¢in also be considered to be discriminative criteria.
Criteria '"clearly states the purpose of the task (P5)" and "perceives
the task goal as a problem solving situation (P1)" are thus good discrim-

inative criteria (PS5, r = .59; P1, r = .51).

Table 9

Multiple Regression Summary Table for Behavioral Criteria
Predicting the Demenstration Dimension Score

~

Multiple Beta in Simple
Criterion : R R final step T
1, Stimulates discussion
N through effective .
goal related questioning .66 .43 .32 .66
D, Shows enthusiasm for goal
7 attainment through .
nonverbal behavior .75 .56 .30 .53
D Maintains an attitude of
’ openness and responds
flexibly when confronted
with conflicting ideas .80 .64 .26 A5
D3 Summarizes or evaluates
’ progress in relation to
goal achievement .34 .70 .26 43
D18 Contributes . fair share .
. |4
of ideas and suggestions .87 .75 .26 .58

56
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The tive criteria entered in Table 9 explain 75% of the variance
in the Demonstration dimension score. Criterion "stimulates discussion
through effective goal related questioning (D4)" explains 43% of the
Demoustration dimension variance and is also a good discriminative
criterion (r = .66). Criterion "contributes a fair share of ideas and
suggestions (D18)" and "shows enthusiasm for goal attainment through
nonverbal behavior (D5)" are also good discriminative criteria, although
S5 explains 12% and D18 only 5% of the variance.
<
The five criteria entered in Table 10 explain 77% of the variance in
the Self-Assessment dimension score. Criterion '"'cites examples of effec-
: ) .
tive behaviors and states how they affected others in the group (S3)" and
"identifies strengths and weaknesses of own performance (S&4)" account for
35% and g8% ol the variance respectively and they are also good discrimi-

native Jtems (S3, r = .60; S4, r = .59).
S

’ Table 10
Multiple Regression Summary Table for Behavioral Criteria
Predicting the Sclf-Assessment Dimension Score
Multiple Beta in Simple
Step Criterion R R” final step o r

! 53 Cites examples of effective o

behaviors aand states how

they affected other(s)

in the group .60 .36 .46 .60
2 34 [dentifies strengths and

weaknesses of own

performance .80 .64 41 .59
3 S3 Points out ways to improve

’ one's own effectiveness .85 .72 .35 .47

4 Sl Shows how the demonstrated

behavior had the intended .

cffect on othuer(s) .86 .75 .33 .30
5 S, Provides an adequate

- rationale for any changes
mide in the plan .88 77 23 -.03
. '

O e e e e e e e e =+ e e R
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Construct Validity

Thig section of the analysis explores the construci va vy of
the - Social Interaction competes: How best is Social Interaction as
an ability defined?

Questions representing some of the construct validity issues are as
tollows:

s Can we identify patterns of socizl interaction behaviors which
characterize each group of students? Does tbe’SociaJ Interaction
construct as a defined set of abilities have the same meaning for
different groups? Are different groups characterized by different
Social Interaction skills?

e As we review patterns of performance, how can we describe the
entry level of Social Interaction competence among uninstructed WEC
students who may have had infofmal learning experiences?

e How in the patterns of performance in students who are
uninstructed compare to students who have been inctructed?

These questions allow us to look at the competence mgore holistically,
rather than looking at sFecific dimension scores as we did in the previous
univariate analysis.

Muléivariate analysis was used to examine'thesé construct validity
issues. A discriminant analysis (Klecka, 19755 was used to simultaneous}y
examine all the Social Interaction criteria across the five groups.

By exploring similarities and differences among Social Interaction
behaviors across five different groups simultaneously, groups which vary
with respect to instruction, age and other college experience, we can

more broadly describe the range of meaning of the Social Interaction

competence.

ERIC | » -
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We are nLLombting Lo‘identify'the behaviors that best separale
groups from one another. Once these behaviors are identified, we can
use them to describe a group. If cach group is described h'y a different
seét of behaviors, we may infer that each ggénp behaves differently
because they conceptualize Social Interaction differently.

Each behavioral criterion (0 or 1) including each. dimension score
(1, 2, 3, &4 or 9) was included in the analysis. A total of 36 variables
(¢riteria) were entered for cach one of the five groups, thiree Weekend
College groups (1, 11, and 1{1) and two Weekday College groups (1V and V).

1

Four discriminant functions' were generated. Table 11 summarizes the

statistics generated for one of the four functions.

