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PREFACE

The writer strongly recommends that "Charting Group
Progress” (see bibliography) be read in econjunction with this
thesis.

The writer wishes to acknowledge the cooperation of Hecht
House in making available agency records for parts of this
study.

Sincere thanks are extended to the ten leaders, and the
campers' parents, who gave the time to answer questions,

attend a meeting and furnish other information when requested.




CHAPTER I - THE STUDY

As, Introduction:
In every group worker's life there probably comes & time
when he wonders whether the multitude of motions through
which he goes in the course of his job are much ado about
nothing or really significant contributions to the develop=
ment of the community.
Evaluation in group work is the measurement of the quality
of a group's experience., This measurement is made in relation
to the objectives and functions of the agency. Ewaluation involves
the formulation of criteria upon which judgments of growth and
development may be based. When individuvals and groups are gtudied
for the purpose of determining their growth and development, sub-
sequent experiences can be better provided to meet newly recognised
needs. The improvement of program; modiflcation of objectives,
and the altering of the group situation, are considerations t hat
would enter into the meeting of needs.
There are several ways in which group workers may know the
extent to which they are accomplishing their objectives. Periodie
evaluations, based upon cbservation of developments; based upon

a reading of group records, or a combinatlon of both, are the

most commonly used methcds.

1 Dorothea Sullivan, editor, The Practice of Group Work,
"Criteria for Group Work."™, p. 215,




Be Purposs: ‘
This thesis 1s concerned with investigating the most recemntly ‘
déveleped means, .chnrts, with which group workers may check upon
the effectiveness of thelr efforts. The charts that this thesis '
will specifically deal with are those .prepared by Professor Saul '
Bernstein,?2 They consist of an Individual Evaluation Chart, a
Group Evaluvation Chart, and a lMember's Group Contribution Chart.
The investigation will include an examination of the manner |

in which these charts were used in a summer day cemp progranm.

An attempt will be made to determine the way in which the charts
helped the leaders in their work with individuals and the group.
The study should reveal how much help the leaders felt the olharta
were as well as some of their attitudes towards the instruments. I
Among the questions posed for the study is, how may the charts !
be improved so as best to fulfill their purpose? Part cf this i
improvement will include the problem of the method of use whereby ||
the charts will be of most value. !‘

Other phases that the study will deal v;ith include ‘a check ‘
upon the consistency of each leader's Group éhnrt ratings with j
his group records. Similerly, there will be a check upon the

consistency between the Individual Chart ratings and the evaluae

tions made by parents.

2 Saul Bernstein, Charting Group Progress, pp. 1-23.




C. liethed:

Questionnaires were sulmitted to those leaders who partici=-
pated in filling out the charts., The questionniare was constructed
so az to obtain the information, relating to use of the charts,
in line with what has been ncted in the preceding "Purposes"
section of this chapter. Information concerning the manner in
which the charts were used was alsc obtained through special
meetings and individual conferences with day camp unit heads and
staff members of the agency.

A check upon the consistency between the leader's ratings
on the group evaluation chart, and his group record was made as
follows. Ueing the interpretations of the group chart ecriteria
items which were furnished by each leader, his group record was
read. Iatings were then made on a group evaluation chart based
on the leader's interpretations. These ratings were then com=-
pared, for identical time periods, with the original group
evalvation chart ratings made by the leader. The results of
this comparison were then considered to be an indication of the
consistency between the leader's ratings on the group ewaluation
chart and his group record.

A cheek upon the consistency between the leader's individual
evaluation chart ratings and the parents'! conception of the camper's
development was made as follows. An arbitrary four point check

scale, corresponding to the Individual Evaluation Chart scale, was
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set up. The ratings of parents, derived from interviews with
them, were entered on this scale. These ratings could then be
directly ecompared with the ratings made by the leader.

De GSocope:

The study will deal with the Individual Evaluation Charts,
Group Evaluation Charte, and lember's Group Contribution Cherts
filled cut by ten leaders at a group work agency summer day camp
during the 1949 season. Onewthird of the total number of leaders
at the camp filled out the charts. Included in the category of
"leader” were three specialists who did not have groups of their
owne The ten leaders filled out a total of ten group charts for
nine different groups. In orie instence, two specialists esch
filled out a Group Evaluation Chart% for the same group.

In the course of the season, the seven leaders and three
specialists filled cut & total of 169 Individual Evaluation Charts
for twenty~seven campers. The mode was sever Individual Evaluse
tion Charts per childs Twenty~three lember's Group Contribution
Charts were filled out. Of the twenty-three campers charted on
the Group Contribution Chart, all but two belonged %o the group
that was charted on the Individual Evaluvation Charts.

The study also ineluded interviews with parents of ten
campers; comprising over one-third of those campers who were

charted.




The scope, then, involves the gquestionnaire returns of ten
lesders and a consideration of the charts they filled out, include-
ing a check upon the consistency between the leaders' reccrds and
their Group Evaluation Chart ratings. Interviews were held with
a selected number of parents of campers and their ratings on the
camper's development were compared with the Individual Evaluation
Chart ratings made by the leaders. The scope is finally encom=
passed with conferences and meefinga held with steff members and
others connected with the summer day cempe.

Fe TValue of Study:

It is hoped that the study will give some indication of the
contribution that charts may have to offer as instruments for
evaluation and for staff development in a group work setting.
hecommendations, concerning the manner of using the charts will
be offered on the basis of the research done. BSuggestions for
improvements in the structure of the charts will alsoc be offered.
An effort will be made to learn something about the best proce=
dures for interpreting the charts to those who use them. The
study will also reveal something about what may be expected
in using the charts in a certain type of setting and with certein
AZe groups.

Fo Limitations:
The degree to which the results of the study can be applied

in other group work agencies may be affected by the conditions




peculiar to the setting for which this research was done. One of
the immediate factors which bears upon this point is that of how
representative of leaders generally, were those leaders whose

charts were used? The leaders whose charts were used were generally
of a higher caliber as compared with the leaders that many agen=-
cies usually have.

The leaders ranged in age from 18 to 26 years old. Three of
the leaders were college graduvates. The remaining seven leaders
were college ltudenéa ranging from Freshman to Senier. Nine
leaders had previous leadership experience ranging from & summer
experience to several years cf experience. Half of the leaders
hed previously taken a leadership training course. A brief
sketch of each leader's backpround is given on pages 93-94,

The fact that they were employed, and higher standards
could be applied to their selection, enters inte the matter. The
manner in which they may have viewed and handled everything
connected with, and ineluding, the charts probably differed from
the way in which an average volunteer leader would have reacted.
In this connection, their answers to the questionnaire may have
been influenced by the desire of many of them to be hired again
or to use their work as a reference.

The use of the charts was voluntary. However, as employees,
some leaders may have felt a responsibility for doing the charts.

It is also possible that since two=-thirds of the leaders at the




canp did not volunteer, in addition to the feeling of responsibility I
Jjust mentioned, those leaders that did volunteer did so because
they hed a particular intercet in their work. The leaders who .
did volunteer were noted, by their supervisors, as being among i
the best leaders at the camp. This further decreased the probabile- |
ity of their being representative of leaders that are generally
to be found in agencies. H
In spite of the relatively high level of the leaders, the P
quality and quantity of their reccrding was low, in mest instances, i
This presented itself as a limiting factor in the check between
the leanders' records and their G r o u p Evaluation Chart ratings.
Two additional factors were the leaders' lack of a clear under-
standing of the oriteria items, end the method for using the
charts. A limitation in this connection is the fact that |:
Professor Bernstein's pamphlet, "Charting Croup Progress,” was
not available to the leaders et the time. |
The validity of the parents' answers, in some instances, ‘
is questionable in three respects. For one thing, the change,
if any, in their child, that they were required to recall may have
taken place over six months ago. Secondly, the parentaf attitudes
towards the camp would affect their impressions and memory. As i
regards impressions, if a mother was happy that the camp took !
her child "off her hands," in projecting, eshe might view the I
|
|

exporience in a very positive light. On the other hand, if she




had some disagreeable experience, like being forced to send the
ehild because he insisted, she might have been left with & nega-
tive impression that would transfer to her evaluation of the
camp experience for her child, Similarly with memory, we tend
to repress disagreeable memories sc that a mother having hed an
unpleasant contact with camp might remember wvery little of the
entire camp period.

Finally, the understanding that parents had of their child
and of child behavior would also affect their impressions and
retention. 4 leader, for example, may indicate progress when a
"little Lord Fauntleroy" displays some normal aggression. Unine

formed parents, however, may consider that the camp had made a

"ruffian" out of their "litile angel."™ On the other hand, perents
may not remember incidents which indleated a development of normal

aggression simply because they did not understand the implications

in the first place.

Some positive answers of parenis may have resulted {rom a
desire to have their child admitted tc the day ocamp again this
year and, in spite of being told ctherwlse, assumed that their
answers would bear upon the child's possibilities of being

accepted.




Ge DReview of Literature in the Field:

As far back as 1927 we find articlesd typical of that
written by Richard K. Conant, in whieh the need for qualitative
measurement in sceial work ies expressed. An attempt was made
to develop "eards that willscore results and not merely record
services."® A standardized list of questions was composed and
the hope expressed that further study would "in the long run
lead to better standardized and more complete measurement of

results,"d

In 1931, Richard C. Cabot notes that "the main value of
evaluation is to insure better service to clients."® FHe points
out that the "objeection that the agency's work can't be measured
because whole community influences enter is not valid if the

agency expects public support."7

3 H. Emerson, "A Plea for the licasurement of Social

Reconstruction," Survey, 55:465-466, 1926
Ellen F. Wilcox, "The Measurement of Achievement
in Family Case Work," The Family, 8:46-49, April, 1927

4 Richard K. Conant, "How Shall We lieasure the Results
of Our Poor law Administration?," Proceedings of the National
Conference Of Social Work, 1931, p. e Biv

5 Ibid., p. 488.

¢ Idechard C. Cabot, "Treatment in Social Case Work and
the Need of Criterla of Its Success or Failure," Proceedinps

of the National Conference of Social Work, 1931, p.

? Ibido. ppo 18’19-
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Four years later, Eleancr Glueck urges that "the time is
more than ripe for the development of evaluative eriteria, crude
as they necessarily must be,"® About the seme time, Arthur Swift
warns that "unless we kmow how good & jJob we are doing, how can
we intelligently plan to do & better one?™®
The literature during this decade (1926~1936) is repléte ;
with reguests for gtudies dealing with evalustion and of accounts
of small scattered instances cf attempts made in this direction. 20
There 1s a lack of literature dealing with evaluation in the
years 1836 to 1938, At the begimming of this period, Glueck stated |
that "...criteria cannot be established unless the goals of sccial
case work and scolal treatment can be clearly defined and broken
down into thelr component elements..."1l The economic factor,
noted by Blenkner as one of the four major obstacles to researchl? I

may have applied during this period. !

8 Eleanor Clueck, Lvaluative Research in Scclal Work, p. 1S.

9 Arthur L. Swift, "Research and Methods of Evaluation
in Group Work," Proceedings of the Wational Conference of Social
Work, 1986, p. 254,

10 Mary E., N. Ford, "An Bvaluation of Parent Education
Program," The Family, 17:230-236, Nov., 1936. I

E,F. keed, "& Scoring System for the Evaluation of
Sccial Case VWork," Social Service Keview, 2:214-236, 1931.

11 Eleanor Glueeck, op. cit., p. 19.

| 12 Margaret Blenkner, "Obstacles to Evaluative Research
in Case Work:Part I, "Social Casework, February, 1950, p. 57.




In the period 1939 to 1942, there is a renewed expression
of interest in evaluation. Pray stresses the desirability of a
"measurement and evaluation of social work needs and services."13
He indicates that sueh an evaluation, when made, should help the
community in defining its collective goals. During this interval,
the Famlly Welfare Association of Evanston, Illinois, oonducted
and completed a studyl4 of ninety-nine cases, but did not come
to grips with the problem of reliability of judgment.

In 1947, the results of the long term Community Service
Society study revealed an attempt made to deal with the reliability
aspect of evaluation. 15 he Distress~Relief Quotientl® was set
up as & measuring instrument which would reflect the complexity
of case work:. The scale for judging movement in cases was

designed to categorize this complexity and so improve the

- 18 Kelsl. Pray "In search of a Yardetick," Survey
Midmonthly, September, 1940, p. 257.

14 T. Shiffman and Elma Olson, A Study In Family Case
Work (An Attempt to Evaluate Service) pp. 1-32.

16 J. MoV. Hunt, "Measuring the Effects of Social Case
Wiork, Transactions of the New York Academy of Seiences, January,
1947, Pp. 78-88.

16 John Dollard and Hobart Mowrer, "A Method of Measuring
Tension in Written Documents," Journal of Abnormel and Social

Psychology, January, 1947, pp. S=2e.

11
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various weaknesses found in uncultivated case worker judgments.17
Research projects,l® gimiliar to the C.S.8. studies are indicative
of the current interest in evalvation. The oclassification of
"research method"™ as a field for basic research is a development
thet should result in aiding the study of evaluation in social
work, 19

Literature dealing with evaluation in group work is meager.
Group work is in the stage of developing instruments for evalua=-
tion and here there is & minimum of research recorded as having
been conducted with the instruments that are available. "Charting
Group Progress" appears to be the pioneer literature dealing with

charts as instruments for evaluation.

17 J. MoV. Hunt, "Measuring Movement in Casework," '
Journal of Social Casework, November, 1948, pp.343=351. .

18 A.A., Heokman, "Measuring the Effectiveness of Agency
Services," Journal of Social Casework, December, 1948,
pps 394=396. - .
A.A. Heckman and Allan Stone, "Forging New Tools," :
Survey Midmonthly, October, 1947, pp. 267-270.

19 ®A Report of the Workshop on Research in Social Work,"
Research in Sceial Work, January, 1948, p. 9.




He Summary:

Evaluation is an important aspect of the group work process
for aiding in the development of improved service. This thesis
will study the use of charts prepared for evaluative purposes by
Professor Saul Bernstein. These charts are an Individual Evaluation
Chart, a Group Evaluation Chart, and e Member's Group Cortribution
Chart.

Questionnaires were submitted to the ten leaders who used
the charts as part of a summer day camp assignment. A check upon
the consistency between the leader's ratings on the Group Evaluation
Chart and his group record was made. A check upon the consistency
between the leader's Individual Evaluation Chart ratings and the
parent's conception of the camper's developments was made,

One~third of the total number of leaders at the day camp
filled out the eharts. A limitation may be present in the point
of how representative of leaders generally were those leaders
whose charts were used? The validity of parents' enswers may
be guestionable in some instances.

