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r ABSTRACT
v . *
The Six Performance Characteristics assegsment technlque provides a
means for faculty to judge students in a systematic way over }Lme on
ovelopmental characteristics whic!  ly to their ‘performance atross
disgiplines and across com; -t ceas identified as goals of liberal
learning by Alverno faculty, riptions of six performance character-
1st1cs were prepared and fdrst tested by faculty on seniors, graduating
in the spring of 1928 The characteristics were Lntegration, inde~
pendence, creatiwity, self-awareness, commitment, and habituallty The
cbaracterlstlcs were defined by sets of descrlptors for the "Beblnnin?
Sfrudent,’ *the "Developing Student," and the "Graduating Studeat."
Pilot study results indicated some discriminating power (students , .
graduating with honors were rated significantly b...er than students. . .
graduating without honors). ,The following year ali-students in the
‘cellege were rated to collect ddditicnal information on inter-rater
reliability, the developmental character of the ratings, and fhe extent
to which the six characteristics were dlffenentlated in ratings.
- Ve . ’ '
esults from the first all—college administration provided evidence of J
. acceptable inter-rater re11ab111ty, and supparted the developmental
character of the definitions through significant mean differences between
classes. While the power of the technifue to dlbtlﬂgulsh betweén
students at dlfferent levels was demonstrated, it was found that all
charactexlstlcs followed nearly identical patterns, raising, further ques-
tic1s concerning the differentiation between them. -~ .

%

< Performance Characterlstics'catlngs were conducted onvall’classes in
1979, 1980,. 1981 and 1982, as part. of 4 comprehensive program validation
which included other meastres\ of student performance within the curric-
ulum, and longitudinal assessments of student development and change using ,.*
a battery of external criterion measures (Mentkowski & Straity 1983). It
was contfrrmed with ratings from the longltudinal study sample of two con-
secutive entering classes that a single factor accounted for 90% of the
variance in ratings on each characteristic on three différent occasions.
Using the single factor, it was fggaﬁ that students were rated at signif-
. icantly higher levels over time, crrroborating the cross-sectional

evidence for the developmental charadter of the procedure. The rating

. factor was not assdciated with other college performance measures in the
longitudinal ‘'study when the influences of student backgreund and program
differepcgs were controlled. “There was however evidence that ratings dis-
criminated between students on academic probation and those who were not;
irrespective of class ktanding. . o

-~

v

Relationships between the Six Performance Characteristics factor and the
measures of human potential revealed .that the faculty were making judg-
ments based on a general dimension associated with several external
criterion measures of intellectual, egoy and mora deVelbpment. The
- strongest pattern of assocjatiops was .found with a measure of Perry's
cheme "of intgllectual and. ethical development during the college years .
erry, 1970, 1981). The'Alverno, faculty is.continying to work with the
assessment technique, attempting to refine the definitions of several
characteristlcs so that a more differentiated pictuge of student devel ~p-
ment, may ‘result. v . ‘
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’VALIDATIN&'ﬁSSESSMENT TECHNIGUES IN AN OUTCOME-CENTERED
* L3 l" ' . » . . - , )
¥ - LIBERAL AFTS'CURRTCULUM: SIX PERFC.MANCE CHARACIERISTICS RATING
’ - b ) H

- A _

N » /Q
o Assessment Committee/Office of Resealeh and Evaluation
‘ ' ALVERNC COLLEGE .
. o T
¥ ' - %The Six Performance Characteristics Rating:
A Facultz,Rating -of Student Performamce Characteristics Y

~

-~ . o ,

The Six.Performance Characterlstlcs rating, an Alverno College
assessment technique, provigesta means for faculty to assess « -
students at regular intervals.’on several - characterlstlcs which

. apply to her performance across disé&pllnes and agross compe~-

( % tences identified as central objectives of - liberal® 1earning at
Alverno College. The ra 1ona1e, descrlptions of Six Perfor-" -
mance Characteristics, ‘and an initial rating.lnstrument were
developed by the Assessment, Committee and the Office of Research

and Evaluation in the 1977-78 academic year. .

Ihixgix characteristics identified by Alverno fachty are . .
intefration, independence, creativity, selﬁ—awarenéss,.commitJ
“ment, and habituality. The last, habituality, was concelved as
- modifying the other five. Original descriptions of the Six
Characterlstigmghre included in Appendix A. At the outset, the
characteristics were developed to.serve a part1cu1ar need for
criteria used in judging advanced, students in the performance of
! complex and interrelated abilities required in’ their ‘major areas
of concentration. They were to. function as general criteria in
assessing student endeavor at advanced levels, After an initial
rating of graduating seniors in the spring of 1978, it -
decided to expand the rat’ ‘ffort to aly sses of s. .onts
in the Weekday Cbllege, to nelp further understand the develop-
mental nature of the character1stics. An Assessment Committee
report on the;pilot ratlng study is presented in Appendix B

This paper briefly describes the development, use, .and analyses
. of the assessment technique from its first employment in the |
spring of 1978, through its college wide implementation in the
© 1979, 1980, dhd 1981 spriilg semesters. ' The external validation
of the assessment technique is reported/in terms of the relation-
ships betwec. the Six Performance Characteristics rating (SPQ),
other indices of tollege performance available from student
records or being developed by the faculty, and extefnal criterion
. measures of human potené&al administered duringsthis period as
part of #n overall evaluation/validation of Alverno's cilirric-
ulum . (Mentkowski & Doherty, 1977, 1983; Mentkowski} 1980
Mentkowski & Stra(t, 1983). B
Several strategies for validating outcomes and new assessment
techniques were developed into a comprehensive va!idation model.
The model incorporates various research and evaluation methods,.
' < . 1




o " ‘with the ultimate goals of establishing program validity, con-
tributing to program development, and developing a picture of
adult ¢learning and development that can be used to improve
instruction and assessment in liberal education settdings.’
Figure 1 displays the several components of the: validation
model. . . .

-

The results reported’in this paper’ link faculty ratings on the

. - Six Performance Characteristics-.to other internal college per-
S formance indices (e.g., credit hodrs and competence _level units),

v to another new Alverno assessment technique, the Integrated

' . ~Competence Seminar, and to external ¢riterion measures of human
potential. Other papers present results linking the human
potential peasures to the. Integrated Competence Semihar (Assess-
ment ‘Committee/Office of Résearch and Evaluation, 1982)-and to
the performance indices (Menikowski & Strait, 1983).

T
i / .

, . The Rating Instrument and the Procedure .
* o
An example of the revised rating form is presented in Appendix C.
- A nine point scale was used for rating each characteristic. The,
. descriptions of ‘the characteristics developed by the Assessment
Committez included descripters identifying the "Beginning Student,”
tha '""Developing Student,” and the "Graduating Student." - The
.. “~instructions®on the rat1ng form ask the faculty member to rate
'“Vﬁeach student using the" entire nine point scale, irrespective ~f th
student,a class gtandirg. The form included a sps -
- comments.” A, scale for Habitualir—~ ~ -~ led - Lor each
of the five other ¢ ctevisticon.  an ooortual. ing as given
only in those cases . iere the other characteristic was ratéd.a four’
or above, on the pr‘nciple that a‘:lower rating precluded the -
possibility of habituation being evident. Each of the five char- -
acteristics was rated oh a separate page. :

-

L 4

T4 As indicated above, the first use -of the instruéent in Spring 1978
involved ratihg~only graduating Seniors. -In .that administration,
} two faculty from a student's major area rated each student and

‘ then arrived at a consensus rating. Only consensus ratings were
V collected and analyzed. It was from a review of those initial

' results that the-form and procedure described here were, dravm.
3 .
~ . The procedure was’ revised ‘'so. that, for Juniors‘and Seniors, two
faculty from the student's major area, Endione from her minor area,

would be msaking a rating, for the rurposes of collecting inter-
rater reliability“data. Freshmen and Sophomoresjwere rated by at -
loast two of their instructors, buf these individuat ratings were ;
averaged rather than subjected to a consensus procesd. Specific
procedures are outlined in Appendix D. T

. | N

.y




» oo M ‘ ®
. . )
3, ] " LEARNING PROCESS . T
o < : i3 L S '
BAaR Y COMPERENCES B : .
i ~- ' 4 N * '
\ A % . .
g EXPERIENTIAL LEWMANING |- .
- ‘ % “ N ] N .
. ’ . \ e * . /i
N . \ , ~ . .
N . ‘ ASSESEMENT Pao&ss o X
e TECHNIQUES ' : N » ’
. . , ‘
® - . )
_ . EVALUATION/VALIDATION | = ‘ RS '
PROCESS . , y
A ’ ' ! .
\ -
¥ - B .
- . S UDENT CHANGES iIN OUTCOMES OF COLLEGE R PAOFESSIONALS
] ) i PERCEPTIONS,
) . , ' ' . o, PERFORMANCI,
CAREERING/
i . PROFESSIONAL
¥ . . DEVELOQWENT‘
EARN 11 “ l )
LEARNIN-. . g ! < \
. LEARAN, PERFORMANCE B ORMANCE POTENTIAL . PERCEPTIONS *| ~ p— 2y
H TRANSFER N CH TERISTICS @ ' . Bellaviorai\
. . _ABILITIES . ' T ; .- ‘ Event
:/ Interview
”’ /r P - e ——— ——
_ - 4 : nd IOV - Performance
Experiential Mitestone Six Perforfance N Hllma'/l Student Chavacterﬁnsucs' .
Leagping Log Measures: Characteristics Potenziay : Perspectives "_‘"‘f"}f“_[?
. ‘,..\-»! Competenu;‘ . Rating . Measures: « Interview " Careeting
. " Level Units Cognit S 4 i
Perspectivese “Credits . T v uesg;:;;:ﬂm Attitude Questionnag
Interview . —_—— - —— . Survey by
N Integrated . Generic ' Careerina . .
Competence - - -Abilities areering ‘ | IS
Seminar —— e _ Questionnaire e
. « Learming ' . .
. - i -Styles .. .
1] . . L ‘ Lt % ,
ST e
; 7 . "
= S ALUMNAE FUTURE OUTCOMES ~ L :
) __: ——— - - —— B J i .
" ) ' .
) - : = [
B - PERCEPTIONS| « ] |_“\perrormance ]
[ T T T N
EXPECTATIONS. |- ' "LEARNING TO PERSONAL/ )L .
CTAl ] TRANSFER LEARN. | | | PROFESSIONALY | propessiona, | | PROFESSIONAL | of - ~
REALIZATIONS - PROCESSES LIFELONG . ROLE DEVELOPMENT PERFORMANCE
7 LEARNING | RELATING . L
. ' » At ' ad
. A . . . 24
) .Alu"mna . h c;,,eem,g Behavioral Event
Perspectiges Interview Questionnaire ) " Jinterview
Figure 1. Components of a validgtiomgymodel for the Alverno learning ‘ ’
process with externa] validation instruments. ' ‘
- | ¢ -'.,.,v:.. i ¢ ; - ) : - . BN . . i
, : 3 .
Qo . o -~ 4.
ERIC i+ o e : -

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



N ’ . 3y

Results From the First Collége"wide Faculty Rating

The Spring, 1979 data collection was designed to yleld improved
inrormation with respect to the following issues:

1) Practiﬁhlity and utility of a cjllege-wide rating > )
2) Inter-rater reliahility '
‘ . ,3) The extent to which the Six Performance Characteristics
are developmental ‘
4) "Are the definitions differentiating am&ng the

- ,ebaracteristlcs° To what extent are ghey inter-
R re g ? T s
3 . : L. a o
Implementation . _ o "[. .
IR . The Spring 1979 rating of Weekday College students sincluded all

‘studénts enrolled. The descriptive 'statistics cited below demon-
strate the effectiveness of the rating procedure, and the Alverno
faculty's ability to collaborége on this college-wide task.

