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TECHNICAL REPORT NUMBER 2

Correlations Between Peer Ratings and Behavior Patterns

Abstract

Multiple correlation analyses have been carried out with Ll variables, 43
of which were selected from scales of the Strong Vocational Intereet Blank,
the MMPI, the TAT, the Guilford-Zimmerman Temperament Survey, the Leadership
Opinion Questionnaire, the Ghiselli Self-Description Inventory, the F Scale, and
tests of Personnel Problems, Practlical Judgment, and Imaginary Evenst; grade
point average was the other varisble. The study was designed to assess whether
or not these variables were relaced to the subject's being rated as desirable
or as undesirable to have as a boss. 135 men wvho were candidates for the
Masters in Business Administration degree were used as subjJects.

The most predictable of three criterie wes the number of positive boss
ratings received. The best and only stable predictor of the number of times
a student is rated by his peers as desirable to have as a boss is the grade
point average earned in the two year MBA program. When this was tested on a
different sample of subjects, the predicted mumber of positive boss ratings

received correlated + 0.50 with those received.

Problenm

Technica l Report Number 1, Prediction of Leadership in Smell Groups

(Barrell, Rice, and Burnhem, 1963), discusses criteria of small group leadership
which will be used in later studies. This present report studles criteria of

leadership derived from peer ratings.
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Although the analysis in this report employs peer ratings as the criteria
to be predicted, in the future peer ratings will be studied as predictors #-r
each of the criteria of small group leadership as dccceribed in Technical Frjort
Number 1. At the presert it 1s thought that the most satisfactory way t. Ja-
corporate peer ratings is to consider them as & wvariable on which each member of
the group will be ranked within his group. Iater, within the groups, rank order
correlations will be done with the peer ratings and the ranks received on each
of the criteria of small group leadership.

This paper presents an examination of the correlations between a number of
behavior patterns and peer ratings as potential boss. The goel of the analysis

was to obtain a multiple regression equation to predict the peer ratings.

Method

Population

The population studied consisted of the members of one ente.iing ciass at
a graduate school of business who were pursulng a two-year program for the Masters
of Business Administration degree. All of the 197 students who were enrolled
in a required first-year course were requested to cooperate. Towards the end of
the second year of the MBA program, this number was reduced to 169 by requiring
that each student included in the study fulfill the following limits: (1) he
entered in 1960 with the class of 1962; (2) he was planning to graduate with
the class of 1962, that is, had spent 5 consecutive quarters with his classmates,
and (3) he had participated in behavior pattern tests which constitute the pre-

dictors. The names of the 169 students who fulfilled these three requirements
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were used to construct & peer rating roster, While 169 men were inciud.? in
the peer rating roster and were invited to rate their peers, only 135 of:these
men had completed thelr battery of behavior tests. Hence this study is limited
to the results of these 135 men.
Peer Ratings

A copy of the peer rating form is shown in Figure 1. Vhenthe peer ratings
were obtained from a previous class it was found that the names in the first
half of the roster were rated more frequently than those in the last half. 1In
that study a single alphabetically arranged roster wes distributed with the
peer rating form which was identical to the form used for the 1962 MBA class.
In order to minimize this biasing two rosters were employed in this present
study. In the first voster, the pames of the 169 subjects were randomly listed.
The second one was optained by inverting the order of the first roster. Students
were asked to make their ratings independently and to cross off the names that
they did not recognize or did not feel they knew well enough to rate. All
students were initially contacted within s two-week period and were requested
to return the ratings within ten days.
Peer Rating Criteria

The answers to the questicns (1) "Which men in the group would you most
like to have as your boss?" and (2) "Which man would you least like to have as
your boss?" obtained fromthe peer rating form, were used to construct three
distinct criteria varisbles fcr multiple regression analyses. The first of
these, labelled the boss score, was obtained by weighting & first choice to

question (1) as +3, a second choice as +2, and a third choice as +1; by weighting
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a last choice to question (2) as -3, a next to last choice as -2, and a third
from last cnoice as -+1; and then sumuing these weighted responses for each
individual over all the raters.

