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ABSTRACT

The purpose of this study was to examine a theoretical model
developed to predict the influence of rater job involvement and
organizational commitment on the process of appraising employee job
performance. The model is based upon Fishbein's (1967) theory rela-
ting attitudes to behavioral intentions and specific behaviors.
Organizational commitment 1is incorporated as an indication of the
subjective norm and the performance -- self-esteem definition of job
involvement represents the attitudinal component. Hypotheses proposed
to test the model addressed the psychometric characteristics of
ratings assigned by individuals with varying levels of a composite
measure of job involvement and organizational commitment. A field
study was conducted with subjects employed at three locations of a
department store. Ratings of 199 sales clerks were made by 38 section
leaders on nine dimensions of a graphic rating scale and a behavioral
checklist. Measures of rater job involvement and organizational
commitment were obtained. Multiple operational procedures were used
to assess the extent of leniency, central tendency, restriction of
range, and halo in the ratings. Contrary to the predictions of the
model, scores on the composite attitude variable were directly related
to the prevalence of the four rating errors. The correspondence
between rater attitude scores and the amount of each error was not
significantly different for evaluations made on either rating format.
Rater ability 1levels moderated the relationship between composite

scores and the amount of leniency and central tendency in ratings on
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the graphic rating scale. Scores on the composite variable were not
predictive of measures of rating reliability or convergent and
discriminant validity. Suggestions were made for revisions of the
model. Alternative explanations proposed for the contrary experimental
results included inconsistencies between rater attitudes and the
behavioral <criteria considered, the influence of alternative
performance -- self-esteem contingencies, and failure to incorporate
assignment of error-free ratings into the subjective norm. The
results of the study imply that the reward structures and values of
organizations must be altered if performance appraisal programs are

to succeed.
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THE EFFECT OF JOB INVOLVEMENT AND ORGANIZATIONAL COMMITMENT

ON THE PSYCHOMETRIC CHARACTERISTICS OF JOB PERFORMANCE RATINGS

CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION

Few sources of information available for management decision
making have had potential to serve as wide a spectrum of purposes as
performance appraisal. Performance measurement is a critical element
in making orgénizational decisions regarding promotions, transfers and
layoffs, establishing and evaluating training programs, determining
wages and salaries, counseling employees, and serving as criteria for
validation studies. The widespread prevalence of formal performance
appraisal programs in both the private and public sectors (Locher &
Teel, 1977; Feild & Holley, 1975) leaves little doubt that the need to
evaluate employee performance on the job is an organizational reality.

Ideally, a complete assessment of performance would include both
objective indices such as production levels and personnel data (e.g.
absences, accidents), as well as judgmental evaluations (Landy &
Trumbo, 1981). Although the first two of these components are
desirable because of their lack of subjectivity, they are often

contaminated by factors bejond the control of the individual and

reflect behavioral outcomes rather than employee behavior (Cascio,
1978). Thus, despite the well documented problems inherent in the use
of performance ratings, most individuals rely upon a judgmental index

for making personnel decisions.



However, the problems with the use of performance ratings are
myriad and very resistant to solution. These Aifficulties have been
the source of the prevalent dissatisfaction with these measures felt
by both practitioners and researchers in the field. The principal
problems with judgmental evaluations stem from the fact that they are
extremely vulnerable to both intentional and inadvertent bias as
manifested in the form of rating errors. Consequently, performance
ratings have been the focus of extensive research efforts to study and
improve their psychometric characteristics.

The task of appraising an individual's performance is essentially
a two-part process consisting of first, the observation of behavior
and second, the rating of that behavior against a standard. As such,
both phases of the process are susceptible to certain characteristic
problems. Borman (1978) has classified the causes of problems with
performance ratings into four categories: 1) limitations of the
rater's opportunity to observe job-related ratee behavior; 2) insuffi-
cient knowledge of the nature of common rating errors on the part of
the rater and a lack of experience with the performance appraisal
process; 3) problems inherent in the rating instrument; and 4) organ-
izational constraints put upon the rater which serve to systemically
affect judgments. An additional source of potential bias which has
received considerable attention concerns the personal characteristics
of the rater and the possible interaction of these factors with
characteristics of the ratee.

In recent years, research in the field has been dominated by

studies attempting to reduce the prevalence of rating errors either



through the implementation of rater training programs or the develop-
ment of bias resistant rating scale formats. Rater training has
generally proven to be effective in reducing common rating errors
(Bernardin, 1978; Bernardin & Walter, 1977; Brown, 1968; Latham,
Wexley, & Purcell, 1975). However, many questions remain unanswered
in this domain regarding the content of rater training programs
(Ivancevich, 1979; Warmke & Billings, 1979); the required length of
the programs (Bernardin, 1978; Borman, 1975); the effects of error
reduction training on the accuracy and validity of ratings (Bernardin
& Pence, 1980; Dunnette & Borman, 1979); and the longitudinal effects
of rater training on error reduction (Bernardin, 1978a; Latham, Wexley
& Purcell, 1975; Warmke & Billings, 1979).

Research regarding the rating instrument has proceeded on the
premise that if the format used to structure observation and record
the evaluations could be designed to reduce the subjectivity of the
rating process, then the psychometric quality of the ratings would
improve; The primary thrust of this body of research has been the
development and refinement of behaviorally-based rating scales (Latham
& Wexley, 1977; Smith & Kendall, 1963). A voluminous amount of
research has been conducted to contrast various behavioral rating
scales with traditional (e.g. trait-based) formats. The outcome
leaves the question of scale format superiority largely unresolved
(Bayroff, Haggerty & Runquist, 1954; & DeCotiis, 1977; Landy & Farr,
1980; Schwab, Heneman & DeCotiis, 1975). This work has shown that
regardless of the particular format, scales superior in terms of

reducing rating errors will result from psychometric rigor in



development (Bernardin, 1977; Bernardin, Alvares &
Cranny, 1976) and by having individuals who will be using the scales
participate in the development process (Friedman & Cornelius, 1976).
However, the available research evidence suggests that even when these
suggestions are followed, only about 47 to 8% of the var%ance on
ratings can be accounted for by the rating format employed (Borman &
Dunnette, 1975; Landy & Farr, 1980).

In 1light of these conclusions, there is a growing consensus in
the field that further efforts to identify the elusive ultimate rating
format should be halted until greater insight is gained into the
rating process itself and the organizational and individual variables
that affect this process (Bernardin, 1977; Cooper, 198l1; DeCotiis,
1977); Feldman, 1981; Landy & Farr, 1980). Among the process-related
factors which have been suggested for study are the purpose of the
ratings (Borresen, 1967; Sharon & Bartlett, 1969), structural and
organizational climate variables (Kavanaugh, 1973), the means by which
raters make their judgments (Christal, 1968; Zedeck & Kafry, 1977), as
well as individual differences in raters that systematically affect
the rating process (e.g., Kirchner & Reisberg, 1962; Mandell, 1956;
Taft, 1955).

The 1last of these areas has been the subject of a considerable
amount of research primarily directed toward identifying the charac-
teristics of superior raters in terms of their ability to accurately
observe and evaluate the behavior of others and minimize constant
rating errors. The individual difference variables most frequently

studied have tended to be secondary characteristics such as race, sex,



tenure, and job performance rather than potential direct influences on
rating behavior such as cognitive processes and attitudes. Borman
(1978), Landy & Farr (1980), and Feldman (1981), among others, have
proposed the application of theoretical frameworks from the study of
personality and social psychology for conceptualizing the mental
processes involved in evaluating the behavior of others. Two of the
models proposed for this purpose include Kelly's (1955) theory of
personal constructs and implicit personality theory (Bruner & Tagiuri,
1954). However, no theoretical models have been proposed to explain
the impact of relevant rater attitudes on the performance appréisal
process. A few studies that have examined the effect of raters'
attitudes toward the use of various rating forms and the rating
process (Rothe, 1949; Schneier, 1977) and the effects of rater-ratee
similarity in background and attitudes. But no published research has
investigated the influence of the work-related attitudes of raters on
the psychometric characteristics of ratings made to evaluate ratee job
performance.

The primary objective of the present study is to investigate the
influence of two widely researched variables, job involvement and
organizational commitment, on the process of making performance
appraisal ratings. This line of research addresses the study of the
rating process by examining one means by which organizational charac-
teristics and contextual factors directly impinge upon the process of
appraising individual performance - through their impact on rater
attitudes which in turn influence behavior. It is suggested that

organizational and contextual factors lead to the formation of beliefs



which have a direct effect on the formation of these work-related
attitudes. These attitudes then influence rater behavioral intentions
and in turn, rater behavior during the observational and rating
portions of the appraisal process. In doing so, these attitudes may
systemically influence the occurrence of constant errors in rating as
well as the reliability and validity of performance appraisal ratings.

A theoretical model is proposed to explicate the means by which
job involvement and organizational commitment affect the rating
process. This model represents an attempt to integrate existing
models of the rating process suggested by Borman (1978), Landy and
Farr (1980), and Cooper (1981) with a model of work attitudes as
behavioral determinants presented by Wiener (1982) and based upon
Fishbein's behavioral intentions model (Fishbein, 1967; Fishbein &
Ajzen, 1975). Research hypotheses are proposed to test the predicted
relationships between various components of the model. These research
questions address the nature of attitudinal influences on the psycho-
metric characteristics of performance appraisal ratings made in a
field setting with two different rating scale formats.

This study 1is intended as a response to the call for greater
understanding of the process of rating job performance. The proposed
model depicts a theoretical view of the influence of job involvement
and organizational commitment on ratings and represents an attempt to
provide new insight into the impact of organizational and contextual
factors wupon the performance appraisal process. The study of the
behavioral correlates of these attitudes is an important element in

the performance rating puzzle which has previously been overlooked by



researchers working in this area. This study was conducted as a first

step in rectifying this oversight.



CHAPTER II

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

Introduction

Rating errors in performance appraisal persist regardless of the
type of rating format or training program used or the organizational
context in which the evaluations are made. This suggests that there
are systematic differences in the way people rate the behavior of
others which are a function of individual differences in raters.
Research in this area has primarily focused on identifying correlates
of accurate performance ratings in order to isolate the characteris-
tics of superior raters (Borman, 1979a; Schneider & Bayroff, 1953,
Taft, 1955). Personal and demographic variables which have been
dgmonstrated to affect subjective judgments in other interpersonal
observation situations (e.g., cognitive complexity) have been applied
to performance appraisal in an attempt to determine extraneous factors
which influence ratings and to examine components of the decision-
making process (Schneier, 1977; Zedeck & Kafry, 1977). Although such
investigations have not resulted in definitive criteria for selecting
superior raters as yet, some insights have been gained concerning the
nature of the judgment process and the influence of extraneous
factors.

The rater characteristics investigated with respect to their
effect on performance appraisal ratings may be grouped into two
general categories: 1) personal characteristics of the rater; and 2)

demographic characteristics. Research conducted on factors falling



within both of these classifications is summarized to integrate
findings and serve as a foundation for theoretical development.

Most of the research conducted on rater characteristics has
focused on the reliability of ratings and the prevalence of rating
error$ (Thornton & Zorich, 1980). However, an increasing number of
studies in this area have begun to consider the equally important
issues of validity and accuracy (e.g., Bernardin & Pence, 1980;
Borman, 1979a). - The issue of validity concerns whether the systematic
source of variance is related to the attribute being measured. In
contrast, accuracy has been defined as the degree to which ratings are
relevant to or correlated with true criterion scores (Dunnette &
Borman, 1979).

The distinction between these concepts is critical in the study
of ratings. Most early studies of performance ratings focused
exclusively on reliability and constant rating errors. The assumption
implicit in these investigations was that the level of rating errors
in the judgments is inversely related to the accuracy and validity of
the ratings (Bernardin, 1978). This belief has since been seriously
questioned on the basis of the results of several laboratory studies
which found no significant relationship between rating errors and
accﬁracy (Bernardin & Pence, 1980; Bernardin, Cardy & Carlyle, 1982).

Although reliable ratings are highly desirable, reliability alone
is not sufficient to demonstrate that performance appraisals are
providing the information that interpretation typically ascribes to
them. It is critical to also investigate the accuracy and validity of

ratings especially in light of their widespread use as the basis for
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important personnel and organizational decisions. However, both of
these latter rating characteristics have proven difficult to study.
Studies of interpersonal perceptual accuracy are complicated by
problems of establishing true measures of ratee traits or dimension
scores, methodological difficulties in selecting proper scoring
indices to assess rater accuracy, and the instability of accuracy
estimates across situations (Cronbach, 1955; Borman, 1979a). On the
other hand, the problem of validating ratings, as with any immediate
criteria, becomes one of determining the relevance of the ﬁeasure to
the appropriate intermediate or ultimate criterion (Thorndike, 1949).
Kavanaugh (1973) has suggested that this process may best be
conceptualized from the approach taken in establishing construct
validity. ,
Finally, a comment is in order regarding the nature of rater
bias. This phrase is frequently and inconsistently used in the
discussion of performance appraisals. There are three general ways in
which the phrase has been applied to the rating process: 1) in
relation to characteristics of the rater (e.g., Klimoski & London,
1974; Klores, 1966); 2) in relation to characterisﬁics of the ratee
(e.g., Cascio & Calenzi, 1978); and 3) in terms of the interaction
between rater and ratee characteristics (e.g., DeJung & Kaplan, 1962;
Hamner, Kim, Baird & Bigoness, 1974). The first of these sources of
bias is examined in the present study in regard to the influence

exerted on the rating process by rater work-related attitudes.
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"Rater Personal Characteristics

Cognitive and Psychological Attributes

Campbell, Dunnette, Lawler and Weick (1970) noted that "observers
differ considerably in their ability to do an effective, reliable, and
valid job of observing and recording the job behavior of other
persons" (p. 115). Traditionally, studies of the ability to judge
have focused on correlates of rating behavior and demonstrated the
existence of such an ability by summarizing the personal characteris-
tics of the so-called '"accurate" rater. Although the research
concerning cognitive characteristics is fragmented, a pattern of
results 1is discernible which suggests that some individual difference
variables may substantially influence rater judgments.

In 1955, Taft conducted a literature review of research on the
ability of persons to judge the traits, motives, and abilities of
others. Intelligence, self-insight, and social skills were concluded
to be significantly related to judgmental accuracy. Additional
personal characteristics of accurate raters identified by Borman
(1979) are as follows: dependability, stability maturity, patience,
and verbal fluency as well as intelligence and personal adjustment.

These individual differences accounted for approximately 177 of the

total variance in performance rating accuracy. Borman concludes that
these results "suggest that individual differences probably play a
significant role in determining a person's accuracy in evaluating
other's performance'" (p.113).

A wide variety of psychological factors have been investigated in

relation to their impact on performance ratings. However, in most
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cases, the consideration of each variable has been limited to one
study which makes it difficult to reach any firm conclusions about
their effects (Landy & Farr, 1980). For example, the tendency to use
extreme response categories in the evaluation of others has been found
to be directly related to a person's level of anxiety (Lewis & Taylor,
1955). Mandell (1956) found a significant relationship between
raters' self—confidénce and the degree of leniency in their ratings of
others. In contrast, Rothaus, Morton, and Hanson (1965) found that
the psychological distance between the rater and the ratee correlated
positively with the severity of ratings given.

Cognitive characteristics of raters have also been studied by
examining their relation to consistency of judgments across tasks Or
settings. Consistency 1is assessed by determining whether an
individual who provides accurate ratings in one situation or on one
rating dimension will make similarly accurate assessments in other
situations or on other dimensions.

Mullins and Force (1962) conducted an exploratory study to deter-
mine whether people who accurately predicted the scores of peers on a
vocabulary test would also be accurate in evaluating their scores on a
test of carefulness. By considering the correlations between
predicted scores and test scores, the authors concluded that there was
‘evidence of a general ability to make accurate ratings. However, the
results of this study must be viewed cautiously as the measure of
carefulness was a composite of five tests designed to measure this

characteristic that were not highly intercorrelated. This makes the
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correlation between the ratings and criterion very difficult to
interpret.

Borman (1977, 1979b) examined two types of consistency: across
task and within task. Across task consistency is demonstrated if
approximately the same amount and type of error is present in rating
individuals in two or more settings or on different tasks. Within
task consistency is an indication of the amount and type of error in
ratings in a single setting or on various components of one task.
Both of Borman's studies demonstrated only moderate rating consistency
across two distinct jobs.

Information processing has also been considered in relation to
performance appraisal in order to determine whether the way a rater
integrates and interprets performance data contributes to the accuracy
of ratings. The ability to discriminate between various dimensions of
a stimulus as well as to make distinctions within dimensions has been
termed cognitive complexity (see Schneier, 1977). In a widely refer-
enced study, Schneier (1977) found evidence thét when the cognitive
complexity of raters and the complexity of a particular rating format
were compatible, the ratings made exhibited 1less halo, central
tendency, and restriction of range. In addition, cognitively complex
raters were found to evidence less halo in their ratings regardless of
the scale format used. Unfortunately, these intriguing findings have
since been brought into question by the failure of several attempts to
replicate Schneier's results (Bernardin & Boetcher, 1978; Bernardin,

Cardy & Carlyle, 1982; Lahey & Saal, 1981; Sauser & Pond, 1981).
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Zedeck and Kafry (1977) conducted a study to investigate how
raters integrate information to form an overall rating of job perfor-
mance. They first used a regression procedure to determine the
relative weights given to various rating dimensions by each rater and
next employed a clustering procedure to identify groups of raters
possessing similar rating strategies. An analysis of individual
differences associated with the various strategies was then conducted.
Although the variables cgnsidered were some of those which Taft (1955)
found to be related to the ability to accurately judge others, no
significant differences in these factors were found between groups of
raters employing different rating strategies.

Landy and Farr (1980) conclude that "in general, cognitive
characteristics of raters seem to hold the most promise for under-
standing the rating process" (p.72). Much additional research must be
conducted before general conclusions concerning the influence of
raters' cognitive characteristics on ratings can be made. The hypo-
thesized ability to judge must be operationally defined. Currently,
systematic differences in the way people rate others are attributed to
a difference in ability. However, these differences may in fact be
due to other factors which affect behavior such as the rating
situation, the rating strategy used, aﬁd rater attitudes towards the

rating process or the organizational context in which the ratings are

made.

Job Performance and Attitudes

The relationship between the performance level of raters and the

way they rate others has been the subject of a small number of
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studies. The relation between the validity of ratings and the scores
of raters on an aptitude test, their academic achievement levels, and
their overall rated value to the army was examined in a study by
Schneider and Bayroff (1953). They found that the validity of ratings
varied directly with all three performance measures.

Kirchnef and Reisberg (1962) divided a sample of raters into
three subgroups on the basis of a measure of supervisory effective-
ness. They found that the better supervisors showed greater range in
their ratings of subordinates. They also placed their greatest
emphasis on behaviors requiring independent action on the part of the
ratees in arriving at their evaluations. In contrast, Mandell (1956)
found that raters' level of performance was not related to the degree
of leniency in their ratings. He did conclude though, that super-
visors who were rated as poor performers on the job tended to be poor
judges of the performance of others. Similarly, Bayroff, Haggerty,
and Rundquist (1954) reported that raters who were considered to be
better job performers on the basis of written test scores, training
class standing, and a criterion ranking gave ratings of peers that
were more valid in terms of predicting future job performance;

The relationship between styles of leadership and performance
ratings given to subordinates has also been examined directly in two
studies. Taylor, Parker, Martens, and Ford (1959) reported that
supervisors who were highly production oriented tended to give their
Asubordinates relatively low performance ratings. Klores (1966) found
that supervisors who were high on the variable of consideration tended

to show gfeater leniency in their ratings of others. Raters who were
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high in initiation of structure evidenced less central tendency in
their ratings than those who were low on this factor.

A very limited amount of research has been done regarding the
influence of raters' attitudes on the nature of their ratings of
others. Rothe (1949) used a quasi-experimental design to find that
raters' degree of acceptance and enthusiasm toward the rating process
differed systematically with their assessments of co-workers. A
number of other studies have measured raters' attitudes in regard to
the rating process and the scales used (e.g., Schneier, 1977;
Bernardin, Orban, & Carlyle, 1981). However, in none of the studies
identified, was the. relationship of these attitudes to the psycho-
metric characteristics of the ratings empirically examined.

The attitudes of raters toward ratees may also influence the
nature of performance ratings. This tenet has been investigated by
examining the extent to which the degree of similarity a rater
perceives between the ratee and himself influences the characteristics
of his ratings of that person. Vroom (1959) summarized the results of
a laboratory study on perceived similarity as follows: "An individual
accurately perceives characteristics that are part of his self-concept
in a) others towards whom he has a positive attitude and who are
similar in these characteristics and b) others towards whom he has a
negative attitude and who are dissimilar in these characteristics" (p.
343). Frank and Hackman (1975) considered the influence of rater-
ratee similarity in terms of biographical and attitudinal variables on
ratings of candidates made by college admissions inter?iewers. They

used a design employing only three raters and found very mixed results
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between interviewers indicating considerable individual variation in
terms of the influence of this factor. No other studies reported in
the 1literature have examined the relationship of rater work-related
attitudes on the psychometric characteristics of their ratings of the
job performance of others. Landy and Farr (1980) have suggested that
studies of such relationships represents a promising direction for

future research into the performance appraisal process.

Rater Demographic Characteristics

Race and Sex

As was the case for most of the personal characteristics thought
to influence rater judgments, the hypothesis that a rater's race and
sex have an effect on the performance ratings of others has not been
unequivocally supported or disconfirmed. In those instances where a
significant relationship has been found, the amount of variance in
ratings accounted for by rater's race or sex has generally been small.

The existence of a bias in favor of ratees of the same race as
the rater has been suggested by several authors. This type of rating
bias is said to occur when a rater judges people of his or her own
race differently (i.e., more leniently) than individuals of another
race. A number of laboratory studies have found qualified support for
the belief that raters tend to give somewhat higher ratings to ratees
of the same race. DeJung and Kaplan (1962) found evidence of racial
bias in performance ratings but only for black raters. Cox and
Krumboltz (1958) found similar results but noted a substantial overlap

in the distributions of ratings given by minority and non-minority
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judges. Also, rating bias was not present for all of the work groups
considered and in general, raters agreed on the rank order of ratees.
Hamner, Kim, Baird, and Bigoness (1974) employed an objective
criterion of performance in a simulated work setting and discovered
that although a racial bias was present in the ratings, performance
differences were the major determinants of the appraisals given. The
race of the rater accounted for only 27 of the variance in ratings.
Two field studies have specifically examined the effect of rater
race on the performance ratings of others. Crooks (1972) reported the
findings of an investigation conducted over a six-year period. In the
majority of instances, race of the rater did affect the ratings given
to subordinates as raters were more lenient in evaluating persons of
their own race. Wendelken and Inn (1981) conducted a study to examine
the effects of rater race and ratee race as well as an index of ratee
job performance on ratings of performance on a structured interview
for predicting the future performance of police officers in super-
visory positions. This study was unique in that it permitted a
separate analysis of the variance in ratings accounted for by perfor-
mance level as well as the nonperformance factors considered. The use
of this design enabled the authors to determine whether rating
differences were due to real performance variations, rating biases, or
both (Dunnette & Borman, 1979). The results of their investigation
showed that although the main effects of rater race, ratee race, job
performance level, and the rater race by ratee race interaction were
all significant, none of these elements accounted for even a moderate

portion of the variance in the interview ratings. This study
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accentuates the importance of considering indices of the wvariance
accounted for in determining the influence of nonperformance factors
on performance ratings (Osborn & Vicars, 1976).

Although evidence has been presented to demonstrate differences
in the rating behaviors of males and females, the inconsistency of the
findings prohibits making the assumption that the sex of raters
systematically influences their evaluations of others. For example,
London and Poplawski (1976) found in a study stimulating interview and
performance appraisal contexts, that several dimensional ratings made
by females were consistently higher than those of the male raters
although there were no systematic differences in overall ratingsf In
contrast, Norton, Gustafson, and Foster (1971) found that in assessing
the management potential of subjects, male raters were more lenient
than females. Hamner, et al. (1974) reported that females generally
evaluated the performance of ratees higher than did male raters and
thqt the strength of this difference covaried with the level of ratee
performance. Finally, Goldberg (1968) and Pheterson, Kiesler, and
Goldberg (1971) used rating simulations to show that female raters
tend to evaluate the performance and accomplishments of women more
stringently than do male raters, but only when the rating criteria are
highly subjective or are not clearly spécified.

The studies reviewed demonstrate that raters' race and sex have
only a minimal influence on the performance appraisals of others. It
has been suggested that the context in which the rating takes place
may offer a more viable explanation for those incidents of rating bias

that have been attributed to these nonperformance factors (e.g.,
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Goldberg, 1968; Wendleken & Inn, 1981). When information concerning
job performance is limited or the characteristics of the target job
are not well understood, raters may base their decisions on the infor-
mation available to them and interpret this data in light of common
stereotypes. This interpretation has been supported by studies in
which raters were thoroughly familiar with job requirements and were
provided with sufficient information to assess ratee performance.
Under these conditions, Norton, et al. (1977) found no significant
interactions between the sex of the rater and ratee, and following
rater training, the sex of the rater no longer influenced the evalua-
tions. Similar findings have been reported in a variety of experi-
mental situations such as evaluating an individual's performance in a
social situation (Taynor & Deaux, 1973), rating an applicant for a
scholarship program (Deaux & Taynor, 1973), and when students act as
raters in a work simulation exercise (Rose & Stone, 1978). Also,
Schmidt and Johnson (1973) have demonstrated that rating biases due to
the race and sex of raters and ratees may be reduced by training

raters to become aware of these nonperformance influences on their

evaluation of others.

Age, Education and Experience

Additional demographic variables which have been studied in rela-
tion to their effect on rater performance appraisal judgments include
rater age, education level, and job experience or seniority.

Mandell (1956) and Klores (1966) arrived at conflicting
conclusions regarding the influence of a rater's age on his evaluation

processes. Mandell found older supervisors to be more lenient when
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appraising the job performance of subordinates. Klores, however,
found no consistent or significant relationship between a rater's age
and the ratings made of other individuals.

Cleveland and Landy (1981) examined the influence of rater and
ratee age on the performance evaluations of a sample of managers on
two general and six specific performance measures. They found that
younger managers tended to assign lower ratings than older managers on
only one of the specific criterion measures - interpersonal skills.
Modest significant interactions were also found between rater age and
ratee age on the dimensions of self-development and interpersonal
skills.

Klores (1966) also considered the raters' level of education 1in
his study and found no significant relationship between this variable
and the nature of their performance ratings. Cascio and Valenzi
(1977) conducted a study to examine the main and interactive effects
of rater and ratee educational levels and tenure on the job perfor-
mance ratings of police officers. They found evidence of a
significant main effect for rater educational level for four of the
eight rating dimensions included on a behaviorally anchored rating
scale.  Although raters with more formal education did tend to give

more severe ratings, the proportion of the total variance in the

ratings accounted for by this factor was so small, the authors con-
cluded that the result was of no practical significance. The possible
interaction of rater and ratee education level also did not attain

practical significance based on the eta-squared value for the F ratio.
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The results of these studies appear to indicate that rater educa-
tional level has no meaningful impact on the rating process. However,
this conclusion must be viewed cautiously as the range of educational
levels included in the studies cited was very limited. For example,
Cascio and Valenzi categorized raters as being either high or low on
level of education. The low groups consisted‘of those individuals who
had graduated from high school, but had completed less than two years
of college. This severe restriction of range may have prevented
detection of a stronger relationship if one did in fact exist.

A number of researchers have also presented findings indicating
that a rater's length of service with an organization has no practical
effect on performance ratings given to subordinates (Cascio & Valenzi,
1977; Klores, 1966; Stockford & Bissell, 1967; Zedeck & Kafry, 1977).
However, Mandell (1956) found that senior supervisors tended to assign
more lenient ratings than supervisors with shorter tenures. Also,
Jurgenson (1950) reported a study in which he found a direct relation-
ship between raters' length of experience and the reliability of the
performance ratings they assigned.

As was the case with the personal and psychological rater charac-
teristics studied, the conflicting results of the investigation of the
impact of rater demographic factors on the rating process indicate
that our knowledge of this domain is too incomplete to reach firm
conclusions. Although additional research on many of the factors
discussed is needed, perhaps it is time to redirect attention toward
the study of contextual factors as they affect rater behavior and

those elements which may be theoretically linked to the different
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components of the performance appraisal process. With that in mind,
the influence of work-related attitudes on behaviors is next con-
sidered before addressing the impact of these factors on the specific

organizational behavior of evaluating the performance of others.

Attitudes and Behavior

Fishbein's Behavioral Intentions Model

Fishbein (1967) has proposed a model of motivation which is
stated in terms of the prediction of specific behaviors. The model is
based upon the assumption that a behavior (B) is a function of the
intention (I) to perform that behavior. The theory attempts to
predict behavioral intentions and assumes that if external circum-
stances are compatible with the intentions, the corresponding
behaviors will be forthcoming. The external circumstances which
determine whether specific behaviors are exhibited include but are not
limited to the individual's ability and opportunity to perform the act
in question.

Behavioral intentions are considered to be determined by two
major factors. The first of these consists of the individual's
attitude toward performing the behavior in question (AB)- This
attitude is believed to be a function of the expected outcomes of
engaging in a particular behavior as well as the subjective value

assigned to these outcomes. It is represented as follows:
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B = biej

i=l

where b represents the belief that performing a certain act will lead
to prescribed conéequences (1), and e stands for the individual's
evaluation of each outcome i (Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975, p. 301). This
definition contrasts with the traditional view of an attitude (e.g.,
Kretch, Crutchfield, & Ballachey, 1962; Jones & Gerard, 1967). In
this case an attitude represents the individual's feelings about
engaging in a particular behavior rather than about the actual object
or target toward which the action is directed.

The second element in the model is the subjective norm (SN) which
involves the influence of the external social milieu on behavior. The
subjective norm is concerned with a person's perceptions of whether or
not the majority of individuals who are considered important think
that one should or should not engage in a certain behavior. The
theory defines the subjective norm as a summation of the products of
an individual's normative beliefs (NBj) or beliefs regarding what
relevant others (i) think should be done and the person's motivation

to comply (m) with the wishes of each referent i. This function may

be algebraically expressed as:
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The specific reference groups and individuals which are con-
sidered relevant are expected to vary with different situations. The
above equation implies that the products should be summed for each
significant other with the sum being viewed as a 'generalized
normative belief" (Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975, p. 302).

When the two basic components of Fishbein's model are combined

the central equation of thé theory reads as follows:

BAavI = (AB)wl + (SN)w2

where W, 454 wy are theoretical importance weightings which are
expectéd to vary according to the type of intention being predicted
and the circumstances under which the prediction is made. The model
as a whole can be conceptualized as a multiple regression equation
where attitude and subjective norm are predictors and behavioral
intention is the criterion. The entire model is represented in Figure
1.

Thus behavioral intentions may be thought to serve as intervening
variables between the attitudinal and normative components of

Fishbein's model and actual behavior. It is stressed that the level
of specificity of the intentions dealt with by the theory is highly

flexible. However, the ability of the model to predict behavioral
intentions is dependent upon the degree of correspondence between the
specificity of the intentional criterion and those of the attitudinal
and normative elements. Similarly, the magnitude of the relation
between intention and behavior rests upon the degree to which the

measures of the behavioral intention and the behavior in question are
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Figure 1. Schematic presentation of conceptual framework for
prediction of specific intentions and behaviors.

Note: From Belief, Attitude, Intention, and Behavior (p. 16) by
M. Fishbein and I. Aizen, 1975, Reading, Mass.:Addison-Wesley.
Copyright 1975 by Addison-Wesley Publishing Company, Inc. Reprinted by
permission.
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similar in their 1level of specificity. The strength of such a
relationship will also be affected by the stability of the intention
and the extent to which realization of the intention is within the
volitional control of the individual. Finally, Fishbein suggests that
variables external to the model can influence the formation of inten-
tions but only indirectly by bringing about some change in either or
both of the two major factors in the model (AB) and SN) or their
relative weights (Fishbein & Ajzen,.1975, pp. 303-307).

Fishbein and his associates have undertaken an extensive program
of research based upon the behavioral intention model in which they
have attempted to predict intentions to engage in a wide variety of
activities (see Ajzen & Fishbein, 1975). They have found considerable
evidence supporting their contention that behavioral intentions can be
accurately predicted on the basis of measurements of the theory's
attitudinal and normative components. Behavior has been found to be
predictable from behavioral intentions only if the specificity level
of both are equivalent and the appropriate behavioral criteria are
considered.

In his review of the research on the relation of attitudes to
behavior, Wicker (1969) concluded that there is little evidence to
support belief in a direct relationship. Fishbein (1967) has suggested
that in order to understand this relationship, the nature of
behavioral criteria must be- reconceptualized. He differentiates
between three types of behavioral criteria that should be considered
iﬁ the study of the relation between attitudes and behavior (Fishbein,

1973). These three behavioral criteria are: 1) the single act



28

criterion; 2) the repeated observation criteria; and 3) the multiple-
act criterion. The single act criterion is highly specific and
involves an observable behavior directed toward a defined target
object at a particular pléce and time. A repeated observation
criterion is determiqed by observing the same behavior directed at
different targets in varied contexts and at different times. Finally,
a multiple-act criterion is based upon the observation of a variety of
behaviors all directed toward the same target object, in the same
context and within the same time frame.

Fishbein and Ajzen (1975, p. 358) suggest that the difference
between attitude toward a behavior and attitude toward an object is
critical to understanding the relationship of attitudes to behavior.
They conclude that attitudes toward a behavior can be expected to
predict a repeated observation criterion. An attitude toward an
object will be predictive of a multiple-act behavioral criterion. In
contrast, an attitude towards an object or behavior may or may not
correlate with a single act criterion and this is the primary reason
for the general lack of association between attitudes and behavior
that has characterized past research in this area.

