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ABSTRACT
IMPROVING THE ACCURACY OF PERFORMANCE EVALUATIONS:
A COMPARISON OF THREE METHODS OF
PERFORMANCE APPRAISER TRAINING
Jerry W. Hedge
0l1d Dominion University
Director: Dr. Michael J. Kavanagh
Researchers in the area of rater training have relied almost
exclusively on rater error measures to assess training
effectiveness. A reduction in rater tendency to commit
these errors subsequent to training is viewed as evidence
that these raters have become more accurate in rating their
employees. This assumed relationship between rater errors
and rating accuracy has recently been questioned. This
uncertain relationship between psychometric errors and
accuracy was the focus of the current research effort.
Supervisory personnel were trained under one of three
training programs (psychometric error training, observation
training, or decision-making training). Halo, 1leniency,
range restriction and accuracy measures were collected
before, and after training from the three training groups,
and a no-training control group. The results suggested that
while psychometric error training reduced rater errors, it
also detrimentally affected rating accuracy. However,

observation and decision-making training had no effect on,

or increased error rate, but caused performance rating
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accuracy to increase after training. The need for a
reconceptualization of rater training content and focus was

discussed.
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Introduction

For many years, psychologists have realized the
importance of performance measurement in organizational
settings. Unfortunately, this knowledge has also been
accompanied by a realization that the accurate measurement
of job performance is not & simple task. For this reason,
some have suggested that measurement should focus on
objective indices of job performance, such as production
data (i.e., units produced, sales volume) or personnel data
{(i.e., absenteeism, turnover). While the use of these job
performance measures is a logical choice (in that they serve
as good indicators of organizational effectiveness), they
typically fail to measure individual performance
effectiveness. There are several reasons why this is so.

First, there are many situational factors beyond an
employee's control (i.e., eguipment malfunction, size of a
salesperson's territory) that will impact directly on these
data. In addition, cost-related measures are often
difficult to obtain on employees in many jobs.
Consequently, these measures are often useless as
performance criteria, and as a result, sole reliance on
judgmental indices (such as ratings) has frequently

occurred. Use of subjective criteria has not occurred by
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default alone, however, but also through the belief that
judgmental indices of performance can reflect the complexity
of the job, are more likely to minimize situational factors,
and can measure more directly what an employee does on the
job.

Still, this widespread use of job performance ratings
has generated numerous questions concerning the reliability,
validity and accuracy of such "subjective" measures of
performance. Consequently, an enormous amount of research
has been conducted addressing the use of judgmental measures
of performance. Researchers have focused on, among other
things, the format, the content, or the most appropriate
source of appraisal in hopes of answering these questions.
Landy and Farr (1980) have provided an extensive review of
these efforts. A recent approach to this problem has been
to examine the effects of rater training on rating errors
and rating accuracy.

Rater training research has typically been concerned
with providing information (of one sort or another) to
performance appraisers with the hope that they will become
"better," "more effective" evaluators of their employees'
job performance. "Better" and "more effective" have most
frequently been measured by evaluating the frequency of
occurrence of a variety of so-called "rating errors." The
most often used error measures have been labeled halo error
(inappropriate generalization from one aspect of a person's

job performance to all aspects of a person's performance),
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leniency error (a tendency of the rater to rate all his or

her employees too high) and range restriction error (failure

of the rater to discriminate among his or her employees in
terms of their respective performance levels). Numerous
other rating errors have also been defined and measured,

including first impression error (a tendency of the rater to

evaluate someone on the basis of judgments made primarily

after an initial meeting), similarity error (a tendency on

the part of the rater to judge more favorably those persons
he/she perceives as similar to himself/herself), and

contrast error (a tendency by the rater to judge an employee

in comparison to the most recently evaluated employee).

In addition to psychometric error measures, the
reliability and validity of the ratings have been used as
indices of training effectiveness. Reliability information
typically is collected in reference to agreement between
raters (interrater reliability), while validity information
has been gathered by means of a comparison of job
performance ratings to known performance scores (or
"normative true scores"). Rating validities have also been
estimated by using the Kavanagh, MacKinney and Wolins (1971)
Analysis of Variance approach, thus providing convergent and
discriminate validity indices.

In general, researchers in the area of rater training
have relied almost exclusively on rater error measures to
assess training effectiveness. A reduction in rater

tendency to commit these errors subsequent to training is
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viewed as evidence that these raters have become more
accurate in rating their employees. This assumed
relationship between rater errors and rating accuracy has
recently been questioned (Borman, 1975; Bernardin & Pence,
1989). This uncertain relationship between rating errors

and accuracy 1is the focus of the current research effort.

Rater Training to Reduce Psychometric Errors

Stockford and Bissell (1949) and Levine and Butler
(1952) provided some of the earliest information on attempts
at improving performance ratings by training performance
appraisers. Stockford and Bissell (1949) were concerned
with making merit ratings more objective in the Lockheed
Aircraft Corporation. Toward this end they undertook a
series of studies to determine the degree to which certain
weaknesses inherent in the current ratings could be reduced
or overcome by designing a new scale and treaining
supervisors in the principles and techniques of rating.

Supervisors received either a two-hour general
orientation to the new form, or six hours of instruction on
the philosophy and principles of rating, participation in
the selection of items to be used in the scale, and feedback
about how they were rating. The six-hour rater training
resulted in significantly more reliable ratings, and
significantly fewer halo errors when compared with the
general orientation training group. However, the fact that

one group received three times as much training time as the
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other group reduces the researcher's ability to infer
positive changes in rater behavior as a result of training
content.

Levine and Butler (1952) dealt with supervisors in a
large manufacturing plant who had been overrating employees
in the higher job grades, yet underrating employees in the
lower job grades. These researchers classified this problem
as a type of halo error (in reality, this problem is more
accurately described as a context error). To reduce or
eliminate this problem, Levine and Butler (1952) randomly
assigned supervisors to a control group, a lecture group or
a discussion group. While the control group received no
training or information, the lecture group was pfesented
detailed information on rating theory and technique,
including the causes of the previous problems, and how to
correct them. Supervisors in the discussion group met as a
group and discussed the nature of the problem and how to
resolve it. A discussion leader was present, but acted only
as a moderator. Rating data collected subsequent to
training showed only supervisors participating in the
discussion group changed their ratings of subordinates in an
appropriate manner.

Since these initial studies, rater training research
typically has been designed to determine whether a
particular type of training program will significantly
reduce certain rating errors when an experimental group is

compared to a no-training control group. In addition, most
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of these studies have utilized a posttest-only design. Both
of these approaches must be seen as serious deficiencies in
rater training research. The only conclusion that can be
drawn from the first design is that something is better than
nothing, while the second design (posttest-only) ignores
pre-training data.

For example, Brown (1968), trained a group of student
nurses in an attempt to reduce rating error. The one-hour
training session consisted of }discussion of: (1) the
different kinds of rating scales and rating procedures, (2)
the problems in obtaining sound ratings, and (3) the errors
often committed by supervisors. They were also given some
practice using the rating scale. The data collected (peer
ratings) from the trained group were then compared with data
gathered from a group of untrained raters. The student
nurses who had gone through training subsequently were able
to discriminate better between employees, which was
interpreted by Brown (1968) as proof that halo had been
reduced.

Several other empirical studies have focused on the
reduction of halo as a measure of training program success.
Taylor and Hastman (1956) compared four groups of subjects
that differed on the method of completing ratings (rate all
ratees on one dimension before proceeding to the next
dimension, or rate a ratee on all dimensions and then move
to the next ratee). They found no differences between
groups using a measure of halo, but they concluded that, in

fact, none of the groups displayed a tendency toward halo.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



Borman (1975) also trained supervisors to reduce halo
error, but developed only a five-minute training program for
this purpose. Using a one-group pretest/posttest design,
Eorman demonstrated a significant reduction in halo errors
after this short period of training. The main focus of the
Borman (1975) study was on the side effects of rater
training--on how training effects reliability and validity
of the ratings. These criteria of rating quality will be
discussed more fully in the next section.

In a much more extensive, systematic approach to
training performance appraisers, Latham, Wexley and Pursell
(1975) trained employees in a large corporation to minimize
halo, first impression, similarity, and contrast errors; and
then, measured the extent of these errors six months after
training. Raters received training via a workshop or group
discussion approach. Their workshop treatment provided
participants with an opportunity to practice observing and
rating actual videotaped ratees. The group discussion
format was similar to the Levine and Butler (1952)
discussion group approach.

Latham and his colleagues (1975) evaluated these
training approaches by comparing both the extent of errors
and the subjective reactions to training with a no-training
control group. Both the workshop and the group discussion
approaches resulted in the reduction or elimination of all
four rating errors, while the control group exhibited

significant similarity and contrast errors. In addition,
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employees reacted more favorably to the workshoup approach,
and Latham et al. (1975) interpreted these findings as
strong support for the workshop training. Once again, a
posttest-only design was used.

A recent rater training study by Faye and Latham (1982)
also used the Latham et al. (1975) workshop approach. Half
of the subjects (business students) received training, while
the other half served as a control group. Subsequent to
training, all subjects rated videotapes of applicants in job
interviews using & trait scale, a Behavioral Expectation
Scale (BES) or a Behavioral Observation Scale (BOS).
Results showed that rating errors were reduced regardless of
the rating scale used, although trainees who used the BES or
BOS committed fewer psychometric errors than did trainees
using the trait scale.

A different approach to training raters has been used
by Bernardin and Walters (1977). They asked college
students to record behavioral -examples of teacher
performance during the semester in a diary, and then use the
information as an aid in making detailed performance ratings
at the end of the term. Four experimental groups were used
in the study. All four groups received some variation of
the typical psychometric error-reduction training. The
diary-keeping group received a one-hour lecture on rating
errors at the beginning of the semester, with practice using
the scale. A second group received similar training at the

beginning of the semester, but without practice using the
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scale. Group Three received the same treatment as Group
Twe, but immediately prior to formal evaluation. GCroup Four
served as a gquasi-control, receiving only minimal
instructions prior to rating. The results revealed that the
diary-keeping group, which had received psychometric error
training and exposure to the scale early in the semester,
showed significantly less halo and leniency than all other
groups. This study also utilized a posttest-only design,

A later study by Bernardin (1978) compared a short
psychometric error training program (similar to Borman's
1975 study) with a more comprehensive approach (consisting
of a one-hour training session). Halo, leniency and central
tendency were measured across three consecutive rating
periods. Immediately after training, the one-hour training
was found to be significantly more effective in reducing
both halo and 1leniency than the five-minute training, and
both groups were superior to the two control groups.
Eowever, a&after 13 weeks, the training effectiveness had
dissipated and no differences were found for the four
groups.

Ivancevich (1¢79) also evaluated the effects of
psychometric error training, using a 1longitudinal design.
An intense training group received a lecture on psychometric
errors, and how to avoid them, as well as practice
evaluating high and low performers. A lecture/discussion
format provided a second group with psychometric error

training. Each of these groups received approximately 14
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1¢

hours of training. The tendency for raters to exhibit halo
and leniency errors was measured six months before training,
and six and twelve months after training. The findings
revealed that the intense training group was superior to the
discussion group and a control group in reducing halo and
leniency error after six months. However, at twelve months
after training, much of the training effect had dissipated
for the intense training group.

With a somewhat similar focus, Warmke and Billings
(1279) evaluated the generalizability of effects from
lecture and group discussion formats by comparing
experimental ratings collected immediately after training,
with administrative ratings collected two months 1later.
Higher 1levels of halo were found in the administrative
ratings compared to those collected experimentally, and no
differences were found between trained and untrained groups.

Not all research on psychometric error training has

produced

4]
€2
Q
4
n
ro
18]

nificant training effects as suggested by
the majority of the studies cited. For example, Vance,
Kuhnert and Farr (1978) trained students using the typical
lecture/discussion format, yet found no difference in level
of halo or leniency between a trained and no-training
control group. 1In addition, Sauser and Pond (1981) found no
halo or leniency differences between subjects who were given
psychometric error training (a two-hour lecture/discussion/-
practice format) and subjects who received no such training.

Still, while several studies have suggested no rating error

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



11

differences between trained and untrained raters, rater
training has generally been shown to be effective in
reducing rating errors soon after training.

Exactly how and why rater training reduces psychometric
errors in ratings has become a recent topic of discussion.
Bernardin and his colleagues (Bernardin, 1978; Bernardin &
Pence, 1980; Bernardin & Buckley, 1981) have contended that
typical rater training programs focus on changing rater
response distributions by presenting certain rating
distributions as represéntative of rating errors. Thus,
training causes the raters to adopt new (but possibly
inappropriate) response sets in order to eliminate these
errors when they rate their employees. Bernardin has also
suggested that rating errors can be reduced or eliminated
with training programs of relatively short (one hour or
less) duration.

