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ABSTRACT

» : 2

The Integrated Competence Seminar assessment technique allows

students to demonstrate integration and transfer of learning in
throe situations: Oral Pres entation, Tn-Basket Exercise and Group

yssion. Assesscre observe and o .te perfermance against
cified criteria, and give o Lo students on their perfor-
ance. A behavioral hriteria ci. st permits evaluation of .

inter-rater reliability, and validatjon of the technique through -
comparison of quantified assessor jvdgments with, othe1 student
performance measures and a battery of éxternal criterion measures
administered to students in a lonuitudindl study: of college
outcomes (Mentkowski & Strait, 1983). © °

Assessor judgments correlated in the 70's. The Ir-. 7 uxet Exercise
was the most difficult and the most valid in terms of correlation
with measures of students' cognitive development and other generis
abilities. al Presentation showed ‘mized reaults, oad the Greup
Discussion correlated with other measures in opposite to Loz
expected directions. When age, batkground and goilege program ate
controiled, there were no significant relationships betwegrn rhc
three ICS tasks and other college ngxformance measureé, ndmely,
number of credits accumulated and number of competence level units
achieved. Thus, the In-Basket had some performance validity, the
Oral Presentation is equivocal, and the Group Discussion had
relations hipq opposite to our expections. The finding on the Group
Disc sion supports our earlier findings w1th respect to a Social
Int: ction generic instrument. ;

o
’

Generally, the effort revealed that rhe In-Basket exercise most
accurately measured abilities of Analysis and Problem Scliving.

. The Group Discussion, a measure of Social Interaction, worked less | .

well. The study points te the importance of continuing to develop
nontraditional assessment technlques like In-Rasket, and to

revise the measure with particular attention to the iinks between
Group Discussion criteria and the Social Interaction ability it
represents. The Integrated Competence Seminar has since undergone
extensive revisions by a group of faculty spec1allzing in assessment
design, based in part on the findings of this study. . .

/
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. 3 : ,
VALIDATIVC ASSESSMENT TECHNIQUES IN AN OUTCOME CENTERED LIBERAL A?T%
CURRICULUM: INTEGRATED COMPETEBCE SEMINAR

X , ' Assessment Committeé/OEEic of Researeh & Evaluation
\ 1 3 N : . N
The Integrated Competence seMinarl: . \

A Diagnostic Assessmelltt L

The Integrated CompetepCe Semidar, an Alverno College assessment

S
LS N

. téchniques prov1des an oppoftnnitw for-a stndent from any discipline to ~ ¢
.demonstrate 1ntebrat10n of Che abdlltles she has developed at” the midpoint

of her cdllege'educatlon- She also shows how she transfers these abilities

to a new and complex simulatéd Situatipn she is likely to face as a collegé-

educated person. f) R
N

Prior to completing the Integrated CompetenceﬂSeminar (ICS), the student
A

has more than likely been credentialed on level 4 of ‘each competence., The

°

. . - S .
student is not credentialed ©n her performance on the ICS;<the assessment

measures generalizatiO? of her learning to a new situation without the
- ’ } L o b
pressure to perform for Vallgatlon Thus, the ICS can also Be‘viewed as an

externar criterion measure of a. student s ability to transfer her learning *-

v

after completing the general education sequence.

.This cross-disciplifary simui....ion a/sseSSes student’s' intecration of
v Y . > s
level 4 of féur competentes: Communications, Analysis, Problem Solving, and

Social Interaction. The Integrated Competence Seminar involves'thé'student
. . R . ; ° l
in verious activities as a;membef of a decision-making board of citizens who .

must make a selection arfdug three proposalsﬂfor di'stribution of funds for,

.

civic improvement. The student takes on the role of a representative of one

nf six.community agencies: \héalth, culture, recreation, ‘education, vocatlonal
e ® N ‘ .4

training or environmental affairs. .

/
In the ICS, the student engages in‘a’series of three exercises over a

N = |

-

) , _ . S
FRIC N
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four-hour period. First she makes®an Oral Presentation. After she studies
a . N

a set of‘background information, she delivers a speech to persuade the -
ST - "

dec151on—mak1no board to accept her )roposal Next, she ¢ompletes the.
In- Basket exercise, which derives its name from the in-basket on the mamager S

desk containing.letters, memos, minutes and reports, all awaiting action.

'

She solves problems, sets priorities, analyzes, .organizes, and makes deci-.

. sions on seven different 1tems as if she were a board member encuuntering

- Fl

“

such s1tuat1ons in her off1ce . In the Group Discussion, the student meets

with othér '"board members" to discuss and make dec1s1ons on the final
. )
o, . .
proposal-—a common plan ﬁgr'the ekpenditure of gunds. .

" 0f f-campus” professionals, rather jthan Alvarno faculty, serve as assessors.

. . v ‘
“ . .

When off-campus assessors observe students’ performance the value of out-of-
» ' te —/—
~glass learning and assessment experiences . are legitimated. Students begin
“to realize that zbilities learned in college must at some point be transferred
to off—cdmpus work experiences, and will be judged by others out of their
. e »‘u . . . . a e
’ professional perspectives. The assessors thus give an ad<

‘dimension to student asses R 2t

Assessors observe ‘and eviluate\each student's perfcrmance against

» '

specified critéria (oral and group session; are videotaped). -Each first
. . . 'i N e
reccrds his or her behavioral observations pertinent to the criteria and then

, \

meets with.another assessor to achieve consensus and develop a written "
. . ) /
evaluative gummary. Assessors then schedule individual feedbagk sessions

during which an assessor shares eachlstudentfs evaluative summary with hery

8 - A

discussing strengths and weaknesseg in her performance on the ICS. Conse

quently,‘the'ICS pricides diagnostic”info jwation for both ﬁtuaents and
0 . ‘\ .'
; |
M . '

¢ faCultX- ., .- N ;

s

e

O
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The Integrated Competence Seminar:
An Externa1<ggj;erion Measure

i 3 - - " E “ - N -y . ) . ' ~
“The major purpose of the Integrated Competence Seminar 1s, therefore,
)

4

diagnostic; it assists faculty to plan the upcoming professional sequence.

'

The measure can also be. usgd as an’'external criterion measure for curriculum ’

validation studies. Prior to using the ICS as an external criterion measure,
however, quantification of the qualitative behavioral observations’ and
' 2 .
evaluative summary is necessary. Such quantification facilitates statistical
9 : ’

¢

comparisons of student performance integration across the competenges

assessed at level 4 although the Studenis may have learned their abilities in

different ways and courses. The ICS total score can then also be compared

to other external criterion measures to provide information about the strength

- -

.

of the relationships among various student abilities.

v

Beveloping a oriteria Checkliuce a
. , ¢ .
In order ranclate t - assessors' qualitative behavioral:sobservations

and ev .ative summary into quant%fiable data it was decided to construct a
e % f ‘
listﬁpf}behavioral criteria which could be used as a checklist- for each of

. ‘ :
the three ICS exercises: Oral Presentation, In-Basket and Group Discugsion.

.

In Fall 1978, 29 student ICS files were ‘reviewed. - " ¢omplete list of i Te

a ;

behaviors recorded by the assessors was generated. There were no behaviors

recorded by the assessors that were not clearly similar to the instrument's
. B -

behavioral ¢ iteria o, aver, 25/ of thé behav1oral criteria were recorded .

e i "

' o>
less than three times across che 29 files. These behaviors were eliminated..

) -
Vv i

The remaining 757% comprlsed theﬂcrlterla for the checkllsts. The quesgﬂon

'
v ‘

ds to whether assessors failed to 1dent1fy 25% of ‘the speC1fied benav1 rs
because the stimulus did not.elicit them, the students did not_demoﬁetratej
them, or assessors were perceptually unaware of th%m, awaits further

investigation. . , ' ‘ .

e . A T
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‘latter score is called "ICS total score",(Appendix 1).

I

.

A behavioral criteria checklist was thus designed for each-of the three
. . - €

exercises: Oral Presentation, In-Basket, and Group Discussion.’

Assessors respond to each of the criteria by checking the frequency of )

B ’ .

4 : / '
occurrence of student response along the following scale: never,

at least once, frequently, as often as pbdssible. This procedure provides a
' § ) . R . . . 3":
score for each criterion, an exercise score for each of the three exercises,
D'}'H ) ) - . .
and .a combined exercise score describing overall performance on the ICS. The
. . , D ..

1] , ‘

Establishing Checklist Reliability . o ‘ ;

.

Two independent evaluators then generated quantitative data from the

29 evaluative summaries using ‘'the checklist. Inter-rater reliability reached .

L 4 s ¢

- / ‘ . o .
acceptable levels for each exercise: Oral Presentation,'r?.72; In-Basket,

“r=.75; Group Discussion, r( (see Table 17. fhese results supported the

reliability of ﬁhe checkllsr as a quantltatlve measure of qualltatlve student
) I3
) |

‘per?ormance dqt from the ICS and demonstrated that assessors tend to record“

behévioral obseﬁvations in afreliable'manner, allowing independent evaluators

«

. : » .- o

to interpret the . =z2quency of the behavior's occurrénce on a'quantitative
o ” S ' J N

checklist.. . . ) -0 - \ @

N
.y

Once the cﬂeckliét was found to be a‘reliable measure, it was instituted
° 4
. i -
in the\regular adnln)stratlon of the n*egrated Competence Semlnar (Fall

<’

1978). lhls meant that the assessors completed the qualltatlve behav1oral

H]

observations and evaluative summary as well as the quantitative checkllst

from direct dbgervation of the students' ICS performance.

