
AD—A043 230 WICHITA STATE UNIV CANS CENTER FOR HUMAN APPRAISAL F/a 5/9 N.
alAS IN PERFORMANCE EVALUATIONS AN EXAMINATION OF THE RELATIONS—ETC(U,
MAR 77 8 H SEASON AF—AFOSR—29O7—76

UNCLASSIFIED TReJ16 AFOSR~’TR—77—O9ee P4.

. 0 1

END
YE

9—77



— - .

F —

C

—~~~~ _
~r# 

~~~~ 
_

-
~

H

1911

~~~~~

J~nLrn
J :9



-~~~~ - 
~~~~~~~~~~~~ .-.

.. 
--— - -

-
• 

__________________ ________________________________________

TEC HNICAL REPORT NUMBER 116

BIA S IN PERFORMANC E EVALUA TION :

AN EXAM INAT iON OF THE RELATIONSHIP

OF THE RATER TO THE RATEE

BY

GEORGE M . BEASON , M.S .

D O G
?~
‘ 1911

Cen ter for Human Apprais al
W i chi ta State Univers i ty -

March , 1977
LV~~

AIR FORCE OFyI(~~ OF

~~~ ~~~~ 
C RESEARCH (A33~j

~ 
_________

• m b  
A~C(S~~~~~ nr TT~/rtnat 1o~ Otticør NTIS ~
DDC ~)I S~~.ur
LJNANNCIJ~C!O L.
Jusnr cATpoN

BY
D IRt fl~R1AV~fl~81fl fl ~: ~

i •~:~~ reS~ i~ Y~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~ ~~~C

~~ ~-;~ Force ~~~~~~ o~ ~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~

~~ 290? Q - —

UBtr ibut l~~ ~~~ t~ ttO~~~

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~



Pr- 
~~~ 

— -- --• — ~~~~~~~~~ 
.w . . . — ———

~~
—•—-

~~~ K~~
SE CIJRI~~ r C L A S S I F I C A T i (  N OF r r i l S  P A G E  Ish ~~ , flala F r , t r r r l)

REPQ~ T DOCUMENTATION PAGE
I R E P O R T  • M B ER~ , j~~ __~~~ 2 GOVT A C C E S S I O N  NO. 3 R E C I P ! E N T ’ S  C A T A L O G  N U M B E R

/ ~ ~~POSR- 7 7 —  ó~~~8 
(L _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

4~ ~T I T L E  (anti St th t i r l . . ) S T Y P E  OF R~~P0RT a PERIO D CO~’ERED

• / Biac i t -. Performance Evaluation: “ - 
- 

~ Techn ica l  £~ep~~ t ,
• ~ x ixc . r~otion of the Relationship I

• ~ PE~ t r - : N M I N O  O R G  R E P O R T  NUMBER• o~ the 0ater to the Ratee , - - - -—--— ) I ( —

~~~~~~G~~~ O R s  -.—~ - 
8. ~~O N S R A ~~ T ~~ G R A N T  N~~U9 F ~~

1 /  ~eorge s/ ~~~~~~n1 ~~~ 4 R ~~~- 7 ~~~
• 9 P E R F O R M I N G  O R G A N I Z A ~~~ON N~~ML A N D  A D D R E S S  10. P R O G R A M  E L E M E N T . P RO J E C T . T~~~ O

• 
‘ ‘ A R E A  & W O R K  UNIT  NU Mi3E RS

Center for Human Appraisal 
~~~~~~

. 
,
‘ /j~ I —- -  •

~~
-
~~

-—
_ 

—
~.

Wichita State University 
- 

“ _J 6llO2E’/23l3,~3 / I -
Wichita, Kansas — -

~~~~~~~~~
- • —

I i .  C O N T R O L L I N G  O F F I C E  NAME AND A D D R E S S  12 . RE~~~ .RT T E /
Air Force office of Scientific Research (i C )  •

/~ Mar~~~, i977
Bolling Air Force Base

______ 
Washington , D.C. ____ ______ 

60
14 . M O N I T O R I N G  A G E N C Y  N A M E  & A D O R E S S ( i f  d i f f e r e s t  Iroo, L , r ~~ro I l t r tg Ol(,re) 15 . S E C U R I T Y  C L A S S .  (of th Is  r~po,I

[- I, 
~
, Unclassif ied

J’~~ •. (  
~~~~~~~~~~

• _~~~ St’ LJEL~~ A S S ” O C A T I O N  D G W N G R A : NG
S ’ E u L E

lb. DISTR IBUTION ST A T E M E N T  (o f  t h i s  Repo r t )

Approved for public release ; distribution unlimited

17. O t S T R I 8 U T Or ~ 5 ’  A T E M E NT  (of th , ab s t ra c t  entere d In B lock  20 , i f  d i f fe ren t  from ~~~~~~

IS. 5Up P~~~ M E N T A R y  NOT E S  
.— — -

~~~~

. -

19, K E Y  W O R D S  (Con Ii r ,oe  on re ve rse  tj d o  ,f n r ’ r ’ ~sa ry and td ~n I I f v  Nc b l o t k  , ,o,her 
—

Performance Evaluation Evaluat ior  Tra in ing
Rating Bias Factored Rating Behavior
Superior—Subordinate Relationships
Leadership Behavior

20 ~~~~S T R A C T  ~Con :inue on re~- e r , n  s ide  If ce sar ~- and I d e n t l i t  Nv blo ck ncrmber)

The effecte of personality variables on rating behavior were studied . The
exper ienced rater showed more bias than non raters and it was related to
their  own personality characteristics and role preferences.  C)ther bias
was found favoring extroverts and derogating independents and neurotics.
Rating factors were ident i f ied.

DDI ’J~~~ 1473 EDIT ION OF N O V 6 5  IS O B S O L E T E  
I r’ •

S E C U R I T Y  CL A S S I r I C A T  v 
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

~~

,

// ~;; ,. 1~~ I’ /

—, - ~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~ •• — -



• 
— -‘ 

~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~ • ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

TABLE OF CONTENTS

Page

List of Tables iv

CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION 1

Performance Evaluation : A Rating Process 1

-
• Bias in Performance Evaluation Systems 4

Review of Previous Research 5

Purpose of Study 8

Hypotheses 9

CHAPTER II. METHODOLO~3Y 10

Subjects 10

Method of Data Collection 10

Statistica l Method En~loyed 16

CHAPTER III. RESULTS 18

Discriminant Analysis of Rating 18

Discriminant Analysis of Behavioral Measurements .. 21

Canonica l Aialysis 24

• 
~~~ Factor Anal jsis 31

CHAPTER IV. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 33

Procedures 33
- 

4 Conclusions 33

Discussion f Factor Analysis 37

Limitations of the Study 40

BIBLIOGRAPHY 41

APPENDIX A 43

A PPEN D i X 8 54



-________ - _ -.• 
- • --. - -— -‘ - - - - ---

LIST OF TABLES

TABLE PAGE

1. DESCRIPTIVE ADJECTIVES FROM SECOND ORDER FACTORS OF THE 16PF - 17

2. DESCRIPTION OF SUPERIOR ROLE STYLES 13

3. DESCRIPTION OF SUBORDINATE ROLE STYLES 14

4. MEAN AND STANDARD I~EVIATION OF A RATING BEHAVIOR 18

5. SIGNIFICANCE OF DISCRIMINABILITY OF RATING BEHAVIOR 19

6. DISCRIMINAN T FUNCTION OF RATING BEHAVIOR 20

7. DISCRIMINANT MATRIX OF RATING BEHAVIOR 20

8. MEAN AND STANDARD DEVIATION OF PERSONALITY-SUPERIOR/SUB-

• ORDINAT E MEASUREMENTS 21

9. SIGNIFICANCE OF DISCRIMINABILITY OF PERSONALITY/SUPERIOR/SUB-

ORDINATE MEASUREMENTS 22

• 10. DISCRIMINANT FUNCTION OF PERSONALITY-SUPERIOR/SUBORDINAT E

MEASUREMENTS 23

11. DISCRIMINAT ION MATtUX OF PERSONAL ITY-SUPERIOR/SUBORDINATE

MEASUREMENTS 23

12. PREDICTOR—CRITERIA COMBINATIONS USED FOR CANONICAL CORRELAT ION-24

13. SUPERIOR/SUBORDINAT E MEASUREMENTS OF EXPERIENCED RATiRS

CORRELATED WITH RATINGS ASSIGNED TO SUPERIOR/SUB3RDI’~ATE

DESCRIPTIONS BY EX?ERIENCED RATERS 25

14. StJPERIOR/SUBORD1NATE MEASUREMENTS OF EXPERIENCED RATERS

CORRELATED WITH RATINGS ASSIGNED TO PERSONALITY DESCRIPTIONS

BY EXPERIENCED RATiRS 25

~~~~~~ ‘- —
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

;,.
~~~~~~~

