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AN ABSTRACT OF THE 'rlfESIS OF Sharo~ Copela.n d and Gerald 

Warner For the Hasters of Social Work presented Hay 15, 

1970. 

Title: Factors i n the Evaluation of Student Performance 

in a Graduate School of Social Work. 

APFROVED BY THE MENBERS OF THE THESIS COrIHITT'EE: 

Minnie Waterman 

This study refined the criteria for the measure-

rnent of graduate studen t per forman ce in a school of 

social work. 

By using present criteria from other studies and 

general student performan ce criteria from school bro-

chure s a qu estionnaire was constI"ucted. This qu estion-· 

naire \vas administered to a. sample of students, faculty ) 

and field ins tructors from Portland State University 

School of Social Work. The data from the compl eted 

.questionnaires were then pro cessed by computer to de-



termine the means, standard deviations of the items, 

and the correlatio~s between items and between raters. 

Through the computed correlations, means, and 

standard deviations the acc3ptability and reliability 

of the questionnaire were established. Through the 

use of cluster analysis, clusters were formed which 

pointed to specific criteria by which social work 

students could be evaluated. 

Statistical data indicated that the questionnaire 

was moderately acceptable and reliable. A greater ac­

ceptability and reliability would be desired . 

The cluster analysis gave varying numbers of 

clusters for each group of raters. For the student 

raters there were seven clusters, for the first group 

of academic raters there were three clusters, for the 

second group of academic raters there were three clus­

ters, and for the field raters there were two clusters. 

The ratings of both the field instructors and the second 

group 9f academic raters were dominated by a general­

impression cll!ster, ra.ising questions about the acc8.:p­

tabilityand t he reliability of the questionnaire for 

those raters t , 'l'his general-impression cluster showed 

that these raters did not discriminate between charac­

teristics of students but rated them on the basis of a 

general impression of the student .. 
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INTRODUCTION 

The process of selecting students for entrance into a 

graduate social Vlork program is a major task faci.ng the admin­

istration and faculty. Continued excellence in the profession 

demands that schools of social work "first define the factors 

essential to success in the field and then establish reliable 

measurements of these factors. 

Presently pre-entrance screening j_nvol ved considera.tion 

of grade-point average and the Miller ~"1alogies test" 'Ihe 

validity of these criteria as predictors of success in social 

work has beE!n seriously questioned. Regarding the 'Use of the 

Miller Analogies test to determine the scholastic potential of 

school of social work applications, Burgess states in his stud.~( 

of Portland Stat e Co11E;ge1 students, "It is obvious that all of 

the correlations betwe en grades and Millers scores were low. 

In fact, none of them were statistica.lly signifj.cant." And he 

concludes, 

It Vlould appear t h.at Miller Analogies test scores 
have no value in the prediction of differences in the 
scholastic performan ce of Portland State College soc­
ial work students, insofar as these performar .. ces are 
indicated by grades. 

It should also be noted that the same conclusion 
can be reached about the other two predictors, u!lder­
graduate G.P.As and upper division G.P.A. The cor-

.1Recently Port land St8.t.e Uni ver si ty. 



relations between these meas ures and socia l wor k 
grades were also non"'significant. While Miller P~a­
logies scores do . not predict well for this gr oup of 
students, they do as well as previous grade records 
do in predicting grades in social work. (1) 

2 

The limitations of the available criterion meas ur es re-

fleet the "inability of the profession to state clearly ,'[hat 

knowledge, skill and values are neede~ for every social wOl~er 

for basic competence in pr actic e ." .(2) 

In professional literatul'e devot ed to t h3 subject of 

student selection one finds lists of factors to be evaluat ed 

in considering school of social work applicants. In one 

source the following criteria are suggested: "1. j.ntel1E:ctual 

skills 2. capacity for professional identity 3. capacity f or 

change l~. ca pacity for cr itical think ing 5. cap2.city for 

es tablishing purposeful relationships." (3) 

Guidelines for describing success in the profession ca.n 

. also be found in descriptions of the "idealtt soci.al worker " 

Schubert characterizes the ideal casewor k er as one who is 

"highly effective in enabling people to solve problems in soc· .. 

ial fun ctioning," and she continues, 

The follo wing characteristics have importanc e inso­
f ar as they contribute to the worker's effectiveness: 
1. a sense of profess ional identity; 2. a command of 
relevant kno wledge and skill;. 3. an abiltty to fac e 
the profession's areas of ignorance, uncertainty and 
conflict; 4. an ability to contribute to the pr ofes­
sion's knowledge and r educe ignorance, uncertainty 
and conflict. (4) 

The s ame qualities should characterize the group worker, com-

mu;nity organizer and. administrator working with people in the 

problem-solving .process. 



Measurements currently used in pre-entrance screening, 

as well as the chara~teristics and factors suggested in the 

professional literature cited above; are limited as criteria 
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of performance in a graduate school. The former are inadequate 

because they do not comprehend many areas of performance rele­

vant to success in the field; the latter, because they are too 

general to permit evaluation of behavior. 'Nhile Schubert's 

characteristics provide a point of departure in establishing 

valid criteria, they apply to field work only and may not be 

applicable to other areas in the curriculum~ 

The first step in refining the process of student selec­

tion is the establishment of cx'iteria 1) which include all 

factors relevant to successful functioning jn the profession 

and 2) which are defined in terms of .§.pecift£. behaviore Having 

arrived at such a list of factors, the researcher must then ds~ 

' sign rating scales which, when applied to the factor s , will 

indicate the extent to which a given student evidences mastery 

of each skill, technique or ability. 

The researchers in the present study determined the fol­

. lowing obj ectives: 

1) Hypothesize factors of performance which meet 

the standards of inclusiveness ~nd specificity. 

2) Determine the acceptability of these factors 

to students and faculty at the Portland State 

University School of Social Work. 

3) Devise rating scales to represent these factors. 



I· t 

.4·) Determine the acceptability of these rating 

scales to the same subjects as outlined in 2). 

5) Determine the reliability of the rating scaleso 

6) Determine the basic factors within these scales. 



CHAPTEH II 

METHODOLOGY 

A tentative set of rating scales was prepared to measure 

present student performance. Attributes covered by the scales 

were those suggested by Schubert and by the School of Social 

·Work catalogues. Schubert's characteristics included "1) a 

sense of professional identity; 2) a command of relevc: .. nt k.now·.., 

ledge and skill; 3) an ability · to face the profession's area 

of ignorance, uncertainty, and conflict." (4) 

The School of Social Work statement included the follo".At-

ing, based on a statement by the Council on Social Work Educa ... 

tion. 

The goals of the school are a.ttained when the 
student: 

Incorporates the knowledge and values basj_c 
to social work as a professional discipline ... 

Understands the central concepts, principles 
and techniques applied in social work practice and 
their significant variations by method and by 
field of practice. . 

Manifests compassionate respect for indivi­
duals, and appreciates man's capacity for growth 
and change. 

Attains a level of competence necessary for 
responsi.ble entry into professional practice and 
sufficient to serve as a basis for a creative and 
productive professi.onal career . 

Develops the discipline and self-awareness of 
the professional social worker , .and accepts respon­
sibility for the continued development of his own 
competence. 



Accepts an obligation to contribute respon­
sibility to the achievement of social welfare 
objectives that express the goals of a democratic 
society and to the development of the profession 
that it may increasingly serve society in the 
prevention of social problems and the enhanceme!lt 
of social well-being. (5) 
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The characteristics as stated were considered too general 

to be evaluated by a rating scale, so-all attempt was made to 

break down the ' characteristics and .qualities into specific be-

haviors which could be readily identified. 

I. Student's academic skills and scholarly attitudes~ 

Ae Ability to remember, and to apply meaningfully 

academic material presented. 

B. Ability to be analytic in both written and oral 

communication. 

C. Originality in oral and written communication. 

D. Intelligibility of oral and vITitten communication. 

E. Neatness in, and conformity to, conventional 

writing standards. 

F. Evidence of completing readings both assigned 

and others. 

G. Initiative and openness in regard to the social 

work curriculum. 

II. Student's capacity to establish purposeful relation-

ships. 

A. Frequency of reasoned disagreement with professors. 

B. Constructive relationships with professors and 

peers. 
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C. Consistency in communication with other students , 

instructors and supervisors. 

D. Accura.cy of pe:r·ception of other students) in­

structors and supervisors. 

III. Student's command of relevant kno wledge and skill. 

A~ Perception of, and performance in, a forme d 

group. 

B. Accuracy o f perc eption of important aspects of 

the clients' emotional life. 

C. Accuracy of the understanding of relationships 

with his clients. 

D. Abilities with client's problems and attitudes. 

E. Accuracy of perception of client's social and 

economic needs., 

F. Accuracy of perception of a family grouPe 

IV. Ho w the student handles responsibilities that are 

part of the profession. 

A~ How well he manages his work load. 

B. Obs ervance of agency policies. 

C. Contribution to agency policy develo pment and 

reorganization. 

D. Awareness of the i mplications of social i.ssues 

to social work practic·es. 

V. Capacity for professional identity_ 

Ao Ability to examine self. 

B. Ethical standards in his wcirk. 
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Co Handling of his reaction to conflict or opposi­

tion .. 

D. Motivation and commitment to social work. 

A sample of students, faculty and field instructors eval­

uated the questionnaire to determine if it was understandable, 

operational and complete. Revisions were made incorporating 

their suggestions. The improved questionnaire can be seen in 

appendix A. 

In September, 1968, 58 students entered the School of 

Social Work at Portland State University. At the time the 

questionnaire was completed, at the end of their first year, 51 

of these students were still enrolled and this group of 51 com­

prised the sample of students, i. e., the group whose perforln­

ance would be evaluated usin~ the questionnaire . Before the 

questionnaire was administered it was coded by an individual 

who did not know the respondents in order to' maintain anonymity", 

For the purpose of evaluating the questionnaire it was 

administered to four groups: the 51 students, who were in­

structed to evaluate themselves (the Self-Ratings) four in­

structors of social work methods, each of whom was asked to 

evaluate the first year student enrolled in his section (refer­

red to as Academic Rater II); two instructors of social welfare 

history, ~ach of whom was asked to evaluate the students in his 

section (Academic Rater I); 17 field instructors, each of whom 

evaluated those first-year students assigned to him for super­

vision of field experience (referred to as Field). As each of 
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the 51 students was to be evaluated four times, onc e by hims elf, 

once by a social wor~ methods instructor, once by a social wel-

fare history instructor , and once by a field instructor, a 

total of 204 qu estionnaires was distributed. 199 of these were 

completed accordi ng to instructions and returned. (Four stu­

dents fail ed to return their self-evaluations, and one field 

instructor did not return the questionnaire regarding a student 

d h ' ,.) 2 un er 1S superv1s1on • 

In scoring, each response to an item on the completed 

questionnaire was assigned a numerical value from 1 to 9 dep­

ending upo n its location along a nine-point continuum. Minimal 

performanc e in a given area was rated 1 and the sCB.le continu ed 

throu gh a rating of 9 for outstanding or exceptional performance . 

The numerical va lues of ttem r esponses were then punched on 

paper tape for computer processing. All statistical computa-

·tions were done on a CDC 3000 at Oregon State University tl1..rou gh 

a remote terminal in the Computer Center at Portland state Uni-

versity. 

The computer was programmed to compute the means, and 

standard deviations for all items as well as correlation coef-

ficients among all items. 

Acceptability of the questionnaire items was to be deter--

mined from an analysis of the student responses , i.ee, how many 

2Error in punching of tape which accounts for one less 
Methods Rating and one more Field Rating . 
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of the items elicited a response and the correlations between 

student self-ratings and the faculty ratings for the same 

items. The questionnaire would be considered acceptable if 

the majority of the items were answered and if a high correla­

'tion was found between self and instructor ratings. 

Reliability of the questionnaire was to be determined 

from the correlations between the ratings given by different 

faculty raters on the same student. 

The factors of student performance were discovered by 

means of a cluster analysis in which highly correlated ratings 

were grouped. These clusters were interpreted and named, per .. · 

mitting a comparison of the clusters found for each type of 

rater. It 'ras h9ped that similar clusters would be found in ." 

order to validate the factors and to provide a basis for sim­

plification of future versions of the rating scales. 

The cluster analysis was used to group items together 

which correlate highly with each other. This was done using a 

correlation matrix based on the questionnaire variables$ The 

two items in the matrix showing the highest correlation formed 

the nucleus of the cluster. The cluster was then expanded by 

selecting variables in descending order of their correlation 

to the nucleus variables until all which correlated highly were 

included. 

The nucleus of a second cluster was formed of two vru~ia­

bles with high correlations to each other and low correlations 

to items in the first cluster . The process was continued untj,l 

all a~parently significant clusters had been isolated. 



CHAPTER III 

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

ACCEPTABILITY 

Frequency of Usage of Item"~ by Raters 

As was stated in Chapter II an initial measure of the 

acceptability of the questionnaire would be whether the major­

ity of the items were answerable. The data show that a major­

ity of the questions were answered a~d therefore, at least from 

this standpoint, the questionnaire was acceptable. Thi.s is 

evident particularly in the responses of students and field 

instructors. The ratings given students by academic raters 

indicated that their knowledge of the student was too limited 

. to respond appropriately to many questionnaire items. For 

example, the academic raters were unable to evaluate such areas 

as field work, agency policies, and management of work load. 

