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- The hypothes:s that convent:onal approaches to ‘ P

evaluat:ng contaminants in performance appra:sal overlook ‘important

individual ratee effects was exam:nea A rating form was developed .

that ‘consisted vf the following dimensions and behaviors: warmth; '

- guided discourse ‘or indirect teach:ng methods; control of subject

matter; enthusiasm and: re:nﬁorc:ng, organizing and managing;

present:qg and expla:n:ng, evaluating; and advising and counselzng. ‘ S

\.Admznzstratzoneoﬁ the form to evaluate 23 instructors. resulted 'in. N
approxzmately ‘1,500 observations per semester. The reliability of the \\\*
%6rm and its factor stability were assessed, and possible .

‘contaminants were checked to assure that the evaluations were more
lzkely to result from. the instructor's performance than from .student

. or course factors. It was féynd that 8.6 percent of the instructor

- ratees had pers:stent and s:gn:f:cant contaminants associated with

. their evaluations; a looser definition of "persistent" pushes the

. figure to 34.7 percent. It is suggested that the evaluations may not
be assessing performance accurately because of ratee contaminants,

".including expected grade in the course; the time at which the course ¥
begins, the time and effort requ:red of the student, and the :
student's major. These contaminants eccurred in spite of the fact
that the instrument was found to have face val:d:ty, factor .
stability, and 1nterna1 cons:stency. It is proposed ‘that adjustments
,could be made on an individual basis and only for those contam:nants
“that are pers:stent for each instructor. However,vwhat is needed is a
practical decision rule that would permit users of ‘such evaluations
to make necessary adjustments in the appra:sals to correct ,for such'.
_persistent effects. Interact:ons among contaminants should also be
addresﬁed. (SW)
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» PERSISTENT RATEE CONTAMINANTS IN PERFORMANCE APPRAISAL

' N 2
-~ Y . ~

- Abstract v

This paper examines the hypothesis that conventional approaches o

to evaluating contaminants in performance appraisal overlook important

individual ratee effects. "Important'" in that they may be different
L. L 3 - : “ ¢ -
than those identified for the total set of ratees and in that thﬁy‘Per—

. sist over time. A form was developed and applied to 23 ins}ructors; :/// o

"for each of four semesters resulting in at least 1500, observations pesx C N

<
. . . .

Y

‘semester. The existence of persistent ratee contaminants is demonstrated.

S ) N
.Further, the contaminant set identified for.the individual ratees is_ngt

/f// identical to that identified by the total ratee set. 'Implications are
also briefly discussed. ~ , -
3 . . . L
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*

Godd or effective teaching'is universally agteed upon as important
~- . . . ?

andbdesirable.= Yet, despite an increasingly-large body of literature on

A A ) Ce

the subject (see Selected Bibliography for-examples), little is, Fnowng -

.

precisely about what a goodbor‘effective teacher is. Efforts to isolate

the essential dlfferences between good and poor’ teachers -are numerous,

»

especially at the elementary and secondary school levels, but, while pro-

“
-

gress has been made, much remains to be done. It is not yet very clear

which portions of a teacher's behavior are essential for learning and" .
Z ' “ . ' ) U %
which are essential for student satisfaction with "the learning®process,-

Y ) B
for instance. .

. Ry
a z

Col%fgts and universities have developed and/or are developlng per—

formance appralsal instruments$ “to prqvlde some student involvement in the

evaluation of teaching. These instruments are being used increasingly by
F . :
administrators as at least one source of information upon which to make

personnel decisions. \Deparrmental or_subject matter specificpinstrnments

7. , ~ ”

are rarely developed desplte the obvious problems of aggregatlon and. . '

P N

appl&d}bllity which result from using a un1versity-w1de A4instrument. But

r .

admlnistratlvd actions based on even carefully developed instruments may

be in error due to the existence, of persistent ratee contamlhénts. The

<

o

purposis of this paper arc first to demonstrate the existence of such per—. hd

sistert effects,and then .to briefly-discuss their implications. ? ’

%, S ———

: | o | The Form - . : e ,

-

. . A
« The particular form used in this research was developed as a depart-

mental or subject matter specific form by a faculty committee consisting

v . s
of a lawyer, ‘an expert in performance evaluation in both the private and




ﬁ‘ \
publlC sectors, and a faculty member familiar with basic research in teach-

1.\ he

. ing~ evaluation. This committee examined the literature and several existing

-

',fors" were: . (1) warmth; (2) guided discourse or indirect method of teach=

*gtruments and decided to strive fof relevancy in the items used There~ .