Fishbein and Ajzen (1975, pp. 359-361) re-analyzed a number of
published studies of the attitude-behavior relationship in light of
their behavioral criteria theory and have generally found support for
their conclusions. In addition, they have conducted further tests of
the theory and were able to predict repeated observation and multiple-
act criteria regarding religious behavior with traditional attitude

measures. The Fishbein model has also been effective in predicting
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job-related behavior in organizational settings. Hom, Katerberg, and
Hulin (1979) used this model to account for a significantly greater
proportion of the variance in turnover of a sample of National Guard
members than was explained by either of two more traditional
attitudinal approaches - a measure of job satisfaction and Porter's

organizational commitment model (Porter, Steers, Mowday & Boulian,

1974).

Wiener's Model of Organizational Commitment

Wiener (1982) has presented a model of work behavior which is
structured upon the conceptual framework of Fishbein's behavioral
intentions model. Wiener's model is built around the construct of
organizational commitment which is viewed as a motivational phenomenon
intervening between certain antecedents and behavioral outcomes. The
basic premise of the model is that a complete explanation of an
individual's work behavior requires looking beyond behavior - outcome
contingencies to also consider the importance of internalized norma-
tive pressures.

Definitions of organizational commitment have centered upon' the
extent to which individuals personally accept an organization's goals,
put a high premium on membership in the organization, and intend to
work hard to help the organization fulfill its purpose (Porter,
Steers, Mowday and Boulian, 1974; Steers, 1977). Commitment goes
beyond simple attachment to the organization. It entails an active
identification on the part of the individual with the goals and values

of the organization, with the individual's role in the organization,
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and to the organization itself apart from its purely instrumental
worth (Buchanan, 1974).

Staw (1977) has made the distinction between behavioral commit-
ment and attitudinal commitment. Behavioral commitment is viewed as
the result of irrevocable decisions or behaviors which prevent people
from backing out of an organization without considerable difficulty.
Attitudinal commitment is the extent to which an individual identifies
with goals and values of the organization and integrates them into a
system of personal goals and values.

Research based wupon the attitudinal or identification view of
organizational commitment has primarily focused upon determining
antecedents and outcomes. Steers (1977) has suggested that the deter-
minants of organizational commitment may be grouped into three main
categories. These are: 1) personal characteristics (e.g., needs,
values, age, education, central life interests); 2) job characteris-
tics, (e.g., challenge, feedback, task identity, opportunities for
social interaction); and 3) work experiences (e.g., organizational
dependabili;y and trust, personal importance to the organization,
rewards).

Studies addressing the behavioral correlates of commitment have
shown that the outcomes having the strongest association are turnover
and intention to leave the organization (Hom, Katerberg, & Hulin,
1979; Mowday, Steers, & Porter 1979; Porter et al., 1974; Steers,
1977). Investigations of the relationships between organizational
commitment and indices of job performance have generally produced

disappointing results (Mowday, 'Porter, & Dubin, 1974; Steers, 1977;
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Wiener & Vardi, 1980). It is possible that ability, role clarity, and
whether or not performance was within the volitional control of the
individual would moderate this relationship. Another possible
explanation for the modest correlations between these factors may be
found in Fishbein's suggestion that an appropriate behavioral
criterion must first be selected. If performance was based on a
multiple-act criteria which could be viewed as a behavioral measure of
organizational commitment, it is 1likely that the strength of the
attitude - behavior relation would be significantly enhanced.

Wiener (1982, p. 419) has suggested that the principal reason for
the fragmented nature of the results of research on organizational.
commitment is the lack of a comprehensive theoretical model of this
construct linking it to other work attitudes and motivational
processes. The model he has presented is an attempt to fill this
void. A schematic diagram of the model is shown in Figure 2.

The model suggests that internalized normative beliefs lead to
the generation of organizational commitment. Similarly, instrumental
beliefs result in instrumental motivation. Together organizational
commitment and instrumental motivation determine work-related
behavioral intentions and behaviors. Behavioral outcomes are charac-

terized in terms of their specific natures and underlying attributes.

Wiener refers to the attitudinal component of Fishbein's model as
instrumental motivation. The instrumental beliefs upon which
attitudes are founded correspond to the cognitions involved in
expectancy/valence models of motivation, namely that effort will lead

to performance and that performance will lead to valued rewards
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Figure 2. Wiener's model representing relationships between
organizationally related behaviors, beliefs concerning those
behaviors, and commitment and instrumental motivation.

Note: From "Commitment in organizations: A normative view" by Y.
Weiner, 1982, Academy of Management Journal, 3, p. 420. Copyright 1982
by the Academy of Management. Reprinted by permission.
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(Nadler & Lawler, 1977; Vroom, 1964). The attitudinal component
refers to an individual's feelings toward the act of exerting effort
to perform a particular behavior that is instrumental in obtaining a
desired outcome. Thus, the attitudinal leg of the model represents
the utilitarian, self-serving aspect of the entire motivational
process.

Wiener uses the subjective norm portion of Fishbein's model as
the basis for his conceptualization of organizational commitment. He
focuses on the portion of the subjective norm which is based upon
personal normative beliefs or personal moral standards in regard to
specific behaviors. These personal beliefs and standards develop when
expectations of significant others are internalized. Once these norms
have been internalized, the behaviors that they guide are no 1longer
motivated by the performance/outcome contingencies that initially
caused them to occur. Wiener considers the personal aspect of the
subjective norm as the basis of organizational commitment.

"Organizational commitment is viewed as the totality of
internalized normative pressures to act in a way that meets
organizational goals and interests. The stronger the commit-
ment, the stronger is the person's predisposition to be guided
in his actions .by such internalized standards rather than by
consideration of the consequences of these actions. Thus,

committed individuals may exhibit certain behaviors not

because they have figured that doing so is to their personal
benefit, but because they believe it is the right and moral

thing to do." (Wiener, 1982, p. 421)

This definition of commitment strongly emphasizes the point that
it is a distinct concept from the instrumental motivation process
underlying the attitudinal component of the model. In accord with

Fishbein's theory, Wiener believes that the relative weights given to
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both components in predicting behavioral intentions and behavior will
be a function of the attributes of the situation in which the behavior
is performed, the individual performipg the behavior, and the behavior
itself. He goes on to explain that while commitment and instrumental
motivation may precipitate the same forms of behavior in an organiza-
tional setting, patterns or sequences of behaviors determined
primarily on the basis of commitment should have some unique quali-
ties. Specifically, such behaviors will be characterized by one or
more of the following: personal sacrifice for the organization, pre-
occupation with organizational goals, and persistence in behaviors
favored by the organization and that are not dependent upon externally
mediated rewards.

The major contribution of Wiener's model is that it provides a
sound theoretical basis to support the premise that work-related
behavior may be determined not only by instrumental motivation but
also by internalized normative beliefs fostered by the organization.
Once established, the influence exerted by organizational commitment
on behavior may be very strong and it is independent of situational

circumstances and reward contingencies.

Job Involvement and Instrumental Motivation

Job involvement, like organizational commitment, is another work-
related individual difference factor which has been the subject of
considerable theoretical and empirical study (Rabinowitz & Hall,
1977).  Perhaps the most formidable problem in researching this topic

that is immediately evident from a review of the literature concerns
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the lack of agreement over exactly what constitutes job involvement.
Though many different terms have been used in connection with this
concept (e.g., central life interest, ego-involvement, commitment,
etc.) two conceptualizations have emergéd as the core elements of the
meaning of job involvement. Rabinowitz and Hall (177) refer to the
first of these definitions as the performance - self-esteem contin-
gency. In this view, job involvement is dependent upon.the extent to
which job performance influences a'person's sense of personal worth
and may be conceived of as the value an individual puts on superior
job performance. In the second view, job involvement is seen as a
component of a person's self-image or the degree to which the
individual psychologically identifies with work.

Saleh and Hosek (1976) attempted to clarify the theoretical basis
of job involvement by factor analyzing items from scales developed by
other researchers to measure this construct. Their results indicate
that a three factor solution is optimal. Factor I is considered a
measure of a person's active participation in his job. Factor II
corresponds to the view of work as a central life interest for the
individual. Factor III indicates the extent that job performance
influences a person's concept of self-worth and corresponds to the
performance - self-esteem contingency definition. This study in con-
junction with the work of other researchers (e.g., Lawler & Hall,
1970; Lodahl & Kejner, 1965; Smith, 1981), indicates that job involve-
ment may most realistically be conceived of as a multidimensional
concept with the individual's self-concept serving as a common under-

lying bond between facets.
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Although generally referred to as an individual difference vari-
able, definitions of job involvement strongly imply an attitudinal
disposition toward one's job. This is particularly evident for the
performance - self-esteem definition when attitude is conceived of in
the terms of Fishbein's model. A person is considered to be job
involved to the extent that he perceives performance as being instruf
mental to enhancing his self-esteem. Hence, according to the
behavioral intentions model, job involvement may be conceived of as an
attitude toward a behavior, namely, exerting effort in order to per-
form well on the job. This attitude is determined on the basis of the
belief that superior performance will positively influence the
individual's sense of self-worth.

The attitudinal aspect of job involvement is closely related to
the motivation of job performance to the extent that feelings of
enhanced self-esteem are viewed as salient rewards. Accordingly, job
involvement may be considered as part of the instrumental motivation
component of Wiener's model of work behavior. Of course, increased
self-esteem " is only one of an array of outcomes that motivate job
behavior. However, in many circumstances externally mediated rewards
are not 1linked to specific job behaviors and feelings. of improved
self-image are the only direct personal consequence of these actions.
This would seem to be particularly true for job behaviors which only
the individuals themselves are aware they are performing. Also,
certain behaviors have no external standards for comparison and their
performance may only be assessed by the individual in terms of the

amount of .cp 5 effort expended. Under these circumstances, the
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motivational impact of job involvement on behavior could be con-
siderable.

A substantial number of research studies have examined the rela-
tionship of job involvement to work outcomes. The outcomes most
consistently found to be predicted by job involvement are absenteeism
and leaving the organization (Farris, 1971; Patchen, 1965; Siegel &
Ruh, 1973). However, the results of efforts to find a significant
relationship between job involvement and indices of job performance
have generally been disappointing (Goodman, Rose, & Furcon, 1970;

Lodahl & Kejner, 1965; Lawler & Hall, 1970). Both sets of findings
may be explainable in light of Fishbein's model.

According to this model, attitude toward a behavior (i.e., job
involvement) 1is expected to be related to a repeated-observation
criterion. Showing wup at the job each day may be considered such a
measure. However, job performance, as it has typically been concept-
ualized in the studies cited might be more accurately characterized as
a multiple-act criterion. Hence, Fishbein's model would not predict
that job involvement would correlate with such a broad measure as
overall job performance. In addition, none of these studies con-
sidered the impact of the subjective norm in determining .the perfor-
mance outcome. Wiener's model further illustrates the theoretical
basis for considering this element in predicting work-related
behaviors.

Thus, a strong argument can be made for including job involvement
as part of the instrumental motivation component of Wiener's model.

The principal objective of the present study is to apply this altered
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version of Wiener's model to the prediction of a specific form of work
behavior - the observation and rating of employee job performance.
The relevancy of this application will be tested by examining the
relationship between various components of the new model and different
forms of predicted behavior. The specific hypothesized relationships

to be investigated are presented in the following chapter.



CHAPTER III

THEORETICAL MODEL AND HYPOTHESES

The primary purpose of the proposed model is to predict the
influence of rater job involvement and organizational commitment on
the process of appraising employee job performance in a work setting.
A diagram of the model is presented in Figure 3.

Borman (1978, p. 141) has suggested that the making of perfor-
mance rating judgments consists of a three step process; 1) the
observation of work-related behavior; 2) the evaluation of these
behaviors; and 3) the weighting of these behaviors and the determina-
tion of performance ratings. These three steps serve as the
foundation upon which the proposed model is constructed.

The model begins with ratee job behaviors. These behaviors are
observed and stored by the raters. At some point in time, these
behaviors are recalled and evaluated in terms of the rater's assess;
ment of their effectiveness. At the time of the formal performance
review, ratings of the ratee's work behavior are assigned in
accordance with the parameters of the appraisal system in use. The
outcomes of this process are job performance ratings which are
uniquely characterized in terms of their psychometric qualities, viz.,

reliability, validity, accuracy, and the prevalence of constant rating

errors.

39



EARLY LIFE SOCIALIZATION, PERSONALITY CHARACTERISTICS, JOB AND ORGANIZATIONAL

CHARACTERISTICS, WORK EXPERIENCES, ORGANIZATIONAL SOCIALIZATION

4 l

PERFORMANCE INTERNALIZED
ENHANCED NORMATIVE
SELF-ESTEEM BELIEF BELIEFS
y
Joe ORGANIZATIONAL
INVOLVEMENT COMMITMENT
BEHAVIORAL BEHAVIORAL
INTENTIONS INTENTIONS s
ABILITY
OPPORTUNITY
< ROLE CLARITY
) 4 Y
OBSERVATION RETRIEVAL RATING JOoB
el N R e [ i
STORAGE EVALUATION PERFORMANCE RATINGS
ORGANIZATION AND PURPOSE RATING AATER
POSITION OF »{ INSTRU- TRAINING
CHARACTERISTICS RATING MENT
Figure 3. Schematic diagram of the theoretical model for pre-
diction of rating behavior on the basis of rater job involvement and
organizational commitment levels.



41

The model posits that the performance appraisal process is
influenced at the observation stage and the rating stage by the
rater's level of job involvement and organizational commitment.
The mechanism by which this influence occurs follows from Wiener's
(1982) application of Fishbein's (1967) behavioral intentions model to
the prediction of work-related beﬁavior in an organizational context.

Job involvement is conceptualized in terms of the performance -
self esteem contingency definition and represents one particular form
of instrumental motivation. The first steps in this process involve
the formation of attitudinal beliefs regarding the performance - self-
esteem contingency and internalized normative beliefs based on organi-
zational subjective norms. Suggested antecedents of these beliefs
include early life socialization (Lodahl, 1964), personality charac-
teristics (Hall & Mansfield, 1971), job and organizational
characteristics (Vroom, 1962), work experiences (Steers, 1977), and
organizational socialization (Wiener, 1982). Fishbein & Ajzen (1975)
propose that these beliefs may possibly be formed by means of three
different processes - observation, inference, and acceptance of
information. The specific means by which the beliefs in question are
formed is not central to understanding how the model works. However,
it is critical to understand that the characteristics of the organiza-
tion and the context in which performance appraisal is conducted are
very likely to have a major impact on the process of belief formation.

Considering first the upper-left branch of the model, beliefs
about the performance - self-esteem contingency lead to the formation

of an attitude towards job performance which has been defined as job
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involvement. On the right side of the model, as Wiener suggests,
internalized normative beliefs lead to the development of organiza-
tional commitment. Next, job involvement and organizational commitment
interact to result in the formation of behavioral intentions which
pertain to the observation of job behavior of target individuals and
the assignment of ratings indicating the quality of their performance.
The. relative importance of job involvement and organizational commit-
ment in determining the various behavioral intentions will vary
according to the situation and the specific nature of the behavior
being predicted.

The behavioral intentions formed are theorized to affect rater
behavior at either the observation or rating steps in the appraisal
process. Although intentions may affect the evaluation of others'
performance, it is very unlikely that specific behavioral predictions
could be made because of the implicit nature of this step in the
process (Borman, 1979a) and the difficulty of conceptually separating
this activity from the other two steps.

Behavioral intentions represent the motivational element in the
generation of behavior. However, as numerous theorists have suggested
(e.g., Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975; Porter & Lawler, 1968; Vroom, 1964)
motivation alone will not ensure task performance. A person must
possess in addition, the abilities and skills required to perform a
particular act. Also, the opportunity to engage in the behavior must
exist. Finally, role clarity or an understanding of the nature of the

task is also necessary for successful task performance. These three
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factors mediate the relationship between behavioral intentions and
overt behaviors and they are represented accordingly in the model.

A final sequence of elements is also included in the model
because of its direct influence on the process of assigning
performance ratings. This sequence is derived from Landy and Farr's
(1980) process model of performance rating. The sequence begins with
the characteristics of the organization and the position(s) of the
individuals Qhose performance is to be appraised. These factors
represent the context in which the rating occurs and directly deter-
mine the purpose for which the rating is performed. The organization
may require an appraisal of employee performance for administrative
purposes, for use in employee counseling, or as a criterion measure
against which to validate a selection procedure. Similarly, perfor-
mance ratings may be used for different purposes at different 1levels
in the organization.

The model assumes that the purpose of the appraisal will have a
stfong impact on the process of assigning ratings. One indication of
this effect is the commonly reported finding that ratings made for
research purposes only are considerably different from ratings made in
the same setting but for use in making administrative decisions
(Borrensen, 1967; Bernardin, 1978).

The purpose of the ratings and the organizational context will
influence the choice of the rating instrument to be used. The type of
judgments required will be mandated by the nature and level of speci-
ficity of the information required from the rating process. For

example, global dimensional assessments may be suitable for wuse in
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making salary decisions whereas behavior specific ratings may be more
desirable for use in providing detailed performance feedback to
employees. The different cognitive processes involved in utilizing
various types of appraisal instruments will have a major impact on
the process of rating behavior.

Rater training is included as a final element in the model. This
type of training focuses upon the use of the particular rating instru-
ment(s) selected as well as the nature of constant rating errors.
Training of this sort has generally been found to increase the relia-
bility and accuracy of ratings and decrease the occurrence of rating
errors (Borman, 1979b; Warmke & Billings, 1979; Zedeck & Cascio,
1982). However, a number of practical questions regarding rater
training remain unanswered including what form of training is most
effective, how extensive rater training must be to produce results,
and how 1long the effects of rater training persist. In any event,
research has shown that even very brief training programs may improve
the quality of ratings (Borman, 1975). Training may be viewed as
increasing raters' role clarity with regard to the task of assessing
the performance of others.

The proposed model is specifically intended to demonstrate the
means by which job involvement and organization commitmgnt are
believed to influence the performance rating process. Both the obser-
vation and rating phases of the process are viewed as constituting
repeated-act behavioral criteria. Thus, according to Fishbein's
theory, behavior in both contexts should be predictable on the basis

of individuals' attitudes and subjective norms regarding these
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actions. This proposition will be empirically tested in the proposed
study.

The model presented is not intended to be a complete conceptual-
ization of the rating process. A ﬁumber of important elements have
been excluded because they are not directly relevant to the
theoretical issues addressed in the present study. Among these
factors are the various personal and demographic cha}acteristics that
raters bring to the appraisai' process. Also excluded are the
nonperformance characteristics of ratees that introduce bias in
raters' evaluations. These factors have been empirically demonstrated
in many instances to influence performance ratings independently and
through certain interactions with each other. However, in order for
this study to break new ground in researching the rating process,
these other characteristics will be assumed to vary randomly across
raters and ratees.

Finally, observation of the behavior of others and the assignment
of meaningful performance ratings in a real organizational context are
obviously motivated by other outcomes besides enhanced self-esteem.
In order to study the impact of this one source of motivation, the
externally mediated rewards of the job have also been excluded from
the model. This is' justified on an intuitive as well as practical
basis. Performance of the behaviors in question is rarely, if ever,
directly linked to externally mediated rewards in an organizational
setting. Typically, there are no standards against which to evaluate
how well someone observes and appraises the performance of others. In

most real world contexts only the rater can assess how well he or she
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has performed these behaviors. Under such circumstances it 1is not

unlikely that feelings of enhanced self-esteem would be a particularly

potent motivator of behavior.

The Hypotheses

The hypotheses presented are intended to test the predictions
made by the model regarding the effect of raters' job involvement and
organizational commitment on the psychometric characteristics of job
performance ratings they assign. The model predicts that the degree
to which a rater is job involved and committed to the organization
will have an effect on the appraisal process during both the observa-
tion and rating stages.

The hypotheses are tested in a field setting using data from
supervisor assessments of subordinate job performance. Supervisor
judgments comprise the vast majority of appraisal ratings completed
within organizations (Campbell, Dunnette, Lawler, & Weick, 1970). It
is generally assumed that an employee's immediate supervisor is more
familiar with the requirements of the individual's job and has a .
better overview of his/her day-to-day performance than any other
person in the organization (Lawler, 1967). In view of this, the model
has been conceptualized to apply primarily to supervisory ratings of
subordinate job performance. Whether the model is equally applicable
in other rating contexts and for raters having a non-supervisory
relationship to ratees remains open to speculation and should be

investigated in the future.
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During the observation phase, a rater's level of job involvement
is believed to have a substantial impact on his/her behavior to the
extent that monitoring the performance of subordinates is an important
part of the supervisor's role. If observing how subordinates perform
on their jobs is a critical aspect of the rater's job, then more
highly job involved supervisors should endeavor to increase their
self-esteem by performing this task as thoroughly as possible. Thus,
given ample ability and sufficient opportunity, the model proposes
that highly job involved persons will observe the job performance of
their subordinates more frequently, in greater detail, and more
thoroughly than supervisors who are less job involved.

Similarly, in situations where organizations have established
well-known company policies regarding the careful monitoring of subor-
dinate job behavior, it is postulated that supervisors who are highly
committed to the organization will internalize this norm and observe
their subordinates more closely than will less committed individuals.
Where the organization's policy in this domain is not clearly speci-
fied, organizational commitment will have less of an effect on the
careful monitoring of subordinate daily behavior. One example of such
a situation might be a company which has not previously required
supervisors to conduct a detailed appraisal of their subordinates’
performance. When this is the case, it is proposed that rater job
involvement levels will have a stronger comparative impact on the
observation of employee behavior by supervisors.

During the rating phase of the appraisal process, organizational

commitment is presumed to affect rater behavior to the extent that the
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organization's interests in the assessment program are typically con-
veyed to supervisors as part of the instructions for conducting the
appraisals. An increasing number of organizations are introducing
formal training programs for instructing raters in how to use the
rating system and minimize the effect of bias on their assessments of
subordinates (Latham & Wexley, 1981). This type of training typically
stresses the importance of minimizing rating errors and providing
reliable, accurate, and valid evaluations. If these objectives are
identified through training programs as important goals of the organi-
zation, assuming that the training is adequate and that the raters are
able to comprehend the instruction, it is then proposed that highly
committed individuals will tend to assign ratings which are more
reliable and less subject to constant rating errors than the ratings
given by supervisors less committed to the organization and its
objectives.

Rater job involvement is predicted to influence rating behavior
to the degree that supervisors perceive the assignment of psycho-
metrically superior ratings as enhancing their self-esteem. However,
in most instances, raters do not have any means by which to assess the
quality of the ratings they assign nor do they receive feedback
regarding how good a job they have done in appraising their subordi-
nates. This aﬁsence of a strong linkage between performance and
improved self-image suggests that the level of rater job involvement
will not have as strong an impact on the assignment of ratings as it
will on the observation of subordinate behavior. The effort - reward

contingency is clearer in the case of observation. Also raters are
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better able to persbnally assess how good a job they are doing in
monitoring their subordinates' job performance.

The proposed model indicates that the effects of rater job
involvement and organizational commitment on behavioral intentions and
actual behavior are predicted to influence rater behavior in all
phases of the appraisal process. However, on the basis of the rela-
tionships discussed above, job involvement is predicted to have a
comparatively larger impact than organizational commitment during the
observation . phase of the appraisal process. Conversely, it is
suggested that commitment will generally have a more prominent role
than job involvement in the determination of rater behavior during the
rating phase of the process.

The effects of job involvement and organizational commitment on
rater behavior are predicted to be additive and compensatory. Hence,
in order to examine the influence of these factors on behavior, a
variable will be created by summing the scaled measures of both of
these factors. Job involvement and organizational commitment will be
weighted equally in forming this combined measure as there is no means
to determine their relative importance weightings for different situa-
tions a-priori.

Some of the hypotheses considered are tested using either raters
or ratees as the units of analysis. When raters are used, the sum of
each supervisor's mean item scores on the job involvement and organi-
zational commitment scores are used in the accompanying statistical
analyses. When ratees are the basic experimental unit, their raters

are divided into two groups on the basis of whether the sum of their
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involvement and commitment scores is above or below the median value
for the entire rater sample.

The proposed model is intended as a guide for the prediction of
rater behavior in the context of the rating process. For purposes of
testing the model, this behavior is measured by examining the psycho-
metric characteristics of the performance ratings assigned. The
specific characteristics considered include the prevalence of constant
rating errors (leniency/severity, central tendency, range restriction,
and halo) as well as reliability and the convergent and discriminant
validity of the ratings. Accuracy, per se is not assessed because of
the difficulty in obtaining '"true" measures of performance in a field
setting.

The first set of hypotheses concerns the rating error of leniency
or the converse, severity. Leniency has been defined by Saal & Landy
(1977) as the tendency to assign a higher or lower rating to a ratee
than 1is warranted by that person's' behavior. Sharon and Bartlett
(1969) have conceptualized the term as a shift in mean ratings form
the midpoint of the rating scale in either the favorable (positive
leniency) or unfavorable (negative leniency or severity) directions.
For ease of explanation, this rating error will be referqed to solely
as leniency in the remainder of this report although it is meant to
refer to systematic bias in the level of ratings assigned in either
the positive or negative directions.

The hypotheses concerning leniency are as follows:



51

Hypothesis 1A. A composite measure of rater job involvement and
organizational commitment will be inversely re-
lated to the amount of leniency present in

assigned ratings of subordinate job performance.

This hypothesis and the.corresponding ones that follow for each
of the other rating errors considered addresses the fundamental tenet
of the model that job involvement and organizational commitment act
concomitantly to inversely effect the extent of systematic bias in the
ratings assigned. In addition to considering the effect of the
combined measure of these two attitudes, the individual influence of
job involvement and organizational commitment on leniency and the

other three rating errors will also be assessed.

Hypothesis 1B. The relationship of the composite measure of
rater job involvement and organizational commit-
ment with the amount of leniency in assigned
ratings of subordinate job performance will be
stroﬁger for ratings made on a behaviorally-based
rating format than on a trait-based rating

format,

Hypothesis 1B is based on the fact that certain types of
behaviorally-based ratihg formats (e.g., checklists) are particularly
susceptible to leniency errors (Cascio, 1978, p. 325; Bass; 1956;
Borman & Vallon, 1974). As a larger amount of leniency is believed to
be present in the ratings made on behaviorally-based scales to start,

controlling for the effect of rater attitudes on the characteristics
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of ratings assigned may accentuate the difference between ratings made

using behaviorally-based and trait-based rating formats.

Hypothesis 1C. Rater ability will moderate the relationship
between the composite measure of rater job
involvement and organization commitment and the
amount of leniency present in assigned ratings of

subordinate job performance.

This hypothesis and the corresponding ones which follow are
included to test the portion of the model which predicts that rater
ability will mediate the relationship between behavioral intentions
and overt behaviors. It is predicted that raters who are characterized
as having higher levels of task related ability will demonstrate a
stronger association between behavioral intentions and actual rating
behavior and vice versa. While the model posits that role clarity and
opportunity will also moderate this relationship, only supervisor
ability could be reasonably assessed in the field setting of this
study and thus was the only potential moderator variable considered.

The influence of the other two factors remains to be examined in a

future research effort.

Hypothesis 1D. A 1larger proportion of the variance in the
measure of leniency in assigned ratings of subor-
dinate job performance will be accounted for by

rater organizational commitment than by rater job

involvement.
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The rationale for hypothesis 1D, and the corresponding hypotheses
that follow, 1is based upon the belief that the factors causing the
occurrence of constant rating errors primarily affect the appraisal
process during the rating phase. The model suggests that organiza-
tional commitment will have a stronger influence on rater behavior

during this .part of the process than will job involvement.

The next rating error to be considered is central tendency.
Central tendency is défined as a rater's unwillingness to assign
extreme ratings in either the positive or negative direction. This
" causes ratings to cluster around the midpoint of the scale and
restricts the range of the distribution (Guilford, 1954, p. 278). Use
of the terms central tendency and restriction of range has led to some
confusion in the literature as to whether they constitute separate or
synonymous concepts. Saal, Downey, and Lahey (1980) have clarified
the issue by stating that although central tendency implies range
restriction, the converse is not necessarily true. In instances where
ratings are clustered around a point in the scale continuum above or
below the midpoinf, restriction of range may be evident while central
tendency is not. It is therefore advisable to clearly distinguish

between the two concepts. In accord with this suggestion, these two

types of constant errors will be considered separately.

The following hypotheses concerning central tendency will be

tested in this study:
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Hypothesis 2B.
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A composite measure of rater job involvement and
organizational commitment will be inversely
related to the amount of central tendency present

in assigned ratings of subordinate performance.

The relationship between the composite measure of
rater job involvement and organizational commit-
ment and the amount of central tendency in
assigned ratings of subordinate job performance
will be stronger for ratings made on a trait-
based rating format than on a behaviorally based

rating format.

The rationale for hypothesis 2B is essentially the same as that

of hypothesis 1b except that trait-based scales are purportedly more

prone to the error of central tendency than behaviorally-based rating

scales. This would appear to be especially true for scales in the

form of behavioral checklists where the degree of inference required

on the part of the rater is minimized (Cascio, 1978).

Hypothesis 2C.

Hypothesis 2D.

Rater ability will moderate the relationship
between the composite measure of job involvement
and organization commitment and the amount of
central tendency present in assigned ratings of

subordinate job performance.

A larger proportion of the variance in the

measure of central tendency in assigned ratings
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of subordinate job performance will be accounted

for by rater organizational commitment than by

rater job involvement.

In terms of its relevance as an index of rating quality, restric-
tion of range is defined as the degree to which ratings discriminate
among different ratees in terms of their respective levels of perfor-
mance (Motowidlo & Borman, 1977). Ratings characterized by insuffi-
gient variance are of limited use in making administrative decisions
or for serving as a criterion for validation purposes. Thus,
restriction of range is an important and legitimate standard to
consider in assessing the quality of performance ratings (Saal, et al,
1980). The following hypotheses concerning restriction of range in

assigned performance ratings will be tested:

Hypothesis 3A. A composite measure of rater job involvement and
organizational commitment will be inversely
related to the amount of restriction of range
present in assigned ratings of subordinate job

performance.

Hypothesis 3B. The relationship between the composite measure of
rater job involvement and organizational commit-
ment with the amount of restriction of range in
assigned ratings of subordinate job performance
will be stronger for ratings made on a trait-
based rating format than on a behaviorally-based

rating format.
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Hypothesis 3B is based on the same rationale as the corresponding

prediction for central tendency described above.

Hypothesis 3C. Rater ability will moderate the relationship
between the composite measure of job involvement
and organizational commitment and the amount of
restriction of range present in assigned ratings

of subordinate job performance.

Hypothesis 3D. A larger proportion of the variance in the
measure of restriction in range in assigned
ratings of subordinate job performance will be
accounted for by rater organizational commitment

than by rater job involvement.

It is generally agreed that the most pervasive form of constant rating
error is the halo effect (Cascio, 1978, p. 321). First named by
Thorndike (1920), halo is perhaps the most clearly defined of the
forms of rating bias considered thus far. Halo may be conceptualized
as the tendency for raters to assign ratings on different performance
dimensions on the basis gf a global impression of the ratee. This
practice results in a failure to distinguish between different 1levels
of ratee performance in each of the various domains assessed. Ratings
characterized by high levels of halo will evidence spuriously high
intercorrelations between dimensions as a result of the rater's
inability to adequately distinguish between different aspects of ratee

performance.



The hypotheses

follows:

Hypothesis 4A.

Hypothesis 4B.

Hypothesis 4B
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to be tested concerning the halo error are as

A composite measure of rater job involvement and
organizational commitment will be inversely re-
lated to the amount of halo present in assigned

ratings of subordinate job performance.

The relationship between the composite measure of
rater job involvement and organizational commit-
ment with the amount of halo in assigned ratings
of subordinate job performance will be stronger
for ratings made on a trait-based rating format

than on a behaviorally-based rating format.

is based on the model and the commonly noted

tendency for the halo effect to be more pronounced with trait-based

rating scales than with behaviorally based measures (e.g., Burnaska &

Hoffman, 1974; Borman & Dunnette, 1975).

Hypothesis 4C.

Hypothesis 4D.

Rater ability will moderate the relationship
between the composite measure of job involvement
and organizational commitment and the amount of
halo present in assigned ratings of subordinate

job performance.

A larger proportion of the variance in the
measure of halo in assigned ratings of subordi-

nate job performance will be accounted for by
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rater organizational commitment than by job

involvement.

The reliability of performance ratingé represents another
critical criterion for assessing the quality of the assessments
produced during the rating process. Reliability is an index of the
stability and consistency of the measurement results and it detérmines
the upper 1limit possible for the validity of the rating process
(Nunnally, 1967).

The reliability of a performance rating measure, while influenced
to some extent by all aspects of the rating process, 1is directly
affected by the observational and rating proclivities of the raters.
Thus, it is likely that the attitudinal dispositions of the raters may
also have a significant impact on the reliability of their ratings of
the performance of others. The hypothesis to be tested in this regard

is as follows:

Hypothesis 5. A composite measure of rater job involvement and
organizational commitment will be directly re-
lated to the reliability of ratings assigned to

assess subordinate job performance.

The relationship between levels of rater job involvement and
organizational commitment and the construct validity of performance
ratings assigned will next be addressed. The most widely used
approach  for operationally assessing construct validity is the

multitrait - multimethod matrix initially proposed by Campbell and
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Fiske (1959). This procedure permits the empirical demonstration of
the convergent and discriminant validity of the ratings. If perfor-
mance dimension ratings are obtained for ratees from two or more
sources (e.g., different raters or different rating formats), then the
degree of agreement between the various sources on ratings of the same
traits constitutes a measure of convergent validity. Similarly, to
the extent that different sources of rater evaluations on different
dimensions disagree, discriminant validity may be said to exist.