There has been conslderable literature on the topie of
evaluation in the case work field, going as far back as 1926.
There has been & meagerness of evaluative research in group work

up to the present time.



CHAPTER II = THE CHARTS
A. Purpose and Function:

The charts (pages 18, 20, 22 ) were devised to serve as a
simplified system for checking upon the degree to which objectives
are being fulfilled., As a result, special attention can be given
in those areas where negative trends appear.

Besides serving as an ald in the supervision of leaders, the
charts provide a spot~check ménna for administrators wishing to
know how agency services are meeting particular needs of the
membership, in partioular situations.

Providing evidence of general positive trends is often effec~-
tive material for budget committees that are concerned with the
value of agency service. Effectiiveness of different programs and
of different methods may alsc be approximeted from the trends
indicated by the charts.

The eriteria items cen help in developing e charper focus
for the leader's thinking as well as bringing an awareness of
sigrificant factors concerning individuals and the group, that
should be observed and recorded. In this instance, the direct
affect of the charts as instruments for staff development is
apparent.

B. Method of Use:

The eriteria that were selected for the charts were based

on what were considered significant factors in group work. The

items may have been worded many ways. Each criterion item was

14
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meant toc be representative of certain important elements in the
group work process.

The evaluators cheeck the box intersected by the item and
that column of the four point secale that they feel the movement
of the group or individual justifies. The checiking of the
columns should be done relative to the previocus week's ratings.
With the previcus rating used as the basis for comparison the
trends of movement should appear clearly.

The intended usage of the rating columns, then, is to
indicate the trends of the individual or group which the column
heading most accurately portrays., The checking of the "Statie"
column means that the member (or group) is maintaining the same
level of one of the other three columns in which he was rated on
the previous chart.

For example, if a member or group is rated "Great Progress"
one week and then makes no further progress, the rating for this
second week should be made in the "Statie" column. Only if the
member or group has made further "Great Progress," relative to
the first week's rating of "Creat Progress," should the rating
for the second week be entered again in the "Great Progress"
column., "Slight Progress" would be checked on the second period
chart only if the second week's movement indicated "Slight
Progress™ over the first period's "Great Progress" rating. As
long as the member or group does not make any further progress,

the rating for the item will remain in the "Static™ column,
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If there should be some progress at a later time this would
be rated according to degree in the "Slight Progress" or "Great
Progress™ column. If the member's or group's level of develop=-
ment should fall, this would be noted by a check in the "Retro=-
gression" column.

The suggested time interval for using the charts in a camp
setting was every other week for tnhe Individual and Group Evalua=-
tion Charts and every two days for the Msmber's Group Contribution
Chart. The ratings on the charts that this study is concerned with
were made according to the suggested time interval.

Leaders at the day camp were given an orientation to the use
of the charts during a pre-season training course at the day camp.
Use of the charts was initiated at the beginning of the camp season.

Several months after the camp seascn the following points
were brought out in a meeting of lesaders and unit heads (super-
visors) who participated in the use of the charts, The unit
heads present at the meeting agreed that the purpose of the charts
was clear to the leaders using them. There was little agreement
as to the basis upon whieh ratings were made. Some noted that
retings were made in relation fo the first ratings made at the
beginning of the season. Others believed that ratings were made
according to some absolute standards the leader had in mind. Still
others felt that ratings were made in relation to the previous
week's ratings, as should have been done according to the orienta=-

tion given at the time the charts were distributed.
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The unit heads expressed the feeling that, having had no
previous orientation to the use of the charts, they did not feel
in a position to offer assistance to leaders, let alone use the
charts as pari of supervision. They were also under the impres-
sion that since the day camp director was in charge of the chart
project and the charts were submitted to him, he would be taking
the responsibility for any follow-up connected with the project.
As a result the use of the chart was reduced to a matter of the
group leader filling out the charts and submitting them regularly
to the unit head. Once submitted, the charts were not available
to the leader.

It was noted that the orientation given the leaders was
limited. A brief explanation was given of the oriteria items
but the leaders were left to werk out their own understanding
of each item.

It was said to have been understood from the orientation
that leaders were to omit filling out ratings for those criteria
items that they felt did not apply. Actually, the criteria items
were intended to be general enough to apply, with further inter=

pretation, to almost every instance.

The Individual Evaluation Chart:
If conditions permitted, there would be advantages in filling
out a chart for every member. ©S8ince this ideal state is seldom

possible some basis for selection of members must be decided upon.




Name of Member

Name of Group __ Karvels

lawrence Carr

18

Name of Leader Trent, Barry
INDIVIDUAL EVALUATION CHART
TRENDS
INDIVIDUAL CRITERIA
Retro=- Slight Great
gression| Static Progress| FProgress
1l. Attendance X
2. New skills and interests X
%« New Knowledge X
4, Wider Loyalties X
5. Degree & Range of partici- X
pation

6. Leadership

) X
7. Breakdown of prejudices
8. ©Status in group X
9. Symptoms of maladjustment X
10, Health X
11, Vocational developments X
12, Educational developments X

Period Evaluated
From: Septe 13
To: Sept. 27, 1900

Prepared by:

Saul B. Bernstein
Boston University
School of Social Work
84 Exeter Street
Boston, Mass.
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Those members for whom there is concern for special reasons may
be selected. Ineiudod immediately would be those members who
present serious problems and those members that are constructive
forces in the group. 4s a check, and a fulerum point, it would
be well to select a third type of member who may be classified
as an "average" member. Leaders were asked to select children
of each type to use the charts for in this project, and they
attempted to comply.

The leaders participating in the project charted from one
to five individuals with a mode of four individuals charted per
leader. Table V (page 100) shows the age and sex distribution
of the campers on whom the Individuval Evaluation Charts were
used. It is interesting to note the approximate equality be-
tween the total number of boys and the total number of girls
charted, considering that no effort at sampling was made. 4ilso
noteworthy is the heavy concentration of members charted at
either age extreme. The fact that the leaders in the lowest
age bracket felt that the charts might be applicable to their
campers 1is encouraging. The eight to eleven age bracket is
representative of a large proportion of "Juniors™ in group work
agencies and the concentration of members of this age that were
charted in this project offers some good meterial for this study.

In the use of the charts, the most important consideration,
as has been previously elaborated upon, is that it deals with ;

trends. The basis for ratings should be made relative to the '
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‘aie of Group Marvels
Nae of Leader_mm_,.m

(=00 Vel UATION CHART

L4 ey
T '
Trends

Group Criteria

" ‘Retro- : _giightgc_; Great
gression | Static |, Progress | Progress

1. Attendance X
2. Group organization X
3. Group standards 5 4
4, Wider horizons X

5. Social responsibility

a. To each other G 4

b. To agency X

¢, To community X
6. Enriched interests X
7. Handling conflicts X
te Leadership and

Participation X
9, Cooperative Planning X
10, Group thinking X
L}l. Group loyalty & morale £

12. Acceptance of differences X

13. Decreasing need of X
leader
Pre Prepared by:
Period Evaluated Saul B. Bernstein
From: Sept. 13 Boston University
Tos Sept. 20, 1900 School of Social Work

84 Txeter Street
Boston, lLiass.

[}



previous period. With the Individual Evaluvation Chart, the

emphasis should always be comparative for the same person.

The Group Evaluation Chart:

Ags with the Individual Evaluvation Chart, it is important
that raetings from one period to the next be a comparison for
the same group and not a comparison between groups.

Since a group is composed of many individuvals, the criteria
for individuals upplf to an extent to the group so that there are
some criterie items on the Group Chart that are similar to those
on the Individual Evaluation Chart. Table VI (pagel0) shows the
age distribution of the groups that were charted. As with the

. Individual Evaluation Charts, it is interesting that on a volun=
teer basis the distribution worked out so that with one exception

there were two groups charted in each age bracket at the camp.

The Member's Group Contribution Chart:
The horizontal lines on the Member's CGroup Contribution

| Chart represent a scale from minus five to plus five. Vertical
lines are to be used for indiecating dates upon whioh ratings
are nade. An "X" should be placed at that point which the
behavior of the member merits. It may have to be an average of
particular points on the minus five to plus five range when
variable behavior is displayed by a member during the time of

any one rating.
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As the title implies, the focus of the Hember's Group Con=-
tribution Chart is on what the member ceontributes to the
development of the group and not on his total persomality.

There is alsc a greater frequency of rating on this chart,
preferably for each meeting cof the group. As indicated pre-
viously, the practice in this project was to make a rating every
other day.

The assessments made are more on an absolute basis than is
true of the other charts. That is, ratings were made on the
basis of the member's behavior at the particular meeting, and
not in relation to his behavior at the last meeting.

Ce Sumary:

The charts may serve as a check upon the degree to which
objectives are being fulfilled and allow for meking necessary
adjustments in this connection. The charts can serve in staff
treining by sharpening the leader's foous and indiecating factors
to observe and record upon. The charts can also serve in super-
vision, administration, and as material for budget committees.

Fatings on the charts are to be made relative to the
previcus week's ratings. The movement thus noted would indicate
the trends for the individual or group.

Unit heads agreed that the purpose of the charts was clear
to the leaders using them. There was little agreement as to the
basls upon which ratings were made. Use of the charts was a

matter of the group leader filling them out and submitting them
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each week. The charts were not discussed and once submitied they
were nob awilable Yo the leader.

The orientation given the leaders was limited. The leaders
understood that they were to omit filling out ratings for those
eriteria items that they felt did not apply.

Twelve girls and fifteen boys, ranging in age from five and
a halfl to eleven years of sge, were rated on the Individual
Bvaluation Chart. There was a concentration of members charted
at each end of the age range. |

Nine groups were rated on the Group Evaluation Chart;

(with one exception) two groups from each age bracket at camp.

Twenty-three campers were rated on the Member's Group

Contribution Chart.




CHAPTER IIT » THF QUESTIONNAIRE
ie  Intreduotion:

In Yovember, 1948, the letter and guestiomnaire (pages 05-99 )
were mailed ocut tc the leuders who filled cut the charts this
study is oonoerned with. 4All thosesolicited responded premptly,
probably indicating their interest in the projeot.

fhe questionnalre was construoted with the aim of learning
whether the charts were helpful %c the lenders in thelir work, and
if so, in what way and how muohe. It was alsc the goal of the
questionnaire to determine the way In which the leaders used
the ohurts; thelr understanding of the purpose and methods for
using the charts, snd how they felt these points might have been
inproved. The questionnalre slsoe sought to dlscover the effectis
that use of the Individunl Fwaluation Chart had upon charted
menbers and members who weren't charted.

Bs Findings:

A1l ten leaders questioned replied that they found the charts
helpful to them in thelr werk at the day camp. In the breakdown
of this question, ss %o whether each spesifio chart was helpful,
the leaders answered eight times in the affirmative for the
Individusl Fvaluation Chartj seven times in the aff'irmative
for the Group Fvalustion Chert and six times in the affirmsutive
for the Member's Group Centribution Chart.

Lxecerpts are given on page 101 from the leaders' statements
a3 to the ways in which they found the oharts to have been helpful,
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The variety of reasons offe¢red may be summarized as follows:

Ways in whieh charts were helpful in work at day camp:

1.

i 2e

4.

Fresented specific criteria that could be cbserved
and applied in working with individuals and groups.

Criteria could serve as goals to be achieved; as a
guide in programming; end as an aid in writing
records.

Offered a composite picture with trends that pointed
up areas requiring attention. Allowed for greater
objectivity on leader's part.

Served as a means for evaluating the day camp experi-
ence and as & stimulus for rethinking certain
cbjectives.

The summarized breakdown for each of the three types of charts,

gave the reasons above and in addition:

Ways in whichthe Individual Evaluation Chart was helpful in

work at
| 1.
2.

3.

f 4.

day camp: (Excerpts on Page 102)

Gave leader a better understanding of camper's person=
ality so that his attitude towards the child was
improved and his relation with the child was better.

Allowed for helping the child make a better adjustment
in the group.

Provided a means for noting the child's development.

Noted traits to be looked for and gave direction to
remedial work.

Ways in which the Group Evaluation Chart was helpful in work
at day camp: (Excerpts on Page 103)

1.

Showed how individual improvement affects the
group's behavior, but still kept leader's focus
on the group.

z6
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Weys in which the Member's Croup Contribution Chart was helpful
in work at day camp: (FExcerpts on Fage 104 )

1. Child's pattern of behavior, indicated by chart,
prepared leeder in dealing with cemper accordingly.

Table I below shows how much help leaders felt they got
from the charts. The increasing number of the totel ratings in
the "Hone" to "Much" range is immediately striking. The Group

Evaluation Chart received the greatest number of ratings in the

TABLE I

RATINGS OF HOW MUCH HELP CHARTE WERE TO
' LEADERS IN DAY CAMP, 1949

Chart Ratings
Plona Little | Moderate Much| Moderate
. l: | plus Much
Individual Evaluation | | | :: \
Chart 2 | 5 13 | 8
Group Evalustion Chart |1 = 2 I I 8 { 7
! H 4
Member's Group : ; § .
Contribution Chart 2 3 .2 3 5
Total Ratings 3 |7 | & in | 2

"Much" column but the combined totals of the "Moderate" and
"Mueh" columns reveals that the Individual Evalustion Chart
received the greatest number of ratings. Only the Member's Gréup
Contribution Chart did not receive a ma jority of its ratings
| above the "Little" point of the scale.
Eight leaders found they were stimulated to give more

attention to "charted members" in comparison to those members

._ - | who were not charted. The remaining two leaders in the study
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found that they pgave the same amount of attention to charted
and non=-charted members. This did not mean, however, that non-
charted members were necessarily neglected because of the
greater attention given to charted members. Table II below
shows that sixty per cent of the leaders polled noted that they
did not give less attention to non-charted members. ITwenty per
cent of the leaders even gave greater attention to non=charted
| TABLE II.

LEADERS' REPLIES AS TO WHETHER THEY WERE STIMULATED TO
GIVE GRFATER OR LESS ATTENTION TO NON~-CHARTED MEMBERS

Question Reply
Yes No

Less attention to non-charted members? 4 8
Greater attention to non-charted members? 2 B8

members as & result of their contact with the Individual Evalua-
tion Chart.

When the leaders were asked to rank, in order of helpfulness,
(Table III) the various factors they came in contact with at day
camp, it is found that the Individual Evaluation Chart is one of
the two receiving the most ratings for rank three or higher, and

for rank five and over (Table IV.)