Two additlonal criteria were obtained from the responses to these questions.
The number of positive boss ratings was obtained by counting the number of times
that subJject's name appeared as a response to question (1), ignoring the distinc-
tions in response indicated by first, second, and third cholces. The last
criterion, the number of negptive boss ratings, anslogously, is the frequency of
ratings received by a subject from raters answering question (2).
Behavior Patterns

Eleven tests of behavior pattems, listed in Table 1 together with the
scales from these tests which were used as predictors, were selected on the
basis of & swvey of the literature (Harrell, 1961) and of results of current
research. These tests were self administered end returned within a month. A
copy of the instructions which accompanied each set of tests is shown in Figure 2.
Multiple Regression

For this study of the peer ratings collected from the MBA class of 1962,
eachof the three criteris; boss score, number of positive boss ratings, and
number of negative boss ratings, was used as the variable to be predicted by
a multiple regression equation. A total of Ll separate predictors were sub-
Jected to repeated multiple regression analyses. The GSB-GPA 1s the average
of the numbericl grade points eccululated over the two-year program. The corre-

lation of the predictors with each of the three criteria 1s reported in Table 2.
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The research strategy employed in analyzing the data was designed to
assess the relative importance of the predictors in accouuiing for the variabllity
in the criterion measure as well as to assess the degree of confidence to be
placed in theresults. The latter consideration suggested that the subjects be
randomly divided into two groups of almost equal size. Thus the Aivision into
groups resulted in one group, the regression group, of 68 subjects and the other
group, the test group, of 67 subjects. The regression group was submitted to
repeated regression analyses using the BIMD Program 29 for multiple linear re-
gression analysis and the facilities of the Western Data Processing Center,
Graduate School of Business Administration, University of California, los Angeles
(RMD 29, 1961).

In order to assess the relative importance of the predictors, the measures
for all the predictors were standardized, i.e., transformed such that they all
had the same mean and the same standard deviation. This allowed the regression
coefficlents for the predictors to be interpreted as indicators of the relative
importance of the variables for predicting the criterion.

For each of the three criterla the same method of analysis was employed.

The enalysis employing the number of positive boss ratings as the critericn
will be described as an example. The number of positive boss ratings received
was treated as the variable to be predicted. That is, t he observed value for

the :_L_th subject was represented by Y:L in the following equation:

Y.1_=Ble_+BZX£2+ e Bmxm+A

vhere A represents the Y-intercept and xim represents the acore of the 1_.th~bub3éct
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on the g_th

predictor. As a aprt of the analysis, scatter plots were mede for
each of the 44 predictors against each of the criteria. A good reference for the
mathematical backgrourd of multiple regression analysis is found in McNemar

(1962, Ch&p'ter ll)-

Results

Reliability of Feer Ratings

An estimate of inter-rater agreement had been obtained from similar peer
ratings collected from the MBA candidates in the Class of 1961. There were 36
raters for whom completed ratings sheets were available. These raters were
randomly divided into two groups. Two separate boss scores were computed for
each subject; one score from one group of raters, the cther score from the other
group of raters. The correlation between these two sets of boss scores yielded
a product moment r of +0.51. A similar arslysis was made for the 90 raters of
the Class of 1962. This measure of inter-ra+e: agreement orn the criterion,
number of positive boss ratings, was +C.Tl.
Analysis of Peer Ratings

Although 90 students actually returned bcth the completed rating forms
and the rating rosters, inadvertently not all of the returned rating rosters
were retained. For the 62 rosters which were retained, the mean number of
names crossed off by each rater was 49 and the standard deviation was 25.0.
This indicated that raters felf unqualified to rate about one-third of their
classmates. On the other hand, the mean number of times each of the 169 names
were crossed off is 18 and the standard deviation is 9.6. The freguency dis-

tribution of such crossoffs is recorded in Figure 3 vhich shows that there is
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a considerable variablilty in the degree to which a student is known by a
rater. Some students were known by all the 62 raters while others were known
by fewer than 28 per cent of the raters.
Multiple Regression Analysis

From theresults of regression analysis of the standardized data, five
variables were selected which contributed the most to accounting for the variance
in the number of positive boss ratings received. These results are recorded
in Table 3 and Table 4. In order to appraise the stability of the regression
coefficients, the regression was performed on the data for the test group
(.N = 6T ) where these data were also standardized. The results of this regre-
ssion are reported in Tables 5 and 6. The analysis of variesnce for both re-
gressions ylields an F value which is stetistically significant. The fact of
statistical significance for the regression group should, of course, be qualified
because the veriables have been subjected to previous screening and selection
(McNemar, 1962, p. 185). Statistical results for each of the three criteria using
the regression group are presented in Tables 3 and 4, 7 and 8, 9 and 10. A
study of the analysis of variance tables for the regression group using the
three criteria, Tebles 3, T, and 9, shows thai the effect due to regression
reached the 10 per cent level required for statistical significance. Tables
5 and 6, 11 and 12, and 13 and 14 record the results for the test group for
each.of the three criteria. Except for the criterion, boss score, the regre-
ssions remained significant on this test group. For the criterion, number of
positive boss ratings recelved, this may be viewed as a successful rei)lication

of the significant results found in the regressicn group. The same method
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weg in turn applied to each of the other criteria, completing the initial
anslysis of the data.