-
-
~~~~~~~~~~

. —~~~~
_
~~.•i 

~~~~~~~~ — _______



~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ -~~~~• --~~-- - - • - ~~~~~~~ -~~-• - - • .  --
~~~~
-‘ .- -

~~~~

Table Page

15. SUPERIOR/SUBORDINATE MEASUREMENTS OF NON-EXPERIENCED RI~TERS

CORRELATED WITH RATINGS ASSIGNED TO PERSONALITY DESCRI’TIONS

BY NON-EXPERIENCED RATERS 26

16. PERSONALITY MEASUREMENTS OF NON-EXPERIENCED RATERS COR~E-

LATED WITH RATINGS ASSIGNED TO SUPERIOR/SUBORDINATE DE-

= SCRIPTIONS BY NON-RATERS 26

17. SUPERIOR/SUBORDINATE MEASUREMENTS OF EXPERIENCED RATERS

CORRELATED WITH RATINGS ASSIGNED TO PERSONALITY DESCRIPTIONS

BY NON-EXPERIENCED RATERS 27

17a COEFFICIENTS FOR MAXIMUM CANONICAL CORRELATION 0.97363 27

18. SUPERIOR /SUBORDINATE MEASUREMENTS OF NON-EXPERIENCED RATERS

CORRELATED WITH RATINGS ASSIGNED TO SUPERIOR/SUBORDINATE

DESCRIPTIONS BY NON-EXPERIENCED RATERS 28

• 18a COEFFICIENTS FOR MA)JMUM CANONICAL CORRELATION O.6391~ 28

19. PERSONALITY MEASUREF~ENTS OF EXPERIENCED RATERS COR.~ELATED

WITH RATINGS ASSIGNED TO PERSONALITY DESCRIPTIONS 3Y EX-
• 

PERIENCED RATERS 29

19a COEFFICIENTS FOR MA> IMUM CANONICAL CORRELATION O.6363E 29

• 20. PERSONAL ITY MEA5UREN ENTS OF NON-EXPERIENCED RATERS CO~R~-

LATED WITH RATINGS ~SSIGNED TO PERSONALITY DESCRIPTIONS BY

4 NON-EXPERIENCED RATLRS 30

20a COEFFICIENTS FOR MA .IMUM CANO .~ICAL CORREL.ATION 0.6i75 30

21. RATiNG BEHAVIOR FACTORS FOR NJN-RATERS 31

22. RAT NG BEHAVIOR FAC DRS FOR EXPERIENCED RATERS 32

hIM ~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~



~~°‘ ij~~ _ . : ___ _ _ _  ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
— -

~~
_—  —--- -•-- 

~
— ---— -—--

~
— —.

~~
-—-- -

~ 
- .--— - - ------ 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~

CHAPTER 1

Introduction

Evaluat ion of the performance of one ’s peers , subordinates , and

even superiors is an activity in wh i ch everyone engages . The compar-

isons of the behavior of one aquaintance to that of another , the ascign-

ment of grades to students , and the unspoken assessment of the courtesy

and efficiency of a sales clerk all fit into the area of performance

appraisal .

In most situations , these performance appraisals have at least

• two corm~on characteristics ; they are made wi thout adequate information

and will have no direct , ininediate effect on the person being evaluated.

However, people are often placed in a position where thei~ evaluation

of the performance of another will have a di rect and immedi ate impact.

In an organizational context, promot ions , pay rai ses, even the individual ’s

job may be effected by a system of performance evaluation .

Performance Evaluation: A Rati ng Process

In an increasing number of formal organizations , per~crmance eva]-

uati on systems have been introduced as a systematic means cf establishing

the value of the indivi dual members of the organization to the accomplish -

ment of the goals of th~ organization. Of 462 compan~es ;Lrveyed by the

National Industrial Conference Board (1954), 67% had performance appraisal

systems in operation. The reasons given for the use ~f p~rformance eva-
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uation systems vary , bu .. can generally be divide d into two major cate-

gories : “acininistrative uses” and “self-improvement uses ’ .

In the self-improvement category, the emphasis is placed on hel ping

the employee understand his strengths and weaknesses relative to his

position in the company . The interpretation of the performance eva]-

uation reports are compared to the level of performance desired and

expected from the emplo”ee at his current position and indicate the areas

in which he must make inprovement to satisfy the requirements of the

• position. The evaluati ons also point out areas of strength and are

used in the promotion and placement process of the organization .

Some of the most important admini strative uses of performance apprai-

sal systems are identif~ed by Tiffin and McCormick (1965):

1. Promotion ; When the objective of a performance evaluation system

is to establisn who is best suited for promotion , the ratings

should disti nguish between the performance of an individual on

his present jo~ and his potential for performanc~ on a higher job

level .

2. Other personnel acti ons ; This area includes transfers , layoffs ,

and discharges . In some cases, the action taken may be the result

of performance appraisal on the present job. In other cases , the

action may be the result of conditions over wh i cc, the organization

had no contro l and the performance appraisal provides information

on the best people to retain and how best to uti l~ze those people.

3. Wage and salarj aäninistration ; In many companies, pay raises

are tied to productivity and ability . The perfot’mance evaluations

is often used is a running measure of the produc :ivity of the

empl oyees.

~~~~~~~ 
•

~~~- ,  ~~~‘ 
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3

4. Training ; Individuals who are in need of train ing are

identifi ed by • erformance evaluation reports . The performance

evaluation reports show areas of weakness of individual

members of the organization and of the organization as a whole.

Rating systems varJ a great deal between organizations , but they

usually fall into one o-~ four basic types (Tiffin and McCo rmick , 1965 ,

F l i p p o , 1971, Strauss and Sayles 1972 ,). These types are differentiated

by the manner in which the rating lbrm is designed and fi l led out. The

four basic types are :

1. Rating scales , The most widely used of the types of systems ,

the rating scale involves the rating of employees on each of

a number of dFfer~~t trai ts or worker characteri stics.

2. Employee comp~ ,stems ; This system may take the form

of rank-or e ~a comparison , or forced dist ’ibution. Rank-

order or forced distribution is usual ly used when dealing with

a large number of ratees.

3. Check list ratings ; In this sys tem, the evaluator is provided

a list of desc .~iptive statements and indicates whether the

statements are or are not descriptive of the emp loyee .

4. Criti cal incid~nt technique ; This system invo lves maintaining

a file for eac.i subordinate in which critical in:idents are
• recorded. Cri :ical incidents are any noteworthy actions on the

part of the em loyee , good or bad.

Traditional rating system emphasizes two points . Tha~e points are

the contribution made b’ the employee and the characteris:~cs of the

employee . T~e contri~~ ;ions of the employee are gene -a ll j focused on

productivi ty (the quant~ty and qi~ality of work perforned) , lack of absenteeism ,

II— • *.- ,,• • u_~ _ •~ •~~... - 
• 

• • • .• - -
.iii. L ‘~- ---4~~ -~~~-~~- -
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knowledge of the job , aid constructive suggestions. Emp loyee

characteristics usually considered are leadershi p (actual or

potential) , motivation , attitude ( toward the job , his supervisors ,

and the org anization) , and how well the employee ~‘ f i t s  in ” .

Some Problems in Performance Evaluation

Beach (1971) sees • erfo rmance evaluation as “---a systematic

evaluation of an individual wi th respect to his performance on the

job and his potential for development. ” This definition implies that

the individual is the r~ceiver in the system and in part that is the

case. Promotion , retention/seperation , job assigment , and pay raise

decisions are made on tie basis of the eval uation assigned to each

employee. The physical distance between the decision makers and the

individual being evaluated make the evaluation process a s i gnifi cant

link in the organizatio~ ’ s conv~unication activity .

The organizati on i3 also effected by the performance eval uation

-
~~ process . By the use of performance evaluation systems , managers of an

organization determine ~ho is to be promoted to a position of authority

and responsibility. Kiore s (1966 ) observed ,”---the biases of (the)

raters will , in large p~rt, determine the philosophy of the organization. ”

If the raters are subjective in their evaluations , the i r bi ases wil l

be seen in the people wno fill responsible positions in the organization.

Bias in Performance Evaluation Systems

That rater bias ex sts was pointed out by Thorndike ~ 92O).