Latham and his colleagues (Latham & Wexley, 1981; Faye
& Latham, 1982) have disagreed with Bernardin's approach,
and have suggested that rating errors are well-ingrained
habits that are quite difficult to extinguish.
Consequently, it should take many hours of training to
eliminate these rating errors. In addition, these
researchers have concluded that training must include
practice in observing ratees committing these errors, rather
than the presentation of appropriate and inappropriate
response sets. Accordingly, the results of such efforts are

believed to include not only a reduction in rating errors,
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12

but an improvement 1in rating accuracy. While this
continuing debate may serve to generate additional research
questions, when viewed from the perspective of rating
accuracy, 1its worth as a central research issue may be
rather limited. The limitations of such a perspective are
discussed in the following .section.

Accuracy and the Judgment of Performance

While researchers have evaluated training effects on
psychometric errors, reliability, and validity, it is
apparent from the foregoing 1literature review that the
majority of research has focused on psychometric errors.
Consequently, researchers have assumed that the more
accurate ratings are those with reduced 1levels of
psychometric errors. To clarify this reasoning, a
discussion of the relationship between psychometric errors,
reliability, validity, and accuracy is needed.

The most straightforward way to view the relationship
between these variables is through a discussion of
measurement theory. Central to this discussion is the
recognition that performance ratings are not error-free.
Rather, performance measurement contains both elements of
error and elements of truth. In this context, reliability
can be defined as the proportion of true variance in a set
of ratings, while validity can be defined as the proportion
of true variance that is relevant to the purpose of the
measurement procedure (Campbell, 1976). This implies that

true variance can be separated into two components,
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systematic relevant variance, and systematic error vériance.
Thus, observed variance in a set of ratings is determined by
the proportion of true variance, systematic error variance
and random error variance. As random error variance
decreases, the ratings become more reliable, and the
potential for wvalid variance increases. However, since
systematic variance may be relevant or irrelevant, high
reliability does not guarantee high validity.

With this framework in mind, rater training researchers
have assumed that rating errors represent error variance,
and training that reduces these rating errors should have a
positive effect on validity and accuracy. However, the
relationship between validity and accuracy is not as well
defined. Generally, these two terms are used synonymously
in the literature, vyet theoretically (as Guion, 1965,
noted), these terms are not equivalent. This is so, because
systematic errors in ratings can contribute to validity as
much as, or more than true variance. Thus, perfect validity
would not be evidence of accuracy. Still, when defined
operationally, accuracy and construct validity become
synonymous, especially when construct validation is
approached from a multi-trait-multi-rater perspective (see
Kavanagh, et al., 1971).

Unfortunately, a major deficiency in most of these
studies on performance rating errors, is that the researcher
is required to assume that rating errors and random error

variance are equivalent. However, what has been termed
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rating errors might be conceptualized more appropriately as
rating effects. As Bingham (1939) noted, it is not at all
clear if halo is wvalid or invalid. The same line of
reasoning applies to the other rating errors. It may be
that a portion of the rating effect (i.e., leniency)
represents true score variance, aind the remainder is error
variance.

Still, as Borman (1979%a) noted, past rater training
research has failed to investigate directly rating accuracy
or validity. 1In fact, only three published studies dealing
with rater training (Borman, 1975; Borman, 1979a; Bernardin
& Pence, 1980) have used accuracy as a dependent measure.
Before discussing each of these studies in detail, it is
useful to focus on the concept of accuracy, and its use as a
dependent measure.

Accuracy &as a measure of performance. Given the

foregoing discussion, the usefulness of information
concerning how reliable our measures of performance are, and
whether raters exhibit a tendency toward leniency, halo and
the like is apparent. Yet, we are ultimately concerned with
the accuracy of our performance measures. As Borman (1988)
noted, accuracy is critical in personnel research involving
employees' performance as a criterion. In regards to
administrative ratings, accuracy is hecessary in ensuring
fair personnel decisions made on the basis of performance
appraisals--be it for promotion, merit pay increases or

training purposes.
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Still, a major problem confronts the researcher
attempting to measure accuracy. This problem is related to
the classic criterion problem in Industrial/Organizational
psychology, mnamely, how we arrive at "true scores"
indicative of the dimensions of job performance. In a
recent paper, Borman (193@) discussed three possible
approaches to studying performance rating accuracy.

One approach to addressing the criterion problem has
been through the use of "paper people." This method
involves the development of vignettes or stories about
persons performing on a job. Given knowledge concerning the
relevant dimensions for a particular job, vignettes
depicting an employee performing at various levels on each
of these dimensions can be generated. As a result,
normative true scores may be developed for each ratee on
each dimension. With the development of a number of these
"paper people," it 1is then possible to evaluate the
similarity or accuracy of a particular rater's actual
ratings compared to these true scores. The flexibility
afforded in generating ratees with different performance
profiles is a major advantage of this approach. However,
the main disadvantage to this method involves the lack of
realism associated with "paper people."

A second possible solution to this problem involves the
identification and use of some external criterion of
performance. Unfortunately, the major pitfall to this

approach is the inability to find external criteria that
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correspond conceptually to the various performance
dimensions of a job. Consequently, accuracy on performance
dimensions typically included in performance appraisal
instruments cannot easily be studied using this approach.
When faced with this dilemma in a field setting, the
Kavanagh et al. (1971) MTMR approach may be a viable
alternative.

A final approach used by Borman and his colleagues
(Borman, Hough & Dunnette, 1976), involves the development
of videotaped vignettes of persons performing on the job.
This approach combines the flexibility of the "paper people"
approach with the notion that watching peorle performing on
the job is more realistic. Still, it can be argued that the
short duration of the performance episodes viewed, and the
opportunity to record ratings immediately after viewing the
ratee perform his or her job is 1less than what would be
expected in a real life performance siéaation. In any
event, normative true scores can then be generated, and a
measure of accuracy derived by comparing actual ratings of
th2se tapes (provided by supervisors/raters) to the true
scores.

The paper people approach and the videotaped vignette
approach have been used in the three studies cited (Borman,
1975; Borman, 1979a; Bernardin & Pence, 198¢) in an attempt
to assess the accuracy of performance ratings.

Rater training and accuracy. In a 1975 study, Borman

asked first-time supervisors to evaluate written vignettes
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describing ratees performing on the job, both before and
after a five-minute training session on reducing halo errors
in their ratings. As noted earlier, results showed that
halo was significantly reduced after training. 1In addition
to measuring extent of psychometric errors, Borman (1975)
also computed an index of wvalidity and interrater
reliability in order to assess accuracy more directly.
These results revealed that validity was unaffected by rater
training. However, performance ratings completed after
training possessed lower reliability. While the absence of
a formal control group was a definite weakness in this
study, it has been instrumental in focusing attention on the
relationship between rater errors and rating accuracy.

Borman (1979a) investigated further this error-accuracy
issue using a much more elaborate training program (the
workshop approach of Latham et al., 1975). Borman provided
training to half of the student subjects, and then asked
them to rate two sets of videotaped ratees (a group of eight
managers in a problem~-solving session with a troublesome
subordinate, and a group of eight interviewers). In
addition to measuring halo effects, Borman (1979a) generated
a measure of accuracy (differential accuracy) proposed by
Cronbach (1955).

After receiving psychometric error-reduction training,
halo errors were significantly reduced. However, training
had no positive effect on the accuracy of the ratings,

although the accuracy of the ratings did not drop
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significantly after training. Borman (197%a) suggested it
may be easier to teach persons to eliminate or reduce rating
errors than to teach them to be more accurate, and, in fact,
the relationship between these dependent variables may not
be as clear as previously assumed. Accuracy may not be
increased automatically when rating errors are reduced.

The most recent study that has examined this
relationship between rating errors and accuracy was
conducted by Bernardin and Pence (1988). These researchers
provided student subjects with one of two types of rater
training. One group received the typical type of rater
error training (see Bernardin, 1978). The second group of
subjects was lectured on the multidimensionality of most
types of work performance, and the need to distinguish each
dimension when evaluating performance. The importance of
fair, unbiased and accurate ratings was also stressed. In
addition, discussion centered around seeking consensus on
stereotypes of effective and ineffective teacher
performance.

A posttest-only design allowed a comparison of the two
training groups and a no-training control group after
evaluation of written vignettes depicting performance of two
faculty members. Measures of halo and leniency effects
were collected, as well as a measure of accuracy (difference
between actual scores and true scores). Ratings from the
psychometric error training group had significantly less

leniency and halo error than ratings from the other two
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groups. However, significantly less accuracy was also found
for this group than for the control or ‘“"generalized
training” group. Bernardin and Pence (1988) speculated that
psychometric error training fosters a response set in raters
that results in lower levels of leniency and halo, but lower
levels of accuracy as well. 1In addition, they suggested the
need for further research to develop rater training programs
that increase rating accuracy rather than train rater
response sets.

Since the publication of these three studies, several
researchers have begun to address the relationship between
rating errors and accuracy. Borman (1977) correlated
differential accuracy scores for each rater with his or her
halo, leniency and range restriction scores (using data from
the Borman, 197%a study), and found very little
correspondence between accuracy and psYchometric errors. 1In
addition, Mhrphyy~and Balzar (1981) evaluated the
relationship between six rater error measures and four
measures of rating accuracy across three laboratory studies.
Once again, none of the error measures showed consistent
correlations with any of the accuracy measures across all
three studies.

More recent studies by these authors (Borman, 1979b;
Murphy, Garcia, Kerkar, Martin & Balzar, 1982) attempted tp
evaluate more closely accuracy in judging performance.
Borman (1979b) focused on valid predictors of accuracy, and

concluded that certain individual difference variables are
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related to accuracy across a variety of situations. Murphy
and his colleagues (1982) focused on the relation between
observational accuracy and performance rating accuracy, and
concluded that the two are correlated to some extent.
Raters who overestimated the frequency of favorable teacher

behaviors also tended to give higher performance ratings.

Rater Training Programs

Three separate training programs were developed or
adapted for use in this research. Each differed in their
content and focus. The first training program was chosen as
an imitation of the typical psychometric error training
found in the 1literature. In addition, several researchers
(Borman, 1979a; Landy & Farr, 1980) have proposed training
to improve observational skills. A second rater training
program reflects these suggestions. Finally, it 1is the
beiief of the present author that this new approach must be
altered to include behaviors that occur subsequent to
observation, namely, decision-making processes.
Consequently, the third training program was developed to
£fill this void. In addition, a no-training control group
was included in the experiment.

Training to reduce psychcmetric errors. This training

approach reflects the rater error training typically found
in the literature. A lecture/discussion format was used to
introduce subjects to the meaning and prevention of four

comon rater errors (halo, leniency, range restriction and
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similarity). A videotaped lecture, approximately 20 minutes
in length, introduced each of the four rating errors (For
all three training groups, a videotaped lecture format was
chosen to reduce experimenter bias, a problem typically
ignored in the rater training 1literature). Definitions,
graphic 1illustrations, examples and suggestions for
preventing these errors were presented and then discussed at
the end of the lecture. 1In addition, a discussion section
followed (moderated by the present author). Discussion was
initiated by the reading of two case studies, designed to
demonstrate supervisors committing these errors in a work
setting (see Appendix A for a transcript of the lecture, as
well as the case studies).

Training to improve observational skills. This

training, approach 1is similar to the Thorton and Zorich
(1980) observer training program. Once again, a videotaped
leéture, approximately 20 minutes long, introduced subjects
to the importance of being a good observer of behavior.
Training included instructions to observe carefully, watch
for specific behaviors, and take notes, as well as, a
discussion of several systematic errors of observation
(contamination from prior information, and over-reliance on
a single source of information)-. The discussion session
focused on two exercises. First, subjects were given
performance dimensions relevant to the job of recruit
interviewer (see Borman et al., 1976) . These were

discussed, and it was suggested that these dimensions be
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used to help focus their observations of two videotaped
recruit interviewers that were to follow. Taking notes was
also suggested as an aid in the subsequent rating of these
ratees. Subjects then viewed each ratee and rated them on
the behaviorally anchored rating scales provided. A second
exercise involved the reading of a case study illustrating
errors of observation. Discussion followed each of these
exercises, moderated by the present author. In general,
then, this approach attempted to improve observation
processes, such as detection, perception, and recall or
recognition of specific behavioral events (see Appendix B
for a transcript of the lecture, as well as the stimulus
materials used in the discussion session).

Training to improve decision-making skills. Given the

lack of success that has surrounded efforts to improve the
accuracy of ratings, it was believed that the best hope for
success in the future liés in the area of decision-making
training. It seems apparent that attempts to effect
accuracy by reducing or eliminating psychometric errors is
guestionable. However, a shift in focus toward the
cognitive processes that occur prior to actual rating of
employees may be fruitful in influencing the accuracy of
those ratings. Data-driven and theory-driven inferences
from diverse areas of behavioral research point to such a
conclusion. For example, Cooper (1981), in a recent review
of the "halo effect" suggested a study of the clinical

training literature on diagnostic accuracy (i.e., Goldberg,
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1968). 1In addition, initial research efforts by Thorton and
Zorich (198¢), have attempted, with some success, to improve
observation processes of raters. While such a focus is an
important step in the right direction, it neglects the
processes that occur subsequent to observation of ratee
behavior--namely, the interpretation and weighting of those
behaviors. Research efforts from the selection interview
domain have addressed this weighting phenomenon and its
effect on the decision process. Springbett (1958), Bolster
and Springbett (1961) and Holland (1972) have all concluded
that negative and positive information is processed
differently, with negative information being weighted much
more heavily.

