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Implications of Broadening the Performance Domain in the Prediction of Academic Success

Academic institutions have long claimed in their stated missions that students benefit from a college education along multiple dimensions.  Certainly knowledge within one’s disciplinary focus and knowledge about future employability are important, but most advocates of the college experience also cite important development in areas such as leadership, citizenship, community involvement, personal values and character (Taber & Hackman, 1976; Willingham, 1985).  Despite the explicit statements of these multiple objectives, today’s institutions continue to evaluate or account for the outcomes of the college experience on relatively narrow criteria such as grade point average (GPA) and graduation.  In addition, efforts to validate college admissions procedures often rely solely on GPA and very often only freshman GPA.  

In this chapter, we argue that the usual practice of paying primary or sole attention to GPA or graduation as criteria of college success results in what is termed criterion deficiency by industrial/organizational psychologists interested in employee selection.  In other words, if educators take seriously their attempt to define and develop the various nonacademic dimensions of their undergraduate students, then in turn, it is appropriate to measure the development of their students and the effectiveness of their institutions on these dimensions, in addition to college GPA or graduation rates. The situation is as depicted at the top of Figure 1.  The ultimate criterion or goal of college education includes academic success, but also an informed and involved citizenship, leadership, health, integrity, and other dimensions.  Traditionally the actual criterion of success is almost always college GPA or successful matriculation. The degree to which the circle representing the ultimate criterion overlaps with the actual criterion represents the relevance of the outcomes we consider in most existing research on academic success. The portion of the actual criterion that does not overlap with the ultimate criterion represents criterion contamination including such possibilities as special learning opportunities  to which  only a select few have access.  In this area, gender, race, and other correlates of GPA unrelated to ultimate success have been of considerable and continuing concern.  The portion of the ultimate criterion that is not related to the actual criterion is referred to as criterion deficiency and, as stated above, represents those organizational and individual outcomes that are not part of an actual measure of success. Arguably, criterion deficiency exists when we consider only GPA in evaluating student success.  The focus of this chapter is on criterion deficiency and the description of some research designed to minimize this problem.

The bottom half of Figure 1 depicts how the sole use of college GPA as the outcome of interest in studies of the validity of academic admissions procedures is likely to provide an inadequate view of the entire phenomena of interest. The relationship of the actual and ultimate criterion is depicted in the same manner as in the top half of the figure. In addition, we introduce circles that represent different possible predictors. The usual college admissions tools, the SAT, ACT, and/or high school GPA, are represented by the circle on the bottom left. It overlaps significantly with the usual actual outcome measures (i.e., college GPA or graduation). It also overlaps with the ultimate criterion reflecting the fact that one important goal of a college education is academic success. However, the SAT, ACT, and high school GPA may not relate all that well to the remainder of the ultimate criterion, because it reflects many other nonacademic objectives that are the stated goals of most higher-education institutions.  If we introduce other noncognitive or motivational predictors into this system, it is our hypothesis that those predictors are most likely to relate to the portion of the ultimate criterion that is frequently neglected in most empirical studies.  So, the typical study of the validity of academic prediction is inadequate on two counts. First, the outcomes considered in these studies are deficient. Second, because the actual outcome considered does not include the full domain, predictors that may be related to a more complete consideration of academic success will not display good empirical validity.  

More serious attention to noncognitive predictors is also relevant and beneficial to concerns about the impact of academic prediction on members of some minority groups as well as females. Unlike the ACT or SAT on which we find large subgroup differences favoring Caucasians over African Americans and Hispanic Americans, and smaller differences usually favoring males over females, subgroup differences on noncognitive predictors are often small, nonexistent, or on occasion favor women and minorities. 

Our position in this chapter is that we are unlikely to improve academic prediction given the relatively high criterion-related validity usually reported for a combination of SAT/ACT scores and high school GPA (Hetzlett, Kuncel Vey, Abart, Ones, Campbell, & Camara, 2001; Willingham, 1985). To improve validity, and at the same time reduce the adverse impact of traditional academic predictors on minorities and women, we must broaden our conceptualization of academic success. Along with this change in the outcome space, we must develop and validate predictors that are conceptually related to this broadened domain. 

