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Abstract
It was suggested that the extremiiy of the scale values
ass-ciated with standards wused to represent effective and
Ineffective performance In Mixed Standard Scales may affect the
nature of performance ratings derived from MSS responses and
declsions based on MSS ratings. When the extremlty of
standards was experimentally manipulated, It was found thet
standard extremity affects both the jevel of performance
ratings and the proportion ot loglically incensistent response
patterns observed. In additlion, standard extremity appears to
affect the rankings on performance of ratees. The Implications
of these observations for the development of Mixed Standard

Scales were dlscussed.
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o Effects of Standard Extiemity on Mixed Standard

i Scale Ferformance Ratings

Py

[g In 1972, Blanz aond Ghiselli introduced the Mixed Standard
ﬁf Scale (MSS) approach to ratiery cmployee performance. Like

the more popular BARS approach, the MSS procedure assumes that

raters will make more accuratc and roiiablie judgments about tne

. -
s i T
D AR

s 4

levels at which ‘thelr employecs are pertorming It they aro

r e

provided with descriptions of the Yinds of behaviors

N 8

characterlzing effective and ineffactive performance on each
performance dimension. thnlTke BARS, the MSS is a derived
scale, In which neither the pertformance dimension nor +the
effectiveness tevel of anchor statements is provided to raters
when they use the scales. Rather than being asked to compare
each ratee to a continuum of performance effectiveness for each
dimenslon, the rater |Is asked to compare the ratee's
performance to a series of statemeris (standards) representing
varyling tevels ot rfpertormance effectiveness and varying
pertormance dimensions., The standards are "mixeud"™ (presented

Iin a random order) so that nelither the effecctliveness tevels nor

the performance dinensions they represent are readliy apparert

to +the rater. fFor each statement, the rater must declde
whether ratee performance equals, surpasses, or s less
effective +than the performarce Jevel exemplified In the
standard. The patterns ot responses to the standards

representing each perfomance dimensicn are then transtormed

into dimension ratings on a 7-point scale.
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Because the underlylng rating scale Is disquised to the
rater, Blanz and Ghlcelll expected that such rater biases a=
lenlency and halo would be reduced. In additlon, slnce
mixed standard scales are assumed to have Guttman propertles,

the patterns of responses that raters exhiblt car be indexed in

2
terms of thelr loglical consistency . Raters with hlgh leveis
of logical Inconsistency can be identified, and perhaps be
given speclal attention or training. Likoewise, ratees for whom

high levels ot logical errcr are observed can be identified.

Despite the stated advantages of the format, +the MSS
approach to rating emplcyee performarce nes recelved only
intermittent attention from industrial psychologists In  the
last ten years. Most examinations of the MSS format thLave
focused on one of three Issues.

a) dlftlculties associated wlth deriving a consistent
coding system for transforming item reponses 1into
dimension ratings (Saal, 1979);

b) the effect c¢f anchor content and developmental
procedures on the psychometric characteristics of
ratings obtalned wlth MSS (Cickinson & Zellinger,
1980);

c) comparisons of the psychometric characteristics of
ratings obtalned from MSS and other rating formats
(Arvey & Hoyle, 1974; Dickinsun & Zellinger, 1980;
Finley, Osburn, Dubln, & Jeann.ret, 1977; Saal &

: Landy, !277; Saal, 1079)
In general, eveluations of the MSS forma: have boen mixed.

