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) . Statement of Problem
g when a student's performance must be measured subjectively, or when

. it is difficult to quantify, a better evaluation can usually be ob-

; tained if more than one person judges the presentatinn. Some teachers

may feel that they are better qua11f1ed than anyone e1se to judge the

- student and assign a grade, but this attitude must be questioned.

. For example, if a panel of three were to judge a speech.contest, one
member might be influenced by appearance, another by content and ‘ )
another by style. With or without a rating instrument, which would
eva1uate these specific po1nts, the eva]u;;1ons wou]d probably. bal-
ance out so %inat the h1qhest grades wou]d go to the students g1v1ng
the best performance unless all of the judges were _biased in the same
direction. 0Obviously, a combined judgement shou]d be superior to the

judgement of an 1nd1V1dua1 when an overall eva]uat1or is des1red

v ' | When presentat1ons *equ1r1nq subjective analysis are made cont1n-
uously during a schoo] year, a typical c1assroom 1nstructor is faced

_ with a problem. The instructor can d6 the evaluation alon2 or can
attempt to obtain the as%istance of other fnstructors or even persons
_out.ide of the institution. However, this assistance is usually dif-

ficult to obtain on a continuing basis.

§ Another possibility is fo have the students evaluate each other as
we]]hes‘having the perfqrmance evaluated by the instructor. The

question than ari<~s as to whether or not the students’ appraisals )
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“would be fair and honest. A reasonable assumption would be that the

. /_,,students'_kﬁow1edqe of each other would unduly influence their judge- -

ment. Specifically, if. it could be assumed that they would tend to -
M

favor their friends and close acha1ntanées and downgrade those whom

they d1s11ked or WTth whom_they were not we11 acquaﬁnted -

In many cfgsses, stgdepts ére graded on how well they perfo}m certain
tasks and it méy be diffiéu]t, if not impossible, to set uﬁ criteria
that can be measured objectively. If 2 subjective evaluation is nec-
essary, the instructor may not wish tp be the sole judge, especially

. if he has had the students in other £lasses. His knowledge of their .

.behavior and abilities might influence his current evaluation.

4

L4

/ -If the instructor were- to permit the other members of the class to

part1c1pato in the evaiuat1ons, the prob]em is that-these student

{

““evaluations might be too subJert1ve and b1ased to be used in de- .

termining the final grade.
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Objegtives.
. The basic purpose of this proaect was to determine whether students,
when mak1ng a subjective eva1Jation,,tend to grade their friends and

close acquaintances higher than others they do not know as well. '/)

A secondary objective was to determine whether the use of an eva1uat1on ,
1nstrument by students reduces the subgectivfty of their judgement. - /7
Specifically, an attempt-was made to determine the difference between

a grade based on a general odera]j impression of the presentation and—

‘one based on evaluating particular points.

~




~Background Information"

The reaaeurcher has, for four-yedrs, taught a course. called Purchasing
_ Negot1at1ons wh1ch js part of the Materials Management Curr1cula at
Lakeshore Technical Institute, C1eve}and, Wisconsin. ’
. . ' ' \
- In thfgf;ourse, students are trained in the negotiating skills needed
by an industrial purchasing agent " A hands-on apprbach is used by
hav1ng the students resolve conflicts ‘tkrough regot1at1on. The f1rst

©
half of the. course consists, in addition to some 1ecfures, of having

students develop a S1f:atwon in which they, as a. representat1ve of a
manufacturer,- have to negotiatz a settlement with 1ndastria1 buyers. .
The situations represent such typical prob]ems as a price increase,

poor quatlity, Iate~delivery, etc. Other studehtS'are selected as the

- buyers' representatives and a negotiating sessigh is then privately

video-taped. The students are given fifteen to thirty minutes during

7 4

" which time.they are to reach a mutua]]& satisfactqry agreement. o

Ly (

Students are requ1red to provide the 1nstructor private]y with
spec1f1c objectives they are trying to reach. For example, the man-
,d%acturer's'represertative may state'thaf he is ask’ng for an eighth

\ percent. price increage across tne board but will sett]e for five percent,

and the buyer may state that he will offer a two percent price increase o

~ I

but w11] settie for four percent ObV1ously, these goa]s are 1ncom-
pat1b1e “and someone is going to have to make some concession/1f an

. agreement is to be reached. Usually other fzctors such as freight

7
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absorption, packaging, quality controt specifications, and so forth are
irtroduced so that one item may be{traded off-for another. This is a

real 1ife situation and some kind of an agreement is usually reached.

