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FACULTY PERCEPTICIS OF STUDENTS

IV. Desirability and Perception of Academic Performance

Ab:itract

A previous study in this series was devoted to the definition, using the

diagonal method of factoring, of student desirability separate and apart

from academic performance. Variables employed consisted of ratings of

students by faculty on 30 traits, as well as high school and college grade

averages and SAT scores,

In the present study, the same data and similar methods were employed

to determine ';he i.ature of desirability separate and apart from the rater's

perception of the student's academic performance (rather than his actual

performance).

The results tena to show an absorption in the faculty perception of

performance of much of the variance previously associated with eependability,

intellectual ability and values, motivation, self-sufficiency/creativity,

and maturity in defining desirability apart from academic performance. The

results tend, however, to verify or accentuate the contribution of other

traits, notably ethicality, likableness, open-mindedness, and altruism. It

does appear that desirability is highly related to perception of academic

performance, and that other areas normally expected to make an honest

contribution to performance (e.g., dependability, Intellectual ability and

values, motivation, and self-sufficiency/creativity) are perceived by the

faculty to do so. Finally, there is remaining reliable variance in SAT and

actual grades, as well as in such previously established areas as conformity

and extraversion, which is related neither to perception of performance nor

desirability.
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FACULTY PEECEPTIONS OF aUDZNTS

IV. Desirability and Perception of Academic Performance

Introduction

In a previous study (Davis, 1964b) concerned with faculty definition

of the desirable student, multi-trait ratings of students by faculty were

employed to determine the nature of desirability separate and. apart from

academic performance. As general desirability, academic performance, and

positive ratings on other traits are interrelated, the problem involved (a)

establishing a criterion of academic performance, (b) using statistical pro-

cedures to separate out that portion of reliable variance in desirability and

the other trait ratings that is not attributable to differenaes in academic

performance, and (c) determining interrelationships among these residuals.

Thus, using the freshman grade-point average (FGPA) as the criterion of

academic performance, it was found that faculty define desirability separate

and apart from academic performance primarily in terms of intellectual values,

ethicality, likableness, independent creativity, open - mindedness, altruism,

maturity, and self-insight.

However, the subjects were students in the rat,:rs' classes, and it may

be assumed that the raters havL firsthand knowledge of each student's per-

fornance. Some of the variance found in jesirability apart from FGPA may be

attributable to variance in the faculty member's perception of the student's

performance; some of the variance that desirability and FGPA have in common

may not be attributable to the rater's perception of performance, which may

differ from FGPA as a function of the particular course area or instructor.
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The present analysis, then, is directed toward the definition of desir-

ability apart from perception of performance rather than from the consensus

expressed by FGPA. Do the previous components hold? Also, what traits are

related to the individual perception of performance?

Subjects and Basic Data

The 696 sets of ratings employed in the basic study (Davis, 1964b) were

again used for this analysis; the involved 407 faculty raters and 398 stu-

dents at eight instibutions. Good communality estimates, essential to the

diagonal factoring method to be employed, were drawn from factor analyses

performed as part of the broader study- The ratings were those provided by

the Student Dating Form (Davis, 1964a), whc,re 80 traits, plus SAT-V, SAT-M,

High School Rank, and Freshman Average Grade provided variables for the

84 x 84 matrix.

Procedure

The diagonal method of factoring (Thurstone, 1947) employed. This

procedure permits removal of that portion of the reliable variance in one

measure that is related to a given criterion, to permit identification

the remaining reliable variance in the measure, through correlates, which

is not related to the criterion.

A first factor was defined by a vector placed through the criterion,

a rating-scale variable calling for rating on "academic performance." The

residual variance for a measure of desirability, defined by a rating of the

student as "the kind of student the institution should (or should not) admit,"

4
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was used to define a second orthogonal factor. Loadings of the other ratinc-

scale variables, and SAT-V, SPT-M, High School Rank, and FGPA were computeri

for these two factors. Thu, the first factor absorbs all the variance in

the academic performance rating; loadings of other variables on this factor

show the extent of reliable associated variance. The second factor is, by

definition, desirability apart from what is measured by Factor I, and load-

ings of other variables on Factor II may aid in defining it. Finally, a

third factor was defined by placing a vector through a point defined by the

SAT-V residual. (after the variance attributable to performance and desira-

bility was removed), to determine the nature of remaining reliable variance

in SAT.

Results and Discussion

Results are presented in Table 1, which provides rating-scale item

identification, communalities, loadings on the three constructed factors,

and residual communalities. (For ready comparison, comparaMe data from the

previous study are reproduced as Table 2.) Rating-scale variables are

grouped in clusters indicated by a separate factor analysis employing the

equimax rotation (Davis, 1964c).

It is immediately apparent from these data that desirability apart from

rater perception of performance does not seed as complex as does desirability

apart from actual grade performance. In -,;he first place, the loading of

desirability on perception of performance is .72, against a value of .42

(Table 2)) on FGPA. This not only implies that desirability is more highly

related to what the instructor believes performance to be than to what it is

(or was, through the freshman average)) but also that the second factor--
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desirability apart from performancehas a much smaller portion of variance

left to define it. Thirty of the other rating-scale items load higher on

Factor II than does rezidual desirability. Second, many of the clusters of

items which loaded higher on Factor IT than on I in the original analysis

(Table 2) now give the higher loadings to Factor I. in fact, the loadings

on Factor I gain and the loadings on Factor II lose, in mod;; cases. Notable

exceptions when; loadings on Factor II gain in the present analysis include

the following variables: honest, ae.:s ethically, likable, affable, fair-

minded, high concern for welfare of others, altruistic, interested in others,

liked by peers, not status-centered, and modest. Dependability variables

become al,nost entirely a matter of perception of performance, as do ratings

of traits grouped ,,nder intellectual aL,ility, motivation, and self-

sufficiency/creativity. Ratings under ethicality, likableness, and altruism

remain, from the original group, as the only areas where loadings on per-

formance tend to be low and loadings on the desirability residual tend to

be high.

