The “assumptions underlying the
proposed definition of social com-
petence necessitate that data for
assessment purposes be obtained by
observing children’s natural behav-
iors during social interchanges. The
observation system to be used should
include referents of (a) general con-
text, (b) specific interaction events,
and (c) child behaviors.

The key to the achievement of
such an assessment approach rests
in the type of observation system
that can be constructed and in the
treatment of the resultant observa-
tion data. The advances of present-
day computer technology and capa-
bilities, as well as current knowledge
of systems and approaches to ob-
servation and ethnography, deem it
feasible for an attempt in this di-
rection. The advantage of such an
approach is reflected in meaningful
measurements relative to psycho-
metric and ethnic differences.

With regard to psychometrics, the
repertoire approach facilitates de-
velopmental assessment of persons
at any level of development. The
repertoire score can be meaning-
fully compared across various age
periods to address directly the ques-
tion of how the repertoire has been
enhanced and not just whether or
not it has been. This is reflected
by the examination of whether the
repertoire includes additional modal-
ities and/or more complex/coordi-
nated/integrated modalities of ex-
pressions. Once a behavior has been
reliably observed, it can clearly be
viewed as part of the child’s reper-
toire.

One of the most important ad-
vantages is the expectation that
qualitatively different repertoires
(that is, repertoires composed of
quite different subcomponents) at
similar levels of complexity would
be equally facilitating. The reper-
toire approach sets the framework
for the direct assessment of quite
different behavioral mixes according
to a cultural norm. Behaviors ac-
quired from minority culture ex-
perience are viewed as being as
right and as facilitating, given the

opportunity to apply them, a<" are
behaviors of comparable levels of
complexity and differentiation that
are acquired within a mainstream
culture. What is important to as-
sess, according to this perspective, is
the composition of the repertoire of
a given child, not whether any par-
ticu'ar norm-based criterion behavior
has been acquired by a particular
point in time. Any alternative—in
the language or nonverbal response
variations used by any ethnic or
cultural group—is a valid alterna-
tive.

In sum, this model of assess-
ment considers all child behavior as
potentially useful in constructing
indices of competence and thus pro-
vides recognition and legitimation
of cultural and/or ethnic strengths.
This approach also permits the ex-
amination and comparison of the
behavioral mixes or components that
make up a child's repertoire at dif-
ferent developmental periods; hence,
the transitions in repertoire devel-
opment may be traced. These two
factors should be especially useful
in program planning for interven-
tion programs such as Head Start.
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Chance and Interrater
Agreement on Manuscripts

Agreement between reviewers over
a manuscript’s appropriateness for
publication has long been of con-
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cern to psychology because publica-
tions are a reflection of the scientific
quality of the profession. Both, as
a group ,and individually, psycholo-
gists are intimately dependent on
professional publications for knowl-
edge of jdvancements in their field
and, often, for personal advance-
ment. It therefore becomes a mat-
ter of some personal and profes-
sional importance that manuscript
reviewers and editors agree on what
articles are of sufficient quality to
warrant inclusion in scarce journal
pages.

Previous investigations of agree-
ment between manuscript reviewers
generally sought to quantify agree-
ment by means of correlational sta-
tistics but often found coefficients of
such low magnitude that concern
over the review process was ex-
pressed (Hendrick, 1977; McCart- -
ney, 1973). In contrast with these
pessimistic results, Crandall (June
1978) recently questioned the ap-
propriateness of correlational sta-
tistics because of their essentially
associational nature; instead, he ad-
vocated the percentage-of-agreement
statistic as more useful for the
measurement of true agreement be-
tween raters. The percentage-of-
agreement statistic was used by
Scarr and Weber (October 1978) to
report on American Psychologist
reviews and by Crandall (1978) to
reanalyze the data of Scott (1974)
and Hendrick (1977). Based on
obtained percentages, Crandall con-
cluded tkat “the best estimate of
agreement on publishability is about-
709" (p. 624), and Scarr and
Weber (1278) expressed a new faith
in themselves “as casual observers”
(p. 935). -

Chance as an alternative explana-
tion of nigh interrater agreement
percentages was considered by Cran-
dall but was not incorporated into
the calcuation of his 709, agree-
ment statistic. In any classification
situation & certain amount of agree-
ment amcng raters would be found
by chance alone, and thus any state-
ment of interrater agreement must
reflect not only how much agree-



ment is evident but also how much
agreement is in evidence beyond
what would be expected by chance
alone. Such a statement was not
provided by Scarr and Weber or by
Crandall, and their reported per-
centages of agreement must be con-
sidered with caution because of the
unknown influence of chance em-
bedded in each reported percentage.

