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FACULTY FERCFPIIONS OF STUDENTS

I.. Taculty Definiticn ¢ Desirable Soadeer Truits

Abgtrant

udend traite thAat

Tre primacy prirpose of thils study was to
raculty as-ceiate with declrability, separate and apart [rocc tuose retiected
foothe traditiorsl academts achlevemernt inhdices,

Ratins. of stidentc an 80 variatles, lnoludine o sivisns deslrability

varistio, weve ciotainea, tocerner with nivh conool wol cellser crale averciecs
ard SAT sovres.  The resulting 84 x 8L corrclaticn wviix war ructored byothe

nal method, ueiny yrecise communality estimutaz {ron o cerarate furtor

sraiysic.  Tp othis case, the procedure permits pavtlisliine it the variance
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in desirability and the otrer variables which is wttr
rectomicrizce, and definition of residual duciratility in ternss of relation-
stip of the rezidual ov the otter variatl.s to devirabtility avpart frow ac-
adewro performance.  Tuoe diareonal Mictoriecs weshod wuo alee used to exanite

T econtent, including academic perfommance, of conestl desirability, and

¢ define desirability separate zud apnrt from SAT und araderic performance.

Ratings of intellectual ubility and valueco, molivetion, ani creativity,
1p well as wetual yrade point ﬁveruge, weve found *o be related o gerneral
dezivatility ratings. Desirability arart from grades, :owever, appears

1o oneist ot sucn traits ac likablencss, ethicality, (pen-mindedress,

ftralem, maturity, and selr-insight, although ratings of irteilectual
aLility and values have components related to gradec wnd to desirability apart
from crades. Ability as measured by the 5AT, thoug! rescciably related to
verfornance, arpears to have nerative relatioaship to desirability apart from
crades,
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FACULTY PERCEPTIONG CF STUDENTS

II. Faculty Definition of Desirable Student Traits
The Origin

The study fror which this report is drawn wes begvn in 1957 by the Edu-
catlonel Testing Service and eight cooperating institutions (Amherst,
Caltech, Cornell, Dartmouth, MIT, RPI, Rutgers, and Stanford), with initial
support from the Sloan Foundation and later support by the College Entrance
Examination Board and Fducational Testing Service. The general purpose of
the long-term research is to establish a reliable, valid, and relevent cri-
terion or criterion-complex of success in ¢ollege beyond that afforded by
direct measvres of acedemic performence (grade-point avergge Or SCOres on
conventional achievement tests).

There are a number of re..sons why such a research would se2m useful,
One has o do with the question of the adequacy of the traditionsl criteria
(grades or fact or graduation) in encompassing all of the important goxls of
higher education. From this perswective, there may be implicaticns for more
useful specification of goals end more effective evaluation of the totel
growth experience. How well does the composite of assigned grades, instruc-
tor by instructer and course by course, add up to what the total college ex-
perience should be concerned with? Are there elements therein that may Ye
antithetical (or simply irrelevant) to later contribution to self or society
that the college experience should :ermit the individual to make? What
growth beyond that reflected by grade average is a conscious, contrived (if
unspecified) part of the college goals, and what is mere happenstance?

A second reason for concern with the criterion problem grows ocut of
modern selective admissions problems and practices. That there is 1ittle
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change in the picture provided by Harris' (1940) review of acadenic predic-
tion studies prior to 1940 is attested by the more recent review by Fishman
and Pasanella (1960). The only selection tools that have widespread employ-
ment and that have clearly proved their value are measures of scholastic
aptitude and achievement. Yet, their value has been tested in almost all
instances against an ecademic grade-average critericn. With no substantial
improvement in predictability over the last Tour decades, despite the versa-
tility psychologists have shown in contriving potential predictors, the
preblem may lie in the eriterion.

In a study of prediction of achievement in a Naval gunnery school,
Fraderiksen (1954, p. 98) found that a test of reading comprehe asion had the
highest validity for predicting grades, though course objectives were ex-
pressed in terms of manual performance and the prediction bettery included
tests of mechanical knowledge and performance. Examination revealed that
grades were based on tests of content of technical menuals; with revision of
this criterion to reflect more faithfully the instructional goals, the more
reasonable predictcrs worked and the validities for the reading somprehension
test shrunk. The point is, of course, that we may be predicting grades as
they are, rather than as they might (or should) be. Cur acts of faith in
perpetuating personality theories and tests related to desirable growth and
achievement may be more likely suts’antiated against criteria reflecting ap-
plication of these qualities.