Many researchers in the field have used this approach to study
the rating process (e.g., Holzbach, 1978; Kavanaugh, MacKinney, &
Wollins, 1971; Lawler, 1967). Most of the reported studies have found
support for the existence of convergent validity in the ratings
examined. However, the evidence for discriminant validity has
generally been disappointing. In a unique study which attempted to
create a nearly ideal environment for obtaining performance ratings,
Borman (1975) did find a level of discriminant validity that was
considerably higher than the levels typically been reported from
studies conducted in applied settings. Borman's study indicated that
various aspects of the rating process are functioning to suppress
discriminant validity in ratings. It is possible that some of these
elements are directly related to the characteristics of the
individuals responsible for providing the ratings. Factors affecting
rater attitudes and motivation may very 1likely impact upon the
validity-related characteristics of the performance ratings they
assign to others. The following hypothesis is proposed to examine

this premise within the context of the proposed model:
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60

A composite measure of rater job involvement and
organizational commitment will be directly re-
lated to the levels of convergent and discrim-

inant validity in assigned ratings of subordinate

job performance.



CHAPTER IV

METHOD

Subjects

The subjects in this study were 199 sales clerks and 38 section

leaders employed at three locations of a department store chain. The

number of sales clerks supervised by each section leader ranged from
three to ten with a mean of 4.80. Participation in the study was
voluntary. Eighty-six percent of the sales clerks and ninety-five per-
cent of the section leaders employed in the target stores between
October 1978 and June 1979 were included in the sample.

The sales clerk sample was comprised of 179 females (89.97) and
20 males (10.1%Z). The average tenure of the sales clerks was 2.62
years (standard deviation = 3.91). The section leader sample included
33 females (86.87) and 5 males (13.27) with a average tenure of 5.4l
years (standard deviation = 4.96). Demographic characteristics of the
sales clerk sample are shown in Table 1. Descriptive measures for the

section leader sample are summarized in Table 2.

Job Performance Measures

Three performance rating scales were developed for use in
assessing the job performance of sales clerks: a behavioral checklist
(BCL), a trait-based, graphic rating scale (GRS), and a single item

assessment of overall job performance. A copy of the rating instru-
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Table 1

Demographic Characteristics of the Sales Clerk Sample

Variable Number Percentage
Age
16 - 21 27 13.6
22 - 30 98 49.2
31 - 40 19 9.5
41 - 50 25 12.6
51 - 60 24 12.1
61 - 70 6 1.0
Race
Black 33 16.6
White 152 76.4
Asian 4 2.0
Other 10 5.0

Educational Level

Fewer than 12 Years 13 6.5
High School Graduate 158 79.4
Associate's Degree 8 4.0
College Degree 18 9.0
Graduate School 2 1.0

Employment Status

Full Time 129 64.8
Part Time 70 35.2
Tenure
O to 6 Months 72 36.2
7 to 12 Months 44 22.1
13 to 24 Months 21 10.6
25 to 36 Months 13 6.5
37 to 48 Months 25 12.6
49 to 72 Months 12 6.0
72 to 120 Months 3 1.5
Over 120 Months 9 X 4.5

Work Location

Store 1 67 33.7
Store 2 77 38.7
Store 3 55 27.6
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Table 2

Demographic Characteristics of the Section Leader Sample

Variable Number Percentage
Age
22 - 30 _ 16 42,1
31 - 40 3 7.9
41 - 50 8 21.0
51 - 60 9 23.7
61 - 70 2 5.3
Race
Black 3 7.9
White 30 78.9
Asian 2 5.3
Other 3 7.9

Educational Level

Fewer than 12 Years 4 10.5
High School Graduate 25 65.8
Associate's Degree 4 15.8
College Degree 3 7.9
Employment Status
Full Time 100 100.0
Part Time 0 0.0
Tenure
O to 6 Months 2 5.3
7 to 12 Months 6 15.8
13 to 24 Months 9 23.7
25 to 36 Months 10 26.3
37 to 48 Months 6 15.8
49 to 72 Months 3 7.9
Over 72 Months 2 5.3
Work Location
Store 1 14 36.8
Store 2 12 31.6
Store 3 12 31.6
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ment developed including the rating instructions for each section and
the final format of the scales is shown in Appendix A.

Behavioral checklists provide the rater with lists of specific
job-related behaviors. The rater's task is to indicate which state-
ments characterize the behavior of the ratee in general. This
process objectifies the rating process by casting raters in the role
of reporters of behavior rather than evaluators (Cascio, 1978).
Stockford and Bissell (1949) have suggested that ratings which are
more descriptive than evaluative will tend to exhibit greater relia-
bility.

The behavioral checklist was developed using an iterative process
similar to Smith and Kendall's (1963) retranslation approach. The
development process began with a series of six job analysis meetings
conducted with combined groups incumbent sales clerks and section
leaders. No supervisor - subordinate pairs were included in the same
meeting. Critical incidents of positive and negative job behaviors
were elicited at these meetings using Flanagan's (1954) procedure. One
hundred and sixty-five behavioral statements were later derived from
the critical incidents related at these meetings.

The behavioral statements were clustered into nine broad perfor-
mance dimensions. This step was performed by the researcher in order
to ensure that the subject matter experts focused on specific
behaviors rather than on traits (Campbell, Dunnette, Avery, and
Hellervik, 1973). Definitions were also developed for each of the

performance dimensions.
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The performance dimensions and behavioral statements were then
put into a randomly ordered list. This list was presented to a group
of nine section leaders, store managers, and personnel employees.
These participants were first asked to individually assign each of the
behavioral examples to one of the performance rating dimensions. The
partihipants were next asked to evaluate the various behaviors in
terms of their importance for effective overall job performance using
a technique similar to Thurstone's scaling method of equal appearing
. intervals. This was done by rating each statement on the basis of a
seven-point scale of importance. The mean and standard deviations of
the importance ratings for each item were determined. Two criteria
were set which the statements had to meet in order to be included in
the behavior checklist. First, statements had to be assigned to one
of the performance dimensions by at least two thirds of the partici-
pants, and second, the standard deviations of the importance ratings
for the statements had to be 1.50 or less. Fifty-seven of the state-
ments failed to met both of these criteria and were eliminated from
further consideration.

The remaining set of 108 behavioral statements were then randomly
ordered and presented to a third group of ten employees in the form of
a retranslation questionnaire. The incumbents in this group were
asked to categorize each of the behavioral statements in one of the
nine performance dimensions. Statements which were not consistently
reassigned to the appropriate dimension by seven or more of these

participants were not included in the scale.
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The final version of the behavioral checklist consisted of nine
performance dimensions and a total of 70 behavioral statements. Each
of the nine dimension scales was comprised of either seven or eight
statements. The measure was scored by summing the scaled importance
values of the statements which were checked within each of the perfor-
mance dimensions. A total score was determined by summing scores
across the nine dimensions. A list of the statements included in each
scale of the behavioral checklist along with mean and standard devia-
tions of the importance ratings is included in Appendix B.

A trait-based, graphic rating scale was also developed for
evaluating the job performance of the sales clerks in the sample. The
rating dimensions were the same as those determined through the
behavioral checklist development process. Ratees were assessed on
each dimension in terms of a seven point Likert-type scale with
descriptive adjectives at each scale point. The anchors used at each
scale point were as follows: 1) unacceptable, 2) marginal, 3) accept-
able, 4) average 5) good, 6) very éood 7) outstanding - among the best
ever seen. Brief definitions of each performance dimension were
provided with the rating scales. Raters indicated their assessments of
subordinates by circling the number on each scale corresponding to
their evaluation of each individual's performance on the nine dimen-
sions identified.

Finally, a third scale consisting of a single item was used to
assess overall job performance. The question asked raters to evaluate
the job performance of each ratee on the basis of an eight-point scale

with descriptive anchors at each scale point. The anchors ranged from
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1) performance does not meet minimum standards, to 8) the single best
performance I have ever observed or could hope to observe. This
measure was included for purposes of experimental comparison with. the
two previously described scales.

A graphic rating scale in the same format as the one described
above was developed for use in evaluating the job performance of the
section leaders included in the sample. The dimensions included in
this scale were determined through a series of meetings with store
managers having responsibility for directly supervising the section
leaders. It was determined that the dimensions and corresponding
definitions identified for the sales clerks were also appropriate for
use in appraising the section leaders with one addition. A dimension
for supervisory ability was added to the rating scale for section
leaders. A copy of this scale along with the instructions for its use

is included in Appendix C.

Job_Involvement and Organizational Commitment

Job involvement was measured using a subset of the items from the
scale developed by Lodhal and Kejner (1965). The original scale con-
sists of 20 items for which respondents indicate their agreement or
disagreement on a seven-point Likert-type scale ranging from 1 -
strongly disagree, to 7 - strongly agree. Estimates of the split-half
reliability of the full scale range from .72 to .89 (Lodahl & Kejner,
1965).

Based on the results of Saleh and Hosek's (1976) factor analysis

of items from several different job involvement scales, ten items were
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selected from the Lodahl and Kejner scale which had the highest
loadings (.30 or higher) on the factor corresponding to the perfor-
mance - self esteem contingency definition of job involvement. These
items and their numbers from the original scale are shown in Appendix
D. A total score for each respondent was determined by summing
response values across these ten items. The reliability of this scale
as determined by coefficient alpha and based on the section 1leader
sample was .84.

A scale developed by Porter, Steers, Mowday, and Boulian (1974)
was used to measure organizational commitment. The scale consists of
fifteen item statements to which respondents indicated their degree of
agreement or disagreement also on a seven-point Likert-type scale
ranging from 1 - strongly disagree, to 7 - strongly agree. The
scaling direction on seven of the items is reversed to reduce response
set bias. The scale items were modified slightly to make them
applicable to the organization where the study was conducted. A copy
of the scale used with the name of the organization deleted is
included in Appendix E.

A measure of overall organizational commitment was derived for
each respondent by summing response values across all of the items
after reversing the values of the six negatively phraéed statements.
The reliability of this scale as determined by coefficient alpha is
reported to range from .82 to .92 (Porter, et al., 1974). The
scale reliability based on the section leader sample data was .91.

The measures of rater job involvement and: organizational commit-

ment were the independent variables for this study. A composite
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variable comprised of the sum of the averaged item scores from both
scales was determined for each rater. Forming the composite in this
way resulted in the two attitude measures being weighted equally
despite the different number of items in each scale. This was done
because of the absence of a theoretical or empirical basis to deter-
mine situational importance weightings. The justification for summing
the two measures was based upon the proposed model which suggests that
job involvement and organizational commitment act concomitantly to
influence behavior in an additive and compensatory fashion.

An effort was made to perform multiple tests of the hypotheses
examined in this study. In some instances this involved using both
the ratees and the raters as experimental units of analysis. In some
of the analyses performed, the procedures required that the rater and
ratee samples be dichotomized. This division was made on the basis of
whether each rater's score on either the job involvement, organiza-
tional commitment, or combined job involvement - organizational
commitment measures was above or below the corresponding median value
for the sample The use of this approach, which is a common practice
in the investigation of similar cognitive attributes (Schneier, 1977),
resulted in approximately equal numbers of raters and ratees in the
high and low groups. When raters were used as the experimental unit,
their individual scores on the job involvement, organizational commit-

ment, or composite measures served as the independent variable.
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Rating Errors

Measures of the constant rating errors considered constituted the
principal dependent variables in this study. Saal, Downey, and Lahey
(1980) have provided compelling evidence to demonstrate that the way a
measure of the various rating errors is operationalized may have an
effect upon the results of the statistical analyses using that measure
as a dependent variable. In view of this, multiple operational proce-
dures for defining the constant rating errors were used when
appropriate and feasible.

Leniency was first assessed by comparing mean dimensional ratings
across ratees with scale midpoints (Bernardin, et al., 1976). The
more the mean ratings exceeded the midpoint, the more the ratings were
considered to be characterized by positive leniency. The opposite was
true for negative leniency (severity). A second measure assessed
leniency in terms of the skewness of the frequency distribution of
ratings within each dimension (Landy, Farr, Saal, & Freytag, 1976).
Negative skewness values were indicative of the degree of positive
leniency in the ratings. Positive skewness indicated severity.

Central tendency was measured by determining the mean of the
distances between assigned ratings and scale midpoints for each dimen-
sion. The 1lower this mean value, the more central tendency was
considered to be present in the ratings (DeCotiis, 1977).

Restriction of range was first operationalized by determining the
standard deviation of the performance ratings assigned to ratees on
each scale dimension. This approach is based on the principle that a

comparatively large standard deviation for ratings on a particular
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dimension is an indication that the range of the ratings assigned is
also large (Borman and Dunnette, 1975). A second approach examined the
degree of kurtosis or peakedness characterizing the distributions of
the ratings for each dimension (Landy, et al., 1976). The higher the
kurtosis value for a distribution, the more the ratings were
considered to exhibit restriction of range.

Halo was assessed in two different ways. First, halo was ésti-
mated by determining the standard deviation of each ratee's ratings
across dimensions. The mean of these standard deviations across ratees
was interpreted as inversely reflecting the degree of halo in the
ratings, e.g., a high mean standard deviatién indicated a low degree
of halo and vice versa (Bernardin & Walter, 1977). This definition is
rationalized on the basis of the belief that raters who do not
sufficiently differentiate between aspects of performance in rating
others will tend to show relatively little variance in they ratings
they assign across performance dimensions (Borman, 1975; Ivancevich,
1979).

The second means of assessing the extent of halo in the ratings
was based on an analysis of the intercorrelations of ratings on the
various dimensions from the BCL and GRS (Keaveny & McGann, 1975).
With this approach, the size of the correlations is considered to be
inversely related to the extent of discrimination among different
aspects of behavior and thus, directly related to the degree of halo

present in the ratings.
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Procedure

This study was conducted as part of a project to develop and
validate a test battery and performance appraisal program for use in
selecting and evaluating sales clerks and section 1leaders in the
sponsoring organization. The project began with a series of meetings
with incumbent sales clerks, section leaders, and store managers to
analyze the sales clerk job and develop the performance appraisal
measures described previously. Based on the information obtained
through these meetings, a battery of measures was formulated which
included both published and original aptitude tests, the job involve-
ment and organizational commitment scales, and a biographical
information inventory. The entire battery was administered to all
sales clerks and section leaders in the sample. Testing was conducted
during working hours in conference rooms made available at the three
store locations. The battery was administered to groups of employees
varying in size from three to twelve. Sales clerks and section leaders
were tested in mixed groups however no supervisor - subordinate pairs
were tested in the same session.

The first set of performance ratings of the sales clerks in the
sample was collected approximatel& two months after the testing
portion of the project was completed. Section leaders completed all
three performance measures for each of the sales clerks under their
direct supervision who had completed the battery and had worked 1in
their department for at least three months. Ten sales clerks were
eliminated from the sample because of insufficient tenure with the

organization or their current supervisor. Five other employees who had
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completed the battery were no longer employed by the sponsoring
organization when the ratings were collected. The resulting sample
consisted of 199 sales clerks who had completed the battery and for
whom complete sets of performance ratings were available.

The performance ratings were made by the section leaders during
group meetings. One meeting was held at each of the three stores.
The meetings were scheduled at times when all of the section leaders
at each location were assured of attending. The participants were
informed at the beginning of the meetings that the subordinate evalua-
tions they would be completing would be used for research purposes
only and would not be made available to the sales clerks being rated
or to company management.

The meetings began with a rater training program which lasted
approximately two hours. The program consisted of a lecture with
handouts and a group discussion covering the purpose and process of
rating subordinate job performance. The information presented focused
attention on the multidimensionality of work performance and the
importance of basing evaluations on observable behaviors. Examples of
effective and ineffective behavior in each of the performance dimen-
sions identified during the scale development phase were reviewed. A
major portion of the allotted time was spent instructing the raters
about the existence and nature of constant erfors in ratings. Strate-
gies for the avoidance of these errors were discussed extensively.
The concepts of reliability, accuracy, and validity as they relate to
performance ratings were also addressed. Finally, the use of the

various rating formats to be completed was covered in considerable
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detail. The raters were given a chance to practice completing a set of
rating forms by appraising the performance of an employee with whom
they were familiar but did not presently sﬁpervise. The section
leaders in these sessions were encouraged to ask questions and this
often lead to further group discussion aimed at clarifying the
appraisal process and reducing the prevalence of rating errors.
Throughout the training programs, the importance of this study to
the improvement of individual performance and the continued profit-
ability of the organization was strongly emphasized. Section leaders
were told that'the success of the entire project rested largely on
their ability to make reliable, valid, and error-free evaluations of
their subordinates' job performance. A large number of studies have
demonstrated that training programs of the same basic type and dura-
tion as the one presented in this study have a substantial impact on
the psychometric properties of subsequently assigned performance
ratings (e.g., Bernardin, 1978; Bernardin & Walter, 1977; Latham,
Wexley, & Pursell, 1975). A more extensive program might have produced
stronger and longer lasting experimental effects. However, in view of
research investigating the effect of very brief training programs on
the reduction of rating errors (Bernardin, 1978; Borman, 1975) it
appears likely that the training procedures used in this study
resulted in a reduction of certain rating biases espetially in the
short term. Furthermore, Fay and Latham (1980) have concluded that the
characteristics of various réting scale formats are more salient 1in
terms of their impact on the prevalence of rating errors once the

raters using them have been properly trained in their use.
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Following the completion of the training program, section leaders
were given rating booklets containing the rating forms to
complete for each of their subordinates. The order in which the forms
were presented was counter-balanced to minimize the possible effect of
response sets. All rating forms were completed for one sales clerk
before moving on to the next one.

One wgek after the appraisal process for the sales clerks was
completed, performance evaluations of the section leaders in the
sample were obtained. The section leaders were evaluated by either
the manager or assistant manager of the store where they Wworked.
These evaluations were made using the graphic rating scale designed -
for this purpose. The managers were given an abbreviated version of
the rater training program prior to making their appraisals.

Approximately ten months after the first set of performaﬁce
ratings for the sales clerks was gathered, a second set was obtained
for those individuals still employed at the sponsoring organization.
The rater training program was repeated to ensure its effect and
because of the presence of several new section leaders. The same
forms and procedures used during the first round of ratings were used
were in the follow-up sessions. A total of 113 of the sales clerks
from the original sample were rated a second time. Fifty-five sales
clerks were rated by different section leaders during the second set

of appraisals.



CHAPTER V

RESULTS

Introduction

The results of the statistical analyses performed to test the
hypotheses considered in this investigation are presented in this
chapter. Each hypothesis will be restated prior to reporting the
results of the procedures used in its examinétion.

Summary statistics for the three independent variables utilized
in this study - section leader job involvement, organizational commit-
ment, and the composite variable formed by summing the mean item
scores for these two factors - are presented in Table 3. The mean,
median, standard deviation, and range are shown for the total score
and mean item score of each scale. In testing those hypotheses which
required the section 1leader and sales clerk samples to be dichoto-
mized, the median value for the total score of each scale was used to
divide the sample.

Table 4 presents the summary statistics for the ratings given to
sales clerks on each dimension of the graphic rating scale and the
behavioral checklist. Scores on the dimensions of the graphic rating
scale are based onal to 7 point scale. Dimension scores on the
behavioral checklist represent the sum of the weights of the positive
items which were checked and the weights of the negative statements
which were not checked by the section leaders in evaluating each
employee. The total scores on each scale shown in Tabie 4 are based

on the mean score across all nine dimensions. Dimensional scores on
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Table 3

Summary Statistics for Section Leader Attitude Scale Scores

Variable

Mean

Median

Standard
Deviation Range

Job Involvement
(Total Score)

Job Involvement
(Mean Item Score)

Organizational
Commitment
(Total Score)

Organizational
Commitment
(Mean Item Score)

Composite
(Sum of JI and OC
Total Scores)

Composite
(Sum of JI and OC

Mean Item Scores)

46.26

4.67

85.97

5.73

132.24

10.34

45.25

4.53

85.00

5.67

130.50

10.12

7.24 32.00 to 63.00

0.72 3.20 to 6.30

11.92 58.00 to 105.00

0.80 3.87 to 7.00

15.02 101.00 to 159.00

1.17 7.93 to 12.50

38

|=
1
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Table 4

Summary Statistics for Rating Dimension Scores on the

Graphic Rating Scale and the Behavioral Checklist for Sales Clerks

Graphic Rating Scale

Behavioral Checklist

dimension scores)

Dimension Mean SD Range Mean SD Range
Dependability 5.02 .26 1to7 4,08 1.40 0.00 to 5.50
Knowledge of

~ Job Procedures 5.01 .05 1to?7 4.67 1.20 0.00 to 5.69
Sales Ability 5.00 18 1 to 7 3.55 1.22 0.66 to 5.55
Customer Service 5.25 .16 1 to 7 3.70 1.15 0.61 to 5.23
Knowledge of
Company Policies 4.92 18 1 to 7 3.67 1.27 0.00 to 5.17
Product Knowledge 4.76 .16 2 to 7 3.94 1.79 0.00 to 5.87
Initiative 4.66 .29 1 to?7 2,92 1.59 0.00 to 5.29
Judgement 4.49 06 2to?7 3.64 1.38 0.55 to 5.72
Employee
Relations 4.37 20 1 to 7 4,09 1.38 0.00 to 5.10
Total (Mean of 9 4.92 .92 3.2 to 7.0 3.81 0.95 1.52 to 5.30

n = 199
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the graphic rating scale and the behavioral checklist are not directly
comparable because of the differences in the potential ranges of the
two measures. Results of the evaluations of the section leaders' job
performance provided by the store managers and assistant managers on

the graphic rating scale for supervisors are summarized in Table 5.

Reliability of Performance Measures

Four different procedures were used to estimate the reliability
of the sales clerk performance assessment measures employed in this
study each of which takes into account a different source of error
variance. First, a modified alternate forms approach was used to
calculate reliability coefficients by correlating corresponding dimen-
sion and total scores from the graphic rating scale and behavioral
checklist. This procedure is analogous to selecting different test
questions (rating scale items) from a pool to measure each performance
dimension and is subject to the effects of content sampling error.
The correlations for each dimension and the overall summed scores on
each rating format are shown in the first column of Table 6. While a
considerable degree of variation is evident in the inter-format corre-
lations for the various dimensions, the reliability of the overall
measures as determined with this first procedure was considered to be
acceptable for the types of rating instruments considered.

Second, the internal consistency of each of the dimensional scales
of the behavioral checklist was calculated using the Kuder - Richard-

son 20 formula which for dichotomous data is equivalent to Cronbach's
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Table 5
Summary Statistics for Rating Dimension Scores on the

Graphic Rating Scale for Section Leaders

Graphic Rating Scale

Dimension Mean SD Range

Dependability 6.16 .92 5 to 7

Knowledge of

Job Procedures 5.94 .97 4 to 7
Sales Ability 6.22 1.18 4 to 7
Customer Service 5.96 1.24 3 to?7

Knowledge of

Company Policies 6.12 .93 5 to 7
Product Knowledge 6.06 1.08 4 to 7
Initiative 5.71 1.14 3 to 7
Judgement 5.67 1.07 3 to?7
Employee

Relations 5.40 1.53 2 to 7
Supervisory Ability 4.75 2.18 l to 7

Total (Mean of 10 5.78 1.03 5.02 to 7.00

dimension scores)

n = 38



Reliability Coefficients for the Sales Clerk Performance Ratings

Table 6

Alternate Formats KR-20 Test - Retest? Interrrater
GRS - BCL BCL GRS BCL GRS BCL
Scale (n = 199) (n = 199) (n = 58) (n = 58) (n = 55) (n = 55)

Dependability .57 .72 77 .73 .64 .56
Job Procedures 41 .69 .71 .65 .61 .58
Sales Ability A4l .65 .73 .56 .66 .51
Customer Service .39 .66 .68 .61 .59 47
Cbmpany Policy .32 .69 .63 .55 .54 .45
Product Knowledge .59 .67 .69 .61 .60 .58
Initiative .60 .75 77 .70 .65 .56
Judgment .62 .74 .71 .70 .63 .62
Employee Relations .57 .62 .73 .66 .65 .57
Total .68 - .72 .64 .62 .55

3The interval between ratings correlated to determine the test - retest and interrater

reliability coefficients

was ten months.

18
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coefficient alpha. Internal consistency estimates were not determined
for the total scores on the behavioral checklist or the graphic rating
scale as these multidimensional composites were not intended to be
homogeneous. The reliability coefficients determined with this proce-
dure are shown in second column of Table 6. The coefficients shown
were also judged to be of an acceptable magnitude especially
considering that the items comprising each dimension checklist were
discrete behavioral descriptions which were intuitively grouped into
rating categories by subject matter experts.

Third, a test-retest procedure was employed to estimate coeffi-
cients of stability by correlating ratings from the first evaluation
session with those from the second round of ratings collected ten
months later. These reliability estimates are subject to error vari-
ance due to changes in performance over time as well as differences in
the conditions under which each set of evaluations was made. A second
set of ratings was available for 113 of the sales clerks in the
sample. However, only 58 of the clerks were rated by the same section
leader on both occasions due primarily to changes in departmental
assignments. Test - retest reliability coefficients calculated using
the ratings for these employees are listed in the third and fourth
columns of Table 6. These coefficients are notably higher in magnitude
than those determined with the previous two approaches particularly
for the graphic rating scale. This most likely indicates that either
job performance in the sales clerk position tends to be relatively
stable or that during the second round of evaluations, section leaders

recalled how they rated their subordinates the first time.
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Finally, for the 55 sales clerks who were rated by different sec-
tion leaders on the two occasions, interrater reliability coefficients
were determined by correlating the two sets of ratings. These coeffi-
cients are shown in the fifth and sixth columns of Table 6. As
expected, these values are considerably lower than the test - retest
correlations. This is most likely due not only to error variance con-
tributed by the difference in raters and performance changes over the
ten month interval but also the changes in work assignments of the
ratees and/or the raters.

Based on the coefficients shown in Table 6 and a consideration of
the sources of error variance affecting each of the procedures
described above, it was concluded that both the graphic rating scale
and behavioral checklist rating formats evidenced sufficient reli-
ability to support their use in this study. In a related vein, a
generalizability study was conducted as part of the procedure for
testing hypothesis 5. This analysis simultaneously considered several
of the components of variation addressed by the preceding methods for
assessing reliability. The results of this analysis will be discussed

when the findings from the examination of hypothesis 5 are presented.

Research Design, Test Procedures, and Power

Saal et al. (1980) have proposed that a completely crossed
research design in which all ratees are evaluated by all raters on
multiple performance dimensions or a partial design in which blocks of
raters rate some but not all ratees are the only means by which

unambiguous estimates of rating errors can be made. According to this
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view, all other designed are flawed as the& can not fully differen-
tiate ratee and rater effects.

Unfortunately, fully crossed and even partially crossed are very
difficult to achieve outside of the laboratory and indeed are quite
rare in field studies of the performance rating process. In most
cases involving supervisory ratings, an employee's immediate super-
visor is the only one sufficiently familiar with the individual's
performance to provide a meaningful evaluation. This was true for the
current study which utilized a completely nested design in which each
rater evaluated a unique group of ratees. The limitations inherent in
this design preclude a definitive assessment of the prevalence of each
type of rating error present in the data by any one method of measure-
ment. However, this problem may be overcome to a certain degree by
employing more than one means of operationalizing the rating errors in
question and wutilizing both raters and ratees as the experimental
units of analysis. In accord with this, the hypotheses in this study
concerning rating errors were tested with multiple procedures whenever
feasible and conclusions were reached by examining the results for
trends.

An additional considgration which should be stressed is that the
thrust of this’study was not to assess the absolute degree of the
various rating errors present in the data but rather to contrast the
measured amounts of these phenomena in the evaluations assigned by
raters differing in their attitudinal characteristics. Hence, whiie
accuracy of the estimates of systematic error variance may be limited

by the operational definitions of the effects in question, there is no
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reason to believe that an assessment of the rating errors evidenced by

any one group of raters will be more biased than that of any other

rater group.

The model proposed in this study from which the hypotheses tested
are derived predicts the effect of a combined measure of rater job
involvement and organizational commitment on the psychometric charac-
teristics of performance ratings. Accordingly, the effect of this
variable on the operationalized measures of the various rating errors
considered is of primary interest in reporting the study results.
However, in an effort to better understand the mechanism by which this
composite attitude may influence the assignment of performance
ratings, the separate effects of job involvement and organizational
commitment in this regard are reported for the principal hypotheses
pertaining to each of the rating errors studied.

Finally, all of the hypotheses tested are stated in such a way as
to predict the directionality of the results. In generai, it 1is
posited that raters evidencing higher levels of job involvement and
organizational commitment will assign ratings which are psycho-
metrically superior to those given by raters with lower levels of
" these particular attitudes. However, in view of the lack of previous
reported research addressing this general area of study, a decision
was made to employ two-tailed statistical procedures in testing the
hypotheses. This approach permits the detection of signifiéant group
differences without regard to the directionality of the results
although stronger effects are required to reach a predetermined level

of statistical significance. Except when specified otherwise, an -
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alpha 1level of .05 was used as the basis for establishing statistical
significance with all of the testing procedures reported in this
chapter. Estimates of the power of tﬁe statistical procedures used in
this analysis were made on the basis of a .05 significance criterion
(two-tailed). In view of the limited amount of relevant published
research directly relating to this study, Cohen's (1977) suggested

values for medium effect sizes were used in estimating power.

Lenienc

Hypothesis 1A. A combined measure of rater job involvement and
organizational commitment will be inversely
related to the amount of leniency present in the

assigned ratings of subordinate job performance.

Hypothesis 1A was tested using two different approaches. In both
cases, sales clerks served as the units of analysis. Both procedures
also involved dichotomizing the sales clerk saﬁple on the basis of
whether the section leaders evaluating each clerk scored above or
below the median values on the attitude measures considered. The
first procedure was based upon Fhe operational definition of leniency
as the difference between the ratings assigned and the midpoint of the
rating scales. The degree to which the ratings fell above or below
the midpoints was .considered an indication of their leniency or

severity. The difference between each of the ratings assigned to each
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sales clerk on the nine dimensions scale and the midpoints of those
scales on both the graphic rating scale and the behavioral checklist
was determined. The midpoint value for each dimension scale on the
graphic rating scale was 4. The midpoints of the dimensions scales on
the behavioral checklist varied because of the different number of
items and item weightings for each dimension. The scale midpoints for
the behavioral checklist are shown in Appendix B. Mean 1leniency
measures were determined for each of the nine rating dimensions on the
graphic rating scale and the behavioral checklist. The means for the
groups of sales clerks to be contrasted on the basis of their section
leaders' attitude scale scores are shown in Table 7.

The test of hypothesis 1A based on the mean difference definition
of leniency was performed using a two-way analysis of variance proce-
dure. The first factor was group membership based on wﬁether each
sales clerk's section leader scored above or below the median on the
attitude scale in question (the job involvement/organizational commit-
ment composite, job involvement, or organizational commitment). The
second factor was each of the nine dimensions of the two rating
formats. The leniency measure was the dependent variable. Separate
analyses were performed for the graphic rating scale and behavioral
checklist to simplify interpretation of the results. Summary tables
for these ANOVA procedures are presented in Tables 8, 9, and 10. Power
estimates for the significance tests based on the ekxpectation of
medium experimental effects were .94 for the group effect and .99 for

the dimension and the interaction effects.
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Table 7

Dimension and Overall Means of the Leniency Measure for the Sales
Clerk Sample Dichotomized on the Basis of the Median Values of

Section Leader Attitude Scale Scores

Graphic Rating Scale

Composite Job Organizational
Variable Involvement Commitment

Above Below Above Below Above Below
Median Median Median Median Median Median

Dimension (n=98) (n=101) (n=97) (n=102) (n=98) (n=101)
Dependability 1.18 .87 1.01 1.03 1.10 .94
Job Procedures 1.05 .98 1.12 .91 .99 1.04
Sales Ability 1.02 .97 1.04 .95 .99 1.00
Customer Service 1.40. 1.11 1.38 1.13 1.37 1.14
Job Knowledge .96 .89 1.10 .75 1.03 .82
Product Knowledge .77 .76 .85 .69 .69 .84
Inititative .70 .63 .87 .52 .71 .62
Judgment .52 .48 .62 .38 .53 47
Empl. Relations 1.40 1.03 1.20 1.23° 1.28 1.15
Overall Score 1.00 .86 1.01 .84 .97 .89

Behavioral Checklist

Composite Job Organizational
Variable Involvement Commitment
Above Below Above Below Above Below

Median Median Median Median Median Median

Dimension (n=98) (n=101) (2?97) (n=102) (n=98) (n=101)
Dependability 11.60. 9.68 10.08 11.12 12.56 8.72
Job Procedures 15.12 14.16 14.05 15.09 14.85 14.37
Sales Ability 6.24 6.24 6.36 6.12 6.56 5.92
Customer Service 8.72 8.72 7.80 9.56 8.72 8.80
Job Knowledge 8.12 6.86 7.38 5.96 7.35 7.07
Product Knowledge 8.96 7.20 5.64 6.72 8.48 7.60
Inititative 3.12 1.44 2.44 2.20 3.04 1.44
Judgment 6.96 5.92 5.84 6.72 6.96 5.68
Empl. Relations 11.90 9.94 10.60 11.09 12.32 9.52
Overall Score 10.44 9.00 10.44 9.36 10.53 9.00

Note: Leniency

is assessed by calculating the difference
the scale midpoint and the ratings assigned.

between
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Table 8

Analysis of Variance with Section Leader Composite Score Group
and Rating Scale Dimensions as the Independent Variables and
the Leniency Measure as the Dependent Variable

Graphic Rating Scale

Source df Mean Square F eta2
Group 1 8.990 6.32% .004
Dimension 8 12.082 8.50%% .036
Group x Dimension 8 .952 .67
Residual 1764 1.422
Total 1781 1.472

Behavioral Checklist

Source df Mean Square F eta?
Group 1 11.263 5.85% .003
Dimension 8 44,798 23,27%% .096
Group x Dimension 8 .458 .24
Residual 1764 1.926
Total 1781 2.117

Note: Leniency is assessed by subtracting the scale midpoint from
the rating assigned for each dimension.

n =199

*p< .05 Mp<.ol



90

Table 9

Analysis of Variance with Section Leader Job Involvement Score
Group and Rating Scale Dimensions as the Independent Variables
and the Leniency Measure as the Dependent Variable

Graphic Rating Scale

Source df Mean Square F eta?
Group "1 13.038 9.19%* .005
Dimension 8 . 12,082 8.51%% .036
Group x Dimension 8 .891 .55
Residual 1764 1.420
Total 1781 1.472

Behavioral Checklist
Source df Mean Square F eta?
Group 1 10.561 5.48% .001
Dimension 8 44,798 23.24*% .096
Group x Dimension 8 1.211 .63
Residual 1764 1.923
Total 1781 2.117

Note: Leniency is assessed by subtracting the scale midpoint from
the rating assigned for each dimension.

n = 199

¥p < .05 *p ¢ .01
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Table 10

Analysis of Variance with Section Leader Organizational
Commitment Score Group and Rating Scale Dimensions as the
Independent Variables and the Leniency Measure as the
Dependent Variable

Graphic Rating Scale

Source df Mean Square F eta?
Group 1 1.735 .19 .001
Dimension 8 12.082 8.47%% .036
Group x Dimension 8 .790 .55
Residual 1764 1.426
Total 1781 1.472

Behavioral Checklist

Source df Mean Square F eta?
Group 1 12.861 6.70%* .004
Dimension 8 44,804 23.24%% .096
Group x Dimension 8 1.373 72
Residual 1764 1.920
Total 1781 2.117

Note: Leniency is assessed by subtracting the scale midpoint from
the rating assigned for each dimension.

n =199

pc.0s  *p<lol
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The result of primary interest in these tables for testing
hypothesis 1A is the F test for the Group main effect. In order for
the hypothesis to be supported, there must a significant difference in
the means between the two comparison groups across rating dimensions.
In addition, the hypothesis posits that the means for the sales clerk
group rated by the section leaders scoring above the median on the
attitude measures should be lower than those of the other group, thus
indicating a lower 1level of leniency error. The results for the
composite va;iable shown in Table 8 indicate that there was a signifi-
cant difference in ratings across dimensions between the dichotomized
sales clerk groups on both the graphic rating scale and the behavioral
checklist. However, examination of the means shown in Table 7
indicates that the ratings assigned by section leaders scoring above
the median on the composite attitude scale were more lenient than
those assigned by the section leaders with attitude scores below the
median., This finding is directly opposed to the prediction made by
hypothesis 1A. Similar results are evident in Table 9 which presents
the summary tables for the same procedure using section leader job
involvement scores as the dichotomizing factor. Finally, Table 10
indicates that when section leader scores on organizational commitment
were used to split the sales clerk sample, the same result was found
for the ratings made on the behavioral checklist. The ratings on the
graphic rating scale did not differ significantly in terms of leniency
in this instance.

