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55
:iﬁ The Effects of Ratee Characteristics on Rater Performance
BNL! Appraisal Behavior
S

St
-tg Accurate rating is the goal of performance appraisal research (Bormanm,

;1 1978). 1In the quest for appraisal methods that maximize rating accuracy, past

research has focused primarily upon the design of performance appraisal

instruments or scales and the training of people to use these scales (Landy &

e

;ﬁ% Farr, 1980). Unfortunately, such research has not substantially increased our

=Y understanding of accuracy in performance appraisal (Landy & Farr, 1980; Warmke &

;,; Billings, 1980).

:3{ Several recent reviews have advocated that performance appraisal be |
construed as a psychological process of person perception (Feldman, 1981; Green

;é: & Mitchell, 1979; Ilgen & Feldman, 1983; Jacobs, Kafry, & Zedeck, 1980; Landy &

fﬁf Farr, 1980). This approach views the rating process as a three stage sequence

; involving the gcquisition of performance relevant information from interactions

between raters and ratees, the encoding or storage of that information in the

. o
\'{c'lﬁt;!-é"; ...

mind of the rater amd finally the retrival of the information when the rater is

3 required to appraise the ratee.

hgi Although much has been written about a process approach to performance
li? appraisal and about the relevance of person perception (Hamilton, 1979) and
;:ﬁ cognitive psychology to understanding the performance appraisal process,

i%% surprisingly little empirical work has been conducted in which the cemtral

o

concern is performance appraisal (Ilgen & Favero, Note 1). The goal of the

ey,

#y present research is to adopt a process view and to test some specific
i
3 M
1991 predictions derived from this approach in a context that captures what we
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Page-3 Favero & Ilgen

The Effects of Ratee Characteristics on Rater Performance

Appraisal Behavior

Accurate rating is the goal of performance appraisal research (Bormanm,
1978). In the quest for appraisal methods that maxinize'rating accuracy, past
research has focused primarily upon the design of performance appraisal
instruments or scales and the training of people to use these scales (Landy &
Farr, 1980). Unfortunately, such research has not substantially increased our
understanding of accuracy in performance appraisal (Landy & Farr, 1980; Warmke &

Billings, 1980). :
Several recent reviews have advocated that petfornince appraisal be
construed as a psychological process of person perception (Feldman, 1981; Green
& Mitchell, 1979; Ilgen & Feldman, 1983; Jacobs, Kafry, & Zedeck, 1980; Landy &
Farr, 1980). This approach views the rating process as a three stage sequence
involving the gcquisition of performance relevant information from interactions

between raters and ratees, the encoding or storage of that information in the
mind of the rater and finally the retrival of the information when the rater is
required to appraise the ratee.

Although much has been written about a process approach to performance
appraisal and sbout the relevance of person perception (Hamilton, 1979) and
cognitive psychology to understanding the performance appraisal process,
surprisingly little empirical work has been conducted ip which the central
concern is performance appraisal (Ilgenm & Favero, Note 1). The goal of the

present research is to adopt a process view and to test some specific

predictions derived from this approach in a context that captures what we
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Page-4 Favero & llgen

believe to be the most salient characteristics of performance appraisal
settings. The brief review of social cognition research that follows
concentrates upon the first of the three stages of the appraisal process—that

of information acquisition.

Social Cognition
A social cognition approach to person perception views the individual as

an information processor,vhere processing is broken down into encoding,

representation, and retrieval of informstion. It is assumed that people have

limited information processing capacities and therefore can deal with only a

i

small amount of information at a time (Taylor & Fiske, 1981).

A second assumption is that all stimuli are categorized by the rater and

that the categorization is basic to perception, information storage, and
information organization (Taylor & Fiske, 1981). Rosch (1976) defined these
categories as "fuzzy sets" of category members. Every category member possesses
attributes that resemble, to some degree, the attributes of the other category
members. Categorization of a stimulus is based on the extent to which features
of the stimulus overlap with those of the most typical category member, or
"prototype” (Cantor & Mischel, 1979). Applied to person perception, it is
thought that observers assign persons to categories; the specific categories to
vhich a person is assigned are a function of perceiver and situational factors.

Relatively indistinguishable from categorizstion is the "schema” notion.
Taylor and Crocker (1981) define a schema as a cognitive structure that
represents some group of stimuli. These stimuli might be personality types such
a8 extrovert or introvert; social roles, such as parent or lover; or

occupational roles, such as politician or banker. Categorization or schema d
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.. processes allow the perceiver to, by assigning the stimulus person to a social
‘;§ category, "chunk” or cluster information quickly and appropriately, select a
-ié strategy for obtaining further information, make influences about missing
i' information, and recall that information at a later time. 1
3 The social cognition literature suggests the following process with ]
% respect to performance appraisal. If a rater perceives ratee characteristics j
‘ (traits, abilities, and behaviors) as prototypical, the rater will assign the 4
‘ti ratee to the social category that best represents the prototype. Once 1
g; categorized, the rater may mske influences about the ratee concerning traits or

behaviors which were not actually observed, but which are thought to correlate
vith those presented on the basis of the prototype (Spiro, 1977; Cohen, 1981;

