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ABSTRACT

BRIDGING THE GAP BETWEEN DIDACTIC

AND EXPERIENTIAL LEARNING:

EMPLOYEE PROGRESS INTERVIEWS

By

Deon Jaye Gines

The objectives of this project were (1) to study the

differences in student performance of employee interviews

across variable levels of student involvement with the

learning materials, and (2) to compare random segment

evaluation with whole evaluation procedures.

The unit was deve10ped from learning outcomes with a

final objective to demonstrate the ability to plan and con-

duct a simulated progress interview. Test questions were

written for the objectives. Objectives and test items were

placed on a rating scale and six expert reviewers rated

them.

An analysis of the information to present in the unit

was completed following an instructional deve10pment model.

Three student volunteers completed a formative evaluation.

Two units were completed, identical in content. One

included written model answers to the embedded questions

(unit with examples) and one included questions with space

for the students to write answers (unit with practice).
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Four scenarios were written for practice. Practice sessions

following completion of the self-instructional unit were

arranged for certain students to conduct simulated inter-

views (role-players), certain students to observe (obser-

vers) and certain students to observe and evaluate the

simulated interviews (directed observers).

Students participating in this study included forty

students in the General Dietetic Coordinated Study Plan

(GDCSP) at Michigan State University. Students completed a

personal information sheet, written pre-test, a videotaped

pre-test interview and a self-assessment of their interview.

The unit was then distributed to the students and was com-

pleted individually.

The following week, students completed a written post-

test and participated in a role-play practice session. After

the practice, students were asked to complete the attitude

survey regarding the unit. Students were given a scenario

to utilize to prepare for the post-test interview and com-

pleted a self-evaluation of post-test performance.

Item analysis statistics were completed. The written

test was divided into sub-tests by enabling objectives to

ascertain which objectives had been met and which objectives

had not been met.

Three Juniors and five Seniors showed acceptable level

of performance on the pre-test while 19 Junior and 20 Senior

students reached the minimum performance criteria level on
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the post-test. Student scores on the unit with practice

and student scores on the unit with examples were compared

and no significant difference was found.

No student met the minimum criteria for performance

on the pre-test interview; 15 Junior and 19 Senior students

met the minimum criterion level (.75) on the post-test and

it was concluded that the unit positively effected learning.

Three-way ANOVA was applied to test for significance of dif-

ference between the groups on the post-test performance.

The junior level directed observers did less well than the

other test groups. It was concluded that all students do not

have to participate in a role-play session to learn from it.

Senior students perceived learning more by using the mate-

rials which required practice and Senior students completing

the unit with practice felt that the materials were clearer

in comparison with the unit with examples.

Costs for the unit included the deve10per's time,

typing, paper and other materials, duplication costs, ac-

tress time, and videotapes. A major expenditure was the

time spent in evaluating the pre- and post-videotaped inter-

views. It is concluded, since the materials can be used

with large numbers of students at minor expense, that they

are economical.

The length of each interview was determined in units

by the VTR counter and this number was divided into ls-unit

segments. Half of the units comprising each interview were
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drawn randomly for evaluation. The mean of the two instruc-

tors' evaluations was compared with the rating given the

full-length evaluation and the reliability was .45 for the

Junior students and .51 for the Senior students. Random

sample evaluation via this procedure is not reliable enough

to use to assign individual grades.
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

Current trends in dietetic education include

competency-based curriculum, coordination of didactic learn-

ing and field experience, and multiple strategies to indi-

vidualize learning (Essentials, 1976; Roach, 1978; Breese,

gt El: 1977.) Each dietetic program is reSponsible for

developing an educational system which follows these recom-

mendations and for testing and evaluating.

Self-instructional learning materials have been devel-

Oped in many dietetic programs and are recommended for the

following reasons. Self-instructional materials with a

competency-based foundation allow students an opportunity

to better coordinate clinical and didactic experiences since

the materials can be studied individually, and allow stu-

dents to spend variable amounts of time on the materials to

reach competency.

As part of an evaluation system, simulation has been

recommended to allow more reliable evaluation of the stu-

dents' performance of the skills to be learned (Muslin, gt

El: 1974.) Simulation as an instructional tool can be des-

cribed as a selective representation of reality. Simulation



is an effective method of eliciting complex skills or behav-

iors and permits practice of those skills to increase the

transfer of learned skills to real settings. Simulation has

been recommended as an evaluation tool in situations where

real world evaluation is not feasible or practical (Ward,

undated.)

Sets of recommended competencies for entry—level gen-

eralist dietitians have been developed by various researchers

(MSU, 1976; Howard and Shiller, 1977; FSMEC, 1975.) Employee

progress interviewing has been considered an essential com-

petency; however, it is a complex skill which is difficult

to teach in a lecture mode and is also difficult to struc-

ture as a real world experience, particularly in facilities

with labor unions. Self-instructional materials and simu-

lation appear to be possible instructional alternatives to

facilitate student learning of employee interviewing and to

ensure transfer of these skills to a professional setting.

Nature of the Problem
 

The Michigan State University General Dietetics

Coordinated Study Plan (GDCSP), Department of Food Science

and Human Nutrition, College of Human Ecology, has been

developed as a competency-based professional curriculum and

evaluation strategies have been formulated by the faculty

to reflect the needs of the entry-level dietetic practitioner.

The American Dietetic Association (ADA) has responsibility

for setting the academic standards for the GDCSP which are



described in the Essentials for Coordinated Undergraduate

Programs in Dietetics with Self-Study Guide (Essentials,

1976.)

The course, Practice of Dietetics (HNF 480), is a com-

ponent of professional preparation in the GDCSP which allows

students to practice, with supervision, professional skills

in a real world setting. HNF 480 is described in the 1979

MSU Description of Courses (p. 481) as follows:

Application and integration of nutrition and

managerial concepts related to the practice

of dietetics.

HNF 480 is comprised of two sections: one with emphasis on

clinical dietetics and one with emphasis on foodservice

systems management. In the context of this project, HNF 480-

Foodservice Systems Management, is of major interest. A more

detailed description of the course is offered in Appendix A.

An attempt to facilitate transfer of theoretical concepts in

didactic instruction to the actual performance of skills in

a real setting is a major focus or area of educational en-

deavor.

Admission to the GDCSP is limited to 20 students per

year. Eligibility requirements have been developed and pub-

lished (see Appendix A.) Eligible student applications are

numbered and 20 are chosen by random selection. Enrollment

in HNF 480 is limited to 10 students each term the course

is offered (Winter and Spring terms.) This controlled en-

rollment is necessitated partly by the fact that a limited

number of acceptable (in terms of proximity and quality of



experience) field placement sites in the Lansing area are

available wherein students can attempt to fulfill the 900 to

1,000 clock hour field experience established by ADA. The

MSU residence hall system is the only contracted facility

and permits 10 placement positions per term for two terms

per year.

ADA will accept a certain unspecified number of hours

spent by students in self-instructional settings and simu-

lated settings as part of the experiential requirement. If

the entry-level competencies of the graduates of a program

have been identified, and appropriate measurement strategies

developed with a supportive curriculum, fewer than 900 hours

may be scheduled in field placements. Hours in simulation

and self-instructional materials may be counted. ADA has

not described particular self-instructional modes or simu-

lation types, thus one has many alternatives as long as the

outcomes of the instruction can be appropriately measured.

These self-instructional and simulation materials may allow

more students to learn and practice professional skills while

still meeting experiential hour requirements when the field

experience facilities are limited.

Currently it is difficult to individualize the sequence

of coursework to make a timely match with concurrent field

experiences since students and instructor meet one day each

week for scheduled class sessions to cover specified topics.

The development and use of self-instructional materials may



have the effect of allowing students to study materials at

an appr0priate time in the field experiences. Simulation

practice sessions may increase transfer or application to

other settings.

Following a recommended procedure of videotaping stu-

dent performance for later evaluation has advantages in terms

of student learning, but the time requirements may be pro-

hibitive. Alternative evaluation procedures to decrease

time needed, while maintaining evaluation reliability, could

increase the feasibility of using videotaping. Random sam-

pling of videotaped performances and student self-assessment

are possible advantageous alternatives.

The topic of employee interviewing has been identified

by several institutions as being an important entry-level

competency and is of interest to this researcher. No self-

instructional materials on progress interviewing were

located.

Problem Statement
 

The problem, therefore, addressed by this project was

allowing closer coordination of didactic and experiential

learning and positively affecting transfer of learning to

the real setting, while determining a practical evaluation

procedure. This problem was approached through development,

testing, and evaluation of alternative instructional ap-

proaches to teaching employee interviewing to students and

the comparison of alternative performance evaluation modes.



The dependent variable was a measure of student performance

on interviewing; the independent variable chosen to be manip-

ulated includes a range of levels of structured student

involvement with the materials to be learned (i.e., such as

formulating and writing answers to questions and role playing

interviews.)

Justification
 

Improving coordination of experiences and individuali-

zation of learning strategies, topic selection, alternative

evaluation modes, and costs are the four areas of justifica-

tion for this project.

Coordination of Didactic and Experiential

LearningIIn HNF 480 and IndIVidualization

of Learning Strategies

 

 

 

Due to schedule constraints, didactic portions of HNF

480 were presented in a six to eight hour block. Meeting

for such an extended period of time as a class was less than

optimal due to the difficulties inherent in maintaining stu-

dent and instructor enthusiasm and interest for several con-

secutive hours. Learning may be enhanced by shorter class

sessions and a variety of instructional techniques with

integration of field site and in-class activities (Lewis and

Beaudette, 1977.) Different events occur in the field exper-

ience facilities each day of the week and the students should

be assigned to the halls for experiential endeavors on each



of the days of the week. Development of self-instructional

materials would allow more freedom to better schedule class-

room activities.

Even when given extensive field experience, there are

some skills for which it is difficult or impossible to ar-

range practice; for example, it is unlikely that a student

would be allowed to perform a progress interview with an

employee, particularly in an institution with a labor union.

At the same time, it is an important skill for the entry-

1evel dietitian to obtain. In other cases, it may be dif-

ficult for the instructor to evaluate a student's perfor-

mance in the real setting because the instructor's presence

would change the sequence of events. It is also possible

that the level or quality of practice available to the stu-

dent at the field site is not adequate.

Selection of Topic
 

Research into essential competencies of the entry-

level generalist dietitian was used to determine a t0pic.

The dietetic component of the Food Science and Human Nutri-

tion Department at Michigan State University sent a series

of questionnaires to practicing dietetic professionals,

persons responsible for academic and professional prepara-

tion, and significant others such as hospital administrators

to determine the necessary entry-level competencies of

generalist registered dietitians. A list of several hundred

important competencies was developed. Several other



documents have been deve10ped also addressing the selection

and validation of competencies for professional dietetic pro-

grams (Howard and Shiller, 1977) while others have published

competencies directed to foodservice management programs

(FSMEC, 1975.) A review of these competencies indicates a

substantial amount of similarity.

The tOpic chosen (progress interviewing) addresses a

skill listed repeatedly as an essential competency of entry-

level foodservice management dietitians. Progress inter-

viewing was chosen since successful performance is vital,

but also because the content has remained fairly stable in

contrast to initial or employment interviews which are sub-

ject to changing legal standards and low reliability prob-

lems. Termination interviews are seldom the responsibility

of an entry-level dietitian.

Progress interviewing has been found by this researcher

to be difficult to teach and evaluate by the lecture and

written evaluation mode currently used in HNF 480. Employee

progress interviewing is also difficult to structure as a

real world experience and to evaluate through field evalua-

tions since managers are reluctant to allow students to

evaluate employees, particularly in unionized foodservices.

The skill of progress interviewing requires integration of

many knowledge areas; there is seldom one correct answer

since each set of circumstances is unique. Self-instructional

materials and simulation appear to be possible instructional

alternatives.



Alternative Evaluation Modes
 

Students' performance after studying the self-

instructional materials was recorded via videotape for eval-

uation purposes. Two alternative evaluation modes were com-

pared with the instructors' evaluation of the whole perfor-

mance for reliability: Students' self-assessment of whole

performance, and instructors' evaluation of random sample

segments of performance.

The time involved for two instructors to evaluate full

length videotaped performances is prohibitive and limits the

use of videotaped simulation evaluation. Random sample seg-

ment evaluation would also decrease the time necessary for

videotape evaluation and investigation into its reliability

is necessary. Students will be expected as professionals to

be able to evaluate themselves and require training and prac-

tice in self-evaluation to attain this skill. If students

can learn to reliably self-evaluate, the use of videotaped

simulated performances may be increased.

Costs of Instruction

Didactic instruction in support of the clinical exper-

iences which can be tallied as field experience hours to meet

ADA requirements may also assist in allowing increased en-

rollment in the CSP program.‘ In addition to increased en-

rollment, the self-instructional materials would allow the

instructor more time for field supervision since these
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materials would decrease the need for an all day class period

once a week. Preparation for, and management of, activities

for an all day class period demand a large amount of time on

the part of the instructor. Although materials deve10pment

would require a large time investment initially, it would

relieve the instructor of some didactic instruction commit—

ments and provide more time for personal student contact and

one-on-one instruction.

These instructional materials might also be useful in

traditional dietetics programs wherein some clinical practice

is desirable. Materials could be designed to allow use of

the written materials in conjunction with, or separate from,

the practice.

Since the number of similar dietetic programs is large

and expanding, it is also felt that these research findings

and materials would be useful to other programs across the

country. As of 1979, there were 64 Coordinated Undergraduate

Dietetics Programs in the United States. In addition, there

were 68 internships, 25 dietetic technician programs, and

155 dietetic assistant programs where the materials might be

applicable.

Summary

The general problems include: 1) a lack of coordina-

tion between didactic and real experiences, 2) poor provision

for Optimal transfer, 3) limited course enrollment, and 4)

practical limitations on time available for student
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More specifically, questions drawn from these

problems to be considered in the context of this study

include:

1.

The

With the content of instruction held constant,

does the student's level of participation in

instruction make a difference in student learning?

a. Will there be a difference in performance

between students who study a unit with

written embedded questions and answers in

comparison with students who interact with

the unit via writing answers to embedded

questions?

b. Will there be a difference in performance

between students who actually participate in

role plays in class sessions as compared with

students who observe or observe and evaluate

the role play?

Will student attitudes vary depending on level

of participation in the instructional unit?

Will there be a relationship between students'

scores on content (written objective examination)

and transfer (videotaped employee interview)

tests?

Will student self-evaluation be reliable in com-

parison with instructor evaluation?

Will evaluation of random segments be reliable in

comparison with whole evaluation?

What are the costs of the various methods in

relationship to each other and to learning out-

comes?

Limitations
 

study was limited by:

A threat to external validity since a random

sample from the p0pulation was not studied. The

subjects included 40 students enrolled in the

GDCSP since they most closely approximated the

national pOpulation of students in CUDPs wherein

the materials would be most useful.



12

A threat to internal validity, possibly including

student attitude about participating in the study

and biases of the instructor evaluators.

The accuracy, validity, and reliability of the

measurement instruments utilized.

Assumptions
 

It was assumed that:

1. All instructors involved with evaluation had

acceptable competence in the area in which stu-

dents were being evaluated.

Since all students were aware of the videotaping

situation, the effects due to these circumstances

would uniformly affect all of the performances.

Definitions
 

The following operational definitions are stated to

promote common understanding:

1. Administrative Dietitian, R.D.: The administra-

tive dietitian is a member of the management team

and affects the nutritional care of groups through

the management of foodservice systems that provide

optimal nutrition and quality food, (Glossary,

1974.

American Dietetic Association (ADA): The American

Dietetic Association is the professional organiza-

tion for dietetic practitioners who meet the

academic, experience, and endorsement requirements

for active membership. The profession of dietetics

is dedicated to: the improvement of the nutrition

of human beings; the advancement of the science

of dietetics and nutrition; and the promotion of

education in these and allied areas. ADA is

responsible for establishing educational and

supervised clinical experience requirements and

standards of practice in dietetics, (Glossary,

1974.)

Clinical experience: Education which is a com-

ponent of a curriculum and is based on actual

activities related to the practice of dietetics.
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When used with the title "dietitian", refers to

work in a patient or client-oriented situation

(Glossary, 1974.)

Clinical instructor: Faculty member, salaried by

the educational institution, whose major respon-

sibility is deve10ping and/or implementing some

part of the professional component of the die-

tetics curriculum.

Coordinated Undergraduate Dietetic Program (CUDP):

A formalized baccalaureate educational program in

dietetics sponsored by an accredited college or

university and accredited by the American Dietetic

Association. The curriculum is designed to co-

ordinate didactic and supervised clinical exper-

iences to meet the qualifications for practice

in the profession of dietetics (Glossary, 1974.)

Dietary: Pertaining to food or diet.

Dietetic practice: Performance of activities in

fulfilling a professional position in nutritional

care (Glossary, 1974.)

Dietetic Registration or Registered Dietitian

(R.D.): Registration is voluntary and indepen-

dent from membership in the American Dietetic

Association. Dietitians may become registered

by:

a. Meeting the education, experience, and en-

dorsement requirements defined by the Com-

mission on Dietetic Registration.

b. Successfully completing an examination of

basic knowledge related to the practice of

dietetics, and

c. Paying a registration fee.

Registration provides a convenient measure of

professional competence for use in deve10ping

registration and establishing standards. In

addition, it provides the advantage of a legally-

protectible designation (Glossary, 1974.)

Dietetics: A profession concerned with the

science and art of human nutritional care, an

essential component of health science. It in-

cludes the extending and imparting of knowledge

concerning foods which will provide nutrients

sufficient to health and during disease through-

out the life cycle, and the management of group

feedings (Glossary, 1974.)



10.

11.

12.

13.
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Dietetic Student: The following terms are pre-

sented to clarify the terms commonly used when

referring to persons enrolled in professional

dietetic education programs (Wenberg, 1977.)

a. Dietetic Student: A person enrolled in an

accredited college or university who has

declared a major in dietetics.

b. Student Dietitian: A person who is enrolled

in an undergraduate coordinated dietetic

educational program, accredited by the

American Dietetic Association to fulfill the

academic educational, the didactic and super-

vised clinical experience requirements to

become a professionally qualified dietitian.

c. Dietetic Intern: A person who has completed

the academic requirements of professional

education in dietetics and is enrolled in a

dietetic internship, approved by ADA to ful-

fill the didactic and supervised clinical

experience educational standards to become

a practicing dietitian.

d. Dietetic Trainee: A person who has com-

pleted the academic requirements of profes-

sional education in dietetics and is enrolled

in a dietetic traineeship, approved by ADA to

fulfill the didactic and supervised clinical

experience educational standards to become a

practicing dietitian. (This term will be

drOpped in 1980 when all enrollees will be

called dietetic interns.)

Directed Observers: Students who observed the

interview role play session and concurrently

evaluated the interviews using the criteria check-

list.

Field Experience: Assigned experiences in various

placement locations to practice skills (see clini-

cal experience.)

Foodservice Systems Management--Systems: An

array of components formed into a unified whole

to perform a systematic, purposeful activity.

When used in conjunction with foodservice, it

would be the components that make up the produc-

tion and service of food. Management: The pro-

cess of achieving desired results by the effective

use of human efforts and facilitating resources

(Glossary, 1974.)
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Observers: Students who observed the interview

role play session.

Professional Education: A prescribed program of

study and experience to develop competence in the

practice of a profession, social understanding,

ethical behavior, and scholarly concern (Glossary,

1974.

Progress Interview: Formal interviews conducted

with an employee to assess present job status,

solve problems, and formulate objectives for

performance.

Role Players: Students who conducted interviews

based on given scenarios in the role play session.

Unit with Examples: Written unit on progress

interviewing which included embedded questions

for which answers were provided for students to

read.

Unit with Practice: Written unit on progress

interviewing which included embedded questions

for which students formulated and wrote answers.

Hypotheses
 

following specific hypotheses were formulated and

tested by appropriate statistical methods with the .05 level

of confidence established for acceptance or rejection of the

hypotheses. The analysis of data followed primarily the

suggestions of Chambers and Hubbard (1978) to standardize

the procedures and to allow valid comparisons in educational

research in dietetics.

1. The performance on the progress interview written

examination of students taught by "Reading with

Practice" will be significantly higher than com-

parable students taught by the method of "Reading

with Examples."
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Hypothesis one is stated directionally based on sug-

gestions that student processing of information facilitates

retrieval (Bruner, 1961,) and Santogrossi and Colussy (1976)

who state that in an undergraduate psychology course, at-

tempts at mastery were more successful in unit with study

guide questions.

Performance on the written examination between stu-

dents studying the unit with examples and students studying

the unit with practice was compared with a t-test for inde-

pendent samples. The written examination was subjected to

an item analysis which included indices of discrimination

and difficulty to allow decisions to be made regarding im-

provement of the examination. Students' scores on the pre-

and post-tests were compared using a t-test for matched

pairs (Glass and Stanley, 1970.)

2. The performance on the progress interview prac-

tical examination of students taught by any one

of the methods "Reading with Examples", "Reading

with Practice", "Observer", "Directed Observer",

or "Role Player" will not differ significantly

from comparable students taught by any other of

the methods.

Hypothesis two is stated non-directionally based on the

research results of Holmes (1975) who found no significant

difference in learning between observers of live and video-

taped simulation sessions. On the videotaped post-test

interviews, differences between the sample means among ob-

servers, directed observers, role players, unit with prac-

tice and unit with examples, were tested for significance
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by three-way ANOVA (Glass and Stanley, 1970.) An item

analysis of the criteria checklist was completed to allow

decisions to be made regarding improvement of the materials.

3. The measured attitudes regarding the progress

interview unit of students taught by any one of

the methods "Reading with Examples", "Reading

with Practice", "Observer", or "Directed Observer",

will be less favorable than the measured atti-

tudes of comparable students taught by the "Role

Player" method.

Hypothesis three is stated directionally since al-

though research has not indicated differential attitudes be-

tween participants in a simulation, it is reported that sim-

ulation improves student attitudes (Ward, undated.) Dif-

ferences between reported attitudes of the test groups were

reviewed and meaningful differences tested using apprOpriate

statistics.

4. The performance of students on a progress inter-

view written examination will not correlate posi-

tively with the students' performance on the pro-

gress interview transfer test.

Hypothesis four is stated directionally since the

written objective examination measures information storage

while the criteria checklist measures actual skill perfor-

mance. Although it has been traditional to use written

examinations to predict later performance, they seem to be

two different kinds of abilities in this case. A relation-

ship between students' scores on the written objective exam-

ination and the post-test videotaped interview was deter-

mined by Pearson Product Moment Correlation (Terrance and

Parker, 1971.)



18

5. The students' self-evaluations of performance on

the progress interview practical examination will

not differ significantly from the instructors'

evaluations of the students' performance on the

progress interview practical examination.

Hypothesis five is stated non—directionally since there

is not evidence to lead to a directional hypothesis.

6. The instructors' evaluations of the videotaped

simulated progress interview will not differ sig-

nificantly from the instructors' evaluations of

the videotaped simulated progress interview by a

random sample segment method of evaluation.

Hypothesis six is stated non-directionally since re-

search by Wise and Donaldson (1961) indicates that random

sampling can be used effectively to evaluate employee per-

formance.

Ebel's inter-class correlation coefficient (Ebel, 1972)

was used to test inter-rater reliability between the instruc-

tors scoring the videotaped interviews, the students' self-

assessment of the videotaped interviews, and the instructors'

random sample evaluations.

7. The costs of utilizing self-instructional mater-

ials will be less than costs of traditional

teaching modes.

Hypothesis seven is stated directionally since, al-

though initial deve10pment costs are high, subsequent utili-

zation costs would be slight. Costs have been calculated

and are reported to allow appropriate comparisons.



CHAPTER II

REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE

Literature in the areas of dietetic education, trans-

fer, teaching alternatives, criterion-referenced testing

and measurement, attitude scaling, random sample segment

evaluation, and diagnosis and revision in the development of

instructional materials have been reviewed. Literature in

the area of employee progress interviewing has also been

reviewed and will be included within the instructional unit

as developed.

Dietetic Education
 

An overview of educational trends in the field of die-

tetics is important as a framework and foundation for this

research project. Current trends in dietetic education have

been reported extensively in the literature and three areas

can be readily identified as competency-based curriculum,

coordination of didactic learning and site experience, and

multiple strategies to individualize learning.

Competency-Based Curriculum
 

The curriculum evaluation mode for undergraduate pro-

grams in dietetics has shifted from "courses" to the

19
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"competencies" required of those seeking eligibility for

membership (Report of the Task Force, 1976) with the empha-

sis on specific objectives and personalization of instruction

(Hart, 1978.) The essential elements of those programs have

the following characteristics:

1. A focus on role-derived competencies to be demon-

strated.

2. Statement of competencies in behavioral terms.

3. Publication of the competencies.

4. Use of criteria to measure the competency and

stress on mastery rather than norm-referenced

testing.

5. Consideration of the learner's performance rather

than just knowledge.

6. Permission for the learner to progress at his own

rate (Hart, 1978.)

Several institutions have spent considerable resources

attempting to delineate competencies for entry-level gener-

alist dietitians (Howard and Shiller, 1977; Loyd and Vaden,

1977; MSU, Department of Food Science and Human Nutrition,

1976.) ADA has also established a committee to deve10p uni-

form competencies as preliminary work for competency-based

education across the dietetic profession (Report of the Task

Force, 1978.)

Coordination of Didactic Learning

and Site Experience

 

 

Another concept is that of coordinating clinical exper-

ience with didactic experiences to promote student motivation

and transfer of learning. Ideally, courses are designed to
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give the student the necessary background of theory and prac-

tical experience, to provide opportunities to apply knowledge

to the real world, to allow for discovery, and to develop

observational, problem-solving, and decision-making skills

(Watson, 1976.) Coordinated Undergraduate Dietetic Programs

are modeled after this concept and the numbers of such pro-

grams are increasing. Evaluation of CUDP's is beginning and

will grow in sophistication (Roach, 1978.)

A three-step model of theory, practice and discussion

of experience has been suggested to assist in integration of

didactic and clinical learning. In dietetics, the pre-

clinical study may include textbooks, articles, lectures,

discussions, self-help materials, and other learning tech-

niques, to allow the student to proceed to the clinical area

with a plan of action (Lewis and Beaudette, 1977.)

Multiple Strategies to

InHIVidualize’Learning

A variety of teaching-learning strategies have been reported

in the literature, primarily focusing on clinical rather than

management dietetics. Ohio State University's CUDP has de-

ve10ped and evaluated case studies for computer-simulation

of nutritional care delivery. These case studies are used to

supplement field experiences concurrently with didactic in-

struction. The researchers compared results on the simula-

tions with the students' pre-professional GPA, professional

courses GPA, scores on the American College Test, and



22

Myers-Briggs Personality-type Indicator. Faculty time was

also recorded. Findings from the two-year pilot studies

indicate no significant differences in academic learning and

clinical performance when students substituted computer-

simulated experiences for hospital-based experiences. Ohio

State is continuing use of the simulations (Breese, 95 31,

1977.)

Unklesbay (1977) discussed an instructional strategy

of students conducting foodservice clinics throughout

Missouri. Evaluation indicates that the students can con-

tribute to nutritional care of the elderly in Title VII

Nutrition Programs. The author suggests future research to

evaluate the use of alternate education techniques during

training programs with qualitative measurement of the stu-

dents' professional accomplishments.

Steed, at 31 (FSMEC Proceedings, 1975) report the de-

velopment of an instructional unit simulating an aspect of

labor relations related to foodservice including a contract

negotiation simulation and 10 incidents. Nineteen students

were involved in testing the unit. Evaluation of the ma-

terials was subjective with students reporting favorable

attitudes about this instructional mode.

A programmed instruction unit in institutional pur-

chasing for dietetic students was developed and evaluated by

Pietrzyk, gt El (1978.) Forty-five dietetic students in

three groups (students from CUDP's, dietetic assistant and

technician programs) were involved in testing. The students
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showed a significant increase in learning from pre- to post-

test (pf; .01) and measured attitudes were favorable. Time

to complete the unit was assessed.

Fiel, at El (1979) report a model to evaluate skills

of medical students which met two criteria: it had to be a

valid measure and it had to be used with a high degree of

reliability. The steps followed included: 1) selection of

a skill, 2) division of the procedure into objectives,

3) subdivision of objectives into steps by task description,

4) converting the task description into an evaluation instru-

ment by adding a rating scale for each task (a weighted

scale was used since it was felt that some items were more

important than others.) A student's score for the evaluation

was the sum of points given for each task. The authors

tested the model for inter-rater reliability and concluded

that each evaluator should be within:r.10 of the mean of the

rating scores. Results established the reliability of the

model.

Carroll and Monroe (1979) reviewed 73 studies on the

teaching of medical interviewing. Conclusions regarding im-

plications for teaching included: 1) instruction has gen-

erally promoted significant gains in interview skills,

2) provision should be made for direct observations and feed-

back on student behaviors to promote insight into complex

processes, 3) standardized presentations of model behaviors

may be more effective than live, spontaneous demonstrations,

4) instruction should include explicit statements of the
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skills to be learned and evaluated since structured, Specific

instruction with demonstration is more effective, and 5) this

type of teaching process is "enormously time consuming".

The authors make recommendations for future research includ-

ing questions regarding retention of skills and comparative

studies of single components of teaching methodologies be-

tween alternative programs.

Bell (FSMEC Proceedings, 1973 and 1975) suggests use of

a variety of evaluation measures from paper-pencil examina-

tions to real-world observations. This report suggests that

instructors utilize interviews, criterion checklists, stu-

dent self—evaluation, etc., to test a wide range of compe-

tencies.

Ingalsebeand Spears (1979) report the development of

a criteria checklist for evaluating student performance in a

dietetic foodservice management course utilizing the critical

incident concept introduced by Flanagan. Twenty-six students

were involved with the initial development by collecting and

recording critical incidents. Students' attitudes were

favorable about this type of evaluation due to its objec-

tivity and continuity.

In medical education, evaluation techniques have been

developed utilizing standardized interview situations, video-

taping, and clearly defined rating scales. Student-client

interviews were taped, after the unit on interviewing was

completed, and the videotaped performances were evaluated

by a medical staff member, social worker, and the client who
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had been interviewed. The study group elicited an average

of 76 percent on content and 86 percent on process items

while the control group averaged 47 percent and 62 percent

respectively. A significant difference (pf; .01) using the

Wilcoxon Rank Sum Test was found (Hutter, $3.21» 1977.)

In another study (Lansley and Aycrigg, 1970), stu-

dents' and faculty members' evaluations of a model of a

psychiatric interview were compared for inter-rater relia-

bility. The authors make an intriguing point: a basic

assumption is that the better student is one whose perfor-

mance most closely approximates that of the "expert" and may

deter advancement in the clinical sciences.

Hutter, gt a; (1977) report deve10ping checklists to

evaluate allied health students' interviews in a clinical

setting. The checklists were derived from the learning ob-

jectives for the unit and covered data that students were

required to address in the interview setting with clients.