TABLE III

LEADERS® BANKINGS, IN CRDER OF HELFFULKESS, OF FACTORS
THEY CAME IN COWTACT WITH AT DAY CAMP, 19489

Factors Rank
1|2 |8(4{5(|6|7|8|2|10 Yo No Total
Help | Contact| Across
Group Evaluation Chart 112(1(0[1|2|2|0/0/0| 1 0 10
Agency check~off list
for campers 2|2/0(2]1{1|0|0[|0|0]| O 3 11
Individval Evaluation
Chart S 113 10({10/Cl0]| 1 0 9
Member's Group Contri=- '
bution Chart 1/1]/1/2/0|0/0|1|1/0| 3 0 i 10
Pre-Season Tng. Course |2(1/0/10/3/01(1(0| 1 o | 10
Reading literature
related to work 1/0{1{1/1/1|0[0|0j0| 1 10
Day camp unit conferences| £/0|1/0/2/0/0|/1/10/0| 1 2 10
Day camp staff
conferences 110/1|1{0/1{02/2/1| & 0 10
Supervisory conferences | 1|5|1/0/10(2(0/G|0| 2 0 10
Writing of records 111110100900 2 2 10
Totel rankings 1411300/ 818/ 6(4(3|1| 15 11 100
TABLE IV.
LEADERS' RANKINGS, IN ORDER OF HELFFULNESS, OF FACTOKS
THEY CAME IN CONTACT WITH AT DAY CANMP, 1949
Factors Number of Times hanked
Fank 3 Rank B
and Over and Over

Group Evaluation Chart

Agency check=off list for campers
Individual Evaluation Chart
Member's Group Evaluation Chart
Pre~«Season Training Course

Reading literature releted %o work
Day camp unit conferences

Day camp staff conferences

| §uRgITisgpy sonfgremaes

O 00 B N3 03 X O B b
- T R
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J The CGroup Evaluation Chart with forty per cent of its ratings
above the third ranking position is found among the three
runners=-up for second place. The Member's Group Contribution
Chart, with a score of three (for rank three and over) is tied
for third place. It is noteworthy, however, that while the
heaviest concentration of ratings is in the one to six ranking
positions, the Member's Group Contribution Chart is one of the
two factors receiving the most ratings in the "No Help" column. ”
The Group Evaluation, and Individual Evaluation Charts were each
ranked but once in the "No Help" column and the lowest ranking
for both was seventh.

The consensus of answers to the "Leaders' understanding of
the purpose for using the charts" (question seven) follows:
1. Participation in a research project.

, 2. Help them in their understanding of the children

' and the group, while providing a means for noting

progress and evaluating camp experience.

| Listed on page 105 are the complete responses given by leaders

as to their understanding of the purpose for using the charts.

In certain instances, excerpts of thelr responses are given for .

the sake of brevity.

In making up a composite of the "meaning of eriteria items,"
as offered by leaders, (question eipht) an.effort was made to
have the composite stated, as well as possible, in the leader's
own words. Pages 106 - 109 list excerpts from, and the complete

responses to, meanings of criteria items as furnished by the




leaders.

Following below are the composite eriteria meanings

of group criteria items:

1.

2.

e

4.

S

€.

T

Attendance ~ Overall attendance of group including
implications of interest and health and reasons for
absences.

Group Organization - Capability of working together
in a cooperative and effective manner, including
arrangements for functioning as an organized group.

Group Standards - The interest of the group, working
efficiently, and operating under a code of moral
values established by themselves.

Wider Horizons « New and enlarging interests, skills

and knowledge, with a development of selfwrealization
and a vision above the immediate situation. The in-
formal learning aspect of this criteria and the similar-
ity of this oriteria item with "Enriched Interests"

was noted.

Soclal Responsibility:

a. To each other « Consideration and respect for
other's rights, feelings, and well~being, with
& willingness to help towards these ends.

b. To agency = Care and non-destruetion of agency
property and & loyalty to, and recognition of
Agency.

o« To community = Recognitlon of relation to the
comnunity and consideration of public property
was cited. This item was not answered in most
cases.

Enrioched Interests ~ Deeper interests, with an expane
sion of curiosity, a desire tc learn new activities,
and looking forward to future events. These things
may sometimes have a carry-over effect to other areas.

Handling Conflicts « Frequency and intensity of
conflicts, and manner and judgment in handling them
are among ““e factors which show the emotional
developmaus ¢ the group.

Leadership and Participation - Noting and developing
abilities of campers to organize activities, lead

the group, as well as full participation shown by
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interest in group activities and & willingness to
give of one's self.

9. Cooperative Planning - All members share in deciding
what to do and in plaaning good naturedly on ocne goal
for the groupj; postponing satisfaction and thinking
for the future.

10, Group Thinking « Group shows initiative in thinking
and planning and acting in terms of the group end its
welfare. The level of thought would include such
faotors as accepting the solutions made by the
ma Jority according Yo the group standars and organi=
zation.

11, Group Loyalty and lorale - Loyalty to the group as a
whole &8s seen by an increase in the number of individual
loyalties. An appreciation for the group leading to
inoreasing morale and spirit ineluding ability to get
along and sn awareness of one another.

12, Acoeptance of Differences « A brcadmindedness character~
ized by a lessening of superior feelings, an absence of
"cliques," deoreasing prejudices, acceptance of phyrical
differences and negative behavior of other children.

13. Decreasing Need of Leader - Efficiency with which group
could function, in an orderly manner, for any length
of time, independent of censorship of leader.

Note has previously been nade of the existence of similari-
ties between several criteria items on the Group Evaluaticn Chart
and those on the Individual Evalustion Chart. These similarities
in oriteria items resulted in similar meanings given by leaders
for such items, A composite of meanings of criteria items, as
offered by leaders, has only been made, therefore, for those
criteria items on the Individual Evaluation Chart that did not
have similar criteria items on the Group Evaluation Chart.

In practical terms, this reduced itself to the two criteria

items which follow. This can also be accounted for in the



similarity found between cortain criteria items on the Individual
Evaluation Chart itself. The meanings of criteria items given by
the leaders (page 106) revealed the great similarity that they
felt existed between criteria items two, three, eleven and twelve
(New skille and interests, New knowledge, Vocational develcpments,
Educational developments.) The composite meanings of eriteria
items below, again have been put &s much as possible in the words
which the leaders used:

8. BStatus in group = Popularity and relative position in
the group on a hierarchy scale, as illustrated in his
accepltance by the group, affect of his attitude on
other members and whether his rcle was an active or
passive one.

9. Symptoms of meladjustment - Mental and physical symptons
of emotional instability such as passivity, isolation,
belligerency, thumbesucking, masturbation, ties. Cri-
teria helped in determining reasons for member's behavior.

When questioned (question 8«b, page 98) as to whether they

used the same meanings of criteria items during the entire
season, two-thirds of the leaders who answered indicated thet
they did. One leader did not answer this quesiion. Of the three
leaders who answered in the negative, two of them said they were
not clear about criteria items eleven and twelve (Vocational
developments, Educational developments) on the Individual Evalua=
tion Chart. One of them also thought that item seven (Breakdown
of Prejudices) on this chart was not clear., The criteria items

that were noted as "not clear" on the Group Evaluation Chart were

items three, five and ten (Group standards, Social responsibility,
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Group thinking.)

Eighty per cent of the leaders in the study claimed that
they used the previous week's ratings as a basis for comparison
in filling out the Individual and Group Evaluation Charts. One
of the leaders stated that he used his own standards as a basis;
his sense of where the group (or individuael) should be in its
development. Another leader said that at different times during
the season he used different methods.

Yihen asked to pass judgment upon the degree of their under-
standing of the purposes and methods for using the charts, eighty
per cent of the leaders noted that they did not feel their under=
. standing was good enough for them toc have done as adequate a job

as they were capable of doing. The twenty per cent who answered
in the affirmative added that they would still have liked some
additional help.

The additional help that all ten leaders expressed a desire
for was voted by them as follows. Eight checks were cast for
a more thorough orientation and follow up, and eight more for the
provision of definite anchor points for the scale on the Member's
Group Contribution Chart. Following closely behind, with seven
checks, was the desire to have the charts discussed in supervisory
conferences. Trailing further behind, with but fifty per cent of
the possible maximum of checks, is the request for a printed sheet

of explanations of the criteria items.




Several interesting points were brought out by the leaders
under the "General Comments" section of the questionnaire, The
specialist leaders did not have as frequent contact with the
children as the group leaders had. This prompted one of the
specialists to remark that the charts would have been more
helpful if she met with the group more frequently. Another
specialist also felt that the charts could have been more
helpful if she met with the group more frequently end had more
material to base her ratings ons One group leader felt that
the charts could have been more valuable if they were clearer in
meaning.

Several leaders commented that it was difficult for them
to make ratings because the charts were collected each week.

One of these leaders admitted that he didn't understand whether
progress was to be noted on the basie of all preceding charts.
In answer to an earlier question this leader had stated that his
ratings were made in comparison to the previous week's ratings.

One leader felt that in some items (group standards, new
interests) it might have been fairer to evaluate monthly rather
than for shorter pericds. This leader also found that it was
hard to rate anything but striking differences on the Individual
Evaluation Chart. A simlilar problem was encountered in making
ratings on the Member's Group Contribution Chart because it was
"hard to decide upon the values %o be given to various acts

of the children.™

35



. The fact that all ten leaders found the charts helpful

36

One leader related that he had no information concerning the
basis for comparison in meking ratings and as a result his
"evaluations were almost meeningless."” :

A wvery hopeful leader went as far as expressing a wish for
the charts to include something about remedial work thet could
be done on the basis of findings from use of the charts.

Ce Limitations:

Some of the limitations of the questionnaire have been
discussed in chapter one in relution to the effect these limi-
tations had upon the entire study. The point about the leaders
who used the charts beinp generally above the average of leaders
that are usually found in group work agencies, was noted, This
had its positive side in that many significant points were brought
out in the anawers that the leaders gave to the questionnaire.

It also had its limitation inasmuch as it may be expected that

the "average" leader would not have had as good an understanding

of the purpose and use of the charts and so would have offered
different points to take into consideration in attempting better

to adapt the charts for general use. There is also present the
possibility that the leaders! answers may have been influenced

by a feeling that certain responses should be made in & certain

way if they were to be a good reflestion upon the leader's
capabilities. '

De Interpretations:



to them in their work at the day camp is a good indication of
the possible values that may be looked for in the use of
evaluation eharts. This is further substantliated by the
results that show an increasing number of ratinge for the
ranking order from "None" to "Much™ as to the amount of help
these charts were (question three.) The reasons for the pare
ticular answers glven for each of the charts, as concerns
"helpfulness," may be attributed to several faotors.

The Member's Croup Contributicn Chart probably wes ranked
lowest cof the three charts (in questions two and three) becasuse
lesders must have found it the most difficult one upon which te
make ratings. Its low rating is further borme out im guestion
six where it is one of the two items ocut of ten to receive the
highest number of "No Help" checks. Judging from the difficulty
with criteria i1tems as expressed in other answers to thz ques~
tionnaire (eight, nine and ten) it would seem that the absence
of eriteris items for the Member's Group Contribution Chart
made it most difficult to use. This interpretation seems fure
ther borne out when it is noted that "Definite anchor peints on
graph" is cne of the most requested items. -

It is significant that the Individual Evaluation Chart re-
ceived the highest number of "Yes" answers as to whether it was
helpful; received the highest combined score of ratings in the

"Hoderate™ and "Much" columns for amount of helpfulness, and was

. | the only one of the three charts not to receive a rating in the
— - _— —I — - —



"Yone" colum. Furthermore, the Individual Evaluation Chart

was rated first, together with the agency cheek-pff list, for
rank five and cver and took first place with supervisory con=-
fersnces for rank three and over. The reason for these high
ratings for the Individual Evaluation Chart may be attributed %o
the factor of the importance of eriteria, This feetor which
caused the low rating for the ilember's Group Contribution Chart,
which had no eriteria, may have operated favorably for the
Individual Evaluation Charte.

Angther instence is seen in the lower number of "Hot Clear™
conments for the Individual Evaluation Chart criteria items, ae
conpared with the number of such commenis about the Group Evalua=-
tion Chart criteris. Part of this is, no doubt, due to & failure
to adapt the criteria items for the age group the chart was being
vsed for. Feilure to adapt criteria iteme, however, further
indicetes the lack of ciarity of the eriteria items.

Another polint that may be considered as enteriug iunlo the
higher rating of the Individual Evalustion Chert is that a
similer check=off list for individuals (page 110) was used
concurrently as part of the agency supervisory process. The
clearer understanding of individual oriteria items coming from
supervision with the agency chart probably had a carry=over to
the Individual Evaluation Chart.

It is alsc possible that the leaders had found it easier to

think of the criteria items in the rating of one individual than
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in the rating of an entire group of individuals with the
additional elements resulting from member=interplay. Part of
this probably comes from hsing accustomed %o thiﬁking about
individuals as part of a gensral living experience more so than
one thinks about groups. Similarly, one might not develop any
set of criteria with which to judge groups as readily as they
mizht do in the case of individuals,

When the leaders' statements of the ways in which the
charts were helpful are examined, the following pcints seem to
emerge: Two out of the four mejor swmarized reasonsl gpeak
ahcut the value of the charts in relation to the uses that can
be made of the eriteria items.

The third and fourth summaries of leaders' statemenis on
the ways in which the charts were helpful represent the major
reasons for whish the charts were prepared. The use of the chart
for evaluative purposes often became a secondary rather than a
primary purpose. This interpretation seems justified after
examining summaries of the ways in which sach of the three charts
were individually rated for their helpfulneas. These sumrariss
(paze 101) show the weight given to the criteria aspect of the chart
in relation to its use as a means of ewaluation.

Th.e faoct that the Individual Evaluation Chart tied for first

place with supervisory conferences, for the combined ratings for

1 supra p. 26,27,
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the first three ranks can be interpreted as evidensce of the high
regard the chart was held ins Further than thig, the prospects
of the value to come out of the joint use of the chart with
supervision seems even more promising, especially inasmuch as
seventy per ocent of the leaders requested thia;

It may be expected that the leaders exerolsed & certain
amount of care in the use of the charts and in the filling out
of the questionnaire because they indicated an understanding of
the purpose for using the charts $o be "participation in a
research project.” Other indicatlons of interest, such as
prompt response, has been previously noted. That the leaders
looked to the charts as an aid may be construed as an indicaticn
of & positive attitude on thelr parts.