The case for loocking for additiornal qualities that may be employed as
criteria is made more urgent vy those highly selective institutions, now
oversupplied with applicants qualified on SAT, that need other means of
differentiating among prospective students. Admissions directors, reflecting
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faculty and administrative concern, have become vocal in citing interest in
qualities or churacteristizs teyond those measiared by SAT and the high school
rank. Yeit, tlere is little agreement as to what these qualities may be and
active debate as to how in these structures a freshtman class should be con-
stituted if indeed these student traits be subject to manipulation by selec-
tive admissicns. Past experience would indicate that the problem is not
likely to be solved by fresh zeal in tried-ut-disproved methods such as inter-
view by admissions people, or by new pitches for old personality tests by
their dedicated psychologist authors. Criterion quelities must first be
carefully established.

It is ior these reasoans that this series of criterion-dafinitvicn studies

was launched.
Purpose of the Presoant Study

One high priority scurce of definition of desirable student traits is
the teaching faculty. Not only do they control, within limits set by insti-
tutional philosophy and administrative pressures, the flow of students
through t'2 institlution, but alsc they represent a knowledge of the disci-
plines to be taught and their prerequisites; more than anyone else, they have
firsthand contact with the growth-inducing process and the students immersed
in this experien-e.

Faculty traditionally and oft'icially report their evaluation of students
through the grading system. Yet, the values of instructors may extend beyond
those qualities asmenatle to assessment within the evaluative structure, or te-
yond those that can be incorporated into a single unit of instructicn. For
example, humanities faculty are believed to value interest in jdeas; however,
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it 1. conceivable that bright or grade-motivated students can perform well
on practicable cocurse reguirements without deep, personal involvement in
ideclogical issves. Similerly, independent study bteycnd course requirements
ray be valued but not reflected in gredes.

This report is the secend in a series concerned with the source, con-
tent, structure, reliability, validity, and relevance of faculty perceptions
of desirable student traits. Specifically, the analyses presented herein
are directed toward the specification of pprsbnal quelities that faculty
value in students, and, most particularly “hose that are not related to aca-

demic performance es measured by grades.
Procedure

The Deve opuent of the Reting Scales

The development of the rating scales employed in the present analysis
is described 3in detail in the first report in this series (Davis, 195ka).
In wrief, however, the work began with the solicitation f:iom faculty ot free
verval descriptions of highl;- desirable and highly undesirable students,
each at a specified variety of academic performance levels. A first rating
scale was drawn {rom a semple of traits suggested by thematic analysis of
this material, employed in new study, and refincd oy factor analytic methods
end the later incorporation of additional 4raits from the original source
material. The result was a second caperimental rating scale, hereinafter
referred to as the Stident Rating Form (SRF), containing 80 bipolar traits

for rating on a five-point continuum. This form was emplcyed in the present

analysis as the basic source of data.
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The Samplie

In emch of the eight participatirg institutions, & randcm sanple of
rmale upperclassmer was drawn to yield an N of from 9C o 65 subjects Por
each institution. At cne institution (Amherst), en additioral random semple
of freshmen was drawn. Raters for all students were &ssigned by random
selection from each student's official class schedule for the last term of
tre academic year (1961-62); sttempts were made to obtain two raters for each
student (except at Dartmouth, where every current teaching feculty member for
each student, as well ac his major advisor, was solicited). Where class
size, nhostility of instructor toward the study, Inaccuracies in the officlal
claes schedule, or other circumstances obviated participation, attempts were
rade through an institutional representative to locate other faculty members
to serve as replacemeni raters.

For each of the 80 basic items, the rater was given the opportunity to
check en "unkncwn" box if he felt he had insufficiernt .tnowledge cf the stu-
dent with regerd to thet particuler trait. Those vating forms with more than
50% of the items thus msrked were excluded from the present analysis. The
original numbers of students and raters asgeinst the final numbers meeting
the 50% completion criterion are shown in Ta®le 1. Table 2 shews the compo-
sition of the sample »f faculty by teaching field. Thus, the present study
is tased'on 696 ratings invclving 398 students and 407 faculty members from

eight institutions.