As expected, all of the results for the Dimension effect in the

ANOVAs performed were significant which implies that the ratings
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assigned to individuals tended to differ considerably from one dimen-
sion to the next. Also, none of the interaction effects were signifi-
cant. The eta2 values for the Group effect were quite low ranging
from }OOI'to .005. This in itself is not surprising as while it was.
predicted that supervisor attitudes would have a significant effect on
‘the degree of leniency in the ratings assigned, it is acknowledged
that there are many other factors which will account for a much larger
percentage of the variance in these ratings not the least of which is
the job performance of the ratees.

The second approach used to test hypothesis 1A employed a
conceptualization of leniency based on the degree of skewness evident
in the ratings distribution. The model predicts that the ratings
assigned by section leaders evidencing high levels of the target
attitudes will be less negatively skewed (i.e., less lenient) than
those of section leaders indicating lower levels of these attitudes.
This test of the hypothesis was again accomplished by using the sales
clerks as the units of analysis and dividing the sample on the basis
of the attitude scale scores of the section leaders ratings each
clerk. The skewness of the ratings assigned to each group of sales
clerks on each of the nine dimensions on the two rating formats were
first determined. A t test procedure was then applied to determine
whether the mean of the dimension skewness values differed for the
contrasted sales clerk groups. The estimated power of these tests
based on the expectation of a medium effect size was .16. This low
power value resulted from the nature of the design in which the

skewness values of the nine dimension were contrasted. However, each
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value was determined on the basis of a distribution of approximately
100 scores. The results of this analysis are shown in Table 11.
Significant differences on both rating scale formats were found
between the sales clerk groups split on the basis of the section
leaders' composite attitude scores. Similar results were found on the
behavioral checklist when section leader job involvement scores were
used to divide the sales clerks and on the graphic rating scale when
scores on the organizational commitment scale were used. Once again,
all of the significant differences were in the opposite direction of
that which was predicted by hypothesis 1A. The section leaders who
had the higher scores on the attitude measures tended to assign
ratings thch were more negatively skewed and hence, more lenient.
Consideration was given to whether all of the assumptions required
for the use of the parametric t test were met when applied to testing
the difference between two sets of skewness values. Siegel (1957)
suggests that the randomization test for two independent samples be
applied in such cases. However, Pitman (1937, in Siegel, 1957) has
shown that if the kurtosis of the combined samples is small and if the
larger sample is not more than five times larger than the smaller
sample, the randomization distribution of possible outcomes is closely
approximated by the t distribution. The kurtosis of the combined
samples for each comparison ranged from -.202 to -.344 and the samples
sizes for each group were equal. It may therefore be concluded that
the t test comparisons on means of the skewness values for dimension

distributions are a valid means of testing hypothesis lA.
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Table 11

Comparison of Mean Dimension Skewness (Leniency) in Ratings
Assigned by Section Leaders Scoring Above and Below the Median on
the Three Attitude Measures

Rating Mean Standard
Format Group n Kurtosis3 Deviation df ¢t

Composite Variable (JI + OC)

Above Median 98 -0.602 0.373
Graphic
Rating 16 -2.27%
Scale Below Median 101 0.145 0.475
Above Median 98 -0.477 0.382
Behavioral
Checklist 16 -2.22%
Below Median 101 0.004 0.527
Job Involvement
Above Median 98 -0.662 0.322
Graphic «
Rating 16 -2.64
Scale Below Median 101 0.162 0.309
Above Median 98 -0.488 0.305
Behavioral
Checklist 16 -1.57
Below Median 101 -0.237 0.276
Organizational Commitment
Above Median 97 -0.400 0.364
Graphic :
Rating 16 -1.83
Scale Below Median 102 -0.012 0.257
Above Median 97 -0.619 0.321
Behavioral
Checklist 16 -2.52%
Below Median 102 -0.109 0.221

3Mean skewness of the nine dimension score distributions.

*p ¢ .05
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In summary, hypothesis 1A as derived from the model was not
supported. A significant effect in the opposite direction predicted
was found for the composite attitude measure on both the behavioral
checklist and the graphic rating scale; for job involvement on the
graphic rating scale and possibly the behavioral checklist; and for

organizational commitment on the behavioral checklist.

Hypothesis 1B. The relationship of the combined measure of rater
job involvement and organizational commitment
with the amount of leniency in assigned ratings
of subordinate job performance will be stronger
for ratings made on a behaviorally-based rating

format than on a trait-based rating format.

- Hypothesis 1B was tested using the same two of operational
definitions of leniency that were employed in testing hypothesis 1A.
The first procedure was based on assessing leniency in terms of the
level of the ratings assigned (i.e., rating - scale midpoint).
Pearson product-moment correlation coefficients indicating the extent
of the relationship between the composite, job involvement, and

organizational commitment measures for the section leaders assigning

ratings and the mean of the leniency scores across dimensions on both
rating scale formats were calculated. The three pairs of correlations
for the two rating formats were then contrasted by means of the
Fisher's z transformation of r (Hays, 1973, 662-667).

The same analysis was performed using both the sales clerks and

the section leaders as the units of analysis. This was done because
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all section leaders did not evaluate an equal number of sales clerks.
Hence, the procedure using sales clerks as the unit of analysis could
potentially be biased if the relationship between supervisor attitude
scores and leniency in assigned ratings was stronger for some section
leaders than others who happened to have rated a larger number of
individuals. On the other hand, the analysis using section leaders as
the unit of analysis, while considering the effect of this relation-
ship for each rater equally, has the drawback of a 1limited sample
size, The results of both analyses, as well as those from the
procedures which used a second operational definition of leniency,
were taken into consideration in an effort to compensate for limita-
tions in the study's experimental design.

Table 12 presents the results of the analysis using sales clerks
as the unit of analysis. In this procedure, leniency was measured by
determining the difference between the ratings and the scale midpoints
for each dimension of the two rating formats and calculating the mean
of these differences across dimensions for each ratee. These means
were then correlated with the attitude scale scores of the section
leaders evaluating each sales clerk. The pattern of statistical
significance for the correlation coefficients is consistent with the
previously reported results for hypothesis 1lA. None of the z differ-
ence scores were significant thus indicating that the strength of the
relationship between section 1leader attitudes and the degree of
leniency in the ratings assigned did not differ significantly for the
graphic rating scale and the behavioral checklist. The estimated

power of the tests for significance of the product-
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Table 12

Comparison of Correlations Between Section Leader Attitude Scale
Scores and the Mean of Leniency Measures Across Performance
Dimensions on the Graphic Rating Scale and the Behavioral Checklist
With Sales Clerks as the Unit of Analysis

Graphic Rating Behavioral
Scale Checklist
Attitude Measure r r 2d4iff
Composite Score
(JI + 0C) . 164%* .132% . .317
Job Involvement .199%* .087 1.129
Organizational .
Commitment .067 .119% -.515

Note: Leniency is measured by determining the difference between
the ratings and the scale midpoints for each dimension and calculating
the mean of these differences for each ratee across dimensions on each
rating format.

n = 199

p<.05  Fp < .01
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moment correlations was .99 and for the differences between pairs of
correlations, .85.

The results for the same analysis using section leaders as the
unit of analysis are presented in Table 13. In this case, leniency
was measured by determining the mean difference between the ratings
and the scale midpoints for each dimension of the two rating formats
and calculating the mean of these differences across dimensions and
across the sales clerks rated by each section leader. These values
were then correlated with the attitude scale scores for each section
leader and the significance of the differences between the coeffi-
cients for the behévioral checklist and the graphic rating scale were
tested. Only one of the product-moment correlations shown in Table 13
was statistically significant (job involvement and leniency on the
graphic rating scale). As was the case in the previous analysis, none
of the z difference scores were significant. The estimated power of
the significance tests for the product-moment correlations was .46 and
.24 for the differences between pairs of correlations. The relatively
low power for the analyses using the section leaders as thé units of
analysis underscores the importance of considering these results as
indicators of a general pattern or trend and not as a sole source upon
which to base conclusions.

The skewness approach for operationalizing the measurement of
leniency was also used to test hypothesis 1B, For this procedure,
section leaders were divided into two groups on the basis of whether
they scored above or below the median on the composite attitude

measure. The skewness of the ratings assigned to sales clerks on each
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Table 13

Comparison of Correlations Between Section Leader Attitude Scale
Scores and the Mean of the Leniency Measures Across Performance
Dimensions on the Graphic Rating Scale and the Behavioral Checklist
with Section Leaders as the Unit of Analysis

Graphic Rating Behavioral
Scale Checklist
Attitude Measure r r Eﬁiff
Composite Score
(JI + 0C) 177 . 248 -.305
Job Involvement .316% .067 1.092
Organizational
Commitment -.023 .234 -1.092

Note: Leniency is measured by determining the mean difference
between the ratings and the scale midpoints for each dimension and
calculating the mean of these means across dimensions and across
ratees for each section leader on each rating format.

n = 38

*p < .05
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dimension of the two rating formats was determined for the individuals
rated by section leaders in the two groups. These values were used as
the data for a two-way analysis of variance procedure with section
leader score group (above or below the median) as one factor and
rating format (graphic rating scale or behavioral checklist) as the
other factor. The test of the hypothesis involved determining whether
the Group x Format interaction effect wa§ significant and then
examining cell means to identify directionality.

A summary of the results of this ANOVA procedure ié shown 1in
Table 14. The results indicate that the main effect for section leader
group was significant (p < .0l) again indicating that section leaders
who scored higher on the composite attitude measure tended to assign
more lenient ratings. Also, the effect for rating format was signifi-
cant (E_S .01) and an examination of the cell means indicates that the
ratings on the behavioral checklist tended to be more negatively
skewed (i.e., more lenient) than those given on the graphic rating
scale. However, the interaction term was not significant and hence,
hypothesis 1B was again not supported. The small number of observa-
tions in each cell of the 2 x 2 design for this anaiysis resulted in
low power estimates (.17) for each of the experimental effects. This
level of power and the proportions of total variance accounted for
provide a further indication of the strength of the main effects
examined in this analysis.

In summary, the results of the analyses performed to test hypoth-
esis 1B did not support the belief that the relationship between

section leader attitudes and the degree of leniency present in
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Table 14

Analysis of Variance with Section Leader Attitude Score Groups
and Rating Format as the Independent Variables and Dimension

Skewness as the Dependent Variable

Composite Measure (JI + OC)

Source df Mean Square F eta
Group 1 0.704 7.382"% .152
Format 1 0.988 10.369™* .211
Group x Format 1 0.002 0.020
Residual 32 0.095
Total 35 0.136

Job Involvement

Source df Mean Square F eta2
Group 1 0.745 7.480%% .204
Format 1 0.974 9.711" 166
Group x Format 1 0.001 0.011
Residual 32 0.101
Total 35 0.121

Organizational Commitment

Source df Mean Square F eta?
Group 1 0.532 6.377%* .121
Format 1 1.022 11.973%* .301
Group x Format 1 0.003 0.037
Residual 32 0.087
Total 35 0.159

n = 38

*%R < .01
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performance ratings assigned would be stronger on the behavioral
checklist than on. the graphic rating scale format. Indeed, the data
indicate that while the opposite relationship proposed by hypothesis
1A is quite apparent, it is not any more prevalent on either of the

two rating formats considered.

Hypothesis 1C. Rater ability will moderate the' relationship
between the cdmposite measure of rater job
involvemenﬁ and organizational commitment and the
amount of leniency in assigned ratings of subor-

dinate job performance.

Hypothesis 1C proposes that the relationship between levels of
the composite measure and the extent of 1leniency in performance
ratings assigned will be stronger for raters with higher ability
levels than for those individuals who are lower in ability. Tests of
hypothesis 1A demonstrated the presence of a direct relationship
between the measures of section leader work-related attitudes and the
prevalence of leniency in their ratings of subordinate job perfor-
mance. Although the nature of the association of these factors was
diametrically opposed to what was predicted by the model, the
reasoning behind the expeétation that rater ability will moderate this
relationship remains unchanged. Essentially, the model posits that
the likelihood that a person will translate behavioral intentions into
overt behavior is subject to the individual's ability to perform the

behavior in question. Thus, even though it appears that the cognitive
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factors under consideration lead to unanticipated behaviors, ability
should still moderate the relationship between behavioral intentions
and behavior.

A moderated regression approach was utilized to test hypothesis
1C. With this strategy, the presence of a moderating effect is deter-
mined by examining the statistical significance of the difference in

the values of the squared multiple correlations (E?) for two

regression models: 1) a model containing only main effects terms and
2) a model which includes both main effects and their interaction
terms. Stated differently, in a multiple regression formulation
involving a dependent variable (y), and independent variable (x), and
a potential moderator variable (z), 2z is said to moderate the
relationship between x and y if the regression of y on x, 2z, and xz (a
cross product or interaction term) shows a statistically significant
effect for the xz term after the main effects of x and z individually
have been partialed out (e.g., Cohen, 1978; Cohen & Cohen, 1975;
Saunders, 1956; Zedeck, 1971). The way this is accomplished in
practice is by entering x and z into a hierarchical regression model
first and then entering the interaction term and assessing the signi-
ficance level of the increase in the variance of y accounted for.

A recent assessment by Stone and Hollenbeck (1984) of alternative
approaches to the detection of moderating effects including sub-
grouping and "backward" moderated regression in which the interaction
term is entered first (e.g., Arnold, 1982; Blood & Mullet, 1977) has
substantiated that '"conventional" moderated regression, while a

conservative approach, is the most suitable procedure available. This
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is particularly true when the potential moderating factor is
continuous in nature as is the case in the present study.

Rater ability was operationalized as the total score assigned to
each section leader on the graphic rating scale used to evaluate their
job performance. The moderated regression analysis was performed with
both the sales clerks and section leaders again serving as the units
of analysis. This was done in order to provide additional substan-
tiation for conclusions drawn on the basis of the results of this
procedure.

For the procedure utilizing the sales clerks as the unit of
analysis, leniency was measured by determining the difference between
the ratings assigned and the scale midpoints for each dimension and
calculating the mean of these differences across dimensions for each
ratee on each rating format. Separate summary tables for the
regression analyses performed with ratings on the graphic rating scale
and the behavioral checklist are presented in Table 15. The F statis-
tics shown in this table and the similar tables which follow indicate
the significance of the increase in the 52 value with the addition of
each variable in the regression model. The significant F statistic
for the interaction term in the table for the graphic rating scale

indicates that the measure of section leader ability did moderate the

relationship between the composite attitude measure and the amount of
leniency assessed in the performance ratings assigned. This was not
found to be true for the behavioral checklist. Application of
McNemar®s (1969) correction for shrinkage to the_ﬂ? value for addition

of the interaction term in the analysis for the graphic rating scale
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Table 15

Analysis of Section Leader Performance Ratings as a Moderator
Variable for the Prediction of Rating Leniency from Section Leader
Composite Attitude Scores With Sales Clerks as the Unit of Analysis

Dependent Variable: Mean Leniency Measure Across Dimensions
on the Graphic Rating Scale

Variable Multiple R . 'E? _B? Change F

Composite .1642 .0270 .0270  5.46%

Section Leader
Performance Rating .2000 . .0400 .0131 2.66

Composite x
Performance Rating .2667 .0711 .0311 6.53*"

Dependent Variable: Mean Leniency Measure Across Dimensions
on the Behavioral Checklist

Variable Multiple R R2 R2 Change F

Composite .1316 .0173 .0173 3.90%

Section Leader
Performance Rating . 1450 .0210 .0037 0.74

Composite x
Per formance Rating .1505 .0227 .0016 0.32

Note: Leniency is measured by determining the difference between
the ratings and the scale midpoints for each dimension and calculating

the mean of these differences across dimensions for each ratee on each
rating format.

l]_: 199

*p¢.05  *po<ool
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reduced the value to .0613 which was still significant (E = 3.26, p <
.05). The 1low correlations between section leader ability and the
measures of leniency on both the graphic rating
scale and the behavioral checklist, .12 and .09 respectively, preclude
the problem of multicolinearity. The estimated power of the test for
the significance of the increase in the variance of the dependent
variable accounted for by the addition of the interaction terms for
the graphic rating scale and behavioral checklist was .99.

The analysis using section leaders as the unit of analysis
produced similar findings and the results are shown in Table 16. For
ﬁhese procedures, leniency was measured by determining the mean
difference between the ratings and the scale midpoints for each dimen-
sion and calculating the mean of these means across dimensions and
across ratees for each section leader on each rating format. The
increase in R2 value was significant when the interaction term was
added to the model for the graphic rating scale but not for the
behavioral checklist. The correction for shrinkage reduced the value-
of F to 3.54 which is significant at p <.05. The correlations between
section leader performance scores and the leniency measures for the
graphic rating scale and behavioral checklist were again quite low -
.11 and‘.14 respectively, and non-significant. The estimated power for
the test of the increase in variance accounted for by the addition of
the interaction term for both rating formats was .44.

On the basis of the analyses summarized above, it appears that
supervisor ability as measured by performance ratings does moderate

the relationship between section leader scores on the composite
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Table 16

Analysis of Section Leader Performance Ratings as a Moderator Variable
for the Prediction of Rating Leniency from Section Leader Composite
Attitude Scores With Section Leaders as the Unit of Analysis

Dependent Variable: Mean Leniency Measure Across Dimensions
on the Graphic Rating Scale

Variable Multiple R E? B? Change F

Composite .1767 .0312 - .0312 1.16

Section Leader
Performance Rating .2261 .0511 .0199 0.73

Composite x
Performance Rating .4184 .1751 .1239 5.11%

Dependent Variable: Mean Leniency Measure Across Dimensions
on the Behavioral Checklist

Variable Multiple R .‘52 E? Change F

Composite .2475 .0613 .0613 2.34

Section Leader
Performance Rating .2710 .0735 .0122 0.46

Composite x
Per formance Rating .1505 .0227 .0016 0.16

Note: Leniency is measured by determining the mean difference
between the ratings and the scale midpoints for each dimension and
calculating the mean of these difference across dimensions and across

ratees for each section leader on each scale.

n = 38

fg < .05
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attitude measure and the degree of leniency in the performance ratings
of subordinates assigned on the trait-based, graphic rating scale. In
other words, the relationship between composite attitude scale scores
and the degree of leniency in the performance ratings assigned on the
graphic rating scale is stronger for section leaders rated as
exhibiting high 1levels of ability than for those considered to have
lower levels of ability. This result was not found for the.ratings of
sales clerks made on the behavioral checklist. Hence, hypothesis 1C
was partially supported. However, although the performance measure
used to operationalize section leader ability did moderate the basic
relationship between section leader attitudes and leniency in assigned
ratings, the direction of the basic relationship was opposite that

predicted by the model.

Hypothesis 1D. A 1larger proportion of the variance of the
measure of leniency in the assigned ratings of
subordinate job performance will be accounted for
by rater organizational commitment than by rater

job involvement.

The operational definition of leniency based on the level of the
ratings (i.e., rating - scale midpoint) was used in testing hypothesis
ID. The statistical procedure followed required first determining
Pearson product-moment correlations between the measure of leniency in
the ratings assigned on the graphic rating scale and behavioral
checklist and section leader scores on the job involvement and organi-

zational commitment scales. These coefficients were next converted to
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z scores using Fisher's r to z transformation. The significance of
the difference between the two z scores for each rating format was
then tested. If one of the z scores was found to be significantly
larger that the other, it could then be concluded that one attitude
measure accounted for a larger proportion of the variance in the
leniency measure than the other. This analysis was conducted using
both sales clerks and section leaders were used as the units of
analysis.

For the an§1ysis focusing on sales clerks, leniency was measured
by determining the difference between the ratings and the scale mid-
points for each dimension and calculating the mean of these distances
for each ratee across dimensions on each réting format. The correla-
tion coefficients and z difference scores for this test of hypothesis
1D are shown in Table 17. The significance of the bivariate correla-
tions in the table reflect the findings of the tests of hypothesis 1lA.
However, neither of the z difference values for the graphic rating
scale or behavioral checklist were statistically significant. The
estimated power of the tests of significance for the product moment
correlations was .99. The power of the tests for the difference
between coefficients was .85.

Similar results were found when section leaders were used as the
units of analysis to test hypothesis 1D. The results of this proce-
dure are presented in Table 18. In this case, leniency was assessed
by determining the mean difference between the ratings and the scale
midpoints for each dimension and calculating the mean of these means

across dimensions and across ratees for each section leader on both
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Table 17

Comparison of Correlations Between Section Leader Attitude Scale Scores
and the Mean of Leniency Measures Across Performance Dimensions
with Sales Clerks as the Unit of Analysis

Organizational
Job Involvement Commitment
Rating Format r r 24iff
Graphic Rating
Scale .199%*# .067 1.336
Behavioral
Checklist .087 .119% -.327

Note: Leniency is measured by determining the difference between
the ratings and the scale midpoints for each dimension and calculating
the mean of these differences for each ratee across dimensions on each
rating format.

n =199

¥p < .05 Fp ¢ L0l
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Table 18

Comparison of Correlations Between Section Leader Attitude Scale
Scores and the Mean of Leniency Measures Across Performance Dimensions
and Across Sales Clerks with Section Leaders as the Unit of Analysis

Organizational
Job Involvement Commitment
Rating Format r r 24iff
Graphic Rating
Scale .316% -.028 1.464
Behavioral
Checklist .067 .239 -.732

Note: Leniency is measured by determining the mean difference
between the ratings and the scale midpoints for each dimension and
calculating the mean of these differences across dimensions and across
ratees for each section leader on each rating format.

n = 38

¥p < .05



113

rating formats. The table results indicate that neither of the =z
difference values were statistically significant. Power estimates for
the significance tests of the product-moment correlations and the
tests of the differences between coefficients were .46 and .24,
respectively.

The findings of the tests of hypothesis 1D indicate that neither
job involvement or organizational commitment accounted for a signifi-
cant}y larger proportion of the variance in the measure of leniency in
ratings of subordinate job performance. Thus, it must be concluded
that hypothesis 1D was not supported for either the graphic rating
scale or the behavieral checklist,

Table 19 presents a summary of the results of the tests of
hypotheses 1A. 1B, 1C, and 1D. None of the hypotheses as derived from
the model except 1C were supported. A significant relationship
between the factor considered in the opposite direction predicted was
found in testing hypothesis 1A. In essence, these findings indicate
that 1) the tendency to assign lenient performance ratings is directly
related to a combined measure of how job involved and committed to the
organization a rater is, and 2) this relationship is stronger for
raters having higher levels of ability as measured by evaluations of

their job performance. The basic relationship between rater attitudes

and leniency in ratings does not differ for assessments made on trait-
based and behaviorally-based rating formats. Also, neither job

involvement or organizational commitment is a significantly better

predictor of the tendency to assign lenient ratings.



Table 19

Summary of Results for Tests of Leniency Hypotheses 1A - 1D

0 B B P T = - = D P = 0 D P = e e P . = ———

| | |- | Nypothesis 1A | Nypotheasis 1B INypothesis 1CINypothesis 1DI
| Unit of | Attitude | Rating |(--------------ccccc--- R bbb bbbl Rl i I-=eeoommonnn- [
| Analysis | Measure | Format | Rating | | Rating | | Rating | Rating [
| | | | Level | Skewvness | Level | Skevness | Level | Level |
leccoce—-- |===c-omoomee |-——ecccecee- o= (R leemmommam- |===ccecce-- |====-meeee- fommmmmecenna- |
1 | | GRS | S- | S- [ | | S+ | |
{ | Comsposite |---------- leeeororees l--eeceeene- 1 N.S. | N.S. fmmmmmmmmmeaem | 0
| I JI - 0OC | BCL | S- | S- 1 | | N.S. | |
| R e l=m---me--- [EEEEEPTT R [ loeommmmmmee lomommmemmmeee e [
| Sales | | GRS | S- | S- | | | | N. S. |
I Clerks | Job {=--===---- leoroommna- |===e-mceee- I N.S. | N.S. | [ [
| (ratees) (Involvement 1| BCL | S- | N.S. | I | | N.S. ]
] fo=mcmeennce- |~=occmeee- |-===-=-=-=- lecememcnnea- |===me--- l--sese-cea—- | |==-commccnnann 1
| | | GRS I N.S. | N.S. I | | | N.S. |
i IOrganization)---------- |-=emmmeme- [EEEEEEEEEEE 1 N.S. | N.S. | foscemmmmeeeee I
| | Commitment | BCL | S- | S- | | | | H.S. |
1-===---ee- R (EEEEPEFREE R e T lommmmommeee R [ |
1 | t GRS | | 1 | Se | I
i | Composite |---------- ( I N.S. ' l=--coccmoona- | |
1 I JI +QOC | BCL | | | | N. S. | 1
[ R [ | l===mmmeemae | R e 1
| Section | t GRS | | | | N.S. I
| Leaders | Job l=---emnem" | I N.S. ) | TP —— |
| (raters) (Involvement | BCL | | | | | N.S. [
| R s [ | [ e | ( R |
| | I GRS | | | | | N.S. |
I I0Organizaetion|---------- | I N.S. I | e |
1 | Commitment | BCL | | ) 1 | N.S. |

- - - > - B B = = 0 B e = = = S S S A e Y e e S A e o -

Note: GRS = graphic rating scale. BCL = behavioral checklist. S+ indicates
that the hypothesis was supported. S- indicates that a statistically significant
result was found in the opposite direction predicted by the hypothesis. N.S.
indicates that the hypothesis was not supported.

v11
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Central Tendency

Hypothesis 2A. A composite measure of rater job involvement and
organizational commitment will be inversely
related to the amount of central tendency present

in the ratings of subordinate job performance.

The procedures employed to test the hypotheses for central
tendency generally follow the pattern established for the corre-
sponding hypotheses dealing with leniency discussed above. The
estimated power levels of the tests used to examine hypothesis 2A
through 2D are the same as those for the corresponding tests for
hypotheses 1A through 1D.

In testing hypothesis 1A, central tendency was assessed on the
basis of the absolute distance between each rating and the midpoint of
the rating scale for each dimension on the graphic rating scale and
behavioral checklist. Low values of this distance measure indicate a
high degree of central tendency in the ratings, and vice versa. This
approach used sales clerks as the units of analysis and required that
the sample be dichotomized on the basis of the median attitude scale
scores of the section leaders assigning the ratings for each clerk.
Table 20 lists the mean central tendency measures for groups of sales
clerks compared on the basis of their section 1leaders' attitude
measures.

A two-way analysis of variance procedure was used to test
hypothesis 2A. The analysis was performed three times with group

membership based on whether the section leader rating each clerk was
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Table 20

Dimension and Overall Means of the Central Tendency Measure for
the Sales Clerk Sample Dichotomized on the Basis of the Median
Values of Section Leader Attitude Scale Scores

Graphic Rating Scale

Composite Job Organizational
Variable Involvement Commitment
Above Below Above Below Above Below
Median Median Median Median Median Median
Dimension (5 =98) (n =101) (n =97) (n = 102) (n = 98)(n = 101)
Dependability 1.26 1.33 1.27 1.32 1.25 1.34
Job Procedures 1.10 1.25 1.07 1.27 1.13 1.20
Sales Ability 1.15 1.26 1.21 1 21 1.14 1.27
Customer Service 1.37 1.46 1.45 1.38 1.39 1.44
Job Knowledge 1.06 1.34 1.03 1.37 1.19 1.20
Product Knowledge .96 1.16 1.05 1.07 1.02 1.10
Inititative 1.14 1.14 1.08 1.21 1.11 1.17
Judgment .84 .88 77 .95 .80 91
Empl. Relations 1.50 1.57 1.51 1.58 1.50 1.54
Overall Score 1.18 1.25 1.17 1.26 1.19 1.22
Behavioral Checklist
Composite Job Organizational
Variable Involvement Commitment
Above Below Above Below Above Below
Median Median Median Median Median Median
Dimension (n =98) (n=101) (n =97) (n =102) (n = 98)(n = 101)
Dependability 17.83 18.03 18.02 17.85 17.70 18.16
Job Procedures 18.03 18.15 18.16 18.03 18.06 18.12
Sales Ability 18.65 18.66 18.64 18.67 18.61 18.69
Customer Service 17.24 17.24 17.35 17.13 17.24 17.23
Job Knowledge 14,36 14,54 14,47 14,43 14,43 14,47
Product Knowledge 19.43 19.65 19.38 19.70 19.49 19.60
Inititative 18.12 18.33 18.21 18.24 18.13 18.33
Judgment 19.13 19.29 19.27 19.16 19.13 19.29
Empl. Relations 13,60 13.88 13.78 13.71 13.54 13.94
Overall Score 17.38 17.53 17.47 17.44 17.37 17.54

Note: Central tendency is assessed by calculating the distance of
the ratings assigned from the midpoint of the scale for each dimension.
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above or below the median on the composite measure, job involvement,
or organizational commitment scales. The rating dimensions of each
scale constituted the second factor in the design and the central
tendency scores on the nine dimensions were the dependent measures.
These analyses were performed separately for the graphic rating scale
and behavioral checklist rating formats and the results are summarized
in Tables 21, 22, and 23.

The Group effect is again of primary interest for testing the
hypothesis. The findings shown in Table 21 indicate that for both
rating formats the Group effect was statistically significant.
However, the means of the central tendency measures as presented in
Table 20 again demonstrate that the section leaders who had the higher
scores on the job involvement/organizational commitment composite
measure exhibited a substantially higher degree of central tendency in
the ratings they assigned than the section leaders who scored below
the median on this attitude measure. As was the case for hypothesis
1A, this finding is directly opposite to the intended result predicted
on the basis of the experimental model being tested.

Table 22 shows that a similar significant relationship for
section leader group based only on job involvement scores was found
for ratings made on the graphic rating scale but not on the behavioral
checklist. In contrast, when the sales clerks were dichotomized on
the basis of whether their section leaders' scores on the organiza-
tional commitment scale were above or below the median, a significant
group effect was found for the behavioral checklist ratings but not

those made on the graphic rating scale. In each instance where a
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Table 21

Analysis of Variance with Section Leader Composite Score Group
and Rating Scale Dimensions as the Independent Variables and
Central Tendency Measure as the Dependent Variable

Graphic Rating Scale

Source df Mean Square F eta?
Group 1 3.457 4,12% .004
Dimension 8 7.337 8.27%% .040
Group x Dimension 8 .887 1.06
Residual 1764 .839
Total 1781 .870

Behavioral Checklist

Source df Mean Square F eta2
Group 1 10.771 5.60% .001
Dimension 8 816.806 23,27%% .656
Group x Dimension 8 .430 .22
Residual 1764 1.925
Total 1781 5.583

Note: Central tendency is assessed on the basis of the distance
of the ratings from the midpoint of the scale for each dimension.

n =199

¥p < .05  ®p ¢ 01
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Table 22

Analysis of Variance with Section Leader Job Involvement Score
Group and Rating Scale Dimensions as the Independent Variables
and Central Tendecy Measure as the Dependent Variable

Graphic Rating Scale

Source df Mean Square F eta2
Group _ 1 3.288 3.93% .003
Dimension 8 7.763 9.28%%* .040
Group x Dimension 8 .930 1.12
Residual 1764 .837
Total 1781 .870

Behavioral Checklist

Source df Mean Square F eta2
Group 1 .680 .35 .000
Dimension 8 816.806 423,92%% .656
Group x Dimension 8 1.256 .65
Residual 1764 1.927
Total 1781 5.583

Note: Central tendency is assessed on the basis of the distance

of the ratings from the scale midpoint for each dimension.

