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INTRODUCTLON

N

In teaching the resident courses in nhome manazement at Michigan
State University a metnnd of evaluation nas been worked out wnicn is
used by tne faculty advisor to rate tne student, by tne student to rate
nerself and by tane otner members of tne veer groun to rate tne student,
A score card nas been develoved ag a rating device whicn in agreement
witn tne modern pnilosonny of nome menagerment includes taese large
classifications on wulcn the student is rated.(A) goals, values and
standerds including groun relationsnivs, personal develonment in manager-
ial characteristics and acceptance of differences, and(B) tre maracerial
process itself, Eacn of tnese has been dbroken down so thet taere is a
totael of nineteen items whicn make wp tne rating scale.1

Tne reting scale 1s used in tne course es it is found in tne text-
bock, The four levels of acnievement on wnica eaca student 1s rated are:

Score 1, Falls below wnat is exnected of a senior in nome economics,

Score 2, Meets wnat is exnected of a senlor in nome economics,

Score 3, Somewnat abvove wnat is exvected of a senior in home

economics,

Score 4%, Much above wast is exvected of a senior in home economics,

To use tne scale, tne student 1s rated on eacn of tne 19 items on
one of tne four levels of acnievement,

1. Tuls reting scale is found in Msnnagement for Modern Fanmilies,
Irma H, Cross and Elizaveta Walbert Crandell, mage "0U, Anrleton,

Century, Crots, 195%. Eacn of tne items is clearly defined on pages

505, 500, 507.
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Tne rating scale then 1s a three-way sort of evalustion device for
the faculty advisor, tane student nerself, and tne neer grouo for tae
purvose of rating eacn individual student in t:ie 2ome management residence
group.

Bigat students usually comrrise a nome menegement residence group,
so tnat tnere are nire ratings available on eacn student, one by toe
faculty, one ty tue stuient, and seven by tne peers,

Observation of these ratings over a meriod of time suggested tnat
there was considersgble egreement in tne way tne faculty rated the student
and tne way she rated herself; between tne way the faculty rated tne
student and tne way tne peer groun rated ner; and the way tre student
and tne veer groun rated tne student, but nn careful study had been made
of egreements and disagreements,

It seemed likely tnat an interesting study could te made to deter-
mine vhat the relationship was between tne ratings by tne faculty, tne
peer and the student herself, and to determine in what items tnere were

agreement and difference,



pURFOSE CF TniS STUDY

It 1s tne vurrose of this study to determine tne relationsnips
between ratings orn snecific items by tre

a. Faculty and student ,

b. TFaculty and peer,

c. Stulent and neer,
in these classificatiors,

a. Agreement among tnem,

b. One nigner tnan tne other,

c. One lower than tne other,



METa0D

This study 1s tased on tne ratine ecales of 53 students in groups
of seven and eignt wno were in seven home management groups during winter,
spring, and summer terms of 1954, under tne dirgction of taree advisors,
Of tnese, 37 were under one advisor, eight under enotner advisor, and
eight under a third faculty member,

Since tne majority of students was working under one faculty member,
1t was interesting to run two narallel studies on tre two groucs, one
with tre entire grouw of 53 students and the other with the 37 students
of one advisor for commarison,

The ratings by faculty, peer and self of the 53 studente were con-
sidered in grours according to tne time of tnelr residence in Home Manage-

ment House, as shown in Table 1,

TARLE 1,
Symbol Time in Residence

*W1 First nalf winter term

W2 Second nelf winter term
es] First nalf spring term

*52 Second hslf svring term
Sul Summer term

*Su2 Sumner term

Su3 Surmer term

*Starred grouvs under one advisor,
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From the ratines sheets which were cbtained frem the faculty advisers,
a comnposite sheet was made for each stuondent., It included this information:

a. rating by fzculty advisor - F

b. rating by student (self) - S

c. rating by pcer croun - F

To determine tnese raﬁinps the numerical velue as given in the text,
pace 504, was fiven to each score. Zach item had been checked on one of

the four levels of achievenent;

below average, 1
average, 2
above averuge, 3
superior, I

If the faculty rated the student zbove average (3), the faculty
rating was 3.

If the student rated herself averare (2), the student ratine was 2,

If two members of the peer groun rated the student averare (2), the
score was 2 X 2 or 4; and four meubers rated her better than averare (3)
the score was 4 x 3 or 12; and one rated her suvcrior, the sccre was
1l x4 or 4, The total of the scores 4, 12 and 4 was 20, which divided
by 7, the number of rirls rating the girl, was 2.9. This nurber
represented the ever:ce of the peer ratings,

Faculty, student and peer retinss for each of the 19 items on the
rating scale were deterrmined for each student and tabulated in the left

hand rmar/in of the rating scale,
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Michigan State College Composite of Ratings

School of Home Economics x Faculty
HMCD U32a * Self
# Peer

RallliG SCALE FOR HOME MANAGEMENT RESIDENCE
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b. Acceptance of -
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a, Time eand energy $ ...
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c, Materi als SR YT T 0 0
d. Supervision (i > i x
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Specific points to bef rated are underlined.
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DESCRIPTLION OF METnOD

It was tnen necessary to decide wnen tne scores would be considered
a. 1in agreement,
b, higner,
c. lower,
A conference was arranged witn Mrs, Beatrice O'Donnell who gave
the benefit of ner experience in research., Her recommendation was tnat
a score would be considered (a) in agreement, wnen tnere was a difference
of 0.3 point or less between the scores being compared, (b) higher, when
the score was more toan 0,3 pvoint higher tnan tne score with which it
was being cormmared, (c) lower, wnen tne score was more tnan 0,3 voint
lower tnan tne score witn w:ich it was teing compared,

For examnle, a student rating is:

P S F
2.6 2 3 Leadersnip
3.1 3 3 Cooperation
2.6 2 3 Contridbution to the group

In the category of Leadersnip, (a) in commaring F, tne faculty
rating of the student wnich was 3 to S, tne student rating of the student
wnich was 2, 3 was more tnan 0,3 vpoint higner tnan 2, so it was recorded
"higner", (b) in comraring F, tne faculty rating of tne student wnich was
3 to P, tne peer rating of tae student wnicn was 2,f, 3 was more tnan
0.3 aigher than 2,6 so tne rating was considered "hignher", (c) in com-

paring S, the student rating of herself whick was 2 to tne peer rating
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which was 2,6, 2 was more then 0,3 point lower than 2.6, so it was
recorded "lower",

A separate tabulation for esch item on which students were rated
was set up for this comparison of ratings.