In order to increase the accuracy of obtainable prediction of the number
of positive boss ratings received, a final analysis was performed employing a
single predictor, grade point average, again using the regression group (N = 68).
The single predictor, GPA, was chosen because it accounted for about 29 per cent
of the explained variance of this criterion on the previous analysis while ite
closest competitor accounted for only about 5 per cent. The prediction equation
obtained is:

Y, = -10.4k027 + h.24612 X,
where Y:L = the predicted number of positive boss ra;ings received by the j._th
subject, and )& = the unstandardized grade point average for the f‘h sub ject.

The above equation was applied to the grade point average of each subject
in the test sample to obtain his predicted number of positive boss ratings
received. Table 15 records thesc actual and predicted velues. A correlstion
between these predicted number of positive boss ratings and the actual number
of positive boss ratings received was found to be +0.50, a statistically sig-
nificant value. This indicates that the GPA is indeed related to the number of
positive boss ratings received.

The most predictable of the three criteria is the number of positive boss
ratings received and the best prediction equation for this criterion employs the
single predictor, GPA.

As caen be seen in Table 10, the proportion of variance explained by any

one of the five predictors of the criterion, number of negative boss ratings
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received, was 10 per cent or lower. As each of the five predictors explained
about the same proportion of the variance, it was not believed worthwhile to
attempt to perform another regression analysis, using fewer predictors, on this
eritexion.

The regression on the number of negative boss ratings was statisticelly
significant. An examination of the proportion ¢f variance explained by each of
the predictors shows that the five variables taken together account for a total
of about 33 per cent of the variance; but the variable explaining the largest
proportion of the variance, MMPI-Pt, accounted for only 10 per cent of the
variance in the number of negative boss ratings received. In the investigation
of the predictability of the number of positive boss ratings, additional
variables were. added to the basic equation consisting of the single varieble,
grade point average. The next variesble added, MMPI-Es, explained 6 per cent of
the variance. The new equation thus formed decreased the obtained correlation
between the predicted and the actual number of positive boss ratings recelved.
In view of this experience and the fact that the proportion of explained variance
for each variable on the criterion, number of negative boss ratings, was 10
per cent or lower, it may be inferred that an attempt to compute & prediction
equation for this criterion and subsequently to apply such an equation to the
test sample would not yileld a significant result. TFinally, the non-significant
regressions on the criterion, boss score, indicates that this criterion also

cannot be predicted from the examined variables.
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Discussion

Tt seems plausible that prediction was lessened by the varying degrees of
acquaintanceship among the members of the class. Moreover, those students with
high grade point averages probably took part to a greater degree in class par-
ticipation. Also, it is well known which students have earned the top 10 grade
point averages because their names are posted on & plaque. This may create
the impression among the raters that the individual with the higher GPA is the
one who would make the betier hoss even in the absence of much personal acquein-
tance outside of class.

An inspection of the scatter plots shows that in general, the assumption
of linearity cannot be strongly supported, although for a few of the variables,
including GPA, there was a definite linear plot.

It appears that number of positive boss ratings is not exactly the opposite
of the mumber of negative boss ratings. The number of negative boss ratings
correlates positively with GPA, +0.25. The number of positive boss ratings corre-
lates positively with GPA, +0.52. This would suggest that people with high
grade point averages become visible, some with high GPA are liked while others

are disliked. It would be interesting to know why.

Summary
This paper has described an extensive statistical analysis of U4 variables,
43 of which are selected scales from such psychological tests as the Strong
Vocational Interest Blank, The MMPI, the TAT, and one of which was the grade
point average of the subjects who were students in a two-year program leading

to the Masters of Business Administration. The study was designed to assess
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whether or not these variables were related to the subject’'s being rated as
desireble or as undesirable to have as a hoss. These evaluations were made
by the classmates of each student and are referred to as the peer ratings.

