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ABSTRACT
THE INFLUENCE OF DIRECT VERSUS INDIRECT OBSERVATION,
CANDIDATE REPORT FORMAT, AND ASSESSOR TRAINING
ON THE ACCURACY OF ASSESSOR RATINGS
Rudolph L. Johnson, dJr.
01d Dominion University, 1987
Director: Dr. Terry L. Dickinson
Within the assessment center method, assessors' preliminary
evaluations of candidates' performance are typically based on
information obtained through direct observation of the candidate's
performance in the situational exercise, or on another assessor's
report of that performance. This variation is somewhat disconcerting,
however, in that its impact on assessor ratings remains largely
unstudied. The primary focus of the present study was to assess the
differential effects of observation type (i.e., direct observation,
dimension-specific report, narrative report) on various measures of
rating accuracy. In addition, the present study investigated
cognitive modeling as an assessor training strategy, and its impact on
rating accuracy. Seventy-three undergraduates majoring in business
administration were either trained or not trained, and either observed
and rated nine videotapes depicting individiuals conducting
performance review sessions, or reviewed and evaluated corresponding
dimension-specific or narrative reports describing the same
performance. A two (cognitive modeling training, no training) by
three (direct observation, dimension-specific report, narrative
report) analysis of variance design was used to assess the effects of

training and observation type on rating accuracy.
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Moderate support was found for the hypotheses that direct
observation would yield greater accuracy than report-based ratings.
While ratings obtained in the direct observation condition were
generally more accurate than narrative-report based ratings,
dimension-specific report ratings produced superior accuracy. In
addition, those participants receiving the cognitive modeling
training, as predicted, were significantly more accurate in their
ratings than the no-training participants.

These results suggest that in assessment situations where
assessors must rely on reports to evaluate candidate performance,
those reports should be constructed in a dimension-specific format.
Furthermore, cognitive modeling appears to be a viable strategy for
assessor training. Future research should examine reports which more
closely typify actual assessment center products and their effects on
rating accuracy. The cognitive modeling approach to assessor training

should also be given greater attention in further study.
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THE INFLUENCE OF DIRECT VERSUS INDIRECT OBSERVATION,
CANDIDATE REPORT FORMAT, AND ASSESSOR TRAINING
ON THE ACCURACY OF ASSESSOR RATINGS
I. INTRODUCTION

Since its introduction by the American Telephone and Telegraph
Company (AT&T) in 1956, the assessment center has proven to be a
notably effective means of managerial selection (Byham, 1971; Borman,
19823 Finkle, 1976; Sackett, 1982; Thornton & Byham, 1982). Numerous
studies have empirically demonstrated a relatively strong positive
relationship between assessment center performance and subsequent
managerial performance (e.g., Bray & Grant, 1966; Moses & Byham,
1977). The generally favorable conclusions reached by such research
has increased popularity and stimulated use of the assessment center
technique.

The sharp growth in assessment center activity has been
accompanied by numerous variations in assessment center procedures
(Finkle, 1976, p. 865; Sackett, 1982). Organizations alter the
assessment process in a number of ways to fit their specific needs,
objectives, resources, and clientele (Cohen, 1978; Finkle, 1976;
Sackett, 1982). Given the variety of ways the assessment center can
be conducted, particularly with respect to the procedures assessors
use to obtain information concerning assessee performance, it remains
unclear how well the reported research findings regarding the

assessment center can be generalized from one center to another
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(Sackett, 1982). These variations are of particular practical and
theoretical interest when they affect assessors' ratings, and are the
primary focus of present study.

The Assessment Center Process

The term "assessment center" is somewhat misleading in that it
implies some physical location in which the activities occur. In
fact, rather than a location, the assessment center is a procedure
designed to assess the relative strengths and weaknesses of individual
employees for the purposes of selection, promotion, and/or
development. The Task Force on Development of Assessment Center
Standards (1977), made up of assessment center researchers and
practitioners, has adopted the following definition.

An assessment center consists of a standardized
evaluation of behavior based on multiple inputs.
Multiple trained observers and techniques are
used. Judgments about behavior are made, in part,
from specially designed assessment simulations.
These judgments are pooled by the assessors at an
evaluation meeting during which all relevant
assessment data are reported and discussed, and
all assessors agree on the evaluation of the
dimensions and an overall evaluation is made

(p. 305).

The generic assessment process has been characterized by
observation, behavioral integration, and evaluation (Byham, 1971;
Thornton & Byham, 1982; Zedeck, 1986). Briefly, individual employees
engage in a series of job simulations and situational exercises (e.g.,
interview simulations, leaderless group discussions, an in-basket,
individual presentations) that have been constructed to elicit
behaviors critical to successful managerial performance. These
behaviors represent conceptually distinct ability dimensions (e.g.,

leadership, problem analysis, planning and organizing, communication).
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In the observation phase of the assessment process, multiple,
trained assessors observe and record, in as much detail as possible,
the behaviors of these participants in the situational exercises.
Assessors may observe participants in different exercises but on
similar dimensions. For example, one assessor may observe and record
leadership and decision-making performance in a role-play exercise,
while a second assessor observes and records performance on these
dimensions for a group exercise. Assessors are rotated for the next
participant. Immediately after each exercise, the assessor who
observed the candidate categorizes these behavioral observations on
the target dimensions. Preliminary dimension ratings are then made
privately by that assessor.

A1l information pertaining to one candidate is then integrated
and a report summarizing the candidate's performance is prepared
during the behavioral integration phase. This report may include a
variety of information, including the candidate's role in the
exercise, the behaviors observed and recorded, and the preliminary
dimension rating. ﬁ]timately, this report will be shared with the
remaining members of the assessment team. Other assessors record
significant behaviors relevant to each dimension, and then form
independent ratings for each of the performance dimensions. This
integration continues untii information from all of the exercises have
been reviewed.

Assessors share preliminary dimension information and ratings and
engage in discussion until consensus is obtained during the evaluative
phase of the assessment center. Typically, an overall assessment

rating (0AR) that takes into account performance throughout the
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process is also generated. These ratings, like the dimension ratings,
are made independently by each assessor, and then shared and discussed
until a consensus is reached.

Variations in the Assessment Center Process

Despite the fact there are several distinguishing features that
define the assessment center scheme (e.g., multiple exercises,
multiple assessors, assessor reports, consensus discussion),
‘individual assessment centers may vary cqnsiderably (Finkle, 1976).
Early reviews of managerial assessment programs (e.g., Fitzgerald &
Quaintance, 1982; Howard, 1974) have shown dramatic variation in the
number of dimensions evaluated (10 to 52), the number and content of
situational tests employed (3 to 10), the ratio of assessor(s) to
candidate (4:1 to 1:1), and the length and content of assessor
training (ranging from only brief duration to several weeks of
intensive training).

Similar variability exists within the assessment center.
Variations may be found in the assessor's role (observer and recorder,
role player in a situational exercise, evaluator), the mode of
candidate performance presentation (videotape, face-to-face, assessor
report), the assessor's report (e.g., narrative versus dimension-
specific format), (Zedeck, 1986), and the methods of assessee
evaluation and group consensus. For example, dimension ratings may be
generated after viewing each situational exercise or withheld until
all exercises have been reviewed and discussed (Silverman, Dalessio,
Woods, & Johnson, 1986).

Despite the considerable variability in the manner in which

assessment centers are actually conducted, to date, few comparative
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studies have seriously addressed the potential impact of these and
other variations on how assessors may process information, and the
quality of the ratings that are subsequently obtained (Cohen, 1978;
Klimoski, Friedman, & Weldon, 1980; Sackett, 1982). These studies
have produced mixed results. For example, Greenwood and McNamara
(1969) compared the evaluations of professional (psychologists and
sociologists) and non-professional (high-level managers with only
minimum assessment experience) assessors and found no significant
differences in interrater reliability. Thomson (1969) has reported
similar findings.

Cohen and Sands (1978) investigated the effects of exercise order
on assessment center performance. Sixty-seven government service
managers were randomly assigned to one of four different schedules of
exercises over a two-day period. A1l other features of the center
were held constant. It was hypothesized that different sequences of
exercises might differentially affect participants' performance.
Specifically, it was believed that participation in a sequence of
exercises in which the first exercise was designed to induce stress
would be detrimental to performance in the remaining exercises. The
results of this study, however, suggested that participants were not
differentially affected by the order of exercise presentation.

K1imoski, Friedman, and Weldon (1380), in an effort to more
clearly understand the behavioral integration phase of the assessment
center process, investigated the impact of two chairholder attributes:
(a) formal voting privileges in the group's decision, and (b) previous
exposure to the candidate. It was hypothesized that chairholders with

formal voting privileges and having prior knowledge of the candidate
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would exert the greatest influence on the group's decision.
Undergraduate women (N = 152) were randomly assigned to one condition
of a two (formal vote-no vote) by two (prior knowledge of assessee-no
prior knowledge) design. Furthermore, subjects were randomly assigned
to the roles of group members and chairholders. Measures of group
process and decision, accuracy, and group member attitudes supported
the h}pothesis.

More recent evidence also suggests that variations in assessment
center methods may force assessors to organize and process assessment
center information in ways that influence their ratings (Silverman et
al., 1986). In this study, assessors were randomly assigned to one of
two evaluation conditions. In the first condition, the "within-
exercise method," assessor teams observed and recorded behavioral
information for the participant in three situational exercises. Upon
completion of each exercise, assessors then privately rated the
candidate's performance on six performance dimensions. 1In the
“within-dimension method," assessor teams also observed and recorded
behavioral information relevant to the candidate's performance in the
three exercises. However, assessors withheld making ratings until the
completion of the exercises. Next, information pertaining to a
specific dimension from all three exercises was placed on an overhead,
and assessors were asked to generate privately a rating of the
candidate's performance on that dimension. These ratings were then
shared and discussed until differences had been reconciled. Finally,
assessors privately rated the candidate's performance on the dimension
for each of the three exercises after all exercises had been

completed.
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Silverman et al. (1986) analyzed the ratings to determine whether
different methods of evaluation produced differences in the convergent
and discriminant validities and overall dimensionality of the ratings.
The pattern of results revealed observable differences in the
convergent and discriminant validities, and in the factor structures
of .the ratings produced by the two methods. Very clear exercise
factors were found for the within-exercise method, while there was a
substantially greater number of complex factor loadings (i.e.,
dimensions loading on more than one factor) for the within-dimension
method. These results suggest that the two methods of evaluation
differentially affect the way in which assessors process and organize
assessment center data.

One of the most important aspects of the assessment center is the
procedure the assessor uses to obtain information about the
candidate's performance on the exercises. Assessors may actually
engage in the situational exercise with the participant so that they
become the test stimulus to which the candidate must respond (Zedeck,
1986) or they may be present in the room during the exercise, in which
case there is some kind of face-to-face interaction with the
candidate. Observation of the candidate's performance in a videotaped
recording is yet another form of assessor activity. Finally, an
assessor may rely upon information in a report of the candidate's
performance prepared by another assessor who has directly observed the
candidate in a face-to-face interaction or a videotape presentation.

Assessor evaluations are used to make important organizational
decisions, including selection or promotion, placement, and

developmental decisions. Hence, the factors which may influence these
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evaluations in any fashion merit further study. In traditional
assessment centers, particularly where videotape is not used, some
assessors must rely on the reports of other assessors to make their
appraisals. However, one advantage in directly observing the
candidate's performance is that the assessor is not forced to rely on
the second-hang reports of candidate performance prepared by others
with the inherent added risk of miscommunication, distortion, and
error. There is some evidence in the social cognition literature that
observing the candidate directly, rather than indirectly (i.e., other
assessor's report), results in higher quality ratings (Nisbett & Ross,
1980). Furthermore, in situations where assessors must rely on a
report prepared by other assessors to make an evaluation of candidate
performance, the format of the report information may impact the
quality of the ratings.

The purpose of this study is to investigate the impact of two
assessment center variations on the quality of assessor ratings.
Specifically, this study will focus on the preliminary ratings made by
assessors and will investigate the effects of direct versus indirect
observation (i.e., other assessor's report) on rating accuracy. In
addition, the effects of two report formats (narrative vs. dimension-
specific), and of assessor training on the accuracy of assessors'
ratings will be examined. The research hypotheses corresponding to
each assessment center variable fellow a review of the individual
issues (i.e., observation type, report format, and training issues).

Accuracy and its Importance in Performance Judgments

Previous attempts to improve the quality of performance ratings

have focused on various psychometric error indices, including leniency
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or halo (Bernardin & Walter, 1977; Borman, 1975; Latham, Wexley, &
Pursell, 1975). However, a notable shortcoming of such research has
been its failure to investigate rating accuracy as the appropriate
criterion (Borman, 1979). Several studies have shown that reductions
in more traditional rater errors have little bearing on subsequent
improvements in rating accuracy (Borman, 1977, 1978, 1979), and, in
fact, may decrease the accuracy of performance ratings (Bernardin &
Pence, 1980). Furthermore, studies that have included an accuracy
criterion have operationalized accuracy inconsistently. For example,
Bernardin and Pence (1980) and Heneman and Wexley (1983) have defined
accuracy as the average absolute deviation of individual ratings from
true scores (i.e., undistorted measures of performance) generated from
students and supervisors, respectively, while Klimoski, Friedman, and
Weldon (1980) have operationalized accuracy as the correlation between
the ratings given by the consensus team chairholider and the average of
ratings generated privately by the consensus group members.

Defining accuracy in such global terms may obscure important
effects (Dobbins, Cardy, & Bienn, 1984). Thus, rating accuracy must
be conceptualized as a multidimensional construct (Cronbach, 1955;
Dickinson & Silverhart, 1986; Murphy & Balzer, 1986; Murphy, Garcia,
Kerkar, Martin, & Balzer, 1982). Cronbach (1955) has developed a
model of rating accuracy in which overall accuracy is a composite
measure of four components: elevation, differential elevation,
stereotype accuracy, and differential accuracy (Borman, 1977; Murphy
et al., 1982; Schneider, Hastorf, & é]lsworth, 1979). The
multivariate nature of the overall accuracy score becomes especially

relevant when several individuals are rated on more than one
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performance dimension.

Elevation refers to the average rating, across all ratees and
dimensions, that is given by the rater (Murphy et al., 1982). This
rating may be above or below the true score rating (Dobbins et al.,
1984). Thus, the closer the observer's average rating to the true
score, the more accurate the observer is considered to be. Here,
accuracy in the overall level of rating (i.e., the elevation
component) can be conceptualized as the degree to which the leniency-
severity error has been committed and may be corrected by adding or
subtracting from the rater's predictions (Schneider et al., 1979).

Differential elevation is associated with the average rating
given to each ratee across all performance dimensions above or below
the true level of performance for that ratee. Thus, it is a measure
of the rater's accuracy in discriminating among ratees, and reflects
the rater's ability to differentially order individuals based upon
their overall performance level. O0bservers who correctly rank order
individuals are considered more accurate than those who do not (Murphy
et al., 1982).

Stereotype accuracy refers to accuracy in discriminating among
dimensions of performance. It differs from differential elevation in
that the unit of analysis in stereotype accuracy is dimensions rather
than ratees. Thus, it is associated with the avekage rating given to
each dimension across ratees (Murphy et al., 1982). Those assessors
who are more aware of the relative prevalence with which some
behavioral characteristics are likely to be represented in a given
group of ratees can more correctly assess the group members' relative

strengths. Consequently, their ratings for a particular performance
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dimension will more closely reflect the true score for that dimension
than those less able to do so.

Finally, differential accuracy reflects the rater's ability to
discriminate among ratees within each performance dimension. This
measure represents the ability to order ratees appropriately for each
performance dimension (Schneider et al., 1979). Borman (1977) has
argued that differential accuracy is the most appropriate measure of
rating accuracy from both a theoretical and practical standpoint.

Differential elevation, stereotype accuracy, and differential
accuracy all reflect rater discriminations among performance
dimensions, ratees, or both (Murphy & Balzer, 1986). Emphasis upon
one or another of these components may result in fundamentally
different impacts upon the quality of assessment center decisions.
Cronbach (1955) has afgued that these different components are only
minimally correlated, a contention later demonstrated empirically by
Cline (1964), and more recently by Murphy et al. (1982). If, for
example, the assessor is called upon to rank order all candidates
before selecting that candidate considered most 1ikely to succeed,
then differential elevation is important. Other aspects of accuracy,
however, may have little bearing on this decision. Elevation, for
example, should not result in a differential ordering of candidates
because it is simply an indication of leniency-severity bias.
Similarly, the discriminations required for both stereotype accuracy
and differential accuracy should not affect the gross ordering of
candidates.

However, other facets of accuracy become increasingly important

when the quality of these discriminations is critical to the feedback
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and development objective of the assessment center. Subsequent to
their assessment center participation, effective and ineffective
candidates may enter training programs designed to remedy weaknesses
and build on the strengths that have been identifiéd in the assessment
process. Clearly, it is of great practical importance for the
organization that training program emphasis and employees' general
needs be congruent. Thus, if the assessor must decide upon the
relative strengths and weaknesses of the assessees as a group, and the
appropriate training emphasis to be given, then stereotype accuracy
becomes critical while other accuracy components are of secondary
concern. A measure of assessors' stereotype accuracy would provide
preliminary evidence regarding the match bétween training emphasis and
employee needs.

O0f increasing concern is the construct validity of the dimension
ratings (Archambeau, 1979; Neidig, Martin, & Yates, 1979; Sackett &
Dreher, 1982; Silverman et al., 1986). In this regard, differential
accuracy is most important given the fundamental assumption of the
assessment center that it is dimension driven; that is, the "technique
generates dimensional scores that can be interpreted as representing
complex constructs such as leadership, decision making, or
organizational acumen" (Sackett & Dreher, 1982, p. 409). Poor
differential accuracy on the part of the raters may be reflected by
poor construct validity.

Furthermore, if the assessment center is to adequately fulfill
its feedback and development objectives, assessor sensitivity to
assessee in behavioral patterns (namely, differential accuracy) is

essential. Proponents of the assessment center argue that it is for
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meeting these feedback and development objectives that the assessment
center has greatest utility (Ginsburg & Silverman, 1972; Sackett &
Wilson, 1982). Therefore, to ignore the importance of accurately
assessing ratee dimensions of performance would be to seriously impedé
the center's achievement of these pﬁrposes. Although more global
comparisons between ratees that naturally obtain with elevation and
differential elevation are adequate for the selection or promotion
purposes of the assessment center, finer discriminations among ratees
become increasingly important when these purposes include placement,
and feedback and development.

The Effects of Information Processing on Rating Accuracy

Recently, numerous researchers have argued that to fully
understand the assessment center process, greater consideration for
how individuals process information is essential (Sackett, 1982;
Shack, 1983; Zedeck, 1986). In fact, Feldman (1981) has suggested the
observation and evaluation of behavior represents a specific case of
the general cognitive processing model. Consideration of the
cognitive processes that transform observations into some rating is a
recent development in the performance rating domain (DeNisi, Cafferty,
& Meglino, 1984). However, severé] cognitive models have been
proposed to explain the rater's cognitive operations (Cooper, 1981;
Feldman, 1981; Ilgen & Favero, 1985). Although these models may be
distinguished in the number of operations proposed, they describe the
information processing operations in simiiar fashion. That is,
individuals observe, encode, store, retrieve, and integrate
information to form a judgment. The influence of these operations on

the ratings made by direct and indirect observers of performance will
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be considered in this section.

The observation of performance, though seemingly a relatively
simple concept, belies the complexity of the operation. Cognitive
psychologists hold a fundamental assumption that the amount of
information that an assessor must observe and attend to, greatly
exceeds that person's information processing capacity (Broadbent,
1958; Hogarth, 1980; Mischel, 1980; Taylor & Fiske, 1981). Hence, to
compensate for this limited processing capacity, the information must
be simplified in some fashion.

Broadbent introduced his filter theory of selective attention in
an effort to distinguish the role of attention in the encoding process
(Shack, 1983). As the sensory receptors receive information, a
selective operation is performed, attending to those sensory events
sharing common features. This operation is not considered to be
random. Rather, the probability that certain sensory information will
be selected is increased or decreased as a function of particular
properties of the stimulus, the situational context, and the
individual observer. The potential effects of the stimulus and the
observer characteristics will be discussed here.

Observer effects. One simplification strategy that has received

considerable attention is the use of categories by the observer to
process information (Feldman, 1981). Cognitive categories represent
classes of objects, events, or properties that share similar features.
Higgins and King (1981) have distinguished between a variety of
categories that may be salient for the observer. For example, social
categories may contain information about social groups (e.g., blacks,

Catholics). Categories may also exist for various roles and
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occupations (e.g., parent, policeman), for social types (e.g.,
introvert, redneck), and for social events (e.g., bachelor's party,
wedding). Generally speaking, these categories derive from
information about the prototypic attributes of category members, and
establish the dua]itative boundaries within which these attributes
must be contained if they are to be regarded as representative of the
category.