While most examinations ot lenlency have concluded  that the

ro
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mixed standard scale format perforas o1 teast as well as, and
sometimes better than, the BARS format o1 simple grapnlc rating
scale (Finley, et al., 1977; Saal, 1979; Saal & Landy, 1977),
conclusjons regarding the relative effectiveness of the MSS
format In reducing levels of halo have been Iinconslistent,
sometimes favoring MSS (Saal, 1979; Saal & Landy, 1977), and
sometimes favoring BARS (Arvey & Hoyle, 1574; Finley, et al.,
1977). Lack of Inter-rater rellablillty does =eem +to0 be a
consistent problem with the MSS (Arvey & Hoyle, 1974; finley,
et al., 1977; Saal, 1979; Saal & Landy, 1977). However, the
convergent and discriminant vaiidity of ratings obtalned with a
mixed standard format appecrs to be acceptable and equivaient
to that observed In ratings obtained with a BARS format, as
long as simlilar developmental preocedures (i.e. behaviorel
anchors and retransiation of expeutations) are used to produce
the scales (Arvey & Hoyle, 1974; Dickinson & Zelllinger, 1980).
Since the number of behavioral examples anchoring each
performance dimensicn Is very small, and raters are provided no
Iinformation about the relative or absolute performance |levels
that +these anchors are intended to represernt, the nature and
underiying scale values of the archors chosen to describe a
performance dlimension have potentially important implications
for the ways in which raters respond to the instrument, and the
ratings that are derived from thosc responses, Yet Iittle s
known about the manner in which anchors are chosen fcr mixed
standard scales, or th¢ influerce that this aspect of +the

development process might have on  performance Jescriptlions.

N
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The current study addresscs thio issya. Speclfically, we were
Interested 1{n the Impact of anchor selectlion procedures cn the
ratings obtalned with a rating Instrument that utillizes a mixe!
standard format.

Conslder the typical recommended procedure for
constructing a mixed standard scale:

Step 1: Generate and deflne performance dimenslons to be

evaluated.

Step 2: Generate critical incidents describing dlfferent
levels of performance for each dimension
(anchors, or "standards").

Step 3: For each pertormance dimension, choose a standard
representing high, moderate, and fow levels of
effectiveness, respectively.

Step 4: Prepare a ftinal |list of perfoermance <tandards
which has ceen mixed across performance
dimensions and across perfomance levels (i.e., If
there are X dimensions, +the fina! list will have
3X performance standards to which the rater must
respond).

Our questions grew out of a consideration of Step 3.
Slnce ratings obtalned with a Mixed Standard Scale are derlved
scores, the scale values ot the standards to which raters
respond are fgnored once the standard has been assigned to the
category high (H), moderate (M), or low (L). Instead,
dimension ratings or> based on the rater's patterns cof
responses to the chosen wtandards for cach dimension. However,

no standard cecisicn rules have beer presented to guide the
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Instrument developer in celectling stancords to represent the
various performance levels {(with the c¥ception, of course, 'hat
the resulting scales should have Gutiman properties). For
Instance, If we think of 1the various standards as representing
various levels on a seven-point scale, +the developer might?
choose standards wlth scale values of 6, 4, and 2 io represent
the categories H, M, and L respectively., Alternatively, he/she
might «choose standards with scale values of 7, 4, and 1 +to
represent the same categories. The mixed standard scala2s
produced by these declsion rules vary Iin terms of: (1) +the
extremity of scale values underlying each rating dimension; and
(2) the amount of scale separation among standards representing
difterent levels ot performance. (The two are of course not
Independent of one another, since the exiremity of the scale
values constrains the amount of scale separation amonaq
standards.) These variations may affect rater responses to the
scales, with Implicetions for the povchometric characteristics
of +he ratings cbtained, and for decisions which arc based upct
those ratings.

First, conuider the way In which extremity of chozen
standarcs (hereafier raoterrad to as "<tandard oxtremity™) might

intiuence the level of ratings assigned with a MSS, Raters are

: asked to decide whether each ratce periorms at (0), above (+),.
E or belcw (=) the level of each standard presented to them. The
E pattern of three responses to each dimenslion s transformec
E Into a rating on a seven-polnt scale, The probability of
G responding +, =, or 0 +to a particular standard shculd be

[,
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affected by the pertormance level of the ratee, However,

will also be constrained by the extiemity of the anchors cho .e:
to represent high and low performance. Behaviors at  the
extreme ends of the scale will be relatively rare, Raters who

are responding to standards chosen from the extreme ends would
thus be less llkely to have observed behaviors at those levels
than would raters responding to less extreme standards. As
such, we would expect that raters using a mixed standard scale
comprised of high performance standards (H) with scale value.
of 7 would be less llkely to respond with the pattern of
responses which [Is +transformed fo a rating of 7 (+++4) than
would raters wusing a scale with high performance standards
having a scale value of 6, A similar c<ituation should occur
when raters attempt +to provide ratings of low performance
levels. This would result in decreasced variability in assigned
ratings but no change in the level ¢t retings if performance is
normally distributed; but generaliy this is not the case.
Typically, actual pertcrmance distributions In organizations
are negatively skewed. When the distribution Is skewed, we
would expect standard extremity to have a linear efiect on the
level of ratings assigned. The implication for the
dlistribution of ratings derived from rater response patterns
will be Increased central! tendency In ratings g¢athered from
mixed standard scales whose performance standards have extreme
scale values.,