Instrument factors surcly account for part of the different results for

rating-scale variables in the present analysis. Halo in the ratings probably

accounts in large part for the fact That more variance is absorbed in a first

factor defined by a criterion internal to the instrunent. .!onsidering the

low loading of the desirability criterion on the factor it defines and the

fact that many rating-scale vmriables load higher on this factor than does

the desirability criterion, ar.y generalizations should be tempered by the

obvious difficulties faculty have in separating desirability from perception

of performance that may in this situation stretch the meaning of the .second

factcy to other areas.
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It is interesting to note that SAT and High School Rank do not relate

as hii,hly to the instructor's perception of performance no to the freshman

grade-point average, although greater reliability of 1-7C,PA could, of course,

account for this. nevertheless, the relationship of SAT and HER to desira-

bility apart from performance is, as before, negative, us is now the rela-

tionship of FGPA.

Whatever may constitute Factor II, actual grade pefola:lo is riot rec-

ognized in any positive sense; indeed, this would not 1,2 c-xpecte,:,. phis

residual desirability factor, by its construction, defines a student not

recognized for his performance, but who is desirable on other grounds. This

student emerges as one of lower actual performance and lower SAT scores, but

who stands out as honest and ethical, pleasant and cooperative, interested

in and concerned for others, and not s';atus-centered. He is a comfortable

person to be with, th_Jgh (in traits not associated with performance) neither

particularly extraverted nor introverted, conforming nor nonconforming,

anxious nor free from anxiety. He is not fraught with problems that make

him appear anxiety-ridden, unorthodox or ,)dd, unpopular, unevenly motivated

or uniquely creative; he appears to be a pretty stable, pleasant, noncontro-

versial sort, valued for the fact that he is not an irritant, or temise he

is on the right side of the lroader societal values.

Of greater iuport in this analysis, perhaps, is the insight it provides

about the faculty f mulation of "good" performance. Loadings on Factor I,

perceptions of performance, show that faculty believe that those who perforr,

are industrious and work oriented; able (however ability may be conceived);

interested in ideas or intellectually curious; motivated, serious, and eager

to learn; and imaginative, independently creative. They do not, as noted,
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relate perceptions of the student's performance to conformity, ethicality,

likability, eytraversion, popularity, anxiety level, or altruism. Students

who are perceived as likub]e and cooperative, honest, or nobly altruistic

are nice to have around: regardless of performance level; nevertheless, such

perceptions do not bias evaluation of academic performance.

Finally, brief note may be taken of the third factor, defined by the

residual variance in SAT-V (and, incidentally, SAT-M) apart from that re-

lated to perception of performance and desirability. Loadings of rating-

scale variables on this factor ara generally low, with the major proportion

of the variance absorbed by the first two factors. The highest lnadings,

however, occur for variables in the areas of intellectual values, creativity,

and open-mindedness, for the analytical ability and grasp of abstract

variables under intellectual ability, and for some conformity variables.

This suggests that the substantial SAT residual may in pert still be visible

to the faculty in these terms. The intellectual values area may indicate

students who deploy their abilities, interests, and energies in directions

different from those involved in course work or manifestations rf desira-

bility, and the creativity variables may reflect similarly unrela i acts

or events in which verbal or symbolic skills are visibly reflected.

The loadings of the SAT residual in the area of open-mindedness, if

real, are more difficult to interpret. The best conjecture would seem to

be that brighter students may have more interest in intellectual inquiry and

exhibit it through continued receptivity to ney ideas. The fact that this

variance goes beyond performance end desirability may be due to the student's
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ping beyond what would satisfy the instructor: The brighter student may

continue to seek and incorporate new evidence even though the instructor is

satisfied.

Summary

A previous study had employed the diagonal method of factoring to

partial out that portion of the variance in faculty ratings (of students on

a variety of traits) that is related to academic performance, to permit

identifiation of reliable remaining variance related to ratings of general

desirability. The present study employed the same data, but focused on

desirability apart from raters' perceptions of academic performance rather

than on desirability apart from actual performance. Two questions prompted

suc:a an analysis: (1) could previous results, based upon a consensus, or

average academic performance, be further iL.uminated by going directly to

the rater's perception of performance?, and (2) what traits do faculty see

as compatible with or concomitants of their perception of performance?

The results tend to show an absorption in the faculty perception of

performance of much of the variance previously associated with dependability,

intellectual ability and values, motivation, self-sufficiency/creati-Aty,

and naturity in defining desirability apart rrom academic performance. The

results tend, however, to verify or accentuate the contribution of other

traits, notably ethicality, likableness, open-mindedness, and altruism. It

does appear that desirability is highly rela.;ed to perception of academic

performance, however, and that other areas normally expected to make an

hone3t contribution to performance (e.g., deoendability, intellectual ability

and values, motivation, and self-sufficiency/creativity) are perceived by
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the faculty to do so. Finally, there is remaining reliable variance in SAT

and actual grades, as well as in such previously
established areas as con-

fortuity and extraversion, which is related neither to perception of perform-

ance nor desirability.
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