The primary function of categories is to reduce the quantity and
complexity of information to a more organized and manageable level.
.From their experience, individuals develop meaningful categories in
which to place people and objects. Observers will be 1ikely to attend
to behaviors that are familiar, and encode them in a manner that is
consistent with previously held beliefs. These preconceptions have
been variously termed stereotypes, expectations, implicit theories
(Nathan & Alexander, 1985), knowledge structures (Nisbett & Ross,
1980), prototypes (Rosch & Mervis, 1975), or schemas (Hastie, 1981).

Although there are some categories that hold similar meanings for
most individuals in a given culture (e.g., mother), people vary in the
number and nature of categories in their personal inventory, available
for information processing (Feldman, 1981). Many researchers have
shown dramatic individual differences in category systems or schemas -
(e.g., Feldman & Hilterman, 1975; Kelly, 1955). Thus, it can be said
that different categories will be salient, and therefore, accessible,
for different individuals (Feldman, 1981), a fact that will have an
important bearing, whether one is directly observing an assessee or is
hearing or reading a report of the assessee's performance.

The likelihood that certain categories are more accessible than
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others results from an individual's experience or training (i.e.,
chronic category accessibility), or from some physical or social
occurrence that enhances the salience of certain categories (i.e.,
situationally determined accessible categories) (Higgins & King,
1981). For example, Zandy and Gerard (1974) have shown that category
accessibility can affect the selection and recall of information. In
this study, subjects were instructed to watch a skit in which a
student attempted to enroll in classes. Different academic categories
were manipulated by informing subjects that the student in the skit
was a major in chemistry, psychology, or music. The results indicated
that subjects' recall was best when the student's major matched their
own reported major. Thus, the experience of the subjects
differentially affected the categories used to process the
information. Furthermore, Hastie (1981) has concluded that recall is
greater for information relevant to categories currently accessible
than for information that is considered irrelevant to these
categories.

These findings raise guestions regarding the accuracy with which
the assessor who does not directly observe an assessee's performance
can evaluate that performance, particularly with respect to specific
performance dimensions. For the direct observer, the sequence of
information processing steps includes the observation of behavior, the
encoding of these behaviors into the performance dimensions, the
storage and recall of the behavioral information, and the preparation
of the report. The information processing literature discussed thus
far indicates that the amount of information assessors must observe is

tremendous, and that attention to behaviors relevant to the
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performance dimensions being evaluated is necessarily selective.
Features of the stimulus that are salient for the individual increase
the likelihood that certain information will be observed and
processed.

While observing the assessee's performance in a particular
exercise, the assessor encodes information and preliminarily sorts it
into categories or dimensions (Zedeck, 1986), which in turn, influence
the interpretation of this information. Thus, the salient cue elicits
a category that, in turn, allows for selection of the information, and
the subsequent interpretations. Furthermore, when called upon to
report on the performance of the assessee, Wyer and Srull (1981) argue
that observers recall and report only the information that is most
related to accessible categories. Thus, information included in his
or her report has been selectively filtered by the direct observer.
What one person considers to be irrelevant behavior or "noise" (Lord,
1985), another may regard as a very pertinent clue, essential to
evaluation on one or more dimensions.

In addition, the information that is reported during the
discussion phase may include not only behaviors that were actually
exhibited by the assessee, but also features of the reporting
assessor's category system or schema. If an assessor's schema serves
an interpretative function, and if assessors hold profoundly different
schemas, it is highly likely that the direct and indirect observer
will encode information in a different manner (Zedeck, 1986).
Furthermore, the indirect observer is forced to evaluate the assessee
with less information available than the direct observer. Thus, he or

she must rely more heavily on schematic processing to fill in the gaps
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of information in the report (Zedeck, 1986). By making assumptions
regarding other behaviors that the assessee would 1likely have
exhibited according to the direct observer's "theory," the indirect
observer uses the schema to develop a ."best guess" strategy to
appraise the assessee's performance (Taylor & Crocker, 1981). Such
reliance on schematic processing may diminish the indirect observer's

ability to discriminate among specific ratee attributes.

Stimulus effects. A second plausible explanation for why direct
observation méy produce more accurate overall performance ratings has
been offered by Nisbett & Ross (1980). They argue that vivid

" information, defined as "the emotional interest of information, the
concreteness and imaginability of information, and the sensory,
spatial, and temporal proximity of information" (Nisbett & Ross, 1980,
p. 62), is more likely to be attended to and encoded than less vivid
information. In an assessment center context, vivid information
(i.e., information obtained firsthand through direct observation)
would provide the assessor with greater detail about the candidate's
performance than that obtained second-hand (i.e., an assessor's report
of the candidate's performance).

One factor inherent in the direct observation of behavior that
contribute to the vividness of information is the concreteness of the
information. Concreteness can be summarized as the degree of detail
and specificity concerning the stimulus persons, their behavior, and
the situational context in which the behavior occurs. Arguably,
directly observing a videotaped performance of the ratee should give
greater informational vividness than another assessor's report of that

behavior because more detail is available (Nisbett & Ross, 1980). In
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addition, McArthur (1981) concluded that more intense behaviors were
"looked at more, segmented into finer units, and better recalled" (p.
217). MWritten descriptions of that same information, as one is likely
to see in an assessor's report of a candidate's performance, may be
ignored because of the lack of concreteness or emotional interest
(Nisbett & Ross, 1980). A number of researchers have supported this
contention by showing significantly greater recall for pictures than
either words or sentences (Shepard, 1967; Standing, Conezio, & Haber,
1970; Gehring, Taglia, & Kimble, 1976). A comparison of a video
stimulus presentation of the candidate's performance to a written
description of that same performance represents an analogous
situation.

Fundamental to the operationalization of vividness is the
conceptually similar salience effect (Taylor & Thompson, 1982).
Salience refers to "the phenomenon that when one's attention is
differentially directed to one portion of the environment rather than
to others, the information contained in that portion will receive
disproportionate weighting in subsequent judgments" (Taylor &
Thompson, 1982, p. 175). The salience of one's behavior is
facilitated by directing the observer to focus his or her attention on
one ratee engaged in some social interaction such as a role play
simulation. However, raters forced to rely on reports to make
Jjudgments regarding others' behavior may not have available to them
the distinctive elements or the attention-getting properties that
otherwise would have been available had they directly observed the
ratee. McArthur (1981) has concluded that more intense behaviors draw

more attention than less intense behaviors. Furthermorey salient
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jndividuals are better recalled than non-salient individuals. Thus,
in a complex situation like the assessment center in which raters are
forced to attend, encode, and evaluate tremendous amounts of
information, both salience and vividness may contribute to more
accurate overall judgments.

To date, the impact of these stimulus effects on the various
accuracy components has not been investigated. However, the previous
discussion suggests the salience-vividness effect may differentially
affect rating accuracy. For example, the greater amount of
information available as a result of direct observation may facilitate
the assessor's ability to form global judgments of target ratees, and
to discriminate among specific performance dimensions. In contrast,
the lack of information available to the indirect observer should
result in a heavier reliance on schematic processing. Such behavior
on the part of the indirect observer contributes to increased

- correlations among dimensions or inaccuracy (Zedeck, 1986).

Research Hypotheses

It is expected that the greater availability of information
provided by directly observing the assessee's performance will provide
a clearer overall impression than reliance upon an assessor's report
that may then be more easily compared to the assessor's management
behavior schema. Assessors who directly observe the assessee should
more accurately rank order the candidates in terms of overall
performance. Thus, the following hypothesis can be formulated.

Hypothesis la. Ratings made on the basis of direct observation

will exhibit greater differential elevation than report-based ratings.

This reliance on schematic information to fill in missing
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information (i.e., dimension-specific information) should also
contribute to increased correlations among dimensions. Thus, it is
hypothesized that:

Hypothesis 1b. Ratings made on the basis of direct observation

will result in greater differential accuracy than report-based
ratings.

No formal hypothesis concerning elevation accuracy, or stereotype
accuracy will be offered for the direct versus indirect observation
comparison. Elevation measures the accuracy of the rater's overall
ratings. Stereotype accuracy requires the rater to make
discriminations much 1ike that required in the differential accuracy
component. However, the discrimination needed in stereotype accuracy
is in estimating the differential prevalence with which some traits
are exhibited by a specified group of ratees. There is little
theoretical basis to hypothesize how the direct observation may affect
either of these two accuracy components. In this study, we will
examine elevation accuracy and stereotype accuracy for supplementary
indication as to how direct or indirect observation of the ratee may
impact their quality.

Content of Assessor Reports

A logical extension of the previous discussion concerns tiie
format of the assessor's report, and its effects on the quality of
subsequent ratings. The following discussion is a review describing
in detail the potential effects of variations in the nature of this
report on rating accuracy.

Zedeck (1986) has noted that the assessment report typically

adheres to one of two formats. In the first, a narrative report is
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generated in which the assessor reports candidate behaviors "as they
occurred in sequence and in response to particular cues..." (p. 11).
In the second, the assessor notes for each performance dimension,
behaviors that are reflective of those specific dimensions.

The difference in the report formats represents an important
distinction. In the narrative format, performance information is
presented without an extensive effort to direct others' attention to
the performance dimensions. Behaviors are presented across all
dimensions. Unlike this narrative report, the presentation of
dimension-specific behavior should facilitate greater direction to and
awareness of the dimensions to be rated. The added degree of control
that the dimension-specific format provides in the information
processing by raters, should produce more accurate performance
judgments if the report accurately and representatively sorts
behaviors into dimensions, because raters are forced to attend to the
same dimensions throughout the report.

When information is presented in a narrative, sequential format,
the ability of the assessor hearing or reading this report to
accurately discriminate among performance dimensions may be reduced.
This was suggested in the study reported by Silverman et al. (1986) in
which a variation in the method by which candidates were evaluated
produced observable differences in the underlying dimensionality of
the ratings. One potential explanation for why the "within-exercise"
model produced such clean exercise factors in this particular study is
that it may havé created a framework that forced the assessor to
organize the information accordingly. -Similarly, presenting all of

the information about a candidate's exercise performance may interfere
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with this dimensional categorization. In contrast, reporting
behavioral information representative of each dimension provides a
categorization scheme with which raters can make their judgments, much
1ike having observers rate performance dimensions after hearing each
exercise in the within-exercise method (Sackett & Dreher, 1982;
Silverman et al., 1986). Thus, reporting behavioral information
within each dimension in a dimension-specific report should produce
ratings that more accurately discriminate among dimensions (i.e.,
greater stereotype accuracy), and among ratees within dimensicus
(i.e., differential accuracy) than narrative reports.

Recent research in both rater training and cognitive psychology
also tends to support the idea that directing raters to focus on
specific behaviors and behavioral dimensions, as is done with the
dimension-specific report, can have beneficial effects on subsequent
ratings (Bernardin & Buckley, 1981; Borman, 1983; Latham & Wexley,
1981; Pulakos, 1984; Silverman, 1985). Two studies that have shown
improvement in rating accuracy by directing raters' attention to
specific performance dimensions are Barnes-Farrell and Coutre (1983)
and Pulakos (1984). An important similarity of these two studies was
the subjects' familiarity with the performance dimensions that they
would later use to rate performance.

In both studies, subjects who had been previously exposed to the
rating dimensions produced the most accurate ratings. Taken together,
these studies provide preliminary support for the idea that directing
raters' attention to the dimensions results in more accurate
performance ratings than when observations are not directed

(Silverman, 1985). Thus, based upon this research, it would be
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expected that reports which continued to emphasize and direct the
assessors' attention to the performance dimensions would result in
greater stereotype and differential accuracy in raters' preliminary
judgments than more narrative reports containing behavioral sequences,
but no reference to the target dimensions.

Cognitive psychology, with its emphasis on priming, provides a
second plausible explanation for why directing raters' attention to

VSpecific dimensions should result in greater differential accuracy
(Hastie, Park, & Weber, 1984).

Priming may be defined as the activation of a category or schema
prior to the presentation of a target stimulus (Lingle, Alton, &
Medin, 1984). Priming the rater with the dimensions to be evaluated
enhances the salience and accessibility of the dimensional categories,
thereby increasing the likelihood that the dimensions will be used to
encode and evaluate new information (Hastie, Park, & Weber, 1984). In
the performance rating context, such priming of the performance
dimensions serves to minimize bias by forcing raters to replace the
idiosyncratic categories in which behaviors are frequently encoded
with job-relevant dimensions (e.g., leadership, decision-making,
interpersonal sensitivity). Thus, the accessibility of the
performance dimension cafegories is situationally determined by the
dimension-specific report.

In a comparative study of four rater training strategies, Pulakos
(1984) has shown that subjects trained with the job-relevant

categories produced the most accurate ratings as compared to Rater

Error T ratning, botir Rater Accuracy and Kater |raining, and no

training. This finding was attributed to the different categories
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used by subjects to encode the information. If, as the social
cognition literature suggests, individuals categorize information to
insure cognitive processing efficiency, reports which emphasize job-
relevant dimensions through prfming should improve rating accuracy by
focusing attention upon relevant behaviors (Borman, 1983; bulakos,
1984), and by facilitate encoding.

In sum, both cognitive psychology and rater training research
draw similar conclusions that directing raters to focus on performance
dimensions will improve the quality of those ratings. The dimension-
specific report manipulates the accessibility of the categorie§ or
dimensions to be rated. By increasing the accessibility of these
dimensions, greater amounts of information relevant to the rating
dimensions are used as the basis for the judgments that are made.

Finally, while the narrative report presents information more
broadly than the dimension-specific report, it shares the contextual
feature possessed in the direct observation format. That is,
information is presented as a coherent whole. Furthermore, the
narrative report presents a consistent point of view that may
facilitate forming global comparisons among ratees (Zedeck, 1986).
The investigation of the potential differences between the two report
formats on the differential elevation component is exploratory in
nature.

Research Hypotheses

The second purpose of the proposed study is to investigate the
effects of report format on rating accuracy. The previous review
leads to the hypothesis that the dimension-specific format better

directs raters' attention to the dimensions than the narrative report.
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Thus, the following hypothesis can be made:

Hypothesis 2a. Ratings made on the basis of the dimension-

specific format will result in greater differential accuracy than
ratings made on the basis of narrative reportis.

The dimension-specific format should also help the assessor to
take into account the prevalence with which the dimensions are
exhibited across the target ratees. Therefore, it is hypothesized
that: |

Hypothesis 2b. Ratings made on the basis of the dimension-

specific format will result in greater stereotype accuracy than
ratings made on the basis of a narrative report.

The coherent nature of the narrative report, however, may
facilitate the differential ordering of candidates in terms of their
overall performance. Thus, it is further hypothesized that:

Hypothesis 2c. Narrative reports may result in more accurate

differential elevation than dimension-specific reports.

The Influence of Assessor Training on Rating Accuracy

Earlier, the importance of rater training was described for
improving the accuracy of performance ratings. In the section that
follows, traihing research relevant to rating accuracy will be
reviewed. In addition, the training strategy employed in the present
study, and the rationale for its selection, will be discussed.

Only recently have researchers begun to consider rater training
as a strategy for improving performance ratings (Smith, 1986; Spool,
1978). Smith (1986) has reviewed twenty-four studies that evaluated
the effects of rater training on the psychometric quality of the

ratings. Generally speaking, the majority of these training studies
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have attempted to improve the quality of the ratings through rater
error training by admonishing raters to avoid making inappropriately
global judgments of assessee performance. However, the results
suggest this strategy has iittie effect on rating accuracy {Borman,
1975, 1979) and, in fact, may serve to reduce the accuracy of
performance ratings (Bernardin & Pence, 1980).

Several training studies that have shown improvements in rating
accuracy have included group discussion among group members to ensure
a common understanding of the performance dimensions and to resolve
rater differences in the ratings generated, and practice and feedback
as integral components of training (Athey, 1983; Bernardin & Buckley,
1981; Fay & Latham, 1982; Latham, Wexley, & Pursell, 1975; Pulakos,
1984).

The discussion and practice and feedback activities in those
training programs represent components also shared in the behavior
modeling training advocated by Gc]dstein and Sorcher (1974). Behavior
modeling has become routinely acknowledged as a viable training
strategy for supervisory skills, and such programs have become firmly
entrenched in countless organizational programs (Decker, 1982; Decker
& Nathan, 1985; Kraut, 1976). However, the potential contributions of
this method to rating accuracy have not been investigated.

Grounded in Social Learning Theory (Bandura, 1969), the efficacy
of behavior modeling as a training strategy can be attributed to four
major activities outlined by Goldstein and Sorcher (1974). These
activities include: (1) modeling appropriate or effective behavior,
(2) practice of these behaviors, (3) social reinforcement or feedback

regarding the behavioral reproduction, and (4) transfer of training
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through continued application of the three previous components. Only
the Latham et al. (1975) study has included all four components in an
effort to reduce rating errors, but not to improve rating accuracy.
Subjects in that study participated in an intensive workshop which
consisted of observing videotaped interview simulations between a
manager and hypothetical job applicants, and then rating how they
thought the manager evaluated the applicant. Subjects also evaluated
the job applicants. Group discussions regarding the subjects'
rationale for their evaluation of the applicant then followed. Thus,
workshop participants were given the opportunity to observe other
managers making errors, rather than effective rating behavior, and
given practice and feedback in making error-free ratings. Transfer of
training was facilitated by developing the training content so as to
closely resemble the actual job. The workshop participants also rated
hypothetical job applicants six months later. The results revealed
that all of the rating errors (e.g., similar-to-me, halo, contrast,
first impression) had been essentially eliminated.

The covert nature of performance rating does not preclude
application of the fundamental principles of behavioral modeling. It
does, however, imply the need for a verbal presentation of the model's
mental strategies. Bandura (1969) has variously termed this process
verbal or descriptive modeling. More recently, cognitive modeling has
become the accepted vernacular for a model's verbalizations to make
explicit his/her thought processes (Bruch, 1978; McIntyre & Bentson,
1986; Michenbaum, 1972). The verbalization of otherwise covert
cognitive strategies emphasizes "the observer's learning 'how to'

generate desired responses, not just 'what is' the appropriate
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response” (Bruch, 1978, p. 148).

Unlike behavior modeling, the research evidence for cognitive
modeling has been limited primarily to clinical applications (Bruch,
1978; McCordick, Kaplan, Finn, & Smith, 1979; Meichenbaum, 1972).

More recently, however, McIntyre and Bentﬁon (1986) have used
cognitive modeling to improve students' observations of college
lecturers. Subjects were 84 undergraduates were randomly assigned to
one of eight experimental conditions in a two (practice and feedback)
by’four (training type) completely crossed design. In the modeling
training condition, a confederate was introduced as an expert in
behavioral observation. A practice videotape was developed which
depicted a male drama student delivering a lecture on "self-fulfilling
prophecy." While the videotape was running, the model described the
behavioral observations that he was making. Observational accuracy
served as the dependent variable, and was defined as the proportion of
experts' behavioral observations that subjects identified. Results
indicated that cognitive modeling produced the greatest degree of
observational accuracy (McIntyre & Bentson, 1986). Thus, with the
foregoing evidence, and research that confirms the relationship
between observational accuracy and the accuracy of performance ratings
(Murphy et al., 1982), it appears that cognitive modeling shows
promise as a training technique for improving rating accuracy and
merits further study.

Hypothesis 3. Subjects trained using a cognitive modeling
strategy will produce more accurate performance ratings than those who
receive no training.

No formal hypotheses regarding the interactive effects of
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training and observation type are developed.

This proposed investigation extends previous research in a number
of important ways. First, the operationalization of rating accuracy
using Cronbach's (1955) component measures, and two correlational
accuracy indices provides more specific information about the way
information is presented affects assessor ratings than is provided by
more global accuracy measures. This information should result in a
clearer understanding of the rating process.

Furthermore, the use of these accuracy measures should help
establish the amount of potential utility the findings would have for
various assessment purposes (Dobbins et al., 1984; Murphy et al.,
1982). From both a theoretical and applied perspective, the accuracy
component measures provide an essential measure of the adequacy with
which the assessment center is able to meet its objectives (i.e.,
selection or promotion, feedback and development).

Finally, the proposed investigation extends previous assessment
center research by co-manipulating three variables in the assessment
center technology. Thus, this research is responsive to the call of a
number of researchers (e.g., Cohen, 1978; Cohen & Sands, 1978; Howard,
1974; Sackett, 1982; Sackett & Wilson, 1982; Silverman et al., 1986)
for comparative studies which investigate the impact of different
assessment center methods on assessors' cognitive processes and the
ratings obtained.

In summary, the following hypotheses were investigated in the
present study:
la. Direct observation of the candidate's performance will result in

greater differential elevation than for either narrative report or
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dimension-specific report conditions.

1b. Ratings made on the basis of direct observation will exhibit
greater differential accuracy than report-based ratings.

2a. Ratings made on the basis of the dimension-specific report will
reveal greater differential accuracy than the narrative report
conditions.

2b. Ratings made on the basis of the dimension-specific report format
will result in greater stereotype accuracy than ratings made on the
basis of a narrative report or direct observation.

2c. Ratings made on the basis of the narrative report may result in
greater differential elevation than ratings made from the dimension-
specific report.