On each tabulation sheet three ratings were recorded for each of
the seven groups in the study:

a, Faculty to self

b. TFaculty to peer

c. Self to peer

Subheadings under each of trese made it nossible to record thoese
scores which werae:

8, In agreement

b, Higher

¢. Lower

Percentages of agreement, higher and lower ratings were calculated,

Significant differencesz at the ,05, ,01 and .001 levels were
determ‘ned, These are indicated by * for the .05 level, ** for the

.01 level, and *** for the .001 level of significant difference,

2. Reference: Statistics for Sociologists, Fagood-Price, Fenry
Holt Company. ¥ew York, 1952, pg. 561, Table 2,




See exammle below:

LEADERSn.P
Faculty to Self Faculty to Peer Self to Peer
Grouy| Agree-|Higner|Lover| Agree~|Higner|Lower|Agree-|kigner|Lower | Total
ment ment ment in
Groun
iy 5 2 0 5 1 1 4 o| . 3 7
w2 2 2 5 1 1 2 3 7
*S1 | 6 0 2 3 o} 5 3 1 4 g
*52 3 4 0 5 1 1 3 0 4 7
Sul | 6 1 1 4 3 1 3 3 2 g
*Su2 | 3 3 2 5 0 3 2 1 5 g
Su3j | 2 3 3 2 2 4 3 2 3 8
Total |28 15 10 | 29 8 16 | 20 9 | 24 53
1;:;: 52,8 | 28,3 | 18.9] 54.7 | 15.1 | 30.2] 37.7 | 17 | b5.3] 100

* Indicates grouw under one advisor,
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PART 1

FI11Di1nGS

1, Agreement among ratings

a,.
b.
C.

d.

Faculty tn self
Foaeulty to neer
Self to vneer

Surmary of section

2, Higrer ratings

8e
b.
C.

d.

Facrlty to self
Faculty to peer
Self to peer

Sumnary of section

3. Lower ratings

a.
b,
c.

d.

Faculty to self
Faculty to meer
Self to veer

Sumary of section

10
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[Xahok 2ty Van
AT ERMEN

1., Faculty to self

Wnen commarison was made of the way the faculty rated tre student
and tne way tne student rated nerself in tae various items taere was
considerable egreement, See Figure A,

The rishest percent of agreement was in the 1tem Foods and Nutrition,
wnere the faculty rated €0.U4 mercent of the student, or 32 students, tne
same as the students rated tnemselves,

Tne lowest percent of agreement was found to be 374-.03 wien only 18
students rated tnemselves tne same as trne faculty advisors rated trem in
Accentance of Differences,

In Judzing © items there was 'O to 49 nercent agreement between the
ratings by tne faculty advicor of tne student and tne retirngs by tne

students of tremselves, Trese items were:

Controlling time and energy U1,5 percent
Resnonsidility 45.3 percent
Social ussge L5,3 percent
FPlanning mcney 15,3 percent
Evaluetion 47.2 percent
Supervision 15,1 rercent

Acreement between tne ratings by the faculty advisor and the self

ratings between 50 to £0 percent of tue students wes evident in judging

e
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the student in eleven items:

Plarnring materials 50,0 percent
Contridbution to tre growm 5.9 percent
Planning tire and enerzy 50.2 percent
Controlling money Fl.9 percent
Lealership 52.8 percent
Otservatlon 52,8 percent
Initiative 52.8 percent
Controlling materials 52.8 percent
Care of the'house 54,7 percent
Aesthetic standards 54,7 nercent
Cooneration 55.1 percent

Azreement between faculty advisor and student was relatively hign,
in from 1.5 to 60,4 percent of tne cases witn only one excertion ,
which wes in agreement in 31,0 percent of tne cases, Fleven items
were in R0 to 9 percent agreement, 6 in L0 to U9 percent acreenent
end only one over £0 percent,
2. TFaculty to peer

When cormarison was made of how the faculty rated student and how
the peer group rated ner, tacre was less agreement than when ccmaring
the fac:dlty-ratings with self-ratings, See Figure B,

The highest percentage of e2zreement was foun? to be 5£.5 percent in
the item Aestretic standards wuen 31 studentis agreed witn the faculty

ratings,
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Tre lowest mercent of agreement was found to be 23,2 percent in
two 1ters, Controlling time and erergy end Controlling money, when
only 13 faculty and peer-ratings agreed,
Taree additional items were in a2 reement tetween 30 and 39 vercent

of tne cases:

Care of tne house 35.7 percent »
Evaluation 35.8 percent
Flanning materials 35.8 percent *

Between 40 and 19 percent agreement was found in eleven items:

Controllirg materials L1.5 percent
Social usage L3 4 percent
Observation L3 4 percent
Supervision 45,3 nercent
Cooneration 47,2 percent
Acceptance of differences 47,2 percent
Foods and nutrition U7.2 percent
" Plenning money L7.2 percent
Contribution to tne growp 19,0 percent
Initiative 49,1 percent
Resnonsibility 13,1 percent

Between 50 and 59 percent agreement was found in taree items:
Planning time and energy 50.2 rercent
Leadership 54,7 percent

Aesthetic standards 53.5 percent
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Tne percentaze of agreement was a little lower wnen comovarison
was mede of faculty to peer ratirgs, rangine from 33,8 to 58.5 vpercent
agreenent, Only five of trese ratings were telow Lo percent agreement,
Eleven items were in 10 to LO vercent agreerent, and only three in 50
to 59 percent azreement,

3. Self and peer

There was tne least z2greement 1n ratings woen comparison was made
of self-ratings and peer-ratinrzs of tne students, See Figure C,

The greatest screement was in 1'5.3 percent of tue cases wien 2l
students azreed witn tneir peers in rating the student on tre item
Initiative,

Tne least sgreement was in 21.2‘;%rcent of tne cases wnen only 11
students agreed with tueir peers in rating the student in tue item
Planning materials,

Otaer ssreements beiween 20 and 2G percent were:

Controlling time and energy 24,5 percent *#»

Evaluation 26,4 percent ***

Between I0 and 39 percent were:

Acceptance of differerces 30,2 vercent **
Planninz time and energy 32,1 percent **
Contribution to tne zrowm 33.9 percent
Observation 33,9 percent”

Controlling money 34,6 percent
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Resnonsibility 35.8 percent *
Social usage 35.8 percent *
Plenning money 35,8 percent ™
Leadersihip 37.7 percent
Cere of room 37.7 percent
Supervision 37.7 percent

More tnan U0 percent agreement included:

Cooperation U1.5 percent
Foods and Nutrition 41,5 percent
Controlling meterials 11,5 percent
Aestnetic standards 43,4 percent
Tne lowest vercent of agreement anreared wnen corvaring self to
peer, when tne range was from 21.2 to L5, 3 percent, with all but 5 1tems

in less than Y0 percent sgreement. Eleven items were in 30 to 39 ver=

cent agreement, and only 3 in 20 to 29 percent agreement,



Agreenent Among Ratings

Sumary of Section
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Tne preatest acreement in tne ratings by faculty, self and peer

vas found to be bYetween tre faculty and self ratings, with less among

tne faculty and neer ratings, and least among the self and peer ratings,

Tre following table clearly shows tie relationsnip,

Table 1.

