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Final Regcr:t for Years Cne and Two: '

Applied Pesearch on Ferformance reedback and Appraisal '

)

Cynthia D. Fisher
Rcseanne J. Foti

James 3. Shaw

The cbjective of this groject (ceontract

4

v00014-82-K-0289) has N

ceen to prcvide develcpmental and basic

(3]

esearch necessary o
support the design, implementation, and evaluation of the new
Marine Corps counseling, goal setting, and feedback system.

Research was also conducted to aid the Marine Corps in *the use
and development of the Officer Fitness Report system. Research
in each of these areas will be summarized separately below. In

P

both areas, recent advances in our understanding of rater

cognitive processes and rztee self-assessment have keen btrought

to bear in recommending state-of-the-art evaluaticn devices,

I P I

evaluator training, and counseling procedures.

R

Counseling System Related Research

A

o

We have worked with MMCE on the development cof the new Marine

Corps counseling system, both by providing informal advice as

requested, and by preparing five technical reports relating to

performance counseling. TR-ONR-8 is an extensive review of the

literature on the performance appraisal interview, focusing on

how feedback from the superior can be conveyed most effectively

O T ¥ USROS O 0
0 S N DL A SR TR e



to subordinates. TR-ONR-3 is a report of an empirical study of
focur metheds of ccnveving feedback in a face-tc-face arppraisal
interview. This research showed that particigative methods arce
superior to a unilateral, tcp-down apprcach o giving fesedtack,
and *that <he best participative methcd seems To involve
subordinate self-ratings which are explicitly discussed In the
appraisal interview. This method assures <that the subcrdinate
has thought about his cr her gerformance and has tecome famillar
with the rating instrument prior to the appraisal interview. It
also assures that the supericr is made aware cf additiIonal

performance information or points of view which might otherwise

have teen cver-looked.

We believe that self assessment is a crucial component of the
performance appraisal process. Individuals have teliefs about
their own cerformance level, and these beliefs must te reccgnized
when a superior *ries to give perfcrmance feedback. TR-ONR-4 :s
an extensive review and theoretical development cf the process of
the self assessment of performance. Numerous reasons are given
for the oft-noted finding *hat self assessments disagree with
superiors' assessments of performance. TR-ONR-14 prcovides an
empirical look at self assessment. Subjects were found to be
quite inaccurate when assessing their performance cn a variety of
tasks. The extent of inaccuracy was only weakly and
occassionally related to several personality variables which had

been hypothesized to affect the veracity of self assessments.
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A final task in connection with <he work for MMCE has been to

evaluate the new performance counseling grogram. A pre-

T

implementation survey of attitudes <cward appraisal, cole
clarity, perceived frequency and acdequacy of feedback, znd szo cn

was conducted in the spring of 1986. TR-CNR-7 is tased cn this

e A%

data and explores some cf the causes and ccnsequences o2

superior/subecrdinate disagreement on perfcrmance ratings. The

post-implementation survey was to have been conducted i~ <he £3ll

—es

W of 1986, but due *to delays in implementation has had %o te
postponed. This task will be ccmpleted in *he third wvear zIZ the

[P P iy

project.

L A

Fitness Report Related Research

YW,

Our second major thrust has involved basic and applied research
on performance ratings from the points of view of instrument
4 design and other factors affecting rater accuracy. This work has

been conducted in conjunction with MMPE, and in support of a

'

proposed modification of the Officer Fitness Report system. Over

the past three years, we have advised MMPE on rating scale format

o
P S e

and dimensional content. It appears that major changes in the
existing format are not feasible at this time, so ocur efforts
have turned to developing auxiliary materials, such as rater

training aids, to improve the quality of ratings made on the

P -'"_(‘;"

existing scales. TR-ONR-2 reviews the literature on rater

training.
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We are in the prccess of writing a report on proto-type anchors
for the performance dimensions now in use. Used in a rater
instruction manual, =hese anchors would clarify the meaning cf
each dimension and each performance level, thus aiding raters in
using the scales consistently. The anchers are based cn three
waves of data colliected frcm Marine Corps personnel. The IirstT
survey collected actual incidents of good, average, and goor
behavior on each dimension. The second survey verified the
classification of these incidents into performance dimensicns,
and the third survey scaled the items as to performance :evel.
Supplementary analyses of these data will permit us to assess
whether different performance schemata exist at different ranks.
If such differences are found, thev could account for scme cf the
disagreement between superiors and subordinates in the evaluaticn
of specific performances. TR-ONR-10 applied a similar procedure
to the job of patrol officer in two law enforcement agencies.
Differences in the performance schemata of cofficers and their

superiors were found to exist in these samples.