The amount of scale separation among performance

standards, on the other hand, wouid be ~2xpected to affect the

degree to which raters are able to retlably cifferentiate among
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pertormance levels. Performance standards representing scalec
values of 1, 4, and 7 should be morce readlily distingulshed and
rank-ordered than performance standards with scale values of 2,
4, and 6, for example. The latter are perceptually more
similar to one another in terms of performance level, As a
result, we might expect to see an Increase in the frequency of
loglcal errors present 1in ratings as +the dlistance between
anchor statements decreases.

The current study tested both of these hypotheses at t
the effect of developmental procedures on the characteris -
of ratings obtalned when a MSS Is used to evaluate performar
in addition, twoc other issues werce examined. Since one of

Intended advantage: of the "mixed" format of the MSS is the

reduction of halo, It is reasonable to ask whether anchor
extremity (and re=nlting decreased anchor separation) affects
hajo. Finally, we thought it important +o consirfer the
practical Implicatlons that anchor selection procedures might

have for decisions made on the basis of inter-indlvidual
comparisons, For example, when a promotion decision is belng
made by a supervisor or percsonnel department, most often the

task 1Is one of rank-ordering eiiglble employees in terms of

some criterlon ot performance effectiveness or potentlial +to
perform. When we use a mixed standard scale to differentlate
among employees in this way, ¢ers the extremity of the

performance standard:s in the MLS affeci the rank-ordering ot

ratees, and ultimately the docistfons of the organlzatlion?

NP VI AU A VIR W AN RO WS L SR TS, WP P AP S D P S .Y LA S R U S W G




I A Sl A A St e ST S P ETE N S YA S A A L AT A AN A
Pl A N Nl P A S D A A R P P - STt - !

METHQD

Sub jects. Subjects were 248 studoents recrulited from the
classes of seven Introductory psychology Instructors who agreed
to participate In this study. Participation in the study was
voluntary.

Materials. Three mixed standard scales for the evaluation of
teacher performance were prepared from a pool of statements
previously developed for use In behavioral expectution scales
by Hararl and Zedeck (1973). These materials were chosen

speclfically because they represented an example of rerformance

appraisal scales that met several Important «criteria:
1) Behaviorally anchored - the content of the anchors was |
behavioral and specific;
2) Rigorous development procedures-the Harari and Zedeck
scales were carefully developed using the

retransiation of expectations (RE) technique to

eliminate anchors which were not unambiguous examples
of performance dimenslions, and a second screening *to
eliminate those anchors for which there wWas
disagreement abcut the effectiveness level (scale

value) represented.

- 3, Multiple anchor points - the ' :havioral anchors

-

represented a range of scale valuesz which could be

0o

easlly trarclated Intoc mlixed <tandard scales having

the wvaricticns In standard extremity that wo required

L
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to test cur hypothesis;
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4, Invariance of scale values - hbecause thc behavioral
anchors used In thls ~tudy were developed and sceled
In another setting, there wae some concern that the
scale values might not ¢generallze to Lettings other
than the one In which the scaies were developed.
However, a study by Landy and Rarnes (1979) which used
¢tatements from the same pcol, indicated that the mean

scale vaiues assigned to the tbtehayicral  steatemerts

O

developed by Harari ocnd Zodeck (1973) did not c¢tange
when those «tatements, weroe reccaled several years
later at a zecond uriversity,