The composite of the meanings of oriteria items (pages 31-36)
favorably compare with the explanatlons of eriteria given by the
person who prepared the charts for all but two items. For
“"Gooperative Planning™ and "Group Thinking™ the explanations
given by Professor Bernstein place the major focus ¢n the
structural processes luvolved. Ihe lsaders viewed these items
primarily in terms of ths functioning of the members and the
group. This appears as further substantiation of a previously
given inlerprelation as tc the greater familiarity and ease with
which leaders focus on individuals rather than the group and the

processes connected with ivs cperation es e urit,
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A comparison of the explanations of Professor Bernstein?
with each of the leaders' statements on criteria items reveals
that, individually taken, each one of the leaders' explanations
is but a part of the total number of ways in which the criteria
should be considered. The need for some method of giving leaders
a better understanding of criteria items seems indicated. The
fact that thirty per cent of the leaders did not consistently
use the same meanings for criteria is pertinent.

The eriteria items on both evaluation charts indicated as
not being clear appear to be among those (oriteria items) which
need more specific illustrations (than the other items) of how
they could have been applied tc younger eage groups. "Group
Thinking" one of the criteria items for which the leaders and
Professor Bernstein gave different explanations, was among the
eriteria items noted by the leaders as not being ¢lear. Apparently
it cannot be assumed that if leaders give explanations of criterie
and believe they understand the criteria that their understanding
will fit in with the way in which it is hoped the criteria will be
used. It is here that supervision would come into play.

Several factors seem to cast doubt upon the elaim by eighty

per cent of the leaders that they used the previous week's ratings
as a basis for comparison in filling out the Individual and

2 Bernstein, op. c¢it., pp. 5-14, 18, 18.
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Group Evaluation Charts. The lack of higher correlations between
ratings by leaders and ratings based on their records® is among
the factors. If the questionnaire had included a request for a
statement on the manner in which ratings were made, it might well
have been found that what actuelly happened was ag follows. The
then current ratings were made in relation to the ratings of the
previous week but then were not entered cn the charts as such. For
example, the leader might have found that in relation to the
previous week's ratings of "Great Progreas" the member or group
had done the same things for the tlien current period. Instead of
entering this as "Statie,”™ however, the leader the leader rated
it directly as "Great Progress" on the basis that if doing these
things one week deserved a rating of "Greal Progress"™ then doing
these same things the following week deserved a rating of "Great
Progress."

That eighty per cent of the leaders directly and twenty per
cent indirectly noted a lack of adequate understanding of the
purposes and methods for using the charts may also mean that the
leaders did not make ratings as prescribed. One final point that
raises the question as to the basis used for making ratings comes
from the fact that the leaders had to turn in the charts each week.

Unless they could remember over twenty~five ratings they had no

3 infra, Chapter IV,



basis upon which to make ratings thal were relative to ratings of
the previous week.

That &1l the leaders in the project requested help with the
charts is a olear commandment for the development of means by which
this need can be met., The majority of responses to three of the
four possibilities for help suggested in the questicnnaire
(question ten) gives some indication of the lines along which to
work. Again caution should be exercised in nct minimizing the
need for clarification of eriteria items even thcugh only fifty
per cent of the leaders asked for it. aAs already noted, the frag-
mentary comparison of each leader's criteria item understanding
with the fuller explanation offered by FProfesscr Bermstein is one
of the danger signals %c be heeded. '

Es Summery:

All ten leaders found the charts helpful to them in their
work at the day camp. The Individual Evaluation Chart was most
helpful and the Member's CGroup Contribution Chart least helpful.

The leaders found that both evaluation charts were helpful
in relation the uses that could be made of the criteria items as
goals, as points for emphasis and as & gulde in programming. The
charts served as an aid in observing and understanding the group
and its members and in writing records. The leaders also found
the charts helpful for evaluative purposes although this often

became a secondary rather than a primary purpose.
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Use of the Individual Evaluation Chart stimulated the leaders
to give greater attention to "charted members” without necessarily
giving less attention to "non-charted members;" sometimes even
giving greater attention to "non-charted members" as a result of
having contact with the Individual Evaluation Chart.

The leaders understood the purpose for using the charts to
be for research and as an aid to them in their work at the day camp.

Meanings of coriteria items furnished by each leader were
individually very limited in comparison with the total number of
ways in which the explanation of Professor Bernstein indicated
that the criteria should be considered. One=-third of the leaders
did not consistently use the same meanings for criteria.

Eighty per cent of the leaders claimed that they used the
previous week's ratings as a basis for comparison in filling out
the Individual and Group Evaluation Charts.

Eighty per cent of the leaders noted that they did not feel
that their understanding of the methods for using the charts was
good enough for them to have done as adequate a job as they were
capable of doing. All ten leaders requested additional help in

the use of the charts.
Among the diff'iculties connected with the use of the charts

was the lack of an adequate orientation including the providing
of explanations of criteria. These factors may account for the
failure of some leaders to adapt criteria to their particular age

group. The factors may also account for the leaders being unclear




about some of the oriteria,

"Vocational developments,” "Educational developments," and
"Breakdown of prejudices" were criteria items (on the Individual
Evaluation Chart) that were noted by leaders as being unclear.
The first two of these items were noted as "not applicable" in
addition to "Health," "Group Standards," "Social Responsibility"
and “Group Thinking" were the Group Evaluation Chart criteria
that were noted as being unclear. "Social responsibility to
community™ was noted as "not applicable.”

There is some question as to the basis upon which ratings
were made., The weekly collection of charts and the actual mamner
in which ratings may have been made are among the factors raising

this question.

45



46

CHAPTER IV « CHECK BETWEEN RATINGS

A, Method:

Each leader submitted & sheet with his understanding of each
group criteria item written cut, Using the leader's understanding
of the criteria item, each item was taken separately and the
leader's group record was read with his understanding of the
item kept in mind by the reader. A rating would then be made for :f
the period covered by the group record. This rating was based
upon all the material in the record that would enter into making
a rating for the particular criteria item under consideration;
all this being done in relation to the leader's understanding of
the item. This process was repeated for each of the thirteen
group criteria items submitted by each of the ten leaders.
Eatings made on this basis were then compared for identical time
periods with the original group evaluation ratings of the leader.

Since leaders wrote group records every other week, there (
were only four records available for the eight week period. The |
charts chosen for compariscn were therefore those that were rated
for the same weeks that records were written for. The writer i
made a total of 480 "Evaluation Chart" ratings from reading the
leaders' records. An equal number of computations for correlations

were made.
The results of these comparisons between ratings were

tabulated in the following ways:




L.

2.

Se

4.

5.
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Each rating made by the leader was checked against the
rating, for the same time period, based upon the reading
of the leader's record. Since four such comparisons were
made for each eriteria item, if each of the comparisons
were identical there would be a perfect correlation of
1.00 for that particular criteria item. If only three
out of the four comparisons were the same then the cor-
relation would be .75, and so forths A correlation of
this type was made for each of the twelve criteria items
on the ten sets of Group Evaluation Charts that leaders
filled out., This correlation then is the comparison for
individual oriteria items botween the leader's ratings
and the ratings based on the leader's records. The cri=-
teria item "Attendance" was not dealt with because the
concern was with primarily qualitative ocriteria. (Table

On each of the ten sets, the correlations for individual
eriteria items were statistically treated to find a mean
average of these correlations. The mean average of cori-
teria item correlations is the general correlation. This
eneral correlation is the overall comparison between all
of the leader's original ratings and the ratings based on
the leader's records, Iach general correlation is for
one group or one individual. (Table VII p. 48 )

The general correlations for each of the ten sets of Group
Evaluation Charts were statistically treated to obtain a
mean average for general correlations, The medisnwas also
obtained. e mean average for general correlations is the
mean for all of the groups in this study.

The correlations for each of the individual criteria items
on each of the ten sets were statistically treated to also
obtain a mean average of the correlations for each of the
twelve criteria items. (Table VII p. 48)

atings made in each of the four chart gradations were

divided into three types and totals were taken for each

type. (Table VIII p. 56) These types were:

a. Number of ratings the leader originally made in the
column for the total of the four chart periods.

b. Number of ratings made in the gradation for the four
periodes on the basis of a reading of the leader's
records.

¢. Number of times ratings meade on the basis of reading

the group records were identical with the original
ratings made by the leader.
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TABLE V

CORRELATIONS BEITWEEN LEADER'S BATINGS
AND RATINGS BASED ON READING LEADER'S GROUP RECORDS

Group Criteria Correlations for Individual Hean
Criteria Items ﬁ;”;:f_"
Leader # __relatims
k for 10
Leader No. —> 1 (2 |3 |4 |8 |6 7 9 10 |leaders

2 Group Drgtnill.tion o75 |25 [«66[e25|aT5 |aT5 (425 (425|450 [, OC «441

3+ Group stendards «B0 |«50 (466 |50 |50 1LO0 |.50 400(.50 [,OQ .468
4. Wider horizons «50 | 425 (¢33 |a75|<50|.75|.50 |450|.25 [.00 .433

5. Social responsibility '
a« To each other «50 | 450|433 (475|400 75 400 425 LOO .50 .433

be TO agenoy :'?S 43 _-53- ) | » e 25 « 00 !:66-:-60 <588

¢. To community <60 | 225 |00 |+75 .00 L 00 L00 .75 .60 .639
6. Enriched interests o765 | o755 |266 L0050 +50|.75 |60 .25 .00 .566

Te Handling conflicts «25 | «25(.00 0501501075|000 «25 (425 [4B0| ,325

8. Leadership and
Participation o650 | «75|e33|.75| 26

¢50| 265|475 /.25 .00 .433

9. Goopemtiﬂ Pl.ltming «50 |25 [.33 150] «25| +50| 00 |.50|.50 50| .383

10, Group thinking ¢50 | 50|83 450 +75| 450| +50|.25|.25 .00 .408

1L Group loyalty and
morale o75 | «50| ¢33 400 «50 50| «00|.00| 25 |450| .333

12. Aoceptance of }
differences «50 | «00| «66 050‘ e50 450 «75|.75|+50 |50 .516

13. Decreasing need of
leader «50 | «50| +66| 25| 450 50| 4 75|.00| 450 (00| .416

General Correlations « 554 + 383| 400 536 536 .551 &9 .8'17 .«ﬂ.zm «445




B, Findings and Interpretation:

The "general correlations™ ranged from .270 to .564. The
"mean average for general correlations"™ was .445 and the median
was «421. The lowest "general correlation™ (.270) was based
upon comparisons for only two periocds; the leader having written
group records for only two periods. The two records that this
leader did write were very brief and lacked enough information
upon which valid ratings might be made. The recording was also
poor with a minimum of material dealing with the processes and
functioning of the group and just an outline of the activities
that the group participated in. The "recording™ factor appears
to be the major element contributing to this lowest "general
correlation.”

Sewrli factors seem to enter into accounting for the lack
of higher "general correlations™ than the results reveal.

These may be itemized as follows:

l. As already noted, & major factor was lack of sufficient
material concerned with criteris items in the group
records, This often reduced the basis of ratings made
on the group records to welleintended guesses based upon
other distantly and not necessarily related information
in the record.

The correlations which were highest were those where

ratings were made from the most well written and informing
group records. The two highest correlations were those with
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the charts whose ratings were made by the leaders at the camp
whose applications indicated that they had the best background

in group work practice. -

2. The agreement as to the meanings of the criteria items would
directly affect ratings. As noted, the meanings of criteria items
offered by the leaders were used in making ratings based upon
reading the group records., Nevertheless, it may be assumed from
the problen-u with eriteria items (indicated in Chapter Three) that
in many instances the criteria meaning stated by the leader was

not the same one by which he made his ratings. The lack of common
understanding of criteria can be a very significant factor influence
ing ratings.

3« 1In accordance with the prescribed use of the chart, ratings
based upon reading the record were made in relation to the previous
week's ratings. As has been noted in the preceding ehapter, there
is some question as to whether the leaders rated on this basis
although the majority of them indicated that they did. A difference
of this type in the use of the charts would greatly affeoct the
degree of correlation. It is noteworthy that the lowest correlae
tion was with the ratings made by a leader who stated that she

did not use the prescribed basis for making ratings., A few triel
ratings were made that were not entered as relative to the

previous week's ratings. A rating was made, and if the development

was on the same level as the previous week which was, for example,

"8light Progress," then it was enterod as suoh rather than as
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"Statie" which would be in accordance with the presoribed use.

In the few trials that were thus made, the correlation between

the leader's ratings and those based on reading the group record
were higher than if the ratings based on the group record were

made relative to the previous week's rating.

4. The applicabllity of the eriteria for young children is another
factor that may affect ratings. In some few instances the eriteria
cannot validly be applied without a great deal of adaptation. In
most cases, however, it is a question of explanation of the
eriteriaend pointing out how they can be made applicable. "Social
responsibility to community" for an adult might involve such aspects
as sccial action. The same criteria applied to a young ohild might
mean care of public property; for example, not tearing down branches
of trees in the park, and so forth.

There were a few leaders who omitted ratings for criteria
items that they could not apply. Most of the leaders rated all
the items and several of them indicated that while they were
entering ratings for some criteria it';m, they did not feel that
the ecriteria items were applicable,

5. Sixty per cent of the leaders said that they used the same
meanings of coriteria items for the entire camp season. There is
some question asto whether even these 60 per cent had any

standard formalized understanding of each oriteria item upon which

they made their ratings. It is likely that they had an idea in
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their minds and this ocould have changed with their own develop=-
ment. One of the leaders was asked to meke ratings based upon a
reading of his own group record. It is noteworthy that the
correlation between this leader's original and later ratings

was lower than the correlation between his original ratings and
those ratings made (by the writer) from a reading of the leader's
records.

6. Excluding the lowest correlation accounted for in the third
fector in this series, (page 50 ) 75 per cent of the next group

of lowest correlations were with those charts filled out by
specialist leaders. The specialists met with the groups for
comparatively short periods of the entire camping time. The
ratings that they made might have had little relation, then, to '
changes that took place in the group generally in other eotivities.
The ratings might be reduced to the element of the group's response
to the particular leadership of the specialist rather than any
inherent changee in the group itself. The ratings might also be

8 simple reflection of how the group happened to feel at that
particular session, as influenced by e previous or prospective
event, rather than typlcal of the group generally. For example,

if the group had a very stimulating carnival booth before meeting
with the specialist, the restlessness and inattentiveness that

the specialist may rate may not typify the actual general level '

of the group. It may well have been that the group was exception=




ally attentive and interested during the preparation and conducting
of the booth, If it were possible to exclude other factors, it
would be interesting to compare ratings on the same group as made
by the specialist, with the ratings made by the group's regular
leader. The bearing that this sixth factor mey have upon the
rating of groups that only meet with a leader weekly, meriis con-
sideration,

The factors that affected the correlations in this study
between original ratings and later ratings based on reading of
group records may be aggregated as follows:

l. Quentity and quality of recording which ratings
may be based on.