£= 199

¥p < .05 *p <

.01
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Table 23

Analysis of Variance with Section Leader Organizational
Commitment Score Group and Rating Scale Dimensions as the
Independent Variables and the Central Tendency Measure

as the Dependent Variable

Graphic Rating Scale

Source df Mean Square F eta
Group 1 .375 .45 .001
Dimension 8 7.763 9.23%* .040
Group x Dimension 8 274 .33
Residual 1764 .841
Total 1781 .870

Behavioral Checklist

Source df Mean Square F eta?
Group 1 12.327 _6.42* .002
Dimension 8 816.678 425.31%% .656
Group x Dimension 8 1.251 .65
Residual 1764 1.920
Total 1781 5.583

Note: Central tendency is assessed on the basis of the distance

n = 199

*p < .05 Fp < .01

of the ratings from the scale midpoint for each dimension.
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significant effect was found, the group scoring higher on the attitude
measure in question tended to exhibit a greater degree of central
tendency in the ratings assigned. All of the Dimension effects and
none of the interaction effects were again statistically significant.
The eta2 values were again relatively small and the power estimates
were the same as those for the analogous analyses performed to test
hypothesis 1A.

To summarize, hypothesis 2A as stated was not supported by the
data. However, a significant effect in the opposite direction
predicted by the model was found for on both rating formats for the
composite attitude measure, on the graphic rating scale for job
involvement, and on the behavioral checklist for organizational

commitment.

Hypothesis 2B. The relationship of the composite measure of job
involvement and organizational commitment with
the amount of central tendency in assigned
ratings of subordinate job performance will be
stronger for ratings made on a trait-based rating
format than on a behaviorally-based rating

format.

Hypothesis 2B was examined by means of a procedure similar to
that employed in the first test of hypothesis 2A. Central tendency
was assessed in terms of the absolute distance from the ratings to

the scale midpoints. This analysis was performed using both sales
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clerks and section leaders as the units of analysis. In both cases
product-moment correlations were first determined between the mean of
the central tendency measures across dimensions on the graphic rating
scale and behavioral checklist and each of the three attitude measures
for the sections leaders assigning the ratings. The three pairs of
correlations were then transformed to E_scorés and the significance of
the differences between the corresponding coefficients for the two
rating formats was determined.

For the procedure using sales clerks as the units of analysis,
central tendency was assessed by determining the distance between the
ratings and the scale midpoints for each dimension and calculating the
mean of these distances for each ratee across dimensions on each
rating format. The results of this analysis are presented in Table 24.
The direction and magnitude of the correlations are consistent with
the results of hypothesis 2A. Scores on the composite attitude scale
were inversely related to the distance measure (and directly related
to the assessment of central tendency)_on both the graphic rating
scale and behavioral checklist rating formats. The job involvement
measure was significantly related to central tendency on the graphic
rating scale and organizational commitment was similarly related to
central tendency in ratings made on the behavioral checklist. The
negative signs of these correlations indicate that raters with high
scores on the three attitude measures tended to assign ratings that
were relatively close to the midpoint of the scales thus indicating a
comparatively high degree of central tendency. This is contrary to the

prediction of the model. However, none of the 2z difference
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Table 24

Comparison of Correlations Between Section Leader Attitude Scale
Scores and the Mean of Central Tendency Measures Across Performance
Dimensions on the Graphic Rating Scale and the Behavioral Checklist

with Sales Clerks as the Unit of Analysis

Graphic Rating Behavioral
Scale Checklist
Attitude Measure r r 24iff
Composite Score -.138% -.121% 0.139
Job Involvement -.183%* -.068 1.138
Organizational
Commitment .040 -.120% 1.593

Note: Central tendency is measured by determining the distance
between the ratings and the scale midpoints for each dimension and
calculating the mean of these distances for each ratee across dimen-

sions on each rating format.

2: 199

¥p < .05 *¥p < .0l
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statistics from the tests contrasting the strength of the relationship
between each attitude measure and the amount of central tendency in
the ratings indicated that the association was significantly stronger
for one rating format than the other.

The same analysis was also performed using the section leaders as
the units of analysis. In this case, central tendency in the ratings
was assessed by determining the distance between the ratings and the
scale midpoints for each dimension on the graphic rating scale and
behavioral checklist and then calculating the mean of these distances
across dimensions and across ratees for each section 1leader. The
results of this analysis are shown in Table 25. All of the correla-
tion coefficients were again negative thus indicating an inverse
relationship between scores on the attitude variables and the amount
of central tendency in the ratings assigned. However, only the corre-
lations of job involvement with central tendency on the graphic rating
scale and organizational commitment with central tendency on the
behavioral checklist were statistically significant. Once again, none
of the differences between the pairs of coefficients for the attitude
measures were significant.

Thus, while the results of these procedures proved to be consis-
tent with the tests of hypothesis 2A, the strength of the relationship
between rater attitudes and the tendency to assign ratings close to
the midpoint of the scales was no stronger for ratings made on the
graphic rating scale than for ratings on the behavioral checklist. It

may therefore be concluded that hypothesis 2B was not supported.
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Table 25

Comparison of Correlations Between Section Leader Attitude Scale Scores
and Mean of the Central Tendency Measures Across Performance
Dimensions on the Graphic Rating Scale and the Behavioral Checklist
with Section Leaders as the Unit of Analysis

Graphic Rating Behavioral
Scale Checklist
Attitude Measure r r 2Zdiff
Composite Score -.167 -.222 .238
Job Involvement -.308% -.072 -1.033
Organizational
Commitment -.035 -.262% .983

Note: Central tendency is measured by determining the mean
distance between the ratings and the scale midpoints for each dimen-
sion and calculating the mean of these distances across dimensions
and across ratees for each section leader on each rating format.

n =38

¥p < .05
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Hypothesis 2C. Rater ability will moderate the relationship
between the composite measure of rater  job
involvement and organizational commitment and the
amount of central tendency in assigned ratings of

subordinate job performance.

The nature of the relationship between rater scores on the compo-
site variable.and the amount of central tendency in assigned ratings
was found to be contrary to the direction predicted by the model.
However, as was the case for hypothesis 1C, the 1logic underlying
hypothesis 2C is unchanged by this fact. Hypothesis 2C proposes that
the relationship between raters' scores on the composite attitude
measure and the degree of central tendency in the ratings assigned
will be stronger for raters with high levels of ability than for those
with lower ability levels. It is suggested that ability as measured
by ratings of section 1leader job performance will moderate an
individual's likelihood of being able to convert behavioral intentions
into behaviors, i.e., assigning ratings with varying amounts of
central tendency.

A moderated regression procedure was again used to test this
proposition. This analysis was performed using both sales clerks and
section leaders as the units of analysis. The same measures of central
tendency used for the two tests of hypothesis 2B were employed again
for these procedures. Starting with the focus on sales clerks, the
results of the regression analyses for ratings on the graphic rating
scale and behavioral checklist are presented in Table 26. The signi-

ficant increase in 5? with the addition of the interaction term for
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Table 26

Analysis of Section Leader Performance Ratings as a Moderator Variable
for the Prediction of Rating Central Tendency from Section Leader
Composite Attitude Scores with Sales Clerks as the Unit of Analysis

Dependent Variable: Mean Central Tendency Measure Across Dimensions
on the Graphic Rating Scale

Variable Multiple R R2 R2 Change F

Composite (JI + OC) .1382 .0191 .0191 4,04%

Section Leader
Performance Rating .1952 .0381 .0190 4.02%

Composite x
Performance Rating .2794 .0781 .0399 8.44%

Dependent Variable: Mean Central Tendency Measure Across Dimensions
on the Behavioral Checklist

Variable Multiple R _E? E? Change F

Composite .1207 .0146 .0173 2.89

Section Leader
Performance Rating .1273 .0162 .0016 0.32

Composite x
Performance Rating .1286 .0165 .0003 0.07

- Note: Central tendency is measured by determining the distance
between the ratings and the scale midpoints for each dimension and

calculating the mean of these distances across dimensions for each
ratee on each rating format.

E: 199

¥p < .05
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the graphic rating scale ratings indicates that ability did moderate
the relation between the composite attitude measure and the amount of
central tendency in the assigned ratings. The increase with the addi-
tion of this term for the behavioral checklist ratings was not signi-

ficant. When the correction for shrinkage was applied to the B?

values for the addition of the interaction terms, the values for the
graphic rating scale and behavioral checklist analyses were reduced to
.0638 and .0129, respectively. The increase in variance accounted for
as indicated by the shrunken'Bz value for the graphic rating scale was
still significant.

The results of the same analysis performed with section leaders
as the units of analysis are shown in Table 27. Only the increase in
.52 for the addition of the interaction term in the analysis for the
graphic rating scale was significant (E? = .1677, p < .05).
Application of the shrinkage correction formula substantially reduced
the{B? value for the addition of the graphic rating scale interaction
term to .1038.

On the basis of these results, it appears that rater ability, or
performance as it was operationalized in this study, did moderate the
relationship between the composite attitude measure and the amount of
central tendency as measured in ratings of subordinate job performance
made on the graphic rating scale. Once again, since hypothesis 2C did
not specifically require that the direction of the primary relation-
ship be in accord with the model, it may be concluded that this
hypothesis was supported for ratings made on the graphic rating scale

but not the behavioral checklist.



129

Table 27

Analysis of Section Leader Performance Ratings as a Moderator Variable
for the Prediction of Rating Central Tendency from Section Leader
Composite Attitude Scores with Section Leaders as the Unit of Analysis

Dependent Variable: Mean Central Tendency Measure Across Dimensions
on the Graphic Rating Scale

Variable Multiple R R2 R2 Change F

Composite (JI + OC) .1674 .0280 .0280 1.04

Section Leader
Performance Rating .2166 .0469 .0189 0.69

Composite x
Pérformance Rating . 4095 1677 .1207 4,93%

Dependent Variable: Mean Central Tendency Measure Across Dimensions
on the Behavioral Checklist

Variable Multiple R R2 R2 Change F

Composite (JI + OC) .2215 0490 .0490 1.86

Section Leader
Performance Rating .2263 .0512 .0021 0.08

Composite x
Performance Rating .2263 .0512 .0000 0.00

Note: Central tendency is measured by determining the mean
- distance between the ratings and the scale midpoints for each dimen-
sion and calculating the mean of these distances across dimensions
and across ratees for each section leader on each rating format.

n = 38

*p < .05
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Hypothesis 2D. A larger proportion of the variance of the
measure of central tendency in assigned ratings
of subordinate job performance will be accounted
for by rater organizational commitment than by

rater job involvement.

The procedure for testing hypothesis 2D was essentially the same
as that used to examine hypothesis 1D. The amount of central tendency
in the ratings assigned was measured in the same way for this hypothe-
sis as it was for hypotheses 2B and 2C. Table 28 shows the
correlations and the z difference values for the test of hypothesis 2D
using sales clerks as the units of analysis. The significance pattern
for the correlation coefficients is consistent with previously
presented results again illustrating the direct relationship between
scores on the job involvement and organizational commitment scales and
the level of central tendency in the ratings assigned. However,
neither of the 2z difference values was statistically significant.
This indicates that the strength of the relationship between the
amount of central tendency in the ratings and each of the two cogni-
tive measures considered did not differ significantly for evaluations
made on either the graphic rating scale or the behavioral checklist.

The corresponding analysis using section leaders as the units
yielded similar findings. The results of this procedure are
summarized in Table 29. In this case, while all of the r coefficients
were negative, only the correlation between job involvement scores and
the amount of central tendency in the ratings made on the graphic

rating scale was significant. Once again, neither of the z difference
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Table 28

Comparison of Correlations Between Section Leader Attitude Scale
Scores and the Mean of Central Tendency Measures Across Performance
Dimensions with Sales Clerks as the Unit of Analysis

Organizational
Job Involvement Commitment
Rating Format r r . 2diff
Graphic Rating
Scale -.183%% -.040 -1.445
Behavioral
Checklist -.068 -.120% .574

Note: Central tendency is measured by determining the distance
between the ratings and the scale midpoints for each dimension and
calculating the mean of these distances across dimensions for each
ratee on each rating format.

n = 199
*p < .05 ¥ < .0l
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Table 29

Comparison of Correlations Between Section Leader Attitude Scale Scores
and the Mean of Central Tendency Measures Across Performance Dimensions
and Across Sales Clerks with Section Leaders as the Unit of Analysis

Organizational
Job Involvement Commi tment
Rating Format r r zdiff
Graphic Rating
Scale -.308% -.035 © -1.165
Behavioral
Checklist -.072 -.262 .793

Note: Central tendency is measured by determining the mean
distance between the ratings and the scale midpoints for each dimen-
sion and calculating the mean of these distances across dimensions
and across ratees for each section leader on each rating format.

ﬂ=38

*p < .05
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values was large enough to be statistically significant. Hence, on
the basis of the results from the tests of hypothesis 2D, it is
apparent that neither organizational commitment or job involvement
account for a significantly larger proportion of the variance in the
measure of central tendency in the ratings assigned on both the
graphic rating scale and the behavioral checklist.

The results of the tests of hypotheses 2A; 2B, 2C, and 2D are
summarized in Table 30. In contrast to the predictions of the model,
the composite measure of job involvement and organizational commitment
was directly reléted to the amount of central tendency present in the
ratings assigned for both the graphic rating scale and behavioral
checklist formats. This relationship was also found to be present for
the job involvement measure and the ratings made on the graphic rating
scale as well as for the organizational commitment measure and subor-
dinate evaluations made using the behavioral checklist. Rater ability
was again found to moderate the relationship between the composite
attitude measure and the prevalence of central tendency in the graphic
rating scale ratings. Overall, the. relationship between rater
attitudes and the amount of central tendency in ratings assigned was
no different for the graphic rating scale and behavioral checklist
formats. Also, organizational commitment did not account for a signi-
ficantly greater proportion of variance in the measure of central
tendency than did job involvement regardless of the rating format

considered.



Table 30

Summary of Results for Tests of Central Tendency Hypotheses 2A - 2D

Unit of

|

| Attitude Rating (--------cc---|-=--cccce---|-cccmmmcemcor|omennnennnnm |
| Analysis

|

|
|

Neasure | Format |(Rating-Nidpt. IRaung-ludpt. IRaung Kidpt. IRaung Hidpt. |
| | Distance | Distance | Distance | Distance |
|
|

I
| GRS | S- | 1 Se | I
| Cosposite (---------- lemeommmmmmaao | N.S. |=emmememmm——m | |
] JI « OC | BCL | S- | | N.S. | |
| |-=-=cecccena- |----cccec-- |=eeeccccccce- |====-c-ccce-- [ELTTEILTLELLES |-=eee-- reeee- |
| Sales | | GRS | S- | ) | N.S. |
| Clerks | Job l-=s=-==--- |o=cccemnnonn- | M. S. | |=====ccco-ve- '
| (ratees) IInvolvement | BCL ) N.S. | | I N.S. |
] [ELEELLEEELEES [EEEETEEEL T l=-=-cmmemm- |------ccccec-- l [EEEEL L L |
l 1 | GRS | N.S. | ) | N. S. i
| |Organization|---------- lem==m=mnmmce- | M. S. ! R kb |
1 | Commitment | BCL I S- | I | N. S. |
lom--mmmom- [EEEEEEEEEERS [EEEEEEEEERS R [EEEEEEEEEEEE omommoom e ommmmmmemeeee i
i | | GRS | 1 | Se | |
| | Compoaite |---------- ' | N.S. lomemmmm————-= | )
) 1 JI «0OC | BCL | | | N. S. | |
| I=====c=v==e- |-----cce-- | |========mee-e |eeoomencaana- |--==meemeece- |
| Section | [ GRS | | | | N.S. 1
| Leaders | Job j-—emm--- | 1 N.S. | |oecccccammcan |
| (raters) |Involvement | BCL | I | I N.S. I
| |-ememmmmmce- |seemmmmeae | J--ececeemnaa- | |===mcemcccaa- |
| | | GRS | i | | N.S. |
| I0rganizationl------=-<--- | | N.S. | L b Ll |
1 | Commitment | BCL | | | | N.S. |

- - R = B R = = = . S = D 4D 4P 4 40 B e e e T S A = = -

Note: GRS = graphic rating scale. BCL = behavioral checklist. S+ indicates
that the hypothesis was supported. S- indicates that a statistically significant
result was found in the opposite direction predicted by the hypothesis. N.S.
indicates that the hypothesis was not supported.

el
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Restriction of Range

Hypothesis 3A. A

composite measure of rater job involvement and

organizational commitment will be inversely
related to the amount of restriction of range
present in assigned ratings of subordinate job

performance.

Hypothesis

tions of restriction of range. The

size of the standard deviation of the
sion. The units of analysis for this

The sales clerks in the sample were

basis of whether the section leaders

or below

considered in the study.

ratings

and behavioral checklist were then determined for the clerks in

subsample.

compared for the three pairs of dichotomized sales clerk subgroups

means of t test procedures.

of the small number of dimensions

The standard deviations of

assigned on the nine dimensions of the graphic

3A was tested using two different operational defini-

first of these was based on the
ratings assigned on each dimen-
procedure were the sales clerks.
dichotomized three times on the

who evaluated them scored above

the median value on each of the three attitude measures

the of the

rating scale

each

The nine matched values for both rating formats were

by

The power of these tests was .16 because

in each scale. However, the

standard deviations used in this analysis were all based on approxi-

mately 100 ratings.

The

the dimension standard deviations are presented in Table 31.

ficant differences between

results of the t tests for differences between the means

group means of

of
Signi-

the dimension standard
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Table 31

Comparison of Restriction of Range in Ratings Assigned by Section
Leaders Scoring Above and Below the Median on the Three Attitude Measures

Rating Standard
Format Group n Mean Deviation df t
Independent Variable: Composite Measure
Above -
Graphic Median 98 1.113 0.121
Rating 16 -2.27%
Scale Below
Median 101 1.241 0.119
Above
Behavioral Median 98 1.295 0.135 "
Checklist 16 -2.19
Below
Median 101 1.429 0.125
Independent Variable: Job Involvement Score
Above
Graphic Median 98 1.086 0.108
Rating 16  -3.44%%
Scale Below
Median 101 1.277 0.127
Above
Behavioral Median 97 1.377 0.185
Checklist 16 0.04
Below
Median 102 1.373 0.241
Independent Variable: Organizational Commitment Score
Above
Graphic Median 97 1.150 0.122
Rating 16 0.77
Scale Below
Median 102 1.193 0.116
______ Above
Behavioral Median 98 1.280 0.147 .
Checklist ’ 16 -2.76
Scale Below
Median 101 1.458 0.126
Note: Restriction of range is measured by determining the stan-

dard ~deviations of the ratings assigned on the nine dimensions of
The means reported are the average of
deviations based on the number of cases listed in the table.

rating format.

fﬂ < .05

*%p < .01

each

nine standard
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deviations for both the graphic rating scale and the behavioral
checklist weré found when the sample was split on the basis of section
leader scores on the composite variable. However, once again, the
direction of the difference was inverse to the direction predicted by
the model. The ratings made by section leaders scoring above the
hedian on the composite measure showed significantly more range
restriction than the assessments made by raters who had lower scores.
Similar significant results were also found for ratings made on the
graphic rating scale when the sample was split on the basis of section
leader job involvement scores and on the behavioral checklist evalua-
tions when organizational commitment was the dichotomizing factor.
The predictor-criterion relationships of these findings were also in
the opposite direction of that suggested by the hypothesis 3A.

The second approach used to operationally define the degree of
restriction of range in ratings was based on the kurtosis of the
distributions. The prediction made from the model was that the
distribution of ratings assigned by section leaders who scored lower
on the attitude measures would be comparatively peaked or narrow
(mesokurtic) thus indicating a high degree of range restriction. In
contrast, the distribution of ratings assigned by section leaders who
exhibited higher 1levels of these attitudes was predicted to be more
widely dispersed or flatter (platykurtic) thereby indicating less
restriction of range. For this analysis, the sales clerk sample was
again dichotomized on the basis of the three section leader attitude
measures. The kurtosis of the distributions of ratings assigned on

the nine dimensions of the graphic rating scale and behavioral
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checklist was determined for the various sales clerk subsamples. A t
test procedure was then used to determine whether the means of the
kurtosis values differed for the pairs of contrasted sales clerk
groups. The estimated power for this procedure is the same as that of
the analysis using the skewness measure of leniency to test hypothesis
1A. The results of this procedure are presented in Table 32.

The findings of this analysis indicate that when the sales clerk
sample was divided on the basis of section leader composite scores,
the distribution of ratings on both the graphic rating scale and
behavioral checklist for those employees assessed by the lower scoring
section leaders tended to be significantly less peaked than the
distribution of the ratings of the contrasted group. This result is
again contrary to the prediction of the model but it is complementary
to the results of the previous test of hypothesis 3A. Similarly, when
the sales clerk sample was dichotomized on the basis of section leader
job involvement scores, a significant different in the kurtosis of the
dimension ratings was found for the graphic ratiﬂg scale assessments
only. When organizational commitment was used as the splitting
factor, a significant difference found was for ratings made on the
behavioral checklist. The direction of these results as well as the
correspondence between the two attitude scales and the rating format
on which the significant differences in range restriction were found
again coincide with the results of the test of hypothesis 3A based on
the standard deviation of the ratings.

Hence, it may be concluded that the composite measure of the

raters' scores on the job involvement and organizational commitment
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_ Table 32
Comparison of Mean Dimension Kurtosis (Restriction of Range) in Ratings
Assigned by Section Leaders Scoring Above and Below the Median on
the Three Attitude Measures

Rating Mean Standard
Format Group n Kurtosisa Deviation df t

Composite Variable (JI + OC)

Above Median 98 -0.102 0.284
Graphic
Rating 16 2.14%
Scale Below Median 101 -0.399 0.354
Above Median 98 -0.419 0.222
Behavioral
Checklist 16 2.11%
Below Median 101 -0.713 0.356
Job Involvement
Above Median 98 -0.134 0.299
Graphic
Rating 16  2.43%
Scale Below Median 101 -0.471 0.379
Above Median 98 -0.457 0.209
Behavioral ’
Checklist 16 1.68
Below Median 101 -0.683 0.333
Organizational Commitment
Above Median 97 -0.089 0.184
Graphic
Rating ' 16 1.85
Scale Below Median 102 -0.337 0.207
Above Median 97 -0.375 0.222
Behavioral
Checlist 16 2.70%
Below Median 102 -0.727 0.399

gMean kurtosis of the nine dimension score distributions.
p < .05
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scales was inversely related to the range of the subordinate perfor-
mance ratings assigned on both the graphic rating scale and the
behavioral checklist. Rater' job involvement scores were directly
related to rating range restriction on the graphic rating scale and
the same was true for the measure of organizational commitment and the
degree of restriction of range for ratings made using the behavioral
checklist. Once again the data indicate conclusively that contrary to
the predictions of hypothesis 3A derived from the model, rater job
involvement and organizational commitment are directly related to the

extent of restriction of range ratings of subordinate job performance.

Hypothesis 3B. The relationship between the composite measure of
rater job involvement and organizational commit-
ment and the amount of restriction oflrange in
the assigned ratings of subordinate job perfor-
mance will be stronger for ratings made on a
trait-based rating format than on a behaviorally-

based rating format.

Hypothesis 3B was also tested using both operational definitions
of restriction of range. Section leaders were the units of analysis
for the first procedure in which réstriction of range was measured by
calculating the standard deviation of the ratings assigned on each
dimension by each section leader and then determining the mean of
these values for the two rating formats. These means were next corre-
lated with section leader scores on the three attitude measures.

Finally, the correlations for the graphic rating scale and behavioral
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checklist were transformed to z scores and the significance of the
difference between the values for each attitude measure was deter-
mined. The estimated power of this procedure was .24. Table 33 shows
the results of this analysis. None of the differences between the
pairs of z values were statistically significant. Also, none of the
correlations between attitude scores and the measure of restricﬁion of
range in the ratings on either scale were significant. The signs and
relative magnitude of the coefficients, however, correspond with the
test results for hypothesis 3A

An analysis of variance approach was used in the second test of
hypothesis 3B and range restriction was operationalized by measuring
the kurtosis of the dimensional rating distributions. This procedure
parallels the method used to test hypothesis 1B which relied upon the
skewness definition of leniency and the power estimates are the same.
The two factors in this analysis were Group - whether each rater
scored above or below the median on the attitude scale, and Format -~
graphic rating scale or behavioral checklist. The dependent measure
was the kurtosis of each of the dimension rating distributions. The
significant Group effect suppo;ts the results of the tests for
hypothesis 3A. The significant effects for Format and an examination
of the mean kurtosis values indicate that the ratings on the
behavioral checklist tended to be more widely dispersed overail than
the assessments made on the graphic rating scale. Once again, the
significance of the interaction term was of primary importance for
testing the hypothesis. The ANOVA summary tables shown in Table 34

indicate that in none of the three cases considered was a significant
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Table 33

Comparison of Correlations Between Section Leader Attitude Scale
Scores and a Measure of Restriction of Range of the Ratings Assigned
by Each Section Leader on the Graphic Rating Scale
and the Behavioral Checklist

Graphic Rating Behavioral

Scale Checklist
Attitude Measure :. :. fﬂiff
Composite Score -.130 -.105 -.010

(JI + 0C)
Job Involvement -.001 -.165 .699
Organizational

Commitment -.192 -.004 -.803

Note: Restriction of range is measured by calculating the stan-
dard deviation of the ratings assigned on each dimension by each

section leader and determining the mean of these SDs for each rating
format.

n = 38

All r and z values are non-signficant at p < .05.
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Table 34
Analysis of Variance with Section Leader Composite Attitude Score

Group and Rating Scale as the Independent Variables and Dimension
Kurtosis as the Dependent Variable

Composite Measure (JI + OC)

Source df Mean Square F eta?
Group 1 0.981 4.071% .230-
Scale 1 1.169 5.937% .020
Group x Scale 1 0.001 0.010
Residual 32 0.197
Total 35 0.241

Job Involvement

Source df Mean Square F eta?

" Group 1 0.828 5.173% .260
Scale 1 1.367 8.539%* .015
Group x Scale 1 0.001 0.009
Residual 32 0.160
Total 35 0.209

Organizational Commitment

Source df Mean Square F eta2
Group 1 1.039 4.743% .190
Scale 1 2.047 9.348%* .044
Group x Scale 1 0.001 0.005
Residual 32 0.219
Total 35 0.289

n = 36

T < .05  *¥p ¢ 01
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interaction between section leader group and rating format found.
Therefore, on the basis of all of the tests conducted, it is concluded

that hypothesis 3B was not supported.

Hypothesis 3C. Rater ability will moderate the relationship
between the composite measure of job involvement
and organizational commitment and the amount of
restriction of range in assigned ratings of

subordinate job performance.

Hypothesis 3C addresses the question of whether rater ability
moderates the relationship between raters' combined " levels of job
involvement and organizational commitment and the extent to which the
range of performance ratings assigned is restricted. As was true for
leniency and central tendency, the direction of the relationship
between the composite attitude measure and the prevalence of this type
of error in the ratings was found to be significant but in the
opposite direction predicted. It is proposed by hypothesis 3C that
the relationship between the attitude measure and the amount of rating
range restriction will be more pronounced for raters evidencing higher
levels of ability than for those with lower ability levels. Once
again, rater ability was operationalized on the basis of the evalua-
tions made of the section leaders' job performance.

The dependent measure in this analysis was the degree of restric-
tion in the range of the distribution of ratings made on each scale of
the graphic rating scale and behavioral checklist. This operational

definition of the dependent variable required that the moderated
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regression analysis conducted to test hypothesis 3C be performed only
section leaders as the units of analysis. Restriction of range was
measured by determining the standard deviation of the ratings assigned
on each dimension by each section leader and calculating the mean of
these values for the graphic rating scale and the behavioral
checklist. The power of this procedure was that same as for the
second test of hypothesis 1C which averaged leniency across ratees for
each section leader.

Summary tables showing the results of the regression analyses for
the tests of hypothesis 3C are presented in Table 35. None of the F

tests for the change in B? with the addition of each variable into the

model reached the level of statistical significance. Failure of the
addition of the interaction terms to result in a significant increase
in the amount of variance accounted for in the dependent measure
indicates that the rater ability apparently did not moderate the
relationship between the composite attitude scores and the measure of
restriction of range for either rating format. However, in view of
the single test of this hypothesis and the relatively low power of the
statistical procedure due to the limited number of section leaders in
the sample, conclusions regarding hypothesis 3C should be considered

tentative pending further research.

Hypothesis 3D. A larger proportion of the variance in the
measurement of restriction of range in assigned
ratings of subordinate job performance will be
accounted for by rater organizational commitment

than by rater job involvement.
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Table 35

Analysis of Section Leader Performance Ratings as a Moderator Variable
for the Prediction of Rating Restriction of Range from Section Leader
Composite Attitude Scores with Section Leaders as the Unit of Analysis

Dependent Variable: Restriction of Range Measure
on the Graphic Rating Scale

Variable Multiple R R2 R2 Change F

Composite (JI + OC) .1299 .0169 .0169 .618

Section Leader
Performance Rating .1299 .0169 .0169 .013

Composite x : :
Performance Rating .2061 .0423 .0256 .909

Dependent Variable: Restriction of Range Measure
on the Behavioral Checklist

Variable Multiple R B? B? Change F

Composite (JI + OC) .1053 L0111 .0l111 .404

Section Leader
Performance Rating .2278 .0519 .0408 1.506

Composite x
Performance Rating .2597 .0675 .0156 .568

Note: Restriction of range is measured by calculating the stan-
dard deviation of the ratings assigned on each dimension by each
section leader and determining the mean of these SDs for each rating
format.

n = 38

All F ratios are non-significant at p < .05.
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The test of hypothesis 3D was performed using the operational
measure of range restriction based on the mean of the standard devia-
tions of the ratings on each dimension averaged across ratees for each
section leader. The same procedure used for hypotheses 1D and 2D was
applied again in this instance. The correlations between scores on the
job involvement and organizational commitment scales and the measure
of range restriction in assigned ratings are shown in Table 36. Also'
shown are the 2z difference values for the comparison of corre-
sponding correlations on each rating format. The power of the tests
for differences between pairs of coefficients was .24. None of the
product-moment correlations or differences between coefficients were
significant. This finding is consistent with the results of pre-
viously reported tests using section leaders as the units of analysis.
These findings indicate that neither job involvement or organizational
commitment scores accounted for a significantly larger proportion of
the variance in the measure of restriction of range in assigned
performance ratings on the graphic rating scale or the behavioral
checklist. Once again, the limited power of the analysis performed‘and
the availability of only one procedure to test hypothesis 1D necessi-
tate that any conclusions drawn concerning this hypothesis be viewed
cautiously.

The results of the tests of hypotheses 3A, 3B, 3C, and 3D are
summarized in Table 37. A significant relationship was found between
the composite measure of rater job involvement and organizational
commitment and the amount of restriction of range in the ratings of

subordinate job performance. However, the relationship was direct in
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Table 36

Comparison of Correlations Between Section Leader Attitude Scale

Scores and the Measure of Restriction of Range in Ratings Assigned
on the Graphic. Rating Scale and the Behavioral Checklist

Organizational
Job Involvement Commitment
Rating Format r r 2diff
Graphic Rating
Scale -.001 -.192 .815
Behavioral
Checklist -.165 -.004 -.686

Note: Restriction of range is measured by calculating the stan-
dard deviation of the ratings assigned on each dimension by each
section leader and determining the mean of these SDs for each rating
format.

n = 38.

All r and z values are non-significant at p < .05.
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Summary of Results for Tests of Restriction of Range Hypotheses 3A - 3D

D P B e = P R A G e A = = e = = s > e % - ——- -

Hypotheeis 1B

| | 1 | Hypotheais 1A |

| Unit of | Attitude | Rating (--------------c--ccca- I

| Analyeis | MNeasure | Format | Standard | | Standard
I | | | Deviationl Kurtosis | Deviationl|
|==mmemmm=e |owoommmnnee= |====me=m== [t R fatns |ewoaaccan-
1 [} | GRS | S- | S~ [}

| | Compoaite |---------- |=ecemceme- |eoemcnanc=- |

1 1 JI « 0OC ] BCL | S- | S- |

i |====cccccna- |====cce=-- [EEEEEEEE LD |==mccccee-- |

1 Sales | | GRS | S- ] S- |

1 Clerks | Job |===mc====- [EELEEE L |===cceccc-=- |

i (ratees) |Involvement | BCL [ N.S. | N.S. [

| (Rl i i f==mmm—m==- [ R | e |

| | 1 GRS | N.S. | N.S. i

! I0rganization|---=-=---~-- |===m=====- |====cemene- |

) | Commitment | BCL | S- | S- [
f=========- f=====ccceeen |=eeceenee- (ELEE LT |===-receea- R
) | | GRS | |

{ | CompoBite (---------- | | N.S.

| I JI « OC I BCL | |

0 N P 1 l=mmmoooom-
{ Section | ) GRS | |

|1 Leaders | Job l====sc==e- | I N.S.

1 (raters) |Involvesent | BCL | |

| (ELIIIIITL L (ELELIL LT 1 [EEEEEEEEEE
1 | ) GRS | |

1 |10rganization|--=-=-=-=---« | | N.S.

| | Commitment | BCL 1 |

Kurtoseis

e ——————-

IHypothesais 1CIHypothesis 1DI

| Standard | Standard |
| Deviation | Deviation |
{omeommmmme (R el |
| | [
1 | i
1 ] |
| | 1
| | |
! | i
I [ i
] | {
[ | |
] | i
| 1 i
R e R (R |
1 N.S. | |
|=-----ccecaa-—x ) |
| N.S. | ]
|==ecccccccna- jeeemmcccccaaa |
| | N.S. |
1 |-eccccccccna- |
] | N.S. |
1 (R |
| | N.S. |
| |eeeeccccccna- |
| | N.S. |

- B - P B = = e e g A - = - - -

Note: GRS = graphic rating scale. BCL = behavioral checklist. S+ indicates
that the hypothesis was supported. S- indicates that a statistically significant
result was found in the opposite direction predicted by the hypothesis. N.S.

indicates that the hypothesis was not supported.