Tne Ccnditions of Rating

Faculty members selected as raters were approached by maill shortly after
the teginning of the final term of the 1961-62 academic year, with a brief
request for particiration, the name of the student or students to be rated,
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T1ible 2
Ratir 's According to Teaching Field of Raters

(50% Completion Sample)

Derartment No. Ratings % of Totsl

Engineering:

Blectrical 42 6.0
Mechanical & relisted fields 37 .3
Civil & related fields 24 3.5
Chemical 18 2.6
Others 3k 4.9
All Engineering Fields 155 22.3
Fumanities:
English & Ccmparative Literature 81 11.6
Modern & Rorance Languages “0 7.2
Pnilosopny & Religion 29 4.2
Art & Music 20 2.9
Misc. (Classics, Greek, Humanities) 8 1.1
All Humanities 185 27.0
Natural Sciences:
Physics & Astronomy 38 5.5
Bivlogy & Zoology 28 k.o
Mathematics 28 4.0
Cnemistry 26 3.7
Geology & related fields 14 2.0
All Natural Sciences 134 ©19.2
donacedemic & Education:
Military & related sciences 20 2.9
Education & Health & Physical 18 5.6
N Al '
Educetion
Prama & Speech 16 2.3
All Nornacadenmic & Education o4 7.8
Social Sciences:
History %6 8.1
Economics 20 7.2
Political Science 21 3.0
Fsychology 17 2.k
Misc. Scocial Studics 17 2.4
All Sccial Sciences 161 23.1
Miscellaneocus {adninistrative or Loy 6 6
unknown) ) )
TOTALS : 696 100.0%
O
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and 2 sample vating Z“orm. It was hoped that this procedure would permis some
cpportunity for each reter o get to know the student Ly the Yime the actual
ratings vere required. Shortly before final exams, the actual request, finel
forms for rating, ani insiructions were transmitowd £2 each facglty memser
who had not indicated unwillingness cor inability to rarticipate; follew-ups
b mail, and in some cases an ultimate pione call frow =z local ! stitutional
represc itative, were used to insure as complete a response as possiule. Ul-
timately, 71% of those faculty members approached returned a completed rating

form (Tavle l).

Statistical Treatment cf Deta

Treating each set of ratings as a unit, interc.rrelaticnc among the 80
rating scale items were computed, togethe: with the intercorrelations ameng
these items and SAT-V, SAT-M, High School Rank-in-Clas: (HSR), and Freshmen
Grad:-Point Average (GPA) of the student rated. (The two measures of mca-
dermic standing were first transmuted to a standard score scale with 3 mean
of % and = 5.D. of 10 within eech instituticnal sample.) Gocd communality
es*imates for the €% varisbles, rucial for diagonal f:ctoring, were obtained
from a ¢ ,arate factor analysis (Davis, 1964b) where eight iterations crought
the reximui residual communality value down to .0U28.

The laﬁt of the 80 rating-scale items related sp2cifically to the
question of stuient desirability by askin, for a rating cn "The kind of stu-
dert this institution shovld {or should nct) admit.” Using .he diagcnal

methicd of factoringl (Thurstone, 1947, pp. 101-110) and the comrmunality

1The writer is indetied to John Hemphil: for sugge:+ing this applicaticn
of the disgunal methrod.
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estimates obtained from the separate factor enalysiz, a desirabili*y factor
was first defined by placing a vector through the de:irqzbility item, so that
loadings of the other variables cn this "ractor” migiht e exarined. This
procedure, of cource, ask: the guesticn: Of the2 relliable rariance attribut-
able to desirabilivy, what proportion of the variance contvivuted bty the
other variables (items) may reflect the same quality, and wnat do these re-
lationships imply &s to the meaning of desirability in the faculty mind?

This first fectoring by the diagornal method was continued by piacing a second
vector through the residual variance in GPA, thus acsking thes gquestion: after
the variance gttributable to desirability has been wremoved, what is left that
may be related to academie performance? Finally, vesidual communalities werve
computed to determine what variance might be left in each variable after that
attributable tc desirability and academic performance had been removed.