-

'fore, items which the literature suggested as being non-relevant were im-.
Q- ’ - i o
ediately dropped from considefﬁtion——dress, hair length, sex, and,the¢

-

_like; A tentative‘llst of items covering "dimensions' and "behaviors"
¢ ' s y ’ .
identified in the literature was developed. The "dimensions" and' "behav-

e -

ing; . (3) control or grasp of subject matter, (A) enthusiasm motivating

'

.and re:nforq1ng, «5). organizing, coordinating and managing; (6) présenting,

explaining and demonstrating, (7) evaluating; and (8) advi31ng and counsel~ .

!'

. -«

_1ng/5 That tentative list jwas submitted to the=departmental faculty and a

‘o
rFy

form finalized following faculty review.

L]

" The form was used in all sections of all courses taught by the depart-

ment each regular semester for two years. In each semester, there were

‘ -

1500 or more observation"ietained.(student forms, ndt separate students,

as a single student may haveohad more than one instructor). A total of 23 e,
’

instructors. were evaluated all four semesters; to assure comparability, onlé?

these 23,were used in the analysis although more than 30 taught each of the ‘ o

semegters. . - - .

) ° .
A split—half reliability coefficient (Spearman—Brown) was calculated

for each semester. The results were: O 83 (N= 2007),.0 84 (N=l627), O 84
(N=l798); and 0,84 (N=l499)."Factor stability was also found to exist as
can be readily seen in Table 1. These data sugéest‘that the tnternal con- -

'sistency’and stability of the form was acceptable or evem excellent,

"To check for péssible contamination, several items of student back-

. A 4 . ’
ground and perceptions about the course were obtained and were correlated




.

. (Items Grouped by Highest Loadirg on Rotated Factor Makrl“)
(Prlnqlpal Components Method;
(E4ch % Represents One Semester'-“ o T

i.

2

TABLE 1 C :

FOUR SEMESTER FACTOR ANALYSIS ‘ .

Varimax Rotatién)

4 - * 3
s Factor ' , ‘- .
Interest in View of . Main Point of Item where S refers

-Item Openness Students Testing Mechanics - Materdial to students and I to instructor ¢

5 sk Kk ’ . S's feel free'to ask questions

9. * k k% . : - Instructor asked challenging questions
14 ok oK Ky ’ _ o Instructor open to other views
22 kR R KL _ L L S Instruct9£_9§ed Socratic method

6 X Kk ko ' _ __Instructor Provided guidance

2 * ok k% . I met with S outside of class
15 _ * Kk &k R _ ___I_Eersoﬁallz_interested in S
3 - * * * e - __u' examination feedback useful L
10 * k Kk % * o exam questiong were clear
16 LRk k% ‘ I fair in grading examindtions
17 L AT . ____exams were a;good sample_of material
20 - . __ kK * & e course requlregeggg_gnd grading clear_

4 ' Kok kK - Instructor organjzed

'8 ) Tk ok kK . tourse objectives. clear
11 ok K fail Instructor was well prepared

19 SRRk ok I stressed important material

21 R * ‘I accomplished objectives of course
25 ° _ o _ * Kk % * . mEEEEiﬁl_E,EEEEQ_EE satisfactory pace
12 ’ * % * * I aroused $ interest in materlal

13 . * k  k  k _______concepts clearly Qresented

1 * * % % Instructor knew materlal -

7 . kook Kk L displayed interest in material
18 . . ok k% .1 used examples to clarify material
23 * %* * *# 1 enthusiastic about material

24 . # % *x *# . T presented information not in text
'NOTE Using eigenvalues of 1.0 or greater, five factors were'obtained for three semesters and four

"

F l(:factors for the fourth semester. For that fourth semester, the Mechanics' factor was not

...m saparated from the "View of mtefiﬂ" fector as it was in ﬂ‘e othey thr"’e SEMEHCErS.