Instructors evaluated taped interviews by the students and

found that students using the checklists performed better

than those not using checklists.

Direct observation by an instructor of a clinical en-

counter with a real or simulated patient can accomplish the

goal of reliable evaluation of students' skills (Barrows,

gt 21, 1976). Unfortunately, direct observation or review

of videotaped encounters can represent a tremendous drain

on faculty time. The authors attempted to solve the prob-

lem by designing a "self-assessment unit" which allows the
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student to carry out his own evaluation. Evaluation of

videotaped encounters with Simulated patients, multiple

choice exams with answer sheets, expert models of the simu-

lated encounter, and feedback from the simulated patient

were used for student self-assessment. Medical students

tended to be critical of their own performances and it was

necessary to have the sessions taped to accurately record

the events. Barrows, gt gt, (1976) view self-evaluation as

a critical activity throughout the physician's professional

life.

Pacoe and co-workers (1976) state that no one is bet-

ter able to judge some aspects of the interview such as

accurate empathy and non—possessive warmth than someone in

the client's position. A training model to provide feed-

back from simulated clients was developed.

The Department of Psychiatry at Michigan State Univer-

sity has attempted to develop new student performance eval-

uation modes (Muslin, gt gt, 1974) as it became apparent

that no single mode of assessment would adequately measure

the diversity of skills expected of the student. The four

varying procedures used included testing of cognitive objec-

tives, behavior observations, interview skills and self-

evaluation. Assessments included extensive use of video-

taped behavior to provide a standard simulus and to reduce

variability inherent with live patients. The use of video-

taped behavior also enabled repeated use of the learning

materials and increased the reliability of the ratings.
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Videotape also lends itself to self-instruction since the

student could view the tape independently. The deve10pment

of rating instruments for higher level behaviors was prob-

lematical due to the difficulty of 1) getting good models of

behaviors, 2) increasing inter-rater reliability, 3) setting

criterion levels for performances, 4) getting faculty to

subject their observational skills and biases to colleague

scrutiny, and 5) the non-quantifiable nature of some behavior.

The rating forms developed by Muslin, gt_gt (1974) were based

on objectives and included a continuum of levels of perfor-

mance. Some problems were reported in making the test "fair"

to students since different patients were assigned to each

student. In general, students were uneasy about live obser-

vers and raters.

In summary, since ADA has recommended a competency-

based curriculum for dietetic programs, many institutions

have deve10ped on this model. CUDP's are also required to

demonstrate a close coordination between didactic and ex-

periential learning. One method which has been recommended

and used extensively in dietetic education to allow closer

coordination, individualization of experiences, and better

preparation for field experiences, is self-instructional

materials. Evaluation instruments are continually being

deve10ped and tested. Criteria checklists have been tested

for evaluation of actual performances; they have also been

useful for evaluation of videotaped performances. Assess-

ment of inter-rater reliability is recommended. Student

self-assessment units have been utilized with success.



28

Transfer
 

Learning is brought about to establish capabilities

that will be of lasting usefulness to the individual, i.e.,

making it possible for an individual to perform in a situa-

tion not identical to the learning situation but similar to

what is learned for example, applying classroom learning in

a field experience site. This is termed "transferability"

and can be called lateral transfer since it refers to gener-

alization of the skill across a broad set of situations.

The transfer, and therefore usefulness, of learning will be

increased if it is practiced in as wide a variety of situa-

tions as possible when it is learned (Gagne, 1965.)

Bruner (1972) recommends inducing active participation

on the part of the learner and creating a challenge to solve

problems to promote transfer of learning. Bruner (1961)

states that active student processing of information encour-

ages differentiation and organization of the information more

than if it is passively received. If information is stored

and organized in terms of a person's own interests and cog-

nitive structures, there is more chance of it being acces-

sible when needed.

Goldstein and Sorcher (1974) have recommended a four-

step model for transfer training.‘ The first step is to pre-

sent the best possible demonstration of the desired behavior

for the learners to observe. The second step is practice of

the behavior by the learners. It is viewed as important to
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organize the training setting to focus on the Specific tasks

to be performed. Step three is providing for reinforcement

wherein group or individual feedback may be given to the

learners. The fourth step is planning for transfer to the

real setting by describing some possible problems, limita-

tions, etc., which may be encountered and discussing ways

of dealing with them.

Gropper (1975) defines transfer as the correct iden-

tification of a new stimulus which has not been encountered

during instruction and the making of a correct alternative

response to it which has not been practiced during instruc-

tion. He described the skills as 1) being able to see the

similarity between the non-encountered Stimulus and other

stimuli belonging to the same class, 2) being able to see

the Similarity between the non-practiced response and other

practiced or non-practiced correct alternative responses.

Methods for increasing transfer effectiveness of materials

are recommended: 1) provide recognition practice involving

pairs of stimuli belonging to the same class, 2) use of dia-

grams to call attention to similarities, 3) provide visual

or verbal cues to facilitate difficult generalizations,

4) provide model examples varying in similarity, and 5) pro-

vide rules which identify relevant and critical properties.

Davis, Alexander and Yelon (1974) refer to transfer

situations as referent situations or where the student will

need what he is learning. They describe a referent Situa-

tion test of performance which closely approximates the real

setting.
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Haslerud and Meyers (1958) tested the hypothesis that

principles derived by the learner solely from concrete in-

stances will be more readily used in a new situation than

those given to him in the form of a statement of principles

and an instance. Two groups of college students were given

the same task. Group A received rules to follow while Group

B received only examples of the completed task. When both

groups were tested initially, Group A performed better. How-

ever, when both groups were tested a week later, Group B

performed better.

To summarize, it is important that students be able to

make an application of knowledge in real settings and en-

hancing transfer will assist in accomplishing this applica-

tion. Active participation, problem-solving, practice with

corrective feedback, and examples of the task, have been

recommended to improve transfer. Simulation can encompass

a variety of these characteristics; role play and case study

are often a part of simulation.

Teaching Alternatives
 

Alternative teaching strategies have been researched

and recommended as possessing certain advantages. Simulation

has been advanced as a methodology for increasing transfer of

learning and as such would be a useful strategy for this pro-

ject. Case study and role play require students to use skills

in an applied fashion and also may tend to increase transfer

by allowing students to practice in a variety of situations.
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Simulation

Simulation can be described as a selective represen—

tation of reality. It emphasizes crucial aspects of a real

Situation and focuses the student's attention, while elimi-

nating extraneous, complicating factors (Davis gt gt, 1974.)

Simulation, which produces a close approximation of actual

events or processes, can represent a highly effective alter-

native method of eliciting complex skills or behaviors and

allow for practice of those skills. It requires active

participation of the respondent (Maatsch, 1974.)

Simulation has been used with apparent enthusiasm and

effectiveness and has been reported in the literature of

education, business, medicine, and allied health education

including dietetics (Gohring, 1978; Inbar and Stol, 1972;

McLean, 1978; Gines, gt gt, 1978.)

Maatsch (1975) describes a comparison of teaching a

Simple task using the various methods of 1) lecture manu-
 

script, 2) programmed instruction, 3) nominal lecture,
  

4) seminar, 5) observation groups, and 6) simulation. The
  

performance of recall, problem-solving, application and

recognition were tested. Simulation consistently showed the

best results; nominal lecture the poorest results. With

subsequent tests thirty days later, it was found that the

method did not differentially affect forgetting. Similar

performance results were found for active participants and

observers of a simulation. The simulation method enabled
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the students to pace themselves to allow time to process the

information. These students also received immediate feedback

for incorrect responses and, therefore, obtained a higher

performance level.

Holmes (1975) describes the difference between achieve-

ment when the student is a live observer of a simulation and

when he is an observer of a simulation via videotape. Obser-

ver performance and satisfaction was not significantly dif-

ferent for live vs. televised observation. The author also

found that observer performance could be improved by viewing

simulation participants with relatively low aptitude for the

learning task. This allowed the observer to hear more in-

structor feedback and also provided more time for information

processing.

Muslin gt gt, (1974) have suggested simulation as an

evaluation tool and have used simulation in medical education

to test interpretive Skills of Simulated clinical and labora-

tory data, problem-solving skills, and clinical judgment

using simulated problems in patient management, and inter-

personal skills and attitude by Simulated interviews and con-

ferences. This author states that simulation has some dis-

advantages as an evaluation tool since certain aspects of

reality or human behavior cannot be economically simulated or

apprOpriately measured by this method. For example, recall

of factual information is more economically and directly

measured by objective testing. Advantages of simulation as

an evaluation tool include: 1) the problems more closely
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correspond to reality, 2) the focus is on the elements of

primary concern, 3) the tasks may be standardized for all

examinees, 4) the criteria for performance may be specific,

detailed, and predetermined, S) the risk to real patients

is not a factor, and 6) the learning is enhanced through

prompt, specific feedback.

Ward (undated) states that the evaluation mode for a

simulation will depend on the objective or learner outcomes

desirable at the conclusion of the instruction. If the out-

come is to be an observable skill, raters such as instruc-

tors or possibly other students, can evaluate performance

with a checklist specific to that Skill. Other researchers

(Towar and Vosburgh, 1976; Fiedler, 1977) have reported a

method of training raters in order to develop inter-rater

reliability. The degree of acceptable reliability was es-

tablished at the discretion of the researcher depending on

the difficulty or complexity of the skill being rated.

Ward (undated) reports that the evaluation of instruc-

tional games or simulations should give account to three

aspects of the instructional materials and experience. First,

there must be a concern with what has been learned in terms

of content information. A second evaluation area is motiva-

tion or the students' affective response to the instruction

since one of the reasons for use of instructional Simulation

is to increase the interest level of the learner to enhance

learning. The third evaluation aspect is the concern for

transfer of learning. Although traditional education
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procedures usually have not tested transfer, this can be the

primary reason for using instructional games and simulations

and should be evaluated. Learning of information may be

evaluated using a written pre-test, post-test procedure.

Motivation can be evaluated by an observer to the simulation,

or the learners may be asked to evaluate their own level of

interest. Transfer evaluation is most effectively done in

longitudinal studies after learners' entry into the real

world setting; while ideal, this is impractical. It was sug-

gested that the skills to be learned be evaluated in a dif-

ferent but Similar simulation setting.

Case Study and Role Play

Role playing and written case studies require the stu-

dent to use the skills or make an application of the theory

to a real problem. The technique of role playing comes from

the work of Moreno (1953). Maier 23.21: (1975) stipulate

that the objective of role playing is to promote insight into

interpersonal relationships by asking one to play the role

of another. According to this author, role playing requires

the person to carry out an action or idea, permits practice

in carrying out that idea or action, promotes attitude change

by placing persons in specified roles where it teaches one

to be sensitive to the feelings of others, permits a better

understanding of the impact of feelings, and enables one to

find personal faults in a low-threat setting where training

to control feelings and emotions may be obtained.
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The case study approach to human relations was initiated

at Harvard University (Maier, gt gt, 1975.) Case Study may

be used to discourage snap judgments about people and be-

havior and limit the practice of looking for the "correct"

answer. The authors also state that the case study illus-

trates how the same set of events can be viewed from dif-

ferent perspectives, while it trains one to discuss situa-

tions with the emphasis placed on practical thinking. The

authors felt that role playing a case study would combine

these benefits, but the cases should include a minimum of

extraneous detail, produce results that are generalizeable

to other similar Situations, and exhibit interesting and

challenging experiences. 8

Simulation which is a close approximation of actual

events can elicit complex Skills and allow for practice of

those skills. Simulation has further been recommended as a

methodology to evaluate complex skill performance. Case

study and role play can be effective components of simula-

tion since they also require students to make an application

of knowledge and allow for practice in a variety of situa-

tions.

Criterion-Referenced Testing

andIMeasurement

 

 

Criterion-referenced testing is appr0priate to this

project since the evaluation is of a simulated performance

of a progress interview, rather than of the student's infor—

mation base. Although measures of criterion-referenced
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test validity and reliability are not firmly established,

some measures have been recommended.

A criterion-referenced test is one constructed to

yield measurements that are directly interpretable in terms

of specific performance standards. The usual norm-referenced

test is one that yields test scores that discriminate be-

tween individuals on the trait being measured. As developed

by McClelland (1976) at the Institute for Competence Assess-

ment, criterion-referenced testing has the following traits:

1. Measures use of, rather than storage of,

information.

2. Uses a format closely resembling performance-

related Situations, and

3. Measures abilities causally related to successful

performance rather than being merely correlated

with the performance.

Glaser (1963) and Popham (1975) were the first to

introduce and to popularize the field of criterion-referenced

testing. The purpose was to provide the kind of test score

information needed to make decisions arising in objective-

based instructional programs. Criterion-referenced tests

are currently used to monitor individual progress in objective-

based educational programs, to diagnose learning deficiencies,

to evaluate educational and social action programs, and to

assess competencies on various certification and licensing

examinations.

POpham and Husek (1969) note that test score relia-

bility is dependent on test score variability. Since it is

not uncommon to observe rather homogeneous distributions of



37

criterion-referenced test scores, they feared that test de-

velopers would scrap their tests because of low reliability

scores. These authors suggest that test developers should

understand low classical reliability estimates for tests

Since low values were to be expected. But no alternatives

were suggested at that time. Haladyna (1974) suggests that

test developers "create" test score variance by "pooling"

the two groups of learners (those expected to be masters and

those expected to be non-masters, perhaps a group of examinees

prior to receiving instruction) then apply one of the clas-

sical reliability approaches and interpret end results in

the usual way. Livingston (1972) suggests that the purpose

of a criterion-referenced teSt was to discriminate each exam-

inee's estimated domain score from a cut-off score. The

author indicates that it is then possible to re-define var-

iations in estimated domain scores and domain scores about

the "cut-off" score rather than define the mean domain score

which is the procedure in classical test theory. The farther

the group mean domain score is from the cut-off score, the

more reliable the scores are said to be. Shavelson, Block

and Ravitch (1972) suggest that reliability information is

needed on each subset of items measuring an objective in-

cluded in a test when test items are arranged into clusters

according to the objective being measured.

Carver (1970) proposes two procedures for assessing

reliability of criterion-referenced tests. The first pro-

cedure requires the administration of the same test to two
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comparable groups, and a comparison of the percentages of

examinees that were classified as masters. The second pro-

cedure requires the administration of two parallel tests to

the same group, and a comparison of the percentage of

"masters" on the two tests. With either procedure, the

more comparable the percentages, the more reliable the tests

are said to be. Carver's procedures were based on the repli-

cability of distributions, while the usual concept of relia-

bility in mental testing is based on the replicability of

individual scores, and would be a weak form of evidence for

criterion-referenced test reliability.

Hambleton and Novick (1973) suggest that the relia-

bility of mastery classification decisions should be defined

in terms of the consistency of decisions from two adminis-

trations of the same test or parallel forms of a test.

Several approaches to the determination of test length

have been reported (Novick and Lewis, 1974: Fhaner, 1974:

Millman, 1972 and 1973: and Wilcox, 1976.) The length of a

criterion-referenced test is related to the usefulness of

the test scores obtained from the test. Short tests, typi-

cally, produce imprecise domain score estimates, and lead to

mastery decisions that prove to be inconsistent across paral-

lel form administrations or test-retest administrations.

When criterion-referenced tests are used to assign learners

to mastery states, the problem of determining test length

is related to the number of classification errors one is
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willing to tolerate. One way to assure low probabilities of

misclassification is to make the test very long; this is

usually not feasible.

Millman (1973) recommended consideration of the fol-

lowing factors in setting cut-off scores for assigning

learners to mastery states:

1. Performance of Others: Set the cut-off so that a

pre-determined percentage of a group of examinees

pass.

 

2. Item Content: Have a set of experts inspect

items in a test to determine the minimum number

of items that learners must answer correctly in

order to be considered masters.

 

3. Educational Consequences: Determine the cut-off

score that maximizes the relationship between

test performance and some criterion measure such

as test performance on a subsequent objective to

which the first is a prerequisite skill.

 

4. Psychological and Financial Costs: Set a low

cut-off score when remediation costs are high

(Millman, 1974.)

 

5. Errors Caused by Guessing and Item Sampling:

Apply a correction factor to either the cut-off

score or learner test score.

 

Block (1972) studied the degree to which varying cut-

off scores during segments of instruction influenced end of

learning criteria. Six criterion variables were selected

for study: achievement, time needed to learn, transfer,

retention, interest, and attitude. The results revealed

that groups subjected to higher cut-off scores during in-

struction performed better on the achievement, retention,

and transfer tests. On the interest and attitude survey

there was a trend for interests and attitudes to increase
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until the .85 group, and then to level off. The .75 group

fared poorly on the transfer, interest, and attitude measures,

suggesting some extra-experimental influence. The results

seem to indicate that different cut-off scores may be neces-

sary to achieve different outcome measures.

Fremer (1974) outlined procedures to increase the vali-

dity of criterion-referenced tests under the following

topics:

A. Preparation of Objectives: "Amplified" objec-

tives may be more useffii than behavioral objec-

tives. An amplified objective is an expanded

statement of an educational goal which provides

boundary specifications regarding testing situa-

tions, response alternatives and criteria of

correctness.

 

B. Generation of Test Items: Items are generated

for domains, utilizing principles of item writing

used in norm-referenced achievement test con-

struction.

 

C. Item Analysis: This includes judgments of test

items by content specialists. The judgments are

made concerning the extent of "match" between

test items and the domains they are designed to

measure. Two questions are addressed: are the

domain specifications clearly written and is

there agreement among content Specialists that a

set of items adequately sample a particular do-

main? Another approach is to apply empirical

item analysis techniques that have been used fre-

quently in norm-referenced test construction.

 

Rovinelli and Hambleton (1977) asked content Special-

ists to rate test items relative to a set of objectives.

Their three possible ratings of a test item had the follow-

ing meanings: definite feeling that an item is a measure of

an objective, undecided about whether the item is a measure

of an objective, and definite feeling that an item is not a
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measure of an objective. The authors describe a second pro-

cedure involving the use of a rating scale. Content experts

were asked to rate the appropriateness of test items as mea-

sures of objectives. The ratings were tallied and averaged

to determine a rating.

Item analysis can also be accomplished by Cronbach's

(1971) duplication method. Two teams of equally qualified

item writers and reviewers work independently in developing

a criterion-referenced test. If domain specifications are

clear, and sampling representative, the tests should be

equivalent.

Empirical methods of item analysis may provide more

information. Discrimination indices may provide useful

information for detecting "bad" items. Henrysson and Wedman

(1974) argue that even carefully prepared domain specifica-

tions and precise item generation Specifications never com-

pletely eliminate subjective judgments that influence test

construction.

D. Item Selection, Test Length, Cut-Off Scores:

This step includes selecting a sample othest

items from the pOpulation of test items. Test

length and cut-off scores have been discussed

above.

E. Reliability and Validity Studies: These are com-

pleted after seiection ofiitems following guide-

lines discussed above.

 

A criterion-referenced test measures use of informa-

tion and uses a format closely resembling performance re-

lated situations. However, statistical measures of
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criterion-referenced tests are only now being deve10ped.

Recommendations have been made for determining test length,

assigning cut-off scores, and increasing validity.

Empirical Item Analysis
 

In relationship to competency-based materials, item

difficulty and item discrimination statistics may be used

primarily for improving objective examinations (Douglass and

Olson, undated.) Items with inappropriate difficulty levels

and/or low discrimination may reflect a poor item on a norm-

referenced exam, but not necessarily on a competency-based

examination. Therefore, judgment is required to eliminate

or improve items. An item can fail to act as desired for

one of three reasons:

1. The item may be faulty; it can contain clues

unrelated to relevant knowledge that hint at the

correct answers; it can be ambiguously or poorly

worded; or it can fail to reflect instruction.

2. The instruction can be misleading or inadequate.

The knowledge that the item is intending to mea-

sure may not have been learned.

3. The instructional objectives can be inadequately

specified. An item may not be measuring well

because no specific knowledge area serves as a

basis for the item.

It is important to know that items should never be

accepted or rejected solely on the grounds of item analysis.

The instructor's good judgment is used to write appropriate

items and it should be used to revise them. Poor items

should generally be revised rather than discarded. Four
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relatively simple and straightforward item statistics are

useful for evaluating criterion-referenced test items (Douglass

and Olson, undated.)

A. The Pre-test Index of Difficulty: This is simply

the percentage of the pre-test or uninformed

group answering the item correctly. The smaller

this index is the better the item. If a high per-

centage of the uninformed group of students can

answer an item correctly, there is probably a

clue in the item or the students may already have

the knowledge tested by the item before instruc-

tion. Close examination of the item Should re-

veal which situation exists.

The Post-test Index of Difficulty: This is the

percentage of students in the post-test or in-

formed group that answer the item correctly. This

index should be as high as possible. After in—

struction, most of the students should have the

knowledge which was taught. If the post-test

index is low the item may be misleading or ambig-

uous or the instruction may not be adequate in

that area.

The Pre-test Post-test Discrimination Index:

This is the post-test difficulty index minus the

pre-test difficulty index. It varies from 1.00 to

-l.00. This index should be fairly high Since it

is desirable for the post-test index to be high

and the pre-test index to be low. The discrimina-

tion index measures the group gain from pre—test

to post-test. It will be low if either the item

was easy for the uninformed group or difficult

for the instructed group. Again, a low index can

be caused by a faulty item or weak instruction.

The authors also state that the students' patterns of

response can provide useful additional information for

multiple-choice items. The pattern of response consists of

the number of students choosing each of the alternatives in

the multiple-choice item for pre-test and post-test.

Item analysis can aid with improving objective examina-

tions. Judgment is still required, as inappropriate dif-

ficulty levels or low discrimination may not necessarily
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reflect a poor item on a competency-based examination. Item

analysis statistics include the pre-test and post-test indices

of difficulty, pre-post test discrimination index and multiple-

choice pattern of response.

Attitude Scaling
 

An introduction to attitude scaling is important to

this project Since one of the instruments used was a student

attitude survey. An attitude is a predisposition to think,

feel, perceive, and behave toward a reference or cognitive

object (Kerlinger, 1973.) There are three major types of

attitude scales discussed in the literature.

The Thurstone-type or Equal-appearing Interval Scale,

places the individual along an agreement continuum, but also

scales the attitude items by importance (Butcher, 1956.)

This type of attitude scale may not give as much information

as the Likert Scale because of its dichotomous response mode

(Isaac and Michael, 1977.)

The Guttman-type or Cumulative Scales include a rela-

tively small number of homogenous items measuring only one

attribute. This scale gets its name from the cumulative

relationships between the items and the total scores of

individuals and is appropriate when only one attribute is

involved (Butcher, 1956.)

The Likert-type or Summated rating scales contain a

set of items considered equal in attitude or value loading.

Subjects can respond to the items with varying degrees of
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intensity on a scale ranging between extremes. The scores

are summed and averaged to find the total score. Summated

rating scales appear the most useful in behavioral research

since they are easier to develop and yield about the same

information as the more laboriously constructed equal-

appearing interval scale. Greater variances have been ob-

tained with Likert scales (Butcher, 1956) and comparisons

have shown that Likert scales produce higher coefficients of

reliability (Robinson gt gt, 1968: Maranell, 1974.)

Likert (1932) stipulates that in the construction of

summated scales: 1) each Statement should be of such a na-

ture that persons with different points of view will respond

differentially, 2) items cannot deal with statements of

fact, only with expressions of desired behavior, and Should

be written to deal with present rather than past attitudes

(the word "should" is a convenient way of stating the propo—

sition so that it involves a desired behavior); 3) each item

Should be clear, concise, straightforward, with a simple

vocabulary; 4) double-barreled statements Should be written

as two separate statements, 5) it is desirable to word the

statement so that the model reaction approximately falls in

the middle of the possible, and 6) statements Should be

worded so that about half of the items have one end of the

continuum as the response and the other half have the re-

sponse at the other end.

Kerlinger (1973) recommends that when constructing the

Likert scale, one Should prepare and select more statements
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than he is likely to use since after testing with a group

some statements may be found unsatisfactory. For scoring

purposes a numerical value must be assigned to the pos-

sible alternative responses. The lower number can be as-

signed to either end. Split-half reliability can be deter-

mined by correlating the sum of the odd statements for each

individual against the sum of the even Statements. Item

analysis can be done by calculating the correlation co-

efficient for each item. If a negative correlation is

found, it indicates that the numerical values are not pro-

perly assigned and that the one-five ends should be reversed.

If a zero or very low correlation is found, it indicates

that the statement fails to measure that which the rest of

the statements measure and is undifferentiating and contri-

butes nothing to the scale.

Poppleton and Pilkington (1963) compared the measure-

ment of one particular attitude by four scales. The Thurstone,

Guttman, Likert, and Guilford scales demonstrated reliability.

The Likert scale exhibited a high degree of validity and was

less difficult to use.

Robinson gt gt (1968) lists other criteria for atti-

tude scales as:

1. Comprehensive set of questions relevant to the

tOpic.

2. Item analysis Shows items significant at the .05

level.
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3. Avoids "response set" to attitude statements for

reasons other than the content of the items. Two

methods suggested to avoid this are to include

interesting and pleasant statements and to occa-

sionally list the responses from one to five in

reverse order.

Of the three major types of attitude scales discussed

in the literature, the Likert-type scale is simplest to

deve10p and research indicates that it can yield about the

same information as other scales. Likert (1932) describes

parameters for construction of these scales.

Random Sample Sggment Evaluation
 

The random sample evaluation of videotaped perfor-

mances was initiated by reports in the literature of work

sampling for employee evaluations. This type of work sam-

pling is a quantitative technique for measuring and analyz-

ing activities, primarily applied to industrial settings and

employee evaluation. The technique requires the use of ran-

dom, short observations and is based on the law of large

numbers which states that the distribution of random samples

tends to resemble the total distribution from which the sam-

ples are drawn. Each minute of the total population of

minutes must have an equal chance of being drawn in random

sampling. The accuracy of work sample technique was com-

pared with that of continuous time studies using 14 indus-

trial operations and the average difference between the two

methods was 2.5 percent (Wise and Donaldson, 1961.) Random

sample segment evaluation was utilized in a foodservice
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operation to analyze student employee payroll requirements

between kitchen facilities and the results were used to make

recommendations for improvements in services (Wilson, 1956.)

The theory of distribution of random samples resembling

the total distribution from which the samples are drawn has

been applied to employee evaluation in industrial settings

and can be accurate. An application to student performance

evaluation remains to be tested.

Diagnosis and Revision in the Development

ofIInstructional Materials

 

After testing and evaluation of the instructional

materials developed, some revisions will be necessary to

improve them. Literature in the area offers guidelines for

diagnosis and revision to improve materials.

Revision consists of the introduction of, alteration

of, or substitution of display, response, or feedback mechan-

isms which were used in deve10pment. Gropper (1975) sug-

gests revisions of instructional materials based on student

achievement data that indicate Significant improvement in

learner achievement after testing, evaluation, and revision.

This author reports four data sources for evidence on which

to base revision decisions:

1. The developers' own characterization of the pro-

gram in testing.

2. The results of students' performance.

3. Student characterization of the program.

4. Comparison of program results for differing

groups.
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If the materials are favorably evaluated, the developer

can proceed with revision on an ad hoc basis, revising indi-

vidual tasks which student error or personal inspection re-

veal to be faulty, without negatively altering results. If

the materials are not favorably evaluated, diagnostic effects

must be more sophisticated and extensive.

Student errors during instruction and on criterion-

referenced tests have been used to guide program revision.

Front-end analysis of objectives identifies what students

are expected to learn; diagnosis for revision Should iden-

tify what students have achieved or failed to achieve. If

a student fails to generalize or transfer from the learning

situation to the testing Situation, certain program omis-

sions are likely: too few examples were used or they were

insufficiently varied (Gropper, 1975.)

Summary

A review of literature in the area of dietetics indi-

cates testing and evaluation of a wide range of instruc-

tional technologies; however, there is a lack of information

and research in the area of progress interviewing applied to

institutional foodservice. Client interviewing in the clini-

cal dietetics setting is well represented in the literature

and some instructional deve10pment has been accomplished

(Breese, gt gt, 1977.) The focus and content of this type

of interviewing is very different from employee progress

interviewing. Instructional units dealing with communication
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Skills and the interviewing process are available, but do

not deal with the content area of employee evaluation (Welsch,

Adam and Fitz, 1979.) The content areas of the employment

interview and employee evaluation are discussed to some ex-

tent, but no self-instructional units were found (West, gt gt,

1978.) Since this Skill is considered essential, develop-

ment of materials is necessary.

From a variety of instructional strategies, methodol-

ogies effective in increasing transfer would be most advan-

tageous in the context of this project since employee inter-

viewing is a skill that the entry-level dietetian will be

required to achieve. A variety of instructional alterna-

tives such as individualized materials to allow students to

study the materials at their own pace and at apprOpriate

times in relationship to the field experience, simulation to

allow students to practice the skills in a variety of Situa-

tions, case studies and role play to increase transfer, are

recommended. These materials should be developed on a

competency-based, criterion-referenced model.

Until quite recently, there have been few reliable

guidelines for criterion-referenced test construction,

assessment, and test score interpretation and this has ham-

pered the use of these tests. Standard procedures for test-

ing and measurement within a norm-referenced framework have

become well known, but work is needed regarding criterion-

referenced tests. A basic difference in comparison to norm-

referenced tests is that criterion-referenced tests are not
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constructed specifically to maximize the variability of test

scores, whereas a norm-referenced test is so constructed.

Since the distribution of scores on a criterion-referenced

test will tend to be more homogeneous, there will be less

variance which is critical to the usual interpretation of

norm-referenced statistical tests. The use of empirical item

analysis Statistics has been recommended to improve criterion-

referenced tests. Criterion-checklists have been recommended

to evaluate videotapes of student performance.

Random sampling has been applied to employee evalua-

tion in industrial settings and compared with standard em-

ployee evaluation. It may be a useful technique in super-

visor observation of employee performance to improve em-

ployee evaluation while decreasing amount of time Spent in

evaluation.

After completion of testing and development of mater-

ials, analysis of Student errors typically have provided

researchers and developers with diagnostic evidence to guide

program revision. Front-end analysis of objectives identi-

fies what students are expected to learn; diagnosis for re-

vision should identify what students have achieved and have

failed to achieve.

Using the literature as a guide, the specific project

addressed in this research was the development, testing, and

evaluation of an instructional unit on employee interviewing

including self-instructional and Simulation components to

allow: 1) students to use the materials in conjunction with



52

appropriate experiences in field sites, and 2) facilitation

of transfer of the Skills to real world settings. Evaluation

instruments are criterion-referenced. Comparisons were made

between performances of students who had varying levels of

active participation in the learning process. Evaluation

was conducted in three modes to allow comparisons between:

1) instructors' whole evaluation, 2) students' self-assessment,

and 3) instructors' random segment evaluation.



CHAPTER III

METHODOLOGY

Methodology is described under the headings of design,

preliminary procedures, and research procedures conducted to

carry out the planned design.