2. Agreement between raters as to meanings of
criteria items.

3. Agreement between raters as to methods of
using charts.

The breakdown of ratings involved in the correlation study,
table VIII, page 56, shaws in striking relief the concentration of
ratings in the two middle gradations of "Static™ and "Slight
Progress.”" The small number of ratings in the "Retrogression"
column raises further guestion as to whether the charts were used
as presoribed. A "Retrogression" rating should have been made
whenever there was evidence that the level of development for any
week dropped below that of the previous week which may have been
indicated in any one of the three other gradaticns. Since some

retrogression is expected, at points, as part of normal development,

53



a lack of such ratings probably indicates improper use of the
charts.

A similar question of the menner in which the charts were
used applies to the smrll number of "Great Progress" ratings which
were made, Perhaps the leaders believed thet the "Great Progress"
gradation should be used cnly in exceptional cireumstance, Two
cther possibilities also present themselves. The standards of the
leaders mey have been so high that they were not realistically
eligned with the amount of development that might ordinarily have
been expected in the particuler setting in whieh they were working
and for the amount of time involved.

The subjective factor in rating should not be lost sight of
and it can only be hoped that training and experience will reduce
subjectivity to & minimum. A thorough interpretation of criteria
items and an explanation of the use of the eharts (including
enchoring illustrations for gradations) should help in securing
greater objectivity.

j Another possibility is that concerning the ma jor purpose for

| which the charts were prepared; evaluating the effectiveness of

| work with groups and individuals. Where other influences upon
ratings are likely to be at a minimum, an agency would well take
heed as to the level of its work when there is a lack of "Great
Progress"™ ratings for any period of time.

An examination of the breakdown of ratings (Table VIII,
. page 56 ) reveals that ratings (made by the writer) based on the




reading of the group records far exceeded the original leaders’
ratings in the "Static" column while the converse was true in the
"Slight Progress"™ column. This may be accounted for in the differ-
ence of use of the charts as noved in chapter three.

The ratings based on the rending of the record were made in
relation to the previous week's retings. Thus, if an initial
reting of "8light Progress" seemed justified and the behavior
remained the same over seversl porieds, the ratings besed on the
record would be entered in the "Statie" coluum. The leaders,
however, mey have continued to enter ratings in the "Slight Proc ress"
colum.

It is interesting that a higher percentage of egreements
occurred in the "Static" and "8light Progress" columns, 32 and 36
per cent of the total ratings in each column, in comperison to
the 8 and 9 per cent agreement in each of the outer columns. This
mey be partly due to the concentration of ratings in the two middle
columns.

The range of "mean averages of the correlations for individual
criterie iteme"l (Table VII, page48 ) ran from .383 to .630,

The highest of these "mean averages" for the criteria "Soeial
responsibility to community" way be aceounted for in the concentrae

tion of retings for that item in the "Statie" column. The agreements

1 supra, p. 47.




TABLE VI

BREAKDOWN OF RATINGS INVOLVED IN CORRELATION
STUDY OF GROUP EVALUATION CHART RATINGS

olumns "A" - Fatings based on record. |10tal
olumms "B" «Leaders! ratings. Number
Group Criteria olumns "C" ~Agreement between"™W'%"B. | of
etro= Siignt | Great Agree-
ression Static | Progress | Progress | ments
for
Column ‘}A B|C| A|B|C|A|B |C |A|B|C |Criteria
Item
2, Group organization 1 6 (83118 |12 |565(5| 1 16
| 8. Group standards 13(3/8| 3/ 14| 9/4/ 2| 1 18
4, Wider horizons 1 9 6/65| 9/8 (12 (2| 5 17
5. Social responsibility
a. To each other 2l 1)1 9|2/ 6/ 4/ 14|95 41 17
b. To agency 1 1|1 8|76/ 6/6 |2 3| 3 20
¢. To commumity 1] 10121 2/6 2 21
6. Enriched interests 2 | 8 2/3 6/9 (18 [ 1 22
7. Handling eonflicts B 4 11/6|6/10/11 (5 | 8| & 11
8, Leadership and
Farticipation 1 1 6|6 /4/10/B 11 4| 6| 2 17
9. Cooperative Planning 2 17/4 | 6(¢ 13 |8 |3 |4 14
10, Group thinking 1 13/8 11/6 |19 |6 4|2 17
1. Group loyalty & morale 5 11/7 65/8 13| 6 |6[5|1 12
12. Acceptance of differences i 8 [6/4/10/7 5|14 19
13, Decreasing need of
leader 5/1 1| 14/4 11|3 (13| 4 1 16
Separate Column Totals 714 | 3 | M2 6814 61) 159 107) 40 51 7
| Gradation Column Totals 34 328 3357 98
Percent of Agreements 9% s6% 32% 8%
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in the "Statio" column for the criteria item under discussion
far exceeds that of the other criteria items. This may be
attributed almost wholly to the use made of the "Static" column
for cases of doubtful ratings. A similar situation exists in the
"Social responsibility to agency" item.

On the other hand, the fact that "Enriched Interests" had
the second highest "mean average™ is probably due to the ample
material in the records to base ratings upon for this item.
Certainly, if anything were included in the group records at all,
an indication of activities that the group was exposed to would
be entered and this would furnish much evidence upon which to
make ratings for "Enriched Interests." 1In the case of "“Enriched
Interests,” the greatest concentration of agreement of ratings is
in the "Slight Progress" gradation. From this it may be assumed
 that the camping experience generally did an adequate job of
exposing and developing new interests in campers.

In spite of differences in methods of ratings the common
agreements as to the fairly constant "Slight Progress™ ocouring
seems to indicate the beneficial aspects coming from the camping
experience. Whether this may be considered as & good showing or
whether better results may be expected under different conditions
will have to go unanswered for the present.

Ce Summaryti

Several factors seem to have contributed to the generally low
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correlations between the leader's ratings and the ratinge made
from reading the leader's group record. These were:

1, The quality and quantity of relevant recording.

2+ Agreement as to the meanings of eriterion.

3. Degree to which criteria were adapted to the
particular age group.

4, Consistency in use of meanings of criteria.
5. Agreement on methods for making ratings.
B. Amount of opportunity that leader had to observe and

gather material on group or individual that was to
be rated.

A number of possibilities may account for the concentration
of ratings in the two middle columns of the Group Evaluation Chart.

1. The understanding that the rater may have had concerning
the use of the gradation columns.

2. The degree to which the rater's expectations were consis=~
tent with the amount of development that might ordinarily
have been axpected under the particular conditions.

8, The possibility that the effectiveness, or ineffectiveness,
of work accounts for the emount of development noted.

4., The factor of subjectivity in rating always merits
consideration.

The higher correlations (relative to the other items) for
"Social responsibility to community" and "to agency" does not
necessarily reflect a consistency between the Group Evaluation Chart
ratings for these items and the material in the group records. It

may rather be that the higher correlations are due to an improper use
of the charts and a lack of understanding of the items.



CHAPTER V « INTERVIFWS WITH PARENTS

A. Method:

The comparison of the Individual Evaluation Chart ratings
with the parent's ratings of the camper's development was made as
follows:

An arbitrary four point check scale corresponding to the
Individual Evaluation Chart scale was set up. These check points
were "No change" in the center, "Slight change" and "Much change"
on the positive side and a "Negative" check point for any negative
chanpges.

Interviews were then held with the parents of campers. Only
those campers charted for the entire two month camp period were
selected. The two month rule was adopted to insure greater
validity in checking any changes that might have ococurred over
this longer period.

The parents were asked to indicate, generally, and for
several specific eriteria items, what effect, positive or negative,
they considered the camp experlence to have had, if any, upon their
child's development. If each of their replies could not clearly
be classified into one of the points on the scale, they were
asked to definitely designate at which point they would have rated
the child when he had completed his camping experience. The
parent's ratings were then compared with the leader's ratings.

To make this possible the leader's ratings were processed as follows.
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All of the Individuval Evailmtion Chart ratings for the camper
were assembled. An "amount of development estimate" was arrived
at for each oriterion by taking into consideration all of the
ratings made for the particular oriterion during the entire camp
season., An "estimate"™ was obtained for each of the pertinent
oriteria items that the parents were asked to rate on. A composite
of the "estimates," for each of the pertinent oriteria, gave a
"genersl estimate” for the time of the camper's stay at camp.
Thus, the "estimate" of the 1e¢}der's ratings made possible the
comparison of the parent's rat:F.ngs for the same criteria.
Similarly, the "general estimte" served as a general rating for
any overall development on the Individual Evaluation Chart and
thus this cculd be compared with the general rating given by
the parent.

The specifically chosen criteria items (listed on page 62 )
which were selected as pertinent were combined in such manner in
different groupings so that it was most likely that the parents
were in the best position to have been able to make valid observa-
tion for the information roquejtted. The individual criteria items
that were combined (page 62) r;sulted in five major categories and
a general category. For each i:f the categories there was a
question on the parents' interviewing schedule which was phrased
so ag tc be most similar to, and get the most appropriate answer

for, the particular ocategory. |The criteria items in each of the



categories which correspond to the guestion on the schedule

(peages111-12) are as follows:

Question and Individual Criteria Items:
Category:
2 2. New skills and interests

3. New knowledge
11, TVocational Developments
12, Educaticnal Developments

3 4. Viider lLoyalties.
7. Breakdown of Prejudices.
4 : 9. Symptons of maladjustment.
51 5. Depree and range of partici=-
petion.
6. Leadership
€ 8. ©Status in group.
1 Composite of all ratings made

for categories 2 to 6 above.
The liberty of combining the four eriteria items for the
second ocategory was taken because of the young age of the campers
and the expressed opinions of leaders as to the similarity of the
four eriteria items.
The similarity of the criteria joined to form the third
category and those joined to form the fifth category was also

noted by Professor Bernstein.® It seemed most advisable to place

| the ninth individual criteria item as an individual category

because it was unique. One of the major considerations in all

instances of combining criteria was the attempt to form the

1 Bernstein, op. eit., p. 17.
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categories in such & menner that would allow for the schedule
questions to be constructed for easiest and most accurate
answering by the camper's parents.

lio weighting was given to any of the categories when they were
all combined to give the "composite" general rating of the child's
development. The welighting thet did result because of the different
number of criteria included in each of the variocus categories seems
to heve been as good & result as might be hoped for.

Be Findings, Limitations, and Interpretations:
Some of the limitations expected te be met in this aspect of
the study have been noted in chapter one. During the time of
interviewing parents, several other poesibilities for error
presented themselves. The combined list of factors affecting
the parente-leader correlation on ratings for campers appears
belows
1, How much parent could remember about developments that may
have occurred over six months ago. The parent may also have
been influenced by the current behavior of the child.

2. lanner in which parent's atiitude towards camp may have
affected their answers to the schedule questions.

3. Degree of understanding of their child and child behavior
which would affect their evaluations of child development.

4. Relationship which parent may have imagined existed between

study and their child's chances of being admitted to summer
camp this year.



5« Opportunities thet parents mey have had or taken to observe
directly or indirectly any changes in their child.

6. The consideration of how much a change of behavior in a par=-
ticular group situation may be reflected in other situations.

7. The same limitations would apply to correlations with parent's
ratings as those limlitetions, relating to the leader, applied
in the correlations between leader's ratings and retings

based on reading his records.>

The third and fifth limitations came up most frequently and
with adequate interpretation to the parents was handled in most
insteances so that their ratings were as valid as possible. It
may be noted that in several instances parents attempted to
evaluate the child's general development on the basis of any weight
the child may have gained during the camp season.

The "mean" average was found for the ten sets of correlations
between the parent's ratings and the Individual Evaluation Chart
ratings f or the camper, The "mean" average supplied a more
substantial basis upon which to make interpretations than the
correlations for each child alone would have done. The "mean"
average was found for @mch of the five categories and the "compo=-
sited" general category, (Table IX, page65 ).

The lowest "mean" average correlation of .10 for category
three can probably be attributed to the lack of opportunity which

the parents may have had to observe thelr child in the particular

2 supra. pp. 49-53,



TABLE VII

BREAKDOWN OF RATINGS INVOLVED IN CORRELATION
STUDY OF INDIVIDUAL EVALUATION CHART RATINGS

No{ Question & Category Trends = "Mean"
Average
Correlation
between
Retro=- Slight |Great Parent's Rat~
gression Static| Progress| Progress inga & Lead-
er's Ratings
A Brc A/B|C!| A|/B|C| A|B|6
2 ‘ 2. New skills and
l interests . 1120 6/ 13| 0| 4|0 «30
2 | 3. New Knowledge 1 |
11. Vocational E
developments :_ |
2 12, Educational N
! developments Ly ! |
| | ;‘
3 4. Wider loyalties ' | L 1j2lo| 712 1 o]sp .10
¥ | 7. Breakdown of | 1 i .
| pre judices { | ' =
' -
5 | 5. Degree & Range i I'
] of participation | L o
5 | 6. Leadership ! 111[1] 4/ 0! 8] O] 41 « 50
s i
€ | 8, Status in Group | 2/0/3) 2/.1] 1/ O 32| « 60
i :
4 | 9., Symptoms of mal- (| : ‘
adjus tment | | 40/3] 0 2/ 2 o 21 .60
Fo
1 (10. “"Composited" ! _
General Rating 112/ 1( 5/ 1/ 20 0] 31 «40
' Separate Column Totals 10 7/8| 24| 7(112| 0/ 25
Gradation Column Totals 25 43 26
Percent of Agreements 32% 28% 19%

* Column "A" - Leader's Individual Evaluat

Column "B" -~ Parent's Rating.
Column "C" - Agreement between Columns "A™ and "B".

ion Chart mating.
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eriteria item area. In most instances children have their
regular group of friends in the neighborhcod with whom they
always play so that there would be little occasion for judpment
on a "wider loyalty" basis. The breakdown of parent's and
leader's ratings (Table IX, page €5) shows that the parents
made five ratings to none for the leaders (for category three)
in the "Great Progress" column while the lenders made seven
ratings in the "Slight Progress™ column to only two ratings made
there by the parents, The higher ratings by parents may be
accounted for in that they probably inferred that the child's
very contact with other children in the day camp constituted
wider loyalties. A similar thought process probably occurred
with the ratings parents made for category two.