Snyder & Uranowitz, 1978). An observer who finds that information about a ratee

matches a prototype very well may assign a ratee to the appropriate category,
'i make confident influences, and fail to search for further information about the
g ratee. Given that time to observe the ratee is a valuable resource to raters,

the rater may perceive that he or she does not need further information to judge

L

g performance. Later, when the rater remembers the ratee, he or she is more
ﬁ likely to remember information about the ratee that is consistent with the
N category (Cohen, 1981; Hamilton, Katz & Leirer, 1980). The longer the time
Eé between actual observation of the ratee and recalling attributes of the ratee,
% the more likely that only category consistent information will be recalled

(Spiro, 1977). Thus, information recalled (and therefore, performance ratings)

R et
e la M TN

will be accurate to the extent that the ratee’s actual behaviors are consistent
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.
Hypotheses '
5; The present study investigated the following hypothesis about performance
f% appraisal based on the social cognition literature:
_ Hypothesis 1. Raters of a ratee described by nonproto-
\é typical traits will spend more time observing the ratee than
e raters of ratees with prototypical traits.
Hypothesis 2. The amount of time raters spend observing
] the ratee will correlate positively with performance appraisal
% accuracy.
3 Hypothesis 3. Given support for the first two hypotheses,
‘§ raters of ratees who are described with nomprototypical traits will
; be more accurate than raters of ratees described as prototypical.

Necessary Conditions for Performance Appraisal Research
We have argued elsewhere (Ilgen, 1983; Ilgen & Favero, Note 1) that,

although the socisl cognition literature is a rich source of ideas about the

3
i performance appraisal process, most individual studies fail to capture the

‘3 conditions that are necessary for performance appraisal. The most salient of

3 these conditions, in our opimion, are described below. The present research is
13 designed to deal with each of these.

f Iime. Observation of ratees over time is essential in performance

; appraisal since the rater’s impressions and evaluations are formed as the

N ratee’s behavior is observed sequentially over an extended period, and because

; the rater”s final judgments are based as much or more on memory as on current

3 observation (Ilgen & Feldman, 1983). Those few studies that have incorporated a
M

]
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time dimension have found no time effect after one week (Carlston, 1980; Wyer &
Gordon, 1982) but have, in general found effects for two weeks or longer
(Biggins & Rholes, 1978; Spiro, 1977).

Workload. Performance appraisal is one of many tasks that the rater must
perform on the job. In many cases, despite the importance those concerned with
personnel management may place on performance appraisal, the line manager often
sees it as little more than a nuisance requirement. While not advocating that
performance appraisal be underplayed, research on it should not allow the rater
the luxury of focusing full attention on ratee evaluation. Most performance
sppraisal research concerned with process does just that.

Ratees. A typical method for social cognition is to present the rater
with written information, such as traits and behaviors, about the ratee. Trait
words and written descriptions do not have the ambiguity of meaning or the
potential for alternmative interpretation that are possible with more realistic
person perception situations (Hamilton, 1979; Fiedler, 1982). Therefore,
research on the performance appraisal process should attempt to build in more
representative presentations of the ratee; certainly the written descriptions
should be avoided.

Job Knowledge. The final condition deemed important is that the rater be
very familiar with the nature of the job that the ratee performs. Individuals
differ in the social categories that they tend to use to judge others (Biggins,
King, & Mavin, 1982). In many social cognition studies, the subjects may vary
in their fsmiliarity with the social categories used, such as heterosexual and
homosexual lifestyles (Sayder & Uranowitz, 1978), or waitresses and librarians,
(Cohen, 1983). Familiarity with the ( itegories may affect the category

accessibility (Fiske & Kindexr, s/ 18.,.
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Method
Subjects
Three groups of subjects participated in the study. The primary group

consisted of 114 male and female pharmacy students chosen because of their

- . a4 maama

familiarity with the job of nurse. All were members of an undergraduate student 9
phsrmacy organization. This student organization was paid for each persom who
participated in the study.

. A second group of 267 undergraduates enrolled in an introductory ;

psychology course provided trait ratings necessary for the development of
stimulus materials. These subjects received course credit for participating in
the study.

The third group consisted of 10 graduate and 25 undergraduate students who
provided input into the development of stimulus material. Members of all three

groups participated voluntarily.

Design

A 2x2 factorial design with repeated measures on one of the dimensions was
used. In addition, a separate group (described below) was included as a
control. The independent variables were: (1) prototypicality of ratee traits
(prototypical or nonmprototypical), and (2) time (immediate and a 3 week delay).
Time was the repeated measure dimension. Subjects were assigned randomly to one
of two prototypicality conditions. In the first condition, labeled the
Nonproto-Free group, the ratee was described with nonprototypical traits; in the

second condition, labeled the Proto-Free group, the ratee was described with

prototypical traits. In both groups, subjects were asked to make an initial

performance rating of the ratee and one at the end of three weeks.

