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H1stor1ca11y, tra1n1ng for erformancé appra15a1 has.

.vfocused on the same issues as instrument elopmentr-the reduction’
of psychometric errors in rat1ngs..E££orts were centered around’

“literature shows these programs met with mixed sucéess. WHile a

- drawn: (1) knowledge of the job :in question is m

-

. ‘training method to improve accurate evaluati

‘important to accuracy than the tra1n1ng itself
should be the primary goal of training. Trainihg for performanoe

teaching people to use rating scales properly. A review of the

meta—-analysis of these data are premature,'severa hypotheses may be
zie 1mportant than
rating- -skills; (2) observational skills are important: 1n regl-world .
rat1ngs~ (3) the purpose ‘and context of ratings/are as or more:
and (4) accuracy
appraisal is far from universal. Most tra1n1ng efforts in actual\use 7
involve learning how o use'a part1cu1ar fo‘? or system. One possible
1

ons involves the use of -

‘multiple performance examples, such as vid 6tape, to represent.

multiple levels of accomp11shment Little systemat1c knowledge exiéts_
about the mechanics of 1mp1ement1ng a the?retlcally-based appraisal
system.. It is necessary to understand hoy” the appraisal system .

functions in the operation’ ‘of the organ1zatlon. Con51derat1ons of .

. determination of two or three levels of performance are an. advance

equity, of the mu1t1d1men51ona11ty of JPb performance, ot the cost of
more refined observations/may make more sophisticated measurement L
impossible to achieve. Re11ab1e, va11d/measures that provide acfurate

over b1ased assessment of five, or e}x or more. SJAC) DR
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‘As some of you may know, much of my work over the 1ast few years has
e - been concerned- w1th theoret1ca1 ana1yses ‘of  the performance appra1sa1

. -process,,jn tejgs of some fa1r1y abstract pr1nc1p1es based~en theor1es of

N tr1ed to "turn (these ideas 1nto guﬂde11nes fqr the deve1opment of appra1sa1

»cogn1t1on and- sd§1a1 percept1on. More recent]y, (Feldmanf/ 1981) I« have

1nstruments and. tra1n1ng procedures “for appra1sers (who,,after all, are

1
L

lrea11y theAmeasur1ng 1nstruments) ' . .
| " Today I'm go1ng to try to dea] with the pract1ca11t1es of tra1n1ng for

' U]
, appra1sa//“}'d 11ke»to consider some factors relevant to the- deve]opment of'

theoret1ca11y based 1nstruments and the use of apprOpr1ate tra1n1ng I w111
nbt cons1der emp]oyee feedback per sey since ‘the success of feedback depends
~*'v first. on accurate assessment the 1a€ter is my concern here. I'd also 11kei
v to suggest some areas of common .concern “for the 1aboratory or1entedf theore-
‘.}t1ca11y m1nded researcher and the observat1on-or1ented organ1zat1ona11y
m1nded res%archer/pract1t1oner, cons1derat1on of wh1oh-might benefit both
H1stor1ca11y, tra1n1ng for pedfbrmdhce appraJsa] has focusSed on the:
‘same 1ssues as ,1nstrument 3eve1opment - the reduction of “psychomet1c
”~errors in rat1ngs. The - frequency and size of hg]o errors, 1en1ency/-
: 'ﬂ -_str1ngency b1asEs, contrast effects, and so forth were the dependent var1-i
o , i

ab1es of 1nterest Efforts were centered around teaching people” to -use

“'rating sca1es "proper]y", i.e..to avo1d ha1o contrast etc. These programs

: _._.l"“"‘ ‘- . o \_‘. » _.”- | . l/x
. “ . .—'> R , .
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met with M1xed success. Brown (1968) used a tra1n1ng program emphas1z1ng

he- VI

qaract1ce w1th the rat1ng sca1e, a- discuss1on of - rat1ng errors, and an\\ )

-

. emphas1s on "tra1t d1fferent1at1on", f1nd1ng reduced ha]o (1ncreased 1nter-

4

sca]e var1ance) for tra1ned peer raters on a,'set of s1x tra1t sca]es

<

Borman (1975) found, that brief tra1n1ng in the recogn1t1on and avo1dance of .