The following chart gives the mean, standard deviation 

and number of responses to each item in the questionnaire as 

based on (left to right): student self-ratings (47 possible 

responses); academic rater one (51 possible responses); aca­

demic rater two (50 possible responses); field instructors (51 

possible responses). 
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TABLE I 

MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS OF 
RATINGS BY TYPE OF RATER 

Self-rating 

Item M SoD. N 

1 

2 

3 

4 
~ -
"7 

6 

7 

8 

6.04 1.22 47 

6.06 1.23 q-6 

6.43 1.39 47 

5.53 1.44 47 

5.93 1.19 47 

6.38 1.13 47 

7.31 1.09 47 

6.42 1.89 47 

9 6.82 1.32 47 

10 6.06 2.03 47 

11 7.06 1.59 47 

12 6.78 1.12 47 

13 6.04 0.95 47 

14 7.10 1036 47 

15 6.67 1.67 46 

16 6.69 1~38 45 

17 7.16 0.99 45 

18 . 6.98 1.13 45 

19 6.91 1.03 46 

20 6.76 0.94 46 

21 6.57 0.91 46 

Academic I 

M S.D. N 

6.21 1.43 51 

5.90 1.11 50 

6.37 1.17 51 

5.58 1.44 50 

6.28 1.31 51 

6.50 0.85 48 

7.29 1.09 49 

5.86 1.77 7 

6.33 1.21 6 

6.00 1.82 51 

5.91 1.23 47 

6 • ~-7 1. 00 46 

6.39 0.89 51 

7 • 1+ 9 1.4-9 51 

6.62 0.87 51 

6.90 0.78 51 

6 .. 76 1.07 45 

6.78 0.89 46 

,---- ---
Academic II 

M S.D. N 

6.20 1.76 50 

5.88 1.92 50 

6.00 1.84 50 

6.08 1.90 49 

6 • It-2 2. 00 50 

q.54 1.50 50 

7.26 1.86 50 

6.60 1.96 50 

7.00 1.6 I l- 50 

6.34 2.15 50 

5.90 2,,17 50 

6.54 1.76 50 

5.73 1.41 49 

6094 2.09 49 

6.12 2.07 34 

6.06 2.22 35 

6.11 1.60 35 

6.47 1.BIt 36 

Field 

11 S.D. N 

6041 I.ItS 49 

6.31 1~38 51 

5.98 1.54 48 

5.94 1~62 21 

5. L~2 1.80 38 

6.88 1.51 51 

7.23 1~40 I 'r? 

7.13 1.80 2h 

6.79 2.01 28 

6.13 1.82 46 

7 • 18 1 <e 7l~ 51' 

6.84 1.27 51 

6.44 1,,57 50 

7.35 1.85 4-6 

6.23 1.78 l+7 

6.84 1. 69 ~-9 

7.00 1.67 47 

6.82 1.49 51 

6.83 0.75 29 6.53 0,,99 15 6.76 1.17 38 

6.94 0.88 32 6.50 1.01 14 6.76 1.22 41 

7.00 0 1. 6.22 1.28 23 6.72 1.23 50 
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-,_ ._--
Self-rat i ng Academic I Academ~L c II Field 

Item M SoD. N N S.D4 N M S.D. N 1-1 S.D. N 
_ ' __ ~.i _______ 

.22 7.09 1.08 47 7,,69 1.35 35 7.21 2.06 33 6.75 1.91 51 

23 6.67 1.40 46 4.00 0 1 5.93 1.73 J)+ 6.85 1.44 46 

24 6.49 1.08 45 0 0 0 7.00 0 1 6.5lt- 1.31 35 

25 6.87 1.21 45 0 0 0 7.00 0 2 6.9? 1.26 37 

26 7.L~7 0.99 47 0 0 o· 6.54 1.36 35 7.18 1.1+1 51 

27 7.68 0.93 '+7 0 0 0 6.47 1.38 36 6.80 1.52 51 

28 7.85 0.96 47 0 0 0 6.70 1.46 23 7. Lt9 1.35 51 

29 7.76 0.92 46 0 0 0 6.72 1.25 32 7.18 1.34 50 

30 8.00 0.81 47 0 0 0 7.03 1.04 35 7.51 1.,32 ,51 
\ ' • • 1 

31 7.63 0.90 47 0 0 0 7.05 1.62 2.1 7.42 1.43 50 

32 7.62 0.77 47 0 0 0 6.83 1.85 12 7.30 1.73 50 

33 .7.51 0.88 47 0 0 0 6.27 1.91. 15 7.10 1.30 51 

34 7 .38 1.3L~ 47 0 0 0 0 0 0 6.74 1.69 50 

35 6.30 1.73 47 6.67 0.95 51 6.20 1.55 49 6.31 1.80 35 

36 5.89 1.96 47 6.78 1. 2~. 51 5.78 1.90 49 6.71 1.53 31 

37 6.09 1.95 47 6.08 1.07 51 6.33 2.09 39 6.09 2.16 35 

38 7.64 0.87 47 7.00 0 1 · 6e63 1.75 19 7.18 1.53 51 

39 7.53 0.91 47 8.00 0 1 0 0 0 7.42 0.84 50 

40 7.51 0.95 47 0 0 0 6.67 1.47 27 7.18 1.60 51 

41 6.96 1.27 47 0 0 0 5.67 0.78 12 6.90 1.23 50 

42 6.55 1.28 47 0 0 0 5.15 1.73 34 6.14 1.97 51 

43 6.42 1.3~ 45 0 0 0 5.48 1. L~6 33 6.28 1.70 47 

44 6.52 1.50 42 0 0 0 5.00.1.41 14 6.68 1.28 38 



Self-rating Academic I Academic II Fj_e1d 

Item N S.D. N M S.De N M S.D. N M S.DCI N 

·45 6.76 1.65 42 0 0 0 4.00 0 1 6.60 1.58 35 

46 7.66 1.09 47 6.53 0.81 51 6.90 1.52 48 7.55 1.17 51 

47 7.22 1.36 46 6.6? 0.76 36 7.35 1.92 26 7.25 1.38 51 

48 7 • 7 L~ 1. 13 47 '1.00 0 1 ' 0 0 0 8.20 0.86 50 

L~9 6.07 1.81 46 8.00 0 1 0 0 0 5.68 1.75 40 

50 8.17 l(tll 47 8.32 1.02 50 7.77 1.46 39 7.80 1.33 51 

51 6.89 1.37 46 6.81 1.22 43 7.18 1.63 45 6.75 1.10 41+ 

-
Spread of Ratings 

A second indicator of the acceptability of the scales 

would be the extent to which raters tended to use the whole 

continuum of values. 

Responses (see table t wo) indicated that the majority of 

the raters consistently r a t ed students at the upper end of the 

scale. A number of raters used the entire continuum in eval­

uating students on individual items as indicated by the stand­

ard deviations. 

As all raters were able to use the scales provided, the 

rating scale was consldered acc eptable in thi s sense. 



Stu­
dent 

FJ:'ABLE II 

MEP.NS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS 
OF' RATINGS ON STUDENTS 

Self-rating Academic I Academic II 

M S.D. N 1-1 S.D. N M S.D. N 

15 

Field 

M S.D. N 

34 6.71 1.23 45 6.97 0.95 28 7~05 1.11 35 6.97 1.05 42 

35 

36 

37 

38 

39 

40 

6.40 1.73 49 

6.96 1.48 51 

6.98 1.58 50 

7.37 le08 51 

6.10 2.19 49 

7.24 1.14 51 

41 7.10 1.40 51 

42 7.06 1.22 51 

43 6.27 1.35 48 

44 7.22 1.04 50 

45 6.29 1.27 51 

46 6.15 1.36 51 

47 6.31 1.54 51 

48 6.94 1.65 51 

49 

50 7.25 1.71 51 

51 7.57 1.17 51 

52 6.66 1.11 51 

53 8.43 0.85 51 

54 

5.19 l.O? 21 ' 4.25 1.88 32 

7.61 0.75 26 4~76 lc63 39 

6.73 0.96 26 6.14 1.42 21 

7.33 0.91 21 6.38 1.81 39 

6.68 1.09 22 6.76 1.05 34 

7.67 1.49 24 3.74 1.88 34 

3.46 1.53 24 

5.76 1.56 33 

6.16 1.42 37 

7.31 1.42 39 

1+.49 1.59 37 

6.66 1.00 32 

4.97 1.54 35 

8.33 0.85 21 

6.24 1.65 33 

6.00 1.48 31 

7.29 0.96 37 

5.85 1.33 39 

3.62 1.84 51 

6.96 1.07 51 

7.33 1.39 42 

8.43 0.81 51 

7.85 1.09 39 

6.65 0.87 51 
' \ '" 

6 • L~4 1. 39 50 ' 

4.00 2.32 43 

5.31 1.26 51 

7.01 1.09 48 

5.60 1.36 45 

6.30 1.87 46 

7.76 1.19 51 

6.80 1.43 45 

7.93 1806 46 

5058 2.09 43 

7.67 1.35 46 

5.52 1.16 25 

6.15 1 .. 38 26 

5.88 0.99 26 

6.41 1~22 27 

6.24 1.05 25 

6.23 1.21 26 

5.57 1.50 23 

6.39 1.27 23 

6.72 1.03 22 

6.00 1.02 66 

6.60 1.15 25 

6033 1.11 21 

6.81 1.02 26 

6.73 1 ~ 19 26 

7.24 0.95 37 7.89 0.93 45 

6.38 0.97 21 ' 5.34 1.81 46 



Stu­
dent 

Self-rating 

M S.D. N 

55 6.31 1.12 51 

56 7.10 1.33 51 

57 

58 6.49 0.91 51 

59 7.10 1.51 50 

60 7.32 1.11 50 

61 6.51 1.45 51 

62 8.35 0.98 51 

63 6.84 0.99 50 

64 7.25 1.54 51 

65 7.04 1.35 47 

66 1.47 1.01 51 

67 7.10 1.21 49 

68 7.34 1.68 51 

69 

70 

71 

72 

73 

74 

75 

76 

5.70 2.15 51 

6.29 1.47 51 

6.57 0.83 51 

6.61 1.74 49 

7.12 1.24 50 

6.94 1.24 51 

6 • 27 o. 96- 51 

Academic I 

M S.D. N 

6.55 1.36 20 

7.35 0.74 20 

6.26 1.40 26 

6.58 0.98 26 

6.58 1.21 26 

7.20 0.62 20 

6.29 1.06 21 

6.54 1.07 26 

5.96 1.31 26 

6.08 0.98 26 

7.23 0.91 26 

5.52 1.48 25 

7.73 0.77 26 

6.96 0.87 26 

7.05 0.89 20 

6.43 1.47 23 

7.77 0.87 22 

7.58 0.58 26 

7.54 0.63 28 

7.68 0.66 28 

6.00 1.57 26 

6.31 1.54 26 

Academic II 

M S.D. N 

6.38 1.66 21 

6.22 1.00 37 

7.89 0.67 35 

7.57 1.20 21 

3.51 1.37 37 

7.12 1.06 L~2 

5.32 1.53 38 

7.89 0.83 18 

8.62 0.80 21 

_16 

Field 

M S.D. N 

6 • 2L~ 1.08 46 

7.20 0.97 45 

6.84 1.08 44 

6.45 1.26 40 

5.27 1.34 51 

7.62 0.72 45 

7.31 1.17 51 

7.88 1.26 51 

8505 0.89 -39 

5.48 0.75 21 - 6.59 1.49 49 

8.13 0.93 36 

6.05 1.80- 21 

7.54 0.91 39 

5.76 1.28 37 

6.86 1.49 21 

6.28 1.75 39 

-7.'16 1.26 21 

7.50 1.02 34 

7,,21 0.98 37 

5.81 2.54 21 

5.38 1.62 37 

7 • 3L~ o. 9 Lt 38 

7.70 0.78 46 

6.83 1004 40 

7.57 1.38 49 

5.85 1.03 46 

6~51 1.79 45 

7.40 0.87 47 

7.42 1.12 21 

7.02 0.92 51 

7.04 0.88 49 

6.85 1.18 39 

6.16 1.17 37 
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Self-rating Academic I Academic II Field 

Stu- M S.D. N M S.D. N M S.D. N M S.D. N dent l"-'-__ ~ 

'77 7.10 1.33 51 6.81 1.29 21 6.1~1 1.24 37 8.43 0.72 51 

78 7.53 1.14 51 7.12 0.77 26 7.97 1004 39 8.11 0.85 46 

79 6.23 1.59 47 6.42 1.39 26 6.11 1.54 37 6$54 1.11 46 

80 7.00 0.63 51 7.00 1.06 24 '7.27 0.76 33 7.73 1.30 51 

81 7.02 0.87 50 6.48 1.17 21 7.87 0.80 39 7.48 O~74 L~8 

82 7.53 1.24 51 4.67 1.03 18 7.62 1.02 21 5.56 1.20 43 

83 6.76 1.12 51 6.58 0.99 26 8.11 0.99 37 7.65 1.06 48 

84 6.24 1.54 51 7.19 1.08 21 6.57 1.17 37 6.65 1.64 46 

Correlation of Self-Ratings with Others Ratings 

The third measurement of acceptability is how well stu­

dent 'self-ratings correlate with those of academic and field 

raters. The relevant data is summarized in Table III. 

Summarizing the data in Table III, correlations of stu-

dent self-ratings with ratings by Academic Rater I varied from 

-.38 to .68 (median correlatj.on .34); with ratings of Academic 

Rater II, from -.40 to .68 (median correlation .34); with rat­

ings of Field Instructors, from -.14 to .61 (median correlation 

.33). These were not as high as would be desirable. These 

relatively low correlations indicate that, in describing the 

student, the raters did not tend to rank the student's strengths 

and weaknesses' as the student ra.nked them himsel f. 



TABLE III 

CORRELATIONS BETWEEN SELF-RATINGS 
AND RATINGS BY 

FACULrr'y 

Student Acad. I Acad. II 
---~ .. 

