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FACULTY PERCEPTICIS OF ESTUDENTS

IV. Desirability and Percepitlon of Academic Performance

Absiract

A previous study in this series was devoted to the definition, using the
diagonal method of factoring, of student desirability separate and apart
fron academic performance. Variables employed consisted of ratings of
students by faculty on 80 traits, as well as high school and college grade
averages and SAT scores.

In the present study, the same dala and similar methods were employed
10 determine -he nature of desirability separate and apart from the rater's
rerception of the student's academic performance (rather than his actual
perTormance ).

The results tend to show an absorption in the faculty perception of
performance of much ol the varience previcusly associated with fependability,
intellectus” ability and values, motivation, self-sufficiency/creativity,
and maturity in derining desirability apart from acedemic perfoimance. The
results tend, however, to verify or accentuate the contribution of otrer
traits, notebly ethicality, likableness, opan-mindedness, and aliruism. It
does appear that desirability is highly related to perception of academic
performance, and that other areas normally expected to make an honest
cortritution to performance {e.g., dependability, intellectual ability and
values, motivation, and self-sufficiency/creativity) are perceived by the
faculty *o0 do s0. Finzlly, there is remaining reliasble variance in SAT and
actual grades, as well as in such previously established areas as conformity
and extraversion, which is related nelther to perception of performance nor
des*rability.
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FACULTY PERCEPTIONS OF STULSNTS

1V. Desirability and Psrcepticn of Arcademic Performance
Introduction

In a previous study (Davis, 196Mb) concerned with Taculty definition
of the desiratle student, rmulti-trait ratings of students by faculty were
eriployed to determine the nature of desirability separate anid aparl from
acadenic perforuance. As general desirability, arcadewmic performsnce, and
positive ratings on other traits are imberrelated, the problem involved (a)
establishing a criterion of academic performance, {b) using statistical pro-
cedures to separate out that porticn of reliable variance in desirsbility and
the cther ©r<it ratings that is not attributable to differences in academic
performanze, and (=) determining interrelationships among these residuals.

Tras, using the fioshman grade-poin® average (FGFA) as the criterion of
acadenic performance, it was found that faculty define desirability separate
and apart frowm acalemic performance primerily in ternwes of intellectual values,
ethicality, likableness, inlependent creativity, open-minderdness, zltruism,
maturity, aznd self-insight.

However, the subjeots were students in the raters' classes, and it may
be assumed that the raters have Tirsthand knowledge of euch studeni's per-
formance. Some of tle variance found in desirapility apart from FGPA may be
attributable to variance in the faculty nerber's perception of the student's
performance; sose of the variance that desirability and FGPA have in common
may not be atiributable to the rater's percepticn 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 towerd the definition of desir-
ability epart from perception of performance rather than from the consensus
exprassed by FGPA, Do the previous components hold? Also, what traits are

related tc the individual perception of performance?
Subjects and Basic Data

The $96 sets of ratings employed in the basic study (Devis, 1964b) were
again used for this analysis; the.> invoived 407 faculty raters and 398 stu-
dents at eight institutions. Cood communality estimates, essential to the
diagonal factoring method <o be employed, were drawn from factor analyses
performed ss part of the broader study- The ratings were those provided by
the Studen* Rating Form (Dsvis, 1964a), whore 80 traits, plus SAT-V, SAT-M,
High School Rank, and Freshman Average Crade prrovided variables for the

84 x 84 matrix.
Procedure

The diegonal method of factoring (Thurstone, 1947) vas employed. This
proceaure permits removal of that porticn of the reliable varience in one
measure thet 1s related to a given criterion, to permit identification -
the remaining reliable variance in the measure, through correlates, whizh
is not related tc the eriterion.

A first factor was defined by & vector placed through the criterien,

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 shouid not) admit,"
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was used to define & second orthogonal factor. Loadings of the other rating-
scale variasbles, and SAT-V, SAT-M, High School Rank, and FGPA were computed
for these two factors. Thusg, the first factor absorbs all the variance in
the academic performance rating; lcadings of other voriables on this factor
cshow the extent of reliable asscciated variance. The second factor is, oy
definition, desirability apart freom 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 da2fined by the
SAT-V residusl (after the variance attributable to performance and desira-
bility was removed), %0 dstermine the nature of remaining reliable variance

in SAT.
Results and Discussion

Results are presented in latble 1, which provides rating-scale item
identification, communalities, loadings on the three constiucted factors,
and residual communalities. (For ready comnpariscn, comparablle dats from the
previous study are reproduced as Table 2.) Rating-scale variables are
grouped in clusters indicated by & separate faétor analysis employing the
equimex rotation {Davis, 196kc}.

It i1s immedliately apparent frum these data that desirability apart from
rater rerception of performance does not seei as complex as does desirability
apart from actual grade performance. In the rirst place, the loading of
desirebility on perception of performance is .72, against & value of .42
(Teble 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 fritor--
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desirability apart from performs.ace--has a much smaller portion of variance
left to define it. Thirty of the other ratinrg-scale items load higher cn
Fzctor IT than does veridual decirsbility. Sceond, msry of the clusters of
items which loaded higher on Factor 17 than on I in the original analysis
(Table 2) row give the higlier loadings to Factor I. 1In fact, the loadings
o1 Fector I gain and the loadings on Factor IT lose, in most cases., HNotable
exceptions where lozdings on Factor 11 5332 in the prescent analysis include
the following variables: honest, acss ethically, likable, affeble, fair-
minded, high concern for welfare of others, altruistic, interested in others,
1liked by peers, rot status-centered, and modest. Dependability variables
become alwost entirely a matier of perception of performance, as do ratings
of traits groupcd under intellectnsl Anility, motivation, and self-
sufficionoy/freativity. Ratings undrr ethicality, likebleness, and altruism
remain, from the original group, 2s the only areas where loadings on per-
fermante ternd fto be low and loszdings on the desirability residuzl tend to

be high.