Table 11 indicates that functions 1 and 2 account for 82% of the

variance and they both contribute significantly to the separation amoung

the groups (functioit 1, p 7.000); (function 2, p <.008). Thus only

functions 1 and 2 are used to describe the groups.

e

lp discriminant function is a set of numbers that can have cither positive
or negative values (coefficients). FEach criterion is assigned a value which
indicates the extent to which the criterion contributes to the similarities
and differences between groups. The higher the value or coefficient, posi-
tive or negative, the greater the contribution of the criterion to the
separation of the groups from each other. A positive or negative value
indicates only the direction of the coefficient; it is not an index of

the quality of performance. From a five group comparison, four functions
can be generated. Those functions that are statistically significant

are selected,

Q ’ 53;)
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Table 11

Canonical Discriminant Functions for Five Groups Which Differ in
Program, Instruction, Ape and Other College Pxperience

Percent Camulative
of Percent of  Cavonical  Wilks'  Chi- Level of
Fugction Elgenvalue  Variaece Varfamce  Correlation  Lambda  squared df  Significance
N ST R T TR L B oY \ T T VR 1
‘ L1067 8.8 8.3 1% d616 13105007
j nmiee 180 9503 60 Ak 00020 68 L5800
! 908487 100,00 47 7% 9611

20,168 3

e , .
Aote. Tour functions can be generated from five groups,

bl

(Shrd
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P3
P4
P5
P6

P7

N1
D2
D3
D&
D5
D6
D7

D8
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Table 2 lists the standarized caponical diseriminant funetion

coefticients tor each one of the behavioral c¢riteria.

Table 12

Standardized Canonical Discriminant Funct ion
Coetficients for the First Two Significant Functions

“Function 1 Function 2
Dimension Criteria Coefticients Coefticients
Perceives the task goal as a problem solving situation .367 .275
[dentifies own position in relation to task goal - i A -.431
Describes the key dimensions of the interaction setting -.217 .022
Develoups a chrono\:gical strategy for assisting the group .501 311
Clearly states the purpose of the task ‘ -.006 .207
Relates theory to praclice . -.168 .325
Cites informstion from!outsi@e sources -.058 -.024
Synthesizes the thinking of others - . 149 -.688
Effective Demonstration -1.292 -.126
Clearly states the purpose of the task .339 -.29f
Review the task goal whenever appropriate .267 ' -.191
Summarizes or evaluates g;oup progress .203 465
Stimulates discussion through effective questioning -.174 -.648
Shows enthusiasm for goal attainment - nonverbal behavior -.074 -.467
Assigns tasks to help..implement decisions -.642 \ -.150
Maintains appropriate eye contact -.529 -.130
Uses both person-oriented and task-oriented skills - -230 462
Uses i broad spectrum of intecaction skills 1i.552 -.627
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Table fcontinued

Function 1 Function 2

Dimension Criteria : Coefficients Coefficients
blO Chooses interaction skills appropriate to the situation . 240 - ~.26q
D11 Attends to non-verbal messages .022 .502
D12 Encourages those who exhibit withdrawing behavior .070 .578
D13 Challenges those who exhibit interfering behavicr L1411 .252
D14 Mediates differences ‘ -.528 -.182
D15 Listens to others with0ut interrupting when challenged -.437 -.315
D16 Maintains an attitude of openness . 199 462
D17 Shows ability to modify ideas when apprgbriate 115 -.213
D18 Contributes a fair share of ideas 447 -.213

I’Dl9 Points out implications of ideas presented ‘ .160 674
. 8§ Effective Self-Assessment ‘ -.389 1820

S1 Shows how the demonstrated behavior had an effect -.092 - ‘ -.004
S2 Provides an adequate rationale for any changes made in 229 -.235

plan
S3 C(ites examples of effective behaviors and stétes how they .627 -.ng

affected others
S4 Identifies strengths and weaknesses of own performance .740 -.785
S5 Points out ways to improve one's effectiveness .338 -.572
L Effective Leadership .395 677
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For each function, the behavioral c¢riteria were rank ordered from

positive to high negative.
values describe the group having the higher positive wmean score on that

tfunction.

The negative values are more descriptive of the group which

has a negative mean score on that function.

The four highest positive

.

negative cocfficients were selected out from function 1 (Table 12).

High positive criteria on function 1:

D16
S4
S3
D9
P4

Maintaining attitude of openness .799

Identifies strengths and weaknesses of own performance 740
Cites examples of effective behaviors .627

Uses a broad spectrum of interaction skills .552

Develops chironological strategy .501

High negative criteria on function 1:

D Effective demonstration ~1.292
P Effective preparation -.837

D6 Assigns tasks ~-.642

D14 Mediates differences -.528

D7 Maintains eye contact -.529

High positive criteria on function 2:

S
L
D19

Effective self-assessment 820
Effective leadership .677
Points out implications of ideas .67&

D12 Encourages those who exhibit withdrawing behavior 578

D11

Attends to non-verbal messages .502

High negative criteria on function 2:

5S4
P8
D&
D9
S5

Identifies strengths and weaknesses of own performance -.785
Synthesizes the thinking of others -.688

Stimulates discussion -.648

Uses a broad spectrum of interaction skills ~-.627

Points out ways to improve own effectiveness =-.572

1 .. .
Those coefficients selected "stand out” )rum the rest, e.g., they m:

twice or three times as high.