Expanding the Criterion Domain


If we accept that the marketing materials of U.S. colleges and the statements by various stakeholders in the academic enterprise (e.g., college presidents, state legislators, parents, the students themselves) contain accurate reflections of the broad development we expect to see in college students, then we are accepting that student performance is a broader domain than is reflected by traditional criteria of college success. As indicated above, traditional criteria for college student success have tended to fall under the broad category of task performance (e.g., grades on specific assignments, GPA, receiving a college degree). The criteria we discuss in this chapter also include dimensions that fall under the broad category of contextual performance, dimensions such as social responsibility (cf. Borman & Motowidlo, 1993) and adaptability and life skills (cf. Pulakos, Arad, Donovan, & Plamondon, 2000).  This distinction between task performance and contextual performance has been useful in understanding and modeling job performance (Borman & Motowidlo, 1997; Campbell, Gasser, & Oswald, 1996).

Similar ideas have been introduced in the academic arena as well. Conceptualizing and evaluating successful development as a college student depends on the multiple outcomes desired by students and the school administration (Willingham, 1985).  In an early attempt to discern dimensions of college performance, Taber and Hackman (1976) found 17 dimensions, academic and non-academic, to be important in classifying successful and unsuccessful college students.  Furthermore, college students actively involved in numerous domains tend to achieve greater success in their overall college experience as reflected in their involvement, accumulated achievement record, or their graduation (Astin, 1984; Willingham, 1985).  High school honors, school references, personal statements, and a measure of persistence or follow-through have predicted scholarship, leadership, non-academic accomplishments, and overall success ratings, above and beyond high school rank and SAT score (Willingham, 1985).  In related work, Ra (1989) found measures of high school leadership, athletic success, persistence in extracurricular activities, honors, personal statements, and references to predict college GPA but not perceived success and leadership experience.  More recently, Cress, Astin, Zimmerman-Oster and Burkhart (2001) found that those who participated in leadership education and training showed development in personal and societal values, civic responsibility, multicultural awareness, leadership skills, and understanding of leadership theories.

Our attempt to determine the nature and number of dimensions of college success was guided by two considerations.  First, the number of dimensions should not be so many that the information is unwieldy yet not be so few that the domain of college success is not appropriately represented or deficient to use the term introduced in Figure 1.  Second, we wanted to understand how a variety of stakeholders invested in the process of college education defined college student success, because relying on one source alone could lead to inadequate definitions of student success, or at the very least would not inform how different sources converge and diverge in the dimensions of student success they identify and in how important those dimensions are. 

In identifying our criterion dimensions, we first examined the web pages of colleges and universities, including both public and private institutions. We examined the mission statements and the stated educational objectives of the programs of 35 colleges and universities. These institutions varied on characteristics such as their public/private funding base and size.  From this search, we identified 174 separate goal statements. The authors independently sorted the statements into as many or as few clusters as they felt necessary; then they discussed and agreed on 12 major dimensions of college student performance as being a reasonable description of the various university statements. We also analyzed University Residence Life materials at Michigan State University and conducted an interview with a lead administrator in the residence halls to gain a better understanding of the characteristics and skills valued in residence life at the university.  Dimensions identified at this level included academics, social development (e.g., roommate and romantic relationships), personal development (e.g., substance abuse, leisure time, time management), ethical and character development (e.g., challenge to values, maintaining community standards), and multicultural competence (e.g., seeking out other cultures and lifestyles).  For other sources of potentially salient dimensions of college performance, we gathered information from the published educational research literature and  national educational reports. This latter information was used to refine the definitions of the 12 dimensions of college success further.  The final list is presented in Table 1 and includes knowledge, learning and  mastery of general principles; continuous learning, intellectual interest and curiosity; artistic cultural appreciation; multicultural tolerance and appreciation; leadership; interpersonal skills; social responsibility, citizenship and involvement; physical and psychological health; career orientation; adaptability and life skills; perseverance; and ethics and integrity. 

To measure the 12 dimensions, behaviorally anchored rating scales (BARS) were constructed to reflect each of the 12 dimensions.  These BARS clearly described each dimension of interest and provided examples of different degrees of successful behavior for each dimension.  To ensure the appropriateness of the examples and anchors, examples were adapted from original college-related critical incidents that had been provided by students in separate exercises, described in the following section.  An example BARS item is presented in Figure 2.  Another operationalization of these dimensions was a checklist of college experiences thought to reflect student activity on the same twelve dimensions. 

