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Behavioral Indices of Raters' Cognitive Processing

J . . ! v
’ \
in Performance Appraisal

”

! A
ABSTRACT -

&=

. -
. LY

] . -
One approach to increasing our understanding of the rating

™ process is to examine behavioral components of decision-making.
Although observable rater behavior duriné appraisal is gtill removed

{
from the actual contents of Lnternar proce881ng, these behavioral

'
.

indices may provide important clues toward 1dent1£y1ng determ&nants

of rating success. A methodology called Instantaneous Report of -

4,

'Jﬁdgqgnts (IRJ) was developed to measure rater behavior during
i appraisal. Four rating‘behaviOts were examined which are believed to

reflect important dimensions of rating ability: amount of -
. s .

information utilized, semnsitivity to diffetences between ratees,

sensitivity“to‘ragee strengths =and weaknesses, and observational

A
style. Two sets of studies were conducted using IRJ. The first set

. . . / LA . '

consisted of basic descriptive studies of Eifen behavior during the
rating process with the goal of! identifying stable components of
rating style. The second set involved construct validation of the

. ' -

IRJ procedure bnd rating data. Results from these studies’ are

.

presented and discussed briefly. It is concluded that IRJ can : ,

provide reliable and valid data ‘apd that these behavxoral Lndxces

~ -

v

shed some 11ght on the underlylﬁg mechanisms of accuracy. R

A
i

Aruitoxt provided by Eic: »

o .



Behaviorale Indices of Raters' Cognitive Processing
] ¢ *

in Performarkce .Appraisal .. ‘\{
I S o N
) Cot “; ' N

Performance rati’g research is-in a state of transition. ' Insfead

L)
»

of searching for ways of improving the mechanics of appraisal (e.g.,

better rating forms, more time allotted to the task, more effectlve

-

rater training), researchers recommend investigating the pr%cesses
1]

upderlying performance rating (Peldman, 1981; Ilgen & Feldman, in

press; Landy & Farr ) 1980). While many hawe stressed the importance

of this kind of research for- azgetal years (e.g., Borman, 1979,

Dunnette & Borman, 1979), few ud1es hav been comp1eted One reason
y i‘ 4

for this delay is the absence of easy methodologies for-studying a
¢ -

- vprocess~variabdes for psychologists in general and 1L/O ;sychologists .

- - 4 v .

in particular. Thus, many I/0. psychologists who are interested in

rating prqcess research ‘have borrowed paradigms-outqide-llo and

’

. ?
adapted them to the appraisal context. This paper describes a
i,

- ' . N
methoddlogy adapted from !@gnitive psycho{oy for analyzing the rating

.process.’ This methodology, called Instantaneous Report of Judgments\j

'

‘(IRJ),,yields,behaviofal indices of.raters' cognitive processihg in

. performance appraisal. ' A

- . ®
Voo ‘ .
. .

Background and Rationale

reasons come to mind. First, it is general(y accepted that previous

attempts to increase accuracy by examining

-

3
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oiaappointing results. To help explain the failure.of:previous

. decision-eaking7 Why have training programs failed to impro!e\

“
. 3 . "

t
various input variables affect rating process and hence, outcomes. N\

1

AV

v

.
’ - I . R

input variables (i’e:| training, experience, interpersonal accuracy
\

R . \ .
correlates) and appraisal’ outcomes (i.e., errors) have yielded .

.
. N
. ’ . .

studies,\qe must look deeper into the relationship beween input and- -
B . . - . { . = B !
outcome variables. Why don't rating formats aid raters' , . Qk_ -

L . »

-

substantially rater accuracy? A description of rater behavior (e g,

processing of information) during appraisal will help determine how

-~

Second, several interesting research questions may be answered by

~ . ° -~
analyzing. rater behavior at the micro level such as; Does gex or race

b188 enter into performance 4at1ng at,.the selection or evaluat ion e
N ) ’ Q%% L oas

stage of Arocessxng? Do raters search for disconfirmatoty information

once a Judgment is formed? Do raters Gtilize the same 1nformation to
- A . )

.
. s
[y e . . a

generate performance ratings for several dimensions? 1In sum,

' ..
knowledge of ratetr behavior during the’gatingfprocess may suggest what .
t% change behaviorally to increase rater accuracy. ' . .