.
WV IR S - P S I L B



Favero & Ilgen

As stated in hypothesis #1, it was predicted that prototypicality of the

{s; ratee would affect the amount of time subjects spent observing the ratee. If
§§ the predicted difference between these two groups in observation times occurred,
" it would confound the effects of prototypicality with amount of time observing.

.éi To eliminate this confound, a third condition was established. In this

:ﬁ; condition, labeled Proto-Nest, the ratee was described with prototypical traits
o and raters wvere required to observe the ratee for a fixed amount of time. The
:ES observation time was established by yoking each subject in the Proto-Nest group
[?ﬂ vith one in the Nonproto-Free group and requiring him or her to view the tapes
\;: for the same amount of time as the Nonproto-Free subject with whom he or she was
':$1 paired.

¢

.\; Development of Stimulus Materials

;ég Prototypical and Nonprototypical Traits. Two "personality types" (social
.:*j activist and cultured person) were selected from those found by Cantor and

“;{ Mischel (1979) as socisl categories that people use. These were chosen because
ﬂj; they were likely to exist at work (other such stimulus persons used by Cantor
32

and Mischel were criminal madman, phobic, or comic joker) and did not appear to

0§ be strongly positive or negative (such as extrovert, an emotionally umstable
4
) person, or a criminal madman). Given the evaluative nature of appraising
» performance, it was felt that the prototype chosen should influence judgments
'{} but not dominate the evaluative charateristics of those judgments.
}ig To identify traits to be used in the nonprototypical and prototypical :
o i
N conditions, forty-four trait adjectives were judged on a 5 point scale (highly ;
7§£ improbable, improbable, unsure, probable, highly probable) for the degree to
[\"-
ﬁ& which each related to the personality types of "social activist"™ and "cultured
\ hd
b
2
.; i f_'- o ~1' N T TRSLEC TR ANIIE TR Vel Mt St S "w... : :- ‘ 3 ,"-‘.!".‘.-. N "‘--‘h.f“ " ‘-‘ ..! et ‘-.' .'{n""-'\-',\'-'. * -v“ \‘.. \J.\- \"‘I"-‘-'-.;‘l.;
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person"., Trait ratings that correlated highly with the prototype label were

S§E used to describe the ratee in the prototypical ratee conditions.

S;E To describe the nonprototypical ratee, it was necessary to identify a

“: group of traits that are conmsidered unlikely to covary; thus, the 39 traits were
{tlg rated on the degree to which they typically occur together. These items were of
fzﬁ the following form: "If a person is KIND, with how much confidence can you

; : safely assume that they are also THRIFTY? A group of traits for which subjects
Sii indicated low confidence in assuming that the traits typically occur together
:§: vere used to describe the nonprototypical ratee.

;:ﬁ The traits were also rated in relation to five dimensions of nurse

E;i performance identified by Smith & Kendall (1963).1 Each trait was first rated
Eii in terms of the level of performance it predicted for each dimension by an item
. of the following form: "If all that you know about a nurse is that he/she is
‘é%é FRANK, then how would ‘you rate her performance on the following dimensions?"

?S? The dimensions were then presented along with a five point rating scale (very
?:J poor, below average, average, above average, very good). Finally, subjects were
j%g asked to indicate how much confidence they had in the accuracy of their response
Afé to each item. These data were provided by a group of 267 undergraduates.

uf; Traits were chosen to form the stimulus material for prototypical or

“ég nonprototypical conditions in the following way. First, only those traits rated
E;S as having a high probability of occurring with the personality types (social
o activist or cultured person) were considered for the prototypical condition.

:ég Traits rated as unlikely to occur together were considered for the nomproto-

;2? typical condition; here it was assumed that because they were not thought to

;Q' occur together, these traits would not represent any general personality type.
o4

23

o
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N
;! Five traits were chosen for each condition (prototypical and
*% nonprototypical). Traits in the two conditions were matched as well as possible
_§ on: 1) predicted level of performance for each job dimemsion; 2) confidence

A‘ vith which those predictions were made; and 3) likeability and meaningfulness
E; (based on data from Anderson, 1968). The traits finally selected for the

§ prototype condition described the ratee as a "social activist" who was

" purposeful , frank, persistent, organized, and touchy. The traits selected for
3 the zonprototypical condition described the ratee as tender, unimaginative,

!5 clean, noninquisitive, and artistic.