' Table I indicates that 91% of all the‘Eeekday ‘College stadents +
were rated, an” extrémery high percengage. b '

Table 1.

LY

Sample Dksqriptipn of Spring, 1979
Six Performance Characteristics Ratings

.

A ) . < ;
ot ' ﬁwgnrnIXed # Rated % Rated -

3 . 4 -\‘ — i

: . . Freshman . + 216 175 - 81% R
N, Sophomore v 209 203, 97%
~ & °  Junior { 124 117 94%
N - Senior 97 95 97%
T o 646 . 591 91%

Table 2 presents the number of instruments on which comments were.
recorded per class standing. It was assumed that faculty rating

h . Seniors or Juniors were more familiar with the students and would
o, be more able to write comments, as compared ta-faculty who rated
* . +  Freshmen and Sophomores. Table 2 shows that similar ntages

:of(comments were obtained across all faur class standings. This

: -suggests that comments can be 'an effective tool for collecting

information for a- student s file that can be used later for .
.. % writing narrative transcrlpts. ‘

»
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i Table 2. - ‘ ) T
Comments by Class Stamding
- ' »
[ e e et e et e e o e o s e e e . . s O s et e et S
. ' \ #.Rated # Comménts % Comments
: Freshman ... 175 109 62%
Sophomore .. 204 " 105 51% ‘
. Jumior ..., 117 66 367 "
_Sefior ... 95 5% . 554
. LA
- e

The total number of students rated was broken. down by discipline

divisions to get a better understanding of the intradivisional

procedure for pursulng the rating task. Table 3 specifies the

number of studerfts who were expected to be rated and the actual

number rated (sample total) by division. Overall, most of the |
', divisions were close to the expected totals. -

. . s Table 3.
supber of Studentgs Rated by Division *
| .
¢ < e s, o .. Ir. Sr.
e S22 Sindr ajor dinor Vijer
1)  Arts and Humanities Expected Total 7 12 9 10 . 8 7
' " Sample Total f3 17 8 9 ¥y, 05
2)  Behavieoral Sciences E:ipbctcd total 33 a0 37 15 43 16 AN
. N Sjmple fotal 24 X’ 22 1B 18 15 - AN
3) Ed\S.xtion Expected Total 9 6 R S is 13,
¥ | Sample Total 5 9 o 8 13 3 7
%) Math & Natural sei. .Expectcd Total 5, 12 16 13 .16 7
‘ sample Total 5 b 10 it 19 3
. ) ' - \
. 5) Nuprsing Expected:Total 131 IIB - 79 4 == 37
’ Sample Toral 110 129 -, 71 - 55 .
. . v . . . LT Ty
‘' 6) Performing Arts Expected Total 711 2 10 T-- 10
: . Sample Total « 10 17 1 10 ., 2 10
’ . . ~ - ‘ P y
. 7) Undecided Expected Total % - - -- - -
- o . Sample Total 8 - - - - -

The ratéd samplé obtained is representative not only,aéross class
standing but also within divisions. High percentages of minor L I
and major ratings were obtained (as cowpared to“the expected

numbérs). The“present analysis throws light o:t the #tent to

" which faculty can handlé such a college-wide instrument rating.

y
[
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Inter-rater Reliability of Six Performance .

Characteristics Ratings - .-

RN

. . _
The question of e expert judgment is a major concern in our efforts
to validate assessment techrniques employed in the college. ?he,
4ix Performance Cha*acteriqxlc data provided some insight into
Lheﬁe question -

®

1) What ig the extent of agreement between faculty ratings
of students when the faculty doing the raring are
from the same departmpnt7 from different departments?

-
i

Table 4 irdicates the number of *students who were rated by faculty
from a student's major department within each class ctanding. )
Freshmen and Sophomores were rarely rated by faculty within their
major department since the Lriteriob for splecrinw faculey raters

Sophomore courses 1rresp9ctive of the %LudLnt s major.

:  Table 4. RN
ajo Department Ratingbl S

Freshman 10
Sophomore 42
Junior 97
Senior 84 .

e Note. ‘1Facultywraters are members N
of the student's major
depzrtment., - . -

f' .

For Freshmen and Sophomores the intef—racer reliability data

indicated significant correlations between faculty ratings from

within the major departmeht as well as between faculty ratings
from outside a,student s major .department. The inter-rater
reliability coefficients from outside a stddent's major depart-
ment were somewhat lower as an overall pattern. (See Table 5.)
Habituality was excluded from these ana]yses_ddg toc the special
procedures involved in its applicationm. ) «
Table 5. \\ )

lnt;rmratgr Reliabilizy P¢>\Character£siic tér'Fréphnan-ﬁophon;re Ratings

.. \‘

)
%

Integrution Independence Urestivity Avareness Cormitrment

Faculty Ratihge From Within

' ‘ ' 6 .35
Students' Major Compared e W45 .40 .52 _ .4 .

(Approx. 51 Students) ” s 001 .002 . 001 .90~ ..005
Faculty Ratings Fro->0uta!dz. . ..
Students' Yajor Compared. - .40 . .30 .38 . .38 ,)Bl
(Approx. 200 Students) 2 .001 . 001 L 001 Nt .00

Note. s = significance level
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2) To what extent will faculty agrée on student's rating
o when ‘a student is rated in both her major and minor
department’ s
. 3) To what extent is the consensus rating (two faculty
“  compare individual ratings and come to ¢onsensus)
. consistent with thegaverage rating (tonThculty
v submit 4ndividual ratings and ithey are averaged)°

One of the curriculum pedagogical objectives is to have students
function similarly within their majom,and minor area, thus empha—
sizing the.conceptq‘of transfer' and fnternalization of abilities.
The Six Performance Characteristics Rating yielded data which
enabled us to compare faculty Judgment on major and supporting
area and .explore the consistency of students' pechrmance in .both
their major and mifior areas. : o

' ble 6 shows'that the' inter-rater reliability between Juniors!
ang Seniors' major and 'minor ratings is significahtly consistent..
Similar results were obtained with regatd to the major departmenti-
agreement. The highest agreement correlations were obtained. when -
' conkensus rating wag compared to the average rating given by each
- "of two faculty from the student's r. department. - ‘Such high - -
, correlations suggest that the consensus procedure can be eliminated
. from the rating, since averaging of two _ratiflgs from two faculty in
e student's major department wil}l proaﬁde almost iden®ical
. results. v . .

»

Table 6. |

Inter~rater Reliability Per Charactertstic
For Junfors and Seniors
\

» [ -
Average “Major" Rating Compared

Integration: Independunce Creativity ,\uar'fg Commit=ent

to Average "Minor” Rating X Ny .52 .52 077 e 50
. (Approx. 110 Srudents) 3. - .001 .00t . 001 .001 <001
] ) ; :
Consensus Compared to = ; .
Average "Major" Rating o - .94 |04 80 .92 .91 \
(Aporoc. 180 Students) o® s -

.001 .00l Lot L001 001

.

Note, & = significance level:

Are the Six Performance Characgﬁristics Developmental? »4f;6

This question examines thesextent to which faculty's interpre-’
tatjon of the yharacteristics is consistent w'th the intended
developmental meaning of the definitions. If ratings are
found to be Jevelopmental, the data should indicate that:

1) Student ratiggs within each class standing fall
along the full scale range from 1 to 9. .

2) The majority of students demonstrate a dj(elop-
ty mental pattern, i:e. the mafority cf Freshmen
will be rated lower than the majority of

Sophomores, ete., per characteristic.




AY

T Figuke 2 represents the distributions of pqrcenfages of
8 students as they were rated on the 9-point scale per
characteristic. Tt v
N - ’ . o »jb
‘\“Eacgwcla§s distribution is presented by a solid line,
. whereas the mode of each class standing is indicated by a
b e Vertiqgi“broken line. The five graphs demonstrate a con-
‘ .sistent developmental pattern. Thg modal point for Fresh-
men on the scale is 2 to 3 (beginning), for Sophomores is
3 to 4 (developing), for Juniors is 4 to-5 (developing),

. and for Seniors is 7:to 8 (graduating). The graphs also
indicate that the whole scale was used for each class
standing. Thus, faculty recogrized individual differences.

= . - within each class standing.

Y
.

The Ffeshmeh,.Sophomores and Juniors seem to progress upward
in a congistent manner, whereas the Seniors are making a’
leap ard are fat ahead on the scale.
Table 7 indicates the mean rating for each class standing
" per characteris;ic.‘"h-discriminant analysis ipdicated
significant Jdifferences vértically (across class standing)
but not horizontally (scrqss characteristjics). Thus,
although the cunaracteristics were proved to be develop-
mental, ratings across” the characteristics are similar.

Table 7.
Means and Standard Deviations Per Characteristic
¢ . ) Within Each Class Standing
Number of . )
) Instrubsents Integration Independence Creativity Avareness Commitment
Freshaan 288 He 3.2 3.3 3.2 1 3.5
} 5D = 1.5 1.6 . 1.6 1.6 1.7
S

Sophomore 406 Mo 3.9 4.1 3.8 4.1 4.1
. 24D = 1.% 1.6 1.5 1.6 1.7
Juntor® “- 719y B 53 5.4 5.2 5.3 5.8
Sp = 1.3 1.6 ° 1.6 1.5 1.9
¥Sentor 167 M= 6.6 N 6.7 7 1.2
SD - 1.8 1.6 1.6 1.7 1.7

-7

4 . -
Resylts from therpilot study of ratings for graduating
Sendors (see Appendix B) included findings of group
differences between, majors and between Seniors gradua-
ting wi¥fl or without honors. The findings of class
differences corroborate that prélimirnary evidence, for

the discriminating power of the rating procedure!”
; . .
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Figure 2. Frequency distributions of Freshmen, Sophomores, Juniors
- and Seniors rated on the Six Performance Characteristics

Q in Spring, 1979. |
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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Are the Definitions Differentiating
among the Characteristics?

'

B Intef~correlations among the characteristiés disregarding class
‘standing indicated that the cbaracteristics are highly inter- ’

- gelated (Table 8). e
e e Table 8. -
L Table of Int@rcorrelation for All the Six Performance. - 5
/ ‘ « Characteristic Data Disregarding Class Stangding .- -

o Integration Independence Creativity X{:ess Cor'mnir.men:,

E 1. 2 . 3, 5
/
1]5 - 3
2 . +834 %
3 767 1775¢ -4 .
4 " .815 -, .804 N T
. .
5 ° .79 4 .176 L7112 .816 .
¢ . he ' r ! .

Figure 3 demonstrates clearly how the class standing ®
distributions across characteristics form almost a straight
line, even though there arve significant differences between
classes.

to
!

. \ . , ' i
1 %- \. N . . ) !
. v 3 . .
! . . . . i
| 1 1 | ! \ "/

1
Integ. Indep. Creat. Avare. - {ommit.

|

: _ o : | S i
Figure 3. Distribution of ratings across 71x~Performance Charetteristics.
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Faculty Perceptions of the ' \ s -
Rating Process

-

Aftemnrating stydents, faculty completed questlonnaires evalua-.
ting the ratingd process. The questionnaire, with quantitative

summary data, is presented in Appendix :E. - L

Faculty were asked .to 1ndicate which of five kinds of evidence,
ot sources of Judgment, they used in rating, and to rank order’

the ones they useq. The five sourceg given were observed behav-

ior, performance assessments, sense of'the student,
conversation with s ent, and handbook definition3. Virtually

'alltﬁf the 39 faculty who responded indicated they used all-five
; sourtes. Observgd behavior was ranked first in importance, per-.
‘formance ®n asse

sments was second, sensé-of student and
conversation with student tied for third, and the definitions
wére ranked as least important. 'f\

When asked how clear and understandable the handbook definitions
were, 'the faculty gave gsimilar average ratings to each characnef/
_istic. On a scale of 1 to 7 with 7| most clear, all mean ratings

‘weye at or just below 5. Independenye and Commitment were rated
- as slightly more clear and upflerstandable’ than Integration, ..