Agreement Among Ratings

Percent

of Agreenent

Number of Items Rated

Between
Betweean
Retween
Between

Over €0

20-29 nercent
30-39 vercent
u0-43 percent
50-53 percent

percent

Total

Faculty to self

Faculty to peer

Self to peer

0 0 3
1 5 11
b 11 5
1 3 0
1 0 0
19 19 19
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niGaER RATINGS

1, TFaculty to self
The faculty tended to rate tne student higiuer than sne rated ner-
self, See Figure D,

Tae greatest percent of nigher ratings was 37.7 in Social usage
wnen tne faculty rated 20 etudents hig:er tuan the student rated herself,
The smalleet nercent of higner ratings was 20,2 in Controlling
materials wnen tne faculty rated 11 students higuer tran tne student

rated herself,
Higner ratings between 20 and 29 percent of tue cases were in

tnese items:

Controlling money ?1l.2 percent
Initiative 24,6 percent
Responsibility 2,6 percent
Foods and nutrition 26,4 percent
Supervision 26,4 percent
Evaluation 26.4 percent
Leadership 28,3 percent
Aestretic standards 28,3 percent
Care of the house 23,3 percent
Controlling time and energy 28,3 percent
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Higner ratings in tetween 30 and 39 percent of tne cases were in

7 otner itens:

Observation 30.2 percent
Acceptance of differences 30.2 percent
Planning materials 30,8 vercent
Cooperation 32,1 percent
Contribution to tne group 34.0 percent
Planning time and energy 35.8 percent
Planning money 75.8 percent

Tne range of nercentage of nigner ratings was frem 20.8 to 37.7
percent of the cases when cormaring faculty to self ratings, witn 11
items rated nigzer in 20 to 29 percent, and & items in 30 to 39 percent
of the cases,

2. TFaculty to neer

The peer group tended to rate the student hig.er tusn tne facul:y
rated her, See Figure X,

Tne largest percent of nigner ratings occurred when rating two
items Planning materials and Controlling money waen only 13 students
or 24,6 mer cent of the cases were rated nigner by the faculty tnhan by
tae peers,

Tne smallest vercent of higner ratings occurred wnen rating the
item Supervision waen only 7 students or 13.2 percent of tne cases

were rated nigrer by the frculty than by tne peers,
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Tine other hizner ratings which were found to be between 10 and

20 percent were:

Lesdersnip 15.1 percent
Initiative 15,1 percent
Controlling materials 15,1 vercent
Aesthetic stardords 17.0 percent
Social usage 17.0 percent
Plarning time and energy 17.0 vercent
Evaluation 17.0 percent
Contribution to the group 18,9 vercent
Controllirg time and en~rgy 18.9 vercent

Seven other higner ratincs between 20 and 25 vercent were:

Obtservation 20.8 percent
Acceptance of differences 20,8 percent
Care of tne house 20.8 vpercent
Cooneration 22,6 percent
Resnonsi®nility 22,6 rercent
Foods and nutrition 22,6 percent
Planning money 22,6 percent

Tre range of percent of nigner ratings was from 13.2 to 22,6
nercent of tne cases, wnen cormaring faculty to peer rating and almost
equally divided bet-een tne 10 to 12 percent range and tae 20 to 2¢

percent range,
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3. Self to peer

Tre peer crowm tended to rate tne student hizrer tnan tne stndent
rated nereelf, See Figure F,

Tne hignest nercent of nigner ratings by tne student tian tne
peer occurred in Accentance of differences wnen 1% students or 3
vercent of the cases rated trhemcelves rnirver taan their meer grour
rated trem.

Tne lowest rercent of nirsner ratirgs hy tne stadent occurred in
Smervision wien only !! siuderts or 7.5 percent of tne cases rated
tnemeelves hioner tnon treir neer grouo rated trenm,

In rating 11 itexns, tne nercentaze of nig:rer ratings ty trne stulent

£

taan tne veer was under 20 percent:

Social usage Q.U vercent
Initiztive 11.3 percent
Planning time and energy 11.3 nercent
Contribution *o tne groun 15.1 percent
Controlling materials 15.1 vercent
Leadersaip 17.0 vercent
Observations 17.0 percent
Care of nouse 17.0 percent
Coomeration 18.9 nercent
Aestnetic stardards 12.9 percent
Planning meney 12,9 percent
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In rating eix 1+ems tne vpercentage of higher ratings by tne student

than tne peer was betvesn N and 29 rercent,

Foods and nutrition 0.8 nercent
Planning materials ¢%.1 percent
Reannonsinility 2l b vercent
Controllire tire and energy ?4.c nercent
Controllins money 24,5 nercent
Evalantion ?4,6 percent

Tne ronge o~ —ercentepge of rigcner ratings wvas from 7.5 to 34.0
nercent wien cormerinzg self to veer ratings, with 12 items rated nigner

in less tnan 20 nercert, and b items in 20 to 29 percent, ard only 1

item in over 30 mercent cf tie cases,
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nlizait RATINGS

Summary of Section

The facnlty ternfed to rrte tie st’ert rag.er tnen ecue rated ner-
self, but the rmeer ~rouvp rated tne stulent ni...er tann eitner tne faculty
or the stucent rated nersel’f,

Tue followin= tacle clearly s:nove tre relationsuio,

—

Percent of Higher Ratiné]> Mamter of Items Rated

Faculty to self| Faculty to veer | Self to peer

Zelow 10 percent 0 0] 2
Zetveen 10 and 19 nercen? 0 10 10
Setween 20 and 22 nercert 11 9 £
Fetween 30 and 32 wercent g 0 1

Total 1° 15 13
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LOWER RATL11GS

1., Faculty to self

When cormarison was made of tne number of lower ratings by tae
faculty and by tne student, thne student tended to rate nerself lcower
than tre faculty reted ner, See Figure G,

The greatest numter of lower ratinge was ir tne item Acceptance of
differences when the faculty rated 19 students lower tnan tne student
rated nercelf or 35,8 percent of the cases,

