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_ INTRCDUCTION

In 1967, one of us, then a professor o‘ psychology in a

:’:7Montreal college, used parts of his free time to construct with

) some of his students a course evaluation questionnaire intended for -
lilocal use. The idea of using a discrepancy neasure came neither 7
from the 1itterature nor from a desire to verify a particular theo~ .-

1—;retica1 model but from a pragmatic prob1em the group encountered.‘

The research team initia11y considered using a 5-point ; T

;:;scale to measure direct1y the satisfaction-dissatisfaction continuum. IV

,;But, since the questionnaire had a fair number of items in which sa-f?t;frii

:'LAJtiSfaCtiOH appeared related non-monotonically to reality, the directionyify‘

,?of the dissatisfaction feeling, in terms of deficiency or excess, ‘was- '?i, o

77'ldeemed as important to ‘measure as its intensity. This was_ the case

za;for instance with items measuring the frequency of examinations, the 7

B j;?quantity of compu1sory readings, the speed in speech de1ivery, etc.-;

':75;It was deemed even p1ausib1e that some teachers cou1d be Judged too

7;;patient, too humble or. modest, too prone to humor, or e1se that some

7'1courses cou1d be Judged excessive1y structured.v
Looking for a simple procedure that would allow us to measure

7;;eimu1taneous1y the intensity and direction of student dissatisfaction,

:,7:,we devised an indirect or "derivation" approach which rests essen-_

'_itially upon. « measure of the discrepancy between reality as perceived

- }and desires. From the re1ative position on a same scale of both _

juwasures we wou1d identify the direction we were looking for, while_

7: the distance between them would give us the intensity of the dissatis-ii -

iiifaction fee1ing.r This procedure, developed intuitively by the research S

team, had a1ready been tried, as we discovered 1ater. In fact, we11




before us, a few researchers had prOposed or experimented discrepancy
models similar to ours, in order to measure Job sat1s£action in indus- - S
tria1 ‘settings. Locke (1969) as well as Wanous and Lawler (1972) have' SR
reviewed extensively these effortse. Closer to our interests, Savage ’7

(1957), Gage, Runkel and ChatterJee (1960) and Thomas (1969) have- used ) -
“a fair1y similar procedure in experiments designed to verify the . 7
influence of feedback as a means to change the behavior of teachers.'f
~ But none of these authors seems to have noticed the advantages of this

. approach as applied to items in which satisfaction is a non-monotonic ;i

function of rea1ity.

DESCRIPTION ‘OF THE DERIVATION PROCEDURE - - -

o T - B - - T - R - - oo
I - N - - .. w- . -

-

How does our procedure work? Figure 1 shows a typical 1tem, i érj:f,?,%

h as. presented in. the most recent form of the questionnaire, together with o

the instructions ‘given to the respondents. .. o ‘;7;'<' _;i,;;ff

A short description of the attribute to be measured is accom- 7

panied by a 7-point sca1e. Our research (A11aire, 1974) has shown this

Question A Where do you p1ace this course (th1s teacher) on -
the eva1uation sca1e? g

;:{ff',i,”f ; : If you are satisfied, mark question B at the same ) )
point on the scale as you have chosen .for question A. |~

_Question B: IF YOU ARE NOT SATISFIED, vwhere should the courserf 777,511
S (the teacher) be placed on the scale so that you o

would be satisfied? 3

: : ‘to ar' toa 77 i

31. This course is struc- extremely = a certain very great | - ;
tured (the teacher little little -degree  deoree |- N
follows a detailed plan). 11213 l&els) el 7 11 I
Figurerl. Typical format and answering ] i
instructions in the SPOT questionnaire. TR H

3

6 - )




;77 scale length to be significantly more reliable than a S-point sca1e

(cf. data sources H?IVand H-II in Table 4). Four of the seven points
Vare'anchored with frequency (veg. never - always) or intensity (v.g.A
very little - to a very great degree) qua1if1catives, depending on :“77
7 which ‘are better adapted to the- spec1fic contents. As shown in theA
',A; jii same figure, respondents are asked to answer two questions, item.
E - after item; we first ask about their perception of reality and, second,
i about the level deemed desirable for that particular attribute.

From the answers given to these only two duestions,'we com«rrf

7~7 pute at the class level six measures for each item, as shown in
table l. -The first construct, ca11ed TMAY, that is the mean of the

answers to question A, represents the teacher's actua1 behavior as ', ;’: o
perceived by his group of students. The construct labelled 'MB' - 17,;f,f;fff¥fi
reflects the students' desires and, by its re1ative position to MA, ' .

”f;;;;;{f’ signals the direction of desired change.