. “

- \ . R

,

Analysls of Student Performance U51ng ’ - ‘ N

Quantified Student Scores ’ _ )
N . . .. {
. Another sample of students. was then selected for analysis of student
“ ° ' oo ' ! :

performance uging quantified .,student scores obtained from the behavioéal

w . v

&

. .
+ N .



) A = . ' </ TgeLE 1
Inter-rater Reliability of the Ingegrated Competence
Seminar Quantitative Behavioral Criteria Checklist
Using the Qualitative Evaluative Summary
as Information Base (n=29)

P
’

4 . - a . a v . a Combined ICS-

Group Discussion In-Basket’ * Dral Presentation Total Scoreb
Rater 1 Rater 2 ~Ri‘a’ter 1 Bate\_c'z R\ate: ¥ Rater 2 Rate- 1 Rater 2

. : 10

86 - 38 51 . . 53 82 90 22 23

100 100 - 95 100 97 96 29 29

83 71 70 69 . 85 - 84 24 22

86 - 88 47 37 } 67 93 20 21,

95. 100 74 41 91 90 26 23

\ 83 - 66 I 79 62" .. 67 54 23 18

93 95 . 86 58 .97 60 28 21

71 ©7 80 T 42 © 58 ¢ 79 78 . 19 22

12 | 52 40 39 33 - 30 8 12

2 . 35 70 51 - 30 42 10 13

o 52 83 . |- 40 83 48 69 .| - 14 23

> 93.. 100 98 - 88 58 69 25 . 26

88 97 79 88 - s 73 84 . 24 27

93 83 . 40 46 ) 39 60 - 12 - 19

69 64 47 sl 48 69 16 18

88 71 - 81 76 55 . 60 22 "2

100 * 100 .8l 72 94 . 75 27 . 25

81 : 71 . 70 39. - 70 51 22 16
76 97 {100 - 97 73 - 99 . 25 ©o28

L.4 76 90" 67 74 88 90 23 25

98 * 100 198, -10Q 97 0 27 . - 29

71 - 54 77 62 82 :8 23 19

36" 64 60" 41 . 42 ¢ 577 . 14 16

95 . 90 86 83 . B2 57 26 - 23

88 78 88 93 94 93 . 27 26

100. 100, L 91 88 - 97 78 29 27

40 47 40 32 45 - 66 - 12 - 14

98 100 100 100 100 100 .30 30

43\ 52 47 - 46 97 100 19 20

r=:79 . . (;_ s, r=.72 , _ r=.78

‘a . , . s ‘ ' pr
Exercise total score in percent assigned to each student on the Integrated .
Competence Seminalry L :

b \ i
t . "Raw score . . ) s
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Ed ~.
Q{iferia checklists. Forry-eight students whq, had completdd rhe Integpriated

Competence Seminar by Fall 1979 and who were part of awlougitudinal sample

3 .
f.students (entering Alverno in Fall 1977) already participating in a study

N

. N - ’
of college outcomes, comprised the sample.’

- Students completed the Integrated Competence Seminar, and aséessnrswm

-

thern observed/ student performance, recorded the demonstrared behaviors, came
to consensus. on tﬁe Gfoup Discussion, e¥aluated each student against the
'behavioral criteria and created am evaluative summary. Tliis time, .the
assessors also‘cbmpleﬁed the behavioral criteria chéék]ists.

The inter-rater reliability of one chedklist was first computed. Since
Groﬁp Discussion was the onlf.exercise where two or nigre assessors were
reviewing student performance, wé'invéstigaﬁed inter-rater geliability for
this exercise only. We correlated the checklist rating of éach individual

assesesor on Group Discussion with the consensus rating (r=.85). Thus,
) ,

. -

. !

asgessors consistently agreed’with consensus on an-overall ‘low performance
* .

cr overall high performance rating’ for each student. - .

. i

b . . :
Each student was first assigned an exercise - score. The 'exercise score

was derived by adding the studenth points across all criteria per exercise
[}

{as cTten as possible = 3 points, frequently = 2 points, ai least once =

e,

1 point, not at all = 0'points), and then’dividing the student'é"total by

. fo-

the maximum number of points possiblc for the exercise.

’

N ~

For example, the Group Discussion
4

™ is 39 \

exercise consists of 13 criteria. The ﬁaximum number of points

“This yielded a percentagb score.

(13 X 3 = 39). i the student\s total number of points for the Greup -

. - . . ' ep -
Discmssion is 20, then her- percentage score on the ¢xercise is 34%.
" - - ' i

Each student was then ussigned an.ICS total score. This score; a

- ~

combination of the three exercise -scores, was derived by adding the number

i . . *
. o
-



of points from each of the exercises, and dividing the total by the maximum

P
number of points possible across the three exercises.

The distribution of behavioral critéria percent scores per exercise and

s

—the ICS total score are presented in Figures 1, 2, 3 and 4.

/

The graphic representation of. the score distributions indicate a bi-m&dal
4 ¢

distribution in the Group Discussion exercise (Figure 1). There were few

.

students with low scores and few students with very high scores. However,

approximately 58% of the students obtained a score between 50-80%.

e .

In the-In-Basket (Figure 2) only 387 of the students obtained a score

between 50-80% and none obtained a score higher than 80%.

'

In the Oral Presentation (Figure 3) 47% of the students obtained a

%
4

score between 50-80%. : \
" The graphs clearly show that the Group Discussion exercise was the
easiésg, andvthe In-Basket tﬁe more difficult one; the Oral Presentation
(V ) ' . !
fell be;wegn thg other two? ’ , .
Fig;re 4 shé@s the to;al score for all three exercises combined;
78% obtained a score between- 50-807, which fndicates that some students who
did poorly on one exercige did.well én the others.
Total studeng peéfogpance scores on each of the exercises were then
compared via paired t-tests. 7Students performed significantly better on
the Group Discussion (iﬂ¥ 23.18; SD = 8.68) than they did on the In-Basket
(§ = l;.87; SD = 8.02) (t = 3.3 P.<'Oi)~ The difference in perfgrmance
on the Group Discussion and the Oral Presentation was not significant
(X = 20.79; EQ = 6.68) t = 1.96: n.s.); the difference in performance on
the Tn-Basket and the Oral Presentation was also not significant (t = 1.94; n.s.)

Clearly, students are more likely to perform better in the Croup Discussion

than they are on the In=Basket or on rhe Oral Presentation.

ERIC o ooy 18
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Consistency of §tudents' Performance
Across Exercise Criteria

» - - ) \.
o To what extent did students perform consistently across exercises on the

. ¢

same behavioral criteria? L.

. /7
Students' performante dn each criterion was compared to examine the pattern

‘e

of differences among the behavioral criteria for each exercise. Criteria are
. ; - . ; )

-~ :
grouped under five broader caFegokies: Initiation, Fnfluence, Response, Problem

Il -« !
Analysis and Decision-Making. Criteria were not identical across each exercise,
) - : g

of course;! Group Discussion hz“v13 criteria, the In-Basket has 12, and the

-Oral Presentatio - 11. Each student's scale point (0, 1, 2 or 3) per Ve

—

criterion wasentered”into a comparison with a similar criterion if at least

&

two exercises had a criterion in common. \&

~

Table 2 shows the means and standard deviations for the behavioral criteria
for each exercise. Several t=tests for paired comparisons were performed, and are
entered in Table 3. As shown in Table 3, students demonstrated significantly

- s
. % .

higher performance on Good Impression in the Group Discussion as compared to
In-Basket. When In-Basket criteria were compared to Oral,Presentation, students
performed consistently higher in the Oral Presentation on Good Impression,
Attention and Respect, €onfidence, Adaptability, Reading Comprehension and
Concern for Details. As for Oral Presentation vs. the Group Discussion,
student s performed‘COnsisteﬁtly-higher in the Oral Prefentation on Confidence,
Adaptability, Organization and Decisiveness.

Table 4 shows the correlation coefficients between the paired comparisons.

G ‘
Significant\yositive correlations were obtained on Good Impression, Attention
\ N

and Respect, and Confidence for the Oral Presentation vs. Group Discussion
comparison. Similarly significant positive correlations were obtained on .

Good Impression and Decisiveness in the In-Basket vs. Oral Presentation.

These results indicate.that independent méasures of the same behaviors

~
.

1s
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«  TABLE 2 © ., . , o
Means (X) and Sténdard'Déﬁiations (SD) T \,
‘Per Cr%terioﬁifor Each Exerchse '
. -
— . ' -
groug Discuésion -Injﬁasket Oral Presentation

_ X ~sD (\W\/*J{ -sp™ | . X 'sD
INITIATION : . | | y

Oral ﬁxﬁreégionﬂ _ '“ - - - == - - 2.02 .65

Clear Writiﬁg_.‘ ’ . = . 1.70 .98 - -

Initiative ] 1.71 .80 1.52. .92 ‘

, ‘ f{“ N

INFLUENCE- !

v Per;isténce o 1.67 .91 — - - _—
Good Imbrg§éion 1.86 .86‘“"”"1:35vw»~478§p 1.85' 71
Attention ﬁndvRespect' 1.86 .80 1.56 - .96 ©2.02 .70
Confidence * 1.90 .94 1.58  °1.02 2.15 .66
Social Effectiveness 1.69 .94 . - ‘\7— &- -

X4
RESPONSE
Listening 2.11 .69 T - - -
Flexibility . 1.61 .96 1.50 ' 1.03 -
Adaptability 1.88 79 1.66 .85 2.20 .79
Reading Comprehension : thle - +1.63 .70 1.93 .76
PROBLEM ANALYSIS ’ C
Ogganization : \ 1.46 .79 - Lo ~1.85 .85
Concern for Details -= .- 1.41 .76 1.93 .74
Raising Questions ' 1.62 .81 - -— | - - -
Making Predictions . -- - 1.08 .76 - -
DECISTION-MAKING . !
Considering Alternatives | ,i.so 1.00 1.22 .72 1.53 1.03
Decisiveness 162 .90 1.81 .86 2.06 .75
Value Clarification AF - - - 1.62 .84 B

s
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TABLE 3

Paired Comparisons (ﬁ;test) Per % ' ;
; Criterion Acrcss Exercises

Group Discussion In-Basket - | Oral Presentation
vs. vs. Oral v vs.
In-Basket Presentation Group Discussian

¢

<INITIATION , . ‘ S ’ (\JJ///’\\~'
“ 7

‘ Oral Expression . -- - <§ -

v

Clear Writing - L - - _—

Initiatiye .19 ‘ - ] 'L'--

Ia
[t}
fo—

INFLUENCE - ' \ | .