Each  MSS was composed of a total of tweive statements
representing hlgh, moderate, and low lavels of performance
cffectiveness In four areas: Delivery, Ability to Motlivate
Student, Depth of Knowledge, and Interpersonal Relations with
Students. Intormetion about +the scale values of Dbehavioral
statements deflining each dimension was used to construct +three
different mixed standard scales, varyling in terms of the
extremity of +the scalec values associated with +the standarcs
detining high and [cw effectiveness levels, MSStE  (HE)  was
compcesed of statements reflecting maximally extreme s5cale
va'lves for each of the four dimensions  represented on the
appralsai instrument., MLSTI (ME) was Ccumpesed of  statomente
wlth mcderately extrone scaele values., FMICIED (LE) was compose |
of statements with minimallv extrem: scale values, The scale
values assoclated with tio standards comprising vach of  the

three mlixed standard scales are precsented in Table 1,

]
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Ifisert Table ' abouat hero

Procedure. Students of the seven iniroductery psychology

Instructors who agrecd +to particijpate In this study were
randomly assigned to one of threc condition:: High Extremity
(HE), Moderate Extremity (ME), or Lew Extremity (LE).
All subjects were told that they wculd e evaluating the
performance of thelr instructor, and that thelr evaluations
would be used to provide feedback *to tieir instructor about
his/her performance strengths and weaknesses, tach subject
rated only one instructor. FEach instructer wa=: cveluated by 23
to 53 students.

Analyses. Responses to the mixed standard scales wore coded to
produce pertformance dlmensicn raotings on a /~-pairt scale, usiry
the cocling scheme suggested by Saal (1974,

Means and standard deviatlions fer assligned dimension
ratings were calculated for each of the experimental conditions
(HE, ME, LE) anc for cach r1uatee, ln  odditlon, dimension
Intercorrelation matrices werc constructed for each of the
three experimental ccnualticns., Firally, a simple tally of the
number of Inconsistency errurs (response patterns lnconsistent
with +the scaled order of standerds for cach dimension) was
computed for each experlimental condition,

To test the hypothesis that stancard extremlty affects the

level of central terndency, central tondency was operationalized

as a level effect. A multivariate analysis of varlance

(MANOYA) linear trend analysis was pertoermed to test the

eftfect ot standard o ~tremity an perfcrmence rating... This was
10
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followed by one-way analyses of variance (ANOVAs) for each
pertformance dimension, using standard extremlity as the
Independent varlable, and assigned performance rating as *the
Independent varlable,

To test the hypofhegls that the amount of "loglcai" error
Is affected by standard extremity, all dimension ratings were
scored as consistent (no logical error=0) or Inconsistent
(loglical error=1). That Is, If the set of responses to a
dimension was c¢ne of the 7 logically conslistent response
combinatlions, the rating derlved from that set of responses wac
sald to be loglcally consistent. A rating derived from any one
of the 20 logicallly inconslistent response combirnations was
sald to be loglically irconsistent. Alhtough there are many ways
to provide conslstent ratings (7 ways) and inconsistent ratings
(20 ways), each rater could only commit une !ogical error per
performance dimension. A one-way AKOYA using standar |
extremlty as the Iindependent varlable and proportion of logical
errors In the observed ratings as tre dependent variable, was
performed for each performance dimension after a MANOVA for
llnear trends was used to test the effect of standard extremlty
on iogical errors.

In order +to examine the question of whether halo s
atfected by standard extremity, halo was operationalized in two
ways, The flrst index of halo was defined as +the mean
Intercorrelation between dimension ratings assigned 1in each
condition., To compute mean intercorretation levels, a Fisher Z

transformaticn was epplied to the zero-corder intercorreiation
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matrices. A <chl-squere test for homogeneity was used to test

the hypothesls that levels of halo are different for different
experimental conditions. Halo was also operationallized as the
standard deviation of each rater's ratings across the four
performance dimensions (where high standard deviations Indicate
low halo levels). In order to use standard deviations as data
points, a log transformation was applled. A one-way ANOVA was
performed, using standard extremity as the Independent
variable.

Finally, +the practical implications of variations |In
standard extremity were examined by rank-ordering lInstructors
on +the basis of the mean performance ratings assigned to them
for each dimension and the overall mean ratings assigned +to
them, A rank order correlation between HE ratings and ME
ratings was computed for each dimension and for the overall
mean summated ratings. The same comparison was made between ME
ratings and LE ratings, and between HE ratings and LE ratings.
Since the number of teachers belng ranked was small (n = 7) tau
rather than Spearman's rho was used (Thorndike, 1978;.
However, tau ranges from -1,0 to +1.0 and Is Interpreted in the

same manner as rho.
RESULTS

A MANOVA using performance ratings on all four performance

dimensions as dependent varlables and standard extremity as an

Independent variable indlcated that standard extremlty
signiftlicant!ly affects the level of assigned ratlngs. Further,
the analysls Indicated a significant |lnear trend (F
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approximation for Pillal-Bartlett V=4,54; df=4,240; p<.01),

The results of followup univariate ANOVAs conducted separately

for each performance dimension <can be seen Iin Table 2.