Finally research from the social-psychological,
behavioral decision-making and cognitive domains have
generated information supporting a shift in focus to rater
decision-making training. The work of Kahneman and Tversky
(i.e., Kahneman & Tversky, 1972, 1973, 1981; Tversky &
Kahneman, 1971, 1974, 1978) on the use of simple heuristics,
or of cognitive strategies have demonstrated both the
important role these heuristics play in accurate judgments,
and the Jjudgmental inaccuracies that result when such
strategies are misapplied. Hogarth (1981), in a recent
review of judgmental heuristics has elaborated the
conditions under which heuristics can be a valuable aid in
the decision process. 1In addition, Nisbett and Ross (1989)

have dealt extensively with the notion of strategies and
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shortcomings of human inference, outlining possible
approaches to improving human inference. Through a
consideration of these related concepts and inferences from
numerous, diverse areas of research, it seems necessary that
training directed at improving accuracy confront the
strategies (both formal and informal) used by raters to
arrive at final rating decisions. This training approach is
an attempt to deal with these issues and concerns.

A lecture/discussion format was used to introduce
subjects to the idea of intuitive and formal decision-making
strategies. A videotaped lecture, approximately 28 minutes
in length, included a discussion of judgmental heuristics,
as well as the costs and benefits of formal versus intuitive
strategies. In addition, various inferential errors were
illustrated, such as insensitivity to the perils of biased
data, inappropriate causal inference, over-reliance on
previously formed theories, and inappropriate weighting of
observed behaviors. A discussion session (moderated by the
author) followed the 1lecture, and consisted of two
exercises. Exercise One involved the reading of two
scenarios prior to viewing, and subsequently rating two
videotaped recruit interviewers (see Borman et al., 1976) .
Each scenario presented information irrelevant to job
performance (i.e., personality information, recent personal
life events or crises). After rating the performance of
each ratee, a discussion of scenario effect on ratings was

initiated.
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The second exercise involved viewing still-life scenes
depicting people in a work setting. Subjects were asked to
first generate a list of behaviors observed in the picture,
and then list inferences drawn from these observations. A
discussion followed, focusing on the differences between
behaviors and inferences, and how inferences can be made
inappropriately in a given situation (see Appendix C for a
transcript of the videotaped 1lecture, as well as the

stimulus materials used in the discussion sessions).

Purposes of the Study

Overall, then, while it has been established that
psychometric error training reduces rating errors, questions
remain about what effect this training has on accuracy. It
appears that not enough is known about the potential
usefulness of training to enhance rating accuracy. Results

~

of studies reviewed above suggest, however, that
improvements in accuracy using established rater training
programs, may be more difficult to bring about than simply
changes in rater behavior. This question is the focus of
the current research. Thus, the questions of interest here
are the following:

(1) How effective are different types of rater

training at reducing psychometric errors, and

improving the accuracy of ratings?
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(2) Do effects of different types of rater training in
the laboratory transfer to performance ratings on
the job?

(3) To what extent do employees react differently to

different types of rater training?
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Method

This section describes the research design and
procedures used in conducting the experiment. 1In addition,
a discussion of the dependent variables chosen for use in

this study is included.

Research Design and Procedure

Supervisory personnel working at 01ld Dominion
University (i.e., Food Services, Financial Aid, Buildings
and Grounds, Library Services, Personnel) were randomly
assigned to one of three training groups, or the no-training
control group. In all, 52 supervisors participated in the
two-part workshop on performance appraisal. In addition,
each group was subdivided into two subgroups, such that half
of the members of each group met on one day, and the other
half of the group met another day of the week. In all,
then( eight training sessions were held during the first
week of training, with subgroups randomly assigned to either
a morning or afternoon session. Sessions for the three
training groups lasted approximately three-and-one-half
hours, while the no~training control group session lasted

approximately two-and-one-half hours.
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During Week Two of the workshop a similar procedure was
followed, resulting in eight training sessions. Sessions
for the three training groups lasted approximately two-and-
one~half hours, while the control group sessions lasted
approximately three-and-one-half hours (after data
collection was completed, the control group received
training as well). 1In all, then, the performance appraisal
workshop for each of the four groups lasted approximately
six hours over a two-week period (see Appendix D for the
schedule of training sessions).

Procedure. During the initial training session,
supervisors were given a general introduction to the
purposes of the workshop, and then viewed five videotaped
managerial vignettes one by one, making their ratings after
each performance. Each of the training groups then received
their specific rater training program. In addition, the
three training groups were asked to fill out a short
questionnaire concerning their reactions to the training
program. Supervisors then returned the following week, and
once again viewed and rated the five managerial tapes.
Also, they were asked to evaluate several of their current
employees, using the Commonwealth of Virginia's Performance
Evaluation form. Subsequent to all data collecticn the
Control Group was given rater training. This training
included viewing the Psychometric Error Training videotaped
lecture, plus two case studies. A discussion session

followed (moderated by the present author), incorporating
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comments and suggestions on how to be better decision-
makers, and observers of behavior. Thus, the research
employed a pretest/posttest design, with a control group.
The data collection design and procedure is shown in Figure
1.

Use of Borman videotapes. As noted previously, few

rater training studies have been designed to evaluate rating
accuracy, due to the absence of performance dimension true
scores. This problem was dealt with in the current study by
using the Borman videotapes previously developed (Borman et
al., 1976). Subsequent to development, Borman (197%a)
revalidated the dimensional true scores by having a group of
expert raters evaluate all taped ratees. Interrater
agreement between experts ranged frem .84 to .97, while
correlations between these new expert ratings and intended
true scores were also high (mediaﬁ r = .8l). Consequently,
the means of the new experts' ratings were adopted as the
normative true scores. For purposes of this study, five of
the managerial videotapes were used to collect performance
ratings from supervisors attending the workshop. The seven
dimensions and the normative true scores are shown in Table
1.

Use of actual job performance ratings. In addition to

ratings gathered from use of the Borman videotapes, actual
job performance ratings of university employees were
collected from each supervisor subsequent to rater training.
The Commonwealth of Virginia's Employment Performance

Evaluation form is included in Appendix E.
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Table 1

EXPERTS' RATINGS OF MANAGER PERFORMANCE

RATEES
PERFORMANCE FACTORS 1 2 3 4 5
A. STRUCTURING/CCNTROLLING 5.9 2.5 6.9 2.8 3.0
INTERVIEW
B. ESTABLISHING/MAINTAINING 2.5 5.5 4.5 6.0 4.0
RAPPORT
C. REACTING TO STRESS 1.5 4.5 5.8 3.5 2.5
D. ORTAINING INFORMATION 3.5 3.5 6.8 2.5 2.0
E. RESOLVING CONFLICTS 1.5 2.8 6.8 5.8 5.8
F. DEVELOPING EMPLCYEES 2.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 5.5
G. MOTIVATING EMPLOYEES 2.0 5.0 5.8 2.5 6.0
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Dependent Measures

Dependent measures assessed in the present study are
grouped according to the focus of measurement.

Psychometric considerations. Measures of halo,

leniency and range restriction were gathered for both pre-
training and post-training videotape performance ratings.
In addition, these same psychometric variables were measured
on the actual job performance ratings. Both pre~training
(the most recently completed Employment Performance
Evaluations were supplied by the Personnel Department) and
post-training evaluations were collected. For purposes of
this study, halo was operationally defined as the variance
across dimensions of the rater's ratings of a particular
ratee. Leniency was operationally defined as a shift in
the mean ratings from the midpoint of the scale in the
favorable or higher rating direction. Restriction of range
was designated as the standard deviation of the rating
distribution, over ratees and dimensions.

Accuracy. Utilizing data collected from ratings of the
videotaped ratees both before and after training, and
compared to the normative true scores, accuracy data were
derived. The measure of accuracy chosen for use in this
study (per Cronbach, 1955) was differential accuracy (DA).
The DA measure provided accuracy scores for each rater on
each job dimension. The DA for a rater on a dimension was
computed by correlating the rater's rating of the five

videotaped managers on that dimension with the mean true

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



33

scores provided by the expert judges. The Fisher r to z
transformation was then applied to each DA correlation.
Each rater, therefore, had a total of seven pre-training
accuracy scores, and seven post-training accuracy scores,
corresponding to the seven managerial dimensions.

Trainee reaction measures. Three items on the Trainee

Reaction Questionnaire administered to all employees after
training (see Appendix F) were used to measure participants'
reactions to (1) the overall training program, (2) the
videotaped 1lecture portion of training, and (3) the

discussion portion of the training program.
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Results

Laboratory Data

Leniency, halo, range restriction and differential
accuracy measures were calculated from performance ratings
of the Borman managerial videotapes. The pretest/posttest
design allowed a comparison of means across groups and time.
Consequently, psychometric errors were analyzed using a
Group (4) x Time (2) x Rater (12) Analysis of Variance
(ANOVA), with raters nested within groups. Differential
accuracy was measured by computing a Group (4) x Time (2) x
Rater (12) Multivariate Analysis of Variance (MANOVA) (with
raters nested within groups), with the seven dimensions
designated as dependent measures. In addition, because the
central focus of the research concerned identifying the
changes in error rate and accuracy within groups across
time, orthogonal comparisons were applied to all Group x
Time interactions, regardless of statistical significance.
In fact, wherever orthogonal comparisons are analyzed, the
ANOVA interaction effect is of secondary concern. In
addition, because of unequal 1levels of the Rater factor,
four subjects were randomly excluded from the analyses (two
subjects from the Psychometric Error Training Group, and one

subject each from the Decision-Making and Control grodps).
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Leniency. Leniency was operationally defined as a
shift in the mean ratings from the midpoint of the scale in
a higher rating direction. Thus, mean ratings for all
raters in the four groups, both before and after training
were compared. Results of the 4 x 2 x 12 ANOVA indicated
significant Time and Time x Group leniency effects (see
Table 2). Orthogonal comparisons between each group's pre-
training end post-training ratings were subsequently
performed, and indicate a significant change in level of
leniency for the Psychometric Error Training group (p <
«%5) . In addition, this change was in the expected
direction, with error-training causing a drop in rater
leniency (Table 3). However, no other groups showed a
significant increase or decrease in level of leniency as a
result of training.

Halo. Halo was operationally defined as the variance
across dimensions of the rater's ratings of a particular
ratee. Thus, the variance of the ratings across ratees and
dimensions was also analyzed using the Group x Time x Rater
ANOVA. Significant Group and Group x Time effects resulted,
as shown in Table 4. Once again, orthogonal comparisons
were used to test for significant time differences within
each group. Just as with 1leniency, significant halo
differences were found in the group that received training
to reduce halo. This significant difference was also in the
expected direction (see Table 3), with a drop in halo

occurring after training. A statistically significant
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Table 2
Summary Table of Analysis of Variance on Leniency

Scores from Laboratory Ratings

Source of Sum of Squares daf Mean Squares F Ratio
variation

GROUP 0.5744 3 3.1915 0.6777
RATER (G) ' 12.4307 44 $.2825 = ————e
TIME . 9.9420 1 0.9429 13.1182%
TR (G) 3.1626 44 0.6719  ———eee
16 1.1339 3 6.3780 5.2586%
Total 18.2445 95 e

p < .85
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Orthogonal Comparisons Between Pre-Training and

Post-Training Mean Scores for Each Group

Type of Training Leniency Halo Range Restriction
Control (1) $.9170 3.1256 4.7840%
Psychometric 26.1269% 17.5971% 3.1066%

Error (2)
Cbservation (3) 7.6828 4.8276% 6.9015%
becision-Making 2.0600 $.0219 B.7649

(4)
MS error .0719 0.1447 g.7457
Direction of 21 > 22 21 > 22 11 < 12
Significant 31 < 32

F Values*=*

31 < 32

**These values reflect significant changes from Pre-Training

to Post-Training for each group.

For example, the

lenlency score for Group 2 (psychometric error training)
prior to training was 31gn1f1cantly larger than leniency

after training.
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Summary Table of Analysis of Variance on BHalo

Scores from Laboratory Ratings

Source of Sum of Squares df  Mean Squares F Ratio
Variation
GROUP 19.9113 3 3.6371 1@.2466%
RATER (G) 15.6181 a4 LY, B—
TIME 0.0852 1 @.0052 6.06357
TR(G)‘ - 6.3883 44 @.1447 -
TG 3.6966 3 1.2322 8.5135%*
Total 36.6195 95 e e
p < .85
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difference (p < .85) between pre- and post-training means
was also discovered for the Observation Training group.
This change, however, was in the opposite direction, with
degree of halo in the performance ratings increasing after

Observation Training. The Control group and the
Decision-Making Training group once again showed no
significant change in levei of halo.