;&,_E:iiri . The last four constructs are re1ated to dissatisfaction.;
7 s First, the construct 1abelled LA simply gives the percentage of

7,l:;7— ,j students assumed to be dissatisfied because their A answer differs S
B from their B answer. Second1y, the construct called 'MAB' cumulates T

7 ;1 ;,the absolute va1ues of the discrepancies, thence, it indicates on1y

the magnitude of the dissatisfaction expressed by students. _On the ]
R other'hand the construct. 1abe11ed YMAL? (AL for algebraic) takes . <xif'
"if;g into account the direction of the discrepancies, so that, within 7 :_irr
7711: a class discrepancies in opposite directions will cancel each other.' 777 -
};f;,;ii,;iri For this reason, we ca11 this measure the "NET dissatisfaction score's ;7¥f;*5i:
R o Its sign specifies if the residua1 maJority dissatisfaction corres—,"rr - 7
ponds to a deflciency or an excess. Fina11y,rthe construct ca11ed )
'PCD' only makes clear, in terms of percentages, the difference between '
MAB and MAL, that is is the degree of contradiction within the sub-group 7 s
7 of - dissatisfied students. I T : ;;i 7f1f—17'

- In order to give a more 1ife1ike picture of thesé constructs,

Y

7 we present in Table 2 an interpretation of fictitious scores obtained




Table 1

Description of the six main constructs computed for each item

"in the PERPE-SPOT Questionnaire -

- Code |

Srop |

Zf(A £ B) * 190/N

(A - Bl

.

(A - B)/N

(MAB - |MaL|) * 100/MAB

Formula :Qonstruct descriptionr :
MA Cna answers)/N>students Level of teacher behavior as perceived. In-
- o terpreted by means of scale anchors.
iM@ o $(B. answers)/N students Level oif student desires.— Interpreted by
R | means of scale anchors., 7
- Percentage of dissatisfied students, that is
- %

those students whose perceptions of reality

'differ from theirx- desires. e

Gross dissatisfaction score. It is the sum

| vary from-0.00 to. 6.00 but rare1y exceeds

of the absolute discrepancies, divided by a11'
respondents, ‘dissatisfied or note
tion felt in the group as a whole. It may

3. 00-:5?:,:,' : - - - N B
Net - dissatisfaction score.A,It is the 3183- f”i

- vided by all respondents dissatisfied or-
~.nots -

_cess of the attribute measured.
| as -aboves - L T T EEe T e

braic sum of the signed discrepancieés, dr-,

When ali ‘subjects ‘have answered A" and
B, MAL ="MA - MB. Also, "MAL £.MAB, since
dissatisfactions dn” opposite directions -
within the class wi11 cance1 each” other.

Since most item sca1es are ascending froml | - =
“to. 7 in terms of frequency or intensity, the et

" gign of the MAL will usually correspond.
to a deficiency and the "4" sign to’an ex-,, B
Same range

:Percentage of wichin-group contradiction. -

0% = all d1screpancies in the same -
.. — direction .
100% = half of the discrepancies in

each direction : :
one-fourth of the 6iscrepancies .
“in a direction: opposite ‘to the ot
other three-fourths. ]
‘Note: PCD has been up to now the: most- :
"forgotten" congtruct in- our research.

50%

It indi- | - -
cates ‘the. intens‘_x_level of the dissatisfac-,siif




L e T . fTable 2

Analysis of fictitious results obtained by
two instructors on the sample item presented in Figure 1

=N ‘our other constructs.'j: R

S - - RESULTS

- Instructor—' - ; ) AT .- _7

] Inst . ma MB % MAB MAL PCD-

S R ¢ 1] 415~ 4.80 45% .70 =65 - 07% | -
Y ’6.’50 6.20 ©63% ,..70 - 5;.30, : 5’7%,"'

. In the light of data gathered in thousands of classes,‘we can certify
that'these fictitious results are quite plausible. By placing the intensity
“construct (MAB) at the same level in both classes, we wish to show how dif.
ferently two. identical dissatisfaction measures can be interpreted through

a) To a_same degree of dissatisfaction correspond quite different

reality (MA) and desires (MB) measures. 7The degree of structure in course Y 7:;5'_7i7; :{i

- 18- perceived as much higher than in group X. Moreover, students in group X

. - | -appear also to desire a higher degree of structure in their particular learning e B
situation. L Em= T e T L AL S

b) To a same degree of dissatisfaction correspond different percentages 1

of dissatisfied students: this means that among the dissatisfied students more

: 1;fof ‘them give discrepancies greater than + 1 in group X (where % is lower) than

“in-group Y. Since % (in decimals) is always equal or smaller than MAB, the -

. *g—wlarger the difference between them, the greater the frequency of discrepancies a

- | would not be aware of a lack of agreement between his students as to the direction '

- two measures,,we can tell if a given difference is due to a large goup of midly

'§:dissatisfied students or’ to a smaller but more dissatisfied group.,

- c) To a same degree of dissatisfaction ccrrespond quite different NET
dissatisfaction scores (MAL). In fact, group X signals a deficiencz in course

“structure (MAL = -.65) as compared to an excess signalled by group Y (MAL = +.30). 7
~The lowering of the dissatisfaction intensity from MAB to MAL in group Y is i T

due to-a large degree of contradiction between dissatisfied students pertaining

| to the direction of the change desired; in fact, PCD shows that more than a -
| fourth of these students would like a more structured course, even though the
e | majority judges the course as already too structured.