Tne smgllest number of lower ratings was in Cooreration when tne

faculty rated only £ stulents lower tnan they rated themselves, or 11,3

percent of tne cases studied,

Ten otner itens rated within tne range of 10 to 20 nercent were:

Foods and nutrition 13.2 percent
Planring time and energy 13.2 percent
Contritution to the group 15.1 percent
Observation 17.0 percent
Care of the house 17,0 nercent
Aectretic standerds 17.0 nercent
Socigl usege 17.0 percent'
Leadersnin 18.9 percent
Planning money 13.9 percent
Planning materials 19,2 percent
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W
Five items were rated within tne range of 20 to 29 percent:
Initiative 22,6 percent
Sunervision 24,5 percent
Controlling materials 26.4 percent
Evaluation P51t percent
Controlling money 26.9 percent

T™vo other items roted comaratively hien in percentase of
occurrence amorg tnhe lower ratings,

Responsidbility 20,2 percent

Controlling time and energy 70,2 percent

When eommaring lower ratings by faculty and student the range of
percentase of lower ratirgzs was from 11,3 to 35.8 percent of the cases,

Tleven items were rated lower in 10 to 1Q vercent of the cases, 5 in
20 to 29 percent and 3 in 30 to 39 mercent,
2, Paculty to peer

When cormarison wag made of the lower ratinss ty the faculty and
by the neer groum of tiae stucfent, tre faculty was found to rate tne
stulent lower tnzn tne veer, See Figure H,

Tre larcest number of lower ratinssg was in Evaluation wren 27
students or 47,2 vercent of tne ceses studied were rated lower by tne
faculty tran by the neer group,

The smallest numher of lower rotnrs was in Aestretic standards
when 17 students or 2!,5 mercent of the cases were rnted lower by the

faculty tnan by tne veer grounm,



Witnin tne range of 20 to 2% percent, 2 otner items wnich were raoted

lower by the faculty were:

Controlling time and energy

Resnonsibility

Witnin tne range of 30 to 39 percent were 11 ltems rzted lower by

the faculty:
Leadersnip
Cooveration
Foods end nutrition

Planning money

Contribution to tae group
Accentance of differences

Planning time and ernerzy

Cbservation
Initiative
Social usage

Plenning materials

27.2 percent

22,3 percent

30,2 percent
30.2 percent
30.2 percent
20,2 vercent
32,1 percent

32.1 percent

32,1 nercert
35.8 percent

35.8 percent
33.b6 percent

39,5 percent

25

Witnin Y0 to 49 percent ! otrer items were rated lower by tne

faculty:
Controlling money
Supervision
Care of tne house

Controlling materials

11,5 percent
U1.5 percent
Uz 4 percent

13,4 percent
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When commarinz lower ratings by faculty snd peer, tze range of per-
centage of lower ratings was from 21,5 to L7.2 percent of tne cases,
Trhree items were in tue 20 to 29 percent renge, 11 in tune 30 to 39
percent, and 5 iiems in more tran !'0 percent of the cases,

3. Self to peer

Wnen commarison was made of lower ratings *v the stulent herself
with those of the reer groun wnen rating tne stulent, tne student rated
nerself lower considerably more often in~n tre veer group, See Figure
I,

Tre greatest nuiber of lower ratings was in trne item Planning time
ard erergy wren 30 stuieats, or Rh.h vercent of tne studerts in one
study rated tnemselves lower then tne meer growm rated tuenm,

The smcllest number of lower ratincs was in the item Accentance of

differences wnen 19 students or 3.8 vercent of tne cases stu’ied rated

themselves lower t:ian tne meer groun rated tnem,

Otner items rated lowver hy self tnan meer in tne rarge of 30 to 29

rercent were:

Foods and nutrition 37.7 percent
Aestnetic standards 37.7 percent
Cooperation 20,6 percent
Resronsibility 39.6 percent

tems rated lower by self tnan veer in tne rance of L0t o 49 per-
cent were:

Contrnlline money 4.4 percent
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Initiative L3 4 percent
Controlling moterials 17,4 percent
Leadersnip 45,3 percent
Care of the house 45,3 percent
Flanning morey 45,3 percent
Observation 49,1 percent
Tvalaation 19,1 percent

Items rated lower by self than peer in the ranze of 50 to 5% per-

cent were:
Controlling time and energy 50.9 percent
Contribution to tne growo 50.9 percent
Sunervision 52.8 vpercent
Social usage 54,7 percent
Planning materials | 55.8 vercent

Wren commaring lower ratings of self and neer, tne range was in
35.8 to 5-.6 mercent of tne cnses, Only 5 items were rated lower in
30 to 39 nercent of tine cases, ZEignt items vere rated lower in 40 to

Lo percent and 6 in more tran KO percent of tre cases,
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LOJER RATILNGS

Summary of Section

The faculty tended to rate the stulent lower tnan sne rated ner-
self in only a =mall nnber of ceses, Tne faculty roted tne stulent
lower tinzn tne peer group rated her more often, T..e student rated
nerself lower tha=n tne meer growmn rated ner considerably more often,

The following table clearly snows tnis relationsaip.

Tavle 3.
Percent of Lower Ratings Number of Items Rated
Faculty to self |Faculty to neef1;elf to peer

Between 10 -~ 19 percert 11 0 0
Between 20 - 25 percent 5 3 0
Between 30 - 3G percent 3 11 5
Between 40 - 49 percent 0 5 8
Between 50 = R9 nercent 0 0 6

Total 19 19 19
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DISCuSS10m CF FiraDInGS

AGREZ! T AMONG RAT LGS

Chart 1 snows tre spread in percent of agreement ratings among
the three commarisons, faculty to self, faculty to veer, and self to
peer, In tnis section tnere was considerable asreement on ratings,

A. Agreements,

Tne percentage of agreement in ratings was closest in tne item
Initiztive, a snread of only 7.5 mercent between tne faculty to self
rating wnicn was in agreement in 57,8 nercent and tne self to neer
rating wnich was in agreement in 45,3 vercent of tre cases, Tne faculty
to neer rating was in agreement in Lg,1 vercent of tune cases, |

The item Social usage snowed a snread of 9,5 percent, It was rated
alike by faculty to self in !'f,3 percent and by faculty to peer in L3 L
vercent of tne cases, and somewnat lower by tne self to veer in 35,8
percent of tne cases,

Anotner item, Conirolling mnteriales witn a srread of ratings of
11.3 percent, anowed sgreement in !'1,5 percent of tne coses by faculty
to neer and self to veer, and somewnat nigner br faculty to self in
52.8 percent of tne cases,