Instrument factors surcly account for part of the different results for
rating-scale variagbles in the present analysis. Halo in the ratings probably
azcounts in large part for the fact ~hat wmore varisnce is absorbed in a first
fartor defired by a criterion internal to fthe instrurent. CZonsidering the
low loading of the decirabiliwy criterion on the factor it defines and the
fact that many rating-scale viriables lozd higher on this factor than does
the desirebility criterion, ary generalizations should be tempered by the
ohwvious difficulties faculty have in separating desirability from perception
of perf{urmance that may in this situation streteh the reaning of the second

factc *o other areas.

O
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It is interesting %o note {hat SAT end High School Rank do not relate
as highly to the insbtructor's pevception of performance as to the freshman
grade-point average, salthough greater relisbility of GPA coald, of course,
account for this. Nevertheless, the relationship of GAT and HER to desira-
bility apart from performance is, as tefore, negative, «c ls now the rela-
tionship of FGPA.

Whatever may constliivte Factor II, actusl grade periormanca is aot rec-
ognized in ary positive sense; indeed, this would not bt cxopecteu. This
residual desirability factor, by Its construectilon, defines a student not
recognized for his performance, but whe is desirable on other grouvnds. Thnis
student emerges as ore of lower actual jerformance and lower SAT scores, but
who stands out as horest and ethical, pieasant and cooperative, interested
in and concerned for cthers, and not ssatus-centered. He is a comfortable
person to be with, th.ugh (in traits not assceiated with verformance) neither
particularly extraverted nor introverted, conforming nor nonconforming,
anxious nor fr2e from anxiety. He is not fraught with protlems that make
him appear anxiety-ridden, unorthcdox or .:dd, unpopular, unevenly motivated
or uniquely creative; he appears to te 2 pretty stzble, plieasant, noncontro-
versial sors, valued for the fact that lLe is not an i1rivans, or teca'ise he
is on the right side of <he i :roader societal values.

Cf greater ivport in thic analysls, perhaps, is the insight it provides
avout the faculty ¢ rmulation of "good" performence. Loadings on Factor I,
perceptions of perfurmance, show that faculty believe that those who performn
ave industricus and work oiviented; able {however ability may be conceived);
interest. 4 in ideas or intellectuvally curious; motivated, serious, and eager

to learn; and imaginative, independently creative. They do not, as noted,

O
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relate perceptions of the student's performance to conformity, ethicality,
likali1lity, extraversion, popularity, anxiety level, or altruism. Students
who are perceived as likgble and cooperative, honest, or nobly altruistic
are nice to have around, regardless of performance level; nevertheless, such
rerceptions do not bias evaluation of accdemic 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 performence and desirability. Loadings of rating-
scale variables on this factor ares generally low, with the major proportion
of the variance absorbed by the first two factors. The highest 1lnadings,
however, occur for variables in the areas of intellectual values, creativity,
and open-mindedness, for the 2nalytical ability and grasp of abstract
variables under intellectual ability, and for some ccnformity variables.
This suggests tha% the substantial SAT residual may in psrt 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 manifestetions «f desira-
bility, and the creativity variables may reflect similarly unrela : . acts
or events in which verbal or symbolic 3kills are visibly reflected.

The lcadings of the SAT residuel in the area of opven-mindedness, if
real, are more diffieunlt to interpret. Tne best conjecture weuld seem to
be that brighter students may have ‘nore interest in intellectual inguiry and
exhibit it through continued receptivity to nev ideas. The fact that this

variance goes beycnd performence end desirability may be due to the student's

O
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ouing beyond what would satisfy the instructor: The brighter student may
coatinue 10 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
identifi-ution of reliable remaining variance related to ratings of general
desirability. The present study employed tne same data, but focused on
desirability apart from raters' perceptions of academic performance rather
thaa on desirability apart from sctual performance. Two questions prompted
sucil an analysis: (1) could previous results, based upcn a consensus, oY
ave:'age academic performence, be jfurther illuminated by going directly to
the rater's perception of performance?, and (2) what traits do faculty see
as compatible with or concomitants of their percepiion of performance?

The results tend to show an absorption in the faculty perception of
performance of much of the variance previously associated with depenjzaoility,
intellectual ability and values, motivation, self-sufficiency/creativity,
and naturity in defining desirability apert Zrom academic performance. The
results tend, however, to veriry or accentuate the contribution of other
traits, notably ethicality, likableness, cpen-mindedness, and altruismn. It
does app=ar that desirubility is highly rela:ed tc perception of academic
performance, however, end that o*her areas normally expected to make an
hone st contribution to performance (e.g., deendability, intellectual ability

and valuec, motivation, and self—sufficiency/creativity) are percelved by

RIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

11



-10~

the faculty to do so. Finally, there is remaining reliable variaice in SAT

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

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

ance nor desirability.

o
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