!
e
. .
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The criteria which contribute high positive

[y

[

high

values or coefficients and the four highest
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The means of the two discriminant functions for the five groups were

-then computed: : \

Function 1 Function 2

“Group | 420 -1.614

(WEC, uninstructed, older, prior college) .

Group Il i.316 - .1339
(WEC, instructed, older, no prior college) '
Group ITI1 1.554 1.218
(WEC, uninstructed, younger, no-prior college)

Group IV ' -1.162 1.621

(WDC, instructed, younger, no prior college,
)
no contract)

Group V : ~-4.335 T- 815
(WDC, instructed, younger, no prior college, contract)
A plot of the means (centroids) is shown in Figure 7. This figure

=4 7

shows that the f{irst discriminant function separates the three Weeckend
College Groups 1, II and IT1I froﬁ the Weekday College Groups, IV and V.
The contracted Group V»is further from all the groups: Function 1
accounts for 54% of the variance; thus we haveimore confidence in

functien 1 criteria as describing the grougs.
Figure 7 also shows the means with respect to function 2. *The second
discriginant function separates ‘the two groups who are younger (111 -and IV)

trom Groups I, II apd V. Function 2 accounts for 28% of the variance.

A student who scored high positive op the first function is charae-

'

terized by openness, ability, to reflecct on her own experience in citing.

effective behdviors, using,a broad spectrum of interaction skills, .aud

L

effectiveness in preparing by developing a chronological strategy. This
profile of behaviors is more characteristic df,the Weekend College
Groups I, I1 and III who scored high positive on function 1.

A student who scored high negative on the first functicen is charac-

terized by effective Demonstration, effective Prepafation, assigning tasks,

M

mediating differences, and maintaini»g eye contact. These criteria are
more characteristic of the Weekday Cellege groups. The contracted group

in particular scored high negative on function 1.
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Figure 7. Group Centr»ids With Respect to Function 1 and Function 2.
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Proov to date analysis. groups were categovized on the basis of
program (WEC/WDC). The discriminant analysis reinforces this categori-
zation., With vespect to tunition 1, Weckend College groups highly
resemble each other and Weekday groups highly resemble each other

Now let us concern UQrS(flvvs with f;}}rti(ul 2. A person who scores
high positive on fanction 2 is characterized by ettective Self-Assessment,
eftfective Leadership, pointing out imp!ivations of ideas, amnd attentive-
neos o group owembors Lattends Lo nonverbal messages, encourages those
who exhibit withdrawing). These behaviors best duscrihg Groups (Il (WEC,

.
uninstructed, younger, no prior college) and 1V (WDC, instructed, younger,
no prior coillege, no contract) which are the two yvounger student groups.
These yvounger groups, from both Weekday aud Weekend College, differ oﬁ
instruction, however.

A person who scores high negative on function 2 will synthesize
thinking of others, stimulate discussion, nse a,broad spectrum of inter-
action skills, identify her strengths and weaknesses and point out ways
Lo improve her own effectiveness. - This profile of behaviors character-
izes Group V (WDC, instructed, younger, no prior college, contract),

Group I (WEC, uninstructed, older, prior college), Group IT (WEC,

uninstructed, older, no prior college) and Group 1V (WDC, instructed,

younger, no prior college, no contract).
, /

The classification analysis also shows how sdudents within groups
are similav. Table 13 supports our categorization by depicting intra-
group membership stability.' The -discriminant analysis cqn{irmed that
Weekday College students (Groups [V and V) are more éimilar among them-
selves than théy are to individuals in the other three Weekend College

groups (1, L[, [II). The highest prediction for correct group memvership

e | |
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classytication occurred in Group [V (91% correctly classified) and Group
Vo (100% correctly classified).

“he group categovizalion prior to our first analysis was made based
on differences in age and other college experience for the uninstructed
Wecekend Coltege students (Groups [, IT, IT1). The instructed Weekday
College students were also divided according to contract/mo-contract .

Im the previous univariate analysis, age and prior college experience
did not emerge as facters affecting Social Interaction performance. The
classitication analysis shows, however, that intra-group similarities
were higher than inter-gronp similarities. This confirms our earlier

classifications. .

Leadership Dimension Score Analysis

To fturther investigate the meaning of the So. . al fnteraction compe-
tence, the Leadership dimension score was examined in relationship to
the behavioral criteria,

e What relationships exist between Leadership and type of program,
nstruction, age and other college experience?