Planning rioney was rated in acreement by faculty to self in 5.3
percent of tae cases studied and by faculiy to veer in 47,2 percent,

Leadersnip found close szreement in faculty to self in 52.8 per-

cent of tne cases witn fsculty to peer in 54,7 percent,
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Contribution to tne group was rated in agreement by faculty to
self in 70,0 percent of tne ceses and by faculty to reer in 12,0
percent,

Comnerison of ratirgss of the item Controlling morey found tne
faculty to reer esrreeing in 37,9 mpercent and self to veer in 34,6 ner-
cent of tne cases stulied,

Care of tne house was rated by tne same two ¢rours, faculiy to

4
peer, in 35,7 percent, ard self to peer in asreement in 37.7 vnercent

of tne cases,

Botn faculty to self and faculty to peer rated tne item Planning
tire and energy in agrecnent In 50,0 vercent of tne cases,

Trere were more similerities in arreement ratines tnan dif“erences,

B, Differences

Only one item was cons icuously different, Tre item Flanning
materisls snowed a stread of 27,8 percent.*When foculty to self were
in a agreement in 50,0 vercent of tne cises ~nd self to meer only in
21.2 percent of tne cases,

In tne cormarison of agreement ratings by tne tnree grows, faculty
to self, facnlty to neer, and celf to peer, the range was from agreement

to tre greatest difference wnicn was 27.0 percent, sisni€icant at tae

01 level,
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niGnER RATIL.GS

There were similar numbers of arsreements and differences in tne
comparison of tne hisrer ratirss by faculty to self, focnlty to veer
ond sclf to reer, See Cunart 2,

A, Arreenent

(& d

Hesmorsibility is tie itcm on vnich tacre was closeest agrecment in

tae nigner ratincs, Foculty to =self vas in acreenent witn self to peer

)

in 2,5 percent ol t:e creeg stndied, Foculty to peer was glso cl-se

to tnis witn nisner ratings in 22,5 mercent of tue cases, Only a 2,0 per-

‘3

cent spread of ratinss was found,

Controlling more “us in close azreement, Faoculty to self rated
aizner in 20,9 percent of tre cuoses ond was orly slisntly lower tnan
faculty to veer in 2U,b nercent and self to veer in 25,0 percent of tne
cases, Tne spread of nercentazes was o>nly 3,% nercent.

Fonls and nutrition 1is ai item ir wnich zlose arreement in hicher
retivs was found Dy Joeulty to neer in £7,7 mercent and self to neer
in 20,8 percent of t.e cases,

Evaluation found cl-.se agreencsnt Tetween higher ratirgs by faculty
to self in 25.% percent of tre crses and by self to veer in 24,5 per-
cent of tne cerses,

Leadershin was in close arreenent tetween foculty to veer and self

to neer wren tne former rated rignher in 15,1 percent of the cases ard

tne latter in 17.0 nercent,






"o

Aesthetic standards showed cleseness in oercent of hirher retines
when faculty to neer ratad il hicher in 17.0 percent end seif to neer
in 18,9 percent of the cnses,

B. Differences

The greatest difference in higher ratinss anneared in Social usaze
with a svread of 29,3 percent.:* Faculty to self rated hirher in 37.7
percent znd self to neer in only 9.4 nercent of the cases studied. A
soread of 20,7 percent was found between faculty and self and faculty and
peer,

Planning time and energy shoved considerable difference whaon faculty
to sclf rated it hLirher in 35.9 percent and self to peer in 11.3 percent
of the cises, a ¢ilference of 2L,6 vercent,¥! Compuarison of the hisher
ratings by fazculty to self in 35,9 percent of the cases to fzculty to
peer in only 17.0 percent of the cases, showed e differcrnce of 18.9
percent %

Supervision was roted hisher by feculty to self in 26.4 percent
in contrist to only 7.5 percent of the csses by self to neer, a
difference of 13,9 percent,*

In the comnerison of hicher ratings by the three rroups, faculty
to self, faculty to peer, and self to neer the closest arreements were
within 1.9 percent., The rrestest dilference vas 23,3 percent. Cf the
differences, two were significant at the .0l level, end 3 were at the

+05 level,
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LOWZR RATINGS

Tnere were few close acreements and many differences in the com-
parison of lower ratings of faculty to self, faculiy to meer and self
to reer, Tne sprssd of mercertzces in lover ratings 1s snown in Chart 3,

A, Azreements

In Axcentance of differences faculty to self and self to meer were in
agreement on lower ra*v- s in 27,3 nercent witn fuculty to peer sinilar
to it in “2.0 percent of tae cases.

Controlling mnoney found close agreement netwveen tre lower rotings
by frenlty to neer and self to veer in 1.5 vercent and M0,4 vercent of
tue ceses resrectively,

In Controllirg materinlg esreencnt was fomnd ween it was rated
lower by »oth faculty to meer end <elf to reer in I U4 vercent of tae
cases,

Evalurtion snowed closeness in sgreenent on lover ratings oy
facnlty to veer znd self to neer in !'7,2 rercent ani LQ.1 rercent 5¢ tne
cases resmectively,

In Care of tue rouss, facvlty to self and self to neer were in

<
b

relativelyr close g, Tee c T = lover ratirse in U7, nercent snd 5,3
vercent of t:e cases,

B. Differences

d
=

arnirg time and energy showed tne greatest ciffereuce in lover

* X e
ratings, A ¢ifference of U7.% percent a-meared b

etveen tie lower rating



L}
vy feculty to self and self to meer in 13.2 vercent =nd 55.% nercent

of &t

(0]

ceses, In t:1e some item, faculty to egelf rated lower in 13,2
rercent of tne ceses walca wren comared to faculty to peer lover rating
32,1 tercent of tre cescs snowed difference of 12,9 vercent, ™

Social ugace snowed a snread or dif“erence of 3I7.7 vercent** in
tre lower ratings. Faculsy to celf rated tce item lower in 17,0 vercent
of tre cases comared to self to reer in Rl 7 nercert of tue cases.
Comraring faénlty to self witn faculty to neer in 39,6 percent of tre
cases snowed a difference of 22,5 rercent,*

Flarning mzterinsls was rated lower by frculty to self in 12,2 per-
cent of tae cases and by self to peer in 5%.8 percent of tne cases, a
difference of 3-.5 percent. **

Contridbution to tne groun snowed a difference of 35,8 mercent**
when faculty to self rated tne item lower in 15.1 vercent of tue cases
and self to peer in 51,0 percent.

Observation witn a spvread of 32.1 percent** was rated lower bty
faculty to veer in 17,0 vercent and by self to neer in 19,1 nercent of
the cases.