Range Restriction. Range restriction was operationally

defined as the standard deviation of the rating distribution
over ratees and dimensions. Thus, a comparison of range
restriction levels was once again accomplished by using a 4
X 2 x 12 ANOVA. A summary of the Analysis of Variance of
these data are presented in Table 5. These results show a
statistically significant Time effect (p < .85). In
addition, orthogonal comparisons within groups across time
found significant differences between levels of range
restriction for the Control group and the Observation
Training group. These results indicate increased range
restriction for these two groups subsequent to training.
Levels of range restriction did not change significantly for
either the Psychometric Error Training group or the
Decision-Making group (see Table 3).

Leniency, halo and range restriction means collected
before and after training from each of the four groups are
presented in Table 6. A summary of the psychometric
findings suggests, then, that training to reduce

psychometric errors did, in fact, cause a significant
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Summary Table of Analysis of Variance on Range Restriction

Scores from Laboratory Ratings

Source of Sum of Squares aft Mean Squares F Ratio
Variation
GROUP 2.5699 "~ 3 #.1900 ¢.1738
RATER (G) 48.0853 44 1.8929 e
TIME 10.3549 1 16.3549 13.8867*
TR (G) 32.8993 44 0.7457 @ e
TG 1.25094 3 g.4168 ¢.5599
Total 93.0698 95 e e
* p < .05
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Means of Leniency, Halo and Range Restriction

Scores for Field Ratings

| _
| Leniency Halo Range Restriction
|
|
i i
S a |Time 1 | 4.0405 1.2262 3.9964
2 —
S°  Itime 2 | 4.0548 %.9516 2.3250%
| |
) !
I 'l |
240 JTime 1 | 4,4142 1.4857 2.9143
(U0 1
E59 | '
r‘:mw l . l o - -~
4 i'[lme : 3.8548% 2.1373 2.2929
m
fa?}
| |
£ | |
32 ITime 1 | 4.3871 1.0936 2.9560
BES |
EEN | _
088 {Time 2 | 4.2167 3.7525 2.0298%
aF s
O | ]
, | |
5§24 ITine 1 | 4.2571 1.1588 2.76687
e 3 ' l
0nM 0
285 | | 20
D1 | Time | 4.1090 1.1809 2.4524
A | !

* denotes significant mean changes from Time 1 to Time 2
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reduction in halo and 1leniency. However, Observation
Training caused an increase in halo errors and range
restriction errors, while Decision-Making Training appeared
to have no significant effect on psychometric error rate.
Accuracy. Differential accuracy scores for each rater
on each dimension were compared using a Group x Time x Rater
MANOVA, with the seven dimensions as multiple dependent
measures., Results of the 4 x 2 x 12 MANOVA showed a
statistically significant Group x Time effect (p < .65).
Table 7 presents the Summary MANOVA Table. - Subsequently,
seven separate univariate analyses were computed for each of
the dependent measures on this factor. As shown in Table 8,
three of the seven ANOVAs were also statistically
significant at the .05 level (Dimensions 4, 5, & 7). In
addition, given the rationale presented earlier, orthogonal
comparisons were performed on all seven dimensions for each
group, comparing pre-training and post-training DA scores.
Table 9 presents the results of these planned comparisons.
Orthogonal comparisons on Dimensions One, Three and Six
resulted in no significant differences in accuracy for the
four groups across time. Dimension Two, however, shows a
significant change in accuracy for the Decision-Making
Training group. 1In addition, this change in accuracy was in
a positive direction, increasing significantly after
training. No other group showed a significant training
effect on this dimension. Thus, the results indicate that
training aimed at improving a rater's decision-making skills

also improves the accuracy of the ratings on Dimension Two.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



43

Table 7
Summary Table of multivariate Analysis of Variance

on Accuracy Scores from Laboratory Ratings

Source of Degrees of Approximate
Variation Freedom F-Value
Group ‘ 21, 110 ' 1.8524
Time | 7, 38 1.3959
Gx T 21, 110 2.0846%

* p < .05
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Table 8
Summary Table of Univariate F-Tests on Accuracy

Scores from Laboratory Ratings for Group x Time Effect

Variable Sum of Squares  Mean Squares F Ratio*#
Dimension 1 $.2808 g.09233 #.3868
Dimension 2 1.0147 9.3382 2.3325
Dimension 3 0.6865 0.2288 1.2875
Dimension 4 5.1840 1.7289 5.1896%*
Dimension 5 1.9080 G.6360 3.7583%
Dimension 6 3.3692 1.1231 2.5983
Dimension 7 2.3285 0.7762 2.9951%

** df = 3, 44 in each case . *p < .85
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As shown in Table 9, significant differences were also
uncovered for the remaining three dimensions (Dimensions 4,
5, & 7). For both Dimension Four and Dimension Seven,
significant decline in accuracy was found in subjects
exposed to the psychometric error training. In addition,
the Observation Training group changed significantly in
Dimensions Four and Five. The direction of change for the
Observation Training group on these two dimensions was
opposite that of the scores for the Psychometric Error
Training group; namely, an improvement in the accuracy of
the ratings occurred after training. Finally, the Control
group was found to have decreased in accuracy at Time Two
(after training) on Dimension Five.

Overall, significant changes in accuracy were found on
four of the seven performance dimensions. The Psychometric
Error Training group became significantly less accurate on
two of the seven dimensions, the Observation Training group
became more accurate on two of the dimensions, the Decision-
Making group was significantly more accurate on one
dimension, and the Control group was found to be less
accurate on one dimension. The mean DA scores for all
groups both before and after training are listed in Appendix
G.

Additional insight into the effects of the different
training approaches on psychometric errors and accuracy can
be gained by looking at a summary table of trends depicting

mean changes across training. While these changes do not
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represent statistically significant differences, they do
suggest direction of change for each group. Table 10
illustrates these changes for all laboratory dependent
measures. A "+" signifies an improvement in scores on that
dependent variable subsequent to training. A "-" denotes a
decrement in performance, and an "=" signifies no noticeable
change in pre-to-post training performance ratings (For the
accuracy, halo, and range restriction measures a .83
fluctuation was considered a change, while for the leniency
measure, a .30 fluctuation was considered a change).

As is apparent, while psychometric error training
reduced halo and leniency, it also tended to reduce accuracy
on five of the seven performance dimensions. However, for
the other two training groups, psychometric errors either
persisted or increased, but more importantly, accuracy
improved. For the Observation Training group, an
improvement in accuracy is noted on four of the seven
dimensions, while the Decision-Making Training group
improved on five of the seven dimensions. Thus it appears
from this analysis of trends, that while psychometric error
training does indeed reduce rating errors, it has a negative
impact on accuracy. Observation and decision-making
training, on the other hand, appear to have a positive

effect on accuracy.

Field Data (Actual Performance Evaluations)

Leniency, halo and range restriction measures were

calculated from actual performance ratings. After the
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Table 10

Trends of Means From Time One to Time Two

CONTROL PSYCHOMETRIC OBSERVATION DECISION-
' MAKING

%
Q | |
¥  LENIENCY | = + = = i
] I |
&) | |
¢ HALO | - + - = !
E | |
g | |
€  RANGE T - - - |
;) RESTRICTION]| ]
o I I
¥ | |
DIMENSION 1| = - + + |
| i
I I
DIMENSICN 2| - = + + |
| i
| |
DIMENSICN 3| = - = + |

>
) I |
& | |
8 DIMENSION 4] + - + = |
Q ! |
= | ' |
DIMENSION 5] - - + - |
! ]
! |
DIMENSION 6] -~ + - + I
! |
I |
DIMENSION 7] - - = + |
I I
"+" improvement ¥-" decrement "=" stays. same

Note: These signs indicate direction of change,
not statistical significance.
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completion'of training, supervisors at%énéing the workshop
were asked to fill out evaluations for the employees they
evaluated on the job. Employees rated were then identified,
and the most recent pre-training evaluation was supplied by
the Personnel Department. However, because some employees
had never been rated previously, some supervisors in the
workshop were new and had never rated before, and a
supervisor needed to evaluate more than one employee for
psychometric measures to be computed, a significant number
of raters had to be dropped from the pre-training/post-
training analyses (five subjects remained in the Control and
Decision-Making Groups, six subjects in the Observation
Training Group, and eight subjects in the Psychometric Error
Training Croup). Once again, unegual levels of the rater
factor required additional elimination of subjects. As a
result, only five raters per group were used in analyses of
the field data.

Leniency. A Croup x Time x Rater ANOVA (with raters
nested in groups) was used to evaluate mean ratings. As
illustrated in Table 11, no significant main or interaction
effects were found. Applying the same rationale used in
analyzing the laboratory data, orthogonal comparisons were
computed to test for pre-training-to-post-training
differences within each group. Table 12 presents these
comparisons. Both the Psychometric Error Training group and
the Observation Training group showed significant changes in

leniency after training. However, the change for the two
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Table 11
Summary Table of Analysis of Variance on Leniency

Scores from Field Ratings

Source of Sum of Squares df NMean Squares F Ratio
Variation
GROUP $.5419 3 - 9.1806 1.4992
RATER (G) 1.9277 16 #.1265 = 6—————-
.TIME 6.0043 1 g.00843 9.3135
TR (G) 9.2212 16 g.6138 @ ——————
TG #.1151 3 0.06384 2.7755
Total 2.8102 39 eemmee e
* p < .85
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Table 12
Orthogonal Comparisons Between Pre-Training and

Post—-Training Mean Scores for Each Group

Type of " Leniency Halo Range Restriction
Training

Control (1) 9.1287 #.5486 g.5388
Psychometric (2) 6.7599%* 0.88065 - 4.9105%
Observation (3) 5.2242% @.9851 g.5529
Decision-Making 0.£723 3.4920 44.3992%

(4)

MS error v ¢.0138 g.0045 7.0031
Direction of 21 > 22 21 > 22
Significant 31 < 32 41 < 42

g-Values**

* p < .@5

** denotes significant changes from Pre- Tralnlng to Post-
Training for each group
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groups differed in direction. While the Psychometric Error
Training groué reduced significantly their leniency errors,
the group of supervisors trained to improve observational
skills became more lenient after training. There were no
significant changes in 1level of leniency for either the
Control group or the Decision-Making group.

Halo. A 4 x 2 x 5 ANOVA was computed using the
variances of ratings across ratees and dimensions. A
significant Group effect was found in these halo data (see
Table 13), but using orthogonal comparisons, no
statistically significant difference were obtained within
groups across training (see Table 12). Thus, training had
no impact on level of halo for the four groups.

Range restriction. Finally, the same ANOVA procedure

was used to test for differences in restriction of range.
As noted in Table 14, no statistically significant effects
resulted from the 4 x 2 x 5 ANOVA. Orthogonal comparisons,
however, uncovered two significant changes in level of range
restriction. First, the Psychometric Error Training group
demonstrated a significant decrease in amount of range
restriction (evidenced by an increase in the standard
deviation of the performance ratings). In addition, the
group of supervisors who underwent decision-making training
showed an increase in restriction of range (see Table 12).
Thus, it appears that psychometric error training was
beneficial in reducing leniency and range restriction, while

observation training caused an increase in leniency, and
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Table 13

Summary Table of Analysis of Variance on

e g

Halo Scores from Field Ratings

Souyce of Sum of Squares daf Mean Squares F Ratio
Variation ‘ :
GROUP P.0440 3 0.0147 3.2827
RATER (G) ﬁ.ﬁ?ls 16 $.0045 = 0—————e
TIME q.ﬂ@ﬂ4 1 g.0004 g.1218
TR (G) #.0513 16 g.0832 = —————-
TG 2.9952 3 8.9017 #.5353
Total g.1724 39 —emm—— e
p < .05
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Table 14

Summary Table of Analysis of Variance on Range

Restriction Scores from Field Ratings

54

Sougce.of Sum of Squares df Mean Squares F Ratio
Variation :
GROUP 0.0133 3 9.0044 8.9327
RATER (G) 9.0762 16 0.0048  ——ee—e
TIME 2.0002 1 0.0002 0.9686
TR {G) 9.6492 16 ‘ﬂ.ﬂﬁ3l ——————
TG 2.0269 3 0.0090 2.9167
Total f.1658 39 s e
p < .85

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



55
decision-making training caused an increase in range
restriction. A table of means for these three psychometric

errors appears in Table 15.

Trainee Reaction Measures

Supervisors' reactions to the four training programs
(the Control group completed a questionnaire following their
post-data collection training) were evaluated on the basis
of three trainee reaction measures (items 1, 2, & 3 of the
questionnaire that appears in Appendix F).