'hald error reduced 1ts magnitude 1n the rat1ng of spec1a11y constructed

v \ LES

v1deotaped performance v1gnettes, though re11ab111ty decreased as we11 In
agreemént w1th Brown (1968), Bernard1n & Walter (197?5 found that tra1n1ng
and fam111ar1zat1on_k w1th %ehav1ora1 expedtat1on sca1es reduced halo and

1ennéncy error un 1nstructo ratings by students Th1s tra1n1ng apparent]y

. / "
1mproved the observat1ona1 skills of students, as we11 as focus1ng the1r

attent1gn on the performance dimensions covered by the1r Behav1ora1 Expecta-
tion Scale. * . ' . ¢ | |

>

c-

Bernard1n (1978) found that a one hour training sess1on was more

N |

effect1ve than a f1ve-m1nute session in" reduc1ng Teniency and halo in-

student rat1ngs, however,. the tra1n1ng effect - d1sappeared after a few
: months‘< Support for the propos1t1on that 1onger, more. deta11ed tra1n1ng

sess1ons (espec1a11y when used in’ conJunct1on with behav1ora11y -anchored
H.

]

rat1ng sca1es) .are more effect1ve aiso comes from Nex]ey, Sanders, and Yuk]

(1973) Their effect1ve 1nterv1ewér tra1n1ng sess1on 1nvo]ved discussiom of -

a- JOb s requ1rements and app11cant qua11ficat10ns, a~deta11ed eva1uat1on

gu1de, 1deotaped examp]es of good bad, ‘and averagekperformers together -

w1th ra€1ng feedback and d1scussign of psychometic error They were suc-

cessfu1 1n e11minat1ng contrast errors in the rating of videotaped stimu]i

"I

A s1m11ar Six to e1gh hour program designed by Latham, Wexley & PurceL]

L

(1975) 1ikewise featured 1nst‘%€tion in observat1ona1 sk1115, d1scussion of

errors, feedback and active participation in 1earning to e1iminate err6rs.

(N
N B
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fhey found that, six months'iater, the uorkshbp'trafning,e1fminated con- *
“trast, halo; and similarity, errors 1n’comparfsontto;a contro1ngroup, and
rec%ncy effegts compared to a-"dfscussionftrafning“ condftfon V1deotaped
1nterv1ewees were the stimuli. Borman 1 79) 11kew1se found that an 1nten- ék

sive workshop reduced ha1o in the rat1ngs of v1deotaped st1mu11, but‘d1d‘not

“improve accuracy. L ~_ "- )

-
©

Ivancev1ch’ (1979) ‘Used an even more 1ntensiVe' (three-dayyv"trainTﬁg";

'procedure, compared to a _three-day d1scuss1on group and a. no treatment

contro] . The 1ntens1ve tra1n1ng involved v1deotaped performance exampTes

\pnd feedback to managers u{ntensuve xra1n1ng was super1or-to the gascuss1on‘.l
and contro] cond1t1ons ins reduc1ng ha]o and 1en1ency in actua1 adm1n1stra-
t1ve rat1ngs six - months after tra1n1ng, but the effect on ha]o was reduced 'f
.aﬁter 12 months. warmke & B111nngs (1979) 11kew1se conductfhg research in f
an organizationa1 sett1ng, compared the effe ct1veness of shortened d1scus-

-

's1on tra1n1ng patterned after Latham, et al. 01975) w1th 1ecture part1c1pa-
7

t1on in graph1c rat1ng sca1e construct1on, and a contro1 group. On experi-"
.menta1 rat1ngs, part1c1pat1on in sca1e construct1on and 1etture werepLost E
effect1ve 1n reduc1ng psychometr1c errors, and the 1ecture group produced '
marg1na11y greater interater, re11ab1L1ty Intgresting]y, on ha]o effect
measures, there was. a sxgn1f1cant1y g;eater degree of error when rat1ngs~ :
- were made for adm1n1strat1ve rather than research purposes

To further cpnfuse th1ngs, Bernard1n & Pence (1980) found that tra1n1ng
“to recogn1ze and avo1d rat1ng‘errors, wh\ch 1nc1uded eXamp1es, d1scussiont’.
-and feedback, was effect1ve i reducing ha1o and 1en1ency compared to a
contro] group and a second group trained in the d1mens10ns of the Job 1in

question< However, the tra1ned group was 1ess aCCurate than either of theﬂ

othen,groups in’ rating the hypothetica] stimulus v1gnettes
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_ﬁ These resu1ts correspond broad]y to those obta1ned by Borman (1975,

1979)‘ who found no effects .of e1ther as short (1975) or 1ong (1975) tra1n1ng

-program on the acc racy w1th Q’Jch subsects rated wr1tten V1gnettes or :

”»

:v1déotaped«st1mu11. Appa ent1y, traiz;ng in the avo1dance of psychomet1c

error changes ra 1ng behajior (e.g. 1e ds to \greater between- d1mens1on

-

A

-~

' ‘rat1ng variance); .t, as Bernardin & Pence;éleSQ) conc]uded( the new J
e -

| fresponse sets may distart’ the representat1on.of performaﬁce by incorrectdy
- / I
X 1ower1ng scores: and remOV1ng "true" halo (Cooper, 1981) '