-

When several sessions are completed, the.tapes are played, bgck before

the entire class for discussion and critique.

- . R

In1t1a11y, the 1nstructor was the sole Judge and assigned a grade based

_on his general impression of their performance and how close the students

came to ach1evﬁng their stated objective. During the 1975 spring term,

the 1nstructor prepared a formal evaluat1on 1nstrument which students

used to evaluate the negotiating sessions. The oart1c1pants did not

gratle themse]ves; Other students' evaluations were averaged with the

mean of student.eva1uations counting one-third and the 1nstructor's/> o

‘evaluation countjnq-two-thirds'on the grade of that presentation.

<
4

This-is the background and the basis for the present investigation.
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PROCEDURE
Before playina back a video-taped negofiation session for a critique
. and evaluation by the ;1ass, stidents were given the "Evaluation of
Purchasing Negotiation Fresentation” form, Exhibit Oné. It wasfe;-
- r” .ined that they were to grade the buyer and seller on'12 points,
.- ' that these would beﬁtota1ed and .a simple average (mean) of all the
student's evaluations ca]cu]ated. This would then be averaged with the
fnstructor's evé]uations (50/50) to determiné the grade on that paftic-
| ular presentation. The 12 criteria on the form were discussed so that
all students wdu]d be moré awafe of the Boints to watéh for durjng a
playback period. They werewinstructea to:keepfnotes on the back of the
page and to complete the eva]ua;ion following a general critique..

i
-

The 12 criteria used‘for judging do not all have equal weight. Five have

‘a'pbssib1e,score of ten,_five ; possible score of eight,zénd two a pos-
N sib]e score of five; the total being 163. This instrument was used the

preyious yéar and was considered quite satisfactory.

The video-tape was then played, and onn cénc]usion, the-students were’

i asked to immediately give the buyer and sei]er a numerica1 score from

zero. to 100 based on “heir uverall 1mpress1on of the ‘negotiating session

and to write it at the bottom of the co]umns on the evaluation sheet. A

ggnera] critiqug folllowed during which the instructor acted as the mod-
) ~ erator but avoided making any positive or negative statements -concerning

-

the participants.

10




Thé students than completed the evaluation instrument, folded it in

half and gave it to the instructor.

Originally there were 22 stddents in the class and each was to partic-
ipate in two negot1at1ng sessions Due to drop cu's, job outs, and
absences dur1ng the critique, a tota] of 680 eva]tatlons and 644 gen-
eral impression scores were receiv.d. These were tatulated and the mean
for the buyer and seiler were calculated in order to trterm1ne a grade.
N4
For the purpose of this report, the mean of both evdluatiors, one from
the evaluation sheet and one from the general impression’'grade that

each student gave, were calculated.

A%ter all of the n\got1at1ng sessions had been evaluated, the students
were given a survey sheet, Exh1b1t Two. This su+vey asled three quest1ons
reqard1ng the relationship of the student to the other students in thé-
class; 1) How much time do they ‘spend together dutside of class, 2) How -
1ong.have they known him, and 3) Hgy well arethey acquainted. They
were told that the instructor.was déing a wesearth prcject and needed the

information and it had nothing to do with their grades and thé)course.

L}

1t was explained that the information received would be kept confidential

and be seen only by the instructor, and if they felt it was too personal,
they had no obligation-to complete the form, However, all of the students

in the class completed the survey.:

This comp1eted the information gathering portion of the project.