Research has shown that if an incividual rates another hi ’jh on one specific

~~~~~~~~- ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
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trai t , there exists a t-nidency for the rater to rate the s ame ind i-

vidual high on other trai ts . This tendency is refered to as the “halo

ef fec t” .

Another area of rater bias is the “constant error ” . Some rate rs

tend to be more lenient than others , some more stringent than others in

the evaluation process. This behavior seems to be tied up in several

dimensions of personality and experience .

Bias introduced in~o the r a t ing  process by the subject i v i ty of

the rater was examined at the Conference on Performance Appraisal and

Review (1958). Some of the fi ndings include a tendency for ratings to

bunch at the “good” end of the scale , and the appearance that the rating

process supplied more information about the rater than the ratee . The

lack of discri minability among ratees from ratings bunched at one end

of the scale was interpreted as reluctance on the part of the rater to

assign “bad” ratings to an individual for fear they might do serious harm

to the individual’ s career. It was also suggested that the raters felt

that their superiors might evaluate them on the .basis of the ratings they

gave to their subordinates.

• Rev iew of Previous Research

Performance evaluation sys tems , if they are not used carefully, can

be detrimental to the organization . Studies of appraisal systems (French ,

Kay , and Meyers , 1966)show that evaluation by a superi or can be seen as a

threat by the person be~ng evaluated. The more frequent the evaluation ,

the more the person bethg evaluated may perceive the process as being

th reatening. Evaluatee~. wi th low self esteem tend to perform at a less

• satisfactory level when they are evaluated frequently.

~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
- 
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Much of the threat perceived by the person being evaluated

stems from the fact that the evaluator ’ s perception of the require-

ments of the job in question may be entirely different from the job

design or the way the employee percieves the job (Barrett , 1968) .

The perception the evaluator has as to the successfu l completion of

the job lends some bias to the evaluation he makes of the employee .

The resultant dissonance between the evaluator and the pe rson beiig

evaluated increases the probability that the evaluation process wil l

be seen as threatening.

To minimize the perceived threat in a performance evaluation

sys tem , the process must be made as objective as possible. In an

examination of the objectivity of supervisors ’ evaluation behavior ,

Thompson (1970) compared the ratings given 71 employees by a group of

psychologists and trained , professional managers to the ratings given

the same employees by first line supervisors over a period of from six

months to two years . The results of the compari s ons showed no
• significant correlation between the two sets of ratings Thomps on int-

erpreted this as the first line supervisors ’ inability to discriminate

on the performance dimensions selected by the psychologists and managers .

The superv isors did , ho-~iever , make some sort of discrimination and rate

the employees. Since the rati ngs given by the supervisors did not

conform to the expected ratings , there must have been some bias introduced

into the system. The source of this bias should come from the rating form

used or the subj ectivity of the raters .

In a study of rat~ng forms and their formats , Blumberg ( 1966) had

subjects rate well kno~n names on a vari ety of traits , using a nine-point

scale . His findi ngs showed no appreciable di fference in ratings when

1..-.-.. ~ - - • • .
—•---- •~~~~~ ••— •—~~~~ ‘—-~~—•.‘•--~-• ~~~~~~~~ ~ __~~~ . ____,i:•___. — ~~
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different formats were used. A variety of formats were used , in-

cludin g :

1. The good end of the scale was alternately presented at the

left , right , top , and bottom of the response scale.

2. Graphic scal es were used as well as numeri cal scales.

3. Ratings were made one name at a time , one trait at a time ,

or in a matri x with free choice of rating order.

Contrary to rating scale lore, individual rating behavior did not

appear to be a function of rating form design .

There is evidence that sociometric preference or friendship

choice is a function of the degree of similarity between two individuals

in such characteristics as sex, age, race , religion , and intelligence

(Goodnow and Taguiri , 1~52; Mann , 1958; and Richardson , 1939). It might

be assumed that in a su~erior/subordinate relationship, f~iendsh ip based

on similarities in demographic characteristics may results in a positive

bi as of the ratings ass igned by the rater.

Quinn (1969) suggested that a possible source of bias in the rating

process might be examined by looking at the relationship of demographic

characteristi cs between raters and ratees. Data on 31,500 male U.S.

Air Force Captains was compared to the same data on their raters and there

was found to be no signifi cant positive bias when the demographic

characteristi cs were siriilar. Quinn also suggested that ~ating bias

might be a function of Amilarities in the psychological make-up of the

raters and the ratees. His study did not , however , test this hypothesis.

.~-~~:i~• ’;- -~~~
_
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Purpose of Study

Operational Definitions

• For the purpose of this study, severa l terms must be defined.

“Rating process” refers to any process of a~signing an evaluation to

the performance of any other individual ’s job related activities

• in a formal context. This definition Incl udes such terms as “perf-

ormance appraisal” , and “job evaluation ” .

The “ rater ” referred to in this study is defined as the person

making the evaluation of another’s job related acti vities. Synonomous

terms under this descri?tlon Include “forema n ” , “crew ch ief” ,

“supervisor” and “man ager ”.

“Ratees ” are defined as the individuals who are the receivers in the

rating process. Under normal circ~.ii~stances, the ratee is the subordinate

of the rater.

The “experienced rater”-”non-experienced rater” dychotomy is used to

disti nguish between subjects who are currently in a formal position that

requires them to rate others (experienced raters) from those subjects who

are not currently in a 2osition that requires them to perform ratings .
• (non-experienced raters). There was no allowance made for subjects who

had previous rating experience but were not currently in a rating capaci ty.

“Bias” , in this study , refers to any cri teria used by a rater to assign

a rating to a ratee oth~r than that criteria specified by the rati ng form.

Bias has been referred to in previous studies as “rater subjectivity ” and

• “rating error ” . 

•
~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
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Hypotheses

The purpose of this study was to ex amine the rati ng process on

two dimensions. The first examination consisted of comparing the rating

behavior of experienced raters to the rating behavior of non-experienced

raters. It was felt that experience In assigning ratings to others may

• 
• contribute to rating bias. If this is the case, there should be a

signifi cant difference between th~ rating behavior of experienced raters

and non-experienced raters. The hypothesis tested was :

There is a signifi cant difference between the rating behavior
of experienced raters and the rating beh avior of non-experienced
raters.

A secon d are a exam~ned was the nature of the difference in the

rating behavior of the two groups. If experience in assigning ratings

to others has a “contam~natin~’ effect on the experienced raters , the

bias introduced into the rating process should be more strongly associated

with the rater than with the ratee. A second hypothesis ..ested was :

Experienced raters introduce more bias into the rating process
than do non-experienced raters.

The rel ationship between the raters and the ratee was also examined.

Previous studies found no identifiable bias in the rating process as a

function of similari ties between raters and ratees on demographic character-

istics . Thi s study examines rating bias as a function of similari ties

between raters and ratees on personality and superior/subordinate role

style characteristics . The third hypothesis tested was :

Raters will bias trLeir evaluation in favor of subord~nates who have
personality and/or superior/subordinate role style characteristics
similar to those c~aracteristics of the rater.

I~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ - -
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CHAPTER II

Methodology

Subjects

- 
- The subjects of this study were 57 officers and enlisted men of the

United States A i r Force. The subjects were all members of a si ngle

Squadron within a Wing . There was representation of each rank within the

Squa dron , from Airman (E-2) to Lt. Colonel (0-5). This method of

subject selection allowed for some representation of the personnel

structure of a basic uni t within the Air Force. The process also insured

the selection of both experienced raters and non-raters , a cond i t ion

crucial to the testing of the first hypothesis.

Method of Data Collection

Two psychological tests were administered to the subjects to measure

their personality characteristics and their superior/subordinate role styles.

The two instruments selected were the 16 PF and the R~M.

Cattell’s 16PF (1970) measures sixteen primary and seven second order

personality fa~.tors . The seven second order factors are extroversion ,

anxiety , poise , independence , neuroticism, leadership , and creativity .

-• There were two criter ia for selecting the personality dimensions to be usee

in this study :

1. The dimens ions selected should be highly visible and easily

identified by •~~ supervisor in the course of his normal

activities. 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
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2. The dimensions se1ected should be such that their use in

performance evaluation would result In “bias ”.

The leadership factor was not selected because it was felt that

leadership constitutes a valid criteria for making a performance eval-

uation. Creativity was omitted as a factor in this study because it is

often not a visible part of an individual ’s work behavior. Anxiety was

omi tted because it was felt that pure anxiety is not highly visible ,

or that it is not easily distinguished from neuroticism when it is

visible. The four second order factors from the 15PF selected for this

study were:

1. Extroversion

• 2. Independence

3. Neurotici sm

4. Poise

Sweney’s Response to Power Measure (1972) measures six superior!

subordinate role styles. The three superior role styles are authoritarian ,

equalitari an , and permissive. The three subordinate role styles are

rebel , critic, and ingratiator. All six superior/subordinate role styles

were used in this study. The subordinate role style of the ratee would

be very visible to a rater, and at the E-4 level the ratee would have

had opportunities to have developec and made visible a superior role

• . style.

The subjee-ts were then asked to rate ten hypothetical Ai rmen. The

“ratees ” (See Appendix A ) were constructs generated from written
descriptions of the four personality factors and the six superior/subordinate

role styles measured on the subjects. Four of these “ra tees ” were identified

• utilizing the adjectives Cattell uses to describe the foLr factors from the

I

Li ~ i~~~~~~~~ • •
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16 PF. Table 1 shows a list of these descri tive adj~ cti~ e~ .

TABLE 1

DESCRIPTIVE ADJECTIVES FROM SECOND ORDER FACTORS OF THE 16PF

Extrovertion Independent

1. Venturesome 1. Aggressi ve
2. Socially bol d 2. Stubborn
3. Uninh ibited 3. Competetive
4. Spontaneous 4. Reservec
5. Happy-go-lucky 5. C r i t i c ai
6. Impulsively lively 6. Imaginative
7. Gay 7. Wrapped in ~nner urgencies
8. Enth usiastic 8. Experimenting
9. Assertive 9. Free thinking

10. Stubborn 10. Self suffi c’ent
11. Participating 11. Resourcefu l
12. A joiner 12. Disregards rules

Neuroticism Poise

1. Sober 1. Self reliant
2. Prudent 2. Realisti c
3. Taciturn 3. No Nonsense
4. Serious 4. Reserved
5. Tense 5. Critical
6. Frustrated 6. Faces reali:y
7. Overwrought 7. Stubborn

I ‘ 8. Easily upset 8. Enthusiasti c
9. Emotional 9. Imaginative
10. Sensitive 10. Penetrating

• 11. Cl i ng i ng 11. Shrewd
12. Apprehensive
13. Worryi ng
14. Humb le
15. Timid

Ada ted from Cattell , R.B. , Handb~~k o r The
16~~ersonality Facto~’s, (Champaigr. : ~rstitutefor Personal ity and Ability Testing, i~7O)

The remaining six ‘ratees ” were identified by t~~ us-a c f five very

vi sib~ characteristi cs adapted from the six superior/su:Drcinate role

styles from Swer.ey ’s RP~~~. Table 2 sh~~s the character ist i cs selec ted as

th~ mos t visi b~-~ and Y~ir resu ting de~cri~ tion of e c h -~~
- thc three

Superior ro:e ~~~~~~~~~

