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Abstract

A process focus on performance appraisal represents the application of

* knowledge about the information processing capabilities of individuals to the

problem of appraising the work performance of employees. Much of our attempt

to understand the appraisal process has borrowed from social psychology in

- general and person perception in particular. Although the theoretical constructs

of person perception have appeared to be very relevant to performance appraisal,

* the experimental methods from which the data related to the theoretical constructs

* have been generated may be less well suited for studying particular issues in

performance appraisal. In this paper, we outline several of the methods used

in person perception and then discuss the relevance of these methods for studying

performance appraisal. In order to accomplish this final critique of the methods,

we first outline the nature of the performance appraisal process with its condi-

tions and constraints that affect the relevance of data collected with respect

to the process.



* 4. . - .. .

Methodological Coitributions, ot Persc- Perception to

EP:j Cormance \;praisa]

In the late 19706, when i:1.1tration ,-.Jth the inability of
*.1

performance appraisal syster.ms e provide valid ratings peaked,

there was a rush to abandon the old and look for new solutions

to old dilemmas. Perhaps this frustration was brought on by

the realization that what many of us thought was the ultimate

in performance appraisal-the Behaviorally Anchored Rating

Scale (Smith & Kendall, 1963)-was really not as superior to

* other methods as w: orce believed (See, Bernardin & Smith,

1982; Schwab & Heneman, 19/'). euardlcS of the source, there

was and still is a ,--: aw,. frj.m 1-h: old represented by

. concentration upon val.ng error,s as crit.-orid and rating scale

formats as ways to de,l wiLh tV.- criteria, in search of a

different and hopefully mc,, ivruitful direction for research,

the criterion has s-hift-i 1 tcr c.,y. The work of

Borman (1977; 1979; 1983) .... important with

respect to accuracy. Att-empt.s to urcdkr,7tand rater accuracy

have borrowed heavily from the works of sr'inal psychologists

(See Ilgen & Feldman, 1963). Clearly he constructs and

theoretical t ramewor k fit tered hv social psychologists

interested in the percepton of other f, person perception,

offered some valuable insiqhi.-. into the way raters rate others

when appraising their reltornancc.

In spite of our qe,.ra I acceptance of the "process

approach" to performance a!,pLaisal. (the label that has become

associated with the new focus on performance appraisal), we

,- . ..S,---- . . . .. .. . . . . - -. . . . -. . .. 4 - . . ... • . .-. . ... - . -
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wish to interject some caution. It must be kept in mind that

the constructs and theoretical propositions borrowed from

person perception and applied to performance appraisal are

still only reasonable, and, we would add, interesting

hypotheses. They are not, however, empirically demonstrated

phenomena in the appraisal context. To borrow from other

disciplines is a perfectly reasonable and valuable source of

ideas, particularly in the early stages of investigation of a

new topic area or a new construal of an old one. Nevertheless,

one must be wary of adapting propositions from research with a

different perspective and then accepting the validity of these

propositions on the basis of little more than an intuitive

judqment that the problems seem similar.

* it is our belief that research and constructs from the

person perception literature have much to offer those of use

-. concerned about performance appraisal but that many of us have

been far too uncritical in mapninq constructs from it to

Performance appraisal. Thei:c, Iore, our purpose today is to

-uqgest what we feel are the ;trenths and weaknesses of the

methods applied in person !':rception research with respect to

the n-'ds of performan,-2 a1,r'aiu;al. To r.c, this, we shall first

rbrief v describe the weri u,,ce arrra-.i rettinq. Next we

'hal list what we fc,. ,.': th, a n r'-aI areas in person

p.,.rce otion that a .poar t! ,';e thr, 1roater:t potential for

" contribution to tI~ undecrstandinq oi he, appraisal process.

Finally we nhall loot- at ti- -,t1ot1s usel for rersearch in these

ar-as and discuss tbho mothods -hnt should he most valuable to

"1r", hnse that zarre liI'e Iie :' h l. t y, vMirah1 e (and perhaps

i ' .. . -" *.. . _ . .. . , , .± . . .. .. , . , . , . •



lead us astray), and those that need certain modifications in

order to yield information useful to our purpose.