Design

The research has been divided into two segments to

describe the design developed. The first part was evalua-

tion of the self-instructional unit and simulation practice

sessions with student performance scores as the dependent

variable. The second part was comparison of the three modes

utilized to evaluate student performance and again perfor-

mance scores were the dependent variable.

Evaluation of the Instructional Materials
 

Test groups were formulated to vary the amount of re-

quired interaction with the instructional materials to com-

pare effectiveness of learning as measured by a score on a

post-test Simulated employee interview. Independent var-

iables included: for the self-instructional materials

1) a written unit with practice wherein students were re-

quired to formulate and write answers to embedded questions,

53
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2) a written unit with examples wherein students were re-

quired to read embedded questions with answers provided; and

for the practice session 3) observers who watched the role

play practice, 4) directed observers who observed and eval-

uated the role play practice utilizing a criteria checklist,

and 5) role players who conducted interviews in the practice

session. Table 1 describes the test group assignments. The

dependent variable was student performance on a post-test

simulated employee interview as measured by a criteria check-

list. Figure 1 displays the two by two by three way analysis

of variance (ANOVA) design.

TABLE 1

 

 

 

 

 

 

Test Group Assignments

‘ Student Enrollments for

Treatments Academic Terms, 1978-1979

Fall Winter Spring

1. Unit with Examples 3 juniors 3 seniors

Observer

2. Unit with Examples 3 juniors 3 seniors

Directed Observer

3. Unit with Examples 4 juniors 4 seniors

Role Player

4. Unit with Practice 3 juniors 3 seniors

Observer

5. Unit with Practice 3 juniors 3 seniors

Directed Observer

6. Unit with Practice 4 juniors 4 seniors

Role Player      
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FIGURE 1

Two by Two by Three-Way ANOVA Design
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Unit ETI/r

with
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Unit
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Practice Senior Students

Junior Students~

Role Observers Directed

Players Observers

Comparison of Three Evaluation Modes

Student performance on the post-test simulated employ-

ee interview was videotaped to preserve the performance for

several evaluation procedures. Once again, the score re-

ceived by the student was the dependent variable. Indepen—

dent variables included: 1) instructors' evaluation based

on whole performance evaluation, 2) student self-assessment

of performance, and 3) instructors' evaluation based on ran-

dom segment evaluation.

Preliminary Procedures

Prggress Interview Unit Deve10pment

The progress interview unit was developed beginning

with a list of learning outcomes which the learner should

achieve with a final objective to develop the ability to
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plan and conduct a simulated progress interview (see objec-

tives in Appendix B.) Test questions were written for the

unit to include many examples of real world problems which

required the student to think about and plan the various

steps of the interview model. Background information and

theory were written as the first part of the unit, followed

by the interview model and a written description of each

step of the model with situationally Specific examples for

each step.

A hierarchical analysis of the content of the unit

(following Hiob's, 1978, self-instructional module on pre-

paring modules) was completed and is shown as Table 2.

Hiob's model is based on Gagne's domains of learning, Table

3, which indicate progressively more complex types of lear-

ner behaviors. This analysis can be helpful to the instruc-

tional developer in sequencing information to facilitate

learning.

Davis, Alexander, and Yelon (1974) describe a syste-

matic design process for instructional materials development.

The first stage is describing the current status of the lear-

ning system including the purpose, resources, students and

teacher qualities. Second is deriving and writing learning

objectives which are precise and unambiguous. The third

stage is planning an evaluation system to determine if ob-

jectives are met. Task description (determining the Steps

involved in performing the task) and task analysis (types of

learning involved in a task) are completed to guide decisions

about sequence and extent of information to include. A flow
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TABLE 2

 

Hierarchical Analysis of the Progress Interview Unit

 

 

P
R
E
—
R
E
Q
U
I
S
I
T
E
S

1 States human motivation theories.

2 Demonstrates interpersonal communication skills.

3 States reasons for employee evaluation and

describes employee evaluation techniques.

 

 

4 Describes expectancy and contingency motivation

theories.

Demonstrates characteristics of effective feedback.

Identifies effects of the interviewer's attitude

about performance appraisal.

7 Identifies problem-solving skills.

Discriminates priorities for a progress interview.

9 Discriminates specific job requirements from an

individual employee's personal characteristics.

10 Originates pre-planning for an interview.

11 Discriminates employee strengths.

2 Discriminates the counterparts of weaknesses.

13 Chooses interview location and environment.

14 States reasons for advance appointments.

15 States reasons for employee self-assessment.

16 Generates solutions to problems through the employee.

17 Demonstrates controlling the direction and content

of an interview.

18 Generates job-related goals with the employee.

19 States reasons for and uses of timelines.

20 Identifies consequences of appropriate performance.

21 Identifies reasons for documentation of the inter-

view process and outcomes.

22 States uses of the interview records.

23 Generates an evaluation of the interview process

and results.

24 States reasons for a planning guide for interviewing

25 Generates a planning guide for an interview.

26 Originates a simulated progress interview and

evaluates it.
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chart resulting from the task analysis became the core of

the interview model and was included in the instructional

materials (see Figure 2.)

The two methods described (task analysis and hier-

archical analysis) were used to determine content and se-

quencing of the information concerning interviewing. The

results of each analysis were compared and found to be simi-

lar in terms of the structure of the interviewing instruc-

tional materials. Literature regarding progress interviews

recommends a sequence to teach interviewing which includes

providing background theory, a behavioral model, practice of

the behavior, and evaluation and feedback to the learner

(Richetto and Zima, 1976; Lopez, 1975.) This model and the

content analyses were utilized in this project.

Two units were completed with identical content. One

included written answers to the embedded questions for the

students to read (unit with examples) and the other included

questions followed by blank space for students to formulate

and write their own answers (unit with practice.)

Four scenarios were written to use as testing and

classroom practice Situations, following completion of the

self-instructional unit by students (see Appendix B.) Four

different scenarios were developed utilizing common, real

world experiences and included instructions for the inter-

viewer, instructions for the interviewee (employee), and

instructions for the evaluator of the interview. One was

used as a pre-test, prepared and videotaped prior to begin-

ning the unit. Two scenarios were used in the classroom for
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role play practice. The scenarios were accompanied by an

organization chart to allow the student to visualize the

larger organizational framework and a job specification of

the particular position of interest in the scenario. When

the materials were in draft form, a formative evaluation by

volunteer experts and students was completed.

Formative Evaluation of the Unit

Expert Evaluation: Expertise in terms of recruiting

reviewers includes academic expertise in the content area,

practical expertise in applying the content area in the

field, and instructional development expertise in relation-

ship to the structure of the materials. Six reviewers agreed

to participate in the formative evaluation procedure includ-

ing experts in content and experts in instructional develop-

ment. Two foodservice managers, who are actually using the

skill in the field, reviewed the documents. One of these

two reviewers was a foodservice coordinator who has the re-

sponsibility to make employee progression decisions and to

recommend training programs for foodservice supervisors.

The four remaining reviewers included one professor of food-

service systems management, two industrial psychologists

with experience and academic background in instructional

development, and one professor in the area of learning and

evaluation services.
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The first document sent to reviewers included objec-

tives written for the progress interview unit listed on

sheets with a one to four rating scale from "This objective

is very important" (1), to "This objective is not important

and should be deleted" (4), (see Appendix B for an example

of the form utilized.) The reviewers were asked to rate the

objectives using the scale and were encouraged to make writ-

ten or oral comments.

The second document sent to reviewers consisted of 57

test items written for the unit. These items included both

the embedded test items which appear in the text of the unit

and the written pre- and postetest items. These items were

listed on sheets with a one to three rating scale from "This

item is appropriate to measure the objective" (1) to "This

test item is not appropriate to measure the objective and

should be deleted" (3). Again, reviewers were encouraged to

make comments if desired.

The last document for review was the criteria check-

list developed to evaluate the role play interviews. Re-

viewers were asked to critique the checklist.

Student Evaluation: Three student volunteers partici-
 

pated in the one-on-one formative evaluation of the revised

unit and test instruments. Each of the three students,

similar in academic background to the target population of

this study, was currently enrolled in the traditional die-

tetic major in the Department of Food Science and Human Nu-

trition. Two were junior level and one a senior-level
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student. At Michigan State University, these students most

closely approximate the academic backgrounds of students in

the GDCSP.

The researcher met with and reviewed each step of the

unit with each student independently. The student was asked

first to complete the pre-test to allow a subjective evalua-

tion of the test difficulty. The student then worked through

the unit, marking any place in the test which was ambiguous

or confusing. The student was also asked to mark embedded

test items in the text which were ambiguous or confusing, or

to which the answer was not clear from the text. As a final

task, each student completed the post-test to correct errors

and/or discuss any items about which there was a question.

Selection of the Actress to Play

the Part of the Employee

 

The students were to videotape a post-test employee

progress interview as the final evaluation component of the

interview unit. It was necessary to locate a person to play

the role of the employee during this post-test interview

recording who had no prior contact with the students in-

volved in the study. It was felt that standardization of

the difficulty of the post-test was desirable to allow re-

liability of the observer evaluations. A trained inter-

viewer was employed to play the part of the employee.
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The Michigan State University Student Employment Manual
 

includes a job description which was considered appropriate:

Interviewer IV, job number 354. The description was as

follows:

Functions as a simulated patient responding verbally

in a medical interview situation directed by student

physicians. Instruction on simulated program and

supervision is received from the Interview Training

Aide supervisor, supervisory physician, or desig-

nated official. Qualifications may vary according

to implemented program. (p. 22.)

The office of Medical Education, Research and Develop-

ment in the Colleges of Osteopathic and Human Medicine at

Michigan State University has used interviewers extensively

in physician training. Ms. Holly Holdman, in the Education

Resources section, has worked extensively with simulated

patients and has published a manual, The Training of Simu-
 

lated Patients. Ms. Holdman was contacted and asked to
 

recommend an interviewer to play this role. She responded

with several recommendations and subsequently two were con-

tacted for interviews. The woman employed came with the

following recommendation:

She's dynamite, very mature, very good at giving

feedback, and an MSU student.

Role of the Actress with the Students
 

The actress was given a copy of the scenario written

for the final examination and asked to learn her role. Be-

fore the first videotaping was scheduled, the researcher

met with the actress to discuss the scenario. Since the
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actress had no experience in an institutional foodservice,

it was necessary to give her additional details regarding

the situations described to assist her in making realistic

responses to the students' inquiries during the interview.

The actress studied the content of the interview unit and

the student performance evaluation criteria. She was in-

structed to expect an upward time limit of thirty minutes

for each interview.

The developer discussed the concept of standardizing

responses with the actress before the research was con-

ducted. Standardization of responses was limited since

students could ask a variety of questions and the actress

had to be free to respond in a realistic manner to each of

the students. It was determined that the important aspect

of standardization was to avoid extremes of ease or diffi-

culty in the different interviews. There were Specific

items which the actress would introduce into each of the

interviews as well as some standard responses to the stu-

dents' questions. Students were given feedback on their

interview technique after the interview.

The sequence of events was: 1) student conducted

interview, 2) student completed self—evaluation of the

interview, 3) student received feedback from the point of

view of the "employee" on the interview interpersonal tech-

nique, and 4) the student was given the Opportunity to change

any self-ratings for the interview, but reasons for the change

had to be listed. The students were also asked to comment

on the post-test interview experience.
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Research Procedures
 

Sample Selection
 

Since the CSP has limited enrollment, the primary group

of students to participate in the research were selected by

the standards set by the Department of Food Science and Human

Nutrition for entry into the program (Appendix A.) The 20

available Openings are filled by a random computer selection

from the eligible applications.

Student Assignments to Test Grggps

Twenty junior and 20 senior CSP students participated

in the study during Fall, Winter, and Spring terms, 1978 to

1979. The 20 juniors and 20 seniors were placed in test

groups by random assignment. Juniors were involved in the

first trial, then a second trial was conducted involving

the senior students.

The junior students involved in the first test of the

unit met as a group one day of the week in the framework of

the course HNF 301, then divided into two groups of 10 for the

lab sessions during the week. Senior students were involved

as part of the course HNF 480; 10 registered each of Winter

and Spring terms.

Each Of the two groups of 20 students (junior or sen-

ior) were first divided and assigned to the test groups

1) unit with examples or 2) unit with practice. Assignments

were made using a table of random numbers and the registrar's

alphabetical class list.
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The 10 students in each of these test groups were then

assigned to one of the three test groups 1) role players who

conducted interviews in the practice session, 2) Observers

who observed the role play practice, or 3) directed obser-

vers who observed and evaluated the role play interviews

using the criteria checklist, again by utilizing a table of

random numbers and the registrar's alphabetical class listing.

Instrumentation
 

Personal Information Sheet: In order to describe the
 

subjects and to assess variability among students in back-

ground and experience, a personal information sheet was de-

vised to Obtain data including: name, student number, cur-

rent enrollment classification, GPA, academic training in

the areas Of communications, psychology, management, food-

service administration, labor relations, and education, and

experience in foodservice facilities, (where, when, duration

and position.) A sample of the personal information sheet

is shown in Appendic C. Personal information was tallied to

concisely describe these parameters of the subjects.

Written Objective Examination: All test items were
 

written to measure enabling objectives for the instructional

materials. Fifty-seven test items were reviewed and rated

by experts and modifications completed before use of the ma-

terials. Of the 57 items, 37 were utilized as the written

final examination and 20 were utilized as embedded questions.
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All 37 items included in the written examination were objec-

tive in nature; computer answer sheets were utilized to fa-

cilitate analysis. Fremer's (1974) procedures for increas-

ing validity of criterion-referenced tests were used as

guidelines. Item analysis was conducted to generate data

useful in improving the examination. The 37 item objective

examination was utilized as a pre- and post-test and is

shown in Appendix C. Cut-off scores for mastery assignment

were set at different levels, .75 and .80, for the junior

and senior studentsrespectively,based.on higher academic

status of senior students. Cut-Off levels were determined

based on Millman's (1973) criteria.

Criteria Checklist: A checklist was developed to
 

evaluate student performance on the interviews. Fourteen

items were included on the checklist with a rating scale

from one to four or "not applicable". Points from one to

four for each item included specific descriptors of behavior

which represented a rating of l, 2, 3, or 4 to guide eval-

uators' assignment of points. A sample of the criteria

checklist is shown in Appendix C. Reviewers had an oppor-

tunity to respond to the criteria checklist and many sug-

gestions were utilized to make improvements.

The 14 items were abstracted from the flow chart devel-

oped as an interview model from the task analysis. These

items were gleaned from the literature concerning progress

interviewing as being important to the success Of the inter-

view, both from a process and content perspective. They
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represent crucial aspects of an employee interview as well

as items which are observable from the perspective of the

evaluator. Evaluation does not require the evaluator to

make assumptions regarding unobservable events or processes.

Cut-off score was set at .75 for assignment to mastery

or non-mastery states Since a rating of 3 on all items (or

.75) is acceptable performance while a 4 rating (1.00) is

near perfect performance and practically non-attainable

without extensive experience in interviewing.

Attitude Scale: A modification of two affective eval-
 

uation forms was used: 1) the affective evaluation form

used previously in developmental work from Dr. Stephen Yelon

(MSU Learning and Evaluation Service) and 2) the form used

by Dr. Rose Tindall (1976) in her dissertation to evaluate

student responses to instructional materials. The items

were developed to evaluate four aspects of the instructional

materials: clarity, reasonableness, perception of amount

learned, and perception of feedback received. Seventeen

items were written following Likert's (1932) guidelines for

item development. Three open-ended items were included as

well. Items were placed on a one to five point Likert-type

scale with descriptors from "strongly agree" to "strongly

disagree". A sample of the attitude scale is in Appendix C.

The attitude survey had been field tested previously

in testing and evaluation of other instructional materials.
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The instrument had been revised and refined several times to

ensure items which were clear and congruous with the rating

scale. Students completed the survey individually.

Time Records: As part of the cost assessment, stu-
 

dents were asked to estimate time Spent on the units. Class

time and student counseling time were recorded by the instruc-

tor. Faculty time involvement included time Spent in pre-

paration of materials, classroom procedures, and in evalua-

tion of objective and practical examinations.

Classroom Procedure

During the initial meeting in the sequence for this

unit students were informed of the required activities in-

cluded in the progress interview unit. Students were

asked to complete a personal information Sheet and a writ-

ten pre-test examination of the interviewing unit. Com-

puter answer sheets were used to facilitate scoring and item

analysis. Students were asked to videotape a pre-test and

a scenario was distributed for use as a guide in the pre-

test to standardize the content to allow for reliable eval-

uations. The students completed the pre-test interview

videotape in pairs during the following five days. Students

completed an evaluation of their pre-test for comparison

with the instructors' evaluations of the pre-test. The pre-

test written and performance evaluation results were com-

pared with post-test results to measure improvement. After



71

the pre-test had been videotaped, the unit was distributed

to students. Students completed the unit outside the class-

room.

At the beginning of the class session, students com-

pleted a written post-test over the content of the unit com-

pleted outside of class. The students then met in two groups

of 10 students each for the role play practice. Prior to

practice sessions, students were randomly assigned to one of

the three test groups: role player, directed observer, or

observer. Four interviews were practiced during the session,

with open discussion following each of the interviews. The

practice was guided by two scenarios which were included in

the unit materials to allow pre-planning by all students.

These practice sessions were videotaped to collect examples

of interviews to use with the unit in the future. The group

required to write responses in the unit turned in their ma-

terials to the instructor to allow a check for completed

written responses. After the practice sessions, the stu-

dents were asked to complete the student attitude survey

regarding the unit. At the conclusion of practice, students

made appointments for the post-test videotaping with the

Simulated employee.

During the following week, post-test videotaped inter-

views were completed with a detailed scenario to structure

the interview. Each post-test interview required approxi-

mately one hour. Students completed an evaluation of their

post-test performance. The timeline for implementation of

the materials is shown in Figure 3.
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FIGURE 3

 

Timeline of the Unit Implementation

 

 

written and Complete Self— Practice Schedule and

Videotaped Instructional Sessions Complete Video-

Pre-test Unit taped Post-test

Week 1 Week 2 Week 3 Week 4      

Whole Performance Evaluation
 

Two instructors viewed videotape recordings of the

pre- and post-test simulated interviews and evaluated them

using the criteria checklist. Two instructors completed

evaluations to allow for development and measurement of

inter-rater reliability. Evaluators were given training to

improve inter-rater reliability which included review and

discussion of each of the items on the checklist and their

related point scale descriptors as well as sample interviews

to practice evaluation.

Student Self Assessment
 

Each student evaluated her own pre- and post-test

interview subsequent to its performance using the criteria

checklist. After the post-test, the student evaluated the

performance, received feedback from the actress, and then

had an Opportunity to change ratings based on this feedback.

Few students Opted to change their own ratings after feed-

back and these change data were ignored in the analysis.
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The feedback given to students after the interview consisted

of subjective response on the part of the "employee" to the

interviewer. Students' comments (Appendix D) indicate that

they learned from this feedback, but it did not relate

specifically to the items on the checklist, and this may

explain why students did not choose to change their own

ratings.

Random Sample Segment Evaluation
 

To determine the feasibility of decreasing the time

required for evaluation and thereby increasing the possi-

bility of using videotaping, random samples were taken from

videotaped interviews by randomly selecting 42-second seg-

ments of the tapes. The videotaped recorder counter was

utilized to designate the length of each of the interviews.

On the Sony VTR presently in use in the Dietetics Instruc-

tional Resources Center, 27 units on the counter is approxi-

mately equal to 85 seconds. The researcher viewed selected

interviews to determine how long segments should be to view

as random blocks. It was determined that segments should be

at least 42 seconds for two reasons: 1) the instructors

felt that this time frame allowed them to determine what was

occurring in the interview segment and make a judgment about

the students' performance, and 2) the counter on the video-

tape recorder had to be accommodated.
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The length of each interview was determined in units

by the counter and this number was divided into lS-unit seg-

ments (approximately 42 seconds each.) The lS-unit segments

were listed individually on cards, cut into standard size,

and placed in a box to allow random selection. The number

of lS-unit segments varied by the length of the videotaped

interview. Half of the units were drawn from the box in a

random fashion to complete a random sample of half of the

units in the interview. The number of segments selected

varied depending on the length of the interview but always

comprised half of the interview. The numbers of each segment

were noted on a card taped to the videotape container, in

consecutive order so that evaluators would be able to deter-

mine which segments to evaluate and so that evaluators would

be able to start at the beginning of each tape and progress

through the tape to the end without having to rewind. Exam-

ples of the sets of numbers drawn are shown in Figure 4.

FIGURE 4

Examples of Random Sample Sets of Videotaped

Performance Segments by Counter Number

 

  

 

 



CHAPTER IV

RESULTS

Progress Interview Unit

Preliminary Evaiuation

 

 

Objectives, test items, and the criteria checklist

were evaluated by subject matter and instructional develop-

ment experts. The importance of each objective to the

course content was rated on a one to four scale (Pvery impor-

tant" to "Should be deleted" respectively.) Initially, ob-

jectives were complex with more than one level of perfor-

mance required. The major area of reviewer comments was the

need to re-write Objectives into smaller, specific perfor-

mances. The ratings were tallied and are shown in Appendix

B. One objective received a rating of more than three (a

poor rating) and was subsequently eliminated. The objective

was that the student "will state reasons for using timelines

and will generate a timeline given data to graph". A re-

vised set Of objectives as included in the materials is

shown in Appendix B.

Fifty-seven test items were rated by these same re-

viewers on a one to three scale ("apprOpriate to Objective"

to "should be deleted" respectively.) The ratings were tal-

lied and appear in Appendix B. The most noted changes were

75
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suggestions for word deletions, substitutions, or re-ordering

of sentence structure for clarification. The revised set of

test items is shown in Appendix C. Table 4 lists the speci-

fic test items developed to evaluate each objective.

The criteria checklist for the role play interviews

was the last document for expert review. Suggestions were

made to clarify the rating scale descriptors, to place these

descriptions closer to the rating scale items, and to design

the criteria checklist as a one-page form. The resultant

criteria checklist is included in Appendix B.

Three students, similar in academic background to the

target population of the study, participated in the evalua-

tion of the revised unit and test instruments. Scores of

20, 13, and 20 were obtained as correct, based on a total

possible score of 37. An average of twenty minutes was re-

quired to complete the pre-test. Students' comments indi-

cated that the progress interview unit should contain more

information on timelines and that there should be a more

obvious link between a decision aid on the interview model

flowchart and the step it supplements. The average time

required to read the unit was one and one-half hours. In

general, the Student formative evaluation was positive re-

garding the progress interview materials. The materials

were revised as suggested by the expert reviewers and stu-

dents and prepared for duplication. Packages of materials

were assembled for testing.
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TABLE 4

 

Performance on Enabling and Terminal Objectives by

Class Level

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Juniors Seniors

Objective Test Items *Met "Mixed Not Met Met Mixed Not Met

Al 34,37 x x

AG 8 X X

A3 26,32 x x

B1 4,6 x x

132 9,36 x x

B3 10 X X

B4 7,11,28 x x

B5 17,31 x x

B6 5 x ' x

B7 27 X X

C1 13 X X

C2 12,30 X X

Dl 15,24,25 x x

D2 3 X X

El 14416 x x

F1 1 X X

F2 2 X X

1:3 22,23 x x

F4 20,21 x x

F5 29 X X

F6 18,19 x x

F7 33 X X

F8 35 X X

Terminal Simulated X X

Interview    
*Test items for this objective were answered correctly

by >.75 of the subjects.

**One or more of the test items for this objective were

answered incorrectly.
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The Sample
 

Forty student dietitians currently enrolled in the CSP

were involved in the study. Requirements for eligibility to

apply for entrance into the program are described in Appendix

A. From eligible applications, 20 are chosen each year by

random computer selection. Students participating in the

study completed a personal information questionnaire which

was tallied and is shown in Table 5. Senior students were a

half year Older than the junior students on the average, had

compiled a higher grade point average (both overall at MSU

and transfer credit), and had been in attendance at MSU an

average of three terms longer than the junior students.

Senior students had completed more coursework in related

areas such as communications, management, administration, and

education. Although work experience in a foodservice posi-

tion was comparable between the juniors and seniors, senior

students had accumulated more experience in supervisory posi-

tions in foodservices.

Pre-Post Written Examination Evaluation
 

The written examination was composed of 37 objective

test items. This examination was administered to the 40

students prior to distribution of the unit on interviewing

and after completion of the written unit. The students were

asked to mark answers on a computer answer sheet to assist

in the tabulation of evaluation data. The examination was
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TABLE 5

 

Description of Subjects Tallied from

Personal Information Questionnaire

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

n-ZO

ITEM JUNIORS

Age Range 20-25

Mean 21

Academic Status

Juniors 10

Seniors 10

‘35 MSU 2.0-2.9 2

3.0-3.49 15

3.5-4.0 0

Transfer 2.0_2.9 0

3.0-3.49 4

3.5-4.0 0

Number of Terms at MSU

Range 4-10

Mean 7.9

Academic Training

(Number of students who had completed

at least one course in the following

areas)

Communications 4

Psychology 20

Management 7

Administration 15

Labor Relations 2

Education 6

Work Experience

Foodservice Worker

Less than 6 months 5

6 months - 1 year 4

1 - 2 years 1

More than 2 years 5

Foodservice Supervisor

Less than 6 months 4

6 months - 1 year 0

l - 2 years 1

More than 2 years 0

n-ZO

233193.31

20-23

2L5

20

O
O
H

6-16

10.85

20

17

20

12

b
U
'
I
U
‘
O
‘

H
O
N
U
'
I
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subjected to an item analysis to obtain data relevant to im-

provement of the examination after testing and evaluation of

the materials.

An item difficulty assessment was completed so that a

pre to post comparison of item discrimination could be com-

pleted (see Table 6.) Larger numbers on the item discrimina-

tion assessment indicate a more discriminating item. Items

5, 7, ll, l3, 18, 20, 22, 24, 25, 27, 28, 34, and 37 may

measure prerequisite or previously learned information Since

more than .80 of the junior students were able to answer

these items on the pre-test or the item had an obviously

correct response. These items test information concerning

use of the interview information, job Specifications, prob-

lem solving model components, discrimination of important

incidents, appropriate feedback technique, reinforcement

and expectancy motivation theories.

Items 10, 13, 15, 18, 19, 24, 25, 26, 30, and 31 were

answered correctly by more students on the pre- than the

post-test. Seven of the 10 items listed are attributed to

responses by senior students. Three of the items identified

below as most difficult to answer correctly (10, 19, and 31)

are also in this list. These items test information con-

cerning the purposes of giving performance feedback, prob-

lem solving model components, evaluation of the interview,

feedback techniques, determining consequences for meeting

objectives, and type of advance information relayed to the

employee. The results seem to indicate that this information

in the instructional materials was confusing to students.
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TABLE 6

 

Written Objective Examination Item Analysis Statistics,

Juniors (n=20) and Seniors (n=20)

 

 

Pre-test Index Pest-test Index Pre-Post Index Of

 

 

  

of Difficulty of Difficulty Discrimination*

Tbst

Item, JUniors Seniors JUniors Seniors JUniors Seniors

1 .50 .60 .95 .95 .45 .35

2 .20 .25 .45 .80 25 .55

3 .05 .30 .70 1.00 65 .70

4 .45 .30 .90 .95 45 .65

5 .85 .85 .90 .75 05 .10

6 .75 .60 .90 1.00 15 .40

7 .90 .95 .95 1.00 .05 .05

8 .70 .75 .70 .90 .00 .15

9 .20 .35 .50 .90 .30 .55

10 .20 .40 .40 .20 .20 -.20

ll .85 .80 -.95 1.00 .10 .20

12 .10 .25 .65 .85 .55 .60

13 1.00 .95 .95 1.00 -.05 .05

14 .65 .90 .90 1.00 .30 .10

15 .60 .90 .75 .80 15 —.10

16 .65 .45 .80 .95 .15 .50

17 .70 .85 1.00 1.00 .30 .15

18 .95 1.00 .85 1.00 -.10 .00

19 .60 .65 .65 .55 05 -.10

20 .85 .90 .95 .85 10 .05

21 .60 .55 .70 .85 10 .30

22 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 .00 .00

23 .75 .95 1.00 1.00 .25 .05

24 1.00 .95 .80 1.00 -.20 .05

25 .95 .95 1.00 .90 05 -.05

26 .75 1.00 .95 .95 20 -.05

27 1.00 .90 .95 1.00 .05 .10

28 .85 .80 .90 .90 05 .10

29 .55 .65 .60 .95 05 .30

30 .75 1.00 .95 .95 .20 -.OS

31 .70 .90 .70 .65 00 -.25

32 .45 .40 .95 .90 50 .50

33 .30 .60 .50 .75 20 .15

34 .80 .80 1.00 .95 .20 .15

35 .75 .95 .90 .95 .15 .00

36 .70 .90 .95 .90 .25 .00

37 .85 .80 1.00 .95 .15 .15    
*Ihis is the post-test difficulty index minus the pre-

test difficulty index and measures gain from pre-test to

post-test (Douglass and Olsen, undated.)
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Items 10, 19, 31, and 33 on the post-test were iden-

tified as most frequently answered incorrectly (1.75 of the

students answering correctly.) These items test information

concerning purposes of giving performance feedback, eval-

uating the interview, type of advance information relayed to

the employee, and reasons for timelines.

Examination of the multiple choice response pattern

Shown in Table 7 details more clearly the specific incorrect

responses chosen most frequently on certain items. The

junior students most frequently chose incorrect responses on

items 2, 9, 10, 21, and 33. Senior students demonstrated

incorrect responses on items 10 and 19. These test items

cover information concerning planning to be completed be-

fore the interview, reasons for appraisal unreliability,

purposes of giving performance feedback, evaluation of the

interview, discrimination of important incidents, and rea-

sons for timelines. A comparison of Table 7 with the writ-

ten examination allows a detailed analysis of the student

errors to use in revision of the materials.

The item analysis results facilitate a determination

of which enabling objectives were met satisfactorily. Table

4 displays the match between test items and Objectives.

There are four objectives which both juniors and seniors did

not satisfactorily meet: A2, B3, B5, and F6. These objec-

tives include use of motivation theories, choosing reasons

for employee interviews, choosing reasons for making ad-

vance appointments, and choosing a criteria for evaluating

the interview.



TABLE 7
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Multiple Choice Question Pattern of Response by Percent

of Subjects Choosing Each Response, Pre and Post-test

Written Examination, Juniors (n=20) and Seniors (n-ZO)

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  
 

 

 

 

Test test

Item Pre-Test Post-Test tem Pre-Test Post-Test

Jrs. Srs. Jrs. Srs. Jrs. Srs. Jrs Srs.

la .0 .40 .0 .0 21a .15 .05 .20 .10

b .50 .40 .05 .05 b .65 .55 .70 .85

c* .50 .60 .95 .95 c .20 .40 .10 .05

2a .80 .75 .55 .20 22a .0 .0 .0 .0

b .0 .0 .0 .0 b* 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0

c* .20 .25 .45 .80 c .0 .0 .0 .8

d .0 .0 .0 .