3. Ratings obtained from subjects trained with a cognitive modeling
strategy will reveal greater accuracy than subjects who receive no

training.
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II. METHOD

Participants

Participants were 73 graduate and undergraduate business students
attending 01d Dominion University. Subjects were paid $40 for their
participation. O0f the 73 participants, 60% were male and 40% were
female. Their ages ranged from 19 to 37 with a mean of 23 years.
Approximately 81% of the participants were White, 5% were Black, 2%
were Hispanic, and 5% were Asian. The remaining 2% were of other

ethnic origins. The largest percentage of the participants were of

senior class standing (n = 35 or 49%), while 39% (n = 28) were
juniors, 7% (n = 5) were sophomores, and the remaining 6% (n = 4) were
enrolled in graduate study.

Stimulus Videotapes

The videotapes used in the investigation presented individuals
participating in a performance review simulation. This role play was
one component of an assessment center that had been previously
constructed for a research grant supported by the Air Force Human
Resources Laboratory. The purpose of that research was to identify
training methods that were most effective in improving rater accuracy.

In the role-play exercise, participants assumed the role of a
store manager, and were required to resolve several performance
probiems (e.g., overordering of merchandise, poor schedu]iﬁé, poor

subordinate relations) of a subordinate department manager.

Participants were provided a written description of the circumstances,
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and instructed to meet with the subordinate to determine the nature of
these problems and to develop some plan of action for their
resolution. The information given to the role-play participants prior
to the performance, entitled “Interview Simulation," is presented in
Appendix A. Each participant's role plavy simulation was videotaped.

Ten of these videotaped performances (5 male and 5 female) were
carefully selected to be representative of the various levels of
performance effectiveness on different rating dimensions exhibited in
the original 43 performance review simulations. These role plays were
then transcribed and scripts generated. Drama students from the same
university were given these scripts and instructed to reenact the
original performance verbatim. This was done in order to improve the
technical quality of the videotapes (e.g., sound, lighting). Each
drama student was given extensive training. They were shown the
original performance, and given practice and videotaped feedback on
their own performance. The actors' final performance conformed
closely to the original script. These reenacted performance review
simulations were filmed and served as the stimulus videotapes. Final
versions of the ten videotabed performance review sessions ran 3 to 12
minutes. Final scripts for each of the videotaped sessions are
included in Appendix B.

Stimulus Reports

During target score generation phase, expert raters were asked to
list a behavioral rationale for each rated dimension. This
information was collected and used to develop the narrative and
dimension-specific reports. A narrative and dimension-specific report

was prepared for each of the ten target ratees. Every effort was made
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to equate the amount of inference required in interpreting the
behaviors included in the report. Thus, each of the reports was
written to inciude the actual behaviors that were exhibited in the
final videotaped scripts. Similar steps were taken to ensure that
report information was equivalent to that presented in the videotaped
display. For example, subjects in the report conditions were
permitted the opportunity to read through the report once very
carefully before evaluating each of the dimensions, and were
instructed not to continue to review the reports while making these
ratings. This was done to equate the report conditions to the one-
time viewing opportunity in the direct observation condition. Again,
the reports included questions, statements, and behaviors taken from
the final scripts such that inference levels between direct
observation and report conditions were equivalent. The reports are
presented in Appendix C.

Rating Instrument

The performance review simulation was designed to elicit from the
participant behaviors relevant to three behaviorally-based dimensions.
Ratings of each participant's performance were made for the following
dimensions: (1) Problem Analysis: defined as- asking questions to
uncover unknown aspects of the problem or stating how different parts
of a problem are related; (2) Problem Solution: defined as-
suggesting, recommending, or outlining one or more specific ways to
resolve the problems; and (3) Sensitivity: defined as- showing
concern for the individual and the individual's problems. The
performance dimension definitions are presented in Appendix D.

Participants were asked to use BARS (behaviorally anchored rating
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scales) to evaluate the ratees' performance on these three performance
dimensions. Each dimension was defined and followed by five scaled
behavioral anchors indicative of various levels of effectiveness.
These dimension evaluation instruments (i.e., BARS) are presented in
Appendix E.

In addition, participants in the direct observation condition
were instructed to record observed behaviors on a behavioral checklist
as they viewed the videotaped simulations. This checklist consisted
of fifteen behavioral items representative of varying levels of
effectiveness on the three dimensions (i.e., problem analysis, problem
solution, and sensitivity). The checklist appears in Appendix F.

Target Scores

In order to assess the accuracy of the subjects' ratings, target
scores depicting true or undistorted measures of performance were
developed. Borman (1977) has suggested that an effective strategy for
obtaining these scores is to enhance the opportunity for expert judges
to observe ratee behavior, and then use the mean rating of these
judges as the true score. This technique was used in the present
study. Target scores were obtained for each performance dimension on
both the checklist and BARS formats across all ten videotaped stimuli.

Five advanced graduate students in industrial/organizational
psychology served as expert raters. Each individual was knowiedgeable
in the areas of performance rating and assessment centers, and was
thoroughly familiar with the performance review simulation and the
performance dimensions to be rated. Each expert rater had experience
with the assessment center as students or as practitioners in applied

settings, and had conducted research in the assessment center and
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performance appraisal areas. Furthermore, three of the expert raters
were responsible for the development of the exercise and the selection
of performance dimensions used in this research.

Prior to viewing the videotapes, the expert raters spent several
hours discussing each behavioral item presented on the checklist to
obtain a common understanding of the item. The expert raters then
viewed each videotape simulation and took extensive notes. Written
transcripts of the videotapes were then distributed prior to a second
presentation of the videotapes. The experts were given the
opportunity to examine these transcripts, and were instructed to use
them as a means for identifying dimension-relevant behaviors during
subsequent presentations of the stimulus videotapes.

When each of the expert raters affirmed that he had observed and
recorded the dimension-relevant behaviors exhibited by the ratee, a
counterbalancing procedure was used to make the ratings. Three of the
expert raters completed the checklist referring to their notes and the
scripts before completing the BARS ratings. The other two expert
raters made BARS ratings before completing the checklist. This
process was then reversed for the next videotape. That is, the two
raters who had completed the BARS prior to generating chéck]ist
ratings, now completed the checklist first. Similarly, those raters
who had completed the checklist initially were instructed to complete
the BARS first. This procedure was used as a precaution against
biases that may have been invoked from completing either format before
the other.

Mean "expert" ratings were used as target score measures. The

target scores for the BARS are presented in Appendix G. An analysis
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of variance (ANOVA) procedure was conducted to examine the convergent
and discriminant validities of the expert ratings (Borman, 1978;
Kavanagh, MacKinney, & Wolins, 1971). The results of this analysis
revealed a significant Assessee main effect (convergent validity),
F(9, 36) = 102.56, p < .01, and a significant Assessee X Dimension
interaction (discriminant validity), 5}18, 72) = 29.65, p < .01.
Thus, it appeared the expert raters exhibited substantial convergent
and discriminant validity. Furthermore, the Rater main and
interaction effects were nonsignificant, indicating high interrater
agreement. These results are summarized in Table 1.
Procedure

Each group of subjects was randomly assigned to one of six
experimental conditions in a two (training, no training) by three
(type of observation: direct, dimension-specific report, narrative
report) factorial design. This design was embedded in a larger -
factorial design in which an additional level of training and a
dimension-training control condition were included, but their data are
not included in this study. Subjects were run in groups of twelve to
thirteen individuals. A1l participants provided informed consent (see
Appendix H). Testing occurred in two sessions, one day apart. During
the first session, subjects were administered either the cognitive
modeling training or the no-training manipulations. Subjects were
then asked to return the following day when they viewed and rated nine
videotaped performance review sessions, or read and evaluated nine
narrative or dimension-specific reports corresponding to the

videotaped performances.
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Summary of the Analysis of Variance for the Target Scores

Source df MS F
Rater (R) 4 0.0567 0.47
Assessee (A) 9 12.2696 102.56*
Dimension (D) 2 20.6467 6.99*a
RxA 36 0.1196 No Test
RxD 8 0.0467 0.47
AxD 18 2.9207 29.65%
RxAxD 72 0.0985

Note. df = degrees of freedom; MS = mean squares.

a

Quasi-F ratio (df = 2, 19).

*E < .01
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Assessor Training

Two levels of training were employed in this investigation: (a)
cognitive modeling, and (b) no-training control. Training in the two
conditions was presented on videotape. The script for the cognitive
modeling training program appears in Appendix I. In both training
conditions, the trainer discussed the importance of behavioral
observation and performance rating accuracy in managerial performance.
The performance review simulation was then presented and discussed.
A11 subjects were presented the BARS and checklist formats. A
videotape of the performance review simulation was also shown to all
subjects.

Cognitive modeling. The cognitive modeling training differed

from the no-training conditions in several ways. The trainer defined
each of the dimensions, and provided an extensive description as to
how to use the checklist and evaluation forms when evaluating the
target ratees. For example, subjects were presented a dimension
definition form (see Appendix D) that defined each of the performance
dimensions, which were reiterated verbally by the trainer.

Each of the behavioral check]isf items was read, and where
appropriate, the trainer described how an item should be interpreted
in relation to the interview simulation. Furthermore, each of the
scale anchors on the evaluation forms was read and a behavioral
rationale given to explain each of the five levels of performance.

After the example performance review had been shown, the trainer
discussed each behavior and the behavioral observations he was making.
A script for the example performance review session was carefully

prepared which included 40 of the 45 possible behavioral items. This
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script is included as Appendix J. For these 40 behaviors, videotaped
examples were shown as they occurred in the example review session.
The trainer discussed each behavior, and verbalized a behavioral
rationale for why each behavior was indicative of a particular
performance dimension. The remaining five behavioral items that were
not exhibited in the videotape were discussed in a similar fashion. '
The trainer also demonstrated how he had used this information to
evaluate the assessee's performance by "thinking aloud" his rationale
for the rating he had provided (McIntyre & Bentson, 1986). This
constituted the cognitive modeling component of the training. This
procedure was followed for each of the three perfofmance dimensions.
Finally, all subjects practiced with the checklist and evaluation
forms by observing and rating one target ratee (i.e., Interview
Simulation #1).

The practice session was adapted to the report conditions to take
into account the differences in the two forms (i.e., narrative or
dimension-specific report) to be rated during session two. That is,
subjects in the direct observation condition observed and rated a
target ratee presented on videotape. Subjects assigned to the
narrative and dimension-specific conditions, respectively, reviewed
and rated a rarrative or a dimension-specific report in the practice
session. Checklist and BARS ratings were then compared and discussed
to provide raters with a common frame of reference. This discussion
session included information on target score feedback and behavioral
rationales for the ratings. All rating differences were discussed in
this manner. Target scores for the videotape used in training are

presented as Training Simulation in Row 1 of Appendix G. The
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dimension-specific and narrative reports corresponding to the target
ratee evaluated in training are presented as Interview Simulation #1
(see Appendix C).

No-training control. Subjects in this condition were asked to

read the checklist and the evaluation forms, and then instructed to
use these instruments when observing the practice target ratee or
reviewing the respective report.

Type of Observation

Observation type was manipulated by having subjects evaluate with
one of three observational forms.

Direct observation. Subjects in this condition viewed videotapes

and rated the hypothetical managers (target ratees) conducting the
performance review session.

Narrative report. Subjects read and evaluated narrative reports

corresponding to the videotaped performances of the target ratees
conducting the performance review session.

Dimension-specific report. Subjects read and evaluated

dimension-specific reports describing each target ratee's performance
in the performance review session.

Manipulation Checks

Subjects first completed a performance dimension importance form
to ascertain their perceptions of the criticality for effective
managerial performance of ten dimensions, including problem analysis,
problem solution, and sensitivity. Subjects were also asked to list
three dimensions that best distinguished between effective and
ineffective managerial behavior. This questionnaire (see Appendix K)

was designed to determine if the three performance dimensions noted
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above were part of the subjects' managerial schema, and was included
to provide an alternative explanation for the findings if needed.

Subjects also completed two questionnaires during training (pre-
and post-training) to assess the efficacy of training in familiarizing
subjects with the performance dimensions, and behaviors representative
of those dimensions. For these questionnaires, subjects were
instructed to match behavioral items to the performance dimension that
was most indicative of the behavior.

A third matching questionnaire (pretask) was administered in
session two immediately prior to presentation of the rating stimuli.
This was done to refamiliarize subjects with the performance
dimensions and their behavioral components, and to ascertain if there
had been any information loss between training and the rating task.
These questionnaires are presented as Appendices L, M, and N,
respectively.

A post-experimental questionnnaire was administered at the
conclusion of the session two rating task. The post-questionnaire
items were selected to (a) assess the efficacy of the training
manipulation, and to measure participants' reactions to (b) the
perceived utility of the research experience, and (c) the presentation
of the training material. Coefficient alpha reliability for the post-
experimental questionnaire was .79. This questionnaire appears in
Appendix 0.

Analytic Strategies for Evaluating Accuracy

Three strategies were used to evaluate rating accuracy: (1) the
person perception accuracy design (Cronbach, 1955), (2) an extension

of this accuracy design using analysis of variance procedures
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(Dickinson, 1987), and (3) correlational measures of accuracy.

A1l of Cronbach's (1955) four accuracy measures within the person
perception design were used. These include: (1) elevation, (2)
differential elevation, (3) stereotype accuracy, and (4) differential
accuracy. These measures were directly computed with the person
perception design, utilizing the formulae set forth by Cronbach. The
computational formulae for these accuracy measures are presented in
Appendix P.

An analysis of variance approach was also used to summarize and
interpret the rating sources of variance. Dickinson (1987) has
described the analysis of variance (ANOVA) design that underlies
Cronbach's accuracy components (i.e., the person perception design),
and suggested extensions of that design. The basic accuracy design
includes the factors of rating sources (experts' scores vs. raters'
scores), assessees, and dimensions. A summary of the sources of
variation and their psychometric interpretations for the design is
presented in Table 2.

As described in the table, the rating variance accounted for by
Rating Sources can be interpreted as elevation accuracy. Large Rating
Source variation indicates a larger discrepancy between the overall
mean rating of the expert and that of the rater, suggesting that the
rater is inaccurate. Those sources of variation that interact with
the Rating Sources factor are of primary interest in assessing rating
accuracy (Dickinson, 1987).

Differential elevation accuracy is reflected in the Rating
Sources x Assessees interaction. The larger this interaction, the

more inaccurate is the rater in rank ordering the ratees.
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Table 2

Summary Table for the Psychometric Interpretations of the

Basic Accuracy Design

Source Psychometric interpretation
Rating Sources (S) Elevation Accuracy

Assessees (A) Convergent Validity

Dimension (D) Dimension Bias

S XA Differential Elevation Accuracy

(Differential Convergent
Validity by Rating Sources)

Sx0D Stereotype Accuracy
AxD Discriminant validity
SXAXD Differential Accuracy

(Differential Discriminant
Validity by Rating Sources)
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The Rating Sources x Dimensions interaction reflects stereotype
accuracy, and is an indication of how closely the raters agree with
the experts concerning the relative amount of the attributes exhibited
in a group of ratees. A large interaction would be indication that
the raters are inaccurate in their assessment of the group's relative
strengths.

Finally, the Rating Sources x Assessees x Dimensions interaction
reflects differential accuracy, and indicates the raters' sensitivity,
in relation to the experts, to individual differences among the
ratees. A significant interaction would indicate the raters are
inaccurate in their discriminations among ratees within each
performance dimension.

Extensions of the accuracy design (Dickinson, 1987) permit
interpretation of additional sources of variation (e.g., training and
observation type in the present study) that may differentially affect
the sources of variation discussed above. Thus, by extending the
basic accuracy design, one can interpret where the inaccuracies occur
at the ratee level. Accordingly, a five-factor design was used to
analyze the data. The design had Observation Type and Training as the
between factors, and Rating Sources, Dimensions, and Assessees as the
within factors. Table 3 summarizes the psychometric intérpretations
for the sources of variation in the extended accuracy design. In
addition, the sources of variation and the error terms used to test
each source are given in Table 4.

Two additional measures of correlational accuracy were also

included and are defined below.
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Table 3

Summary Table for the Sources of Variation and Their Psychometric

Interpretations for the Extended Accuracy Design Analysis

Source Psychometric Interpretation

Between Subjects

Observation Type (0T) Research conditions
Training (TR) Research conditions
0T x TR Research conditions

Within Subjects

Rating Sources (S) Elevation accuracy

Dimensions (D) . Dimension bias

Assessees (A) Convergent validity

S x0T Elevation accuracy differing by
observation type

S xTR Elevation accuracy differing by
training

S x0T xTR Elevation accuracy differing by
cbservation type x training

D x0T Differential dimension bias X
observation type

DxTR Differential dimension bias X

_ training

DxOT xTR Differential dimension bias x
observation type x training

A x0T Differential convergent validity x
observation type

A x TR Differential convergent validity x
training
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Source Psychometric Interpretation

A x0T xTR Differential convergent validity x
-observation type x training

SxD Stereotype accuracy

SxDxOT Differential stereotype accuracy x
observation type

SxDxTR Differential stereotype accuracy X
training

SxDxO0T xTR Differential stereotype accuracy X
observation type x training

SxA Differential elevation accuracy

S x A x0T Differential elevation accuracy x
observation type

SxAXxTR Differentia] elevation accuracy X
training

SXxA x0T xTR Differential elevation accuracy X
observation type x training

DxA Discriminant validity

DxAxO0T Differential discriminant validity x
observation type

DxAxTR Differential discriminant validity X
training

DxA x0T xTR Differential discriminant validity x
observation type x training

SxDxA Differential accuracy

SxDxAxO0T Differential accuracy x observation
type

SxDxAXxTR Differential accuracy x training

SXxDxA x0T xTR Differential accuracy x observation

type x training
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Table 4

Summary Table for the Extended Accuracy Design Error Terms

Used to Evaluate Accuracy

Source Error Term

Between Subjects

Observation Type (0T) R/OTXTR + A x OT - A x R/OTXTR
Training (TR) R/OTXTR + A x TR - A X R/OTXTR
OoT x TR R/OTXTR
Raters (R/OTXTR) A x R/OTXTR

Within Subjects

Rating Sources (S) SXRAOTXTR + Sx A -S x AxRAOTXIR
Dimensions (D) D xROTXTR + D x A - D x A x RAOTXTR
Assessees (A) A x R/OTXTR
S x0T ’ S X RAOTXTR + S x A x0T - S x A x RAOTXTR
S xTR SXRAOTXTR + S x A XxTR - S x A x ROTXTR
S x0T xTR S x R/OTXTR
S x RAOTXTR S x A x ROTXTR
D x OT D x ROTXTR + D x A x0T - D x A x R/OTXTR
D xTR Dx ROTXTR + D x A x TR - D x A x RAOTXTR
D x0T xTR D x RAOTXTR
D x RAOTXTR D x Ax RAOTXTR
A x0T A x RAOTXTR
A x TR A x RAOTXTR
A x0T xTR A x RAOTXTR
A x R/OTXTR No Test
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Source Error Term

SXxD SxDxRAOTXTR+S xDxA-SxDxAXxR/AOTXTR
SXxDxOT SXDXRAOTXTR+S xDxAX0T -S xDxAXR/AOTXIR
SxDXTR SXDXROTXTR+S xDxAXTR ~-S xDxAxRAOTXIR
SxDxO0T xTR S x D x RAOTXTR
S x D x RAOTXTR S xDxAxRAOTXIR
SxA S x A x RAOTXTR
SxAXxOT S x A x R/OTXTR
SXAXTR S x A X RAOTXTR
S XA x0T xTR S x A x R/OTXTR
S x A x RAOTXTR No Test
DxA D x A x ROTXTR
DxAXxOT D x A x RAOTXTR
DxXxAXTR D x AXxR/ATXIR
D x A x0T xTR D x A x R/OTXTR
D x A x R/OTXTR No Test
SXxDxA SxDxAXxRAOTXIR
SxDxAxO0T S xDxAxR/AOTXIR
SxDxAXTR SxDxA xRAOTXTR
SxDxA x0T xTR SxDxAxRAOTXIR
SxDxA x RAOTXTR No Test
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Correlational accuracy per ratee. This measure is an index of

how accurately the raters can differentiate ratees' performance on the
behavioral dimensions (Dickinson & Silverhart, 1986; McIntyre et al.,
1984). It was calculated for each rater by computing the mean of the
r-to-z transformed correlations of his/her ratings with the target
scores across all of the ratees.

Correlational accuracy per dimension. This measure is an index

of how accurately raters use behavioral dimensions to evaluate a group
of ratees (Pulakos, 1984). For each rater, this index was calculated
by computing the mean of the r-to-z transformed correlations of the
ratings across all of the performance dimensions.

Finally, the Hartley and Cochran tests for homogeneity of
variance were conducted for each of the accuracy measures. The
results indicated the homogeneity of variance assumption was not

violated in any of the analyses.
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ITI. RESULTS

Manipulation Checks

A series of t-tests were conducted for the pretest, posttest, and
pretask questionnaires to assess the efficacy of the cognitive
modeling training in assisting participants to correctly match
behavioral items to the appropriate performance dimension. Mean
scores for the training and no-training groups are shown in Table 5.
As can be seen in the table, the training and no-training groups did
not differ significantly on the pretest (p > .05). As predicted,
however, significant mean differences were found between training and
no-training groups for the posttest (p < .01). This finding indicated
that training significantly enhanced the participants' ability to
match behavioral items correctly to performance dimensions.