Additional research has addressed other factors which may affect
the accuracy of performance ratings made by superiors. TR-ONR-1
investigated the cognitive processes involved in perceiving,
storing, and recalling performance data to make ratings. TR-ONR-
5 addressed a methodological problem with much of the laboratory
research on performance appraisal. TR-ONR-G continued this line
of research and showed that rating errors increased when raters

had other tasks competing for their attention, a more realistic
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scenario for actual ratings made in organizations. The authcers
concluded that it is crucial for raters to make a correct initial

categorization of ratee perfcrmance, zas *their sensitivity

subsequent gperformance cues may be low. z

ot

is sugges<ted that
proto-type based frame-of-reference training might te the btest
method of improving rating accuracy bv facilitating ccrrect
initial categorization. TR-ONR-13 reports the results cf a study
on rating accuracy when the superior is concurrently rperforming a
stressful cor non-stressful task. This study conclucded that Zoing
a stressful task may interfer with accurate ratings by inhibiting
recall of subordinate behavior. Finally, TR-ONR-13 explored the
cognitive and motivational bases of leniency error. Raters were
found to bte more lenient both when thev knew that they would have
to give face-to-face feedback on their rating (motivationally
induced bias), and when ratings were made from memory
(cognitively based bias). These results have implicaticons for

the design of rating systems for the purpose of reducing leniencvy

error.

Other Research

TR-ONR-9 is a literature review on the subject of feeiings of
boredom in work and life. This topic first surfaced in 1981 when
we were interviewing Marines at Camp Pendleton as part of a study
of adjustment to an overseas unit rotation. Boredom both on and
off duty was a common complaint, but cne seldom addressed in the

literature on management or industrial psychology. TR-ONR-9

Kafa’
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reviews the existing literatures, gpresents some gualitative data
on the causes of boredcm and the acticns geople take when thevy

feel tored, and suggests directions for further research cn

boredom.

TR-ONR-11 and TR-CMNR-12 are a diversicn into <he rew rasearch
field of strategic human resource management. They assess the

impact of variable such as establishment size, strategy,

technology, and unionization on a variety of cersonnel nanagement

practices.

Further details on the fourteen technical reports released under

contract NO0OO14-35-K-0289 appear in Table 1.
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TR-0NR-2

, Table !
Technical Reports Issued Juring
Tears Cre 22 Tw0
Contrzer s400014-4%-%-0229

Frank-Majer, ..., and Foti, R.J., {Octcber, 1%33).
Accuracy in Performance Avpraisals: A Compariscn
Of T#0 fatar _caifije fLLCess LoCels.

AR 3A00£-222.

Two diffsrent thecries of the cognitive processss
1nvolved in rating performance were compared oy
Nathan and Lerd in 1983. These theories comprised
Borman's (1978) traditional model of dimensicnal
schemata and Feldman's (1981) ccgnitive
catecor:zation thecry. 7o further explore the role
of each 1n tle process of performance zppraisal cver
time, particivants in the present study were ore-
sented with tho different videotapes of a lecturing
college Instructor. One half of the participants
initially viewed a tape exhibiting primarily goca
lecture dehaviors and two days later viewed 3
videotape containing mostly poor performance
behaviors. The order of videotape presentation

was manipulated so that the remalnlng gart1c1pants
viewed the tapes 1n reverse order. Subsequently,
subjects appraised the lecturer's performance cn

a serles of Likert rating scales and also com-
pleted a questicnnalre examining their ability to
recall specific performance behaviors. These
measures revealed rartial support for both
theories. In general, the performance ratings

lent support to the traditional model while
cognitive categorization was corroborated in the
recognition memory task.

DeGregorio, M.B. and Foti, R.J. (October, 1983).
A Review of Rater Iraining Approaches and
ECLIVENESS. 31627130,

The literature on rater error reduction trainin?
1s first reviewed and assessed. While rater halo
and leniency error can sometimes be reduced by this
type of training, rater accuracy may not be im-
gm& Second, the literature on rater accuracy
raining 1is reviewed, and finally new training
approacies based on rater cognitive processes are
discussed.