* — -_— Je—

Persiétencé

VA

Good Impression

Ia
1]

Iad

-

.87
.59

et
il
R
N
00,
~J
*
%
fer |t
1

I
o
o}
w

Attention and Respect

|
1]
o U

et
{l
1
w
o~
(=)
3t
*
fet
i
|
)
w
oo

Confidence

fer
i}

Social Effectiveness - “ - . ' -

RESPONSE
Listening - —— -- —
Flexibdility

Adaptabi;f); . ‘ .64** _t_ = _2.19*
Reading @bmprehension - e = —2.34% --

v |er
i}

p—

w

~
e

1}

|

w

Kad

[

PROBLEM ANALYSIS *
Organization - . - t = -2.32%
Conéern for details . ’ - - t = -3.18%* -
Raising Questiohs ik - -

Making Predictions - - - . -

DECISION-MAKING ' : C

Kl
i}
b—l
O
[
bt
il
|
b—l
LA
[
frr
1t
N
w

Considering Alternatives

Decisiveness .

=%
Ko

1]

1
s
[3*]
[ea N

fer

Il

1
S
~i
~

jer

Il

1

N

[0¢]

‘_L
*

Value Clarification

** p < .01

f p <.-.05 ’ L \
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= " TABLE 4 - o ‘ '
- . . \‘ 1 “ .
: . Correlation Coefficients (Comparing Criteria
* Acr0ss the Three Byercises ‘ ,
\ , ) n ’ S
, " e e e > . - ﬂﬁ r
. A ' G¥Oup Discussion In-Basket Oral Presentation
. : Co- R R 7= : vs. Oral Vs,
' C In-Basket ‘ Presentation | Group Discussion’
r — - L
INITIATION - 2 . v , '
“«ral Expression L £ b - --
Clea:"Writing : A s 1 == -
Initiative : 12 . - '*' - = -
' - e ) N ) . oo
INFLUENCE ’ - C - . .
Persistence ' & - - -
~Good Impression — 9y +38%% . 40k
Attention andékespect .26 - .27 . 48Kk .
> B 1
Confidence ° - .12 .28 VP
Social Effectiveness b - i -= -
RESPONSE
Listening -— - . --
Flexibility = R .089 - . T
- Adaptability 009 22 f T 12
Reading Comprehension -, .17 o e

A e

K o

PROBLEM ANALYSIS : \

. Organization - - ) .096
Concern for details - . -.067 : . --
Raising Questions PRy - B -

Making Predictions - - . -

— A —
_ DECISION-MAKING ) \ ,
Considering Alternatives| . ~.067 =13 .19
L27%
Decisiveness .20 ' .21

Value Clarification - - v - -
O e, . —_—

*
o

< .05

*% p < .01

V)

s
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< were not highly consisteLt across exerciges, which suggests that certain skills-:

»

Iy

.may be a function of the spe01t10 q1ﬁﬁat10n in which they are demonstrated.
'Bne also wonders if the aqsebsor% do interpret the same Capab111t185 differently

“in different situations, or even if the stimuli are equivalent in eliciting*

¢ ‘

similar behaviors. That is, are the‘thaviors truly comparable? This question

-4

has implications for our understanding of Students"abilit§ to transfer cbm%g—.
- g <

. - ) . ‘
. tences ‘to different situaticns.

9‘ v

In addltlfn, .we - 1ntercorrelated all cr1terion scores (n= 36), dlbregardlng

exercise.  The corrélation matr1xl 1nd1cated clusterg of hlgher p051t1ve ‘
! ’ -
correlations between In—Basket criteria and Orai PresePtationwcrlterla. For =&
‘ (4 - .
' example, all three criterig,»Good Impression, Attentiong and Respect, and”

Confifence in the In-Basket correlated Highly with.§ach other, and formed a
' - . o '
cluster with similar abilities in Oral Presentation. All criteria associated
. \ N U' ‘ * . ) ’ :. - : “
with the broader category of Decision-Making wkich include Corfidering Alterna-

tives, Decisiveness and Value Clarification were highly intercorselated in the

“ ~

In-Basket and formed a»clﬁster with similar criteria in the Oral Presentation.
> .
. ' gIhese criteria under Dec151on—Mak1ng are also 51gP1f1cantly correlated with

i

Flexibility and Adaptablllty within the In-Basket exercise.- These correlatlonq

] R . . ’ oy . e
suggest that situations where a person acts alone may elicit the same abilities.

The In-Basket and Oral Presentation are individual exercises whereas the Grodpv

' Discussion adds an interpersonal dimension to the same skill. Table 4, -
howevar, shows positive correlations between Oral Presentation and Group .

Riscussion on behaviors which reflect personal style. Thus, persondl style may

T

‘be consistent irrespective of the exercise-mode. ’ <
Still another issue of ‘interest in the analysis of student performance on
the Integrated Competence Seminar is the extent to which certain behavioral

‘ criteria represent behaviors tﬁfoare easy vs. difficult for students to perform

M -

after two years in college. Which behaviors are performed by most students?

1This 36 X 3€ intercorrelation matrix is available from the Office of
Research and Evaluation.
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.
Thus, the next step was to further examine the distribution of student
,
performance on each criterion. As stated Lar11er, crxberla are grouped under

five broader categories: Initiation,. Influence, Response, Problem Analysis and

-

Decision-Making. Group Discussion has 13 criteria, the In-Basket has 12, and
the Oral Preseutation has 11. .Criteria were not identical across each exercise,
of course. Table 5 shows the pergentage of students‘(n?48) who performed at

each poipt on the scale per behavioral criterion for each exercise. -~

[N

, An examination of Table 5 shows thaq the students are rather evenly

distrdbuted_across three of the pogpts on tpe scale for most criteria,

N

. + . .
namely, As Often as Pogsible, Frequently, and Atghgast Once. In general

small percentages of students responded at’the at All point on the scale.
, -
These distributions confirm that the Integrated Competence Seminar may .serve
. £ :

as an external criterion measure that will provide variability in performance

that can be compared to that of other studgnts, and to performance on other

measures. Since relatively few percentages of students respond 1n the

\Ngt at All category, we may conclude that qtudents do demonstrate the

behav .prs as opposed to not demonstrating them.\, That is, they have achieved .

v

3
the behaviors to some measureable degree. i) *

There are, however, some behaviors that seem less likely to be demon-

¢

strated, and seem to stand out from'al¥;5pe rest. These are important because

‘we may wish to review the stimulus to examine the extent to which the measure

-~ »
actually elicits or provides opportunity for demeonstrating these behaviors.

We might also examine the extent to which we would expect that these )

-

behaviors are likely, to be exhibited after just two years in college. These

)

criteria also may indicite some-.excellent discriminative behaviors thac
.
would add to the value of the technique for comparison purposes as an

external criterion measure. We chose, somewhat arbitrarily, the figure of

10% in the "not at all" scale point at a cutoff for identifying criteria

23 | -
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TABLE' 5

Percentage cf Students (n=48) Who Performed at Each
’ Scale Point Per Behavioral Criterion for Each
B ﬁ\\§\}ntegrated Competence Seminar Exercise

o

Value Clarification

"

GROUP DISCUSSION IN-BABKEY, ORAL PRESENTATION
] ’ LT . ) ] ' !
— > - — > — . NEe —1
- 0 — — . D —~ - 0 - —
c e FERS @ |'ew o e R I o
T c ) T £ DO C g0
o o0 ] o R o] o on o ng [ [\ o
S O 3 [} (0] Y4 0 3 [} (0] o] =] 1] o
3 o a o —~ QU o o o —~ - o o o ~
a ¢ [} ] L [J] (&) i) (7] (@] L
— L Y uc ) n [V 0 nn N B o
INTTIATION P, €8 <O Z |<® m <0 = e <o ,6=Z
Oral Expression P - -2 -— —= e= - 122.2 57.8'20.0f -
Clear Writing - - - - 22.9 39.6 22.9-14.6 —-— == - -
Injtiative  121.6%37.8 37.8 2.7 |12.5 43.8 27.1 16.7 | -= —= -= -
. : S5
INFLUENCE e : ‘ . o
. - N 1
" Persistence 24.3 43.2 24.3 - - - - - - - -
Good Impression : 10.8 4.9 18.9 5.4 | 6.3 43.8 29.2 20.8 | 18.8 47.9 33.3 --
1 A R » /
Attention and Respect 13.5 59 -- |18.8 33.3 33.3 1476 | 25.5 51.1 23.4 --
Confidence 18.9 51.4 5.4 (20.9 34.9 25.6 18.6,| 30.4 54.3 15.2 —-
Social Effectiveness - 27.8 33.3 27.8 11.1 | == —~ —= == | = em  —— -
RESPONSE A R
Listeninyg 29.7 59.5 10.8 -= | =—— -—= —= - — = = -
Flexibility 21.6 35.1 40.5 2.7 |20.8 27.1 33.3 18.8 | -- -—— - -
Adaptability o 29.7 45.9 21.6 2.7°|12.5 54.2 20.8-12.5.39.6 45.8 10.4 4.2
Reading Comprehension _ -— = == - 6.4 57.4 29.8 6.4 {23.4 48.9 25.5 2.1
PROBLEM ANALYSIS . , : |
Organization 8.1 48.6 37.8 5.4 | -- -- -- == [22.945.8 25.0 6.3
Concern for Details _— e= = e= 4.2 45.8 37.5 12.5[19.6 58.7 17.4 4.3
Raising Questions 13.5 37.8 37.8 10.8 - - - -= - - - ==
/
Making Predictions J== -- -~ - 4,2 20.8 54.2 20.8 - —— e = —
g ; \\\.,.‘o_‘{f‘... -
DECTSION-MAKING / ) . B
Considering Alternatives | 18.9 %5.9 24.3 10.8 | 2.1 35.3 50.0 14.6 | 19.1 36.2 23.4 21.3
Decisiveness 16.2 40.5 37.8 5.4 [22.9 41.7 29.2 6.3 |29.2 50.0 18.8 2.1