In & second diagonal factoring, the first vectcr was placed through GPA
and the second vector through a point defined by <he resiaual for desirabil-
ity. This prccedure permits first the remival of variance attributable to
grades, and then the examination of the cunceptual content of desirability

separate and gpart from a .ademic_performance. Thiz sec.nd diazonal factoring

was continved by placing a third vectour through the residual for SAT-V. Thics
procedure places GPA, desirability apart from grades, and SAT-V orthogonal to
one another; and should revezl some specification of the variance remaining
ir o ufter thet portion related to grades and to desiratility has been con-
trolled. Residual cormunality values were again computed to show reliable
variance remaining that was not related to the firz: three factors.

Finally, it was felt that a useful ti-prcduct of these date and meth-dc

might result by placing the first vector through SAT-V, a second voctor

O
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through the GPA residual, and a third through the reuaining residual for
desirability. This procedure asks, first, for the r2laticnship of the
various items to the reliable variance In SAT; second, for relaticonship of
items to grades after variance attrivutable to TAT tas teon reroved; wnd,
then, the variance attributable to desirability after that attributable to
both SAT and grades has Leen removed. The second rsctor defives, in effect,
tte nonpredictable (from SAT) portior of the reliarle variance in academic
performance for examination against the varicus traltz ramed in tie rasing
scale items, and thus may provide somea insight intc factors insti.tors

essociate with acadenmic performance that are not reflacted by GAT.
Results and Diccuesion

Teble 3 shows a porticn of the 84 x Bl correlation matrix, end the cor-
relations between these variables and two othors generated by ascigning each
case the mean SAT-V and SAT-M scores for the instituiicnal group vepresented.
Not all varinbles in the original matrix are shown becaurs of cpace limita-
tione; those selected for 1llustrative purposes are the contrsl variabvles
and those 16 items from the rating scaies with the highest loading on each
cf the factors best defined by rating-scale items in the equimax rotation
{Davis, 1954b) involving the same population.

In general, the rating-scale items tend to have moderate positive rels-
ticnships with one anc*her. (It should be remembered that a sele-tion of
items which in each case bvest define a separatz factor would tend to have
lower intercorrelaticns with cne an .ther than with cother items; therefore,

th. 1ten in’crcorrelations shown tend to represent the lower limits ~f the

O
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range.) Some halo is surely operant in the ratings. H.wever, of morve
interest are the relaticonships of the rating-scale items to the control
veriables and to the desirability criterion item.

The absence »f relationchip between the SAT means and all cother non-8AT
variables, including HSR and GPA, would sugrest that there is no tendency for
faculty at institutic: ; with high SAT means to rate students higher on the
rating scales than de faculty at institutions with lower ZAT means. This is,

T ecourse, to bte expectec. However, whnen the SAT sceres f the student rated
(rather than of his institutional group) a:e considered, the relationships
with ratings on such traits as intellectual interest, originality, and intel-

lectual quickness are positive and signific int beyond the .01 level of confi-

~dence (the same holds between retings of these traits and HSR or GPA).

Although the eight institutioral subsamples in each case have HSR and GPA
means of 50 by definition from normalizing, and althcugh the institutions are
each relatively homogeneous on SAT from selectivity factors {though variable
from institution to institution), th2 relationships within the tetal cample
of SAT-Y and SAT-M to GPA (.36 and .22 respectively) are reasonably hipgh.
The relationship between HSR and GPA (r = .41) is als: reascnable. It would
seem safe to assume that for the institutions represented SAT and HSR are
operating as expected with regard to prediciion of GPA.

Desirability, the crucial variable for this study, is probably most
notable for the absence of significant relationship with SAT. Instrument
factors enuld account for the generally moderate relationships with other
rating-scale items, although the relationship of desirsbility to GFA is also

moderate (r = .31).
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A better answer to the guestion of the meaning of dezirability in the
faculty mind may be provided by the factor-analytic approach. Table 4 pre-
sents the communalities, the loadings on a first factor defined by vector
through desirability, the loadings on a second orthogonal factor defined by
vector through the residual for GPA, and the residual communalities. (Items
are grouped in the clusters formed by the separate equimax rotation.)