......................
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2-0R-3  Debrecorzo, M.2., Tisher, T
(Octoder, -%83). reacticrs

! YRAars - TRRYT S 4
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In the lztoratorv, subcrginafe rsaglisng o) lsa30nzzd :
g - gl LR ol e oY n ol =) ‘ " A‘
glven 11 Isur giilerent ways wers zssessed. Meticd
. Yad 1 e ey = anmp ¥ 1 N pee
one was unilateral, top-dewn feedback. llethed two
| was supervisory feedhack with the suCcrdinate fy,
3

encouraced to participate in the cerformence discus- 4
sion. Methods three and four lavoived 2 self o
appraisal instrument ccmpleted prior to the
particizative perfcrmance ¢ISCussicn. I1 metncd
three. the sell appraisal did not figure in the
discussion while 1n method four 1t was the heart ol

discussicn. All participativa metheds tended o y
zesult in more pesitive Subordinate ercepticns tian e
the unilstaral metiod, tut no one rperticular rarii- =
cipative technigue was consistently the fest. A
R-UR-4  Cisher, C.D. and Russ. G. (June, 1986). Zelf and S
Superior issessment. ADA #AL73-763. T o
This theoretical paper tegins by documenting the {
severity and pervasiveness of disagreements between -
superior and self assessments of work performance. p
To understand this disagreement, thecretical and 2
applied work on self assessment is needed, similar ~§
to the work on superior cognitive processes 1n B¢
rating which has Leen occurring for several years. [
This paper draws on several theories to explain the b
self evaluation process and contrast it to"the pro- N
cess used by superiors. A model of self evaluatica, v
future research needs, and some suggesticns for 3
improving agresment are presented. -
TR-00R-3  Foti, R.J. and Cohen. B.A. (October, 1926). .
Superior versus Observer: Enhancing the External 9
alICIEY Of Laboratory rerformance o0 '3
STUGLES. A
This research evaluated differences in the psycho- 7
metric quality of sugerv1sor Vs observer performance "
ratlngs. Specifically, type of rater (supervisor v
vs. observer) and type of instructions (ratings vs. -3
neutral instructions) were manipulated 1na 2°Y 2 Y
£ " : 1 )
facterial desiqn to compare the traditional labor- e
amqpahmmaa?mmuawmuhmmamme ==
reallstic experimental design. Results indicated
l
.
=
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Toti, 2.J. and Jauenszein, N.M.A. (Ccteter, 1386).
The Zffects of Incressing Infermaticn Zrocessing

Demands cn Raling GULCCnes. -

This research investizated the cognitive processes
which mediate the terformance rating trecess.
Specifically, level of prccessing &nd ratee prio
¢dina
c

10r
performance informaticn were manipulated 33
factorial desicn in order to assess the impact cn
DSycACmetric rating outcenes and rating accuracy.
Results indicated that zs 1nformation crecessing
demancs increased, raters relied mors cn the past
performance cues. <Speclfically, raters using more
automatic processing and receiving a good perfor-
mance cue gave more lenient ratings, and those using
automatic processing and receiving a poor perfor-
mance cue exhibited increased halo. In addition.
raters were least accurate in recognizing behavicrs
consistent with their performance cue. Implications
for future research in performance appraisal are
also discussed.

Shaw, J.B. and Fisher, C.D. (December. 1986).
Supervisor-Suborainate Agreement on Performance
Fescback: A Field STUCY.

Data on several hypothesized antecedents and
consequences of subordinate agreement with the
performance feedback received from their supervisors
were collected from over 700 employees. It was
predicted that subordinates who agreed with their
superior would report that their superior had
hlgher credibility and gave more frequent, positive,
and clear feedback than subordinates who disagreed
with their superior. High agreement was also
hypothesized to result in higher effort to perfer-
mance expectancies, lower levels of role conflict
and amblgu;t , higher satisfaction with the super-
visor and job, greater intent to remain in the
organlzatlon, and greater commitment to the organi-
zation than low agreement. All hypotheses were
supnorted.
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TR-0MR-3  3iddle, T. and risher. C.D. (January, .%87).
Derforrance ippraisal Intarview: A Review of
Zesearcl.

The resezrzy on rerfcrmance aporalsal lnfarviaws
{PAI) is revizwed and critigued. FaCtors zilscl
10¢ sugerior &nd subordinate reacticns o tle
interview 1nciuce (1) the strycture of the #iI
(purscse, Irsmuency, scurce of appraisal, and
ratidg formatf; (2] the centent Sf the PAI
(feedfack siqn, specificity, and perrormance
attributionsj; (3) goal setting in the 23l and
(4) tie process of fhe PAL (participaticn level
and supervisor supgortiveness), Suggesticas for
designing effective PALs are glven.

TR-0MR-3 Tisher, C.]. (februz
Causes zna Consequenc

r7, 1987). Boredem: Coastruct,
2.