The pretask questionnaire was administered at the beginning of
Session Two to assess any training information loss that may have
occurred in the time period between the two sessions, and to determine
if training was still effective. As indicated in Table 5,
participants in the training conditions more accurately matched
behavioral items to their performance dimensions than those in no-
training conditions (p < .01) on the pretask questionnaire. This
finding suggests that little, if any, information loss occurred during
the temporal delay between Session One (training) and Session Two
(rating task).

In addition to the matching items, four items were included on
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Table §
a b

Training vs No Training Comparison for the Pretest, Posttest,

and Pretask Questionnaires

Means
Questionnaire Training No Training t-value
Pretest 18.86 18.49 .59
Posttest 20.25 18.57 3.41*
Pretask 20.64 19.08 2.77*

Note. Degrees of freedom for the t-tests were 71.
a
Maximum possible score for Pretest and Pretask = 23.
Maximum possible score = 22.

*]_)_< .01.
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the post-experimental questionnaire to assess participant reactions to
training. Results for each of the four items supported the training
manipulation (see Table 6). Participants who received training
reported it to be significantly more helpful (Question 6), and the
trainer to be more knowledgeable (Question 7). Furthermore, Questions
9 and 23 were designed to assess confidence in the accuracy of the
ratings. For Question 9 (p < .01), and Question 23 (p < .05),
training participants reported significantly greater confidence that
their ratings were accurate measures of performance.

In light of the significant posttest and pretask differences
between the training and no-training conditions, and the significant
post-experimental items, it appeared that the training successfully
enhanced participants' understanding of the performance dimensions and
their respective behavioral components. Thus, these results suggest
that the training manipulation was successful.

Elevation. This accuracy component represents the mean of the
performance ratings, across all ratees and performance dimensions,
given by a rater. The results of the two-way ANOVA for the elevation
component with the person perception design are presented in Table 7.
As can be seen, strong support was found for the hypothesis that
training participants would produce more accurate ratings than no-
training participants. The results of the ANOVA procedure indicated a
significant main effect due to training (p < .01). Column 1 of Table
8 contains the mean elevation scores for the training and no-training
groups, suggesting that the overall rating obtained for those
receiving the cognitive modeling training was significantly closer to

the overall average target scores, and was therefore more accurate.
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Table 6

Summary of Results for Training Manipulation Items on

the Post-Experimental Questionnaire

- 3 Means

Questionnaire Item Training No Training t-value

6. (Did the training help
you to accurately

evaluate?) 3.86 3.24 3.75%%
7. (Did you perceive the

trainer as

knowledgeable?) 4.36 3.84 2.93%*

9. (How confident are you
that vour ratings are
accurate?) 3.47 2.97 3.00%*

23. (I am confident my
ratings are accurate) 3.75 3.40 1.69*%

Note. Degrees of freedom for the t-tests were 71.

fg < .05, one-tailed. *fg < .01, one-tailed.
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Table 7

Summary Table of the Analysis of Variance Results for Elevation

(Person Perception Design)

Source df MS F-Ratio Omega2
Training 1 577 11.60* .095
Observation Type 2 .783 15.74* .264
Training x

Observation Type 2 .014 .29 -.013
Error 67 .050

Note. df = degrees of freedom; MS = mean squares.

fg < .01.
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Table 8
a

Means and Standard Deviations of Accuracy Components for

Training Groups (Person Perception Design)

Type of Differential Stereotype Differential
Training Elevation Elevation Accuracy Accuracy
Cognitive .304 .611 .358 637
Modeling (.241) (.180) (.170) (.179)
No-Training .480 .735 .320 .898

Control (.284) (.245) (.188) (.255)

Note. Smaller scores indicate higher levels of rating accuracy.

a
Standard deviations are presented in parentheses.
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Table 7 also indicates a significant effect for observation type
on the elevation component (E.< .01). Newman-Keuls analyses yielded
moderate support for the hypothesis that direct observation would
yield more accurate ratings than report-based ratings. Mean elevation
scores for the observation type conditions are presented in Column 1
of Table 9. There were significant mean differences between the
direct observation and narrative observation types (E.< .05),
suggesting that raters who directly observed the ratees produced more
accurate ratings on the elevation measure than those evaluating
narrative reports of the ratees' performance. In addition, ratings
with the dimension-specific report were more accurate than from the
narrative report condition (p < .05). However, no significant
difference was detected between the direct observation and dimension-
specific report conditions (E_> .05). In fact, ratings obtained with
the dimension-specific report were slightly, though not significantly,
less elevated than ratings made on the basis of direct observation.

As shown in Table 7, no significant interaction between the two
factors on elevation was detected.

The results of the extended accuracy design (Dickinson, 1987)
also indicated some inaccuracy on the part of the raters for elevation
(E.< .01). Observation type was found to significantly interact with
rating source (p < .05). Newman-Keuls post hoc analyses failed to
detect any significant differences between means, however.

Computation of a quasi-F ratio, and the consequent reduction in the
degrees of freedom, may have contributed to this failure. Inspection
of the means did reveal generally the same pattern as found in the

person perception design. Means obtained in the narrative report

’
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Table 9
a

Means and Standard Deviations of Accuracy Components for

Observation Type Groups (Person Perception Design)

Type of \ Differential Stereotype Differential
observation Elevation Elevation Accuracy Accuracy
Direct .319 .659 .350 .814
Observation (.177) (.165) (.198) (.277)
Dimension-

Specific . 267 .574 .275 .670

Report (.215) (.262) (.121) (.257)
Narrative .599 .793 .394 .828

Report {.303) (.175) (.197) (.209)

Note. Smaller scores indicate higher levels of rating accuracy.
a
Standard deviations are presented in parentheses.
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conditions were more elevated than either the direct observation or
dimension-specific conditions.

In contrast to the findings with the person perception design,
however, the extended accuracy design revealed no significant
interaction effect for training and rating source (p > .05). The
results of this analysis, along with variance components and
intraclass correlation coefficients (ICCs), obtained by dividing a
source's variance component by the sum of all variance components
(vaughan & Corballis, 1969), for the elevation component are summarized
in Table 10. The ICC ratio reflects the proportion of variance
accounted for by a particular source relative to total variance.
Inspection of the ICCs contained in Table 10 indicates that they
accounted for less than one percent of the variance, suggesting that
participants in both the training and no-training conditions were
generally accurate with respect to their overall average ratings
(i.e., elevation).

Differential elevation. Differential elevation reflects a

different ordering of the ratees by the participating raters than by
the expert raters (Dickinson, 1987). Table 11 indicates that the
training main effect was significant (p < .01). The mean differential
elevation scores in Column 2 of Table 8 reveals that training
significantly enhanced the participants' ability to rank order persons
in terms of their overall performance (Murphy et al., 1982).

The observation type factor also significantly affected
differential elevation as shown in Table 11 (p < .01). Moderate
support was found for the hypothesis that ratings made on the basis of

direct observation would exhibit more accurate differential elevation
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Table 10

Summary Table of the Analysis of Variance Results for

-the Extended Accuracy Design

Source df MS F-Ratio vC I1CC
Between Subjects

Observation Type (0T) 2 23.653 5.05*a .0092 .0017
Training (TR) 1 10.238 1.29a .0006 .0001
0T x TR 2 777 .31 -.0008 .0000
Raters (R/OTXTR) 67 2.516 .0039 .0007
Within Subjects

Rating Sources (S) ' 1 81.540 15.61”"“'a .0194 .0035
Dimensions (D) 2 190.621 4.71"‘a .0762 .0138
Assessees (A) 8 309.904 248.23** .7047 .1274
S x0T 2 23.653 5.05*a .0092 .0017
S xTR 1 10.238 1.29a .0006 .0001
S x0T xTR ' 2 777 .31 -.0008 .0000
S X R/OTXTR 67 2.516 .0078 .0014
D x OT 4 1.006 .78a -.0003 .0000
D xTR | 2 3.408 1.41él .0012 .0002
DxOT xTR 4 1.194 1.28 .0002 .0000
D x R/AOTXTR 134 .931 .0007 .0001
A x0T 16 3.414 2.73%* .0142 .0026
A xTR 8 6.649 5.32%* 0237  .0043
A x0T xTR 16 1.298 1.04 .0006 .0001
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Source df MS F-Ratio vC ICC
A x ROTXTR 536 1.248 1.2484

SxD 2 33.151 4.29*a 0129 .0023
SxDxO0T 4 1.006 .78a -.0003 .0000
SxDxTR 2 3.408 4.01*a .0012 .0002
SxDxOT xTR 4 1.194 1.28 .0002 .0000
S x D x RAOTXTR 134 .931 .9315 .0002
SxA 8 3.954 3.17%* .0123 .0022
SxAXOT 16 3.414 2.73%* .0285 .0051
SxAXTR 8 6.649 5.32%* .0474 .0086
SXxAXxOT xTR 16 1.298 1.04 .0013 .0002
S x A x RAOTXTR 536 1.248 1.2484

DxA 16 40.416 47.01** .2709 .0490
DxAxOT 32 1.211 1.41 .0069 .0012
DxAXTR 16 777 .90  -.0011 .0000
DxAxOT xTR 32 .511 .59 -.0138 .0000
D x A x R/AOTXTR 1072 .860 .8597
SxDxA 16 7.657 8.91** .0931 .0168
SxDxAXxO0T 32 1.211 1.41 .0138 .0025
SxDxAXTR 16 77 .90 -.0022 .0000
SxDxAXxO0T xTR 32 .511 .59 -.0276 .0000
S xDx A x RATXIR 1072 .860 .8597
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Table 10 (concluded)

Note. If a source's variance component was negative, that value was
used in the denominator to compute the intraclass correlation
coeffiéients, but the source's coefficient was set to zero. df =
degrees of freedom; MS = mean squares; VC = variance component; ICC =
intraclass correlation coefficient.

aQuasi F=-Ratio.

fg < .05. **B_< .01.
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Summary Table of the Analysis of Variance Results for Differential

Elevation (Person Perception Design)

Source df MS F-Ratio Omega
Training 1 . 286 7.53* .068
Observation Type 2 .311 8.17* .150
Training x

Observation Type 2 .071 1.86 .018
Error 67 .038

Note. df = degrees of freedom; MS = mean squares.

fg < .01.
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than report-based ratings. Newman-Keuls analyses were conducted on
the means reported in Column 2 of Table 9. There were significant
differences between the means for direct observation type and
narrative report (p < .05), indicating that ratings in the direct
observation condition were generally more accurate than those in the
narrative report condition. However, the direct observation ratings
did not show more accuracy on differential elevation than those
obtained in the dimension-specific report condition (p > .05). In
addition, the dimension-specific report ratings were significantly
more accurate with respect to differential elevation than the
narrative report ratings (p < .05).

No significant Training x Observation Type interaction was
detected.

The extended accuracy design also detected inaccuracies on the
part of the raters for differential elevation (i.e., the significant
Rating Sources x Assessees interaction) (p <.01). This finding must
be interpreted, however, in light of the significant Rating Sources x
Assessees x Observation Type and Rating Sources x Assessees x Training
interactions (g.< .01). For most assessees, the rater and the expert
source agreed on the ordering of the assessees. However, Newman-Keuls
analyses revealed that participants in the cognitive modeling training
condition were better able to assess overall individual differences
between assessees than those participants not receiving training.

Participants in the no-training conditions assigned significantly

greater mean ratings for two of the assessees than did the expert
sources. In addition, post hoc Newman-Keuls analyses indicated that

ratings obtained in both the direct observation and dimension-specific
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conditions were more accurate than those in the narrative report
conditions (p < .05). Mean ratings obtained for two of the assessees
in the the narrative report condition were significantly greater than
ratings made by the expert source. Inspection of the ICCs for the
Rating Sources x Assessees x Observation Type interaction (ICC = .005),
and the Rating Sources x Assessees x Training interaction (ICC = .009)
in Table 10 indicated that differential elevation accounted for only a
small amount of the variation in the ratings. The Assessee effect
(i.e., convergent validity) accounted for the greatest amount of
variance in the ratings (ICC = .127). This effect reflects the
ability of the rating sources to describe assessee differences across
the performance dimensions (Dickinson, 1987). This finding was to be
expected because the target assessees were selected to be different
from each other on the dimensions.

Stereotype accuracy. This index reflects the accuracy of the

rater in using the behavioral dimensions to describe the relative
strengths and weaknesses of a group of ratees. The results of the
person perception design analysis for stereotype accuracy are
presented in Table 12. Unlike the previous two accuracy components,
little support for the hypotheses was found for this component.
Neither the training effect, nor the observation type main effect was
significant (E.> .05). Furthermore, no significant Training x
Observation Type interaction was detected. Thus, irrespective of
training or observation type, the groups did not differ significantly
in their ability to discriminate among the performance dimensions
across the ratees.

Results obtained with the extended accuracy design, however,
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Summary Table of the Analysis of Variance Results for Stereotype

Accuracy (Person Perception Design)

Source df MS F-Ratio Omega
Training 1 .025 .82 -.002
Observation Type 2 .089 2.88 .049
Training x

Observation Type 2 .025 .81 -.005
Error 67 .031

Note. df = degrees of freedom; MS = mean squares.
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indicated some inaccuracy with respect to the stereotype accuracy
component as shown by the significant Rating Source x Dimension
interaction (E.< .05). This finding must be interpreted in light
of the significant Rating Sources x Dimension x Training interaction
(p < -05) (see Table 10). MNewman-Keuls analyses indicated that
participants who received training were better able to assess the
degree to which the group of assessees' exhibited the performance
dimensions. Participants in the no-training conditions assigned
significantly greater mean ratings for the problem analysis dimension
across the assessees than did the expert source. No significant
effects for Observation Type, or the Training x Observation Type
interaction were detected (p > .05).

Differential accuracy. This component measures the accuracy with

which raters can discriminate among assessees within each performance
dimension. The results of the person perception design for this
accuracy component are presented in Table 13. As predicted, the
cognitive-modeling training significantly enhanced raters' sensitivity
to assessee differences in patterns of performance (p < .0l1).
Differential accuracy means for the training conditions are presented
in Cotumn 4 of Table 8.

In addition, a significant main effect for observation type was
obtained (p < .06). Mean differential accuracy scores for the
observation type conditions are presented in Column 4 of Table 9.
Contrary to the hypothesis that ratings made on the basis of direct
observation would yield greater differential accuracy than report-
based ratings, Newman-Keuls post hoc comparisons indicated that the

most accurate ratings were obtained with the dimension-specific
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Summary of Analysis of Variance Results for Differential Accuracy

(Person Perception Design)

Source df MS F-Ratio Omega
Training 1 1.266 27.96** .254
Observation Type 2 .204 4.50* .067
Training x

Observation Type 2 .022 -48 -.010
Error 67 .045

Note. df = degrees of freedom;

fg < .05. *fg < .01.

MS = mean squares.
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report. Specifically, the dimension-specific report ratings were
significantly more accurate than ratings obtained in either the direct
observation or narrative report conditions. As can be seen in Table
13, no significant interaction between training and observation type
was found.

Means and standard deviations for the experimental conditions
using the direct computational formulae are presented in TaB]e 14.

In contrast to the results obtained with the person perception
design, the extended accuracy design failed to detect a significant
effect due to training (p > .05) as evidenced by a nonsignificant
Rating Source x Dimensions x Assessees x Training interaction.
Variation accounted for by this effect was trivial. The effect for
observation type did approach significance, however (p < .10). To
explore further the extent of differential accuracy, means were
compared on the Rating Sources x Assessees x Dimensions interaction
for each observation type. While the dimension-specific condition
appeared to be slightly more accurate than the rarrative report
condition, no meaningful conclusions could be reached.

Correlational accuracy per ratee. This measure reflects accuracy

in rating the dimension performance of a ratee. Results of the two-
way analysis of variance for correlation accuracy per ratee are given
in Table 15. The results indicated a significant main effect for
observation type (E.< .01), and for the Training x Observation Type
interaction (E.< .05). The pattern of these means corresponding to
this interaction is graphically depicted in Figure 1.

Figure 1 indicates a disordinal interaction between training and

observation type; that is, lines connecting the cell means are not
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Table 14
a
Means and Standard Deviations for the Accuracy Components

for Experimental Conditions (Person Perception Design)

Accuracy Component

Experimental Differential Stereotype Differential
Condition Elevation Elevation Accuracy Accuracy
Direct .241 .626 379 .695
Observation (.140) (.118) (.135) (.176)
Dimension '
Train Specific .144 .444 .257 .498
Report (.109) (.113) (.143) (.112)
Narrative .525 .763 .437 .718
Report (.260) (.145) (.188) (.164)
Direct .396 .693 .320 .933
Observation (.182) (.202) (.249) (.314)
Dimension
No Specific .379 .693 .292 .830
Train Report (.230) (.306) (.099) (.252)
Narrative .670 .823 .350 .938
Report (.337) (.202) (.204) (.194)

Note. Smaller scores indicate higher levels of rating accuracy.
—

Standard deviations are presented in parentheses.
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Table 15

Summary Table of the Analysis of Variance

1

Results for Correlational

Accuracy per Ratee

Source df MS F-Ratio Omega2
Training 1 .354 .84 -.002
Observation Type 2 4.814 11.36** . 208
Training x

Observation Type 2 1.672 3.95*% .059
Error 67 424

Note. df = degrees of freedom; MS = mean

fg < .05. *fg < .01.

squares.
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paraliel. Tests for simple main effects were computed for the
Training x Observation Type interaction, and are presented in Table
16. Simple effects tests revealed a significant difference between
observation type conditions when training was provided (E.< .01).
These analyses indicated that the dimension-specific report yielded
ratings more accurate than either the direct observation or narrative
report conditions. When training was not provided, however,
differences between the observation types were not present (p > .05).
Furthermore, simple effects results suggested a significant difference
between the training and no-training conditions, but only for the
observation type of the dimension-specific report (2_< .05). These
results are presented in the bottom haif of Table 16.

Correlational accuracy per dimension. This is a measure of how

accurately a dimension can be used to describe a group of ratees.
Training significantly affected correlational accuracy per dimension
(p < .01) (see Table 17). Means and standard deviations for the two
correlational accuracy measures for the training and observation type
factors are presented in Table 18. Inspection of the training means
reveals that the cognitive modeling training produced significantly
more accurate ratings than the no-training manipulation.

The observation type factor also produced significant results on
the correlational accuracy per dimension measure (E.< .01). Newman-
Keuls post hoc tests showed the dimension-specific report group to be
significantly more accurate than either the direct observation or
narrative report conditions (p < .05). No significant differences
between the direct observation and narrative report conditions were

detected.
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Table 16

Analysis of Variance for Training and Observation Type Simple

Effects for the Training x Observation Type Interaction

Observation Type Simple Effects

Source df MS F-value
Training 2 5.83 13.75%*
No Training 2 .53 1.26

Training Simple Effects

Source df MS F-value
Direct

Observation 1 .09 022
Dimension-

Specific Report 1 2.79 6.58*
Narrative Report 1 .85 2.00

Note. The error term for all sources of variation above was the

original error term (MS = .43, df = 67). df = degrees of freedom; MS
= mean squares.

*g_< .05. *fg < .01.
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Summary Table of the Analysis of Variance Results for Correlational

Accuracy per Dimension

Source df “MS F-Ratio Omega2
Training 1 4.028 32.43* . 266
Observation Type 2 1.000 8.05% .119
Training x

Observation Type 2 .099 .87 -.002
Error 67 .124

Note. df = degrees of freedom; MS = mean squares.

*E.< .01.
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Table 18

Mean Correlational Accuracy Scores for Training and Observation

Type Groups

Correlational Accuracy

Training Per Ratee Per Dimension
Cognitive Modeling .735 .766
No Training .670 .500

Correlational Accuracy

Observation Type Per Ratee Per Dimension
Direct Observation .611 .612
Dimension-Specific

Report 874 757
Narrative Report .478 .551
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In addition, no significant interaction between the training and
observation type factors was revealed (p > .05). Table 19 gives the
correlational accuracy means and standard deviations for each
experimental condition.

Comparison of Analytic Strategies for Measuring Accuracy

The present study utilized three analytic strategies to assess
how training and observation type affect rating accuracy. The results
of these analyses revealed some contrasting findings between analytic
strategies for the same accuracy component.

The person perception and extended accuracy designs yielded
similar results with respect to differential elevation for both the
training and observation type factor. Results obtained with both
analytic strategies indicated that observation type and training
significantly affected differential elevation accuracy. The two
strategies fevea]ed conflicting results with respect to training on
the elevation and stereotype accuracy measures. Training
significantly affected elevation accuracy as measured with the person
perception design, but was not significant with the extended accuracy
design. This finding was reversed for the sterotype accuracy measure.
The cognitive modeling training was found to significantly affect
stereotype accuracy with the extended accuracy design; however,
training was not significant with the person perception design.
respectively. Finally, differential accuracy was significantly
influenced in the person perception design by both the training and
observation type factors. No significant effects were reflected in
the extended accuracy design, however.