Trainee reactions to whether they benefitted from the
training program were evaluated by means of a One-Way
Analysis of Variance. As shown in Table 16, there were no
significant differences in the perception of overall
training worth across the four groups. The second ratee
reaction measure concerned the worth of the videotaped

- lecture. Once again, a One-Way ANOVA resulted in no
significant group differences (see Table 17). Finally,
reactions to the practice/discussion section of training
were evaluated using a One-Way ANOVA, but no significant
Group differences were found (see Table 18). In summary,
then, no single training program was perceived by the
trainees as more beneficial. Means and standard deviations
on these three trainee reaction measures are shown in Table

19.
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Table 15
Means of Leniency, Balc and Range Restriction

Scores for Field Ratings

]
)
i Leniency Hale Range Restriction
l . :
I
! i
5, iTime 1 : 3.4333 9.1313 g.0833
28 |
S¥ |Tine 2 | 3.4600 #.1627 #.1089
I I
A
° g I Time 1 | 3.3857 0.2853 ¢.9856
gaoi f
Sad | |
N |Time 2 | 3.1933% $.2173 0.1633%
By I | L
a i !
o> | I ,
NS g ITine 1 | 32.17333 g.1753 8.1467
=R i
>t O ——
booou i
28C )71ime 2 | 3.3433% ¢.1877 9.06216
Eel ! i
@]
| |
| | -
59, ITime 1 | 3.5560 0.25¢4 @.1756
ord o 03 ! ‘
0N G
AW S| |
SFY |Time 2 | 3.5798 9.2203 F.1161%
Q l I

* denotes significant change in mean from Pre-~Training to
Post-Training
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Table 16

Summary Table of Analysis of Variance for Each

Group's Trainee Reaction (Item One)

57

Source of Sum of Squares df Mean Squares F Ratio

Variation .

Between

Groups 5.2715 3 1.7572 g.8795

Within _

Groups 97.8984 49 1.9979  memeee

Total 193.1699 §2  emmemm L emeeeee
E < DGS
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Table 17

Summary Table of Analysis of Variance for Each

Group's Trainee Reaction (Item 2)

58

Source of Sum of Squares df Mean Squares 'F Ratio

Variation

Between :

Groups 8.5244 3 2.8415 1.5¢22

Within

Groups 92.6832 49 1.8915 e

Total 101.2076 52  emmee— e
)
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Table 18

Summary Table of Analysis of Variance for Each

Croup's Trainee Reaction (Item Three)

59

Source of Sum of Squares af Mean Squares F Ratio

Variation

Between

Groups 7.7999 3 2.6000 1.5850

Within

Groups 84.6529 49 1.7276 = e

Total 92.4528 52 @ meeem—— e
P .85
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Table 19
Table of Means and Standard Deviations for

Trainee Reaction Measures

| !

} Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 Group 4 |

|

| N

- | ! ‘ {

g |mean | 2.7143 3.1428 2.2500 2.6154 |

o | ] H

B Is.D. | 1.3268 1.4651 1.6026 1.2699 |

I |

i | |

| ! {

N |mean | 2.7143 2.9286 1.2333 2.5385 |

- I i

42 iS.D. | 1.3828 1.4917 1.4035 1.9829 |

| ] |

I i i

| | ._ 5

™ |Mean i 2.38571 ' 2.8571 1.9157 2.7692 |

g | !
[0}

o Is.D. | 1.4964 1.2315 1.3114 1.3699 |

I i |

i |
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Discussion and Conclusions

The present study was designed to investigate
differential effects of three training programs on
psychometric errors and accuracy in performance ratings. As
noted in the previous section, psychometric error training
significantly reduced 1levels of leniency and halo, thus
supporting earlier research in this area (i.e., Levine &
Butler, 1952; Borman, 1975; Bernardin, 1978). From such
results, researchers in the past have inferred that the
accuracy of the ratings would be increased. Instead, it
appears that differential accuracy scores decrease after
rater error training. These findings lend support to the
Bernardin and Pence (198¢) study, and suggest that such
training has an adverse impact on rating accuracy. Perhaps
training subjects to be aware of certain rating errors
oversensitizes them to where on the scale they are rating,
rather than how accurately they are rating.

When viewed from a measurement theory approach, these
findings suggest an alternative interpretation. As noted
previously, rater training researchers classify rating
errors as error variance, and consequently, assume training
to reduce these errors will increase accuracy. However, if
these rating errors contain both error variance and true

variance, training that reduces these errors would not only
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reduce error variance, but would affect true variance as
well. When viewed from this perspective, rater error
training could, in fact, reduce the accuracy of the ratings,
rather than improving accuracy as previously assumed.

Results from this study also support the recent
recommendations by Borman (1979a) and Bernardin and Buckley
(1981) concerning observation training, and the findings of
Thorton and Zorich (198#). Supervisors receiving training
to improve observation skills showed overall improvement in
the accuracy of their ratings, but this was not reflected in
the psychometric error measures. A closer 1look at the
content and focus of such training is an important area for
future research. For example, Borman (1979a)  has
recommended that more emphasis be placed on training
individuals to observe performance-related behaviors, and to
agree on and to learn correct performance standards.

Consonant with this 1line of thinking, Bernardin and
Buckley (1981) have suggested a formal, standardized diary-
keeping system as an aid in increasing observational skills.
In addition, they have recommended the use of frame-of-
reference training whereby raters with idiosyncratic work
standards could be identified, and attempts made to bring
their perceptions into closer congruence with the rest of
the organization.

In relation to the Decision-Making Training Program
developed for this study, results suggest such an approach

may be a fruitful avenue for further investigation. While
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supervisors trained using the decision-making approach did
not show reduced levels of psychometric errors, an
improvement in rating accuracy was evident. Much additional
work is needed to clarify and improve decision-making
training in the area of performance appraisal. Much can be
learned from existing cognitive and decision-making
literature. It is the belief of the present author that
training to improve observational skills deals only with the
early stages of the Decision-Making Model (namely, the
reception and storage stages), and that increased emphasis
on the recall and/or response selection stages of decision-
making are required. In a recent review article, Feldman
(1981) focused on cognitive processes in performance
appraisal and suggested further research efforts in this
direction.

In general, both the Observation and Decision-Making
Approaches to training offer some hope for improving the
accuracy of performance ratings. Both of these training
approaches view performance appraisal as a dynamic process
that occurs throughout the year. The typical psychometric
error training takes a much more static approach to
appraisal. Consequently, the focus remains on an awareness
of what errors "look like" when the evaluation is filled
out. When these three training approaches are viewed in
this manner, it is not illogical to propose that a
longitudinal design may even uncover more dramatic changes.

Thus, while psychometric errors may return to former levels
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as time since training increases (Ivancevich, 1979), the
accumulation of additional data points may increase the
power and effect of training to 1improve observation and
decision-making skills, by increasing the accuracy of
decisions about performance.

Results of field data analyses suggest a closer look at
transfer of training. While significant reduction in
leniency and range restriction levels were found, sample
size (n = 5) 1limits the significance of the results. In
addition, raters were aware that post-training evaluations
would impaect in no way on merit increases, thus possibly
confounding the results. Still, the direction of
psychometric error changes for the field data were
consistent with those in the laboratory data (namely, the
Psychometric Error Training group showed decreases in
errors, while the other groups either increased or stayed
the same).

Finally, the results of the current study suggest
several other avenues for future research. Because of an
increased concern for assessing the accuracy of performance
ratings, and the relation between psychometric errors and
accuracy, additional research needs to focus on identifying
predictors of rating accuracy. Borman (1977; 1979b; 1988)
and Murphy and his colleagues (Murphy & Balzar, 1981;
Murphy, et al., 1982), as noted earlier, have begun to

address some of these issues.
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Also, additional research needs to evaluate the
relation between training, accuracy and dimensions of
performance. Borman (197%a), found a significant dimension
effect when analyzing differential accuracy scores using a
Format x Dimension x Training ANOVA, He suggested that
certain kinds of dimensions may be inherently more difficult
than others for evaluating others accurately. Civen the
results of the present study, a Dimension x Type of Training
Interaction 1is suggested. As shown in Table 18, the
accuracy of performance ratings varied widely across the
four groups. Consequently, different types of rater
training may improve or limit one's ability to make accurate
judgments about different aspects of job performance.

In general, the current research makes a fairly strong
indictment against the traditional psychometric error
approach to rater training, at least when viewed from the
perspective of performance rating accuracy. In addition,
further research 1is necessary to determine whether
observation‘ @nd decision-making training are wviable new
approaches. Research may, in fact, determine that none of
these approaches are worthwhile from a management
perspective. The possibility also exists that different
approéches to rater training may be more effective at
different supervisory levels, or in some combination.
Finally, while psychometric error training may not prove
useful as a means for improving rating accuracy, its worth

may lie in how such training affects rater attitudes.
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Programs of rater training must meet an acceptability
criterion if they are to be deemed useful. While no
differences were found in trainee reactions to the three
training approaches used in this study, this variable must
be considered before abandoning a particular approach to

rater training.
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PSYCHOMETRIC ERROR TRAINING

Training Appraisers

Evaluating employee performance is an important and
necessary part of any supervisor's job. Regardless of
whether your organization employs a formal system of
employee evaluation, judgments about how individual
employees are performing are made almost daily. People are
constantly making judgments about others. Unfortunately,
many of these informal judgments may be erroneous.

Consequently, a formal system of performance evaluation
is usually adopted to help reduce the possibilities of bias
and uninformed judgments; to standardize the types of
information that will be forthcoming; and to ensure that the
resulting appraisal information that will be forthcoming;
and toc ensure that the resulting appraisal information is
gathered in a form that permits its use across the entire
organization.

While a formal system of appraisal helps to standardize
this process in the organization, it in no way guarantees
consistent, accurate evaluation. Therefore, the purpose of
today's talk will focus on helping you be more accurate in
your Jjudgment of employee performance. We will deal with
this problem by focusing on some of the most common types of
errors supervisors make in evaluating their employees. By
becoming familiar with these errors, and discussing ways to
avoid them, we hope to improve the accuracy of performance

evaluations in general.
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Insert overhead about here

Psychometric Errors

Halo Effect

Probably the most common rater error encountered is
known as the halo effect. The halo effect refers to
inappropriate generalization from one ‘aspect of a person's
performance to all aspects of a person's job performance.
By attending to a global impression of each ratee (employee)
rather than carefully distinguishing between performance
factors, the supervisor commits a halo error.

For example, a person who is quite outstanding in one
area of the job (e.g., job knowledge/skills) may be rated
inaccurately as outstanding in all areas of the job (e.g.,
quality of work, productivity, initiative, dependability,
etc.). Conversely, if a person is rated as deficient in one
area of the job, that person may be rated incorrectly as
doing poorly on all aspects of the job.

As you can see, ratings plagued by this error often do
not provide an accurate portrayal of an individual's

performance on different factors.

Insert overhead here
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This does not necessarily mean that certain individuals
cannot be superior on all performance factors, only that
certain strengths or weaknesses can sometimes influence your
ratings. Remember, people have both strengths ang
weaknesses, and each needs to be evaluated separately.
Don't let one strength or weakness influence your ratings of
all performance factors.
Leniency/Severity

A second type of error often committed by those persons
who must evaluate their employees is known as a leniency
error, and 1its converse--severity error. These types of
error reflect a tendency by a supervisor to be either too

easy or too hard in rating all their employees.

Insert overhead about here

For example, a supervisor may rate all his/her people
at one end of the scale, or the other. The problem with
doing this is that in the performance evaluation process,
leniency may raise unwarranted expectations of the employee
for raises, promotions or challenging job assignments.

On the other hand, with severity, the employee may get
tired of banging his/her head against the wall, because no
matter how hard the individual tries, the supervisor cannot
be satisfied. Thus, it is the rater who is either too
harsh, or too lenient on subordinates. The harsh rater

tends to give evaluations that are lower than what they
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should be, while the easy supervisor tends to give ratings
that are higher or better than they should be--better than

their performance warrants.

Restriction of Range

A third rating error which in some ways is similar to
the leniency/severity error is known as restriction of
range. When a supervisor rates all his/her employees
harshly, or all of them 1leniently, or all of them about
average, it's difficult to distinguish between employees.
Thus, restriction of range refers to rating all vyour
employees at about the same level. Range restriction errors
are committed by supervisors who want to play it safe.
Consequently, the obtained ratings will not allow the
supervisor or the organization to differentiate between

employees according to levels of performance.

Insert overhead about here

As you can see, just as with leniency/severity,
restriction of range occurs when the rater does not use the
whole scale when rating. By not singling out certain
individuals as exemplary or overly deficient in certain
areas, the supervisor avoids (at least temporarily) having

to deal with what he feels will be unhappy or jealous

employees.
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Similarity

A fourth and final rating error that you need to be
aware of is what's known as the "similar-to-me" effect, or
similarity error. This type of error involves a tendency on
the part of raters to judge more favorably those people whom
they perceive as similar to themselves. The more closely an
employee resembles the rater in attitudes or background, the
stronger the tendency of the rater to judge that individual
favorably.

Why might this error occur? We all tend to like, and
think more highly of others whom we perceive as like us,
rather than unlike us because it is flattering and
reinforcing. While it's true that in social situations we
tend to associate with, and like those who are "similar-to-
me," when we 1let these sorts of impressions influence our
evaluations, we hurt the accuracy of our evaluations.
Summary

In summary, error can be involved anytime we attempt to
evaluate other people. For this reason, it is important
that we be as objective as possible when we rate our
subordinates. An awareness of the most common rating errors

is an important step toward increasing the accuracy of our
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evaluations. We discussed four of the most common rating

errors:
Insert overhead about here
1) Halo error -- which comes into play when a rater

feels that a particular performance factor is extremely
important. Ratings are then assigned on the other factors
that are consistent with the rating on the most important
factor.

