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Beyond the Score
What a 2025 Psychometric Audit Revealed About Contact Center Quality

When QA scores are high and coaching is happening, why isn't the customer experience 
improving?

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
Most contact centers assume that more quality checks produce better performance, and that high QA scores 
reflect strong customer experiences. In 2025, BPA Quality's psychometric audit of a large enterprise contact 
center proved both assumptions wrong.

Statistical analysis across thousands of evaluated interactions found that QA check frequency had virtually no 
relationship to agent performance, and that QA scores themselves had virtually no correlation to customer 
satisfaction results. Meanwhile, the behaviors that drive customer satisfaction were not being measured at all.

This case study presents six key findings from that engagement, their business implications, and how BPA 
Quality's science-backed approach addresses the gaps most QA programs never see.

THE CHALLENGE
The client had an established QA program: regular calibrations, dedicated quality raters, coaching sessions, and 
CSAT surveys. QA scores were consistently high across all teams. On the surface, the program appeared to be 
functioning well.

Yet leadership had limited confidence that these activities were improving the customer experience or driving 
measurable business outcomes. BPA Quality was engaged to conduct a comprehensive Quality Impact Index 
audit, evaluating six core pillars: Process Documentation, Coaching and Development, Quality Processes, 
Evaluation Scorecard, Voice of the Customer, and Training. A comparative analysis against a prior-year audit was 
conducted to assess year-over-year progress.

BPA QUALITY'S APPROACH
The audit combined multiple data streams analyzed through a psychometric and statistical lens:

• Agent and supervisor interviews
• Recorded call listening and live agent observations
• Live coaching session observations across multiple supervisors
• Training material and SOP document review
• QA, CSAT, and operational data analysis across thousands of interactions
• Driver analysis and correlation modeling to identify what predicts customer satisfaction
• A new customer satisfaction survey administered as part of the engagement



This multi-stream approach allowed BPA Quality to surface patterns invisible to any single data source, and to 
connect QA performance, coaching behavior, and customer outcomes in a single analytical framework.

KEY FINDINGS

FINDING 1  QA Volume Does Not Appear to Drive Performance
Analysis of agents represented across more than 2,100 evaluated customer interactions found limited evidence 
of a meaningful relationship between the number of QA evaluations received and average performance scores.

r = 0.12, p = 0.44
Correlation between QA evaluation frequency and agent performance scores. This result did not provide  

evidence of a statistically meaningful relationship between evaluation volume and measured  
performance.

Some agents received substantially more evaluations than others during the observation period, yet 
performance scores remained broadly similar across groups.

IMPLICATION  Increasing QA volume alone may not lead to improved performance. Organizations investing in 
high-volume QA are not buying better performance. They are buying data quantity, not data quality. What matters 
is the scientific design of the evaluation framework, not the frequency of its use, and how findings are translated 
into coaching and operational improvements.

FINDING 2  QA Scores Showed Only a Weak Relationship with Customer Satisfaction
Analysis identified a weak relationship between overall QA scores and customer satisfaction outcomes.

r = .136
While the relationship was positive, its magnitude was small, suggesting that higher QA scores were not  

consistently associated with higher customer satisfaction.

Further investigation revealed why: the QA form rewarded compliance-driven procedural steps that customers 
do not notice or value. Some scripted behaviors, including formulaic recaps and closing scripts, were found to 
have a negative association with satisfaction when performed mechanically. It suggests that consistency of 
process alone may not fully capture the quality of the customer experience.
IMPLICATION  If a QA program rewards the wrong behaviors, high scores are not a sign of quality. They are a sign of a 
misaligned measurement instrument. Organizations should periodically evaluate whether the behaviors being measured 
align with the outcomes they are seeking to improve.



FINDING 3  Customer Satisfaction Was Most Strongly Associated with Outcome, Effort, and Clarity
Customers place significant value on achieving their desired outcome, receiving clear explanations, and resolving 
issues with minimal effort.: 

• Outcome satisfaction: r≈0.84 (very strong positive relationship, meaning when customers feel their issue 
was resolved, overall satisfaction rises sharply)

• Ease of processing: r≈0.80 (strong positive relationship, meaning low-effort experiences drive high 
satisfaction)

• Clarity of explanation: r≈0.79 (strong positive relationship)
• Time satisfaction: r≈0.77 (strong positive relationship)

Courtesy scores were so consistently high across all agents that they no longer differentiated performance. The 
data also revealed that non-English language calls consistently outperformed English calls on resolution metrics, 
with the largest gaps in time to resolve and issue resolution.