Using this broadened conceptualization of student success and the operationalization of these dimensions in the form of BARS and an activity checklist, we proceeded to develop predictors that reflected these dimensions. A sample of the checklist items for three dimensions is presented in Table 2.
Predictor Development
In attempting to measure the noncognitive attributes mentioned above, we used two different types of measures: a situational judgment inventory and a biographical data measure. 

Situational judgment inventories (SJIs) are multiple-choice tests that generate a more realistic appraisal of how an applicant (for a job, or in this case for college) might react in different relevant contexts (Motowidlo & Tippins, 1993).  Typically, respondents choose or rate possible actions in response to hypothetical situations or problems, usually in a paper-and-pencil format.  In the employment context, the use of SJIs usually reduces adverse impact for minorities relative to that of cognitive tests (Pulakos & Schmitt, 1996; Sackett, Schmitt, Ellingson, & Kabin, 2001), and the SJI produces favorable test-taker reactions (Hedlund et al., 2001) as well as high perceptions of face validity (Clevenger, et al., 2001; McDaniel et al., 2001). Such support for SJIs in employment settings suggests that they may be a viable supplement or alternative to traditional cognitive ability testing in college admissions, though we are aware of only one previous application in academic prediction: Hedlund et al. (2001) found an SJI to have rather small incremental validity above GMAT scores for MBA students ((R2 = .03).  
More importantly, both biodata and SJIs are broadly applicable to a variety of circumstances. They have the potential for increased criterion-related validity over traditional measures because item content can be tailored to specific dimensions of college success as well as to the goals of a particular college and college-admissions process. Biodata and SJIs also have increased practical utility over typical subjective evaluations, such as essays or reference letters, because they require less time, labor and cost to score and because they provide a fair and standardized process in obtaining information about the broad range of prior educational and social experiences that applicants may have had. 
A search of existing situational judgment inventory measures produced item stems that fit many of the aforementioned 12 dimensions. We recruited and paid undergraduate students at our home institution to participate in developing our SJI further. This development process consisted of three separate data-collection phases, that were also instrumental to developing the BARS described previously. First, students generated critical incidents for use as additional item stems for dimensions underrepresented by existing SJI items. Second, an independent set of students created multiple response options for each item stem. Third, ratings of the favorability of each response option and judgments regarding the best and worst options were collected from an advanced undergraduate psychology course. Students were all junior and senior college undergraduates, who completed the instrument as part of a project for a psychological measurement class. Forty-two respondents provided usable data for use in developing the SJI scoring key. Procedures developed and reported in Motowidlo et al. (1990) and Motowidlo, Russell, Carter, and Dunnette (1988) resulted in a key that could yield item scores from –2 to + 2. Three to six items (57 total) for each of the twelve scales survived the item review and score development process. An example of two situational judgment items is presented in Table 3. 

Structured biographical data (biodata) measures provide a systematic method for collecting and scoring information on an individual’s background and life history.  Despite the informal use of similar information in college applications (e.g., extracurricular activity lists and resumes), we undertook the development of a biodata inventory with standard multiple-choice responses to questions about one’s previous experiences, similar to tests used in employee selection processes.

Multiple sources were searched for preexisting biodata items that would fit as many of the twelve performance dimensions (see Table 1) as possible. When necessary, item stems were modified for appropriateness to the college context. After this procedure, some dimensions lacked a sufficient number of items. We then rationally generated additional items for those dimensions. We also created or adapted the response options to make them applicable to a college student population using the help of six paid college students who supplied open-ended responses. Using these responses, we modified item responses to reflect an appropriate range and dropped items showing little variance. Some items were also dropped because they were near duplicates of other items. The final biodata inventory consisted of 115 items representing the 12 dimensions and scored on a four or five-point scale. Additional detail regarding the development, dimensionality, and psychometric adequacy of both the SJI and the biodata measures is provided in two reports (Gillespie, Kim, Oswald, Ramsay, & Schmitt, 2002; Oswald, Schmitt, Ramsay, Kim, & Gillespie, under review). Examples of two biodata items are presented in Table 4.  