2) Leniency/Severity error -- results when the rater

gives ratings that are unusually harsh or unusually easy to
all his/her subordinates.

3) Range Restriction error -- comes into play when

supervisors play it safe, and rate all their employees at a
fairly even level, without even using the full range of
scale values available.

4) Similarity errors -- result when we let similar

attitudes and background of our employees influence our
ratings of those employees. Thus, the important thing to
keep in mind is that we need to evaluate each performance
factor separately and make sure to concentrate on actual

job~related behaviors.
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COMMON RATING ERRORS

1) Halo error -- which comes into play when a rater
feels that a particular performance factor is extremely
important. Ratings are then assigned on the other factors
that are consistent with the rating on the most important
factor.

2) Leniency/Severity error -- results when the rater

gives ratings that are unusually harsh or unusually easy to
all his/her subordinates.

3) Range Restriction error -- comes into play when

supervisors play it safe, and rate all their employees at a
fairly even 1level, without even using the full range of
scale values available.

4) Similarity errcrs -- result when we 1let similar

attitudes and background of our employees influence our
ratings of those _employees. Thus, the important thing to
keep in mind is that we need to evaluate each performance
factor separately and make sure to concentrate on actual

job~related behaviors.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



8¢

CASE ONE

The Case of Ambition Exceeding Ability

In 1961, John Senn was hired by the University as a
bookkeeper trainee. Prior to this job, he had worked for a
short time on a weekly newspaper, but he had been replaced
by a man who could sell as well as write. He also had a
brief job as an apprentice sign painter, but had quit due to
lack of interest. From 1961 to 1967, he had shown little
promise of success in his job, advancing only one step from
bookkeeper to clerk. In addition, during this time John and
his supervisor had several bitter arguments, the result of
personality clashes.

In 1967, a Public Relations Department was organized at
the University. A woman was brought in from the outside to
initiate and develop this activity. She had a considerable
amount of experience in the public relations field, having
worked for a large newspaper in that capacity. 1In addition,
she had been a business writer for the Wall Street Journal,
and more recently headed her own advertising agency.

John Senn had asked for a transfer to this new
department because of his earlier experience in writing for
the weekly newspaper. Based on information gathered from
John's supervisor, the new head of Public Relations was
reluctant to approve the transfer, but was persuaded to do
so by her boss. John was assigned to writing publicity for

the department. During the period from 1967 to 1972, he
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handled his tasks reasonably well. He was also sent to
special workshop school during two summers to study public
relations. After his completion of this workshop program he
was given his second pay-grade promotion in the organization
Or group. He did not wish to appear before any group to
give speeches or to attend any other functions that were
required in the public relations program.

In the past few years, the Public Relations Department
has grown and expanded. Several young people have been
added to the department. A couple of these have already
passed the level of authority that is still held by John
Senn. John performs the duties assigned to him quite
adequately, and has developed into a capable writer. In
general, Management is convinced that he performs his
assigned tasks well enough, but that he does not have an
outgoing personality. He 1is <considered to be too
introverted to attain a position of higher authority. He
also has a tendency to receive rather than to initiate.

One month ago, you were made Department Head when the
past department head took a job with another university. At
the beginning of this week, John approached you and said
that he wanted to be given more important tasks to handle.
He believes that as a long-term employee of the University,
he should be given more responsibility. 1In short, he feels
that it is quite unfair and ungrateful of the University to
promote younger and less-—-experienced people to positions

higher than his.
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The past department head did not feel that John was
qualified to handle problems any more complex than those he
deals with at present. However, she did not want to hurt
his feelings or discourage him in his present job.
Consequently, her annual ratings of him reflected an above-
average employee. In addition, both informal and formal
meetings between the two were congenial, and she rarely
mentioned any need for improvement in performance. still,
she was convinced that John could not now, nor in the
future, be promoted to a position involving more responsible
work. Yet, John is a steady and dependable worker. If John
should quit, his departure would constitute a loss to the
department. You have asked John for some time to think over
the request. You are concerned that he will not receive the
department head's appraisal of him positively. Still, he
should be told ihat he has, in upper management's opinion,
realized 211 his potential and will not go any higher in the

organization.
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CASE TWO

The Case of the Ambitious Unhappy Instructor

In 1979, the Carnatieon Simulation Training Center was
started with a complement of three employees and very little
equipment. At present, the company has over 40f employees
and assets in excess of $16 million. The rapid growth has
been due in large to the higher cost for maintaining in-
house training programs and the recognition that simulation
is a bona fide training technique.

At the Center, there 1is a head of each branch vwho
reports directly to the vice president in charge of the
Simulation Division. At present, the Personnel Department
occupies a relatively low position in the structure of the
Carnation Center., It is small in size and is largely manned
by former technical personnel. Its activities are confined
primarily to screening applicants, administering employee
benefits, directing company security, and maintaining
personnel records. All personnel who hold supervisory or
executive positions at Carnation have strong technical
backgrounds.

Bob Rose, who is 29 years of age, and has been with the
company for six years is an Assistant Instructor (a non-
supervisory position). Assistant Instructors are responsble
for helping Executive Instructors run training sessions.
Part of Bob's job involves writing training programs. Bob

feels that he 1is entitled to a position of Executive
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Instructor (a supervisory position that involves supervising
Assistant Instructors, making assignments to new simulation
tasks, as well as supervising some clerical personnel).

In the opinion of Bob's supervisor; he is highly
competent technically. He always completes his work on
time, but prefers to keep to himself. While his fellow
employees recognize Bob's technical expertise as an
Assistant Instructor, and in fact, come to him for advice on
matters pertaining to writing training programs and helping
out at training sessions, he is not overly popular (but not
disliked either). ’

According to his supervisor, Bob's biggest weakness is
his ability to supervise others. To some he gives too much
and too detéiled instruction, and they soon feel that their
intelligence is being insulted. Others feel that they are
not getting enough information, and that they are lost and
do not know what to do.

Bob is unhappy in his position as Assistant Instructor
and has appealed to his supervisor for support in being
promoted to Executive Instructor. While Bob's boss feels
unsure about the promotion, Bob's supervisor's boss believes
Bob's technical expertise would make him a fine Executive
Instructor. Consequently, based on these recommendations,
Bob is promoted to Executive Instructor.

Once promoted, however, Bob soon begins to have
problems with his subordinates. He has a hard time making

assignments, and often, when technical problems occur, he
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prefers to do the work himself. Six months after being
pPromoted Bob leaves the Carnation Simulation Center, unhappy
with his job, and upset about complaints from his

subordinates and criticism from his bosses.
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Common Rating Errors

. HALO EFFECT

' LENIENCY/SEVERITY ERRORS

* RESTRICTION OF RANGE

* SIMILARITY ERROR
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Illustration of Halo Effect

PERFORMANCE FACTORS RATER ONE RATER TWGC
Job Knowledge 4 4
Quality of Work 4 3
Productivity 4 3
Record Keeping 3 4
Dependability 4 2
Adaptability 4 3
Initiative 3 2
Attendance 4 4
Relations with Others 4 3
Safety 4 4
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Illustration of Leniency/Severity

Cverall Evaluation

ENMPLOYEES . ' RATER ONE RATER TWO
1 3.890 3.88
2 3.75 2.75
3 3.99 3.50
4 3.80 3.75
5 3.75 1.75
6 3.768 3.25
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Illustration of Range Restriction

Overall Evaluation

EMPLOYEES RATER ONE RATER TWO
1 2.75 3.50
2 2.60 3.78
3 2.70 2.20
4 3.90 3.20
5 2.85 3.80
6 2.90 1.99
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Observation Training Lecture and Discussion Materials
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OESERVATION TRAINING

Training Appraisers

Evaluating employee performance is an important and
hecessary part of any supervisor's job. Regardless of
whether your organization employs a formal system of
employee evaluation, Jjudgments about how individual
employees are performing are made almost daily. People are
constantly making judgments about others. Unfortunately,
many of these informal judgments may be erroneous.

Consequently, a formal system of performance evaluation
is usually adopted to help reduce the possibilities of bias
and uninformed judgments; to standardize the types of
information that will be forthcoming; and to insure that the
resulting appraisal information is gathered in a form that
permits its use across the entire organization.

While a formal system of appraisal helps to standardize
this process in the organization, it in no way guarantees
consistent, accurate evaluation. Therefore, the purpose of
today's talk will be to begin to help you be more accurate
in your judgment of employees. We will deal with this
problem by focusing on the importance of developing good

observation skills.
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General Instructions/Hints/Precautions

First, I'd like to focus on three things to keep in
mind when observing behavior, namely, careful observation,
the observation of specific behaviors, and the need to take

notes if possible.

Insert overhead about here

An extremely important part of evaluating an employee's

performance is being a careful observer.

Careful Observation of Behavior

Prior to filling out the formal performance evaluation,
you periodically come in contact with (often daily/sometimes
less frequently) that employee in the course of performing
his or her job duties. It is important that at these times
you observe carefully their job-related behavior.

In addition, it may be helpful to think of the
behaviors that you have observed during an evaluation
period, as a sample of all the job behaviors exhibited by
your subordinate during the rating period. Consequently,
the behaviors you're actually seeing are only a small
portion of the total number of behaviors, and therefore it's
important to observe these behaviors carefully.

In addition, keep in mind that when observing an

employee’s job behavior, you do not necessarily have to be
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physically gresent. There are many ways you can obtain
sound information on performance. For instance, you might
rely on a subordinate's oral or written reports that might
reflect employee performance. Also, another supervisor may
have had occasion to observe directly one of your employees,
and thus can provide you with feedback concerning the
subordinate's behavior. In general, then, the key is to
collect as many relevant observations as possible, both
through direct, careful observation and from other relevant

observers.

Watch for Specific Behaviors

Insert overhead about here

It would be nice to believe that the task of making
specific, accurate observations could be done objectively
with only minimal interference from subjective factors.
Obviously, however, the subjectivity involved in evaluating
people is always going to be a factor, simply because we
choose to pay attention to certain things or activities
while we ignore others. It is impossible to observe
everything in a given situation at the same time; while we
are focusing on some attributes of a situation, we are

naturally missing others. One way to use this selective
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attention to our advantage in terms of evaluating employees,
is to keep in mind those performance factors on the

evaluation form on which we rate employees.

Insert overhead about here

For example, your evaluation form consists of factors like
job knowledge, dependability, initiative, relation with
others; or work habits, managerial skills, communication
skills, planning and development skills. By keeping these
performance categories in mind, they can help us to focus on
those specific job behaviors that relevant when it comes

time to evaluate our employees.

Take Notes
While it is not feasible to write down continually all
observed behaviors, it's often beneficial to jot down (and

file) behaviors you observe from time to time.

Insert overhead about here

Keep in mind that 12 months is a 1long time between
evaluations, and many important behaviors occur, most of
which will be forgotten unless recorded in some fashion. 1In

addition, if nothing is written down, what will tend to be
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COMMONYWEALTH OF YIRGINIA ‘ PERFORMANCE LEVELS

% - exceeds normal job requirements

3 - meets normal job requirements

2 - improvement is needed to meet job ceguire-
ments

I - fails to meet job requirements

Acceptable satistactory performance requires
an avevage rating of 2.75, when rated
"performance factors” are combined.

CONFIDENTIAL
EMPLOYEE PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

Name Soc. Sec. No. Position No.
Agency Naise . Sub. Division Azency Code
Class Title Class Code . ~__Date Enterad Present Position

Date of Evaluation

Describe Briefly the Principal Duties in Present Job

PART ¥ - PERFORMANCE FACTORS - CIRCLE THE APPROPRIATE PERFORMANCE LEVEL . ) -

. [ 3 ? H
1. JOB KNOWLEDGE/SKILLS - To what extent does the employee maintain a satisfactory lavel of job

knowledge andfor job skills?

Remarks
g 37772 i
- QUALITY OF WORK - To what extent does the emplovee's work meet the required quality standards;
i.e., accuracy, neataess and thoroughniess?
Remarks

3- PRODUCTIVITY - To what extent does the employze accomplish the quantity of work expected cf the
job assignment? :

Remarks

4 REC(‘)RD KEEPING/DOCUMENTATION - To what extent does the employee adequately prepare and
] maintain records, written reports, correspondence, and files?

Remarks
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5. DEPEMDABILITY - To what extent does the employze parform work without close supervision or assistance? .

Remarks

6- ADAPTABILITY - To what extent does tha employee readily adapt 10 new situaticns and changes in routines,
work load, andfor work assignments? :

Rermarks

7-  INITIATIVE - To what extent does the employee present new ideas, improve procedures or otherwise
demonstrate an awareness of clerical or technical changes related to the job?

Remarks__ ] o
: . ‘ 4 3 2 i
8- ATTENDANCE - To what extent does the employee maintain satisfactory attendance performance
in regard to tardiness, early d=partures, and/or absences?
Remarks

9. RELATIONS WITH OTHERS - To what exteat does the employes establish effective working relation-
ships when dealing with supervision, ;mworkers, and/cr the public?