6%1
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nature as opposed to inverse as predicted by the theoretical model.
The measure of job involvement was predictive of range restriction on
the graphic rating scale and organizational commitment scores were
found to be related to the tendency to exhibit this error in ratings
made on the behavioral checklist. None of the other statistical tests
performed in this series yielded significant results in either
direction. However, conclusions drawn in this regard are must be
considered tentative owing to the operational measures of range
restriction which permitted only section leaders to be used as the

units of analysis in tests of hypotheses 3C and 3D.

Halo

Hypothesis 4A. A composite measure of rater job involvement and
organizational commitment will be inversely
related to the amount of halo present in assigned

ratings of subordinate job performance.

Hypothesis 4A was tested using two different approaches to the
measurement halo error in the ratings assessing the job performance of
the sales clerks. Sales clerks served as the units of analysis for

both methods. The first procedure involved determining the standard

deviation of the ratings assigned to each ratee on the nine dimensions
of each rating format. Sales clerks in the sample were then dichoto-
mized into subsamples to be contrasted on the basis of whether the
scores of their section leaders on the job involvement, organizational

commitment, and composite attitude variable scales were above or
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below the median values of the score distributions for each measure. A
t test procedure was then applied to determine if the differences 1in
the amount of halo in the ratings of the compared groups was statis-
tically significant. The estimated power of each of the t tests used
in this method for testing hypothesis 4A was .94.

The results of the t test analyses used to test hypothesis 4A are
presented in Table 38. The measures of halo for the two rating formats
are not directly comparable from the values shown in this table
because of differences in the potential range of ratings on the
graphic rating scale and the behavioral checklist. Considering the
composite measure first, the results of the group comparisons
iﬁdicated that a significant difference was present fof the ratings
made by section leaders scoring above and below the median value. As
was the case for the three previously considered rating errors,
section leaders who demonstrated higher 1levels of the composite
variable tended to assign performance ratings characterized by a
greater degree of halo than section leaders who scored lower on this
measure. The difference in the mean halo measure for ratings assigned
on the behavioral checklist by the two section leader groups was not
significant.

Similar results were found when the section leader sample was
split on the basis of job involvement scores. The mean difference in
the measure of halo for the ratings made on the graphic rating scale
was statistically significant but in the opposite direction suggested
by the model. Once again, the t value for the difference of the mean

halo measures on the behavioral checklist was not significant. For
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Table 38.
Comparison of the Measurement of Halo in Ratings Assigned by Section
Leaders Scoring Above and Below the Median on the Three Attitude Measures

Rating Mean Halo Standard
Format Group n Measure Deviation df t

Composite Variable (JI + 0OC)

Above Median 98 0.729 0.336
Graphic
Rating 197 -1.98%
Scale Below Median 101 0.824 0.348
Above Median 98 1.091 0.369
Behavioral
Checklist 197 -0.77
Below Median 101 1.132 0.374
Job Involvement
Above Median 97 0.719 0.350
Graphic :
Rating 197 -2,23%
Scale Below Median 102 0.827 0.331
Above Median 97 1.107 0.367
Behavioral
Checklist . 197 -0.20
Below Median 102 1.117 0.377
Organizational Commitment
Above Median 98 0.750 0.334
Graphic
Rating 197 -1.11
Scale Below Median 101 0.804 0.353
Above Median 98 1.113 0.337
Behavioral
Checklist : 197 0.03
Below Median 101 1.111 0.403

Note: Halo is measured by determining the standard deviation of the
ratings assigned to each ratee on the nine dimensions of each rating format.

¥p < .05
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the analyses in which the sales clerks were divided on the basis of
their supervisors' organizational commitment scale scores, the
measures of halo did not differ significantly on either the graphic
rating scale or the behavioral checklist.

The second operational definition of halo used to test hypothesis
4A involved consideration of the intercorrelations of the various
dimension scores on the graphic rating scale and the behavioral
checklist. The sales clerk sample was again dichotomized on the basis
of section leader composite attitude scores relative to the median on
the distribution. For each subsample, a multi-trait, multimethod
(MTMM) correlation matrix was developed (Campbell & Fiske, 1959) with
dimensions constituting the different traits and the graphic rating
scale and behavioral checklist rating formats representing alternative
methods. Data from these matrices were also used in testing hypothe-
sis 6 and will be reviewed in detail when the results of that analysis
are presented.

Table 39 shows the MTMM matrix for the sales clerks rated by sec-
tion leaders scoring above the median on the composite attitude
measure. The matrix based on the ratings made by section 1leaders
scoring below the median is presented in Table 40. In both matrices,
the values in circles represent the validity-coefficients. These are
ﬁhe correlations between ratings of the same dimensions made on the
two different formats. The solid lines enclose the heterotrait-
monomethod coefficients representing the intercorrelations of the
various dimension ratings all made on the same rating format. The

coefficients within the broken lines comprise the heterotrait-



Table 39
Multitrait - Multimethod Correlation Matrix for Sales Clerks Rated by Secion Leaders
Scoring Above the Median on the Job Involvement - Organizational Commitment Composite Variable

- Graphic Rating Scale Behavioral Checklist
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Table 40

Multitrait - Multimethod Correlation Matrix for Sales Clerks Rated by Section leaders
Scoring Below the Median on the Job Involvement - Organizational Commitment Composite Variable

Graphic Rating Scale Behavioral Checklist
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heteromethod triangles and indicate the intercorrelations of the nine
dimension ratings made on the two different instruments. Coefficients
greater than or equal to .198 are significant at p < .0S.

This analysis focused on the product-moment correlations in the
heterotrait-monomethod triangles. These values are indicative of the
relative amount of halo in the ratings made on each rating format. A
comparison was made between the coefficients in the corresponding
triangles from the matrices in Tables 39 and 40. The procedure
required converting the correlations to z scores and using a t test
procedure to determine the significance of the difference between the
matched pairs of coefficients. This analysis was performed separately
for the graphiF rating scale and behavioral checklist. The estimated
power of each of these comparisons was .55. The results of this
analysis are shown in the upper portion of Table 41. A significant t
value was found for the difference between the means of the z scores
for the graphic rating scale. The means shown in the table indicate a
greater degree of halo in the ratings assigned by section 1leaders
scoring above the median on the composite attitude measure. The
difference between the correlation means fér the behavioral checklist
was not siénificant. These results reinforce the findings of the
first procedure used to test hypothesis 4A.

The relative amounts of halo in the ratings made on the graphic
rating scale and behavioral checklist were also contrasted for both
groups of sales clerks. The results of this procedure are included in
the lower portion of Table 41. The t values determined for the

difference between the z scores for the matched pairs of correlations
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Table 41

Comparison of the Measurement of Halo in Ratings Assigned on the
Graphic Rating Scale and Behavioral Checklist by Section Leaders
Scoring Above and Below the Median on the Composite Attitude Measure

Comparison of Halo in Ratings Made by the Above vs. Below Groups

Standardized
Rating Mean Halo Standard
Format Group n  Measure (z) Deviation df t
Above Median 98 0.670 0.139
Graphic ‘
Rating 70 2.57%
Scale Below Median 101 0.576 0.165
Above Median 98 0.419 0.164
Behavioral
Checklist 70 -0.81
Below Median 101 0.450 0.154
Comparison of Halo in Ratings Made on the GRS vs. BCL
Standardized
Rating Mean Halo Standard
Group Format n Measure (z) Deviation df t
GRS 98 0.670 0.139
Above .
Median 197 6.85%%
BCL 98 0.419 0.164
GRS 101 0.576 0.165
Below
Median 70 3.30%*
BCL 101 0.450 0.154

Note: Halo is measured by determining the mean intercorrelation of
the dimensional performance ratings from the monomethod-heterotrait
triangles of the multitrait-multimethod matrices (Tables 39 and 40). All
correlations were converted to z scores for use in this analysis. The n
values indicate the number of pairs of ratings correlated.

¥p < .05 *¥p < .01
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indicate that there was more halo in the ratings made on the graphic
rating scale than the behavioral checklist regardless of the attitude
scores of the raters. This finding is consistent with the literature
indicating that graphic rating scales are particularly prone to the
halo error while ratings made on behavioral checklists tend to be less
effected by this form of systematic bias (e.g., Cascio, 1978).

To summarize, the results of the statistical analyses conducted to
test hypothesis 4A indicate that the hypothesis was not supported.
However, in contrast to the predictions of the model, a significant
direct relationship was found between rater scores on the composite
variable and the amount of halo in performance ratings assigned to
subordinates. The same result was found for the measure of section
leader job involvement with ratings made on the graphic rating scale.
Organizational commitment scores were not significantly related to the
degree of halo in performance evaluations assigned on either rating

format.

Hypothesis 4B. The relationship between the composite measure of
rater job involvement and organizational commit-
ment will be stronger for assigned ratings of
subordinate job performance made on a trait-based
rating format than on a behaviorally-based rating

format.

The procedure employed to test the significance of the difference

between the three pairs of z scores in examining the previous B hypo-
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theses was used again in this instance. The analysis was performed
using both sales clerks and section leaders as the units of analysis.
For the sales clerk analysis, halo was measured by determining the
standard deviation of the ratings assigned to each ratee on the nine
dimeﬁsions of the graphic rating scale and behavioral checklist. For
the section leader analysis, halo was assessed by determining the
standard deviation of the ratings assigned to each ratee on the nine
dimensions of each rating format and then calculating the mean of
these values for each section leader.

The results of the analyses using sales clerks as the experimen-
tal units are presented in Table 42, Only the correlations between
the measure of halo in ratings made on the graphic rating scale and
section leader scores on the composite and job involvement scales were
statistically significant. This finding is consistent with the
results from the tests of hypothesis 4A, The magnitude of the 2z
difference scores in these tables failed to provide support for
hypothesis 4B. Similar conclusions were drawn from the results of the
analysis using section leaders as the units of analysis. The coeffi-
cients resulting from this procedure are shown in Table 43. Thus, it
may be concluded that the strength of the relationship between super-
visor attitudes and the prevalence of halo in assigned performance
ratings does not differ significantly for trait-based and behavior-

ally-based rating formats.
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Table 42

Comparision of Correlations Between Section Leader Attitude Scale Scores

and the Measure of Halo on the Graphic Rating Scale and the Behavioral
Checklist with Sales Clerks as the Unit of Analysis

Graphic Rating Behavioral

Scale Checklist
Attitude Measure E. E. fﬂiff
Composite Score - 121% -.095 -.257
Job Involvement -.161% -.102 0.584
Organizational
Commitment -.058 -.050 -0.079

Note: Halo is measured by determining the standard deviation of
the ratings assigned to each ratee on the nine dimensions of each
rating format.

n =199

#p < .05
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Table 43

Comparison of Correlations Between Section Leader Attitude Scale Scores
and the Measure of Halo on the Graphic Rating Scale and the Behavioral
Checklist with Section Leaders as the Unit of Analysis

Graphic Rating Behavioral
Scale Checklist
Attitude Scale r r Zdiff
Composite Score -.155 -.022 -.569
Job Involvement -.202 -.014 -.812
Organizational
Commitment -.045 -.020 -.105

Note: Halo is measured by determining the standard deviation of
the ratings assigned to each ratee on the nine dimensions of each

rating format and calculating the mean of these SDs for each section
leader. '

n = 38

All r and E.values'are non-significant at p < .05.
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Hypothesis 4C. Rater ability will moderate the relationship
between the composite measure of job involvement
and organizational commitment and the amount of
halo present in assigned ratings of subordinate

job performance.

Hypothesis 4C préposes that the relationship between rater scores
on the composite attitude scale and the degree of halo in the subordi-
nate performance ratings they assign will be stronger for raters
having high ability levels and vice versa. The moderated regression
technique described above was employed again to test hypothesis 4C
with both sales clerks and section leaders serving as the units of
analysis. Halo was assessed for these procedures in the same manner
as described for hypothesis 4B. The results of the analyses performed
to test hypothesis 4C are shown in Tables 44 and 45.

None of the F ratios testing the significance of the increase in
variance of the halo measure accounted for by the addition of the
interaction terms were statistically significant. This indicates that
regardless of the rating format or units of analysis considered, rater
ability did not moderate the relationship between rater composite
attitude scores'and the prevalence of halo in subordinate performance

ratings. Thus, hypothesis 4C was not supported by the data.
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Table 44

Analysis of Section Leader Performance Ratings as a Moderator Variable
for the Prediction of Rating Halo from Section Leader Composite
Attitude Scores with Sales Clerks as the Unit of Analysis

.Dependent Variable: Halo on the Graphic Rating Scale

Variable Multiple R R2 R2 Change F

Composite .1210 0146 . .0146 2.39

Section Leader
Performance Rating .1286 .0165 .0019 0.38

Composite x
Performance Rating .1327 .0176 .0011 0.22

Dependent Variable: Halo on the Behavioral Checklist

Variable Multiple R R2 R2 Change F

Composite .0954 .0091 .0091 1.81

Section Leader
Per formance Rating .0968 .0094 .0003 0.05

Composite x
Per formance Rating .1016 .0103 .0010 0.19

Note: Halo is measured by determining the standard deviation of
the ratings assigned to each ratee on the nine dimensions of each
rating format.

n =199

All F ratios are non-significant at p < .05.
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Table 45

Analysis of Section Leader Performance Ratings as a Moderator Variable

for the Prediction of Rating Halo from Section Leader Composite
Attitude Scores with Section Leaders as the Unit of Analysis

Dependent Variable: Halo on the Graphic Rating Scale

Variable Multiple R R2 R2 Change F

Composite .0218 .0005 .0005 0.02

Section Leader
Performance Rating .0294 .0009 .0004 0.01

Composite x
Performance Rating .1292 .0167 .0158 0.55

Dependent Variable: Halo on the Behavioral Checklist

Variable Multiple R R2 R2 Change F

Composite .1554 .0242 .0242 0.89

Section Leader
Performance Rating .1683 .0283 .0042 0.15

Composite x
Performance Rating . 1858 .0345 .0062 0.22

Note: Halo is measured by determining the standard deviation of
the ratings assigned to each ratee on the nine dimensions of each
rating format and calculating the mean of these SDs for each section
leader.

n =38

All F ratios are non-significant at p < .05.
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Hypothesis 4D. A larger proportion of the variance in the
measurement of halo in assigned ratings of subor-
dinate job performance will be accounted for by'
rater organizational commitment than by job

involvement.

The procedure used to test hypothesis 4D is the same as that used
to examine the previous hypotheses addressing the issue of whether
rater scores on the organizational commitment scale would explain more
of the variance in the measure of each rating error than job involve-
ment scores as suggested by the model. This analysis was again
performed utilizing both sales clerks and section leaders as the units
of analysis and the operational definition of halo based on the
standard deviation of scores across rating dimensions. The power of
these procedures was the same as that of the earlier reported analo-
gous tests. The results of the analyses testing hypothesis 4D are
shown in Tables 46 and 47.

Only the zero-order coefficient for the correlation between job
involvement scores and the measure of halo shown in Table 46 was
significant. None of the product-moment correlations for the analysis
focusing on section leaders were sufficiently large to be statis-
tically significant. With regard to the tests of hypothesis 4D, none
of the z difference values determined to test the significance of the
difference beﬁween the various pairs of coefficients in either table
were found to be significant. This indicates that neither of the two

attitude scales considered was able to better predict the 1likelihood



166

Table 46

Comparison of Correlations Between Section Leader Attitude Scale
Scores and the Measure of Halo on the Graphic Rating Scale and the
Behavioral Checklist with Sales Clerks as the Unit of Analysis

Organizational
Job Involvement Commitment
Rating Format r r Z4iff
Graphic Rating
Scale -.161% -.058 1.020
Behavioral
Checklist -.102 -.050 .514

Note: Halo is measured by determining the standard deviation of
the ratings assigned to each ratee on the nine dimensions of each
rating format.

n =199

*p < .05

All r and z values are non-significant at p < .05.
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Table 47

Comparison of Correlations Between Section Leader Attitude Scale
Scores and the Measure of Halo on the Graphic Rating Scale and the
Behavioral Checklist with Section Leaders as the Unit of Analysis

Organizational
Job Involvement Commitment
Rating Format r r Zyiff
Graphic Rating
Scale -.202 -.045 -.656
Behavioral
Checklist -.014 -.020 .025

Note: Halo is measured by determining the standard deviation of
the ratings assigned to each ratee on the nine dimensions of each
rating format and calculating the mean of these SDs for each section
leader.

n = 38

All r and z values are non-significant at p < .05.
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of assigned ratings having particular levels of halo. Hence, it is
concluded, that hypothesis 4D was not supported.

The results of the tests of hypotheses 4A, 4B, 4C, and 4D are
summarized in Table 48. The tests of the hypothesis 4A indicated that
there is evidence to support the belief that rater scores on the
composite attitude scale are directly related to the tendency to
assign ratings characterized by varying amounts of halo but only on
the trait-based rating format. The same was true for the job involve-
ment measure. The strength of the relationship between the attitude
measures and the amount of halo in assigned ratings did not differ
significantly for the two rating formats although the graphic rating
scale ratings consistently evidenced more halo than ratings made on
the behavioral checklist. Rater ability did not moderate the
relationship between attitude scores and the measure of halo. The
difference between this relationship for organizational commitment and

job involvement was also found not to be statistically significant.

Reliability

Hypothesis 5. A composite measure of rater job involvement and
organizational commitment will be directly

related to the reliability of ratings assigned to

assess subordinate job performance.

While the construct of reliability is purely theoretical in
nature, it constitutes a critical characteristic of any abstract

measurement. The idea that observed scores are comprised of 'true"



Table 48

Summary of Results for Tests of Halo Hypotheses 4A - 4D

o - B = P = S P e e S O e e o e e e e O B = T e

1 | | | Hypothesis 4A IHypothesis 4HIRypothesis 4CIHypothesis 4D|
) Unit of | Attitude | Rating J---------c-ccce-ceconn l=m=eemcemeans e leeemecmonnan [
| Analyeis | HNeasure | Format | Standard | Hean | Standard | Standard | Standard |
) | | | DeviationiCorrelationl Deviation | Deviation | Deviation |
R (EEEEEETEERTSS (EEEEEEEEEE] fomemoomme- e R lommmmemmcenen e [
I | I GRS ] S- | | | | |
| | Compoaite |---------- T | S- | N.S. | N.S. l-———m=cecanoc [
I I JI « OC | BCL I N.S. | | | | |
| |oommmmmnnee- l--eececca- l-====cc--- |oe-mmmmome- |=seeeccmnnea- (ee-me——-—caa. l-——=-=-esca-- |
| Sales | | GRS | S- | | | | N.S. |
| Clerks | Job R l=emmmmmaen | | N.S. ' N.S. [ |
| (ratees) |Involvement | BCL { N.S. | | | | N.S. |
1 [ R [ | [ R R [
[ | | GRS | N.S. | | | | N.S. |
! I0rganizationl---------- |=mommmmme | | N.S. | N.S. Jomemmme—————- |
i | Commitment | BCL ' N.S. | | | | M. S. |
bommmmeeeae Jooommmmennae l-mmeeoena- bommmmmmeee | R lommmmmemmenae lommmmmceceans |
| | | GRS | ] i | |
I | Composite |---------- 1 ! N.S. ' R [
| I JI - 0OC | BCL | I 1 | |
1 l==mmcmceee-a- (EEETEETEEE | R ] ommmmmmmmeeee |
| Section | | GRS 1 | | | N.S. |
{ Leaders | Job |=eeoccnnn- | | N.S. | l-==-c-ccecen- |
1 (raters) |Involvement | BCL | 1 | [ N.S. |
| [ELEEER LTI |==--===-=- i j--eesrocan—u- | (R e D |
I | | GRS | 1 1 | N.S. |
J I0rganizationl---------- | | N.S. | |emeemcecccnee |
{ "1 Commitment | BCL I | 1 | N.S. |

. P B P e S S = R S e P T R P = e e S B0 G = -

Note: GRS = graphic rating scale. BCL = behavioral checklist. S+ indicates
that the hypothesis was supported. S- indicates that a statistically significant
result was found in the opposite direction predicted by the hypothesis. N.S.
indicates that the hypothesis was not supported.

691
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scores and scores attributable to random error is a fundamental
assumption of classical test theory because only systematic score
variance is predictable. Hence, the reliability of a measure repre-
sents an upper bound for validity because a test can not theoretically
predict any other criterion better than it can predict itself (Guion,
1965).

Hypothesis 5 proposes that differences in the work-related
attitudes of supervisors assigning subordinate performance ratings is
an additional source of error variance which effects the reliability
of theses ratings in a systematic fashion. Specifically, the reli-
ability of the ratings assigned by supervisors who evidence relatively
high 1levels of the combined measure of job involvement and organiza-
tional commitment is predicted to be significantly higher than the
reliability of ratings assigned by raters with lower scores on the
composite attitude measure. In other words, it is suggested that the
proportion of total rating score variance due to variation in true
scores as opposed to the proportion due to various sources of error
variance will be greater for those raters with high scores on the
combined measure of job involvement and organizational commitment than
for raters with low scores on this measure.

Since there is no one absolute measure of the reliability of a set
of scores, several different methods of estimating the reliability of
the performance ratings assigned were utilized in this study. Each
procedure focuses on estimating a different potential source of
systgmatic error variance. Those methods for which it was feasible to

determine reliability coefficients for the ratings assigned by section
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leaders scoring high or low on the composite attitude‘ measure were
considered in testing hypothesis 5. Four sets of coefficients for
corresponding rating dimensions were contrasted using Fisher's r to 2z
transformation. The specific prediction being made was that the
reliability coefficients for the ratings assigned by section leaders
scoring above the median value of the distribution of the composite
measure would be higher than the coefficients for the fatings assigned
by raters scoring below the median. Comparisons were made for the
alternate format, internal consistency (behavioral checklist oniy),
and test-retest reliability estimation procedures. The interrater
reliability procedure was not used in this analysis because attitude
scale scores were not available for several of the section leaders who
rated sales clerks during the second round of appraisals. The
results of the comparisons of the dimensional reliability coefficients
are presented in Table 49.

The results of tests of hypothesis 5 indicate that in every
instance, the reliability coefficients for the rating dimensions as
well as the overall scale scores did not differ significantly for the
sales clerks rated by section leaders scoring above and below the
median on the composite attitude scale. Therefore, it may ‘be

concluded that section leader work-related attitudes did not signifi-

cantly effect the reliability of the performance ratings assigned to
subordinates. However, it should be noted that in the overwhelming
majority of cases, the coefficients for the ratings assigned by
section leaders scoring below the median value tended to be higher

than those assigned by raters scoring above the median although these
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Table 49
Comparison of Reliability Coefficients for Sales Clerk Performance Ratings
Assigned by Section Leaders Scoring Above and Below the Median on the
Job Involvement - Organizational Commitment Composite Scale

Alternate Format Reliability Internal Consistency KR-20

GRS - BCL Correlations Behavioral Checklist
Above Below Above Below
‘Median Median Z diff Median Median 2z diff
Scale (n =98) (n = 101) (n =98) (n =101)
Dependability .55 .58 -0.31 .67 .78 -1.63
Job Procedures .43 .40 0.25 .67 .72 -0.67
Sales Ability .33 .52 -1.63 .61 .69 -0.97
Customer Service .31 .49 -1.49 .58 .72 -1.70
Company Policy .27 .36 -0.69 .71 .68 0.40
Product Knowledge .51 .67 -1.72 .65 .69 -0.51
Initiative .58 .61 -0.64 .68 .80 -1.88
Judgment .63 .61 0.22 .76 .72 -0.61
Empl Relations .57 .57 0.00 .63 .61 0.22
Total .63 .73 -1.30 - - -
Test - Retest Reliability Test - Retest Reliability
Graphic Rating Scale Behavioral Checklist
Above Below Above Below
Median Median 2z giff Median Median 2z diff
Scale (n = 25) (n = 28) (n = 25) (n = 28)
Dependability .80 .86 -1.34 .72 77 -0.78
Job Procedures .78 .79 -0.18 .69 .74 -0.71
Sales Ability .83 .87 -1.01 .70 .73 -0.43
Customer Service .78 .86 -1.72 74 .70 0.58
Company Policy .84 .80 0.84 .72 .81 -1.52
Product Knowledge .79 .84 -1.04 .70 .71 -0.14
Initiative .85 .89 -1.15 .76 .85 -1.81
Judgment .86 .83 0.73 .73 .79 -0.99
Empl Relations .80 .87 -1.63 74 .70 0.58
Total .81 .85 -1.09 .72 .76 -0.61

Note: The interval between ratings correlated in determining the test
- retest reliability estimates was ten months. Only sales clerks rated by
the same section leaders on both occassions were included in this
analysis.
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differences did not reach significance when assessed with a two-tailed
testing procedure. The directional trend of these differences was
again in the opposite direction predicted by the model.

Classical test theory makes the assumption that for every set of
specific conditions there is a single true score which represents the
accurate assessment of the quantity in question under those condi-
tion§. In contrast,, the theory of generalizability (Cronbach,
Rajaratnam, and Gleser, 1963) makes reference to a '"universe" of
conditions to which we may wish to generalize from a specific set of
conditions. Generalizability theory conceptualizes a true score as a
"universe score" which represents the mean of all observations across
all of the specified conditions in the universe. Conditions in this
sense may refer to particular test items, test forms, observers,
occasions, or situations of observation, etc.

According to generalizability theory, an interest in the relia-
bility of a given measure is based on a desire to generalize from a
specific set of observations to some defined class of observations. A
generalizability study is specifically designed to assess a measure in
terms of the relationship between observed scores and the universe
scores to which we wish to generalize. This requires an explicit
definition of the universe being considered. Error in measurement is
conceptualized 'as the difference between the observed score and the
universe score. The generalizability of a measure is conceived of as
the ratio of the variance of the universe scores to the variance of
the observed scores. The factors which contribute to the variance of

observed scores will vary according to the definition of the universe.



174

This feature of generalizability theory permits simultaneous consid-
eration of the components of error variance stemming from two or more
conditions or facets of the universe of interest. Hence, the various
traditional coefficients of reliability (equivalence, internal consis-
tency, stability) can be subsumed under the concept of generaliza-
bility by defining the universes of interest accordingly.

A generalizability study was conducted to contrast the generaliz-
ability of the ratings assigned by the two groups of section 1leaders
across sales clerks, rating formats, and rating occasions. The sales
clerk sample was again dichotomized on the basis of the composite
attitude scale scores of the section leaders. Hypothesis 5 was tested
by comparing the corresponding generalizability coefficients for the
two groups. The prediction made was that ratings assigned by section
leaders scoring above the median on the composite measure would
evidence greater generalizability than the ratings given by the super-
visors who scored below the median.

Only those sales clerks who were evaluated by the- same section
leaders on both occasions were included in this analysis. This was
done to ensure that the assessments of each clerk on both occasions
were made by section leaders who were either above or below the median
on the composite measure. Generalizability coefficients were deter-
mined for both samples for the situations in which each clerk's total
rating score was: a) the mean score from two rating formats - graphic
rating scale and behavioral checklist standardized, on two rating
occasions (i.e., the mean of four scores), b) the mean score from one

rating format on two occasions, c) the mean score from two rating
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formats on one occasion, and d) the score assigned on a single format
on a single occasion. The estimated variance components and the
generalizability coefficients for the sales clerks rated by section
leaders scoring above the median are shown in Table 50. The corre-
sponding statistics for the group appraised by section leaders scoring
below the median are shown in Table 51.

The significance of the difference between corresponding
generalizability coefficients for the two groups was tested by means
of Fisher's r to z transformation. None of the z difference
statistics were significant at p <.05. This finding coincides with
the earlier reported tests of hypothesis 5 and indicates that the job
involvement and organizational commitment 1levels of the section
leaders did not systematically influence the reliability of the job
performance ratings which they assigned to their subordinates.
Accordingly, it is concluded that the results of the data analyses did

not support hypothesis 5.

Convergent and Discriminant Validity

Hypothesis 6. A composite measure of rater job involvement and
organizational commitment will be directly related
to the 1levels of convergent and discriminant
validi;y in assigned ratings of subordinate job

performance.

As mentioned earlier, the multitrait-multimethod scheme proposed

by Campbell and Fiske (1959) is generally acknowledged as one of the



Table 50
Ceneralizabi-lity Study for Sales Clerks Rated by Section Leaders Scoring Above the Median on
the Composite Attitude Scale

G Study D Study D Study D Study
Sit. A:nr=2:nf=2 Sit. B:nr=l:nf=2 Sit. C:nr=2;nf=l Sit, D:nr=l;nf=l
Source of Mean Est. Variance Exp.Observed Exp. Observed Exp. Observed Exp. Observed
Variance df Squares Component  Score Var, Comp Score Var. Comp. Score Var. Comp Score Var. Comp.
Sales Clerks (¢) 24 2362 s %1992  Es % al.g992 sscz =1.992 Es.® =1.992 *  Es % 1.992
Ratings (r) 1 0148 s?-.005 Es?a.003 Es ? = .005 ks * = .003 Es % = .005
Rating Formats (f) 1 0.013 sf2 = .019 Esf2 = ,010 Esf2 = ,010 Bsfz = ,019 Esf2 = ,019
. o2 2 2 .. 2 2
Clks x Ratings (cr) 24 0.134 CH .035 Escr = ,018 Escr = ,035 Es = = .018 Es . = .035
, 2 _ 2 _ 2 _ 2 2
Clks x Formats (cf) 24 0.335 S.fg = .230 Escf =.118 Escf = .l18 Lhcf = .236 EsCf = ,236
2 2 2
Rtgs x Formats (rf) 1  0.245 s’ =.006 Es °=.001  Es.° = .003 Es,¢’ = .003  Es %= .006
: 2 2 _ 2 2 2
Residual (crf,e) 24 0.099 Sres = .099 Esres :-:?EE Esres j_:?fg Esres _f_:?ig Esres :~:9?3
2.167 2,213 2.321 2.392
2 1.992,
Situation A (two ratings, two formats) Generalizability Coefficient: Ep & mmm———— = .919
2.167
" 1.992
Situation B (one rating, two formats) Generalizability Coefficient: Ep' B mm——————— = ,900
2,213
P 1.992
Situation C (two ratings, one format) Generalizability Coefficient: Ep T mmem————— = .858
2,321
2 1.992
Situation D (one rating, one format) Ceneralizability Coefficient: E" 8 ccmmmmeen = .833

91



Table 51

Generalizability Study for Sales Clerks Rated by Section Leaders Scoring Below the Median on

the Composite Attitude Scale

G Study D Study D Study D Study
Sit. A:nr=2:nf=2 Sit. B:nr=l;nf=2 Sit. C:nr=2;nf=1 Sit. D:nr=1;nf=1
Source of Mean Est, Variance Exp.Observed Exp. Observed Exp. Observed Exp. Observed
Variance df  Squares Component  Score Var. Comp Score Var, Comp. Score Var. Comp Score Var. Comp.
Sales Clerks (c) 24  3.721 s ?=3.188  Es’ <3.188 Es_? =3.188 bs % =3.188 Bs 2 =3.188
Ratings (r) 1 0.155 sr2 = ,042 .021 .042 .021 Esr2 = .042
Rating Formats (f) 1 0.426 sf2 = ,036 .018 .018 = .036 Esf2 = .036
Clks x Ratings (cr) 24  0.281 s 2= .131 .066 131 066  Es_ %= .13
Clks x Formats (cf) 24 0,402 scf2 = .252 .126 .126 = ,252 Escf2 = ,252
Rigs x Formats (rf) 1 0.047 s 2 = .037 .009 .018 018 ks 2 .037
Residual (crf,e) 24 0.150 s 2 .150 .038 .075 .075 2 = .150
res 77 Tres """ Tres _'" " “Tres _ """ res """
3.466 3.598 3,656 3.836
3.188
Situation A (two ratings, two formats) Generalizability Coefficient: E © 5 —cecamoe- .920
3.466
3.188
Situation B (one rating, two formats) Generalizability Coefficient: E © & ~wceeeao .886
598
3.188
Situation C (two ratings, one format) Generalizability Coefficient; E © & ———cace— .872
3.656
3.148
Situation D (one rating, one format) Generalizability Coefficient: E © & ——cmceeeo .831

LLT
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beét approaches for operationalizing the assessment of construct
validity through the empirical demonstration of convergent and
discriminant validity. Campbell and Fiske propose that when ratings
of the same traits from different sources (i.e., the validity
diagonals) are significantly different from zero, this constitutes
empirical evidence of convergent validity. Claims for the existence
of discriminant validity are dependent upon three different sources of
support. First, the validity diagonal coefficients should exceed
coefficients .for which the ratings correlated are not of the same
trait or from the same source. Second, the validity diagonal coeffi-
cients for correlations between variables measuring the same trait
should exceed the correlations between different traits measured by
the same methoq (source). Third, the patterns of intercorrelations
among different traits should be consistent regardless of the method
or source of the ratings.

While use of the criteria proposed to establish the degree of
convergent and discriminant validity of a set of ratings is theoreti-
cally appropriate, in practice determining the extent to which these
conditions are present is at best inferential and often extremely
difficult part?cularly with large matrices. An alternative approach
suggested by Stanley (1961) is to conceptualize the matrix as a three-
way classification model and analyze the multitrait-multimethod data
using analysis of variance. If this approach is applied to the data
under consideration in this study and sales clerks are considered as
random with traits and rating formats as fixed, the statistical model

representing this situation may be represented as:
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Yijk =u+ai+ bj+ck+ (ab)ij + (ac)ik + (bc)jk + eijk

where:

Yijk rating of sales clerks for traits (dimensions) by sources,

aj = effect of sales clerk i =1,2,3....n5°

j = effect of dimension j = 1,2,3.....9,

ck = effect of source (rating format) k = 1,2,

i jk = error.