In general, highest loadings on desirability appear for items lebeled
Intellectual Ability, Intellectual Values, Mptivation, ani Creativity,
although loadings in many other areas are high. Considering instrument
factors, it is probably of greater interest here tc note those areas where
loadings are low: Conformity, Extraversion, Popularity, Anxiety, ana Status-
Centeredness are traits that faculty do not relate to desirability. The
lcadings of SAT-V and SAT-M of .07 and .08, as well as the low .22 for HSR,
indicate that these variables also have little to do with desirability, al-
though the moderate loading of .39 for GPA indicates that grade achievement
in itself is asscciated with desirability. Halo or instrument factnrs do,
cof course, Inflate the rating-scale item locadings; bit, in general, these
data inuicate that facuity asscciate desirability with their impression, how-
ever acquired, of *he student’'s intellectusal ability, motivasion, values,'and
achievement; that SAT does not c<ontribute to this impression; and that per-
sonality traits beyond general likability which are not stated with intel-
lectual implications (e.g., extravers'on, anxiety) rre not aspects of
desirability.

The second factor, which is tnat part o>f GPA that {¢ unrelated to desir-

ability, acquires an interesting pattern of 1luadings. The traditional
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preadmissions indices lcad nicely here (although substantial residual com-
munality remains for SAT-M after the variance attritutables to desirability
and GPA has been removed). The rating-cscale item lcadings reach in no in-
stance the size of tnose for SAT and HSR; part of this may be due to an
instrument vs. ncninstrument situation, or part may ve due to the familiarity
¢f the raters with performance and not SAT, a reasonable condition once
grade-achievement patterns have been established. Yet, there would seem to
be clear evidence that SAT and HSR are related to academic performance after
the desirability.variance has been removed, and that faculty have scme cape-
bility to recognize an ability-achievement trait that is separate and apart
from desirability, for among the rating-scale item clusters only those
lateled Intellectual Ability prcduce consistently positive {though low) load-
ings. There is some evidence in these patterns that, altnsugh desirability
is in part academic performance, there is further variance in academic per-
formance related to (recognized) ability which 1s not 2 part °f desirability.

Two other aspects of the data presented in Table 4 deserve comment.
First is the relatively consistent negative loadings on the GPA factor of the
rating-ccale items other than thouse concerned with irtellectual ability.
These are low, although in three clusters (Likableness, Altruism, and Statys-
Centeredness) there are two or more items with loadings above ~.20. Although
the =2vidence is not substantial, there is nevertheless some indicétion that
faculty associate achievement apart from desirability with difficulty in
1iking the student, with his low respect for ¢ ners, or with his concern with
perscnal status..

The other aspect of these data relates to thcse areas where reliatle

variance remains after that associated with desirability and achieverent has
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been r-noved. There are substantial re-idual values in the variables ir the
clusters labveled Conformity, Extraversion, Altraicw, and Anxicty, and moder-
ate resiauals in Depondability, Ethicality, Likablencss:, Maturity, Popular-
ity, and Status-Centeredness. Faculty can d4'scern differ:nces among students
in these areas that they do not asscciate with desirability or acadenic
performance.

Table 5 presents data that are more directly corcerned with the basic
question of this series of studies. Here, the variance in ratings due to

academic achievement is first removed, ancd desirability separate and apart

from achievement may be defined in teims of items that lozd on the second

vector placed thrcugh the residual on Item 80, the desivability variadbie.

For purposes of discussinn, three kinds of patterns wmay bLe singled out;
these are clusters of rating-scale items that have zero or low lcadings cn
achievement but high loadings on desirability, those with high leadings on
both, and those with low loadings on both. In the first group fall the items
under Ethicality, Likableness, Open-Mindedness, Altruiz:, Maturity, and Self-
Insight; in the seccnd category fall the items under Intellectual Ability,
Intellectua’l Values, and pcssibly Dependability, Motivation, and Self-
Unfficiency/Cre .*ivity. This would indicate that, with ability-uchievcmeht
aside, faculty value the siudent who is likable and ccoperative, cpen-minded
und flexible, nature and respectful of human aignity, and who has goed self-
understanding snd clear personal goals. Although Intellectual Ability and
Intellectual Values are related substantially to grade achievenment, there is
as much or more reliable variance in these variabvles that czplains desirabil-
ity apart from grades. (It should be noted that the eingle item with the

highest loadirng on desirability is "interested in ideas.")
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Those items loading on neither ashievement nor docircall lity inelude

those vnder Conformity, Exteaversion, Anxiet vr=Centeradness (and
v b b

to sume extent, Popularity). As previcusly notad, favulis sscociate these

labels more Jdivectly with other diffsrornocs amrg clu “han with arthivvie-
rent o desirabiiity.
Aloh gh whatever facilty perceiwo ag intellectnal atiiity ic related