A »

In this paper, I will describe IRJ and present findings from

. ) s , ¢
studies employing the IRJ procedure. I hope to ‘show 'that importé4nt

new information about the rating procese-can be obtained through this
methodology and that in81ghts into the determinants of rating accuracy .

are likely, bx following this approach. First let me he clear about

~ . -~
» . . . -

what 18 meant by the term, rating process; and-what constructs I

intend to measure thfough IRJ. . y

The rating proces$ is conceptualized as a five-step

information-processing sequence tnat results in an overall performance

B} -




- ’v‘ -‘
- rating for a particular performance dimension. The steps consist of

internalizing task requ1rements, selecting relevant Lnformatlon,

- . - .

y evaluating selected information, sEPring and‘recalling stored

- information, and combining evaluations (See Banks, 1981 for :?re
} « . . N [y -
detail). It is Emportant to fote in this conceptualization that the
‘ task.as given may noé be identical to its interpretation and that
information sea;éh and selectio; is ; central component of the'

process. Both of these aspects of the conceptualization are’ meortant

-
because they allow for individual dhfferences in the selectlon and
. § .
. 4 . . “ M .
1ntqrp;etat10n of ratee data, a consideration that isg downplayed or

’ ' . '
: ignored in other investigations of the rating process (e.g.,

. \ . : - . ' ¢
policy~capturing). A methodology #s deéired that measures these
1nd1v1dual dlfferences exp11c1tiy.because it is believed that thése
individual differences lel,plgy a key role in unraveIiﬂg'the mystery
' . - . ' . ’ -

of accurate rating. . ‘ -
s . Y e .
Based on this conceptuallzatxon of the ratxng process and on folk

A

knowledge of the secrets of successful ratlng 1n the 11terature, four

. constructs were hypothesized to comprise rating ability:? (1) degree
r - .

[N

. - of dnformatlon utlllzatzon, (2) sensitivity to dlfferences between

. ratees; (3) sensitivity to ratee strengths and weaknesses; and (4)
; .
*  global vs. specific obgervational styre. These constructs are

) - ‘ .
described below,

L4

1, Degree bf.information utilization, This cdnstruct® is defined

)

as the amount of information a rater utilizes during a.rating task.

ERIC SN | 6. -
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.t L the'piobability job-related information will influence evaluation

‘(Schmitt, 1976).~ » _ : . A

. . - 2. Sensitivity ta ratee differences. This'construct_is simila¥

¢ * - .
»

: to one of Cronbach's components of judgmental accuracy, difféfential

3
.

! “"elevation (DE Cronbach, 1955).. This construct reflects a rater's

. s i ’ k3

ability to detect difference& between ratees when differences ac ly

-

exist. The higher the variance iggrerformance ratings across ratees, :

.

the more differences a rater detects., The literature claims that a

lack of differentiation, or restriction of range, leads to lower
L3 R .

accuracy (cf. Carroll & Schneier,ri§82). While this literature is

based on summary -or o3era11 rdtings rendered for a ratee, gensitivity r

' «

1’ .
to ratee differences could be extended to the level of }pdiviaual

'
}

- . judgments which cdmpose summary ratings. .

'3, Sensitivity to ratee strengths and weaknesses. This

. -

construct attempts to capture a rater's ability ‘to evaluate

L 4
performance in an even~handed or balanced manner. Within a ;
performance dimension, a lack of sensitivity has been characterized as
fy N &

-a failure to seek or recognize dfsconfirmatory ratee information after

* an impression is established (Snyder & Swann, 1978). A cenfirmatory
. . ) 5 .

strategy ,one” in which a rater seeks informatiou consistent with his

. y
or her impression, may result in low variability in information
A
. . . »*
utilized, and hence, failure to utiljze all rilevant,infotmation if.
: 4

both positive and negative information are present.

i

4. Global vs. specific observational style, _This construct
’ ' = »

attempts to capture the kind of information a rater processes during

> 1 . N .

appraisal. ("Global" processors may be characterized as those who

»

. ’ v . .
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develop global impressions of the ratée by processing information at a

"

L

more abstract level than "specific" processors. Global processo}s do

not develop impressions on tNe basis of specific behavioral events;
F 4 '.rather, they form img}essions by generalizing across ratee behaviors,
_y - £ ' .
. . -
forming abstractions from the behavioral data. For example, a global .
v N 4

.
Vv -

rocessor may attend to the ratee's attitude across all incidents that :
p y , A )

involve & conflict with a subordinate. In this cade, the ratér may be

evaluating a performance dimension different from the one explicitly B
-~ > a +

d ’

stated on the rating form (e.g., "attitude' vs. "ability to resolve ¢

.

coqjlict").‘ It is‘béfi%ved that specific processors, on the aqther
h&;d, génerate sﬁmmary rating; by combining separate and specif?é bit;.
a of information and avoig generalization across incidents, This latter *
. . style may reduce the ;fbbability a few salient events will swamp Co

N . 1

Qubsequent judgments (Schmitt, 1976). - - .
\

Each construct was operationalized by an observable rating .

behavior emitted during the rating process. Constructs and assoéiated

rating behaviors are listed in Figure 1‘ Notice that'the amount and '

kind wf information utilized requires that ode know the number and
<8
content of judgments wade by a rater. Instantaneous Report of

Judgments (IRJ) was developed so that raters could describe their
L ) \
judgments when they occured duging.a rating task. A description of '

]

IRJ arid how these constructs, were measured follows. >

-— e - ’ s
Ingert Figure 1 about here S
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.InstaSZ;;;;us Report.of Judgments S S e .