16.7 35.4 41.f 6.3

a.’ .~
Scores in percent.
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that mMay be such discriminative criteria. That is, if 10%Z or more of the

-~

students responded at the Not At All scale point, we felt the behavior would

be one that students found to bg‘more difficult to demonstrate then others.

g . »
’ . . - 3 3 . ] . L] L]
- An examination of Table 5 indicates that there are three criteria in the

- >

Group Discussion thak may be difficult: Social Effectivenéss,.Raiéing

’

Queqtions and C8nsidering Klretnatives. There are ten such criteria in the
N et . ! .
‘ Ethasket: -Clear Writing, InitiatiVé, Good Impressiog,,Attention and Respect,
- ! - . r a . . . . . . » . ) ‘
~ Confldeng%; "lexibility, Adaptability, Concern for Details, Making Predictions,

and Considering Aternatives. For the Oral Presentation, there is one sPch
*»

| criterion:? Consjidering Alternatives.

e N

These results indicgte'that 10 of the 12 criteria on the In-Basket show

. )

-

o at least 10% of the students responding at the Not At All scale point: the

. -

,.

N _range is frop 12.5% to 20.8%. This may indicate .that the In-Basket exetrcise

score does discriminate high and low performing students rather well.

“%The finding that not all students performed all of the criteria in the

L

In-Basket is confirmed when we examine the number of items completed in sthe -

In-Basket exercise. The In-Basket contains seven items in all; the students
- r , . N )
are required to organize their time, set priorities, and attempt to complete

'

all items. Table 6 shows the percentage.of students completing a certain ’

-
P

number of items.

”

o ’ TABLE 6

Parcentage of Students (n=48) Completing Each

- of the Seven Items in the In-Basket  Exercise
Number of Items Completed / Percentage:
None of the seven . .+ «. « =+ = 0.00 . -
- One OF seven . . « « « « + . 87.5
Two of seven . . . . . su. . 95.8
Three of sevén . . . . . . = 83.3 - . .
F ir Of seven . - + « s« o = 72.9 ,
Five of seven . . . . . + . - 62.5
.Six of seven . . .« .« « - - . 50.0 . )
Seven of seven . . . ¥ . . . 50.0

Q -
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discriminative items. .

.

!

Since 50 percent of the students completed all, seven.items. and

-50 percent did not, the numb:: of “items cohpleted in the In-Basket. €xercise

can be c

ensidered an additional discriminative measure. The fact that
) ‘ ) . -

number of items completed shows wvariation, as do ihe behavioral criteria

1

for the In-Basket, suggests that the number of items completed &lso may be

’ ., . w
considered“as a measure of performance on the In-Basket.
I .

P

If the number of' items completed would .be used, the instrument designers

'3 M » s ) ’ . - ‘~' . .
mignt examine the underlyipg meaning of thls‘measure in relation to the \

behgviors the In-Basket is designed tomelicit. For example, how does the,

number of items completed relate to criteria such¥as organization, setting

priorities and difficulty of items?

‘e

In order to further examine the extent to which eacH of the behavioral

’ ~ , ) . ) - y
criteria discriminate between‘higt and low performing students, we correlated

each student's score per criterion with each student's corresponding total

- e . . ; o .
exercise score (see Table 7). If all criteria correlate significantly-

v . \'?7 N - 23
positive with the norresponding exercise total score the.criteria are assumed
o 5 2
to be nondiscriminative. R

3

~, . .
An examination of the correlation coefficients in Table'7. shows that all

;o : - .

ciitegia within each exercise correlate significhntly posiftive with the rorred-

'

ponding exercise.score. Thus, we may not conclude that the criteria mentioned

earlier (at least 10% of the studer®s did not demonstrate them) are‘goodu

- N -

1 -

5

. 0y

An alternate interpretation of the,correlation matrix suggests that

' . Lo \ . e ' N
assessors, while rating student performance, may not discriminate among the
. 4 ) - L A N 'ma
criteria. That is, assessors may form a judgment *abrut & person's overall

~

performance using _ne behavjoral observations he or she records to create
L )

this holistic expert judgﬁeﬁt. When the quantitative checklist is comg]etcd,
. - - V ) + .
. : . '_' -




TABLE 7

Correlations Between Each Exercise Behavioral
Criterion and Total Exercise Score (n=41)

Group ‘ Oral
- Discussion In-Basket Presentation

TNITIATION
Oral Expression - - : .81
Clear Writin: -~ ‘ .74 e
Initiative ,.72 .79 —

[NFLUENCE Q.
Persistence .80 — -

_+ Good Impression ' .80 .86 .84
Attention and Respect : .80 N .82 .80
Confidence .85 .79 .75
Sociél Effectiveness - .86 - ; -

RESPONSE
Listening .75 - _
Flexibility .76 .90 -

_ Adaptability A .85 .86 .72
Reading Comprehension - . .84 .81

PROBLEM ANALYSIS
Organization . .79 = .85
Concern for Details - .78 . .76
Raising Questions .66 - -
Making Predictions’ - .70 -

DECISION-MAKING
Considering Alternatives .73 . .65 .76
Decisiveness .69 76 .83
Value Clarification ~- - .78

NOTE: All correlation coefficients are significant at the .001 level.

-
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however, this expert judgment colors judgment on each of the individual
criteria. This is known as the "halo effect." That is, if an assessor is

likelv to judpe a student's overall performance as high, the ASHGQSOY is

also likely to judge the student's performance as "high'" o;n;ach of the
separate checklist criteria.  This interpretation is not only supported by
the significantly positive correlation coefficients between each exercise
criterion and the corresponding exercise total score. /We also obtained an
intercorrelation matrix for each exercise that shows the correlation of each
criterion with every other criterionl These intercorrelation matriées are
depicted in Tables 8, 9, and 10. 'EQamination of these matrices shows
positive significant correlation coefficients for almost each comparison of a
criterion with each of the others in the exercise. This pattern also seems
to indicate thatlaSSQSSOIS are less likely to differentiate between students
on a single ériterion; rather, they do differentiate students on an overall
exercise score, o;‘on the ICS total score. One might speculate that
assessors use the specific criteria to call forth the behavioral observations
they made eariier, but that when they make a judgment per criterion; the
judgment is affected by fhe overall concept of a student's performance

(halo effect). Thus, students who feceive an overall high rating are also
rated high on all criteria.

Although we have some evidence for the operation of a halo effect in
the criterion rating given by asSeséors, assessors do consistently agreé
with each other on an overall low performance or an overall high performance
rating for each student. The correlation between the individual assessor
rating and.consensus for the Group Discussion e#ercise was .85 (see pagé;6).

Further, assessors do distribute their ratings across the four scale points.

In sum, analysis of the specific criteria suggests that assessors make

¢

25
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reliable judgments about the overall exercise score on the Integrated Compe-
ténce Seminar, and recognize, evaluate and record the individual differences

between students on this oveérall rating. It may be that assesscrs use the

specific criteria as guides to 'what to look for," to record behavioral

‘observatiqhs, and to detail the various aspects of the student's performance
that comprise the general overall concept-the assesSor forms about the
student's overall perforﬁance on the Integrated Competence Seminar. Just

as the student is expected to integrate her performance on this simulated
assessment technique, so the assessor integrates the information from the
pattern of behavioral observation§ he or;she makes, to ferm a highly
;reliable judgment that discriminates students'vindividual differences in

I%

! performance.

’

The forty-eight students assessed also demonstrated that, as a group,

almost all performed adequately on the instrument.

b

Validating the Integrated Competence
Seminar in Relation to Other Student
Performance Measures in the Longitudinal

Study

As mentioned earlier, the forty—eight students comprising the sample
. r
used for the preceding analyses were part of a longitudinal sample of students

participating in a study of #ollege outcomes. The Integrated Competence
7
Seminar was employed as a generic measure of student performance in Alverno's

efforts to validate its outcome-centered curriculum (Mentkowski & Doherty,

P

1977, 1983; Mentkowski, 1980). Several strategies for validating outcomes

were developed into a comprehensive validation model. The model incorpo-

.

rates various research and evaluation methods, with the ultjmate goals

ErSC F 8
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of establishing program validity, contributing .to program development,

3

and developing a picture of adult learning and development that can be used

to improve instruction and assessment in liberal education settings.