°

[

H)

Creativity, Awarenéss, and Habituality, all of which received
the same mean rating. ;
Faculty who responded generally'felt the process would have been
more effective if they had had more agvance notice of the rating
in which to make mental notes on students they would be asked . to
rate. There was.no single precise procedure used by all faculty.

in reaching condensus, but most indicated they discussed individ-

ual rating® first and then chose a si\%le rating or averaged
their ratings. v

- Validating the $ix Performance Characteristics %ati_g
in Relation to Other Studeht Performance
Measures in the Longitudinal Study

Longitudinal data were collected on,two conseecutive classes -.*
entering in 1976 and 1977. The meabures of Afuman potential,
identified in Table 9, were administered or three occasions: at
entrance, twq years later, and three and one-half years after
entrance. Table 10 shows the temporal relationships among
several components of the comprehensive validation model. The
first all-college Six Performance Characteristics rating in the
spring of J979 occurredfin the same academic year as the

second longitudinal assessment of Weekday, College students who
offtered in 1976. Ratings in the following two years, 1980 and
1981, effectively provided two ratings{for each longitudinal
Weekday Collegé cohort, roughly coincifling with the second and
third longitudinal asseﬁsments on human potential measures.

. .
PR}

o



) Table 9. = .

Measures pf‘Human Potential From th& Longitudinal Study 1{;
A S .
LT - °

HUMAN POTENTIAL MEASURES: COGNITIVE DEVELOPMENT
3 ; o : :
. o /"\

Test of Cognitive Development (Repnef et al., 1976; afte; Piaget) . e
R : . 4 ' .

)
: , T -
By having a student work a serjes of pyoblems and provide reasons for his

or her answers, this instrument measures a. student's cognitive activity

!

based on Piagef's 'stages of cognitive development.

Sentenc€:Completion Test (Loevinger, et al., 1970) . _ ‘ '

This instrument provides a measure of an‘ihdividual's'sﬁage of ego
‘development. "Ego" here is defined as ope's "style of life,” the unity ‘of
‘personality, individuality, the method of facing problems, opinion about one’s

self and- tHe; problems of life, and the whole attitude toward making choices /f
in all lifg/Lpheres. ﬁ( ‘ A : R
v
Defining Issues Test (Rest, 1979) , ’ -
Rest's instrument (based on Kohlber 's theory of moral development) v

. provides a measure of an individual's moral development in a recogn*ion task
by analyzing the relative importance attributed by a person to principled
moral considerations. A person. attributes importance to severdl reasons
given for resolving a particular moral dilemma, and then rank orders them. P
. . .
Measure of Vocational, Educational, and pPersonal Issues (Knefelkamp, 1974;
Widick, 1975; now titled: %f35ure 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 wmajor decision and”
their career. It assesses the progress the college student makes toward
movement on the Perry -scheme. S : 1Y ‘

'

HUMAN POTENTIAL MEASURES: GENERIC ABILITIES

Test of Thematic Analysis* (Winter, 1976)

a
.

This instrument consists of two sets of stories students are asked to
compare thematically. This "thematic analysis" is scored according to
twelve categories of critical thinking. This test is based on an understanding
of cognitive development defined as the ability to analyze new information and
to synthesize new concepts baged on this information, and reflects the ability
to integrate information into one's own cognitive structure. As the cogmitive
structure grows, so does the ability to think critically, to make a cogent
argument and to reason inductively. ¢

v

12 18"
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Table 9 continued. * ‘o '
o : : \ [ .

¢

Picture Story: Exertlse* (Scored for Stages of Adaptation (Stewart, 1977), -
Self~Definition (Stewart & Winter, 1974); and Achievement (WcClelland, et al.,
1953, Affiliation (Atkinson, 1958), and Power (Winter, 1973) motives )

This instrument, modeled on the Thematic Appercethon Test, may be
used to assess a variety of abilities. The instrument requires the student
-—fmhﬂrtte-narrativeé“f‘ §ix pictures. One is self definition" which encom-
passes the way one thinks abdbug, the wotld and one's self, the way one reacts
to new 1nformation, and the way’one behaves (Stewart and Winter, 1974). -
Peopletwith\hiuh cognitive initiative are not’ only able to think clearly,
but also to ‘reason from problem to solutidnm, -and to propose and take effective
action on their own. This instrument is also used to assess Need for Achieve-
ment (WcClelIand, et al., 1953), Affiliation (Atkinsoq, 1958), Power (Winter,
1973), and Sthges of Adaptation, a measure of ego development (cre ted by °
Stewart, 4977) o )/P

«
'

I N
Watson—Glaser Crltlcal Thinking Appralsal (Watson and Glaéer, -1964)
. .

, This instrument measures several components of cr1t1ca1 thinking:
Inference, Rerognitlon of Assumptions, Deductlon\\ \
Learning Style Inventory* (Kolb 1976) .

The Learning Style, Inventory is a measure of ind1v1dua1)€earn1ng stjles
which affect decision-making and problem-solving. The four styles are
Concrete Experience, Reflective Observation, Abstract Conceptualization, and
Active Experimentatibn. "The instrument requires the student to rank order
descriptive statements about her mode of learning. '

3 ‘_‘. . \ , R s

/ -

‘ 4
_ *Available Erbm'McBer and Company.

1For a more dexailed description of the measures and their

use in the’longitudinal study, see Mentkowski M. & rait, M.

A Longitudinal Study of Student Change in Cognitive Development

and Generjc Abilities in an Outcome-Centered Liberal Arts Curriculum.
Milwaukee, Wi: Adverno Productions, 1983. ‘ .

<N
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g - Table 10, \
‘ \ Design for the Adninistration of Rumin Potential Measures and Student Percelption‘
Mga;ures for Longitudinal and Cross-Sectional Studies of Student Outcomes
.. Entrence : o Acadenic Year Y -
, |__Cohort l?ﬁ/ﬂ 1,97]7/78,- 1978/79 1979/80 - 1980/81
y 1976 . (\ HPM | R f - HPM Careeting
o Wéillgday ST SPI * SPI SPL. ' Follow—up —)
CoMege Y N P o
‘ ¢ 0 . oCQ
o | L ] :
. / ' \ SPC 'SR ,
gl o C EM Y N, Careerlng ..
7| Veelday Cos 32 S P Followup
21 College A (A s~ 0t
w ) .“ ’ , Py
[l g " 4 . 4 ‘o ‘ (JQ
A [ 168 /
SPC SPC M, - ‘
ok ' ‘
o o HPY, Py «
Keekend SPI SP1 SPI spp 3 '  ~
College AS AS AS .
‘ J\ ' C(L (3
1972/73  HPM/ueM ) |
- e | 4
a| Weekday . ' SPI/SPI . /‘
; College AS A .
g (Pilp;)_ | ;
a4l 19737 HPM /HPM Careering -
/ b1 Weekday ~ SPI/SPI Follow-up
8| College S $P1
5l . ¢ 00
Note. See Figure 1 for overview of components of the program validation model with measures,
Student Perspectives Interview (SPI), data were collected on 4" subsample of students ,
! participatidf in the adninistration of the Human Potential Measures (HPH), but all campteted
20 the Attftude Suryey (AS) and Careering uestionnairé (CQ). AL Weekday College students completed /
~ the Integrated Conpetence Seminar (ICS) and were rated by faculty on the Six Perfornance =
. EKC , Characteristics (SPC) | "

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

S

2
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Additionally, Six Performance Charact istic ratings cﬁn be ’
mpared with performance on the Integrated 3bmgﬂté§ce Seminar,
\\S:a'with other colliege performance variables collected in the
longitudinal study: the number semesters atteﬁﬂéd during
each of the two'intervals betwee ssessment,’ “"the number of °
credit hours successfully completed in each intérval, and the .
‘number of competence lev units. achieved in each interval. o
-4
The Six Performance Characteristics rating was not conducted
with students in the Weekend College. The student population
described in this report was_relatively homogeneous with respect
to such’ vériables as age, marital status,, and religious affilia~-
tion.\‘A large majorlty of students were 17 to 19 years ‘old at
entrance, not m¥rrigd, and attending full time. ” .

- H

Seventy»pe Cent identified themselves as Catholic; two-thirds
were commuking, @and two-thirds were intending to major in

nursjing. _Each -of these separate background or pregsam, character- ;

istits is highly ‘interrelated with the others, a fact which
indicates there was a typical. tudent. déscribed by most or all of
these classifications, andﬁg» 11 percentage of atypi,al stu-
dentts who were likewise not identified hy most or all of these
classifications. For example, if a student were older t?@n 19 atr
‘entrance, there was lso a good chance that she was marr
attending part-time, d not Catholic. This simple inverse por—/
trait does not hold fon ré€sidence and major however. Atypical
students were most likely-nursing students and wer¢ commuting.
Otherwise typical students provided .the small percentages of .
majors in,traditional liberal arts disciplines and resident stur
%Hents. A more detailed descriptlon of the studeat population /
can-be found in’ the Tongitudinal study of student change on ths
human poteqtial measures (Mentkowski & Strait, 1983). ,;t
Relationships Between Six Performance ' C
Charact@ristics Ratings and Student . -
Background and Program Variables . .
in the Longitudinal Study e - i

. . ’ . ) ‘r.

Not surprisingly, due to~“the homogeneity of the sample, theFe
were few statistically significant correlations between ratings
afid student background or  program variables. There wds a émall
but significant correlation between ratings coinciding wiqh
second assessment, and studefits' high school grade point ./
averages (r = .220, n = 110,}p = .01). There were no signifi-
cant correlations\with age, feligious affiliation, parents'
education or occupation, mar 1 status. or prior colleg
experience,, e : ] 7

/
!

There was also a sizable corfelation between' ratings anhd entrance
cohort (r = .481, n = 129, p <.001)~ he -interpretation of this
assocjiation is made difficult by e fagt that the rqtings for
the two cohorts were ‘conducted a}full yeRr apart and under
changing procedures. Thus, the lorrelati n may indicate a

.o 15
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significant change in‘faculty judgments. " On the other hand, the -
measures of human pdtenti 1l also show. significant cohort effects

in the study of change (Mentkowski & Strait, 1983), so the cor-
relation may, at least in part, reflect actual group differences

in the two enterin® classes. \ | ' St

! There was a high correlatidn between: repeated ratings a'year apart
(r =-.667, n = 125, p < .001), indicating stability in ratings.
Variability in ratings coinciding with. third assessment not ex-—
plained by ratings the preceding year was not related to any
'baekground or program characteristics.

- Analysis of Six Performance CharacteriStics .

; Ratings for the Weekday College _ -

Longitudihal Sample it N . S : . g
v
T The combined classes provided a longituéinal s ple of 136 ‘

. students. Six Performance Characteristéics ratiﬁgs were available
for 129 of those students at” second assessment, and 131 of the -_./’
students_at third assessment. . In the analysis of results from '
the first all-colle rating in 1979, it was Shown that the

char ristics were developmental, based on the significant mean
ﬁifﬁerences and rating distributions among acad&mic classes. «~ At
_ the’ same time, it was shown that the intercorrelations among the
‘“ﬁd_—mnharacteristics wgre very high, i.e., each characteristic seemed
to be showing a nearly identical pattern. - Ratings data from the
longitudinal sample provided strong eyidence supporting the
dmplication that the five ratings (discounting. the special tase
of the Habituality rating) were redundant indices of a single,,
global judgment. , , _ i
A Table 11 presents intercorrelations ‘of the tiveagharacteristics
* for the same students on three occasions. The consfstently
high correlations - -indicated that a single underlying dimension
was being rated rather than six differentiated characteristics.
This interpretation was further confirmed by factor analyses at
_ each ®ccasion which resulted in. a single principal factor
accounting for approximately riinety per cent of the total vari-
ance ‘among ratings. _~ 5
On the basis of this strong evidence for a single underlying
factor, further analybes of the longitudinal datawwere carried
out using"pe single factor score instead of the five or six
separate characteristic scores.