" Stimylus Materigls. The stimulus material was a videotape featuring a

é female nurse in a hospital setting. The tape included 40 short (1 to 3 minute)
g scenes vwhich depicted 8 examples of ratee job behavior for each of the five job
- dimensions. The dimensions were: Knowledge and Judgment, Human Relations

.3 Skills, Conscientiousness, Observational Ability, and Organizational Ability.
’5 Some of the behavioral examples were taken directly from the BARS scale, some
¢ were taken from a packet describing the scale and thus had scale values, and

: others were created by the experimenters. The ratee”s behavior was designed to
3 vary in the degree to which it was consistent with the performance levels

: predicted for each job dimension by the prototypical and nonprototypical traits,
? as indicated by the pretesting data. On two dimensions (Conscientiousness and
j Observational Ability) the ratee always showed good performance because

; pretesting had indicated that both the prototypical and nonprototypical sets of
3 traits implied above average performance on these dimensions. Thus, behavior
? vas designed to be consistent with that predicted by the traits. These

; dimensions will be referred to as the "high consistency” dimensioms. On two

i other dimensions (Knowledge and Judgment, and Human Relations Skills) the ratee
3

ofa
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Page-12 Favero & Ilgen

was constructed to show instances of both high and low performance. Because the
traits predicted above average performance for Knowledge and Judgment, and
average performance for Human Relations Skills, the ratee”s behavior was of
"mixed consistency" with the predictions from the traits. Finally, on the fifth
dimension (Organizational Ability), the ratee always showed poor performance,
which vas inconsistent with the above average performance predicted by the
traits. The ratee showed behavior clearly inconsistent with predictions on only
one dimension so that her overall behavior would be fairly supportive of the
trait descriptions. It was felt that if her overall behavior clearly
contradicted the trait description, subjects might become suspicious of the
manipulation. The forty scenes were ordered so that the performance information
presented for each dimension would be balanced across episodes fairly evenly.
After tape development, ten graduate students in the Industrial/
Organizational psychology and 25 undergraduates, none of whom knew the intended
"true scores" of the scripts, rated the performance of the ratee depicted on the
tape using a modified version of the Smith and Kendall (1963) BARS (see
description of measures used, below). The graduate students observed the entire
48 qinutea of tape, while the undergraduvates watched only 24 minutes. The
twventy-four minutes time was closer to the amount of time most actual subjects
observed the tape. T-tests (Bonferonri t statistic, Meyers, 1972) comparing
these two groups of ratings produced a significant difference on only one of the
five performance dimensions. This difference in ratings on the one dimension
was uninterpretable. Because the graduate students were trained concerning
rater errors and generally appeared more conscientious and attentive during the
tape observation and rating, their scores were used as the "expert" standard

against which rating accuracy was computed.
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> Procedure

g Subjects participated in the study in three separate sessions.
'3 Performance ratings were obtained at the first and last session; time spent

:‘ observing the videotape was measured in the second session. Session 1 and .
,g Session 2 were separated by 13 to 15 days and Session 2 and Session 3 were .
23 separated by 6 to 8 days so that the study spanned about 3 weeks for each

) subject. \
Ni In all sessions, each subject was assigned to two small, adjacent, 5
:3 sound-proof booths; one booth was designated as the subject’s "office" and the E
:, other as his or her "viewing room." Both rooms featured a desk and headphones

‘3 through which the subject could coﬁverse wvith the experimenter. The office also

% had an in-basket filled with tasks. The viewing room held a video monitor. The

entire research facility included a total of 8 booths so that up to four

ji subjects were run at a time. All subjects run simultaneously received the same

g prototypicality manipulation.

3 At the start of Session 1, each subject sat alone in his or her office and "
.é received a ten minute, tape recorded introduction to the experiment via the

$ bheadphones. Subjects were told that they were to play the role of a "head nurse

t; or nurse supervisor" at the fictitious Wabash Hospital. A "supervisor manual" h
~E allowed subjects to read instructions as they were presented orally. The intro- K
i duction included a brief description of the subject’s supervisor, co-workers ;
; (from whom the subjects would be receiving in-basket items), and most impor- ;
£§ tantly, the subordinate named Kate. The description of Kate included the pro-

% totypicality manipulation. The two prototypical conditions (Proto-Free and

A Proto-Nest) included the name of the prototype, analogous to Cantor and f
§ Mischel”s (1977) "prototype explicit" condition, and read as follows: E
:
i

..
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: Kate Tiller - Kate has been working as a staff nurse
:gg for two years. She is considered the "social activist”
Lig type, and spends most of her free time at political

2 meetings. She has spoken out in favor and against causes
32; on several controversial topics. Others have described her
f%} as purposeful, frank, persistent, organized, and touchy.
;? The brief explanation of the term social activist mentioned before the
:33 traits was included to explain the term "social activist", to standardize its”
:;ﬁ definifion across subjects, and to increase the strength of the manipulation
o~ vithout providing any performance related information. The nonprototypical
$§3 condition included the following description:
f:ﬁ Kate Tiller - Kate has been working as a staff nurse

# for two years. Others have described her as tender, un-
,SE imaginative, clean, noninquisitive, and artistic.
»:; The introduction also explained the subjects” specific job tasks and some
;‘ rules. The tasks helped to creste a context in which performance appraisal was
ﬁi only one part of each subject”s workload. The tasks included: 1) reacting to
j‘ several in-basket items, 2) rating one subordinate (Kate) at both Session 1 and
5‘“ Session 3, and 3) relpoqding to telephone messages (presgnted on a8 tape recorder

in each office). The in~basket tasks simulated the job of nursing to some

degree, and included the following: reading through patient histories and

R taking a drug inventory, writing a schedule for nurses” hours, recategorizing a
~
}¥: list of drugs, writing an essay on the ethical aspects of a treatment for Down’s
[o" Lo