The conclusion of the study 1s that of all the L4 variables examined, the
best and only stable predictor of the number of times a student is rated by
his peers as desirable to have as a boss is that student's grade point average
earned in the two-year period.

When this conclusion was tested on & different sample of subjects, the
predicted number of poaitive boss ratings received correlsted +0.50 with those
actuelly received by these subjects, thus substantiating this finding of the

study.
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FOOTNOTES

1 The authors wish to make the following acknowledgements:
In addition to support from the Office of Navel Research, a major portion
of the annlysis of these data was done from funds provided by a grant from
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Arbuckle end the Graduete School of Business, Stanford University for Ford
Foundation funds which made possible the collection of the data; and to
Western Data Processing Center for computer services in carrying out the

statistical analyses.
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Table 1

Variables Used in Peer Rating Study

Strong Vocational Interest Blank (SVIB) 7 scales
Engineer (Eng)
Production Manager (Prod)
Personnel Director (Pers)
Accountant (Acc)
Sales Manager (Sales)
President of Manufacturing Concern (Mfg)
Masculinity-Femininity (Mf)
Minnesota Multiphasic Personality Inventory (MMPI) 13 scales
K

Hs

Pd
Mf
Pa
Pt
Sc
Ma
si
Ego Strength (Es)

Dominance (Do)

(Teble continued on rext page)



Table 1

Guilford-Zimmerman Temperament Survey (GZ)
General Activity (G)

Restraint (R)
Ascendance (A)
Social Interest (S)
tional Stability (E)
Objectivity (0)
Friendliness (F)
Thoughtfulness (T)
Personal Relations (®)
Masculinity (M)

Leadership Opinion Questionnaire (LOQ)
Cousideration (C)

Initiating Structure (S)

Ghiselli Self-Description Inventory (GSDI)
Supervisory Qualities (8Q)
Initiative (I)

Self~Assurance (SA)
Decision-Making (IM)
Test of Imagination (TAT)
n Achievement (nAch)
n Affiliation (nAff)
n Power (nPow)
Personnel Problems
Public Opinion Questionnaire (F Scale)

Practical Judgment

(Teble continued on next page)
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10 scales

2 seales

4 scales

3 scales

1 scale
1 scale

1l scale
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Tmaginary Events
Graduate School of Lusiness
Total Grade Point Average (GSB - GPA)
Boss Score
Number of Positive Boss Ratings Received

Nunber of Negative Boss Ratings Received

Page 16

1 scale

1l scale
1 scsale
1 scale

1 scale



SVIB
SVIB
SVIB
SVIB
SVIB
SVIB
BVIB
MMPT
MMPI
MMPI
MMPT
MMPI
MMPI
MMPI
MMPI
MMPT
MMPI
MMPI

MMPL

MMPT -

Teble 2

‘Correlations: of the Predictors With Each of the
Three Criteria (N = 135)l

Peer Rating Criteria

Page 17

Boss Number of Number of

Score Positive Negetive
Variable Boss Ratings Boss Ratings

e Recelved Recelved
Engineer -06 -13 -02
Production Manager -02 -06 ~Q3
Personnel Director 11 09 -08
Accountant ok ol -0l
Sales Manager 06 02 =10
President Mfg. Concern 03 -04 -06
Masculinity Femininity -06 ~09 -0k
K 10 05 -10
Hs o7 13 03
D ~02 -0k o1
Hy 15 19 -0k
P4 06 17 08
Mf 02 16 15
Pa 06 11 00
Pt 13 2k 05
ge 02 10 06
Ma 00 13 05
81 -13 =15 08
Ego Strength ~03 -4 -12
Dominance 12 o7 -07

(Table continued on next page)
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Feer Rating Criteris
Boss Number of Number of
Variable Score Fositive Negative
Boss Ratings Boss Ratings
Received Recelved