Using the single factopMcore, the ev, dence of class differ-
ences in'the crogss—-sectional analysfs of 1979 ratings w .
corroborated by evidence of significant change over time in tke
longitudinal study. Figure 4 shows the mean rating “‘of student
ovepr three occasions of assessment. Similar change*over time
was found for the 1976 entrance cohort between 1979 and 1980

ratings. _ i
Q 16 ’
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Intercorrelations of Six Performance Characterisgﬁcs on Three Occasions
‘ ‘§p77 Entrance Cohort) h -
R ' . 3 ‘ ‘ o - " //‘ '*,'
Cha.acteristics - Spring '79 pring '80 e Spring '8l
o T : o/ ¢
.Integration-Independence - 90 . .+90 , .06
_ ' ; ™) o — . ‘ .
TIntegration-Creativity .68 87 L9
‘Integ%ation-Awéreness' o . .79 ‘ .85 | .80
Intagration-Commitment - 15 81 ‘ 69
Independence-Creativityq~ ' 13 . .88 .83 '
vInQépendenée—Awareness .83 . .85 ‘ .82
Independence-Commitment B 1789 83 .19
N o . , o | v
Creativity-Awareness . J2 J\“”a\ .85 - .83
Creativity-Commitment | 67 72 o
. * e ‘ ‘ |
Awareness-Commitment , .79 - .78 “ Y
\ » 1) i ' ' ," ' v
v |

’ ‘ ' i -"\‘/

Notey ‘Correlations based 4n 75 students.
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SI1X PERFORMANCE CHARACTERISTICS RATING SCALE
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- . .~ Meam rating = 6.4
W ) .
n
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. v ; Mean rating = 3.9 —
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Figure 4. Change in Mean Rating Over Three Occasions of Ascassment
’ (1977 Entrance Cohort).
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# Relationships Between the Six
Performance Characteristics
‘Ratings Factor and Other College
Performance Measures : . T - , .

P ‘\ , . - . T

There were no significant partigl correlatidfis.between the Six

Performance Characteristics,rating factor and other college

performance measures, controlling for variability attributed to

, student background and program differences. For the combined -

Weekday College cohorts, the number. of semesters attended

between entrance and the secdnd 10ng1tudinal assesghent was :

related only to students' major field of study. Controlling

for this source of variance, there was no relationship

between number of Semesters attended and-facplty ratings. ’ .

Credit hours accumulated during the. same ﬁeriod were correlateJ

with students' age, major field, and full-time status. Con~—

trolling for these differencés, there ‘was- no relationship
between faculty ratings and the number of credit hours success=~

fully completed. Competence level unite achieved were .

associated with students' high school grades, their mothers’

occupations, and major field and full-time status. The partial,

correlations between competence level,units and faculty ratings .

were not significant with these variables controlled. - This ' Aem

finding corroborated earlier evidence of no relationship
between_ratings and rate of learning in the anatysis of the

first all-college sample in 1979.

The other measure of student pérformance developed by Alverno

faculty, the Integrated Competence Seminar,-is covgred in more ’ -

detail in another report (Assessment Committee/Office of

Research and Evaluation, 1982). Scores on that performance .

measure were also not related to faculty ratings, when other

sources of variance were controiled. N /,x‘—~‘

While the Six Performance Characteristics rating factor were

not associated uniquely with semesters, credits, or competence

level units in the longitudinal study, one piece of evidence

was supportive of the discriminating power of the fadulty )
ratings shéwn earlier;in .relation to major field, honors, and s
academic classificatiog. A group of students on academic pro-
bation'in’ the fall of ?331 were found to have recelved :
significantly lower facullty ratings the preceding spring than
students not on prohation. In each of these instances of
group~differences however, it should be noted " hat control
variables were nnt avaiiable as they were in the longitudinal
study.




Relationships Between the Six

Performance Characteristics

‘Rating Factor and Human Potential
. Measures in the Longitudinal - Study

43

As stated earlier, the repeated'admiéistrations'of the human
potential measures at entrance, two years later, and three and
' one-haif years later, and the repeated faculty ratings on the Six

Performance Characteristics afford multiple sets of correlations
in different temporal relaticonships. When so many correlations
are generated, the possibility issmuch greater that the usual
conventiong for assigning statistical signifitance will be met
by pure chance. Therefore, the following results emphasize
patterns of statistically significant relationships in thg data

~ rather than focusing on individual bivariate relationsn}y?

Examining the many possible relationships between the Six Perfor-—
& " umance Characteristics factor score and the human potentjial
measures, our general conclusion .was that a cognitive-
de;;lopmen al factor was being evaluated by the faculty.
Takde 12 1ilts those measures that showed significant relation-
ships to the faculfy rating in the left column, and those that
* dida't in the right column. 5Significant relationships existed
with all of the human potential measures specifically designed to
assess very broad dimeusions of cognitive development: a mea-
sure of Perry's scheme of intellectual. and ethical development in
- the college years (Perry, 1970, 1981), Loevinger's (1970, 1976)
measure of ego development, a measure of Xohlberg’s theory of
moral development (Rest, 1979), .and a measure of cognitive
development as defined by Piaget. The simple correlations are
presented in Appendix F. - -

-~

When all student background(;nd program differences related to
¢ the human potential measures and the faculty ratings were con- ‘
trolled, the few statistically significant partial correlations
still supported this general conclusion. Faculty ratings
coinciding with second assessments were significantly correlated
with entrance asdessments from the three essays measuring Perry's
scheme of . intellectual and ethical development ("Best, Class"
.éssay, r = .215, n = 98, p = .032; "Decision" essay, r = .234,
n = 96; p = .021; and "Career" essay, r = .250, n = 78,
p = .025). . S .

-

Furthermore, faculty ratings coinciding with second assessments-

Arere significantly correlated with change on some of the human -
potential measures during both intervals. Change duting(the
first two years on the Perry "Best Class" essay unexplained by

‘ differences at entrance was correlated with faculty ratings, as
R was change on Rest's measure of moral development, Stewart's

Receptive Stage of Adaptation, and the Watson-~Glaser Critical
Thinking Appraisal. —During the-second-two years, faculty ratings
were correlated with the ggrry "Dacision” essay andRest's . .. . ____
measure of moral development. .
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KRelationships

Table 12.

Between Six Performauce

Characteristics Factor and Human Potential Measures

&

significant Relationship

Measure of Vocational, Educational

’ and Personal Tgsues (Perry)

Sentence Completion Test of Ego
Development (Loevinger)

Defining Issues Test (Rest)
Test of Cognitive DeVe&GS;Znt
(riaget)

Picture Story Exercise - Stages
of Adaptation (Stewart)

Critical Thinking Appraisal
{(Watson-(Glaser) .

No ngnificant Relationship

Picture Story Exercise =~ Self-
,Definition: (Stewart)

- Picture Story Ejercise -
Achievement Motivation (McBer)

Picture Story Exercise -
Affiliation Motivation (McBer)

gsgiure Story Exerclse - Power
Motivation (McBer)

Learning Style Inventor§ (Kolh)

Test of Thematic Anaiysis (Winter)

¢ .

‘ y 4 N - - - g 7 -
Nota]l Thése rélationships représent generalizations from foa; correlation
coefficients derived from two faculty ratings with second and

third assessments of human. potential measures. Approximately 120
students were included in each analysis. '
= '\ - )
' &
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From these patter\b/)t relationship, we concluded that the
faculty were sensitively rating differences and growth in
student development, but in a global fashion, not according
to five or six differentiated characteristics. '

Summary and Discussion

*

Alverno College faculty have developed an assessment technique
that can be used to rate students on important characteristics
of their performance across competence areas and disciplinary
lines. The faculty demonstrated.that they could sudcessfully
implement such an institution-wide rating procedure. "

that an acceptable level of inter-rater ,relippilify was achieved
irrespective of whether the faculty rater wa rom the student's
major or minor department, or was an instructor in a single
class (in the case of Freshmen and Sophomores). It was GEter—
mined that the consensus process accomplished the same as'
averaging the ratings of two faculty, thus permitting a

simpler and less time-consuming process in subsequent years.

Results from the first college~-wide faculty ég:ing indicated

It was found that faculty recognized individual differences
within each class by using the full nine, point scale, 'and that
there were significant mean differences in ratings for each
class, with Freshmen lowe§t and Seniors highest. Although these
findings supported the intention of creating developmental
descriptions of the characteristics, racings across the charac~
teristics were found to be very similar. g

In all phases of the development and testing, of the instrument,
very high correlations were found ambng the characteristic

ratings.® Factor analyses of data -from the 1ongitudinal sample
on three separate occasions confirmed that a single underlying

‘characteristic was Weing rated, rather than 'six pexrfdrmance

racteristics as (differentiated by, the handbook definitions.

The longitudinal data provided evidence of significant improve—
ment over time in ratings of two .entrance classes,
corroborating the earlier cross-sectional evidence for a
developmental measurei )
The ratings were not correlated with other indices of srudent
performance in /the college; when background and program
variables infldencing these indices were controlled. This
indicated btpat faculty were not merely rating students. according

to their achievements in successfully completing the curric-
ulum. There was also no relationship found between the Six
Performance Characteristics rating and the Integrated Competence

- Seminar assessment developed by the college. More detailed .

analysis of pfrformance on the Integrated Competence Seminas
(Assessment Committee/Office of Research and Evaluation, 1982)

_raised questions concerning the validity of some of the Exercises

in that assessment, however.
‘ 22
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The Six Performance Characteristics rating factoy was corre-
lated with several measures of human potential administered in

the college's longitudinal study of studdnt development

(Mentkowski & Strait, 1983). These relationships supported the '

idea that the underlying dimension being rated by faculty was a v
general cognicive~developmental continuum. Among the human r

potential measures), the strongest pattern of assoc1at1;ps with
und with

the Six Performance Characteristics rating factor was
a measure of Perry's scheme of intellectual and ethical develop-

ment in the college years (Perry, 1970, 1981)

»

Throughout the development and several cycles of analysis of the

assessment technique, the faculty have discussed the'various
possible practical applications of the dséissment technique
beyond its employment in the comprehensive program validation
In Alverno's curriculum, narrative transcripts play an

model.
Faculty have

important role as a record of student progress.
found the rating process, and the data and written comments it

has gendrated, especially useful in the preparation of narratlve
transcript material for students®! records. : {/

!
The faculty is continuing #o experiment with Yhe assessment

technique as this report goes to press. TFurther, and future,
information can'be obtained from the Office Research and

Evaluation or th Alverno College Assessment ittee.
B
. . ’ 1
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INTRODUCTCRY STATEMENT REGARDING CHARACTERISTICS
OF ADVANCED STUDENTS ‘

L

During her first semesters at Alverno College
the student develups her competence in each of

elght specified areas by focusing directly on the

meaning, structure, and applicability of each
conpetence within varied disciplines, As ghe
geins assurance end experience {n ecach competence

in a veriety of situations and, consequently,
experienced the interdependence of abilities with
respect to each other and with respect to systen-

atic areas of knovledge, -

This experience of interrelatedness, with its
corvesponding sense of personal internali¥ation of
abilities, becomes especlally evidegt to hpr ag

she enters into specialized study i her Yajor

r

area, By exerclsing the range of her talents in
developing“the, complex abilities required by her

jor area, the student develops qualities which
characterize her way of approaching tagks and of
handling responsibility, -