~~~~~~~~ 

. -
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TABLE 2

DESCRIPT:ON OF SUPERIO R ROLE STYLES

Authori tarian Egualitarian Permissive

Theory “X” Theory “Y’ Missionary
Mana nt Autocratic Participative Indulgentgeme Paternalistic Rational Seductivey es Coercive Motivative Subjective

Subjective Objective

Coninunication No-sayer Objective Yes-sayer
Styles Yes-seeker Assessment No-seeker

Problem seeker Soluti on seeker Problem seeker
Fr Extrapunitjve Impuni tive Introputiltive

• 
us~ra~.ion Blames others Frustration Blames self

~eaction directed toward and system
situation , r~t

• 
people

Assumptions People are bad , People ar~ in- People are weak
about l azy, stupi d telligen : People need love

- • Subordinates People must be People are People repay
forced to work motivated kindness with

People know work
their joo best

Adapted from Sweney , A.B., Response. tc ?ower ~eas ure ,
A Test of Super~or and Subordinate RD~e P~’eferences ,
tWT~TTt~T Tes t Syst~~s Inc. , ~~~~~~~ 44-46)

Tab le 3 shows the descri ption of the selected cnaracteristi cs of

C each of the three subordinate role sty~es.

~~~1L~’: ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
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- •• TABLE 3

DESCRIPTIt)N OF SUBORDINATE ROLE STYLES

~ebel Critic Ingratiator

Trouble maker Idea man Organizatio n ~anWorker :omplainer Honestly PleaserStyles rotester critica l Yes-man
lutineer Co-operator Submissive

Conmunicati on go-sayer Not pre- Yes-sayer
Styles Yes-seeker programed No-seeker

F Extrapunitive Impuniti ve Intropun itiverustration 3lame s others Seeks sol uti~rs Blames selfReaction Sadistic Masochistic

They are greedy They are They are threaten-
They are uninte lli- reasonaole ed and must be

• . gent and wrong They wan: the humoredAssumptions They cause problems truth They have a rightabout They reward to avoid person-Superiors workers acco rd_ al blam e
ingly to rea

• contribu tion

Accepts few people Accepts eop l~ Accepts many people
Soc i ometri c Rejects many moderately Rejects few peo p le
Behaviors Rejects oeop1~moderately

Ada~- ted from Sweney , A.B.. , Resoo~se tc ~ower Measure,A Tt st of ~~per i or anc S~bordinate Role Preferences,
rWiLhi ta: Test Systems inc ., 1972 , p~. ~~-46)

The rating proces: undertaken ~y the suDjects o~ :h€ ~ypothetica~
ratees cons isted of as: ignin g a numeri ca~ evalua tion to ~~~~~~ of the ten rE.zees

- ~? ~
• ~~ 

— 
-~~~~~~— — —--

.
~~~~~~~~~~~ ‘.~~ — 

— 
—
.

- —~~~ •• — — 
-~~~ — II~~~ _•_~. ~~~~~~~~~~~~ ••



r 

- -

15

on a scale of one t~ ~e (poor to excellent). The rati ngs were

assigned on five dimens~ons:

1. Leadership potential

2. Ability to fol low orders

3. Ability to hold respect of his men

4. Communication effectiveness

5. Attitude , military beari ng

The subjects were asked to assume that there existed an opening

for promotion of one of the ten ratees from the enliste d ~ank of E-4

to E-5. Only one of th~ ten ratees could be promoted at this time

and the task assig ned tie subjects was to get their “best ’ man promoted.

The ratees were to be assumed as equal in allaspects of promotability

(time in service , time in present rank , qualifyi ng test s:ores, awards

and decorations , etc.) except that they differed in terms of the wri tten

• descri ption provided. The description was to be treated as notes taken

by the subjects from observation and personal interviews wi th the ratees.

On the basis of these descripti ons, the raters were to assign ratings.

The use of written descri pt~on of beh avior patterns served two purposes .

First it enabled the research to be conducted on the ~ehav~or of the subjects

when rating “pure types” of personalities and superior/su~ordinate role

styles . In an actual situation , no one person is all extrovert or all

neuroti c , nor is any ore person total ly authoritarian or totally ingrat-

iator . These characteristics can be measure d in people but the assessment

of the personal ity andjor superior/subordinate role style .s made on the

basis of dominant char cteristic patterns. In this study pure types ”

were used to reduce ami~guity in interpretation .

*~ —4:~
_ ~~~~~ -
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Also , the use of w’ itten descri ption of the ra tees ena~led the

researcher to control e.:traneous vari able which were not under study

in this research . Such possible contributors to rating bias as age,

race, and physical appeurance were elimi nated from the study. The

subjects were placed in a position of being required to make their

evaluations on the basi~ of the characteristics being studied.

Statistical Methods Emp~oyed

The data collected lended itself well to at least th~ee seperate

methods of analysis. T test the hypothesis that there is a significant

difference in the ratin~j behavior of experienced raters, and non-raters ,

a discriminat analysis -~as performed. The subjects were divided into

two groups; fifteen experienced raters and forty-two non_raters. A

second discri minant analysis was performed to examine the cifferences

• between the two groups ~n the measurements of their persoialities and

their superior/subordinate role styles.

Canonical analysis was applied to the data collected. The data

was analysed at three l evels. First, an analysis was performed of the

relationship of the personality and the superior/subordinate role styles

of all fifty-seven subjects . The format followed at this ~evel was to

treat the measurements ~f the subjects on the two instruments as the pre-

dictors and the subject ’s behavior in the rating process as the criteria.

A second canonical analysis was appliec by dividing tre subjects

into two groups (experienced raters and non-rating raters) and examining

the relationship of the rating behavior o~ each group to it ’ s respective

measurement. Again , t~e predictors were the measurement taken of each

group, and the criteri a consisteu of the rai.ing behav-.or o- the grou p.

I

,— —•-~~~~ ~ —
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A third series of -:anonical analyses were appliec to the data.

This level of analysis consisted of examining the four possible

combinations and superior/subordinate role styles of the raters and

the “ratees” in both the experienced rater group and the non-rater

group.

Factor analysis waz.. applied to the data to generate constructs

wh i ch help identify rater types and rati ng behavior types . The

experienced/non-experie.iced dychotomy was used in this analysis ,

also. Five factors were generated for each group.

• 
. 

. .4..~ ,. - ... •- .~. 
— • . - -.•
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CHAPTER XII

RESULTS

Discriminant Analysis o~ Rating Behavior

For the purpose of this part of the study , the subjects were divided

into two groups ; experiened raters and non-experienced raters. The

experienced rater group consisted of 15 subjects and the non-experienced

rate r group consisted o~ 42 subjects .

The rating behavior examined was the ratings assigned by the

members of each group to the hypothetical constructs described in the

methodology section. Each hypothetical construct was rated on a scale

of I to 10 on five dimensions. The range of possible scores that could

be given to any one of the constructs was from a minimum of 5 to a maximum

of 50. Table 4 shows the mean and standard deviation of each group for

each of the hypothetical “ra tees ” .