[ ‘ . \

- .
< 5

with the overall rating% which were given to the insggyc{ors. The data y

)

e .

presented in Table 2 demonstr&lé.thzt while several highly significant .- s

. : . [ . ‘ .. .
s . contamination effects arc present, they are quite small and, indeed, singly
& : . . ' .
« "would acgount for extremely small proportions of variance in the oveTall

~ -t

ratings. These data, too, suggest that the form used was acceptable or o ;

- \
s

o

even better.

* - 4 .
Ratee Contaminants
. ’ ' 4

4 Thus far what has been done is ‘rather conventional (withithe exception

of four replications of factor analysis) for the evaluation of teaching,

-

. A faculty compittee was used to assure face validity and acceptance -in the

form devcloped. The reliability of the -form and its factor gfﬁﬁility*GE?é'

assessed to assure the internal’ consistency and g;qbility'of the form.

’ -
)

Possible contaminants were checked to assure that the evaluations received
were more likely to be the result of the performance of the instructor, than K

characteristics of.thc'students or the course. 1In this instance, all in-

dicators were that the' form wés'aCCthnble but that slight contaminants
» appeared 'to exist--the grade which the student expects to receive in the .
. 4 . ’ .

@

course, the sex of .the instructor, and the time of day at which the course
w .

begins. i N )
. ’ ) - . L) ) N P3 v
But what if one or more of the instructors performed in such a way as
n ‘ ' ) . . . s . ] v . *
to evoke.a gcrsistent pattern of response; from students with regard to the N

~ . \

[ ’ ‘ :
evaluation--a pattern reflecting not performance but some characteristic of ~

R
1 A N .

the student? What' if an instructor constgntly made sexist remarks so that -

femalus'ﬁndurratéd the instructor while males were mixed in their reactions?

Ea

Such ratce specific contaminanfa,might go undetected using a conventional - .
approach to cvaluate the form such as outlined above. The usdal assumption

seems - to be.that such effects might exigt but would not?persist. Therefore,

A -

e
-

R A v o Provided by R

e LT




Required in Course -

’

TABLE 2*‘ . .
v CONRAMINATION ANALYSIS ° .
d ‘ ) o o
. Semester .
Background Factor 1 2 . 3 . b
~ Major . 4 +0.0050 ~0.0080 -0.0548 ~  ~0.0032
eClassifica{ion' +0.0290 -0.1176%%% -0,0253 j0.0l91- N .
Time Course Begins +0.0631* +0.0008 4+0.,0745% «+  H0.1362%**
Reason for Selecting ' - C
Coyrse -0.0049 +0,0045 -0.0482 '-0.0308
Carcer Plans +0.0154 -0.0409 -0,0089 -0.0346
sex” +0.0294  40.0227  T40.0612 +0.0290 .
Sex of Instructor:l +o,"10579<** +0.1150*7¥*' +0.1160%** +O.13’.16*** '} o
~ Match between Student . o : ‘ x )
Sex'and Instructor , : PR ] Y /9
Sex. ' +0.0686%%* +0.0903%**  +0,1148*** +0,0397 /G .
Overall Crade Point - ‘ s ‘ { ’ //
Average : -0.0294 +0.0778%%  +0.0636%* —0.9281
, ~Expécted crade in ° T . )
' Course +0.1363%%%*  +0,1905%%% +0,2304***  +0,1248%**
Difficulty of Course - -0.0395 -0.0918*%%*% -0,0875%**% 40,0266
Time and Effort L ;// _ -~
~-0.0107 * -0.1035%%% ~0,1439%%% 40,0244

* p£0.01
x%  p£0.001 .
*k%  p£0,0001

)

R 5
was cgded 1 for males and 2 for females.
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~ e

an examination of.those'effccts by ‘instructor (N=23) for each semester (N=§)'

oe - —— .

was performed. The results are summarized in Table 3:_@ S S S
- 3

As “can be sech from the data-in Table 3, 8.6 percent of. the instrictor
- € - . B .

ratees haué»persigzcﬁf/ggﬁtaminants‘associatéd with their evaluations where

" . ) * v

pers;§zent is defined to mean significant'(p
- * M

£0.10 i1t all four semesters.

