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informing some subjects that they would be evaluating an employee's
performance and by familiarizing them with the rating instrument prior to
observation of the tape; other subjects were not informed of the appraisal
task or familiarized with the rating scales until after observation of the
tape. Retention of the observed behavioral information on the tapes was
manipulated by varying the time lag between the viewing of the tapes and
the completion of the performance rating scales and behavior checklist.
Analyses of variance and followup t-tests indicated no main effects for
appraisal salience or retention interval on overall accuracy of rating or
elevation scores. However, a significant two-way interaction between
appraisal salience and retention interval was obscrved for overall accuracy
and elevation. Further investigation showed that subjects primed for the
appraisal task were more accurate than subjects in the low appraisal
salience condition, wher ratings were made a week after observation of
performance. Also, decreases in accuracy as retention intervel increased
were observed when the salience of the appraisal task was low. In addition,
it was found that memory for behaviors< observed decreased as retention
interval increased, but it was not affected by appraisal salience. The
implications of these findings for performance appraisal and for the design
of appraisal research are discussed.
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ARSTRACT
A
-\
/
Ja éhis studv 2 investigated the effects of appraisal task salience and
retention interval upon the accuracy of performance ratings. Subiects
viewed videotaped samples of employee performance and provided performance

ratings of the behavinr of the target individual depicted in the

videntape%) In addition, the accuracy with which subjects remembered what

~”" hehaviors had been seen in the tapes was assessed with a behavior

checklist, The salience nof the performace appraisal task was manipulated by
informing some subjects that they would he evaluating an employee's
performance and by familiarizing them with the rating instrument prior to
observation of the tape; other subjects were not informed of the appraisal
task or faniliarized with the rating scales until after abservation of the
tape. Retention of the observed hehavioral informatinn nn the tapes was
manipulated by varyving the time lag betieen the viewing of the tapes and the

completion of the performance rating scales and hehavior checklist.

A\
" Analyses of variance and follouwup t-tests indicated nn main effects for

appraisal salience or retention interval on nverall accuracy of rating or
” Hn

elevatinn scores. ﬁé@ergiﬂ significant tun-vay interaction betucen
appraisal salience and retention interval vas nbserved for nverall accuracy
and eclevatinon, Further investigation showed that subiects primed for the
appraisal task were more accurate than subjects in the low appraisal
salience conditinn, uhen ratings were made a week after ohservation of

performance. Also, decreases in accuracy as retention interval increased

were nhserved vhen the salience of the appraisal task was low. In additien,
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it was found that memory for behaviors observed decreased as retention

N

interval increased, but it was not affected by appraisal salience. The

implications ofzzﬁoﬁé findings for performance appraisal and for the design

of appraisal research are discussed.
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Effects of Appraisal Salience on Irmmediate and

llemary-Rased Performance Judgments

Me of the major shartcomings of the current literature nn performance
evaluation is that research paradigms have not adequately represented the
memory-based nature of the appraiser's task. Although we recognize that
Much of the infornation that an observer collects is forgotten over time, we
do not knou the degree to which such processes as attentinn, recall, and
evaluation may be influenced systematically by characteristics of the
appraisal system or the appraisal process.

Hemorv-Based Appraisal Tasks

Host laboratorv research on performance appraisal has heen conducted
using some variation on the fallowing theme: subjects serving as raters are
expnsed to a sample of employee performance and immediately thereafter are
asked to provide evaluatinns of the target individual's performance. 0n the
other hand, appraisers in organizational settings rarely have the luxury of
completing evaluations immediately after observation., Their task typically
requires the storage and later (often much later) recall of performance
infarmation acquired during the course of their daily interactions with
emnloyees, Finally, this infarmation is translated into an appraisal (Ilgen
% Feldman, 1933). As a result, much of our knowledge about the appraisal
nrocess is knowledge about a process that is only vaguely similar to the
real vorld setting. Therefnre, much work needs to be done insuring that

memorv-hased judgments are required in investigations of the appraisal
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;:; process. Some of this woark has recently heen done by social psychologists
:¢ ; (cf. Hamilton, Katz, & Lierer, 1980; Lingle, Geva, Nstronm, Leippe, &

:E}E Raumgardner, 1979). HMuch more is needed.