TABLE 4
MEA 4 AND STANDARD DEVIATION

-JF RATING BEHAVIOR

MEAN STANDARD DEVIATION

4 Ex- erienced Non-experienced Ex~erienced Non-Experienced
Rater Rater Rater Rater

1. Auth oritarian 12.666 15.733 6.580 7.372
2. Equalitar ian 39.404 41.799 8.006 8.072
3. Permissive 27.309 28.799 9.182 8.735
4. Rebel 12.285 15.333 7.092 10.230
5. Critic 34.714 39.006 7.065 5.909
6. ingratiator 30.880 28.666 7.945 7.687
7. Extrovert 34.095 34.466 9.610 8.943
8. Independent 25.214 25.200 9.513 8.359
9. Neurotic 25.875 23.133 8.068 7.130

10. Poise 36.166 38.399 3.812 6.905

. .
‘- .-•.•. --~~~~~~
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A discriminant an alysis was performed on the data to determine ~f

the two groups were si jnificant ly di fferent in their rat ng behavior.

An F ratio was computed in a step-wise process to test the significance

of the function . Each variable (ratee) was examined by adding one

variable at a time to the function. Table 5 shows the analysis including

the F ratio and the te;t of signifi cance at the .05 ieve l.

TABLE S

SIG N I FEAN CE OF DISC R IMINABILIT Y OF
RATING BEHAVIOR

Degrees
Vari able Resulting of

Step # Entered F Value Freedom P~obabi lity

1 5 Critic 4.541 1 55 < .05
2 9 Neurotic ‘- . 177 2 54 < .05
3 1 Authoritar i an 4.719 3 53 < .05
4 8 Independent 4.526 4 52 .05
5 6 Ingratiator 4 .031 5 51 < .05
6 4 Rebel 3.712 6 50 < .05
7 3 Permissive 3.494 7 49 < .05
8 7 Extrovert 3.016 8 48 < .05
9 2 Equalitari a.i 2.634 9 47 < .05

10 (F level for eltry of vari able #10 (Poise) was iisufficient
for further c)mputation).

Tne discriminant analysis shows that the two groups ~re distinctly

different in their rating behavior . Variables number 5 ar . c I add signi-

fican tly to the discri -nination. (See Appendix B ) A1 of the variables

taken together result in a sign~ficant di fference in the rating behavi or

between the two gro~.~ps.

~~~~~

. •
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A discr im inant fun :tion was also generated from :ne analysis.  This

function is displ ayed in Table 6.

TABLE 6

DIS RIMINANT FUNCTION OF
RATING BEHAVIOR

Function Function
Vari able A B

1 Authoritarian 0.023 0.145
2 Equalitari an O.M7 0.433
3 Permi ssive 0.026 0.112
4 Rebel 0.376 0.466
5 Cri ti c 0.446 0.700
6 Ingratiator 0.174 0.070
7 Extrovert 0.056 0.077

• 8 Independent -0 .077 -0 .196
9 t”teuroti c 0.075 -O .08..

The analysis further involves the classification of each observation

into one of the two pre-selected groups (experienced rater or non-experienced

rater). A two by two -natrix was generated to display the nunter of observations

: classified into each ;~oup. This matri x is shown in Ta ie 7.

TABLE 7

DI CRIMINAT ION MATRIX OF
RATING LEHAVIOR

Pre-selected
Groups 

— 
Expc rienced Raters Non-E~per~~~ced ~.aters

ExDerience c
~aters  31 1:

Non-Experienced
• Raters 3 

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
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Eiscr~minant Analysis f Behavicral Measurenents

A discrimi nant ana :ysis was appl ied to the measurements taken from

tne subjects on the 16?F and the RPM. As in the above analysis , the

experienced rater - non-experienced rater dichotomy was used to divide

the subjects into two j roups.

The score from the 16PF and the RPM were first converted to standard

ten scores , making the range of possible scores from 1 to 10 on each of

the ten measured dimensions. Table 8 shows the mean and standard deviation

of each group for each dimension .

TABLE 8

MEAN A~1D STANDARD DEVIATION OF
PERSONAL 1TY-SUPERIOR /SUBORDINATE MEASUREMENTS

Mean Standard Dev iation
Vari able Rate s Non-raters Raters N.)r.-raters

1 Authoritarian 5.5~7 5.133 1.965 2.325
2 Equalitari an 5.5)0 5.533 1.928 1.684
3 Permissive 5.5~3 5.466 1.978 1.552
4 Rebel 5.9)4 4.600 2.009 2.028
5 Critic 5.9~8 6.066 2.234 1.162
6 Ingratiator 5.023 5.266 1.854 1.624
7 Extrovert 4.5 5 5.200 1.848 1.473
8 Independent 5 .75 1 6.200 1.511 .373
S Neurotic 6.156 5.666 1.859 _ .676
10 Poise 5.633 5.266 2.196 2.374

A second discrimi r ant anal j~is was performed or -:he d~ta tc test
tne r.ypothesis tnat the two groups were cifferer~t in the i .- personal ities

and their superior/subrdinate ~o e  styles. The ste —wise analysis
was used and the contribution ~ eacn variable to th-~ a scriminant

i2

~
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• analysis was computed. Table 9 shows the analysis of benavioral

measures between the two groups and the test of signific ance from the

computed F ratio.

TABLE 9

SIGN IFICAN E OF DISCRIMINABILIT Y OF
PERSONALITY-SUPERIOR /SUBORDINATE MEASUREMENTS

Degrees
Vari able Resulting of

Step # Entered Value Freedom Probability

1 4 Rebel 4 .636 1 55 ~ .65
2 8 Independeit 4.037 2 54 < .05

3 2 Equalitarian 3.055 3 53 < .05

4 7 Extrovert 2.525 4 52 < .05

5 1 Authorita~jan 2.156 5 51 > .05
6 10 Poise 1.836 6 50 > .C5

7 3 Permissive 1.628 7 49 > .05
8 9 Neurotic 1.399 8 48 > .05

(F level for entry of variables # 5 and 6 were insufficient
10 for further computations.)

The analysis show s that the two groups are not signifi cantly dif-

ferent from each other in their behavioral measurements ~eyond the first

four vari ables conside~ed. Only vari able number 4 (rebel) added

significantly to the ciscrimination (See Appendix ~ ). 4ren taken all

together , the variable s do not signifi cantly discrirn~nate between the

two groups.

Tne discri~iinant ~~nction ~~nerate~ Frcrn this analysi~ is shown
-1. _ -_ ,  1

-- •~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ r~~~~~~~~~ --~~~~~~~~~~
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TABLE 10

- . DI S~R I M IN ANT FUNCTION OF
PERSONALITY- SUPERIOR/SUBORDINATE MEASUREMENTS

Function Function
Variable A B

1 Authoritarian 5.87 6 5.775
- 

-~ 2 Equalitari an 7.149 6.806
3 Permissive 1.575 1.815
4 Rebel 0.915 0.386
7 Extrovert 8.856 9.102
8 Independent 6 .454 6 .977
9 Neurotic 13.293 13.350

10 Poise 1.457 1.312

- - 
~ - Each observation was classified into one of the followi ng

two pre-selected groups (experienced raters or Non-experienced raters).

The following two by t~o matrix (Table 11) shows this classification

process.

TABLE 11

DISCRIMINATION MATR:X OF PERSONAL ITY-
SIJPERICR/SUBORDINAT E MEASUREMENTS

- . Observations
Classified into
Gro ups

Pre-select ed Experi enced Non-experienced
Groups Raters ~azers

Experience d 2Raters -

\or-Exper~erced

~ater~

_______________________________________________________ 

Ii

_ _ _  I
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Ldnon -.ca i Analjs is

Since the discriminj nt analysis indicated that the rat i ng behavior

• of experienced raters .s significantly di fferent than the rating behav-

ior of non-experienced raters , canonical analysis was applied to the

data to examine the na ;ure of the difference. The si~bje~ts were

divided into two group. , ex per ience d raters and non-expe :~ienced raters ,

and eight separate canonical analysies were app lied, using the subjects ’

- 
~

- score s on the 16PF and the RPM as the predi ctors and their behavior in

the rating of the writ ten description s (“Ratees ”) as the criteria. Table

12 shows the eight pai -~-wise combinations used for the canonical correlations.

TABLE 12

PREDIC~OR-CR ITER IA COMBINATIONS
USED 0R CANONICAL CORRELATIONS

PREOICTOR.i CRIT:~RIA

Rc (Measuremant o- Rater) (Characteristics of “Ratee”) 
Experiençed Rater

I Superi or/subordina:e Role ~~~~ Superior/subordin3te role sty le
2 Superior/subordina;e Role Styi c 

~

. Pers onality
3 Personality Personality
4 Persona ’.ity Superior /subordinate Role Style

Non-experienced Rater
5 Superior /subordina e Role ~~~~ Su~eri or/suborainate Role Style
5 Superior/subord ir,a:e Role :~:yie Personality

7 ?ersor ia ’ity ?srsona)ity 
_________________

... 8~ ?ersona ity S perior/suoordi r:ai e Ro~e Style

~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ -
~~ 
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Of the eignt sets f canonical correlations com pLted , f o u r  failed

to meet the requiremen .s for significance at the .10 leve l as defined

‘F by Bartlett ’s lambda test (1941). Tables 13 through 16 ~;how the

results of the test of significance for the pair-wise correlation s

that did not satisfy t~e significance cri te rion .

TABLE 13

SUPERIOR/SU 3ORDINATE MEASUREMENT OF ExPER:ENc:c
RATER CORRE: ATED WITH RATINGS ASSIGNED TO SUPERIOR!
SUBO RDINAT E DESCR I PTIONS BY EXPERIENCED RATERS .

CANONICAL DEGREES

CORRELAT ION LAMBDA CHI-S QUARE FREEDOM PROBABILITY

0.91960 0.01103 38.3088 7 36 > .1)
0.86499 0.07148 22.42 567 25 ‘ .13
0.75778 0.28389 10.70280 16 > .13
0.42 185 0.66678 3.44506 9 > .13
0.37720 0.81112 1.77940 4 > .1)

0.23310 0.94567 0.47486 1 ‘

********************** ~********r********************•~ ****,r*********

TAB LE 14

SUPERIOR/ SUBORDINAT E MEASUREMENT OF EXNRIEMOE D
RATERS CC~RELATED ~:T~ RATINGS ASSIG N E D T 3
PERSONALITY DEscR:~TIoNs BY EXPERIENCED RATERS

~E3REESCANONICAL OF
CORRELATION LAMBDA C~ I-S~~ ~~~~~~ .~~EEDOM ?R:-SAI:.•I:Y

4

0.38453 0.37048 25.1 7~; 24 > ..C

0.76964 O.323~~ > . 0
0.40747 3.794~~~~ 0 > .~~~~

C.~~.734 C. 52~7 C. -- J > .

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ *~~*~c,( - * * * A - ,: _X
~~*~~*~~~

_ _~~ ~
- - ,~~ -x -~- - .c ~~~~ x-.:**~~*** ~~~~~~~~ ~
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TABLE 15

SUPERIOR/SUBO~DINATE MEASUREMENT OF NON-EXPERIENCEDRATERS CORRELMTED WITH RATINGS ASSIGNED TO
PERSONALITY DESCRIPTIONS BY NON-EXPERIENCED RATERS

CAUONICAL DEGREES

CORRELATION LAMBDA CHI-S QLARE FREEDOM PROBABILITY

0.58941 0.45105 29 .06032 24 > .10
0.49189 0.69116 13.48254 15 > .10
0.28792 0.91177 3.37142 8 > .10
0.07623 0.99419 0.21273 3 > .IC

*************************************************************** **

TABLE 16

PERSONALIT’( MEASUREMENTS OF NON-EXPERIENCED RATERS
CORRELATED WITH RATINGS ASSIGNED TO SUPE RIOR /SUBORDI NATE
DESCRIPTIO.~S BY NON-EXPERIENCED RATERS.

CANONICAL DEGREES

CORRELATION LAMBDA CHI-SQUARE FREEDOM PROBABILITY

0.62514 0.45866 28.45006 24 > .10
0.44143 0.75136 10.43410 15 > .10

- 
:~~ 0.24712 0.93321 2.52308 8 > .10

0.07805 0.9939 1 0.22305 3 > .1C

**********************

The remaining four sets of canonical correlati c~s produced two

maximum correl ations tnat were si gnifi cant at the .D level and two

that were signi fi cant at tne .35 level . Tables 17 tiroLgn 20 show the

resul ts of the test of signi f~car.ca for those corre~~ticn s that produced

naximum canonica~ correlatior.s wY ~~’. ~i c  ~teet ~~ s.~~if canoe cri ter on ,

and ~ispiay the c~no~ical coe~~ ;iC~~t5 ;..~~; inoi cate ~~~~ variables con-

-i~~:ed tc tr~ cot:e~~tic;~.