. Figure 5 displays the several components of the validation model. The

results reported be'vw link performance on:the Integrated Competence
Seminar assessment to other internal COllegé performance variables (e.g.,
competence level units and credit hours), to performance chdracteristics,
and to the external criterion measures of human potential. Other papers
present results linking the human potential measures to the performance
charscteristics rating (Assessment Committee/Office of Researsh and Evalua-
tion, 1983) and to the internal college performance measures (Mentkowski

& Strait, 1983).

Longitudinal data were collected on two consecutive classes entering

in 1976 and 1977. While the ICS was administered on a single occasion,

at the midpoint of the student's education, the measures of human poten- -
tial, identified in Table 11, were administered on three occasions: at
{

entrance, two years later, and three and one-half years after entrance.

Tﬁ% second longitudiral assessment rouéhly coincided witﬁ the midpoint
adm;nistration of the ICS so that the relationships‘between ICS performance
scores and measures of human potential can Le examiﬁed in the three
temporal relationships illustrated in Figure 6. Figure 6 also indicates
when other college performance variables were céllected. Competsnce

level units, credits and number of semesters were tabuiated at the éime

of the second and third longitudinal assessments; the Six Performance
Characteristics rating for one student cohort occurred twice, at the end

of the third and fqurth academic years of the study; forvthe other cohotrt

v

three times, at the end of the second, third and fourth years.
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Table 11.

Measures of Human Potential From the Longitudinal Study 1

HUMAN POTENTTAL MEASURES: COGNITIVE DEVELOPMENT

Test of Cognitive Development (Renner et al., 1976; after Piaget) '

By having a studeut work a series of problems and provide reasons for his
or her answers, this Lnstruhent measures a student'’ s cognitive activity
based on Piaget's stages of cognitive development

Sentence Completion Test (Loevinger, et al., 1970)
\

This instrument provides a measure of an individual's stage of ego
development. "Ego'' here is defined as one's "style of life," the unity of
personality, 1nd1vxdua11tv, the method of facing problems, opinion about one's
self and the problems of life, and the whole attitude toward making ch01ees
in all life spheres.

Defining Issues Test (Rest 1979)

Rest's instrument (based on Kohlberg's theory'of moral development)
provides a measure of an individual's moral development in a recognition task
by analyzing the relative importance attributed by a person to principled
moral considerations. A person attributes importance to several reasons
given for resolvi.g a particular moral dilemma, and then rank orders them.

Measure‘éf Vocational, Educational, and Personal Issues (Knefelkamp, 1974;
Widick, 19/75; now titled: Measure of Intellectual Development; after Perry)

This measure of the Perry scheme of intellectual and,ethical development
asks students to write three essays on their best class, a major decision and
‘their career. It assesses the progress the college student makes toward
Tmovement on the Perry scheme.

¥

HUMAN POTENTIAL MEASURES: GENERIC ABILITIES

L 4

Test of Themgyic Analysis* (Winﬁer, 1976)

This jnstrument conslsts of two sets of stories students are asked to
compare thematically. , This "thematic analysis is scored according togfi
twelve categories of critical thinking. This test is based on an understanding

‘of cognitive development defined as the’ abil‘ty to analyze new information and
to synthesize new concepts based on this 'information, and reflects the ability
“to integrate information into one's own cognitive structure. As the cognitive
structure grows, so does the ability to think critically, to make a cogent
—argument and to reason 1nduct1ve1y , {

~

e e e e g - —— ———————

*Available from MtBer and Company.
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lTable 11. continued

U I RS A DI R S e m o m e e e

Picture ngyyhggtrc1se* (Scored for Staes .of Adaptation (Stewart, 197.),

Self-Definition (Stewart & Winter, 1974); and Achievement (McClelland, et al.;
1953, Affiliation (Atkinson, 1958), and Power (Winter, 1973) wmotives.)

‘ This instrument, modeled on the Thematic Apperception Test, may be

used to assess a variety of abilities. The jnstrument requires the student

to write narratives to six pictures. One is "self-definition" which encom-
passes the way one thinks about the world and one's self, the way one reacts
to new information, and the way one behaves (Stewart and Wintev, 1974).

People with high cognitive initiative are not only able to thinkiclearly,

but also to reason from problem to solution, and to propose and take effective
action on their own. This instrument is also used to assess Need for Achieve-
ment (McClelland, et al., 1953), Affiliation (Atkinson, 1958), Power (Winter,
.1973), and Stages of Adaptatlon, .a measure of ego development (created by
Stewart, 1977). i

Watson-Glaser Critical Thinking Appraisal (Watson and Glaser, 1964)

This instrument measures several components of critical thinking:
Inference, Recognition of Assumptions, Deduction. _ .

Learning Style Inventory® (Kolb, 1976)

The Learning Style Inventory is a measure of individual learning styles
which affect decision-making and problem¥solving. The four styles are
Concrete Experience, Reflective Observation, Abstract Conceptualization, and
Active Experimentation. The instrument requires the student to rank order
descriptive statements about her mode of learning.

'

v

-

.

*Available from McBer and Company.

1For a more detailed description of the measures and their

use in the longitudimal study, see Mentkowski, M. & Strait, M.

A Longitudinal Study of Student Change in Cognitive Development-

and Generic Abilities in an Outcome-Centered Liberal Arts Curriculum.
Mllwaukee, Wi: Alverno Productions, 1983.
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Entrance ». . Academic Year ‘
Cohort 1976/77 1977/18 197879 1979/80 1980/81
1976 HP HPM HPM |
Careerin
Weekday SPI SP1 SPI SPI Follow-ug -
College AS A £ A9
CQ
[ ICS ]
. SPC SPC
p |
cl 1977 PN ‘ ‘
R HPM HPM
G| Veekday ) J S SPI SP giﬁﬁffﬁﬁ 3
Ei College AS AS S AS
. g 0Q
K / I(S /
3) 3 Sk
1977 ' Hi HPM : HPM
Weekend SF1 SPI §P1 - SPI
College AS AS AS
‘ \ |
. )
1972/73 HPM/HPM
7| Weskday SP1/SP1
3 College AS
g (Pilot) .
o 1973/74 HEM /PN Careering
) | Weekd ! —
| Weekday SPI/SPI Follow-up
[}
o| College AS SPI
S SPC C0

fote. See Figure 5 for overview of components of the program validation model vith measures,
Student Perspectives Interview (SP7) data were collected on a subsample of students
particlpating in the administration of the Human Potential Measures (HPM), but all completeﬂ

the Attitude Survey (AS) and Careering Questionnaire (C0). ALl Weekday College students cofipleted

the Inteprated Competance Seminar (ICS) and were rated by faculty on the Six Performance

Characteristics (SPC). e’

Figure 6. Design for the administration of human potential measures and student perception measures for
Jongitudinal and cross~sectional studics of student outcomes.

TEe
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The major difference between the dat; analyzed and presented in this
reﬁort concerning the human potential measure outcomes, and the data presented
in the detailed study of student change (Mentkowski & Strait, 1983), is
the abséncer in the present study, of the:Wéékend College Cohort. The
alternative Weekend College timeframé attracts older, working women whereas
the Weekday College timefrgme attracts the traditional age, less experienced
college student. Consequently,. the student populatiﬁn fep;eséaféd in this
rébort is much more homogeneous with respect to age and other background
and program characteristics.

‘The two consecutive entering classes comprising the present sample;ﬂﬁ&
be described in similar terms. At entrance, approximately 90% of the sample
were single, about 807 were 17 to 19 years old, énd about 70% identified
themselves as Catholic. In terms of measured program vafiables, about two-
thirds were commuting, and virtually all were attending college fulltime.
Two-thirds of the students identified themselves at entrance as majoring
in nursing, with the remainder scattered through Fine Arts, Education, and

traditional liberal arts majors.

Analysis of ICS Scores for the

Weekday College Longitudinal Sample
\ :

The combined classes provided a longitudinal sample of 136 students.
Integrated Competence Seminar scores were available for 131 students. The
distriburions of stadents' scores per exercise and the [CS total score are
presented in Fignres 7, 8, 9, and 10.  As on the previously described case
(Figures 1, 2, 3, and &), thoese vraphs show that the highest scores were

obtained on the Group Discussion exercise, and the lowest scores were obtained

on the In=Basket excereise.

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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Figure 7. Relative Frequency Distribution of Students' Scores on the
Group Discussion Exercise for the Longitudinal Study
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Figure 8. Relative Fraquency Distribution of Students' Scores cn the
Tn-Basket Exercise for -the Longitudinal Study
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Figure 10. Relative Frequency Distribution of Students' Scores on the

Integrated Competence Seminar for the Longitudinal Study
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In *he larger sample, theré were more high scores on each exeréise,
but the total score distribution discloses that there were few students
who received the highest scores on all three exercises. Correlation coef-
ficients betweeq the various exercises were all statisticallyléignificant.
For In-Basket and Oral Presentation r = .399, p < .001; fof In-Basket and
Gyoup Discussioprg = .260, p < .001; for Oral Presentation and Group Disqus-
sion r = .444, p < .00l. This would support that the exercises elicit
differ?nt skills, assuming reliable measures,lbut that they share similar\\\
aspects as welli N

Relationships Between ICS and
Student and Program Characteristics

There were few statistically significant relationships between [CS
performénce scores and measured background and program variables. Speci-
fically, there were no significant correlations between ICS performance
and age, parents' education or occupation, or high‘school grades. There
were small but significant correlations between some ICS exercise scores
or total score and variables recording rgligious affiliation and marital
status. Studengs who were not identified as Catholic or who were not
single tended to receive higher performance scores. Scores on the In—Baskét
exercise and the Total Score were significantly corrélated with religious )
affiliation (r = .203, n = 129, p = .0il, and r = .179, m = 129, p = 021,
respectively). Marital status was correlated with performance scores on
the Oral Presentation exercise (r = .160, n = 131, p = .034) and with Total
Score (r = .172, n = 131, p = .025).