] In conclusion, without the information given by these measures, and
taking into account the fact that students generally desire 'well"-structured
.courses, the instructor in group Y, given only an evaluative judgment (vege MAB)
-might believe that there is a deficiency in course structure. Moreover, he

of the desired change. Finally, he would not know the actual degree of structure
-of his course as perceived by his students.

"~

, B

1. larger than_ + 1 among dissatisfied students. In other terms, by comparing these iiz{ff?z




—';bvrtvo instructors on the item shown in Figure 1.

To the best of our knowledge, the PERPE-SPOT Questionnaire1
,appears to be the very first, and still the only, widely circulated

'};¢questionnaire using a discrepancy approach to measure student per=-
- ceptions of courses. Approximately four thousand co’lege instructors
": n the province of Quebec have used the french form in the past seven

71,years, and a few hundreds more, in Quebec and. other provxnces, ‘have

,71 i

- ,administered the english form. The richness of the information pre-

sented seems to allow “for a ‘more elaborate pedagogical d1agnosis,

,which helps to make up for the longer adm1nistration time and the

- ﬁgreater effort required on ‘the part of the instructor to master the

: :gfmeaning of the different constructs. —_

| THE MAIN PROBLEM: CONSTRUCT VALIDITY

Because of repeated requeets from teachers, the PERPE-SPOT

¥:Questionnaire was offered in all Quebec colleges well before we. had
icompleted our program of research. Among other things, we did not
'ihave def1n1tive empirical evidence perta1ning to the underlying as--
’1;7 sumptions of this measuring technique. Since our procedure appeared
755: to be unique as compared to similar questionnaires used elsewhere,
.o it was to be expected that we would take special interest in the va-:'
7 :lidation of the constructs presented above, specifically those related :
'Vi?to the concept of satisfaction. The main problem w,s, of course, to )
. verify if our discrepancy measure did in fact correspond to a direct

”:,expression by students of their degree “of satisfaction.

PERPE stands for "Perceptions Etudiantes de la- Relation Professeur—-
- Etudiants"; SPOT stands for "Students' Perceptions of Teachers"




As it became clear to us that- 1t would not be possible to
7 present in sufficient detail more than one of the studies made in
Vthe recent years, the.present authors decided to focus on our most
-recent experimental studyl, specially designed to collect data on

Vrthe above problem,

i

The 1059 subJects in this experiment came from 52 classes )
in seven different french colleges.. All subJects were presented twoil
forms of a course evaluation questionnaire. There were 15 items in ,1
both questionnaires, chosen from a_group )f 75 items that were beingi
tested in the framework of a forthcoming revision of the PERPE-SPOT
Questionnaire. In form X, we used the derived approach described
above, the. only difference being in a 5-point scale anchored with
appropriate qualificatives on each of ‘the five points.r In form Y,

fthe items were slightly reworded so as to be ‘more congruent with the 7

direct scale used to measure the satisfaction-dissatisfaction continuumfrrr B

;(cf. Figure 2). To check for,a,possible effect due to therseguencerfll"‘: B

1 - 2" =3 ] 5 - - - 6--
very- slightly | sli; 3 | “very- -
dissa~ dissa=- satis-
tisfied tisfied -fied

“satis-
fied -

’dissa;'
tisfiedJ

To what degree are you satisfied

07. eeeof his ability to explain clearly difficult concepts atd
- ideas? ) -

Figure 2. Typical item and instructions from the expe- :
- rimental form using a direct measure of satisfaction.

1 We wish to thank Miss Lucie Houde, M. René BeauseJour and Professor
_Richard Brunet for their close. collaboration in the planning and
“data“ collection stages of this study. :

RETE
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of presentation, two sub-groups of 4 classes were each presentedr,i 7::
-with a particular sequence.t The titem x sequence‘ _ANOVA revea1edr
7no particular effect beyond what would be expected by chance. The
7;} ’sequence of p1esentation was varied randomly in the last 44 classes,

. with the same sequence for all students of a given class.f Data were

;gathered during the 1974 spring Lmester.