-
~~~~ 

. .
~~~~. •‘- -
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TABLE 17

SUPERIOR/SUBORD . NATE MEASUREMENTS OF EXPERIEN CED RATERS
CORRELATED WITH RATINGS ASSIGNED TO PERSONALITY DESCRIPTIONS
BY NON-EXPERIENCED RATERS.

CANONICAL DEGREES

CORRELATION LAMBDA CHI-S QUARE FREEDOM PROBABILITY

0.97363 0.01979 37.26547 24 < .05

0.69167 0.38016 9.18815 15 > .10
0.38766 0.72884 3.00489 8 > .10
0.37718 0.85773 1.45787 3 > .10

TABLE l7a

COEFFICIENTS FOR MAXIMUM CANONICAL CORRELATION 0.973~~

LEFT HAND VARIABLES OEFF I CIENTS - RIGHT HAND VARIABL S  COEFFICIENTS

1. Authori tari an -0.54399 1. Extrovert 0.76686

2. Equalitari an 0.09186 2. Independent -0.52357

L 3. Permissive 0.02849 3. Neurotic 0.36266

4. Rebel 0.88398 4. Poise 0.07926

5. Critic 0.39019

6. Ingratiator 0.59929

*******************~ r* ******k**~~**1. ~~****** ~~**~~~~**** *~r ,~*~~***
’
****** ****** **

t
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TABLE 18

SUPERIOR/SUBORDINATE MEASUREMENTS OF NON-EXPERIE NCED RATERS
CORRELATED WITH RATINGS ASSIGNED TO SUPERIOR/SU BORDINAT E
DESCRIPTIONS BY NON-EXPERIENCED RATERS

DEGREES
CANONICAL OF

• CORRELATION LAMBA CHI-SQUARE FREEDOM PR0BAB:LITY

• 0.63910 0.23519 51.38196 36 < .05
0.58277 0.39757 32.74438 25 > .10
0.53389 0.60204 18.01408 16 > .10

0.37625 0.84205 6.10284 9 > .10
0.12441 0.9809 1 0.68409 4 > .10

0.06054 0.99633 0.13036 1 > .10

***************** ************ ************* **** ***** **** ** ********

TABLE 18a

• COEFFICIENTS FOR MAXiMUM CANONICAL CORRELATION 0.639 10

LEFT HAND VARIABLES COEFFICIENTS RAND HAND VAR IAB L~S COEFFICIENTS

1. Authori tarian -0.08654 1. Authoritariai 0.68239

2. Equalitarian -1.09058 2. Equalitari an 0.28363

3. Permissive ‘ -0.30437 3. Permissive -0.26250

4. Rebe l 0.11400 4. Rebel : -0.18610

5. Criti c 0.07736 5. Criti c 0.52585

6. Ingratiator 0.37306 6. Ingratiator 0.27171

*******************~~**********~~***-A~****** *************

&~ ~~~~~~~~~~~
- 
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TABLE 19

PERSONALITY ME.-~SUREME NTS OF EXPERIENCED RATERS
CORRELATED WI TH RATINGS ASSIGNED TO PERSONALITY
DESCRIPTIONS B” EXPERIENCED RATERS.

DEGREES
CANONICAL OF
CORRELATION LAMBDA CHI-SQUARE FREEDOM PROBABILITY —

0.85638 0.14741 20 .10281 16 < .10 -

0.62823 3.55287 6.22256 9 > .13
0.04563 0.91336 0.95159 4 > .10

0.04297 3.9570 3 0.46118 1 > .10

**********

TABLE 19a

COEFFICIEN TS FOR ~t1XIMUM CANONICAL CORRELATION O.856E6

LEFT HAND VARIABLES COEFFICIEi’4I~ RIGHT HAND VARIABL ES COEFFICIENTS

1. Extrovert 0.52948 1. Extrovert -0.12489

• - 2. independent 0.46355 2. Independent 0.48250

• 3~. Neurtoic 0.46242 3. Neuroti c -0 .24992

4. Poise O.0450 . 4. Poise 0.83014

~***** ****** t -**************** ~r******** . ********* *****~~
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TABLE 20

PERSONAL ITY I IEASUREMENTS OF NON- EXPER I ENCEL) RATERS
CORRELATED W:TH RATINGS ASSIGNED TO PERSONALITY
DESCRIPTIONS BY NON-EXPERIENCE RATERS.

DEGREES
CANON ICAL OF
CORRELATION LAMBDA CHI-SQUARE FREEDOM PROBAB:LITY

0.61751 0.50327 25.74866 16 < .10
0.36938 0.81346 7.74236 9 > .10

0.22946 0.94198 2.24138 4 > .10

0.07526 0.99434 0.21300 1 > .10

*****

• TABLE 20a

COEFFICIENTS FOR MAXIMUM CANONICAL CORRELATION 0.61751

LEFT HAND VARIABLES COEFFICIENI~ RIGHT HAND VAR IAB ES COEFFICIEN TS

1. Extrovert -0.88666 1. Extrovert 0.01933

4 , 2. Independent 0.60176 2. Independent -0.80778

3. Neuroti c -0.81891 3. Neuroti c -0.0369 1

4. Poise -1.20361 4. Poise 0.58802

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~
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Factor Analysis

Factor analysis wis appliec1 to the data to generate constructs
-• 

wh i ch help explain the rating behavior of the two groups . The person-

ality-superi or/subordi iate scores and the ratings assigned to descriptions

of personal i ty-superi o ~/subordi nate characteristi cs we re factore d for

each group using an or:hogonal varimax rotated factor analysis process.

• Table 21 shows the flv~ factors generated by this process for the non-rate r

group, and the loading of each vari able in each factor.

TABLE 21

• RATING BEHW IOR FACTORS FOR NON-RATERS

Measuremen t FACTORS
Vari able 1 2 3 4 5
1. Authori tarian 0.548 -0.098 -0.011 0.224 0.404
2. Equalitari an —0.743 -0.299 -0.011 0.044 -0.002
3. Permissive 0.200 0.389 0.478 0.375 -0.287
4. Rebel 0.307 -0.001 -0.731 -0.1)3 0.031
5. Criti c 0.239 -0.249 0.370 0.644 0.009
6. Ingrati ator 0.165 -0.035 0.76 1 0.130 0.102
7. Extrovert -0.152 -0.779 0.108 -0.044 -0.146
8. Independent 0.078 -0.403 -0.679 0.258 0.102
9. Neurotic 0.147 0.834 0.199 —0.0 74 -0.126

10. Poise 0.351 -0.549 —0.44 9 0.033 -0 .104

Rating Behavior
-
. Vari able

11. Authori t~~ian —0.003 0.005 0.193 -0 . 152  0.783
12. Equalitarian 0.671 —0.130 0.058 -0.3-3 2 -0.326
13. Permissive 0.553 -0.137 0.173 -0.157 0.30 1
14. Rebel -0.029 0.401 -0.123 o.o;a 0.578
15. Criti c 0.714 0.057 -0.143 -3.321. 0.133
16. Ingratiator 0.289 ~O.O74 0.007 -O.67~ 0.240
17. Extrovert 0.132 -0.027 0.114 -0.77~ -0.118
18. Independent 0.414 -0.113 -0.070 O.Ci.. 0.569
19. Neurotic 0.442 -0.076 0.524 -0.252 0.298
20. Poise 0.602 0.205 -0.038 0. ~~~ 3.009

‘1• ~~~r- • ~~ 
- . -

— ~~~~~~~~ - - -—
4. 
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The rating behavicr factors generatec ~or the non-rc~ter group

and the l oadings of each variable in each factor are shown in Table 22.

TABLE 22

RATING BEHAVIOR FACTORS FOR EXPERIENCED RATERS

Measurement FACTORS
Vari able 1 2 3 4 5
1. Authori tari an 0.121 0.799 0.168 0.351 -0.083
2. Equalitari an -0.026 -0.276 -0.457 -0.714 0.230
3. Permissive -0.164 0.772 0.256 -0.229 -0.147
4. Rebel 0.098 -0.304 0.013 0.712 -0.557
5. Critic -0.032 -0.258 0.113 0.062 0.852
6. Ingratiator 0.072 0.033 0.505 -0.333 0.660
7. Extrovert 0.035 -0.224 -0.761 0.020 -0.205
8. Independent 0.103 -0.581 -0.388 -0 .247 -0.308
9. Neurotic -0.088 -0.041 0.915 0.261 0.111

10. Poi se 0.222 0.027 -0 .741 0.36 1 0.043

Rating Behavior - •
Variables

11. Auth oritarian - 0.745 -0.492 0.147 -0.046 0.121
12. Equalitari an 0.434 0.601 -0.190 -0.182 -0.218
13. Permissive 0.852 0.149 -0 .299 -0 .179 -0~101
14. Rebel 0.180 -0.922 -0.031 0.039 -0 .098
15. Criti c 0.375 0.702 —0.282 -0.202 -0.112
16. Ingratiator 0.614 -0.058 -0.484 0.101 0.132
17. Extrovert 0.643 0.463 0.214 0.220 -0 .287
18. Indepencient 0.696 -0.232 0.256 -3.227 -0.502
19. Neurotic 0.908 0.088 -0.227 0.223 0.087
20. Poise 0.050 0.066 0.236 -3.745 -0.181

11.
• 