) Syndrome infants, taking supply inventory, and a few others.z‘The telephone

f;: messages were ostensibly from co~workers introduced in the supervisor manual and
»

’o

:} the messages vere related to the in-basket items. An incentive for good
s

A
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performance on both the tasks and the rating was presented as follows:
PAY: You are respousible for all nursing care provided on

your unit. Specifically, your performance will be rated

on:
1) QUALITY and QUANTITY of in-basket task responses.
2) ACCURACY in EVALUATING subordinates. (Your ratings
of Kate).

If you perform in the top 102 as & supervisor, you will
personally receive $10.00.3

Subjects were not allowed to take any in-basket work out of their office.
This ensured that whenever subjects chose to enter the viewing room to observe
the subordinate, they were decreasing the time they could spend working on the
tasks. Following the 10 minute introduction, subjects were asked to go into
their viewing room for an introduction to their subordinate and the observation
task; they then walked into the viewing room and sat facing the video monitor.
Before the videotape began, the subordinste description which included the
prototypicality manipulation was repeated over the earphomes. All subjects
watched the first 10 episodes of the videotape. This portion of tape was
designed to present approximately equal amounts of information on all five
performance dimensions. After viewing the first ten episodes of the video-
tape, subjects in the Proto-Free and Nonproto-Free conditions were told that
they could enter the viewing room whenever they chose, and turn the videotape on
and off by pushing a specific button. The Proto-Nest subjects were told that
they would be instructed sbout when to return to view Kate at work. All

subjects were then told that they wvere free to return to their office and begin

work on the in-basket tasks. They were also told that their first task was a

.....................
..........

-
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performance rating of Kate (the subordinate), and that the experimenter would
come by and pick up their rating in 10 to 15 minutes. This measure was the Time
1 rating. Subjects were not sllowed to view any more of the tape before
completing the rating form; afterward, however, subjects in Nomproto-Free and
Profo-!ree groups were free to work in their office or observe the tape. The
amount of time each subject in these two groups spent watching the tape by
choice was measured. Forty minutes after the start of the session, subjects
vere told that they had 10 minutes left in this session. Session 1 lasted 50
minutes.

Session 2, held approximately two weeks after Sessiom 1, began with each
subject seated in his or her office. As in Session 1, the subjects read the
"supervisor manual" as it was also read to them over the earphones; this
included ‘a repetition of the prototypicality manipulation (an introduction to
other employees), the criterion for bonus money (quality and quantity of task
per-
formance and accuracy in rating the subordinate) and rules (e.g., do not take
work out of your office). In addition, a "recommended strategy" was presented
as follows:

Recommended Strategy

Because the $10.00 reward depends upon your accuracy in

rating Kate and your task performance, you should try to

balance your time between observing Kate and working on

the tasks. If you do not remember Kate’s description or

performance very well, and do not think that you will be

able to rate her accurately next week, you should spend

more time observing Kate and less time working on the
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tasks. If you are confident that you will be able to

rate Kate accurately in Session 3 next week, you should

spend less time observing Kate and more time working on

the tasks. In either case, the key is to allot your

time effectively between observing Kate and working on

the tasks.

After the introduction, subjects in Nonproto-Free and Proto-Free groups
were free to work in their office or to watch the videotape. Amount of time
spent wvatching the tape was recorded. Subjects in the Proto-Nest received
instructions idemtical to the Proto-Free except they were told when and how long
to view the videotape. Session 2 lasted 50 minutes.

S8ession 3 was held approximately one week after Session 2. It began with
rating Kate on the same modified BARS presented in Session 1. This was followed
by s post-experimental questionnaire and debriefing. Session 3 lasted about 30

minutes.

Measures

Iime. For observation of the ratee, the total time spent observing the
stimulus tape by choice was measured for the Nonproto-Free and Proto-Free
groups. This measure was taken during the last 15 minutes of Session 1 and
throughout Session 2 when subjects in the Nonproto-Free and Proto-Free groups
vere free to observe the videotape if they chose to do so. The time measured
began when the subject pushed the video-
tape start button and ended when the subject pushed the stop button. Since time

vas manipulated independently for the Proto-Nest group, it was not a relevant

dependent varisble for that group.
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Performance. Performance ratings for the nurse on the videotape were
collected in Session 1 immediately after the 10 episode introduction to the
videotape and again in Session 3. Performance ratings were made on & modified
version of the Smith and Kendall (1963) BARS scale that was used in the
developement of stimulus materials. The instrument identifies five dimensions
for the job of hospital staff nurse (Human Relations Skills, Comscientiousness,
Organizational Ability, Knowledge and Judgment, and Observational Ability). For
each dimension, the instrument includes a separste page with a 9 point scale.