RESULTS -

’ 'Basic statistics

} As a general information on the "behavior" of each 1tem,1 T

i;the five constructe included in the analysis of results. A short

,fTable 3 presents the mean and standard devxation (N 52 c1asses) of i:;i o

7; ;description of the item contcnt= also apptars. _We_ have p1aced in the :1;”17”

":r*ght-hand column of Table 3 the percentage of the observations cor- ;ilfil:f}: o

:'responding to excess discrepancies, that is discrepancies w1th a '+'

Vtsign. Thls datum was chosen as our index of the degree of non-rj

ifmonotonicity of the items. You will reca11 that non-monotonic itemsiif,'iﬁ;ﬁi—ii:

) fimay generate excess dissatisfaction as we11 as deficiency dissatis-
',Arrifaction, since the optimally desirable frequency of the behavior 7

{}measured is anywhere but at the extremes of the scale. -

iE:Reliability indices

The re1iabi1ity coefficients presentec in this section were fﬁ
7a11 computed with the same uniform procedure. The basic formula 9r1~,;,
'iginates from the ANOVA technique (Winer, 1962, PpPe 124- 132). It gives
iinternal consistency coefficieuts which can be interpreted in the B
7izsame manner as those obtained through split-halves on classes. Our
:',7procedure also inc1udes a correction for variations in the number of

;,respondents per class (Ebel? 1951, p. 413).7 Moreover, in order to
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F3

facilitate comparisons between samples, all coefficients are "stan-
dardized" on 25 judges with the Spearman-Brown formula. The coeffi-~
cients thus computed indicate the degree of precision with which

the score of a professor on a given item can be reproduced, whatever '

the group of 25 student judges invited to evalnate an identical learning

situation. Finally, means across items are computed via T

2 transformatione.

) The reliabilitf coefficients in the first row of Table &4
~ were computed on a subsample of the 1059 sdb}ects, randomly extracted
in order to carry out an an~lysis of variance. The other coefficients
in Table 4 bear evidence to the similarity of these coefficients as

compared to those obtained from earlier data banks.

B Except for MB, all coefficients compare quite well with sr—
7 :V_milar indices found in the litterature (Costin, Greenough and Menges,
71971, ppe 512-513). In the present study, the D construct appeared
significantly more precise than the corresponding derived construct
(tMAB p = 533, p.<e 01). However, a much smaller difference- would -
,probably have been observed if a 7-point scale instead of a S-point .

~ scale had been used in the derivation- approach, as witnessed by the

~difference in precision between data sources H-I and H-II.

The lower coefficients for the desire measures (MB) could
"be due to the more subJective character of these measures and to lower
"between group variances (cf. Table 3). It might seem surprising that™
7these precision coefficients were nevertheless relatively high, con-
_sidering what we would expect from "subjective" measures, Our results
c1ear1§ show that student desires, .at least as measured by our tech-
nique, do vary systematically from one class to another. These
results, and others in the same d1rectlon, have 1ed one of us (Gagné,
1973) to adopt for the MB measures the terms '"circumstancial desires",

‘that is desires pertaining to specific learning situations.
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Convergence between constructs

Instructor or class level: observed correlations

As already told, MA, MB, MAB, MAL and D measures were com-
puted for each item in each of the 52 groups, using the formulae pre-
sented in Table l. Then, in order to answer the following question:'
"Which of the constructs from the discrepancy procedure is most
closely relaged to a direct measure of the satisfaction-dissatisfaction .
continuum?'", we computed, item by item, correlation coefficients between
7the D measure on one part and each of the other constructs, adding to
the group the absolute value of MAL (lMALI). We wanted to verify
whether this construct was as good a predictor of D as MAB. If so,

- we could henceforth forgo the use of MAB, since MAL would serve to

convey at the same time the 1ntens1ty and direction of the dissatisfaction i

ereling. These five series of correlation coefficients appear in Table Se

X 7rlnitnisrtable, the items are ordered according to their decreasing degree R

of non-monotonicity. Using Fisher sz transformation applied to the -

:absolute tr! values, means across items were separately computed for

}',the four clearly non-monotonic items, the remaining eleven and the

'; 7tota1 group. ] L ' - . 7f{,:i

»

- The mean correlations appearing on the bottom row of Table 5
confirm, for the total group of items, the superiority of MAB as a
“predictor of direct satisfaction (T = .86). The absolute values of
MAL come second (r = .82); then, at the same level, we have MA and.
MAL (r = .78) and, far behind, MB with a mean correlation of .38.
77But; if we compare the respectiVe average correlations for the eleven
‘monotonic and four non-monotonic items, it becomes clear that the
general superiority of MAB over the other constructs is explained in
large part by a drastic lowering of MA and MAL correlations in the
case of non-monotonic items. These low MA and MAL correlations were
7expected, since with non-monotonic items satisfaction is first an

increasing, then a decreasing function of behavior frequency or in~ -

tensity. As for the MALs in absolute values, their correlations,
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71}{of rea11ty alone.

regularly lower than those for MAB, bring us to the conclusion that
the cancelling process of opposite sign discrepancies has had a
definite effect; consequently, MAL should not be substituted for

MAB to measure the intensity of the dissatisfaction feeling.