~~~~ 
.
~~

.
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CHAPTER IV

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

Previous research has shown that bias exists in performance eval-

uation. The postulation that the source of this bias is similarities

in demographic characteristics of the rater and ratee has not been

substantiated. The present study has made an attempt to examine

similarities or differences in personalities and superi o—/subordinate

role styles of raters and ratees as a possible source of bias . Specifically,

the study sought to es ;ablish whether the rating behavior of experienced

raters is signifi cantly different from that of non—raters , and if such

simi larities or diffe rences could be interpreted as a source of rater bias.

Procedures

To accomplish the described purpose , measurements ware taken of the

pers onalities and supe~ior/s ubordinate role styles of fi fty-seven subjects

using the 16PF and the RPM. The subj ects also evaluated the “performance ’

of ten hypothetical “ratees ” . The ratees were written descri ptions of

the personality factor; and the superi or/subordinate role styles upon

wnich the subjects were measured. An examination was mad€~ of the relation-

• s u p  of the measurements taken of the subjects and t~eir behavior in

rating the written description of these measurements .

Conc Lsions

An interpretE.z~or. of th~ c~nputed resLits produced t~e following

~oncl us ions.

j~ ~~~~~~ -~~~~~ 
- 

-
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1. The rating beh avior of experienced raters appears to be

significantly different from the rating behavior of non-raters . The
- 

- discriminant analysis ~pplied to the data indicates that sign i ficant

discrimi nation can be niade between the two groups on the basis of

rating behavior . A cor.iputed F value for the ten vari ables as a group

was signifi cant at .05 level . (F = 2.634, df 9 47, < .05 The discri m-

inant function indi catus that experienced raters exhibit a rating

behavior most differen : from the behavior of non-raters when rating

critics . The non-ra te~- , who is by defini tion a subordinate to the

experienced rater, does not attach the value to the characteristics

of the critic that the experienced rater does. In seven cif the ten

variables considered , ~he experiet :ed rater appears to be introducing

more bias into the rating process than the non-rater. Tiat the two

groups are different i; supported by the discrimination ~~trix; 74~
of the experienced ratars meet the criteri a for i nclusio .i into the

“Experienced Rater” group and 80% of the non-raters are c lassi f ied

into the “Non-rater” g roup.

2. The personal ities and the superi or/subordinate role sty les of

tne experienced raters are not significantly diffe reflt fru~ the person-

alities and the superior /subord inate role styles of the uon-raters . Dis-

criminant analysis inc icates that no si;riificant discrir .i ~azion can be

r~ade between experienced raters and non-raters on the b~s . s  of the per-

son~~;ties and the s4arior/subo rdir,ate role styles ~~.iL. ~wo g roups .

•~eu aH te~i vanab .e~ are co~s;cerec~ t.-~e:~ ~s no s~gr.~f-.c~nce to the

ciscriminac~ l ty bet~~en the tw) groups . ~ per-variable ~r.alysi; indicates

cuac scrir~iiab~ i i y  exists up to ar,a i~iclu ding tr~e fcLrt:’. var ia~ ie i n

:i~ ste:-w;~e ~~ ;r~s. .on . The ~i scr imr~ .~z iunct~c~ ~~c -~s that tue non—raters