- P N

- »

%) ¢ . . ..
y 18gser definition. of persistent is used--sigrificant in thrma‘ ;

. s
> - If a slightl

&

- a r
. : ' ‘ Y S i
J of the four#semesters, this increcades to 34.7 percent, over a third of the N

&

P

‘ . : . . .
insc;hctors! This means, of, course, that for those ratees, the evaluations

" 3

- . ’ . T a
may not be assessing performance accurately. .
. s A . .\\‘

One of the twelve possible -contaminants is involved fot six of the | 2
. eight faculty—-expected grade in course--and the correlation is as high as
v. ® )
o o

- . 0.59 for one-of the instructors in” one scmester. The other’peféistent cop~-

L

' ' v . . 4 i
taminant#™ are the time at which the course begins, the time and effoft re-

©
.

quired of the student in the course, and the student's major, These latter

el

two were not identified as persistent when the total data set was analyzed.
AN .

\\ Further, thé sex of the instructor, which had Been,identified\as a. persistent

e . ‘ -

% contaminant for the total data set, does not appear as one on an instructor-
N — . . - ’
”by-instructor basis. ‘L @

Conclusions
& , .
These data.clearly demonstrate the existence of persistent ratee con-—
- . CoL

L T ~ : .

LW . S .
taminants® even: for an instrument which is acceptable to ¥fhose for whom it

is designed to be applied and which appears to be reasonably good,fgom a

Ps
! [

- psychometric standpoint. . This means that, even if conventional approaches

v
‘

Ty Y : :
are used to assure good evaluations.are being ¢onducted, some ratees may be
. e ‘ ‘ N

-

e recciving improper evaluatlons--higher or.lower than their performance alone
v <9 X l * . ' ’ ﬁi "
—_— would suggcst. . . . . .
What -can be done? First, even if the total data set is used in a . r
o - #
4 ¢ . " L)
Q - 3 . . . ) 9 . > P .
oo e ‘ " - : ’ : :

L # . .




TABLE"3

"RATEE CONTAMINATION ANALYSIS

13
14
15
16
17
18

19
20.
21
22
23

1 b,j,k
g fsh()() )
a i . b
f,h
C%c d; i(? k (),f,l
. b,c,k h, ]
° 3
a 3
T c,1,3,1
e a,c k
a,(@ie . @

.

.f,u(;(D' .
. C 3 o ’

b,i (DO
d,f,h,k,1
. "_c(;L]( . ,k
@b)d) ’h@)l Lt » B
2 i,3° a,b,c,d,i,k,1
b,c,f,h, ] b,c,e,f,h,l
k -7 d
" by, . . 1
*_a,b,c,d() ; .

f’h)j'lk

-~

P

NOTE:

QO omeoano

a

Only those contaminants significant at the 0.10 1evel are shown,

= major
= glassifieation

= time course begins

= reason for selecting course

= carcer plans

= sex of student (l=male;2= female)
= sex of Instructor (l=m;2=f)

h

i
3
k
1

-

n

W

match’ betWeen student

sex and instructor: sex
overa¥l grade point ‘ave.
expected grade in course .
difficulty of course

time and effort required
" in course o

. / .
denotes persistent contaminant for particular ratee/instructor.

RS

AV

~




regression model to adjust for possible contaminants, proper results may

»

not be obtained. As indicated by these data, contaminants which appear

significant for the tétal data set may uot be persistent ones for ratees

-

' and some which are persistent for ratees may not .show up for the total .

data set, Sccond, the contaminants which emerge with each administration
. .

" of an instrument are likely both to involve more ratees than those for

. .

» whom persistent contaminants exist and to involve more possible contam-

o

L3
.

inants than actually will persist. This would séem to suggest that ad-

a

- ¥

justments would have to pé made on an individual basis and only for thosé

contaminants which are persistent for each iﬁdivid@al. This is clearly
a monument;l’task and“one which is not likely to be undertaken by many

organizations.’ . - ' -

What is needed is a practical decision rule which will permit users

-
- . o
-

N 4’ . “
of such evaluations to make necessary adjustments in the appraisals to
Fd
‘correct for such persistént effects without all of this effort, if possible.
. *
4 ' » ' § :
However, before that can be done the question of interactions among these
- B \

.

contaminants must-also be addressed. It ie highly likely that "reason for

~ -

' ! * N 3 - .

. ; ) 1 . > ..
choosing the course," "career plans," "classification,'" and "major" will
@

‘disp]gy‘somo interaction which may heighten or lessen the problem identified

here. The next step in the-resecarch project being reported here is to ex~
. , : N

amine those interactions and to move toward the establishment of a decision

rule for treating the problem,

- : '

[
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