©

Recogn1z1ng that a meta- ana%ys1s on these data 1s premature, and

rea11z1ng the dahgers of draw1ng conc]us1ons from narrat1ve (and br1ef)

, rev1ews, may any usefu] hypotheses be drawn from these stud1es?' I th?nk
| - F ~
N '- --/«\ Dy
~ They are: - | . "‘, v ' « "T" 5
hj 1 Know]edge of the job in: quest1on is as or mpre

o : 1mportant than rat1ng sk111s Part1c1pat1on in ; o,

scale. deve1opment probab]y teaches one about ghe

e e e ¢

behaV1ors to 1ook fdr as we11 as\how to tnans]ate o

: observat1on§/:nto numbers \n paper. R P

‘1 ’ '/‘",
T 2. Observat1on$1 sk111s are 1mportant in rea]—wor]d

' ratings, which ust be made -On the basis of events ,‘5

7

occurr}ng ové

. l-.
' i

ong periods of t1me.';/f'
3. The purpose and context of ratings are/as or, more\ ¥
important. to accuracy than the train 1tse1f )

s stated by Lathan & Wexley (1981) dnd Cooper W e

(1981), "psychomet c errors” in actua1 gt njst ve
115U

R
i L P

‘4 ratings may not: be. errors at - a11 but may ref]ect -
/‘,' o /:v"'/ .‘;é"‘m ‘ \ S

. '_.‘ X Ny
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Jjob. A usefu1 program shou]d teach appra1sers what o~
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' redﬁ 1ntercorre1at1on among JOb d1mens1ons (ha]o), ' ‘
or h1gh or 1ow 1eve1s of - work group performance '
o ' (1en1engy-str1ngency) It fo]]ows that a ccuracy L | "

should be the pr1mary goa1 of tra1n1ng.

That observat1ona1 accuracy can be taught is supported by Thornton &

. Zor1dh (1980) as we11 as . Bernard1n & Walter (1977) The 1mpor ance of
’za\rat1ng purpose is underscored by Zedeck & Casc1o (1982), who
. tra1n1ng shad no effect on the eva1uat1on of hypothet1ca1 superma ket emp]oy-
f-ees _but purpose of the. evaluat1on (mer1t ra1se VS, emp]oyee deve]opment or
' .'retent1on) d1d In part1cu1ar, the “ra1se" dec1s1on resu]ted in 1ess
| d1fferent1at1on among the hypothet1ca1 emb]oyees
' F1na11y, the idea that observat1ona} accuracy is related to" accuracy 1n
-apprd%fa] is supported by vurphy, Garc1a, Kerkar Martin, and Ba]zer 9}982);
S () the1r study of -the efaluat1on of v1deotaped 1ecture performance While ,
e the1r study did not focus on tra1n1ng effects, 1t seems reasonabﬂé*that, if h‘
1nd‘€“dua1 d1fferences in observat1ona1 accuracy are re1ated to d1fferenqesf"
.1n appra1sa1 accuracy, then training to 1mprove the former should a1so ";&b‘
“imjrove the 1atter o _;; e B f “. .
P f‘ . The program most c1ear1y related to the hypotheses above 1s that of
’Katham & wex1ey (1981) ‘Th1s 1nvo11es an, 1ntens1ve workshop fochssing ona-
succession ofcpsychomet 1c errors (e g.; similarity,\hgqo) wfth v1deotaped .

stimuﬂi and behavfora] _ﬁeedback.. The program a1so trains observationa]

”"sk1115 They. report that this type of. program 1s successfu1 in @ctual

3 practice, An; that the tra'ning app]fed to a group of supervisors 1mproved
criter#oJ' re11ab111ty and, va11d1ty suffic1ent1y o) that a previﬁusly

,"1nya11d" se1ection bat@ery successfu]]y predicted the  "n w"‘ criterionr

.scores. Unfortunate]y, 1t is not known Just what aspects of the tra1n1ng »




‘/ffcontributed to the improvement Given the data presented above, though, I
would hypothes1ze that the observationai skiiis component was 1arge1y
responsibie for the increase in validity. A .study comparing training in/}he »

. severai components of the program with a group taking the compTete training
- course (and 1nc1ud1ng ‘no~treatment and placebo groups) wouid properiy test
thls hypothesis .“.' | ' _ -" . o s

{

Their program does ‘not deal with training in‘ the job itself.
hpparent]y; they_assume that supervisors are.SUfficientty knowledgeable and
competent'to render this step'superfiuous. They seem to rely on knowledge
of'the principies of observation, judgement, and rating to_transﬁer to the
Job in question . - o |

In concius1on, I think the ev1dence is consistent with the contention_

that training in the avoidance of psychometric error, in and of itself, is

| not heipfui The peopie who become more accurate appraisers most probably

léarned what kinds of behaviors to - observe, and how to observe and recall '
them in the context of a valid tonception, or schema, of the job. This.

conciusiOn agrees With Borman's,(1979) regarding the goals of training.