Again, as occurred in the correlations between leader's
ratings and retings on records, the greatest concentration of
ratings was in the "Static" and "Slight Progress" columns. The
greatest percentage of agreements was also in these two middle
colunns (Table IX, page 65). In most instances, where the
leader's rating did not agree with the parent's rating, the
ratings were ‘1n adjoining colums.

The parent's greater optimism than the leaders as to the
camper's general development stends out quite evidently, with
twenty=one ratinges by the parents in "Creat Progress" to only

five ratings by the leaders. It is a question, Ag;a.:ln. as to
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whether the parents were too genercus in thelr ratings, whether
the leaders expected tco much, and how much any of the limita-
tions previcusly noted operated in the situatlon. It is likely
that something from each of the poseible limitations entered into
the resulting low “general" correlaticn.

That the mejority of ratings, wede by buth jerents and
leaders, were "Slight Progress™ or "Creat Progrose"™ and that no
"Retrogression™ retinge were made is indicative of the value of
the summer day camping experience for the children charted.

Ce Summery:

Certain criteria items on the Individual Evaluation Chart
were combined to f orm categories (puge 62.) The combining of
items into categories was done so that the parents of campers
would have been in the best position to have made valld observae
tions for the information requesied. The criteria items combined
were categorized according to the expressions of similarity noted
by leaders aand in consideration of t he age of t he campers.

A number of factors seem Lo enter into the parent-leader
correlations on ratings for campers. The memory of parents as
concerns possible development in their child; the parents' degree
of understanding of child behavior, and their attitudes towards
the camp are among the factors.

The greater number of "Great Progress"™ ratings by parents

in comparison to the number of such ratings by leaders is noteworthy.
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The majority of favorable ratings made by parents and by leaders
seem to indicate the positive value of the day campling experience

for the children charted.
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CEAPTER VI - STURLALY AYD RUCOMMENDATIONS

A. Introduction:

As a picneer study in the pioneer field of evaluating group
work by charts this investigation has met at least as many
obstacles as might be expected. If this study has indicated any-
thing, it must surely have called attention to how sorely needed
is research in this area,

The comparative newness of group work as a profession 1s one
of the contributing factors to the lack of research and the diffi-
culties involved in evaluative research.

On the positive slide, the recent wvogue of surveys should
serve to strengthen the desire for evaluative studies to prove
the worth of the agency's services., This may vary, however,
depending upon the convietion that the agency may have of its
own value.

With the processes and goals of group work still in the
throes of formulative turmoil it is to be expeoted that evaluative
research cannot at the present stage look to a structured situation
for hypothesizing and testing, Kkvaluative research is a necessary
and vital work not only in terms of the development of these much
needed tools themselves but as a clarifying force in this formula=
tive process.

Be Summary of Findings and Interpretations:

Listed below are abstracts of the major findings and intere
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pretations coming out of this study.

The suggested time interval for ratings was used; bi-monthly
for the Individual, and Group Evaluation Cherts and every two days
for the Member's Group Contribution Chart.

Leaders were left to determine, for the most part, their own
interpretations for criteria items and their own verbal anchor
points for the numerical scale on the Member's Group Contribution
Charte.

Although the individuals and groups selected for charting
depended upon which leaders volunteered, at least one group and
(with one exception) one individual was charted for each age
bracket and for both sexes at the day camp.

All ten leaders found the charts helpful in their work.

The Individual Evaluation Chart and the Group Evaluation Chart
were chosen as most helpful while the Member's Group Contribution
Chart was the least well received.

Meanings of coriteria items furnished by each leader were
very limited, individually.

Two=thirds of the leaders purpoted to have consistently used
the same meaning for criteria.

While 80 per cent of the leaders claimed to have made weekly
ratings relative to the previous week's ratings, acocumulated
evidence does not seem to support this.

Eighty per cent of the leaders specifically noted a lack of
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understanding of methods for using the charts. All the leaders
requested further help along this line.

The factors affecting the correlations between the original
ratings of leaders and those based on a reading of the group
record are:

1. The relevant quantity and quality of recording upon which

ratings had to be based.

2. The agreement between raters as to the methods of using
the charts.
3. The agreement between raters as to the meanings of criteria

items.

The great amount of disparity existing in the above factors
probably contributed to the generally low correlations between
the leader's ratings and the ratings made from reading the
leader's group record.

The leaders gave a great deal of weight to the value of the
charts for the uses that could be made of the criteria items.
The use of the charts for evaluative purposes often became a second-
ary rather than & primary purpose.

The amount of understanding of ochild behavior and the amount
of contact with the child seem to have been major factors influ-
encing the wvalidity with which parents could make ratings on their

child's development.

C. Conclusion:

There appears to be a place for the use of charts as



instruments for evaluation and steff develcpment inm & group work
settinge The chartes that this study was concermed with, and the
study itself, cnly seratch the surface of the work that remains
tc be done in thie erea.

As noted, the present stage of development of the group work
field itself will be one of the obstacles enccuntered in ewaluative
researchs The need for commen agreement &s Lo the goals and
chjectives, so as to formulate criteria accordingly, is strikingly
conspicuouse. i

In & very small way, this study indiceted the relationship
between group work skill (recording, meening of criteria) and
correlations for ratings. This further points out the need of
research to provide means for better common agreement in terms
of' use of the charts end the criteria therein,

Further understanding of their child's behavior, among other
fectors, is & necessary prerequisite for obtaining wvalid ratings
fror parents on their ohild's development, This indiceates a need
for interpretation on the purt of researchers wishing to use this
source as a check upon leader's ratings. It also indicates &an
aree in which mueh work must be done bty social agencies like group

work agencies,

Ds FEecommendations:

Some of the recommendations that emerge from this study may

1 Margaret Blenkner, "Obstacles to Evaluative Research:
Part II," Social Case work, March, 1950, p. 97.




be considered as selfe~evident,

Sueh help that was indicated as desired in the questionnaire
returns should be provided, This includes the orientation to
leaders, explenations of criteria, anchor points for Member's
Group Centribution Chart, and discussion cf charts with supervisor.
The latter point sugpgests the necesslty for supervisors %o be
thoroughly familiar with the use ¢f the charts as well as how the
charts should be used as part of the superviscry process,

It would be well if use of the charts is discussed at the
time thet leaders are informed as to what is expected of them.
This would eliminate any possibilities of leaders feeling pres-
sured intc wvolunteering for it at a later date. The use of the
charts ag an aid to leaders in their workj as an integral part
of supervision, and as means of research should be made clear.

If the basis for making ratings is to be relative to the
ratings made for the immediately preceding period the charts
filled out for the period should most certainly be kept available
to the leader.

In view of the difficulties encountered in the use of the
charts certain major revisions of the structure and use of the
Individual Evaluation end Group Evaluation Charts are recommended,

The present scale of gradations is intended for ratings
made on & relative basis. As such, this does not allow for an

initial "absolute" rating to be made unless it is interpreted
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in terms of the "relative" oriented gradations. The validity of
such & procedure is open to sericus Question. For exampls, could

e rating of "Elight Progress" validly be made for an initial rating
which was translated from, say, "above average” on the absolute
basis that the initial rating necessarily had tc be made on?

If this were done, however, in eff'ect it would meean that
later ratings are relative, not only to the last ratings for the
group or individual, but are also relative to the initial "absolute"
rating upon which the future "relative" ratings have been based.
For example, an initial rating is made for "Sccial responsibility
to community." At the period for the rating the group had been
visiting public musuems and parks and had displayed & good deal of
consideration in ocaring for the property, for example, not finger-
marking musuem objects; not destroying trees and grass. On this
basis they are given an initial rating of "Slight Progress."

The group then makes no further progress for this criterion.
They continue visiting public places and continue to respect
property but do nothing more than this that would merit a higher
rating for the oriteria. The second rating is entered, then, as
"static.” This "Static" is intended to mean that the group heas
not progressed any further relative to the "Slight Progress™
rating for the first period. The trend of the group for this
criterion is "Static."

It also means, however, that the group has remained "Statice"



reletive to the "absclute" standard upon wh ich the initial rating
had tc be based. The "absolute” standard in this case was that
"sonsideration for publie property" was the equivalent of what
could be translated into "Slight Progress" on a scale constructed
for making ratings relutive to the group's own development.

Future ratings for this eriterion would have the same dual
reletion of being directly relative to a previous week's rating
and indirectly relative to the initial "absolute" rating. This
mixing of an initial {irst rating necessarily made in relation to
an "absolute" standard, with later "relatvive" ratings can result
in much complication. Whet is the process involved in this entire
procedure?

By making & rating of "Slight Progress" for the first period,
the leader is actually going through the thought process and
saying in effect "this group is at such & level at the time of

this first period." This "such" level hasbeen described in terms

. of the group having consideration for publie property. But what

is this "absolute" rating, eoncerning "such"™ level, based upon?
It may be based upon some conception which the leader has of where

the "average” group should be. It may also be based upon where this

| group should be as related to its own particular potentialities,

limitations, and the like. A third basis could be that of a
definite level the leader has set up for the group to reach, this

level being a standard one that the leader applies to all groups



irrespective of their present level or their possibilities for

future development,

In any case, each time a rating is made, though it be rela=-
tive to the previcus week's rating, it is ultimately relative

to an "absolute" standard of where the group should be. It appears

advisable then, to have all ratings made in relation to en "absolute"

standard. Of the three standards last noted, drawing up oriteria

in terms of what is the "norm" for the group or individual seems

to have certain advantages.

Establishing & "norn" for groups or individuals upon which
ratings can be based:

i« Gives leaders something definite to base their ratings upon.
Eatings of all leaders are "standardized" and “"comparable"
in the same milieu.

2. Provides leaders with Their requested informaticn as to what
"normal®™ behavior is for their group and members. This should
promote & better understanding of the group and individual
and consequently improve the quality of work.

3. Assures that ratings will consistently be made on the same
basis, eliminating any danger of changing interpretations of
eriteria. VWhere no setlasis is provided the leader has to
make evaluations based upon some vague conception he may keep
in his mind. "Consideration of public property" may mean

"Slight Progress" or an arbitrary numerical quantity of plus



4.

5.

five. Several weeks later the leader consciously or un~
consciously may change his standards so that "consideration
of public property" is equated with "Static" or zero, and
"organizing to reduce the price of lollipops" 1s assigned
a "Slight Progress" or plus five value. Any validity that
the entire sequence of charts may have had is destroyed.
Eliminates many of the difficulties that were described as
being connected with gradations prepared for trends. The
problems of the use of "Statie" and "Retrogression" would
no longer be present on a scale prepared for "sbsolute"
ratings.

Allows for observation of the development of the group or
individual in & more direct fashion. Where ratings are made
in relation to the previous week an entire set of charts
weuld have to be gone over to see if the group or individual
was making progress. This would be necessary because each
single chart indicates the development for only one short
time period. "Adding" the progress ratings from each of
the single charts would give the total amount of progress
made.

Where ratings are made in relation to a "norm) however,

a check between the initial rating and the current rating
would immediately reveal any progreass that the group or

individual may have had.
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6. Allows for judgment as to the importence and significance
of particular developments in the group or individual. For
example, in a particular instance it may be a more striking
showing if a group that was “"average" in some eriteria
develops "above average," than if a group "below average"

reaches the "average.,"

The problem of determining "norms"™ is always regarded with
the greatest reservation, and this is rightly so. Whether or
not an "average" arrived at is absolutely typical or not is not
a serious matter for the purpose here. The absolute standard
might just as well be that of the partioular level we would
idealistically like to see the group or individual approach.

Here too, however, if we retain some realism, in meny instances
it probably should not be too distant from the "average." The
ma jor factor in all this is that a constant standard is provided
upon which ratings cen be based,

A second problem is the fear of the use, or rather misuse,
of "norms." If charts based upon "norms"™ were to be indiscrim-
inately used, some violations of good group work principles
might well be expected. The use of "norm" for purposes of analy-
8is should always be tempered with the greatest concern for the
differences in the particular situation. A4s a standard for rating,
the advantages enumerated for "norms" still stand soundly.

How then can these "norms™ be arrived at and how should they

8



be set up? The "norms"™ should be as nearly typical of the behavior
found in the various agencies and settings where the charts would
be used. It follows then that samples of what is considered
"average" should be derived from these sources. The samples thus
obtained should be gone through to find those points of common
agreement from which will emerge the final composite of the "norm."

The gradation columns may be numerically or verbally headed
and the choice of the best can be determined by trial. Numbers
may allow for greater objectivity and words may allow for greater
clarity. Doty systems have their assets and liabilities., 4
numerical scale seems to allow for a wider range of ratings than
a verbal scale on which a limited number of column headings can
be checked. On the other hand, a verbal check-off scale would
facilitate computation of correlations more so than a numerical
scale having a large diversity of ratings.

A suggestion for a numerical scale would be a mid=-point of
zero for the "ayerage" and a plus and minus range for above and
below "average" respectively., A verbal scale might be constructed
with "norm" es the mid=point and "above norm" and "below norm"
as the other rating pessibilities. The "above norm" and "below
norm" gradations might be further broken down by "slightly" end
Preatly.” It would be well to have anchoring illustrations, for
a point below and for a point above the norm, in whichever system

is used.
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It may be expected that it will be found agein, in checking
the use of the charts, that there is a correlation hetween group
work skill and the gquality of rating. This does not mean that
the charts can necessarily be used only by high calibre leaders,
but that better results may be expected with them, for time ex-
pended, than with less skillod leaders. Possibly & simple scale
of "movement"™ may prove desirable for less able leaders. This
scale might have three gradetions of movement; "none] "negative,"”
and "positive." It would not be a measuring device of any degree
of movement but would serve %o call the lesader's sttention te
manifestations of the criteria and would fulfill many of the
purposes enunerated as desired by the leaders in this study.

The degree of wvalue derived from the use of the c¢harts for
leaders at all levels will vary with the degree to which it is
used as an integral part of supsrvision, closely linked with
recording. Such procedure can prove to be a valuable staff
training technique.