¢~ desirability, it iz of psrticular interest thet actual GAT scorcs (parcie-

nlarly SAD-V) ard HSR have negative relzticashins to desiral ¥ apart frem

Once achievement is accounted o, the 1 ow-rlanding ctudents

cn oo preadaicsions indices are more likely to be vloewed nz degirablo than

et

2re the high-standirg students, altnough the coelficients are low.  Severul

factrrs could aceount for th.os. First, as rost of the scho.ls in the sample
b >

are Institutionz oxercising considerable care and erphasis o selective

admissicns, it iy ve that those applicantes witi 1w SAT ccores who win

admission do, in actuality, have other ~igniTicant componsating Teatures

discernible in admissions credeniials =d in lat e tehavisry,  Docond, it may
be that this is a reflectiun of a faculty ralue for appeavaznee o achleverment
teyrnd the level of 4re student's intellectual porz. The ratings wére rade
after the fact; it may be that positive valuec are at.rituted 4o students wh-

n atil-

appear to d.o tetter than 2xpected, or negative valucs to those of hig
ity who d» pocrly. Third, these findings may be sclated to the particular
type of instltution studied where, with plenty of hirh-ability apnlicantz to
cheose from, the traditional admissions criteria have los rorme of their ap-
peal to faculty! teing "geod" on SAT is simpry nct distinetive. Whatever

tre cause, this matter deserves further carefml szudy for verification ard

track-down purposes; for the iwmplicaticn i¢ that althiugh SAT dees <he nsual
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Job of predicticn of perfeormarce there is rema’ning variance khas is gnti-

thetical to desirabilitw.

The third vector in the analysis shiwn in Tatle © "o placel through SAl-V

i

for examinaticn of the meaninz in the fax * mind 7 soiclastic ability
separate and apart from desiradility and achievement. Thiz would seem to te
clearly a test factcr for such placement of vectry also abeorbs the remaining
variance in SAT-M.

Loadings of rating-scale iters here are generglly irw, although the
highest are related to Intellectual Ability, Imteilectusl Values, and Cre-
ativity. Apparently, there are compcnents of ability, creubivity, and in-
tellectual orientatiocn that are reccgnized as such but whicn are employed in
ways discrepant with achievement ©r otner faculty values.

Residual ccmmunality values in Tavle % expose other reliable sources of
variance beycnd achievement, decirability, and ability. Tnis i3 most a,car-
ent in the items under Conformity, Extrave sicn, Masurity, Altruism, Popular-
ity, Anrziety, and Status-Centerednsss, althoagh siftwuicr, maturity, snxiety,
and status-centeredness make some contributisn to dssiratilisy. Taking all
data presented thus far, it would seem zafe t7 r=2y i‘hat particularly “n ex-
traversion +s. introversion, ceonformity vs. nonceni.rmity, and popularity
with peers, differences among studentr are perceived, but are nct relatad in

the faculty mind with achievenent or decirabhiiit-.

Tre third diagonal snalysis is prezented in Tatle © Eere, tue tirst
two vectors have teen placed through SAT-V and GPA, and the third tirzugh
desirability. Low positive lecadings on SAT-Y cccur, zu.ng the ratings, on
items under Intellectual Ability and Intellectual Values; ctler rating-scale

Item loadings on S.T are inconsequential. Tre variance in GPA, once thetb
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attributable to SAT-V is removed, appears in faculty eres to be a matter of
tneir perception of the studgnt's Intellectual Ability, Derendability, Intel-
lectual Values, Motivation, and Self-Suffic’ancy/Creativity. This would, of
course, be more significant had these faculty ratings somehow been bvased on
teaching contact Lefore the students had established grade achievement levels,
rather than after the students' grade performance levels had become available.
However, each of these areas produce higher lcoadings in general on desirabil-
ity as the third factor than on GPA apart from SAT.