At the present time we are able to specify
five such characteristics which apply to her
behavior — integrated, independent, creative,
self-avare, comritted — and'e sixth ~
habituality = which modifies the others, The
developnent of thebe characteristics tekes place

FRICY

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.

ares, ‘}ghe exerclses her abilities more extensively < -

{

initlally as che strives to dcquire or to {mprove

” abiliti@a demanded by her diseiplirie or profession,

Gradually, the characteristics themselves becone -
central to her style of working and to her exercige
of personal responsibility,

Because we think of theae.aé contributing to
personal and professional life and-bécause we

. believe in the possibility and iuportance of making

Judgments ebout them, ve incorporate them ag
general criteris in assessing student endeavor at
advanced levels. Ag faculty Assess gtudents on
designated abilities required for the major, these
six characteristics function as critera,

Also, because ve believe these characteristics
continke to develop in & person's professional and
personal style of exercising responsibility, ve
incorporate asgesgment of them {nto our longitudinal
evaluation program, Prior to gradustion, faculty
anc . evaluators make independent judgments
on . senior's manifestation of these character-
isti... Later, our graduates' thenselves and other
approoriate individuals will utilize these criteria
in juszing the degree to which the vork of the .
gradu.te a8 a professtonal and .the graduate herself

-~ a8 & person manifest these characteristics,

A



InTeraTIch
(#holenags, Unity, Soundness, Completeness)
' A characterfstic which {s revealed“by nlgrouing harmonious. telationship among one's {nner resources and whichi is manifested by congruent hehavior
in inleractipng with one's total bnvironment, ‘
-, . ' ' !
- BECINNING STUDENT : / DEVELOPING STUQ;,NI ‘ GMDU" ING STUDENT \
3 _ ‘

o Undezstands dntent on & quite liters)

level, Muances, overtones, and connotations
avalt further developuent

Riae \

! . @ ‘
¢ Senses relacic;nshtps between various # Describes relationships betveen various s
acadenic disciplines and abilities but ‘ disciplines seeks to coordinate disciplines ‘
largely religs on explicit examples of » that are complesentery and mutually supporting , ¢
this from external sources,of aczhority . R I3 '
o Needs explicit help in acadenmic and personal !
goal-direction and t{me-nanagement \ ' /
¢ Ident{fles with a single perception from an o Recognizas the complerity of human {ssues pre- » (an take multiple perspectives on {ssucs
external authority and subnits fm a somewhat sented in the varidus difciplines. (Hov do I arising from the various disciplines and |
passive manner to the directions of others in . reconcile the {ndividual snd commnity, the from her own personal 1ife experiences
her learnifg process; needs frequent reinforce-  particular and the universal, Law and 1{berty?
L ent from external authority in the acconplish-  How do I bring together feeling and thinking, \
O ment of her acadenlc work v gyedson and tmagination, subjectivity and objectlv- ’
‘ 3 Qty?) “1s villing to wrestle with this dialectic i '
o Percelves ardas of her 1{fe as compartmen- o Dvidences an awareness of the tension of o fvidences a complementary dynamic between
talized {nto a,mltitude of worlds: family, . polarities in her own personal life as well but school, work, persenal relationships vith
: school, Leistre, politics, natlons, religlons, Is willing to |ive and vork with the tension i, self a3 the {ntegrating factor o
' tdeologies; frequently loses-“ho | an" as 2 creat{ve manner ) ' !
she g0es ron une area of her life to andther S ' “ '
o Describes self at the mercy of external » Describes self a0 actively adaptis ro as \ |
| factors and may use one ares of - |ifs T iy - factor fous s v
escape an areathat {s viewed as . -ern 1 pe 0 L profoss ‘ : | '
imposed ' ' '
o Evidencldl personal concern for her own ‘ ! ¢ [3 concerned with her persﬂm‘{ture and
perfornai¥iamwher than felt responsibilicy R , seeg herself 1lnked {nseparably with the
" for tota| {0 novenent when she 1s working - luture of the hunan commnity
In collaboldflon with others ' Y .
’ Understandulln a Quited way the connection - o Initiates gathering of personal {nsights from ¢ Beging to come across as 8 sfople, lucld
between theory and prasis in her life . past’ and present role models of the raral humsn wierpreter of iife consonant with her own '
commnity who have demonstrated by their ', ‘ experientisl background, Reliance on
37 ' : behavior that they have achieved {ntegration authority and tradition is meshed with '
4 L between theory and praxts " ‘personal synthesls of her own Jived experlence
' ’ ‘ _ S } Moves tovard realiring ultimate meaning
- . ‘ (tranatendencel in the aldst of the limlting
Developed by . i boundaries ‘of her Life cyele
A:f “i:e gs,lizguzlt:ee - " ! ‘ _ Incorporeces Ingighty from her personal past

ERIC ke, #sconsin

experisnces nto her'future role vithin the
T COMLLY L

hy ity
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“Doveloped by

The student'yho operates with independence, to @ lesser of
experlences relating to het fornal educative process, either acadeaicall

INDEPENDENCE

£y

greater degree initistes, develops, and carries theough to completion
y, professionally, or persanally. In sose vy, she sets ind

achieves her own educational, career, and life goals'{n 5 sanner that reaches beyond the expresyed requirements of her areals) of

study; that is, she uses her abiliiy to Lnitlate an

with a groving curlosity, enthuslasn, and energy.

BECINNING STUDENT

o Hanifests aspects of {ndependent
activity in digcrete learning sltuatiors
(e.8., chooses s tople from 3 variety of
of{ered, alternatives)

o Follovs concrete suggestions and
diractions for speclifc {nstances in her
educative process

¢ Usually acts vhen something is called

for or when she {5 glven something to
take hold of (e.g., responds to scizuli
aresented by the {nstructor)

Afsessnent Coamittee
AMverno Coliete ’
ilwaukee, Wlsconsin
Mav . 1978

DEVELOPING STUDENT

o Inltfazes activity by responding to an

open-ended stimulus (0.g.. selects ar

appropriate franevork for snalyring an
art plece)

¢ Advances plang with fever directions
and/or suggestions {e.g,, often suggests
or designs subsequent steps within 2
process)

Fetseveres toward an immedlate gesl in
the face of obstacles

o Beglns ¢ extend the modes of procedure
learned {n her acadenic life, to her
professional and, personal 1tfe

\

o Crous inscuriosity and enthusiase for
learning that expresses Ltself in some
{nterest and {avolvement beyond the
requirements and expectationa of her
discipline (e,3.) relates concepts or
{ssues from one ares to another area)

MmmwﬂmMWWmeuwmummmwm&%Mmmm

GRADUATING STUDENT

o Menifests facility for inltiatiag,
pianning, execsting, and evaluating processes
and projects related to her ares ond her
profession

o 0 her own, rackles dara on unfaniliar
avess ard extraces from seny and varied
experiences to relate then medningfolly to
her immedlate educational and professional
axperiences

) [

" a 0n her own, takes hold of a situation;

snalyzes, orzanizes, and synthesizes it in
telation to a self-chosen operationsl goal;

‘and perseveres toward that goal educatlon-

ally, prpfesstcnally, and personslly

¢ Reaches out, wiv sponténeous enthusiase,
beyond the formsl vequirements of her
disclpline and her profession for somerhing

_ 1nvolv£ng’;qtak1ty”in her Life

Energé}i&ally and enthusiascically brings
(a6 her educatfonal, professionsl, and
Living experiences thlngs she sees and
heary that others do not perceive -

¢ Demonscrates an awareness of the inter-
dependence of puosofa by working with others
{n giving snd recelving (e:g., appropriately.
shares or delegazes authority andor
responsibilicy in greup tasks)
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) L CREATIVITY

!

Creatfviey s the chnracteristic of the pexqon which manifests ftself by geans of varlous cceative styles, One such style s to produce ! .
original or unique ideas, Anotner equally valid style is to rearrange ot uniquely nyntheliu the {dess of others without necessarily

originating them, Persons nay be strong in one style oz another or possess dspects Bf both: These styles spring from a number of unique,
Individual characteristics such es inaginstion, flexibility, openness, imventivensss, etc. In order for these styles to be assessed, they

st sonehow be desonstrated in the student's behavior, Therefore the elements of an {ndividual's creative style ineluding {te develop-

mental processes are steted here {n terwa of behaviors vhich would result from that,style(s).

(The products of crestivity are f@quently

- ditferent across discipline areas: however, the intent here is to focus on some generic sapects of the ereative procm )

BEGI‘%NING STUDENT DEVELOPING STUDEM .

o Beglnn to perceive the value of producing
¢ yarlety of 1dets with mpect to creating
' produc: reaching 8 goal, solving 4
problen &g

c'Produm responses shich are original or
.unfque, but not clearly focused around a -
central 1dea or goll etc. '

3
4

“ " should not be g end 18 Ateelf but should be
& weans tovard sone end

o learning about and how to use the lasrning
/ A ‘ structures o8 tools of the diacipline as
- aids to the creative process.)

@ Generates sinilar examples when glven some
exaoples of {dea, method, ece.

o Requires mitiple. examples of an {des,
concept, methed -

) | Extracts the concept vhen given an exsmple
¢ Beglns to see that unanticipated circun-

stances may not be obstaclep but opportunt-
ties for the creation of new {deas

(] Primrlly has an affective (po\iuve or
negatlve) response to unanticipeted
ctrcumstances or {deas

Deals with unanticlpated chreumstances, but
may auw self to become sidetracked

Lo begine to percelve need for creating new
options or {deas

o Interprets and follows directions
Heeratly

Perceives directions sy guldelines but s
able to go beyond them by creating nev
options ot {deas

Relies upon 5tep by- step means to reach
agoal

. ) -

o Percetvey creftivity as a quality one
possesses, e.4., talent, rather than an
abllity one develops '

¢ Begins to perceive that different

own preferred creative style

Develuped by ‘ , ‘ : ) '
Asgessment Comittee .
Alverno College
- Mllwdukee, Nlsconsin
My, 1978

‘GRADVATTHG. STUDENT

Begins to percefve that the creative ?rocm '

" | (Note: In both of the sbove, the student ir

crestive styles exist and beginy to fdentify.

;0 Internalizes the value and function of
" the creativa process such that it is

purposive. ¢nd evoked wlthout outside

direction : -

o Can generate ovn unique exsmples; vequires
4 oinlnal wnber of examples fn order to
understind method,‘ consept, ete,

a Demonstrates flexibility vhen confronted
vith'snent{clpated circunstonces or {dess

o

\

-3 ¥ith ainimue direction can select and/or .

aynchesize others' {dess {n & unique manner

‘or can generate her own unique {desy

e Recognlm ovh cmttvg style s vell "

the creative style of others

Knows vhen and how to apply ovn creative
style {including collaborating with others
having different creacive ctyles vhan
appropriate)

¢ In glven situstions can articulate o
creative process as vell as defend {t by
prodiicing # rationale

8




¢ " 3 | AHARENESS (OF CAP}BILITY) R .
A characteristic of the person which also includes ap s "object” all of the person's other characteristics (Lndependence,
creativity, etc.). / " \V

¢

H

: y S ‘ ‘
A chn’rncterintic vhich operates a5 a series of developmental stages withinkhe development of other characteristics.