In addition, observation type was found to be significant for
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Table 19
a

Means and Standard Deviations for Correlational Accuracy Scores

Correlational Accuracy

Per Ratee Per Dimension
Direct .653 .706
Observation (.541) (.311)
Dimension
Specific .935 .862
Training Report (.612) (.318)
Narrative .327 .696
Report (.686) {.228)
Correlational Accuracy
Per Ratee Per Dimension
Direct .572 .493
Observation (.827) (.417)
Dimension
Specific 774 .611
No Training Report (.656) (.465)
Narrative .611 .354
Report (.537) (.310)

a
Standard deviations are presented in parentheses.
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both correlational accuracy measures. Furthermore, whereas training
significantly affected correlational accuracy per dimension, the
correlational accuracy per ratee measure indicated a signifcant
Observation Type x Training interaction. A comparative analysis of
these analytic strategies is given in Table 20, denoting for each
accuracy measure where a significant effect was detected.

Post-Experimental Questionnaire

In addition to assessing the efficacy of training, the post-
experimental questionnaire was designed to appraise participants'
reactions to: (1) the perceived value of the research experience
(Items 8, 10, 12, 13, 14, 15, and 22), and (2) the trainer's
presentation of the material (Items 7, 11, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20, and
21). These post-experimental items were evaluated with a series of
two-way ANOVA procedures.

Perceived value of the research experience. Neither main effect,

nor the Training x Observation Type interaction was significant for
any of the items pertaining to the perceived value of the research
experience (p > .05). Generally speaking, these results indicated
that all participants, regardless of experimental condition, found the
research to have some utility for enhancing managerial performance,
and that it was an enjoyable learning experience.

Trainer's presentation of the material. Four of the items

pertaining to the presentation of the training material yielded
significant main or interaction effects. The observation type factor
significantly affected the participants' reactions to the presentation
of the training by means of a videotape medium (Item 17), F(2, 67) =

4.03, p < .05. Newman-Keuls post hoc comparisons revealed that the
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Table 20

Comparison of Analytic Strategies for Measuring Accuracy for the

Training, Observation Type, and Training x Observation Type Effects

gffects
Accuracy Training Observation Interaction
Measure Type
a
Elevation X X
b
Elevation X
a
Differential
Elevation X X
b
Differential
Elevation X X
a
Stereotype Accuracy
b

Stereotype Accuracy X

a
Differential Accuracy X X

b
Differential Accuracy
Correlational Accuracy

per Ratee X X
Correlational Accuracy
per Dimension X X
Note. X denotes a significant effect.
= 4
Direct computation-person perception design (Cronbach, 1955).

b

Extended accuracy design (Dickinson, 1987).
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direct observation group held significantly more favorable attitudes
toward the videotape presentation than did the narrative report
conditions (p < .05). No differences were detected between the direct
observation and dimension-specific conditions (£_> .058).

Three of the questionnaire items yielded a significant Training x
Observation Type interaction. A significant interaction (F(2, 67) =
4.38, p < .05) was detected for Item 11 ("The trainer on the videotape
seemed 1ike an expert in behavioral observation and performance
rating"), for Item 19 ("The trainer spoke with authority about the
topic®), F(2, 67) = 3.79, P < .05, and for Item 21 ("The trainer's
presentation was logical"), F(2, 67) = 3.41, E.? .05.

Summaries of the simple effects analyses for each of the three
items are presented in Table 21 (see Columns 1, 2, and 3,
respectively).

An examination of the observation type simple effects in Table 21
reveals a significant difference among the observation types when no
training was provided for each of the items. Post hoc analyses
indicated that, when no training was provided, those in the direct
observation condition rated the various items significantly lower than
participants in either the dimension-specific or narrative report
conditions (2.< .01). Furthermore, for each of the three items,
training simple effects tests indicated a significant difference
between training conditions for the direct observation type (g_< .01).
Thus, participants in the direct observation-training condition
evaluated the training presentation significantly more favorably than

those in the direct observation-no-training condition.
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Table 21

Analysis of Variance for Simple Effects Tests for the Training x

Observation Type Interaction for Significant Post-Experimental Items

Observation Type Simple Effects

Item 11 Item 19 Item 21
Source df F df F df F
Training 2 1.20 2 .76 2 .89
No Training 2 3.78* 2 3.58%* 2 3.59%*

Training Simple Effects

Item 11 Item 19 I[tem 21
Source df F df F df F
Direct
O bservation 1 21.61%* 1 T.73%* 1 5.36%
Dimension-
Specific
Report 1 .50 1 1.19 1 1.86
Narrative
Report 1 2.40 1 .38 1 .08

Note. The error term for all sources of variation above was the

original error term (df = 67).

fg < .05. *fg < .01.

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



83

IV. DISCUSSION

Numerous assessement center researchers, critfcs and proponents
alike, have clearly established the need for comparative research to
determine the impact of variations in the assessment center method
(Cohen, 1978; Sackett, 1982; Silverman et al., 1986). The purpose of
the present study was to respond to recent recommendations to
investigate additional aspects of the assessment center. One of the
most important aspects of assessment center processes involves the way
that evaluations of candidates are made, and the information that
serves as the basis for that evaluation. However, variations in the
observation and evaluation process, and their effects on the ratings
obtained, have heretofore received 1ittle attention (Sackett & Wilson,
1982). The present study examined two aspects of the assessment
center, namely assessor training (cognitive modeling, no training) and
the type of observation (direct observation, dimension-specific
report, narrative report) and their impact on assessor ratings.
Furthermore, whereas previous research has been largely concerned with
the psychometric quality of the ratings (e.g., halo, leniency), this
study utilized various components of rating accuracy (Cronbach, 1955)
as the criterion measures.

Several hypotheses were generated concerning how observation type
and training may differentially affect the various aspects of rating
accuracy. Specifically, it was hypothesized that direct observation

would yield more accurate ratings than report-based ratings. In
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addition, it was hypothesized that the dimension-specific report would
produce more accurate ratings than the narrative report. Finally,
raters receiving the cognitive modeling training would be more
accurate than those in the no-training conditions. The results of
this study revealed moderate to strong support for the hypotheses.
This section will focus on these hypotheses and provide interpretation
of the results, and will conclude with the theoretical and practical
implications of the research.

Elevation, Differential Elevation, Stereotype Accuracy,

Differential Accuracy, and Correlational Accuracy

Observation type. The results of this study moderately support

the hypotheses that direct observation would yield performance ratings
significantly more accurate than report-based ratings. Hypothesis la
predicted that direct observation would yield greater differential
elevation than report-based ratings. Mixed support was found for this
hypothesis. Ratings obtained in the direct observation condition were
significantly more accurate than narrative rebort-based ratings.
However, no significant differences were found between ratings
produced in the direct observation and dimension-specific conditions
(see Table 8).

It was hypothesized that as greater amounts of information were
available to the rater, discriminations among ratees on overall
performance (differential elevation) would be more accurate.
Information in the direct observation condition is presented as a
coherent whole, facilitating global comparisons. The finding that
ratings obtained in the dimension-specific report condition exhibited

significantly greater differential elevation accuracy than did those
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obtained in the direct observation condition suggests that the
abundance of information available may not be essential to the
accuracy of performance ratings, or in contrast, the abundance creates
information overload. There was clearly less information available in
the dimension-specific report than in either the direct observation or
narrative report conditions. Thus, one can speculate that what is
critical to the accuracy of the ratings is the degree of relevant
information available, or the signal to noise ratio (Lord, 1985).
Alternatively, the dimension-specific report simplifies one aspect of
the cognitive process of the rater, namely, the encoding or "sorting"
of behaviors into dimensions. The dimension-specific report reduces
the number of cognitive operations, making critical behaviors salient.
It remains fo; future research to determine which of the two
explanations is most plausible. The findings do_not, however, dismiss
the vividness effect. The direct observation and narrative report
conditions provided nearly identical information. However, ratings in
the direct observation cdndition were significantly more accurate.
The hypothesis that the narrative report would yield ratings with
more differential elevation accuracy than the dimension-specific
report (2c) was not supported. There are two possible exp1anations‘
for this finding. First, it is possible that the task of reviewing
and evaluating the narrative reports was a more complex task than
evaluating the dimension-specific reports. The narrative reports, of
necessity, included more information, and were greater in length.
Participants may have found the task more tedious., and may not have
read the narrative reports sufficiently in providing their ratings. A

second possibility is that subjects may have been unable to encode and
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interpret the large amount of information that was available in the
reports. The dimension-specific reports were developed from the
experts' behavioral rationales. Therefore, participants did not have
to filter irrelevant information, as in the narrative report, nor was
necessary information filtered from those reports.

Hypothesis 1b, that ratings obtained in the direct observation
condition would exhibit greater differential accuracy than report-
based ratings, was not supported. The results indicated that the
dimension-specific report condition produced the most accurate ratings
on this metric. It appears that the quality of the report, defined as
the inclusion of all relevant behaviors exhibited by the assessees,
accounted for the degree of accuracy obtained.

This finding raises questions regarding the vividness effect. If
the vividness effect should result in finer discriminations of
behavior (Nisbett & Ross, 1980), one would expect its impact to be
more apparent for the differential accuracy component. It is
important to note that in the present study vividness was manipulated
as a between-subjects factor. That is, participants either viewed and
evaluated a vivid stimulus (i.e., direct observation), or a nonvivid
stimulus (i.e., report), but not both. Before any firm conclusions
can be drawn, future research needs to examine the impact of the
vividness effect when both kinds of information are available to
participants. If, for example, assessors are forced to integrate
contrasting information regarding a candidate's performance in two
different exercises, from direct observation and another assessor's
report, it could be hypothesized that the weight of the latter would

be less. The most promising direction for this aspect of research is

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



87

an examination of the vividness effect under conditions of competing
attention, and how the effect is influenced by such contextual factors
as the (a) skill of the assessor, (b) quality of training, and (c)
assessor's trust in the competence of other fellow assessors (R.M.
McIntyre, personal communication, June, 1987).

As hypothesized (2a), ratings obtained from the dimension-
specific report conditions displayed significantly greater
differential accuracy than the narrative reports. In the present
study, we attempted to manipulate how information was encoded in the
construction of the reports. For the narrative report, in which the
ratee's performance was summarized without regard to specific
dimensions, raters provided less differential accuracy ratings. In
contrast, the dimension-specific report presented information by
dimension. By priming the encoding process with these dimensions, it
appeared that participants' ability to use the dimensions to evaluate
each ratee's performance was‘enhanced. This finding is similar to
that reported by Silverman et al. (1986) in which a method of
evaluation that forced assessors to store and organize information in
terms of dimensions was found to improve the dimensionality of
assessor ratings. The findings in the present study suggest that,
under optimal conditions, that is, where the report was carefully
prepared, and assessors were required to evaluate the candidate in
only one exercise, the nature of the report can produce similar
effects.

Surprisingly, no support was found for the hypothesis that the
dimension-specific report would yield greater stereotype accuracy than

the narrative report (2b). Discrimination among performance
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dimensions across assessees was not affected by the the inclusion of
irrelevant information in the narrative report. Participants in the
narrative report conditions appeared to be able to identify the
strengths and weaknesses of a group of ratees even though they were
required to filter a great deal of information. Thus, it appears that
the discriminations required for stereotype accuracy that involve an
assessment of the relative amount of attributes possessed by a group
of ratees are not as fine as those required for differential accuracy
(among assessees within each performance dimension). In addition, it
may well be that more assessees need to be assessed, and that there
has to be a representative sampling of all leveis of performance on
the dimensions for one to ascertain which of the dimensions is the
most and least prevalent in the group of assessees.

It must be noted again that this finding occurred under optimal
conditions. Three behavioral dimensions had been carefully developed
and selected to yield the greatest discriminant validity (see Table
1). In actual assessment centers where assessors may be required to
evaluate as many as 20 performance dimensions (Fitzgerald &
Quaintance, 1982), assessors are likely to have greater difficulty
discriminating among a large number of dimensions, particularly in
those instances where assessors may not perceive the dimensions to be
conceptually distinct. In these instances, preparation of report
information in a dimension-specific format may facilitate the
assessor's task of evaluating each of the performance dimensions
independently of each other. The assessor, not having seen the
candidate in the particular exercise, is no longer encumbered with

organizing candidate information with respect to the dimensions
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because the organization has been accomplished in the report. Future
research should focus on how increases in the number of dimensions
used to evaluate performance, as well as the distinctiveness of the
dimension from other performance dimensions, affects rating accuracy
in observation type conditions similar to those suggested here.

No formai hypotheses concerning the effects of observation type
on elevaticn were set forth. However, the findings are of some
interest because they are comparable to the results obtained for the
differential elevation and differential accuracy measures. As shown
in Table 9, ratings obtained in both the direct observation and
dimension-specific report conditions exhibited significantly less
elevation than did ratings in the narrative report condition. That
is, overall ratings in the direct observation and dimension-specific
conditions were significantly closer than in the narrative report
condition to the overall average rating (across all ratees and items)
provided by the expert raters.

This finding suggests an important practical implication for the
assessment center, where standardization is always of primary concern
(Cohen, 1978). Elevation is conceptually similar to leniency-severity
error (Murphy & Balzer, 1986). Having assessors or assessment teams
gvaluate a candidates' performance in a particular exercise by means
of a narrative report may exacerbate leniency-severity error. Thus,
candidates may be rated more leniently or severely because of the way
the information is presented to the assessment team. In those
situations where assessors must prepare reports that meaningfully
describe a candidate's performance, the findings of this study would

suggest constructing the report with the dimension-specific format.
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The results discussed thus far clearly demonstrate the superiority of
this format relative to the narrative report, and even to direct
observation. This finding must be qualified in light of the quality
of the reports developed for this research, however.

Correlational accuracy per ratee assesses the rater's ability to
describe a ratee's performance with the performance dimensions. As
shown in Table 19; the dimeﬁsion-specific report produced
significantly greater correlational accuracy per ratee than either the
direct observation or narrative report conditions. The significant
Training x Observation Type interaction indicated that for all
observation conditions, training significantly enhanced correlational
accuracy per ratee except for the narrative report condition where
those who had not received training were slightly, though not
significantly, more accurate than those participants in the narrative
report-training experimental condition (see Figure 1), although this
difference was not significant. It is difficult to reach any strong
conclusions regarding this finding. The experimental groups were
assessed on a variety of pre- and post-research variables, and there
was no indication that this group differed from those in other
experimental condtions on any of the variables. Furthermore, the
videotaped training ensured that training was consistent across
experimental groups. It is possible that there is some unique feature
of the narrative report that must be specifically addressed in
training to improve the accuracy of the ratings. Only further study
can make this determination. )

Results with the correlational accuracy per ratee measure should

be interpreted with caution since it is based on the correlation of
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three scores, namely the correlation of the assessors' dimension
ratings with the experts' ratings. A correlation based upon three
scores is likely to be unstabie. Thus, future research should
reexamine these results with a greater number of dimensions.

Correlational accuracy per dimension reflects the assessor's
ability to use the performance dimensions to describe the relative
strengths and weaknesses of a group of ratees. Unlike the direct
calculation of sterotype accuracy in the person perception design, or
the extended accuracy design, the results for correlational accuracy
per dimension indicated the dimension-specific report was
significantly more accurate than either the narrative report or direct
observation. Thus, with this measure, support was found for
Hypothesis 2b that the dimension-specific report would produce greater
stereotype accuracy than the narrative report.

Somewhat greater confidence can be placed in the stability of the
findings for the correlational accuracy per dimension measure than for
correlational accuracy per ratee because the correlations for the
former were based on the average of nine scores for the assessees
across each of the dimensions.

It is important to emphasize the notable magnitudes of the
correlational accuracy scores obtained in the present study. Tables
15 and 17 indicate, for example, that the dimension-specific report
yielded highly accurate results for both the correlational accuracy
per ratee (r = .87), and the correlational accuracy per dimension
measures (¥ = .76). The mean correlations obtained in the direct
observation condition were .61 and .62 for correlational accuracy per

ratee and correlational accuracy per dimension, respectively.
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Finally, the mean correlations obtained for the narrative report
condition were .47 (correlational accuracy per ratee) and .56
(correlational accuracy per dimension). However, in light of the
relatively small numbers upon which the correlations were based and
the potential instability in the measures, and because this is the
first attempt to investigate the reports in an assessment center, only
further comparative study will be able to determine the practical and
significance of these mean correlational accuracy scores. But these
preliminary results provide clear indication of the utility of
preparing reports in a dimension-specific format.

For example, if we can identify a report format, or a particular
strategy for developing such reports (e.g., with the behavioral
rationales of the assessors) that produces the most accurate ratings,
this information could be used in a variety of assessment situations.
This would have especially important implications in "disassembled
assessment centers" where assessors are unable to gather in one
location for consensus because they are geographically dispersed
(Sackett & Wilson, 1982). Further research must determine what
effects the potential reduction in face-to-face contact among
assessors will have on the quality of assessor ratings.

Cognitive-modeling training. There is substantial evidence

available to date supporting the efficacy of training in improving
both the psychometric quality and accuracy of performance ratings
(Landy & Farr, 1980; McIntyre et al., 1982; Pulakos, 1984). The
evidence for behavior modeling is equally impressive (Decker & Nathan,
1985). As hypothesized (3), the cognitive modeling training

significantly affected rating accuracy. This finding was true for the
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elevation, differential elevation, and differential accuracy measures.
Thus, notwithstanding the stereotype accuracy component, which perhaps
can only be influenced by experience rather than training, the effects
of cognitive-modeling training on rating accuracy appear to be robust,
supporting the hypothesis across accuracy measures.

Training participants produced ratings that more accurately
described the ratees' overall level of performance (elevation), and
more accurately discriminated among the ratees (differential
elevation) than those in the no-training conditions (see Tables 7 and
11). In addition, the trained participants were more sensitive to
assessee differences in performance patterns (differential accuracy).
Thus, if the goal of the assessment center is solely to make global
comparisons between ratees for the purposes of selection or promotion,
the cognitive modeling approach to training is shown here to be
effective. Furthermore, where the goals of the assessment center go
beyond a rank ordering in order to include feedback and development,
cognitive modeling has again been proven to be a useful strategy.

Surprisingly, training failed to affect the correlational
accuracy per ratee measure, although simple effects tests indicated an
effect for training. Table 19 indicates that the correlational
accuracy per ratee scores for the training and no-training conditions
were .74 and .66, respectively. On this measure, subjects who had not
received training were comparatively sensitive to ratee differences in
performance patterns. Failure to detect a significant main effect for

- training however, could be due to instability in the correlational
accuracy per ratee measure.

The magnitude of the correlational accuracy per ratee score does
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compare favorably to previous studies. Dickinson and Silverhart
(1986) reported a mean value of .38, while McIntyre et al. (1984) and
Hoffman and Dossett (1984) have reported correlational accuracy values
of .55 and .41, respectively. Thus, the cognitive modeling sirategy
merits further study in additiona] situations, and with other stimuli.

The cognitive modeling training did significantly enhance raters’
ability to use the dimensions to describe the group of ratees as
indicated by the correlational accuracy per dimension measure. The
mean correlation for the training conditions was .77, while for the
no-training conditions, this value was .51. This correlation is
similar to correlations obtained in previous studies. For example,
Dickinson and Silverhart (1986) reported a mean correlation of .63.
Borman (1979) has reported a correlation of .71. Finally, Pulakos
(1984) and Cardy and Kehoe (1984) have obtained mean correlational
accuracy per dimension values of .76 and .77, respectively.

Whereas in the previous research studies the training strategies
were more effective for improving the correlational accuracy per
dimension than for correlational accuracy per ratee, such was not the
case in the present study. The cognitive modeling approach proved
equally effective for both correlational accuracy measures. This
finding implies a potentially important advantage for cognitive
modeling training over other strategies. That is, regardless of the
organizational purpose of the assessment ratings (e.g., administrative
purposes, as reflected with correlational accuracy per dimension,
versus developmental purposes, as reflected with correlational
accuracy per ratee) (Dickinson & Silverhart, 1986), the cognitive

modeling strategy facilitates obtaining rating accuracy.
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Clearly, the impressive results obtained with the cognitive
modeling strategy must be tempered by the fact that they are
contrasted to no-training conditions. However, to date, only one
study has examined the impact of cognitive modeling on performance
assessment (McIntyre & Bentson, 1986). It should be further noted
that the focus of that study was not rating accuracy, but the accuracy
of behavioral observation (i.e., the proportion of experts' behavioral
observations identified by the subjects). The resuits of the present
study, therefore, establish foundational evidence that cognitive
modeling is a viable training strategy. «

There are several potential explanations for why the cognitive
modeling training was effective. Each behavior representative of the
three performance dimensions was described in detail, and specific
videotaped examples shown for each behavioral component. In keeping
with the current training research emphasis (e.g., Bernardin &
Buckley, 1981; McIntyre et al., 1984), the cognitive modeling training
appeared to be successful in establishing a common frame of referencé
for the subjects by providing them with practice, as well as feedback
of the target scores, and the behavioral rationales given by the
expert raters. It remains a task of future research to explicate how
each of these components may differentially affect training efficacy.