Correlation matrices for each group were pgenerated to identirny
Beboarios b cmterin whaeh corvelate hiphly with the Leadership dimension
Scea e waithea cach yroupy and te o adentity whaich of these highly rorrelated

bebavarors hold vonstant acvoss proups (unee Table 14

The behaviors whieh viebded high inter=corvelations (p - .00 with
Peaderstinp soones oy enpectove ol proup memberahip e
1y Sttt ste dyoonsston thhouph cftective poal related

Huestioning
BLO vhoonen aoteractoon skttt appropriate to the situat ton
BEs Contorhotes 5 oo shave o ddean and sugpest ions,
Q {
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Group V (WDC, instructed, younger, no prior college, contract) had
very few behaviors which correlate highly with Leadership scores (8 out
of 32). The nature of the exercise in which students are credentialed
tor ltevel 4 validation may have affected cthe frequency occurrence ot
Leadership behaviors. The other groups had an average of 20 behavioral
criteria that are highly correlated with the Leadership dimension score.
Table 14 shows the list of criteria which are highly correlated with the
Leadership dimension score.

As mentioned earlier, Group V (WDC, instructed, younger, no prior
college, contract) studeuts were expected to demonstrate mure sclf-
init:ated behaviors because they were contracted.

It Group V (WDC, instracted, younger, no prior college, contract)
1s discarded from the Leadership ceriteria correlation matrix, other
behaviors may also be added to the list of behavioral criteria which
highly correlate with Leadership. These Leadership criteria relation-
ships hold across groups.

The additional behaviors are:

Pe Relates theory to practice
D1 Clearly states the purpose of the task

N Sumnarizes or evalunates group progress in velation to
goal achievement

Do Assigns tasks to help implement decisions or atlain
CONSCNLUS

Yy Used a broad np;(trnm of interaction skilils
D12 Encourages those who exhibit withdrawing hehavioy
A Leadership dimension cmerges Vrom this correlational analysis,
Since some Leadersbop criteroa hold constant acvoss all groups (excluding
Gronp V), we may cond lude that these hebaviorat critervia describing

Leadership are genervic vather than situation or gronp specitic,  The

o i
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Table 14

Behavioral Criteria Within Groups Which Were Significantly Correlated with the
Leadership Dimension Score

Group I

WEC
Uninstructed
Older

Prior college

Group 1T

~ WEC

Uninstructed
Older
No prior college

troup LIT

WEC

Uninstructed
Younger

No prior college

Group IV

WDC

Instructed
Younger

No prior college
No contract

Groug V
WDC

Instructed
Younger

No prior college
Contract

Dg
Dg

010
D17

-

D14

D18
Dig

53

'ps
Dy
D}O
Dig
D19

51
54

S5
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general descript%on of a leader thus includes person- and task-oriented
skills. A student demonstrating person-oriented behaviors is sensitive
to group members' needs, and uses a wide range of interaction skiils
appropriately. A Sthdont demonstrating task-oriented skills gtimulaLes

A .

discussion, contributes ideas, cites information summarized and assigns

tasks. She takes on an active role in the group discussion.

-
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CONCLUSIONS

Instructional Validity

9 Findings from the group comparisons indicated that iastructed and
uninstructed stundents who completed the Integrated Competence Seminar

perform similarly on each one of the Social Interaction dimensions:

£
Preparation, Demonstration, and Self-Assessment. Some significant

differences were found on the Preparation and Self-Assessmenl dimeunsions.

The directionsvof the differences, however,‘were not consistent enough

to support the instructional validity of the Social Interaction competence.
No differences were obtained on the Demonstration_dimension, which represents
the performance aspect of the Social Interaction compctem;.e.

Effective performance on Preparation is retlected in the degree to
which a student prepares Lo present her ideas during the Group Discus-
sion. Apparently, the motivation to achieve a level 4 validation
enhanced the pertormance of the contracted group on the Preparation
dimension.

One of the younger uninstructed groups was most effective in 1denti-
fying streugths and weaknesses in their own pertormance and pointing out
ways Lo improve Social Interaction effectiveness. No velationships were
found between eftective Preparation and effective Demonstration or between
effective Self-Assessmeut and effective Demonstration. [t is assumed,
however, that learning activities which include greater emphasis on
Preparation and Selt-Assessment skills may assist students in their
Demonstration performance, thus assisting students to plan strategies
prior to group interaction, and to divect their attention to assessing

their performance atfter completing the task.

Y
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The ANOVA findings did qoL yield group main effects. These results
support our previous finding of similarity of performance among groups,
and no consistent direction of higher performance by the instructed
group. The dimension main effect shows intra~group differences rather
than inter-group differences on the various dimensions.