An index of agreement among ob-
servers that takes chance into ac-
count was developed by Cohen
(1960) and was subsequently ex-
tended by Light (1971) and Fleiss
(1971). This statistic might prove
useful in analyzing agreement be-
tween manuscript reviewers. The
kappa statistic (x) indicates the
proportion of agreement remaining
after chance agreement is removed,
ranges from negative values (less
than chance agreement) through
zero (chance agreement) to +1.00
(perfect agreement), and is dis-
tributed as a standard normal
variate.

An application of x to the Per-
sonality and Social Psychology Bul-
letin (PSPB) data of Hendrick
(1977) was undertaken to determine
the percentage of agreement be-
tween manuscript reviewers after
chance agreement had been ex-
cluded. In the case of the PSPB,
a 5-point scale was used, where
Category 1 was “‘definitely accept,”
Category 2 was “probably accept,”
Category 3 was ‘‘reject but recom-
mend revision and resubmission,”
Category 4 was ‘“‘reject but a re-
vision may be acceptable eventu-
ally,” and Category 5 was ‘“defi-
nitely reject.” Analysis was ac-
complished with Fleiss's (1971)
computational formulas (Watkins &
McDermott, 1979). A x of .15 (2
=3.856, p<.001) resulted; this
indicates that 159, of the possible
greater-than-chance agreement was
obtained. To determine if the re-
viewers agreed on a general accept—
reject dimension, kappas were re-
calculated after collapsing the S5-
point scale into a dichotomy by con-
sidering all ratings of 1, 2, or 3 as
belonging to the “possibly accept"

category and all ratings of 4 and §
as belonging to the “reject” cate-
gory. A resultant x of .091 (Z=
1.18, ns) indicates a lack of agree-
ment beyond chance and, addition-
ally, confirms the large role chance
plays in such a dichotomy. It ap-
pears that the interrater agrecment
of the PSPB reviewers is in fact
only marginally greater than chance,
and Crandall’s faith in the review
process, as demonstrated by these
reviewers, may be premature.

An additional application of «
was undertaken to determine the
effects of chance on the percentage-
of-agreement statistics reported by
Scarr and Weber (1978) for the
American  Psychologist reviewers.
In this case, a 5-point scale was
used, where Category 1 was “re-
ject,” Category 2 was ‘“‘reject and
recommend another journal,” Cate-
gory 3 was “reject and recommend
resubmission after revision,” Cate-
gory 4 was “accept with minor re-
visions,” and Category 5 was ‘“‘ac-
cept in present form.” A x of .49
(Z=6.75, p <.001) resulted. This
reveals that the agreement between
reviewers was approximately 509
after chance agreement had been
excluded. An accept-reject dichot-
omy was again constructed by con-
sidering all ratings of 1 and 2 as
belonging to the ‘‘reject” category
and all ratings of 3, 4, and 5 as
belonging to the “accept” category.
A x of .53 (Z=467, p<.201)
was produced; this indicates that
the American Psychologist reviewers
agreed at a level substantially
greater than would have been ex-
pected by chance alone, on the gen-
eral dimension of acceptability for
publication. Such results give sup-
port to Scarr and Weber's faith in
themselves as casual observers.

Strikingly different results emerged
from this analysis of percentage-of-
agreement statistics among manu-
script reviewers, with PSPB review-
ers agreeing beyond chance only
marginally and American Psycholo-
gist reviewers agreeing at levels
substantially beyond chance. 1t is
apparent that a statistic such as «

should be used in place of simple
percentage of agreement so as not
to obscure the role played by
chance. The present disparate re-
sults suggest that true agreement
among reviewers cannot be deter-
mined until chance agreement is ex-
cluded from consideration.