~ . S N P

Instantanébus RethQ\of Judgments or IRJ was based for the most
part on 1;}ormat1;n proce381ng theory as pr;sentedeln cognitive . )
psychology (Erxcsson & Slmon, 1980; Newell & Simon, 19;2) ) Brfefly, a .
rater reports his. or her Judgments\fqrmed'during a rating r:sk by ‘;
) N : ) .

using a panel of buttons to record judgments of ratee performance and

. N ~

by reporting verbally behavioral cues Ehat."trigger" judgments. (See

Banks, 1980 & 1981 for mdre detail,) Basically, IRJ provides réters a

mechanism for reportlng the. contents of their dec1810n-mak1ng whenever «

they feel the "urge" to report. \\\__\

The four behavioral indices of raters cogn1t1ve processxng

‘ -

(dumber of Judgments, varxatlon in Jddgments, varlatlon Ln mean

.

]

judgments, and latency) are obtalned in the following way. Each - .
button, press on the panel signals a judgment was made; therefore, -the
number of button presses indicates the number of judgments made (NJ). -

Since button values,duplicatq the point values on the rating scale,

the particular button pressed indicates the judged level of ratee
- -

P !
performance. Variation 1n judgments is obtained by the standard

deviation of the values of buttons pressed (SDJ). When these values

are averaged'yielding a mean judgment level pér ratee, variation in
mean judgments is obtained by calculating the standard deviation of
7z ‘ .
. .
mean judgments across ratees (SDJ). A timing device which ties button

presses to on-going ratee behavior allows measurement of latency
(LAT). It also ties_judgments to tatee cues, permitting

identiffcation of information utilized by a rater in forming a




.
~

ERIC

Ry A i Tox: Provided by ERIC
s o,

#

~.

RN

AN * ;’ S . \ . N
judgaient.. Thus, IRJ allows measurement'of\fOur rat1ng behav1ors, plus

N identification of ‘cues selected and processed dur1ng the rat1ng task.
These operatlons, in turn} allow measurement of the constructs

- belxeved to be xelated to ratxng ab111ty. ) S

~

Raters in IRJ studles 1nd1v1dually view vxdeotaped perfo

. ~

\\\

of managerlal ‘behavior (5-7 m1nutes long) Videotaped were-previo ly

L 2 * \\

LAY

- developed by Borman and his associates (Borman, Hough, & Dunnette/, .

1976). Raters view and rate a slngle performance dimension for each

-
manager., In other words, one manager is evaluated on one dimension

[

- -

// per viewing, and this constitutes a single rating taSk, 1In each

. .- . ‘

rating task, rateré press g button whenever they "feel" they are "
making a Judgment, and they press the button (1- 7) that best

represents their Judgment of ratee performance. After ptESSIHg a

button, they report verbally the basis for thexr Judgment. For every

- . >
task, raters ar@'encouraged to press buttons as many times as they . .

make judgments and at the” conclusion of each task, they render‘a‘\'

» -

summarylrating. In all, six-ratees are rated along each of six .

ARy

1 .
performance dimensions.

Research Findings , ]

Several studies have been conducted using IRJ, and these are

outlined in Figure 2. 'These studies can be divided into two .
‘ ’

.
D D B S ey Tt P e e B D g s Tt e ot A B B s B e b B g

Insert Figure 2 about here

- -

groups: descriptive studies of the rating process and construct

validation of IRJ. The descriptive studies were designed to collect

- . ’
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basi¢ information about rater behavior during a rating task. They -
sought to determine how much information raters utilize.and whag
information is utilized, and to determine the presence (absence) of a

general rating style. Details of these studies can be found in Banks

(1981; 1982). Findifigs of these studies will be summarized briefly

s

“below. .
: "
In terms of judgments made, a rater.makes about seven judgments
per ratee, though large individual differences exist in the number, A
rater tends to make judgments early in the evaluation period (within 2
minutes), and the range of judgments made for each ratee is relatively
small (within 1 to 2 points on a 7-point scale). A rater also does