The mean correlations of the eleven monotonic items, for
which excess discrepancies are necessarily rare, show that reality
(MA) as well as both discrepancy measures (MAB and MAL) are equally
good pred1ctors of direct sat1sfaction (r = .85, .86 and .83). The
closeness of MAB and MAL is qu1te normal, s1nce both measures become
perfectly correlated when all discrepancies have the same sign. On
the other hand, the equivalence of MA and MAB as predictors of D
.seems to contradict the theoret1ca1 assumption underlying the  use
iof a derivation procedure, namely that satisfactlon should be better

approx1mateu by taking into account both reality and desires instead'

To our judgment, this obsérved equivalence does not neces;

7rsar11y imply that desires are useless for pred1ct1ng sat1sfact10n nor

-

_that MA and MAB are equa11y valid measures of the satisfactlon construct.

j<The1r respective re11ab111ty levels (cf. Table 4) 1ather suggest that
MA owes much of its equivalent stand1ng with MAB to its hlgher pre-

cision coeff1c1ents.v

Instructor or class level: disattenuated correlations

To verify whether the aboye,ooservations would still hold in

the absence of any measurement error, the correlation coefficientsrpref

sented in Table 5 were corrected for attenuationl. The disattenuated

To correct for attenuation, we did not use the precision coeff1c1ents»

presented in Table 4. These coefficients, which consider as error

variance systematic differences between students,would be aopropriatef

only if the two measures (direct and derived) had come from different

_ students. In our case, as all students in each class received both

questionnaires, the correlation coefficients would be over-corrected.

(continued on page 15)

18




_and the direct measure of satisfaction that is quite similar to the

::to MAQ

7 constructs, the data in Table 6 ‘also make possible the estimation of

) case for example if the instructors had been evaluated by an infinite

correlations appear in Table 6, together with the medians of the
eleven monotonic and the fifteen items. From these last medians

emerges a pattern of relationships between the PERPE-SPOT constructs

observed correlations presented:in Table 5. But, for the sub-group
of eleven monotonic items, the previously mentionned equivalence ‘
between MA and MAB gives place to a slight superiority of MAB over
MA; judging by their respective medians of .Q7vand'.93. This dif-~
ference seems; to confirm the hypothesis we made earlier: MAB is )
related to satisfaction more intimately than reality, but since the

difference is small in the case of clearly desirable items, its

better validity may be masked by its lower reliability as compared - .

Besldes a110w1ng for a comparison between MAB and the- other

the absolute, rather than re1at1ve, degree of convergence between the’ ':7; 77;
derived and direct measures of satisfaction. In fact, these d1sat—
tenuated correlatlons correspond to the maximum correlations we wouldi"

obta1n if our measures were perfectly re11ab)e, this would be the -

number of students. Then, a median d1sattenuated correlation of .94,

as computed between MAB and the direct measure, leads us to conc1ude 7
that these two measures share on the average 94% of their true var1ance.
The fact that only 6% of the true variance of MAB for a typical item :t 7~7:7
is not reprcducible on the direct measure confers on our derived cons-rr ;717’
truct a degree of convergent validity which appears, if not perfecL, o

" at least quite impressive.

So, the error variance estimates used in the present correction were
obtained from the ANOVA (N=460) mentionned ecarlier; they correspond

‘to that part of the within-instructors variance which is not repro- . -
- ducible from one method to the other (cf. Cronbach et al., 1972, p. 288).

N




— Table 6

Same correlations as in table 5 (except for |MAL]),
-but corrected for reliability attenuation

Item || M B MAB . | MAL
15 || .43 17 .87 .91
B | 09 .76 .22 .91 .87
’ 06 || .07 .25 .92 .01
03 65 | s | ums | ss
05 || .84 | .94 |>1.00 | .64
10 91 7 Y100 | - .76
12 || .96 | .66 | .96 .89.
13 87 | .43 | .89 | >1.00
11 293 | .55 |>1.00 .81
06 || .70 .17 |- .84 .79 -
.01 |00 | .75 | .89 +87
e 07 |[>1.00 45 | 71,00 .99
R 6 | .88 | .35 98 | >1.00
S 08 || .96 .51 .94 .96
o 0z | .9 .51 .97 .97
Mediany, || 493 | .51 97 | .89
Median, g .88 o45 7.94 ) .88
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Respondent level: within groups correlations

) The last series of results, presented in Table 7, are si-
milar to the correlation coefficients given in Table 5, except that, |
rather than being computed with class means as cbservation° they
‘Were computed. within each class, us1ng individual student answerse.