There are some possible explanations for these findings.v One
centers on the validity of the InLeg'aLCd Competence Seminar as an
adequate measure of level 4 performance, because of the relationship
of the Integrated Competence Seminar (ICS) assessment ‘hnique to
Social Interaction learning experiences. During the first two years
of her education, a student is expected to a‘ccompli‘sh one validation
at level 1, three validations at level 2, one validation at level 3, and
five validations at level 4 in order to complete her Social Interaction
requirements.  The stugicnt is credentialed within various classes which
offer Social Interaction validations. The [CS assessment procedure for
most students is their first open-cnded, uncredentialed, unstructured
experience.  The student is expegted to transter her Social Interaction
abilities to the 1CS "realistic situation.” This is her first attempt
Lo transiate her acquired abilities into an out-of-class experience and
test the "outcomes" of her learning experiences. Thus far, she has becn
involved in the process of acquiring the desired behaviors in class. Now
she 1 expected to demonstrate her ability and integrate previous learnings
in an unknown situation. She is asked to move trom "guided instruc-
tion" to a self-initiated activity. 1In that respect, she is more
similar than different from the incoming students who are also
cncountering an open-cnded task-oriented group discussion for the

farst Crme .

7
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The study pointed out that at this juncture instructed students do
not differ significantly from uninstructed students. Since most instruc-
ted students (Weekday) achieved their Social Interaction validation
requirements in classes prior to their ICS assessment, one may postulate
that the problem of lack of instructional validity lies‘in the issue of
transfer. TIf faculty havérevidence that social interaction skills
learned in classes are effective and sufficient in enhancing Social_
Interaction performance within any given situation, the problem of
adequate learning activities for successful transfer should be
explored. Several approaches could be considered:
o Implement a variety of simulatign exer<ises of an open-ended
nature throughout the four years in college.
° Emphésize npen-ended simulation exercises at the advanced
levels of Social Interaction activities (e.g., mainly during
the last two years).

e Prepare the students for ICS~-type activities by reducing

.

structured learning in class from the begiﬁning.

Comparing instructed and uninstructed students on a ''real life"
exercise after only two years in college may be a premature attempt to
demonstrate instructional validity. The question here may not be
instructional validity but rather validity of transfer, especially
with the Social Interaction competence, where uninstiucted students
encounter similar situations almost daily. If we assume that Alverno
students are provided with the necessary tools to interact eftectively,
an additional step is needed to ensure that thesce tools can be brought

in a variety of out-of-class situations.
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Another observation has to do with the extent to which the Group
Discussion in the Integrated Competence Seminar elicited higher level
cognitive performance and content integratinon. The fact that the
Weekday College instructed students performed as well as more mature,

uninstructed students in the Weekend College may show that Social

? A
Interaction can be taught. No differences between the groups is
a positive result. But it may also be the case that it is not until

levels 5 and 6 that differences, between uninstructed and instructed
students show up. Still, the Social Interaction Division may need
to be more selective in identifying criteria at level 4, criteria that
expect higher level cognitive performance and content integration.
The integravion of content and competence, which is not measured by
1t / : 1 5 . .q .

the "contepnt-fair' Integrated Competence Seminar, and the ability to
analyze behaviors and group behaviors may be the difterence between

. ‘ . _ Y kel .
uninstructed and instructed students. Given the3é results, it may be

that the Preparation dimension is the key to the difference.

Preparation and Self-Assessment skills may develop first.

Construct Vali

As stated carlier in the design section, different Scciar Interaction
performance patterns may imply that different constructs are cmployed by
students from ditferent groups in producing desired behaviors. Patterns
of behaviors which hold constant across dissimilar groups may irdicate o
generic construct.  The question of construct validity as it is related

R . . CL, B
to different groups, instructed vs., uninstructed, as well as iiterent
backgrounds, is particularly important when one views constr ot wval)dity

as focusing on response and interpretation of scores (Megoaiox 15/70)

Q 7\}
ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



65
where the vulidity of interpretation is the main emphasis rather than
the validity of the imnstrument.

As Nitko (1980) states: "Following the cognitive-psychology views
summarized by Chi and Glaser (in press) one may find, for example, that
experts 2nd masters exhibit ditferent behaviors and may use different
internal cognitive processes when attempting to answer the same test
items. Measuring these kinds of differences sharply centrasts with a
measurement model that is linked to a conception of mastery that is
operationalized as a certain proportion of correctianswers on a well-
detined pool of items." '

A study design which incorporates five dissimilar groups described
by a wide range of different variables may assist faculty in understand-
ing the differences as well as similarities in Social Interaction
behaviors which characterize each group. Can we identify patterns of
Social Interaction behavior which characterize each group of students?
Does the Social lnteraction construct as a defined set of abilities have
the same meaning for different groups, or rather, are different groups
identified by different Social Interaction skills? ﬂ

Since the univariate analysis did not yield major ditferences among
pairs of groups, it is particularly interesting to see what kind of
differences emerge in a multivariate analysis which takes the inter-
correlations among the variables into account. The means of the tive
gronps with respect to the first discriminant function, which was highly
signiticant and contributed 53 percent to the separation among the groups,
indicated (in spite of the previous findings) that the three uninstructed
groups exhibited closer proximity on the multivariate space while the two
instructed gronps were also ;I(IS(' in the opposite divection.  That may
imply similar mnderlying constructs employed by three nninstructed