In the following section of the chapter, we describe a data collection effort designed to assess the degree to which the broader conceptualization of student performance provides unique information. In addition, we evaluate the degree to which noncognitive instruments designed to reflect these broader dimensions do indeed relate to student performance on those dimensions as well as GPA and student attendance at class.

Sample and Data Collection

Six hundred and fifty four first-year undergraduate students at a large Midwestern university volunteered for this study and received $40 for their participation.  Of these, 644 provided usable data after screening for careless responses.  Mean age was 18.5 years (standard deviation =.69); 72% were female; 77.3% were White/Caucasian, 9.8% Black/African American, 5.4% Asian, 1.9% Hispanic American, and 4.9% other. 

In addition to self ratings on the BARS, the checklist, biodata, and SJI measures, the students were asked to provide a self-report of their absenteeism from class in the previous six months using a five-point scale ranging from “less than five” to “more than 30.” Authorization was also obtained from the students to obtain their college GPA from the university registrar’s office and their ACT/SAT scores from the admissions office. Finally, peer ratings on the twelve dimensions were obtained for 154 of the students by email correspondence with a person nominated by the student. Peers were paid $5 for their participation.  
Results

Confirmatory and exploratory factor analyses of the peer ratings and self ratings indicated that a composite of the twelve dimensions was the best representation of these performance ratings. Alpha coefficients for these composites were .83 and .80 for peer and self ratings respectively.  The alpha coefficient associated with a composite of the checklist items was .76. Consequently, we computed correlations between college GPA, absenteeism, self-rated BARS, peer-rated BARS, and the composite activity checklist to examine relationships with our broadened definition of student performance (see Table 5). Correlations of these same five outcome measures with the situational judgment inventory (SJI), biodata, and composite SAT/ACT  are presented in Table 6 as evidence of the validity of our experimental predictors and a typical standardized admissions test. 

As can be seen in Table 5, the correlations between the five outcome variables are not very large, the highest being the -.42 between absenteeism and GPA, indicating that students who are absent more frequently tend to get lower grades.  Peer ratings and GPA also correlated .31. Peer ratings are correlated only .08 with self ratings, indicating that individuals see themselves very differently than do their peers. The major conclusion here, given the pattern of correlations, is that student performance is multidimensional.    

A second question we addressed in this data collection was the degree to which experimental biodata and SJI items as well as traditional admissions tests were correlated with this set of outcomes.  The data in Table 4 indicate that, as expected, the best predictor of GPA is the composite ACT/SAT measure (r = .33).  However, GPA is also moderately related to several of the biodata and SJI measures, most notably Health, Adaptability, and Knowledge biodata indices and Ethics/Integrity, Knowledge, and Continuous Learning SJI measures. Absenteeism, which is relatively uncorrelated (r = .11) with the ACT/SAT composite, is relatively substantially correlated with biodata measures of Health, Perseverance, and Ethics/Integrity and Perseverance, Health, Knowledge, and Ethics/Integrity SJI measures. Self ratings and checklist indices, which are self report measures indexed to the 12 major performance outcomes, are relatively highly related to virtually all the biodata dimensions. Self report behaviorally anchored ratings of performance were also relatively highly related to the SJI measures, but not related very highly to the checklist measure. Correlations of peer ratings of the same 12 performance outcomes with the biodata and SJI measures are not affected by this same source “bias” and are correspondingly lower than similar correlations with the self ratings and checklist outcomes. Even so, biodata measures of Knowledge, Leadership, Interpersonal Skills, and Perseverance are correlated above .20 with the peer rating outcome measure. Only the situational judgment measure of Continuous Learning was correlated significantly (r = .23) with the peer rating composite. The ACT/SAT composite was correlated .00, -.11, and .09 with the self rating, checklist, and peer rating composites respectively.

Results of hierarchical regression analyses presented elsewhere (Oswald, Schmitt, Ramsay, Kim, & Gillespie, under review) indicate that even in predicting freshman college GPA, biodata and SJI predictors added incremental validity above that afforded by the SAT/ACT and measures of the Big Five personality constructs. The latter two sets of measures were used as controls since SAT/ACT test scores are the current standard in academic prediction, and biodata and SJI measures are sometimes found to be highly related to personality measures. For all other outcomes, the biodata and SJI measures were the most predictive.  Adjusted Multiple Rs for this complete set of predictors were .50, .47, .67, .48, and .49 for GPA, Absenteeism, and the self rating, checklist, and peer rating composites respectively.    