The Appraisal Problem

In almost all cases, the performance appraisal process

involves the interaction of an appraiser and an appraisee in a

work setting. This interaction is followed by a judgment

process in which the appraiser uses data he or she has

*' available on the appraisee to make some evaluation about

performance-related attributes of the appraisee. We illustrate

*. this process in the very simplified shematic of Figure 1.

Insert Figure 1 about here

The first set of attributes in the appraisal process are

* those that we typically label individual differences. They

refer to those personal characteristics possessed by the

appraisee. This individual then interacts with characteristics

of the work setting to produce two overlapping sets of data to

be used by the appraiser. One of these sets is the actual

behaviors that the individual displays on the job; the other is

* the products, outcomes, or consequences of the behaviors. It

is some mix or combination of elements from these two

overlapping sets that serve as the data or inputs into the

performance appraisal judgments to be made by the appraiser.

Therefore, it is extremely important that we recognize three

features of behaviors and products. First, the behaviors

represent an interaction between characteristics of the person

and of the environment that is, in many or most cases,

4



impossible to untangle at least from the observation of a given

individual in a particular setting. For example, if you are

observing the typing behavior of a person in terms of words per

minute corrected by the number of errors, these behaviors will

be much different for a manual typewriter as compared to a word

processor. The second important consideration is that the

behaviors and those things that result from them--products,

outcomes, and/or consequences--are so closely associated

temporally and by their very nature that the appraiser often

cannot distinguish between them. For example, for service

types of positions, how does one separate prompt or timely

service (a product) from the behaviors that product it?

Perhaps one can argue for some relatively distinct elements in

these two sets, but even so, we doubt that appraisers can keep

them separate. Finally note that the products or outcomes are

influenced not only by the behaviors but also by the work

environment. Thus, the promptness or timeliness of the service

at a fast food restaurant is a function of the quality of the

food preparation equipment and the layout of the workspace as

well as of the efficiency of the employee.

The conditions mentioned thus far only create the

necessary conditions for appraisal. Appraisal takes place when

the appraiser receives the information, processes it, and forms

a judgment about the conditions that were observed. This

judgment is an evaluation(s) of the individual according to

dimensions considered important at work, and/or makes judgments

about personal traits or other characteristics of the

appraisee. Regardless of the elements that are judged or

5



evaluated, the appraiser uses perceptions of what it is felt

are important to map some judgments or evaluations onto the

appraisee.

Performance appraisal, in the past, has addressed almost

* exclusively the link between appraiser behavior and appraisee

and made inferences about conditions that exist in one or some

combination .of the two sets of behaviors and outcomes. Some

attention has been paid to the extent to which the judgments

obtained from the appraiser were vedidical with behaviors and

also person characteristics. However, for the most part, the

inferences about veridicality were difficult to substantiate.

Contributions of Person-Perception

The potential contributions of person-perception to

*performance appraisal lies in the extent to which it adds

detail to regions in the diagram of Figure 1 that industrial-

*.organizational psychologists interested in performance

appraisal have tended to ignore. This detail tends to be

focused in the cognitive processing capabilities and

* limitations of the appraiser as he or she deals with social

*stimuli. For the most part, what goes on within the appraiser

in the appraisal process tended to be treated as a "black box"

phenomenon by industrial-organizational psychologists. They

* recognized the importance of the appraiser's processing of

information but tended to ignore it by focusing on elimination

of rating errors through scale construction--a rather weak and

indirect way of dealing with the symptoms of judgment rather

than the process itself. Person perception deals with he

.4
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process itself.

While filling a void in the performance appraisal

perspective, the exclusive process focus of person perception

has also limited its applicability to the topic. This is due

to the fact that many of the experimental paradigms and

procedures, the constructs or variables, and the subject

populations on which the research was conducted have limited

generalizability with respect to performance appraisal. The

limitations affect both the extent to which we can draw

inferences about the phenomena of interest and the extent to

which we can borrow the methods and procedures of person

perception in order to better understand performance appraisal.

In particular, the person perception literature, by

focusing on the process of perceiving others without the

concerns of performance appraisal in mind, has either

downplayed or ignored at least three critical features of

performance appraisal. The first of these is the failure to

distinguish between behaviors and the consequences of those

behaviors. We made this distinction in Figure 1 but pointed

out that the appraiser is faced with a combination of both of

these data. Most of the time, the appraiser really cannot

distinguish between these in real world settings. As a result,

performance appraisal must deal with both types of inputs into

the appraisal process. A good example of the effects of

consequences is the work of Wood (1979). He found that nurses

made very different evaluations about the behavior of, for

4 example, leaving the bed rail down on the bed of a very ill

patient, depending upon whether or not the patient falls out of

7



* bed. If only behaviors went into evaluations, these two

situations should receive the same evaluations. Research on

person perception has ignored some of the characteristics of

* appraisals such as consequences and the value of the outcomes

of behaviors to the organization's goals.