Cooperation was rated lower by faculty to self in 11.% percent of
tne cases and by self to reer in 39,6 percent, a difference of 22,3
percent, **

Care of tne house snowed a similar Aifference of 29,3 nercent**
when faculty to self rated it lower in 17.0 percent of tne ceses and

self to peer in h5.3 percent, TFaculty to self comrared to faculty to
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peer witn lower ra*ings in U2 L nercent of *tne crses shoved & d1fference
of 2-.U percent.*

Surervisicn showed a difference of 2%,3 vercent** telween Teculty
to self in 2".7 percent ard self to veer in ~2.83 nercent of the cases.

Lealdershin snowed a &if ference of 2-,!' percent* in lower ratings
by faculty to self in 1.9 vercent of tne ceses and self to reer in
15,7 vercent,

Flarring money also nad a difference of 2/ .1 —erceut*® in lower
ratings tetween faculty to self in 18,0 rercent of tae cases gnd self
to peer in hF.} nercent,

In Foods mnd nutrition the &:ffererce nf 24,0 percent* a-meared
between lower ratings by faculty to <elf and self to rmer in 13,0 per-
cent and 37.7 vercent of tne ceces reswectively,

Aegthetic stanfards showed a difference of 20,7 percent® in lower
ratings by facnliy to celf in 17.0 vercent and by self to neer in 37,7
percent of the cases.

In the commarison of lower retincs by the tnree grouns tne rerge
was from agreement to h}.h percent difference. Of the differences, one
vas at the 001 level of significance, 7 were ot tne ,01 level and 7 at

the .05 level,
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FART 2

As etoted in tne Introduction it was tnougnt tret a commeriscn of
tne retings of tue students wro were under one afviser witn thnee of
tne entire grown mignt melte an interesting and valuable eddition to
tnis stuly,

The followings tzhles siow the ecomeriznn of ine mercent of agree-
ment on eacn 1tem rate? Ty tne entire groum &nd by tne one-acviser
groun, Tre Aifference tetween trem ameors in tie risprt-nerd column,
Tne percent 1s nreceded by a (£) 1f trhe @iffcrence was higher for tne
one aiviser ard by a (=) if 1t was lo-er,

Tne item or items in each grouw in wnich tne faculty 2nd stucdents
were in greatest asreement are nared witn a (#%), and ir least agree-
ment with a (+).,

Items rated within 2,0 percent of each other or less were con-

sidered in cloce agreement, ond trose differing 10,0 wercent or more

were cornslidered to re artitrarily lecking in agreement,
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Tgtle L,
AGRITZELUT - FACULTY TO SZELF

Entire One adviser Difference

1, Controlling materials 0.6 4 64,9 % #l12.1 %
2. Controlling time & energy 1,5 % 51.3 % 49.8¢
3, Observatlon .8 4 2.1 4 £9.3 4
4, Planning materials 50.0 4 2,3 4 £8.39
5. Initistive 5.3 4 60,0 % £7.2%
b. Evaluation | L7.2 4 54,0 4 £A.8%
7. Contridution 0.9 % 7.1 % £ 4.2 %
8. Resnonsibility b5.3 4 51,3 % 46,09
0, TFoods snd nutrition ORI 4 t4h.9 4 4 L.54
10, Cooperation 56.6 4 60,0 4 £ 3.4 %
11. Planning money 45,3 4 ug.6 ¢ +3.3%
12, Care of house su.74  57.1 4 {244
13, Swurervision a1 4 51.3 % £2.2%
14, Leadersnip 52.8 4 54,094 #f1.2%
15, Plenning time and energy 0.9 % 1.3 %  #L o4 %
16. Aestnetic w74 5404 #-0.79%
17. Accentance of differences : 4.0 % 2,5% A~ 1.5 %
12, Controlling money 51.9 % u5,9 4 -%049

)

1=

19. Socisl uszge 534 314 $#-10,2 %
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Agreenent ~~ Faculty to 3elf

Sim$lorities?

Flanning time and energy was reted in closest agreement by tne
entire grouwn (50.0 nercent) and tne ane adviser growun (51,3 mercent),
a d!f<erence of only Ol percent, Tnree otner items in close sgreenent
were: Aestretic standards (0,7 vercent difference), Leadersrin (1,2
vercent difference) and Accentance of Aifferences (1.5 percent
difference),

Differences:

The cntef differences betveen tne entire grouv and one-adviser
group ratings were in Controlling of materirls (12,1 vercent) and
Sociel usage (10,2 vercent), In tne first item tne one faculty

adviser rating was higner, in tne other item it was lower,
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Tanle 5.

AGRIIV L 1 _ FASULTY TO PZIR

Entire One sdvigser Differerce

Initistive box 4 2,1 % #413,0%
Foods and nutrition v7.2 4 57.1 % £2°.0%
Sunervision us5,3 4 54,0 % £42,7%
Responsibility W,a1%  57.1 9% £3.04%
Social usage bz h 4 51,39 £7.9%
Leadershin 4.7 4 £2.1 % $§7.4%
Planning matericls 35.8 % u3.2 4 £ 7.4 %
Evaluation 35,84  lz.2 % £7.44
Planning money 47.2 % 54,5 % £47.34%
Controlling time and energy 33,9 4 uo,5 4 } o6 %
* Controlling materials n,54 U509 % VAR TN 4
Planning time end energy 0.9 % 54,5 % £ 3.656%
Observation bz g 5.5 4 £2.57%
Aestretic 55.5 5 #2,0% #4&l1.5%
Care of house 75,8 % 5.1 %5 44~ 0.7 %
Cooveration L7.2 % 5.9 4 4H- 1,3 %
Controlling money 33.0 4 2.4 A4 1M %
Accecting Gifferences Lg.6 % L7.2 4 a1t %
Contridution to grown Loo4 3,29 -5284%






Agreement —— Faculty to Peer

Similarities:
The greatest similarity was in Care of tre House, It was rated in

ecreement by tne entire grow (35.% percent) and by tne one aiviser

growmp (35,1 vercent), a difference of only 0.7 nercent,
Cooveration (1.3 per=

Four otner ltems in close agreement were:
cent difference), Controllinz money (1.4 percent difference), Acceptance
tanderds (1.5

of Aifferences (1.4 percent ¢ifference) and Aestuetic

vercent difference).