11



Organization and Presentation of Data’

i

After each video-tape session was evaluated, the scores were posted to two
ta11y sheets, one for the scores irom the evaluation instrument and ona

for the genetal impression scores. These tally sheets ape.not 1nc1uqed,1n
this report because they contained persona] names inySrder to'faciTitate~J

: post1n, from the evaTuat1on sheets which also used personal names, When all

"y
—

4
MY

of the eva]uat1ons were comp]ete, the mean of the scores each student gave
was calculated. e

The stpdehts' survey sheets were then analyzed. In ordehmto obtain a.numehi' \\\\f

a %ca] score for comparison purposes, V values had to be ass1qned to the re-

-

sponses, Values were assigned as shown.
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It was deciééd the lowest tota%ﬂvalue'possib1e would be zero, and the highest'
value would be ten. Because the purpose‘of the research is to determine

if students will grade their close friends and those with whom they are

well acquainted higher than those fﬁey do not know as well, the -response

"a very close fr'1fend"l was given a value of four. The assumption was =~ 2
thaf the Stuqents are likely to be more friendly with someone théy spend

five hours per week with than someone they ﬁbyer*see outside of ciass;
therefore, the response "more than five hours” was given a value of three.
Finally, it was assumed that the longer they have known someone, the more
likely they are to be friends; therefore, the respohse "more than two years"

was gqivzen 2 value of three.

1t is recognized that these assumptions will not hold true in every case.

A person could know someone more than two years and totally dislike him or
a person could be in contact with another for more than five hours'and still
not consider him a friend."However, when the values checked for éach question
are totaled, it does seem reasonable to assume that the student will be -
closer to those with the higher‘va1ue total than to those with the lower
total. It is upon this assumption that the analysis of the results are
based. |

The fesponse values across were totaled as in the example and the fﬁree
highest and three lowest totals for each eva]uator noted. These totals
were posted to the " column of an analysis sh®et, Exhibit Three. The
evaluator's I.D. number was recorded on the top tine a}cng with the mean

'm" of each of his evaluations, one from the evaluation instrument and

‘'one from his general 1mbression scores. The I.D. numbers and the scores

given to six students, three with the hﬁghest total values and the three

J
13



Towest total values, were posted. The mean "m" of each student's éiven
scores was calculated, and‘the variance "v" from the mean of the eval-
not provide any better comparisons than the variances between the means
of the raw scores. The mean and variance for the combined scores for
the top and bottom @hree were also calculated, and thfs was used to
make the final comparison. 'Variance for the combined scores is circled

on each analysis shee£.~

When the analysis sheets were completed, a summary sheet was prepared,
Exhibit Four. The evaluator's mean scores using the evaluation instru-
ments were listed in descending order in one column, and the mean general
ihpression scores from the same student vere Tisted in anothen\éo]uén.
The difference "d" between the variance for the three studenfs\he

“knows best" and the three students he “knows 1ea;t" w;s posted dext to

the mean score. For example, a -5 indicates that he graded the three

he' "knows Teast" an average of five points lower than the three ne "knew

best."

Another column was added to this summary sheet to show the difference
between the mean raw scores from the evaluation instrument and from the

general impression scores.

For example, student No. 8837 gave an average score of 97 using the
evaluation instrument and an average general impression score of 95 for
a differencg of negative two points. Whereas student 5678 did just the
opposite and gave an average general 1mpréssion score of 87, 14 points
higher tﬁan the average score of 73 he gave using the evaluation instru-
ment. © It is 1nterést1ng to note that students giving the lower average

scores from the evaluation instrument generally gave considerable higher

nonaral imnraceinn ernrec. 14
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ANALYSIS

‘A stud§‘6f the "Summary of Analysis Sheets,” Exhibit Four, reveals sev-

. eral points worth consideratich.

when comparing the grades the students gave using ‘the evaluation instru-
ment to the general impression gradeé, it is apparent that they g.ve
lower grades when using the evaluation instrument. The average gfade
from the evaluation instrument was 87.5 while the average grade from the
general impression score was 91.1, a difference of 3.6 points. Equally
important was the range. For the evaluation instrument, 17 grades ranged
from 73 to 97, a spread of 24 points, whi]e for the qenera] impression

scores the range was only from 85 to 95, a spread of only ten points.