A second important omission in the person perception

literature is the effect of past and future interaction between

• : appraiser and appraisee. The performance appraisal task is one

Ithat usually provides the appraiser with information about the

person over an extended period of time. More importantly, once

-the appraisal takes place, the appraiser's judgment is usually

communicated, either directly or indirectly, to the appraisee.

." Therefore, the appraiser is likely to be influenced in the

*judgment by the impact that his or her appraisal will have on

the further interaction between himself or herself and the

appraisee. Again, person perception research, in general,

ignores this past-future interaction dimension.

Finally, research on person perception rarely deals with

the common performance appraisal condition of interdependency

between the appraiser and the appraisee (Ilgen & Feldman,

1983). Since most appraisals are done by the appraisee's

immediate supervisor, the performance of the appraisee often

has implications for the appraiser's own evaluation. How well

a work group performs is very important for the evaluation of a

foreman, supervisor, or manager in large of that work group.

Therefore, the evaluation given by an appraiser in this type of

situation may reflect a desire to enhance his or her own

F. : '. .;i 8." , ; i. , --_ i ... .. , .. ..



performance as much as to judge the appraisee's.

We shall now turn our attention to three major topic areas

within person perception. These are Attribution Theory,

Implicit Personality Theory (IPT), and Social Cognition. For

each of these, we shall very briefly mention the major tenets

of the position and then move to a description and an

evaluation of the research methods used in each discussing how

these methods are or are not compatible with our needs to

understand performance appraisal. We shall also consider how

1:i some methods might be adopted to fit our needs when this seems

appropriate.

Specific Theories

Attribution Theory

Attribution theory is based on the notion that an observer

interprets behavior in terms of its causes. These causal

interpretations, in turn, affect reactions to the behaviors in

question. The general model identifies (a) antecedents that

determine an observer's attributions (b) attributions, or

cognitive mediation processes, and (c) consequences of

attributions (Kelley & Mischel, 1979).

The primary attributional task of the observer is to

- categorize the causes of actor behavior into three major source

dimensions: person, entity, and context. In theory, the

observer arrives at this attribution by applying a principle of

covariation between potential causes and effects; the perceived

cause is found among the conditions varying with the occurance

of the event rather than among those that are unchanging (Green

& Mitchell, 1979).
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The attribution of a given observer's response to a

specific actor at a particular time depends on the perception

of three conditions--(l) the degree of its consensus with other

observers' responses to the actor, (2) the consistency between

the present behavior and past behaviors under the same

conditions, and (3) the extent to which the specific response

* - is distinctive from the person's responses to other actors.

Two major foci exist within the attribution literature.

The first concerns the antecedents-attribution link; factors

thought to affect attributions are manipulated, and

attributions are measured. The second concern is with the

attribution-consequence link. Here antecedents are manipulated

to produce specific attributions at either end of the specified

dimensions, and consequences are measured. We shall briefly

consider the research from each of these two perspectives in

terms of contributions to our knowledge about performance

appraisal. In particular, we shall describe the typical

paradigm of the research, some interesting variations on the

paradigm, and the conditions that are lacking in the research

with respect to meeting the needs of those of us interested in

understanding performance appraisal.

Antecedent-Attribution Links

The typical research on the antecedents of attributions

manipulates factors that may affect the attributions. The

manipulated variables generally can be classified into two

sets--those dealing with information that influences the

6 beliefs of the observer and those that affect observer

10



motivation. By far the most prevalent procedure is some

variation of the "paper people" paradigm. Subjects, primarily

g college students, are presented with packets of information

about the person's performance on L..: task of interest and

17additional information on which attributions about why the

person performed as indicated could be derived. In a similar

fashion the motivation of the observer is manipulted by

*emphasizing the importance of various aspects of the

attribution.