Furthermore, it remains an open question as to whether training
can, in fact, alter an individual's schema or cognitive processes, and
if so, how this change should be measured. Cognitive modeling
training attempts to transfer the expert's cognitive processes to the
rater. The success of this training in doing so is measured

statistically. However, there is no real indication that the rater's
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cognitive processes have been changed to match those of the expert.
Perhaps an important prospect of future research would be a policy-
capturing analysis of experts' ratings. Development of stimulus
videotapes or reports similar to those developed in the present study
which reflect various combinations of target scores could then be used
to capture how closely the decision policies of the rater match those
of the expert. Research of this kind may provide a clearer
understanding of the rating process, and the steps needed to improve
rating accuracy.

It is unclear why training did not affect stereotype accuracy
more substantially. Training did not significantly enhance the
raters' ability to discriminate among the performance dimensions
across the group of ratees. One potential explanation for this
finding may be the nature of the dimensions used in this study.
Careful consideration was given to the selection and development of
dimensions that were unambiguous, and conceptually distinct from each
other. Therefore, the discriminations between dimensions may not have
been difficult for raters in no-training conditions.

It is also possible that there were no substantial differences
among the dimensions across the assessees, or that the participants'
did not possess the experience that was needed to discriminate between
the dimensions. The effects of both potential explanations need to be
addressed in further study.

Comparison of Analytic Strategies to Accuracy

The present study utilized three approaches to the measurement of
rating accuracy: (1) the four accuracy components of the person

perception design set forth by Cronbach (1955), (2) the extended
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accuracy design that underlies the person perception design, and
applies analysis of variance procedures to partition the variation in
the ratings (Dickinson, 1987), and (3) correlational accuracy measures
per ratee and per dimension.

Generally, procedures used with the person perception and
extended accuracy designs produced similar results for the elevation
and differential elevation components. Both procedures found training
and observation type to affect differential elevation (i.e., the
differential ordering of the ratees). In addition, the person
perception and extended accuracy designs indicated that the dimension-
specific report significantly influenced the accuracy of the overall
mean ratings of the participants (namely, elevation).

Results with respect to training are more inconsistent, however.
As reflected in Table 10, training did not enhance the participants’
ability to provide more accurate overall performance ratings (i.e.,
elevation) as compared to the no-training participants with the
extended accuracy design. In contrast, elevation accuracy was
significantly affected by training as reflected in the person
perception design. This finding was reversed for the stereotype
accuracy measure. Results obtained with the extended accuracy design
found training to be significant, whereas the person perception design
did not. Finally, both training and observation type produced
significant findings for differential accuracy with the person
perception design, but were not significant in the extended accuracy
design (see Table 20).

In addition, correlational accuracy per ratee, which is similar

to differential accuracy, detected an interaction between the training
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and observation type factors which previously had not been indicated
by the direct computation of the measure. Furthermore, in contrast to
the direct computation in the person perception design, no significant
training main effect was found. Significant main effects were
detected for both training and observation type on the correlational
accuracy per dimension measure. This measure is similar to ;tereotvpe
accuracy.

Thus, different analytic strategies to achieve rating accuracy
may yield conflicting results. Discussion in the existing literature
has not resolved the question as to which approach is most
appropriate. In fact, it has become more confused with consideration
of Lord's (1985) reconceptualization of accuracy as analogous to
discriminability indices in signal detection theory. Future research
should seek to resolve this issue, or to identify the conditions under
which a particular approach is most apgropriate.

Dickinson's (1987) extended accuracy design promises to be an
impdrtant beginning for this research. The ANOVA procedure, unlike
Cronbach's accuracy statistics, provides a rich and precise
interpretation at the individual assessee level as to where the
inaccuracies may be occurring. Thus, continued application of the
extended accuracy design should provide some meaningful insight for
understanding the distortions associated with rating accuracy, and for
identifying factors that may be ccntrolled to improve such ratings.

Limitations of the Present Study

There are limitations to the generalizability of these results.
0f foremost importance, these results were obtained in a laboratory

study; consequently, generalizations to organizational assessment

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



99

centers must be made cautiously. The dimension-specific and narrative
reports developed for this research were carefully constructed to
include all of the performance relevant information exhibited by the
target ratees. This is particularly true of the dimension-specific
report where virtually no irrelevant information, or "noise," was
included. Thus, the dramatic effect that the dimension-specific
report had on the accuracy of the performance ratings may have been
somewhat artifactual. It is likely that reports produced in an actual
assessment center would include greater amounts of irrelevant
information, or perhaps fail to include some relevant data.
Nevertheless, the accuracy of the ratings\obtained with the dimension-
specific report are encouraging. Future research should investigate
the effects of reports with reduced signal levels that perhaps more
closely typify actual reports.

Second, unlike an actual assessment center, raters in the present
study were concerned with evaluating the assessee in only one
exercise. In other centers, raters may be required to process
performance information from several exercises for a particular
assessee. Thus, the limitation imposed upon the amount of information
that the rater was required to observe, assimilate, and evaluate may
have contributed to the substantial accuracy levels found here.

Ratings were obtained from undergraduate students rather than
managers, and were not influenced by such factors as the purpose for
which the ratings would be used (e.g., selection/promotion, feedback
and development). Research investigating the effects of purpose and
other variables on rating accuracy is needed.

Despite the limitations outlined above, the present study, as
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with other laboratory studies, possesses process generality (Wendelken
& Inn, 1981). By focusing on cognitive processes which should
generalize to an organizational assessment center, namely,
simplification of the cognitive operations at the encoding level, the
results of this study should contribute to a better understanding of
the rating process.

The results seem to clearly suggest that reducing the amount of
information to which assessors must attend and filter or encode, as
was done with the dimension-specific report, can yield substantial
accuracy in the ratings.

Summary and Conclusions

Moderate support was found for the hypotheses that direct
observation would yield more accurate performance ratings than report-
based ratings. The hypothesis that training would significantly
enhance rating accuracy was strongly supported.

While the direct observation conditions produced significantly
more accurate ratings on the elevation and differential elevation
accuracy components than the narrative report, the dimension-specific
report generally produced the most accurate ratings across all of the
accuracy measures. The findings regarding the dimension-specific
report are encouraging. To date, no study has examined the impact of
report format on the accuracy of performance ratings. For the
present, however, the data in this study suggest that presenting
candidate information in a dimension-specific format can improve
raters' ability to make global comparisons among ratees {(i.e.,
differential elevation accuracy), or to make finer discriminations

concerning subtle variations in ratees' performance (i.e.,
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differential accuracy). Further research is needed to determine how
profound an effect this is. Furthermore, the strategy used in the
development of the dimension-specific report, that of incorporating
the behavioral.rationales of the expert raters, offers a variety of
practical possibilities for incorporation in organizational assessment
center procedures and processes.

In addition to forcing assessors to focus on objective behavior
as the basis for their rating, the inclusion of the behavior rationale
may facilitate provision of objective feedback and development
guidance for the candidate. The results also indicate the cognitive
modeling training to be an effective training strategy for enhancing
rating accuracy. This finding was consistent regardiess of whether
the aspect of accuracy being assessed called for gross or fine
discriminations in ratee performance.

Nevertheless, more research is needed. Several areas have been
identified where further research could make significant contributions
to the understanding of the workings of an assessment center in
general, and to the rater's cognitive processes more specifically.

The continued use of reports as sources of information and bases for
ratings makes it imperative that future research investigate reports
which more closely typify actual assessment center products. In
addition, this study did not address how assessors deal with
conflicting sources of candidate information, and what effect
observation type (i.e., direct observation vs. report-based
information) can have on the weighting of the information. However,
these are common occurrences in assessment center operations and

should be addressed.
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Rating accuracy is clearly multivariate in nature. The data in
the present study suggest that different analytic strategies for the
measurement of accuracy may lead to conflicting results. If there are
factors which make certain approaches more or less appropriate (e.g.,
some may be more sensitive than others), these need to be identified.
Finally, the data here.indicate that cognitive modeiing is a training
strategy with high potential, regardless of the accuracy metric
considered. It would behoove researchers in both academic and applied
settings to explore this strategy more fully in future comparative
training research.

The present study represents the first attempt to investigate the
effects of observation type and cognitive modeling training on a
variety of accuracy measures. It is hoped that this study will serve
a useful purpose as a starting point for further study on these

topics.

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



103

V. REFERENCES
Archambeau, D.J. (1979). Relationships among skill ratings assigned

in an assessment center. Journal of Assessment Center Technology,

2, 7-20.

Athey, T.R. (1983). The effect of group size on rater training and

rating accuracy. Unpublished manuscript, Colorado State University,

Fort Collins, (0.

Bandura, A. (1969). Principies of behavior modification. New York:

Rinehart & Winston.

Barnes-Farrell, J.L., & Couture, K.A. (1983). Effects of appraisal

salience on immediate and memory-based performance judgments.

Paper presented at the 91st annual meeting of the American
Psychological Association, Anaheim, CA.
Bernardin, H.J., & Buckley, M.R. (1981). Strategies in rater

training. Academy of Management Review, 6, 205-212.

Bernardin, H.Jd., & Pence, E.C. (1980). The effects of rater training:
Creating new response sets and decreasing accuracy. Journal of

Applied Psychoiogy, 65, 60-66.

Bernardin, H.J., & Walter, C.S. (1977). Effects of rater training
and diary-keeping on psychometric error in ratings. Journal of

Applied Psychology, 62, 64-69.

Borman, W.C. (1975). Effects of instructions to avoid halo error on
reliability and validity of performance evaluation ratings.

Journal of Applied Psychology, 60, 556-560.

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



104

Borman, W.C. (1977). Consistency of rating accuracy and rating errors

in the judgment of human performance. Organizational Behavior and

Human Performance,_gg; 233-252.

Borman, W.C. (1978). Exploring the upper limits of reliability and

validity in performance ratings. Journal of Applied Psychology,

63, 135-144.
Borman, W.C. (1979). Format and training effects on rating accuracy

and rating errors. Journal of Applied Psychology, 64, 410-421.

Borman, W.C. (1982). Validity of behavioral assessment for predicting

military recruiter performance. Journal of Applied Psychology, 67,

3"90
Borman, W.C. (1983). Implications of personality theory and research
for the rating of work performance in organizations. In F.J.

Landy, S. Zedeck, & J. Cleveland (Eds.), Performance measurement

and theory. Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum.
Bray, D.W., & Grant, D.L. (1966). The assessment center in the

measurement of potential for business management. Psychological

Monographs, 80(17, Whole No. 625), pp. 1-27.

Broadbent, D.E. (1958). Perception and communication. London:

Pergamon Press.
Bruch, M.A. (1978). Type of cognitive modeling, imitation of modeled

tactics, and modification of test anxiety. Cognitive Therapy and

Research, 2, 147-164.
Byham, W.C. (1971). The assessment center as an aid in management

development. Training and Development Journal, Ei’ 10-22.

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



105

Cardy, R.L., & Kehoe, J.F. (1984). Rater selective attention ability
and appraisal effectiveness: The effect of a cognitive style on the

accuracy of differentiation among ratees. Journal of Applied

Psychology, 69, 589-594.
Cline, V.B. (1964). Interpersonal perception. In B.A. Maher (Ed.),

Progress in experimental personality research (vol. 1, pp. 221-

284). New York: Academic Press.
Cohen, S.L. (1978). Standardization of assessment center technology:

Some critical concerns. Journal of Assessment Center Technology,

1, 1-10.
Cohen, S.L., & Sands, L. (1978). The effects of order of exercise

presentation on assessment center performance: One standardization

concern. Personnel Psychology, 31, 35-46.

Cooper, W.H. (1981). Ubiquitous halo. Psychological Bulletin, 90,

218-244.
Cronbach, L.J. (1955). Processes affecting scores on "understanding
of others" and "assumed similarity." Psychological Bulletin, 52,

172-193.

Decker, P.J. (1982). The enhancement of behavior modeling training of
supervisory skills by the inclusion of retention processes.

Personnel Psychology, 32, 323-332.

Decker, P.J., & Nathan, B.R. (1985). Behavior modeling training:

Principles and applications. New York: Praeger Publishers.

DeNisi, A.S., Cafferty, T.P., & Meglino, B.M. (1984). A cognitive
view of the performance appraisal process: A model and research

propositions. Organizational Behavior and Human Performance, 33,

360-396.

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



106

Dickinson, T. L. (1987). Designs for evaluating the validity and

accuracy of performance ratings. Organizational Behavior and Human

Decision Processes, 593 1-21.

Dickinson, T.L., & Silverhart, T.A. (1986, August). Training to

improve the accuracy and validity of performance ratings. Paper

presented at the 94th annual meeting of the American Psychological
Association, Washington, D.C.
Dobbins, G.H., Cardy, R.L., & Bienn, B.A. (1984, August). The effects

of rater selective attention and temporal delay on the accuracy of

performance judgments. Paper presented at the annual meeting of

the American Psychological Association, Toronto.
Fay, C.H., & Latham, G.P. (1982). Effects of training and rating

scales on rating errors. Personnel Psychology, 35, 105-116.

Feldman, J.M. (1981). Beyond attribution theory: Cognitive processes

in performance appraisal. Journal of Applied Psychology, §§3

127-148.
Feldman, J.M., & Hilterman, R.J. (1975). Stereotype attribution
revisited: The role of stimulus characteristics, racial attitude,

and cognitive differentiation. Journal of Personality and Social

Psychology, 31, 1177-1188.
Finkle, R.B. (1976). Managerial assessment centers. In M.D. Dunnette

(Ed.), Handbook of industrial and organizational psychology

(pp. 861-888). New York: John Wiley & Sons.
Fitzgerald, L.F., & Quaintance, M.K. (1982). Survey of assessment

center use in state and local government. Journal of Assessment

Center Technology, 5, 9-21.

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



107

Ginsburg, L.R., & Silverman, A. (1972). The leaders of tomorrow.

Their identification and development. Personnel Journal, 513

662-666.

Goldstein, A.P., & Sorcher, M, (1974). Changing supervisor behavior.

New York: Pergamon Press.
Greenwood, J.M., & McNamara, W.J. (1969). Interrater reliability in

situational tests. Journal of Applied Psychology, 51, 101-106.

Hastie, R. (1981). Schematic principles in human memory. In E.T.

Higgins, C.P. Herman, & M.P. Zanna (Eds.}, Social cognition: The

Ontario Symposium. Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum.

Hastie, R., Park, B., & Weber, R. (1984). Social memory. In R.S.
Wyer & T.K. Srull (Eds.), Handbook of social psychology (vol. 2, pp.

151-212). New Jersey: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates.
Heneman, R.L., & Wexley, R.L. (1983). The effects of time delay in
rating and amount of information observed on performance rating

accuracy. Academy of Management Journal, 26, 677-686.

Higgins, T.E., & King, G. (1981). Accessibility of social constructs:
Information processing consequences of individual and contextual
variability. In N. Cantor & J.F. Kihlstrom (Eds.), Personality,

cognition, and social interaction. Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence

Erlbaum Associates.
Hoffman, C.C., & Dossett, D.L. (1984, August). Test of the

assumed superiority of the expert rater. Paper presented at the

annual meeting of the American Psychological Association, Toronto.

Hogarth, R.M. (1980). Judgment and choice. New York: dJohn Wiley,

Howard, A. (1974). An assessment of assessment centers. Academy of

Management Journal, 17, 115-134.

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



108

I1gen, D.A., & Favero, J.L. (1985). Limits in generalization from
psychological research to performance appraisal processes.

Academy of Management Review, 10, 311-321.

Kavanagh, M.J., MacKinney, A.C., & Wolins, L. (1971). Issues in
managerial performance: Multitrait-multimethod analyses of ratings.

Psychological Bulletin, 75, 34-49.

Kelly, G.A. (1955). A theory of personality: The psychology of

personal constructs. New York: Norton.

Klimoski, R., Friedman, B., & Weldon, E. (1980). Leader influence in

the assessment of performance. Personnel Psychology, 30, 389-401.

Kraut, A.I. (1976). Developing managerial skills via modeling
techniques: Some positive research findings-a symposium. Personnel
Psychology, 29, 325-328.

Landy, F.J., & Farr, J.L. (1980). Performance rating. Psychological

Bulletin, §Z’ 72-107.
Latham, G.P., Wexley, K.N., & Pursell, E.D. (1975). Training managers
to minimize rating errors in the observation of behavior. Journal

of Applied Psychology, 60, 550-555.

Lingle, J.H., Alton, M.W., & Medin, D.L. (1984). Of cabbages and
kings: Assessing the extendibility of natural object concept models
to social things. In R.S. Wyer & T.K. Srull (Eds.), Handbook of

social psychology (vol. 1, pp. 72-117). New Jersey: Lawrence

Erlbaum Associates.
Lord, R.G. (1985). Accuracy in behavioral measurement: An alternative
definition based on raters' cognitive schema and signal detection

theory. Journal of Applied Psychology, ZQ! 66-71.

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



109

McArthur, L.Z. (1981). What grabs you? The role of attention in
impression formation and causal attribution. In E.T. Higgins, C.P.

Herman, & M.P. Zanna (Eds.), Social cognition: The Ontario

Symposium (vol. 1). Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum.
McCordick, S.M., Kaplan, R.M., Finn, M.E., & Smith, S.H. (1979).
Cognitive behavior modification and modeling for test anxiety.

Journal of Consulting and Clinical Psychology, 47, 419-420.

McIntyre, R.M., & Bentson, C.A. (1986). Improving students'

observation of lecturer performance by means of cognitive

modeling. Unpublished manuscript, Colorado State University,
Fort Collins, (0.

McIntyre, R.M., Smith, D.E., & Hassett, C.E. (1984). Accuracy of
performance ratings as affected by rater training and perceived

purpose of rating. Journal of Applied Psychology, 69, 147-156.

Meichenbaum, D.H. (1972). Cognitive modification of test-anxious

college students. Journal of Consulting and Clinical Psychology,

39, 370-380.
Mischel, W. (1980). Personality and cognition: Something borrowed,
something new? In N. Cantor & J.F. Kihlstrom (Eds.), Personality,

cognition, and social interaction. Hillsdale, NJ: L. Erlbaum.

Moses, J.L., & Byham, W.C. (Eds.) (1977). Applying the assessment

center method. New York: Pergamon Press.

Murphy, K.R., & Balzer, W.K. (1986). Systematic distortions in
memory-based behavior ratings and performance evaluations:
Consequences for rating accuracy. Journal of Applied Psychology,

71, 39-44.

I.?eproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



110

Murphy, K.R., Garcia, M., Kerkar, S., Martin, C., & Balzer, W.K.
(1982). Relationship between observational accuracy and accuracy
in evaluating performance. Journal of Applied Psychology, 67,

320-325.

Nathan, B.R., & Alexander, R.A. (1985). The role of inferential

accuracy in performance rating. Academy of Management Review, 10,

109-115.
Neidig, R.D., Martin, J.C., & Yates, R.E. (1979). The contribution of

exercise skill ratings to final assessment center evaluations.

Journal of Assessment Center Technology, 2, 21-23.

Nisbett, R.E., & Ross, L. (1980). Human inference: Strategies and

shortcomings of social judgment. Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-

Hall.
Pulakos, E.D. (1984). A comparison of rater training programs: Error

training and accuracy training. Journal of Applied Psychology,

69, 581-588.
Rosch, E., & Mervis, C.B. (1975). Family resemblances: Studies in the
internal structure of categories. Cognitive Psychology, ZQ

573-605.

Sackett, P.R. (1982). A critical look at some commen beliefs about

assessment centers. Public Personnel Management Journal, 11,

140-147.
Sackett, P.R., & Dreher, G.F. (1982). Constructs and assessment
center dimensions: Some troubling empirical findings. Journal of

Applied Psychology, ng 401-410.

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



111

Sackett, P.R., & Wilson, M.A. (1982). Factors affecting the consensus
judgment process in managerial assessment centers. dJournal of

Applied Psychology, ng 10-17.

Schneider, D.J., Hastorf, A.H., & Ellsworth, P.C. (1979). Person
perception. Reading, MA: Addison-Wesley.

Shack, M.A. (1983). The implications of cognitive and

interpersonal processes for assessment centers. Unpublished

doctoral dissertation, Bowling Green State University, Bowling
Green, OH.

Silverman, W.H. (1985). The influence of directing raters'

observations on the relationship between supervisor and

subordinate ratings of leadership behavior. Unpublished doctoral

dissertation, Bowling Green State University, Bowling Green, OH.
Silverman, W.H., Dalessio, A.T., Woods, S.B., & Johnson, R.L., dJr.
(1986). Influence of assessment center evaluation methods on

assessors' ratings. Personnel Psychology, 39, 565-578.

Smith, D.E. (1986). Training programs for performance appraisal: A

review. Academy of Management Review, 11, 22-40.

Spool, M.D. (1978). Training programs for observers of behavior: A

review. Personnel Psychology, El, 853-888.

Task Force on Assessment Center Standards. (1980). Standards and
ethical considerations for assessment center operations. Personnel

Administrator, ggf 35-38.