BEGINNING STUDENT DEVELOPING STUDENI CRADUATING STUDENT
/o Has theoretical knovledge of some ‘ o Sees a criterfon n omthlng she o Yas so {nternalized the idea of self-
characterdatics of coupetent and either can do ot cen't do right nov sssesspent Lhat she practices it habitually
{nconpetent perforuance ‘ : ' |
L / Begts 2o sense vhen her own perforuance '
Makgs tentative and tsnuous applications ine gmn sltuation {s u\ufntiauy
of abstract criteria to any aspects of competent ot {ncompetent '
her own behavior that she can take -
seriously enough to momentarily look at ‘ . ‘ ‘
« apart from herself *'(i '
o Experlences any evaluation of Herself o 1dentifles {ndividual atrengths and o Identifies \pecmc strengths and veak-
* . as general affirnation or general veaknesses that consistently appear n ‘neases’ but puts them fnto perspective
rejection her perfomnce ' o
+0 Hokes judgnents or her own behavior o Begtns to make judguents related to o In & glven situation,-makes independent
W usually only after someone else points ‘behavioral observation fudgments sbout her general effectiveness
out concrete evidence for Yer ’ vhich are congruent with those of others
' ' who are careful, expentenced obsérvers.
Makes some reasonsble prediccions, {nnev
1 ‘ : . \ situations, ebout vhethar ‘or not she can ( #
K ' :  develop abflities she has not considered ”
before but vhich she sees that this situe-
. tion calls for (can ask such questions as:
) what obilicfes do T bring d this situe-
tion! Whet do I know about this situation
: thac vill aasist me to {nsure & competent N
‘ petformance? How 1s this situation
\ ' \ dfferenc? Whit do T still need to lesrt
' : ! tbout this sitfation?) o
o "Does” activitles as requiredvin her o Beglna to expertence her ovn abilltles o Articulstes her ovm abilities in relation
atadenfc program but does not identify {n relation to her effectiveness or to each other, to thelr operstion fn differ-
, vith then as expressions of her own fneffectiveness {n u glven situation ent contexcs, and to experienced change .
\ sbilities that she can understand and : 1n hemlf ’
"N develop :
o Trles to keep evaluation outslde of o Yakes occaslonal, sometimes unrelated, ¢ Yakes thoughtful, consistent decisions
herself , decisions to develop some strengths and about which aspects of her abilities she
| ! to eliminate some weaknesses and lgnore should conseiously focus on for develop-
Develaped by  others . sent and which she should not
Assessment Commictee ' o _
Alverno College Consclously makes occasional discrete . Experiences the development of her
¥iluaukee, Wisconsin relationships between her strengths and steengths as the gradusl achievement of
v, 1978 - her personal and profesaionsl gosls her personal and professional gosls

[}
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K COMMITHENT

{Self-tnitiate& Obligation, luvolvement, EnCrustment Reasoned Belfef)

A characteristic demonstrated by actively engaging oneself in finding and living out of & missfon,

The student undertakes

‘;and completes activities or {nvolvement in {ssues rflated to her own beliefs, attitudes, and values, that is, those issuea
that encompass and surpass the "here and now," ‘

g
?’f,hacnmmc STULENT
‘¢ Focuses on 1ssues?diréctly affecting

“her personal life; sees fssue in
-velation to personal goals

(] Selects concerns and {ssues within .
“contexts of formal learning experiences,
whether these affect her career cholce,
profession, or world environment

¢ Articulates concerns related to
day-to~day situations (usually crisis-

orlented)

@ Responds, in a sporadic and not yet
‘consfstent manner to {ssues

0 Responds to situations in which she
Ls personally asked to participate

¢ Responds to situations on a short-
tern basis

’
Developed

Assessmenyt Committee
Alverno follepe

Hilua e, Wlsconsin ‘
Hay wix

DEVELOPING STUDENT

o Participates on her own {nitiative.

(sinimally-~nuober of times ag well as .

responsibilities) fn activities/
concerns fostering identification and-
involvement {n {ssues

o Tavolves herself n sctivities
beyond her speci fied clags related

work

' ¢ Verbalizes concerns and involvement

in personal {ssues™related to career
choice

o Responds actively and positively
to concdrns

" GRADYATING STUDENT X

‘\‘_ f
o Focuses on selective concerns/issues

. that are consistent with her bellefs

and attitudes; sees herself in relation
to the fasue

o Involves herself in concerns/issues

L]

that sre larger than her speclfic
career choice

P

o Tries to convince others of the

{mportance of their involvement and
articulation of concern

]
o Prioritizes areas of concern and
fnvolvement

. Responds with constructive suggestions
for others to consider
| L

1

o Expends stgnificanc time and/or energy
in active participation in ares of
professional fleld and/or role as
citizen

Promotes activities/issues which
suppdrt her view of the action needed in
defined areas of her profesaion-dnd 1ife



HABITUALITY

f“Habituality is 3 dime{sion of the other five basic characteristics of the person. Habituality modifies the other characteristics
"of the person in sevetal senses: *

£

a) frequency, consistency~- How often do the characteristics manifes. themselves’ To vhat extent are the A 4
‘ characterxstics gredigtable in a person's behavior?

" b) spontaneity, comprehens£Veness- To what extent {s the source of the charactiristics {nternal or external to the person
(1.e., are the characteristics external expectations or internal needs)?

¢c) ease, perfection of operation-¥ When the characteristics are mnanes?ed does the person experience positive or negative

?;, \ : affective awareness!

d) endurance— Do constraints serve hs occasions ior.rallyinﬁjtﬁe other characteristics or as‘occasions
‘ ' where these characterlstics wane? '

(BEGINNING STUDENT . - DEVELOPING STUDENT : GRADUATING STUDENT

" Is inconsistent in her exhibition of Cy , 4 o Exhibits the characteristics of the
/the characteristics‘of the per B | person frequently and consistently
frequency of demonatratiq;ﬁ;t’gz:er~ , _

‘wined by factors outside Rerself b o ' :

# Knows that she can demonstrate or ¢ degfns to experiment with skills in o Exhibits che characteriscics of the
‘usercertaln abilities but has not © new situations - < / person in a wide variety of contexts
associated these abilities with ‘ (academic, pre-professional, social,
herself ag a person - Begins to generate more enduring uses - and persdnal) ‘

' | of particular abilities and transfers ' \ :

Applies  learned skills primarily in these .uses outside of formal educa- . BN
‘the formal classroom sefting tional setcings //)’"‘s\\ ! e

¢ Responds to external stimuli o At times spontaneous corporates a9 Has developed a set of internal
(fmstructors' directions) rather aputber of skills in approaching a standards for her hehavior

an ac¢ing s | " :
Fh " ciing sponcaneously p?”bltn Uses these standards to help her strive
' for quality and professionalism and will
+ galn an affective dissatisfactfon with
' ‘ ‘ , ’ failure to meet these internalized
' ' | ‘standards vhenever possible

J - : ' < Exhibits the characteristics of the |
v person, even,in she~fade of contradictory

beveloﬁed . ﬂ external press es ‘ .

Assessnent Committee . ‘ - ' .

Averno Collepe

M lwaukee, Wisconsin { ) S ‘

May,- 1978 . Coe _ ' /. ?
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APPENDIX B

Pilot Study of-Six Performance
Characteristics Rating,

Spring 1978
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-tend to rate higher

\I *
Presentation by the Office of Research and Evaluation to the
ol . ; zﬂésment Committee on thé pilot

study of th ix Performance Characteristics Rating

The relative frequency distribution of students who weEe rated
on ‘the Six Performance Characterrstics are presented in g.aphic form

the Developlng and Graduating points of the scale (5-9),
patterns of the distribution varied across characteristi
Habituality and Integration followed almost “an identical>g
Tiadependence and Commitment were distributed in a somewhat similar
pattern .and so were Creativity and Self-Awareness (sen Figures 1
and 2).

A table of inter-correlation of all Six Performance Characteris-
tics ‘is presented (see Table:l1). Correlations range from .59 to
.78. All were significant at the .00l level, indicating that all

Six Performance Characteristics are_highly 1nterre1ated

Consistency of faculzz,gnigments (inter-student consisténcy)

was examined by investiga®ing faculty ratings across divisions.

Do faculty mfmbers in a particular diwision tend to_ rate students
higher or Iower? Students' mean ratings were examined in the
following diviwsions: Arts and Humanities, Behavioral Sciences,
Education, Mathematical and Natural Sciences,* Nursing and
Performing Arts (see Table 2). . L J

%
Y

The final multivariate statistical analysis indicated that
Education students were rated significantly higher than Nursing
students within three characteristics: -Independence, Creativity
and Self-Awareness. . &
. a . I . .
Based on this analysiﬁjone cannot conclude that faculty members

a particular division. The significant ?ﬁ“
difference obtained may be due to the fact that 33% o JZ the 5
Education students as apposed to only 247% of NursingAstudents
were awarded Honor? Education Honor students may have raised
the means of the ratings. This may support the assumption that
Ligher ratings in the divisions may be due to higher performance
of students rather than differences in facdilty rating.

A

w
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FREQUENGY DISTRI3UTION OF STUDENTS
RATED ON THE SIX CHARACTERISTICS
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'
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Figure 2. Combined frequency distributions of Six Performance

Characteristics ratings for 1978 graduating seniors.
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. fable 1, :
A : ' - ' ' - - . "-:-‘1-;“ ‘
v Inter-correlation Coefficients of the Six Pzrformapce Chargcte.istics .
s . Ratings for 1978 Graduating Seniors

L 3

- | Integra:’//flndepen- . Creativ- Self- ~  Commit- Habitu-
tion - dence \-1E&. ~ Avareness . ment ality
Integration 10000 7555 % .92 L1269 LISl
W I ,l ‘ | o o " | ’ ‘ o
Tndependence L7555 1.0000 7286 6971 5916 L6616
Creativity 723 ° .7286 1,000 ,,.7ai? 68 L35
Self- S I
‘Awareness 7792 6971 . 7850 1.0000 . .7723  .7588
‘Commitment 7269 5914 6728 ° 7723 L0000 7747
Habituality 510 . .6616 6375 7588 L7747 L0000

t Y g
v .. 4 - e
- Il 5

;Note. ALl coefficients in the table are statistically significant at the .00l level.. .

5L
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Means and Standard Deviation of Six Perfornance
* Characteristics Rating for 1978 Graduuting Seniorb Across Divisions

TableVZ.

p

Six Characteristics

- Division n
Afts and 2
Humanit{?'
. Behavioral 6
Sciences
o
W :
Education « -9
.‘ } )

Mathematical and 2 -

Natural Sciences

Nursing 33

Performing drts' 13

Integra- Indepen-

Creativ- Self- .

Commit~ Habitu~ Mean for Six

/ * Significant differences at. the .01 level

tion ' dence ity Awarefess ment ' ality  Characteristics
55005000 5500 6000 60000 6500 5.6
L% WU3 Ll 288 288 211
LIS LA 700 63 LS00 100 L.l
53 LSO 8% T L366 . L3 L6 P
\ . . P . - ‘ o, w )
1889 BANFBILK 822 T.667  7.889 8.0 L/
800 L0 - 8% L3 LOSk o
W00 6000 6500 6000 7000 1500, 0.0
S0 L0 0 288 20
L2 LIY G005 6 TASE 6L 6]
105) L6 LI L6 1253 L.bgs
L6 M6 T AN RSt a2 Tl
LI LI W90 L L
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“ The Office of Research ‘and Evaluation then investigated the

So far the data have indicated consistency of fnter-student

(ratings (judgment‘among studentg) and cdnsistency of- intra-

student ratings (judgment of one student across Six Perform-°
ance Characterisrics). : :

-
.

relationship between the Six Performance Characteristics and

. indicators of performance in the Alverno learning process,.