Training in Practice s | ot

.+ Training for. performance appraisai is far from universai. whether in
the private or the public sector. - Estimates of its frequency range from 75%
to- 1ess than 25% (De Vries, Morrison, Shuiiman & Gerlach, 1981) In an-
attempt to discover the nature and content of current training efforts. 1

A}

searchgd seVerai practitioner S journals from the most recent {ssue through
%%:78" Ihe resules were disappointing, to. say the least

whiie articies about performance appraisai are not infrequent, very few

"y ,‘\

mention training at ai] In one ‘recent survey of appratsal practices (Teei

1980), no mention was made\of training for appraisers. Some do mention the

. |. " . .
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need for training (e.o:, Nells..lgéa).to assuré conslsfent.appllcation of
the appraisal system, OEg author (Beaulieu, l980)?recomnendsjot loast 40
hours'ontraining,for‘apprﬁisal, inihooition to oppraisal honltorlng and
followup sysfems But neién_r speclfles exactly what the trainlng is
supposed to include, nor how it 1s to be accompllshed |
Only one paéer (Bobinsop & @oblnson, 1978) dealt with the nature of
. trainlng The authors dwscussed‘ PerformaxR, a modelling based program
designed to teach managers how to éonduct goalé{\tlng, pcrformance feed-
‘back, and appraisal. Managers are tapght to establlsh speciflc goals and
standards and provide dally feedback. They are apparently not taught how to
_establish standards or assess one's level ‘of success in meeting them. These
vital skills go largely unmentioncd in tho\h<oct1c1oner—or1entq§ 1iterature,
They may be learned via modelling of one's owp supervisor, implying a largu
~chance component i sklll development. Sk1ll\§£ainlng may also be part of
- some consultants' programs; if so, the practice gems'far from unlversal;
One largc-scalc',porformanco appraisal- progrom (Gomcz~MeJ1a.‘ Page, &<
Tornow, Notos 1,2) includes a more ambltious tralniog'progrdm. The training
their system provides 1ncludes computcr—baSQd'1nstro¢tlon in the requisite
company policies and the use of the appraloal system, but also lncludes a
12-hour workshop on the appralsal process 1tsolf. Thls workshop secms very‘
similar to the traln{pg described by Latham, et al,. (1975) though the actual
trafning content s not discussed. Their extensive workshop and computers
basod tratning do allow thc possibility of tralnlng and foedbackfln observa-
4 tiorm, oncoding. and judgm@ht skills., |
The most defensible conclusion can draw from this. ‘effort i5 that most

tralnlng efforts in actual use involve learning how to_use a particular form

. or systcm (e.g., Haynes, '1975). In contrast, the training programs




recommended in the applied academic literature focus on the'e]imination of
bsychometric error in ratings and theldevelopment of oSservationgl skills;
The fact that most appraisal systems in use invélve some Fonn'of’trainjng

| indicates that a recognized need for training éxists.l It is the respofisibi~,
ity of the academic researcher to develop more useful forms of training,
and to dEmonétrate that usefulness in ways that lead to the adOption.of our
best prpgfams. What follows is an outline of the form I believé training
shou]d'ééke. i

Training Baséd on Theofy

So far, we have seen two forms of training; the first derived from
empirical work with minimal theoretjcal background, the _second frpm the
. popu]arizagioh of that work as well as the earlier "form-centered" reéearch
on appraisal.  What {mprovements can the newef theory-centered approaches

- promise the pracfitioncr? _
One thing tﬁat should be remembered is that any new app}oach is going
to contain elements of previous pﬁactice. Just as a 14th century archer did
not nccq.Newtonidn mcspan1cs to hit the target, 50 good empirical research
and practice may be valid Qithoht extensive theoretical underpinnings., The
»role of theory here }s to gﬁglgjg_whaf'is observed and to improve practice
by pointi%g out'rélationships not prdvious]y considered. But. there are a

Tot of‘steps between theory and tcéhnolngy.