Considering the hiphly disproportional representaﬁions of suberoups and
the hi&k’intercorrelations among background variables, it would be inappro-

priate to claim any theoretical association between religious aftiliation

. }497
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S

or marital ;status and performancé on the ICS. The correlations suggest
rather a.dEmographic factor .based on the loﬁ;l context of Alverno College.
In the Weekday College, the typical student was of traditional age, single,
Catholic, and a fulltime.student.' The Qbserved correlations between b;ck—'
ground variables and‘ﬁerformance on the ICS indicate that a student who
was at&pical with respect to the local context was likely to receive

.
higher scdres.

Among program variables, fulltime status was correlated Qith Oral
Presentation and Total Score, but this felationship was redundant.@ith
relationships cbserved between ICS scores and backgrqund variabies. ‘There
was a small but significant relationship betweeﬁ Oral Presentation scores
and selected major field (R = .314, F (6,123) = 2.24, p = .044). Students
majoring in béhavior&@ sciences had the highest mean score; and students y
majgring in art the lowest. The disproportionately large gr;up of nursing
majors averaged below behavioral science, naturalvgcience,‘and education
majors, but above art, arts and humanities, and undecided majors. There
were no significant correlations between ICS performance scores and s?udeqé??

.
residence.

The two entefing'class cohorts were not significantly different from one
another on ICS performance scores; in fact, the averages wefe nearly identical.
As partial confirmation of the typical/at;pical aichotomy suggested above,
studeqts from the pooled entrance cohorts were.reclassified as typical r
if they were single, Catholic, and fulltime; atypical if they were not all
three. Sixty-four percent met gfl three %ﬂ%feria and were c%assified as

1 .

typical. Based on this categoxézation, there were significant differcnces

in performance on the ICS In-Basket exercise and the Total Score (¥ (129) =

O
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2.47, p = .015, and t ‘Qﬁ) = 2.55, p = .012, respectively), with atypical
students scoring higher. \h}fferences between typical and atypical students
were in the same direction fér Group Discuséiou and Oral Presentation N
exercise scoresz but not statzégically significant.

More important for present Shrposes than what group scored higher is

that ICS scores did corr:igte with background and program variables.

~

—__grednd or program variable. . &

Relationships Between ICS and o
Other College Performance Measures

Table 12 presents the partial correlations between performance on the
three ICS exercises, and the ICS Total Score, énd the other college pér—
formance measures, controlling for variability due té background \and program
variables. Due to the variability in administration of the Integrated
Competente Seminar to students in the two entering classes, it is(%ot
possible to place all indices in é clear temporal order. Generally,dthe
ICS. scores may be regarded as concurrent with credit, semester, and compe-
tence level unit information collected to coincid? withithe second longi-
tudinal assessment of human potential measures. The first Six Performance
Characteristics rating would also have occur;ed near the same time as ICS
administrations. The data colleéted to coincide with the third and final
1ongitudinal assessment would clearly have been collected after the ICS
was administered.

w

In the combined Weekday Collégé samples, the number of semesters
{3

& ]
attended by the second longitudinal assessment was correlated with major

49 \\}/
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. Table 12. , ’ ”

~  Partial Correlations of ICS Scores With Other
College Performance Measures, Controlling
For Background and Program-Covariates

. Exercses .. Total
Group Discussion  In-Basket Oral Presentation Score
o ¥ (2) (3’7)8> _(,2’3’7..)_.'
Concurrent : - ‘ ’
Measures
Number of .042 -.252%% : -.014 -.114
Semesters (127 = (124) (126) - (123
Credit Hours -.187% <s .013 .047 -.070
(1,7,8) (127) - (122) (125) (122)
Competence ¥ 011 ~.003 -.082 - . 044
Level Units (92) (91) (93) ©(9D)
('4,‘6,7, 8) A
Six Performance .134 .180% ° .082 . .13¢9
Characteristics (98) 97) (96) - (95)
Rating ]
(_4, 6) N -
LategﬁMeasures
cNdhhgr of .296*** .162%* .082 L223%%
Semesters (127) (126) (126) (124)
=) -
Credit Hours . 103 .120 .030 L1177
(9) (127) (125) (125) (123)
Competence 044 . 117 -.053 .057
Level Units . (126) (124) (124) (122)
(10) ' :

Six Ferformance . .042 -.005 ~ 073 . 044
CHaracteristics (98) 97) (96) (95)
Rating ‘ ‘

(4,11)
,?%\“;_Eﬁ;wwmm,ﬂum”bkﬁwm_mm",,“MyA,___mhﬁm,_,_"m_#m_,wﬁ_,m__wh,_mnwmumwmw,,_uWh
**p < .01

*xkp < 001

Note. Numbers in\parentheses in cells are sample sizes. Numbers in parentheses
in headings| are covariates as follows:

: 1 -~ Age at!Entrance ? 6 -- Entrance Cohort
2 -- Religious Affiliation 7 - Fulltime/parttime Status
3 -- Marital Status 8 -- Major Field
4 -- High School Grade Point Average 9 —- (Credits Earned in First Interval
S -- Mother's Occupation 10 -- Competence Level Units
‘ in First Interval
11 -~ Prior Six Characteristics Rating
\,
) ol .
@~ N o ou .
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field. The number of credits accumulated by second assessment was related
" *
1
to fulltime stgtus, major field, and age; competence level units accumulated
were related to fulltimg status, major field, high school grade average,

and mother's occupation. The partial correlations presented in Taole 12
< |

control for both these influences on semesters,-'credits, and competence

y

1eve1 units, as well as background and progkam covariates of ICS performance

scores. The same is true for Six Performance Characteristics ratings, which

were relatéd to high school grade average and entrance cohort. ,

The significant correlation befwé€en number of semesters and the In-

Basket .score indicated that students who attended more semesters tended tc

receive lower scores. Most students attended at least the four regular

-
v

semesters falling between entrance and second assessment, so the variability

in-number of semesters was limited to attendance during Suﬁmer sessions. -

Thus, the data indicated that students who attended summer sessions tended

to receive lower In-Basket exercise scores. There was a small but significant

correlation between In-Basket scores and the first Six Jhar;cseristics

rating. This correlation‘may be reéarded as reciprocally supportive of the

validity of the In-Basket exercise Score as a measure of pergfrmance, and

of the Six Characteristics ratings as a faculty rating of spudent performance.
Thé'significant correlation between numbe£ of credité accumulated-and

Group Riscussion scores indicated that students who accumulated more credits

ten&ed to receive lower séores on the Group Discussion exercise, with the

influences of major,bfulltime status, marital stétus and age coutrolled.

In the case of the negative correlation between semesters and In-Basket

scores, we may speculate that the assoéiation arises from the fact that

students needing basic skills education and students re-taking a failed

course populate the summer sessions (Lh$ugh we haven't the necessary data to

94
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verify this guess). The negative corre%ation betweern Group Deciaa g dent o

x
)

- and number' of credits accumulated is more puzzling.
) . : - . ¥

* The iny significant partial correlations between ICS scores and later
7 > T . W9
measures.of tollege performance were with number of sgmesters between second
. ; e . 3 /,, : .

‘and third assessment. The number of semesters in this interval panged

only between 'three and five, with nearly three-quarters of the‘gizdentSj

attending the normal four semesters. This limited range allows the\inter-
| .

pﬁetation that students who attended summer school between their third and
fourth years:received trigher Group Discussion and In-Basket scores, a = ™\

L )
finding for which there is no obvious explanation. .

i . N

\"t I3 13 v (3 1] 1]
' The partial correlations in Table 12 indicate there is no single

™,

S : Ll ‘ .
performance variable underlying the several indices of college performance.

The correlations between Group Discussion exercise scores and credits and
” :

semesters provided evidence that Group Discussion scores were not

without some reliability, but do not necessarily indicate validity for the

. \ : .
intended purposes of the score as a performance measure.

\

Relationships Between ICS and
Human Potential Measures

. As stated earlier, the repeated administrations of the Euman potential
measures at entrance, two years after entrance, and again three and one—half
years after entrance, provided three sets'of correlations with ICS scﬁres
in aifferent temporal relationships. Tables 13, 14, and 15, present the’
partiél correiations between ICS scores and human potential measures fox
each temporal relationship, respectively. In each cﬁse, hackground and. T
program influences on ICS sadres and human potential measures were controlled.

-

U,
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Table 13.

JA3

P .
‘Partial Correlations of Integrated Competenceufg;inar,Scores with Entrance
' Assessments on the Human Potegtial Measures C

I

Measures of Vocational, Educa-
tional ang. Personal lssues
. it . ‘. .

.

Sentence Completion Test (8).

" "Best Class" Essay (8)
"Decision'® Essav (1,2,5,8)

"Career" Essay (1,4,8)

Defining Issues Test

P% Score (1)
D Score (1) |

Test of Cognitive Develoup-
ment (5,8)

Picture Story Exercise

Receptive (8)
Autonomous

Assertive (2,6)
Integrative (8,10)
Self-Definition (8,10)

Achievement Motive (8,9)

Affiliation Motive (8)
Power Motive

Learning Style Inventory

Test of T?ematic Anaiysis (8)

Concrete Experience (1)

Reflective Obsarvation
Abstract Conceptuali-
za ton (1)

Act:

e Experimentation

Abstract/Concrete
Learning Orientation (1)
Active/Reflective

Learning Orienvation

A

e . Exeredses’ L -
Group ) Oral - Total

Discussion® In-Basket Presentation Score .