We wanted to ascertain from these data whether the pattern of re-,'
1ationships between the PERPE-SPOT constructs and the direct measure
still reappeared when these constructs were used to measure differen-
ces in satisfaction between students of a given instructor, instead

of differences in "satisfactoriness" between instructors.

The different groups of average corre1ations show a pattern
strikingly similar to those in previous tables. For non—monotonlc 7
items, the reality measure is c1ea11y inferior to the absolute dis- -
crepancy measure (. 16 vs .48), while the algebraic. discrepancy measure
occupies an 1ntermed1ate position (.28)s In the case. of monotonic
771tems, rea11ty comes out on a par with the absolute discrepancy measure
- ( 42 vs +43), but the algebraic discrepancy measure remains slightly N
:inferior (.40) to both of them. Obviously, these correlations are
“lower than in Table 5, since they were computed from less precise :
'7indiyidua1 answers. It would have been interesting to see if, wh?ﬁ, o

:corrected for attenuation, these correlations keep their relative ir
" status. We would also have been able to verify with these disatte—r

nuated correlations whether we obtain with the individual measures

" a degree of maximum convergence as reassuring as the level obtained-

with class scores. Unfortunately, the design of the present experiment

‘did not permit us to estimate the error of measurement in student answers.




Table 7 -
" Observed mean within groups correlations (N=52) between four .constructs .
used in the derivation procedure (A,B,A—B,[A-B[) and a direct
measure of the satisfaction-dissatisfaction continuum
A B (4-8) | (la-38b|
Lten 0 .o | o -0
15 Frequency of lecturing - -.03 .33 .27 - 42
- 09- Cémpuisory 1readings* e22 .06 .21 S b2 '
1 06 Séee& in speech delivery .12 .05 ~el5 .52
1 03 Workload (light - heavy) RS AN RN S VAR RS b
S D . Mean: C.ase | .20 .28 | Lsk9
05 i’—a:ritriétrxilar, about use of language 36 | ,éS 7.712} ) . .18 -
10 Qu’é.s{:id’ng to verify understanding- «26 C =04 31 B .42 .
7 12 ) ,Ffei;t;eﬁc& of group-work . o34 N - -12 - 430 7:' .52
]:3 —'Cérefﬁlj,}xxati to hurt students S LY B | .32 - .19 .732-’/7 : ]
| 11 patience , , 7 N YA R S NS C IR A
04 ,Zéﬁﬁi&eht;particibazion in grading 7 7.2]:, g 7'-.1(7) .729‘ . 1 337
,erfﬁr,,biidtii\rrht;gs’ to investigage further 55 «20 .oeh2 | .43 ]
- 07 'Ciéxfiirty of explanai:ions i S50 .11 x 45 77—;74777 )
~ | 14 showmanship -~ : P R . T S
’ '081F’re7<';trxfe:ncy of humour- 49 - .06 42 : ':.5707: I SR
102 Monotonous  lively - 1 .62 .18 L2 | e
LT ) /- 1 | I L
‘Mean: 431 .153 347 S w396 |
Over-all Mean: |  .362 A | .13 | e o
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L : DISCUSSION AilD CONCLUSIONS

We -have found three studies1 in which one of the main objec;
tives was the validation of a discrepancy model through its comparisdn

with a direct measure of satisfaction.

Other studies

Let us first mention Locke7ClQ69), who gives an extensive
demonstration, based on the objectivist philosophy of Ayn Rand and
Nathanlel Bxendon, of the face validity of a perceptlon-value dlscre—
pancy model. Then, as emp1r1cal proof for his thesis, he descr1bes .-
7,‘;117731 - briefly a few stud1es, in two of which (llarbaugh-Farr and Mobley -

- - Stud1es) dlfferent ‘aspects of work itself are evaluated fhrough 7 s

] d1rect and dlsCrepanCy measures of satisfaction. The derlvatlon

7: procedure uses two questlons, presented as we do after each item: )

) "What is your JOb 11ke7" and "What should it be llke7" The corre-
latlons obtained appear even more positive than our within groups.
correlatlons (cf. Table 7). Indeed, while the correlatlons between N

,—reality and satisfaction are approx1mately .50 (N 72) in both
studles, the correspondlng correlations for the absolute d1screpancy

- measure exceed .70, even though the items ueed 1ook, from the examples

47;:—f -given, generally monotonlcz. ’ : I

Contrary to Locke's results and ours, Wanous and Lawler (l972),7

iag well as Levinthal (1974), obtain negative results inrtheir attempts ir

-

! Three other studies, Imparato (1972), Sanders and Lynch (1973) and
Mitchelmore (1973), while loosely related to this topic, are designed
in a manner which precludes any comparison with our results.