Discussion

In this chapter, we have argued for a model of college student performance that includes outcomes in addition to the usual GPA measure.  Accordingly, we examined what various universities viewed as desirable student outcomes and constructed measures of these outcomes.  The relationships between peer ratings of performance on these outcomes, checklist indictors of student activity, class absenteeism and GPA were not very highly correlated supporting our multidimensional view of student performance. 

We also constructed experimental SJI and biodata predictors of these outcomes. These experimental predictors added to the predictability of GPA beyond an ACT/SAT composite and were the major predictors of absenteeism and the other measures directly constructed to mirror the major performance dimensions in our model of student performance. 

These results are encouraging, but there is certainly a need for additional research in these areas prior to any operational use of biodata and SJIs. One major concern is the degree to which these measures will be coachable or fakable.  Previous research on similar measures suggests this is a real concern (Hough, Eaton, Dunnette, Kamp, & McCloy, 1990; Lautenshlager, 1994; Paulhus, 1991).  We are experimenting with various ways to assess the degree of fakability and its impact on examinee scores and test validity (Schmitt, Gillespie, Kim, Ramsay, Oswald, & Yoo, under revision). This concern as well as other possible motivational issues will require research in which the student participants are responding as actual applicants and the research design is predictive rather than concurrent as was the case in the research described in this chapter. 

The sample in this instance was all students at a single university.  We were also unable to get high-school GPA which has proven to be a substantial predictor of college GPA in other studies (e.g., Hezlett et al., 2001; Willingham, 1985).  High school GPA, unlike the ACT/SAT scores, is likely affected by motivation as well as ability.  Since some of the SJI and biodata items and scales are also motivational in nature, it is likely that these measures may not provide as much incremental prediction when high school GPA is part of the prediction equation. In addition, subgroup differences should be explored; Gillespie, Kim, Oswald, Ramsay, and Schmitt (2002) report trends in subgroup mean differences for several minority groups and men and women, but the subgroup sample sizes are relatively small. 

Additional attention should also be directed to the psychometric development of biodata and SJI scales.  One application of biodata and SJI might be in the career-guidance domain.  However, if different decisions or guidance is to be made on the basis of subscale scores, the subscales must be highly reliable, and there must be discriminant validity.  There was some evidence that this goal was possible for the biodata subscales, but there was disappointing evidence for the  hypothesized dimensionality of the SJI.
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	Table 1



	Dimensions of college performance

	

	

	Knowledge, learning, mastery of general principles


Gaining knowledge and mastering facts, ideas and theories and how they interrelate, and understanding the relevant contexts in which knowledge is developed and applied.  Grades or GPA can indicate, but not guarantee, success on this dimension.

Continuous learning, intellectual interest and curiosity

Being intellectually curious and interested in continuous learning. Actively seeking new ideas and new skills, both in core areas of study as well as in peripheral or novel areas.

Artistic cultural appreciation and curiosity

Appreciating art and culture, either at an expert level or simply at the level of one who is interested.

Multicultural tolerance and appreciation

Showing openness, tolerance, and interest in a diversity of individuals (e.g., by culture, ethnicity, or gender).  Actively participating in, contributing to, and influencing a multicultural environment.

Leadership


Demonstrating skills in a group, such as motivating others, coordinating groups and tasks, serving as a representative for the group, or otherwise performing a managing role in a group.

Interpersonal skills


Communicating and dealing well with others, whether in informal social situations or more formal school-related situations.  Being aware of the social dynamics of a situation and responding appropriately.

Social responsibility, citizenship and involvement


Being responsible to society and the community, and demonstrating good citizenship.  Being actively involved in the events in one's surrounding community, which can be at the neighborhood, town/city, state, national, or college/university level.  Activities may include volunteer work for the community, attending city council meetings, and voting.