For this analysis, the effects of primary interest involve only
four of the sources of variance from the above model. These sources
are as follows: 1) variance due to sales clerks indicating the extent
of agreement or convergent validity on ratees across rating formats,
2) sales clerk by dimension variance indicating the degree of rating
discrimination on traits by sales clerks or discriminant validity, 3)
sales clerk by rating format variance indicating the amount of source
bias or halo in the ratings, and 4) error. By considering ratees as
rows in the ratee-source-trait matrix, the repeated assessments across
ratees make three sources of covariance possible: 1) within each
source (method) across traits, 2) within each trait across sources,
and 3) across both sources and traits. Hence, by using the analysis of~
variance model shown above to describe multitrait-multimethod rating
data, it is possible to examine halo, discriminant validity, and
convergent validity which correspond to the three sources of covaria-

tion listed.
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Kavanagh et al. (1971) has suggested that application of the
analysis of variance technique to the study of rating data presented
in a multitrait-multimethod matrix has four principle advantages over
intuitive examination of the data as suggested by Campbell and Fiske:
1) the analysis of variance method provides a highly efficient proce-
dure for summarizing and evaluating the extent of convergent and
discriminant validity, particularly in instances where the number of
traits and/or sources is large, 2) this method enables researchers to
quantify the degree of validity present in the ratings thus making the
assessment of this information less subjective, 3) method bias and the
prevalence of sampling variance in the data may be estimated, and 4)
the relative strengths of the effects can be directly determined.

Procedures for computing estimates of the mean squares and
variance components of the analysis of variance model using average
correlations from blocks of coefficients from the multitrait-
multimethod matrix have been developed by Wolins (1964); Zyanski
(1962); and Boruch, Larkin, Wolins, and McKinney (1970). Since this
technique has not been widely used in published research reports, the
computational procedures used in this analysis are summarized in
Appendix F. The variance components determined in this manner are
useful in making within study comparisons. They make it possible to
make inferences regarding the importance of experimental effects rela-
tive to the percentage of error variance while controlling for the
influence of sample size.

In order to test hypothesis 6, it is necessary to be able to make

comparisons between different matrices in terms of the relative
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amounts of convergent and discriminant validity. Kavanagh et al.
(1961) suggest that this may be accomplished by comparing each
variance component of interest relative to the size of the error
variance. Dividing a variance component by the sum of component itself
and the error variance component yields an intraclass correlation.
The indexes derived in this manner indicate the amount of convergent
and discriminant validity as well as method bias or halo in a
multitrait-multimethod matrix in a format which is comparable to
corresponding indexes from other matrices. These intraclass correla-
tions are distributed approximately the same as Pearson product-moment
correlations. Therefore, corresponding pairs of coefficients from
different matrices can be converted with Fisher's r to z transforma-
tion and the significance of the difference between these values can
then be determined. This procedure was used to test Hypothesis 6.
Hypothesis 6 was examined by dichotomizing the sales clerk sample
on the basis of whether the section leader who appraised each clerk
scored above or below the median of the score distribution for the
combined job involvement - organizational commitment variable.
Multitrait-multimethod matrices were derived from the rating data for
these two groups of employees. These matrices have previously been
presented in Tables 39 and 40. Using the correlations shown in these
tables, the analysis of variance procedure was applied. The
summarized results of this procedure along with the corresponding
variance components for the effects shown are presented in Table 52.
Only the statistics for effects pertinent to the testing hypothesis 6

and the assessment of halo in the ratings are reported in this table.
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Table 52

Analysis of Variance of Correlations from the Multitrait-

Multimethod Matrices for Sales Clerks Rated by Section Leaders
Scoring Above or Below the Median on the Composite Attitude Scale

Sales Clerks Rated by Section Leaders Scoring Above the Median
on the Composite Attitude Measure (n = 98)

Mean
Source df Square F
Sales Clerks (SC) 97 8.127 42 .02%%
SC x Dimension (D) 776 .648 3.35%#*
SC x Rating Format (F) 97 3.328 17.23%%
Error (E) 776 .193

Sales Clerks Rated by Section Leaders Scoring Below the Median
on the Composite Attitude Measure (n = 101)

Mean
Source df Square F
Sales Clerks (SC) 100 8.150 23,01%*
SC x Dimension (D) 800 .709 2.00%*%*
SC x Rating Format (F) 100 1.348 3.81%%
Error (E) 800 .354

*¥#*p < .01
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The findings indicate that tests of the main effects and interactions
for both groups were all significant.

The results of the analysis of variance procedure provide
evidence of substantial agreement across rating formats on individual
dimensions thus indicating the presence of convergent validity in
both sets of ratings. This is evident from the relative magnitude of
variance attributable to the main effect for Sales Clerks (see Table
53). The Sales Clerk x Dimension interaction provides an indication
of the extent to which sales clerks were ordered differently on the
various rating scales. However, this effect is approximately one
quarter the size of the Sales Clerk main effect for ratings assigned
by section leaders scoring above the median on the composite attitude
measure, It is even less for the ratings provided by section leaders
scoring below the median. These results indicate the presence of very
little discriminant validity in the ratings. Finally, the magnitude
of the Sales Clerk x Rating Format effect for the ratings assigned by
the high scoring section leaders indicates that there is a consider-
able amount of method bias or halo confounding the results for this
group. The influence of this factor is considerably less for the
ratings provided by the lower scoring section leaders.

Thus, while the evidence for discriminant validity in the ratings
is 1limited, there 1is considerable support for convergent validity
although this effect is somewhat confounded by the substantial method
bias or halo indicated in the ratings, particularly those provided by
the raters indicating relatively high levels of job involvement and

organizational commitment. In addition, the size of the variance
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Table 53

Comparison of Variance Components and Indexes from the Multitrait-
Multimethod Matrices for Section Leaders Scoring Above and Below
the Median on the Composite Attitude Scale

Variance Components

Source Above Median Below Median
Sales Clerks 477 .499
(Convergent Validity)

Sales Clerks x .120 .078
Dimension

(Discriminant Validity)

Sales Clerks x .240 .075
Rating Scale

(Halo)

Error .296 .394

Variance Indexes
(Intraclass Correlations)

Source Above Median Below Median Eﬂiff
Sales Clerks .720 .630 .625
(Convergent Validity)

Sales Clerks x .297 .167 .903
Dimension

(Discriminant Validity)

Sales Clerks x 481 .161 2.22%
Rating Scale

(Halo)

*p < .05
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components for error indicates that the ratings are influenced by
other unidentified sources of variance to a considerable extent.

A comparison the the variance component indexes for the two
matrices was performed to determine the extent to which rater work-
related attitudes may have contributed to the error variance effecting
the ratings. The indexes for the ratings assigned by the two groups
of section leaders are shown in the lower portion of Table 53.
Comparisons of the corresponding indexes for the three effects
indicated that there were no significant differences in the amounts of
convergent or discriminant validity evidenced in the ratings made by
the two groups of raters. Only for the method bias effect indicating
the relative amount of halo present was a significant difference
‘noted. In this instance, the section leaders scoring above the median
on the composite measure showed significantly more halo error in the
ratings of their subordinates than‘did the raters with scores below
the median. This finding supports the previously reported results of
the tests of hypothesis 4A. The estimated power of the test of the
differences between the pairs of intraclass correlations was .55.

In summary, the procedures conducted to test hypothesis 6
provided evidence of substantial convergent validity in the perfor-
mance ratings assigned to the sales clerks in the sample by both
groups of raters. The evidence for discriminant validity was rather
discouraging. The relatively small variance component for the Sales
Clerk x Dimension effect indicates that there was little differentia-
tion between subjects on the different rating scales within each

format. This would seem to imply that the number of dimensions rated
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could be reduced. In spite of the large error variance component, it
does not appear that rater work-related attitudes contributed substan-
tially to this factor. This is shown by the absence of a significant
difference in the amounts of convergent and discriminant validity in
the ratings supplied by section leaders scoring above and below the
median of the distribution of the composite measure.

Hence, it.must be concluded. that hypothesis 6 was not supported.
The only difference between the two groups indicated by this analysis
was in terms of the extent of method bias in the ratings. Once again,
the results in this regard proved contrary to the proposed model in
that individuals with relatively low levels of job involvement and
organizational commitment provided psychometrically superior ratings
of subordinate performance in terms of the relative amount of halo

error present.

In addition to the statistical analyses performed to test the
hypotheses derived from the model, two supplemental analyses were
performed on an exploratory basis. First, certain demographic vari-
ables for the section leaders in the sample considered to be potential
antecedents of job involvement and organizational commitment were
correlated with scores on the scales measuring these attitudes as well
as the composite measure. The factors considered were age, sex,
educational 1level, tenure, and ability as measured by the section
leader performance rating scale. The product-moment correlation
coefficients resulting from this procedure are presented in Table 54.
Employee age and tenure were significantly correlated with all three

of the cognitive measures in a direct fashion. In contrast,



187

Table 54
Correlation of Section Leader Demographic Variables with

Work-Related Attitudes

Composite Job Organizational
Variable (JI + 0C) Involvement Commitment
Age .35% .33% .39%*
Sex -.09 . -.13 -.18
(1 = female
2 = male)
Educational —;27* -.21 -.24%
Level (years
completed)
Tenure (years) .29% L27% .33%
Ability .19 .21 .15

(GRS total)

n = 38

* < .05  ®p ¢ .01



188

educational level was found to be inversely related to organizational
commitment as well as the composite measure. Sex and job performance
ratings were not significantly related to any of the attitude measures
considered.

In an attempt to determine if there were any systematic differ-
ences in the rating strategies employed by raters with high as opposed
to 1low levels of the composite measure of job involvement and organi-
zational commitment, a policy capturing analysis was performed. In
this procedure, ratees were again dichotomized on the basis of whether
their section leaders' scores on this variable were above or below the
median of the score distribution. Regression analyses were performed
in which the dimension ratings from both the graphic rating scale and
the behavioral checklist were separately regressed upon the single
item appraisal of overall job performance. Comparisons were then made
between the groups on the basis of the relative importance of the
various dimensions in accounting for the variance in the overall
ratings (see Zedeck & Kafry, 1977). The results for the ratings made
on the graphic rating scale and behavioral checklist are presented in
Tables 55 and 56, respectively.

Appraisals made on the graphic rating scale dimensions of initia-
tive and knowledge of job procedures accounted for the greatest
portion of variance in the overall performance ratings. Although the
order of entry into the equation was ;eversed for those raters scoring
above and below the median, it is apparent that both groups clearly
put the most emphasis on these graphic rating scale scale dimensions

in terms of determining an assessment of each ratee's overall job
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Table 55

Relative Importance of Graphic Rating Scale Dimension Scores for
Predicting Overall Performance Assessments Assigned by Section Leaders
Scoring Above and Below the Median on the Composite Attitude Scale

Above the Median (n = 98)

Dimension Multiple R E? R2 Change F
Initiative 6321 .3995 .3995  63.871%*
Job Procedures .7120 .5070 .1075 20.713%%
Dependability .7209 .5198 .0128 2.469
Judgment .7270 .5285 .0088 1.727
Customer Relations .7303 .5334 .0048 0.955
Employee Relations . 7345 .5395 .0061 1.205
Company Policy .7362 .5421 .0026 0.511
Product Knowledge .7368 .5428 .0008 0.146
Sales Ability .7369 .5430 .0002 0.034

Below the Median (n = 101)

Dimension Multiple R R2 R2 Change F
Job Procedures .6384 - .4076 .4076 68.109%*
Initiative .6826 .4660 .0584 10.712%*
Sales Ability .7032 L4945 .5758 5.468%
Employee Relations .7099 .5039 .0095 1.835
Dependability .7153 .5116 .0077 1.492
Product Knowledge 7224 .5219 .0103 2.014
Company Policy . 7243 .5246 .0028 0.539
.Customer Relations . 7256 .5264 .0018 0.357
Judgment . 7257 .5267 .0002 0.044

¥p < .05 *p < .0l
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Table 56

Relative Importance of Behavioral Checklist Dimension Scores for
Predicting Overall Performance Assessments Assigned by Section Leaders
Scoring Above and Below the Median on the Composite Attitude Scale

Above the Median (n = 98)

Dimension Multiple R R2 R2 Change F
Dependability .5135 .2637 .2637 34,378%%
Initiative .6180 .3819 .1183 18.177%*
Employee Relations .6655 .4429 .0609 10.282%*
Job Procedures .6859 .4705 .0276 4 .844%
Product Knowledge .6888 4745 .0040 0.702
Sales Ability .6892 L4751 .0006 0.103
Company Policy .6894 L4754 .0003 0.053
Customer Relations .6895 4755 .0001 0.010
Judgment .6895 .4755 .0000 0.005

Below the Median (n = 101)

Dimension Multiple R R2 RZ Change F
Judgment .6277 .3940 .3940 64.368%*
Job Procedures .7119 .5068 .1128 22.409%*
Employee Relations .7306 .5338 .0270 5.619%
Product Knowledge .7480 .5594 .0257 5.589*.
Dependability .7512 . 5644 .0049 1.073
Customer Relations .7530 .5670 .0026 0.564
Initiative .7538 .5682 .0012 0.263
Company Policy .7543 .5690 .0008 0.174
Sales Ability . 7543 .5690 .0000 0.001

¥p < .05

*p < .01
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performance. In contrast, the behavioral checklist scales which
contributed most heavily to explaining variance in the single item
measure for raters scoring above the composite median were depend-
ability, initiative, employee relations, and knowledge of job
procedures. For the below median group, the most salient dimensions
were judgment, knowledge of job procedures, employee relations, and
product knowledge. Once again, although there were some specific
differences between the two groups, a fair degree of correspondence in
terms of the relative importance of the various dimensions in this
context is evident. These results should be considered exploratory as
they would have to be cross validated before any firm conclusions
regarding the similarities or differences in the strategies utilized

by raters in each group could be drawn.



CHAPTER VI

DISCUSSION

Discussion of Results

The results of the tests of the theoretical model proposed are in
one sense disappointing while in another, highly intriguing. Taken as
a whole, the experimental findings of this study indicate a counter-
intuitive phenomenon. Specifically, raters who exhibited high levels
of job involvement and organizational commitment were found in
general, to assign subordinate performance ratings characterized by
greater degrees of leniency, central tendency, range restriction, and
halo than the ratings assigned by raters evidencing lower levels of
these attitudes. Although contrary to tﬁe predictions of the model,
the relationship between the measured levels of these attitudes and
the prevalence of the rating errors considered was notably consistent
irrespective of the particular procedures used to operationalize the
various effects. The search for possible explanations for this
surprising turn of events requires an in-depth reconsideration of the
theoretical model and the assumptions wupon which it is based.

However, as the possible explanations for the results of the tests of
the hypotheses examined are related, it will be advantageous to first

briefly summarize all of the research findings.
Hypotheses 1A, 2A, 3A, and 4A examined the central premise of
the model. The results for the job involvement - organizational

commitment composite uniformly showed that this measure was directly

192
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related to the amount of leniency, central tendency, and halo in
ratings assigned and inversely related to the amount of restriction of
range. These relationships were evident for both of the graphic
rating scale and behavioral checklist formats. The only exception was
the failure of the association between the composite measure and the
amount of halo evidenced on the behavioral checklist to reach a level
of significance at p < .05, These findings are particularly
impressive in light of the fact that corresponding results were found
regardless of the operational definitions of the four rating errors
used and the relatively weak power of some of the statistical proce-
dures employed as necessitated by limitations inherent 1in the
experimental design.

The results for the examination of the association between the
separate measures of job involvement and organizational commitment and
the prevalence of systematic bias in the ratings also showed a consid-
erable amount of consistency. The relationship of job involvement and
the four rating errors followed the same pattern found for the
composite measure but only for ratings made on the graphic rating
scale. None of the tests of the correspondence of job involvement
scores with the occurrence of rating errors made on the behavioral
checklist were significant except in the case of leniency. In
contrast, rater levels of organizational commitment were found to be
significantly related to the prevalence of each rating error except
halo in the opposite direction suggested by the model but only for

ratings made on the behavioral checklist.
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None of the tests of hypotheses 1B, 2B, 3B, or 4B for the rating
errors considered yielded significant test results. Hence, it may be
concluded that the relationship between scores on the composite
measure as well as the two component attitude scales and the degree of
each rating error measured was not significantly stronger for either
the graphic rating scale or the behavioral checklist.

The basic premise of hypotheses 1C, 2C, 3C, and 4C is that rater
ability will moderate the relationship between the composite attitude
measure and the amount of each systematic source of bias in assigned
ratings of subordinate performance. This conjecture was supported by
the results of the tests for leniency and central tendency but only
for ratings made on the graphic rating scale. The analyses using both
ratees and raters as the experimental units of analysis consistently
provided evidence to reinforce the effect of ability as a moderator
variable in this context. None of the tests for restriction of range
or halo supported this hypothesis. While moderating effect of rater
ability for leniency and central tendency strengthened the relation-
ship between rater attitudes and these rating errors, these
relationships were still in the opposite direction suggested by the
model,

The results from the investigations of hypotheses 1D, 2D, 3D, and
4D were again consistently disappointing in that no significant
differences between the proportions of variance in the four rating
errors accounted for by the individual measures of rater job involve-
ment and organizational commitment were found. This implies that if

in fact these attitudes do influence the behavior of appraising the
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job performance of subordinates, they do not have a differential
effect on the portion of the process devoted to the assignment of
ratings.

Finally, the tests of hypothesis 5 indicate that the level of a
rater's combined measure of job involvement and organizational commit-
ment 1is not systematically related to the reliaSility of the ratings
assigned by that individual. A similar conclusion may be drawn for
hypothesis 6 regarding the lack of significant relationships between
the composite attitude measure and the degree of convergent and
discriminant validity evidenced in the multidimensional assessments of
subordinate job performance.

In reporting the results of any experimental investigation, it is
always gratified when the data support the researcher's theoretical
predictions. However, the process of theory building and subsequent
testing is an iterative process where as much may be learned from
unsupported hypotheses as from others which are confirmed.

The search for explanations of why the results of the experi-
mental procedures performed in this study did not coincide with the
predictions of the model may be thought of as a continuum. At one end

is the assessment that the model and the assumptions upon which it

rests are flawed. At the other end is the conclusion that the experi-
mental procedures used to test the model were inadequate to provide a
true evaluation of the model's explanatory power. The truth is most
likely a combination of these factors. This conceptual approach will
provide a structure for the discussion which follows. That the

results of this study generally did not support the proposed
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hypotheses indicates that the model must be reconsidered. However in
view of the body of published research which supports the premises
upon which the model is based, it may be advantageous to first
consider the characteristics of the experimental conditions in this
study which might have contributed to the unexpected results.

A number of plausible explanations may be suggested to account
for the contrary experimental results reported in this étudy regarding
the inverse relationship between the composite measure of job involve-
ment and organizational commitment and the prevalence of systematic
sources of bias in assigned performance ratings, ?irst, as alluded
to in the review of the literature, Fishbein (1967) has specified that
behavioral intentions may only be expected to predict behaviors when
the specificity level of both factors are equivalent and the appro-
priate category of behavioral criterion is considered. In the
proposed model, the attitude of job involvement as it applies to the
act of rating the job performance of others is clearly an attitude
towards a behavior. As such, the theory would expect it to be predic-
tive of a repeated observation criteria or the same behavior directed
at different targets in varied contexts and at different times. Under
typical organizational circumstances where the rating of subordinate
performance is a commonplace part of a.supervisor's job, this activity
could clearly be seen as meeting the requirements for being considered
a repeated observation criteria. However, in the present study, the
supervisors had never before been required to complete formal evalua-
tions of their sales clerks. Under such circumstances, the act of

completing rating forms for each subordinate one time only could be
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construed as a single act criterion defined as a highly specific
behavior directed toward a defined target object at a particular place
and time. Research conducted to test Fishbein's model suggests that an
attitude toward a behavior may or may not predict a single act
criterion. Inconsistencies of this nature have been suggested as a
likely reason for the inability of attitudes to predict subsequent
behaviors in many research investigations and this may have been the
case in the present study.

A second potential problem with the model has to do with the
conceptualization of organizational commitment as an index of the
subjective norm. According to Wiener's (1982) model, organizational
commitment represents the internalization of normative pressures to
exert effort on the part of the organization and accept the goals and
values of the organization as one's own. An important premise of the
procedures followed to test the theoretical model was that through
participation in the development of the rating instruments and indoc-
trination during the training program, section leaders would come to
accept that providing accurate and error-free ratings was critical to
the success of the project and an extremely important objective of the
organization. No effective manipulation check was employed to deter-
mine the degrée to which they actually accepted this concept. Since
the organization had never previously supported a formal evaluation
program, it is questionable as to whether the raters really saw this
goal as salient to the organization's well being. Furthermore, the
idea of possibly rating some employees as poor performers or even

merely not as good as others may have been antithetical to the
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existing organizational value of only employing '"good" workers. If
this normative belief was strongly ingrained, it would not be
surprising that highly committed raters would tend to assign ratings
that tended to be relatively lenient and intercorrelated as well as
restricted to a range near the midpoint of the scales and away from
the lower end.

The use of the job involvement scale as an index of how likely a
section 1leader was to accurately observe subordinate job performance
and than make unbiased ratings in an effort to enhance inner feelings
of self-esteem must also be questioned. While this premise is
reasonable in organizations where conducting meaningful performance
appraisals is an acknowledged part of a supervisor's job, this was not
the case for the company in this study. The raters were informed that
the appraisal program was being conducted for research purposes only
and they were given no indication that it would become a regular part
of their jobs. Hence, despite the fact that the importance of the
assigning appropriate ratings stressed throughout the project, they
might not have taken it seriously enough for performing the task well
to have much of a positive influence on their self-image. More so, it
is 1likely that having all "good" employees who were rated highly (or
at least not poorly) would tend to be a more direct reflection of
their abilities as supervisors and hence more aggrandizing to their
self-esteem. It is possible that the existence of such a conflicting
performance - self esteem contingency might have obfuscated the
relationship between providing psychometrically superior ratings and

enhanced feelings of self-worth assumed by the model.
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Finally the effect of the rater training must be considered. An
substantial number of recent studies have focused upon the relative
efficacies of different approaches.to rater training (e.g., Fay &
Latham, 1982; Lee, 1985). The comparative effectiveness of various
forms of rater training programs for reducing systematic rating errors
and increasing accuracy is still subject to considerable debate. Fay
et al. (1982) suggest that differences in the conclusions drawn
regarding the usefulness of similar rater training programs may be due
to variations in the motivation levels of the trainees, the effective-
ness of the trainers, and the length of the training programs.
Regarding the latter of these factors, longer training programs
generally seem to be more successful in eliminating rating errors.
For example, Wexley et al. (1975) required two hours of training to
effectively eliminate one rating error while Latham et al. (1975) and
Pursell, Dossett, & Latham (1980) provided raters with six to eight
hours of training to minimize four rating errors. In other studies
where training was not found to be effective, raters received only two
or three hours of training to reduce three to four rating errors
(Warmke & Billings, 1979; Borman, 1979b). Rating errors apparently
are the result of externally mediated factors or deeply ingrained
behavioral dispositions even- for people who have never before
completed an appraisal form. In view of the results of studies of
various training programs cited, it is highly questionable as to
whether the training provided in this study was adequate to effec-
tively reduce all of the rating errors addressed. This is an

important factor in testing the hypotheses as the model suggests that
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1) training is important for establishing the subjective norm of
assigning error-free ratings, and 2) training will influence the
moderating effects of rater ability as well as role clarity by
providing raters with the information they need to reduce systematic
bias in their subordinate evaluations.

Each "of the factors discussed thus far poses a possible explana-
tion for why the experimental results did not support the predictions
of .the model. However, the findings of the study indicate that a con-
sistent direct relationship between rater attitudes and the prevalence
of rating errors was present in the data and this requires some
explanation. Before addressing this topic, a comment is -in order
regarding the magnitude of the significant experimental effects found
and the impact of the different approaches used operationalize the
measurement of rating errors.

First, in most of the instances where the statistical analyses
applied yielded significant results, the relative size of these
effects was rather small as evidenced by the eta2 and R2 values
reported. The question arises as to whether these effects are too
small to be meaningful. The answer to this question is probably not.
First of all, in studying the potential influence of rater attitudes
on the characteristics of the ratings they assign, it is assumed that
other factors such as rater performance and rating context factors as
well as other characteristics of the ratees and raters themselves are
going to account for a major portion of the variance of any statistic
derived from the ratings. Hence, rater attitudes were not expected to

have a proportionately large effect on the psychometric qualities of
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assigned ratings. Second, it may be that the relationships pursued in
this investigation are only of this small magnitude. This in itself
may be a mixed blessing as rater work-related attitudes, or indeed any
extraneous factor outside of ratee job performance, should ideally
have as 1little influence on the nature of the ratings as possible.
Finally, the process of progressing from theoretical models to subject
manipulation and actual measurement is invariably accompanied by the
introduction of a certain amount of '"noise". This commonly takes the
form of unreliable measures and a lack of correspondence between the
construct and how it is operationalized. These factors can have a
severe attenuating effect on even strong relationships between
constructs. Hence, for these reasons, particularly in areas where
little or no previous research has been reported, the potential
importance of even relatively weak but significant experimental
effects deserves consideration.

Second, in contrast to the conclusion expressed by Saal et al.
(1980) regarding the different results yielded by various procedures
for operationally measuring rating errors, where multiple measures
were used in this study, the results were almost uniformly consistent.
This finding raises the question of whether - the variance in the
measurement of each error with different operational definitions as
reported in the studies cited by Saal et al. was due to actual

differences in what was being assessed or merely the result of statis-

tical artifacts.
Some of the possible explanations for the significant direct

correspondence of rater job involvement and organizational commitment
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with the presence of the rating errors considered relate to the
factors discussed above. For example, if the established corporate
subjective norm was that only "good" employees work for the company
and that they should be rated accordingly, it would follow that highly
committed supervisors would accept this tenet to a greater degree that
others who are less committed to the organization. This in turn might
explain why section leaders who expressed a relatively low degree of a
commitment to the company were less inclined to only assign lenient
ratings within a relatively restricted and centrally located range.
Their observations of subordinate job performance might have also be
influenced to a lesser degree by the impression that all of their
employees are ''good" employees.

Similarly with respect to job involvement, section leaders who
indicated comparatively low levels of job involvement might have been
less inclined to derive feelings of personal self worth on the basis
of the job performance of their subordinates. Accordingly, these
individuals would have less to lose by rating their sales clerks more
objectively which in turn could have resulted in a reduction of
systematic bias.

While these are tenable explanations for the results found, it is
important to also consider the possibility that the attitudinal
factors focused upon might only be correlates of other rater charac-
teristics. which are more directly responsible for the relative
presence or absence of the rating errors studied. The results from the
supplemental correlational analysis performed indicate that as

reported in other studies related to this issue (e.g., Rabinowitz &
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Hall, 1977; Steers, 1977), age and tenure correlated positively with
the attitude measures considered. Educational level was inversely
related to organizational commitment at a significant 1level. This
coincides with the commonly reported finding (e.g., Bateman .&
Strasser, 1984) that organizational commitment is inversely related
to an individual's perception of the availability of alternative
sources of employment in other organizations. It stands to reason the
more highly educated individuals would perceive a greater variety of
employment alternatives. Also, section leader performance ratings
'were not found to correlate significantly with any of the attitudinal
measures. On the basis of these results, a profile emerges of the
more highly job involved and organizationally committed section
leaders as being older, more tenured, and less educated than their
less involved and committed counterparts. Evidence from reported
studies addressing the question of whether these factors are related
to the quality of assigned ratings of subordinate job performance is
limited and inconclusive.

The possibility that the performance ratings assigned accurately
reflected the performance characteristics of the sales clerks
evaluated must also be considered. The organization in which this
study was conducted typically experiences 30%Z annual turnover among
sales personnel. It is possible that the more tenured supervisors
evidencing high levels of job involvement and organizational commit-
ment might have been able over time to attract and retain a superior
work group within their departmeﬁts. These selected sales clerks

might actually have been better employees whose performance across the
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various evaluated domains was generally consistent. If this were true,
the job involvement and organizational commitment levels of these
section leaders would have been only secondary factors in explaining
the characteristics of the assessments of subordinate job performance.
An empirical test of this proposition would require information
regarding the employment history of the sales clerks in the sample and
an objective measure of their job performance for use in assessing
rater accuracy. Data of this nature was not accessible for the
present study. Hence it remains a question for future investigation
as to whether the established antecedents of the attitudes under study
are directly or indirectly related to the prevalence of systematic
rating errors in assigned ratings.

The policy capturing analysis performed indicated that there
were only minor differences in the relative importance raters with
high or low levels of the composite attitude measure assigned to the
various performance dimensions in arriving at an assessment of ratee
overall job performance. Hence, it appears that in general, levels of
the work-related attitudes considered are not related to any systema-
tic differences in the mental processes raters employed in the
particular context of determining the relativé importance of the
various dimensions upon which subordinates were evaluated.

It is difficult to make dimensional comparisons across scales on
the basis of the data from this study although it would appear that
corresponding dimensions on the graphic rating scale and behavioral
checklist had different conceptual meanings to the raters. Comparisohs

of characteristics of ratings on the graphic rating scale and
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behavioral checklist was a secondary consideration of this study. The
results for tests using the composite variable as the independent
measure did not produce any notable differences between scales.
However, when job involvement and organizational commitment were
considered separately, a consistent pattern of differential findings
did emerge. Specifically, job involvement scores were directly
related to the measured amount of each rating error in ratings made
on the graphic rating scale only. In contrast, organizational commit-
ment scores predicted the degree of leniency, central tendency, and
range restriction but only for those assessments made on the
behavioral checklist. Job involvement also was significantly
correlated with leniency in the behavioral checklist ratings.

This unexpected finding is difficult to explain'in terms of the
theoretical model although one possible rationale is apparent. Ratings
made on the graphic rating scale are in a sense more direct than those
made on the behavioral checklist where the items have been assigned
differential weights of which the raters were not aware and dimension
scores are based on the summation of the checked items. For this
reason it could conceivably be easier to consistently assign ratings
which are purposely biased in terms of the four errors considered on
the graphic rating scale. . Thus, if a rater was intentionally trying
to rate subordinates highly on all dimensions while not using too many
extremé ratings, it follows that this would be easier to accomplish on
the graphic rating scale than the behavioral checklist.

On the other hand, the behavioral checklist consists of a series

of specific statements which in essence present the expected
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behavioral norms of the organization. It is possible that section
leaders who are very committed to the company are more inclined to
perceive their subordinates as having a similar attitude than section
leaders who are less committed. If this were true, it would then
_follow that the highly committed raters would be mofe likely to
appraise their subordinates as also accepting the norms of the organi-
zation in terms of their behaviors on the job. This could account for
the tendency for highly committed raters to assign ratings which
tended to be comparatively lenient and restricted in range on the
behavioral checklist. These explanations are admittedly speculative
and indicate that this general finding clearly requires further
research.

The relative amounts of each rating error evidenced in the
evaluations made on the graphic rating scale and behavioral checklist
were not directly contrasted in this study with the exception of halo.
The graphic rating scale was found to be consistently more prone to
this source of bias. However, the related issue examined by
hypotheses 1B, 2B, 3B, ahd 4B also pertains to potential differences
between the two rating formats. The results from the tests of these
hypotheses show that none of the attitudinal factors considered
predicted the occurrence of rating errors to a significantly greater
degree on one rating format over the other. It would appear that
despite the fact that one format may traditionally have been more
prone to certain errors than the other, the influence of rater atti-
tudes on the occurrence of these sources of systematic bias does not

appear to be strong enough to accentuate these differences.
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In testing hypotheses 3A, 3B, 3C, and 3D, the measure of rater
ability provided by the section leader performance rating scale was
found to moderate the relationship between the composite attitude
measure and the extent of leniency and central tendency in ratings
assigned on the graphic rating scale. This effect was not noted for
restriction of range and halo. However, the test of this hypothesis
for range restriction was based on a single measure and utilized a
statistical procedure of relatively low power due to the nature of
this measure and the limited size of the section leader sample.
Apparently, whether the work-related attitudes themselves or their
antecedents are causing different degrees of leniency and central
tendency to be present in assigned ratings, the general ability of the
raters is serving to enhance the strength of this relationship. This
premise corresponds with the predictions of Fishbein's model. It is
suspected that the reason why this relationship did not hold for the
behavioral checklist as well was again that the extent to which raters
were able to purposely bias ratings, particularly in terms of leniency
and central tendency, was under their volitional control to a greater
extent with the trait-based, graphic rating scale. It is also
possible that while the performance measure used as the moderator in
this study provided a general index of section leader ability, a more
direct measure of the degree to which raters were capable of providing
error-free ratings would have been a more potent moderator of the
basic relationship between the independent and dependent variables

examined.
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The last set of rating bias hypotheses tested -- 4A, 4B, 4C, and
4D, considered the relative ability of the job involvement and organi-
zational commitment to account for the variance in measures of the
four types of rating errors studied. The model suggests that organi-
zational commitment will be a better predictor than job involvement of
the extent of each error in assigned ratings as it is beliéved to have
a more direct effect on rater behavior during the evaluation phase of
the appraisal process. Tests of these hypotheses indicated that the
proportion of variance explained by each attitude did not differ
significantly for any of the rating errors considered.

The question addressed by these hypotheses concerns the relative
ability of the two attitude measures to predict the occurrence of
systematic bias in ratings of subordinate job performance. The model
suggests that the two variables function concomitantly to form
behavioral intentions which in turn cause behavior. According to
Wiener's model, the relative weight given to each factor in pre-
dicting behavioral intentions is a function of the attributes of the
situation, the subject, and the behavior itself. The data indicate
that job involvement and organizational commitment when combined into
a composite measure are directly related in to the prevalence of
rating errors. When considered separately, the results for each
attitude vary according to the particular rating format considered.
The measures of rater job involvement and organizational commitment
were not significantly correlated in this study (r = .19). This value
is considerably lower than other similar correlations reported in

the literature (e.g., r = .37, Mauer, 1968; r = .30 and .54, Mowday
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et al, 1979) and may possibly be attributable to the subset of items
selected from the Lodahl and Kejner scale to measure job involvement.
In any event, these correlations indicate that the two measures are
not redundant and are in fact measuring distinct constructs which
differentially affect behavior. However, the level of development and
sophistication of the theoretical model is insufficient at this point
to determine which of these factors if either, will have a greéter
influence on the specific behaviors comprising the total appraisal
process., It is apparent that contrary to the predictions made,
neither attitude had a significantly greater effect on the behaQior of
assigning ratings as assessed in terms of the extent of the system-
atic rating errors detected.