“ﬁs well as their relationship to a cognitive~developmental
néasure (Loevinger's Ego Development Measure). ‘Such an analysiq
may assist faculty in understanding what aspect of the students'
development is being measured by the Six Performance ‘Charac-
terist1cs* . : "

v

*

e Do the Six Performance Chara Ceristics measure -
developmental changes in theqberqonq ‘ T s

_® Are the characteristics reflective of performance .
within the eight competences? .

e Or Qoth? -

The measure of rate of -validation was chosen as a way to
examine student performance within the learning process ’
through levels 1- 4. The total number of validations (77)
expected to be completed at the Peg;nnlng ‘of Junior year
was taken as the maximum measure of rate of validation. _
Only students who had Lompleted 6 semesters at Alverno were
1nc1uded'f \

. h
.

.y

v
P

When rate of validation was correlated with each of the Six
Performance Characterjstics, only Habituality was signifi-
cantly correlated (p <'.04) One should keep in mind that
the, measure of rate of validation reflects student perform-
ance through 1evels 1~4 whereas- the Six Performance Charac-.
teristics reflect student performance also at the more
advanced levels. This analysis did 'not 'support the idea
that the race"of validation from levels 1-4 predicts per-‘L !
formance at levels 5 and 6- as 5, measured by these character>
istics (5&‘&’ Table 3. 7 -



Tabvbe 3.

Corvelation Coutiicients Befweoen Haty of Validat ton _ .'
aud nx Pertersanee Characteristices Batioe
& fur 1978 Graduating Seaiors
Intepra-  Iadepen-  Ureatives Sgjdl- Commit~  dHalditu-
gpration BT - AT S ment o ality

Ratie of v N RN b ~. EHHG ~LLluE
Vatidation

Sove,  Total nember of validations dn all bowr Jevels w79
LY

Al students wore in their lunior vear ~- Sprimg, 1977
AlL 47 students had #ix selRestoers al Alverne
* L}— " .{7‘3
Phe Six Pertvrmanse Uharavierizries wera nor siegnificangly
related to boevioger's Bpo Dovelopmnent Measuard (see Table &),

Similar results were abtabned when the Six Perioraance Chavao-
teristics were correlated with age {(see Table 5).  Further

“measures of thoe learping process and other developmental _
maasures mav be nsed to farther rofine the meanting of rhe Xix
Porfurmance Characterist ies,

v
i

&
o

Table
Correlation Beiween Loeviaper's Ego Developmont
Measure and. the Sis Performanee Characgeristics Ratiny i
af Spriag 1978 Graduates (@32 .

integra- Iadepen~ Creativ- Self- Commiv~ Habibu~ Average
tion  denee Pty Awareness  ment o oality o score

Loevinger's ps= (0172 L1330 SOE12 . 1925 N L2738 L1455
Ego Develop- '
ment Measure p= L Ab63 L33 L300 L1406 L2330 085 L3213

Q f;f‘
E[{l(:,f;_Wmm_. J
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Fabie b,

Correlation Coelfivivnts He Cveen Arne and Six Performanee Charactoristics

Trow Hatiugs by Faculiv o of Spring 1978 Oraduastes (neh5)

Integra-  Jrdepen= Creativ- Selt- Commit-  Habigu~
« . . : - [
wration denee AWareness  ment e dlivy
Yite 1 ~ L LR R -~ 103 ‘ LA LhHY
~ ’ N
N g . }. . a.‘- .-"4()8 ..‘ f(’..‘ ..‘j"j i
Anether wayv of valldating the seasurerent of he Six
Poordormanee Oharasterisoies 1aon Gl vaddiged of e
- ostadents. Do Hosor stodents descastrate sipgificantly
trivher ratings aovoss ol Sis ferformance Charagteristices
Mean ratings of Honor students were cempared {see Table 6)
Pth mean ratiogs of students whe did not acbivve honors, |

Bosalls obUriged did iodicate that henor students wern
vated stendyscanpty higher on coch of D characterisg o,
Bt the Tact that Lhes were vafed atter boeiog meminated

s e e bonoakend

T

1)
L6
O . -
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Sonor #htings Compared to No Hopor Eatings
on Each of Six Performance Characteristics

Hovor / Standard
Deviation

-y
A
—~
re
I~

Charaotu No Bonor Numbor Mean

APV

O
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Averaye Rating

Avcross 5ix

Characteristies

Honor

Mo Hooor

Ty e
j

8
&

LB 30GT

LAY

LAGA0
L94281

T ey 4 ‘- o 7
ALeorar Hogior 1 5. 5714
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Sy et F [SI RyI IN
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indupendenee © Honor , P B.7143
Mo Honor 51 7.0980
vity © Howor L4 5.4186
N Honor 51 L8411
Serl i ~Awarenes s Honor 14 B.6424 B E
©Ne Honor 51 fr. HO78 1,201
Commi tment Honor H 8. 7857 .57893
Ho Honor 51 7.(980 1.3154
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Several questions werv raiscd by the Asscssment Commitiecg

1
i
vhile discussing the data:

s Are the definirions of the charactevistics adequately
differentiating between cach of the characteristics!
g ‘ . e u

e Should students he raved by faculty both from the majeos
and minor arcas to improve the quality of the ratiogs?

¢ At what point in time should the rating be done? }';er':‘}:'.

nominat ions tor bhonors? - e

e When rating is done as o departmental actxity, are
students rated by faculty members who used to teach
the students in their Freshman or Sophomore vear but

. who are not familiar with their performance in the
upper levels? By ratim each year the process will

be simplitied, 1t will be an ongeing process in which
Vaculty members will jadpe vurrent performance.

¢

o Can wo obtain fecdback from faculty members on how

they judped studentst  What as the basis for jude-
2 T
el

e U mav be better to x;h.:m;.«,’u the definitions rather
than vhange the number of characteristics.

( e PR d s .

e To what extent did faculty members use the defini-
tiens ~hile rating? How often are individual con-
ceprualizations of the Siw Characteristics ased”

. M e Faculty should be asked to ratd cach class this
\v . . s
t spring. More dara.ave needed belore we begin .
N reviewing the definitions of the characterdistics. ~7
&
. .
‘.
v, \‘
L4 ' b v
¢ b
po
- \
2 i
4 1
: . %8
(&) ‘ ‘

o1
G
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Name ... cajer

¢ thi

Please ra 5
heck (v

student on each of the following sin char
Place a )]

in the space desirved,

The scale is divided into 3 stages:

1 2 3 4 5 6 7. 8 9

i | v} ] i | } | {
! I !

B ¥ G -

4 o= Heginnine Stodent: D o= Developing Sohdenty 7 Gradusting Stu

Independence A | i . ! i |
' | | '}%\J ! I l
L o 2 3k 5 ; 7 A

Creativity lw';:+wwf"r“m—”% : ] |

W

6 7 a8 "9

Awareness M__,_{ B ‘ ) {,,W._,,,w._m__.-_ .

6 7 9 9

ot
RS
wr
-
(%4

124

(4]

Cotni tment “A_W_“1~wmwwfmmmm_ww b | |

abitua },.i ¢ y _ * “ i l[ Jl | __w,_i

Mote: Habitwallrty modifies the wther characteristics. "

i.e.. habitually commizted, habitually independent, etc.

49
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SIX PERFORMANCE CHARACTERISTICS RATING

Assessment Committee/Qffice of Research & Evaluation
ALVERNO COLLEGE

Funded by a grant from the National Institute of Education:
Carzering After College: Establishing the Validity of Abilities
f.earned in College for Later Success

(NIE-G-77-0058)

Principal Investigators:
Marcta Mentkowski
Austin Doherty
Alverno College
3401 South 39th Street
_ Milwaukee, Wisconsin 53215
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Instructor

Name

C;&ple one: Fr So Jr G&r Course ///

Major:

Please rate this student on ¢ach of the following six characteristics. %lace a check !/)
“in the pace.desired. : L

1 2 3 W s 6 7 8 9

} ) (1 | .3 . I} }
+ + y o 4+

Begi&ning E T Graduating

"

\ [ - |
e While the definitions of the s’x characteristics describe the Beginning Student, the ,
Developing Student and the Graduating Student, please do not limit your rating to
"-" for Freshmen, "G" for Seniors, etc. Use the entire 9-point scale for each student.
e Study the definitions of all the characteristics (see\EéEulty Handbook on Learning and
Assessment). We recognize that you will be rating the whole person. However,-try to
distinguish between each of the characteristics when rating an individual.

® The last page allows space for comments. Comments will provide an ongoing record of
developmental performance that can-assist faculty in preparing the narrative transcript
when the student graduates. : -

Thank you for your contribution.
The Assessment Committee

" Integration { { { 1 | i 1 { 1
8 —— T+ ++—+—1—tg+
P _
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 g
Habituality i | | IR | § i 1 | 1
g ' B J | i i ] | H 1 i 1

~ o 0

Note: Habituality modifies the other characteristics, i.e., Habitually Committed;
‘Hébitually Independent' Habitually Creative- etc.

If you have rated a student at 4 or above on this chara;teristic hen indicate
on the Habituality scale the extent to which you have observed that this

characte:xstic is habitual

-
W7

s
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/ Cﬁg ‘ 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
Indepindence 1 ) | __+__

P
-
—n
——t
B st
——b
——

= . x | “’g‘:é
2 Habituality: -1 ! i i ] | | i T s
—t 1+
.

Note: Habjtuality modifies the other characteristics, i.e., Habitually Committed;
Habitually Independent; Habitually Creative; etc.

If you have rated a student at 4 or above on this characteristic, then indicate
on the Habituality scale the extent to which you have observed that this
characteristic is habitual. ,

Creativity 1 i [ | ]
' - ot | 1 i1

Habituality ] |
‘ i

.

Note: Habituality modified the other characgeristics, i.e., Habitually Committed-
_Habitually Independent Habitually Creative; etc.

e o
L
-~
—p—
.
._1—
-

If7yo have rated a student at 4 or above on this characteristic, then indicate
¢ Habituality scale the extent to which you-'have observed that this -
cteristic is habitual.

56
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Note:

characteristic is ha§1tual

Awarencss

-
"

——

—
<3
LRy

Habituality | l

——

Habituality modifies the other characteristics, {.e., Habltually Commiited;
Habitually Independenc Babitually Creative; etc.

If you hava rated a student at & or abizé/dérthis characteristic, then indicate
on the Habituality sgale the extent to afiich you have observed that this

m—tt
~

L
. 1 2 3 4 5 6 1 8 9
Comui tment { i ] i | L | | L
' | i i I I T 1 | |
o 1 2 3 4 5 6 1 8 9
Habituality . | | | ] ] i { I |
: ' - | i I | t 1 i i

R
\
N,

)

\\
Habituality modifies 'the.other characteristics, i.e., Habiteally Committed;
Habitually Indeggndent' Habitually Creative; etc.

udent at 4 or above on this characteristic, then indicate.

If you have rated a st
ou have observed that this

on the Habituality scale the extent to which y

characteristic is habitual. : o
" A PAGE FOR COMMENTS FOLLOWS THIS

PACE IN THE INSTRUMENT.

NOTE:

~
-
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1)

Six Performance (haravEQ isties
Rat'nL Pro Ledurcw, Spring 1479

4444444444 s e e b PSR St S

;
Al students in the Weekday Collepe will need tos¥e rared for
us to further understand the develo pmental nature of the
characteristics.,

£ ‘
Inn order to chtain more reliable ratings, both the student’:

major and minor daerment should be asked to rate her in

“her Junior and Senior vgﬁf on the Six Performance Character-

istics.