- First of all, we must differentiate between obsérvation, eneoding
storﬁge., recall, and cvaluation or rating. Accurate evaluations depend
first of all on the observer attending to impgrtant and relevant behaviors,
then encoding or categorizing thegé 5pproprﬂate1y, and reca\ling them when

needed. In my' system, this  depends very .much, on the appraiser's

cognitive structure or category system as well as transient factors influ-

\

‘e
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encing his or her available categories. It follows from this'that part of
the success of previous training programs 1is due 'to this focus on the
behaviora]r definition of exp]icft Job dimensions, either through soale
development, lecture.'or discussion. "~ These become part of the jjob schema"”
or category/prototype system used in appraisal. . To the extent. trainees
learn to recognize relevant behavi;ts automaticaTIy. an important comoonent
of accuracy is added to the appraisal process

As one might expect, those who are more &xperienced and better at the

job are more valid raters (Landy & Farr, ]980). "An interesting study by
Levy (1960;‘reported in Campbell, Dunnette, Law]er. & Weick, 1970) showed

“that high-performing accounting supervisor's evaluations of subordinates

correlated with subordinate intelligence, while pooreererformfng supervi-
sor's ratings correlated with clerical aptitude. This at least makes

plausible the notion that one's “1mp1icif theory" (sohema) of the Job

. 1nfluences one's ratings, and that training should ‘cover importaht aspects

of the subordinate s job itself.

Second, we must teach the translatfon of events into Judgmvnts ‘What
actions are regarded as good of poor. and how good or poor? We have seen
that contrast»effects may bias such Judgmcnts, ano that training {n scale
use may allegiate" thenu. This fs the point at which -1nstrumcnt-centored
training ch feegback and anchoring stimolf (as 1in Heﬁaviofal exoéctat1on
scales) are most useful. At this ﬁo4nt. raters should be taught to avold

btas caused by‘job~1rre1evant categori:ation (e.g., race, sex) or overall

evaluative lmprcssionf‘"so as to rcducu flusory halo (0.g., Nathan & Lovd,

1983).

L]

One possible +training ,method would 1{nvolve the use of mul;iple

' performance examples (e.g. vigpotaped perforpances, or products of

)

. B
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= ’ l
N N 1. * ¢
- - ’

3



o . 10.

&

performance) sampled so as to represent multiple levels of accomplishment con
each of the schema-given dimensions of job behavior. The trainee could
evaluate relevant performance dimensions at a computer console and get

irmediate feedback as to the tit of his or her judgements to am "{deal"

evaluation model. After initial training, interpolated tosk activity could

be ‘introduced between observation and rating, so that both short and.
Tong-term memory for (and encoding of) behaviors could be assessed. Such
training could include examples of job performance by people differing on

job irrelevant dimensions (e.g. age, race, sex) so that potential biases

could be “trained out" of the rating response. The method is similar to the

procedures used in c0ncop£ attainmcﬁt studfes. - It may be mod1fted as
appropriate for different types of tasks, as disﬁusscd below,

A third point, taken from tﬁc cognitive perspective, ts that different
evaluation {instruments and different types of training are appropriate for
ﬁvaluating the performance of different types of jobs. This echos Oe‘Vrics.
et al. (1981), though {1t was developed 1ndepcﬁdpnt1y (Feldman, 1981). My
thests fn that earlfer paper 15 taken from Hammond (1981):  there {5 a
cont dnuum of cugn1tfvo~task3. anchored at one extreme byzthn "analytic" and
at the other by tpe "ntuitive”. The midpoint‘is reprosented by the "quasts
ratfonal" task. An analytic task {s represented by a.mathematfcs prob lem,
or %wchanical asscmb]y;rthnrﬂ {% an unequivocal standard for judging fts
peqru}mance, and the process of tts performance {s accessiblevtn CQﬂ§§iou3-

nc%s. The {ntuftive task 1s exemplified by the bu11dfng' of scientific
~ i

. ' : 1(,"
th[ory..ﬁr creativity fn the arts, The process of solution fs not en iraly

ackessible to consclousness, and there are mubtiple standards of evaluation

that can'be applied. The quasi-rational tasks contains elements of both -

4
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s “the- JOb.Df arch1tect for examp]e has ﬁna]ytic'elements (strycturak spec1-

B » o ‘ % . ' .‘ 0 o ) X . .- .}
0 “ . ) ‘ L ': . v- !X % N .l ‘ -4

-

e

cay

‘.1--anghored sca]es and‘obJectlve cr1ter1a. 'fhe*e!aluator must be tra1ned to

vh‘

.IV

‘%;'does not haye to sca]e the behav1ors o~

Upper-1eve1 JObS are often quas1 rat1ona1 or 1ntu1t1ve An nature.; The”'

'1ntu1t1ve component requ1res the appra1ser to. e1ther choose or devel;p ane
b

appropr1ate task schema and “then use 1t to eva1uate performance Th1s, ﬂn;_ss

- my op1n1on, 1s the theoret1ca1 basis for any usefu1ness in MBO and s1m11ar'