- = . e h - S e m o - e e e e

Standard extremlty had a significant effect (p<.001) on the
level of pertformance ratirgs assigned for +two performance
dimenslions: Abiiity to Motivate and Depth of Knowledge, and a

marglnally significant etfect for the remaining two dimenslions:

Dellvery (p<.09) eand Interpersonal Relations wlth Students
(p<.06). An examination of the cell means for each dimenslon
(also shown in Table 2) Indlcates a pattern of results

generally consistent with our hypothesis that central tendency
will Increase as the extremity of scale values underlying
standards of high and low performance increases, For all four

dimensions, mean retings were closest to the center of +the

scale for the high extremity condition. Post hoc linear trend
analyses showed signiflcant [lnear trends In the data for the
tirst three dlmensions (o < ,05) and a maryginaliy signlflicant

linear component for the fourth dimension (p < .08).

In addition +to the analysis for the total sample, a
simllar analysls was performed on that subset of rater
responses consisting only of those ratings representing loglcal
response patterns. Thts was done in order to explore what
etfects standard extremity might have when ratings are

uncontaminated by the error variance introduced when raters

respond In loglcaliy inconslstent ways. In other words, we
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were Interested 1In identifying whether a level effect would
stiil be observed for +those cases in which the M5S was used as
it was Intended to be used, free from logical fnconsistency
errors, We found that this secondary analysis makes the
pattern of results even clearer (see Table 3), For all three

dimensions [In which a significant main effect was observed

- - e G G e G = e n e me

(Delivery, Abllity to Motivate and Depth of Knowledge) the
means were ordered in the expected pattern, and significant
I Inear trends were found (p<.01),

A MANOVA usling standard extremlity as the Independent
varliable and proportions of logical inconsistency error In each
of the four performance dimenslions as dependent variables also
supported the hypothesis that the amount of loglcal error
present In MSS ratings is affected by standard extremity. As
with the previous analyses the effect of the Independent
variable had a significant |linear component (F approximation
for Plllai-Bartlett V = 3.68; df = 4,242; p<.01). However as

can be seen In Table 4, univariate ANOVAs conducted for each of

Ilnsert Table 4 about here

the four performance dimensions indicated a significant main
effect for only one dimension: Ability to Motivate (p<.001).
The cell means for Ablilty to Motivate show decreasing levels
of loglical Inconsistency error as standard extremity Increases,
as predicted (linear trend, F = 13,38, df = 1,245, p < .01).

Halo was not affected by standard extremlty. The mean

14
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Intercorrelatlion between dimenslionr ratings ranged from r=.34 to
r=.38 (:‘a =,10, df=2, n.s.) for the three experimental
condltions. The standard deviatlon of each rater's assigred
ratings across the four dimenslons ranged from 1.39 to 1.57
(F=.46; df=2,243; n.s.).

Finally, examination of the rark-ordering of Instructors
which is producea by performance ratings provides evidence
that the extremity of scale «anchors in a MSS affects the 1 an..
order of Instructors. Valuesc nf tau summarizing the similarity
of rank-orderings produced under different expeirimentai
conditions are reported in Tahle 5, Examination of this table
reveals that the magnitude ot the tau statistic for the rank-

order comparisons was |ow. Only 3 of the 15 tau coefficlents

- . - e G G e e e e e e e G e wm e wn e

- e a e e e E e - - - e e S ww e

caiculated were signiflicantly greater than 0. None of the
comparisons between HE and LE conditions or between ME and LE
concdltions produced significant rank-order associations. The
only significant correlations were observed in rank orderlings
produced In +the HE and ME conditions which were similar for
Delilvery, Abillity tc Motivate Students ancg Overall Mean Rating

(T =,71,.90, and .71 respectively).