5a .15 .10 .10 .25 23a .20 .05 .0 .0

b* .85 .85 .80 .75 b* .75 .95. 1.0 1.0

c .0 .05 .0 .0 c .05 .0 .0 .0

6a .05 .0 .0 .0‘ 24a .0 .05 .0 .0

b* .75 .60 .90 1.0 b .0 .0 .20 .0

c .20 .40 .10 .0 c .0 .0 .0 .0

d -0, .0 .0 .0 d* 1.0 .95 .80 1.0

9a .45 .15 .45 .10 25a .0 .0 .0 .0

b* .20 .35 .50 .90 b .05 .05 .0 .10

c .35 .45 .05 .0 c* .95 .95 1.0 .90

10a .05 .0 .0 .0 26a .20 .0 .05 .0

b .75 .60 .60 .75 b .0 .0 .0 .0

c* .20 .40 .40 .20 c* .75 1.0 .95 .95

d -0 -0 -0 -0 d. -0 .0 .0 .0

13a .0 .0 .0 .0 33a* .30 .60 .55 .75

b* 1.0 .95 .95 1.0 b .70 .35 .45 .25

c .0 .0 .05 .0 c .0 .0 .0 .0

d '0 '05 'g '3 0 so 95 9514a .0 .0 . S . 4a . . . .

b* .65 .90 .90 1.0 b .20 .15 .05 .05

c .0 .0 .0 .0 c .0 .05 .0 .0

d .35 .10 .05 .0

19a" .60 .55 .65 .55 35a .r .6 .o .0

b .0 .0 .0 .0 b* .75 .95 .90 .95

c .40 .45 .35 .45 c .25 .05 .10 .05

20a .15 .10 .05 .05 36a .20 .05 .05 .0

b‘. .85 .90 .95 .85I b .10 .oo .0 .05

c .0 .0 .0 .0 c* .70 .90 95 .90

37a .10 .10 .0 .0

b* .85 .80 1.0 .95

c .05 .10 .0 .05   
 

*Indicated correct response for each item.
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Item Analysis of Criteria Checklist
 

A modified item analysis was completed of the criteria

checklist to identify items which were ambiguous or difficult

to rate, as well as items on which students did not perform

well. The two instructors' ratings on each item are shown

in Tables 8, 9, 10, and 11. Some items indicate notable

trends. The desirable trend is for the students' scores to

increase on the post-test evaluation and it is important to

note that in some Cases they did not, e.g., items 5 and 10

in the case of the junior Observers, unit with examples.

Items 5 and 10 focus on employee strengths and the conse-

quences of meeting goals. Items 1 and 10 for the junior

directed observers, unit with practice, were not improved

and pertained to deve10ping rapport and determining conse-

quences of apprOpriate employee behavior. Item two did not

improve for the junior observers on the unit with practice.

This item entails encouraging participation on the part of

the employee. Item 10 for the seniors of all groups on the

unit with practice was not improved. Item 10 appears to

most consistently pose a problem and students may not have

been given enough information to be able to handle a dis-

cussion of consequences of performance.
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Evaluation of the Written Objective

Examination'ResuIts
 

Ho: The performance on the progress interview

written examination of students taught by

"Reading with Practice" will not differ

significantly from comparable students

taught by the method of "Reading with

Examples".

Scores on the written pre- and post-test are Shown

in Tables 12 and 13.

TABLE 12

 

Junior Students' Written Examination

Pre and Post-test Scores*

 

 

 

Subject Pre-test Post-test Post Minus Possible Score minus

' Pre-test Post-test Score

1 21 30 9 7

2 20 29 9 8

3 25 31 6 6

4 24 28 4 9

5 26 33 7 4

6 24 27 3 10

7 27 28 l 9

8 26 32 6 5

9 29 35 6 2

10 23 30 7 7

ll 29 36 7 1

12 22 29 7 8

13 29 31 2 6

14 18 22 4 15

15 25 31 6 6

16 23 34 ll 3

17 23 30 7 7

18 23 34 ll 3

19 26 30 4 7

20 26 34 8 3

Mean 24.5 30.7** 6.2 . 6.3      
 

*Total Possible Points=37 **t-10.67, p:.001
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TABLE 13

Senior Student's Written Examination

Pre and Post-test Scores*

Subject Pre-test Post-test Post Minus Possible Score minus

Pre-test Post-test Score

1 30 35 5 2

2 26 32 6 5

3 30 31 l 6

4 31 35 4 2

5 30 34 4 3

6 26 34 8 3

7 27 33 6 4

8 25 35 10 2

9 27 31 4 6

10 25 33 8 4

ll 30 33 3 4

12 27 31 4 6

13 26 31 5 6

14 29 34 5 3

15 26 36 10 1

16 24 31 7 6

17 26 32 6 5

18 27 32 5 5

19 26 35 9 2

20 22 32 10 5

Mean 27.0 33.0** 6.0 4.0

*Total Possible Points=37 **télO.71, p<.001

Three junior students and five senior students reached

the minimum level of performance (.75 or 28 points and .80

or 30 points for the junior and senior students respectively),

on the written pre-test; 19 junior students and 20 senior

students reached the minimum performance level on the post-

test. Scores on the written pre-post test were compared for
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significance of difference using the formula for two-related

sample test (matched pairs):

 

tn-l df where n=number of pairs

With t=10.67 and t=10.7l there was a significant improvement

from pre-test to post-test for the junior and senior stu-

dents respectively, p:.001 in both cases. When H0 is rejec-

ted, the confidence interval estimate is given by dit l-a

(0'1) 5d. Confidence intervals were calculated for the

f7i

junior and senior students as 6.312.44 and 612.32 respec-

tively.

The written test scores were divided into two groups

for comparison of scores: group receiving the unit with

practice and group receiving the unit with examples, (see

Table 14.) A two independent sample t-test (for equality

of two population means) was used to determine significance

of difference using the formula:

t= x1 ’32 ' (“1 ‘ “2)
 

where szp=(n1-l)szl+(nZ-l)szz

52p ( t + l.) n1+n2-2

 

 

With t=.1916 and .1099, respectively, there was no

significant difference between these two groups of junior

students and the two groups of senior students and H0 is

maintained.
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TABLE 14

Written Examination Pre- and POSt- Test

Summary Statistics by Group of.Subjects

JUniors (n=20) Seniors (n=20)

Pre-test Post-test Pre-test Post-test

Groups I and II

fa 24.5 30.7 27.0 33.0

S.D.b 8.789 10.43 2.33 1.65

s.c 167.2 198.17 5.47 2.74

Group I

(unit with practice)

E' 24.3 30.4 26.1 33.1

8.1). 11.34 14.9 6.32 1.52

S. 215.56 . 134.1 56.9 2.32

Group II

(unit with examples)

i' 24.6 31 27.9 32.9

S.D. 7.15 6.88 3.43 3.43

S. 131.9 61.92 30.9 30.9    
 ax=Mean Score bS.D.=Standard Deviation cS.“Variance

The performance of junior students on the written

examination was compared with the performance of senior stu-

dents on the written examination using a two independent

sample t-test. With t=.725, there was no significant dif-

ference between the two groups.
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Evaluation of Videotaped Post-Test
 

Ho: The performance on the progress interview

practical examination of students taught by

any one of the methods "Reading with Examples",

"Reading with Practice", "Observer", "Dir-

ected Observer", or "Role Player" will not

differ significantly from comparable students

taught by any other of the methods.

Scores received by students for performance on the

videotaped post-test interviews are shown in Table 15 by

cell score and means. Three-way ANOVA was applied to test

for significance of difference between the groups. Analy-

sis of variance is a method of identifying, breaking down,

and testing for statistically significant variances that

come from different sources of variation. A dependent var-

iable has a total amount of variance, some of which is due

to the experimental treatment, some to error, and some to

other causes. Analysis of variance allows the researcher to

control error to an identifiable level which is not possible

with multiple t-tests (Kerlinger, 1973.) The design was a

two by two by three-way ANOVA.

No student met the minimum criteria level on the pre-

test interview; 15 junior and 19 senior students met the

minimum criteria level (.75) on the post-test. It should be

mentioned that unequal cell Sizes were encountered. The

method of analysis used as a result contained weighted means.

The power of this method is lower than that when equal cell

sizes are used.
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TABLE 15

 

Interview Post-test Cell Scores and Means for

Subjects by Group

 

 

 

Juniors Role Player Observer Directed Observer

n:

Unit with 55 43 _ 41 46 —_ 44 55 ___

Examples 49 44 $4476 42 x-43 46 Y48°3

Unit with 35 45 _ 45 48 _ 37 39 ___,

Practice 41 48 Y'42'45 5545-6 39 X38.3

 

Seniors

n:

Unit with 37 45 _ 44.5 48 = 48 47 =

Examples 43.5 51 X‘44-13 43 3545-17 45 846.67

Unit with 42 43 —_ 48.5 45.5; 45 42.5—

Practice 52 45 X‘45°4 49 X47“ 41.5 1643     
The ANOVA data is shown as Table 16. Source BXC (unit

vs. practice session role) was significant at the .05 level

indicating a treatment interaction for the junior students

in the directed observers' group between the unit with exam-

ples and the unit with practice. All other sources were not

significant.
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TABLE 16

 

Two by Two by Three Way ANOVA Table

for Test Groups on Post-Test Interview

 

 

SS* df MS F p-level

 

Junior vs. Senior (A) 12.67 1 12.67

Unit with Practice vs.
Unit with Examples (B) 43.53 1 43.53 2.59 >.2

Role Player vs.

Observer vs. 11.19 2 5.60

Directed Observer (C)

A x B ' 46.28 1 46.28 2.75 >.2

A x c 12.37 2 6.18

B x c 142.2 2 71.1 4.22 <.05

A x B x C 28.21 2 14.1

Within Cells 471.21 28 16.83

(error)  
 

*There is no total SS when using weighted means for

unequal cell Sizes.

Predictability of Practical Performance from

Performance on the written Examination

 

 

H0: The performance of students on a progress

interview written examination will not

correlate positively with the students'

performance on the progress interview

transfer test.

It was felt that assignment to a "mastery"or "non-

mastery" position on the unit might be different if a writ-

ten examination was used than if a videotaped interview was

used as the evaluation device. Scores as a percentage of
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total possible score on the written examination for each of

the subjects were compared with scores on the practical

examination to determine if the level of performance on the

written examination would be a predictor of performance on

the practical examination (see Table 17.) A Pearson Product

Moment Correlation Coefficient was used as the test statis-

tic. The formula is described as:

sz X Zy where N=number of paired observations

N

For the first trial with junior students, r =-0.038,

indicating no correlation between the two sets of scores.

The correlation for the second group of seniors was

r =-0.353, indicating a slightly negative correlation be-

tween the two sets of scores and H0 is maintained.

TABLE 17

 

Comparison of Subjects' Written Examination

vs. Videotaped Interview, Percent

of Total Possible Score

 

 

Written Exam Videotape Exam r

 

(n=20)

Juniors Mean=83.15, S.D.=8.58 Mean=79.15, S.D.=9.26 -0.038

(n-ZO)

Seniors Mean-89.2, S.D.=4.45 Mean=80.15, S.D.=6.31 -0.353
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Comparison of Instructor, Student, and

RandOm Sample Segment Evaluations

 

 

Three forms of evaluations were compared for differ-

ences in assessing the students' performance on the taped

progress interview: 1) each student evaluated his own

interview on the taped pre- and post-test interview using

the given criteria checklist, 2) the primary instructor and

one other qualified instructor evaluated the pre- and post-

interviews using the same criteria, and 3) a second quali-

fied instructor evaluated the post-interview using the same

criteria checklist by random sample segments. The mean score

given to the Observations was used as the total mean score

for the evaluation compariSon.

Inter-Rater Reliability for Pre- and

Post-Test Videotaped Interviews

Three evaluations were obtained on the practical,

videotaped pre-test and post-test (see Tables 18 and 19.)

The calculation of a reliability coefficient was used for

estimating the reliability of the two independent evaluators

(Ebel, 1972.) The formula is:

r = any-Zx2y

(n,x2-(,x)2) (nzy2-(2y)2)
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TABLE 18

 

Junior Students' Videotaped Interview Scores,

Pre and Post-test by Two Instructors and

Students' Self-Evaluation

 

 

 

 

    
 

 

 

 

 

 

    

Pre-Test Post-Test

Instructors (n=20) Instructors (n=20)

l 2 Mean Student 1 2 Mean Student

Mean 29.95 33.4 31.68 40.1 45.2 43.0 44.1 45.9

S.D. 5.06 5.87 5.47 7.4 5.2 5.58 5.24 4.98

TABLE 19

Senior Students' Videotaped Interview Scores,

Pre and Post-test by Two Instructors and

Students' Self-Evaluation

Pre-Test Post-Test

Instructors (n=20) Instructors (n=20)

l 2 Mean Student 1 2 Mean Student

Mean 25.75 24.75 25.25 30.25 46.4 43.2 44.8 48.1

S.D. 2.36 2.47 2.42 4.18 3.7 3.92 3.81 4.83

 

The results of the formula applied to the pre-test indi-

cated that the reliability coefficient between the two in-

structors for junior students was .59 and was .34 for the two

evaluators' ratings of the senior students. The score can

range from zero to one with scores near one indicating high

reliability between raters.
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An average of the two instructors' scores was then com-

pared with the junior students' self-assessment scores. The

results of the formula in this Situation indicated that the

junior students to instructor reliability was .006, indicat-

ing that the two evaluators had less than one percent reli-

ability, while the senior students to instructor reliability

was .34. Students in the GDCSP are required to evaluate all

assignments utilizing an appropriate criteria checklist.

This is a new procedure for the entering junior students and

they tend to check off all items on the lists whether or not

they have been completed. This may cause the low reliability

seen in the junior students' self-assessment of their pre-

test interview. A similar procedure was completed with post-

test scores on the practical videotaped examination. First

the two instructors' evaluations of the interviews were com-

pared for reliability. For the juniors' post-test, the re-

liability between the two instructors was .82 which is con-

sidered a high reliability and improved over the pre-test

reliability (.59.) For the senior students' post-test, the

reliability between the two instructors was .70, also an

improvement over the pre-test reliability (.34.)

Since there is no set level of reliability recommended

in the literature, individual researchers have assessed re-

liabilities based on the complexity of the behavior to be

evaluated and on the uses of the scores obtained from the

evaluators. In the context of this study, it would be de-

sirable to have a reliability of at least .70 to give an
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individual student a grade on the unit with confidence. In

terms of programmatic evaluation or formative student evalua-

tion it may be possible to accept lower levels of reliability

(i.e., from .50 to .70) since an indication only of general

events is necessary.

H0: The students' self-assessment of performance

on the progress interview practical examina-

tion will not differ significantly from the

instructors' evaluations of the students'

performance on the progress interview prac-

tical examination.

The mean score received by the student from the two

instructors was compared with the student's self-assessment

on the post-test. The coefficient was .64 in the case of

the junior students, a considerable increase from the pre-

test at .006. The post-test instructor to senior student

correlation was .49, an increase from .34 on the pre-test.

Inter-rater reliability coefficients are summarized in

Table 20.

Since the directed observers were assigned the task in

the classroom procedure of using the checklist to evaluate

the role play interviews, it was thought that they might be

more reliable self-evaluators than the other students in the

project. The scores of directed observers are recorded in

Table 21.

AS seen in Table 20, the reliability coefficient be-

tween the two instructors' mean score and the junior students'

self-assessment was .84, indicating a rather high degree of

reliability. The reliability between the two instructors'

mean score and the senior students was lower at .42.
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TABLE 20

 

Inter-rater Reliability Coefficients

Between Instructors and Students

on Videotaped Post-test Scores

 

 

 

   

Instructor Instructor Mean

1 and 2 and Student

Pre-Test

Junior (n=20) .59 .006

Senior (n=20) .34 .34

Post-Test

Junior .82 .64

Senior .70 .49

Junior Directed Observer .84

Senior Directed Observer .42

TABLE 21

 

Comparison of Directed Observers'

Self-Evaluation with Instructors'

Mean Evaluation Score

 

(n=20) (n=20)

Juniors Seniors

 

 

nstructor Student Self— Instructor Student Self?

Mean Evaluation Mean 'Evaluation

 

 

Mean 43 42.8 43.2 49

S.D. 6.63 5.74 I 1.25 2.82      
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Random Sample Segment Evaluation
 

Ho: The instructors' evaluations of the videotaped

simulated progress interview will not differ

significantly from the instructors' evaluations

of the videotaped simulated progress interview

by a random sample segment method of evaluation.

Two instructors viewed random samples of the post-test

interview videotapes and evaluated them using the same cri-

teria checklist described above. Table 22 shows summary

statistics of scores. Since only parts of the checklist

were completed during this evaluation method, the following

formula was applied to determine the "average score" for the

interview to use in making comparisons with the full-length

evaluation:

Total Points Received ' X 14 = Score Assigned

Total Number of Items Scored

 

The formula requires that points assigned for the items eval-

uated be totalled, then the total is divided by the number of

items scored to get an average score for each item. This

average score is then multiplied by 14 (the number of items

on the criteria checklist) to obtain an average score for the

interview. This procedure allowed comparisons with scores

obtained on the whole evaluations.

Using Ebel's reliability coefficient, inter-rater reli-

ability during evaluation of junior students was measured as

.42 for the two instructors who evaluated the interviews by

segments; inter-rater reliability during evaluation of senior

students was .65. Since the inter-rater reliability of .42

for junior students was comparatively low, and that
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TABLE 22

 

Students' Videotaped Interview Random

Sample Segment Scores, by Two

 

 

 

 

Instructors

(n=20) (n=20)

Juniors Seniors

Instruc- Ihstruc- TMean Instruc- Instruc- Mean

tor l tor 2 tor l tor 2

Mean 47.5 42.9 45.2 44.1 41.2 42.7

S.D. 2.58 4.22 2.89 3.4 5.1 3.97

       

reliability of the evaluations might tend to improve with

practice, the interviews were grouped into halves: first 10

rated vs. second 10 rated to compare reliabilities. Ratings

as divided into two halves are recorded in Table 23. The

first half reliability was .58 for juniors and .64 for sen-

iors while the second half reliability was .28 for juniors

and .48 for seniors.

If one reviews the number of observations on each

interview from Table 23, it can be seen that there are

interviews in the second half with fewer observations than

in the first half. Also, the highest number of observations

was for an interview in the first half. Since the number

of Observations might affect the reliability of the evalua-

tions, the reliability of the evaluations with eight or more

observations was determined as .53 for junior students and

.51 for senior students. Table 24 summarizes these data.
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TABLE 23

 

Sequence of and Number of Observations for

Subjects on Post-test Random Sample

Segment Evaluation

 

 

 

   

Juniors subject Seniors

IMean NO. Observations Sequence MEan NO. Observations

9 2 9

9 4 10

8 8 10

11.5 10 5.5

ll 14 9.5

8 16 8.5

6.5 17 6.5

8.5 18 8

8.5 19 8

7.5 20 5.5

7 l 6

10 2 8

9 5 6.5

8.5 6 11

6.5 7 11.5

5 9 8.5

11 11 10.5

9.5 12 11

8.5 13 9

9.5 15 10

 

TABLE 24

 

Inter-rater Reliability Coefficients Between

Two Instructors Using Random Sample

Segment Evaluation

 

 

 

Instructor First Second *More than Eight

1 and 2 Half Half Observations

neZO)

Junior .42 .58 .28 .53

n=20)

enior .65 .64 .48 .51
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Finally, the mean of the two instructors' evaluations

was compared to the mean rating given by the whole evalua-

tions. Random samples and whole evaluation scores are shown

in Table 25. Inter-rater reliabilities Of .45 for juniors

and .51 for seniors were calculated. H0 is rejected Since

reliability of the random segment method is unacceptably

 

 

 

low.

TABLE 25

Comparison of Subjects' Whole Evaluation

and Random Sample Evaluation Scores

on Videotaped Interview

Senior Senior Junior Junior

Whole Sample Whole Sample

Evaluation Evaluation Evaluation Evaluation

Mean 44.8 42.7* 44.1 45.15**

S.D. 3.81 3.97 5.24 2.89     
 

*r = .51 **r = .45

Students' Attitude Survey
 

HO: The measured attitudes regarding the progress

interview unit of students taught by one of

the methods "Reading with Examples", "Reading

with Practice", "Observer", "Directed Observer",

or "Role Player" will not differ significantly

from comparable students taught by any other

of the methods.

Results from the student attitude survey are displayed

in Table 26. A sample of the attitude survey appears in

Appendix C. The survey items were grouped into categories
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to facilitate analysis. Questions 1, 2, 8, 9, 10 and 11

were grouped together under the category "clarity" and in-

cluded items such as "I was often unsure of what was sup-

posed to be learned", "The unit was well organized", "Parts

of the unit were unclear", and "I had to ask a lot of ques-

tions to clarify it". Questions 3, 7, and 12 were grouped

together under the category "reasonableness", and included

such items as: "There was too much information in the unit",

"I think the unit was worth the amount of time spent on it",

and "The objectives of this unit were clear". Questions 4,

5, and 13 were grouped together under the heading "percep—

tion of amount learned" and included such items as: "I

learned a lot in comparison with a usual method such as a

lecture", and "I learned a lot from the role play session".

Questions 14, 15, and 16 were grouped together as "percep-

tion of feedback". Items Under this heading included: "I

didn't get much instructor feedback on how I was doing dur-

ing the unit", "I would have liked more instructor feedback

during the role play session", and "The instructor's dis-

cussion was helpful in learning the material".

The survey data were first divided into the test groups

described above: role player, observer, directed observer,

with either unit with practice or unit with examples, and

by junior and senior students. A two-way analysis of var-

iance using weighted means was used for class (A) vs. type

of materials (B). The junior students perceived learning

more by using the materials that included examples, while
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the senior students perceived learning more by using the

materials which required practice. Cell scores and means

are reported in Table 27, and the analysis results are shown

in Table 28.

In order to assess clarify, it was necessary to com-

bine students under two categories: unit with practice and

unit with examples. A two-sided t-test was performed which

gave t=l.486, p:.2. Examination of the senior level student

data gave t=2.189 with p:.05. In the case of the senior

students, students completing the unit with practice felt

that the materials were clearer than those completing the

unit with examples.

Data were placed into the original test groups to as—

sess the students' attitudes about "reasonableness". There

was no meaningful relationship. There was also no meaning-

ful relationship in the category "perception of feedback".

H0 is rejected since meaningful and significant differences

between student attitudes were located.

Student comments received on questions 18, 19 and 20

are included in Appendix D. Generally, comments were very

favorable about the unit. Under "What suggestions would you

make for improvements?" students suggested that they know

their roles before the session to allow better preparation

and that the instructor summarize the information before the

role play session. Students also suggested that they be per-

mitted to review the pre-test videotape before practice
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TABLE 27

 

ANOVA Cell Means on Attitude Survey under Category

"Perception of Amount Learned."

 

 

  

 

   

(n=20)

Juniors Role Player Observer Directed Observer

Unit with Examples 3.66 5.33 3

Unit with Practice 4.5 6 6

(n=20)

Seniors

Unit with Examples 7.75 7.33 7.66

Unit with Practice 5.66 4.33 6.66

TABLE 28

 

Two Way ANOVA Table for Attitude Survey under the Category

"Perception of Amount Learned."

 

 

 

 

Source .§§ 9f. H§ §_ p-level

Junior vs. Senior (A) 35.125 1 35.125 13.097

Unit with Practice vs.

Unit with Examples (B) '876 1 '876

A x B 27.915 2 13.958 6.979 <.001

Within Cells 91.2 34 2.682
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sessions and that a more difficult employee be used in the

scenarios to allow more Opportunity for problem solving.

Comments under the questions: "What was the best fea-

ture of the unit?" included favorable statements about role

playing interviews followed by critiques. The students in-

dicated that it was a practical unit and that the evaluation

was helpful. Other comments related to the clarity and

organization of the unit itself. The last question was

"What was the worst feature of the unit?" Comments indi-

cated that: l) role playing was difficult, 2) everyone

Should have had a chance to play a role, 3) the materials

were too time consuming, 4) that a lecture would have been

better, and 5) the workbook was difficult to use without a

table.

Costs

The costs of utilizing self-instructional

materials will not be different from costs

of traditional teaching modes.

Costs are presented in three sections: 1) initial

development costs for the Progress Interview Unit, 2) anti-

cipated implementation costs, and 3) costs for traditional

teaching method. The critical issue is a comparison of the

materials, implementation costs and the costs of the tradi-

tional teaching method. In an attempt to realistically esti-

mate all developmental costs associated with the progress
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interview unit, data are presented in Table 29. (Student

time is indicated but not costed.) Development costs occur

at only one time and would be spread over the extended use

of the unit.

TABLE 29

 

Developmental Costs.

 

 

 
pevelopment of the Unit

riting and Revisions-80 hours at $7.50/hour

Tabulating Reviewers Responses-9 hours

ommunicating with and Preparation of

Materials for Reviewers-12 hours

yping-lS hours at $5.00/hour

uplication of Units at .03 per page

ormative Evaluation Sessions-5 hours

Student evaluators-5 hours

Testinggof the Unit

Pre-tests, classroom practice, post-tests

Instructor, 9 hours

Each student-4.5 hours x 40 students

=l80 hours

Actress-45 hours at $4.39/hour

Videotapes-4 60-minute tapes at $30.00 each

valuation of the Unit

Pre- and Post-test Item Analysis-5 hours

Videotaped pre- and Post-test evaluation

(80 x 15 minutes)

Videotape random sample evaluation

(80 x 8 minutes)

Statistical consultant and Computer service

Revision of the Unit

riting-5 hours

yping-4 hours

  
evelopment of Instructor's Manual

Mriting-6 hours

Typing-2 hours

Total: $

 

600.00

67.50

90.00

75.00

105.00

37.50

67.50

197.55

120.00

37.50

150.00

80.00

120.00

37.50

20.00

65.00

10.00

1903.85
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Anticipated Implementation Costs

Implementation costs of the unit into the present

curriculum would be small. Costs of duplication of the ma-

terials for 40 students is approximately $105.00, but it is

possible to re-use the workbooks and save subsequent costs

of duplication. Videotapes and videotaping equipment are

available for use within the department at no cost. Student

time would remain approximately the same at 4.5 hours each

including time for the pre-tests, workbook completion, prac-

tice session, and post-test. Instructor time for classroom

sessions and post-test evaluation is two hours for the class-

room session and approximately one hour in evaluation for

each student. The evaluation time could be reduced if al-

ternative procedures such as random sample segment evalua-

tion were deve10ped, refined and utilized.

Instructor Time, classroom 15.00

(two hours)

Instructor time, evaluation 300.00 (optional)

315.00

The Costs for the Traditional

TeachingiMethod

Currently, costs are instructors' time for preparation,

classroom sessions in lecture, and practice of the interview-

ing skills. Approximately four hours have been required on

the part of the instructor and all students for the unit on

progress interviewing. In comparison with the new progress

interview materials, instructor classroom time is reduced
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while one-on-one contact for student evaluation has been in-

creased. The new materials also make it possible for stu-

dents in the general dietetic program to work through a unit

on progress interviewing whereas this was not possible pre-

viously.

Instructor time, preparation 30.00

(four hours)

Instructor time, classroom 30.00

(four hours)

Instructor time, evaluation 300.00 (Optional)

m

H0 is rejected since although costs are similar between

the traditional and self-instructional methods for 40 stu-

dents, cost per student would decrease in the case of self-

instructional materials as they are utilized by larger num-

bers of students.



CHAPTER V

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

A summary of the statistical results is presented as

a review with discussion and conclusions in the following

paragraphs.

Progress Interview Unit

Prelimingty Evaluation

 

 

The review of the materials by experts was beneficial

to the development in the early stages. Since both content

experts and instructional deve10pment experts acted as re-

viewers of the materials, it would be helpful to have devel-

oped different types of review forms which more specifically

assessed areas of review expertise rather than using only

one form for all reviewers. Input from reviewers was use-

ful in revising objectives, test items, and the criteria

checklist.

Pre-Post Written Examination

Evaluation

 

 

Item analysis was completed on the written examination

to allow improvement of the examination after completion of

testing and evaluation. Item analysis was useful in diag-

nosing difficulties in the materials for purposes of revision.

114
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There were four objectives which both senior and junior stu-

dents did not satisfactorily meet: A2, B3, B5, and F6, in-

cluding use of motivation theories, choosing reasons for

employee interviews, choosing reasons for making advance

appointments and choosing a criteria for evaluating the

interview.

Three junior students and five senior students reached

the minimum level of performance (.75 or 28 points and .80

or 30 points for the junior and senior students respectively)

on the written pre-test; 19 junior and 20 senior students

reached the minimum performance level on the post-test. With

t=10.67 and t=10.7l there was a significant level of improve-

ment from pre-test to post-test for the junior and senior

students respectively.

Ho The performance on the progress interview writ-

ten examination of students taught by "Reading

with Practice" will not differ significantly

from comparable students taught by the method

"Reading with Examples".

H1 The performance on the progress interview written

examination of students taught by "Reading with

Practice" will be significantly higher than com-

parable students taught by the method of "Reading

with Examples".

Results from the two groups, unit with practice and

unit with examples, were compared for differences using a

t-test. With t=.1916 and t=.1099 respectively for junior and

senior students, there was no difference between these two

groups. Junior students' performance on the written examina-

tion was compared with performance of senior students using
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a t-test. With t=.725 there was no significant difference

between the two groups and H0 is maintained.

It may not be worthwhile in terms of performance on a

written examination to require students to spend time con-

structing and writing answers to embedded questions. It may

be possible for students to learn as well from model answers

to embedded questions. In classroom situations where stu-

dents are responsible only for the written information, the

least time consuming method may be most useful. However,

senior Students who wrote answers to questions tended to

think the unit was more clear and perceived learning more

than those who only read answers.

Evaluation of the Videotaped

Post-test

 

 

H0 The performance on the progress interview of

students taught by "Reading with Practice"

will not differ significantly from comparable

students taught by the method of "Reading with

Examples" and from the performance on the pro-

gress interview of students practicing by one

of the methods "Observer", "Directed Observer",

or "Role Player".

Three-way ANOVA was utilized to test for difference

between the test groups on performance on the videotaped

post-test. No student met the minimum criteria level on the

pre-test interview; 15 junior and 19 senior students met the

minimum criterion level (.75) on the post-test. ANOVA indi-

cated that there was a significant interaction between the

type of unit completed and the role played in the classroom
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sessions. Junior students assigned as directed Observers,

who completed the unit with practice, did less well on the

videotaped post-test than the other groups of students.