34 .53* .63* 

35 -.05 .38* 

36 .01 .35* 

37 -.13 .52* 

38 .59* .62* 

39 .51* .46* 

40 -~12 .18 

41 .36 .05 

42 .67* .29 

43 .3~· .04 

44 .55~· .50* 

45 .39 .24 

46 .50* .51* 

47 .29 .30 

48 -.18 .30 

49 

50 .45* .53* 

51 856* .54* 

52 .19 .22 

53 -.02 .31 

54 

55 .32 .45* 

18 

Field 

.48* 

.44* 

.50'" 

.59* 

.lt1* 

.17 

.27 

~31* 

.25 

.14 

.61* 

.19 

.23 

.50* 

.31* 

.49* 

.02 

.43* 

.30* 

.26 
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---- --
Student Acad. I Acado II Field 

56 .31 • 68 -~ .Ol+ 

57 

58 -.01 .49* .34 iE· 

59 .47* .12. .33* 

60 .56* ~01 .50* 

61 -.03 -.39* .49* 

62 .23 .09 .02 

63 .35 .08 .45* 

64 . -.22 .27 .34* 

65 • 51-x, .30 .22 

66 -.38 -.44 . • 09 

67 .28 .:~O .32* 

68 .15 -.09 .37* 

69 

70 .34 .53* .55* 

71 .31 .46 .34* 

72 

73 .31 .49* .17 

74 .50* -.11 .24 

75 .68* .59* .41* 

76 .40* -.10 -.14 

77 .19 L'9* 
• r 

.29* 

78 .35 .06 .34* 

79 .18 .26 .24 
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--.'--. 
Student Acad. I Acad. II Field 

80 -.25 .20 .46* 

81 ~O9 .39* .55* 

82 .56* l3* • 4- fl22 

83 .53* .24 .41* 

84 .5lt* .21 .12 

* Correlations significant at the .05 level 

RELIABILITY 

Correlations among ]'aculty Rater_s \ ~'" 

Reliability of the que~tionnaire was determined by com­

paring the ratings given the student by each group of faculty 

raters. 

Summarizing the data given in Table IV, correlations be-

tween ratings given by Raters I and II range from -.34 to .76 

(median correlations .33); between those by Raters I and Field 

range from -.30 to .60 (median correlation .30); between those 

by Raters II and Field range from ':".30 to .59 (median correla-

tion .29). 

The data in Table IV shows some significance between the 

ratings of different faculty raters. Using this standard of 

reliability, therefore, the questionnaire must be considered 

reliable. The low correlations indicate that, in describing 

the student, two j.ndi vidual raters will rank student's strengths 

and weaknesses somewhat the same . 



Student 
No. 

34 

35 

36 

37 

38 

39 

L+O 

4·1 

42 

43 

44 

45 

46 

47 

48 

49 

50 

51 

52 

53 

54 

55 

TABLE IV 

IN'rER-RATER RELIABILITY 
COEFFICIENTS 

Acad. Acad. I 
r and II and Field 

.56* .44* 

.37 - .13 

.36 

.34 .13 

.60* . ~-4* 

.42 .52 ·~ 

.18 .28 

-.34 .05 

.42* l'3* 
• r 

• L}1 +:- .32 

.29 .60* 

.39* . 43* 

.76* • 42 ·x-

.48* .14 

.12 .14 

-.04 .17 

.45* .-.28 

.22 .07 

.02 .5'1* 

.39 .21 

Acad. II 
and Field 

.36* 

.53* 

.06 

. 44* 

.40i:· 

.35 

.12 

.22 

.55* 

. 03 

.59* 

.10 

. 44* 

.25 

.28 

.36 iC· 

-.09 

.59 iC· 

.16 

.25 
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Student Acad .. Acad. I Acad. II 
No. I an.d II and Field and Field 

-----
56 .61* -.08 -.02 

57 

58 .04 .33 -.26 

59 .21 .5?* .52* 

60 .31 .55* .06 

61 .22 .05 -.03 

62 .35 - • .04 .02 

63 -.03 .41 -.21 

64 .16 .47* .57* 

65 .25 .09 .29 

66 .12 .31 .32 

67 .33 . • 35 .00 

68 .34 -.04 .10 

69 

70 .48* .38 • 53;(0 

71 .46* .03 .10 

72· 

73 .19 .28 .41* 

7L~ .21 .31 .13 

75 . 42 .26 -.08 

76 .15 .19 .56* 

77 .65 o~ .39 .38* 

78 .03 .29 -.30 
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Student Acad. Acad. I Acad. II 
No. I and II and Field and Field 

.~ )----.-----'-~--~-. ---.-~ 

79 .47* .37 .48* 

80 .19 -.30 .18 

81 .13 .21 .10 

82 .56* .22 .04 

83 .21 . • 26 .11 

84 .39 .30 -.18 

* Correlations significant at the .05 level 

FACTORS OF STUDENT PERFORHANCE \ '-" " 

Cluster analysis was used to group the items in a manner 

showing their relationship with each other. Each group of 

items contains variables that correlate highly with one another 

and have low correlations with variables in other groups. This 

group then forms what is called a clust er~ This will be re-

ported first for clusters based on self-ratings. Items which 

fail to correlate with any others will be listed as "residuals". 

Clusters Based on Self-ratings 

Beginning with the set of student self-ratings the follow-

ing clusters were found. 



3. Ability to be analytic in written communication ., 

5. Shows originality in written communication. 

8. Conformity to convention? regarding organization, 

citation and footnotes of written material. 

9. Neatness of manuscripts. (typographical errors, 

strikeovers, submission of original copy, etc. 

10. Conformity to conventions regarding spelling, 

grammar, word usage, et c. 

34. student's management of work load. 
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Description: The j.tems ir. cluster one reflect the ability of 

the student to meet stano.o.rds for written work in bo th academic 

and agency settings. 