ERIC 77
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groups, and similar underlying constructs employed by the instructed
groups. Since the major difference between the two groups was the
instructional factor, one may postulate that behaviors which discriminate
the uninstructed groups are descriptive of baseline behaviors prior to
instruction, wherecas behuviqrs which discriminate Lhebinstructvd groups
are descriptive of performance following instruction. Since no differenges
were found on the Demonstration dimension--the pertformance aspect of the
assessment procedure--we looked closely at the Demonstration behaviors
which appear Lé separate th: nninstructed and the instructed groups,
with respect to the two functions.

The first function indicated that the uninstructed entering groups
are described by general Social Interaction behaviors such as maintaining
an attitude of openness, or using a broad spectrum of interaction skills.
When the instructed profile is examined, task-oriented skills as well as
person-criented skills are evident: assigns tasks (task), maintains eye
contact (person), indicates differences (person), or stimulates discus-
sion through questioning (task). Thus, the effects of instruction as
implied by these behaviors are task- and person-orignted behavioy: which
are employed by instructed studénts for effective gfoup interaction skills.

In the second significant function, the best comparison gruubs, con~-
trolling for experience, resembled cach other and are closer on the-mu]tj—
variate space. The common factor for these two groups is traditional
college age. This may indicate a maturity factor wh.ch interacts withd

<
social interaction performance.

The two younger groups are characterized by person-oriented behavior:
attends to non-vevbal messages, or encourages those who exhibit with-

drawing behavior. Are these behaviors descriptive of - younger students?

70
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The older uninstructed groups and the contracted instructed group
are all clustered itoward the negative dimeusion with respect to the
second function. A factor that may explain this Ciuster is motivation
since the uﬁinstructed groups were older and perhap§ more mature and
the younger group was contracted. The dominant factor might be age if

the 10 Weekday instructed students are excluded. If we exclude these

10 students, older Weekend College women are characterized by broad
- Vs

interaction skills and an ability to stimulate discussion through ques-
tioning. This skill was identified as an outcome of instruction according
to the first function. Since it emerged in the uninstructed,grou? as
well, attributing it to the effects of instrucL{Bh'may be premature.

But the fact that young, instrhcted students perfofﬁﬁthis ability as

well as mature women, given the nature of the ability pnﬁer study,

argues for the validity of instructign.

Since on both functions, older, uninstructed women are described
as having broad interaction skills, and sirce broad interaction skills
signify level 1 of the Soci;l Interaction competence, it is reasonable
to assume that women entering Weekend College Way need -less extensive
instruction on Social Interaction level 1 behaviors. Tt is suggestéd
that faculty examine the possibility of shifting instructional efforts.
toward the higher levels of Social Interaction fér Lhe§e groups.

The faculty hembﬂr who scored the generic instruments for this
study used information about level 1 performence from the external
assessors' evaluation of student performance at level 1. The fact
that uninstructed students demonstratgd high performance on level |
behaviors acéording to external assessors' judgment, implies that
external assessors are validating students quite readily. This issuce

of lower standards at leve! 1 for entering students should be examined

o 74
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as well as why instructed students did not perform higher on level |
behaviors.

When lLeadership charactvrisLifs are examined across all five groups,

4 .
the analysis yielded a list of leadership behaviors which hold constant
across éll groﬁps and could be considered a generic profile of leadership
ability, which includes person- and task-oriented skills. Thus, an

1
emerging leader in a group could not be effective in focusing only on
task-oriented behaviors and ignoring person-oriented behaviors, nor
can she focus only on interpersonal behaviors and ignore task-oriented
behaviors. This supports the Social Interaction Division's recent
incorporation of a person- as well as a task-oriented modei. A
balanced approach to both person- and Lagk—orivuLod behaviors will
more likely p;;ﬂuce ar effective leader.

The cuutruCLLd, instructed group showed a marked reduction in leader-
ship hehaviors. It was assumed that performance under the pressurc of
validation produced a.conflict of interest--achievement of group task
vs. eifective individual performance for credentialing purposes. Under

) :
such circumstances, all students are trying to exhibit as many behaviors
as possible. There may be no occasion to demonstrate other leadership
hehaviors which are other-oriented in naturc. This argues tor an
assessment technique that elicits more collaboration.

In conclusion, the discriminant analysis assisted in establishing
construct characteristics of the major two groups: iustructed vs.
nninstructed. [t showed c¢learly that uninstructed students interpret
cffective Social Interaction skills differently from instructed students.