(F=4.22, p:.05)

Since the directed Observers on the unit with practice

scored significantly lower than other groups while at the

same time evidencing very high self-assessment reliability

(.84) it may be possible that these students were learning

to self-evaluate in the practice session rather than learn-

ing to interview, in comparison with other students. No

other significant differences were found and this tends to

support Holmes (1975) discussion reported in the review of

literature in which he states that observers tend to prac-

tice by covertly responding during the simulation. All stu-

dents in this project read and prepared the scenarios for

practice in the classroom and this may increase their abil-

ity and tendency to covertly respond and compare their re-

sponses with the responses of the role player.

It is notable that while there were no significant

differences in student performances on the videotaped post-

test (other than that described) that there is a large dif-

ference in terms of assignments to mastery states: 15 jun-

iors reached mastery level, while 19 seniors reached mastery

level. This has implications for research on determining

cut-off levels since differences which statistically may be

due to chance can affect mastery placement decisions.
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Predictability of Practical Performance

from PerfOrmance on the

Written Examination

 

 

H : The performance on the progress interview written

examination by students will not correlate posi-

tively with the students' performance on the pro-

gress interview transfer test.

A Pearson Product Moment Correlation Coefficient was

used as the test Statistic. For the first trial with junior

students,:r=-0.038 indicating no correlation between the two

sets of scores. The correlation for the group of senior

students wasr=-0.353,indicating a slightly negative cor-

relation between the two sets of scores.

The written objective examination measures stored know-

ledge while the criteria checklist measures skill perfor-

mance. They are two different sets of abilities and in this

case were not correlated. Objective and practical examina-

tions each have advantages and limitations and may be comple—

mentary for comprehensive evaluation of students. Practical

examinations, e.g., simulation settings, may be useful in

identifying qualified practitioners, but they are also more

difficult to construct, administer and evaluate.

Student Self-Evaluation

of Peifbrmance

 

 

Ebel's reliability coefficient was used to calculate

reliabilities as reported. Reliability between the two in-

structors in the case of the junior students was .59 and was
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.34 for the two evaluators' ratings of the senior Students'

pre-test performances. The score can range from one to zero

with scores near one indicating high reliability between

raters.

An average of the two instructors' pre-test scores was

compared with the junior students' self-assessment scores.

The results Of the formula indicated that the junior student

to instructor reliability coefficient was .006 while the

senior student to instructor reliability was .34 for the

pre-test videotaped interview. A similar procedure was com-

pleted with post-test scores on the practical videotaped

examination. First the two instructors' evaluations of the

interviews were compared for reliability and were .82 and

.70 for the junior and senior students respectively, which

are considered high reliabilities and considerably improved

over the pre-test (.59 and .34 for the junior and senior stu-

dents respectively.) These reliabilities are used to com~

pare with student self-assessment reliabilities.

H0: The students' self-evaluation of performance on

the progress interview post-test will not differ

significantly from the instructors' evaluations

of the students' performance on the progress

interview post-test.

An average of the two instructors' scores was then com-

pared with the junior students' self-evaluation scores. The

results of the formula indicated that the junior student to

instructor reliability coefficient was .006, while the sen-

ior student to instructor reliability was .34, for the pre-

test videotaped interview. A similar procedure was completed
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with the post-test scores on the practical videotaped

examination. First the two instructors' evaluations of the

interviews were compared for reliability and was .82 for the

junior students which is considered a high reliability and

considerably improved over the pre-test (.59). The reli-

ability was .70 for the senior students' post-test evalua-

tion, also an improvement over the pre-test reliability (.34).

The mean score given the subject by the two instruc-

tors was compared with the students' self-evaluation on the

post-test and was .64 in the case of the junior students

and .49 for the senior students, both increases from the pre-

test student-instructor reliabilities of .006 and .34 respec-

tively. Since the directed observers had more practice with

using the checklist to evaluate interviews, it was thought

that they might be more reliable evaluators. The reliability

coefficient between the two instructors' mean score and the

junior students self-evaluation was .84, indicating a very

high degree of reliability. The reliability in this case

for the senior students was lower at .42.

There is some indication that Student self-evaluation

can be reliable and that students can learn to more reliably

evaluate themselves with practice. The high reliability on

the part of the junior directed observers and low perfor-

mance on the interview post-test may indicate that students

should learn to self-evaluate separately from learning ad-

ditional content information. Students appeared to have



121

more confidence in their pre-test performance in comparison

with instructors' evaluations; however, their self-assessment

scores did improve on the post-test assessment as well as

become more reliable.

Random Sample Segment

Evaluation

 

 

H0: The instructors' evaluation of the taped pro-

gress interview will not differ significantly

from the instructors' evaluation of the taped

interviews by a random sample segment method

of evaluation.

Two instructors viewed random sample segments of the

post-test interviews and evaluated them using the same cri-

teria checklist. Ebel's correlation coefficient was used to

calculate reliabilities. Reliability was .42 and .65 for the

junior and senior students respectively.

The mean of the two instructors' evaluations was com-

pared with the mean rating given during the full length eval-

uation and reliabilities of .45 and .51 for junior and senior

students respectively were calculated. This level of reli-

ability would probably not be satisfactory for student eval-

uation.

Since the reliabilities were relatively low, the inter-

views were divided into two halves (first 10 rated and second

10 rated) to see if reliability improved with practice. The

first half reliability was .58 for the juniors and .64 for

the seniors, while the second half reliability was .28 and

.48 for the juniors and seniors respectively. Since there



122

were a variable number of Observations recorded for each

interview and the number of observations could affect reli-

ability of the evaluation, evaluations with only eight or

more observations were compared for reliability with the

full-length evaluations. This coefficient was .53 and .51

for the junior and senior students respectively and is pro-

bably not acceptable for assigning students to mastery or

non-mastery states.

A problem identified in the random sample evaluation

which may lead to low reliability was that it is not pos-

sible to identify omitted items on the checklist. Even so,

there is a trend to improve in reliability as the instruc-

tors had more experience with the random sample method and

with increasing numbers of observations on the checklist.

Comments from the instructors using the random sample method

for evaluation included Observations that there was time to

think about and record each segment as the tape was fast-

forwarded to the next segment; during the whole tape eval-

uation, observation and evaluation were completed concur-

rently.

Since the entire tape was not viewed during the random

sample evaluation, several problems presented themselves with

the evaluation checklist as it was developed. Items such as

"Discusses all Objectives on Evaluator's Guide" were diffi-

cult since we may have seen the interviewer discuss only one

or two-~and it was not possible to determine if all had been
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discussed. It is recommended that items be listed separately

so that the particular ones which are viewed can be checked

off separately.

It was found that many items could be evaluated by

"assumption". If we heard only the last sentence of the em-

ployee summarizing the interview, it could be assumed that

the employee had summarized the interview. By comments

throughout the segments of the interview it could be deter-

mined that at some earlier stage the problems had been dis-

cussed.

Student Attitude Survey
 

H : The measured attitudes regarding the progress

interview unit of students taught by one of

the methods "Reading with Examples", "Reading

with Practice", "Observer", "Directed Observer",

or "Role Player" will not differ Significantly

from students taught by any other of the methods.

H1: The measured attitudes regarding the progress

interview unit of students taught by any one of

the methods "Reading with Examples", "Reading

with Practice", "Observer", or "Directed Obser-

ver" will be less favorable than the measured

attitudes of comparable students taught by the

"Role Player" method.

Survey items were grouped into categories to facilitate

analysis by clustering items under the headings "Clarity",

"Reasonableness", "Perception of Amount Learned", and "Per-

ception of Feedback". Items 18, 19 and 20 requested written

responses from students and were presented. The survey data

were then divided into test groups for comparisons. A two-

way ANOVA using weighted means indicated a Significant
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difference, F=6.979, in that junior students perceived learn-

ing more by using the materials that included examples, while

the senior students perceived learning more by using the ma-

terials which required practice under the category "Percep-

tion of Amount Learned". Under the heading "Clarity", a

t-test indicated a significant difference with t=2.189.

Senior students completing the unit with practice felt that

the materials were more clear than senior students completing

the unit with examples.

Based on results, H1 is rejected. It may be that sen-

ior students felt more challenged by the application of know-

ledge to simulated situations than did the junior students.

Perhaps senior students recognize value in using information

in application questions.

Costs

H0: The costs of utilizing self-instructional

materials will not be different from costs

of traditional teaching modes.

H1: The costs of utilizing self-instructional

materials will be less than costs of tra-

ditional teaching modes.

Initial development costs for the progress interview

unit, excluding student time, is approximately $1,903.85 for

40 students. Implementation costs include only the instruc-

tor's time for approximately two hours of class and one hour

of evaluation time for each student (which could be Optional)

for a total of $315.00. Student time requirements remain at
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four and a half hours for the completion of the unit. In

comparison with the traditional method, instructor classroom

time is reduced. Costs for the traditional mode includes

four preparation hours, four classroom presentation hours,

and one hour of evaluation time for each student (which

could be optional) for a total of $360.00. Therefore, uti-

lization of the materials could decrease the cost of teaching

this unit somewhat. The new materials also make it possible

for Students in the general dietetics program to complete a

unit on progress interviewing whereas this was not possible

previously.

There are many inconsistencies associated with cost

assessment, particularly in relationship to benefits accrued.

One question relates to the fact that a unit on interviewing

has traditionally been included in the course HNF 480 so the

reported costs of hours spent do not represent an absolute

increase in effort. It is difficult to place a dollar value

on the number of hours Spent by the instructor in relation-

ship to other objectives which may have been accomplished in

place of the development (or "shadow costs"). It is also

difficult to place a value on the number of hours spent by

students in relation to their gain in knowledge. A11 stu—

dents did show an increase in Skills of interviewing. How-

ever, students required to write answers to the embedded

questions spent approximately three-quarters of an hour to

one hour longer on the unit and yet did not show a signifi-

cant higher level of performance on the practical examination.
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Since performance level was essentially the same, it may be

possible to say that the unit with examples is more cost

effective than the unit requiring some answers to be written.

Results on the attitude surveys do show some interesting dif-

ferences between the groups, however.

Another important consideration in relationship to de-

velopment costs is the number of students who will be able to

use the materials over the long run. Michigan State Univer-

sity specifies limited enrollment in the GDCSP to a total of

40 students. However, since the content area of progress

interviewing will remain fairly stable over the next few

years, several classes of students will be able to use the

materials.

As well, all or part of the materials may be used by

dietetic students in the traditional dietetiC‘ program.

Since a minimum of one course in foodservice management is

currently mandatory, all dietetic students could utilize the

materials for several years. The materials could also be

disseminated for use in other dietetic programs. Monies

could be recouped to cover development costs and allow for

further development of additional materials.

Since instructors in any of these situations could

assign the unit on a self-instructional basis, large amounts

of time could be saved for more personal student contact,

one-on-one teaching, etc.
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Generalizability
 

Since the sample involved in this study was not a ran-

dom sample of the whole population of coordinated study plan

dietetic students, it is not possible to freely generalize

the results of this study to the larger group. However,

there are certain features of the study and of the require-

ments for dietetic programs which allow limited generaliza-

tions. The 40 students participating in this study were

randomly selected from a group of 80 applicants to the GDCSP

at Michigan State University. The characteristics of the

Students at MSU are similar in some respects to dietetic

students nationally since ADA has set the minimum criteria

for undergraduate program competencies and also for GDCSP

competencies. Students across the country receive similar

kinds of coursework and learn Similar kinds of skills. Se—

lection procedures for entry into GDCSP'S are not identical

but are similar in many respects, tending to support the

concept that MSU students are Similar to other program stu-

dents in some ways.

Therefore, it can be said that the materials as devel-

oped, tested and evaluated in this project, could be useful

to enhance learning in the area of employee progress inter-

viewing in other dietetic programs in the United States.

Since the results of the practice session role differentia-

tion tend to support previous research, it may also be pos-

sible to say that Similar effects would occur in other

dietetic programs.
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Summary

Learning materials on employee progress interviewing

did significantly improve student knowledge and performance

of interviews as measured by a written examination and simu-

lated interview with a criteria checklist.

There was no difference in performance on the written

examination between students who wrote answers to embedded

questions and students who read model answers to the em-

bedded questions. It may not be worthwhile to require stu-

dents to spend time constructing answers; however, it is

notable that senior students who wrote answers tended to

think the unit was more clear and perceived learning more

than those who only read the answers.

Junior directed observers who completed the unit with

practice did not perform as well as the other students on

the post-test simulated interview. It may be possible that

these students were learning to self-evaluate in the prac-

tice session rather than learning the content of the inter—

view unit since this group also showed a very high reli-

ability in self-evaluating in comparison with the other

groups of students. It may not be necessary to allow all

students to actually participate in a role play session in

order to learn a skill. Students can learn by observing

other students role play parts and may tend to internally

respond to the Simulation events. Covert responses may be

enhanced by student pre-preparation.
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There was no positive correlation between student per-

formance on the written examination and student performance

on the simulated interview. Since the theoretical informa-

tion tested in the examination is not the same as the be-

havior required in an interview situation, a positive cor-

relation was not anticipated.

Students' self-evaluation reliability in comparison

with the instructors' evaluation tended to improve with

practice and with increased knowledge in the subject matter.

Random sample segment evaluation reliability is relatively

low, particularly for use in assigning grades to individual

Students. It may be useful for programmatic or formative

student evaluation.

Senior students felt they had learned more from the

materials which required written responses and also felt

that the materials were more clear. Perhaps senior students

recognize the value of applying the information learned in

the classroom setting.

Costs for 40 students for the traditional teaching

method and the self-instructional method were comparable.

However, since the self-instructional materials can be used

with greater numbers of students at little additional cost,

they become more cost effective with more use.

Although the results from this project cannot be freely

generalized to the entire population, it is possible to pro-

ject that the materials developed, tested and evaluated in
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this research will be useful in enhancing learning of pro-

gress interviewing in other dietetic programs and that the

results of the differentiation of role in the practice ses-

sion would be seen in other programs.



CHAPTER VI

RECOMMENDATIONS

Recommendations follow from the conclusions of the

project which can be briefly summarized as: 1) learning

materials on employee progress interviewing did Signifi-

cantly improve student knowledge and performance of inter-

views as measured by a written examination and Simulated

interview with a criteria checklist, 2) students observing

practice role play interviews can learn as much as students

who actually conduct role play interviews since they have a

tendency to covertly respond, and covert responses may be

enhanced by student preparation for practice interviews;

3) scores on the written examination were not predictive of

performance on the interview, 4) evaluators tended to improve

in reliability with practice from pre- to post-test, 5) com-

parisons of instructors' mean scores with student self-

assessment scores indicate that students' reliability in-

creases to an acceptable level with exposure to the evalua-

tion procedures and practice, 6) random sample evaluation

reliability was low in the case of the first trial, and mod-

erate in the second trial; and 7) attitudes were different

in two cases as senior students perceived learning more by

131
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using the materials which required practice and that the

materials requiring practice were more clear.

Recommendations are included under two general headings

of: "Implications for Future Research" and "Suggestions for

Revisions in the Materials as Tested".

Implications for Future Research
 

Future related research is suggested in two stages.

First, further testing of Simulation use in the classroom;

second, testing of the employee interview model.

The area of student self-evaluation is relatively un-

tapped, although there is a requirement for allied health

professionals to be able to assess their professional per-

formance as well as the performance of their peers. If

students can be trained to do self-evaluation, this skill

may be applied and practiced with experience in the real

world setting to improve their delivery of Skills. Future

research could develop methodology described here in other

varied instructional settings to assess the reliability of

self-evaluation skills. Student peer evaluation is another

related area which could be researched in similar fashions.

Videotaped examples of the practice sessions in class

and of selected pre- and post-test interviews were saved.

Using the videotaped interviews with the self-instructional

unit in place of classroom practice would be a beneficial

and interesting comparison. The videotapes would be useful
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to supplement the formal classroom situations since the stu-

dents may learn as much from them as from the actual practice

in the classroom.

Maatsch (1974) describes some parameters of the "exem-

plar" to be the role player in the group instruction, and

many of his suggestions can be followed with prOper selec-

tion of videotaped models. The model Should not be the

slowest student Since others may become bored; on the other

hand, the best student in the class may be a poor exemplar

because his pace is too fast to allow others time to think

through their response before the exemplar has responded.

The bright student may not make enough mistakes to afford

Opportunity for feedback and discussion during the critique

session. Students observing may tend to learn as much as

the role players since they tend to covertly respond as if

they were the participating student. This may be facili-

tated if the model is someone with whom students can iden-

tify (approximately their own age, similar sex, etc.) Re-

search could continue in their area.

In relationship to the evaluation component, it would

be interesting to use only the audio segment of the video-

tape and compare instructors' evaluations of those with in-

structors' evaluations of the videotapes. Since audiotape

is relatively less expensive to purchase and requires less

expensive equipment to re-play, there may be advantages in

using audiotape for interview practice and assessment.

Whether or not the video has impact remains to be researched,
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for example, in terms of the effects of non-verbal communi-

cation. Having only audio may eliminate some of the instruc-

tor bias in terms of student recognition.

Two interviews were transcribed into typewritten form

to allow use of example interviews in situations where other

delivery modes are not feasible or desirable. Another use-

ful comparison may be having the interview models available

to students in script form to be read rather than heard and/

or seen. A script of a sample interview would allow the

students as much time as desired on certain segments of the

interview to study, re-read, and evaluate.

The area of interviewing in foodservice has been cov-

ered extensively in the literature, but no self-instructional

materials were located. An implication for future research

in this area would be to use the module with foodservice

supervisors and/or managers to determine if it has impact

in the real world setting as a methodology for conducting an

employee interview program. It would be possible in a large

foodservice setting to determine the viability of the model

as described in the unit for: 1) increasing employer inter-

est in interviewing, 2) positive employee morale, and 3) de-

creasing employee turnover. The model might also reduce

personnel costs.
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Suggestions for Revisions

Suggestions for revisions include improvements in the

progress interview materials, in the criteria checklist, as

well as the addition of an instructors' manual to accompany

the materials.

Progress Interview Materials
 

Based on testing and evaluation data, several revisions

could substantially improve the materials. Since results

were generally favorable, minor revisions could be made

without extensive diagnosis.

The first 22 pages of the unit contain theory in sup-

port of the actual interview model, which is then presented

in the following 28 pages of the unit. It was suggested by

a reviewer and in student comments, that the theory should

be placed in the back of the interview model so that the

students could see the application first, then read the

theory section for additional clarification and information

if necessary. Senior student scores on the written exam-

ination tend to indicate that many knew the theory prior to

this instruction.

The interview planning guide appeared in the final

three pages of the module. One reviewer suggested that the

planning guide Should appear earlier in the module to give

the student a framework for the pre-planning which is dis-

cussed in the text of the unit.



136

The item analysis of the written examination and the

students' performance on the videotaped interviews indicate

several other necessary modifications in the unit. There

Should be clarification of the meaning of "consequences"

and the use of "consequences" in discussion with the employ-

ee. Most students omitted this on the practical interview.

Some students also had difficulty with the "problem-solving"

step of the interview. More problem-solving examples in an

interview setting should be added, particularly in relation

to identifying possible solutions. Students had some dif-

ficulty discriminating between training needs and interview

setting needs on the written examination and additional

examples of these items wOuld be beneficial.

Several students commented that a more difficult em-

ployee should be created in a scenario for practice. The

researcher felt that the important objective was for the

student to learn the format of the interview rather than

have to deal with difficult employees and this suggestion

was not incorporated. More information could be included in

the unit, however, about control of the interview situation

and who determines what will be discussed during the inter-

view.

Criteria Checklist
 

Question Two, "Encourages Participation" should be

moved to the end of the checklist since it could only be

judged at the conclusion of the interview. Question Thirteen



137

should be placed after fourteen since frequently the inter-

viewer asked for the interview evaluation after signatures

had been obtained. In item 10, the description under 1 point

and 2 points Should be reversed. One evaluator suggested

eliminating the "for the next period" segment of the "Em-

ployee objectives are set for the next period" Since no

definite period was Stated in the scenario materials.

An additional item addressing control of the interview

should be included. It was found that in some interviews,

where all the points were addressed, there was considerable

waste of time while the interviewer lost control of the

interview to the interviewee and just let the conversation

ramble. In the problem-sOlving item, it should be asked

"who suggested what the problem is?" and "whose solutions

are finally agreed upon".

Instructor's Manual

An instructor's manual to facilitate use of the module

by instructors in other programs with dietetic students has

been developed. The instructor's manual includes general

descriptions of the materials and their uses, scenarios,

examinations, and criteria checklists. A table of contents

of the instructor's manual is included in Appendix B.



APPEN-D I CE 8



APPENDIX A

ADMISSION REQUIREMENTS FOR MSU GENERAL

DIETETIC COORDINATED STUDY PLAN

EVALUATION STRATEGIES FOR HNF 480-FOOD

SERVICE SYSTEMS MANAGEMENT

GENERAL OBJECTIVES FOR

RESIDENCE HALL EXPERIENCE



APPENDIX A

ADMISSION REQUIREMENTS FOR THE MSU GENERAL

DIETETICS COORDINATED STUDY PLAN

The General Dietetics Coordinated Study Plan has a

limited enrollment of twenty students per year. This limi-

tation is imposed by the quantity and quality of facilities

and clinical faculty available for the essential field ex-

periences which are integral components of the curriculum.

In order to be eligible for admission to the Coordinated

Study Plan, students must meet the following criteria:

1. Have declared a major in dietetics at the time of

application.

Have not previously earned a Bachelor's degree in

Foods, Nutrition, or Dietetics.

Have successfully completed (assumes a grade 1.0,

credit, pass or waiver) a minimum of 24 credits at

MSU prior to the application deadline for admission

to the GDCSP.

Have achieved a minimum overall GPA of 2.75 (in

reference to a 4.0 scale) on all MSU credits earned

(a) prior to the application deadline for admission

to the GDCSP and (b) prior to the first term of en-

rollment in the GDCSP.

Have achieved a minimum overall undergraduate GPA

of 2.75 on all credits earned irrespective of the

institution attended.

Have completed a minimum of 90 credits acceptable

toward MSU graduation requirements prior to the

first term of enrollment in the GDCSP.

Have successfully completed the following minimum

requirements for Groups I, II and III (with no

course having been repeated for credit more than

once) prior to the first term of enrollment in the

GDCSP.
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Group I General Education Term Credits
 

American Thought and Language

Humanities

Social Science

Introductory Psychology

Sociology of AnthrOpology 4
2
.
4
2
-
b
e

Group II Supporting Science Courses
 

Inorganic Chemistry 5-8

Organic Chemistry 3

Biochemistry

Algebra

Anatomy

Physiology c
o
o
-
1
m
m
!

Group III nginning Professional Courses
 

Elementary Food Preparation

Basic Nutrition

Food and the Consumer

Laboratory for Food Management

Family in Its Near Environment M
N
L
N
L
N
-
b

8. Have submitted application materials by designated

due date with all supporting documents attached.

From the pool of applicants meeting all the stated

eligibility requirements, 20 students will be selected for

tentative admission and the remaining students will be listed

as alternatives. Tentative appointees will be granted final

appointment to the program only if all admission requirements

are fulfilled prior to the first term Of requested enroll-

ment in the GDCSP. Selection will be made using a computer-

ized random number procedure which provides all eligible

applicants an equal opportunity for selection. This proce-

dure of selection does not discriminate on the basis of sex,

age, religion, ethnic origin, race, color, creed, and/or

familial or marital status.
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HNF 480 FOODSERVICE SYSTEMS MANAGEMENT

Evaluation Strategies

COMMUNICATOR 1.1

Applies principles of professional communication to com-

municate with clients, employees, and colleagues.

1.1.1 In preparing written reports and assignments, and

writing exams, use acceptable written communica-

tion skills, meeting the stated performance cri—

teria.

1.1.7 Using a completed layout design, present project

to foodservice manager and instructor, meeting the

stated performance criteria.

COMMUNICATOR 1.2

Applies principles of interpersonal communication to com-

municate with clients, employees, and colleagues.

1.2.4 In a worksh0p session, give and receive feedback,

meeting the stated performance criteria.

1.2.5 Using a communication problem you have identified

in a foodservice facility, describe and analyze

the problem, meeting the stated performance cri-

teria. (elective)

1.2.6 Using a foodservice facility to which you are as-

signed, draw a sociogram of the interpersonal com-

munication, meeting the stated performance cri-

teria. (elective)

1.2.7 Using the foodservice facility to which you are

assigned, design a communication network, meeting

the stated performance criteria. (elective)
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FACILITATOR 2.1

Applies principles of problem-solving to solve personal and

professional problems.

2.1.3 Using professional problems you have identified in

your assigned facility and a selection of readings,

describe a solution and the process by which you

arrived at that solution, according to the stated

performance criteria. (elective)

2.1.4 Given a folder of related readings, write a list

of tasks to be accomplished on the first day as a

consultant to a nursing home, meeting the stated

performance criteria. (elective)

FACILITATOR 2.2

Applies principle of interviewing to interview clients and

employees.

2.2.5 Using a selection of readings on employee inter-

viewing, describe and analyze an observed or hypo-

thetical Situation related to interviewing, meeting

the stated performance criteria. (elective)

2.2.6 Given an assigned role, participate in a role-play

on employee interviewing, meeting the stated per-

formance criteria. (elective)

2.2.7 Given Simulated employee interview Situations, con-

duct the interview, meeting the stated performance

criteria.

FACILITATOR 2.3

Applies principles of group process and learning to facili-

tate group achievement.

2.3.2 Given a selection of readings on the change process,

describe and analyze in writing a real or hypothe-

tical Situation related to change, meeting the

stated performance criteria. (elective)

2.3.3 Given a selection of assigned roles and guidelines

for the role-play, facilitate a role-play in class

dealing with implementing change, meeting the

stated performance criteria. (elective)
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2.3.4 Using assigned projects, participate as a contri-

buting group member, meeting the stated performance

criteria.

2.3.5 In foodservice assignments, interact effectively

with the foodservice personnel, meeting the Stated

performance criteria.

FACILITATOR 2.6

Applies principles of evaluation to provide quality assur-

ance in nutritional care.

2.6.3 In class, give an oral review of JCAH standards

for dietetic services, meeting the stated perfor-

mance criteria. (elective)

2.6.4 In class, report on OSHA guidelines and your

assigned residence hall's methods of compliance,

meeting the stated performance criteria. (elective)

FACILITATOR 2.7

Utilizes knowledge of the computer as a tool and theory of

information systems to facilitate dietetic services.

2.7.1 Using a recipe of your choice, code your recipe

for inclusion in the Sentry System, meeting the

stated performance criteria.

2.7.2 Using employee schedules, evaluate the computerized

production Sheets, meeting the stated performance

criteria.

2.7.3 Using the facility to which you are assigned, out-

line uses of Sentry computer systems in that fa—

cility, meeting the stated performance criteria.

(elective)

FACILITATOR 2.9

Uses knowledge of merchandising, quantity production and

nutritional needs to plan menus for various institutional

settings.

2.9.6 Using cookbooks or any source of recipes, select a

recipe which complements one of the 3 meals for

which you are assigned responsibility, meeting the

stated performance criteria.



2.9.7

2.9.8

2.9.9

2.9.10
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Using selected references, standardize a given

recipe for 100 servings, meeting the stated per-

formance criteria. (elective)

In the MSU test kitchen, extend and test a recipe

to be used at a meal, meeting the stated perfor-

mance criteria.

Present an oral review of The Ready Foods System

For Health Care Facilities by Gordon Friesen ih

class, meeting the stated performance criteria.

(elective)

 

Given a choice of foodservice Operation types and

a folder of related readings, write a two week

cycle menu for the facility, meeting the stated

performance criteria. (elective)

FACILITATOR 2.10

Applies knowledge of purchasing and inventory control to

procure, receive, store and distribute food and non-food

items in a foodservice system.

2.10.1

2.10.2

2.10.3

2.10.4

2.10.5

Using the percentage guide for forecasting, fore-

case for a minimum of three meals in your assigned

facility, meeting the stated performance criteria.

In the foodservice facility, using the production

sheet and menus, prepare production Sheets for each

area: cooks, salads, bakery, meeting the stated

performance criteria.

Using master order forms, receive and assist in

the storing and issuing of food and non-food items,

meeting the stated performance criteria.

Using master order forms and physical inventory

reports, order all food and non-food items for at

least three meals, meeting the stated performance

criteria.

Using a specified reference, explain in writing the

procedures for purchasing in a facility in the ab-

sence of a computer system, meeting the Stated per-

formance criteria. (elective)



144

FACILITATOR 2.11

Uses knowledge of foods, environmental safety and equipment

maintenance to assist in the development of safety and sani-

tation programs.

2.11.3 In the foodservice facility, complete at least one

temperature check Study on selected food items,

using form provided.

2.11.4 In an assigned foodservice facility, evaluate the

facility using the Department of Public Health

Sanitation checklist on at least two occasions,

meeting the stated performance criteria.

2.11.5 Using a folder of assigned readings, write an out-

line of a safety program to be implemented in a fa-

cility, meeting the stated performance criteria.

(elective)

FACILITATOR 2.12

Utilizes knowledge of purchasing, space design, equipment

and work simplification to design a foodservice subsystem.

2.12.1 Using your assigned facility and a specified ref-

erence, analyze equipment requirements, meeting the

Stated performance criteria. (elective)

2.12.2 Given a menu, list the equipment necessary to pro-

duce it, meeting the stated performance criteria.

(elective)

2.12.3 As a two-member team, select a layout and design

problem area in the facility and re-design the area,

meeting the stated performance criteria.

2.12.4 Given a selection of readings on alternative food-

service delivery systems, compare the residence

halls system with one other delivery system, in

writing, meeting the stated performance criteria.

(elective)

FACILITATOR 2.13

Applies principles of financial management to evaluate the

financial performance of the facility.

2.13.1 Using the form provided, gather and evaluate data

to use in controlling the foodservice operation,

according to the stated performance criteria.



2.13.2

2.13.3

2.13.4

2.13.5

2.13.6

2.13.7

2.13.8
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Using Sentry Consolidated Storeroom Sheets and

standardized recipes, determine the total food cost

for three meals, meeting the stated performance

criteria.

Using the daily personnel cost print out and other

cost information, determine average cost per in-

dividual client for three meals, meeting the stated

performance criteria.

Using schedules and daily personnel cost print out,

determine the total hours and labor costs for three

meals, meeting the stated performance criteria.

In your assigned facility, develop and implement a

practical plate waste reduction campaign, meeting

the stated performance criteria.

Outline accounting procedures used in your assigned

facility, meeting the stated performance criteria.

(elective)

Given selected readings, list factors considered in

deve10ping an institutional budget, meeting the

stated performance criteria. (elective)

Write recommendations for your assigned facility to

conserve energy, meeting the stated performance

criteria. (elective)

FACILITATOR 2.14

Utilizes principles of personnel management and labor rela-

tions to select, supervise and deve10p personnel.

2.14.1

2.14.2

2.14.3

2.14.4

Report on an assigned text on personnel management

in class, meeting the stated performance criteria.