The literature cn causes of work and life boreden is
reviewed. 3 quaiitative study of causes of boredcn
on and off the job is presented. and a typology of
causes 1s developed. groblems of measuring toth
experienced boredom and the boredom potential of
situations are discussed, followed by suggestions
for future research.

TR-ONR-10  Foti, R.J. and Heuenstein, N.M.A. (May, 1987),
Differences in Performance Schemata as a Function
of Urgenizaticnal Level.

The strategy of training raters to adopt the seme
evaluative standard has become 3 common practice in
laboratory performance appraisal research. We felt
that in the applied setting this "frame-of-
reference” rater training strategy should be
expanded to include the ratees' standards in order
to clarify workers' understanding of organizational
expectations. This study explored the necessary
foundations for using this rater frame-of-reference
training strategy. A modified behaviorally an-
chored scaling method was used to gather data in
two law enforcement agencies. The goals of this
study were to 1dent1f¥.performance schemata for the
“position of gatrol officer, and to assess how the

e
N

schemata differed by organizational level (i.e., ~
patrol officers versus their supervisors). Data K
were analyzed using receated measures analyses of ~
variance and discriminant analyses. Differences 2
in performance schemata betweed orgamizational :~{
X
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cisher, C.D. and Shaw, J.3. (Rpril, 1237). Coes
dusiness Strateqy Affsct Personnel Manzgement™—
PTactices]

The effact of business strategy (defender versus
analyzer :nd orospecter) on a variety cf human
resource ranagement practices was assessad.
dypetheses regarding selection, training, and
ccmoensaticn were supperted. Those regirding jeb
2nalysis, use of written HRM policies, “cromoticn
eractices, end perfornance aporalsal were nct
SUDDCTCed. T3CTOIS WRICR may weaken :he strategy-
practice matc were ¢iscussed extensively.

risher, C.0. and Shaw, J.B. (May, 1987).
Determinants of Personnel Practices.

There has been relatively little research ained
at identifying the factors which are associated
Wlth the use Of sophisticatad and turesucratic
personnel management methods as oprosed :9 cesual
and informal néthods. Existing theory znd research
suggest that headquarters location, estazlisiment
size, technology, ‘extent of unienizatica, znd the
eXistence of a designated personnel cerartment
7ay te ameng tle calsal factors, The relative
-Mpact of tlese factors on the sophisticaticn of
recruiting, selection, compensation and ger-
formance appraisal was assessed in a sample of
174 establishments.

Powell. A.B., Shaw, J.B. and Fisher, £.D. (May,
1987). The Effects of Rater Stress on Perfarmance

Ratlng ACCUTacy.

This study examined the effects of rater stress on
halo error, severity error and rating accuracy 1n
performance appraisal. Eighty-four Eartlglnants
completed either a stressful or nomstressiul in-
basket exercise, either before or after observ1ng
the videotaped performance of a manager. Ihey tien
rated the manager on several pertormance dimensicns.
Ratings frpv1ded by participants completing the
stressful in-basket were less accurate than thcse
provided by participants completing the
nonstressful in-basket. However, ratings provided
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Zeund-:d o Iisher, 0.0, zmd Chachere, .o (May, i587).

The Self-issessment of Performance: Three tudiss,

Possidle deferninants of the accuracy of seif-
Tatings of terfzrmance are ciscussed. The

relatichsiins of tast 2xperience on the task, |
locus of ceatrol, 2nd dispesitional private and.
oublic self-focus to self ratings are explorzd i:
two correlational studies using different tasks.
Private ceif-focus sometimes ressults 11 less
accurate self-rating, contrary to the hypothes:s.
A third study menioulates self-focus situationaily
out finds no effect on self-rating accuracy.
Overall, 1t is concluded that the process of self-
assessment Is not well understood.

R-CNR-1: Hauenstein, Yeil M.A., Whitccmb, Alan J., and
fot1, Poseanne J.  (August, 1987).
Effects of Future Intsractisns and Time Delavs <n
tVaIuator Leniency.

This study tested tiree potential explanations cf
avaluator lemiency. The first explahation viewed
leniency as a motlvational bias affecting the
recorded ratln%, but not the rater's actual
impression. The second viewed leniency as a
cognitive retrieval bias induced by demands upcn
memory. The final explanation viewed leniency as
the interplay of motivational and cognitive
processes CaUsing an encoding bias wilch 10 turn
resulted in lenient ratings.” These three
explanations were tested in a laboratory

study in which raters provided both

immediate and memory based ratings. Raters’
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