It seems appropriate that journal
editors should begin to assess di-
rectly the true agreement of their
reviewers, rather than relying on
the unproven assumption that valid
allocation of journal pages is being
assured by current procedures. One
hopeful sign, suggested by Gott-
fredson (October 1978), is the con-
struction of scales for judgment of
article quality. His provocative re-
sults indicated improved reliability
because of increased understanding
of what constitutes article quality,
This line of inquiry could be con-
tinued and expanded under the lead-
ership of our professional organiza-
tion through its journal editors.
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Author Review of Reviewers

The system of anonymous manu-
script review used by most of our
journals has a great weakness: Re-
viewers of manuscripts are not suf-
ficiently accountable for the quality
of their reviews. Reviewers should
not, of course, be accountable to
particular authors, but they could
be made more accountable to the
editors and, indirectly, to the author
community of which they them-
selves are members.

I suggest a possible remedy: It
is called author review. The jour-
nal editor would send to the author,
along with the letter of decision
and the reviews, a postcard ques-
tionnaire (one per review) that
would request the author to evalu-
ate each review. I suggest that
three dimensions of evaluation are
necessary: fairness, carefulness, and
constructiveness. There  should
also be a place on the card for
comments, The editor would file
the returned postcards under the re-
spective reviewers’ names, noting
the editorial decision and final dis-
position of the manuscript. At in-
tervals—perhaps once a year—the
editor could examine these ques-
tionnaires. If a particular reviewer
received repeated complaints, he or
she could be terminated as a re-
viewer or could receive admonish-
ment from the editor. Presumably,
repeated low ratings would reflect
some real shortcomings in a re-
viewer's habits rather than the re-
sentment of a particular disap-
pointed author.

This procedure would serve sev-
eral goals: (1) The possibility of

evialuation might make reviewers
more conscientious than they some-
times are, (2) editors would have
some information to use when weed-
ing out or retaining referees, and
(3) authors would have a chance
to provide feedback to the editors
and might therefore feel they play
a more useful role in the editorial
process, 1 think most authors
would take the process of author
review seriously and would be ca-
pable of making the requested as-
sessments. It would also sensitize
them to dimensions of adequacy
that they should consider when re-
viewing manuscripts.
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Graduate Student Success:
Sex or Situation?

As a subject in Hirschberg and
Itkin'’s (December 1978) study of
cohorts of beginning graduate stu-
dents from 1965 to 1970 at the
University of Illinois at Urbana-
Champaign, 1 wish to add some

information that they omit concern-

ing potential causes of differential
attrition rates by sex. I am writ-
ing as one who is grateful for the
education I received there from
1966 to 1970 and who returned to
receive the PhD in 1971.

The authors approach the prob-
lem: of graduate student success
from a personnel psychology per-
spective of the following sort: Fe-
ma'es enter with somewhat higher
standard qualifications (grade point
average, verbal scores on the Grad-
uate Record Examination, overall
scores on admissions criteria) than
males do, yet only 339, of them
obtain the PhD, compared with
689, of the males. How can the
selcction procedure be altered to
desclect (i.e., reject or terminate)
greater proportions of potential
nonfinishers and thereby boost the
proportion of those who complete
the program?

An alternative approach is to con-
sider aspects of the departmental
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environment into which the highly
qualified applicants are placed as
potential causes of differential at-
trition rates by sex from 1965 to
1970. These include percentage of
full-time female faculty, extent of
financial support for part-time stu-
dents, and extent of university-sup-
ported, low-cost child care. Quan-
tification of these representative
aspects can be summarized con-
cisely: zero. Other relevant dimen-
sions to be considered include pub-
lic and private statements of dis-
couragement of female students by
a small percentage of faculty who
had nothing to do with the female
students’ achievement.

The loss to psychology of 659% of
the highly selected female students
(as well as 329 of the highly se-
lected male students) deserves a
more thoughtful response than, What
was wrong with our selection proce-
dures? It begins with the question,
What can our department do to
provide a high-quality academic en-
vironment that fosters the persever-
ance of highly academically quali-
fied students of both sexes?
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On Selection and “Deselection”

As I read “Graduate Student Suc-
cess in Psychology” (Hirschberg &
Itkin, December 1978), I compared
the authors’ conclusions with my
own memories of the University of
Illinois during the time of their
research.

The design of their study reflects
accurately the tone of the Depart-
ment of Psychology at that time:
Success or failure in graduate school
was ascribed to intrapersonal traits
such as ‘‘conscientiousness.” Fac-