the 

TABLE VI 

INTERCORRELATIONS OF ITEMS IN CLUSTER TWO 
FOR S:I.1UDENT SELF-RATINGS 

Items 
~~~ 

29 31 -1r2 4Z~ 43 

29 100 

31 59 100 

42 48 58 100 

47 46 42 51 100 

L~3 36 43 54 30 100 
-.-...~ ...... 

\·-~ '.I 

The items which were contained in the second cluster of 

student self-ratings were the following: 

29. student's ability to recognize client's strengths 

as well as weaknesses in the problem s olving pro·-

cess. 

31. Professional purposefulness in contacts wit.h 

clients. 

42. Accuracy of student f s peJ::'cepti.on abou t the client 1 s 

feelings. 

43. Accuracy of student I s perception of f 2JIiily gr-ou:p 

interaction .. 

47. studen t' s ethi.::al standards in hi 2; work. 
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Descriptio..!!: The items contained in the second cluster pertain 

to the student's perceptiveness in clinical work. This involves 

the student's perception and ethical commitment to the client. 

TABLE VII 

IN'I'ERCORRELATIONS OF ITEMS IN CLUSTER 'J.'HREE 
FOR STUDF~T SELF~RA~INGS 

Iterr..s 
35 36 .3.Z 

35 100 

36 66 100 

37 60 52 100 

The items which were contained in the third cluster of the 

student self-ratings were the follo vnng : 

35. Evidence student gives of completing assigned 

reading. 

36. Evidence student gives of completing recommended 

reading. 

37. Evidence student gives of doing un-mentioned 

reading. 

Description: The items contained in the third cluster reflect 

the student's ability to articulate information obtained thr'ough 

reading . 
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TABLE VIII 

INTERCORRELATIONS OF ITEMS IN CLUSTER FOUR 
FOR STUDENT SELF-RATINGS 

---Items 
4~~2... 51 2~ Q~lL. 

44 100 

45 66 100 

51 51 30 100 

23 48 49 40 100 

25 44 29 4-9 60 100 

2L~ 40 40 29 55 .51 100 

The items which were contained in the fourth cluster of 

the student self-ratings were the f ollowing: 

44. Student's ability to focus group on task goals. 

45. student's ability to mainta~n a group while en­

couraging the group to develop its own unique 

characteristics. 

51. Nature of student's reaction to op~Jsition or 

conflict. 

23. - Accuracy of student's perception of interaction 

in a formed group· when a participant. 

25. Accuracy of student's perception of interaction 

in a formed group when a leader. 

24. Accuracy of student's perception of interaction 

in a formed group when an observer. 
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Description: The items in cluster four pertain to student 's 

mastery of group techniques. This involves the ability of the 

student to perceive aIld to skillfully participate j.n the group 

P!oceSSe 

TABLE IX 

INTERCORRELATIONS OF ITEMS IN CLUSTER FIVE 
FOR STUDENT SELF-RATINGS 

Items 
}2 ,28 33 30 39 li°---1r1 

32 100 

38 63 100 

33 62 47 100 

30 56 53 34 100 

39 49 61 25 36 100 

40 46 50 18 43 55 100 

41 50 54 37 38 61 33 100 

The items which were contained in the fifth cluster of th e 

student self-ratings were the following: 

32. student's overall performance in service to 

clients. 

38. Student's ability to handle clients feelings 

about a problem. 

33. Estlinate of student's helpfulness to clients ~ 

30. student's attitude to ward hi s clients. 

39. Student's ability to inform clients of resources, 

from other social agencie~c 
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40. Accuracy -of student!s perception of clients' 

social needs~ 

41. Accuracy of student's perception of clients' 

economic needs. 

Description: The items in cluster five reflect the student's 

effectiveness i n helping clients. 

TABLE X 

INTERCORRELATIONS OF ITEMS IN CLUSTER SIX 
FOR STUDENT SELF'-RATINGS 

Items 
19 _2Q~ 

19 100 

20 59 100 

21 50 47 100 

\ •••. • ~j 

The items which were contained in the sixth cluster of the 

student self-ratings were the following : 

19. Accuracy of student's perception of other students. 

20. Accuracy of student's perception of instructors 

and supervisors. 

21. Accuracy of student's perception of clients. 

Description : The items in cluster six pertain to the accuracy 

of the student's perception of others. 
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TABLE XI 

INTERCORRELATIONS OF ITEMS IN CLUSTER SEVEN 
FOR STUDENT SELF-RATINGS 

Ytems 
__ 4 16 2 17-2 28 

4 100 

16 29 100 

2 52 28 100 

17 30 51 L~5 100 

·6 32 46 49 46 100 

28 39 38 31 20 29 100 

The items which were contained in the seventh cluster of 

the student self-ratings were the following: 

4. Shows originality in oral communi.ca tion. 

16. Constructive relationships with instructors. 

2. Ability to be analytic in oral communication. 

17. Constructive relationships with peers. 

6. Intelligibility of oral communication. 

28. Student's ability at engaging client's parti-

cipation. 

Descript;iQ.g : The items in cluster seven pertain to verbal pro­

ficiency. This involves formal and informal articulation of 

one's ideas to .instructors, peers, and clients. 

Residuals: Residuals are the items vihich did not correlate 

with any other items. 

11. . Eagerness for suggestions. 



12. Use of suggestions. 

13. Frequency of student's demands for consultation 

or explicit detailed assigmnents. 

14c Frequency of reasoned disagreement with professor. 

15. Acceptance of releva.nt portions of the curriculum. 

18. Consistency in communication with others. 

22c Ability to examine self • . 

26. Accuracy of student's perception of significance 

of client's past life experiences as related to 

present functioning. 

27. Accuracy of student's understanding of the rela-

tionship vdth clients. 

46. student's motivation in and commitment to social 

work. 

48. Student's observance of agency policy. 

49. Student's contributions to agency policy develop-

ment and reorganization. 

50. student·s awareness of the implications of social 

issues to social work practice. 

Ratings by Academic Rater I 

TABLE XII 

INTERCORRELATIONS OF ITEMS IN CLUSTER ONE 
FOR ACADEMIC RATER ONE 

Items 
1 3. 2 5 6 7 10 18 

1 100 

3 91 100 

31 



Items-- a .. ... ~~...-..-.-, 

1 .. . 3 2 5 6 ._1. ___ ~ lO~ 

2 77 74 100 

5 75 78 78 100 

6 75 72 84 66 100 

7 75 67 63 63 58 100 

4 60 60 81 81 71 41 100 

10 70 65 54 52 52 85 32 100 

18 56 51 50 57 69 41 56 31 100 

The items which were contained in the first cluster of 

the academic rater one are the follo wing: 

1. Student's ability to remember and apply academic 

material presented. 

3. ·Ability to be analytic in \vritten communication. 

2. Abili ty to be analytic i.n oral communication~ 

5. ShOVIS originality in written communication. 

6. Intelligibility of oral communication. 

7. Intelligibility of vvritten cOmrtlunicatiorl . 

4. Shows originality in oral communication~ 

10. Conformity to conventions regru'ding spelling, 

grammar , word usa.ge, etc. 

18. Consistency in communicatic~ TIith othersft 

32 

Descriptio"U: 'l'he items in cluster one pertain to w:c'itten B.nd 

verbal proficiency in meeting academic and agen cy requirements o 
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TABLE XIII 

INTERCORRELATIONS OF ITEHS IN CLUSTER TWO 
FOR ACADEHIC RATER ONE 

Items 
16 20 12 21 18 12 ?t _12. l~6 12 

16 100 

20 68 100 

19 57 73 100 

51 ~-3 64 70 100 

18 53 66 81 54 100 

17 68 55 65 54 61 100 

4 54 41 39 19 56 58 100 

15 56 58 61 19 41 20 55 100 
r .. ,o\ 

46 . 53 55 42 .34 40 26 39 63 100 

12 41 56 50 35 42 17 J 
21 51 48 100 

The items which were contained in the second cluster for 

academic rater one are the following: 

16. Constructive relationship with instructors. 

20. Accuracy of student's perception of instructors, 

and super-visors. 

19. Accuracy of student's perception of other stu-

dents. 

51. Nature of student's reaction to opposition or 

conflict. 

18. Consistency in communication with otherso 

17. Constructive relationship with peers. 
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4. Shows originality in oral communication. 

15. Acceptance of relevant portions of the curricu-

lum. 

46. Student's motivation in and commitment to social 

work. 

12. Use of suggestions. 

Description: The items i~ cluster t wo reflect the student's 

ability to adjust to the schools' standards for professional 

involvement~ This includes accur~cy of perception of people, 

and consistency and motivation in relationshipe 

TABLE XIV 

INTF~CORRELATIONS OF ITE~~ IN CLUSTER THREE 
FOR ACADEMIC RATER ONE 

Items 
36 35 37 _ 11 ~O !:& 

36 100 

35 64 100 

37 43 59 100 

11 50 

50 46 

46 46 

69 39 100 

53 48 54 100 

51 55 .42 53 100 

The items which were contained in the third cluster of 

academic rater one are the follo wing: 

36. Evidence student gives of completing reCOID-

mended readitJ.g c 



35. Evidence student gives of completing assigned 

reading. 

37. Evidence student gives of doing un-mentioned 

reading. 

11. Eagerness for suggestions. 

50. Student's awareness of the implications of 

social issues to social work practice. 

46. student's motivation in and co~~itment to social 

work. 

35 

Description: The items in cluster thr,ee pertain to a student's . 

scholarly motivation and his dedication to the role of the 

student. 

Residuals: 

13. Frequency of student's demands for consultation 

or explicit detailed assigl~ents. 

14. Frequency of reasoned disagreement with professor. 

22. Student's ability to examine self. 

Ratings by Academic RaterJl 

The ' first cluster in the ratings by academic Rater II was 

so large that the items, their median correlation, and their 

range of correlations are in the following table. The table 

was too large to be presented in the same form as the previous 

clusters. 



TABLE XV 

INTERCORRELATIONS OF ITENS IN CLUSTER I 
FOR ACADEMIC RATER II 

Item 

47. Student's ethical standards 

in his work. 

21. Accuracy of student's per­

ception of clients. 

31. Professional purposefulness 

in contacts with clients. 

320 Student's overall performance 

in service to clients. 

26. Accuracy of student's perce~· 

tion of significance of cli­

ents past life experiences as 

related to present functioning. 

33. Estimate of student's helpful­

ness to clients. 

28. Student's ability at engaging 

client's participation. 

27. Accuracy of student's under­
standing of relationship with 

client. 

23. Accuracy of student's percep­

tion in a formed group when a 

participant. 

42. Accuracy of student's percep­

tion about the client's 

feelings. 

l1edian 
Correlation 

85 

79 

79 

79 

78 

75 

75 

75 

74 

74 

36 

Range of 
Correlation 

49 to 92 

35 to 91 

41 to 100 

59 to 94 

49 to 89 

46 to 100 

50 to 100 

51 to 95 

41 to 87 

41 to 92 



Median 
Item Correlation 

--------------~. --------.----------. 
38. Student's ability to handle 

client's feelings about a 

problem. 

20. Accuracy of student's per­

ception of instructors and 

supervisors. 

19. Accuracy of student's percep­

tion of other students. 

6~ Intelligibility of oral comm­
unication. 

1. Student's ability to remember 
and apply meaningfully acad­

emic material presented.· 

29. student's ability to recog­

nize client's strengths as 
well as weaknesses in the pro­

blem-solving process. 

2. Ability to be analytic in 

oral communication. 

4. Shows originality in oral com­

munication. 

18. Consistency in communication 

with others. 

43. Accuracy of student's percep-· 
tion of family group interac­

tion. 

50. student's· awareness of the im­

plications of social issues to 
social work practice. 

72 

72 

72 

72 

71 

71 

71 

71 

71 

70 

69 

37 

Range of 
Correlation 

51 to 100 

35 to 100 

45 to 100 

48 to 85 

38 to 84 

38 to 83 

38 to 84 

42 to 84 

38 to 91 

45 to 90 

34 to 92 



Item 

30. Student's attitude toward his 

clients. 

3. Ability to be analytic in oral 
communication .. 

40. Accuracy of student'G percep­
tion of client's social ne eds. 

5. Shows originality in written 

communication. 

7. Intelligibility of 1NTitten 

communication . 

16. Constructive relationships 

with peers. 

44. Student's ability to focus 
group on task goals. 

22. Ability to examine self. 

15. Acceptance of relevant por­
tions of the curriculum . 

51. Nature of student's reaction 
to opposition or conflict. 

17. Constructive relationships 

with peers. 

l'1edian 
Correlation 

68 

68 

65 

63 

62 

62 

59 

59 

58 

55 

48 

38 

Range 0 f 
Correlation 

LI-3 to 89 

41 to 82 

39 to 77 

33 to 86 

37 to 82 

31 to 88 

42 to 84 

35 to 90 

31 to 76 

33 to 79 

DescriRtion: In the first cluster there appears to be no dis-

crimination between items. Since there appears to be no dis-

crimination , the cluster was too all-inclusive to be described. 



TABLE XVI 

INTERCORRELATIONS OF ITEHS IN CLUS1'ER II 
FOR ACADEMIC RATER II 

hems' _. 35 ,,]6 37. 

35 100 

36 76 100 

37 61 71 100 
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The items which were contained in the second cluster of 

the second academic rater are the follo~dng: 

35. Evidence student gives of completing assigned 

reading. 

36. Evidence student gives of completing recom-

mended reading c 

37. Evidence student gives of doing un-mentioned 

readings .. 

Description: The items in cluster two pertain to the material 