This would seem to substantiate the point that when evaluating a per- °
formance on each of 12 different points, it is necessary to give more
thought to the evaluation, and even though the question asked by each in-

dividual point to be considered is subjective in nature, a more realistic

.score will be obtained tham by assigning a grade based on an overall im-

pression.

A study of the difference between\the grades a student gave those he
"knows best" compared to those he "knows least" shows that the students
do grade those they "know be;t" higher than those they "know least.”

of 17'studehts, 13 gave higher grades to their-"friends," the difference
ranging from one po1nt to 1i po1nts h1gher, two showed no difference in’
their average grades; and two graded their "friends" lower by one point

and five points. The average difference for the 17 students was a

negative 3.4 points when using the eva]uation 1nstrument

15



A siﬁi]ar condition exists when using theﬂgeneral impression scores. Of°
17 students, 14 gave higher grades to their “friends,” the difference

being frahione point to seven points; one Qraded both the same; and two
graded their "friends" lower by one point and two points, respective]y;

. 1.9
The average difference was a negative 2.9 points for the general impres-

r&dpn scores . -

) This is less than the negative 3.4 points average difference from the

evalvation instrument scores ‘and was anticipated due to the narrower

range of grades. .

16
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canclusion and Recommendations

This research-tends to prove that when making a subjective'eva1uation,
students grade those they know best higher than those they do not know
‘gévwe11. While this bias is relatively high for some individuals, for
the class as a whole the differencé is only negative 3.4 points. A
previous, less-comprehensive study showed a similar bias of negative 2.3
points. Thi§ bias is large enough to affect a'student's grade but

when averaged with the instructor's grade, the bias will be reduced by
fifty percent as shown below.

The‘average grade from all of the students; evaluations was 87.5 and the
average difference betweén those they know best and those they know Teast
was a negative 3.4 pbints. The instrqctor's average grade for the same

presentations was 84.1 points. Averaging these will give the following

results: :
+ —-- now Most Know Least Difference
Students' Evaluation 87.5 84.1 -3.4
Instructors' Evaluation 84,1 84.1
T7T.6 168.2
Average - 85.8 84.1 1.7

The study also indicated that a more realistic evaluation can be obtained
by using an instrument requiring the evaluation .of severaI different
points instead of basing a grade on a‘genera] overall 1mpression.‘ A
wider range of grades as well as a slightly Tower average'shou1d be =

obtained by this method.

17
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When an instructor wants assistance from others in grading a perisrmance
requiring subjective evaluation, this research shows that the instructor
can use evaluations by other students in the class. If an effective

eva1uat1on instrument is prepared and the ltudentf evaluations are

averagéd w1th those of the instructor, any personal bias in the students’

——d A
evaluations will be minimuzed.

Student eva]uations not only provide additional input to the instructor

but give. the students a greater sense of involvment and particiaption
PN

‘in the class.

18
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Purchasing Negotiation

104-192

Evaluation of Purchasing Megotiation Presentation Date

Exhibit One

Fi11 in the names of the participants and sign your name. - Circ]é.the rating

number you think applies to each criteria, one being the lowest rating.

All

evaluation scores will be tabulated and grade determined according to percentile
" rank. A1l evalyations will be kept confidential.

“Names o Buyer . Seller .
Criteria ?
. . (
How well were they prepared? 10987654321 109287654321
To what degree were %hey in 10987654321 109876542 1|
control of the situation? ) \ !
_ ¥ :
How successful were they in ) i
establishing a mocd favorable D987 4654321 10987654321
to .agreement?. } .
How effective vere the questions 10987654321 | 10987654321
asked? ' . } _
How well did they respond to 87654321 | 876543 2_15
" the questions? : - T
. | ) LS S
To what degree were alternate 87654321 87654321y
solutions proposed?
- How well were they able to keep : d
negotiations open and avoid 87654321 87654321
a stalemate? ' ‘ ; -
. ~ H
To what extent was there com- ; :
plete understanding of the 54321 54321
final terms and conditions? o .
Hew effective were they in ex- . 87654321 87654321
~ ploiting their strong points? . :
How effective were they in con- 87654321 i 87654321
cealing their weaknesses? "
How acceptable was their dress, 54321 54321,
speech anq grooming?
How well did the accomplish 10987654321 10987654321
their objective? ' :
Evaluator