Remarks

10- SAFETY - To what extent does the employee work in a safe manner and observe safety practices?

Remarks ) i o
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PART i -~ PERTORMANCE FACTORS - The following performance factors tend to reinforce the pacformance levals identitied in -
Pe-.rtll. The super visor ?n completing Part 1l shouid indicate the emploves's pecformance level
by circling tha apnropriate level of perforimance. Use the reinarks section to record your
coimments.

A . TTABITS - To what extent coes the employee demonstrate adaptabiiity,
and a sanse of priorities?

Rermwrks

2PLANNING AND ANALYTICAL ABILITY - To what extent does the employee o
demonstrate the skiils to analyze and solve problems? 4

Remarks

37T TRANAGERIAL SKILLS - To what extent does the employee effectively work . h

well with and through others to complete assignments in a timely and productive : % 3
mainner? : '

N

Reinarks

G- TCOMMUNICATIONS SKILLS - To what extent can the employee effectively express
: himscelf/herself orally and in writing including correspondence and reports and i ) K 3 4 )
* presentations at conferences, seminars, workshops, etc., as required by the job?

Remearks

5= DEVELOPMENT OF O1HERS - To what extent does the employee develop others to
becoine more effective in work assignments and better prepared for future job ) 13 3 2 1
opportunities?

Remarks
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remembered will be those especially negative events, and the
most recently observed behaviors--neither of which may be
very representative of a particular employee's job

performance during the entire year.

Insert overhead about here

Remember, observe performance carefully, watch for
specific behaviors, and take notes when possible. If, when
you're in contact with a particular employee, you are
careful in what you observe or think you observe; if you
focus on the behaviors relevant to the performance factors
you'll be rating on, and if you jot down a few notes when
possible, it ought to help you be more accurate when you sit
down to formally evaluate them.

Systematic Errors of Observation

In addition to talking about what sorts of things we
should do to be more accurate observers, we mnust also
discuss some of the errors observers of behavior often make.
I'd like to talk'about two general areas where errors in
observation may occur, and consequently, adversely affect

your ratings.

Insert overhead about here
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Contamination from Prior Information

Several sorts of common observational errors result
from contamination from prior information about the employee
being evaluated.

First, it is often an unintentional tendency of people
to distort information observed, in a way that makes it
similar to previously received information. Thus, for
example, a supervisor might have noticed that a particular
employee has left work 16-15 minutes before quitting time
several times in the last several weeks. Now, whenever the
end of the workday approaches and the supervisor notices the
employee away from his/her assigned station, it is assumed
immediately that the employee has left work early again, and
subsequently, is marked down on attendance on the next
performance evaluation. Thus, prior information, regardless
of how accurate it is can influence your expectations, which
may influence your observations.

In addition, one aspect of observed behavior may tend
to influence unduly your overall observation and evaluation
of an employee. Consequently, while the evaluation form has
ten separate areas to evaluate each employee, a poor score
on one observed factors (such as attendance) may influence
you to give low ratings on many of the other performance
factors, regardless of whether poor performance was observed
on the other factors. So, be aware that prior observation

can and may affect future observations.
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Insert overhead about here

Overdependence on a Single Source of Information

Another prevalent observational source of error is that
generated by an overreliance on a single source of
information. While this source is often the most reliable
source of information, it may also be a major source of
error. This is so because in many instances what causes one
observational source to take precedence, and to be relied on
almost exclusively, is ease of acquisition. 1In other words,
whatever way some information about an employee can be
gathered most quickly and easily (regardless of whether it's
accurate) that way is often relied upon. Unfortunately, as
I'm sure you're aware, this can 1lead to misleading and
inaccurate evaluations. In addition, if you collect only a
limited amount of observational information, your judgments
have to be based on what's available (and not necessarily

what's a more complete, accurate picture).
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Summary

¥

Insert overhead about here

Thus, due to the ease and frequency with which these
observational errors are committed, it is important to
remember the things we have talked about today:

Things to do -- observe carefully.

watch for relevant behaviors.
take notes whenever possible.

Things to avoid -—- contamination from prior information

overreliance on a single source of

information

Therefore, if you keep in mind some of these things to do to
be better observers, and be aware of some errors that can
occur, they should help you be more accurate when you

evaluate your employees.
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DO'S AND DON'TS

Things to Do -- CBSERVE CAREFULLY
WATCH FOR RELEVANT BEHAVIORS

TAKE NCTES WHENEVER POSSIBLE

Things to Avoid -- CONTAMINATION FROM PRIOR INFORMATION

OVER-RELIANCE ON A SINGLE DATA SOURCE
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EXERCISE ONE

RECRUITER PERFORMANCE FACTORS

1. Creating a Favorable Image of the Company
presenting a positive, but realistic image of GCI;
spelling out clearly the advantages of working for
GCI.

2. Organizing the Interview
structuring the interview to allow for an
appropriately balanced information exchange
between recruiter and interviewee; giving the
interviewee a chance to ask questions; defining
the purpose of the interview.

3. Providing Relevant Information About the Company
giving the interviewee specific information about
the characteristics of various jobs so that he/she
can make informed decisions; displaying
familiarity with programs at GCI and their
requirements; demonstrating knowledge about
benefits, promotions, pay, etc.

4. Asking Relevant Questions
asking questions which maximize the amount of
meaningful information available to the
interviewer; asking the interviewee questions
he/she can understand and respond to readily;
making clear the information desired.

5. Answering Recruitees' Questions
providing complete, clear, concise and accurate
answers to interviewees' questions; answering
interviewees' questions so that they have the
information desired; ensuring that the interviewee
understands the recruiter's answer.

6. Establishing Rapport with Interviewees
developing a nonthreatening relationship with the
interviewee; creating a relaxed atmosphere;
gaining the friendship and trust of the
interviewee.
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" EXERCISE TWO
The Case of Ambition Excesding Ability

In 196%, John Senn was hired by the University as a
bcokkeeperﬂtrainee. Prior to-this job, he had worked for a
shord time.on & weekly newspapsar, but he hgd bean repiaced by

& mozn who sould sell, as well asg write. He also had a brief

wlo

iob as& sn apprentice sign painter, but had guit due to lack

2

of intersst. From 1961 to 1967, he had shown little prémise
of suzcess in his job, adﬁancing only one étep from.ﬁookkaeper
to clsrk. In addition, during this time John and his supsr-
visn? had_#everéi bitﬁer arguments, the result of personality
clisshas, | '

in f?é?, a2 Public Relations Depsrtment was organiéed‘in
the Eniveréity. A woman was brought in from ths outside tb
initiats and,develbp‘this activity. She had a considerabls
amount of.experiancs'in thg_public relétiona fiela, having
worksd for a large newspaper in that capacityu. In addition,
ghe héd besn a business writer for ths Wall Street Journal,
and more récently headad:heerwn advértising agency.

John Senn assked for aAtransfer to this naw daparthent
because of his earlier experience in wriﬁing for the wéékly'
newspaper. _Based on information‘gathefad‘from John,s‘super-
visor, the new head of Public Relations wés relgé;égt to

approve the transfer, but was persuaded to do so by her boss,

John wss assigned to writing publicity for the department,
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During the period from 1967 to 1972, he hendled his tasks
reasonably well. He was also seant to special workshop school
during two summers to study public relations. After his
completion of this workshop ﬁrogram, he was glven his segoné
‘pay-grade promotion in the organization.
In the past few yeafs, the Public Relations Depariment
" has grown and expanded; The debartmént has been divided into
two divisions, a Writing Division (of which Johm is & membar),
and £ Public Lecture Division (of which you &re 2 member).
Even thﬁugh you are in separate divigions you ses John daily,
and rate samples of‘his vorik sbove-aversgs. Yom feel‘John"
has developed ipto-a capable writer; In genéfal, the Writing
Division superviscr is convinced that he parforms his assigned
tasks wsell enough, but thet he does not have an outgoing per-
sonality. Alsc, his fils indicatesd he has 8 tenderncy to Yoo
eceiva rather than 1nitiate.. ‘
Oné menth agb, you were nemsd the hew su§afvi99r of
the Writing Divisioﬁ, when the ﬁast éﬁpervisor toock 8 jéb'in
anothsexr city. At ths begihﬁing'of this week, John approached
you and said,fpat he wanted to be given mors importént tasks
to handle. He ﬁelieves that aa'a'long-térmvemployeé of the
Hniversity@ he shouid be_giﬁén nore responsiﬁiiity. In
ghort, he feels that it is quite unfair and ungrateful of
the Uniﬁersitj.to promote youngerAana'leSSQeiperienceé peo~ |

pie to higher positions than his.

Remembexr, you are the superviscr ... what do you do?

Do you tell him you agree with him, you dlsagres vith‘him,
fell him you will think about it, or tell him something else?
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DECISION-MAKING TRAINING

Training Appraisers

Evaluating employee performance is an important and
necessary part of any supervisor's Jjob. Regardless of
whether your organization employs a formal system of
employee evaluation, Jjudgments about bhow 1ndividual
employees are performing are made almost daily. People are

- constantly making judgments about others. Unfortunately,
many of these informal judgments may be erroneous.

Consequently, a formal system of performance evaluation
is usually adopted to help reduce the possibilities of bias
and uninformed Jjudgments; to standardize the types of
information that will be forthcoming; and to ensure that the
resulting appraisal information is gathered in a form that
permits its use across the entire organization.

While a formal system of appraisal helps to standardize
this process in the organization, it in no way guarantees
consistent, accurate evaluation. Therefore, the purpose of
today's talk will focus on helping you be more accurate in
your Jjudgment of employees. Specifically, we will talk
about some common strategies that are used by supervisors to
arrive a final evaluation decisions. In addition, we will
talk about how some of these strategies are effective, while

others can cause errors in judgments.
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Intuitive-vs-Formal Decision-Making Strategies

In the work setting, suprevisors are continually
confronted with information they must identify and use in
making decisions. However, each decision-maker utilizes
only a limited amount of information in arriving at any
particular decision. Applied to the area of performance
evaluation, this tendency for people to make decisions
without full use of the available information 1is greatly
increased by the fact that each supervisor can devote only a
limited amount of time to evaluating employees.

As a result of this time limitation, decision-makers
often rely on simple cognitive or judgmental strategies to
make quick, hopefully accurate decisions. For example, when
a supervisor is told that a particular person has behaved in
a particular way, he may quickly review the behaviors that
stand out in memory, and make a decision about whether to
believe the information. These simple intuitive strategies
(or rules of thumb) are quite often used unconsciously, and
yet they are used appropriately and effectively in the great
majority of cases. Such strategies allow us to deal with
problems and make decisions without processing a great deal
of information. However, our concern in the remainder of
this lecture will focus on the times when these intuitive
strategies are used inappropriately, and consequently,
effect out ability to make accurate judgments when

evaluating our employees.
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Judgmental Errors

Insert overhead about here

Insensitivity to Biased Data

An overreliance on intuitive strategies can result in a
judgmental error, for example, when a supervisor relies on
too few samples of behavior. If you were to check samples
of an employee's work only a few times during the rating
period, your conclusions (and therefofe, your evaluation)
might be based on biased information. For example, if you
were to observe her four times during the year (and two of
these times you found work quality below par), it's possible
that work quality might have slipped just two times out of
56, but two of your (say) four pieces of information were

collected on those days.

Insert overhead about here

In addition to this bias in how and what we observe,
judgmental error can also result from what we remember. It
often occurs that we do not remember all that we observe.
Rowever, what we do remember is typically the information
that confirms our beliefs about the evidence we currently

possess. In other words, we possess a biased system of
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recollection as well. This biased system can also be
affected by the vividness of these events, in that wvivid
information (an employee caught dozing) will stand out in
memory (even if it was only one time).

One way to deal with the fact that biased information
can and may affect the accuracy of our evaluations, is to
collect as much information as possible about an
individual's behavior--by increasing the frequency of
observing work samples and collecting information from other
sources (e.g., Cco-workers). In addition, it iswfmportant
that we observe behavior carefully so that we are collecting

accurate information on which to base our evaluation.

Insert overhead about here

Inappropriate Causal Inference

Another cognitive strategy that is often beneficial,
yet when used inappropriately can cause us to err in our
judgments about the behavior of others, is often used when
we observe behaviors, objects or situations together. In
order to make sense of the scene we observe, we often 1link
things together in a cause~and-effect relationship. This
view that the events are related is then strengthened when
the two are observed together more than one time.

For example, if you were to observe a particular

employee on several occasions, and each time a piece of
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equipment he/she was using broke down, you might interpret
the information to mean that the employee was the cause of
equipment breakdown.

Once again, let me emphasize I'm not trying to imply
that making these cause and effect Jjudgments is always
inappropriate--but rather, it's an error that can occur, and
therefore, we should keep it in mind when we are evaluating

the behaviors we've observed.