the student has read which involves his retention and feedback 

of this material. 

TABLE XVII 

INTERCORRELATIONS OF ITEMS IN CLUSTER III 
FOR ACADEMIC RATER II 

Items 
8 9 10 11 12 

8 100 

9 79 100 . 



Items--------
a. g 10 11_ 19 

10 76 79 100 

11 54 47 57 100 

12 50 55 54 79 100 

The items which were contained in the third cluster of 

academic rater II are the follo wing: 

8. Conformity to conventions regarding organization, 

citations and footnotes or vr.c :i. tten material~ 

9. Neatness of manuscripts. (typographical errols, 

strikeovers, submiss ion of original COpY)e 

10. Conformity to conventions r egarding spelling, 

grammar, word usage, etc. 

11. Eagerness for suggestions c 

12. Use of suggestions. 

40 

Description: The items in cluster three relate to the student 1 s 

acceptance of standards expected in ~Titten work. This accep~ 

tance is reflected in his conformity to i~itten requirements. 

Residuals: 

13. Frequency of student's demands for consultation 

or explicit detailed assignments. 

14. Frequency of reasoned disagr eement with professor G 

41~ Accuracy of student's perception of client's eco-

nomic needs. 

46. student's motivation in ·and commi tment to social 

work . 



TABLE XVIII 

INTERCORR~LATIONS OF 11EHS IN CLUS'llER I 
FOR FIELD I NSTRUCTOR RATINGS 

Item 

32. Student's overall performance 

in service to client's. 

40. Accuracy of student's percep­

tion of client's social needs. 

42. Accuracy of student's percep­

tion about the client's 

feelings . 

33. Estimate of student's helpful­

ness to clients. 

20. Accuracy of student's percep­

tion of instructors and super­

visors. 

-21. Accuracy of student's percep­

tion of clients. 

43. Accuracy of student's percep­

tion of family group inter­

action. 

3. Ability to be analytic in 

written communication. 

2. Ability to be analytic in oral 

communication. 

27. Accuracy of student's under­

standing of relationship with 

client. 

Median 
Correlation 

73 

70 

67 

67 -

67 

66 

66 

65 

65 

65 

41 

Range of 
Corr elatiQ,g 

- 51 to 85 

42 to 84 

45 to 82 

47 to 78 

41 to 83 

45 to 85 

38 to 78 

53 to 79 

30 to 81 
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Median Range of 
Correlation Correlation A ·_~ __ .' _ __ ._ .;;;..;. ____ ~.;...;;;..;.;..;;;;.....;;...;;.;~~.;.;;. 

23. Accuracy of student's percep­

tion of interaction of a formed 

group when a participant~ 

26. Accuracy of student's percep­

tion of the significance of 

client's past life experiences 

as related to present function­

ing. 

29. Student's ability to recognize 

client's strengths as well as 

weaknesses in the problem solv­

ing process. 

38. Student's ability to handle 

client's feelings about a 

problem. 

-6. Intelligibility of oral com­

munication. 

16. Constructive relationships 
with instructors. 

25. Accuracy of student's percep­

tion" of interaction in a formed 

group when a leader 

51. Nature of student's reaction 

to opposition or conflict. 

12. Use of suggestionsc 

18. Consistency in communication 

with others. 

6L~ 

64 

64 

63 

62 

62 

62 

61 

61 

61 

37 to 85 

34 to 82 

32 to 84 

39 to 8.3 

47 to 79 

31 to 80 

28 to 88 

42 to 74 

42 to 79 

43 to 75 
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Median Range of 
It e~ Correlation Corr elation .------------ ~------~--.--------~~~~~~--~~-------

24. Accuracy of s tudent's percep­

tion of int e l'a ction in a formed 

group when a ll observer. 

30. Student's a tli tude to wards his 
clients. 

15. Acceptance 0 relevant portions 
of the curr t qulum. 

41. Accuracy of s t udent's percep­

tion of cliel! t 's economic needs. 

5. Shows origina l ity in written 
communicatioq . 

2.8. Student's a bj.l ity 8.t engaging 

client's par ticipation. 

50. Student's aWar eness of the im­

plications of social issues to 
social work ~ractice. 

19. Accuracy of 5 tudent's percep­

tion of othe)' students. 

7. Intelligibility of written 
communicatio r • 

44. Student's ab~lity to focus 
group on tasL. goals. 

45. Student's a bj.l i ty to maintain 

a group whi l · encouraging the 

group to devGlop its own unique 
characteristj cs. 

11. Eagerness f0 1' suggestions. 

60 

60 

59 

59 

58 

57 

57 

57 

55 

54 

52 

52 

40 to 78 

33 to 73 

39 to 73 

34 to 69 

37 to 79 

30 to 84 

39 to 74 

33 to 76 

31.to 76 

22 to 71 

20 to 67 

3L~ to 67 



Item 

34. Student's management of work 
load. 

49. Student's contrj.bution to 
agency development and re­
organization. 

4. Shows originality iri oral com­
munication. 

Median 
Correlation 

50 

49 

4.5 

44 

Range of 
Correlation 

34 to 67 

28 to 63 

20 to 70 

Description: In the first cluster there appears to be no dis­

crimination between items • . Since tnere was no discrimination, 

the size of the cluster was so massive that it cannot be des-

cribed. 

TABLE XIX 

INTERCORRELATION OF ITEMS IN CLUS:rER TWO 
FOR FIELD INSTRUCTOR RATINGS 

Items 
8 10 22 36 -:22 ft6 

8 100 

10 73 100 

35 66 47 100 

36 73 36 72 100 

39 47 39 33 52 100 

46 54 4·1 47 35 50 100 
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~he items which were contained in the second cluster for 

Field Instructor Ratings are the follo wing. 

- 8. Conformity to conventions regarding organiza­

tion, citations, and footnotes of written 

materialo 

10. Conformity to conventions regarding spelling, 

grammar, word usage, etc. 

35. Evidence student gives of completing "assigned 

reading . 

36. Evidence student gives of completing recommended 

reading. 

39. student's ability " to inform clients of resources 

from other social agencies. 

46. student's motivation in and commitment to social 

\vork. 

Description: The items in cluster two pertain to a student's 

motivational commitment to social work as reflected in comple­

tion of agency and school tasks. 

Residuals: 

9. " Neatness of manuscripts. (typographical errors, 

strikeovers, submission of original copy.) 

13. Frequency of student's demands for consultation 

or explicit detailed assignments. 

14. Frequency of reasoned disagreem ent with professor. 

17. Constructive relationships with peers . 

22. Ability to examine self. 



37. Evidence student gives of doing un-mentioned 

reading. 

47 . student's ethical standards in his worko 

48. Student ' s observance of · agency policy . 

46 



C!L~ PTER IV 

SUHMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

In this study we have att empt ed to refine cr:L ter ion mea­

sures of student performance in 8. graduate social work program . 

This was done by selecting criteri~ from research described in 

professional literature and of the admissj.on brochures from 

Portland State University, School of Social Work. A student­

evaluation questionnaire was the tool developed to refine these 

criteria. The acceptability and reliability were evaluated 

using computed correlations, and a substantive analysis of stu­

dent ratings was conducted using cluster analysis. 

ACCEPTABILITY 

Frequency of Responses 

Frequency of response to items was one criterion of 

acceptability. Since the majority of items elicited a respo nse, 

the questionnaire can be considered to have met this criterion. 

Spread Of Ratings 

A second indicator of acceptability was the spread of 

ratings along the entire continuum of the rating scale. Al­

though most of the raters selected responses from the upper end 

of the scale, some raters made use of the entire scale. In 

this sense the scale would seem to have provided an ade quat e (i. 

e. accept able) rating tool~ 
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Self-Ratings And Otq?r Rating~ 

How well student self-ratings correlated with the ratings 

given by academic and field raters was the third measure of 

acceptability. As there were many significant correlations be­

tween these ratings the questionnaire again can be considered 

acceptable, although the frequent low correlations suggest pro­

blems with student reactions to the results of ratings. 

RELIA.BILITY 

Correlations By Ratings Of Others 

The reliability of the questionnaire was determined by 

comparing the ratings given ' by each group of faculty ratersc 

In comparing the responses of faculty raters many significant 

correlations were found thus establishing the reliability, al­

though the ' general level of the correlations were low and would 

su'ggest a need for improvement. 

CLUSTERS 

Table XX gives the clusters that were found and the anal­

yses in which they were found. 

TABLE XX 

CLUSTER AND ANALYSIS IN VffiICH FOUND 

Cluster 

1. Writing standards for 

Academic and Agency 
Settings. 

Self Acad.I 

x 

Acad.II Field 

x 
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~.......,-.~ 

Cluster Sel·f Acad.I Acad.II Field 

2. Perceptiveness of clin-
ical work. X 

3. Evidences of student's 

reading. X X 

4. Mastery of group tech-
niques. X 

5. Effectiveness in help-

ing clients. X 

6. Perception of others(> X 

7. Verbal proficiency. X 

8. Written and verbal pro-
ficiency. X 

\"~ ' .' . 

9. Adjustment to school 

standards for prof 

essional involvement~ X 

10. Scholarly Motivation. X 

11. General Impression. X X 

12. ~1oti vational commitment 

as reflected in comple-

tion of agency and school 

tasks. X 

SUMl'1ARY 

A significant finding in the study was the rater's tend­

ency to react to and thus rate the student on the basi.s of the 

general impression he createso That this general impression 

tends to be positive may be a reflection of the staff's commit-
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ment to supportj_ng and encouraging the students in their desire 

to enter the profession. 

Further there is the indication that those who discrim­

inated more sharply among their ratings on different behaviors 

may be more objective because their exposure to the student has 

been less personal in nature. Thus it appeared that the in­

structors whose only contact with the students was in the con­

text of the Social Welfare History class were less inclined to 

reflect in their re~ponses the general impression that colored 

the responses of the field instructors and the methods instruc­

tors. 

Student self-ratings indicated sharp discrimination in 

evaluating their areas of strengths and weakness es. 

A rating scale was devised to apply to each it em in the 

questionnaire. Points along the scale were assigned numerical 

values from one to nine with the point reflecting the highest 

value falling either at the middle or the end of the continuum. 

There were only two questions in the qu estionnaire with the 

highest valu e at the mid-point of the choices. These two ques­

tions, fourteen and twenty-two, consistently failed to correlate 

with other items. This suggests that the raters may not have 

read the questions carefully but responded habitua lly at the 

same point along the continuum. 

This might have been avoided had the raters been specially 

trained in the use of th~ rating scale. Training in the us e of 

the rating scale also ~ight have counteracted the rater's t end-

. ency to react to the general j:mpressions created by the student. 
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In conclusion, the criteria measurement used in this 

study would seem to be no more effective in helping faculty i n 

discriminating bet ween students in specifically differential 

ways than the Grade point average . It was not determined whe­

ther this was due to the items, ratj.ng , etc., or due to subjec­

tive tendencies of the raters. 



1. 

2. 

REFERENCE PAGE 

Burgess, Thomas. "Hiller Ana.logies Test and The Selectj,on 
. Of Social Work Students". Y-'I~n§.elin~J@nteuese'!F£h 

Re,:Qorts, Vol. I, No.1. (AprJ..l, 19b ) p. 4. --rlln­
pu blis hed ) e 

Bartlett, Harriet. "Toward Clarification And Improvement 
Of Social Work Practice". JOl1rnal of ~ qQ.qial W..oJJi, 
Vo 1. 3, No C) 2 • ( Apr i 1 ~ 195.8), p. 3. 

Robertson, Hary Ella. "Role of ·Students". Journal of Edu­
cation For Social ' Work, Vol. 4·, No. 1."-rSpring, "1968'), 
p. 57. 

Schubert J 11argaret. Field Instruction In Social Casework . 
University of Chicago 'social service monogr~' 
(1963), p. 34. 

Portland State College, School of Social Work~ ..9.9urse OfJ­
elings and General Information. (Portland, Oregori: 
1969-70), p. 2.,..'3. --



BIBLIOGRAPHY 

Anastasi, Anne. Fields of Applied Psychplo&L. New York: 
McGraw Hill, 1964. 

Bartlett, Harriett M. "Toward Clarification and Improvement 
of Social VTork Practice." Journal of Social Work. 
(April, 1958), pp. 3-5 • 

. Burgess, Thomas. Hiller Analogies Test and the Selection of 
§ocial Work Students. · Unpublished paper. 

Robertson, Mary Ella. Journal of Education For Social WorkQ 
"Role of Students". Spring, 1969, Vol. 4, No.1. 

Schubert, Margaret. Field Instruction in Social Casework. 
University of Chicago Social service monographs, 1963. 

• Assessment of Social Work Student Per­
-----:ro~~in Field Work. University of Minnesota, 1966. 

Portland State College, School of Social Work • . "Course Off­
ering and General Informationtt. Oregon State Syst em of 
Higher Education. 1966~1970. 



APPENDIX A 

QUESTIONNAIRE FOPJ'/l 

P.S.u. 
School of Social Work 
Student Evaluation 

Student Evaluator 