A reconsideration of the criteria items would be well taken.
This can be done in the light of the indications from this study
and in the same manner in which the "norm™ standards for criteria
items (upon which ratings can be based) would be obtained. Certain
combining, restating, and possibly adding of new criteria items
seem necessary. The use that leaders made of the criteria items,

and the notations made by leaders in this connection, suggests the
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revisions of criteria items indicated on the "compsrison charts"
on pages84 and 85. It should be bornme in mind that the recom-
mendaticns are based c¢n the smell sampling of the ten leeders
involved in this study. It is also important to remember that
the leaders' views or criteria were expressed without benefit
of the explenations of criteria offered in Professor Bernstein's
pamphlet.2

The overlapping of "Wider Horizons" and "Enriched Interests"
on the Croup Evaluation Chart was also noted by Professcor Bernstein,d
A similar relationship was noted by him in the cese of "Croup
Thinking" and "Cooperative Planning."# "Decreasing Need of Leader”
is omited because even as Professor Bernstein noted,’® it seems to
be reflected in all of the oriteria that come before it.

Cn the Individual Evaluation Chart a few leaders noted the
similarity between "New Skills and Interests," "New Knowledge,"

"Vocational Developments,” and "Educational Developments.” The
writer believes that the inelusion, in this grouping, of the last

2 Bernstein, op. cit., pp. 9-20.
3 Ibide., p. 10, 11.
4 Ibid., p. 12-13.

5 Ibid., p. 14.
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two ceriteria is due to the age of the campers. The first two
ecriteria, and the last two ceriteria were each combined, there-
fore, to form two separate criterion for the oriteria revision

on page 84 . "Breakdown of Prejudices" was eliminated without
adding it to "Wider Loyalties" which seemed to be a more inclusive
term. "Health was omitted on the grounds that this was a matter
of concern and interest for leaders rather than a part of the
group work process.

This final set of criteria can probably be arrived at best
by compositing suggestions for criteria from a number of the
agencies where they may be used.

The "norm" for rating of oriteria items will have to be
broken down for the various age groups. This can probably be done
along the lines of the arbitrary age brackets set up by the agen-
cies; for example, Juniors, Teen Agers, Seniors, and the like.

If obstacles are to be looked for, this process can result in

e "reductio ad absurdum" type of operation. "Norms"™ for each

sex, for different sections of the country, and so forth, may be
requested. Enough common elements cen be found in the major age
divisions to arrive as "noyrms" for them that will be typical for

most of the groups or individuals in the particular age division. :
It should be borne in mind that even in those cases where the

"norm" is not typical it still offers the important advantages

derived from a standard basis upon which ratings can be made.



It is clear then, that with proper adaptatien, the charts should
be usable for all ages.

There are some adjustments that have to be made when using
gets of standards for different age groups. Where standards
for different age brackets exist, adjustments are necessary when
the basis for making ratings changes from one standard to ancther.
This adjustment can be minimized if the standards are so set up
that they resemble as closely as possible, the actual develope
ment that occurs. For illustration, a portion of what might be
included in an "average" standard for "Social responsibility to
community" will be viewed. A part of the "expected norm" set up
for this criterion, for children of junior age, might be "considera=~
tion of public property." For "teen egers"™ this standard might
partially be composed of a reference to "community service = like
collecting for the community fund."

The criterion for "Social responsibility to community,” in
the next age bracket is not a scparate set of standards, however,
but is rather composed of additional eriteria to those in the
lower age brackets. Normal development occurs in this way and it
would be unrealistic to have the standaréds set up otherwise. Thus,
the taking on of responsibility for "community service" does not
mean that “"respect for public property” ies no longer part of "Social
responsibility to the community." In this manner, the best

continuity is achieved when the basis for ratings is changed from
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COMPARISON CHART FOR INDIVIDUAL CRITERIA

Present Uriteria

INDIVIDUAL CRITERIA

1. Attendance

2, New skills and
interests

3. New Knowledge
4., Wider Loyalties

5. Degree & Eange of
participation

6. Leadership

7. Breakdown of
prejudices

8. BStatus in group

9. Symptoms of
maladjustment

10. Hea 1th

1l. Vocational
developmenta

12. Ecucational
developments

1.

2,

3.

4.

5.

6.

T

8.

Revised Criteria

Attendance

New skills, interests and
knowledge

Wider loyalties

Degree and range of
participation

Leadership

Status in group

Symptoms of maladjustment

Educational and Vocational
developments.



COMPARISON CHART FOR GROUP CRITERIA

Present Criteria Revised Criteris

GEROUP CRITERIA

l. Attendance 1. Attendance
2. Group Organization 2. Group organization and
standards

3« Group Standards

4, Wider horizons 3. Enriched interests and
wider horizons
6. Social responsibility: 4. Social responsibility:
a. To each other a. To each other
b. To agency b. To agency
c. To community c. To community

6. Enriched interests

7. Handling conflicts —~ B+ Handling conflicts
8. Leadership and
participation -6+ Leadership and
participation

8. Cooperative planning

10. Group thinking 7« Group thinking
ll. CGroup loyalty and morale 8. Group loyalty and morale
12, Acceptance of differences 9., Acceptance of differences.

13. Decreasing need of leader



the standards ¢f one age bracket tc those of another. The probe
lem of changing of standards will be further minimized when judg=
ment is exercised eg to how sharp and inflexible the line between
age breckets should be.

The problem just dilscussed would not he present in the system
measuring the group's or individual's development relative to
itself, since starting with a definite base, "progress " from that
point could be reted ad infinitum. It would be most difficult,
however, to determine on this relative basis at what point the
group or individual was in relation to where it might be expected
to be. For example, a good deal of "Great Progress” rated during
a particular period might lead to the assumption that the group.
or individual was a well advanced one. A balancing out of
"progress”™ and "lack of progress™ may reveal that the "Great
Progress" is a compensation for laock of progress in the past and
the group or individuval is no further advanced than might be
expected.

The recommendations ere submitted with a most humble
appreciation of their limitations, some of which have been nocted,
others of which can be thought of, and still further ones that
would probably appear if they were adopted.

The assets and limitations of the "norm"™ standard method
of rating have been compared with the assets and limitations of

a basis of rating relative to the group (or individual) itself.
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It remains in the province of further research to determine which

of the methods proves best; under which conditions, and how the

best features of each method may be incorporated in the final

forme.

1.

3.

In summary,then, it is recommended that:
A scale of gradations should be developed that would allow
for ratings to be made in relation to a set standard of
"norms." These "norms" can be arrived at through a composite
of what is offered for the "norms"™ by the agencies where the
charts may be used. The Type of scale to use, numerical or
verbal, may also be determined in this manner.
A reconsideration of the criteria items appears to be essen-
tial. It is suggested that & set of criteria be arrived at
by compositing the suggestions for oriteria solicited from
& number of agencies where the charts may be used.

On the basis of the .use made of the criteria by leaders
in this study, and other material in this study bearing on
criteria a revised list of criteria was offered on pages
84 and 85.

A thorough orientation should be given to leaders and supere
visors using the charts. The assignment of the use of the
charts should be included in the initial discussion of job
responsibilities. The orientation should ineclude a thorough

explanation of criteria items, of the use of the scale, and
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4.

Se

6.

of the use of "norms." Anchoring illustrations for making
ratings should be provided.

Leaders should be oriented as to how the charts should be
used in conjunction with recording in the way that the
criteria can serve as a basis for observation and recording.
The role that supervision will play in the discussion of
developments in the group (and of individuals) according to
the criteria, should be explained.

Under the conditions thus far noted, it would seem that the
charts can be used with all types of leaders. The particular
scale to use would probably have to be adapted to the skill
of the leader. A soale that simply indicates movement, or
the lack of it, may prove workable for the least skilled
leaders. The degree ef validity and reliability coming from
the use of the charts may be expected to vary (inereasingly

positive) with the skill of the leader.

With an eye to the future, research should aim at

developing charts thet will help in determining what is being

accomplished, the significance in each case, and finally what

can be predicted on the basis of all the factors involved.

Approved,

(Chod A Gt

Richard K. Conant, Dean
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BACKCROUND OF LEADERS INVOLVED IN THIS STUDY ACCORDING
TO THEIR AGE, OCCUPATION, EDUCATION AND EXPERIENCE

Leader One: 20 years Student Female
Three years college = elementary education.
Dey camp counselor one sumer. Sunday
School teacher for one year. FPractice
teaching one term. DBelonged to two clubs.
Took leadership training course.

Leader Two: 18 years Student Fenale
OCne year college = speech and drama.
Taught Sunday School. Junior counselor in
day camp. DBelonged te dramatic club.

Leader Three: 19 years Student Female
One year college.
Junior cocunselor in overnight camp.
Took leadership training course.

Leader Four: 26 years Physical Education Instructor Female
B.8. in Physical Education.
Physical Educaticn instructor for 7 to 9th
graders for one year. One year and two summers
physical educeation instruecter for college girls.
Took leadership training course.

Leader Five: 20 years Student Female
Three years college - education course.
Taught Sunday School for three years.
Leader in public day playground for one summer.
Took leadership training course.

Leader 8ix: 20 years Student Male :
Three years ccllege ~ pre-medical.
Belonged to & friendship group.

Leader Seven: 20 years Student Female
Three years college = elementary education.
Counselor in day camp for two summers.
Belonged to a friendship group.
Took leadership training course.



Leander Eight:

Leader Nine:

Lesder Ten:
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18 years Student Female
Entering college.

Junior counselor for one summer.

Club member and president for two years.

26 years Student Mele

Bachelor of Scilence.

Group leader and part-time group worker,
for one year,

23 vears Graduate Male

B.8. in Education.

Junior Counselor for one summer.

One semester student teeching.
Belonged tc several school sceieties.



Dear (Leader's Name):

Do you remember the Charts (see enclosed A, B, C) that you
filled cut last summer when you worked at the Hecht House Summer
Day Camp?

These charts are now the subject of study for a thesis at
the Boston University School of Social Work. Your cooperation
in filling out the enclosed questionnaire is earnestly requested.

If any question is not clear please answer it to the best
of your ability and make a notation of the difficulty, along with
any other comments, under question 1l -« General Comments. You
can use the blank sides of the Questionnaire if more space is
needed. In answering question 8, the reverse sides of Charts A
and B can be used for more writing space if the oriteria item
that you are writing about is noted.

When you complete the Questionnaire please mail it with
Charts A and B in the enclosed envelope. Please do not mail
back Chart (C) and Chart (D.) It will be sincerely appreciated
if you would have your reply in the mail no later than December 8.

I hope that filling out this Questionnaire will be as
interesting and enjoyable to you as it was to those who have
already done so. The important contribution you are making to
research through taking part in this study should not be undere
estimated. Thanks for your participation.

Sincerely yours,
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Leader's Questionnaire

Were the charts (see enclosed 4, B, C) helpful to you in
your work at the day camp? Yes No

If Yes, in what way?

b.

lore specifically, was the Individual Evaluation
Chart (A) of help to you in your work at the
day camp? Yes No

If Yes, in what way?

Was the Group Evaluation Chart (B) of help to you in
your work at the day camp? Yes No

If Yes, in what way?

Was the Member's Group Contribution Chart (C) of
help to you in your work at the day camp? Yes Yo

If yes, in what way?

Please check columns to indicate of how much help chart was:

A,
Be
Ce

NONE LITTLE MODERATE MUCH
Individual Evaluation Chart
Group Evaluation Chart
Member's Group Contribution
Chart




Note: Hereafter, "Charted member" will meen that member on whom

4.

Be

6y

you used the Individual Evalua=
tion Charts.

"non-charted member"” will mear that member whom you did not
rate on the Individual Evalua-
tion Charts.

Please check whether using the Individual Evaluation Chart

~stimulated you to give less , the same amount , or

more , attention to "charted members" in comparison %o
"non=charted members."

Was it your experience that in filling out the Individual
Evaluation Charts that you were stimulated to give:

YES NO

8, less attention to the "non=gcharted
members™

b. greater attention to the "non-charted
members"™

Hank in order of helpfulness with your group, the following
items: (Use number 1 for the most helpful, and so on down,
Omit ranking any item that was of no help.) Also omit rank=
ing and encirecle any item with which you were not in frequent
enough contect to give it your fair consideration. For
example, you may not have had eny time to do reading.

Group Evaluation Chart (enclosed B)

Hecht House check~off list for individual members
T (enclosed D)

Individual Evaluation Chart (enclosed A)

Member's Group Contribution Chart (enclosed C)
Pre-Season Training Course at Hecht House

Reading of literature related to the work you were doing
Summer Day Camp weekly unit conferences

Summer Day Camp weekly staff conferences

Supervisory Conferences

RERRRRE

Writing of records

T
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8.

9.

10.

In a few sentences, indicale whal was your understanding of
the purpose for uaing the charts (A, B, C.) Flease write
clearly.

a. In a few words, indicate what each of the criteria items
meant to you. Use enclosed charts 4 and B, writing in the
space for ratings alongside each criteria item. Indicate

which criteris items were not clear to you.

be Did you use throughout the camp season the same interpre=-

tations of the criteria piven in answer to question 8-a

ebove? Yes No

If Mo, write on enclosed charts A and B, next tc items
whose meanings chanped what your other understanding of
the criteria item was. Indicate when this change took
place, For example, cn item 8.~ Status in the Group
you might find "In the 4th Week of the season this came
to mean what the over-all status of the member was in

all group activities rather than rating "Great Progress"

because of high status in one or twe activities without
taking intc consideration "Retrogression™ in other
activities of the group.)

When filling out the charts did you have in mind as a basis

for comparison:
the previous week's ratings?

the ratings given on the first chart

CHECK filled out at the beginning of the surmer?

ONE: —__ your sense of where the group or individual

T should be in their development?

Do you feel that you had a good enough understanding of the
purpose and methods for using the charts to do as adequate a

job as you could do?

08
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If Fo, check those items Lelow which you feel would have
helped you:

Discussion of charts In supervisory conferences.

lMore thorough orientation and follow up.

Definite anchor points (verbal explanation) for numbers

on Member's Group Contribution Chart.

Printed sheet of explanations of oriteria items on the
charts.

General Comments:
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TABLE VIII.

AGE AND SEX DISTRIBUTION OF CAMPERS CHARTED ON INDIVIDUAL
EVALUATION CIARTS, DAY CAMP, 1949

Age of Camper Sex Total
(Years 01d) liale Female
5% 5 3 8
6 0 1 1
7 2 2 4
8 and 9 € 0 6
10 to 11 N 6 8
Total 15 12 27
TABLE IX.