— (2) (3,7,8) (2,3,7)

-.015 (118)  .015 T115) -.018 (116)  -.028 (114) *
.020 (-95) " .005 ( 95) .063 {-93) .065 ( 94)
.072 ( 92) .068 ( 89) .030 ( 90) .071 (_88)

o "31' )

-.139 (118) .102 (116) .083 (114) 8

.001
-.100
.135
.068
.011
.034
.000
.250%%(122)

.075 (119)
.182%(119)

.084 ( 95)

(119)
(122)
(116)
(118)
(118)
(118)
(119)

.030 (123)
.067 (126)
.049_(173)

.014 (126)
.050 (123)

.035 (126)

J044 (121)

.258%%(115)

*p
**p

e

<

<

.05
.01

_53.

:175% (116) .018 (117)
147 {¥l6) .037 (117)
.120 ( 93) -.025 ( 93)
017 (116) .046 (117)
.067 (117) -.087 (118)
~.109 (116) ~.156%(114)
.017 (116) -.056 (117)
~.046 (116)" .035.(117)
.035 (115) .14l (116)
077 (116) .179%(117)
.027 (117) -.228**(118)
~.169%1120) .001 (121)
-.057 (120) -.082 (122)
.152 (120) .009 (121)
-.009 - (120) -.114 (122)
.197%(120) -.006 (121)
.088 (121) -.01Q (122)
L 216%%(118)-.046 (119)

e

s

.020

. 044

.056
LI22
=~ 071

.039
.080

.055

.098

.015 (115)
.056 (116)
.179%(115)
.037 (115)
.008 (115)
.099 (114)
.106 (115)
.197%(116)

(119)
(120)
(119)

(120)

(120)

N

(117)

(119)

065 (115)
(115)

( 92)

1
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Inference
Recopnit fon -.
Deduct fon

[able 13,

~-.038 (117
180 (1L7)

(3,5) —.223%( 76)

Numbers in parentheses in oo 'l

in headings are covaril:ns

dre

tes s

I == Ape

S Lo"LULum Alfiliation

} —— Father's Bducation
Lo Mother s Oceunpation
5o ngh School Crade Point Average

follows

206%
073 (112)
168 ( 75)

cont inued

ample

sizes.

{rrzy L1120 (1)
L2LBEE(T13)

L224%( 74)

-—- Prior College kEx

~—- Marital Status
-— Entrance Cohort
—-— Resg idence

119 (1
024 (1l
L045 |

perience

~— Fulltime/partiine

-- Major

11)
11)
74)

Numbers in parentheses
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Table 14,
Partial Corrvelations of Intewrated Competence Seminar Scores with Concurrvent
Change on the Human Potential Measures -

Group b>h‘0fhlu>A~  Total
Discussion In-Basket Presentation Score
o (2 (3,7,8) (2,3,7)
Measures of Vocational) BEduaea-
tional and Personal lIssues
"Best Class' Essay -.039 (118) -.087 (114) -.080 (1i5) . 100 (113)
"hecision' Essav (1) 27 (118) - 173%(115)  .055 (114) 011 (1H14)
"Carcer' Essay 56 (L0 L0227 (Lo0) .020 (101) 104 {
Sentence Completion Test (8) -, 000 (117) LOA5 (H14Yy L0062 (L15) 025 (113
Petining Issaes fost
P Score -, 075 (119) 120 (L16) 165 (117) 050 (115)
I} Score .008 (119) 099 (116) - .108 (117) .059 (119)
Test of Covnlitive Develop=- L042 (116) L1599 (L13) L la6 (114} LA (112)
ment (3)
Picture story Exerclise
Receptive (8) .008 (118) L0060 (1L5)  .05% (11063 048 (114)
Autonomous .049 (119) .061 (116) -.041 (117) 066 (115)
Assertive -.002 (119) 113 (116)  .016 (117) .053 (115)
Integrative : -.197%(119) .031 (116) -.009 (117) -. 116 (115)
Self-Definition (10) -.024 (118) L088 (116) -.023 (117) L017 (115)
Achievement Motive -.036 (119) 112 (116) . 153*%(117) L0811 (115)
Affiliation Motive (8) 005 (118) L0410 (115)  .077 (116) 061 (114)
Power Motive 060 (119) 109 (116) —-.0L4 (1L7) .068 (115)
i
LLearning Stvle Inventory
Concrete Lxperience -.176%(123) .Og& (120) -.104 (121) -. 089 (1L19)
Reflective Observation -.122°(123) L0238 (120) =.159%(121) -, 155%(119)
Abstract Conceptualiza- L0080 (123) -.110 (120) .068 (121) .026 (119)
tion ’ _
Active Experimentation 142 (123)  -.052 (120)  .194%(121) 130 (119)
Abstract/Concrete Jla4 (123)  -.108 (120)  .096 (121) 060 (119)
Learning Orientation
Active/Reflective 147 (123) L015 (120)  .196%(121) 153 (119)
Learning Orientation .
Test of Thematic Analysis (8) -.040 (120) ‘ L088 (117) -.031 (118) 013 (116)
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Table l4. continued

Critical Thinking Appraisal

Inference -.091 (114) - .l&4 (1il) .020 (112) L006 (110)
Recognition .086 (114) AL (11 L) L0334 (112) 2103 (110)
Deduction (5) -.038 ( 92) 102 ¢ 9%) L1139 ( 90) 046 ( 89)

See noté on bottom of Table lﬁ.fﬁfiiﬁﬁé;d
#p o < .05
**p < 01
K P < L 001
Note, All human potential measures at sccond assessment were controlled for
differences at entrance. '

5y
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Table 15.

Partial Correlations of Integrated Competence seminar Scores with Later
Changze on the Human Potential Measures

- bkxercises

CCroup " oral ~Total
Discussion In-Basket Presentation” Score
S2) S (3,7,8) (2,3,7)
Measure of Vocational, Fduca- '
t.ionval and Personal lssues
"Bost Class' Essav ~.154%(119) 012 (115) -.028 (116) -.097 (1l4)
"Decision' Lssav (2) ~.152%(116) L062 (113 .007-(112 -, 046 (113)
"Career' Essav (8) -.065 (117) L0605 (114) -.060 (L15) -.049 (113)
Sentence Completion Test LOTL (118)  —.005 (115) -.106 (116) -.057 (114)
Detining Issues lest
P7 Score L077 (118) C1l3 (LiS5) L1177 (116) L122 (vid)
D Score (1) —~.042 (118) -.048 (115) .006 (116) -.030 (1i4)
tTest of Copnitive Develop- 070 (117) .205*(114) 037 (115) . 146 (113).
ment
Picture Storv Exercise
Receptive <, 034 (118) .055 (115) -.102 {116) L0017 (L14)
Autonomous -.026 (118) .083 (115) .242*#&Ll6) 125 (114)
Assertive -.003 (118) L042 (115) 114 (1i6) ~071 (114)
Integrative .057 (118) -.090 (115) -.152%(116) -.080 (114)
Self-Definition (8,10} L046 (117) .072 (L1S) -.007 (116) .053 (114)
Achievement Motive .008 (119) -.029 (116) -.001 ~(117) -.011 (115)
Affiliation Motive (8) .015 (118) =-.024 (115) ~.045 (116) ~-.023 (114)
Power Motive L0122 (119) L177%(116)  LLLS (117) 140 (115)
Learning Style Inventory
Concrete Experience ~.052 (123) ~.111 (120) =.0l3 (121" -.076 (119)
‘Reflectiveé Observation -.100 (123) ~-.129 (121) -.103 (121) -.078 (119)
Abstract Conceptuali- -.059 (123) .075 (120) -.081 (121) ~-.028 (119)
zation 3 .
Active Experimentation L0122 (123) .013 (121) .120 {(122) L0040 (119)
Abstract/Concrete -.009 (123) L106 (120) -.043 (121) .023 (119)
Learning Orientation )
Active/Reflective L065 (123)  -.049 (120) .119 (121) h*.063'(119)
learning Orientation o ' B i
Test of Themacié Analysis . .030 (121) .109 (118} .200*(119} o119 (117)
-‘_§b— P ERuh T | . )

k:‘cp < .01

57




Table 15. continued
Critical Thinking Appraisal
Inference 012 ¢ a) 086 (111) .089 (Li2) .068
Recognition ~.105 (L14) -.086 (111) -.:ilo (1l:i. -.141
"Deduction -.070 (114) .083 (111) .129 (112) ~.056

Sﬂe_e n»b‘t e on ‘bot-t om o f l;lb le _1-3‘ £ ;;)-r' leuend o

*p < .05
f%p < 0L
Axkp o < 001

Note. All human potential measures at third assessment were controlled for
differences at second assessment.

o
-
4 -
3

(110)
(110)
(110)
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Tables 14 and 15 include controls tor preceding assessments on the same

instruments, so that, in eftfect, the partial correlation with ICS scores
represents the assoclation of 105 scores with change on the human potential
measures unexplained by the preceding assessment and any background or
program covariates of change.

lable /3 presents the partial correlations between 105 scores and
entrance assessments on the human potential measures. Variability in s
performance on the Iytegrated Competence Seminar or the human potential
measures which could be atiributed to backeround and program difyerences
was controlled in all cases. Entrance cohort was a significant correlate
of ~entrance assessments in thie majority of cases shown, underscoring the
ihpurtanuc of using multiple cohorts  in nrogram evaluation and studics of
student chaunge in college. Age was a significant correlate on threc human
potential measures dospité the small varidbility in age in the Weekday
College sumplegz on our measure of Perry's scheme of inteilectual and
ethical development, Rest's objective measurc of mora% development, and
Lhe measure of learning styles developed by David Kolb.