These results would be similar to ours if his items were shown to
be in fact non-monotonic.

23
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to verify similar hypotheses. - On the one hand, Wanous and Llawler,

with a questionnaire comprising 23 job facets, most of them clearly

desirable, measure in turn: a) reality (Is Now); b) what is deemed

equitable (Should be); c) what is deemed desirable.(Would Like),

= - d) importance; e) sauisfactiou; Their results show clearly that,

7 on the average, the direct satisfaction measure (e) is more closely
rclated to reality (r = .60) than to either of the two algebraic
discrepancy mecasures, computed from the "Would Like" answvers (;7= 44)

or the "Should Be" answers (T = +36). .

As for Levinthal (1974),vue administered in two classes
(N = 69 and 123) a course evaluation questionnaire, whose items -
were mostly monotonic. For all iteus, he coiiects, in turn, reality :7,
iueasures, ideal measures (Should Be), as well as an evaluative judgment
VonlaiS-poinE scale increasing from "l. outstanding" to "5. poorﬂa,, f
Averaged over ten items, the correlation between the aﬁsolute discre- -
-+ pancies (D measures) and the evaluative judgments (E) is respectlvely

.25 and .22 in each group, while the corresponding average corre1a-»
tions between reality (0) and E are .52 and 46 .

The "begglng of the question" problem o : ;-

o How can we explain such a large divergence between these two )
couples of studies? The answer which strikes us first focuses on the
procedures adopted. On the one hand, Wanous and iawler; as we1]'asvr

LeV1ntha1 measure the two basi¢ constructs (reality and desires)
,7separate1y, vhile Locke and ourselves ask both questions sLmultaneously’
for each item. Our procedure goes one step further, since our ins-
”~7tructions make clear to the respondents the interpretation which we

-will give ‘to the discrepaucy between both answers.’

1 Note that these two pairs of correlation coefficients may be compared
"mutatis mutandis" to the average 'A~B vs D' and 'A vs D' correlations
given in Table 7.

o | - | 24




By so doing, we will probably be Maccused" of "begging
the question'", since we inform the respondents about the derivation.
process we wish precisely to validate. This objection, logically
unassai1ab1e, would shift the validation problem from MAB, which
is now clearly validated, to MB, the construct most liable to -
"manipulation" so that the resulting discrepancy will be coherent
with the dissarisfaction feeling. However, the above objection
~would loose most of its weight if it was demonstrated that the two-
‘constructs d1rect1y measured, that is reality ‘and des1res, suffer-
no discernable bias due to their juxtaposition or to our 1nstructions.
- Now, a study by one of our colleagues (Houde, 1974), while conducted
fff:;in only two ciasses, shows a total lack of significant differences
CoT :: o between A answers, measured separately or as part of our derivation -
i 71: ’ ;jr 7 procedure, wvthin the B answers, a few 31gnif1cant differences appear,
o x’but st111 not large enough to speak of a net bias. Anyway, we intend
) to do further research in that direction. Let us note finally that
L - -,;Locke s clearly more "neutral" procedure is nonetheless open to the
7 f above obJection. it appears quite plausible that -the simple fact of
';;placing side by side the two questions could be sufficient to draw )

7the respondent's attention to the "common sense' re1ationsh1p which

s ;~’ :unites reality, desires and satisfaction. N ;‘ ) 'i~—

Even though the "begging of the question" obJection does
: reduce the significance of our positive results, it does not explain
7 for all that the negative results obtained through a procedure not

subject to that objection, Do Wanous and Lawler's as well as Lev1ntha1'

;:results reflect more precisely the validity, or rather the 1nvalidity
of a more strictly derived measure? In Levinthal's research report,

'Werwere able to look at his data much more throughly than those of

;Wanous and Lawler. From this analysis, we submit that his I question.
(ideal or desires) was probably not interpreted univocally by all

students, thus seriously JeOpardizing his resultss

In order to illustrate our forthcoming demonstration, we

present in Table 8 some of the results pertaining to the first two
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Table 8

D vs E and O vs E correlations for all subjects and for sub-groups °
at each level of I, 'as obtained with items 08 and 14 in
experiment OEIII (from Levinthal, 1974, pp. 44 and 48)

Potal Lgvels of I-score

Sample 1 2 - 3 4 5

Should generate excitement about subject being thought

r (D,E) .43 .62 ©.25 -6 - _
n (121) (74 (38) n (2) (O):
r (0,E) .61 .63 .50 .65 - -

n (121) (75) 37 &) 2 - (0)