[f the instructed group description supports the instructional rramework,

then faculty may develop an instructional program which will take into

Sy
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account the bhaseline behaviors of entering students and further develop

the desired behaviors which did not describe the instructed groups.

Criteria Validity

This section of the analysis dealt with criteria evaluation. Can
we identify criteria which best discriminate instructed and uninstructed
groups? A combined group comparison where the total instructed group
response was compared to Lhé.total uninstructed grouns' response yielded
three discriminative criteria:

¢ Assigns tashs to help implement decisions or gttaih consensus

- .
e Maintains appropriate eye contact with everyone in the group
e Attends to non-verbal messages and cues .

A paired group comparison yielded an additional ¢riterion which
appeared to discriminate hgtwpon the two groups providing the most
accurate comparison for instructed/uninstructed. :

e Stimulates discussion through effective goal related
questioning
A1l uninstructed groups performed consistently higher on:

o Develops a chrounological strategy for assisting the group

toward goai achisvoement

e [dentifies sitrengths and weaknesses of own performanrb

o Points oul ways to improve onc's own clfectivene <.

The faculty coder felt that the torms unipstrrcted students filled
out prior to Group Discussion (Preparation dimension) were nod (%an(lf;[)lﬂ
to the forms completed by instructed students. The tormer stimulus
elicited "a chronological strategy for assisting o e growp towards poal

achievement" more explici-ly. Thus, it cannot be concluded that
1 )

uninstrncted siadents are more eltective in developing chronological

81
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DISCUSSTON

This study had several o ror entoeoues tor onv work in vatidating
dssessment technrgues.  Prooot, 1t ded us to compare ond contrast seveval
statistical methods for analvaing the results trom an attempt to validate
still o another measure.  Sccond, the findings have several tmplications
oy validatson of curricula o penevals Third, we came to better ander -
stand the nature of the Social Interaction competence, leading ta the
sbrdation of the competence as well as the technique.

The trrst tindine s that group comparisons botweea traditional-
aged tnstrocted aod matove vnainstructed students may not be an etfective
strategy tor walitdating assessment techniques of the competence 15 one
developed through intormal oo well as college Tearning.  Such competences
may also interact with level of ego development.  And such o strategy
may be premature where Fittle is understood about the nature of the
ability.  In general, the study indicated similaritics in performance
between instructed and uninstruocted students in s pre-/postiest design.
When we ignored  he pxtent to wnich students had been instructed
however, and combined both groups 1o a discriminant analysis, some
clear tindings emerged.  We found that some of the Social Interaction
abilities Jdid indeed separate the uninstructed stadents as g groap lrom
the instiucted students. The ¢ritervia that discriminate the instructed
student: do show evidence of ceffects of instruction, ia that they
are more ¢loselv related to Lhose aspects of Social Inersction that are
learned as part of & move specific socital interaction provess.

B

Realizing Lhe possit le effects on performance of such variables as

age, tyve of program, and prior college experience, we tried te control

s variables at tirst.  Such an undertaking, given the nature of

pue
—

for
the compelence we were assessing, was in retroepect doomed to tailure.
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Despirte on ettorts, we were stmply not abic to control tov Che mvriad
range of variab-dles that are likely to gtiect the results, and the begin-
ning sectiron of this pagper s o hitany of desoription of all the other
;
possible aspects of the sample, the conditions of the assessment, ana
the asscscment process that were at least partially uncontrolled.  When
this 1y combined wioth the nature of the competence uader study, where
pectormenee also anteracts with g set of pevsonal and ego develapment
variables, tryving 1o sepavate at the specific eftfects of ifpstruction
that show significant differences between small sample sizes through
Lroup Lumpurisun is 1ot an etfective strategy.

Sroup comparisons, where persons are difficnlt to categorive and
matching s impractical because of small sample sizes, may not be the
best strategy for evaluating the etfects of instruction. One outcome
of the analyses, then, is that a strong focus on group comparison, where
the groups are lndepvndvnt rather than longitudinal, may not be an effec
tive strategyv unless the groups can be matched.  Another goal, to include
a bhroad range of students on age and exnerience, did lead to an effective
strategy for identifying those Social lnto?aftion criteria that validate
the construct. Getting at the cor “truct is the most important task. The
effects of instraction are also twmportant, bat in Social Interaction, we
do not yel know encugh about the integration of age and (’XI)FI”i(HI(;‘ with
performance.  Coustrnct validity should take priority in such cases.

This is probably best acconmplished through multivariate rather than
univariate techniques.