1;% Appraisal Salience

. Characteristics of the appraisal task, such as the purpnse of the

Ji% evaluation, the salience of the appraisal task, the availahility of prior
ﬁ? information about the ratee, and the presence of competing tasks, may have
g little influence on performance ratings when the appraiser is not required
E%; to store observatinns about employee performance and recall them at a later
L:; point in time. They may take on increasing importance as the opportunity to
l'w forget comes into play. For example, Lingle and his colleagues (Lingle, et
‘*s% al., 1979; Lingle & Nstrom, 1979) found that the recall of infomatinn about
: F nthers vas significantly influenced by the set created in the rater hy the

" experimenter. Similarly, Hamilton, et al. (1930) found that the ability of
iis individuals to recall descriptions of other individuals was affected by the
\§: purpose for which the penple believed the information was to be used. The
. research we will present here deals, in a very basic way, with the effects
ii of one aspect of the appraisal process -- task salience --on irmmediate and
;E memory-based performance judgments.

;‘ When appraisers acquire information about employee performance, the

g:g nltimate gonal of performance appraisal typically is not salient to them,

::5 Instead, information {is often acquired serendipitously in the context nf
{f{ performing other managerial Auties. lInder these conditinns, the kinds of
E;i information attended to and stored are 1ikely to he different than they

33? would be if performance appraisal wvere the major focus of information
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gathering. Ambiquity about which informatinn is important and how it should

L be stored mav introduce “nnise” which clearly may have implications for the

flﬁ accuracy of performance evaluations completed at a later point in time., We
Esg wnuld expect that appraisals made by raters for whom the appraisal task was
X highly salient during the observation of employee performance would be more
;:; accurate than appraisals made by raters who were unaware of the ways in
;3?3 vwhich perfomance informatinn might be utilized. Research on the
x\" cormmunication process (Zajonc, 196N) supports the notion that the apparent
g%% nurpose of information acquisition can serve to cognitively "tune" the
ii;i nbserver to the use of different or more complex cognitive structures. If
rt:% raters are aware of the rating task ahead of them, they should be more
EES Tikely tn store information in terms of the performance dimensions relevant
SES to the appraisal.
f:ﬁ If the retention interval is fairly short, the categories used tn store
35; information will pmbably be of no maior consequence, since the appraiser
AP can access all of the observed information --i.e. forgetting has not yet
x;ﬁ nccurred. However, if the retention interval is long enough to require
'éi storage in long-term memory, the manner in which informatinn is stored
;5: hecames inpnrtant. Several researchers have pointed out that nnce
;}, nbservations ahout an individual have bheen cateqorized, the individual
32?2 "hecomns" the cateqorv system; details unique to the stinulus person are not
fgi; retained (cf. Wver & Srull, 1979). Furthermore, details belonging to the
‘+fi cateqorv but not to the person will be errmneously recalled (Cantor &
vf$§ Mischel, 1977). 1f we Yook at this from the perspective of accuracy in
;ﬁg performance appraisal, it should be i.portant that employee performance be
or
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stored in categories that correspond as closely as possible to the
cateqories which will be used for the evaluatinn task. In other words, it
is not how much information is retained that is important, but which
information is retained.

In this study, the salience of performance appraisal during performance
nbservation was manipulated. In addition, retention interval was varied,
for two reasons. First, as we pointed out earlier, memory-based judgments
provide a truer representation of the appraiser's task in a real world
setting. We also felt that it was important not only to incorpnrate
memory-based judgments in our design, but to assess the effect of

incorporating memory on the kinds of conclusions we might draw.

&mtheses

Nn the basis of our prior discussinn, we would argue that when the
purpnse of information gathering is unclear, there is a greater chance that
noise (with respect to the evaluation) will be incorporated in the
evaluation than when the purpose is salient and clear. This effect should
be more pronounced when the evaluation requires that the appraiser make
memory~- based judgments., Thus, the following hypotheses are offered.