N

not diféerentiate greatly across ratees; the range %P’mean judgments
is about 1.5 points. When rating behavior is obsérved across tasks,
marked similarities in rat;ng behavior were found. This suggests that
a rater tends to utilize a consistent rating style across tagks. For
exampfé, raters appeared to be consistent regarding number of
judgments made (NJ) and judgment latency (LAT), but ydriation in
judgments (SDJ) was less consistent (median internal consi;E:ncy )

) —
reliabilities = .95, .77, and :6L, ;eépecfively). An inferestiné
finding emerged when SDJ was examined across tasks. This is, raters

seemed to narrow their range of judgments with practice. It is” not

clear whether this narrowing of judgments was the result of becoming

. more skilled over time or whether experience with the task ¢hanged

their reporting. : : )

When cue selection and evaluation was examined, it was found that

.

untrained raters do not tend to select the same information when they

’
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evaluate the same ratee along the same pexformance dimensiod.

Moreover, even when raters selected the same infprmation, they

"

evaluated it differently. These latter findings suggest that

untrained raters (college students) differ substantially in the
- 1}

factors affecting information or cue selection (e.g., interpretation

of task requirements, motivation, attention) and cue eyaluation (e.g.,

’ * ~
. . . e, e . s .
rating criteria , cognitive schema » preconceived notions of ratee

performance)s Simply providing well-developed fating formats like
BARS and removing conflicting motives (e.g., eliminating

»
responsibiliﬁy for the ratings) is not sufficient to guide the rating
process to the same end. y, : < v

The second set of studies sought to detérmlne the meanxngfulness

v

of these ratlng behaviors. First, a rate~rerate rellablllty study was

conducted to determine if these rating behaviors were repeatable when

e
’

1dentical tasks were administered 1 ; S months later. For-a subset of

16 raters, mean judgments calculated for Time 1 and Time 2 tasks were

-

H - -
highly correlated as were overall performance ratings (median r's =
4
-8, .83, respectively). These findings suggest that a rater arrived
at the same outcome at both adﬁinistratidns. For NJ, LAT, and
. .

éspecially SDJ, reliability was lower (median r's = ,54, .49, and

L]

~.05, respectively). A rater tended to press a different number of ™
~ ‘
buttons (Psualky fewer) and pressed a smaller range of buttons upon

the second viewing. As with internal consistency analyses, this
Y . v

analysis suggestsgsome wevision in rating behavior with practice; thus

lowering reliability estimates. But-, one could argue ‘that the ratlng

tasks were no longer identical since a rater possessed more

. .
¢ , o




.‘k@ A ] .
o N N . . \ > .
xnformatlon about the ratee.1n the second viewing than' the first.
This would result in artificially low estimates of reliability.

Overall‘réliébility'analyseg suggest that although judgments differ in
. A v
A 1 :
quantity and range over time, they.comQ}ne to form the same

-

‘conclusion, a finding that argues against the nqgéibility that raters

4 B 4

responded randomly,

8 .
N Generalﬁéabilityﬁof IRJ findings ‘was assessed in part "by

comparing managers with students' rat1ng beefvxors in 1dent1ca1
rating tasks. Both managers and students rated each of the six.ratees

along each performance dimension in a total of six rafing sessionsg,

-
L

Managers and stu&ents were, compared in terms of rating behavlor (NJ,
ShJ, SDJ, and LAT), and rat1ng outcomes (accuracy, hglo, leniency, and

restriction of range). Various person perception variables shown to
‘ .’V i

‘be related to rating success (Borman,'l97Q) were also compared. Meaus
gggnd standard deviations of rat1ng behaV1ors, rating outcomes, and

person perceptlon variables are shown in Table 1.
1

Insert Table 1 about, here

9 . .
. . . ' . ‘ . !
No significant differences were found between the two groups except

for age and cognitive complexity (students wére’younger, but smarter).

,Althouéh managers and students do not difffer significantly on these

.

variables, some meortant pattern differences in the relatlonéhxps

between varxables were evident ,~ ~Pattern differences will be

'
..

L]
elaborated on in a- Iater seetlon. For the moment, let us examine each

variable singly. 1In general, the behavior of manggers and students 1§ '
-~ . i4 .

3

’

-

.