Hypotheses 5 and 6 which examined the effects of rater attitudes
on. the reliability and convergent and discriminant validity of
assigned ratings were basically exploratory in nature. It is
questionable as to whether the act of assigning reliable or valid
ratings can be considered a specific behavior in the same sense as
assigning ratings which are excessively lenient, correlated or charac-
terized by a limited range. In other words, it is questionable
whether determining the reliability or validity of the ratings one
assigns to others is under the same degree of volitional control as
influencing the extent of the four systematic rating errors discussed
above. Studies of training programs specifically intended to increase
rater accuracy have shown that this element can be improved through

training and practice (e.g., Bernardin & Pence, 1980, Latham et al.,

1975). It follows that improved accuracy would result in more
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reliable and valid ratings. The training program used in this study
did not stress accuracy because there was no way of assessing this
rating characteristic in the field setting. Hence, raters did not
receive any specific training that would directly influence their
ratee evaluations in this regard or make them accept the objective of
assigning reliable and construct valid ratings as part of the organi-
zational subjective norm. In light of these considerations, it is not
surprising that the composite measure of work related attitudes was
not related to the degree of these parameters present in the

subordinate ratings assigned. -

Limitations of the Study

Many of the major limitations of this study have already been
alluded to in the previous discussion. The major shortcoming of the
experimental procedure used was the failure to employ a fully crossed
design in which all raters evaluated all ratees. Without such a
design it is not possible to unambiguously estimate the all of the
various rater and ratee effects (Saal et al, 1980). This problem
which is very common in field studies of performance appraisal was
dealt with by utilizing muitiple tests of the each hypothesis whenever
possible in which the procedures for operationalizing the dependent
measures as well as the units of analysis were varied. This means of
compensation was only partially successful as it was not possible to

fully differentiate true scores from systematic error variance. The

limited number of subjects available for some of these analyses,
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particularly those that utilized section leaders as the experimental

units, resulted in some of the statistical procedures having rather

low power.

Another 1limitation related to the field setting of the study
pertains to the lack of a measure of rating accuracy. Recent trends
in research on the performance appraisal process and rater training
have put a greater emphasis on the importance of accuracy in ratings
than on the reduction of rating errors (e.g., Fay & Latham, 1982).
The availability of an objective performance criterion against which
to contrast supervisor appraisals would greatly enhance future field
studies by providing a means for assessing the impact of various
components of the process on the accuracy of the ratings assigned.

The inclusion of a manipulation check would have also improved
this research effort. As mentioned above, it is questionable whether
participation in scale development and rater training was sufficient
to convey that assigning error-free ratings was part of the organiza-
tion's subjective norm. A measure of the degree to which section
leaders accepted this tenet might have served as a useful covariant in
the analyses reported.

At the time the data for this study were collected, behavioral
observation scales - BOS (Latham & Wexley, 1977, 1981) had just
recently been introduced and had not yet attaiﬁed their current level
of popularity. These scales are developed in essentially the same
fashion as the behavioral checklist used in this study but employ a
Likert (1932) rather than a Thurstone. (1929) scaling technique.

Behavioral observation scales require raters to decide how frequently
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a ratee performs each of the listed behaviors and indicate this on a
five-point scale ranging from always to never. Scores are then
determined by summing the numerical ratings fof all of the behavioral
statements categorized within a particular performance dimension.
These scales have not been shown to be consistently more resistant to
systematic rating errors than other formats (Bernardin, 1977).
However, they do have the advantage of providing raters with greater
latitude than behavioral checklists in determining the degree to which
a particular statement is characteristic of an employee's general
performance on the job. By combining the Likert-type response format
of BOS with the importance weightings of the behavioral statements
comprising behavioral checklist, it is possible that the variance of
the performance ratings achieved would be significantly enhanced over
that of the behavioral checklist used in this study.

Finally, throughout the course of this study, it was stressed to
the participants that all test results and performance ratings would
be used for research purposes only. Numerous studies have shown that
ratings provided under conditions of administrative use rather than
research use have fundamentally different characteristics (e.g.,
Borrenson 1967, Heron, 1956). The generalizability of the findings of
the current study is limited by the fact that the organization studied
did not have a previous history of conducting formal employee
appraisals nor did they necessarily intend to install such a program.
It would be advantageous in future efforts to utilize ratings from a
corporate setting where performance appraisals are conducteq regularly

and data can be gathered in a more realistic context.
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Directions for Future Research

It has been said that a worthwhile research study raises more
questions than it answers. This project was intended as an initial
attempt to examine the effect of two work-related rater attitudes on
the characteristics of assigned ratings of subordinate job perfor-
mance. The scope of future investigations in this area would benefit
by incorporating other contingency relationships operating in the
organizational environment to motivate various forms of behavior into
the theoretical model. This is particularly important in light of the
potential for conflicts between separate components of the organiza-
tional subjective norm and the relative influence of the various
performance/reward relationships operating upon behavior. If the
nature and impact of these factors can be systematically assessed, it
is possible that the seemingly contrary behaviors observed may yet be
explained within the context of the model.

Future research efforts focusing on the effect of attitudes on
work behavior should be extended to include other related attitudes
such as job satisfaction and feelings toward the rating process
itself, as well as the effect of the interaction of rater and ratee
attitudes. Additional research is needed to determine whether such
attitudes themselves have a significant effect on rater behavior or
whether it is really the antecedent factors precipitating the
formation of these attitude which are the true determinants.

Consideration should also be given to the longitudinal effects of

rater attitudes on rating behavior. It is not unlikely that time would
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have a significant effect on the extent to which the section leaders
in this study recognize and accept the organizational norm of
providing accurate and error-free performance- ratings. Similarly,
changes in a supervisor's level of job involvement may be reflected in
in the accuracy of observation and recall of subordinate job perfor-
mance. Longitudinal studies of this type would also provide the data
necessary to make inferences regarding causality in the study of the
relationship between attitudes, intentions, and behaviors.

Other research issues which should be addressed include the rela-
tive degree of influence and interaction of rater attitudes, ability,
motivation, and demographic factors on the characteristics of evalua-
tions assigned to others. Also, the degree to which the relationships
noted in this study are generaliéable to rating situations other than
the appraisal of subordinate work performance should be considered.
Finally, this research effort should be replicated with the improve-
ments noted above in a different organizational setting to determine
whether the variable relationships noted are unique to the present

setting or representative of a general phenomenon.

Conclusions and Implications of the Study

The call for a moratorium on rating form studies has apparently
been effective in redirecting the focus of research efforts in the
area of performance appraisal. Numerous recent publications have
addressed topics related to the.overall rating process as well as an
understanding of the cognitive processes involved in evaluating the

behavior of others. This study may be considered to fall under the
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latter of these two general categories in that it represents an
attempt to further understand what happens inside the '"black box" of
the performance appraisal process —- the rater. The theoretical model
proposed represents an attempt to integrate the apparently overlooked
cognitive factor of rater attitudes into the growing body of research
pertaining to this general topic.

The model essentially attempt§ to explain how a person's attitudes
towards his/her job and work environment effect a specific set of
importanf behaviors - the observation and evaluation of subordinate
job performance. The findings of the study did not support the
predictions of the model although in some instances they may be
explained within the same theoretical context. It is suggested that
the model be expanded to take into account the relative impact of
various potentially conflicting elements in the organizational
subjective norm as well as the effect of similarly ‘contrary
performance -- self-esteem contingencies. If the most potent of these
elements and relationships can be identified, then the measurement of -
job involvement and organizational commitment may then lead to a more
accurate prediction of subsequent behavior within the context of the
model.

Upon initial inspection, the experimental results obtained from
the test of the model would seem to indicate that individuals who have
the 1lowest levels of job involvement and organizational commitment
provide the most bias-free appraisals of their coworkers' performance

on the job. However, the likelihood of convincing a manager that low
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levels of these attitudes would constitute an effective criteria for
promoting individuals to supervisory positions is not very great.

A more promising approach to pursue is suggested by some of the
alternative explanations proposed to explain the research results. As
suggested, the experimental findings obtained may be the result of
performance -- self-esteem contigencies and components of the per-
ceived subjective norm which are in conflict with the goal of
attaining valid and error-free ratings of job performance. Many
researchers who have studied the cognitive processes involved in
performance appraisal (e.g., Murphy et al, 1982; Ilgen & Favero, 1985)
have begun to conclude that the real problem is not whether raters are
capable of evaluating the performance of others in an wunbiased
fashion but rather whether they are willing to do so. In this sense,
the problem is seen as one of motivation rather than ability. The
objective for the organization then becomes one of changing the
contingencies and the subjective norms to ensure that the goal of
providing accurate and relatively error-free ratings of subordinates
become sufficiently salient to raters to motivate their behavior in
this direction. It may be that the only way to efféctively influence
the levels of job involvement and organizational commitment of super-
visors and managers is through the selection process. However, the
nature of the jobs in which they are involved and the organizations to
which they are committed can be modified in such a way as to maximize
the behaviors precipitated by high levels of these attitudes.

If this premise is accepted, then the model implies that organi-

zations must restructure their intrinsic and extrinsic reward systems
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so as to foster the desired behaviors on the part of their supervisory
personnel in the areas of subordinate performance observation and
appraisal. Also, the importance of performing these supervisory
functions to the fullest extent of each individual's ability for the
good of the organization must be incorporated into the subjective norm
of the work environment.

Such fundamental changes as those contemplated will not be accom-
plished easily or quickly as there are many forces in the workplace
which directly conflict with the objective of providing effective
performance appraisals. This is the reason why in so many cases the
objectives of appraisal programs are never attained. Regardless of
our degree of understanding of the rating process, performance
appraisal will not work in organizations unless management makes a
commitment to structure the process and the environment in such a way
that it can work. This means providing the motivational inducemeﬁts
for supervisors to make these programs function as intended. If this
difficult task can be accomplished it is likely that raters who are
highly involved in their jobs and strongly committed to the goals an@
values of their organization will indeed provide effective and psycho-

metrically sound appraisals of subordinate job performance.
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SALES CLERK
PERFORMANCE APPRAISAL INSTRUCTIONS

Ratings of Job Behaviocr

Listed on each of the following pages are a series of job behaviors
categorized in nine general dimensions which are important parts of the
Sales Clerk job. Read each statement carefully. If you believe that
the statement is generally descriptive of the job performance of the
employee being evaluated over the past year (or however long you have
supervised the employee), place a check on the line to the left of the
statement. If the statement does not describe the employee's typical
behavior on the job over this period, 1leave the line blank. Evaluate
the employee in relation to each of the statements in all nine areas.
There is no minimum or maximum number of statements which may be
checked. Mark as many or as few statements as you feel apply to the
employee.
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Dependability - Fulfills job duties and personal commitments reliably

and punctually.

Arrive for work and returns from breaks and lunch on time.

Works within the department schedule without requesting
excessive time off.

Is flexible in determining and changing work schedules.

Is rarely absent from work.

. Does not 1leave the department sales floor when there is

inadequate coverage or without notifying anyone.

Seldom leaves the department for reasons not related to the
job.

Completes departmental work assignments promptly.

Rarely 1lets personal for family commitments interfere with
job responsibilities and duties.
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Knowledge of Job Procedures - Understands and performs job duties

according

to established procedures. Carries out these duties in an

efficient manner with few errors.

Makes very few errors in calculating (e.g., figuring sales
tax, percentages for layaways, etc.).

Balances and closes out the cash register accurately.

Uses the cash register correctly and efficiently in
completing sales transactions.

Uses the appropriate forms in carrying out special
transactions.

Examines the bad check and credit card lists when appro-
priate.

Correctly completes sales and credit card forms recording
all necessary information.

Does not hold items for customers without proper identifica-
tion.

Fills out weekly time cards properly and submits them on
time. ’
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Sales Ability - Presentation of merchandise in a favorable and appro-
priate manner. Use of proper sales techniques to help customers make
purchases.

1. Suggests the purchase of items which coordinate with
merchandise already selected.

2. Begins sales suggestions with items from the upper end of
the price range. ‘

3. Works well under pressure.

4, Is capable of selling merchandise in other departments when
needed.

5. Speaks clearly with proper diction.

6. Interacts with customers in a self-confident manner.

7. Uses appropriate sales techniques and and the proper amount
of persistence to make sales.

8. Engages 1in spontaneous conversation with customers related
to the sale of merchandise.



Customer Service - Treats customers in a pleasant, courteous fashion
and adequately serves the customers' needs.

1. Does not carry on conversions with friends or other
employees while customers wait for service.

2. Shows customers to dressing rooms personally rather than
merely telling them where the rooms are.

3. Offers to check availability of merchandise at other stores.

4. Greets customers promptly and cheerfully.

5. Maintains composure and courteous manner when dealing with
an irate customer.

6. Effectively waits on more than one customer at the same time
when necessary.

7. Is courteous to customers over the telephone.

8. Does not rush customers when it is close to closing time or
when the department is crowded.
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Knowledge of Company Policies - Knowledge of Company policy and
procedures as related to job duties and responsibilities.

1. Seldom needs to be reminded of company policies and pro-
cedures.

2. Does not sit while on the sales floor.

3. Understands the duties and responsibilities of the sales
clerk job.

4. Does not eat, drink, or chew gum while on the sales floor.

5. Finds constructive work to do in the department when no
customers,are present.

6. Does not spend excessive time "hugging" the cash register
instead of waiting on customers.

7. Adheres to Company policy regarding private telephone con-
versations.
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Product Knowledge - Knowledge of the qualities and features of depart-

ment merchandise including coordinated accessories, instructions for
special care, and manufacturers' warranties.

1.

Keeps familiar with all merchandise in the department.

Is aware of expected dates for incoming merchandise.

Effectively answers questions concerning merchandise in the
department without assistance of the section leader.

Knows the special care procedures which some items require.

Is familiar with and suggests accessory merchandise which
corresponds to items selected by the customer.

Is able to suggest acceptable alternatives for pro-
ducts/brands out of stock or not carried by the store.

Provides appropriate justification for the price of more
expensive items.

Is able to correctly determine whether merchandise returned
without a sales slip was purchased from .



Initiative
requests made by the section 1leader; willingness to work

specific
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- Performance of routine and non-routine job duties without

beyond ordinary job requirements; striving to attain company goals; and
a willingness to take independent action.

Periodically rearranges departmental merchandise displays as
appropriate without having to be asked to do so.

Does stock work without having to be asked by the section
leader.

Is creative and comes up with useful ideas to improve the
department.

Straightens up the department regularly without being asked.

Makes suggestions for moving merchandise from one place to
another in the department to increase sales.

Reports to work‘early to prepare for the shift.

Suggests that customers open charge accounts.

Takes responsibility for making certain decisions when the
section leader is away from the department.



Judgment -

arising on
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Ability to observe and assess routine and unusual situations
the job and determine the appropriate action to take.

Can correctly determine whether or not a customer wishes to
be waited on.

Suggests compromises which will satisfy customers returning
used merchandise.

Does not rely on the section leader to make all decisions in
the department.

Expresses opinions to customers when appropriate.

Calls for assistance from section leaders when it is appro-
priate to do so.

Keeps aware of potential shoplifters and notifies security
when appropriate.

Determines the appropriate order upon which to wait on
customers.

Correctly determines when it is appropriate to assist a
fellow sales clerk when s/he is having a problem with a
customer.
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Employee Relations - Ability to maintain friendly and cooperative rela-

tionships with the section leader and other employees on the job.

1.

Gets along well with fellow employees.

Shows consideration for fellow employees.

Works well as a team member by sharing job responsibilities.

. Does not grab sales from other sales clerks.

Is willing to share customers with other employees when
appropriate.

Takes time to answer the questions of new employees.

Accepts constructive criticism and suggestions when offered
by the section leader or other employees without becoming
defensive.
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SALES CLERK
PERFORMANCE APPRAISAL INSTRUCTIONS

Ratings of Performance Dimensions

The following page contains the names and definitions of nine dimen-
sions of job performance identified as being important for the Sales
Clerk job. You are asked to evaluate the job performance of each of
the Sales Clerks you supervise in each of these areas. You will do
this by first reading the description of the each dimension. Next
determine the level of the employee's performance in each area over the
past year (or however long you have supervised the employee) on the
basis of the following scale:

1 = Unacceptable

2 = Marginal

3 = Acceptable

4 = Average

5 = Good

6 = Very Good

7 = Outstanding (among the best ever

seen)

On the scale to the right of each dimension, circle the number which
corresponds to the level of the employee's job performance in that
area. Be sure that you evaluation the employees on each of the nine
dimensions listed.
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Unacceptable

Marginal

Acceptable

Average

Good

Very Good

Outstanding (among the best ever seen

NOoOuUVmesaWLWN -~
nmuwuwunnnan

Dimension Performance Rating Scale

1. Dependability - Fulfills job duties and per- 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
sonal commitments reliably and punctually.

2. Knowledge of Job Procedures - Understands and 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
performs job duties according to established
procedures. Carries out these duties in an
efficient manner with few duties.

3. Sales Ability - Presentation of merchandise 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
in a favorable and appropriate manner. Use
of proper sales techniques to help customers
make purchases.

4. Customer Service - Treats customers in a 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
pleasant, courteous fashion and adequately
serves the customers' needs.

5. Knowledge of Company Policies - Knowledge of 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Company policy and procedures as related to
job duties and responsibilities.

6. Product Knowledge - Knowledge of the quali- 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
ties and features of department merchandise
including coordinated accessories, instruc-
tions for special care, and manufacturers'
warranties.

7. Initiative - Performance of routine and non- 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
routine job duties without specific requests
made by the section leader; willingness to
work beyond ordinary job requirements;
striving to attain company goals; and a will-
ingness to take independent action.

8. Judgment - Ability to observe and assess 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
routine and unusual situations arising on the
job and determine the appropriate action to
take.

9. Employee Relations - Ability to maintain 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
friendly and cooperative relationships with
section leaders and other employees.
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SALES CLERK

OVERALL PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

Considering all aspects of this employee's job performance, how would you
rate this person in terms of overall performance on the job? (check one)

Performance does not meet minimun standards.

Less than satisfactory performance in many respects.

Satisfactory performance in most respects, but not all.

Satisfactory performance in all respects.

Above average performance but not superior.

Performance is superior in most respects.

Performance is definitely superior in all respects.

The best performance I have ever observed or could hope to observe.



APPENDIX B
Mean and Standard Deviation of the Importance Ratings

for Items Included on the Behavioral Checklist



Dependability - Fulfills job duties and personal commitments
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and punctually.

. Arrive for work and returns from breaks and

lunch on time.

Works within the department schedule without
requesting excessive time off.

. Is flexible in determining and changing work

schedules.

Is rarely absent from work.

. Does not leave the department sales floor

when there is inadequate coverage or without
notifying anyone.

Seldom leaves the department for reasons not
related to the job.

. Completes departmental work assignments

promptly.

Rarely lets personal for family commitments

interfere with job responsibilities and.

duties.

reliably
Standard
Mean Deviation
5.56 1.27
5.94 1.10
6.01 0.90
6.56 1.02
4,47 1.38
4,26 1.33
5.16 1.42
6.06 0.89

Scores on the behavioral checklist dimension scales were determined
by summing the weights of the checked items and dividing by the

number of items in the scale.

Maximum possible score = 5.50 Scale midpoint = 2.75



248

Knowledge of Job Procedures - Understands and performs job duties
according to established procedures. Carries out these duties in an
efficient manner with few duties.

Standard
Mean Deviation

1. Makes very few errors in calculating (e.g., 4.89 1.11
figuring sales tax, percentages for laya-
ways, etc.). :

2. Balances and closes out the cash register - - 5.41 1.29
accurately.

3. Uses the cash register correctly and effi- 5.90 1.20
ciently in completing sales transactions.

4, Uses the appropriate forms in carrying out 5.65 1.35
special transactions.

5. Examines the bad check and credit card lists 6.51 0.99
when appropriate.

6. Correctly completes sales and credit card 5.59 1.10
forms recording all necessary information.

7. Does not hold items for customers without 6.18 1.01
proper identification.

8. Fills out weekly time cards properly and 5.38 1.46

submits them on time.

Maximum possible score = 5.69 Scale midpoint = 2.84
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Sales Ability - Presentation of merchandise in a favorable and appro-
priate manner. Use of proper sales techniques to help customers make
purchases.

Standard
Mean Deviation
1. Suggests the purchase of items which coordi- 5.41 1.27
nate with merchandise already selected.
2. Begins sales suggestions with items from the 5.27 1.15
upper end of the price range.
3. Works well under pressure. 6.09 0.87
4. Is capable of selling merchandise in other 5.31 1.14
departments when needed.
5. Speaks clearly with proper diction. 5.44 1.31
6. Interacts with customers in a self-confident 5.11 1.40
manner.
7. Uses appropriate sales techniques and and 5.94 1.27
the proper amount of persistence to make
sales. :
8. Engages in spontaneous conversation with 5.85 1.20

customers related to the sale of merchandise.

Maximum possible score = 5.55 Scale midpoint = 2.78
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Customer Service - Treats customers in a pleasant, courteous fashion
and adequately serves the customers' needs.

Standard
Mean Deviation
1. Does not carry on conversions with friends 4.87 1.44
or other employees while customers wait for
service,
2. Shows customers to dressing rooms personally 5.11 1.32
rather than merely telling them where the
rooms are.
3. Offers to check availability of merchandise 6.21 1.01
at other stores.
4, Greets customers promptly and cheerfully. 4,21 1.39
5. Maintains composure and courteous manner 5.64 1.28
when dealing with an irate customer.
6. Effectively waits on more than one customer 5.78 1.22
at the same time when necessary.
7. Is courteous to customers over the telephone. 5.49 1.37
8. Does not rush customers when it is close to 4.56 1.48
closing time or when the department is
crowded.

Maximum scale score = 5.23 Scale midpoint = 2.62
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Knowledge of Company Policies - Knowledge of Company policy and proce-
dures as related to job duties and responsibilities.

Standard
Mean Deviation
1. Seldom needs to be reminded of company poli- 5.88 1.16
cies and procedures.
2. Does not sit while on the sales floor. 5.31 1.24
3. Understands the duties and responsibilities 5.97 0.86
of the sales clerk job.
4, Does not eat, drink, or chew gum while on 4.02 1.01
the sales floor.
5. Finds constructive work to do in the depart- 5.11 1.39
ment when no customers are present.
6. Does not spend excessive time "hugging" the 5.21 1.14
cash register instead of waiting on custo-
mers.
7. Adheres to Company policy regarding private 4.71 0.88

telephone conversations.

Maximum scale score = 5.17 Scale mipoint = 2.59
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Product Knowledge - Knowledge of the qualities and features of depart-
ment merchandise including coordinated accessories, instructions for
special care, and manufacturers' warranties.

Standard
Mean Deviation

1. Keeps familiar with all merchandise in the - 5.66 1.27
department.

2. Is aware of expected dates for incoming 6.01 1.02
merchandise.

3. Effectively answers questions concerning 6.57 0.73
merchandise in the department without
assistance of the section leader.

4. Knows the special care procedures which some 6.30 1.31
items require.

5. Is familiar with and suggests accessory 5.74 1.18
merchandise which corresponds to items
selected by the customer.

6. Is able to suggest acceptable alternatives 6.14 1.11
for products/brands out of stock or not
carried by the store.

7. Provides appropriate justification for the 4,23 1.32
price .of more expensive items.

8. Is able to correctly determine whether mer- 6.32 0.99
chandise returned without a sales slip was
purchased from .

Maximum scale score = 5.87 Scale midpoint = 2.94



253

Initiative - Performance of routine and non-routine job duties without
specific requests made by the section leader; willingness to work
beyond ordinary job requirements; striving to attain company goals;
and a willingness to take independent action.

Standard
Mean Deviation

1. Periodically rearranges departmental mer- 5.21 1.49
chandise displays as appropriate without
having to be asked to do so.

2. Does stock work without having to be asked 4,37 1.45
by the section leader.

3. Is creative and comes up with useful ideas 5.99 1.34
to improve the department.

4, Straightens up the department regularly 5.08 1.37
without being asked.

5. Makes suggestions for moving merchandise 6.11 1.22
from one place to another in the department
to increase sales.

6. Reports to work early to prepare for the 4.91 1.35
shift.

7. Suggests that customers open charge 5.28 1.44
accounts.

8. Takes responsibility for making certain 5.37 1.29

decisions when the section leader is away
from the department.

Maximum scale score = 5.29 Scale midpoint = 2.65
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Judgment - Ability to observe and assess routine and unusual situa-
tions arising on the job and determine the appropriate action to take.

Standard
Mean Deviation
1. Can correctly determine whether or not a 5.88 1.09
customer wishes to be waited on.
2. Suggests compromises which will satisfy 5.92 1.19
customers returning used merchandise.
3. Does not rely on the section leader to make 5.73 1.40
all decisions in the department.
4. Expresses opinions to customers when appro- 5.78 1.24
priate. )
5. Calls for assistance from section leaders 4,41 1.38
when it is appropriate to do so.
6. Keeps aware of potential shoplifters and 5.79 1.31
notifies security when appropriate.
7. Determines the appropriate order upon which 6.14 1.18
to wait on customers.
8. Correctly determines when it is appropriate 6.07 1.12

to assist a fellow sales clerk when s/he is
having a problem with a customer.

Maximum scale score = 5.72 Scale midpoint = 2.86
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Employee Relations - Ability to maintain friendly and cooperative
relationships with the section leader and other employees on the job.

Standard
Mean Deviation
1. Gets along well with fellow employees. 4.61 1.21
2. Shows consideration for fellow employees. 5.47 1.33
3. Works well as a team member by sharing job 5.62 1.47
responsibilities.
4. Does not grab sales from other sales clerks. 4.70 1.12
5. Is willing to share customers with other 4.82 1.41
employees when appropriate.
6. Takes time to answer the questions of new 4,77 1.19
employees.
7. Accepts constructive criticism and sugges- 5.69 1.40

tions when offered by the section leader or
other employees without becoming defensive.

Maximum scale score = 5.09 Scale midpoint = 2.55
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SECTION LEADER

PERFORMANCE APPRAISAL INSTRUCTIONS

Ratings of Performance Dimensions

The following page contains the names and definitions of ten dimen-
sions of job performance identified as being important for the Section
Leader job. You are asked to evaluate the job performance of each of
the Section Leaders you supervise in each of these areas. You will do
this by first reading the description of the each dimension. Next
determine the 1level of the employee's performance in each area over
the past year (or however long you have supervised the employee) on
the basis of the following scale:

1 = Unacceptable

2 = Marginal

3 = Acceptable

4 = Average

5 = Good

6 = Very Good

7 = Outstanding (among the best ever

seen)

On the scale to the right of each dimension, circle the number which
corresponds to the level of the employee's job performance in that
area. Be sure that you evaluation the employees on each of the ten
dimensions listed.
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Dimension Performance Rating Scale

l. Dependability - Fulfills job duties and per- 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
sonal commitments reliably and punctually.

2. Knowledge of Job Procedures - Understands and 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
performs job duties according to established
procedures. Carries out these duties in an
efficient manner with few duties.

3. Sales Ability - Presentation of merchandise 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
in a tavorable and appropriate manner. Use
of proper sales techniques to help customers
make purchases.

4. Customer Service - Treats customers in a 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
pleasant, courteous fashion and adequately
serves the customers' needs.

5. Knowledge of Company Policies - Knowledge of 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Company policy and procedures as related to
job duties and responsibilities. '

6. Product Knowledge - Knowledge of the quali- 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
ties and features of department merchandise
including coordinated accessories, instruc-
tions for special care, and manufacturers'
warranties.

7. Initiative - Performance of routine and non 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
routine job duties without specific requests
made by the section leader; willingness to
work beyond ordinary job requirements; stri-
ving to attain company goals; and a willing-
ness to take independent action.

8. Judgment - Ability to observe and assess rou- 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
tine and wunusual situations arising on the -
job and determine the appropriate action to
take. '

9. Employee Relations - Ability to maintain 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
friendly and cooperative relationships with
the section leader and other employees on the
job.

10.Supervisory Ability - Ability to effectively 1 2 3 4 S5 6 7
supervise employees and maintain the daily
operation of the department. Willingness to
accept responsibility and forster a produc-
tive atmosphere within the section.
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Listed below are a series of statements which represent possible
feelings that individuals might have about their jobs. Use the rating
scale shown below to indicate your feelings about the job in which
your are now working.

1. SD means that you strongly disagree with the statement.

2. MD means that you moderately disagree with the statement.

. SLD means that you slightly disagree with the statement.

. N means that you neither agree or disagree with the statement.
. SLA means that you slightly agree with the statement.

6. MA means that you moderately agree with the statement.

7. SA means that you strongly agree with the statement.

wn e W

Please circle the letter or letters which best describe the degree of

your agreement or disagreement with each of the statements below.

#], I'11 stay overtime to finish a job even SD MD SLD N SLA MA
if I'm not paid for it.
2. You can measure a person pretty well by SD MD SLD SLA MA
how good a job he does.
3. The major satisfaction in my life comes SD MD SLD SLA MA
from my job.
4. For me, mornings at work really fly by. SD MD SLD SLA MA
# 5, I usually show up for work a little bit SD MD SLD SLA MA
early to get things ready.
6. The most important things that happen SD MD SLD SLA MA
to me involve my work.
* 7. Sometimes I lie awake at night thinking SD MD SLD SLA MA
ahead to the next day's work.
# 8, I'm really a perfectionist about my SD MD SLD SLA MA
work.
9. I feel depressed when I fail at SD MD SLD SLA MA
something connected with my job.
10. I have other activities more important SD MD SLD SLA MA
than my work.
11. T live, eat, and breathe my job. SD MD SLD SLA MA
#12. I would probably keep working even if I SD MD SLD SLA MA

didn't need the.money.

SA

SA

SA

SA
SA

SA

SA

SA

SA

SA

SA
SA



*13. Quite often I feel like staying home SD MD SLD SLA MA
from work instead of coming in.
14, To me, my work is only a small part of SD MD SLD SLA MA
who I am.
¥15. I am very much involved personally in SD MD SLD SLA MA
my work.
¥16. I avoid taking on extra duties and SD MD SLD SLA MA
responsibilities in my work. -
#¥17. 1 used to be more ambitious about my SD MD SLD SLA MA
work than I am now.
18. Most things in life are more important SD MD SLD SLA MA
than work.
19. I used to care more about my work, but SD MD SLD SLA MA
now other things are more important to
me.
#20. Sometimes I'd like to kick myself for SD MD SLD SLA MA
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the mistakes I make in my work.

SA

SA

SA

SA

SA

SA

SA

SA

* Indicates that the item was included in the scale used in this study
to measure the performance - self esteem contingency conceptualization
of job involvement.
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Listed below are a series of statements which represent possible
feelings that individuals might have about the company for which they
work. Use the rating scale shown below to indicate your feelings
about the company for which your are now working.

1. SD means that you strongly disagree with the statement.

2. MD means that you moderately disagree with the statement.

3. SLD means that you slightly disagree with the statement.

4. N means that you neither agree or disagree with the statement.
5. SLA means that you slightly agree with the statement.

6. MA means that you moderately agree with the statement.

7. SA means that you strongly agree with the statement.

Please circle the letter or letters which best describe the degree of
your agreement or disagreement with each of the statements below.

1 2 3 4 5 6
1. I am willing to put in a great deal of SD MD SLD N SLA MA
effort beyond that normally expected to
help be profitable.

2. I talk about tomy friends as a SD MD SLD N SLA MA
great company to work for.

3. I feel very little loyalty to . SD MD SLD N SLA MA

4. 1 would accept almost any type of work SD MD SLD N SLA MA SA
assignment in order to keep working for

5. I find that my values and are SD MD SLD N SLA MA
very similar.

6. I am proud to tell others that I am a SD MD SLD N SLA MA
part of .

7. T could just as well be working for a SD MD SLD N SLA MA
different organization as long as the
type of work was similar.

8. really inspires the very best in SD MD SLD N SLA MA
me in the way of job performance.

9. It would take very little change in my SD MD SLD N SLA MA

present circumstances to cause me to
leave

10. I am extremely glad that I chose SD MD SLD N SLA MA

to work for over other companies I was
considering at the time I joined.

SA

SA

SA

SA
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11. There's not too much to be gained by
sticking with indefinitely.

12. T often find it difficult to agree with
policies.

13. I really care about the fate of

14, For me is the best of all
possible companies to work for.

15. Deciding to work for was a
definite mistake on my part.

SD

SD

SD
SD

SD

MD

MD

SLD

SLD

SLD

SLD

SLD

SLA

SLA

SLA
SLA

SLA

MA

MA

MA

MA

MA

SA

SA

SA
SA

SA
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Direct Computation of Variance Components

Source Variance Component
_ (rwd - Tb) (rwf - rb)
Sales Clerks (s) rb + n + m
S x Dimension (d) Twd - Tb
S x Rating Format (f) Twf - b
Error 1 - twd - Twf + rb

Mutlitrait-Multimethod Matrix Indexes (Intraclass Correlations)

Source Index

VCs
Sales Clerks (S)
VCsc + VCe
VCs d
S x Dimension (d) X
VCs x d + VCe
VCg
S x Rating Format (f) xS
VCe « s + VCe
Note: rb = average correlations of heteromethod-heterotrait tri-

angles; rwd = average correlation of validity diagonals; rwf = average
correlations of monomethod-heterotrait triangles; n = number of dimen-
sions; m = number of rating formats. VC = variance component.
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