Hypothesis 1. Appraisal Salience and Retentinn Interval will have a

significant interactive effect on the accuracy of performance ratings.
Performance ratings made when the appraisal task is of high salience will be

more accurate than performance ratings made when the appraisal task is of
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low salience to the rater, for iudqgnents which are memarv-hased, This
effect is not expected to nccur when judgrents are made irmediately after
nhservation,

Hvpnthesis 2, Rotention Interval will have a siqnificant main effect on

the accuracy nf performance ratings. lermory- hased iudqrents (judgrents
made nne week after ohservation) uill be less accurate than ratinqgs made
immediatelv after observatinn,

Hvnnthasis 3. Retentinn Interval will have a sianificant main effect on
the percentage of ohserved hehaviars correctly recalled. The nercentaqe of
nhserved hehaviors correctly recalled will be significantly higher
irmmediatelv after ohservatinn than it will be after a nne week retrntion
interval, The percentaqe of hehaviars corractly recalled is not axpected to
interact with Appraisal Salience, since it represents the amount of
infarmation correctly retained rather than the cantont of the informatinn

retained,

Uethgﬂ

Suhiects, Subiects for this studv vere 74 ctudents meoruited from a
larae universitv. Subiects were paid $3.00 for their participation in 2
tun-snssinn studv,

verview nf pracedure, Suhjects vere asked *o yatch a videntape of a

company emplayrent recruiter performing his dioh, Either immediatelv (M0

‘e e ey ‘-"- - .r"(.', 'J'.‘; ._. .r.:



DELAY condition) or nne week later (DELAY condition), they werr asked tn
nrovide perfarmance ratings of the tarqet individual abserved, and to
comnlete a questionnaire which contained a checklist of behaviors that mav
have occurred in the videotaped performance sample.

Materials. Videotapes develaped by Boman (1977) depicting the
performance of an employment recruiter were used as the stimulus materials
in this studv. These uere chosen because the develnprnent of these
videotapes featured the identification of "true score” measures of
performance level an each of six relevant dimensinns. Twn tapes were used,
one depicting hiqghly offective performance, and nne depicting ineffective
performance. The tape shown during each experimental sessinn was randonly
selected. Pilnt testing indicated that the level of perfarmance depicted in
the tape did nnt affect the accuracy of performance ratings. In addition,
the behaviorally anchored rating scales developed hy Rorman in conjunction
with these videntapes uere uscd to rate the performance nf the emplayment
recruiter,

NDesign. Tuo independent variables were manipulated in a 2 x 2 betueen
qrouns analvsis of variance design. Tun levels of Appraisal Salience were
created, In the high salience condition (HIGH SAL), subiects were tnld that
they ynuld be vatching a filn depicting an emplovment recruiter perfornina
his job, and that their task would be tn evaluate the emplovee's
nerformance, The performance dimensions relevant to the inb were nutlined,
and subjects were shoun the rating scales that they would be using for the

evaluation, In the lou apnraisal salience condition (LMY SAL), subjects

uere not informed that performance anpraisal would be one nf their tasks,




and they vere not shown the rating scales priar to their viewing of the

videotaped performance sample. The second indepencent variable, Retention
Interval, was manipulated by having subiects complete their performance
ratings and behavinr chacklists either irmediatelv (NN DELAY) oar one week
(DELAY) after viewing the videntape nf worker nerformance. Subiects were
randonlv assiqgned to ane of the four resulting ~ells nf the Adesign. [t
should be nated tha*t there was same attrition in the DELAY cnnditinan.

Nependent variahles. DNependent variahles in this studv were rating

accuracy and nemorv for behavior, Rating ancuracv uas nperationalized in
terns of differences betueen the ratings assigned by subiercts and the true
scares deyeloped hv Boarman (1977), fronbach's (1955) measure of Nverall
Accuracv and the Elevation component of Nverall Accuracy were hoth
computed,  Tn measure memorv for hehaviors that nccurred in the videatane
shoun, a behavior checklist uas developed., A 1list of 42 hehaviors, some ~f
. uhich nccurred in each of the films, some of which did not accur, was
asrasentad tn suhincts, and thev wore asked to check whether cach bhehavior
had occurred in the videotape they watched, FEach response was scored as a
AN hit or a miss, ant a Rehavior Hemary score was computed for each subject
vthich renresented the nercentage nf respnnses which were hits.