General Instructions: Place an X along the continuum at the 

point which best describes the students performance. The re-

marks along the continuum are to help define the nature of the 

continuum and not a specific pOint. If you have had no oppor-

tunity to observe the student on a particular question, place 

an X at the appropriate space.' If you have comments, a p1ace 

for them is provided after each question. 

1. Student's ability to remember and apply meaningfully academ:Lc 
material presented. 

Unacceptable Barely 
Acceptable 

Average or 
Acceptable 

No opportunity to observe 

Comments: 

Above 
Average 

Excellent 



2. Ability to be analytic in oral communication . 

- --- --- - - -- _. --- ---- - ---
Talks only 
in general 
impressions 

Able to 
follow 
breakdown 
of situ8.-' 
tions into 
elements 

Shows some 
ability to 
particular­
ize situa­
tions 

No opportunity to observe 

Comments: 

Good ability 
used frequen­
tly to isolate 
elements of 
situations 

3. Ability to be analytic in vr.citten communicatione 

Writes only 
in general 
impressions 

Able to in­
corporate 
elements of 
situations 
when they 
are pointed 
out 

Writing 
shows some 
ability to 
incorporate 
some ele­
ments of 
the problem 

____ No opportunity to observe 

Comments: 

Writing 
shows abi­
lity to in­
corporate 
most ele­
ments with­
out sugges­
tion. 

55 

Outstand­
ing a bi l ­
ity, always 
able to 
isolate i m­
portant 
elements in 
a set. 

Writing 
shows abil­
ity to in­
corporate 
all elements. 
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4. Shows originality in oral communication. 

Contributions to 
discussions 
consist entirely 
of feedback from 
presentations by 
instructors or 
classmates 

Contributions 
tc discussions 
occasionally 
contain a neVi 
idea 

Contributions 
to discussions 
contain many 
fresh ideas 

Is always con­
tributing new 
points of view 
insights or 
questj_ons to 
discussions 

____ No opportunity to observe 

Comments; 

5. Shows originality in written communication. 

Pa,pers look 
as if recon­
structed from 
notes and 
references 

Papers show 
minimal am­
ount of ori-­
ginal thought 

No opportunity to observe 

Comments: 

Papers occa­
sionally 
show new 
ideas. 

------ --
Papers 
often show 
new ways 
of dealing 
with the 
material 

Papers 
consist­
ently inu 
corporate 
new or 
surprisi:lg 
ways of 
dealing 
with the 
material 



6. Intelligibility of oral communication. 

Others must 
always ask ­
for clarif-· 
,ication 

Others must 
nearly al­
ways ask 
for clarif­
ication 

Occasional 
confusion 
and/or 
misunder .... 
standing 

____ No opp~rtunity to observe 

Comments: 

Others nearly 
always under­
stand what he 
orally commun­
icates 

7. Intelligibility of written corrullunication. 

------- ---~-- ------- ------- -------
Most 'writ-· 
ing is 
either non­
sensical, 
gibberish 
or incom­
prehensible 

Writing is 
mainly but 
not entire­
ly confusing 

Writing is 
average but 
occasion­
ally diffi­
cult to 
understand 

____ No opportunity to observe 

Comments: 

Writing is 
about aver­
age and 
nearly al­
ways compre­
hensible 

57 

Others al­
ways dj_s-
cern corr­
ectly and 
confidently 
while orally 
communicat .... 
ing with him 

" 

,', 

Writes 
clearly, 
simply and 
directly; 
Is approp­
riate and 
easy to 
understand 
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8. Co.nformity to conventions regarding organization, citations 
and footnotes of vITitten material. 

~----- -----. -~-.. .------- ------- -------
Shows nearly no 
conformity to 
the conventions 
of writing style 

Occasionally conforms 
to VITi tj.ng style 
conventions 

____ No opportunity to observe 

Comments: 

Written material 
conforms entirely 
to conventj_ons 
regarding style. 

9. Neatness of Manuscripts. (typographical errors, strike­
overs, submission or original copy, etc$) 

------- ------- ------- ------ ------, 
Papers always Papers often 
contain errors, 60ntain errors, 
strikeovers and strikeovers and 
a disordered a disordered 
appearance appearance 

__ ~_ No opportunity to observe 

Comments : 

Papers are 
usually neat 
but at times 
contain some 
disorder in 
appearance 

Papers contain 
no errors, strike­
overs or disorder ed 
appearance; are 
always very neat 
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10. Conformity to conventions regarding spelling , grammar, 

word USCl.ge, etc. 

Papers al.-ways 
contain errors 
'in spelling , 
grammar, and 
word usage 

Papers are 
average in 
conformity 
to conven­
tions re­
garding 
spelling , 
grammar , 
and word 
usage 

Papers are 
above ' average 
and seldom 
contain errors 
in regard to 
spelling, gram .... 
mar and word 
usage 

Papers a~e alwc.ys 
superior in r egard 
to spelling, gr8.nl­
mar and word usage 

No opportunity to observe 

Comments: 

11. ,Eagerness for suggestions. 

Avoids most 
information 
on quality of 
Vlork or sug­
gestions for 
modification 

Accepts infor­
mation a.nd sug­
gestions when 
offered 

____ No opportunity to observe 

Comments: 

Sometime s takes 
the initiative 
for information 
a..'Yld suggestions 
on his work 

\··~ •• I • 

Always seeks 
feedback on 
his work 



12. Use of suggestions. 

Rejects all 
suggestions 

Rejects most 
suggestions 
or acts in-· 
appropriately 
on those 
accepted 

Acts on 
some sug­
gestions 

No opportunity to observe 

Comments: 

Acts on most 
suggestions 
appropriately 

60 

Acts i!l 
some reas­
onable way 
on all sug­
gestions 
received 

13. Frequency of studen~s demands for consultation or explicit 
detailed assigrunents. 

------- ------- --~--- -----~ --~--- -----~ ------- ------
Does not 
seek enough 
consultation 
and muddles 
alol1g with­
out adequate 
understanding 
of directions 

Stu.dent 
se-eks some 
consulta­
tion, but 
tends to 
muddle al­
ong with-
out adequate 
understanding 
of directions 

No opportunity to observe 

Comments: 

Student 
clarifies, 
accepts 
and uses 
assignments 
realisti­
cally 

Student 
seeks more 
than ade­
quate in­
struction 
on assign­
ments 

Student 
is defen­
sively 
dependent 
and always 
requires 
detailed 
directio:r:.s 
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14. Frequency of reasoned disagr 8ement with professor. 

---- ---- ---- --_._- --- ---~----

Accepts 
everything 
without 
question 

Student 
questions 
only on 
rare 
occasions 

Student 
expresses 
reasoned 
disagree­
ment with 
professor 
when appro­
priate 

Student 
disagrees 
more than 
is appro­
priate 

Disagrees 
with every­
thing without 
reasonable 
justification 

____ No opportunity to observe 

Comments: 

15. Acceptance of relevant portions of the curriculum. 

Resistive to 
most portions 
of the curri­
culum 

Responds 
cautiously 
to learning 
and with 
some resis­
tance 

No opportunity to observe 

Comments: 

Accepts nearly 
all new ideas 
and learning 
opportuni ties 

Seeks and re­
sponds enthus­
iastically to 
new ideas and 
learning oppor­
tunities 



16e Constructive relationships with j.nstru ctors. 

---- ------- ------- -------
Student appears 
fearful of 
entering into 
constructive 
relationships 
with instruc­
tors 

Students rela­
tionship with 
instructors is 
guarded and shows 
no personal in­
volvement 

__ No opportunity to obs erve 

Comments: 

student gen­
erally relates 
well to in­
structors 

17. Constructive relationships with peers. 
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student al­
ways relates 
spontaneously 
positively 
and maintains 
a constru ct i .re 
relationship 

------- ------- --~~- ------- ------- ------- --~~- -------
Relationships 
with peers are 
destructive 

Relationships 
with peers 
are generally 
annoying but 
at times 
acceptable 

No opportunity to observe 

Comments: 

Student 
blends 
in and 
is "just 
one of 
the 
group" 

Student 
gets along 
with most 
individual 
and is usu­
ally spon­
taneous and 
positive 

Student is 
well liked 
and suppo r ­
tive; al­
ways maine .. 
tains a 
construc­
tive rela­
tionship 
with peers 
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18. Consistency in communication with others 

~----- ------- ------- ------- --~---.- ---~-- -------
Verbal and 
behavioral 
messages 
are con­
flictual 

Verbal and 
behavioral 
messages 
are mainly 
but not 
entirely 
in conflict 

Verbal and 
behavioral 
message s 
are usually 
consistent 
but at 
times are 
conflictual 

Verbal and 
be ha ·.,ioral 
messages 
are sincere, 
consistent, 
and seldom 
conflictu8.1 

Verbal ano. 
behaviorcS..l 
messages 
are always 
honest and 
consist ent 

____ No opportunity to observe 

Comments: 

19. Accuracy of studen~s perception of other students~ 

----~- ---- ~--- -- -- --, 
Student~ 
perception 
is inaccur­
a.te 

Student's 
perception 
is gener­
ally nega­
tive and 
inaccurate 
but at times 
shows signs 
of accuracy 

Student's 
perception 
is at times 
accurate and 
at times in-
8.ccura te 

No opportunity to observe 

Comments: 

Student1s 
perception 
is nearly 
always 
accurate 

Studenfs 
perception 
1s alwa::Js 
observant, 
correct 
and kno w..,. 
ledgeable 
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20. Accuracy of students perception of instructors and super­
visors. 

- - - - -- -- - --- ------'" - -- -~---.- _. ---
student's 
perception 
is inaccur­
ate. 

Studenfs 
perception 
is gener­
ally ne ga­
tive and 
inaccurate 
but at times 
shows signs 
of accuracy 

Studentls 
perception 
is at times 
accurate and 
at time in:­
accurate 

No opportunity to observe 

Comments: 

Student1s 
perception 
is nearly 
always 
accurate 

21. Accuracy of student's perception of clients. 

student's 
perception 
is always 
observant, 
correct 
and know­
ledgeable 

,- --- -- -- ----~ -.~- - --- ---
Student>s 
perception 
is inaccur­
ate 

Students 
perception 
is genera­
lly nega­
tive and 
inaccurate 
but at times 
shows signs 
of accuracy 

Student's 
perception 
is at times 
accurate and 
at times in­
accurate 

____ No opportunity to observe 

Comments: 

Studen-es 
perception 
is nearly 
always 
accurate 

Studentls 
perception 
is always 
observant, 
correct 
and know­
ledgeable 
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22. A.bility to examine self ... 

--- ----- ---- ---- ----
Completely 
oblivious 
to self 

Shows very 
little abi­
lity t o 
excunine self 

Willing 
and able 
to eX8.rll'" 

ine self 
critically 

_ No opportunity to observe 

Comments: 

At "times 
exam~Lnes 
self too 
much, but 
not obses­
sively 

Examines 
self ob­
sessively 
Ctnd over­
critically 

23. Accuracy of student's perception of interaction in a formed 
group when a participant. 

------ ,------- ------- ------- -------
Consistently 
fails to 
observe formed 
group interaction 

student at times 
perceives interaction 
accurately and at 
times inaccurately 

____ No opportunity to observe 

Comments: 

Student consis­
tently shows a 
high degree of 
accuracy in p8r­
ce:i.ving inter­
action in a 
form ed group 
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24. Accuracy of studentE perception of interaction in a formed 
group when an observer. 

-~-- ----- -- ~~ ---~ ---- -----
Consistently 
fails to 
observe formed 
group interaction 

Student at times 
perceives inter­
action accurately 
and at times in­
accurat ely 

__ No opportunity to observe 

Comments : 

Student consistently 
shows a high degree 
of accuracy in per­
ceiving interaction 
in a formed group 

25. Accuracy of studenfs perception of interaction in a formed 
group when a leader. 

Consistently 
fails to 
observe formed 
group interaction 

Student at times 
perceives inter­
action accurately 
and at times in­
accurately 

____ No opportunity to observe 

Comments: 

Student consistently 
shows a high degree 
of accuracy in per­
ceiving interaction 
in a formed group. 
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26. Accuracy of studen"t!s perception of significance of client's 
past life experiences as related to present functioning. 

---- ---- -~-- -_._- ---- ---- ---- ---
Student has 
no awareness 
of the signi­
ficance of 
the cli.ents 
past exper­
iences 

Student shows 
little aware­
ness of the 
relationship 
of past exper­
iences and 
present func­
tioning 

No opportunity to obs erve 

Comments : 

Student is 
usually aware 
of the most 
important i mpli­
cations of the 
clients past 
experiences 

Student is 
consist ently 
aware of the 
im plj. ca t io n s 
of past 
history 

27f> Accuracy of student's understanding of relationship vrith 
client. 

------- ------- ------- ---~ 
student 
consistently 
fails to 
understand 
his relation­
ship with 
clients 

Student)s 
understand-
ing of rela­
tionship is 
often distorted 
or superficial 

__ No opportunity to observe 

Comments: 

students 
understanding 
of the r ela­
tionship is 
occasionally 
distorted or 
superficial 

Student's 
understanding 
of the client~ 
worker rela­
tionship is 
never distorted 
or superficial 
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28. Student's ability a.t engo.ging clien t)s participation 0 

---- --_._- ----- --- ---- ----- ---
Student 
consistently 
fails to 

·engag~ clients 
participation 

Student 
engage s 
clients 
partici­
pation 
rarely or 
inappro­
priately 

Students 
engaging 
of cli.ents 
is at ttmes 
adeQuate 
and at 
times in­
adequate 

Student 
often en­
gages 
client in 
appropriate 