'procedures, as recommended by De Vr1es, et al. (19871). The eva1uator must¥d

be trained not on1y 1n observat1on and eva]uat1on, but Jin the mu1t1p11c1ty

uof posstblevapproaches to the Job,1n.questnon. In this, case, Job exper1ence

; . or -reputation -does mot guaranteév-adequate‘ evaluation; .“scho1arsh1p isA:

o needed. The critic may'not.be able to act or paint, but must know a lot

o about act1ng or pa1nt1ng

F1na11y, for the quas1 rat1ona1 task both k1nds of sk111s are needed

_fas appropr1ate to the task d1menS1dﬁ That 1s, ana1yt1c task d1mens1ons
¥ . }
ing. Intu1t1ve task d1mens1ons requ1re d1fferent forms,- and d1fferent
'training ' F1na11y, the. two types of eva1uat10ns must be we1ghted and
f_comb1ned to produce an overa11 Judgement appropriate to the dec1s1on in

_jquest1on o :, SR ';" el

»g1sts have recent1y begun to stress the 1mportance of prev1ous know1edge to

2

—_

3‘-10
i P ‘ ) .
f1cat1ons) and 1ntu1t1ve elements (art1st1c mer1t) ' AT 1' -

. be- an observer and“‘recorder,. presumab]y the va1ue of each performance).

'f¥d1mens1on may Qf d1scovered by cost account1ng or some va11dated est1mat1onﬁ§

must be eva1uated uS1ng one k1nd of form, w1th a part1cu1ar type of train- .

dbwer 1eveT Jobs are often ana]yt1c, and may be def1ned by behav1oral1y—ft.

'\_”’procedure (e.q., Bobko Karren, & Park1ngton, 1963 » S0 that the aPPVaTSeV f

‘. ) .-‘~ It is appropr1ate\to note here that cogn1t1ve/developmenta1 psycho]o-‘_
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new 1earn1ng (S1eg]er, 1983) Ch11dren (and I am w1111ng ‘to bet adu]ts as

.

we]]) are~sa1d to 1earn by exper1eno1ng exceptﬁons to prev1ou$1y he1d rule
y L
for encod1ng and 1nf7rence whereupon new ru1es are adopted and tested

Y
P

It is we11 -known - that experts use d1fferent categor1es and ru]es than T

T

nov1ces for encod1ng and 1nference. aIt fo]]ows that one 1mportant funct1on f
h must be the d1scovery of - the categor1es and 1nference
ru1es that are - prLsent]y used, 1n order to a1d t’a1n1ng in newqcategory
systems and 1nfer nce ru1eé where necessaﬁy. The tra1n1ng method d1scussed
ear11er can accomp11sh th1s. | .'_ ) . ‘w |

what ev1dence is ‘there for the uSefu1ness of th1s approaqh7 Frank]y;

nene. Borman S (1979) finding érat d1ffe;%nt rat1ng formats weré mOre

_accurate for different JObS, though 11m1ted 1s at 1east cons1stent w1th

e

thése 1deas. It [is a1so encourag1ng ¢h3t others have come up w1th~somewhat C

Q} . PN ‘-

‘_similar jdeas. I do however, have sbme 1deas . about how to test these

. : : L
_notions. s

-

Lo . . o - 3

The basic strategy 1s " one of construct va11dat1on Job dimensions .-
shou1d be ana1y eab]e in terms of we11 va11dated ab111ty and/or persona11ty
constructs. If an appra1sa1 procedure s in fact more accurate or 1ess

b1ased performahte as measured by - that procedure ought to corre1ate w1th

measures of “the re1evant ab111t1es or d1spos1t1ons and not w1th others
b

These corre1at1ons shou1d be higher than those obta1nqd w1th other, equangg
2 “

reliable, appra1sa1 procedures. Furthermore to the extent that perform nce

as measured in Job 1 depends on ‘dimensions. also common to Job 2 appra1sa1s

on Job 1 shou1d be va11d pred1ctors of Job 2. performance - more valid than [°

2\ / N
other pred1ctors. Appropr1ate eva1uator tra1n1ng and appropr1ate ewa]uat1on {§
1nstruments ought to 1mprove real—wor]d pred1ctab111ty, 1nappr0pr1ate {T

tra1n1ng should reduce the- obta1ned COrre1at1ons We shou1d also f1nd that
'r‘ l'.:'." L= : ] o
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exper19é/ed competent 1ncumbents rate subordinates and peers as expected on
"‘the basls of 1ndependent1y derived JOb schemata, and 1ong1tud1na1 stud1éS'
shﬁ 1d show the deve]opment of these schemata over t1me._ For 1ntu1t1ve

Yy i

‘.1-, tasks, the ab111ty to generate and use mu1tip1e schemata shou]d ex1st 1n5

X ///experts, regard1ess of the1r‘preference for one pgﬁt1cu1ar schemavor

/// another. »:;; o : . . _

/ ‘ v . L4 . . K ‘ R . ‘ .