At the top of the page is a dimension definition; on the right are 8 behavioral
exsmples of high, average, and low performance and the examples are linked to a
specific scale value. The original BARS was modified by removing the specific
behavioral examples that were shown on the videotape, leaving 5 rather than 8
bebavioral examples per dimension. Thus, none of the behavioral examples listed
on the BARS were directly observed by the ratee.

Accuracy. Three indexes of accuracy were constructed-by comparing the
ratings of Kate obtained from the subjects to those provided by the expert
raters. All three represented forms of accuracy described by Cronbach (1955)
and frequently used for performance appraisal accuracy measures (e.g., Bernardin
& Pence, 1980; Borman, 1977; Murphy, 1982).

The first index, termed overall accuracy, is simply the squared difference
between the subjects” rating and that of the experts on each dimension where the
experts” rating serves as the standard to which the subjects’ rating is
compared. More formally, the index is as follows:

5
a2 = ¥ (x; - 8;)2

¢3!
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\’n

X

' . Where

.$§ ’ OA = QOverall Accuracy

.$3 X; = Subjects” rating of Kate on dimension i,

o 8; = The standard for dimension i, and

o

}2 5 = The number of dimensions

e

2y The second index, elevation (EL), reflects any general rating tendency in
- the way the person uses the scale, and is defined as:

) s s

N ELZ = (2 X;/5 -~ £8;/5)2

-1:.‘ (¥ 7] P

ig The final accuracy rating, called stereotype accuracy (SA), reflects the
. raters” ability to discriminate among relative levels of dimensions across

b

> A N

ratees, It was constructed as follows:

b S
M 2 . . 2

2 8A2 = 3 [(x; -X) - (8; -8)]

(X7}

N

l\J
ﬁs Results
hi!

= Time Spent Observing the Ratee
5 Hypothesis #1 stated that raters of a ratee described by nonprototypical
A
;:& traits should spend more time observing the ratee than raters of ratees with
1’\ H
jg~ prototypical traits. To test this, t-tests were conducted comparing observation
- times in the only two groups that were allowed to choose the time to view sub-
ﬁ? ordinates—~Nonproto-Free and Proto-Free groups. Table 1 shows that, as pre-
hS
e dicted, the Nonproto-Free group spent significantly more time observing the

'y videotape in Session 2 and in total than the Proto-Free group. The lack of

A

:3 significant difference in observation time for Session 1 is not surprising since
W)

' very few subjects in either group spent any additional time observing the tape
gﬁ beyond the required ten minutes; the number of required activities in the first
N X session left little time for anything else. Thus, hypothesis #1 is supported.
»
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Insert Table 1 about here

Rating Accuracy

Hypothesis #2 stated that the amount of time raters spent observing the
ratee would correlate positively with accuracy in evaluation of the ratee. To
investigate this hypothesis, total time spent observing the tape during both
sessions was correlated with each of the three accuracy measures. In all cases,
accuracy was based upon the second rating provided by the rater. The first
rating occurred at a point when all raters had observed the tape for the same
smount of time. Table 2 shows that the amount of time spent observing the ratee
was negatively correlated with all three accuracy messures when sufficient time
was allowed for variability in observation time. Such variability did not exist

in Session 1. Thus, hypothesis #2 was supported.

Insert Table 2 about here

Prototype Effects on Accuracy
The finsl set of analyses were based on the assumption that if prototype
affected observation time sand time affected accuracy, then prototypes should

affect accuracy through their effects on time. Three 2x2 analyses of variance,
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T3 (a separate analysis for each accuracy index) were run using group membership
"
3: and session 8s the independent variables and accuracy at time 1 and time 2 as
4
*e; the dependent variables. Tables 3 and 4 report the analyses of variance summary
"y
tables and cell means respectively. Although the pattern of the means across
;{ groups wvas as expected the effect was not sufficiently strong to reach
{Ij significance.
"»."
. Insert Tables 3 & 4 about here
%)
1"1
‘.(l 3 L
< Discussion
2
2.
sg Time Spent Observing the Ratee
LA
‘C‘-f . .
o The data clearly indicated that knowledge about general ratee
, characteristics, called prototypes in the social perception literature,
./
;73 influence raters. Presumedly, such information leads the rater to conclude that
AN
jﬁ 2e or she possesses adequate information abouz the person to be rated, making it
[ ¢
p unnecessary to collect more information by observing additional ratee behavior
"
>
:; on the job (Feldman, 1981). The present study extended previous findings with
'L‘ respect to the relevance to performance appraisal by simulating work load im
. such a way that raters with multiple supervisory responsibilities had to make
oy
et choices sbout how long they could afford to observe the ratee. Previous studies
.fj have demonstrated only that perceivers may search for information that is
:8 consistent with a category (Snyder & Swann, 1978), or that perceivers may be
fod
1Y
EN g
. 1
{ﬁ j
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more attentive to category consistent information (Zadny & Gerard, 1974; Snyder
& Cantor, 1979). Such studies were not conducted in a context that was
representative of performance appraisal: (1) they were conducted over a short
time period (one session); (2) the subjects” only task was to perceive the
stimulus person; (3) the stimulus people were "paper people" (except for Snyder
& Swann, 1979); and (4) the dependent measures were simply what questions the
subjects asked (Snyder & Swann, 1979).