Taylor, S.E., & Crocker, J. (1981). Schematic bases of social
information processing. In E.T. Higgins, C.P. Herman, & M.P. Zanna

(Eds.), Social cognition: The Ontario Symposium on personality

and social psychology (pp. 89-134). Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum.

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



112

Taylor, S.E., & Fiske, S.T. (1981). Getting inside the head:
Methodologies for process analysis in attribution and social
cognition. In J.H. Harvey, W. Ickes, & R.F. Kidd (Eds.), New

directions in attributional research (vol. 3, pp. 459-524).

Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum.
Taylor, S.E., & Thompson, S.C. (1982). Stalking the elusive

"vividness" effect. Psychological Review, 89, 155-181.

Thomson, H.A. (1969). Internal and external validation of an

industrial assessment program. Unpublished doctoral dissertation,

Case Western Reserve University.

Thornton, G.C., & Byham, W.C. (1982). Assessment centers and

managerial performance. New York: Academic Press.

Vaughan, G.M., & Corballis, M.C. (1969). Beyond tests of
significance: Estimating strength of effects in seiected ANOVA

designs. Psychological Bulletin, 72, 204-213.

Wendelken, D.J., & Inn, A. (1981). Nonperformance influences on
performance evaluations: A laboratory phenomenon? Journal of

Applied Psychology, 66, 149-158.

Wyer, R.S., Jdr., & Srull, T.K. (1981). Category accessibility: Some
theoretical and empirical issues concerning the processing of
stimulus information. In E.T. Higgins, C.P. Herman, & M.P. Zanna

(Eds.), Social cognition: The Ontario Symposium on personality and

social psychology (pp. 227-300). Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum.

Zandy, J., & Gerard, H.B. (1974). Attributional intentions and

informational selectivity. Journal of Experimental Social

Psychology, 10, 34-52.

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



113

Zedeck, S. (1986). A process analysis of the assessment center method.

In B.M. Staw & L.L. Cummings (Eds.), Research in organizational

behavior (vol. 8, pp. 259-296). Greenwich, CT: JAI Press.

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



114

VI. APPENDIX A:

Interview Simulation

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



115

INTERVIEW SIMULAT ION

In this exercise you are Chris Harmon, store manager for KENDALL #66.
KENDALL 1is a large chain of retail department stores. You have been
the store manager for three years. There are 12 department managers
who report directly to you. One of the standard policies of KENDALL
#66 1is to conduct semi-annual performance evaluation meetings with
each of the department managers. One of the department managers is
Pat Winchell.

Pat is the manager of the Lawn Furniture department. Pat was recently
transferred to KENDALL #66 from KENDALL #15, which is a smaller volume
store. Pat comes to KENDALL #66 with favorable recommendations from
KENDALL #15 store manager. In the past Pat has received especially
good performance evaluation ratings. This is your first performance
evaluation meeting with Pat, since Pat first joined KENDALL #66 four
months ago.

It has come to your attention that at certain times Pat has shown poor
decision-making Jjudgments. Pat has frequently made hasty decisions,
based on assumptions and emotions, instead of relevant information.
For example, there was the time that Pat ordered picnic tables without
checking last year's inventory records. This resulted in the under-
ordering of much needed merchandise. Also, Pat has repeatedly
scheduled the same full-time employees to work weekend nights. This
has led to several employee complaints.

You have also noticed that there are a number of things in the
department that don't get done, even though Pat works nearly 60 hours
per week. Pat even comes in at off hours to supervise the department.
On one occasion you have observed that Pat does the work that a
staffer should be doing. Some of the staffers in Pat's department
have expressed their dissatisfaction with having so Tlittle
responsibility, and you suspect that Pat is one of those people who
has to do everything, rather than relying on the help of others.

In addition, you have been informed that Pat is often too demanding
and does not display the patience and concern for others that the
staffers desire. Pat, on at least one occasion, yelled at a staffer
who did not remember if a piece of merchandise was still in stock.
Moreover, two staffers have asked Pat to explain how the inventory
systems works, and Pat only replied, "I suggest you find out soon".

Today is November 19, 1985, the day of your meeting with Pat. Your
goal is to discuss Pat's performance evaluation and to resolve any
problems. You may handle the situation any way that you feel is
appropriate. Act as if the situation were real.

AT THIS POINT, IF YOU ARE UNCLEAR ABOUT YOUR ROLE, ASK FOR
CLARIFICAT ION.
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Script for Interview Simulation #1

0: How's it been going since you started here at Kendall 667

D: It is going pretty good, a lot busier than the other store, but
generally I like it.

0: Good, well as I indicated in your first week when you came in to
start working here, that periodically what I 1like to do is sit down
with new people and to talk about their performance, to talk about
some of those things which you are doing well and areas that perhaps
need a 1ittle improvement in them, and ways I can help you to work on
those...

D: 0k.

0:...Set up a development plan, and then come back at a later date
and see how we are doing. One of the things that I've certainly
observed in your work since you've been here is the amount of
enthusiasm and the amount of time you spend in working. You seem to
put a lot of effort into your work.

D: Well I feel like its my department and I want to make sure that it
runs well.

0: Do you tend to be satisfied with how your employees are doing?
D: They're ok.

0: What sort of employee relationships did you have in your previous
job? .

D: We were close. I mean all the people would, if they had problems,
I felt 1ike they could talk to me, and visa versa. If I told them
something to do they would do it and those type of things. But I
thought we were a real good group.

0: Good, Good. A couple of the areas that I've observed that I'm a
little concerned with is perhaps in making some of your decisions.
Sometimes I get the impression that you might be a 1little bit hasty
and not thinking them through.

D: Why's that?

0: Well, Um, sometimes in scheduling some of your employees, in that
you had some of them working on weekends, full time employees, and uh,
that's not the best utilization of them. (Dolph interrupts while he
continues to talk, "some of them have complained")

D: That's our busiest time. They've complained to you?
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0: Well, I've heard compiaints that have come from other people.

D: Well, see that's something I don't understand. I told these
pecple when I came to work here that if they have problems they can
come to me and and they're already not doing it.

0: Are you getting any feedback from them at all?
D: No, I mean that's the first I've heard about that situation.

0: Ok, it certainly is appropriate for them to do that. Another one
of the concerns that I have is in the area of time management. I'm a
Tittle concerned you may burn yourseif out in the number of hours that
you're working (Dolph interrupts at number of hours "Well I'm working
a Tot of hours"). You seem to be working 60 hours in a week and all,
you know in a short period of time probably, in special situations ...

D: (interrupts) But again I'm doing it because I feel like I've got to
do it. I'm ultimately responsible for how well this department is
run, you know, and I've got to be here.

0: Sure, well sometimes and it certainly is a difficult thing for
people to learn how to do. I certainly had difficulty with it in my
first management position, in learning how to let things go and
delegate them.

D: Well, I've tried to do that.

0: That takes a long,long time to get comfortable with that and to

expect other people to do it and feel comfortable with that. Um, the
last area that concerns me a little bit is perhaps in being impatient
with some of your employees and their doing things, perhaps maybe not
being clear in your instructions to them of what you want them to do.

D: I've tried to tell them what they need to get done. I expect them
to do it. They've been here a 1ot longer than I have.

0: Um hum, well sometimes it helps to define for people so that they
will know what your expectations are rather than sort of just ,you
know, demanding, sometimes it helps, it helps to clarify for them what
your performance standards are. You know all managers operate a
lTittle bit differently. It will take them some adjustment period for
them to get used to you.

D: I'll try to that. 1I've tried to do that a couple of other times,
and it doesn't always seem to work.

0: Yes, well, I think that if you keep at it over a period of time as
they adjust to you they'l1l get used to that and your expectations of
them. Um, perhaps I should ask you if there are any particular areas
that you would, that you feel you need help on, that you would 1ike,
you know, to put into the development plan that we are going to put
together.
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D: Well, just that I've, you know, I've tried to tell some things to
some people and its not always done very well. That's...I never had
that at my other store.

0: Do you, uh, can you identify any of the reasons for that
difference? :

D: No, I don't know what the reason is. I mean, the people here just
don't seem to be motivated to do the job. I mean I've told them
things to do, and I've gone to check behind them and its either not
done very well or not all. And I have to do it myself.

0: Um hum.

D: I think one thing is the money. I think we're not paying these
people enough. I would think that for the type of work that they are
doing we could pay them more. I would T1ike to give all these people a
raise or just get them out and get some people in that want to work.

0: Well, that's certainly something that we can Took at, and talk with
our personnel people to Took at our salary scales and see what we can
do about that.

D: I think that's something we need to do.

0: Ok, that's a good suggestion. We'll certainly look into that.
What I'd 1ike to do is to meet again with you in another month and to
sit down and talk to see how vyou are doing. You know, and talk again
about what areas are working well for you, and what areas still may
need a little more work on. It certainly takes, takes time to get up
to speed in working in a different place.

D: Yes, it takes time to adjust.
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Script for Interview Simulation #2

J: I'm Chris Palmer, I don't know if we've met previous to this or
not. How do you like it here, working here, compared to the other
store?

D: I like it pretty well. It's alot busier. There's more volume so
there's alot more customers and alot more staff. But I 1ike it pretty
well. I mean, its a nice store, I Tike keeping busy.

J: Yes. I can tell. You've been putting alot of hours in so...uh...
is it uh...if its busier and you're staying busier, I mean, how's it,
and the volume's more...

D: Yes, we just have more customer traffic so I'm here alot more.

J: We want you to work out well here at the store, we've done an
evaluation. We do evaluations twice a year on people. I don't know
how the other stores have been doing them. We do them twice a year.
We want to make sure everyone understands what their responsibilities
are and they're doing all right. 1 was worried about...the only...I
see some good things. Sixty hours, that's alot of hours you can put
into a week. I know you've just been bushed and all that. I wanted to
encourage you to...um...put your people to work as much as you can.

D: (interrupts) Well, I mean I try to do that.

J: (continues) So we might take some of this load off you, rather than
overworking you. You're not going to do us any good when you're worn
out.

D: Well I've tried. 1I've tried to give my people more work.

J: How many people you got working under you right now?

D: I have about 16.

J: 16, 0K. Are you keeping them plenty busy so you can take...

D: Well, I mean I've tried to give them work to do.

J: Are you work...What I...I think where I'm mostly concerned is I see
how many hours you are putting in and I want you to be able to figure
out a way so that you can cut down your hours and put your people to
work as much as possible.

D: I, well, I feel like I am ultimately responsible for the success of
the department and if things need to be done I need to make sure it is
done and that's why I'm working so much.

J: Have you got particular work categories for leaving people so that
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work...so that they know automatically...so they know where their
assignments are, where their responsibilities are. Do you have a
clear cut...so that they know and you know where...for each situation
rather than having them come in and watching all the time they pretty
much know where your categories are.

D: I thought they did. I mean they've been here longer than I have
and I just assumed they knew what their jobs were.

J: But you're not too sure?
D: Apparently not. I mean I...

J: (interrupts) Well I think, I think it would be beneficial for you,
again 60...I think you are working as much as 60 hours a week and
um...I know it is a big jump from the store you were at to this store
so um...I'm wondering if you might want to get together with your
people to work underneath you to have maybe a meeting to define some
of the responsibilities that have been going...Because before you got
here the man that you took...whosever place you took probably had
policies established and I think we need to reinforce how you want to
have your people function what...what capacity you want them to
function in and that will take some of the load off of you so you
don't have to put in those long hours 1ike you've been doing. And it
does the company no good to have you worn out all the time and having
to extend yourself so far. Um, I suggest,and I trust your judgment on
this,and I suggest, that it would be good to get together with the
people that work for you and just clarify for your own sake, and for
their sake how your responsibilities are going to flow. And, uh...
you've got some good people working under you and I'm pretty sure that
from what all I've heard are pretty responsible, and they probably
want that responsibility assigned to them if you can get comfortable
with that. It's hard sometimes to turn over...uh...turn over
responsibility because it's hard to...because sometimes it feels like
you are losing some control.

D: I've tried to give them some responsibility and they haven't
really, haven't always taken it.

J: Can you give me an example?

D: Well I told John the other day to fix the display in front and it
really wasn't done very well or done, you know, a halfway job...

J: (interrupts) To your expectations?
D: So I had to do it myself.

J: Could you have had John redo it? Would he have made
improvements...next time your're going to have that same go round with
him next time you ask him to do a display. Either you're going to
have to do it yourself or you're going to have to get John...or you're
going to redo what John did. And that's...in essence that's going to
make it harder on you, number one because you're going to have to go
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behind him all the time, and number two, I think it's going to make
him feel bad about himself because he can see what you're doing, that
you're following behind him and doing that so it's going to demoralize
him and it's going to wear you out. Um...it's a hard...I think it's
hard telling...keeping other people in line is a hard job but from
your own work load you don't have the time to be redoing any work for
him.

D: No.

J: You can work with them a 1ittle bit...uh...and tell him in other
words in that case tell him what he did wrong because you've got that
expertise. He's calling on what information and knowledge he's got on
his...in his background and you see a bigger overall picture, probably
see more of the business all the way around because you're the manager
so go ahead and call on your expertise and tell him what he did wrong
that time. Uh...and he'll probably be a little miffed at first, but
he will probably think about it and see that what you're saying is
right...better that than do it over and him seeing that his work is
changed and that we didn't give him the benefit of learning from it.
Go ahead and see if we can't...you know go ahead and delegate that job
to him to do again. Show him what points you want improved and the
next time he will be a better man and you won't be so worn out. For
60 hours you can't keep this up.

D: Yeah, I'11 try.

J: OK. I appreciate the hours that...that's alot of hard work and
that means you have alot of loyalty there. I don't think anyone is
going to put in 60 hours and not have loyalty to the company. I
appreciate that. We just don't want to wear our workhorses out,
because we want you to be around for awhile in the company. We want
you to practice getting those people underneath you to do what they've
been paid to do and we want you to show them how to do it, not be
spending your hours doing it for them. Other than that everything
looks good. I think you can slow down on the hours and increase the
number of things that you can...put these other people to good work.
It will keep them out of trouble that way, and I think it will work
out alright. Is there any question that you have of what
responsibilities or obligations or um...that you are having that we
can work on now, and find some objectives to reach before we have our
next performance evaluation?

D: No, not really.

J: Not really...because I'm sure it's a two-way street. Sometimes
these situations get kind of locked into the manager. Upper
management sort of cracks a whip and the other person doesn't have
much input. 1 hope that we can get you off this 60-hour a week
routine as much as possible because, like I said, it doesn't do us any
good if you're so worn out that you can't do what you need to do.
Well, I've sure enjoyed seeing you again.

D: (nods his head)
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J: And we will meet here after 6 months and go over again to see how
well you can get these other people underneath you to work, and you
come back with me with what you think can be done.
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Script for Interview Simulation #3

T: So how do you like working here at our store here?

D: Good. 1It's a lot busier than what I'm used to; but, generally I
like it pretty well.

T: How have you adjusted to the big city life?
D: It's good. Again, it is alot more crowded, but it's, it's fine.

T: Ok, let's talk about a few things here. Overall, you have done a
pretty decent job, but there is some room for improvement. That is
why we are here, not to criticize or anything, but what we're trying
to do here is talk about a few things and hope that we can build for
the future, to improve on everyone's performance, not just yours or
mine but everybody's. Everybody needs to open up the lines of
communication. The first thing I noticed is that you need to delegate
some of your responsibilities a 1ittle more thoroughly. You seem to
have trouble delegating. You seem to want to have a hands-on approach
to accomplishing the tasks in your department. I'm sure that at your
last job your department was a lot smaller and you had to take a
hands-on approach and assume alot of these responsibilities. Here we
would Tike you to take the role of supervisor. What we would like you
to do is delegate and let the others do the work, and just guide them
along in their duties, not so much to do them yourself and assume the
responsibilities.

D: Well, I try to do that.

T: Ok, well, what we would like to see in the future is for you to
expand on that role. Delegate some of the decision-making. The
lesser decisions should go to some people in your department. Um,
that way we can see how they do. Sort of groom them along, and the
only way that you are going to move up is to groom someone who can
take your position.

D: Well, I'11 try to do that. I just hope that they do the work when
I tell them to.

T: Well, that's it. It's not so much telling them as it is teaching
them. You know how to do the job. You do it very well. The trick
now is for you to teach someone else, your subordinates. Delegate
the responsibility to them. Let them make the decisions and teach
them so you can move up in the organization.

D: I will try.
T: 0K, good. I noticed when I observed you that sometimes you need a

little more patience in dealing with your employees. A lot of times
they don't know as much as you, and it is frustrating. I know with

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



125

myself one of my biggest problems is trying to teach people things
because I don't have a lot of patience, but it is something that we're
all going to have to work on. We have tc try. What you need to do is
give them the benefit of your years of experience and training and
then you can inpart that on the people that work for you. That way
they will be better workers, so when you are away from the job the
person you leave in charge, you'll know can handle the job so when you
come back after the weekend you know that everything will be in order.

D: Well, I've been trying to do that. I just have some people who
don't want to work. '

T: Ok, well, do you think there are some people in your department who
don't belong there?

D: Yes. I think there are a couple of people who shouldn't be in that
department.

T: 0k, well, do you think that those people are destructing your
department?

D: Well, I told them things to do and they don't always do it.

T: And what happens when they don't do it?

D: Then I do it.

T: Oh, Ok. If that job is going to get done you need to sit down with
that person, not yelling or screaming or anything, but sit down with
them and teach them how to do it. In a patient manner explain it to

them and tell them what needs to be done and sort of set a goal. Give
them a task, set a goal and let them accomplish that.

D: 0Ok.
T: Does that sound reasonable?
D: Yes, I'11 try to do that.

T: Ok. Now the other thing - Um, how are you handling scheduling at
your department?

D: Pretty much the same way I did at my other store.
T: 0k, and how was that?
D: Well, I had a schedule set for my full-timers to work on weekends.

T: Ok. The way we try to do things around here is we try to rotate
the weekend schedule, that way it gives everyone a chance to have the
weekends off, as well as giving everyone a chance to work with
everyone else on the weekends. That way everyone has a weekend off,
and that's good because everyone likes to have a weekend off, as I'm
sure you do, to spend with their children.
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D: Well, I wish people would tell me that. I mean no one has
mentioned this to me at all. I feel 1ike they're coming to you with
all their problems, and I told them that if they had things they were
concerned about they could come to me.

T: Ok. They should come to you. You are perfectly right. I am not
saying that people come here, I just heard a few things and I just
want to get things out into the open so we can talk about them. Um,
maybe you need to have a meeting with your employees to bring some of
these problems out in the open. Just have a meeting, maybe even away
from the office so that they'll feel more comfortable speaking with
you. Now, that way we can open the lines of communication. It's
nothing personal. If they're not bringing the problem to you then you
can't read their minds. I know that. We need to open up the
communications, I think this is the most important thing we have to
try and do. Ok, now, the job rating I'm going to give you for this
first period here is just an average rating. Now, I know you are used
to higher ratings, but I think that with coming to a new store, and
the new employees and adjusting to the big city life, I think that's
the major part of that. Um, I expect you to be receiving higher
ratings in the future as you have in the past.

D: Well, I think I'11 be alright, it's the people I have.

T: Well, the problem is though, that you're just one person and
however many people there are in your department, 15 or 20, um, we
can't just wipe out all of those people when we bring a new manager
in. We have to work with what we have. The labor pool here is a
1ittle different than what you're used to back home, and alot of the
people you'll be working with won't be what you're used to. Sometimes
you'1ll tell them to do something and they won't always do it. So what
we have to do here is have a little more patience. I know it's tough,
that's why I'm saying to you use the hands-off approach. Don't assume
the responsibilities but delegate the responsibilities to your
employees and be with them. Show them how to do it and be with them
until they've done it a few times, until they feel very comfortable
with it. 0Ok, now, it takes a lot of patience, I know it does because
that is one of my major problems, so I can sympathize with vou. Now,
if you need any help or advice in the future don't hesitate to come to
me because I know it is frustrating, and I can empathize with you
because I've been through it all myself.

D: Ok.

T: Um, 1ike I said, I don't see any problem with things improving. I
think you have all the right qualifications. You have done a good job
in the past, and I expect you‘ll do a good job in the future.

D: Ok.

T: Alright, well, thanks very much for dropping by, and in the next
six months I hope to give you a higher rating.
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Script for Interview Simuiation #4

R: Okay, it is performance evaluation time.
D: Yes.

R: Pat, it seems you came from store #15 with a favorable
recommendation. Your performance evaluations in the past have been
good. I don't understand what has been happening since you came to
our store.

D: Why do you say that?

R: Well, it seems you have been making some very hasty decisions.
This is just one example, but there was a time you ordered picnic
tables without even checking last year's inventory.

D: Well, I don't really consider that my fault.
R: Whose fault would it be?

D: Well, you saw how busy we were that day. Nobody could have
guessed right on the picnic tables.

R: Why didn't you just look in last year's records? You never, ever,
you don't have to have a degree to know that you never order anything
without checking the stock to see what we already have.

D: I thought I ordered the right amount.

R: Well that cost us because there were alot of things we couldn't
order because we ordered those. It also seems you have been
repeatedly scheduling the same employees for week-end nights. Do you
have a grudge against these people or what?