It should be immediately apparent, that although the

notion of the antecedents of performance attributions is

extremely relevant to performance appraisal in organizations,

the external validity of the paradigm for research most

frequently used to generate the knowledge base is extremelyhiweak. In terms of our three conditions for relevance to

performance appraisal mentioned earlier--the need to

incorporate time (both past and future), the need to consider

the consequences of behavior, and the need to accept the fact

that appraisers are often dependent upon the performance of

their subordinates--only the time dimension receives any

consideration and even here it is almost exclusively that of

the past and not the future. Furthermore, the extent to which

paper people data generalizes to real people is very weak.

Therefore, the conclusions one draws with respect to

performance appraisal can only be tentative ones in need of

replication when the standard paradigm is used.

The variations on the basic paradigm that are most

relevant to research on performance appraisal are those that



incorporate some interactions with other individuals rather

than paper stimulus persons. Kelly and Mischel (1979)

cited studies where the salience of cues for persons about

whom performance attributions were to be made was manipulated

by variations in the seating arrangement between actor and

observer, increasing the amount of illumination on the actor,

and varying the race or sex of the group. Jones, Rock, Shaver,

Goethals, and Ward (1968) used confederates who displayed

patterns of performance that were either ascending or

descending so the observer was able to see the performance

pattern rather than be told about it. This research is

particularly relevant because it allows for both a time

dimension--performance over trials--and for actual observation

of behavior. A weaker but still beneficial variation on this

technique is the use of video tapes to observe performance such

as Borman (1978) has done. The latter has not provided the

time dimension by presenting video stimuli over trials, but

such a procedure is certainly possible with videotaped stimuli.

In fact, DeNisi (Reference Note 1) and his colleagues are doing

just that in their research on attributions in performance

appraisal. Their work is just beginning but deserves careful

attention.

A final example is the work of Bersheid, Granziano,

Monson, and Dermer (1976) that combined the more realistic

conditions of interpersonal interaction with video taping. In

this case, subjects were allowed to overhear the interactions

amnng three actors. While listening, they heard all sides of

S-2



the arguments that each of the three were presenting. The

SUJject then chose which of the three actors he or she would

watch on a videotape at any one time. The accuracy with which

the observer was able to show with respect to the positions

taken by actors served as the department variable which was

investigated as a function of the observational strategies

used by observers.

*-. In conclusion, the research methods concerning the

antecedent-attribution link of attribution theory offer more

in terms of promise than of products now available. Clealy the

paper people paradigm is unacceptable. On the other hand,

procedures that incorporate the actual observation of

performers, preferable directly and perhaps through video taped

vignettes, is promising. Although research to date using these

methods has usually omitted sequential time conditions and

always ignored the notion of the interdependency between

observer and actor, these factors can and should be built into

future research on the formation of attributions relevant to

performance appraisal.

Attribution-Consequence Link

Consequences of hypothesized attributions include

behavior, affect and expectancy. Researchers interested in the

dynamics of behavior have focused nn the attributions-

consequences link. As an intervening cognitive factor,

attributions cannot be manipulated directly, so research on

consequences almost alwa-' involves manipulation of perceived

causes (antecedents) and measurement of their effects on

dependent measurc.:r of beha,.ior, affect and expectancy. Because

b°. • 13



the hypothesized mediating attributions usually go

unmeasured, there is often ambiguity as to the exact

attribution involved or even whether or not attributions are

the mediators at all. Further, failures of these studies are

ambiguous with respect to the causal links of antecedent-

attributions or attribution-consequences; either link or both

may underlie failure to obtain expected consequences (Kelley &

Mischel, 1979).

In general, research on this link also tends to rely

heavily upon paper people. On the other hand, since one of the

major dependent variables is that of behavior toward the person

observed, there is a stronger tendency to use actual

*interactions between actors and observers. For example,

Strickland (1958) had subjects maintain close supervision over

a worker and found a decrease in the supervisor' s trust for the

worker.

Another improvement in research on the attribution-

consequence link is the tendency to use as subjects people who

* are actually on a job and very familiar with the nature of the

work described. The work of Wood, Mitchell, and their

colleagues exemplifies this (Mitchell, Green, & Wood, 1981;

* Mitchell & Kalb, 1981; Wood, 1980). In this case, nurses are

given descriptions of typical behaviors of other nurses with or

without consequence information. They observed that prescribed

punishments (or rewards) as well as judgments about the

severity of the behaviors are influenced by the consequences.