Physical and psychological health


Possessing the physical and psychological health required to engage actively in a scholastic environment.  This would include participating in healthy behaviors, such as eating properly, exercising regularly, and maintaining healthy personal and academic relations with others, as well as avoiding unhealthy behaviors, such as alcohol/drug abuse, unprotected sex, and ineffective or counterproductive coping behaviors.  

Career orientation


Having a clear sense of career one aspires to enter into, which may happen before entry into college, or at any time while in college.  Establishing, prioritizing, and following a set of general and specific career-related goals.

Adaptability and life skills

Adapting to a changing environment (at school or home), dealing well with gradual or sudden and expected or unexpected changes.  Being effective in planning one’s everyday activities and dealing with novel problems and challenges in life.

Perseverance


Committing oneself to goals and priorities set, regardless of the difficulties that stand in the way.  Goals range from long-term goals (e.g., graduating from college) to short-term goals (e.g., showing up for class every day even when the class isn’t interesting).

Ethics and integrity


Having a well-developed set of values, and behaving in ways consistent with those values.  In everyday life, this probably means being honest, not cheating (on exams or in committed relationships), and having respect for others.




Table 2

College Experience Checklist Items

Participants indicated whether or not they had engaged in this list of activities or if the event listed had occurred to them at least once during college.


Participants marked items:

a = Yes

b = No

Artistic cultural appreciation and curiosity

Learned to play an instrument.

Participated in a play/musical (as an actor, building props, in the orchestra, etc.).

Learned a new type of dance (e.g., ballroom dancing, break dancing).

Visited a public or school museum.

Attended a cultural event in the last 6 months, (e.g., art exhibit, play, musical, dance performance).

Am a member of an orchestra/band/choir.

Am a member of an art (e.g., painting, photography, music) club.

Am a member of a private band, musical, or vocal group.

Am a member in a band (school or private) or in a vocal group.

Multicultural tolerance and appreciation.

Learned (or significantly improved in) a foreign language.

Visited a foreign country for at least a week.

Am a member of a multicultural organization.

Leadership

Am the head/president of an organization to which I belong.

Have been the team captain for an official school or club sports team.

Started a new club, organization, or official group.

Table 3

Examples of Two Situational Judgment Items Written to Measure Ethics/Integrity and Leadership

Ethics/Integrity

You know that a group of students in your class cheats on exams by putting formulas into scientific calculators or into cell phones. The professor has clearly warned against such activity, but you are not sure what she would do if she knew what these students were doing.

What action would you take?

a) Try doing the same thing until people start getting caught.

b) Study the way you know best, don’t cheat, but don’t turn in the other students either

c) You would do nothing: It’s none of your business

d) You would mention it to the professor so she can deal with the problems in the class

e) Don’t tell the professor, but make it clear you are not involved in case they get caught

f) Send the professor an anonymous message about what is going on.

Leadership
You are assigned to a group to work on a particular project. When you sit down together as a group, no one says anything.

What would you do?

a) Look at them until someone eventually says something

b) Start the conversation yourself by introducing yourself

c) Get to know everyone first and see what they are thinking about the project to make sure the project’s goals are clear to everyone

d) Try to start working on the project by asking everyone’s opinion about the nature of the project

e) You would take the leadership role by assigning people to do things or ask questions to get things rolling. 

Table 4

Examples of Two Biodata Items Designed to Measure Leadership

The number of high school clubs and organized activities (such as band, sports, newspapers, etc.) in which I took a leadership role was:

a) 4 or more

b) 3

c) 2

d) 1

e) I did not take a leadership role in these activities

How often do your talk your friends into doing what you want to do during the evening?

a) most of the time

b) sometimes (about half the time)

c) occasionally (about as often as others in the group)

d) seldom or infrequently

e) never

	Table 5

Means, Standard Deviations, and Intercorrelations of Student Outcome Variablesa
______________________________________________________________________________

	Variable
	Mean
	SD
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	Freshman GPA(1)
	3.02
	  .69
	1.00
	
	
	
	

	Times Absent(2)
	1.98
	1.08
	-.42
	1.00
	
	
	

	Self Ratings(3)
	4.88
	  .71
	 .12
	-.19
	1.00
	
	

	Checklist Composite(4)
	 .38
	  .10
	 .06
	-.13
	  .23
	1.00
	

	Peer Ratings(5)
	4.96
	  .80
	 .31
	-.15
	  .08
	  .08
	1.00

	______________________________________________________________________________

aN = 619 to 640 with the exception of Peer Ratings for which N = 147. GPA was based on a 0-4.0 scale, Times Absent mean equaled a response of 5-10 classes, Self and Peer ratings were averages of ratings on 12 dimensions on seven-point scales, and the Checklist Composite was a mean of Yes-No responses to 65 items.