IMPLICATION  Customer satisfaction appears to be influenced most strongly by perceptions of resolution, effort 
reduction, and communication effectiveness. Evaluation frameworks may benefit from greater emphasis on 
behaviors that contribute to these outcomes.

FINDING 4  Coaching Activity Was Not Clearly Linked to Performance Outcomes
Coaching session data showed 314 total sessions over a 10-month period, with 61% corrective and 39% 
reinforcing. No consistent relationship was observed between the number of coaching sessions received and 
subsequent QA performance scores.

Coaching was concentrated in one team (90% of sessions), leaving other departments with minimal 
developmental touchpoints. Most sessions were delivered via instant messaging and focused on single 
interaction reviews rather than performance trends.

IMPLICATION  The presence of coaching activity does not necessarily indicate coaching effectiveness. Organizations  
may benefit from more structured approaches that connect coaching content directly to measurable behaviors, 
performance trends, and desired customer outcomes.

FINDING 5  Rater Inconsistency Is Undermining Data Integrity
Analysis of 14 quality raters identified inconsistent leniency patterns across the team. QA scores ranged from 
94% to 99% across raters, with evaluation volumes ranging from 14 to 465 evaluations. Without a formalized 
calibration process and check-the-checker mechanism, scores are not comparable across teams or over time.

IMPLICATION  QA data is only as trustworthy as the consistency of the people producing it. When rater leniency 
varies, scores cannot reliably support coaching decisions, performance management, or strategic planning.

FINDING 6  Year-Over-Year Improvement Is Measurable
Longitudinal comparison of prior-year and current audit data showed measurable behavioral improvement 
across key interaction standards. The attribute with the largest gain had been the program's single lowest-
performing standard in the prior audit. It improved by 7 percentage points.



IMPLICATION  A well-designed QA framework does not just identify problems. It tracks progress over time, giving 
leadership a reliable signal of whether investments in coaching, training, and process improvement are working.

THE BUSINESS IMPLICATION
Together, these findings describe a pattern common across the contact center industry: organizations are 
conducting QA, running coaching programs, and measuring customer satisfaction simultaneously, while none of 
these activities are meaningfully connected to each other or to customer outcomes.

The result is significant investment in quality infrastructure that does not improve quality.

The root cause is not effort. It is the absence of scientific design connecting evaluation, coaching, and customer 
feedback into a coherent, outcome-oriented measurement system. That is the gap BPA Quality's psychometric 
methodology is built to close.

HOW BPA QUALITY CAN HELP

Quality Impact 
Index
Certification

A psychometrically validated accreditation framework assessing QA program maturity 
across four tiers (Bronze, Silver, Gold, Platinum) and six core pillars. Gives organizations a 
scientifically defensible benchmark and a clear roadmap for improvement.

Independent 
QA
& EvalidateQA

Unbiased, third-party quality evaluation that removes internal leniency and calibration 
inconsistency. EvalidateQA delivers AI-assisted scoring governed by scientifically sound 
measurement principles.

BPA Training
Programs

Behavioral science-based programs including Coaching to the Human Element, The 
Human Element of Customer Interactions, Working with Vulnerable Customers, and 
Developing Emotional Intelligence Skills.

Professional
Services

Psychometric support, data analytics, calibration governance, scorecard redesign, and 
program accreditation. Our team transforms QA data into executive-level reporting and 
continuous improvement roadmaps.

About BPA Quality
BPA Quality is a managed quality assurance firm with more than 30 years of experience serving contact 
center operations across more than 100 organizations and 48 languages worldwide. We believe AI can 
audit, but only humans can understand. Our team of QA experts, psychometricians, data analysts, and 
training specialists is built to ensure that quality measurement produces outcomes, not just reports.
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