' L - -
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the rating tasks was quite similar, suggestlng that we would not

expect managers in general to respond very differently when given the
. .

same tasks as students., N ‘ :
’ Anothqr study was conducted to determine whether reporting

~.
v

¢ .
»’raters’ contents of their decision-making altered rating outcomes., ‘Eg

. -

+80,, this would limit the generalizability of IRJ findings to typical
. . < .
rating tasks. Mean performance ratings were calculated across raters

~

: from The Banks (1979) sample for.each ratee on each dimension. These

.

mean ratings were correlated with mean performance ratings,colleeted

by Borman (1979). Borman 8 ratlngs were obtained by having raters

Py

sxmply view the same v1deotapes and record summary performance
ratlngs. Despite differences in\proce@uéez samplés, and rating
_instructions, ratings from the two studies correlated «90 (p<.01) and
the sum of the differences between the two groups of means was near
zero (d.= ,3), Similar co}re}ations with the Bérman‘ratings were
‘found with mean ratings from a later IRJ study (r = .91, p<.01 ).
Recently, I colleqted ratings from an independent sample of student
raters (N = 37)'using the Borman procedure, and again the correlationé

between these ratings and ratings from the IRJ studies were hlgh (¢'s

.94 & .96). In general it can be concluded that findings from IRJ

/ . .
’ studies can probably be general;zed to rating tasks typically r

encountered in<%;praigal research. More important, the IRJ procedure

A does not seem to interfere greatly with the fating process,
Next, rating behaviors collected using IRJ were correlated with
rating outcomes (accuracy, halo, leniency, and restriction of range)

to determine which rating behav%ors were associated with accuracy and

P A 170 rovided by ERIC . . . . R . %
T . . . .
I N - - « L * . . . 4
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{

'aeparately» Origiqflly, the manager sample was separated into two

/ ~
P v
rating error. Data from managers and students were examined

subgroups, expert and nonexpert raters. Experts were ﬁifferentiated'
from nonexperts -on the bqiis of . textbook™type knowledge of appraisal

and on the basis of rating experience as judged by thf author after

{n-depth interviews. These subgroups were combined when no '

giificant differenc;s in rating behaviors or rating outcomes vere
d . lESo much for armghair‘criterion analyses.) Relaéionshipa

LA

between rating behaviors and rating outcomes for each group ‘are shown

in Table 2. It can be seen that restriction of range

/.

Insert Table 2 about here

error is consistently related to AVGSD, .the viriation in mean -
. . '\ . ! Q
judgments (8DJ). averaged across ratees. AVGSD is the micro-level

analog of restriction of range since both are computed in terms of

differentiation between ratees. A high correlation between the two
measures means that differentiation (or lack'of it) at the judgment
level is consistent with-diffe;;ntiation at the summary rating level.
For the 3anager sample, lentency was related to AVGNJ, the number of
Jngments-(NJ) averaged across tasks, and JAVGSD, the average variation
in mean Judgments (SDJ). This suggests that the more Judgments &
rater makes and the: greater the differentiation beéween rateea, “the
lower the leniency. However, these correlations were not found in the
student sample. .

CRS . s
The most interesting aspect ?E Table "2 is the relationship
¢

" between rating behaviors and accuracy. Accuracy was Eeaaured by the

- t

: | ' . ‘_155 o | ,</




. correlation between each rater's set of 36 summary ratings and '

Borman's mean expert rat%ygs (Borman, 1979). For the student sample

only, accuracy was re}atgd to AVGNJ, AVGSDJ, and AYGLAT, aggregate

-

scores .of NJ, SDJ, and LAT averaged across tasks. These correlatxons

showed that accurate raters tend to make fewer . judgments, exhibit less

-~

vnrxatxon in Judhments, 4dnd take more txme generating the first

>
-~ - Judgggnﬁfthan less accurate raters.

. At first gIane, correlations bdween rating behavior and

'

accurancy qppéar to-contraaict'eﬁyectations set forth earliertwthis_
' { ~ , &
paper. Recall that it was _hypothesized that rating accuracy dbwld be

'aaocxated with hggh NJ, xxgh 8DJ, and low LAT, accordxng to the

per formande appraxsal literature,

In the student sample, the opposite

seemed to be true; raters who made few judgments -and exhibited longer
3

-

latencies of responding tended to be more accurate, This potential )

inconsistency can be explained by exploring the process by which

judgments are produced, . i

Early responders could be responding appropriately or

. inappropriately depending on the cues responded to.