Last vear departmental consensuss ratings for.majors were

chtained from ar least twe faculty ratings. . We did not
collect individual faculty ratings that were made before the
consensus rating. This vear, in order to add to our under-
standing of the role that expert judgment plays in the
ratings, we need individual ratings first from at least two
faculty. These facult 1ty should be chosen on the hasis of how
closely they have worked with the student. Then the depart-
ment (or faculey gr0up) provides a Lonsensus rating, during
which time the faculty who filled out “individual ratings
would jointly fill out a scparate consensus form. Both indi-2
vidual ratings before conse nsu?}and the final consensus
rating would be collectod.
Freshmen and Sophomores need to be rated by at least two of
their instructors. The ratings would be averaged for this
group. Consensus ratings woyld not be attempted for this
rroup because of anticipated difficulties in creating rime
schedules for instructors to get together.

In order to coordinate the ratings of the Freshmen and
Sophomeres, certain faculty with Freshman and Sophomore
classes will be asked to rate their Freshman and Sophomore
students. Since the faculty on the Assessment Committee
are most familiar with the meaning of the Six Performance
Characteristics, they will{¥first be asked to rate. Other
faculty will then be choser to rate those students not
covered by Asses sment Committee members.

Given our need to prepare narrative transcripts at the end of
the Senior year, comments recorded during the earlier vears
will provide us with some information that would be extremelv
helpful in creating a developmental picture of student's
progress and outcomes ror the narrative transéript. Thus, a
comment sheet will be ‘added te the rating form Ior this
purpose

In order to get underneath the.sources for the expert juig- -
ment faculty use in rating, e will ask faculty who rated
students to respond to a short- questionnaire concerning the
sources for their judgment after all ratings are completed.

C 61 {
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tv
3

v

%
Ioveecelve the Pr-itowiny owrerials from the

achy chairpersen wi

Agsesunnent Dommitteer
3 &Y &
¥ 5

b.oooMaterials. to rate all major and winer studengs in vour

department.

a. List of all major and minor students in vour department.
h.  bnouph ratinog torms for each Junior and Senior student
for both individual and consensus rationg {or=major
, T .

onlv. Minor students rated once onkv. s

Pl nrognsnn

e students who are Froedfsmen and Svphomores,

wihe wi bl e asked T

ooy

a. A class list for each instrugtor who will be asked to
) ' -
rate. . 4
.o Epeaph rating forns for each instructor.
3. Ouestionudives for the faculty on their use of expert ™

?

judpment.

During Faculty lusvitute this spring, the Assessment Committée
will explain the rationale and procedure to the faculty. Thy
Chairpersons will ther be asked ro coordinate the scheduling of

Ctime within ‘the Division so that the rating can be acceomplished

before Mav 25, 1979. ;
Thank you for your assistance in this worthwhile endeavor. Ve
expact to be able to present the results in Ry £all Facyluy

instirate,

v .

lEach. major student is rated individuaidy by, two facultv.
Those two facultv then come to consensus on d third form.

:,v 3
“Each minor student is raced by the oge facuity member io
the department who "koows" the student best.

h a
-
’ .
.
. .
13
s
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.
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.
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4
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Six Performance Chavacteristics Rating
Faculty Questionnaire, Spriang 1979,
With Summary Data
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‘ﬂgﬁ DI1D FACULTY RATE THE CHARACTERISTICS?

Purpose: We
At
of

1. Check the box next to each source you used,
‘judgments.,
"2 as second most important, etc.
on hcw it was used,

are Interested in how the faculty rated,
this point in time, we expect that the ratings ave an accurate indicator

faculty expert judgment, but we need clarification on what the
qourcc%.ﬂg this expert judgment are.

Please respond to the following sources:

intuitively or analytically, K
Then rank order the sources you checked with "1" as most important,
There ls space next to the source to comment

Check
1f Rank .
Used Order !
oy i observed behavior
- “" Py
. 1
9is 2+ performance on assessment techniques [
937 3 conversation with student
100% 3 your Ysense" of the student
967 % definitions of the characteristics
\ .
. ___others _ plelase list 1.
2.
L\ 3 .

2. How c¢lear and understandable werc the definitions?

- Low . High
Integration 1 2 .3 b 5/ . 0 7 Mo AL
Independence 1 2 3 e i o 7 d=05.0

[ P
Creativity -1 2 3 4 'S O 7 Mos 47
Awareness 1 2 3 4 5 & 7 Mow 47
.Commitment 1 2 3 4 5 4 7 M A

, /
Habituality 1 2 3 4 5 £ 7 o VL7
. !
¥ A .

3. What need

s to be done to make this a more effective

process’?

4. How was consensus reached for the group of students you rated?

Alverno College

r
Assessment Center 0579 65

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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What was the basis for judgment?
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APPENDLIX ¥

Simple Correlatlons Between Human Potentidl Measures

» . . r
and the Six Yerformance Characteristics

r—
Kating Factor in the Lonpitudinal Study

-3

o
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



APPENDIX F Table 1.

Simple qur&lations Between Entrance Assessments
on the Measures of Human Potential and the
Six Performance Characteristics Rating Factor

Six Performance Characteristic Factor

Human Potential Two and One-Half Years , Three angd One-Half Yeurs
Measure After Entrance - After Entrance
.at Lntrance e e o e L
Measures of Vocational,
Eduwag}onul and Personal
Issues e
"Best Class' Essay - .088 (120) ' JLS7% (123)
"Decigsion” Essay L053 (12D 123 (124)
"Career” Lssay . 05 . (109) o . 087 (109
Sentence Completion Test - 113 (120) - 075 (12%)
Defining Issues Test o
PE Sceore LR {1049 348 0 Qe
D Score L0053 {104y L3900 vy
Test of Ceopnitive Development -~.022 (118} -0 {121).
{
Pictuxe Story Exercise
Receptive . - -. (136 (120} - 010 {(123)
Autonomous 073 (i2) 114 (123)
Assertive ~. 007 (120 , - 004 - (123}
Integrative =~ 225%% (120) / . -.208*% (12
Self-Definition -.081  (120) - 173% (123 7
Achievement Motive - 053, (120) ' -.051  (123)
Affiliation Motive -. 060 {124) -. 637 (124
Power Mopive D17 {17 L0283 (12
feavnioy Stvle inventory
C O Cencrete Experience L 1U5 124y 124 11260
Reflective Observation S1E3F L34 ~ 250%% (126}
Absirace L Y {1243 -~ 14 [(126)
Conceptualization ’
Act ive Keperimentation -, 012 {124} a4 {17
Abstract/Concrete -~ Q8] (1245 ~, LG4 {1d)

Learning Orlentavio
Active/Reflective L106 (125 7 LKA (e
Learning b’r'iun(:qn Loy

v

04 !723




Table 1. continued

,
Nmmmmwm§i;ﬂﬁgfjg;man£9“Characceristic Factor
Human Porential Two and (ne-Half Years Three and One-Half Years

Measures After Entrance After Eantrance

sat “Entrance

Test of Thematic -, 141 (122). -.079 (i23)
Analysis .

Critical Thinking

Appraisal .
Inference .138  (115) .101 (118)
Recognition , ¥ . 187 (115) 105 (118)
Deduction #1113 (115) o - - 041 (118}

v

T L § 351

LEJ EE )
Mote:  Sumbers in parentbeses are sample siges,

0
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APPENDIX F Table 2, ‘ |

Simple Correlations Between Second Assessment
on the Measures of Human Potential and the !
Six Performance Characteristics Rating- Factor b

Six Performance Characteristic Faccor

. Two and One~Half Years
After Entrance

Three and One-Half Years

Human Potential
‘ After Entrance

Measure

at Entrance

Measures of Vocation51.~
Educational and Personal
Issues

L232%% (120)

"Best Class' Essay <195%  (123)
"Decision” Essay L1099 (121) LT (124
“Career" Essay L186%  (120) 082 (123
Sentence Completion Test LABLERRELL20) 181% (123)

Defining Issues Test

PY Score L225%% {106} <L 258R% (110
D Score J163%  {106) L2BEHRA (L)

Test of Cognitive Development

Picture Story Exercise

L2lEas (118)

—4 L3128RE(121)

Receptive - 332575120} L1030 (1
Autonomous 053 (1203 L193% 0 (123)
Assertive L188%  (120) L204%  (123)
Integrative ¢ 051 (120) - 031 (123
Self~Definition ~. D68 {120) -. 138 (123)
Achievement Motive -. 024 (120} 012 {123)
Affiliation Motive SO £12m -, 140 {(123)
Power Motive Y90 (1200 091 (123)
Learning Style Inventory
Concrete Experience - (180 {124} ~.(}48 {126)
Reflective Observation ~. 127 (1243 “ 258%% (126)
Abstract 89 (124) 022 {126)
Conceptualization _ 4
ActivemExperimentation L0336 {(12ey 132 (126)
Abstract/Concrete: 96 (124) L038  (126)
Learning Orientation o
Active/Reflective 193 (124) L3R (126
Learning Orientation .
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Table 2. continued

Six Performance Characteristic Factor

Human Potential. Two and One-Half Yeafs Three and One-Half Yearsj
Measuras After Enprances After Entrance
at Entrance
Test of Thematic. -.083  (122) _ ~.044  (125)
Analysis
Critical Thinking
Appraisal ) -
Inference ' . 140 (115) .111 (118)
Recegnition : L212%  (115) L170% (118)
Deduction - g L304%%x(115) (118)
e L 05

el RN )1
KARP o (0]

Note: Numbers o parentheses gre sample aines.
7!
x'«""
o 7
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Simple Correlatiions Between Third Assessment
on the Measures of Human Potential and the

'APPENDIX F Table 3.

Six Performance Characteristics Rating Factor

—i

Six Performance Characteristic Factor

Human Potential ° Two

Measure
at Entrancq

and One-Half Years
After Entrance

Three andTOne—Half Years
Aftei Entrance

Measures of Vocational,
Educational and Personal
Issues

"Best Class' Essay
"Decision" Essay
"Career" Essay

Sentence Completion Test
Defining Issues Test

P% Score
D Score

,
4

L243%% (121)°

.370%%%(120)
L253%% (121)

L212%% (120)

.361%%%(102)

-326%%%(102)

Test of Cognitive Development .215%* (118)

Picture Story Exercise
Receptive
Autonomous
Assertive
Integrative

Self-Definition

Achievement Motive §
Affiliation Motive
Power Motive e

Learning Style Inventory
"~ Concrete Experience
Reflective Observatio
Abstract :
Conceptualization
Active Experimentation .
‘Abstract/Concrete
Learning Orientation
Active/Reflective
' Learning Orientation

[

t

034 (119)
086 (119)
021 (119)
092 (119)
017 (120)
063 (120)
118 (120)
016 (120)
.019 - (124)
079 (124)
L1050 (124)
093 (124)
076 (124)

. 002 (124}
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137 (124)
.363%%%(123)
L218%% (124)
.092  (123)
.290%%%(105)
.282%% (105)

L195%  (121)

.005  '(122)

.097  (122)
.089  (122)

.040 (122)

.022 . (123)

.096°  (123)
[268%%%(123)
055 (123)
053 (126)
199 (126)

L161%  (126)

.031 (126)
2127 - {126)

L 104 (126)



Table 3. continued
s

Six Performance Characteristic Factor

Human Pdtential " Two and One-Half Years - Three and One-Half Years
Measures After Entrance After Entrance
at Entrance

Test of Thematic .103 (122) .105 (125)
Analysis
Critical Thinking
Appraisal ,
Inference & o216%* (115) ‘ 124 (118) -
Recognition L276%%%(115) : -.143 (118)
. Deduction L260%% (115) .103 (118)
' ‘,;«
*
s,
*P < .05
*%p < (01’ il
*k%p < 001
Note: Numbers 1<r parentheses are sample sizes.
Wi ”
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