participa':" 
tion 

Student in 
an imagin­
ative and 
flexible 
way engages 
clients in 
relevant 
participa­
tion 

No opportunity to observe 

Comments: 

29. Student's ability to recognize client's strengths as well as 
weaknesses 1n problem solving process. 

- --- ---- ---. -.-~-- -- - --- - --~~. 

Studentts inab­
ility to recog­
nize clients 
capacity causes 
lack of under­
standing and 
impedes clients 
in pursuing the 
problem solving 
process 

Student at 
times fails to 
recognize 
clients capa­
city which 
tends to dis ... 
courage clients 
confidence in 
his ovm capa­
city 

No opportunity to observe 

Comments: 

student's 
recognition 
of clients 
capacity 
neither 
motivates 
nor retards 
t.he client 

Student's recog­
nition of clients 
capaci t.y is al·­
ways accurate, 
encouraging and 
realistic 



69 

30. Student's attitude towards his clients. 

---- ------- ------- ------- ~----~ 

student's 
attitude 
is hostile, 
punitive 
and ambiva­
lent 

Students attitude 
is usually incon­
sistent with 
occasional indi­
cations of 
acceptance 

No opportunity to obs erve 

Comments: 

Studenfs attitude 
is usually posi­
tive but at times 
naive, negative 
a.nd ambivalent 

student1s 
attitude is 
totally 
accepting, 
emphatic , but 
without dis­
tortions 

31. Professional purposefulness in contacts with clientsfi 

------- ~------- --~--- ------- ------- ------- --~--

In" student's 
contact s 
with clients 
a goal is 
rarely evi­
dent 

Student~ contacts 
with clients is 
usually social a~d 
not goal directed 

No opportunity to observe 

Comments: 

Student's con­
tacts with 
clients are 
usually goal 
directed 

Student does 
an e){c ellent 
job in showing 
goals in con .... 
tacts ~/i th 
clients 
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32. Student's overall performance in service to clients. 

Student's 
performance 
is consis-
,tently poor 

--~-- --~--~~ ~ ------
Student's 
performance 
fulfills 
minimum 
service to 
clients 

Student shows 
many good 
qualitj,es in 
giving service 
to his clients 

Student's 
performance 
is excellent 
while giVing 
service to 
his clients 

____ No opportunity to observe 

Comments : 

33. Estimate of student's helpfulness to clients. 

student 're­
tards client's 
progression in 
solving prob­
lems 

Student's assis­
tance shows 
little evidence 
of movement for 
the client's 
progression in 
solving problems 

No opportunity to observe 

Comments: 

Student's 'assis­
tance causes 
progressive 
movement in 
some client's 
problem solving 

" -'.' .i •. 

All of stu .. " 
dent's cli­
ent's show 
substantial 
forward move­
ment in prob­
lem solving 
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34. Student's management 0 f work load. 

Student 
exhibits 
very poor 
management 
of his 
work load 

----- --~- -_.- ._--- ----- ---
Student 
seeks more 
than ade­
quate help 
in the man­
agement of 
his work 
load 

Studc;nt 
clarifies 
and accepts 
the manage­
ment of his 
work load, 
but does 
need some . 
assistance-

Student's 
management 
of his work 
load ordin­
arily is 
good and 

·rarely re­
quires check­
ing by his 
supervisor 

Student does 
an excellent 
job with his 
work load 
and requires 
no assistance 

No opportunity to observe 

Comments : 

35. Evidence student gives of completing assigned reading. 

------- ------- ~------ ----~-- ------- ------- ------- -------
No evidence 
of doing 
assigned 
readings 

Evidence of 
doing some 
assigned 
reading 

No opportunity to observe 

Comments : 

Evidence of 
doing most 
assigned 
reading 

Evidence of doing 
all assigned 
reading 
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36. Evidence student gives of completing recommended reading. 

---- ---- ---- -~-- ---,-
No evidence 
of doing 
recommended 
.reading 

Evidence of 
doing some 
recommende d 
reading 

No opportunity to observe 

Comments: 

Evidence of 
doing most 

. recommended 
reading 

Evidence of 
doing all 
recommended 
reading 

Evidence student gives of dOing un-mentioned reading. 

No evidence of 
doing un-mentioned 
readi'ng 

---- ---- --..---
Evidenc e of doing 
some un-mentioned 
reading 

Evidence of doing 
a lot of outside 

. reading. 

No opportunity to observe 

Comments: 



38. ) 

Students ability to handle clients feelings about a prob-
lem. 

------- ~------ ------- ------- ----
Student 
exhibits 
,inabili ty 
in hand­
ling the 
clients 
feelings 
about the 
problem py 
attempting 
to meet his 
own needs 
and not the 
clients 

Student is 
somewhat 
inconsistent 
in handling 
clients feel­
ings and do es 
not show much 
sensitivity 
or empathy 

No opportunity to observe 

Comments: 

Student at 
times handles 
clients feel­
ings correctly 
and usually is 
client oriented 

Student always 
handles clients 
feelings with 
empathy and 
j_n terms 0 f the 
clients needs 

v-. ..... . 

39. Student~ ability to inform clients of resources from other 
social agencies. 

---- ---- --~- ----- ---- ----- ---- ----
Student fails 
to inform 
clients of 
other resovrc es 

Students 
information 
seems to 
impede clie!lts 
use of resources 

No opportunity to observe 

Comments: 

student is 
generally 
helpful in 
informing 
clients of 
the resources 
from other 
agencies 

________________ ~])IOBJ[A S AT£ U fV£RSfTV LlB'Rlll 

Student's 
information 
about re­
sources is 
always accu­
rate, well-­
timed and 
relevant to 
the problem 
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/ ' 40. Accuracy of student1s perception of clients social needs. 

/ 

Student con­
sistently 
fails to ob­
serve real 
needs of 
client 

Student}s 
perception 
is at times 
accurate and 
at times in­
accurate 

No opportunity to observe 

Comments: 

------ ---- ----
Student usually 
sees beyond the 
obvious for 
clients needs 

Student con­
sistently 
shows a high 
degree of 
accuracy in 
perceiving 
the needs of 
the client 

41. Accuracy of student's percept:Lon of c1ient)s economic needs. 

Student con­
sistently 
fails to ob­
serve real 
needs of 
client 

,--- --~~-. ----
Student"s 
perception 
is at times 
accurate and 
at times in­
accurate 

Student usually 
sees beyond the 
obvious for 
clients needs 

____ No opportunity to observe 

Comments: 

Student con­
sistently 
shows a hi gh 
degree of 
accuracy in 
perceiving 
the needs of 
the client 
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42. Accuracy of student's perception about the client~s feelingsc: 

student con­
sistently -
fails to ob-

.serve real 
feelings of 
the client 

- - ----~.- ----
Studen tis per­
ception is at 
times accurate 
and at times 
inaccurate 

Student usually 
seGS beyond the 
obvious for 
clients feelings 
about his prob­
lems 

____ No opportunity to observe 

Cqmments: 

.--- ------
Student con­
sic.;tently 
shows a high 
degree of 
accuracy in 
perceiving 
the clients 
feelings 

,··· .ot 

43. Accuracy of student's perception of family group interaction. 

Student consistently 
fails to observe 
accurately family 
group interaction 

---- ------ ----
Studen~s perception 
is at times accurate 
and at times inaccu­
rate 

Student consis­
tently shows a 
high degree of 
accuracy in per .... 
ceiving family 
interaction 

____ No opportunity to observe 

Comments: 
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44. Student's ability to fO CU3 group on task goals. 

---- ---- -~-- -~------ - - -- --~-, 

Group shows 
no evidence 
of task 
.orientation 

Group shovs 
mini.mal focus 
on task goals 

Group is 
focused but 
on a super­
fi~ial level 

Group at 
times att­
ains the 
task goal 

Group is 
usually 
focused 
and work­
ing on the 
task goal 

____ No opportunity to observe 

Comments: 

45. Student)s ability to maintain a group while · encoLra.ging the 
group to develop its o\ m unique characteristics. 

Group shows 
subgroups and 
isolates 

---- --,---
Group oft 8n 
shows sub­
groups and 
isolates 

Occasional con­
fli.cts tempor­
artly destroy 
mutual acceptance 

____ No opportunity to observe 

Comments: 

Group members 
accept each 
other tn spite 
of conflicts 
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46. Student!s motivation in auld commitment to social work. 

Student shows 
no motivation 
and comm j_tment 

Student at times 
shows mo t ivation 

"and commitment to 
social work 

____ No opportunity to observe 

Comments: 

47. Studen~s ethical standards in his worko 

s tudent appears " 
completely com­
mitted to the 
f ield of social 
work 

- ---- ---- ---- ~-.-- - --- -" ---
Student has consistent 
and frequent problems 
with his ethical 
standards in his wor k 

Studen~s ethical 
problems when they 
arise are handled 
and resolved 
satisfactorily 

~~" No opportunity to observe 

Comments: 

The" studen~s work 
is always consis­
tent with ethical 
standards 
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48. Student's observance of a.ge1.lcy policy. 

---- --- , ----- -~--- - .- -- ---- --_. 
Student blindly 
rejects or 1S 
ignorant of 
·agency policies 

Student 
rarely ob­
serves 
agency pol-· 
icies 

Student at 
times ob­
serves 
agency }Jol­
icies and 
at times 
does not 

Student 
usually 
observes 
ag€ncy 
policies 

Student 
always 
observes 
agency 
policies 

____ . No opportunity to observe 

Comments: 

49. Studenfs contribution to agency policy development and 
reorganization. 

---- ---- ---- --- - ----- ~--- ---- ----
Student never 
contributes 
to agency 
development 

Student rarely 
contributes to 
agency develop­
ment 

____ No opportunity to observe 

Comments : 

Student 
contributes 
occasionally 
to agency 
development 

Student is 
always contribut­
ing to agency 
development 
through sugges­
tions and action 
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50. Student's awareness of the implicat:Lons of social issues to 
social work practices. 

------- ------- ------- -----~ ----~- ------- ------- -------
Student is 
completely 
oblivious 
of any im­
plications 

student 
shows a 
minimal 
amount of 
awareness 
of impli­
cations 

Student at 
times is 
aware and 
at times is 
not aware 
of the im­
plications 

No opportunity to observe 

Comments: 

Student is 
usually 
a ware of the 
implications 

Student is 
always 
aware of 
the impli­
cations 

51. Nature of studenfs reaction to oppositj.on or conflict. 

Student Student Student 
always usu a lly occasion-
become s is hos- ally be-
hostile tile and comes 
and def- defensive hostile 
ensive when op- and def-
when posed ensive 
opposed when op-

posed 

__ No opportunity to observe 

Comments: 

Student 
seldom 
become s 
hostile 
and def­
ensive 
when op­
posed 

Student 
accepts 
and inte ... 
grates 
properly 
any oppo­
sition or 
conflict 



APPE,'NDIX B 

CORRELATION MATRIX OF I~EMS 

SELF-RATINGS 
Variable No. I 

1 2 3 4. 2 6 7 . 8 9 10 11 12 13 

1 100 
2 45 100 
3 50 46 100 
4 37 52 36 100 
5 59 35 71 54 100 
6 35 49 36 32 26 100 
7 37 05 53 -11 42 16 100 
8 45 20 48 -04 32 08 43 100 
9 25 14 51 - 09 41 09 61 60 100 
10 37 00 53 -05 40 04 46 73 57 100 
11 02 04 08 -03 09 09 09 16 17 15 100 
12 18 26 25 25 20 41 20 28 28 18 45 100 
13 15 , 02 18 06 27 09 13 11 -18 24 07 -15 100 . 
14 14 -17 02 18 32 -21 15 02 -03 17 00 - 21 18 
15 23 28 30 ,13 32 29 10 24 21 12 15 26 -03 
16 lIt, 28 20 29 33 46 26 06 28 15 43 43 .. ,,01 
17 12 45 18 30 12 46 -05 04 14 -05 00 39 -3~ 
18 13 13 -24 02 -07 27 -12 -36 -07 - 34 07 18 -25 
19 34 23 ' 14 12 16 46 19 -01 -03 08 03 23 21 
20 32 22 -07 06 05 31 00 -04 04 03 10 10 -03 
21 43 24 21 30 35 29 20 15 10 11 00 13 01 
22 14 14 03 02 -12 33 04 -12 10 - 06 -21 -08 -23 
23 29 39 16 48 39 40 09 - 10 -02 - 22 22 21 23 
24 18 21 14 45 48 24 02 02 -02 01 18 21 21 
25 14 31 - 07 33 09 41 -11 -14 -20 - 27 05 16 12 
26 20 08 26 13 32 00 34 26 40 25 13 25 02 
27 03 17 19 -21 -08 32 21 18 31 17 02 24 06 
28 10 31 28 39 36 29 15 16 13 24 09 31 22 
29 26 02 09 03 15 09 27 -03 20 10 02 - 09 -01 
30 20 02 04 06 11 -05 20 07 24 12 03 07 -06 
31 39 12 27 10 28 33 32 20 35 24 15 05 02 
32 25 14 16 23 38 10 10 01 19 16 13 16 -04 
33 02 21 ~06 ' 12 07 17 -22 -08 -02 03 19 16 -03 
34 38 17 24 24 30 17 20 35 32 54 04 06 22 
35 20 16 35 15 31 - 07 27 43 45 34 41 27 -05 
36 04 10 31 . 11 35 - 03 19 28 45 26 34 18 -13 
37 26 06 36 34 42 - 02 21 31 ~ 10 32 24 05 27 
38 14 19 01 21 17 30 08 00 21 06 17 30 05 
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Vari able No. 
1 2 3 It 2n 6 12 13 

39 31 30 26 19 32 20 24· 20 20 24· 20 35 
40 25 2It 11 30 29 12 22 15 13 10 02 02 17 
41 30 07 23 35 34 07 14 05 09 19 01 07 25 
42 33 07 23 3'1 40 .31 29 05 10 14 08 17 19 
43 32 09 21 15 19 16 37 -07 03 08 13 - 07 15 
44 25 35 12 14 26 18 25 33 21 13 24 09 03 
45 38 42 25 50 40 42 17 44· lL~ 25 28 27 23 
46 00 08 23 00 08 -05 13 25 35 29 16 17 -15 
47 26 01 07 07 12 23 31 ·32 35 23 09 14 ··11 
48 18 14 15 -09 15 02 23 25 41 41 25 21 07 
49 05 19 12 34 19 24 - 04 -26 - 04 -14 -13 04 03 
50 11 15 18 20 22 15 24 -00 09 03 10 26 14 
51 10 25 05 08 09 38 13 -09 21 - 06 46 22 -08 



Variable No. 
,_..-...;;.1~4_~ 16 17 18~._~~9 20 21 22 22 24 25 26 

14 100 
15 05 100 
16 28 37 100 
17 -21 29 51 100 
18 -19 09 17 39 100 
19 12 02 18 26 32 100 
20 11 02 22 23 37 59 100 
21 29 05 23 12 17 50 47 100 
22 08 00 17 34 19 27 19 15 100 
23 15 20 44 13 26 29 31 34 23 100 
24 22 24 38 08 11 27 05 40 00 55 100 
25 -08 OL~ 35 31 16 30 36 43 27 60 51 100 