Differences:
Tre

Tnere was only one difference of more tnsn 10,0 rercent,

one adviser croun rated Initiative nigher by 13.C percent.
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Tadle £,

olGaXER PATIAGS o FaCULTYy TO SILF

Entire Cne adviser Differerce

1. Socisl usege 7.7 4 45,9 4 43,29
2. Flanning time and energy 5.9 % 37.3 4 #l1,c %
3. Aestnetic 22,3 4% 20,9 4 HlL1,6 %
L4, Leadersnip 28,3 % 29.9 % Hif 1.6 %
5. Cooneration 0.1 % 52.5 % #d 04 %
. Controlling money 21.2 % 21,6 % #il o4 %
7. Cortrolling tine and energy °2.3% 27,04  dh-1.3 %
8, GCere of house 28,3 % 27.0 £ . 1.3 %
5. Contritution to growp 34,0 4 2.5 % 4. 1,59
10, Evaluation 25.4 4 2L.3 ¢ -2.1%
il. Sunervision 2544 24,7 9 -2.14%
12, TFoods and nutrition 20,4 4 w3 % -2.1 4%
13, Initiative cup b 21,5 % -30%
14, Accentence of Gifferences 0.2 % 27.0 % -329
15, Planning money 38,5 % 2.5 % - 3.4 4
16, Controlling meoterials 0.8 4 17.2 4 - 456 9
17. Responsibility ou.h 4 13,0 4 -5.7%
12, Flanning meterials n.34 250 % -5.8%
19, Otrservation 0.2 % 21.6 % -%8.6 %
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Higner Ratings — Faculty to Self

Tr.ere vere eigmnt items in close agreenent tetveen trne two groups
of retincs, The two closest (0,4 percent of difference) were Cortrolling
movey arnd Coomeratiorn, Otner close arreerents were: Controlling time
and energy (1.3 percent), Care of tne house (1,3 percent), Contridution
to tne gromm (1.5 vercent), Leadersaip (1.6 percent), Aestnaetic
standords (1,5 percent) and Plarning time and energy (1,9 percent),
Differences:

Trere were no cifferences greater tnen 10,0 vercent,



Table 7.
nlunZR RATINGS . FACULTY DU FEZR

Entire One adviser Differexce

1., Contribution to grow 18,9 %5 w87 4 .09
2. GCocneraticn ookt 4 21.5 % g#=- 1,0 %
3. OCare of house 23.3 % 27.0 % 4~ 1,3 4
4, Controlling morey 4,6 ¢ Pl.6 % - 3,0 %
5. Planring time and erergy 17.0 9 13,5 % -3.5%
&, Aestnetic 17.0 4 13,5 % -3.59%
7. Observation 0.8 % 15,2 % -4 g
€. GControllire tlme and energy 13.9 %  13.5 % - 5.4 %
9. Toods and nutrition 22,6 % 15.2 ¢ -6,4 9
10, Resnongitility L% 17,29 -613
11, Initiative 15.1 % 8.1 % -7.04%
12, Leadersnip 15,1 % 3.1 % -7.0%
13, Accevtance of differences 6.2 % 13.5 % -7.3 ¢
14, Planring meterials b % 15,2 4 -’49
15, Plarning moimey °C.6 % 13.5 % -0,19
16, Supervision 15.2 % 2.7 % $-15.5 %
17. Evalustion 17.0 % R G #-11.6 %
1S, Soctal usace 17.0 % 5.4 % $-11.6 ¢
15, Controlling mrterizls 15.1 % 2.7 % #1008 7
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Higner Ratinzs -~ Faculty to Peer

Similarities: .

T-cre were trrces items in close ngsreement tetween trne two groups
of ratinzs. Tne closest wzs In Cortrirution to tie group w:ere tre
two esroups s.reed., Two otrer iters were Cooperctiion (1.0 percent) and
Care of tne rcuse (1.3 percent) in wnicn tnere was close agreement.

Di{ fferences:

Taere were four ltews on wnanlcn tnere was greater tran 10,0 percent
Qifference: Superviesion (10.5 percent), BEvaluation (11.6 percent), .
Soctal usage (1l,t percent) 2:d Cormtroilirs roterials (12,5 percent),
All oT tlese 1tems were rated ...gher more often by tne entire group

taan tue one aldviser growp,






Table &,

Exntire
Acceptaice of differerces 25,3 %
Controlling morey 25.9 %
Social usage 17.0 ¢
Plarrnirz money 12.9 %
Sxm’ervisi on cu.5 4
Resmorsi®ility 0.2 %
Aestuetic 17.0 4
Ccre of nouse 17.0 %
Cbservetion 17.0 %
Plannirg time and energy 13.2 o4
Fonds and mutrition 13,2 %
Leadersnip 13.9 %

Flarn~ing naterials 18,2 4
Cooneration 11.3 %
Iattintive 206 %
Contrirution to group 15,1 %
Evaluation LR O
Comtrolling materials ont 4

A

Comtrolling tire and energy 30,2

One adviser Difference

2¢.9 % $ 3.0 %
1.5 % ##£ 1.9 %
13,94 & 049
4,34  fe-0,2 %
29.9 %  ##- 0.3 %
12,24  #%.0,8 %
16.0 %  #4- 0.8 %
15.2 % $4-.0.8 %
10.8 % -2u 4
10,8 % -2.4 9
15.2 % -2.74%
17,2 % - 2.0 %
8.1 % -3.2%
13.¢ % - 3.7 4
10.8 % -L,5%
21.5 % - 4,89

5% -7.5%
1.5 % - 8.6 %
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Lower Ratin s == Faclty to Self

Similaritie

4]

:

Tacre were seven itens in close sgreement Tetween tre two zrovas
reting: Planairg mecrey, an item in wnicn tre two grours arreed,
Supervisior (0,2 nercent), Responsibility (0.3 nercert), Aesthetic
stardards (0,9 percent), Care of konce (0,8 percent), Ohservation
(0.3 percent) and Social usare (1.2 mercent),

Differences?

T-ere weve nc differences greater tnan 10,0 percent,
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by

LOWVIR RATLMGS o FACULTY TO FIR

Ceintrolll sy time and enuvrgy

Controlling moterials

Accentarce of diiere-ces

Cotrivution to from
Controlling murey
Evalustion

Socinl uscre
Aestretice

Cooperation
Ctservaticn
Surervision

Planaing materials
Plannirg tine and enersy
Plarning money

Care of nouse
Leadersnin
Responsitility

Foods and nutrition

Inttiative

€A

R N A oA

R A N sA A A A

oA

One advicer Difference
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Ul
*
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oA

12,7 %
£1.3 % $7.2%

7.2 % f5.81%
37.3 % # 5.6 %
u5,9 4 fFuu 4
51.3 % F 4
Lz,2 4 £ 2.4
27.0 ¢ £2.59%
325 % $ 2.3
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Lower Ratirgss —— Faculty to Peer
Similarities:
Trere were elgnt items whicn were ir close agreement by tne two

groups rotingt Planaing money, orn item in wricn tre two groups agreed,

Plannine time and energy (0.1 percent), Care of nouse (0,2 percent),
Leadersrip (9.3 percent), Flainirg materials (0.9 percent), Responsibil-
ity (1.3 nercert), Swwervision (1,7 pvercent) nnd Otservation (2,0
percent).