GSB - GPA 19 5e 25
Boss Score - 65 -€2
No. of Pos. Boss Ratings 65 - 05
No. of Neg. Boss Ratings -69 05 --
GZ - General Activity 12 20 ok
GZ - Restraint 12 o7 -07
GZ - Ascendance 12 17 ~-02
GZ - Social Irterest 17 18 -09
GZ ~ Emotional Stability 12 -03 -21
GZ - Gbjectivity 12 05 =15
GZ - Friendliness 17 08 «15
GZ ~ Thoughtfulness 16 13 -10
GZ - Personal Relations 21 15 =12
GZ - Masculinlty 12 -01 -16
1og - C 26 '32 =07
Loq - 8 -03 -0l 05
GSDI - Supervisory Qualities 0} 1 00 02
GsDI - initiative 08 08 02
GSDI - Self-Assurance ok 07z 2R
BSDI - Decision-Making nd 1S g's
Personnel Problems -08 -02 13
F Scale 05 -5 05

(Teble continued on next page)
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Table 2 Page 19,

Peer Rating Criteris

Boss Number of Number of -
Variasble Score Positive Negative
Boss Ratings Boss Retings
Recelved Received
Practical Judgment -0l -05 -0k
TAT - nAch 0l 13 11
TAT ~ nAff -14 -10 08
TAT - nPow -C3 (00] 08
Imaginary Events -0l -06 -03

)Note.--D-.J.e to the fact that all possible intercorrelations were
examined, tests of significance were not deemed approplate. Decimal

points have been omitted.
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Analysis of Variance

-4

Page 20

For the Multiple Regression of Five Varisbles on the

Criterion, "Number of Positive Boss Ratings Received" (N = 68)

Source of Variation

Due to Regression
Deviation About Regression

Total

Fo.10; 5, 62 =195

d.f. Sum of Mean F
Squares Squares Value
5 293.81923 58.76364 12.73620
62 286.06313 k.61392
67 579.88235
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Teble 4

Results for the Multiple Regression of Five Variables
on the Oriterion; “Number of Positive Boss Ratings Received "

Standardized Data (N = €8)

Regression Partial Proportion
Variable Coefficient Correlation of
Coefficlent Variance

GSB - GPA 1.02 0.4k9 0.29
MMPT - Ea -0.6k4 -0.33 0.06
TAT - nAff -0.65 -0.35 0.05
SVIB - Mf -0.61 -0.33 0.05
GZ - P : 0.8 0.39 0.05

Intercept (A Value) is 6.02270
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Analysis of Variance
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For the Multiple Regressaion of Five Variables on the

Criterion, "Number of Positive Boss Ratings Received" (N = 67)

Source of Variastion

Due to Regression
Deviation About Regression

Total

¥o.10; 5, 61 ==1.95

d.f. Sum of Mean F
Squares Squares Value
5 74.28199 14 .85640 L .66234
61 194.37473 3.18647
66 268.65672
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Table .6.

Results for the Multiple Regression of Five Varisbles
on the Criterion "Number of Positive Boss Ratings Recelved"

Stendardized Data (N = 67)

Regression Partial Proportion
Variable Coefficient Correlation of
Coefficient Variance

GSB - GPA 0.85 0.51 0.25
MMPI - Es 0.16 0.10 0.0L
Gz - P 0.15 0.11 0.01L
TAT - nAff 0.05 0.03 0.00
SVIB - Mf 0.02 0.01 0.00

Intercept (A Value) is  -60.02838
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Table T

Analysis of Varilance
For the Multiple Regression of Five Varisbles on the

Criterion, "Boss Score” (N = 68)

Source of Variation a.f. Sum of " Mean F
Squares Squares Value
Due to Regressiom 5 1331.70706 266.34141 6.74736
Deviation About Regression 62 2447 .35175 39.47341

Total 67 3779.05881

Fy.10; 5,60 = 1:95
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Results for the Multiple Regression ¢f Five Variables

Variable

MMPI - Pt
GSB - GPA
MMPI - Mf
TAT - nAch

TAT - nPow

on the Criterion, "Boss Score"

Stendardized Deta (N = 68)

Regression Partial Proportion
Coefficient Correlation of
Coefficient Variance
3.09 0.48 0.22
1.19 0.23 0.0k
-1.1k4 -0.20 0.0k
1.25 0.23 0.03
-1.32 -0.24 0.02
Intercept (A Value) is  -152.22029
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Analysis of Variance
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For the Multiple Regression of Five Variables on the

Criterion, "Number of Negetive Boss Ratings Received" (N = 68)

Source of Variation

Due to Regression
Deviation About Regression

Total

0.10; 5, 62 = 195

a.f. Sum of Mean F
Squares Squares Value
5 133.57190 26.71h38 5.86844
62 282.23693 L4.55221
67 415.80882
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Results for the Multiple Regressiom of Five Variables

on the Criterion, "Number of Negative Boss Ratings"