(elective)

Using the folder of assigned readings, describe

and analyze in writing a motivational situation,

meeting the stated performance criteria. (elective)

Using the folder of assigned readings, describe

and analyze an employee evaluation Situation, meeting

the stated performance criteria. (elective)

Write personal goals and evaluation strategies for

HNF 480, using MBO model, meeting the stated per-

formance criteria.
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2.14.6

2.14.7

2.14.8

2.14.9

2.14.10

2.14.11

2.14.12
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Facilitate "employee qualities" game in the class-

room, meeting the stated performance criteria.

(elective)

Using the folder of assigned readings, describe

and analyze personnel problems, meeting the stated

performance criteria. (elective)

Facilitate a role-play in class concerning a per-

sonnel problem, meeting the stated performance

criteria. (elective)

Using the folder of assigned readings, describe

and analyze a labor relations problem, meeting the

stated performance criteria. (elective)

Facilitate a role-play in class concerning a labor

relations problem, meeting the stated performance

criteria. (elective)

Facilitate a role negotiation role-play in class

using role negotiation, meeting the stated perfor-

mance criteria. (elective)

Given a folder of readings related to personnel

management, write an analysis of the "Bob Knowlton"

case study, meeting the stated performance criteria.

(elective)

DeveIOp a Scanlon-Model plan for increasing pro-

ductivity in the foodservice facility, meeting the

stated performance criteria. (elective)

EDUCATOR 3.1

Applies principles of teaching and learning to provide edu-

cational programs for clients, employees and colleagues.

3.1.2

3.1.3

Selecting a topic, plan, construct, test and eval-

uate a simulation to teach an aspect of foodservice

management, meeting the stated performance criteria.

In a Simulated planning group, plan overall train-

ing programs for a fiscal year in a defined food-

service facility, meeting the Stated performance

criteria.
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MANAGER 4.2

Applies principles of management in foodservice systems to

manage a foodservice system.

4.2.2

4.2.3

4.2.4

4.2.5

In your assigned foodservice facility, evaluate

three meals, meeting the stated performance cri-

teria.

Using a folder of assigned readings on merchan-

dising and consumerism, write a management plan

for addressing consumer's needs, meeting the

stated performance criteria. (elective)

Given a site visit, complete a site evaluation

form and participate in class discussion of the

foodservice subsystems, meeting the stated per-

formance criteria.

Having completed a site evaluation of all food-

service sub-systems, describe both orally and in

writing the sub-systems and their functioning,

meeting the stated performance criteria.

ADVOCATE 5.1

Applies principles of advocacy to serve as an advocate for

improved nutritional care.

5.1.2

5.1.5

Using current publications, orally present infor-

mation concerning local, state and national issues

in nutritional care, meeting the stated performance

criteria.

In class, report on the future trends in food-

service, meeting the stated performance criteria.

(elective)

PROFESSIONAL 6.1

Utilizes knowledge of professional behavior to function as

a professional dietitian.

6.1.3

6.1.4

Using observations of daily events in foodservice

facilities, complete at least 20 anecdotal records,

meeting the stated performance criteria.

Using a folder of readings on management styles,

assess in writing your leadership style and des-

cribe the difference between management and lea-

dership, meeting the stated performance criteria.

(elective)
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6.1.6 Demonstrate professional behaviors by consistently

performing in a professional manner in the food-

service facilities, clinical settings and class-

room, meeting the stated performance criteria.

PROFESSIONAL 6.2

Utilizes knowledge of the profession of dietetics to develop

as a professional dietitian.

6.2.1 Given an outline, compile an information resource

file, meeting the stated performance criteria.

6.2.2 Given a written comprehensive examination, meet

75% of the stated performance criteria.
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APPENDIX A

HNF 480 FSM

General Objectives for Residence

Hall Experience

(In addition to specific

assignment objectives)

Gain large quantity food production experience by:

a. Preparing a variety of food items in the following

categories:

meats, eggs, cheeses

vegetables

pasta ‘

sauces and gravies

soups

vegetable salads

fruit salads

entree-type salads

desserts (if any are prepared on-premise)O
W
N
O
‘
M
-
h
L
N
N
H

o
o

o
o

o
o

o
o

o

b. Planning production schedules for residence hall

menus.

Increase knowledge of foodservice equipment by:

a. Using all types of equipment in the facility.

b. Cleaning all types of equipment in the facility.

Increase knowledge of foodservice sanitation and safety

by:

a. Evaluating the facility using the sanitation

checklist.

b. Practicing safe and sanitary procedures.

Increase knowledge of computerized information systems

by:

a. Using Sentry forms in the facility.
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f.
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Preparing information required to produce Sentry

forms.

experience in managing foodservice personnel by:

Working on the job with foodservice personnel in

a variety of jobs.

Working with foodservice supervisors and observing

their activities.

Analyzing routine and critical employee incidents

in the facility.

Participating in employee time scheduling.

Observing employee interviews when possible.

Managing employee or other meetings if possible.

Increase knowledge of the foodservice manager's role by:

3. Analyzing the foodservice manager's interface with

the foodservice facility.

Applying management principles to situations oc-

curring during the experience.

Reading policy and procedure manuals, employee

handbooks, etc.

Becoming involved with setting standards and con-

trolling to meet those standards.
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PROGRESS INTERVIEW UNIT:

1. Objectives and Test Items

for Expert Review

2. Selected Items from Progress

Interview Unit



MICHIGAN STATE UNIVERSITY

 

DEPARTMENT OF FOOD SCIENCE AND HUMAN NUTRITION EAST LANSING ‘ MICHIGAN ° 48824

HUMAN ECOLOGY BUILDING

September 20, 1978

Thank you very much for agreeing to contribute your exper-

tise in employee interviewing to assist with this research

project. We hope to deve10p instructional materials in the

area of employee interviewing that will be a help to many

people in the profession.

Please review the progress interviewing module objectives

first and rate them. The second task is to rate the test

items which have been designed to measure the objectives.

The checklist which will be used to evaluate the final

objective--the student actually performing an evaluation

interview-~is also included. Please make comments on it

as well. ‘

I would appreciate your returning the materials to me as

soon as you have completed them.

Sincerely,

Deon Gines, R.D., M.S.

Instructor
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PROGRESS INTERVIEW MODULE OBJECTIVES

Please rate each objective using the scale provided. Space

has been left between each objective for comments or sug-

gestions; please feel free to make suggested changes on this

sheet.

1. This objective is very important.

2. This objective is important.

3. This objective is important but needs revision as

indicated.

4 This objective is not important and should be deleted.

1 2 3 4

 

 

l. The student will demonstrate knowledge

of motivation theory by discriminating be-

tween contingency and expectancy theory, by

choosing more than one theory to apply in

dealing with employees, and by applying mo-

tivation theory in the interview setting ac-

cording to the stated performance criteria.

 

2. The student will demonstrate effective

feedback techniques by listing characteris-

tics of good feedback and by using effective

feedback techniques in the interview Situa-

tion according to the stated performance

criteria.

 

3. The student will demonstrate knowledge

of employee evaluation theory by stating

reasons for employee evaluation, by des-

cribing employee evaluation techniques in-

cluding use of anecdotal records, and by

applying this knowledge in an interview

setting according to the stated performance

criteria.

 

4. The student will list the effects of

the interviewer's attitude about perfor-

mance appraisal on the outcome of the ap-

praisal.

 

5. The student will demonstrate knowledge

of problem-solving Skills by defining

problem-solving steps and by applying pro-

blem solving skills in an interview setting.

 

6. The student will demonstrate knowledge

of job specifications by Stating their pur-

poses and utilizing the job specification

information in an interview setting.

 

7. The student will list the major com-

ponent parts of the progress interview.  
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1. This objective is very important.

2. This objective is important.

3. This objective is important but needs revision as

indicated.

4. This objective is not important and should be deleted.

I 2 3T74

8. Given a scenario and anecdotal records,

the student will determine objectives for

an employee progress interview.

 

9. Given a scenario and anecdotal records

for an employee, the student will be able to

discriminate between important and unimpor-

tant events to discuss with an employee.

 

10. Given a scenario and anecdotal records

for an employee, the student will be able to

discriminate between the items to discuss

with the employee and the items which repre-

sent training needs within the department.

 

11. Given anecdotal records, a planning

guide, and a scenario, the student will pre-

plan an employee progress interview.

 

12. The student will State four criteria for

an appropriate interview location.

 

13. The student will describe the advantage

of making advance appointments for progress

interviews.

 

14. The student will state reasons for em-

ployee self-assessment and will assist an em—

ployee to generate a self-assessment in the

interview setting according to the stated

performance criteria.

 

15. The student will state reasons for using

time lines and will generate a time line

given data to graph.

 

16. The student will list uses of interview

records (documentation).

 

17. Given a scenario, the student will de-

monstrate discriminating employee strengths

by listing them and by discussing them with

the employee in an interview setting, meeting

the Stated performance criteria.       
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I. This objective is very important.

2. This objective is important.

3. This objective is important but needs revision as

indicated.

4. This objective is net important and should be deleted.
 

1 2 3 4
 

18. Given a scenario, the student will demon-

strate discriminating the counterparts of em-

ployee weaknesses by listing them, and by dis-

cussing them with the employee in an interview

setting, meeting the stated performance cri-

teria.

 

19. The student will evaluate a progress

interview meeting the stated performance

criteria.

 

20. The student will conduct a progress

interview in a Simulated setting meeting

the performance criteria as stated on the

evaluation checklist.       
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TABLE B1

TALLY OF REVIEWERS' RATINGS OF OBJECTIVES

 

 

Mean Mean

Objective Rating* Objective Rating*

1 2.67 11 1.17

2 1.83 12 2.0

3 1.67 13 2.67

4 2.0 14 1.3

5 1.67 15 3.0

6 1.83 16 2.17

7 1.50 17 1.83

8 1.67 18 2.67

9 1.83 19 1.67

10 2.3 20 1.5

 

*Scale Descriptors:

b
L
N
N
H This objective is

This objective is

This objective is

indicated

This objective is

very important

important

important and needs revision as

not important and should be deleted.
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c
h

s
e
c
t
i
o
n

r
e
f
e
r

t
o

t
h
e

o
b
j
e
c
t
i
v
e

n
u
m
b
e
r

w
h
i
c
h

t
h
e

t
e
s
t

i
t
e
m
s

m
e
a
s
u
r
e
.

1
.

T
h
i
s

t
e
s
t

i
t
e
m

i
s

a
p
p
r
o
p
r
i
a
t
e

t
o

m
e
a
s
u
r
e

t
h
e

o
b
j
e
c
t
i
v
e
.

2
.

T
h
i
s

t
e
s
t

i
t
e
m

i
s

a
p
p
r
o
p
r
i
a
t
e

t
o

m
e
a
s
u
r
e

t
h
e

O
b
j
e
c
t
i
v
e
,

b
u
t

n
e
e
d
s

r
e
v
i
s
i
o
n

a
s

i
n
d
i
-

c
a
t
e
d
.

3
.

T
h
i
s

t
e
s
t

i
t
e
m

i
s

n
o
t

a
p
p
r
o
p
r
i
a
t
e

t
o

m
e
a
s
u
r
e

t
h
e

o
b
j
e
c
t
i
v
e

a
n
d

S
h
o
u
l
d

b
e

d
e
l
e
t
e
d
.

1
2

3
 

1
.

S
t
a
t
e
s

a
n
d

a
p
p
l
i
e
s

m
o
t
i
v
a
t
i
o
n

p
r
i
n
c
i
p
l
e
s

a
n
d

t
h
e
o
r
i
e
s
.

 

a
.

T
F

E
v
e
r
y

m
a
n
a
g
e
r

s
h
o
u
l
d

c
h
o
o
s
e

t
h
e

o
n
e

p
a
r
t
i
c
u
l
a
r

m
o
t
i
v
a
t
i
o
n
a
l

s
t
y
l
e

t
o

u
s
e

w
i
t
h

e
m
p
l
o
y
e
e
s

w
h
i
c
h

w
o
r
k
s

b
e
s
t

f
o
r

h
i
m
.

 

5
.

S
i
n
c
e

t
h
e

m
a
n
a
g
e
r

d
e
a
l
s

w
i
t
h

a
v
a
r
i
e
t
y

o
f

i
n
d
i
v
i
d
u
a
l
s
,

r
a
t
h
e
r

t
h
a
n

c
h
o
o
s
i
n
g

o
n
l
y

o
n
e

m
o
t
i
v
a
t
i
o
n
a
l

t
h
e
o
r
y

t
o

i
m
p
l
e
m
e
n
t
,

h
e

m
u
s
t

b
e

.

 

c
.

E
x
p
e
c
t
a
n
c
y

t
h
e
o
r
y

s
t
a
t
e
s

t
h
a
t

b
e
h
a
v
i
o
r

i
s

a
f
u
n
c
t
i
o
n

o
f

t
h
e

p
e
r
s
o
n

h
o
l
d
s

a
b
o
u
t

l
i
k
e
l
y

o
u
t
c
o
m
e
s

o
f

a
b
e
h
a
v
i
o
r

a
n
d

t
h
e

o
r

i
n
d
i
v
i
d
u
a
l

p
r
e
f
e
r
e
n
c
e

f
o
r

a
n

o
u
t
c
o
m
e
.

 

d
.

A
m
a
n
a
g
e
m
e
n
t

a
p
p
l
i
c
a
t
i
o
n

o
f

r
e
i
n
f
o
r
c
e
m
e
n
t

t
h
e
o
r
y

i
s

t
h
a
t

i
t

m
a
y

b
e

p
o
s
-

s
i
b
l
e

t
o

s
o
m
e

b
e
h
a
v
i
o
r
s

a
n
d

t
o

o
t
h
e
r
s

b
y

c
o
n
-

t
r
o
l
l
i
n
g

o
f

t
h
e

b
e
h
a
v
i
o
r
s
.

 

e
.

I
n

r
e
l
a
t
i
o
n

t
o

d
e
t
e
r
m
i
n
i
n
g

c
o
n
s
e
q
u
e
n
c
e
s

f
o
r

m
e
e
t
i
n
g
/
n
o
t

m
e
e
t
i
n
g

o
b
j
e
c
-

t
i
v
e
s
,

y
o
u

s
h
o
u
l
d
:

a
.

S
u
g
g
e
s
t

w
h
a
t

y
o
u

t
h
i
n
k

i
s

a
g
o
o
d

r
e
w
a
r
d

f
o
r

t
h
e

e
m
p
l
o
y
e
e
.

b
.

N
e
v
e
r

u
s
e

m
o
n
e
y

s
i
n
c
e

i
t

i
s
n
'
t

a
g
o
o
d

m
o
t
i
v
a
t
o
r
.

c
.

H
a
v
e

s
o
m
e

s
u
g
g
e
s
t
i
o
n
s

i
n

m
i
n
d
,

b
u
t

w
a
i
t

a
n
d

a
s
k

t
h
e

e
m
p
l
o
y
e
e

w
h
a
t

c
o
n
s
e
q
u
e
n
c
e
s

s
h
e

w
o
u
l
d

l
i
k
e
.

d
.

W
a
i
t

f
o
r

t
h
e

e
m
p
l
o
y
e
e

t
o

s
u
g
g
e
s
t

a
r
e
w
a
r
d
,

t
h
e
n

t
r
y

t
o

n
e
g
o
t
i
a
t
e

d
o
w
n
w
a
r
d
.
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T
h
i
s

t
e
s
t

i
t
e
m

i
s

a
p
p
r
o
p
r
i
a
t
e

t
o

m
e
a
s
u
r
e

t
h
e

O
b
j
e
c
t
i
v
e
.

T
h
i
s

t
e
s
t

i
t
e
m

i
s

a
p
p
r
o
p
r
i
a
t
e

t
o

m
e
a
s
u
r
e

t
h
e

O
b
j
e
c
t
i
v
e
,

b
u
t

n
e
e
d
s

r
e
v
i
s
i
o
n

a
s

i
n
d
i
-

c
a
t
e
d
.

T
h
i
s

t
e
s
t

i
t
e
m

i
s

n
o
t

a
p
p
r
o
p
r
i
a
t
e

t
o

m
e
a
s
u
r
e

t
h
e

o
b
j
e
c
t
i
v
e

a
n
d

s
h
o
u
l
d

b
e

d
e
l
e
t
e
d
.
 

S
t
a
t
e
s

a
n
d

a
p
p
l
i
e
s

e
f
f
e
c
t
i
v
e

f
e
e
d
b
a
c
k

t
e
c
h
n
i
q
u
e
s
.

1
2

3

 

a
.

L
i
s
t

s
i
x

c
h
a
r
a
c
t
e
r
i
s
t
i
c
s

o
f

g
o
o
d

f
e
e
d
b
a
c
k
.

 

S
t
a
t
e
s

a
n
d

a
p
p
l
i
e
s

k
n
o
w
l
e
d
g
e

o
f

e
m
p
l
o
y
e
e

e
v
a
l
u
a
t
i
o
n

t
h
e
o
r
y
.

 

a
.

L
i
s
t

t
h
r
e
e

r
e
a
s
o
n
s

f
o
r

j
o
b

b
e
h
a
v
i
o
r

a
p
p
r
a
i
s
a
l
s
.

 

b
.

T
h
e

p
u
r
p
o
s
e

o
f

g
i
v
i
n
g

t
h
e

e
m
p
l
o
y
e
e

f
e
e
d
b
a
c
k

r
e
g
a
r
d
i
n
g

j
o
b

p
e
r
f
o
r
m
a
n
c
e

i
s

t
o
:

a
.

L
e
t

t
h
e

e
m
p
l
o
y
e
e

k
n
o
w

t
h
a
t

t
h
e

m
a
n
a
g
e
r

i
s

i
n
t
e
r
e
s
t
e
d

i
n

h
i
m
.

b
.

L
e
t

t
h
e

e
m
p
l
o
y
e
e

k
n
o
w

w
h
e
r
e

h
e

s
t
a
n
d
s
.

c
.

I
m
p
r
o
v
e

w
o
r
k

p
e
r
f
o
r
m
a
n
c
e
.

d
.

M
e
e
t

u
n
i
o
n

d
e
m
a
n
d
s
.

 

c
.

T
h
e

b
e
s
t

w
a
y

t
o

e
v
a
l
u
a
t
e

t
h
e

e
m
p
l
o
y
e
e
'
s

p
e
r
f
o
r
m
a
n
c
e

i
s

i
n

r
e
l
a
t
i
o
n

t
o
:

a
.

O
t
h
e
r

e
m
p
l
o
y
e
e
s
'

p
e
r
f
o
r
m
a
n
c
e
s
.

b
.

T
h
e

e
m
p
l
o
y
e
e
'
s

j
o
b

a
n
a
l
y
s
i
s
.

c
.

H
i
s
/
h
e
r

p
o
t
e
n
t
i
a
l
.

d
.

D
e
p
a
r
t
m
e
n
t
a
l

p
o
l
i
c
i
e
s

a
n
d

p
r
o
c
e
d
u
r
e
s
.

 

d
.

T
h
e

f
o
c
u
s

o
f

d
i
s
c
u
s
s
i
o
n

s
h
o
u
l
d

b
e

t
h
e

r
a
t
h
e
r

t
h
a
n

o
f

t
h
e

e
m
p
l
o
y
e
e
.

 

e
.

T
F

E
m
p
l
o
y
e
e

a
p
p
r
a
i
s
a
l
s

s
h
o
u
l
d

c
o
v
e
r

p
e
r
s
o
n
a
l

c
h
a
r
a
c
t
e
r
i
s
t
i
c
s

a
s

w
e
l
l

a
s

j
o
b

p
e
r
f
o
r
m
a
n
c
e

S
i
n
c
e

b
o
t
h

a
r
e

c
r
u
c
i
a
l

t
o

d
o
i
n
g

a
g
o
o
d

j
o
b
.

 

f
:

L
i
s
t

t
h
r
e
e

m
a
j
o
r

p
r
o
b
l
e
m
s

w
i
t
h

"
t
r
a
i
t
"

e
m
p
l
o
y
e
e

e
v
a
l
u
a
t
i
o
n
s
.
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1
.

T
h
i
s

t
e
s
t

i
t
e
m

i
s

a
p
p
r
o
p
r
i
a
t
e

t
o

m
e
a
s
u
r
e

t
h
e

o
b
j
e
c
t
i
v
e
.

2
.

T
h
i
s

t
e
s
t

i
t
e
m

i
s

a
p
p
r
o
p
r
i
a
t
e

t
o

m
e
a
s
u
r
e

t
h
e

o
b
j
e
c
t
i
v
e
,

b
u
t

n
e
e
d
s

r
e
v
i
s
i
o
n

a
s

i
n
d
i
-

c
a
t
e
d
.

3
.

T
h
i
s

t
e
s
t

i
t
e
m

i
s

n
o
t

a
p
p
r
o
p
r
i
a
t
e

t
o

m
e
a
s
u
r
e

t
h
e

o
b
j
e
c
t
i
v
e

a
n
d

s
h
o
u
l
d

b
e

d
e
l
e
t
e
d
.
 

l
2

3

g
.

L
i
s
t

o
n
e

a
d
v
a
n
t
a
g
e

o
f

g
o
a
l
-
o
r
i
e
n
t
e
d

p
e
r
f
o
r
m
a
n
c
e

a
p
p
r
a
i
s
a
l
.

 

h
.

T
F

I
t

i
s

i
m
p
o
r
t
a
n
t

t
o

l
i
n
k

t
h
e

i
n
t
e
r
v
i
e
w

d
i
r
e
c
t
l
y

w
i
t
h

d
e
c
i
s
i
o
n
s

s
u
c
h

a
s

s
a
l
a
r
y

c
h
a
n
g
e
s

a
n
d

p
r
o
m
o
t
i
o
n
s

s
o

t
h
a
t

t
h
e

e
m
p
l
o
y
e
e

k
n
o
w
s

h
i
s

e
f
f
o
r
t
s

a
r
e

b
e
i
n
g

r
e
w
a
r
d
e
d
.

 

i
.

T
h
e

m
a
j
o
r

r
e
a
s
o
n

w
h
y

e
m
p
l
o
y
e
e

a
p
p
r
a
i
s
a
l

i
s

u
n
r
e
l
i
a
b
l
e

i
s
:

a
.

O
n
l
y

o
n
e

s
u
p
e
r
v
i
s
o
r

d
o
e
s

t
h
e

r
a
t
i
n
g
.

b
.

R
a
t
i
n
g

s
c
a
l
e
s

i
n
c
l
u
d
e

u
n
o
b
s
e
r
v
a
b
l
e

c
h
a
r
a
c
t
e
r
i
s
t
i
c
s
.

c
.

T
h
e

e
v
a
l
u
a
t
o
r

h
a
s
n
'
t

b
e
e
n

t
r
a
i
n
e
d

t
o

d
o

e
v
a
l
u
a
t
i
o
n
s
.

 

L
i
s
t

o
n
e

d
i
s
a
d
v
a
n
t
a
g
e

O
f
i
g
o
a
l
-
O
r
i
e
n
t
e
d

p
e
r
f
O
r
m
a
n
c
e

a
p
p
r
a
i
s
a
l
.

 

j
.

k
.

I
n

o
r
d
e
r

t
o

k
e
e
p

a
r
e
c
o
r
d

o
f

t
h
e

e
m
p
l
o
y
e
e
'
s

p
e
r
f
o
r
m
a
n
c
e
,

i
t

i
s

r
e
c
o
m
-

m
e
n
d
e
d

t
h
a
t

t
h
e

s
u
p
e
r
v
i
s
o
r
s

k
e
e
p

.

 

I
.

T
o

b
e

e
f
f
e
c
t
i
v
e

i
n

e
m
p
l
o
y
e
e

e
v
a
l
u
a
t
i
o
n
,

a
n
e
c
d
o
t
a
l

r
e
c
o
r
d
s

s
h
o
u
l
d

b
e
:

1
)

,
a
n
d

2
)

.

 

m
.

A
n
e
c
d
o
t
a
l

r
e
c
o
r
d
s

s
h
o
u
l
d

b
e

r
e
l
a
t
i
v
e

t
o

p
e
r
f
o
r
m
a
n
c
e
,

n
o
t

q
u
a
l
i
t
i
e
s
.

 

4
.

I
d
e
n
t
i
f
i
e
d

e
f
f
e
c
t
s

o
f
i
t
h
e

i
n
t
e
r
v
i
e
w
e
r
'
s

a
t
t
i
t
u
d
e

a
b
o
u
t

p
e
r
f
O
r
m
a
n
c
e

a
p
p
r
a
i
s
a
l
.

 

a
.

L
i
s
t

a
t

l
e
a
s
t

f
i
v
e

p
o
s
i
t
i
v
e

a
s
p
e
c
t
s

o
f

e
m
p
l
o
y
e
e

i
n
t
e
r
v
i
e
w
i
n
g
.

 

5
.

L
i
s
t

a
t

l
e
a
s
t

t
h
r
e
e

p
r
o
b
l
e
m
s

y
o
u

m
i
g
h
t

a
n
t
i
c
i
p
a
t
e

i
n

i
n
t
e
r
v
i
e
w
i
n
g

e
m
p
l
o
y
e
e
s
.
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1
.

T
h
1
s

t
e
s
t

i
t
e
m

i
s

a
p
p
r
o
p
r
i
a
t
e

t
o

m
e
a
s
u
r
e

t
h
e

o
b
j
e
c
t
i
v
e
.

2
.

T
h
i
s

t
e
s
t

i
t
e
m

i
s

a
p
p
r
o
p
r
i
a
t
e

t
o

m
e
a
s
u
r
e

t
h
e

o
b
j
e
c
t
i
v
e
,

b
u
t

n
e
e
d
s

r
e
v
i
s
i
o
n

a
s

i
n
d
i
-

c
a
t
e
d
.

3
.

T
h
i
s

t
e
s
t

i
t
e
m

i
s

n
o
t

a
p
p
r
o
p
r
i
a
t
e

t
o

m
e
a
s
u
r
e

t
h
e

o
b
j
e
c
t
i
v
e

a
n
d

S
h
o
u
l
d

b
e

d
e
l
e
t
e
d
.
 

l
2

3

c
.

T
F

T
h
e

i
n
t
e
r
v
i
e
w
e
r
'
s

a
t
t
i
t
u
d
e

a
b
o
u
t

t
h
e

i
m
p
o
r
t
a
n
c
e

o
f

t
h
e

a
p
p
r
a
i
s
a
l

i
n
t
e
r
v
i
e
w

p
r
o
b
a
b
l
y

w
o
n
'
t

a
f
f
e
c
t

t
h
e

e
m
p
l
o
y
e
e
'
s

p
e
r
f
o
r
m
a
n
c
e

o
n

t
h
e

j
o
b
.

 

5
.

S
t
a
t
e
s

a
n
d

a
p
p
l
i
e
s

k
n
o
w
l
e
d
g
e

o
f

p
r
o
b
l
e
m
-
s
o
l
v
i
n
g

s
k
i
l
l
s
.

 

a
.

A
p
r
o
b
l
e
m

i
s

t
h
e

d
i
f
f
e
r
e
n
c
e

b
e
t
w
e
e
n

w
h
a
t

a
n
d

w
h
a
t

.

 

b
.

L
i
s
t

t
w
o

b
e
n
e
f
i
t
s

f
r
o
m

p
r
o
b
l
e
m
-
s
o
l
v
i
n
g

i
n
t
e
r
v
i
e
w
s
.

 

c
.

I
t

i
s

t
h
e

m
a
n
a
g
e
r
'
s

r
e
s
p
o
n
s
i
b
i
l
i
t
y

t
o

s
u
g
g
e
s
t

s
o
l
u
t
i
o
n
s

f
o
r

t
h
e

p
r
o
b
-

l
e
m
s

e
n
c
o
u
n
t
e
r
e
d

w
i
t
h

i
n
d
i
v
i
d
u
a
l

e
m
p
l
o
y
e
e
s
.

T
F

 

d
.

T
h
e

b
a
s
i
c

c
o
m
p
o
n
e
n
t

p
a
r
t
s

o
f

p
r
o
b
l
e
m
-
s
o
l
v
i
n
g

a
r
e
:

a
.

D
e
s
c
r
i
b
i
n
g

a
v
a
r
i
e
t
y

o
f

s
o
l
u
t
i
o
n
s
,

d
e
t
e
r
m
i
n
i
n
g

t
h
e
i
r

a
c
c
e
p
t
a
b
i
l
i
t
y

f
r
o
m

p
e
r
s
o
n
n
e
l
,

i
m
p
l
e
m
e
n
t
i
n
g

t
h
e

s
o
l
u
t
i
o
n
s
.

b
.

D
e
f
i
n
i
n
g

t
h
e

p
r
o
b
l
e
m
,

g
e
n
e
r
a
t
i
n
g

m
u
l
t
i
p
l
e

s
o
l
u
t
i
o
n
s
,

s
e
l
e
c
t
i
n
g

a

s
o
l
u
t
i
o
n

t
o

t
r
y
,

i
m
p
l
e
m
e
n
t
i
n
g

a
n
d

e
v
a
l
u
a
t
i
n
g

t
h
e

s
o
l
u
t
i
o
n
.

c
.

D
e
f
i
n
i
n
g

t
h
e

p
r
o
b
l
e
m
,

g
e
n
e
r
a
t
i
n
g

s
o
l
u
t
i
o
n
s
,

i
m
p
l
e
m
e
n
t
i
n
g

a
c
o
m
b
i
-

n
a
t
i
o
n

o
f

s
e
v
e
r
a
l

o
f

t
h
e

b
e
s
t

s
o
l
u
t
i
o
n
s
.

d
.

D
e
f
i
n
i
n
g

s
e
v
e
r
a
l

s
o
l
u
t
i
o
n
s
,

a
s
s
e
s
s
i
n
g

r
e
l
a
t
i
v
e

c
o
s
t
s
,

i
m
p
l
e
m
e
n
t
i
n
g

t
h
e

m
o
s
t

c
o
s
t
/
e
f
f
e
c
t
i
v
e

s
o
l
u
t
i
o
n
.
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 6
}

S
t
a
t
e
s

p
u
r
p
o
s
e
s

f
o
r
,

a
n
d

u
t
i
l
i
z
e
s

j
o
b

s
p
e
c
i
f
i
c
a
t
i
o
n
s
.

 

a
.

N
a
m
e

t
w
o

p
u
r
p
o
s
e
s

o
f

j
o
b

s
p
e
c
i
f
i
c
a
t
i
o
n
s
.

 

b
.

T
F

J
o
b

S
p
e
c
i
f
i
c
a
t
i
o
n
s

a
r
e

w
r
i
t
t
e
n

p
r
i
m
a
r
i
l
y

f
o
r

t
h
e

u
s
e

o
f

t
h
e

m
a
n
a
g
e
r

w
h
o

d
o
e
s

e
m
p
l
o
y
e
e

h
i
r
i
n
g
.

   
 
 



 I
T
’

T
h
i
s

t
e
s
t

i
t
e
m

i
s

a
p
p
r
o
p
r
i
a
t
e

t
o

m
e
a
s
u
r
e

t
h
e

O
b
j
e
c
t
i
v
e
.