D: No, I just thought they wanted to do that. At my other store the
full-timers loved the weekends because they could make their most
money.

R: Well, have you talked to your employees here? I mean not everybody
is alike. Maybe the employees at your other store needed the money,
but with the system here we are getting complaints about it. Your
employees obviously don't want it that way. I think maybe you need to
talk to them.

D: Well, I told these people when I came here that I had an open door
policy. If they had problems they could talk to me about them, no one
has approached me about anything.

R: I think they might be scared of you Pat.
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Scared of me?

Yeah. It seems you are very demanding. You yell at them.

o ~ o
L]

: Well, I have high standards.

R: I'm sure, I'm sure, but the way it gets through to me, it just
seems 1ike you are not patient with them. You need to sit down and
listen to what they have to say. You can't sit there and yell at them
for not knowing something, yell at them for not remembering
something. I have an example here. Someone actually heard you
say...two of your staffers had asked you to explain how the inventory
systems worked.

D: I remember that. Those -two guys had been slacking off all day
long. They had not done anything.

R: Maybe they did not know how. Did you think of that?

D: Well, they have been here a lot longer than I have. They should
know how.

R: That's what it says you said. How are they going to know if there
is no one to turn to to tell them?

D: Well, they wanted me to go back and do their stock inventory for
them and I wasn't going to do that.

R: Well, I think you just need to sit down with your employees and
find out exactly where the problem is lying.

D: I can tell you that.

R: So, you obviously think it is in your employees.

D: Well, if I tell someone to do something and they don't do it or
they don't do it very well then I have to go back behind them to do
it.

R: That's not the way it shouid be.

D: I know it's not. It was never like that in my other store.

R: Something's just not right here. Somewhere down the line you are
not clicking with your employees. I've got six months before another
performance evaluation and I want to see something done. I don't care
how you do it, but somehow you've got to start communicating with your
employees.

D: I wili try.

R: If it takes discipline, if it takes a reward...

D: Well, see I agree with both of those. There are people here that
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don't want to work. I think we should either get rid of those people
or get some people in that want to work, or give them more money. We
pay these people minimium wage and that's the type of help we get.

R: Yes. I agree. But you know, try the system it takes to get
respect. I want your employees to be able to respect you, but I also
don't want them to be scared of you. I want them to be able to come
to you with a problem, and I want you to solve it with no conflict.
D: I'11 try.

R: Okay.
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Script for Interview Simulation #5

How are things going?
: Pretty well. I have been busy, but I think things are going OK.

How's the family?

Kids doing alright?
: Yeah, they're doing okay.

K:

D

K:

D: Fine.
K:

D:

K: It's gquite an adjustment moving from a smaller store to one quite
as large as we are.

D: Yeah. It has been an adjustment. I mean there are a lot more
customers to deal with but I think I have done pretty well. I mean I
like the higher volume. I like keeping busy. :

K: Good. Well, I know you are working really hard.

(=)

Yeah.

K: So, how are things going in your department?

D: About as well as could be expected, I guess.

K: Any problems?

D: There are just problems that you would normally expect, I guess.
K: Like what kind of problems?

D: Well, I don't think I'm always getting the support I am asking
for.

K: Okay. So, you're having problems with the responsibility that vou
delegate. Do you think that your employees are not handling this
responsibility?

D: That's it for the most part.

K: You feel that your employees are not handling this responsibility?
D: That's it.

K: Ok. There have been some problems in your department with things

not getting done and hasty decisions being made. What can we do to
help you with your scheduling and overcome some of these personnel
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problems?
D: Well we can get rid of some of the people or give them more money.
K: You feel that giving them more money...

D: Well, I think that's to some extent part of it. They are not
motivated to work if we are just paying them $3.50 hour.

K: Well, some of your employees have complained that they are not
given responsibility and they feel...

D: I have tried to give them responsibility.

K: Yes, okay.

D: I have tried to do that.

K: Maybe we can work together and set up some real goals and layout
how we can delegate some of that responsibility and hold your
employees more accountable.

D: That will be fine with me.

K: Ok. Some of your employees have also expressed that you sometimes
show a lack of concern on occasion.

D: They said that to you?
K: Yes.

D: See when I came here I told these people that I had a open door
policy. If they had problems or had things on their mind that they
could come and see me. No one has approached me yet.

K: O0k. I think your employees are maybe feeling that they can't
communicate with you, that you are not receptive to their problems.

B: They haven't given me a chance to be.

K: So you don't think your employees are giving you a chance? Do you
think there is a personality conflict between you and your employees?

D: I don't think so. Not for the most part. I mean, there are a
couple of people that I'11 tell them to do something and they don't do
it. But for the most part, no, I don't think there is any conflict at
ail. From my eyes there is not.

K: Okay. If you are responsible for the employees in your department
then it is up to you to take action when the employees are not
performing their duties. Are you dealing with on a regular basis and
giving them feedback for their performance of the job?

D: Probably not every single time because I don't have time to
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babysit these people. I mean, they have been been here a lot longer
than I have and they should know how to do the job. Now, do you agree
with me or not?

K: Oh, sure.

D: Then in that case I am doing the best I can. I try to tell them
what to do and there are so many other things I have to get done that
I don't always have time to go back and follow up.

K: Ok. How can we relieve some of that work that you have daily that
seems to get you so bogged down? Can we help you in any way?

D: You can get me some more help.

K: Get you some more help? And yet vou have employees in your
department that sometimes feel that they don't have things to do to
keep them busy. "How can we delegate some more work to them and keep
them motivated and challenged in their job?

D: I thought I was.

K: Okay. Maybe these are some of the things that you can look at try
to work on. Specifically, set up job descriptions for your employees
or let them know what you expect of them and how it is going to be
measured when the job gets done. Now I know that takes time in the
beginning, but I think that you'll find that it will save you time in
the long run, and will give you a chance to manage instead of doing
the job yourself. .

D: I can try, I guess.

K: Okay. Well let's see how things go in about a month, and let's
get back together. What do you think about that?

D: Thats' fine with me.

K: Okay. I appreciate your attitude in trying to work with them.
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Script for Interview Simulation #6

A: Pat, um, I see that you've been transferred from Kendall 66 to
Kendall 15, and you have favorable recommendations, so it Tooks like
your doing a pretty good job. There are a few small incidents that
I've been informed about.

D: Problems?

A: Yes. One is that I've been told that you have poor decision-
making judgments.

D: Who told vou that?

A: Um, (pauses and looks up) I uh, I uh have been informed that, you
know. Well, I have a specific incident here where you ordered picnic
tables without checking last year's inventory records.

D: Well, that wasn't my fault. We had such a crowd rush that day
there was no way we could have had enough picnic tables ordered.

A: And this resulted in underordering of merchandise that was needed.
D: Again, that was because of the crowd rush.

A: Crowd rush that we weren't expecting?

D: No, I mean there's no way we could have been able to tell that.

A: And you've been scheduling the same full time employees to work on
weekend nights.

D: Right, I thought that's the way they wanted it.

A: Well maybe, you could uh, you know, move them around and have
other employees working on weekend nights.

D: You see, I feel like they're telling you all their problems and not
saying anything to me.

A: Well, I'11, uh, talk to them about that. Maybe they should be
talking to you instead of to me but I am talking to you about this
now. So uh, why don't you go back to your subordinates and talk

to them about it. Maybe some people that have been working long week
end hours would rather not work on weekends. And it says that you do
alot of work that you could delegate to other people, that you do some
jobs that a staffer could be doing.

D: Well, I'm ultimately responsible for how this department goes, soO

its, you know, I want to make sure things are done correctly. I feel
like you're saying that I'm the problem in all of this and I don't
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agree with that.

A: (pauses while looking down at paper) Well it is important to, um
you know, rely on the help of others and not do all the work yourself.

D: Oh, I agree. I've told some of my people to do things.

A: You have been working 60 hours a week and (pause while looking
down at paper) it says here that you yelled at a staffer ...

D: Well, I did because I'm sure there was reason to.
A: What, what exactly happened ?

D: I told John to set the display up front.

A: Uh huh.

D: And when I went up there he had it all screwed up. So I had to do
it myself.

A: Um, well, I'11 talk to John about that. (pause) Well, I'11 talk to
some of your people that you work with and uh, we'll see.

D: OK I appreciate that, I mean, am I going to get a bad review ?
A: Um, maybe, a mixed review.

D: See I think I'm taking the blame for alot of things that are my
people's fault.

A: Uhm, I didn't consider that. I'11 talk to uh, I'11 talk to some
people.

D: 0K, I appreciate it.
A: 0K

D: Is that all?

A: Yes

D: 0K, thanks.
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Script for Interview Simulation #7

R: How are you doing today?
D: Pretty good.

R: Okay. I, uh, just wanted to talk to you about your performance
evaluation.

D: 0K.
R: 0k, I noticed you're a real hard worker.
D: Yeah, I like to make sure things are done right.

R: Yes, I noticed from, ah, the other store, that looking at your
recommendation, they said you work really hard.

D: Yeah, I try to. I had a good store over there.

R: 0k, then compared to the other store, we're a bigger store over
here, so that we have more staff. And it seems that you need to
delegate more responsibility. You understand what I'm talking
about when I say that?

D: Well, I'm working a 1ot of hours and I've tried to delegate.

R: Yeah, I see that it says you're working up to 60 hours a week.
D: Yeah.

R: Now, I think what you need to do is that we have a pretty good
staff. You need to let them help you out more, do things in the stock
room and stuff.

D: Yeah, I tried all that.

R: It seems that you need to take more time to schedule their hours
better and work on the inventory and stuff like that. Let them do
more of work, so you can manage them.

D: Yeah, I tried to do that.

R: Is there a problem with your workers?.

D: Yeah, well I told a couple of people to do something and they
didn't do it quite right. It wasn't up to my standards so I had to do
it.

R: Can you give me an example?
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D: Well, I told John to move some furniture for a display and it
wasn't done very well. He moved a couple pieces here and a couple
pieces there. So, I ended up doing it.

R: Well, did you tell him exactly what you wanted done?

D: John's been here longer than I have. He should know how to do
that.

R: (pause) Well, have you had any other problems with him?
D: Not him specifically, no.

R: Well, what would you say in general with the staff you have here?
Are you pretty satisfied with them?

D: Ah, they're average.
R: Average. You think you give them enough responsibility?

D: Ah, like I said, I tried on more than one occassion. But you know
paying people $3.45 an hour, it's the type of help we get.

R: How do you think we can get them to show more responsibility?

D: I don't know. I mean, I would think that if you give them
anything, let them do it. But, apparently that's not the case.

R: (pause) Well, maybe, maybe you should give them more
responsibility? See how that works for awhile.

D: I can try.
R: I think that would be a real good idea.
D: OK.

R: I think, um, if you try that, you, ah, you should have more time to
attend to your other responsibilities, see that things get done.

D: Yeah.

R: So, you know, so you can have more time, to, ah, schedule, to do
the inventory, stuff like that...ah, take care of the problems.

D: What problems?
R: Well, like the ordering.

D: Oh, that wasn't my fault. I mean that we just had a big rush that
day. I thought I ordered the right amount.

R: Oﬁay, well I think to avoid, vou say you had a rush that day? How
come?
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D: That's a good question. I think because we had such a good sale.
R: Well, I think in that kind of environment, I think what you need to

do is if you let your, ah, staff do more for you...let them do the
stuff more.

D: 0K, that's fine with me. I'11 be glad to do that.

R: Good, I think you give them more responsibility, you can spend more
time, ah, doing the inventory...ah, checking the stock, seeing what we
need to order.

D: OK.

R: Well, let me see what else I have.

D: Something else? I feel 1ike you're saying I'm doing a bad job, and
I think things are going pretty well.

R: Well, I don't know. I see how much you work and I know you're
working very hard, but I think we can utilize you better, ah, if your
not doing so much of the routine stuff, the day to day stuff, if your
doing more managing.

D: OK.

R: Yeah, I mean I, I see you out there 7 days a week, 10 hours a day,
ah, moving furniture around, and that's not what we paid you for. We,
ah, we don't really need that. We need a good manager.

D: Well, like I said, I tried that. I mean I tried to give them more
responsibility.

R: Okay. Yeah, because we, ah, we didn't hire you, ah, because we're
paying you more than them. We're paying you more than we pay them.
We expect you to help out more in the running of the operation, okay?
D: 0K, I can try. N

R: Okay, well 1 think that should, should do it. Ah, if you have any
more problems, feel free to come back and see me.

D: 0K, fine.
R: OK. Well, thank you.
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Script for Interview Simulation #8

B: How are you doing Pat?
D: Pretty good.

B: Good, glad to see you. Glad you could come in. So how is the new
job going?

D: Good.
B: That's good.

D: It's a Tot busier than I'm used to. But I think things are going
pretty well.

B: Good, alright, looks good. So, 0K, as you know, this is your
performance evaluation, the first one that you're going to get from
me. And I'd like a little feedback before I start. How are you
rating your performance right now on the job that you're doing?

D: Well, I think I'm doing a pretty good job. I'm putting in a lot of
hours making sure that the department runs well, and I think things
are going pretty smoothly.

B: Any particular troubles you've had so far?
D: A couple of areas, but....

B: OK, alright, well I've got a few problem areas that have come to
my light. And I'd like teo discuss them with you as well. OK, as you
know, you came with very high recommendations from number 15, Kendall
15. And I was curious on a few areas. It's come to my attention that
you have, you know, have on occasion made some hasty decisions
without, without checking your records, things 1like that, and things
along those lines. You know, making decisions before you've really
thought them out.

D: I'm not sure I know what you mean?

B: 0K, well, for example, I had ahh...ahh, oh, remember those picnic
tables came in and you ordered...

D: Well, I don't really consider the picnic tables my fault. I mean
we had such a crowd rush that day that I don't think anyone could have
guessed the right amount.

B: Well, ok. But if you had checked the schedule, then, if you had
checked the past orders, you'd notice that we always stack heavy for
that season because there's a big order for it. And it's going to be
getting used to the job, I'm sure, but you have to, you know, you have
to think in those terms. And look at our old records, our past
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performances, and because that'l1l tell you a lot of insights to things
1ike that. Because ahh, we've got to be prepared, and we did lose
quite a few customers on on that thing. O0K?

D: Ok.

B: Alright, another area, is the full-time workers. You know. I've
had some complaints.

D: My workers?
B: Yes.
D: They've complained to you?

B: Well, no, no I hear it from other sources. No, they didn't
complain to me.

D: Well, see, I told these people when I came here that I had an open
door policy.

B: 0K.

D: If they had problems, they could approach me. And no one has said
anything to me about those problems.

B: No one has approached you about it?
D: No!

B: 0K, alright, well that's good. If you told them that then, they
didn't tell you...Well let me make a note of that. Because a lot of
the full-time workers here at the store, they tend to think, well,
that their weekends are, well that they've earned the right not to
work on weekends, stuff like that. And you see, you know, it's things
like that.

D: Well at my other store, full-timers loved the weekends because
that's when they could make their most money.

B: Really? Ok, alright. Then, it's the nights, especially, that
they, really don't 1ike. They want that time to do other things. I'm
saying well it's probabiy that, it's from you changing from a bigger
format here that it would it would make it more difficult. It's
larger, and some of the things will be different and you just have to
go along. A1l I'm doing here...is, and don't take it negatively, ok?
I'm just pointing out to you areas that I have seen as weaknesses in
the changing, ok, and a lot of it is probably coming from from a
smaller to a larger format. You know and, and things 1ike that. And
alot of the policies are going to be a little different, ok?, you
know, not much. We try to fill you in as much as possibie when you
took over the job. But this is just my way of pointing out areas that
I see. And you know, I don't want you just to sit here and think I'm
cutting down everything that you're doing. These are just weaknesses
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that have shown up. Let's see....another thing, well, the people
around here, they like to have, they like to have the trust of their,
you know, their superiors.

D: Right.

B: And, they like, prefer to, for their superiors to tell them what to
do and what...and then to have it done. I've noticed that you're a
real hands-on type of manager, and realiy getting in there. And I've
seen you occassionally doing things that you can assign someone else
to do.

D: Well, I've tried to delegate.

B: You have tried?

D: I've tried.

B: And they're giving you a hard time?

D: Well, there are some times when I tell people to do some things and
they're not done very well, or not done at all.

B: Uh, Uhmm.
D: So, I end up having to do it.

B: Well, OK. Well, those situations, then that's good. A manager has
to do that. That's true.

D: Well see, I feel 1ike I'm ultimately responsible for the success of
this department.

B: That's good. Well, that's true. You know as the manager that is
very true. However, you gotta, on the same token, I mean, you are
responsible. So, I won't interfere with that at all. All you have,
you just have to allow the employees the chance. Like if they get a
bit, a little behind, instead of you going and doing it, how about
talking to them about it? Say, "you know, look, you know, you don't
have to leave it behind and, and I've given you this responsibility,
so, so, why don't you stick with it? You know you don't, don't leave
it behind so that I have to come back and get it." And you know,
they'11 probably appreciate that more than, than having you go, vou
know going and doing it. Because, then, they feel like they're not
being trusted to do the work. And, and if they don't deserve that
trust you know, then we have to do something.

D: Well, see, that's what I was going to suggest.
B: You feel 1ike they don't deserve the trust?

D: Well, I think there are some people we should get rid of, or give
them some more money.
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B: 0k, well, have you sat down and talked with these people?

D: No, not really. I mean, these people have been here a 1ot longer
than I have. They should know what the situation is.

B: Right, ok, well, that's true. But on the same token, well they are
your subordinates. So, maybe, well firing is an extreme. You Know we
don't like to do that. You know? It's just not good policy. It
really isn't. If you can work with them, you know, these people have
shown us in the past, you know, they've shown us that they've all been
average or above average in their performance. 0k? And you...have
you had any personality conflicts?

D: No, those things are going to pop up though if they're not doing
the work I'm delegating to them.

B: Uhm Uhmm...
D: But, I don't think anything major.

B: 0K, alright, that's good, that's good. I'd recommend that you ask
them, you know that you sit down and talk, especially if you've got
one or two that seem to be slacking off, and slacking off the
responsibilities that you're giving them. Sit down with them and
discuss it. You'll find that most of them, you know, that they're
pretty open-minded. You know, they'll listen to you. And, and if
that doesn't work, then come to me and we'll sit down again, and we'll
work it out. OK? I mean if we got to fire them, then that's the way
it is. 1 mean that's something that, that's ultimately your decision
as, you know it's your decision as well. I mean it's your department.
Let's see, the only other thing I can really think of, that I've had
problems with, or that other people you know have been working with
you, is that you gotta watch all of these people as far as demanding
too much. OK, now keep them working. You know, you gotta be patient
with them though. Because if you're not patient with them, they take
an attitude.

D: Well, I have high standards.

B: Well, OK. That's fine. There's nothing wrong with high standards
you know. But, you gotta realize that they might not have standards
as high as yours. OK? And if you want them to reach these then you
have to express it and don't, say...if you berate them about it,
they're not going to do it. Alright? And if you go in there and

and, you know jump on them, it's kind of 1ike, 1ike you know, the cart
pulling the mule. They're not going to be able to work for you, by
jumping on them. It's better to try and sit down and say, "you know
look, you know, this is what I expect. This is what I want you to
do." And don't go in there and say you know, you didn't do this, and
tell them they're doing a bad job. Say, "this is what I expected of
you and, and you're not, I'm not getting quite as much out of you as
I expect from you. I'm not getting what I want out of you, and you're
going to have to put, perform a 1ittle more, and put a little more
effort into it. Try to, you know try to talk to them a little more on
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their level than as a subordinate-superior. You know try to say I
understand the job. Show them that you understand the job and and not
demand that they do it. You follow that all?

D: Yes, I'11 try to do that.

B: Ok. Well, if it works out, you know alright. You're filling in
someone else's shoes. 0k, you know that's always going to be a
problem. Alright, whenever there's a management change, and people
are more accustomed to his way than yours, and you've
probably...back...I'm sure that the guy who came into your place is
having the same amount of troubie. I'm just saying that you have to
work with them, because, because people have shown in the past that
they're dependable. And they are good workers. And I don't want any
animosity between you and your workers, because of of your differing
management styles. And these are the areas that I feei you have to
work on. A1l I'm trying to do is resolve these problems. O0K? That's
what I want to do. These are the problems that have been brought to
my attention. And I just want to resolve them. Now is there any
other ways I can help you resolve them?

D: Well, I just hope you don't think that I'm the problem. I'm not
trying to be a problem here.

B: Yeah, right, right, I know. I realize that. I'm not blaming you,
per se. OK? You know. I'm not saying it's your fault. I'm not.

I'm just saying that these are areas where something is going to have
to be worked on, or they will become problems. You've only been here
four months, and you're still getting your feet wet with everyone
involved. I'm not trying to tell you that you are the problem. But
I'm saying, you know that these are problem areas, and if we don't do
something about it, there is going to be a definite problem. And it's
going to be either, you know, we're going to fire all of them, or
move them around, or move you around. And I'd rather have it work out
with you, with you to work out with them so that everybody can stay
here. And, 