DISCUSSION
The results of thic study qeneratly supported our
hypotheses that the extremity of the scele velues assocliated
with standards chosen in the development of mixed standarc

scales affects 1) the level of ratings assiqned, and 2) the

15

IR IR SR R S R S PRI . S e . . N
L S T W M. W . ) A Aoa g A A A LT PR W IR W DL PUMEE W W R SR




e M e S At T I T

it 2 I e RPN AU s i e O O I A A A AR SRS
- .. N e - . fa ot et T At IR - . . - . . LI . . N . -

LRSS e d Y

PY RN

‘e
"o
!
II
o
’-
b
: .
v,
f
i
X

2
;

:
i

number of loglcally inconslistunt response patterns whilch are
exhlbl+ed; and 3) the relative positicn of respondents in
performance distributions.

Support for the tirst Hhypothesis was relatively
consistent, Indicating a tendency for ratings to be asslgnced
closer to the center of the scale as standard extremity
Increased. This effect became more pronrocunced when we examlned
the subset of ratings which conformed to one of the seven
loglcally consistent response patterns. Presumably, these
ratings are free of some of the "“noise" contaminating the full
set of ratings. Yet It Is apparent that the nolse Introduced
when raters respond to mixed standard scales In |loglcally
inconsistent ways only masks the underlyling phenomenon to some
extent. Thus, attempts +to Improve the quality of ratings by
tralning raters to respond carefully (In loglically consistent
patterns) wlill only make developmental issues tlke +this one
more Important. From a practical standpoint, the organization
In +the process of developlng or revising a performance
appralsal Instrument using a mixed standard format, <can use
this information +o advantage. For  example, 1f poslitive
lenltency 1Is a problem, <careful attention should be pald to
choosing high and |low effectiveness standards with scale values
falling as close to the extreme ends of the scale as possibie.
In any case, the instrument developer should be aware of the
tact that all examples of highly effective (or highly
Ineffective) performance are not necessarlly equlivalent, and

that the cholce of standards that Is made may affect the level
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of ratings assligned. This Issue might be of particular
Importance for performance appralsal  systems in whlch an
attempt 1Is made +to measure several dimensions of employee

perfcrmance and then form a proflle of employee strengths and
weaknesses. If attention Is not pald +to +the 1issue of
underlyling scale values, the rank ordering of an employee's
weaknesses might reflect a rank ordering of performance
dimenslons on the basis of standard extremlity rather than &
measure of employee performance on dlmension A relative +to
dimensi.n B, etc. As we pointed out Iin +the Introduction,
standard extremity would only be expected to affect the level
of assligned ratings when the distribution of actual performance
Is skewed. Although we have no way of determining whether this
was the case In the sample of ratees that we observed, there Is
good reason to belleve that negatively skewed performance
distributions are typical in organizations (cf. Bernardin &
Pence, 1980) and In samples of teachers In particular (Zedeck,
Jacob, & Kafry, 197€).

Support for our hypothesis reagarding the effect cf
standard extremity on the proportlion ot logicaliy inconslistent
response patterns obtserved was weaker. The expected Increacse
In Jloglical Inconsistency errors as the scal'e separation of
standards decreases was only observed for one dimenslon:
Ability +to Motivate Students, While the cholce of standard
dldn't influence the error rate as expected, it is significant
to note the high frequency of these "error" responses. Even
when using scales that have been carefully developed wusing

retransiation of expectations procedures 1o ensure that




standards unambiguously represent performance dimensions, and
response scal lng to ensure +that raters agree on the
effectiveness level represented by each anchor, approximately
half of the performance ratings collected were dertved from
patterns of responses that .ere,  1In- one way or another,
loglcally 1Inconsistent. The high frequency of logical errors
may be, In part, a reflection of the motlvation of student
raters to do a careful job In evaluating +thelir Instructors!
performance and recording those evaluations, (It was for this
reason that we felt that the secondary analysis of the rating
level effect data was necessary and useful.) On +the other
hand, low motivation may be typical In many organizational
settings. Since |ittle normative data on +the frequency of
Inconsistent response patterns Is avallable In the published
literature, It Is difficult to say whether our data were
contamlinated by an unusually large proportion of Illoglical
responses or whether the "error" rate In our data Is similar to
that obtalned In other studles.