With respect to the three dimensions of time, behavior

14



consequences, and interdependency that we have been stressing

as necessary conditions for understanding performance

appraisal, the antecedent-consequence link research addresses

most directly the dimension of consequences. However, the

research procedures used seem reasonable but not particularly

innovative for dealing with these problems. We feel future

research must deal with actual conditions either in the field

or in more controlled settings in order to place more

confidence in the findings to date. Furthermore, more work

must be done to build in the time dimension and

interdependency. In this case, the paradigm being used could

build in time quite easily but interdependency would almost

certanly require actual interaction between the observer and

the observed.

Implicit Personality Theory

Implicit Personality Theory (IPT) is concerned with

persons' perceptions of relations between traits, or how traits

covary in others (Schneider, 1973). With respect to

performance appraisal issues, the concern has been with rating

errors. Two errors based upon IPT are systematic distortion

and halo. Systematic distortion refers to distortions in

correlations between dimensions in the direction of semantic

relations between those dimensions (Borman, 1981). Cooper

(1981) described the distortion process as one in which

observations were recalled, rating errors were not random but

were "systemaically in the direction of a pre-existing

conceptual scheme" (p. 303). Evidence for systematic

distortion is based upon demonstrations of a high

15
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correspondence between rated behavior (memory based) behavior

matrices and semantic similarity relational matricies, and the

absence of correspondance between rated behavior and actual

behavior matrices (Block, Weiss, & Thorne, 1979). Halo, is

defined as a higher degree of correlation among all traits than

is justified from their actual intercorrelations.

The general research paradigm used is centered on the

development of a correlation matrix of traits. Some studies

have "direct" generation of the trait matrix where subjects are

asked to assess directly the relations among traits. For

example, subjects might be asked to rate the similarity of a

pair of traits or the likelihood that they covary. Cause-

effect inferences may be gained by presenting two traits and

asking the subjects, "If the stimulus person were to change

from possessing the first to possessing the second, what other

traits would change?" (Schneider, 1973). In other studies

.i more directly related to performance appraisal, subjects are

asked to rate stimulus persons on pre-specified traits. The

stimulus persons might vary on some dimension such as race or

sex. With this method, a mean score is computed for each

subject on each trait, a product-moment correlation is computed

across subjects for all pairs of traits. Then a Factor or

Cluster Analysis is used to reduce the matrix of trait

intercorrelations and to represent the structure of the IPT or

F thQ "actual" individual. Most studies have provided subjects

,jiTh both stimulus objects and traits.

A key problem with these methods is that factor structure

• " _. ;. ,':,< : : " / , , : : -.;, , . -' -i " o _ : :_ . , ._ _ . .. . . . .. - , 1.6.



70.

might vary greatly as a function of stimulus objects and traits

(Schneider, 1973). As Block, et al. (1979) stated, "It is now

well recognized that by varying the mix of variables included

in clustering analysis, one can alter fundamentally both he

number and the nature of the summarizing dimensions thus

obtained" (p. 1056). Furthermore, Schneider (1973) noted that

the selection of traits and stimulus person characteristics is

often arbitrary and the results may be biased when the subject

is forced to use categories provided by the experimenter.

* Another major weakness of the method of IPT is that much

of the research again relies upon paper people. Hamilton

(1981) recently noted that trait words, when used as stimulus

materials in questionnaire-like materials, do not have the

ambiguity of meaning or the potential for alternative

interpretation characteristic of many real life encounters with

persons in a person perception context.

The major contribution of the IPT research is its emphasis

on accuracy. The work of Bormnan (1975; 1978; 1979) is an

excellant example of the contribution made by accuracy

criteria. His work and that of Bernardin and Pence (1980)

clearly show that reductions in the presence of typical rater

*errors of halo, leniency, and central tendency do not

* . necessarily indicate greater accuracy.

E Although some of the work on accuracy has used paper

people, there has been an encouraging move toward the use of

video tapes which should provide the rater with more realistic

*stimuli for appraisal. Borman (1978) was instrumental in

developing such procedures, and the tapes that he developed

17



have been very useful for such research. At this point,

however, there is definitely a need to replicate findings on

other video stimuli besides Borman's.