" Should be dynamic and outgoing ‘ ] B
-t (D,E) $21 .57 ~05 37 _ I B

n (1200 (4D (590 e @ (@
©r(0; E) .62 © .57 T |
n (119) (41) (590~ (16) () 0) -

:items‘of his questionhaire (cf. 1974, pp. 44 and 48, experiment 0EII§§.7
The data shown are the correlation coefficients between the "direct"’ir

" measure (E) and the discrepancy measure (D), as well as the O (reality)
vs E correlations. They are given for all subjects and for each sub-
group having chosen a different I answer. The number of respondents

,7appears inside parentheses.v Taking into account the clear desirability
(or undesirability) ofrmost of his items, we were first surprised by
the large proportion of students (approximately 50% across items) wﬁb
placed their "ideal', or more precisely their ""Should Be" answer, any-

where but at the endpoint of the frequency scale, For instance, it

seems strange that 13% of the respondents (cf. Table 8) answer that
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their instructor should be (ideally) '"occasionnaly dynamic and outgoing'".
Levinthal interprets these dispersions as real differences between

student ideals (1974, p. 17).

We rather believe that they reflect divergent interpretationsr
of the "Should Be" question. In our opinion, most oi the students
using point 1 (almost always) interpret the question as "Should be
~ ideally", most of the students using point 3 (occasionnaly) interpret
this same question in terms of '"Should he~at least", while the respon~,
dents at point 2 (often) could either use the above interpretation,
,or'even one similar to our own B question, that is "Should bes.. so
that I would be satisfied". As proof of the above assertion, we.
will use the D vs. E correlations given in Table 8, which change dras—
tically in sign and value according as they come from students using
. 7 777points 1, 2 or 3 of the I-scale. The negative correlations 39993?342 par_
. ticularly mysterious to Levinthal, while they are quite sinplynexplaineorii;:
7iluith our assumptions. For’instance, for those stu&ents who haverusedr o
_ the "ideal" 1nterpretation and consequently have probably chosen
point 1, any observed ansver below that p01nt Will generate negative -
7 discrepanc1es, that is dissatisfactlon. Thus, the greater the discre- g
>pancy, the greater the dissatisfaction, which 4is coherent w1th the B 7
- positive correlations observed. But,.for those students using p01nt 3
7 on the I-scale, which we assumed to be a "minimally acceptable" answer, 7'
reality answers placed at pointe 1 or 2 will mean a frequency level ]
- higher than the minimum desired; then, these I-0 positive discrepancies :

must be interpreted as a "surplus of satisfaction'; consequently, the

correlations will be negative, meaning precisely: "the larger the

discrepancy, the greater the satisfaction"l. Finally, we can assume:

-

=

I T

1 The change in sign but not in value between the D vs E (—.64) and 0 vs E 7” o

(+.65) correlations for subgroup I=3 on the first item in Table 8. cons-
titutes a mathematical proof that all discrepancies (0-I) in that par-
ticular sub-group had a positive sign.




for point 2 a probable mixing of both interpretations, which would

explain the frequently low correlations observed for this point.

In our judgment, these divergent interpretations of the
I-scale largely explain the low D vs & correlations computed with
total sample data since, according to their sign, the absolute

discrepancy measures have opposite meanings.

Even though we do not have much information to discuss
the Wanous and Lawler study, because of the similarity in the proce-
dure used, it appears vulnerable to the same kind of criticism. t
Cénéequently, from these negatiQe results, as well as from Locke's
and our own positive results, we cannot conclude definitely whether
a discreﬁancy model allows for a valid measure, not only of satis-

13,— - faction, but also of reality and desires.

-

Conclusion

Most of the above discussions pertaining to our data and o
tl&se of our colleagues seem finally to converge on the sahe problem: 7
the nature of the construct, generally called desires, which accom-~
panies the reality measure in a derivation procedure. One thing is
‘clear to us: desires are not to be thought of as a specific point
which we are progressively trying to encircle, but as a continuum,

its limits heing respectively the ideal and the minimally acceptable.

Since the terms ~'would like'", '"should be" and "prefer'" do
not represent specific points on this continuum, but are as many
synonyms to describe the continuum itself, with what terms are we

_left to describe specific points, other than the two extremes? Could

it not be possible that there is no choice, if we wish to describe

_an intermediate point, but to allude more or less directly to satis-

faction? In féct, are not the words '"minimally acceptable", and

even "ideal", related more than implicitly to the idea of satisfaction?




Going a little further, could we not even say that the desires con-

tinuum is nothing else but a satisfaction continuum, since it varies

from a minimum satisfaction to an infinite degree of satisfaction?

This is by and large the gist of our current reflexions?

~
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