‘e loadings cn the third factor, desirabllity separate and apart from
SAT-V and GPA, fall atout as wcould be n:edicted from the previcus factorings.
Since SAT-V is pusitively related to grades, but negatively related to desir-
ability apart from grades, the effect is to raise zlightly across the board
the loadingc of rating-scale items on desiracvility apart from grades and SAT
cver those in Ta''le 9 {es the item loadings ¢a1 GPA have been lowered in com-

pariscn with those in Table 9).
Limitations

Several impeortant limitatiins o1 thic ctudy should e noted. First, the
anzlycis of the rating-scale data involves o'nrle items, with resultant limi-
tatizns of reliability; this wculd seem pzrtixilarly crucial in the case of
the desiranility criterion.

Cocond, the study employs ratings of traits as faculty would descrite
them rather than caref11ly desiyned behavioral cbservation techniques. The
real meaning of the opinicnable ladels can inde2ed uLe questicned: 1Is "cone
formity" a matter of Aresc and grooming, or intellectual style? Is cpen-
nindedness .n avility to receive and adapt to new stimali, or a rigiorous
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adherence to one (say, the faculty) point of view? Another asapect of thisg
difficulty has to do with the possibility that the apparent interrelation-
ships among traits really define word meanings rather then yield any real
insignt into constructs assceiated with desirability. In this respect, for
example, one might argue {hat "likableness" is & syncnym rather than a con-
comitant of desirability. The implication of these possitilities is that
further exploraticn of the vehavioral events acsociated with the opinionable
or Judgmental labeis involved is necessary, even prerequiszite to the more
crucial but obvious ethical question of selecticn on perscnal characteristices
bases.

Third, there are-limitatiuns that stem from tre nature and restrictions
of the sample. The most obvicus has to do with the limited range of insti-
tutions, students, and faculty which could affect both the materiel for judg-
rrent as well 2s the value systems applied. The Vassar studies {see Brow: .
1962, p. 5Ll) suggest areas not coming to the suvface in this study (e.g.,
"growth during college," "specific skills"). Cartainly it is reasonable to
assure that for other levels of students, or for schoonls »f strong vocational
or pregmatic bent, other areas or structures of cconcern might appear.

Fourth, there is evidence that faculty have limited personal knowledge
of, or individual contact with, students. The large numter of "unknowm"
respcnses, the proporticns f faculty stating inability to rate, or, for thet
matter, the absence of some xkinds of qualities (e.g., traits reflecting
specif{ic growth over time) indicate that, on the whcle, faculty contact with
students r.ay be rrlatively.casual for the purposes of thnis study. The typi-

cal college teaching situaticn nmay not permit mucnh kXnowledge of students
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except in unusual individual cases wheve ¢ single student ig highly visible
for sume reasun, or wheres a2 faculty member goes beyond the dictates of the
classroom.

Nevertheless. sccepting these limitations as reascn for caution cor for
restricting generalizationé that might otherwise be drewn, there is clesr
evidence that elthough faculty define desirability primarily in terms of
academic interest, ability, and performance, there are elements of desirabil-
ity separate and apart from grade achievement, end that SAT, at tle very
least and for the institutions studicd, is not positively related to desira-

bility teyond ite contribution “c predictiun of gradecs.
Summary

An 80-item rating scale, drawn from language faculty use in describing
students, was completed by 407 faculty for 395 students (yielding 656 sets of
ratings) in eight institutions. The items (including a criterion item ox-
pressirg general desirability), together with SAT scores, nigh school rank,
and freshman grade-point average, were correlated and factored by the diag-
onal methzd tc permit analysis of the reliable variance In grades, decirabil-
ity, end desirability apart from grades.

Variance in desirability teyond that attrivutable <o level of academic
parforcance was found. The rating-scale items related to desirability sapart
from grades deal with Likableness, Ethicality, Open-Mindedness, Altruisn,
Maturity, and Self-Insight.

Desirability is also a matter of faculty-perceived intellectual ~bility

(including creativity) and +alues; although thece are related to acadenic

O
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performance there is further substantial variance tnat is part of the formu-
1ation of the desirnble student. The SAT, however, contributes negatively
(if at all) to desirability apart from grades.

The fact that ratings involved opinionable latels to a greater extent
than specific behavioral events was noted, and it was concluded that further
study should incorporate student behavior from which faculty form their opin-
jons or conclusions rather than from labels alons. 3Such would be a next step
in elaborating, justifyin_, and measuring the underlying traits in working

toward their v lidation and ultimate employment es working criteria.
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