2
.

T
h
i
s

t
e
s
t

i
t
e
m

i
s

a
p
p
r
o
p
r
i
a
t
e

t
o

m
e
a
s
u
r
e

t
h
e

O
b
j
e
c
t
i
v
e
,

b
u
t

n
e
e
d
s

r
e
v
i
s
i
o
n

a
s

i
n
d
i
-

c
a
t
e
d
.

3
.

T
h
i
s

t
e
s
t

i
t
e
m

i
s

n
o
t

a
p
p
r
o
p
r
i
a
t
e

t
o

m
e
a
s
u
r
e

t
h
e

o
b
j
e
c
t
i
v
e

a
n
d

s
h
o
u
l
d

b
e

d
e
l
e
t
e
d
 

C
.

T
F

S
i
n
c
e

t
h
e

p
e
r
S
O
n
n
e
l

o
f
f
i
c
e

m
a
y

b
e

r
e
s
p
o
n
s
i
b
l
e

f
o
r

i
n
i
t
i
a
l

s
c
r
e
e
n
—

i
n
g

o
f

e
m
p
l
o
y
e
e
s
,

a
n
d

m
a
y

n
o
t

b
e

f
a
m
i
l
i
a
r

w
i
t
h

f
o
o
d
s
e
r
v
i
c
e

m
a
n
a
g
e
m
e
n
t
,

t
h
e

j
o
b

S
p
e
c
i
f
i
c
a
t
i
o
n

s
h
o
u
l
d

b
e

g
e
n
e
r
a
l

i
n

n
a
t
u
r
e
.

1
2

3

 

d
.

T
F

A
p
p
r
a
i
s
a
l
s

c
a
n

b
e

c
o
n
s
i
d
e
r
e
d

t
o

b
e

d
i
s
c
r
i
m
i
n
a
t
o
r
y

i
f

t
h
e
y

a
r
e

n
o
t

b
a
s
e
d

o
n

j
o
b

a
n
a
l
y
s
i
s
.

 

7
.

L
i
s
t
s

t
h
e

m
a
j
o
r

c
o
m
p
o
n
e
n
t

p
a
r
t
s

o
f

t
h
e

p
r
o
g
r
e
s
s

i
n
t
e
r
v
i
e
w
.

 

a
.

C
h
o
o
s
e

t
h
e

i
t
e
m

w
h
i
c
h

i
n
c
l
u
d
e
s

t
h
e

m
a
j
o
r

c
o
m
p
o
n
e
n
t

p
a
r
t
s

o
f

t
h
e

e
m
p
l
o
y
e
e

p
r
o
g
r
e
s
s

i
n
t
e
r
v
i
e
w
:

a
.

G
i
v
i
n
g

t
h
e

e
m
p
l
o
y
e
e

a
n

i
n
c
r
e
a
s
e

i
n

p
a
y

(
i
f

d
e
s
e
r
v
e
d
)
,

l
e
t
t
i
n
g

t
h
e

e
m
p
l
o
y
e
e

k
n
o
w

h
i
s

w
e
a
k
n
e
s
s
e
s
,

f
i
l
l
i
n
g

o
u
t

a
n

e
v
a
l
u
a
t
i
o
n

f
o
r
m

f
o
r

d
o
c
u
-

m
e
n
t
a
t
i
o
n
.

b
.

D
e
v
e
l
o
p
i
n
g

o
b
j
e
c
t
i
v
e
s

w
i
t
h

t
h
e

e
m
p
l
o
y
e
e
,

l
e
t
t
i
n
g

t
h
e

e
m
p
l
o
y
e
e

k
n
o
w

w
h
a
t

h
e

h
a
s

d
o
n
e

r
i
g
h
t

i
n

r
e
l
a
t
i
o
n

t
o

t
h
e

j
o
b
,

d
e
t
e
r
m
i
n
i
n
g

c
o
n
s
e
q
u
e
n
c
e
s

o
f

m
e
e
t
i
n
g
/
n
o
t

m
e
e
t
i
n
g

o
b
j
e
c
t
i
v
e
s
,

d
o
c
u
m
e
n
t
a
t
i
o
n

o
f

t
h
e

i
n
t
e
r
v
i
e
w
,

g
i
v
i
n
g

t
h
e

e
m
p
l
o
y
e
e

a
p
r
o
m
o
t
i
o
n

i
f

d
e
s
e
r
v
e
d
.

c
.

D
e
v
e
l
o
p
i
n
g

o
b
j
e
c
t
i
v
e
s

w
i
t
h

t
h
e

e
m
p
l
o
y
e
e
,

t
e
l
l
i
n
g

t
h
e

e
m
p
l
o
y
e
e

h
i
s

s
t
r
o
n
g

a
n
d

w
e
a
k

p
o
i
n
t
s

i
n

r
e
l
a
t
i
o
n

t
o

t
h
e

j
o
b
,

t
e
l
l
i
n
g

t
h
e

e
m
p
l
o
y
e
e

w
h
a
t

h
e

s
h
o
u
l
d

h
a
v
e

d
o
n
e

i
n

r
e
l
a
t
i
o
n

t
o

h
i
s

w
e
a
k

p
o
i
n
t
s
,

d
e
t
e
r
m
i
n
i
n
g

c
o
n
s
e
q
u
e
n
c
e
s

o
f

m
e
e
t
i
n
g
/
n
o
t

m
e
e
t
i
n
g

o
b
j
e
c
t
i
v
e
s
,

d
o
c
u
m
e
n
t
a
t
i
o
n

o
f

t
h
e

i
n
t
e
r
v
i
e
w
.

 

8
.

G
e
n
e
r
a
t
e
s

O
b
j
e
c
t
i
v
e
s

f
o
r

a
p
r
o
g
r
e
s
s

i
n
t
e
r
v
i
e
w
.

 

a
.

Y
o
u

a
r
e

p
r
e
p
a
r
i
n
g

f
o
r

a
p
r
o
g
r
e
s
s

i
n
t
e
r
v
i
e
w

w
i
t
h

a
n

e
m
p
l
o
y
e
e

o
f

s
i
x
t
y

d
a
y
s
.

S
h
e

h
a
s

l
e
a
r
n
e
d

t
h
e

j
o
b

q
u
i
c
k
l
y
,

a
p
p
e
a
r
s

t
o

h
a
v
e

p
o
t
e
n
t
i
a
l

f
o
r

d
o
i
n
g

a
g
o
o
d

j
o
b
,

a
n
d

i
s

w
e
l
l
-
l
i
k
e
d

b
y

t
h
e

e
m
p
l
o
y
e
e
s
.

W
h
a
t

S
h
o
u
l
d

y
o
u

h
a
v
e

a
s

a
n

o
b
j
e
c
t
i
v
e

f
o
r

t
h
e

i
n
t
e
r
v
i
e
w
?
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1
.

T
h
i
s

t
e
s
t

i
t
e
m

i
s

a
p
p
r
o
p
r
i
a
t
e

t
o

m
e
a
s
u
r
e

t
h
e

o
b
j
e
c
t
i
v
e
.

2
.

T
h
i
s

t
e
s
t

i
t
e
m

i
s

a
p
p
r
o
p
r
i
a
t
e

t
o

m
e
a
s
u
r
e

t
h
e

o
b
j
e
c
t
i
v
e
,

b
u
t

n
e
e
d
s

r
e
v
i
s
i
o
n

a
s

i
n
d
i
-

c
a
t
e
d
.

3
.

T
h
i
s

t
e
s
t

i
t
e
m

i
s

n
o
t

a
p
p
r
O
p
r
i
a
t
e

t
o

m
e
a
s
u
r
e

t
h
e

o
b
j
e
c
t
i
v
e

a
n
d

s
h
o
u
l
d

b
e

d
e
l
e
t
e
d
.

1
2

3
 

a
.

C
o
m
p
l
i
m
e
n
t

t
h
e

e
m
p
l
o
y
e
e

o
n

h
e
r

e
x
c
e
l
l
e
n
t

w
o
r
k
,

t
e
l
l

h
e
r

y
o
u
'
r
e

h
a
p
-

p
y

t
o

h
a
v
e

h
e
r

a
s

a
n

e
m
p
l
o
y
e
e
,

a
n
d

t
h
a
t

y
o
u

w
o
u
l
d

l
i
k
e

t
o

s
e
e

h
e
r

a
d
-

v
a
n
c
e

i
n

t
h
e

o
r
g
a
n
i
z
a
t
i
o
n
.

b
.

T
e
l
l

t
h
e

e
m
p
l
o
y
e
e

s
p
e
c
i
f
i
c
a
l
l
y

w
h
a
t

i
s

g
o
o
d

a
b
o
u
t

h
e
r

p
e
r
f
o
r
m
a
n
c
e

w
i
t
h
i
n

t
h
e

d
e
p
a
r
t
m
e
n
t

a
n
d

s
e
t

g
o
a
l
s

w
i
t
h

t
h
e

e
m
p
l
o
y
e
e

t
o

i
m
p
r
o
v
e

p
e
r
-

f
o
r
m
a
n
c
e
.

c
.

T
e
l
l

t
h
e

e
m
p
l
o
y
e
e

y
o
u
'
d

l
i
k
e

h
e
r

t
o

m
o
v
e

i
n
t
o

a
p
o
s
i
t
i
o
n

o
f

m
o
r
e

r
e
s
p
o
n
s
i
b
i
l
i
t
y

a
n
d

a
l
a
r
g
e
r

s
a
l
a
r
y
.

 

b
.

Y
o
u

h
a
v
e

s
c
h
e
d
u
l
e
d

a
p
r
o
g
r
e
s
s

i
n
t
e
r
v
i
e
w

w
i
t
h

a
o
n
e
-
y
e
a
r

e
m
p
l
o
y
e
e

i
n

t
h
e

s
a
l
a
d

d
e
p
a
r
t
m
e
n
t

a
n
d

a
r
e

r
e
v
i
e
w
i
n
g

h
i
s

f
i
l
e
.

T
h
e
r
e

a
r
e

n
o

e
v
e
n
t
s

o
f

a
s
i
g
-

n
i
f
i
c
a
n
t

n
a
t
u
r
e

e
i
t
h
e
r

g
o
o
d

o
r

b
a
d
.

Y
o
u

h
a
v
e

a
l
s
o

r
e
v
i
e
w
e
d

t
h
e

j
o
b

a
n
a
l
-

y
s
i
s
.

W
h
a
t

w
o
u
l
d

y
o
u

s
u
g
g
e
s
t

a
s

a
n

o
b
j
e
c
t
i
v
e

f
o
r

t
h
e

i
n
t
e
r
v
i
e
w
:

a
.

R
e
c
o
m
m
e
n
d

t
h
e

e
m
p
l
o
y
e
e

f
o
r

a
r
a
i
s
e
.

b
.

F
i
n
d

o
u
t

w
h
a
t

t
h
e

e
m
p
l
o
y
e
e

w
a
n
t
s

t
o

d
o

i
n

h
i
s

j
o
b

t
o

m
a
k
e

i
t

b
e
t
t
e
r

o
r

m
o
r
e

c
h
a
l
l
e
n
g
i
n
g
.

c
.

R
e
c
o
m
m
e
n
d

t
h
e

e
m
p
l
o
y
e
e

f
o
r

a
t
r
a
n
s
f
e
r
.

d
.

T
e
l
l

t
h
e

e
m
p
l
o
y
e
e

w
h
a
t

h
e

n
e
e
d
s

t
o

d
o

t
o

m
a
k
e

a
b
e
t
t
e
r

i
m
p
r
e
s
s
i
o
n

o
n

h
i
s

s
u
p
e
r
v
i
s
o
r

s
o

t
h
a
t

h
i
s

r
a
t
i
n
g
s

w
i
l
l

i
m
p
r
o
v
e
.
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c
.

L
o
o
k

a
t

t
h
e

f
O
l
T
O
w
i
fi
g

e
x
a
m
p
l
e

s
c
e
n
a
r
i
o

a
n
d

d
r
a
w

s
o
m
e

s
p
e
c
i
f
i
c

o
b
j
e
c
-

t
i
v
e
s

f
o
r

y
o
u
r
s
e
l
f

a
s

t
h
e

i
n
t
e
r
v
i
e
w
e
r
:

 

9
.

D
i
s
c
r
i
m
i
n
a
t
e
s

b
e
t
w
e
e
n

i
m
p
o
r
t
a
n
t

a
n
d

u
n
i
m
p
o
r
t
a
n
t

i
s
s
u
e
s

a
n
d

s
e
t
s

p
r
i
o
r
i
t
i
e
s

f
o
r

i
n
t
e
r
v
i
e
w

d
i
s
c
u
s
s
i
o
n
.

 

a
.

T
i
t

i
s

m
o
r
e

e
f
f
e
c
t
i
v
e
t
o
n
O
C
u
s

O
n

o
n
e

p
r
o
b
i
e
m

w
h
i
c
h

i
s

i
m
p
o
r
t
a
n
t

t
h
a
n

t
o

d
i
s
c
u
s
s

s
e
v
e
r
a
l
y
p
r
o
b
l
e
m
s

i
n

t
h
e

S
h
o
r
t

t
i
m
e

a
l
l
o
t
t
e
d
.

T
F

   
 
 



 

T
T
h
i
s

t
e
s
t

i
t
e
m

T
h
i
s

t
e
s
t

i
t
e
m

c
a
t
e
d
.

T
h
i
s

t
e
s
t

i
t
e
m

i
s

a
p
p
r
o
p
r
i
a
t
e

t
o

m
e
a
s
u
r
e

t
h
e

O
b
j
e
c
t
i
v
e
.

i
s

a
p
p
r
o
p
r
i
a
t
e

t
o

m
e
a
s
u
r
e

t
h
e

o
b
j
e
c
t
i
v
e
,

b
u
t

n
e
e
d
s

r
e
v
i
s
i
o
n

a
s

i
n
d
i
-

i
s

n
o
t

a
p
p
r
o
p
r
i
a
t
e

t
o

m
e
a
s
u
r
e

t
h
e

o
b
j
e
c
t
i
v
e
.
 

b
.

P
r
i
o
r
i
t
i
z
e

i
m
p
o
r
t
a
n
t
: E
m
p
l
o
y
e
e

o
u
t

o
f

u
n
i
f
o
r
m
.

E
m
p
l
o
y
e
e

f
r
e
q
u
e
n
t
l
y

d
o
e
s
n
'
t

w
e
a
r

h
a
i
r

r
e
s
t
r
a
i
n
t
.

E
m
p
l
o
y
e
e

t
a
k
e
s

e
x
c
e
s
s
i
v
e

b
r
e
a
k

a
n
d

l
u
n
c
h

t
i
m
e
.

E
m
p
l
o
y
e
e

t
a
s
t
e
s

i
t
e
m
s

w
i
t
h

f
i
n
g
e
r
s

d
u
r
i
n
g

p
r
e
p
a
r
a
t
i
o
n
.

E
m
p
l
o
y
e
e

i
s

o
f
t
e
n

l
a
t
e
.

t
h
e

f
o
l
l
o
w
i
n
g

i
t
e
m
s

b
y

n
u
m
b
e
r
i
n
g

t
h
e
m
,

o
n
e

b
e
i
n
g

t
h
e

m
o
s
t

 

c
.

W
h
i
c
h

o
f

t
h
e

f
o
l
l
o
w
i
n
g

i
t
e
m
s

w
o
u
l
d

y
o
u

c
h
o
o
s
e

t
o

d
i
s
c
u
s
s

w
i
t
h

a
n

e
m
-

p
l
o
y
e
e

d
u
r
i
n
g

a
r
o
u
t
i
n
e

p
r
o
g
r
e
s
s

i
n
t
e
r
v
i
e
w
:

a
.

T
w
o

l
a
t
e

a
r
r
i
v
a
l
s

i
n

t
h
e

l
a
s
t

s
i
x

m
o
n
t
h
s
.

b
.

N
o
t

w
e
a
r
i
n
g

a
h
a
i
r

r
e
s
t
r
a
i
n
t

w
h
e
n

s
u
p
e
r
v
i
s
o
r

i
s
n
'
t

a
r
o
u
n
d
.

c
.

A
n

a
r
g
u
m
e
n
t

i
n

t
h
e

k
i
t
c
h
e
n

b
e
t
w
e
e
n

t
h
e

e
m
p
l
o
y
e
e

a
n
d

a
s
a
l
a
d

m
a
k
e
r

o
v
e
r

a
p
a
r
k
i
n
g

p
l
a
c
e
.

 

1
0
.

D
i
s
c
r
i
m
i
n
a
t
e
s

b
e
t
w
e
e
n

a
p
p
r
a
i
s
a
l

i
s
s
u
e
s

a
n
d

t
r
a
i
n
i
n
g

i
s
s
u
e
s
.

 

a
.

T
F

I
f

t
h
e

e
m
p
l
o
y
e
e

d
o
e
s
n
'
t

f
o
l
l
o
w

g
o
o
d

s
a
n
i
t
a
t
i
o
n

p
r
o
c
e
d
u
r
e
s
,

t
h
e

a
p
p
r
a
i
s
a
l

i
n
t
e
r
v
i
e
w

i
s

a
n

a
p
p
r
o
p
r
i
a
t
e

t
i
m
e

t
O

g
i
v
e

a
s
h
o
r
t

r
e
f
r
e
s
h
e
r

c
o
u
r
s
e

i
n

s
a
n
i
t
a
t
i
o
n

t
e
c
h
n
i
q
u
e
s
.

 

5
.

T
F

I
f

t
h
e

e
m
p
l
o
y
e
e

h
a
s

b
e
e
n

t
r
a
i
n
e
d

t
o

m
a
k
e

c
o
f
f
e
e

a
n
d

c
o
n
s
i
s
t
e
n
t
l
y

m
a
k
e
s

e
r
r
o
r
s
,

t
h
e

i
n
t
e
r
v
i
e
w

i
s

a
n

a
p
p
r
o
p
r
i
a
t
e

t
i
m
e

t
o

s
e
e
k

s
o
l
u
t
i
o
n
s

t
o

t
h
e

p
r
o
b
l
e
m
.
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1
.

T
h
i
s

t
e
s
t

i
t
e
m
i
s

a
p
p
r
o
p
r
i
a
t
e

t
o

m
e
a
s
u
r
e

t
h
e

o
b
j
e
c
t
i
v
e
.

2
.

T
h
i
s

t
e
s
t

i
t
e
m

i
s

a
p
p
r
o
p
r
i
a
t
e

t
o

m
e
a
s
u
r
e

t
h
e

o
b
j
e
c
t
i
v
e
,

b
u
t

n
e
e
d
s

r
e
v
i
s
i
o
n

a
s

i
n
d
i
-

c
a
t
e
d
.

3
.

T
h
i
s

t
e
s
t

i
t
e
m

i
s

n
o
t

a
p
p
r
o
p
r
i
a
t
e

t
o

m
e
a
s
u
r
e

t
h
e

o
b
j
e
c
t
i
v
e
.
 

c
.

W
h
i
c
h

o
f

t
h
e

f
o
l
l
o
w
i
n
g

e
v
e
n
t
s

w
o
u
l
d

y
o
u

c
h
o
o
s
e

t
o

d
i
s
c
u
s
s

w
i
t
h

t
h
e

e
m
-

p
l
o
y
e
e

d
u
r
i
n
g

a
r
o
u
t
i
n
e

p
r
o
g
r
e
s
s

i
n
t
e
r
v
i
e
w
?

a
.

O
c
c
a
s
i
o
n
a
l
l
y

m
i
s
s
e
s

i
t
e
m
s

o
n

t
r
a
y
s

d
u
r
i
n
g

t
r
a
y
l
i
n
e

o
p
e
r
a
t
i
o
n
.

b
.

M
a
k
e
s

m
i
n
o
r

c
h
a
n
g
e
s

i
n

s
p
e
c
i
a
l

d
i
e
t

r
e
c
i
p
e
s

i
f

t
h
e

i
t
e
m

o
n

t
h
e

r
e
c
i
p
e

i
s
n
'
t

a
v
a
i
l
a
b
l
e
.

c
.

D
o
e
s
n
'
t

o
r
g
a
n
i
z
e

h
i
s

w
o
r
k

t
a
b
l
e

s
e
t

u
p

e
f
f
i
c
i
e
n
t
l
y
.

 

1
1
.

S
t
a
t
e
s

r
e
a
s
o
n
s

f
o
r

p
r
e
-
p
l
a
n
n
i
n
g

a
n
d
p
l
a
n
n
i
n
g

g
u
i
d
e
s

a
n
d

p
r
e
-
p
l
a
n
s

i
n
t
e
r
-

v
i
e
w
s
.

 

a
.

W
h
i
c
h

o
f

t
h
e

f
o
l
l
o
w
i
n
g

i
n
c
l
u
d
e
s

a
l
l

i
t
e
m
s

w
h
i
c
h

s
h
o
u
l
d

b
e

p
l
a
n
n
e
d

b
e
f
o
r
e

t
h
e

i
n
t
e
r
v
i
e
w
:

a
.

I
n
t
e
r
v
i
e
w
e
r
'
s

o
b
j
e
c
t
i
v
e
s
,

i
n
t
e
r
v
i
e
w
e
e
'
s

o
b
j
e
c
t
i
v
e
s
,

m
a
j
o
r

p
o
i
n
t
s

t
o

b
e

d
i
s
c
u
s
s
e
d
,

r
e
v
i
e
w

d
a
t
e
s
.

b
.

I
n
t
e
r
v
i
e
w
e
e
'
s

o
b
j
e
c
t
i
v
e
s
,

c
o
n
s
e
q
u
e
n
c
e
s

i
f

o
b
j
e
c
t
i
v
e
s

a
r
e

m
e
t
,

a
n
d

r
e
v
i
e
w

d
a
t
e
.

c
.

I
n
t
e
r
v
i
e
w
e
r
'
s

o
b
j
e
c
t
i
v
e
s
,

m
a
j
o
r

p
o
i
n
t
s

t
o

b
e

d
i
s
c
u
s
s
e
d
.

 

b
.

T
h
e

f
o
l
l
o
w
i
n
g

j
o
b

s
p
e
c
i
f
i
c
a
t
i
o
n

a
n
d

s
c
e
n
a
r
i
o

w
i
l
l

b
e

u
s
e
d

a
s

a
c
a
s
e

f
o
r
w
h
i
c
h

t
o

p
r
e
-
p
l
a
n
.

A
s

y
o
u

r
e
a
d

t
h
r
o
u
g
h

t
h
e

e
x
a
m
p
l
e
,

t
r
y

t
o

d
e
v
e
1
0
p

y
o
u
r

o
w
n

o
b
j
e
c
t
i
v
e
s

f
o
r

t
h
e

i
n
t
e
r
v
i
e
w

a
n
d

p
i
c
k

o
u
t

t
h
e

e
m
p
l
o
y
e
e
'
s

s
t
r
e
n
g
t
h
s

a
n
d

w
e
a
k
n
e
s
s
e
s
.

 

c
.

P
r
e
-
p
l
a
n

i
n
t
e
r
v
i
e
w
s

f
o
r

e
a
c
h

o
f

t
h
e

t
w
o

f
o
l
l
o
w
i
n
g

s
c
e
n
a
r
i
o
s
.
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T
h
i
s

t
e
s
t

i
t
e
m

i
s

a
p
p
r
o
p
r
i
a
t
e

t
o

m
e
a
s
u
r
e

t
h
e

O
h
j
e
c
t
i
y
e
.

T
h
i
s

t
e
s
t

i
t
e
m

i
s

a
p
p
r
o
p
r
i
a
t
e

t
o

m
e
a
s
u
r
e

t
h
e

o
b
j
e
c
t
i
v
e
,

b
u
t

n
e
e
d
s

r
e
v
i
s
i
o
n

a
s

i
n
d
i
-

c
a
t
e
d
.

T
h
i
s

t
e
s
t

i
t
e
m

i
s

n
o
t

a
p
p
r
o
p
r
i
a
t
e

t
o

m
e
a
s
u
r
e

t
h
e

o
b
j
e
c
t
i
v
e

a
n
d

s
h
o
u
l
d

b
e

d
e
l
e
t
e
d
.
 

l
2

S
t
a
t
e
s

c
r
i
t
e
r
i
a

f
o
r

l
o
c
a
t
i
o
n

o
f

t
h
e

i
n
t
e
r
v
i
e
w
.

 

a
.

T
F

T
h
e

m
a
n
a
g
e
r
'
s

o
f
f
i
c
e

i
s

a
g
o
o
d

p
l
a
c
e

f
o
r

a
p
r
o
g
r
e
s
s

i
n
t
e
r
v
i
e
w

s
i
n
c
e

i
t

i
s

u
s
u
a
l
l
y

r
e
l
a
t
i
v
e
l
y

q
u
i
e
t

a
n
d

c
a
n

b
e

m
a
d
e

p
r
i
v
a
t
e
.

 

b
.

T
h
e

i
n
t
e
r
v
i
e
w

e
n
v
i
r
o
n
m
e
n
t

s
h
o
u
l
d
:

a
.

N
o
t

b
e

t
h
e

m
a
n
a
g
e
r
'
s

o
f
f
i
c
e

s
i
n
c
e

t
h
i
s

m
a
y

b
e

t
h
r
e
a
t
e
n
i
n
g

t
o

t
h
e

e
m
p
l
o
y
e
e
.

b
.

B
e

q
u
i
e
t
,

p
r
i
v
a
t
e
,

c
o
m
f
o
r
t
a
b
l
e
.

c
.

I
n
c
l
u
d
e

a
d
e
s
k

b
e
t
w
e
e
n

t
h
e

m
a
n
a
g
e
r

a
n
d

t
h
e

e
m
p
l
o
y
e
e

t
o

c
r
e
a
t
e

a

f
e
e
l
i
n
g

o
f

f
o
r
m
a
l
i
t
y
.

d
.

N
e
v
e
r

b
e

i
n

t
h
e

e
m
p
l
o
y
e
e
'
s

w
o
r
k

a
r
e
a

S
i
n
c
e

t
h
e
r
e

m
a
y

b
e

i
n
t
e
r
r
u
p
-

t
i
o
n
s
.

 

1
3
.

S
t
a
t
e
s

r
e
a
s
o
n
s

f
o
r

a
d
v
a
n
c
e

a
p
p
o
i
n
t
m
e
n
t
s
.

 

a
.

T
F

I
t

i
s

a
g
o
o
d

i
d
e
a

n
o
t

t
o

m
a
k
e

a
d
v
a
n
c
e

a
p
p
o
i
n
t
m
e
n
t
s

f
o
r

p
r
o
g
r
e
s
s

i
n
t
e
r
v
i
e
w
s

s
o

t
h
a
t

t
h
e

e
m
p
l
o
y
e
e

d
o
e
s
n
'
t

h
a
v
e

t
i
m
e

t
o

w
o
r
r
y

a
n
d

g
e
t

u
p
s
e
t
.

 

b
.

T
F

T
h
e

e
m
p
l
o
y
e
e

s
h
o
u
l
d

b
e

i
n
f
o
r
m
e
d

o
f

t
h
e

o
b
j
e
c
t
i
v
e
s

o
f

t
h
e

i
n
t
e
r
-

v
i
e
w

i
n

a
d
v
a
n
c
e
.

 

1
4
.

S
t
a
t
e
s

r
e
a
s
o
n
s

f
o
r

a
n
d

a
s
s
i
s
t
s

t
h
e

e
m
p
l
o
y
e
e

t
o

g
e
n
e
r
a
t
e

a
s
e
l
f
:
a
s
s
e
s
s
m
e
n
t
.

 

a
.

T
F

T
h
e

m
a
n
a
g
e
r

s
h
o
u
l
d

t
r
y

t
o
h
f
i
n
d

p
e
o
p
l
e

t
o

f
i
t

i
n
t
o

j
o
b
s

a
s

t
h
e
y

a
r
e

d
e
l
i
n
e
a
t
e
d

r
a
t
h
e
r

t
h
a
n

c
h
a
n
g
e

t
h
e

j
o
b

t
o

f
i
t

t
h
e

i
n
d
i
v
i
d
u
a
l

e
m
p
l
o
y
e
e
.
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 I
.

T
h
l
s

t
e
s
t

i
t
e
m

i
s

a
p
p
r
o
p
r
i
a
t
e

t
o

m
e
a
s
u
r
e

t
h
e

o
b
j
e
c
t
i
v
e
.

2
.

3
.

T
h
i
s

t
e
s
t

i
t
e
m

i
s

a
p
p
r
o
p
r
i
a
t
e

t
o

m
e
a
s
u
r
e

t
h
e

o
b
j
e
c
t
i
v
e
,

b
u
t

n
e
e
d
s

r
e
v
i
s
i
o
n

a
s

i
n
d
i
-

c
a
t
e
d
.

T
h
i
s

t
e
s
t

i
t
e
m

i
s

n
o
t

a
p
p
r
o
p
r
i
a
t
e

t
o

m
e
a
s
u
r
e

t
h
e

o
b
j
e
c
t
i
v
e

a
n
d

s
h
o
u
l
d

b
e

d
e
l
e
t
e
d
.
 

b
.

I
f

t
h
e

e
m
p
l
o
y
e
e
'
s

s
e
l
f
—
a
s
s
e
s
s
m
e
n
t

v
a
r
i
e
s

a
g
r
e
a
t

d
e
a
l

f
r
o
m

y
o
u
r

a
s
s
e
s
s
-

m
e
n
t

o
f

h
i
m
,

t
h
e
r
e

m
a
y

b
e

a
d
i
f
f
e
r
e
n
t

p
e
r
c
e
p
t
i
o
n

o
f

w
h
a
t

i
s

a
n
d

i
n

r
e
l
a
t
i
o
n

t
o

t
h
e

j
o
b
.

 1
5
.

S
t
a
t
e
s

r
e
a
s
o
n
s

f
o
r

u
s
e

o
f

t
i
m
e

l
i
n
e
s

a
n
d

g
e
n
e
r
a
t
e
s

a
t
i
m
e

l
i
n
e
.

 

a
.

T
h
e

m
a
j
o
r

r
e
a
s
o
n

f
o
r

c
o
m
p
l
e
t
i
n
g

a
t
i
m
e

l
i
n
e

i
n

a
n

i
n
t
e
r
v
i
e
w

s
e
t
t
i
n
g

i
s
:

a
.

T
o

d
i
s
p
l
a
y

t
h
e

c
o
n
t
r
a
c
t
e
d

e
v
e
n
t
s

a
n
d

p
r
o
v
i
d
e

a
r
e
f
e
r
e
n
c
e
.

b
.

T
o

o
r
g
a
n
i
z
e

t
h
e

i
n
t
e
r
v
i
e
w

d
a
t
a

f
o
r

d
o
c
u
m
e
n
t
a
t
i
o
n

p
u
r
p
o
s
e
s
.

c
.

T
o

m
a
k
e

t
h
e

i
n
f
o
r
m
a
t
i
o
n

p
u
b
l
i
c
.

 

b
.