Variable

MMPT - Pt
MMPT - Mf
MMPI - Do
GSB - GPA

TAT - nPow

Stendardized Deta (N = €8)
Regression Partial Proportion
Coefficlent Correlation of
Coefficient Varliance
-0.91 -0.43 0.10
0.72 0.34 0.09
0.43 0.23 0.06
0.43 0.24 0.04
0.37 0.21 0.03
Intercept (A Value) is  -50.83347
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Analyeis of Varlance

Page 28

For the Multiple Regression of Five Variables on.the

Criterion, "Boss Score" (N = 67)

Source of Variation
Due to Regression

Deviation About Regression

Total

0.10; 5, 61 — 95

d.f. Sum of Mean F
Squares Squares Value
5 376.94134 75.38827 1.46663
61 3135.53625 51.40223
66 3512.47760
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Results for the Multiple Regression of Five Variasbles

Variable

MMPI - Pt
TAT - nPow
TAT - nAch
GSB - GPA

MMPI - Mf

on the Criterion, "Boss Score"

Standardized Data (N = 67)

Regression Partial Proportion

Coefficient Correlation

of

Coefficient Variance

-1.k2 -0.21
0.96 0.16
-1.04 -0.18
0.77 0.13
0.33 0.05

Intercept (A Value) is 20.06525

0.03
0.03
0.03
0.02

0.00



Table 13

Analysis of Varieuace

Pege 3C

For the Multiple Regression of Five Variskles on the

Criterion, "Number of Negative Boss Ratings Received" (N = 67)

Source of Variation

Due to Regression
Deviation About Regression

Total

F0.10; 5, 6L = 1:95

d.f. Sum of Mean F
Squares Squares Value
5 121.87701 2437540 3.71002
61 40C.T7970 6.57016
56 522.65672
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Table .k

Results for tha Multiple Regression of Five Variables
on the Criterion, "Number of Negative Boss Ratings"

Standardized Data (N = 67)

Regression Partial Proportion
Varisble Coefficient Correlation of
Coefficient Variance

MMPT - Pt 0.34 0.1k 0.11
GSB - GPA 0.60 0.28 0.05
MMFI - Do -0.58 -0.27 0.05
TAT - nPow -0.36 -0.17 0.02
MMPT - Mf c.21 0.09 0.01

Intercept (A Value) i  -9.37093
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Table 15

A Comparison of Actual with Predicted

Number of Positive Boss Ra‘cingsl (¥ = 67)

Subject Actual Predicted Predicted
Number NPBR NFBR > NFBR
(rounded) (not rounded)

1 2 2 1.87

5 1 0 0.00

{ 7 1 1.45
10 2 2.30
13 1 1 1.45
15 5 L 3.57
22 7 5 4.85
24 0 0 0.18
26 2 1 1.02
31 0 o 0.00
33 1 L L.h2
36 5 6 6.12
38 2 3 3.15
b1 2 1 1.45
L2 1 3 3.15
Il 0 2 1.87
ks 1 1 0.60
48 2 3 3.15
58 0 1 1.45
60 3 3 3.15

(Teble continued on next pege)
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Subject Actual Predicted Predicted
Nurber "NPFBR" NPER 2 NPBR
(rounded)” (not rounded)

61 0 0.18
65 0 0 0.00
T2 0 3 3.15
73 1 1 0.60
Th 1 Q -0.00
75 1 o 0.00
82 1 1 1.45
8l 1 1 0.60
85 0 1 1.45
87 0 a 0.0
88 5 1 1.45
8 0 1 1.45
90 1 1 0.60
28 T 2 2.30
98 0 1 1.02
100 5 3 3.15
101 2 2 1.87
105 3 3 3.15
106 6 L 4.00
108 0 1 0.60
109 o 1 1.02
113 0 o} 0.00
115 2 3 3.15

(Teble continued on next page)



Table 15 Page 34

Subject Actual Predicted Predicted
Nunber NEBR NFBR NPER
(rounded) (not rounded)

116 0 b k.00
119 0 2 1.87
121 7 L k.00
124 3 L 3.57
125 1 1 0.60
133 1 3 2.72
13% 0 0 0.18
135 0 0 0.00
139 1 1 0.60
145 0 b k.00
146 0 0 0.18
153 0 0 0.18
157 3 L 1.45
159 1 1.b45
160 1 1 1.5
163 3 0 0.18
166 0 1 0.60
167 0 L 3.57
168 0 0 0.00
171 1 1 1.02
17k 0 0 -0.25
177 1 1 0.60
181 2 1 1.45
184 0 3 2.72

r = 40,50
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Local Address
Which man in the group would you most like to have as your boss?