Nata analvsis. A 2 x 2 ANNVA vas nerformed to test the offect of

Appraisal Salence and Retentinn Intnrval an rach of the denendent variabhles

dascrihed ahove: Nverall Accuracy, Elevatinn, and Rehaviar Hemnry,

1n
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Results

% Sample size, There was some subiect attrition in the DELAY qgroups,

since nnt all subjects returned to complete the second session. This

\3{ resulted in unequal cell sizes in the experimental design., Hovwever, subject
a1

\,: attrition was approximately equal for the high and low appraisal salience
)

conditions. Final cell sizes on which the results reported here are based
are presented in Table 1,

l:f‘ Nverall Accuracy. A surmary of the AMOVAs performed can be secen in

Table 2. Examination of Table 2-1 shows that neither Appraisal Salience nor
Retention Interval exhibited a significant main effect on the fNverall
Accuracv of performance ratings. However, as predicted, a siqgnificant
interaction between Appraisal Salience and Retention Interval was observed
gvi (F = 4,70, df = 1,48, n< .08}, sn the cell means were examined., These are
VO displaved in Table 3. T-tests within conditinns indicated that Appraisal
Salience affected the Nyerall Accuracy of ratings ngathered after a one uenk
oo delav (t = -2,65, df =17, p<.,N5), Ratings vere significantly less

Lo accurate vhen appraisal was not a salien®t task during the ahservatinn of

performance. There was no siqnificant difference in the accuracyv of ratings
gathered under 1ow and hiqh appraisal salience conditinns whon those ratings
were gathered immediatelv after ohservation, It uas alsn found that
Retentinn Interval siqnificantly affected the Yverall Azcuracy nf

E;: narfarmance ratings nqathered uhen the appraisal *ask was of low saliences to
o

- the rater during nerformancn =heerjatinn {(t - 2 00 A "ol MY Al
.
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1iqht he exnpected, ratings qathered one week after nerfomance nhservatinn
uere siqgnificantly less accurate that ratings qathered irmediately after
ohservatinn. This effect vyas not seen wuhen the dnpraisal task was of high
salience during performance nbservation,

Elevation, In Table 2-11, it can be seen that, as with Overall
Accuracv, no significant main effects for Appraisal Salience or Retention
Interval on Elevation were seen, but a significant interaction was ohserved
(F = 4.30, Af = 1,42, n<.05), Cell means, displayed in Table 4, were
compared using univariate t-tests, HNone of the differences between means
vern siqnificantlv greater than zern,

Behavior llemory, As predicted, Retention Interval exhibited a

siqnificant main effect on Rehavior Memory scores (F = 5,81, df=1.43, n«
N5, see Tahble 2-111). Nehavior tlemory scores were siqgnificantly hiqgher
far thaosa who completed the checklist irmediately after observation of the
videntaned performance (NN DELAY group, X = .78) than it was for those who
completed the checklist after a retcntion interval of one week (DELAY group,
X = .67). Anpraisal Salience 4id not have a significant main effect on
Behavior Hemory, nor vas there any significant interaction between Retention
Interval and Appraisal Salience. Cell means and marginal neans obtained for
Rehavior Memnry can be seen in Table 5,

Niscussinn

The rasults of ~ur research provide sunport for Hynnthesis 1. For both
neasures of rating accuracyv, Appraical Salience and Retention Interval had a

siqnificant interactive eoffect.
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In the case of Nverall Accuracy, the pattern of observations in the

interaction is completely consistent with our expectatinns, Although we
have nn means nf confirming the null hypothesis, ue dn knnw that the effect
nf Appraisal Salience nn Overall Accuracy depends upon Retentinn Interval,
Specifically, the only siqgnificant Aifference in acctiracy within levels of
Appraisal Salience was for the groups making memory-based judqrments. For
those qroups, performance ratings were more accurate when the appraisal task
vas made salient ton raters prior ton nhservation of the stimilus nerson,

In the case of Elevation, the predicted interactinn between Appraisal
Salience and Retentinn Interval onccurred. Houwever, the pattern of results
within levels of Retention Interval did not conform as clnsely to our
expectations as it did for Overall Accuracy. Subjects in the HIGH SAL
qroups did not exhibit sianificantly less Elevation for either immediate or
mermory-based iudgments., If we iqgnore statistical significance for the
moment, and look only at the pattern of means for the four cells, the mean
Elevation scores for the HIGH SAL group is lower than those for the LOW SAL
group when judgments are made after a one-week interval (X = .61 and x = .73
respectivelv). However, the pattern is reversed for those groups making
inmediate judgments (x = .35 and X = ,47), rather than apnroaching the sanme
Tevel as we wnuld have expected.