The finding that raters of a nonprototypical ratee spend more time
observing the ratee also is consistent with studies in the attribution litera-
ture which report that disconfirmed expectations about a stimulus person
stimulate a perceiver’s search for causal information (Pyszczynski & Greenburg,
1981; Wong & Weiner, 1981). The raters of the ratee with nonprototypical traits
probably bhad fewer specific expectations than raters of prototypical ratees.
With few specific expectations about the ratee’s future performance, the rater
should be unsure sbout what to expect next from the ratee and, therefore, should
attempt to collect more information in order to gain more confidence in the
rating to be provided. Because a perceiver’s expectations are derived from
knovledge of lasting characteristics of the stimulus person (Green & Mitchell,
1979), raters of prototypical ratees could develop expectations about the
ratee’s performance based not only on the 5 traits presented but also on a whole

array of traits thought to covary with the prototype.

Observation Time and Accuracy
Time spent observing ratee behavior consistently correlated with rating

sccuracy regardless of the way in which accuracy was defined. The more time

spent observing, the more accurate were the performance ratings.

o
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i Henneman & Wexley (in press) found a similar relationship between time
:2: spent observing ratees and rater accuracy. In their case, raters were
:Ez independently assigned to conditions that controlled the amount of time raters
;- vere alloved to observe ratees. Our results extend their findings by showing
Cgs that these differences occur in the more typical condition where the rater”s
;;E decision to observe or not observe influences the amount of time spent watching
- the ratee perform his or her task.
=
2;: Prototype effects on Accuracy
?_ The expected effect of prototypes on accuracy through their effects on
208
E& time spent observing ratees did not occur. In spite of the fact that effects
2;i were marginally significant (p < .052), these findings were not sufficiently
- strong o produce the expected result. There are several possible reasons for
?A this lack of effect. First, recall that the five performance dimensions used to
,:i rate the nurse varied in the extent to which knowledge of prototypicality was
-7 believed to be associasted with the dimension. Actual performance on only two
Eg, dimensions was always consistent with what would be expected from the trait
'ii description. It is possible that by collapsing over performance dimensions for
3 accuracy we minimized the prototype effect due to the different predicted
?:E effects for different dimensions. Therefore, we resnalyzed the data separately
{j; by dimensions rather than collapsing across dimensions. The prototype effect
oY did not occur for any of the dimensions, making this alternative explanation
;ﬁ untenable.
:".
‘;3 Another possible reason for the lack of an effect goes beyond simple
;iﬁ amount of observation and relates to the "memory decay" effect of prototypes ‘
:Eg perceivers. Recall that, over time, people tend to forget information i
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inconsistent with prototypes and falsely remember information not actually
observed if it is consistent with the prototype (Carlston, 1980; Hastie, et al,
1980; Wyer & Gordon, 1982). The memory decay effect takes time. How much time
is not clear. Perhaps the 7-9 days between observation in Session 2 and rating
in Session 3 was not sufficient for this effect.

An additional problem is the attributions raters may have made about the
ratee s behavior. Recently, Crocker, Hannah, and Weber (1983) found that if
information inconsistent with traits used to describe a stimulus person was
attributed to internal causes, then that information is actually more likély to
be recalled than consistent information. Further, they found that subjects
preferred situational attributions for inconsistent information and
dispositional information for consistent information. Examination of the
stimulus tape scripts used in the present study verifies that much of the
ratee’s behavior which was inconsistent with the traits (low performance on
mixed snd inconsistent dimensions) might easily have been attributed to
dispositional or internal causes, thereby increasing the likelihood that it
might be recalled. For example, in one scene where Kate, the ratee, shows low
organizational skills and is late taking a patient to get an x-ray, she
apologizes to the head nurse by saying "Oh dear! 1 thoqght I°d havg*time to
! take all the morning blood pressure readings before his appointment!" As Wood

' and Mitchell (1981) found, such apologies allow the perceiver to make internal
attributions about the behavior. If this effect were to occur, we would expect
- that dimensions where behavior was inconsistent with the traits to produce
greater accuracy for all raters at both time 1 and 2. Indeed, when we inspected
performance accuracy by dimension, dimensions of mixed and low consistency did

) produce greater rating accuracy than high consistency dimensions for all groups

at either time 1 or time 2 for both overall and stereotype accuracy indexes.
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Finally, there is always a potential problem with the difference scores
used to compute rating accuracy (Wall & Payne, 1973). Squared difference scores
for those dimensions with expert scores in the middle of the scale have lower
expected values by chance alone than the scores for dimensions with expert
scores that have high or low scale values. Such lower scores would be
interpreted as indicating greater rating accuracy. Inspection of the data
confirm that the dimensions with expert scores at the middle of the scale were
rated vith slightly more accuracy, as indicated by lower scores.