There were [ew significant partial correlations between entrarce
asseasments on the human potential measures and the 1Cs eﬁgrcise scores otv
1CY total score. The few small but significant partial correlations provide
strongest support for the validity of the In-Basket exercise as a generic
measure of performadbe in college. There is less, but some supportive

evidence for the validity of the Oral Presentation exercise, and counter-

evidence for the validity of the Group Discussion exercise.
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In-Basket exercise scores were correlated with entrance measures of
ego development, moral development, learning style, and critical thinking
skills. Oral Prescentation exercise scores were correlated with entrance
measures of critical thinking skills, but were~also negatively correlated
with measures of self-definition and power motivation. The latter relation-
ships do not directly support or invalidate the Oral Presentation exercise
score. Group Discussion. exercise scores were negatively correlated with
a measure of moral development, with power motivation, and with a measure of
critical thinking. These relationships indicate that students who did less
well on the test of dedugtive thinking abil&ty, those with lower scores on
one measure cf principled thinking, and students with less motivation to
influence others, received higher scores on the Group Discussion exercise.
This counter—-evidence was not equivocated by any significant positive

.

relationships. The data suggest that some entrance measures predict perform-
ance on the In-Basket, and the Group Discussion.

Tables 14 and 15 describe relationships between ICS exercise scores
and total score and change on the measures of human potential for two

ime. Table 14 presents partial correlations between

successive intervals of

]
!
1CS scores and change or the human potential measures between entrance and

-

second assessment, two years after entrance. This period approximates the

general education sequence for mest students in the sample and is most related

to the time of student performance on the ICS. Table 15 ﬁresents the partial

correlations between 1{S scores and change on the human potential measures

4

between the second and third longitudinal assessments, a period approximatineg -

sl
P
e

the pre-protfessional seguence for most students in the sample, and usually

follows 1(S performance. . .
' 6 .
o - . .
ERIC | ‘
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[here were few patterns of signiticent relationship evident, but as in
Cthe case of Yable 13, what cvidcnce there was provides strongest support for
relationships between the In-Basket exercise and less support for the Oral
Presentation exericse.  The relationships between Group Discussion scores
and change on the human potential measures were negative. Overall, the

statistically significant relationships were small enough and few enough,

given the number of correlations generated, that the weight of evidence does

not suppoert the relation of the Integrated Competende Seminar performance

scores to change on the Human Potential Measures.

Summary and Discussion

Preliminary studies on the Inteyrated Competence Seminar indicated
adequate reliability in the scoring procedure, and there was evidence of
discrimination in individual performance. The relationshipz examined here
between Lpe ICS scores and other measures of student performance doc not
contribute much support for relationships to at least one if not two of
the exercise scores. [n our judgment, the ln-Basket exercise has been .
shown to be the most difficult and the most related to other measures,
the Oral Prescntation exercise next most difficult and next most related
to other measures, and the Group Discussion exercise thé least difficulc
Qnd the least reiated to other generic measures of student performance in

- college.
There are some possiblcfexplanations for these results, One has.to do

’

yith performance mode. Another has to do with where the instrument is in

&
its development as p-measure of integration of abilities achieved by the
midpoint of college.

O
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The in-Basket was most related to performance in the leavning process

and to cbangc on the measures of buman potential. [t is also a measure
calling for problem-soiving and critical thinking, college abilities more
traditional in content. While the performance mode is nontraditional,

it differs in mode from the QOral Presentation and Group Discussion. In
the ln—Baskec,\a student performs with respect to a particular paper and
pencil task. The student does take on a role, but that is also true of

the other two ICS exercises. The Oral Presentation and Group Discussion

-

involve a speech and participation in a group as performance medes. It
could be that these more nontraditicnal modes elicit aspects of Communications
and Social Interaction not tapped by the human potential measures.

On the other hand, the evidence for negative relationships between

Group Discussion and the college performance and human poteut&al,measures

could be evidence that the measure is ineffective and invalid. X ’

N,
\

In fact, even before these analyses were complete, the Assessment
Committee, the group of faculty responsible for the design and validity
of the ICS, and external assessors, had raised questions about the accept-

ability and adequacy of the instrumerft stimulus, particularly related to the
i
K

performance elicited by Group Discussioﬁ{ They felt the group task did not
elicit identification of complex issues or task development and solution
as intended. An instrument revisiocn process was undertaken after the data

examined here were collected, so that a different instrument stimulus is
in use now. While it would not be possible to directly follow up the impli-
?ations of  this analysie because of the change in instruments, the results

have general implications for future development and research, particularly }

on the use of the performance mcdes used in this study.
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Fhe findings of this rescarch, in terms of the relative validity of the
exercises, suggest continuing to use rhe [n—Basket, and to strive for better
means to elicit the important abilities targeted in the Group Discussion
and to further examine the Oral Fresentation exercise. The Oral Presenta-
tion and Group Discussion exercises attempt to assess Communications and
Social Interaction abilities thac have not been traditional goals of
teaching in liberal education, but are easily recogni&pd as criiically
important abilities in the world of wnrk.‘:f Further, the performance modes —-
speaking and interacting -- are new assessment modes.

A related study of Social Interaction competence (Friedman,vMentkuwski,
Deutsch, Shovar and Allen, 1982) found that instructed and uninstructed
students did not differ in the Group Discussion exercise.-’ But when a
student performance from a more heterogeneous group than were available
for the current study waé subjécted to a discriminant analysis, instructed
and uninstructed groups did separate on Social Interaction ability.

Thus, we may have the nucleus of an ability measure in Group Discussion
as a performance mode. Only further research on the new [CS instrument
stimulus will help answer this question. In sum, the study lands scme
support for the In-Basket, and suggests further research with Oral Presen-
tation and Group Discussion exercises. While the current measure provided
reliable results for diagnostic purposes, the new Integrated Competgnce

Seminar needs to be researched further to continue its development as an

external criterion measure.
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56 ‘ APPENDIX 1

Name 3 score

As Often Frequently
INDEPENDENT JUDGEMENT

A

L

Rot

Least At

Posgible Once All
A F O N
I 1 1 I
GROUP DISCUSSICN
INITIATION
2. 1nitiative - Active efforts to influence events rather than passive
acceptance A F Q By
INFLUENCE
3. Persistence - tendency to stay with a problem or line of thought
until the matter is settled A F O N
4. Impact - Ability to create : Good Impression A F O N
Attention and ;espect A F O N
Show an air of confidence A F O N
5. Social effectiveness'~ Ability to bring a group to accomplishment
of its goal by directing and facilitating
actions A F O N
Response i
6. Listening - ability to understand what was significant in oral
communication of others. A F O N
7. Fléxibility - Intellectual , emotional, social - ability to
modify behavioral style to reach a goal. ) A F O N
8. Adaptability - to new situations. Ability to assume the ;gxekifllEd
for by a given situation. | A F O N
PROBLEM ANALYSIS
9.'Organization%— effectiveness in seeking out pertinent data and
organizing it to arrive at a credible conclusion
(Research, budget, ABC plan) F O N
10.Raising of questions F 0 N
Decision Making
11. Consideration and evelauation of alternatives desisions,
conclusions behavior | A N
12. Decisiveneés - Readiness to make decisions or to render judgement A 0 N
. Total

N - 6 l"‘



IN — BASKET

NAME |
Setting Priorities 1 0 JWLE
Complete Exercise 1 2 3 4 5
INITIATION |

1. Clear convincing writing which does not distract the reader by
technical errors.
2. Initiative - Active eiforts to influence events rather than
passive acceptance.
INFLUENCE
3. Impact - ability to create : Good impression
Command attention and respect

Show an air of confidence

RESPONSE

4. Flexibility - Intellectual, emotional, social - ability to ﬁodify
behavioral style tozreach a.goal |

5. Adaptabilit§ - to new situations h )

6. Reading - ability to understand what was significant in eéch

item, v

PROBLRM ANALYSIS

7. Concern for siénificént details

8. Making predictions based on pertinent data ability and
willingness to project future implicatioas of present situations ¥
and or decisions.

DECISION MAKING

9. Consideration and evaluation of alternatives: Decisions, conclusions

behavior

10. Decisiveness - readingss to make decisions or to render judgement

Total
%o

—

A

o

~i
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ORAL. PRESENTATIO:

NAME

e e b 28 2 e e e et

INITIATION

1. Oral expression - clear understandable communication of message A

INFLUENCE
2. Impact - ability to create : A good impression
: Commnand attention and respect
. Show an air of confidence
RESPONSE | |
3. Reading - ability to ‘understand what was significant in source
materials A

4. Adaptability to new situatiens - ability to assume the role called
!

for by a given situation . A

PRUBLEM ANALYSIS N

<

5. Organization - effectiveness in seeking Sut pertinent data
and organizing it to arrive at a credible conclusion A

f. Concern - for significant detail - ablility to cite and utilize

whatoever can provide clarification or evidence (e.g. examples,

observations, [acts distlnctions relatlionship). A
DECISION MAKING
7 Consideration and evaluation of alternatives : Decisions,

Conclusions, Behavior. A
4 Decisivenvss — readiness to make decisions or to render judgement

5. Value clarification — ability to icentify values in decision making A

Total

g

0O N
O N
O N
O N
0O N
0O N
0 N
0O N

N
0
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