If cues relevant

to the evaluation of a particular performance dimension are present

early in the ratee performance, a quick response would be expected
. * [

and

appropriate,

However, if the raters responds early to irrelevant cues

(a sign of failure to discriminate cues), then early responding would

be inappropriate. It may also be the case that even if relevant cues

are responded to early in the process, the rater may fail to report

judgments until a sufficient amount of confirmatory (or

-

\dxaconfxtmatory) evxdence has accumulated to build confidence in the
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judgment. Since raters in the student sample were relatively
's .
inexperienced in g{ving performance appraisals, it would seﬁt ‘ '
»
reasonablé to hypothesize that thexr inexperience led to gau 1ous (and
§

therefore delayed) reporting (or accurate raters and more spontaneous

reporting for less gccurate raters. K

.
. R \ -

The_{ack of correlatiqns for the manager sample also seems .
-disturhing, but this too can be exblained. The scatterplot of the
relation3hip betweeh accuracy and each’ rating behavior revealed
moderate curvily;ear relationshjips. For NJ, accurate raters tended to
make e1theﬁla high' number of judgments or§a low number whereas less
accurate raterg made about an avéerage number (eta = ,39), ance the
eta coétfxcxent (.39) is hxgher than the Pearson cbefficient (ry.01)
between NJ and accuracy, we can coqfﬁyde that a donlinear relationshig
does indeed exist., These data suggest that acccurate raters in the
‘manager sample exhib{t one of two styles of:respdnding: early
responders who have the experierce andﬂconfidence to identify and
report relevant cues and late responders who wait for evidence to
accumulate before reportingf Thus, accurate mahagers® may be
characterized as exhibit{;g one of two styles of rating whereas
accurate students exhibit only one; Students may not be sOphxatxcated
enOugh in appraxsal to have developed a fine=-tuned cognitive schema

o .

for 1nterpret1ng performance-related cues confidently or .for

-

recognizing subtle behavioral cues. The "gist" of the cues may be

‘

obvious to the. students in the aggregate, but’ taken singly, cues may

not be interpreted as well as they would by managers., At this point,

.
ey

this explanation for -the research-gi;dinég should be regarded as

!

.




speculative.

sFinally, person perception variables were correlated with rating

.-

behavior and outiome measures. Thése correlations a(f found in Table -~

3. As in Borman's (1979) study, intellectual factors were cortelated

.with accuracy, but for managers only. (Correlations in the student

samplé may have been artificially low due to restriction of range in

intellectual ability.) When' rating behaviors were correlated with
t

person perception variables, .a different pattern of correlations were

found for managers and students. For managers, mady person perception
‘ " -

variables

‘ . Insert Table'3 about here

were related to AVGNJ and AVGLAT whereas for students, féw .

\

correlations were found. This suggests that managers' rating behavior

(NJ and 1AT) was affected by person perception Gar{ables mo n
. ~

they ‘were for students, A more 1nterest1ng finding is that although

AVGNJ and AVGLAT were related to appralsal knowledge, near-zero

Qy “correlations were found between appraisal knowledge and accuracy for

-
3

“both groups.’ Apparently, what, raters actually do to achieve accuracy

is not necessarily what téxtbooks suggest. This obsérvation is, worth
. { .

dwelling on a minute. Originally it was hypothesized that the more

information a rater utilizes and the quicker he or she responds, the

higher the accuracy. Wwhile rating behgviors were consistent with

1

knowledge of "good" appraisal techniques, they.were not correlated as

hypothesized to accuracy. These fipdings imply that our folk

-

knowledge of. "good appraisal may be inaccurate dnd that we need to

~

gy




i X - . i .
rethink what rating éehavxbrs wold be expected to result in accurate

rating. .

.\TVo research studies anderway concern ratq;s' use of. cues. The

. ~ s
first examines whether a rater uses the single behaviogral cues for

' .
evaluating more than one performance dimension. An earlier study

- ) C:>\~

which used a betzéeen-subjects design showed that .some behavioral cues
were salient across several dimensions (Banks, 1982). 1If a single -

rater utilizes the same cue across dimensions, then halo "error" may

be reifitepreted as a by-product of normal decision-making rather than

»

the result of overgeneralized global impressions. That is, halo would .

1

be caused by the overlap in information used to generate dimension

- *

ratings. If halo error is in fact a problem of muliiple-éue use,

- -

training programs to reduce halo error may be more successful if

rdters-are trained to increase their reliance on more discriminating . e

v ) .
cues, hd . . .
d ]

ae

-
[y

3 . . ’o [ o .‘
The second study in progress involves raters' identification of

1%

relevant cues. It is ééqgntially a study of raters' ability to

sebarate relevant from irrelevant information. It is expected that o
. ‘ . Il
those who utilize a high proportion of relevant information (to.total
]
information utilized) will be more accurate. '
In summary, a good deal of descriptive work on the rating process
- ~
has been completed. We found that raters exhibit a rating style that -
is consistent across tasks in many ;espects, but someor;ﬁision in this b\ )

style occurs with practice. We also found that accurate managers , -

exhibit two different rating styles whereas accurate students exhibit  __

b4 ’

- t
only one. Reasons for these differences between styles were explored.



"l

. found that while folk knowledge of "good" appraisal techniques wa:{/ ;

~ s

-

.