Insert overhead about here

Overreliance on Previously Formed Theories

Another way that we make inappropriate decisions is
through an overreliance on previously formed beliefs. The
behaviors we have seen in the past, and the information read
or heard concerning a particular employee, as well as any
stereotypes or prejudices we possess will influence the way
we look at current behaviors, or if we notice them at all.
Research has shown that once people have applied a
particular label to a given object, or formed a particular
opinion about a set of behaviors, they place too much

emphasis on that opinion when making future evaluations.

Insert overhead about here
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For example, if you are supervising a group of Clerk
Typists, and you believe females are superior to males at
this position, this stereotypic view may effect how vyou
evaluate a male clerk typist--regardless of the actual
behaviors you observe.

Consequently, it is important to be aware that previous
views can effect what is observed and how those behaviors

are evaluated.

Insert overhead about here

Inappropriate Weighting

A final intuitive strategy that is frequently used
involves the weighting of information that is available to
us, This strategy is often valuable in helping us make
accurate evaluations. However, how a supervisor weights the
importance of a particular behavior or event is often due to
the vividness of the information. And it is this vividness
emphasis that can tend to distort our decisions, or the
information we use to make our decisions. This distortion
occurs because the vividness of the information is often not
related to 1its true value as evidence to be used in an

evaluation.

Insert overhead about here
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For example, if during the past year, a particular
employee of yours was late for work two times, that
information probably would not figure significantly in our
evaluation of that employee's behavior. However, if it so
happened that the two mornings the employee was late,
coincided with emergencies that arose requiring timely
completion of a letter or work assignment, those two late
arrivals may be vividly remembered and weighted quite
heavily when evaluating that employee's dependability. In
addition, even though dependability is only one of the
performance factors you evaluate an employee on, an
especially well-remembered behavior may affect how you rate
that person on the other performance factors as well. In
fact, research has shown us that negative information is
typically weighted more heavily than is positive
information.

Factors such as you emotional interest or involvement
with the event or employee, the concreteness of the event,
and how close the person or information is to us all tend to
affect wvividness, and consequently vyour weighting.
Therefore, the key hgre seems to be to observe behaviors
carefully, and if you know ydu canhot avoid giving a
particular incident far more weight then is justified, then
avoid using that piece of information, and rely on evidence
that will be more truthful, and allow you to be more

accurate in your evaluation.
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Summary

There are several important things to remember when

evaluating your employees.

1) We frequently "fall back" on judgmental strategies
that help us to make decisions quickly and accu-
rately with as little information as possible.

2) However, this can lead to problems--and therefore,
when we are eveluating others we should be aware
of these potential problems resulting from:

a) an insensitivity to biased data, including
a reliance on too few examples of behavior,
and the frequent recollection of biased
information.

b) allowing prior beliefs/theories about an
employee effect the information we use to
make decisions.

c) inappropriately establishing cause-effect
relationships between employees and
incidents that are observed together.

d) inappropriate weighting of behavioral

incidents.,

Insert overhead about here
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EXERCISE ONE

A, INFORMATION ABOUT RECRUIT INTERVIEWER ONE

Recruit Interviewer Bill Smith has been with GCI
for five years, during which time he has received
three promotions and four pay increases. At the
present time, Bill is in charge of P e r s onne 1
Recruitment at GCI's branch office located near the
University. Recently, events in Bill's life have left
him quite confused and troubled. Six months =ago,
Bill's wife was diagnosed as having terminal cancer,
and given less than one year to live. In addition,
Bill's mother was killed in a tragic train-automobile
collision less than two weeks ago. Needless to say,
Bill is still in the process of trying to get his life
in order, and prepare himself and his four children
for the possible death of his wife.

B. INFORMATION ABOUT RECRUIT INTERVIEWER TWO

Recruit Interviewer Daniel Reeves has been with
GCI for six weeks in his present position. Prior to
coming to GCI, Daniel had spent several years in a
similar capacity with one of GCI's competitors. He
was terminated from that job, however, because of his
inability to establish rapport with the prospective
employees. In addition, his file indicated that he
had an inability to "sell" these interviewees on the
benefits of working with his company.
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RECRUITER PERFORMANCE FACTORS

1. Creating a Favorable Image of the Company
presenting a positive, but realistic image of GCI;
spelling out clearly the advantages of working for
GCI.

2. Organizing the Interview
structuring the interview to allow for an
appropriately balanced information exchange
between recruiter and interviewee; giving the
interviewee a chance to ask questions; defining
the purpose of the interview.

3. Providing Relevant Information About the Company
giving the interviewee specific information about
the characteristics of various jobs so that he/she
can make informed decisions; displaying
familiarity with programs at GCI and their
requirements; demonstrating knowledge about
benefits, promotions, pay, etc.

4. Asking Relevant Questions
asking questions which maximize the amount of
meaningful information available to the
interviewer; asking the interviewee questions
he/she can wunderstand and respond to readily;
making clear the information desired.

5. Answering Recruitees' Questions
providing complete, clear, concise and accurate
answers to interviewees' questions; answering
interviewees' questions so that they hsve the
information desired; ensuring that the interviewee
understands the recruiter's answer.

6. Establishing Rapport with Interviewees
developing a nonthreatening relationship with the
interviewee; creating a relaxed atmosphere;
gaining the friendship and trust of the
interviewee.
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EXERCISE TWO

INSTRUCTIONS: This exercise consists of two parts. First, you
are asked to look closely at the picture presentec
to you, and write down as many observations as
you fesl relevant. Secondly, please write down
relevant inferences drawn from the people, setting
and objects in the picture.

A. Observations Made

1.

LA

h.
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JUDGMENTAL ERRORS

* Insensitivity to Biased Data

* Inappropriate Causal Inference

* Over-reliance on Previously Formed Theories

. Inappropriate Weighting of Information
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Il1lustration of Biased Data Use

~ Performance Factor:
Quality of Work

behavior behavior behavior behavior
sample sample sample sample

POOR 600D - POOR FAIR
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OVER-RELIANCE ON PREVIOUSLY FORMED THEORIES

Belief:

females are
better typists

Supervison

_— N\

position: t§é?§¥~€> fremalel |male| |female] ifemale

evaluation —» 4 l 2 3 b
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fLLUSTRATION OF INAPPROPRIATE WEIGHTING

Samples of Behavior

PERFOR“’IAI\C!: 4 2 3 Y 250
IAttendcncek;[‘ﬁ timej | late on timej | late ;... Eﬁ~timel
|
EMERGENCY EMERGENCY
ARISES ARISES
| |

EVALUATION = 2
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APPENDIX D

Schedule of Performance Evaluation Training

B
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PERFORMANCE EVALUATION TRAINING

Training Sessions

132

Session A Session E
April 12...8:390 noon April 14...1:00 4:30 p.m.
April 22...8:30 noon April 2¢2...8:38 noon
Session B Session F
April 14...8:30 noon April 15...8:38 noon
April 22...1:00 4:30 p.me. April 21...1:080 4:30 p.m.
Session C Eession G
April 13...1:0€ 4:3¢ p.m. April 12...1:00 4:30 p.m,
April 19...8:38 noon April 19...1:00 4:30 p.m.
Session D Session H
April 15...1:00 4:30 pP.Me April 13...8:30 noon
April 2¢...1:008 4:3¢ p.m. April 21...8:30 noon
PERFORMANCE EVALUATION TRAINING
Registration Form
Name: Session:
Dept.:
Name: Session:
Dept.:
Name: Session:
Dept.:
Name: Session:
Dept.:

If session times are a problem,

to arrange a different combination of times.

RETURN TO TRAINING & DEVELOPMENT,

PERSONNEL OFFICE

please call extension 3063
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0l1d Dominion University Performance Evaluation Form
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COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA PERFORMANCE LEVELS

4 - exceeds normal job requirements

3 - meets normal job requirements

2 - improvement 15 needed to meat job raquire.
ments

! - fails to meet job requiremants

Acceptable satistactory performance requires
an average rating of 2.75, when rated
"performance factors" are combined.

CONFIDENTIAL
EMPLOYEE PERFORMANCE EVALUATION
Name Soc. Sec. No. PositionNo._
Agency Name . Sub. Division AgencyCode
Class Title Class Code - ___Date Entered Present Position

Date of Evaluation

Describe Briefly the Principal Duties in Present Job

PART I - PERFORMANCE FACTORS - CIRCLE THE APPROPRIATE PERFORMANCE LEVEL

& 3 2 !
1. JOB KNOWLEDGE/SKILLS - To what extent does the employee maintain a satisfactory lavel of job
knowledge and/or job skills?
Remarks
[} 3 2 ]
2-  QUALITY OF WORK - To what extent does the employee's work meet the required quality standards;
i.e., accuracy, neatness and thoroughness? . .
Remarks
& 3 2 I

3- PRODUCTIVITY - To what extent does the employee accomplish the quantity of work expected of the
job assignment?

Remarks

. RECé)RD KEEPING/DCCUMENTATION - To what extent does the employee adequately prepare and
) maintain records, written reports, correspondence, and files?

Remarks
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10- SAFETY - To what extent does the employee work ina sate manner and observe safety practices?

TR 27T

5. DEPENDABILITY - To what extent does the employee parform work without close supervision or assistance?

Remarks

: 4 3 2 |
6- ADAPTABILITY - To what extznt does the employee readily adapt to new situations and changes in routines,
work load, andfor work assignments? :
Remarks
& 3 2 1
7- INITIATIVE - To what extent does the employee present new ideas, improve procedures or otherwise
demonstrate an awareness of clerical or technical changes related to the job?
Remarks__ '
: ) 5 3 2
8-  ATTENDANCE - To what extent does the employee raaintain satisfactory attendance performance
in regard to tardiness, early departures, and/or absences?

Remarks

: . 4 3 2 i
9. RELATIONS WITH OTHERS - To what extent does the employee estatlish effective working relation-
ships when dealing with supervision, co-workers, ;nd/or the public?
Remarks
& 3 2 [

Remarks
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DE‘:TER‘MENING THE OVERALL EYALUATION: ADD the number circled for cach pecformance factor, DIVIDE the total by ten (10) tc
determine the overall evaluation. Indicate the overall evaluation score by circling, or inaserting and circling, the overall evaluation on the
scale provided.

Performance Levels .. . : Scale
Employee's performance regularly exceeds the job . 5.00 .
requirements. : {3.50 & above) 3.75

’ 3.50

Employee's performance meets rormal job require- 3.25
mants on a sustained kasis. (2.75 to 3.49) 3.00
. 2.75

Empioyee's performance reflects that there is a ne2d 2.50
for irnprovament on a sustained basis. (2.00 to 2.74} 2.25
’ 2.00

Employee's performance fails to meet the job require- : . 1.75
ments. (1.59 & beiow) ‘ 1.59
1.25

SUPERVISOR'S COMMENTS CONCERNING THE OVERALL EVALUATION:

PART Il - DEVELOPMENTAL TRENDS

i-  SIGNIFICANT CHANGES - Indicate any significant changes in performance since the employee's last evaluation.

Z- DEVELOPMENT AND TRAINING: (a) Indicate recoinmendations for further development and training for purposes of preparing the
ernpioyee for additional responsibilities or for the improvement of current job performance.

{b) Identify any training or developmental activities the employee has completed since hisfher
last performance evaluation. Such training was (check one) taken as a result of the supervisor's recommendation ___, or the employee's

inittative __ .
CYALUATED BY TITLE
REVIEWED BY TITLE

TO THE EMPLOYEE: . . )
You are requested to sign on the line provided below to indicate only that you have had an opportunity to review and discuss your perfor-
mance evaluation with your supervisor. YOUR SIGNATURE DOES NOT INDICATE THAT YOU AGREE WITH THE EVALUATION.

EMPLOYEE'S COMMENTS:

EMPLOYEE'S SIGNATURE, - DATE

Form Na 1290900
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Trainee Reaction Questionnaire
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REACTIONS TO PERFORMANCE EVALUATION TRAINING

INSTRUCTIONS: Rate each of the following questions, using
the scale provided below. Place the number
which corresponds to your answer in the blank
beside the question.

Not at all

To a small extent

To a moderate extent
To a great extent

To a very great extent

U Wi

1. To what extent was the performance evaluation
training beneficial to you?

2. To what extent was the videotaped lecture portion
of the training beneficial to you?

3. To what extent was the practice/discussion portion
of training beneficial to you?

4. To what extent did you feel like you were in need
of some formal performance evaluation training?

5. To what extent do you believe all new supervisory
personnel should receive formal training in
performance evaluation?

6. To what extent do you believe all supervisory
personnel (both new and o0ld) should receive
performance evaluation training?

7. To what extent do you believe all supervisory
personnel should receive performance evaluation
"refresher" training on a regular basis?

8. How frequently do you believe performance

evaluation "refresher" training should be
conducted?

1 Every six months or less

2 Once a year

3 Once every two years

4 Less than once every two years

5 No performance evaluation "refresher"

training is needed
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9. Have you ever received formal performance
evaluation training?

No, not at all

Yes, within the last vyear

Yes, but more than a year ago
Yes, but more than two years ago

B W
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Table of Mean Accuracy Scores for

Laboratory Data
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