In the main, our analysis shows that the study of assessment techui-
ques should not be limited to univariate iwethods. Even if differenc .
do not appear in group comparisons, a great deal can be learned about

the construct under stady, and the effectis of instruction.  Compared to
) ‘ / g
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univariate analyses, multivariate analyses give us g more holistye
view of the performance cndes study.  TU cain assist us in o adentityrng

person categorres, and patterns of colierent group performance that
cwerge 1n the data. This also provides us with o wore holistic pretnre
of group characteristiecs, whereas a univariate aralysis can ook at
only one tacior ot o time.  This is particularly vapotant ia relation
to consteact validity sonee we wish to exomine the similarytion and
difterences in performance that desceribe the dittferent groups.  From
the regression anatlyses, we can examine Lhe kinds of constructs
ASHOS50rSs are using to evaluate s,tuéionts‘ Such analyses give us

a glimpse ot the criteria an assessor emphasized in describing

student performance.

" studies are seldom possible given Pimita-

fn cducation, " fean’
tions such ass those described in the desien section. Matched samples
or longitudinal pre-/posttest designs may be impossible.  Pultiog
all students iatoe the same analysis zill(‘)‘v.:s us to see which groupings
occur i tae data, even thongh the results from the discriminant
dnalvsis must be interpreted with caution and results used as
indicators rather than cenclusions.

In our prior scudy ot the Valuing and Commnnications competences,
we adopted the rdea of studying a wide range of students in order to
investigate construct validity. In the present study, this strategy
provided the most usefnl information for both construct validity and
instructional design purposes.

With respect to an overall design, we do recommend, for future
studies,a lougitndinal pre-/posttest design with a particular clasys or
trom one competence level unit to another. While a longitudinal study

over two years may not work because of the continnal redesign of
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curriculum and assessment technigques, we might tollow one group trom

level © to level 2, anothere from level 2 to tevel 3, another group {rom
level 3 to level 4, and so oo, Pre-/posttest designs could be used

better ac a particular strategy fur stusying changes in student performance
vithhiin courses, even though ctffects may not necessarily be attributed

Lo specitic aspects of Instruction in a particular course because ot the
tack of a contvol group,

The issue re is the value of two group comparisons. At this level,
1t has been ine. 'ctive. By the time we specify all the qualifications
to the results we begin to wonder why we are doing vie study. Clearly,
these comparisons need to control variables. But the intensive study
of which variables contribute to the variance in performance takes
considerable time and o{fort. Such study is best left to external
validation efforts, rather than to internal efforts, in our opinion.
Furcher, faculty need to be able to predict performance from those
variables, but at the individual student level. An interview by an
experienced faculty member caa quickly elicit information on prior
college experience, and other levels of understanding, and the
irstruct may then use the information to prescribe instruction.
I[dentifying qualifications for explaining results is a good exercise,
however. 1t reinforces one criterion for the assessment process, the
need for muitinrle samples of behavior.

Method Topy chosen for validation needs to be set within the context
of whex ‘estrument is in the validation process. At the same tinme,

"

i cannet wait until an instrument is "perfect' before one initiates
studies of validity. We need an ongoing process, and sometimes, given

tte necessity of information for the validity of the construct ot the

competence, we will validate an instrument for that purpose.
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Cloarly, this stody supports the need for ony anplace, extensive
cvaluation/revision svstem (Assessment Committec/Office of Researvch and
Faoalaation, 19800 which combines o varviety of stiyategies and depends
particalarlv « oo level or validity of the assessment tecnnigque.  This
v e veogniooos that gl instraments are always in process. AL oany one
pornt Lo time, an o instrument may have a parvticnlar level of valindity,

i cxampio. iU omay have beeo revicwed by oone member of e departonent
4 used one semester so there is performance data available.

AU another level, it mayv have been reviewed hy the Assessment Council
ayatnst the critevia for jwlgiog instruments, and it may have had oo

criteria evafaation, AU still another lTevel, inter-rvater rveliabilaty

)
\

of assessor Judgments may have been established, and student perfor-
‘ i
mance anatyzed for {nput anto oriteria tor s;ti:nif.'nt credentialing.
!
In sum, an important methodological strategy tor beeinning work
on validation of an instrument measuring a competence that is not well
detined, is to collect intormation from a wide range of stndents who
ditfer on level of matarity, f.‘f*(;)(‘l'i(‘n(”(-? and instruction and examine
their performance to identify those critervia which discriminate the
categorization ol individusls?  This will give us a better idea of the
holistic nature of pt'rf;)rm(xm'( on the competence.  Another benetit is
that we will then be able to identify the criteria that are mosh likely
to provide faculty with indicators that ac.student Is mastering the ability.
One problem ia designing criteria is choosing those criteria from a Vy,ru'.lp
whiich give the best picture of the ability under study.  Such a discrimi-
nant analysis can assist with this etfort.
In conclusion, the present study outlined a procedure by which the
integration of information about a cvompetence construct, dit.orent: 'group

characteristics and theic relationship to behavioral criteria, and criteria

5
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evaluation contribute to an information base for instructional develop-
ment, re-evaluation of competence behavioral criteria and revision of

tnstruments which meas« :re these behaviors.
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