	Table 6

Predictor – Outcome Correlationsa
______________________________________________________________________________

	
	GPA
	Absenteeism
	Self-Rating
BARS
	Checklist
	Peer-Rating

BARS

	Biodata
	
	
	
	
	

	     Knowledge
	.22
	-.18
	.46
	.24
	.21

	     Continuous Learning
	.05
	.00
	.40
	.36
	.06

	     Artistic Appreciation
	.01
	.07
	.37
	.29
	.09

	     Multicultural Tolerance
	.07
	.02
	.37
	.31
	.10

	     Leadership
	.14
	-.03
	.41
	.36
	.20

	     Interpersonal Skills
	.04
	-.09
	.25
	.13
	.21

	     Community Involvement
	.08
	-.09
	.38
	.42
	.22

	     Health
	.23
	-.23
	.21
	.20
	.11

	     Career Orientation
	-.02
	-.06
	.18
	.14
	-.01

	     Adaptability
	.21
	-.15
	.23
	.10
	-.13

	     Perseverance
	.15
	-.20
	.46
	.31
	.21

	     Ethics/Integrity
	.14
	-.31
	.35
	.10
	.02

	Situational Judgment
	
	
	
	
	

	     Knowledge
	.15
	-.38
	.31
	.10
	.08

	     Continuous Learning
	.16
	-.12
	.27
	.03
	.23

	     Artistic Appreciation
	.00
	-.08
	.38
	.12
	.12

	     Multicultural Tolerance
	.06
	-.07
	.39
	.14
	.08

	     Leadership
	.02
	-.10
	.37
	.19
	.11

	     Interpersonal Skills
	.10
	-.08
	.27
	.08
	.15

	     Community Involvement
	.00
	-.12
	.28
	.17
	.03

	     Health
	.13
	-.22
	.29
	.11
	.11

	     Career Orientation
	.11
	-.16
	.19
	.06
	.11

	     Adaptability
	.08
	-.14
	.32
	.13
	.07

	     Perseverance
	.08
	-.22
	.31
	.12
	.08

	     Ethics/Integrity
	.23
	-.18
	.30
	.06
	-.02

	ACT/SAT Composite
	.33
	.11
	.00
	-.11
	.09

	______________________________________________________________________________

aCorrelations with peer ratings in excess of .16 were statistically significant, p < .05. Correlations in excess of .07 were significant (p < .05) for the other four outcomes.
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Figure 2. Example BARS item
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Before you make your rating

, please read these two examples:

 

 

Example 1

 

Your roommate’s class is going on an outing to an art gallery.  You are not registered for the class, but 

think the trip sounds interesting. 

 

What do you expect you would do?

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Example 2

 

You have set id

eas about what music is pleasing to the ear, and friends are pushing you to join them at a 

concert that they think you would enjoy.  The band would be playing music that you prefer to avoid.  What 

do you expect you would do?

 

 

 

 

 

 

Unsatisfactory

 

Fulfills 

Expectations

 

Exceptional

 

Exceptional

 

 

You mak

e a special arrangement to go with 

the class, participate fully in the trip, and 

have fun at the art gallery.

 

Unsatisfactory

 

 

You don’t go on the outing.

 

 

Unsatisfactory

 

 

You would not go, but would 

decline 

as politely as possible.

 

Fulfills Expectations

 

 

You go to the concert planning to 

enjoy only a few pieces.

 

Exceptional

 

 

You go to the concert with an open mind, looking 

forward to trying something new, especially since it 

came with a recommendation.

 

Fulfills Expectations

 

 

You discuss the outing after your 

roommate went, and then go to 

the art gallery on your own time.

 

Definition:

 Appreciating art and culture, either at an expert level or simply at the level of one who is interested.

 

1

31. Now, on your scantron, fill in the number corresponding to your level on this dimension.

 

 