’ , oSN R S R
, ' Contextua] Moderators of Training Effectiveness ) '

So far,' I haye been dea11ng with' tra1n1ng in a vacu m, as if 'the-

eva1uator was free to g1ve any rat1ng he or she des1red, and as 1f accurate
| .

appra1sa1 was the’ on1y goal of the appra1sa1 system. Ne1ther assumptwll
‘ genera11y true. ‘ :?, - v |
As Ilgen and I d1scussed Jin our 1983 paper, performance appra1sa1 1s an -
.1ntegra1 }ﬁart of organ1zat1ona1 funct1on1ng. Training peop1e to use a
‘system that does not fit the rea11t1es of the1r organ1zat1on is at best a
waste of time for all concerned \'Cons1der the military and. c1v11 serv1ce )
_performance appra1sa1 systems. In the military, an e1aborate set of forms:
and procedures are used for Yform's. ‘sake", but are. essent1a11y mean1ng1ess.
"Rea]“:eva]uat1ons are communicated by'a ser1es,of key words,'known through .
experience and wordaof-mouth.‘ In the'civi1’service, the system:is_so formal
i and 1ega1istic as to prevent meaningfu1;personnel'actions, and any attempt :
vvto changeqthe appra1sa1 system requ1res revamping the entire structure.
 The pr1vate sector would seem to offer more flexibility, but even?here _
‘the réquirements of accurate appra1sa1 are cften subordinate to 1nd1v1dua1‘
and group agendas. 0rgan1zat1ona1 poTitics 'may require promotionsi‘for““
bcerta1n subord1nates, regard]ess of the1r re1at1ve qua11f1cat1ons. "Keepfngd
the peace" in a work group :;y requ1re equa] ra1ses for all, again regard-

.less of performance d1fferences. "Merit-based" 'pay may réqu1re h1gh

o » PR
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,V~\eva1uations for all’ when saiamy budgets are bountifui, and -low evaiuations

Whenvthey are 1ean Such factors°are far more” powerfuﬂ than the 1dea1 of

/\ (-
\appraisal accuracy, and will exist regardiess of training It 1s therefore
\ -)"\1~‘.,

necessary ‘to) 1nf1uence the ~ent1re structure and Feward .system of the e
\ . ) . »\.‘4

organization if we expect even. the bes\\possibfe»appraisa1'§ystem to ‘
Yo function.properiy.\\ ;' S »}# i CL | | )
e K \:, . . | . - -\.
v Benefits and Cqsts of Appraisa1 $ystems S
: . e and Training o

It shou1d be possibie to Justify the necessary organizationa1 changesvvf
'_on a purely economic ba51s Data on the increased pred1ctab111ty of job
- performance resu]ting from unproved appra1sa1s can be used to proaect;

'economic benefit to the firm, as- done by Schmidt Hunter, McKen21e & Muldrow

for selection dev1ces Likewise, 1mprovements in JOb sat1sfaction
haye:consequences for turnover and'othe?”costiy behaviors, and a better
appra1sa1 system may contribute 1mportant1y to satisfaction Accuratef

: 1 appraisals also allow bay to be used in a max1ma11y motivating manner (e g.,
tau]er, 1981)¢ improv1ng- both‘ mora]e .and product1v1ty. We' do. not have

. accurate\'estimates of the financia1 outcomes ’of? such .interventions,¥ but. -,

S s

'the1r est1mation s certa1n1y feas1b1e
Other potent1a1 benefits derive from the current 1ega1 environment
Recent '« court dec1s1ons_haveﬁestabiished that performance;criteria musthe
standardized objective, and job-re]ated, and . based on ,a- formal 'job.
' -anaiysis. Appraisers shou]d be tra1ned n‘the system, which itseif shouidv
pertain to we11 -defined standards of behav1or or performance In addition,
':'performance cr1ter1a\“used for promotion dec1s1ons must; meet the same

standards as_other: se1ection dev1ces A program of 1nstrument deveiopment"

o

V.
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’ apd tra1n1ng based on cogn1t1ve theory, 1f Supported by both faboratory and