Because each rater only evaluated the performance of oue
Instructor, it 1Is dIfflcult +to make assessments about the
degree to which logical errors were primarliiy a rater effect

rather than an Instrument effect or a ratee effect. However,

an examlnatlon of the Intercorrelation matrix summarizing the ’

relatlionships between error scores on different dimensions

(l.e., error or no error, since a rater can only make one error

per dimenslon) revealed significant but small correlations
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(mean correlation betweon dimensions ¢>= +.14, X = 24,6, p <
.001). That Is, raters who respond with Inconsistent patterns
on one dimension are slightly more Ilikely to make loglcal
errors on other dimenslons. Still, the very small proportion
of raters who provided a complete set of responzes free fron
loglcal Inconsistency errcrs (only 9% of the sampie: 21 of 248
raters) suggests that inconsistency errors are a rather general
feature of this seil of ratings, rather than a problem |imited
to a small number of raters. Tc examine the possliblility of a
ratee effect on loglcal Incuonsistency errors, an eta
coefficient between ratees and the total number co¢f loglcal
errors per rater was calculated. Eta-squared was only ,01
(n.s.), suggesting very littie (if any) relationshlp between
teachers and the tendency to make loglcal errors In evaluating
them,

It seems reasonable to concludge, then, that the problem of
logical inconsistency errors is not one which can be primarily
attributed to individual differences in raters or ratees, but
Is more llkely associated with the instrument and the way that
raters respond to & mixed standard scule format. The magnitude
of the problem is such that research directed at understanding
the conditlons which (influence the manner In which raters
respond to performance appraisal Instruments with dlisgulised
continua 1Is necessary if we are to have any conflidence In the
ratings derlved from such scales, lf the major source of
variance 1Is motivational, 1t might be reasonable +to suggest
training or some simlilar Intervention as a strategy for

decreasing the problem. On the other hand, 1f the source of

19
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the problem 1Is related to cognitive strategles which are
typlically used by raters In processing and evaluating
performance Information, we may find that the wiser course
would be to modify +the process of recordling performance
evaluations so that +they are more compatible with rater
cognlitive strategles,

The observation that standard extremity may affect the

rank-ordering of ratees, both for individual performance
o dimenslons and for the overal! mean of dimension ratings
g clearly Indlcates that developmental procedures will affect
3 personnel decislons based on performance ratlings. The effect

of standard extremlity on interindlvidual comparisons Is not a
simple one, and we can offer no straightforward explanation for
why rank orderings change In the way that they do. We also
have no reason to believe that one rank-ordering 1is more
accurate than another. However, the mere fact that rank orders
change as a function of anchor selection procedures suggests
that organizations need +to pay ciose attention *to the
underlying scale values of standards chosen to represent
effective and Ineffective performance when developing mixed
standard scales. This 1s particularly important when severail
different forms wlll be developed (e.g., rating scales tallored
to particular groups of job +titles), and when I[mportant.
decislons (e.g. selection for promotion) will be based upon a
rank-ordering of employees according to the performance ratings

assligned to them,

20
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L
b
h
3
' 2, By logical consistency, we mean that responses conform to
b Guttman scale assumptlons. Any cset of responses to |tems
3
1
3 on a Guttman scale which forms a pattern that does not
ﬁ conform wilith those assumptions Is sald to be logically
Inconslistent. in the context of mixed standard scales,
each rating Is derived from the pattern of responses (+,
E 0, or =) to three statements represerting different levels

of performance effectiveness, There are 27 possible

response combinations +to each set of +three statements.