20
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. ' oy
None How many hours

o | 1 |- ' Less than 1 hour

1 to 5 hours

More than 5 hours

do }ou spend iv'ith '
him per week out

side of class?

&

- , . _ !
o B Less than 6 nonths |

1 ; THow TOI;IQ have
.6 months 0 year|

e
- ] =
f.
i
T
i
i-

you known hin?

'

\ 1l o 2 years

| |
|More than 2 years |

q

| ]

A very close friend;

very cee ren;‘How well-are -
A friend

‘ , | - jy’ou acquainted °
& . O“.]..y as d classmate ith hin?

] ¢
.‘ | . ‘ o \22
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Exhibit Four

SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS SHEETS

i

Evaluation General

Instrument JImpression Difference
Scores Scores, Between
- ‘ I. D. No. ‘m] \ dq m,) dy my - mll
8837 97 -5 95 -5 -2
6310 95 . 0 93 -4 -2
8546'i - 92 -4 9% . -3 + 2
3429 92 -11 93 -5 + 1
1484 91 + 1 92 -1 1
' 2365 .89 -9 91 -5 + 2
2910 89 -5 92 -5 + 3
9223 89 -9 92 -3 + 3
, 0052 88 -3 9% = -3 6,
3735 - 87. -2 92 -3 45
5979 87 . -1 90 -2 +3
© % 5080 . 86 - 6 85 Ss -1
0972 . 86 0 93 + 1 + 7
8434 85 -3 91 -2 +6
9592 83 -&, 6 88 -7 +54
B 6147 79 +5 88 + 2 +9
6678 73 o 8 0 414 -
m  87.5 3.4 911 -2.9 +3 .6
Instructor 84.1 i -

25




Exhibit Five

-1

d \“ SUMMARY OF SCORES FROM. EVALUATION INSTRUMENT

I.D. " 1st Sess. " 2nd Sess. Totals
No. n. m [ |
v 3566 18 79 18 86 36 83
N 6310 18 93 18 9% 36 " 95
’ 9223 19 -8 10 8 24 89
9592 16 85 10 . 8 26 83
_ 6632 12 78 6 9 18 82
235 19 8 16 9l 30 89
_ es46. - 20 %0 18 9 38 92
T a0+ 18 8 18 93 36 89
72 16 s 18 89 34 8
5080 12 82 10 %0 22 8
3409 16 9 18 93 34 92
6147 6 7. 8 86 C 34 79
o052 ‘18 8 18 89  36- 8 0//,/’{\\
6678 10 :f .12 74 2 73 - _: '
| 3735 20 84 '8 90 - 38 87 R
L e . 18 83 12 8 30 - 84
mze o 8T 8 89 36 80
g4 18 -8 18, 90  36° 85', N 5
0355 10 83 W 0o 10 8 f
8837 6 96 18 97 38 97
. L. 59 18 g1, 18 —90 . 36 8
: | s 18 87 1B 9% R
: : n 16 8 16 .8 3. 8&
Explanation -

S .On the first session, student no.,3566 evaluated 18 presentations
3 ST ) and the mean-of his evaluations was 79, for the second session 18
o ~ and 86 and the. total 36-and 83 respectively. . :
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Exhibit Six
GEMERAL IMPRESSION