26 19 02 26 15 00 19 24 28 01 13 19 29 100 
27 -23 16 14 ' 27 01 24 01 25 31 02 06 30 21 
28 20 12 38 20 23 37 20 38 -13 37 25 04 17 
29 12 04 33 31 11 09 08 22 19 05 03 07 25 
30 08 19 03 08 15 03 14 27 25 14 00 16 25 
31 02 05 30 08 02 18 15 34 37 22 20 26 29 
32 29 13 23 11 28 , 24 29 '51 17 27 23 07 30 
33 -10 00 19 08 26 19 33 47 01 22 19 21 - 06 
34 11 09 18 09 -09 15 25 09 16 19 11 - 08 27 
35 04 16 27 03 -08 -13 03 -08 -15 03 -16 -22 29 
36 16 16 28 00 17 -01 08 08 -07 02 01 - 25 18 
37 35 00 07 -21 .. 24 12 14 11 -23 09 16 -13 06 
38 03 ' 05 30 24 34 38 53 41 l7 42 20 38 30 
39 22 13 13 . 11 03 24 33 26 18 47 20 34 44 
40 35 08 13 -14 -05 19 22 32 10 40 2, 32 37 
41 28 -07' 18 03 -04 17 44 41 01 35 13 20 34 
42 27 05 48 11 -09 30 13 46 00 42 34 32 24 
43 21 00 25 04 -17 25 08 39 12 25 06 26 09 
44 04 12 26 09 00 05 17 25 17 48 40 44 31 
45 06 24 38 22 -03 14 22 27 03 49 50 29 15 
46 10 09 23 19 06 -14 05 20 10 -12 -11 -12 21 
47 12 -09 3~ 19 09 07 31 44 10 03 -10 0 2 03 
48 05 28 29 21 07 09 19 -07 07 08 08 OL~ 32 
49 06 04 19 44 49 19 37 26 21 33 21 32 10 
50 05 14 12 18 18 19 19 24 01 11 23 29 24 
51 02 10 52 23 27 ·17 38 27 40 49 29 49 31 

82 
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Variable I~·o c . .. --~ 
_ __ ~2.!-7 --.;;;.;.28 29 30 31 32 -23_~_ 35 36 37 2{).--l3 _ _ 

27 100 
28 04 . 100 
29 32 18 100 
30 20 11 52 100 
31 27 09 59 39 100 
32 10 45 40 56 43 100 
33 12 38 18 34 29 62 100 
34 01 43 24 28 37 50 29 100 
35 -11 21 16 30 28 25 15 32 100 -
36 - 21 28 -02 11 21 29 10 09 66 100 
37 -31 26 -13 00 08 09 -05 19 60 52 100 
38 23 43 28 53 39 63 47 46 17 10 04 100 
39 28 32 28 36 35 49 25 51 20 02 08 61 100 
40 17 38 14 43 28 46 18 43 25 10 35 50 55 
41 04 32 31 38 22 50 37 41 22 03 19 54 61 
42 19 41 48 17 58 40 24 25 15 18 21 33 25 
43 09 09 36 14 43 18 10 06 -09 - 11 00 05 05 
44 12 09 14 31 40 17 16 24 29 16 20 25 31 
45 ~13 39 01 19 27 18 18 46 39 28 43 37 30 , 
46 00 24 18 27 18 33 12 14 25 42 03 19 10 
47 10 27 46 32 42 ~.2 25 34 23 25 18 43 12 \" 
48 31 10 26 19 29 16 02 41 21 01 -13 24 43 
49 -10 20 02 03 00 26 14 10 -14 07 "02 35 20 
50 10 11 03 32 09 13 -07 -09 07 27 22 27 32 
51 28 01 27 28 51 32 39 14 12 05 -1146 "39 
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Variable No. 
40 41 lJ·2 .33 41L.Jt5.~_1±L L~7 _ ~48 _~ ""'-50_ ....... 5_1 __ _ 

40 100 
41 33 100 
42 36 22 100 
43 14 08 54 100 
44 39 07 22 13 100 
45 32 31 27 00 66 100 
46 -19 23 04 - 03 -07 12 100 
47 12 27 51 30 17 30 41 100 . 
48 13 09 04 12 23 03 14 · 05 100 
49 02 42 05 07 -oS 22 20 19 -10 100 
50 21 21 07 05 09 25 28 03 04 38 100 
51 24 25 26 28 51 30 06 19 22 ll~ 01 100 



SOCIAL WELFARE RArTERS 

Variable no. 
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1 2 3 4 5 6 .J 8 . 9 10 11 12 ~ . .....,3 _ __ 

1 100 
2 77 100 
3 91 74 100 
4 60 81 60 100 
5 75 78 78 81 100 
6 75 84 72 71 66 100 
7 75 63 67 41 63 58 100 '· 
8 50 59 47 84 43 58 100 100 
9 37 54 33 73 39 50 100 96 100 
10 70 54 65 32 52 52 85 83 91 100 
11 16 12 12 27 15 -04 25 -2 ~ . -42 17 100 
12 34 30 26 21 16 30 50 58 70 41 41 100 

- 13 01 04 07 02 08 -19 09 28 27 07 30 18 100 
14 12 23 13 39 37 30 09 - 46 - 53 01 04 03 -09 
15 39 40 36 55 41 36 44 87 90 37 41 51 14 
16 34 39 39 54 36 44 38 89 80 25 36 41 23 
17 21 42 15 58 37 50 04 46 38 -08 12 17 -08 
18 56 50 51 56 57 69 41 97 94 31 07 42 - 26 
19 48 32 38 39 39 61 40 25 32 50 - 07 
20 46 32 45 41 35 66 36 93 88 24 23 56 09 
22 -27 -18 -34 -11 -27 -02 -35 -18 -12 -40 - 40 -39 -42 
35 60 32 51 28 39 22 54 16 15 56 69 51 34 
36 42 25 35 26 42 20 52 12 47 45 43 35 15 
37 56 50 49 61 64 40 52 28 47 44 39 27 13 
46 31 22 30 39 27 32 26 65 75 22 42 48 01 
47 43 29 41 22 21 40 35 47 27 31 24 28 03 
50 39 36 33 47 48 27 30 63 45 20 54 35 12 
51 20 15 14 19 11 28 08 49 45 02 08 34 -13 
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~--------Varia.bl e No .. 
14 15 16 17 18 _ 19 20 22~_ 37 . l±6 I I-7 50_~_ 

14 100 
15 °16 100 
16 02 56 100 
17 24 20 55 100 
18 26 41 53 61 100 
19 -04 61 57 65 81 100 
20 00 58 68 55 66 73 100 
22 -26 - 45 - ll+ 24 00 · .. 14 · .. 25 100 
35 08 41 25 -05 18 19 23 -35 100 
36 09 35 14 -06 21 14 19 ~22 064 100 
37 33 46 27 04 34 09 23 -36 59 61 100 
46 18 63 53 26 40 42 55 -12 51 46 55 100 
47 12 52 29 -08 31 35 52 -43 38 48 36 47 100 
50 26 41 40 39 57 48 52 01 53 50 48 53 48 100 

°51 -02 19 43 54 54 70 64 14 08 07 - 08 34 20 44 

' ··· •• 1. 
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- -- -----
METHODS TEACHERS RATINGS 
Variable No. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 L- 8 <t ----:.10 11 12 13 

1 100 
2 73 100 
3 72 75 100 
It- 59 54 54 100 
5 79 63 67 70 100 
6 69 79 65 53 63 100 
7 76 62 69 31 67 63 100 
8 42 25 44 L~l 48 40 5'9 100 
9 49 54 50 20 37 ~·4 60 59 100 
10 55 40 L~9 22 56 41 67 73 49 100 
11 61 56 50 34 57 55 60 54 32 56 100 
12 49 60 62 42 51t 54 52 45 36 31 62 100 
13 11 23 18 12 22 18 25 15 12 03 04 38 100 
lL~, 35 44 43 35 36 46 39 07 25 29 15 32 08 
15 62 62 45 51 6L~ 60 50 51 21 34 58 55 32 
16 58 66 61 37 It-7 62 61 50 49 32 62 r?l 27 
17 47 54 25 17 35 60 47 30 37 20 37 51 31 , 
18 68 72 54 43 58 74 59 L~9 53 41 52 58 29 
19 51 62 39 L~6 53 63 51 43 30 ~.2 Ll·6 55 41 \·-~ • • I 

20 67 62 66 53 72 69 68 51 37 L~2 52 67 52 
21 58 71 62 60 58 69 L~5 1+1 26 30 51 67 20 
22 20 45 71 2t:; 

../ 20 43 19 -28 30 -14 05 48 49 
23 67 72 45 48 63 71 47 47 26 3Lr 60 55 16 
24 63 65 72 45 60 62 48 59 30 4.3 65 59 18 
2-5 62 66 65 33 60 62 57 56 21 30 67 55 02 
26 64 68 66 46 58 68 64 45 40 43 64 67 07 
27 60 72 72 46 47 74 53 34 27 24 43 63 39 
28 56 69 69 39 L~2 56 51 31 42 25 45 57 11 
29 50 65 65 35 42 57 56 33 27 27 52 67 25 
30 46 60 60 33 37 52 53 29 17 21 54 75 30 
31 49 66 66 38 43 56 43 09 09 18 46 60 30 
32 74 78 78 59 71 '12 69 C:;6 45 44 62 79 34 .", 

33 63 73 71 50 59 64 52 36 25 39 53 63 21 
34 67 53 5? 36 60 51 67 49 59 55 44 45 -04 
35 32 Ii{. 10 36 31 24 28 ' 66 44 4·7 31 20 -04 
36 28 19 15 39 38 12 18 73 09 36 37 24 -18 
37 39 45 19 27 26 28 30 35 26 28 40 21 35 
38 53 65 68 40 45 56 54 35 43 18 39 66 -09 
39 27 29 34 37 45 37 16 LI·7 09 39 38 21 22 
40 60 71 73 53 59 60 .59 .36 30 35 52 70 22 
41 42 54 38 34 41+ 63 37 ~·4 25 44 50 48 36 
42 54 71 67 44 54 70 55 66 43 37 49 68 21 
43 58 76 75 45 49 71 61 43 Lt7 40 55 66 02 
44 52 49 40 22 52 59 64· L~9 08 31 56 52 06 
45 56 49 ' 40 20 56 47 ' 57 1~0 47 37 lt7 58 - 21 
46 30 34 J9 24 33 42 20 5l~ 18 41 Lt6 27 -09 
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Variable No. - - - -
14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 .---- 24 25 26 

14 100 
15 15 100 
16 26 65 100 
17 16 51+ 56 100 
18 22 72 71 71 100 
19 21 60 48 52 70 100 
20 33 72 65 45 75 76 100 
21 3L~ 59 57 39 65 65 72 100 
22 29 31 37 40 43 38 42 . 32 100 
23 15 73 55 53 65 68 67 71 34 100. 
24 33 68 49 42 59 57 62 78 22 71 100 
25 15 65 52 47 60 57 69 66 32 85 63 100 
26 33 55 69 L~3 61 34 63 71 40 64 66 76 100 
27 36 61 71 56 65 55 67 74 L~8 69 69 60 73 
28 29 52 7L~ 40 52 33 54 60 43 64 46 69 80 
29 35 63 80 46 61 40 67 69 43 70 54 71 74 
30 37 54 74 43 57 56 60 66 36 54 66 56 62 
31 30 59 55 46 53 60 67 67 31 70 57 66 59 
32 46 66 77 56 69 61 78 80 42 77 67 72 80 
33 26 69 68 54 71 67 78 77 28 73 60 65 73 
34 32 51 41 46 64 47- 60 50 18 51 49 ~·9 51 
35 10 40 17 28 43 26 25 00 -10 25 21 26 09 
36 04 50 12 19 30 31 29 09 -17 33 Lt l 42 21 
37 18 27 25 30 29 13 16 24 21 35 33 51 L~9 
38 37 43 66 44 56 48 62 69 47 6~- 63 63 78 
39 09 47 26 30 34 56 45 32 03 48 38 L~L~ 28 
40 42 56 60 48 58 66 71 75 42 74 5L~ 72 82 
41 27 55 31 43 60 61 55 69 34 62 59 50 58 
42 40 62 73 57 72 6'1 74 76 45 72 57 59 70 
43 43 51 65 53 66 57 60 83 30 67 67 61 77 
44 32 59 51 55 46 71 71 43 29 54 41 68 53 
45 46 47 46 69 50 63 54 41 34 43 40 47 44 
46 06 32 25 47 47 43 21 23 05 l ~5 48 56 30 
47 18 32 18 44 45 46 22 34 02 41 50 26 18 
48 04 38 30 36 23 43 45 29 -15 36 40 47 21 
49 66 39 32 28 52 51 47 44 39 37 44 28 43 
50 33 54 53 50 52 51 54 58 29 57 5'+ 56 56 
51 46 58 55 52 67 73 74 71 36 61 74 46 56 
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----~---------.. --Variable No. 
___ _ 2;..J.,.,7...-:;.2-.;:;8~2__'~:....~_ --,-30~31 32 33 3~4 __ 3~5 __ 3~6~3~7 __ ~38~~3~9 __ _ 

27 100 
28 76 100 
29 75 84 100 
30 . 66 56 69 100 
31 65 63 64 59 100 
32 81 73 78 73 71 100 
33 75 71 73 65 82 82 100 
34 38 41 44 37 Lf-3 63 57 100 
35 04 08 03. 09 -14 14 08 38 100 
36 04 08 10 10 13 08 23 43 72 100 
37 17 38 34 21 12 21 27 21 25 41 100 
38 74 76 71 73 64 78 69 ~9 -17 00 25 100 
39 24 26 28 11 34 34 44 30 33 52 26 07 100 
40 ,71 77 78 64 78 82 81 51 -03 21 34 82 35 
41 52 37 44 41 53 54 55 51 17 31 27 47 52 
~.2 75 68 76 62 70 84 77 49· 17 11 08 71 40 
43 73 73 71 65 76 78 80 55 -03 02 23 83 21 
44 42 50 56 60 62 58 58 ·50 12 37 29 59 35 
45 30 44 50 56 55 ' 55 52 56 11 39 23 59 40 
46 15 14 16 24 07 30 25 38 47 35 32 11 50 
47 18 00 04 28 26 28 26 41 43 33 05 13 38 
48 20 18 28 28 48 25 34 40 08 36 07 20 22 
49 37 30 32 41 31 56 45 55 38 24 28 42 22 
50 56 57 56 53 51 74 63 46 27 18 48 70 28 
51 71 42 52 73· 51 72 64 51 21 19 23 62 28 
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Variable No .. 
40 Lel 42 !±3 ±?i_~L&_~'LJ±.8 49 50 51 

40 100 
41 59 100 
42 77 65 100 
43 85 62 79 100 
44 66 38 411- 62 100 
45 62 45 53 54 67 100 
46 18 40 24 24 39 49 100 
47 18 52 36 30 30 47 62 100 
48 30 31 23 34 62 37 11 . 31 100 
49 52 42 42 50 34 39 41 49 00 100 
50 70 42 60 71 62 58 30 29 12 61 100 
51 64 60 60 65 56 61 32 39 22 58 63 100 
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'"' .. -- .. ~-----
FIELD INSTRUCTOR RATINGS 
Variable No. 

1 2 3 4 ,~ ., __ L--L 8 2 ,Jo 11 12 13 

1 100 
2 82 100 
3 84 78 100 
4 82 84 74 100 
5 70 71 '15 7'7 100 
6 72 82 7" .J. 73 63 100 
7 74 62 7? 59 68 69 100 
8 50 32 59 30 40 38 62 100 
9 l~4 26 4'1 2.3 40 3L~ 53 79 100 
10 60 42 66 L~l 52 49 71 76 79 100 
11 43 34 35 39 40 28 28 54 47 51 100 
12 62 47 52 57 54 52 42 50 55 54 79 100 
13 20 21 25 16 22 -06 26 33 24 40 29 10 100 
14 45 32 46 54 39 31 55 L~2 , 22 29 ILl- 28 24 
15 58 49 60 61 58 52 L~3 50 42 51 72 75 -04 
16 65 57 64 70 65 55 63 .68 L~7 46 6~, 58 14 
17 43 38 L~1 52 39 ' 48 33 29 26 13 43 52 -28 
18 65 52 56 61+ 60 65 49 43 35 34 57 68 -13 
19 71 82 81 65 62 79 83 71 68 72 _34 39 27 
20 78 72 82 75 68 68 71 39 28 40 06 23 -13 
21 81 76 71 '11 67 79 65 32 23 42 42 58 02 
22 51 , 52 50 50 48 5LI- 42 34 29 26 44 53 03 
23 80 83 79 74 65 85 86 63 ~.8 80 47 51 29 
26 84 78 81 . 82 75 73 70 38 42 49 35 53 02, 
27 74 74 68 70 ' 61 77 73 47 37 40 41 LI-8 14 
28 72 68 62 65 69 77 66 30 28 LI-5 46 52 11 
29 70 74 59 71 55 72 54 28 28 32 33 '+1 03 
30 63 63 51 61 ~,6 73 51 42 32 28 51 54 -11 
31 85 72 79 74 73 75 69 32 30 LI-9 39 57 07 
32 86 81 72 81 59 78 59 46 31 21 60 78 -62 
33 82 74 69 75 61 75 67 36 25 33 48 65 -13 
35 42 38 4.3 32 42 36 31 49 54 58 67 67 12 
36 31 25 32 33 48 28 19 37 45 42 56 65 05 
37 52 52 56 63 64 44 44 3.3 37 48 34 51 32 
38 71 63 51 64 72 72 51 15 18 31 57 67 -19 
40 70 58 65 78 62 '54 43 .32 36 30 46 62 -08 
41 06 28 33 12 25 29 02 32 21 27 12 09 14 
42 79 74 68 78 64 71 62 37 25 33 ll-5 58 06 
43 74 68 62 71 51 72 60 1.1-8 26 34 43 52 04 
44 53 68 67 59 45 59 48 61 26 6L~ 53 43 52 
46 47 49 43 51 36 31 30 ll,9 22 27 58 58 46 
LI-7 60 49 58 61 69 66 58 48 36 36 45 66 -30 
50 59 69 64 69 53 55 48 36 23 39 3'1 44 ,51 
51 54 62 51 l :.2 42 68 36 24 19 22 26 4.5 -22 
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Variable No. 
14 15 16 17 18 12. 20 ') 1 

L. J._ 22 23 26 27 28 

lL~ 100 
15 24 100 
16 51 68 100 
17 38 61 79 100 
18 25 76 79 7LI- 100 
19 25 49 70 63 77 100 
20 41 35 79 ?4 '18 83 100 
21 24 68 51 35 72 100 
22 23 50 73 67 77 76 82 60 100 
23 34 41 82 57 72 87 79 81+ 100 
26 38 55 61 54 65 81 80 81 67 78 100 
27 36 51 70 59 75 84 80 82 68 71 82 100 
28 21 65 62 50 75 100 86 61 74 87 100 
29 34 38 48 ' 39 52 71 63 79 61 75 83 75 72 
30 14 59 60 51 71 45 43 81 61 49 69 85 80 
31 23 63 59 41 74 100 91· 5.5 85 89 87 
32 26 7/+ 69 67 81 82 66 89 93 73 
33 01 63 61 46 71 100 .86 59 85 95 85 
35 14 61 LI-LI- 29 53 ' 46 32 35 46 51 39 28 32 
36 27 51 38 2'7 39 12 -10 12 40 37 28 07 19 
37 50 51 28 10 32 L~2 ~5 '+4 23 56 55 32 47 
38 09 75 52 51 77 100 89 55 75 79 82 
40 49 55 1-1.8 45 63 62 63 75 4.2 50 82 77 69 
41 20 13 -07 27 31 26 05 26 57 27 
42 44 55 55 41 64 66 70 89 52 59 85 82 78 
43 4·9 60 5'7 . Ll5 67 52 46 84 55 , I" 

~}-O 78 80 76 
44 20 52 62 47 38 65 63 66 63 58 51" c 
46 57 L~5 57 29 37 3.5 16 29 38 53 32 35 22 
4? 47 90 75 69 91 82 77 88 88 92 
50 40 56 53 34 51 72. ~5 89 59 74 71 73 92 
51 08 55 37 45 67 67 59 67 ~·7 5LI- 49 55 76 



94 

Variable No. 
29 30 l1- 32 22.._.35 36 37 38 40 4·1 lrL-J±2 __ 

29 100 
30 67 100 
31 64 86 100 
32 71 89 92 100 
33 66 88 94 94 100 
35 33 39 33 52 21 100 
36 39 22 09 31 04 76 100 
37 59 33 41 20 08 61 71 100 
38 70 77 85 73 82 31 22 30 100 
Lt-O 80 68 86 79 81 33 36 61 77 100 
1+1 46 41 15 12 28 65 100 
42 78 78 85 92 90 32 22 48 85 85 74 100 
43 74 81 73 90 85 30 21 30 72 70 60 87 100 
4'+ 72 66 65 26 91 58 28 70 57 
46 47 44 18 71 23 48 48 53 10 57 26 52 47 
it7 81 85 92 89 87 54 64 50' 86 87 91 87 
5.0 75 72 88 72 71 38 39 60 71 61 41 69 68 
51 54 61 54 74 54 40 37 ·26 61 43 62 56 55 
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Variable No • 
. ___ 4:...J.4_h&...::.,6 .. . !±7 59_..2.1.~_ . _____ 

44 100 . 
46 73 ·100 
Lf-? 68 100 
50 88 71 82 100 
51 31 38 63 61 100 

., 
\··~ •• I 
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