Borman (1981) recently has suggested that objective

"* standards could be developed to serve as "true scores" in

appraisal settings by sampling behaviors of actual work groups

and then video taping these behaviors. From such video tapes,

correlational matrices would provide a basis for "gaining a

glimpse of the actual structure of work behavior on some job to

see how closely it comes to the structure inferred from

performance ratings" (p. 23).

Unlike attributional research, IPT research neither

ignores the effects of time, consequences, or interdependency

on ratings (the three factors we held as essential) nor

investigates their effects. Whereas attribution theory tended

to hold these three constant by their absense, the effects of

the three are present but allowed to vary freely in most of the

IPT research. This is especially true with the research that

uses field samples such as those that have compared the factor

structure of ratings obtained of actual leaders to those of

hypothetical ones (e.g. Edon & Levidon, 1975).

From an external validity standpoint, ignoring the three

dimensions we mentioned offers no opportunity to gain

information about them; however, ignoring them is preferable to

holding them constant because, in any field setting, they will

not be constant and will, more than likely, affect ratings.

Futhermore, there is no reason that the paradigm could not deal

18
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with them. In particular, the use of video tapes with

objective standards could build in time data and also

consequences. Behavioral sampling procedures from field

settings could assess all three although in a correlational

sense even if not in a strict experimental control one.

Therefore, the use of true score oriented procedures developed

for IPT provides valuable methodological leads for the

understanding of the performance appraisal process.

Social Cognition

Social cognition is a broad term used to describe research

on the cognitive pocesses involved in social psychological

phenomenon, such as person perception (Hamilton, 1979). Most

of the methods used in it are borrowed directly from cognitive

psychology.

Some key theoretical notions also borrowed from cognitive

psychology may help illuminate the field's methodological

demands. Most generally, the individual is viewed as an

information processor. Cognitive processing is broken down

into three components: encoding, representation, and

retrieval. Thus, the primary goal of all social cognition

research is to study the cognitive processing of social stimuli

at one or more of the three major steps in the information

processing chain--that is, at the point of information

acquisition, (2) of storaging that information in memory,

and/or (3) of retrieving that information from memory either

for simple recall or to act upon the information. It should be

apparent that these three steps are exactly the same ones that

are needed for appraising the performance of others. Thus, our
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problem of understanding performance appraisal can easily be

seen in tis ligh (Igen & Feldman,193

One of the central assumptions of the social cognition

view of information processing is that people's cognitive

processes are limited (Taylor & Fiske,, 1981). Since

individuals cannot possibly handle all bits of information that

are available to them, much of the research focuses upon

simplication strategies used in processing social cues. One of

the most popular constructs for simplication is the use of

categories (Rosch, 1975) or "storage bins" (Wyer & Srull, 1979)

in which cues are stored and modified in memory. So, for

example, if a person is seen as a "typical new recruit" the

behaviors of that person may be recalled less in terms of what

the person actually did than in terms of what the typical new

recruit is expected to have done (See also, Feldman, 1981).

Research methods have been developed to deal with each

stage of the three stage process. Of the methods used, those

dealing with the first two stages are most interesting to us

here. Those dealing with the third stage employ measures of

recall and recognition which are standard measures not unique

to social cognition and very similar to what has been done in

the past with performance appraisal. Therefore, we shall look

only at acquisition and storage issues.

Information search and acquisition have been studied

almost exclusively in the laboratory by setting up decision

tasks requires subjects to view or select information in a way

that can be monitored. For example, a matrix of information
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might be presented to the subject via an information board,

slide projector, or computer. Each piece of information would

have a value that remains hidden until the subject selects it.

Specific measures might include the content of the information

sought, and/or the amount, sequence and duration of search.

This technique focuses on external behavior but provides no

indication of whether the information acquired is actually

being processed (Payne, Braunstein, & Carroll, 1978). A recent

study by Matte (1982) used this technique for a performance

appraisal task. He adapted the Information Diplay Boards (IDB)

of Jacoby and Chestnut's (Reference Note 2) consumer decision

tasks to study the impact of different types of appraist ,.•

ittIormatioit on appriser information search strategic:.

Bersheid, et al. (1976) used a task in which he could tell what

information the subject studied information acquisitiGn

overtime by monitoring visual monitoring behavior. By

measuring eye movements or subject's choices of video tapes to

be observed. They felt it was possible to use duration of time

watching the task as a surrogate measure of the inherent

interest value of the information.