SUMMARY OF SCORES

. I.D. - 1st Sess. 2nd Sess. Iggglg

No._ n. m. nh. m A m
3566 18 .9, 16 93 3 o4
6310 18 91 18 94 3% 93
9223 14 92 10 91 .24 92
9502 16 88 10 89 2 88
6632 4 78 6 91 .10 86
2365 - 14 90 6 92 30 9
8546 20 94 18 94 38 99
2910 14 .90 18 94 32 92
0972 12 92 18 94 30 93
5080 12 80 10 91 22 85
3429 16 83 18 93 3 93
£147 14 85 18 91 32 88
0052 18 92 - 18 95 36 94
6678 10 8 14 90 24 87
3735 20 9. 16 92 36 92
£234 14 91 12 89 2. 90
1129 16 88 18 90 34 89
8434 16 89 18 92" 34 9
8838 16 96 18 94 34 95
5979 18 89 1891 3% 90
1484 18 29 18 94 3 92
m 15 89 6 92 31 9
Explanation -

On the first session, student no. 3566 scored 18 presentations and
the mean of his scores was 94.y:For the second session, 16
Q and 93 and the total 34 and 94.respectively.
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“~. . Exhibit Seven a
SUMMARY OF RESPONSES FROM STUDENT SURVEY

How many hours per week do you spend witﬁ him outside of class?

Less Than | More Than
1.D. No. None One Hour 1-5 Hours Five Hours
, w7 3 10 1
0052 3 2 6 10
0972 8 12 1 0
8546 5 9 6 1
2365 4 2 18 1
9223 5 7 7 .2
6310 3 4 1 13
8837 5 3 9 4
1484 8 3 8 2
5080 0 20 1 0
8434 6 2 13 0
3429 6 6 6 3
9592 5 9 7 0
5979 14 4 3 0
6147 | 8 9 3 0
, 6678 0 . 20 1 0
2910 A 1 1 _3
' 91 122 104 ~40 -
T=357 25.5% 34.2% 29.1% 11.2%
Value 0 1 2 3
Explanation -

Student No. 3735 checked responses as follows regarding how many hours
per week he spent with the other students outside of class.,

None -7
Less than 1 hour 3
1 to 5 hours 10

More than 5 hours 1
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‘ | _Exhibit Seven b
SUMMARY df RESPONSES FROM STUDENT SURVEYS

»

How Long Have You Known Him?

Less Than 6 Mos- More Than
1.0. # 6 Mos. 1 Yr. 1-2 Yrs, 2 Yrs.
3735 0 7 12 2
0052 0 3. 16 2
. 0972 5 14 1 1
8546 1 5 15 0
2365 0 8 ' 12 1
9223 -3 15 | 3 0
6310 2 4 13 2
8837 1 7 13 9
1484 2 3 16 3 0
5080 0 6 15 ’ 0
8434 5 3 N 2
3429 1 3 17. 0
9592 0 - 5 16 0
5979 0 18 1 2
6147 1 17 2 1
6678 0 1 17 3
2910 0 20 1 0
T=357 21 139 178 19
5.9% 38.9% 49.9% 5.3%
Value 0 1 2 3
Explanation - o

~.
Student No. 3735 checked responses as follows regarding how Tong
he had known the other students. ‘

Less than 6 months 0
6 mos. to a yr. 7
. 1 yr. to 2 yrs. 12
Q More than 2 yrs. 2

ERIC - 29




| Exhibft Séven c
SUMMARY OF RESPONSES FROM STUDENT - SURVEY

How well are you acquainted with him?

»

Close

1. D. No. Friend Friend Classmate

3735 1 13 7

0052 13 3 5

972 0 7 14

- 8546 12 KR
2365 0 10 Con

9223 0 6 15

6310 3 no 7

8837 7.9 5

1484 2 s 14

~ | ‘ 5080 0 14 7 ;A
| -

, 8434 1 1 9

‘ 3429 0 17 4
5592 0 13* 8

5979 0 4 17

6147 0 5 16

6678 A 3 17

2910 0 4 17
29 147 181

=357 8.1% 41.2% 50.7%

Value 4 2 0

Explanation -

Student No. 3735 checked responses as follows regarding
how well he was acquainted with the other students.

Close Friend 1
Friend 13
Classmate 7
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