G
i
v
e
n

t
h
e

f
o
l
l
o
w
i
n
g

i
n
f
o
r
m
a
t
i
o
n
,

d
r
a
w

a
t
i
m
e

l
i
n
e

f
o
r

i
t
s

c
o
m
p
l
e
t
i
o
n
:

a
.

I
n

t
w
o

w
e
e
k
s
,

t
h
e

e
m
p
l
o
y
e
e

w
i
l
l

b
e
g
i
n

a
n

e
i
g
h
t
-
w
e
e
k

l
o
n
g

d
i
e
t

t
h
e
r
a
p
y

c
l
a
s
s
.

b
.

E
m
p
l
o
y
e
e

w
i
l
l

t
r
a
i
n

n
e
w

a
s
s
i
s
t
a
n
t

t
r
a
y
l
i
n
e

s
u
p
e
r
v
i
s
o
r

b
e
g
i
n
n
i
n
g
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TABLE BZ

TALLY OF REVIEWERS' RATINGS

OF TEST ITEMS

 

 

Test Mean ‘Test Mean

Objective Item Rating* Objective Item Rating?

1 a 1.83 7 a 1.3

b 1.5 8 a 1.13

c 1.83 b 1.13

d 1.8 c 1.13

e 1.5 9 a 1.5

2 a 1.17 b 1.83

3 a 1.2 c 1.83

b 1.17 10 a 1.0

c l b 1.3

d 1.67 c 1.13

e 1.5 11 a 1.0

f 1.67 b 1.3

g 41.67 c 1.6

h 1.3 12 a 2

i 1.67 b 1.13

j 1.0 13 a 1.5

k 1.8 b 1.3

l 1.3 14 a 2

m 1.5 b 1.83

4 a 1.5 15 a 1.5

b l b 1.13

c 1.3 16 a 1.67

5 a 1.8 17 a 1.4

b 1.17 18 a 1.5

c 1.17 b 1.3

d 1.3 19 a 1.6

6 a 1.17 b 2.16

b 1.17 20 a 1.0

c 1.5

d 1.5

 

*Rating Scale

1:

2.

3:

This test

This test

but needs

This test

Descriptors:

item is appropriate to measure the objective.

item is apprOpriate to measure the objective,

revision as indicated.

item is not appropriate to measure the ob-

jective and Should be deleted.



APPENDIX B

PROGRESS INTERVIEW MODULE

Target Audience: Junior or Senior Dietetics students;

Junior or Senior Hotel/Restaurant students with

interest in institutional foodservices.

Prerequisites: Interpersonal communication skills train-

ing; introduction to psychological principles of

motivation; introduction to employee evaluation objec-

tives and types.

Enabling Objectives: On a written examination, the learner

will:

A. Demonstrate knowledge of motivation theories by:

1. Matching theories with examples of them.

2. Indicating which technique the interviewer

should use.

3. Indicating the variance between perceptions

of desired consequences.

B. Demonstrate knowledge of employee evaluation by:

1. Choosing the appropriate criteria for evalua-

tion.

2. Choosing items which effect evaluation relia-

bility.

. Choosing reasons for job performance evalua-

tion.

. Choosing the purposes of job specifications.

. Choosing reasons for making advance appoint-

ments.

Choosing a primary use of interview records.

Indicating an affect of attitude on the out-

comes of interviews.

3

4

5

\
I
O

C. Demonstrate knowledge of problem-solving skills by:

1. Choosing a list of problem-solving components.

2. Indicating the employee's role in problem-

solving.

D. Demonstrate knowledge of feedback techniques by:

1. Choosing statements which meet the criteria.

2. Indicating the effect of making salary deci-

sions in a progress interview.

169



Terminal

and

A.

170

Demonstrate knowledge of criteria for interview

locations by:

1. Choosing a list of criteria.

Demonstrate knowledge of interview components by:

l.

2.

Choosing a list which includes the major com-

ponent parts of a progress interview.

Choosing a list of items to plan before the

interview.

Determining objectives for an employee pro-

gress interview.

Discriminating between important and unimpor-

tant events to discuss with an employee.

Discriminating between items to discuss with

an employee and items which represent training

needs within the department.

Choosing criteria to use in evaluating the

interview.

Choosing a reason for completing a time line

during the interview.

Choosing reasons for employee self-assessment.

Objectives: Given a scenario, job specification,

anecdotal records, the learner will:

Conduct a progress interview meeting the perfor-

mance criteria as stated on the evaluation check-

list.

Evaluate their own interview using the evaluation

checklist.
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ROLE PLAY CASES - PROGRESS INTERVIEWING

The following are four cases to use with the module on

progress interviewing. They were written to be challenging,

but simple, and realistic. Four cases were deve10ped so

that one could be chosen as a pretest; one or two can be

chosen as practice cases in the classroom for role play;

and one can be chosen as the final practical examination.

The placement on the pages was designed to allow students

to make strategy and planning notes as they prepare for the

interview.

There is introductory information for the manager, the

employee, and an evaluator's guide which can be used as sug-

gested criteria for use with the general interview check-

list, but which can also be given to students to evaluate

their own interviews after the interview. A job specifica-

tion is included for each of the four jobs and an organiza-

tional chart to help the students visualize the organization.

To prepare for role-playing the scenarios, distribute

the following information.

 

 

Job Organiza- Evalua-

Role Speci- tional tion

Instructions fication Chart Guide

Manager X - Manager's X X

Employee X - Employee's X X

 

Evaluator X - Both X X X

      



T
A
B
L
E

O
F

O
R
G
A
N
I
Z
A
T
I
O
N

 [
_
H
o
s
p
i
t
a
l

B
o
a
r
d

o
f

D
i
r
e
c
t
o
r
s
fi
1

I

I
H
o
s
p
i
t
a
l

A
d
m
i
n
i
s
t
r
a
t
i
o
n

I

|

l
D
i
r
e
c
t
o
r

o
f

D
i
e
t
a
r
y

 

g

I
 

 
  
H
e
a
d

C
l
i
n
i
c
a
l

M
a
i
n

K
i
t
c
h
e
n

M
a
n
a
g
e
r

C
a
f
e
t
e
r
i
a

6
R
e
s
t
a
u
r
a
n
t

M
g
r
.

D
i
e
t
i
t
i
a
n
s

(
d
i
e
t
i
t
i
a
n
)

(
d
i
e
t
i
t
i
a
n
)

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

F
I

l
l

1
 
 

C
l
i
n
i
c
a
l

D
i
e
t
i
t
i
a
n
s

D
i
s
h
r
o
o
m

S
a
l
a
d
i

T
r
a
y
l
i
n
e

C
a

e
R
e
s
t
a
u
r
a
n
t

S
u
p
e
r
v
.

H
e
a
d

B
a
k
e
r

S
u
p
e
r
v
.

S
u
p
e
r
v
.

S
u
p
e
r
v
.

S
u
p
e
r
v
.

G
r
a
d
e

5
C
o
o
k

G
r
a
d
e

6
G
r
a
d
e

4
G
r
a
d
e

5
G
r
a
d
e

5
G
r
a
d
e

5

 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 

 
I

 
 

 
I

I
I

I
 

D
i
e
t

C
l
e
r
k
s

G
r
a
d
e

2

D
i
s
h
r
o
o
m

B
a
k
e
r

S
a
l
a
d

T
r
a
y
l
i
n
e

C
a
f
e

R
e
s
t
a
u
r
a
n
t

W
o
r
k
e
r
s

C
o
o
k
s

A
s
s
t
.

W
o
r
k
e
r
s

W
o
r
k
e
r
s

W
o
r
k
e
r
s

W
o
r
k
e
r
s

G
r
a
d
e

2
G
r
a
d
e

5
G
r
a
d
e

3
G
r
a
d
e

3
G
r
a
d
e

2
G
r
a
d
e

2
G
r
a
d
e

2

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 
  

 
 

  
I

C
o
o
k
s

A
s
s
t
.

G
r
a
d
e

3

 

 
  

173



Payroll Title:

Department:

Supervised by:

Job Summary:

Educational

Status:

Experience

Required:

Knowledge and

Skills:

Physical

Requirements:

References

Required:

Hours:

Wage Scale:

Promotion to:

Advantages and

Disadvantages of

the Job:

Tests:

174

JOB SPECIFICATION
 

TRAYLINE ASSISTANT
 

(Case # 1)

Trayline Assistant

Production

Trayline Supervisor

Works a variety of positions on trayline,

sets up and dismantles trayline, sets up

and delivers late trays to patients, pre-

pares nourishments for patients on a va-

riety of general and special diets.

Reads, writes, speaks English.

Previous foodservice experience desirable,

but not required.

Ability to plan work, legible handwriting,

good manual dexterity.

Standard physical examination; will stand,

stoop, walk, bend and lift throughout the

day.

Two work and personal references.

6:00 a.m. to 2:30 p.m., five days weekly

with two days off arranged.

Grade 2

Trayline Supervisor, salad, baker, cook,

cafeteria server.

Location, security, environment.

None
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Case #1

Manager's Instructions

In general, Jean, 34 years old, has been a steady, depen-

dable worker for the past year. Jean is a high school gra-

duate and seems bright and intelligent. Jean is a trayline

worker, but you have heard from the salad area supervisor

that s(he) enjoys working in the salad area and s(he) has been

helpful in that department.

Structurally, Jean's supervisor is the trayline super-

visor and that position is a possibility for advancement.

However, functionally, Jean has contact with the cafeteria,

salads and cooks area, and with the diet clerks. Any of

these positions would help Jean develop skills required for

a supervisory job. Presently, there are no Openings in any

of these areas. A salad position requires training in special

diets and some on-the-job training in salad preparation.

Training programs currently available in the department

include safety and sanitation, basic nutrition, meat cookery,

and a 6-week series about the various special diets. Jean

has attended the safety and sanitation courses since they

are required of all employees.

The following notes have been entered in the employee's

file during the past 6 months:

Jean was 15 minutes late for work this morning. Jean

explained that the car wouldn't start and s(he) had to catch

a bus.

Jean volunteered to help in salads for this morning when

we needed assistance. Jean finished his/her own work, too,

before leaving for the day.

We've received several complaints from nurses about late

trays which Jean delivered without a hot pellet to keep the

food warm.

Jean spent a lot of time this afternoon in a personal

conversation with one of the cafeteria servers. Both were

behind in their work.
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Case #1

Employee Instructions
 

Jean (34 years old)

You have worked as a trayline worker in the dietary

department for a year and have an appointment for a progress

interview. You feel satisfied that you've done a good job,

but are interested in making a move. The area in the depart-

ment which interests you the most is the salad area and you

would like to work there.

You know that you have been late infrequently and that

once your supervisor was a little angry that you spent so

much time talking to a cafeteria server, but you don't think

these events are important to the job.

In the interview, try to imagine that you are a real

employee in an interview with the dietitian. Follow the

directions given here, but if something else comes up, react

as you imagine you would normally react in this situation.

1. Tell the dietitian about your interest in salads if

s(he) asks you about your career interests. Be non-committal

if s(he) suggests training in another area.

2. If he/she brings up the tardiness or long conversa-

tion with the cafeteria server, tell the dietitian that you

think it didn't affect your performance and that you still

did your work.

3. If the dietitian suggests steps for you to prepare

for a salads position, respond favorably and agree to them.

Suggest scheduling yourself for a few half or whole days in

the salad area for training when this is possible during the

next few months.

4. A problem has been that often in the last few weeks

there are no pellets heated for use on late trays. You think

it's because the house count has been higher than normal and

there aren't enough pellets in stock. Tell the dietitian

what the reason is if she asks what the problem is. If s(he)

just tells you that you must use hot pellets, be silent for

a few moments and don't offer to help solve the problem until

the dietitian asks you to help solve it.
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APPENDIX C

PERSONAL INFORMATION SHEET

Name Student Number
  

Age: 20 21 22 23 24 25

Other (specify)

Academic Status: Junior Senior

Grade Point Average:

MSU: 2.0-2.9 ; 3.0-3.49 ; 3.50-4.00

Transfer: 2.0-2.9 ; 3.0-3.49 ; 3.50-4.D

Number of terms at MSU: 4 7 10

5 8 ll

6 9 12

Other (specify)

Academic Training: (Please indicate those you have had with

a check)

Communications Course

Psychology Course

Management Course

Foodservice Administration

Course

Labor Relations Course

Education Course

Work Experience:

a. Foodservice worker: less than 6 months

6 months to 1 year

1 to 2 years

more than 2 years
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Work Experience: (Continued)

b.

C.

Foodservice supervisor

Other work experience:

less than 6 months

6 months to 1 year

1 to 2 years

more than 2 years
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APPENDIX C

PROGRESS INTERVIEW CHECKLIST

Items A through F are intended as reminders for the student

interviewer. Raters begin evaluation with number one on the

reverse side.

BEFORE THE INTERVIEW:

A.

B.

Review job analysis data for the job of the employee to

be interviewed.

Review employee's performance records; determine speci-

fic situations to be discussed.

Write objectives for the interview and complete planning

guide.

Make an appointment with the employee in a non-threatening

manner and arrange the apprOpriate environment.

DURING THE INTERVIEW:

E. Use listening responses:

Silence when appropriate

Non-verbal encouragement

Verbal encouragement

Open-ended questions

Clarification

Empathy

Check to see if things are understood by the employee

Avoid communication pitfalls:

Leading questions

Verbal crutches (and-uh, you know, etc.)

Non-verbal distractions

AFTER THE INTERVIEW:

F. Evaluate the interview.
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APPENDIX C

PROGRESS INTERVIEW UNIT

Name

Date

 

 

1. Choose the item which includes the major component

parts of the employee progress interview:

a. Giving the employee an increase in pay (if de-

served); letting the employee know what his weaknesses

are; filling out an evaluation form for documentation

purposes.

b. Developing objectives with the employee; letting

the employee know what he has done right in relation

to the job; determining consequences of meeting/not

meeting objectives; documentation of the interview;

giving the employee a promotion if deserved.

c. Deve10ping objectives with the employee; telling

the employee his strong and weak points in relation

to the job; telling the employee what he should have

done in relation to his weak points; determining con-

sequences of meeting/not meeting objectives; documen-

tation of the interview.

2. Which of the following includes all items which should

be planned before the interview?

a. Interviewer' s objectives, employee's objectives,

major points to be discussed, review dates.

b. Employee's objectives; consequences if objectives

were met, and review date.

c. Interviewer's objectives, major points to be dis-

cussed.

3. T F Information concerning salary increases and pro-

motions should be shared during the evaluation interview

so that the employee knows his efforts are being rewarded.

4. T F Employee appraisals should cover personal char-

acteristics in addition to job performance since both are

crucial to doing a jood job.

5. Interview documentation (records) will be used pri-

marily for:

a. Government (NLRB, EEOC) investigations of per-

sonnel procedures.

b. Making promotion, transfer, salary, termination

decisions.
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c. Writing letters of recommendation for employees.

6. The best way to evaluate the employee's performance is

in relation to:

a. Other employees' performances.

b. The employee's job specification.

c. His/her potential.

d. Departmental policies and procedures.

7. T F Appraisals can be considered to be discriminatory

if they are not based on job analysis and specifications.

8. T F Every manager must choose the one particular

motivational style which works best for him to use with all

his employees.

9. A major reason why employee appraisal is unreliable

is:

a. Every employee's needs are unique.

b. The evaluator hasn't been trained to do evaluations.

c. There often is no formal evaluation program.

10. The purpose of giving the employee feedback regarding

job performance is to:

a. Let the employee know that the manager is inter-

ested in him.

b. Let the employee know where he stands.

c. Improve work performance.

d. Meet union demands.

11. T F Job specifications are usually used only by the

manager who does employee hiring.

12. T F It is the manager's responsibility to initiate

solutions for the problems encountered with individual

employees.

13. The basic component parts of problem-solving are:

a. Describing a variety of solutions, determining

their acceptability to personnel, implementing the

solution.

b. Defining the problem, generating possible causes,

generating solutions, selecting, implementing, and

evaluating the solution.

c. Defining the problem, generating solutions, imple-

menting a combination of several of the best solutions.

d. Defining several solutions, assessing relative

costs, implementing the most cost/effective solution.
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14. The interview environment should:

a. Not be the manager's office since this may be

threatening to the employee.

b. Be quiet, private, comfortable, informal.

c. Include a desk between the manager and the employee

to create a feeling of formality.

d. Never be in the employee's work areas since there

may be interruptions.

15. T F It is better to focus on one problem which is

important than to discuss several problems in the short time

allotted.

16. T F The manager's office is always the best place for

a progress interview since it is usually quiet and can be

private.

17. T F It is a good idea not to make advance appointments

for progress interviews since it may worry and upset the

employee.

18. T F If the employee does not reach his objectives, the

interview must be regarded as a failure.

19. What should the interviewer use as a measure of the

success of the interview?

a. His own objectives for the interview.

b. The employee doesn't get upset.

c. At least three objectives are determined for the

employee.

20. Which one of the following items would you choose to

discuss with an employee during a routine progress interview:

a. Two late arrivals in the last six months.

b. Not wearing a hairnet whenever the supervisor isn't

around.

c. An argument in the kitchen between the employee and

a salad maker over a parking place.

21. Which of the following events would you choose to discuss

with an employee during a routine progress interview?

a. Occasionally misses items on trays during trayline

operation.

b. Makes minor changes in special diet recipes if the

item on the recipe isn't available.

c. Doesn't organize his work table set up efficiently.

22. You have scheduled a progress interview with a one-year

employee in the salad department and are reviewing his file.

There are no recorded events of a significant nature either

good or bad. You have also reviewed the job specification.

What would you suggest as an objective for the interview?

a. Recommend the employee for a raise.
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b. Find out what the employee wants to do in his job

to make it better or more challenging.

c. Recommend the employee for a transfer.

d. Tell the employee what he needs to do to make a

better impression on his supervisor so that his ratings

will improve. ’

You are preparing for a progress interview with an

employee of sixty days. She has learned the job quickly,

appears to have potential for doing a good job, and is well-

liked by the employees. What should you choose as an objec-

tive

24.

for the interview?

a. Compliment the employee on her excellent work, tell

her you're happy to have her as an employee and that

you would like to see her advance in the organization.

b. Tell the employee specifically what is good about

her performance within the department and set goals

with the employee.

c. Tell the employee you'd like to move her into a

position of more responsibility and a larger salary.

The employee you are interviewing is often late. What

would you tell this employee that s(he) should do?

25.

they

26.

a. Stop coming in_late.

b. Call when she's going to be late.

c. Don't come in at all if she can't be on time.

d. Be on time, or call before the shift begins, as

stated in the policy and procedure manual.

You have an employee who forgets to wash his hands after

have been soiled. What should you tell him to do?

a. Wash his hands frequently because they get dirty.

b. Wash his hands frequently because it is a health

department sanitation requirement.

c. Wash his hands because contaminated hands are a

common cause of food poisoning.

In relation to determining consequences for meeting/not

meeting objectives, you should:

27.

a. Suggest what you think is a good reward for the

employee.

b. Never use money since it isn't a good motivator.

c. Have some suggestions in mind, but wait and ask the

employee what consequences s(he) would like.

d. Wait for the employee to suggest a reward, then try

to negotiate downward.

T F The interviewer's attitude about conducting the

appraisal interview probably won't affect on-the-job perfor-

mance of the employee.
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28. T F Since the personnel office may be responsible for

initial screening of employees, and may not be familiar with

foodservice management, the job specification should be

general in nature.

29. T F If the employee doesn't follow appropriate sanita-

tion procedures, the appraisal interview is an apprOpriate

time to give a short refresher course in sanitation tech-

niques.

30. T F If the employee has been trained to make coffee

and consistently makes errors, the interview is an appro-

priate time to seek solutions to the problem.

31. T F The employee should be informed of the objectives

of the interview in advance.

32. T F The manager should try to find peOple who fit into

jobs as they are delineated rather than change the job to

fit the individual employee.

33. The major reason(s) for completing a time line in an

interview is:

a. To display the contracted events and provide a

reference.

b. To organize the interview data for documentation

purposes.

c. To make the information public.

34. An example of reinforcement motivation theory is:

a. If the manager gives the employee praise (the

reward) for being on time, then the employee will be

on time more often.

b. If the employee thinks that a promotion (the reward)

is desirable, and attainable, s(he) will take certain

steps to reach that goal.

c. If the employee doesn't have any goals within the

organization, the manager will not be able to motivate

him/her. .

35. Employee self-assessment should be encouraged because:

a. It relieves the manager of responsibility for doing

the whole evaluation and encourages the employee to

assume some of it.

b. It will help the manager and employee to discover

differences in their perceptions of what is important

on the job.

c. It will let the manager know the underlying reasons

for problems in the employee's performance.
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Choose the item which is the best suggestion as a method

to increase reliability of evaluations:

37.

a. Schedule evaluations more frequently.

b. Have the employee's immediate supervisor do the

evaluation.

c. Train the evaluators about how to do the evaluation

interview.

An example of expectancy motivation theory is:

a. If the manager gives the employee praise (the reward)

for being on time, then the employee will be on time

more often.

b. If the employee thinks that a promotion (the reward)

is desirable, and attainable, s(he) will take certain

steps to reach that goal.

c. If the employee doesn't have any goals within the

organization, the manager will not be able to motivate

him/her.
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APPENDIX D

STUDENT ATTITUDINAL COMMENTS

Junior Students' Comments on the

Feedback Given by the Actress
 

The following comments were taken directly from the

students' post-test evaluation rating scales:

I enjoyed the experience but it needs much improve-

ment. It is a hard role for me to be in.

I enjoyed the experience.

Talking afterwards was really helpful.

The feedback from the actress was very good.

Overall, the whole assignment was worthwhile.

I felt that this method of learning was excellent.

I feel that I have come a long way since we first

started. I understand the format better.

I feel this was one of the most worthwhile projects

in class this term and I really benefited from it.

I thought the videotape was much better with the

actress. It was less structured because she was not

going by guidelines. It made it more challenging

because you really didn't know what she was going to say.

Felt the interview was a very important part of class

this term. I feel that I learned a lot and was given a

lot of good points.

What hit me the most was even though we had gone

through what I had on my agenda, I have to realize that

they (the employee) also have things they will want to

discuss.

Very helpful and enlightening with gaining insight

to interaction of people.
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The problem-solving was a hard point. Overall, I

got a lot out of this interview and received some key

points to look at in terms of further interviews.

I feel that video recall is a very good approach to

learning interviewing. The discussion following the

interview was helpful.

Senior Students' Comments on the

Féedfiack Given by the‘Actress

 

 

I recognize a need to listen to employee comments

and not be so concerned with just accomplishing t0pics

in the assignment. Shelley was very helpful and I

learned a lot.

Terry was very helpful in her comments about the

interview. She gave both good and bad points that need

improving. She played a role that gave good experience

to someone learning to interview.

This was an excellent Opportunity for me to see what

I can act like when given the opportunity to play the

supervisory role. The entire thing was very beneficial

to me and Shelley was able to show me some weaknesses in

my communication skills that might affect other inter-

views. Shelley was a good evaluator-~honest in showing

areas in need of improvement.

In general, this was very helpful and showed me that

I should listen a little more in the future.

Shelley gave me excellent feedback and made me aware

of areas that I could work more to improve.

I felt pretty good about the interview--slightly ner-

vous about being videotaped. Terry did a good job as

interviewee.

I enjoyed getting some real good suggestions from

Terry afterwards. I also feel I learned so much from

doing this unit and that I will use this information in

the future.

Shelley gave me excellent feedback as to my interview

and made me feel good about my interviewing technique.

She gave me both positive and negative comments as well

as some very interesting theories on manager-supervisor

relationships.
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I have learned how a supervisor needs to be very

sensitive to his employees and everything happening in

his life. A good interviewer needs to imagine himself

in the employee's position and work from that point of

view. These guidelines are very helpful and have given

me a framework for interviewing.

Enjoyed the session. Shelley was very helpful and

gave a lot of constructive advice.

Good experience. Very valuable for me. I got good

feedback and will work on making the appropriate changes.

I think this exercise was helpful in preparing us to

interview. I learned a lot of my own weak points that

need work.
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Student Comments from Progress Interview

Unit Attitude Survey

Junior Students
 

Unit with Written Responses, Role-Player:

1.

3.

What suggestions would you make for improvements?

More preparation on the part of role-players for

practice.

Instructor summarize material before role-play.

There was a lot of material--possib1y break the

unit into two parts, then the third part could be prac-

tice.

Students should be able to be role-player or ob-

server beforehand, so that preparation is better.

What was the best feature of the unit?

I did learn how to conduct an interview prOperly.

I did learn what steps are necessary for an effec-

tive progress interview.

Role-playing allows a very clear understanding of

all the problems involved in a real interview.

Role-playing--to actually see some interviews being

done.

Critique and gradual improvement during practice

session.

I learned a lot about employee interviewing that I

will be able to apply.

What was the worst feature of the unit?

Playing a role.

Length of the module (reading material)

Everyone should be able to play a role.

As a role-player, I was being judged. I was really

put on the spot.
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Unit with Written Responses, Observer:

1. What suggestions would you make for improvement?

Unclear about the importance of this unit.

Review pre-test tapes afterwards before moving on.

What was the best feature of the unit?

Asking questions throughout the unit.

Practicing of interviews was helpful.

Pre-test and interviews in the classroom--very

interesting and helpful. I know they will come in

handy.

What was the worst feature of the unit?

All the reading on our own. Cut down slightly.

Unit with Written Responses, Directed Observer:

1. What suggestions Would you make for improvements?

I found this to be a very effective way to learn.

Improve scenarios to include more problem-solving.

Allow more time for reading materials.

What was the best feature of the unit?

Active role-playing with the use of evaluation

checklists. I feel that as a directed observer, I

understood the purpose of the material better.

To be able to take part-~either role-playing or

as directed observer.

Actual practice on videotape. Also guidelines to

interviewing.

What was the worst feature of the unit?

I wish that we all could have experienced the role-

playing.
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Unit with Required Written Responses, Role Player:

1. What suggestions would you make for improvements?

More time to discuss the unit before practicing.

Write a more hostile role for the employee so we

can learn ways to handle them.

Don't have other role-players present during other

interviews--they pick up ideas from the first ones.

2. What was the best feature of the unit?

Practical application. I always learn a lot more

by doing than by simply listening to a lecture.

Everything was outlined.

Evaluation was the best part. Allowed me to see a

lot of mistakes I would have skipped over. It is good

to get feedback about your performance.

3. What was the worst feature of the unit?

Have to write in answers.

Took a long time to read.

The feeling of being unprepared.

Unit with Required Written Responses, Observer:

1. What suggestions would you make for improvements?

Include more real life situations. It's hard to

imagine what to do in different circumstances.

A scenario where employee was not agreeable.

Explain more before starting role-plays.

2. What was the best feature of the unit?

Role-playing helped bring the information together

and showed me where I needed more help.

Open discussions after role-plays. Helped clarify

the concepts.

Role-playing--also writing in answers.
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3. What was the worst feature of the unit?

Pre-test -- it confused me because I can't remember

what I did.

Questions in unit came too soon after the informa-

tion.

Unit with Required Written Responses, Directed Observer:

1. What suggestions would you make for improvements?

More discussion about material in the unit.

2. What was the best feature of the unit?

Role-playing -- good use of concepts.

Having to rely on ourselves to provide answers,

comments, and reasons for them.

I didn't have to listen to a lecture. I think I

retained a lot of the information.

3. What was the worst feature of the unit?

A lot of written material.

Too many pages.

Senior Students

Unit with Written Responses, Role-Players:

1. What suggestions would you make for improvements?

Answers to questions in the unit aren't reinforced

enough in the material.

Correct typos.

Add more examples.

Add more questions, answers.

Show a model of the interview.

2. What was the best feature of the unit?

Examples were good.

Well-organized, self-explanatory.

Instructor feedback while role-playing.



201

3. What was the worst feature of the unit?

Lack of interaction with the instructor while learning

the material.

Prefer lecture-discussion type of session.

Too lengthy.

Unit with Written Responses, Observer:

1. What suggestions would you make for improvements?

Instructor clarify material before role-playing.

Model of interview before role-playing.

Give feedback on the pre-test interview.

2. What was the best feature of the unit?

Instructor feedback on role-plays.

Module was concise, read easily, implemented im-

mediate feedback for more positive learning.

Steps in the interview and what areas to emphasize.

3. What was the worst feature of the unit?

More specific and more examples (cases).

Too much information.

Unit with Written Responses, Directed Observer:

1. What suggestions would you make for improvements?

Demonstrate interview before role-play.

Give examples of key phrases.

Give specific examples of problem-solving.

Lecture rather than the unit.

Want feedback on the VTR pre-test.

2. What was the best feature of the unit?

Seeing role-play and getting feedback.

Objectives stated and easily read.
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Written tests helped me to realize what I had to

learn and did learn.

Good scenarios.

What was the worst feature of the unit?

Not seeing an example of an interview.

Some misspelled words.

Lecture rather than unit.

Too long.

Unit with Required Written Responses, Role-Player:

1. What suggestions would you make for improvements?

A lot of material was repetitive-~condense some parts.

Have everyone role-play.

Clarify difference between general and specific

objectives for the interview and which to discuss with

employee.

What was the best feature of the unit?

Allowing practical application during the role-play.

Role-playing helpful--you really must organize your

thoughts before conducting this type of interview.

Descriptions of the components of the model.

Flowchart helped me the most to pull all the steps

together.

What was the worst feature of the unit?

Too long.

Having to do an interview in front of the class and

camera, but I realize it's helpful.

Interview planning sheets don't contain as much

information as I would like.
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Unit with Required Written Responses, Observer:

1. What suggestions would you make for improvements?

I really enjoyed learning from the module and feel

I learned a lot from it.

Possibly including more peOple in role-play because

by the second time through, the four may have been too

familiar with fresh input, and may have been more bene-

ficial for discussion.

Receive feedback after post-test. Would liked to

have been an interviewer in role-play to get feedback.

2. What was the best feature of the unit?

Having the answers in the back for reference.

Discussion of role-plays was good--honest and help-

ful.

The module was good and not too time consuming.

Test (objective One) was excellent. An objective

evaluation of the information in the self-study guide.

3. What was the worst feature of the unit?

The pre-test.

Self-study module was tOO long.

It's hard to read and write on the module especially

without a table.

Unit with Required Written Responses, Directed Observer:

1. What suggestions would you make for improvements?

The unit was well-organized and Objectives were

clear.

It gets tiring seeing a lot of interviews, yet every-

one should have a chance to practice them through role-

playing.

More introductory information before starting the

unit--clarify purpose of the pre-tests and give feed-

back On pre-test.
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2. What was the best.feature of the unit?

Ability to do on own time.

Good to have for future reference. Case studies

were good to have. Good to have answers to questions

to refer to, to see how you're doing.

Booklet was well-organized.

3. What was the worst feature of the unit?

Difficult to determine exact wording of answers to

questions.

Tests--some questions didn't have clear-cut answers.
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