J

- . -

Nonetheless, in each case, specific rating behaviors were related to

’
.

N -
rating accuracy (though opposite to expectatiod). Finally, it was

-

RS

’ *

related to\ratidg behaviors in the hypothesized direction, appraisal

i -
~

kaowledge fAiled to correlate significantly with rating\accuracy. The
corrélations between rating behaviors and rating accuracy and the lack

L .
of correlation between appraisal knowledge and accuracy-suggest that

we need té revise our thinking about what kind of rating behavior is

related to accuracy. .And last, we conclude hat fhe IRJ procedure .

-~ ¢ 9

does not seem to interfere with«gaters' cognilivé processing and that

IRJ'yields’fog the most part, reliable and valid data.

- .

Although a good deal of work is completed, ﬁqre remdinsg. This

paper intended to show that ratigg process studies can be done, though

«
- r »

slowly. This work suggests to me that the rating process is quite

A .
complex and fraught with potential errdrs. Knowledge™ gained from such

work has opened up néw avenues of thinking about appraisal and how to

-
.

reduce potential errors. Let me elaborate on that point. -

3

/Z Typical appraisal systems apparently require raters to be good

o . 7. .
-~  test deve}opers. The” only parts of the "test" a rater is given to

«

4 .
meagg;gla subordinate's work performance are the constructs to be P
measured and definitions of those construc;g'(with some hints as to ) k

what items may be relevant—they are called behawioral anchors or

” '

.examples)., Raéers are left with the problem of figuring out what

itemsl(sic. behaviors) should be observed to evaluate performance and
. . e . . ?

what their discriminating power is, how items should be scored and

cbmbined, and finally how raw scores should be’ interpreted., No wonder

.
.

-17-~ ’
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ine periencg&, untrained raters are unmotivated to do it when they do -

’ N R 2 ‘ .
it poorly and are held accountable! Taking "test development" out of

. . - . . .
the appraisal process may improve rater accuracy. Training in

N
.

1] .
assessment similar to assessor training ig assessment centers is

<
s

angther possible change. 1 will leave the reader to think of Others.

. «

In conclusion, I belleve‘we need to push ahead with rttvng-
s »

ptocess research to learn what varlables affect the rating process ﬁnd

. b

wmore important, whlch lead to accuracy 80 that we can begin to dengn
- Y

.
-

specxflc and potent 1ntervent10ns.

A

4

P A Fuiimext provided by R -
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Footnotes ‘

hd A -

1 g o -

The literature's recommendations arecbnsidered folk knowledge since they
are uhproven' but*bel!eved. ' .o '

N
2 ‘-

Since NJ 48 correlated with LAT .79 for both samples,

they will bg used
interchangeably in the, discussion.
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Means and Standard Deviatio
Rating Outcomes, “and Individual Differen

Table 1

;

”

ns of Rating Behaviors,
ce ‘Variables for Managers and Students

)

-

Significagce - .

Appraisal Knowledge Test

L MANAGERS * ' STUDENTS - F
VARTABLES x X SD X ' s
. ’ : -

AVGNJ N 3.78 ,71.86 3.58  1.97 NS NS
. AVGSDJ  / .69 .24 .75 .28 NS NS
AVGSD .19 .04 .18 . .03 NS . NS
AVGLAT 183.74 116.89 4 206.16" 98.6( NS NS -,
Halo . "1.08 .35 1.19 - .32 NS NS
Leniency, . =~ 3.60 N 3.72 .42 NS NS
Restriction of Range 2.09 .37 2.02 .27 NS  'Ns
Accuracy 1.03 .27 1.76 " 28 NS NS
Embed Figures g *13.08 4.18 14.95 2.70 2,39 046
Bieri Cognitive Complexit 9,27 25.13 89.15 11.52 4,76  .001

Form ' . - p
Age 32.66 14,31 23.15 8.06 3.15 .Oél
Detail OQrientation 9.50 3.11 9.70. 2,79 NS "N
Task Orientation . -~ | 8.50 3.21 8.40 3.54 NS NS
Intellectual Ability and . - W

Interest 5.55 /2,63 7.00 2,44 NS NS
Personal Adjustment .- 3627 12.34 36.95 9.59 NS NS
Realistic Theme 2.33 *1.51 2.50 1.39 NS NS
Investigative Theme 24 44 1.53 2.80 1.88 NS NS e
Artistic Theme 2.83 1.76 3.20 1.70 NS NS
Social Theme- 4.16 1.69 s+ 3.90 1.77 NS NS
Enterprising Theme 4,63 1.86 “4.,70  1.75 NS NS
Conventional Theme~ 2,75 1.81 2.85 1.72 NS NS
Outgoing vs. Shy « 0.22 2,52 6.35 2,32 NS NS
Adjusted vs. Malady 6.86 2,40 7.00 2,61 NS NS
Decisive vs. Indecisive 6.41 2.41 6.45 2.25 NS NS
Friendly vs. *Unfriendly 6.94 2,70 © 7.65 1.95 NS NS
Interested in Others vs, v,