First cholce

Second cholce

Third choice

Which man would you least like to have as your boss?

Last choice

Next t©o last choice

Third from last cholce

Which man in the group exhibits the greatest degree of emotional
maturity?

Firat choice

Second choice

Third choice

Which man exhibits the least emoticnal maturity?

Last choice

Next to last choice

Third from last choice

Which man would you most like to have as a friend and associate?

First choice

Second choice

Third choice

Which man would you least like to have as a friend and associate?

Last choice

Next to lest choice

Third from last choice

Figure 2. Instructions and Peer Rating Roster Concluded.
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L. On the roster of students in this class attached to the peer rating form,
crogs through all nemes thet you do not recognize or that you feel you do not
knew well encugh to rate.

2. Note thet the rating form ccntains three principal characteristlcs on which
ratings arc to be made and that each of these is divided into an a part where
the three men highest in this characteristic are co be listed and a b part where
the threce wen lowest in this characteristic are to be listed.

3. #Each cof the three characteristics should be rated entirely independently of
the others.

L. Tor each characteristic to be rated,first examine the entire list (after you

have crosscd off those you do not know well enough to rate) and pick the man who is

hignest. Virite this neme in the proper sjpace on the rating sheet. Then examine the

list end pick the man lowest In this characteristic. Next pick the man second highest;
then the men next to lowest. Continue in this way in rating all the characteristics.
5. WWhen you turn in your rating sheets, be sure that the roster which you have

marked 1s included.

6. Cercful and considered answers on vour part will greatly lmprove the accuracy of
the dels cbtained. Please be assured that all replies will be kept in strictest
confidence.

T. Do not include yourself in this rating. Be sure to cross your name off the list
before beginning the rating. Please note that several of your class mates have heen
cmitted from the class roster. This is because they were not participants in the

original testing, please do not include them in your rating.

Figure 2. Instructions and Peer Rating Roster.
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INSTRUCTIONS
Included in this envelope are the following materials:

The Imaginary Events Test
The Individual Background Survey
A Leadership Opinion Questionnasire
The Personnel Prcblems Test
A Public Opinion Questionnaire
The Practical Judgment Test
A Self-Description Inventory
A Test of Tmagination
and
*The Guilford Zimmerman Temperement Survey
The Minnesota Multiphasic Personality Inventory
The Strong Vocational Interest Blank

¥The last three tests haeve answer sheets provided;
PLEASE DO NCT WRITE IN THE TEST BOCKLETS

Please check to see that all material is present in your emvelope.
Report any ommissions immediately. You are requested to fill in the ques-
tionneires, inventories and tests cutside of cless. These should be com-
pPleted by . As soon as you have completed all the
tests, and no later than , put all answer sheets,
completed blanks and test booklets in the envelope and leave in Dr. Harrell's
report box by Room 122.

Please follow exactly instructions on the front of each test, and be
sure that you write your name on each one of the answer sheets.

It is important that you do each of the tests independently. That is,
answers should not be discussed with others in the class. Since these
tests are done outside of class, you are placed on your honor to do the
work independently and are asked to sign your neme to the honor pledge at
the bottom of this sheet and include this in the envelope. Please answer
all questions as frankly and honestly es possible. Be assured that infor-
mation you give will be held in strict confidence.

All of you will receive a report on test results in a group meeting,
and will have the opportunity for a discussion of your test results (which
may be of benefit in clarifying your educational and vocat:l onal goals) in

sroup :neebtngc Pledse. ahbbe, however, that no written report can be sent to
you concernini these tests.
In recognition of and in the spirit of the Honor Code, I
certify that I will neither receive nor give unpermitted
aid on this material and that I will report, to the best
of my ability, all Honor Code violations observed by me.

Signed

(your name}

Figure 1. Instructions for test package.
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ko
_1—_
30
No. of
Nemes
20
10

2 T 12 . 12 . 22 27 32 37 4o
No. of Times Crossed Off

Figure 3. Number of times each name was crossed off the

Peer Rating Roster. e