_ haN
f1e1d study resuﬂts, meq\s these standards. , o ‘ .',‘

‘B

,Jﬁﬂ§11y, and perhaps most 1mportantLy emp1oyees can benefit* from

*

'reductions 1n role ambiguity, from clear. ‘standards for reWara and advance- :

ment from recogn1tion of the truly outstanding performers, and from a ‘

o system which admits 1ess persona11st1c and group- centered bias. . ) : )
| Costs of such a system are perhaps more d1ff1cu1t to est1maf€P Eswi-
matfhg direct costs. of. deve]opment .of course, is not a- great prob]em-
j‘~conSuTting fees;!hbn hours,_computer time, tra1n1ng t1me, and 50° forth can
be"handled7easi1y. Other costs time lost.due to the change of estab11shed
power re]at1onsh1ps, anx1ety, 1n1t1a1 d1ssat1sfact1on, etc. w111 be extraor-'
d1nar11y d1ff1cu1t to quant1fy.. . '

Perhaps we may est1mate these. by 1ook1ng at S1m11ar 1arge -scale organi~
| zat1ona1 changes-Job enr1chment for examp1e - aS\a way of sett1ng upper and
'“1ower bounds on costs. Early, sma11 scale 1mp1ementat1on of such- programs°

(e.g.; in a few p1ants of a 1arge corporat1on) using quas1-exper1menta1
techniques may also he1p cost/benef1t est1mates., If, as&De Vries, et al.

(1981) and Teel (1980) state, appra1sa1 systems undergo frequent rev1s1ons,

the 1ncrementa1 costs of an. 1nnovat1ve system can be more eas11y Just1f1ed

’*$rob1ems of Imp1ementat1on .

In genera1 11tt1e systemat1c know]edge exists about the mechan1cs of

implementing a theoret1ca11y -based appra1sa1 system. We know that acceptab1-.

11ty of any new system is . 1mportant in pract1ce, and that a system that

~ presupposes a fundamenta1 change’ in organ1zat1ona1 re1at1onsh1ps (at” 1east h'

sometimes) is 11ke1y to be - unacceptab]e to some. It is also 11ke1y to .be

res1sted and sabotaged regardless of h1gh 1eve1 support

v
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In order to understand how to 1ntroduce .2 new appra1sa1 systemcand make

-

-1¥ effeqt1ve we’ mo§t first understand how the appra1sa1 system funct1oq§ in
‘the.operat1on-of-the organjzation\ Th1s"ls a task for the observatdon-,7
| *»ioriented‘ researcher, “sysien5£i2, quantitat1ve observat!ona] data *ar -
needed not anecdotes} or case stud1es, these dat; should focus on the,

character1st1cs of. forma] and 1nforma1 appra1sa1 systems across organ1za-,

t1ons of d1fferent types, of d1fferent degrees of  su cess, in differdnt

cu1tures, under’ d1fferent econom1c constraints. I take as a fundamenta1'3

assumptjon'thatfsystems, both formal and informal, evo]ve to serve somed

e,

’purpose ‘We need to discover the systems that exist, and the1r purposes.-

How, for examp]e, is emp]oyee performance represented in Japan, in both

trad1t10na1 organizations and 'more Western ones? How does this system_'

differ from that 1n other 0r1enta1 Tocales (e.g., Ta1wan, Hong Kong)? How -
a ,

does the system differ by ﬁndustry7 By the degree of "1ndustr1a1 democracy

as found in many European nations? The more we “know about the kinds of

8 1,
systems that . ex1st the1r precursors and the1r ram1f}cat1ons, the better we

can p1an for changes in our own system. ‘ ' oo ' .

At the individual level, we shou]d-investigate the nature of category
systems and inference “rules that actually  exist. We.may, for exampley
discover that simi1ar -kinds .of schemata and rules are commonly used in

organizations_with‘more valid appraisal systems, or that expert appraisers

- : ) . . . . 3 N
‘'use sim¥lar -rules régard1ess of organization. This may be one more

ramification of ‘the genera11ty of cogn1t1ve sk111

F1na11y, we shou]d face the poss1b111ty that we may not be able to -
_ref1ne our measures of job performance past the po1nt of 1dent1fy1ng two or
three levels of contr1button Cons1derat1ons of equ1ty, of the' mu1t1d1men-

'sionaﬁity of job performance, of the cost -of more ref1ned observations and

i
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. 50 forth may make more sophistic\ted measurement 1mpossib1e to’ achieve. ,If

- -
s0, we can s§111 make sure that the measuﬁES e use are reliable and vaﬁid
- LR w b

‘as the stafe of the art w1]1 al%bw, and take ¢omfort in the fact that

?

accurate determination of two or three 1evels of,performance {is an advapce

over the unreliable Qr‘biased assessment’ oﬁ f1ve, six, or more. j,t'

¥ ' 1.
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