A common method for studying the way information is

processed is to use what is called "verbal protocol." In this

procedure, subjects are given some task and then asked to

describe what they are thinking about as they do it; no

L: information about the hypotheses being tested is given. Verbal

- information is collected during the task, thereby avoiding
i
, problems of memory. Sequential data indicating the contents of

processes is produced at the time of working on the task. Thus
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arguments that later recall leads to the loss of processing

information such as those made by Nisbett and Ross (1980) are

irrelevant to the method. However, data coding can be

difficult and the external validity of some of the research is

questionable (Payne, Braunstein, & Carroll, 1978).

An interesting variation on the verb.l protocol research

paradigm was adapted to performance appraisal issues by Banks

(in press). With a technique she calls the Instantaneous

Report of Judgments (IRJ), subjects view taped interviews and

report their evaluations while the tape is in progress by

pressing buttons on a response board.

With the exception of a few researchers such as Banks (in

press) and Matte (1982), most of the social cognition research

has been conducted with little or no concern for the specific

problems of performance appraisal. As a result, our criteria

of dealing with (1) observations over time and interactions in

the future, (2) the consequences of behavior, and (3) the

interdepency between rater and ratee have, in large part, have

been ignored. The exception to this conclusion is time. Given

the historical nature of social cognition as a three step,

cyclical process of encoding, storage and retrieval from

memory, the role of past events has been explored but the role

- of future states almost totally ignored. Yet the importance of

future states is at least implied in the work that shows a

*' difference in the nature of information stored and recalled

depending upon the purpose to which the information is to be

put. In particular, research has focused on whether later
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recall is directed at recalling as much detail as possible or

at an accurate general impression. The data indicate that

there are differences in the nature of the categories used to

store information under these two conditions (Hamilton, et.

al., 1981). Although the particular issue is not particularly

p salient for performance appraisal, it does show that people's

beliefs about the use to which performance information is to be

put may affect the nature of information collected and

recalled. When we realize that appraisal information also is

used for different purposes (e.g. counseling or administration

purposes) this finding does serve as a warning to us.

In spite of the absence of concern for time, consequences

and interdependency, there is, in our opinion, no inherent

reason why future research could not take these factors into

account while still using adaptations of verbal protocal and

information search methods. Particularly suited for such

modifications would seem to be the IRJ & IDB procedures already

applied to performance appraisal by Banks (in press) and Matte

(1982) respectively.

One major limitation of social cognition research methods

is the almost exclusive reliance upon the laboratory.

For the moment we see no alternative to this. Knowledge about

the theoretical constructs relevant to performance appraisal

processes has not advanced to the point of developing many

general laws. For now it would be best to incorporate in the

important parameters of time, consequences and interdependency

into controlled research using video tapes or other procedures

except paper people. once more specific knowledge is gained
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there should be a transition to the field.

Conclusion

There are several conclusions that can be drawn from this

excursion into the literature and methods of person perception.

One overriding conclusion is that it is a literature rich with

hypotheses about the performance appraisal process. But, it

does not provide much more than hypotheses. For the most part

the research was not conducted with performance appraisal in

mind. Therefore, many of the important parameters of appraisal

settings have been ignored. In particular, most have failed to

consider the continuous nature of interactions in performance

appraisal (i.e., time), the confounding of behaviors and their

consequences, and the interdependencies between appraisers and

those being appraised.

In spite of these limitations, several methodologically

relevant procedures for understanding performance appraisal

were uncovered. Perhaps the most important of these is the use

of accuracy as a criterion that was observed in the work on

implicit personality theory. Another is the substitution of

video or auditory stimuli for the paper people ones. Finally

the introduction of multiple observations over time and the

analysis of the gathering and storage of information using

methods that record information sampling strategies and the

subjects' verbal reports of their thoughts at the moment

information is being recorded and stored appeared useful. We

suggest that future research focus in on the issues

particular to performance appraisal and adapt some of the
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research strategies described in detail earlier to further our

knowledge of how individuals form and describe opinions about

the performance of others in work settings.

-I2
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2* Footnotes

1. A version of this paper was presented as part of a symposium entitled

"Methods of Investigating the Rating Process," at the annual meeting

of the American Psychological Association, Washington, D. C., August,

1982.
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