AGE DISTRIBUTION OF GROUPS EVALUATED ON
GROUP EVALUATION CHARTS

Age Bracket of CGroup Number of Groups Charted
(Years 01d)
6% _ 2
6 1
7 2
8 and 9 2

10 to 11 2




LEADERS' STATEMENTS ON "“THE WAYS IN WHICH THEY FOUND THE CHARTS TO
HAVE BEEN HELPFUL 70 THEM IN THEIR WORK™

"They enabled me to see either progress or retrogression in the
charted and non-charted." If there was great retrogression it
questioned the adequacy of my program.”

"The charts were definitely helpful in recording trends. I was
thinking more clearly and was able to obtain a more composite
piecture. With this I felt better able to cope rationally with
problems which arose.”

"I ecculd more easily recognize reasons for behavior and could
clearly see whether they profited by the summer's experience."”

"They helped me to see definitely on paper the progress I was
making. They showed me the criteria on which to concentrate where
needed. Charts guided my planning since my activities were based
on the needs of the children and of the group."”

"They enabled me to establish criteria to evaluate the benefit
that a child derived from his group experience, and to establish
some basis to evaluate my ability to aid the child in profiting
from that experience. They aided in giving an overall picture
from the onset to the end. Some of the categories were insuf-
ficient since one had no basis as a starting point."

"Charts were helpful as a record to refer to the general attitudes
of the ohild during his camp season. Helped me be more under=
standing of the children and more objective in my ¢ ounselling.™

"Charts showed me trailts to look for which I would otherwise have
overlooked."

"They aided me in seeing in what direction a member of the group
was going.™

"I had a written report to refer to, rather than only my accustomed

mental note on children.®

"They brought out specific criteria to look for. These oriteria
could be goals to be achieved. These oriteria served to guide
selection of certain activities. Chart served to re-think certain

objectives and evaluate thems Charts helped to write group record."
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LEADERS' STATEMENTS ON "THE WAYS IN WHICH THEY FOUND THE INDIVIDUAL
EVALUATION CHARTS HELPFUL TO THEM"

"Chart enabled me to refer more clearly to the previous accomplish-
ments, behavior, ete., of the child.,"

"Same reason as for question one and also it gave direction to
remedial work."

"It was interesting to note the child's development but it was hard
to evaluate anything but striking differences in several of the
topics."

"One could note progress or retrogression and catech the situation
before it had developed too far."

"It helped me to see the development of the individual child on
definite criteria and to understand the perscnality of the child."

"Helped me to understand the type of child I was dealing with=-
shy, gregarious, ete. From this scurce I cculd have a closer
relationship with the child."

"I was able to obtain an understanding of the child's personality
which helped me in my attitude towards her, and integrate it into
the personality of the group.”

"Helped state objectives, select activities, evaluate both and
development of individual. I could look for certain traits and
see whether the individual moved along to a better persomal

ad justment."

Note: Two leaders did not make any comments on this question.
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LFADERS STATEMENTS ON THE WAYS IN WHICH THEY FOUND THE GROUP EVALUATION
CHARTS HELFFUL TO THEM

"Enabled me to see great progress in a very negative group."

"It was only natural for me to consider the members of my group
separately, they're being individual persons. The Group Evaluation
Chart made me able to regard the group as the important whole and
to subordinate when necessary the position of some of its members,”

"It helped me to see progress of my group and understand reasons
for success or failure on certain eriteria.”

"It was helpful to show the way the individusl improvement affected
the group behavior, ete."

"The chart was of most help in evalvating my work."

"The chart helped me to see the progress of the group. It pointed
attention to places in the program which should be emphasized, etec."

"The same as question 2~a with reference to group. Helpful on

its specific criteria to look for certain objectives tc be
attained."

Hotes: Three leaders did not make any comments on the question.
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LEADERS' STATEMENTS ON IHE WAYS IN WHICH THEY FOUND THE M¥MBER'S
GROUP CONTRIBUTION CHART HELFFUL

"Same reasons as 1 and 2, (questions)."

"From the pattern of behavior which the child I charted followed,
I oculd recognize certain reasons and periodswhen she was most
destructive and therefore could be prepared to deal with her
accordingly.”

"I eould point out the stage of development of a group member.”
"Again, it proved more beneficial than the memory."

"This wes of little help since it was so hard to decide the values
to be given to various actions,.”

"It was more specific than the other charts in that it gave you
a basis of analysis--an established criteria to which one could
compere the individual.,™ _

"It was an easy,clear method of seeing the progress of a child
over & long pericd of time with important lines standing ocut."

Note: Three leaders did not make any comments on the guestion.



RESPONSES GIVEN BY LEADERS AS TO THEIR UNDERSTANDING OF THE PURPOSE
FOR USING THE CHARTS

"To help with research and to better understand and deal with
campers.”

"Helped me understand the problems which arise in any group experi-
ence, the causes of these problems, and how to cope with them.

They called my attention to individual problems and through solving
these I improved the group as a unit."

"The purpose is to make the leader fully aware of the potentialities
of his group and individual members so that he may be able to
effect a balance between the two."

"To have a record where we could clearly see the camper's progress
as the weeks went by as an individual, and in relation to the group.

2

"I understood the system to be in the experimental stage. I was
rather hazy as to its purpose. I came to believe that the charts
were meant to check behavior patterns durlng a specific period of
time."

"To summarize the effectiveness of the camp program."

"An experiment to see how successful the charts could be in aiding
the children and in aiding ourselves."

"To find out about progress and to be able to collect specific data
on achievement, result of camp work."

"To see if group and individual evaluated were being helped by
camp experience,"

"I understood it to be a voluntary job for special research. I
wanted to do it because I thought it might help me in my understand-
ing of the children."

1056



"MEANING OF GROUP CRITERIA ITEMS"™ AS FURNISEED
BY LEADERS

ATTENDANCE 3

"What word purports.” "HNumber of times present and reasons for
absence." "Percentage over a week's time."™ "Not very important."
"Overall attendance of group." "reports-daily"™ (Three leaders
did nct answer.) "Interest and health."

GROUP ORGANIZATION:

"ability to aet as 2 unit" "showed harmony from aiding individuals"
"ability to get together as a group" "how acted as a team"

"Whether the group organized" "Effectiveness of group plans"
"ability tc work together on a cooperative project" ™ability of
girls %o behave as a group in activities" “How well group worked
together” "Capebility of doing together®

GROUP STANDARDS 3

"What will be accepted taste" "General interest of group as
campers" "moral values of the group" "Not clear, group's
attitude toward lying, stealing, ete." "efficiency of work™
"established by group itself™ "In the eyes of the children"
"ability to get along well together" ™"Same as 2" "Loyalty to
group”

WIDER HORIZONS:

"new interests" "development of child in self-realization®
"New interests, skills, knowledge" “accepted new activities and
wanted to repeat them" "group-unitecamp-community" "vision
above immediate situation" "Synonymous with Enriched Interests"
"Enlarging interests" "looking to future"

SOCJAL ERESPONSIBILITY:

A. TO EACH OTHER = "personal, necessary" "willingness to help
those in group that were slow to learn"

"regard for each other's well=being" "Consideration of rights

and feelings of others™ "dealing with others" "do not touch what
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does not belong to them" "ability to respect each other"
“loyalty"

B. TOMENCY = "loyalty to other groups™ ™no such thingin five-

year-old children" "recognition of agency and
willingness to be loyal" "take care of toys" "dealings with
agency” "little or no chance to judge" "consideration of
property of agency” "non=destruction of property™ "spirit
identification"

C. TO COMMUNITY - "family-selfless" "dealings with community™

"keep grass clean" "attention in public places"
"recognition of relation to community" "no such thing in five-year-
old children" "loyalty to group"

ENRICHED INTERESTS:

"similar to wider horiszons" "showed benefits of group experience"
"deeper interests in hobbies, games" "in activities with carry
over" "group looked forward more to future events" "not clear"
"knowledge gained in such way that group did not consider it eas
learning" “same as wider horizons" Wanting to learn new activi-
ties" ‘"ouriosity expansion,"

HAWDLING CONFLICTS:

"good judgement"™ M"ability to overcome conflicts without distur-
bance to entire group” "ability to act as a group in dealing
with problems, without dissent" "frequenoy and intensity of
conflicts" “Does always resort to physical adjustment?" “took
vote=very demoeratic"” "arbitration versus steady fighting"
"able to settle problems by themselves rather than running to
me"” "showed development of group emotionally"™ "attitudes of

onlookers in disputes between cthers"

LEADERSHIP AND PARTICIPATION:

"Finding which children were leaders and in what ways they would
also be followers” Mable to organize game, participate-initiative
of group as a whole”™ "whether group developed own leaders, par-
ticipation of individual members" "Does take lead in camp?®
"evident" "active interest in group metivities™ "ability of one
camper to lead group and receive full participation from group"
"willingness to give of oneself"
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COOPERATIVE PLANFING:

"thinking for future-satisfaction postponed" "participation of
entire group in planning group activities™ “planning good
nmaturedly one goal for group" "little distinotion between this
and Acceptance of differences" "all the members share in planning"
"plan with two other groups" ‘"outecooking, etc."™ Mability to
plan activity together after meking decision on cholice"™ "not
relevant to my age group" "working as a group"

GROUP THINKING:

"acceptance of law of majority"™ "not relevant to my age group"
"ability to think and act as group" "what word purports" “what
they thought about gemes, projects, ete." "level of thought"
"constantly changed in my mind, at times it meant group standards,
then group organiszation" "thinking in terms of group and its
welfere" "did group show initiative"™ "solutions~planning"

GROUP LOYALTY AND MORALE:

"awareness of another" "“spirit, loyalty to group as a whole"
"gpirit" Mgrew to know, like and fight for their group"
"appreciation for group, ability to get alont™ "not relevant
tc my age group" "overlapping of group standards"

ACCEPTANCE OF DIFFERENCES:

"showed in problem cases" "acknowledgement of physical differences
and overlooking them and making best of things™ "decreasing
prejudices=tolerance” "Children learned to accept fact that one
child was a show=off and another a tease" "lack or lessening of
superior feelings" "presence or abeence of cliques™ "breakdown
of prejudices against individuals in group" "broadmindedness™

DECREASING NEED OF LEADER:

"Independence, less censorship" "How well group worked along
without instruction™ "oonsolidation with a group mind, few
individual problems" "ability to function themselves in an
orderly manner" "can conduct own affairs" "eould be left alone
safely for short periods" "ability to decide by themselves some=
times=-self-reliance" Mability to set with a captain chosen by
themselves."
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"MEANINGS OF INDIVIDUAL CRITERIA ITEMS™ AS
FURNISHED BY LEADERS

STATUS IN GROUP:

"liked by others, popularity, chosen as partner" “popular,
accepted by group, ete.” "if campers attitude had any effect
on other members of group" "is she looked upon as an equal
by the others, looked down upon, ete." "if other children
regarded him as one of the group" "helped in analyzing and
finding problem children" "acceptance by others" "“degree of
acceptance by others in the group" "position in group-ective,
inactive" "personality in relation to environment"

SYMPTOMS OF MALADJUSTMENT:

"what were they-what were the effects" "definite complexes"
"noticeable none-acceptance by others linked to status in group"

"adaptability intc the group, symptoms such as stuttering,
thumb-sucking"” "not clear" "physical or mental unbalance"

"emotional instability" "reasons for behavior of camper"
"problems=physical, isolation" "passiveness, nervous over
small matters, masturbation, belligerency"
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HECHT HOUSE SUMMER DAY CAMP
194 95EASON
INDIVIDUAL EVALUATION RECORD

- E e R PR e B R e A W @ W =

DATE
NAME AGH . SEX
ADDRESS
PARTICIPATION
LIKES
LCTIVITY NC INTEREST MILD INTEREST LIKES VERY MUCH C OLIMENTS

Water Activity

Dramatics

Arts & Crafts

Mewspaper

Nature

Athletics-Games

Music

Jewish Matters

Story Telling

Gerdening

Dancing

l. ATTITUDES  SUPERIOR GOOD

PERSONALITY
FAIR  POOR

Cooperation

canNTs

Sportsmenship

Sense of Humor

Friendliness

Leadership

Initiative

Neatness

Reliability

- fdapbability

Perseverancse

2, TIMIDITY Yes

AGGRESSIVENESS Yes
OTHER

Degree

Degres

o
No

(Describe)
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HECHT HOUSE SUMMER DAY CLMP
COUNSELOK'S SUMMuRY -

Describe an actual experience
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(Signed)

UNIT FEAD SUMMaRY

HE,LD COUNSELOR'S SUMMALRT WAMES
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INTERVIEWING SCHEDULE FOR PARENTS OF CAMPEERS

A study is being made of the effects of a day camping
experience for children and it would be very much appreciated if
you would help in this study by answering a few very simple
questions.

This study 1s separate and apart from Hecht House and any
information you give will be kept absolutely confidental and used
only as it relates to this study.

Question 1. It is realized that it is about six months since

(child's name) attended day camp but as best as
you can remember do you feel that (child's name) developed as
a result of attending the day camp last summer?

If "Yes" ~ Would you say that this development was slight or
great?

If "Ho" « Would you say that he remained the same or got worse?

Question 2. More specifically, would you say that (child's name)
learned new things, and developed new skills and
interests at the day camp? (Examples were given as needed)

If "Yes™ = How much? (Slight or Great Progress was arrived at
in this manner)

If "No" ~ Did he lose interests and skills, ete., that he had
without gaining new ones?

Question 3. More specifically, would you say that (ehild's name)

made many new friends and was more willing to be
with and play with different children as a result of attending
day camp?

If "Yes" ~ How much?

If "lo" - Was there a decrease?
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Question 4. luore specifically, would you say that (child's name)

behavior improved generally as a result of attending
summer day oamp? (Examples were given like: eating habits, biting
nails, crying or temper tantrums)

If "Yes" = How much?

If "No" = Did it become worse?

Question 6. More specificelly, would you say that (child's name)

tock a bigger part in helping games so well, organiz-
ing games, participating in gemes, as a result of attending summer
day camp?

If "Yes¥ =« How much?

If "No® = A lesser part?

Question 6. More specifically, would you say that (child's name)
was listened to more and desired more as a playmate
by his friends, as a result of attending summer day camp?

If "Yes" « How much?

If "Ho" = Less?

HOTE: Criteria items were mentioned to parents first and then each
question was asked so that parents had a good idea of what
they were being asked to rate upon. Examples of what was being
asked for were given for each question. The "If Yes" and "If No"
part of the guestion was asked as a check upon the degree; "Slight"
or "Creat" which seemed indicated to the interviewer from the
conversaticn. In some instances, therewas no indication in the
conversation and this part of the question determined it.
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