Self-Absorbed 6.88 2.40 7.20 2,09 NS NS
Cheerful vs. Humored - 6.58 2,60 “$H.95 2.06 NS NS
Dominant vs. Submissive 5.88 2.57 6.55 2,28 NS NS
Considerate vs. Inconsiderate 6.75 2,61 7.50 1.96 “NS NS
CPI Tolerance Score 13.05 5.05 12,95 3,54 NS NS
CPI Well-Being Score ' 18.66 - 6.58 18.35 5.63 NS NS
CPI Stress Reduction Score 4,55 4.37 5.65 © 3,82 NS NS -
Highest Education Level 3.75 2,07 3.55 1.60 NS NS
High School GPA (5 pt. scale) 3.11 1.48 4.20 1.19 NS NS )
Importance of Appraisal N

Proceduresscs- ‘ 71.25 23.58 62,10 27.76 NS - NS

12,41 4.67 13.25 4,15 NS NS




Table 2

Correlations Between Rating Behaviors and Rating Outcomes
for Managers and,Students

c - 4
1
. MANAGERS
Rating OQutcomes
. Rating . ‘
Behaviors Halo Xeniency Rest. Range Accuracy
AVGNT | .16 -.35%% .18 . .Y
AVGSDJ .15 -.05 0 R
" AVGLAT .09 .24 -.15 12
AVGSD 012 037** 084*** “ e 03 '
‘ ' STUDENTS -
AVGSDJ -.05 «36 -.22 - 43 %%
AVGSD .13 01 - NI .13
*p<.05
**p<,01

*k*p<, 001

Py




TABLE 3

IToxt Provided by ERI

¢

éSee Table 1 for complete names of variables listed in this table.

)

,bCotrelafiona are repérted if ﬁ<.05.or greater.

R
25 .

Significantb Correlations Between Rating Behaviors and Indf@idual Difference
Variables for Managers and Students
. . - .
5 - A Rating Behaviors
;;gégi:gzi. . Managers Studenks )
VARIIABLESaK A\%;NJ AVGSDJ AVGLAT AVGSD |AVGNJ AVGSDJ AVGLAT AVGSD
EMBF el
CcC
. A
DET .40 ~-.48
TA .35 ~.42 :40
IA -.35
PA 33 - 44 ; -
RT
IT Y -.32 _ .42
AT :
ST . .32 -.35 .41 .40
ET |\ =29 -.51 .48
CT b »
ouT -.38 A4
ADJ 327 d -.32 )
DEC -
FRIEND -.37 - .37
OTHERS .28 T =.34 .38
CHEER 47
DOM _ a .38
CONSID / -.29
TOL , .29 “~u b
WB - ©-.32
SR .35 o .41 -.48:
HED 45 ~.46 ’
GPA -.30 °
IMP .foo - 44 .38
APP_TEST 46 ~.42 ,
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Figure 1

*

Behavioral Constructs, Operationms, and.Variaple Names

CONSTRUCT

Degree of
Information Utilization

‘ Sensitivity to
Differences Between Ratees

* Sensitivity to
ratee Srengths agd Weaknesses

Observational
Style

-

e

<

OPERATION VARIABLE

Number of judgments madg»for. NJ

fo; each ratee

Variation in mean judgments
for each ratee

Variation in judgments for
each ratee - -

Latency gefore first judgment

1




I.

II.

s %,
, A

‘(In Progress)

. (In Progress)

" Study 2. Cue Selectibn and Evaluation

. : ’ s
Figure 2

Research Completed/In Progress ' "

Descriptive Studies of Rating Behavior ____
Study 1. Number and Kinds of Judgments '

Study 3. Stability of Rating Behavior Across Ratee? .C

Construct Validation of IRJ

A: Robustness of the Technique '

L4

Study 5. Generalizability of IRJ Results .
Study 4. ‘Rate-rerate Reliability of Rating Behavior

Study 6. . Impact of Reporting ) ’ i Y

B. " Validation of Behavioral Data: Gorrelations with Various Rating Outconfes——
Study 7. Rating Behavior and Rating Outcomes

. " . . N .
Study -8.. Rating Behavior and’  Correlates of Accuracy . ' .

<

Study 9. Multiple Cue Use and Halo Error .

Study 10. Identification of Relevant Cues and Accuracy

¥