This difference score issue would present more of a problem to the present
study if a main effect for dimensions within one of the prototypicality
manipulations was used to test a hypothesis; fortumately, no hypotheses were
tested in this way. For the present study, this property of difference scores
is less problematic because tests of hypotheses that compared dimension scores
vere made across groups or time. For these comparisons, the true score and
possible range of accuracy scores remained constant for each dimension across
groups or times. On the other hand, the fact that observation time correlated
Y with rating accuracy as predicted decreases the feasibility of attributimg the
; lack of effects for prototype on accuracy to properties of the index.

In the absence of a compelling alternative explanations and along with the

presence of support for prototype effects on observation time and time on
accuracy, it seems reasonable to conclude that prototypical (or as more commonly
termed, stereotypical) ratees have the potential for being observed less by i
those responsible for rating them and for being less accurately rated as a
consequence. The existence of this potential may be particularly problematic if
the prototype is correlated with performance levels. For example, if a worker

fits the stereotype of the "green young manager" in appearance and this
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o

-

o stereotype is also associated with beliefs that "those people" are over-

j:; confident, impatient, and take unnecessary risks, then persons who fit the

5:ﬁ prototype may be more likely to be observed less and comsequently less able to

v contradict the rater”s beliefs. Obviously, we would be going far beyond the

.

o

~§q data to conclude that this effect frequently occurs. Yet, the potential

R

L . . . . . . .

a,{ implication of these data is sufficiently important to deserve further

attention.
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Footnotes

We wish to thank Patricia C. Smith for providing us with this scale.
Other manipulations and measures included in the study are not reported
here.

Since there was no good way to judge supervisory performance 10% of the
subjects were selected at random to receive a $10.00 bonus after the

study was completed.

R _'."\ \ ‘.-'\-'..\f\-"f-'\"“.' . ..;-_‘ \..'. LA
v - 'w

2 Loai vl et i Ak . Aat S IS A MM B AR R R A RIS S LR AN S L R A A Y

L Pl Sag A ---711




L A i LA~ oA e e gl e e R AR
PRh ¥ oy i Ay 1 pih Sy oS E A e R A A T A

Page~28 Favero & Ilgen
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" Table 1

Favero & Ilgen

Comparisons of the Amount of Time Spent Observing the Ratee Videotape

for Nonproto-Free and Proto-Free Groups.

Mean Time
Session Group (in minutes) t value df P level#*
1 Nonproto-Free .35 -.08 73 n.s.
Proto-Free .38
2 Nonproto-Free 9.76 2.08 70 <,05
Proto-Free 7.15 |
Total Nonproto-Free 9.33 1.82 76 <,05
Proto-Free 6.98

*one tailed
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Table 2

Correlations Between the Total Time Spent Observing the Ratee and Rating
Accuracy at Session 3 (time 2) and for Session 1 and Sessica 3 Combined
(total) for Subjects in all Groups.

-

o
1
2

‘ Accuracy . Performance

- Index Rating r p level
;*? Overall Session 1 -.12 .09
. Session 2 -.21 .01
_, Total -.23 .01
‘\ .

% Stereotype Session 1 .00 .48
:ﬁ Sesgsion 2 -.31 .00
| Total ‘ -.15 .06
N Elevation Session 1 -.18 .02
}ﬁ: Session 2 -.16 .04
v Total -.22 .01
'fs

] Note: A negative coefficient indicates that the more time spent observing,
$§ the greater the rating accuracy.
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Table 3

Jh)

Y Analysis of Variance Summary Tables for the Three Accuracy Measures Across
L <y Two Groups (Nonproto~ and Proto-Free) and Two Time Periods.

'h;’w Elevation Accuracy Stereotype Accuracy Overall Accuracy
Source df MS F P-level MS F  P-level MS F P-level

§ Group (G) 1 19.16 3.91 .05 .39 .07 .79 25.02 2.44 .12
A Exror 70 4.90 5.64 10.26

Time (T) 1 1.29 1.29 .26 31.73 5.84 .02 45.80 6.57 .0l
X TxG 1 47 .47 .49 5.66 1.04 .31 2.86 .41 .52

'y Error 70 1.00 5.43 6.98
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‘:;‘-.; Table 4

g Cell and Marginal Means of Accuracy Measures for

Nonproto-Free and Proto~Free Groups

Elevation Accuracy Stereotype Accuracy Overall Accuracy
2 Group Time | Time 2 X Time 1  Time 2 X Time 1 Time 2 X

Nonproto-Free .73 .65 .69 4.57 3,24  3.91 5.30 3.89 4.50
Proto-Free 1.57 1.27 1.42 4.28 3.74  4.01 5.86 5.01 5.43

Column Means 1.16 .97 1.07 4.42 3.50 3,96 5.59 4.47 5.03

Note: Higher means indicate lower accuracy.
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