Seven of these response comblnations are logically
consistent wlth the patterns ¢f responses that would be

expected 1f those statements formed a Guttman scale: they

are sald to be logically consistent, The remaining 20

response comblinatlions are not consistent with the patterns

21
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- of responses that would be expected If those statements

formed a Guttman scale. When any of +those response
Sl combinations 1is observed, 1t Is referred to as a logical
- Iinconslstency error.
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Table 1

Scale Values for Standards Used to Create Mixed Standard Scales

Performance Dimension

Performance Effectliveness Delivery Ablllity to Knowledge Interpersonal
Level Motivate Relations
High: HE 6.4 6.4 6.4 6.5

ME 5.9 6.0 5.7 5.8
LE 5.0 5.0 4.2 4.9
Moderate: All 3.8 3.8 3.8 3.9
conditlons
Low: LE 2.7 2.4 4.0 2.9
ME 2.3 2.0 2.1 2.1
HE 1.5 1.6 1.4 1.3
a
HE = High Extrem!ty condition
ME = Moderate Extremity conditlion
LE = Low Extremity condition

Note: For examples ctf the kinds of statements used as standards for each
dimension, see Harari & Zedeck (1973) or Landy & Barnes (1979},
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Cell Means and Univarliate F-tests for the Effects of Standard Extremity

! PR T
~~~~~~~~~~~~~

Performance a
ODlmenslon ANOVA Summary Table Cell Means
Source SS df MS F p-level HE ME LE
Delivery Extremlity 11.02 2 5.51 2.42 <.09 4.11 4.36 4.63
Resldual 554.05 243 2.28
Total 565.07 245 2.31
Abil1ty to Extremity 62.82 2 31,417 20.68 <,001 3.88 .10 4,29
Motlvate Resldual 369.05 243 1,52
Total 431.87 245 1.76
Depth of Extremity 39,02 2 19.51 £.91  <.001 4.57 4,99 5,54
Knowledge Resldual 531.65 243 2,19
Totai 570.67 245 2,33
inter- Extremlty 10.98 2 5.47 2.91 <.06 4.84 5.33 5,23
personal Residual 457 .59 243 1.88
Relatlons Total 468 .57 245 1,91

.

it et Sl e

Table 7

AL et e e

on Performance Ratings

T - ¥

a

HE = HIgh Extremity condition

ME = Moderate Extremity condition
LE = Low Extremity condition
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Table 3

Cell Means and Univariate F~tests for the Effects of Standard
Extremity on Pertormance Ratings: Loglcal Responses Only

Performance

Dimension ANOVA Summary Table Cell Meeans
i Source ) df MS F p-level HE wT
= Dellvery Extremity 33.12 2z 16.5 5.32 <,01 4.09 5.06 5.4
¥ (N = 105) Residual 317.51 102 3.11
. Total 350.63 104 3.3

Ablllty to Extremity 35.87 2 17.94 10,14 <.001 4.27 5.45 5.

Motivate Reslidual 161,03 91 1.7

(N = 94) Total 196.9C 93 2.12

Depth of Extremity 39.22 2 19.61 9.66 <.001 5.05 5.97 6.

Knowledge Resldual 229.33 113 2.03

(N = 116) Total 268.55 115 2.34

Inter- Extremity 2.94 2 1.47 .95 >.10 5.97 6.18 6.

personal Resldual 151.98 98 1.55

Relations Total 154.91 100 1.55

(N = 101)

27




Table 4

Cell Means and Univariate F-tests for the Effects of Standard Extremlity
on Proportion «f Logical Errors

Performance

Dimension ANOVA Summary Table Celt Means
Source SS df MS F p-level HE ME LE
Dellvery Extremity .08 2 .04 17 >.10 .60 .55 .57
Resldual 60.61 245 .25
Total 60.69 247 .25
Ablllty to Extremity 3.06 2 1.535 6.75 <,001 .49 .60 .76
Motivate Resldual 55.55 245 23
Total 58.61 247 .24
Depth of Extremity .50 2 .25 .99 >.10 .52 .59 .48
Knowledge Resldual 61.25 245 .25
Total 61.74 247 .2%
Inter- Extremity .02 2 .0 .03 >.10 60 .59 .58
personal Residual 60.03 245 .25

Relations Total 60.04 247 .24




Tabta 9

Assoctatlion (M btetwecn Rank-orderings Produced
by Ditferent Experimental Conditlons

Performance Dimension FPapn'. -order Correlation
HE and ME ME and LE HE and LE

Dellivery ST ¥ .24 .14
Atillty to Motivate o0 % .43 33
Depth of Knowledge -1 -.24 .43 |
Interpersonal Relations .33 24 33 |
Mean Overal! Ratling LT .30 .40

*p < ,05
*%p < ,01

Copy available to DTIC does. not
permit fully legible reproduction
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