Hypnthesis 2 was not as well supported. The anly time a delay hotueon
nhservation and evaluation was accompanied by a siqnificant decrease in
accuracy was vithin the LOW SAL condition. This occurred for Nverall
Accuracy, but not for Elevation, Apparently the salience of the anpraisal

task in HIGH SAL qroups served to averride the cffent of rotention intorval

nn rating accuracy,
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Finally, support for Hypnthesis 3 was found. The amount of informatinn
corvectly rocalled docreaced iqnificantly af ter a onc-yeeck reten® ion
interval, This is interesting in light of the fact +hat the main effect for
Retention Interval on accuracv was not observed., Furthermore, the
interaction between Retention Interval and Apnraisal Salience secen for the
accuracy measures was nnt observed when anount of behavioral information
correctlv recalled was *he dependent variable, This is consistent uith our
nrevisus arqument that the coantent of infarmation retained may bhe as
inportant as the amount nf information retained, Appraisal Salience appears
tn affact the content of informatinon retained (as indirectly reflected in
the accuracy measures) rather than the amount of infarmation retained,

The resylts nf thie stydy have nractical imnlicatinns for bhoth the
researcher and the nrnanization, From the nerspective nf the researcher,
it can clearly be spen that this i a case 1n which a failure to incorpnrate
memnrv-hased judamants inta the desian ~f the studv vyould have led to a verv
Aiffarnant spt of cnnclusicons than thnse hased an the abservatinn of subjiects
required to retain infarmatinn for 3 sianificant neriod of *ime before
making evaluations nf ernlnvee pertornance,  So ye would conclude that, at
Trast for annraisal saliance, and mnst likelv for manv nther relevant

aspects nf the appraisal proncess, retentinn interval i< nnt a t-ivial

variahle, [t ~ not be taken liqghtly in our research des:eng, bor the
arnanization Ticatinng - f thic studv are mare dirvectlv related tn
appraisal sal ts effeact nan the accuracy at momarc-hased

perfarmance ratings. Training proqraas hich serve 0 heiahtan appraisers’

avareness nf their task, prrsented nn a4 frequent Hasig . oant he recommended




as a neans of taking advantage of the effnct of salience on accuracy.
Similarlv, the use of controlled behavioral sampling, in which the sole
purpnse of observation is to gather information for performance evaluation,
might he encouraged on the basis of these findinqgs.

Finally, the direction of future research in this dnmain should bhe
considered, This study was designed as a first step in the investiqatinn of
appraisal salience and its effect on performance cvaluation. We have
demonstrated that, under certain conditions, appraisal salience does affect
rating accuracy. The manner in which this nccurs is clearly speculative and
deserves much more attention. In particular, confirmation that the effect
of appraisal salience is primarily an issue of encoding, storage, and recall
rather than attentinnal processes is needed. Once this has been
established, the manner in which these prncesses are affected can bhe

explored in much more detail.
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Table 1

Number nf Subjects per Cell for Data Analyses
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Table 2

--------------------

Surmary of Analvses of Variance for Nverall Accuracy,

Source

Appraisal Salience (A)
Retentinn Interval (R)
A xR
Error

Snuirce

Appraisal Salience (A)
Retentinn Interval (R)
A xR

Error

Source

Appraisal Salience (A)
Retention Interval (R)
A xR
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Table 3

Effect of Appraisal Salience and Retention Interval
on Nverall Accuracy: Cell Means and Standard Deviatinnsd

RETENTINN INTERVAL APPRAISAL SALIENCE
LOW SAL HIGH SAL
i o
DELAY 1.83 (S = = .41) i XpgLay = 1.50

.57) 1.26 (S

B

NO DELAY 1.26 (S = .37) 1.41 (S = .67) © Xyn pELAY = V.34

L. e F

XL SAL = 1.45  Xpigw sAL = 1.35

ANote: Nverall Accuracy scores are calculated as deviations from a true
score., Therefore, lower scores indicate higher overall accuracy,
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Table 4

Effect of Appraisal Salience and Retention Interval
on Elevatinn: Cell Means and Standard Deviationsd

RETENTINN IMTERVAL APPRAISAL SALIEMCE

LOW SAL HIGH SAL
NDELAY 9% (S = .96) L6 (S = .46)  XprLAy = .77
yn NELAY A7 (S = .33) .86 (S = .74)  Xyo ngLay = .67

— - f e e —

XL0W SAL = .64 XHIGH SAL = .76

aNnte: Increased Elevation scores are indicative of decreased accuracy.




Table 5

Effect of Appraisal Salience and Retention Interval
Xy nn Behavior Memory: Cell Means and Standard Neviations

N::H RETENTION INTERVAL APPRAISAL SALIENCE
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