Differences:

Trere was only ore ltem wrich tnere vas a difference of m;re tran

10,0 nercent, Controlling time and enerezy was rated lower more often

tv tre one adviser groum by 18,7 vercent,
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SuMAaRY

The items on wnich there were differences of 10,0 vercent or rore

were:

Aoreement Faculty to Self Controlling materinls £12,1 4
Soclal usege - 10.2 %
Faculty to Peer Initiative 413,09

Highrer Faculty to Self None
Faculty to Peer Supervision - 10,5 %
Evaluation -11.6 %
Soclal uscge -11,6 ¢
’ Controlling materisls -12.4 %

Lower Faculty to Self None
Foculty to Peer | Controlling time and energy| 4 18.7 %

Since all iters considered in tnis study were rated witnin a
range of 10,0 percent of the cases eitrner hizncr or lover tnan cgree-
ment, witn tre excevtion of only & ratinecs listed above, tre conclusion
is that tae ratings ty tane one adviser gromr and by tae entire greow

are gererally corsistent witn eaca otner,
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SUMMMRY AD COxCLUSLONS

Agreements,
Tre frculty and student rateld the stulent in ssreement more tines

tnan ¢id tre frculty ond meer or the stulent and rveer,

Faculty to Self:

In tne item Foods and nutritior there was 50U percent ecreenent,
te nisnest renorted wnen 3 stucents were in srreenment witn the foculty
rating, Since tnig gut’ect is ore in whicn Yotn tne frculty and tne
student have nhad considerable training and since 1t is suen a snecific,
rneasurable 1tem, tnis nicnt be ewnected,

Least arreement was in Acceptance of diffecrences, wien orly 3
vercent of tie crses, or 18 students, rgreed witn tre freulty on toe
ratincs, It ig a nore difficult item to rate, since eacn cne reting
mizat rrve ner ovm itens on differences of atrilities, skills end view=-
point, It is more arctract tnan ¢n item like Food and nutrition.

Feculty to Peer:

Tre faculty ond neer gcrowp agreed most often on Aestnetic standards,
in 52.5 vercent of tre cases, Tnls is anotner item in woicn tne train-
ing of Yotn student and faculty would mu'ze trem ouite aware of tue
artistic amémearance of tie house and tne cholce of table linens ond
taeir emvmronriateness.

In Controlling time 2nd energy ond Controlling money tne faculty
g 39 &

and veer growp were in least zgreement, in only 332.8 mercert of tne
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cases, Tnis course is one first iIn wnich tne student nas teen aware
of tine, energy and money as resourcee end it is rossicle tnat tneir
irexpericnce nrs ceused tnis lac» ol sgreenment,

Self to Peer:

Tne sgreement hetveen self and neer is lower than tne other two
comarisons, Tney sgreed most often on Initiative, in H%.} vercent of
tne cases studied, 2rd least often on Plarning materials, In a ncme
management resilence it is culte ensy teo erot tie "self storters" and
trose wno are nromrt In Adoireg tnings as well es seeing tnings to be
done, so agreement was Teirly higa,

Tney sgreed lesst often on Planning moterials, in 21,2 rercent of
tre cases, Some veriation may be exnected in tais first step of tne
manggement nrocess sirce mucn of tnais concent is new to mary students,

Higmner Ratinss,

Tre faculty in genersl rated tne student nigner tnan sse rated

t4y

nerself; tue frenlty rated tue stadent niener less often tnen tne meer
groun did; ard tie student rated herself riguer tn-n tne peer groun iid
svil’ less ofter,

Faculty to self:

The faculty rating on Social usage was riguer tusn the student
rating of nerself, in 37.7 vercent of tne crses, Tne student may
modestly underrate herself,

Tne lowest percent of higner ratings was Iin Contrslling meterials,

in 20,2 percent of tne cases,
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Faculty to Peer:

Tne greatest numbSer of nicher ratings of tre student by tne
faculty compared to vweer ratings of the student was in Flaaning
naterials, ard Controllirz moneyr wnen 26 percent of tre cases were
rated hizner bty tne fac:lty then by tne neers,

™e lowest number of nigner ratings was on Supervision +hen only
13.2 percent cf tre cases were rated higner Yy the faculty tnon tne
neers, Tne closeness of tre stadent to ner weer grown ray exclain
this, Trey saw many fetails in treir closer relatisnsnip wnile tre
adviser saw 1t in i*s entire*y., Tnis may have influenced the rating,

Self to Peer:

Accentance of differences, crreared acain nere, Tals time 18
stutents or 7L rercent of tne ceses roted tnemselves higner tran treir
teer sroup did,

Cnly 7.5 rercent or U students rated tremselves nigner on Surer-
vigion tnan tre veer groun did, wrlen would indicate tnrt tne str-lents
and neers have rated tnis item by ouite similar gtandards,

Lower Ratings,

In general tne student rated nerself lower than tne feculty rated
ner, Tne feculty rated tre student lower tnan tne reer groun rested her,
and tne studert roted nerself lower tran tre veer group.

Faculty Lo Self:

Most frequent among tnese 1ovwer ratin~s was Accertonce of differences
1 tre stulent lower torn sre judred rerself in 35.8

wnen tne faculty judged

percent of tne cases,
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Faculty to peer:
Lower ratinss in EDveluztion by faculty comnered to wpeer occurred

in L7.2 vercent of the cises,

w
pus
ot}
=

Lowest number of lower rotines were in Aesthetic
24,5 vercent of the cases,

Self to peer:

Lower ratinrs by self than reer occurred in 56.6 vercent of the
cases in Flannings tiire and energy.

The lcwest number of low rotines was in Accentance of differences
in 35.8 percent of the cases,

Certain conclusions can be drawn from the ratings of 53 students
included in this study:

Acreements:

The fsculty rnd student agreed on ratiness more times than did
faculty and peers; the faculty and peer arreced nore times than student
and peers.

Higher ratings:

The veer grouv rated the student higsher 1rore often then the foculty
rated her; the faculty rrted her higher than she rated herself,

Lower ratings:

The student rated herself lcwer than the faculty rsted her; the
faculty rnted her lover than the peer group rated her,

The study of the one adviser yrouwv which maralleled this concurred

in these conclusions,