LA -

~ 

-

~~~~~

‘ . .- 
“4.- a-.. ~~ 

- 
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scored higher on the r~bel and the equalitarian scales w v le  the

experi enced raters sco”ed higher on the extrovert and the independent

scales. The discriminat ion matri x shows slightly less support

for discri mination between the two groups on their personal ity factors

and their superior /subardinate role styles . Only 71% of the experienced

raters meet the cri teri a for incl usion into the “Experienced Rater ”

group and only 73% of the non-ra ters are class ified into the “Non-rater ”

group. This informati3n , along wi th the computed F value , indicates

that the two groups are different , but not significantly so.

3. Experienced raters introduce bi as into the rati ng process as a

functi on of the relationship of thei r superior/subordinate role styles —

and thei r personalities to the personalities of the ratee.

Two of the four signifi cant canonical correlations show the bias of

the experienced rater. The superi or/subordinate role sty le of the

experienced rater correlates significantly with the personality factors

of the ratee at the .05 level (Table 17). The coeffi cients for this

correlation (Table 17a ) shows a strong subordinate ori entation on the

part of the rater. Al l three subordinate role styles have a coefficient

larger than the arbit rarily assigned “significance ” level of .350 . Tie

only superior role styles in excess of .350 is the authoritarian which

is negati ve . An interpretation of these coefficients might be that the

experienced rater who perceives himself to be a subordinate tends to make

his performance evaluations on the basis of personal ity factors. The bias

introduced is in favor of the extrovert (.767) and agairs; the independent

(- . 524) and the neurotic (-.363).

The personality tactors of t~e ex~erience.~ rater correlates significant ly

wi th the personalit:’ —actors of the rate~ ~t the .~C le,el (Table 19). The
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t~nderrnindedness anc i itroversicn as being the res~.lt of r i s

independence.

Discussion of Factor Analysis

A factor analysis was applied to the scores and rating behavior

of the experienced raters and the non-experienced raters to generate

constructs which help explain rating behavior as it relates to the

personality and superi or/subordinate role styles of the rater. Five

• factors were extracted for each group. Factor loadings of .350 or

more were considered signifi cant . In the following discussion , the

scores of the rater ara referrec. to as the “rater ” and the rating

- 

:, beh avior as the “ratee ’.

Factors for Non-Experi~nced Raters

It  Factor #1 consist .~ of a toLgh-minded authoritarian who is not

equalitari ar, favoring ;he critic-equal itarian toughminded ratee. There

is also a tendency to - avor the permissive-neurtoic-inde enclent ratee.

It appears that this factor describes the authori tar~an ater who is

somewhat defensive and therefor feels that the perscnali;y types an~

4 . ,  superior/subordinate rile styles he favors are the least zr.reatening .

This fact or might oe termed the ‘ Defensive Authoritarian Rater ” .

Factor #2 show s a neuroti c introvert rater who is t~r~ e~~inded  ar~
cependent. This rater tends to be pe~rissive in his sLp~r:3r capacity

aid favors the rebel s~bordinate . Th is factor seems to -~esc r i be t~e

~~ er-con ficent rater iho admire s the rebel. The rater ,~ -j ach ieve

some v -c a r ic~s sat isfaot~or. frc : watchir.c, one reoei. T~~~~ 
,-acoor oight

oc ~ec ;r,e “Fruszra ;ec. ~atar

~3 i n vr~ ve. . an ~n~r .ia;or, ‘on-rebel , crit : ; .~nc ~s

I.. R -

~~~~~
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permissive . The rater is also dependent and tendermindec and favors

the neuroti c ratee. This factor seems to reflect a rater who is

• under confident but whc Is resigned to his state . He fav ors the

neuroti c from a positi on of empathy. This factor might be called

the “Frustrated but Resigned Rater”.
- 

- Factor #4 consists of a critic rater who favors an introvert ,

non-ingratiator ratee . This interaction might be interpreted as the

critic assigning valve to people who do not social i ze on the job and

stick to the business at hand. Previous research (Sweney and Beason ,

1971) shows this to be a characteristi c of the critic. Extroversion

and ingratiation both rely on interpersonal interaction and the

critic seems to seek to avoi d non-productive interpersonal interaction.

Factor #5 shows a toughminded authori tarian ratce who favors the

rebel , independent ratee. This cons truct might be explained as the

• sel f-confi dent rater wno seeks interaction with his suborainates.

The rebel-independent . atee will provide this interaction . The self-

confidence of the rater makes this interaction a challenge . This

factor might be cal led the “Self-confi dent Authoritarian Rater ” .

Factors for Experience d Raters

Factor #1 lists all but two of the ratee character iat~cs. The

two characteristi cs ann~itted are the rebel and the tougho:nded (poise).

This appears to be a generalized ratee factor. There are rio significant

loadings from the rate r characteristics .

Factor #2 consist; of an authoritar~ar. 3ermiss ive rater wno ~s

ceper,dent ar~ ~mo favcrs tie r~~ e who i~. a non-critic n~ratiaoor ano

d non-autr,o”~~ari an perm1ss~ve. n~ a~so Tavorc ratee wno ~s an

~~~~•—4 .  —I- ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ -- - — —



— • • - --- --- ------ — -

39

- - extrovert. This factor seems to describe a manipulative rater who

is somewhat inclined to favor ratees who are more easily manipulated.

He rejects the cri ti c and authori tari an ratee because these role styles

do not lend themselves to manipulation . This factor may be labeled

the ’Manipulative Rater ” .

Factor #3 describes a rater who is a neurotic tendeininded

• introvert and somewhat dependent. This rater is also and ingratiator

and not permissive. He rejects the ingi~atiator ratee, possibly because

he sees ingratiati on as his own least desirable characteristi cs. He

may perceive that his own ingrati ation as necessary, but feels that it

is not d&i rable. Thi3 factor can be identified as the ‘Reaction to

Ingratiation” factor.

Factor #4 show s a toughminded authoritarian rebel w~o is not

permissive favoring a tendermi nded ratee . One explanati~n for this

factor might be that the rater is “protecting” the tende~minded ratee .

This factor might be cal led the “Paternalisti c Authoritarian ” factor.

Factor #5 consists of the cri ti c-ingratiator rater who is not a

rebel and who favors the dependent ratee. The critic- i ngratiator may

perceive himself to be dependent and thus favors the dependent from a

position of empathy .

No concl us ions are drawn from the factors presented above , they

only help show some of the complexity of the rating process . It is

possible to point out that there appears to be appreci ably more predict-

ability associated w it i the factor generated f rom the non-experienced

raters than from the experienced ratero . This indicates tnat wi th

experience the rating process becomes more complex , and perhaps more

“contaminated” .

- • - - •
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Limitations of the Study

In an attempt to provide “pure types ” as ratees and to elim inate

extraneous variables from the study , a certain amount of artificiala lity

was introduced into the study. This was , however , a trade-off that the

author chose to make.

In a previous study (Beason,1972) the experienced rater—non-exper-

ienced rater dychotomy was not used and no significant correlation was

found between the characteristics of the ratee and the measurements of

the rater. The present study shows that the behavior of the two groups

is distinstly different. Some of the bias in the rating process has

been shown to be a function of the relationship of the superior/subord-

inate role styles and the personality factors of the raters and the

same dimensions of the ratees.

Future studies of bias as a function of superior/subordinate role

styles and personalities might concern themselves with obtaining a larg-

er sampl e s i ze. A ser ies of ratings might be performed by the subjects

• instead of one isolated rating task. An analysis of the conduct of this

study l eads to the hypothesis that the use of a series of rating tasks

would be more beneficial since there would be more of a tendency for be-
- 

• haviora l patterns to develope as a result of rating the same ratee say-

eral times.

- • •~~~-• . - ~~ ~ . .. 
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PER~ORM AN CE EVAL UATION INDE X

This instrument is designed to allow you to evaluate the perform-

ance of ten individuals , based upon a verbal description of e~.ch . The

object of this exercise Is for you to try to give the most favorable

rating to the individual that you would like to see promoted to the

next rank. Only one of the ten can be promoted. The promotion wi l l

be from E-4 to E-5.

The ratees are presumed to be equal in all respects concerning pro-

motability ( time i n grade , time in service , test scores, etc.) Since

the ratees are al i ke in these aspects of promotability , you are asked to

treat the verbal descriptions as notes you have taken from interviews wi th

each of them and from observation of each of them. On tie basis of

these notes you are to rate each of the men on a sca le of 1 to 10 on

five items.

EXAI4PLE

***Ajrman “A” makes friends easi ly and does not seeii to mind hard

work . He is usually happy and energetic. He spends most of his time ,

when off duty, by himself. He does not like peopl e who complain too much .***

POOR AVG . EXCELLENT
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

I 7

1.) Leadership potential I X 
-

2.) Ability to fol low orders . i 

-

3.) Ability to hold respect of his men. X-

4 .)  Conmunication effecti veness. . 4 X~~

~.) Attitude , mili;~.y bearing . I X~ 

~ 
- •
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DESCRIPTION
OF RATEE *

Airman “A” knows what is best for other people. He often trys to

force others to do things his way. He expects others to reject his

• ideas , but insists that his ideas are right. He looks for the person

to blame when things go ~~ong. He knows that people won ’t work if he

doesn ’t keep an eye on them. He seldom praises any of his co-workers .

*** Rate the above Airman on the following scale. A rating

of 1 (one) indicates very poor and a rating of 10 (ten) indi cates

excellent. Make jour rating by plac ing an X in the appropriate

box after each of the five areas to be rated.~~*

POOR AVG . EXCELLENT
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

• p
1.) Leadership potential . L —4 4
2.) Ability to follow orders . 

_____ __________ _____

3.) Ability to hold respect of his men. 
_ _ _ _  _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  _ _ _ _  

_ i
4.) Coninunication effectiveness. -

• 5.) Atti tude, military bearing. 
_____ -__________ ____________

*( Authoritarian )

L

~ 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
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DESCRI PT ION
OF RATEE *

Airm an “B” is sober and serious . He exercises caut’~on when making

decisions . Problems cause him to become tense and frustra ted. He is

emotiona l and easily upset . He is sensitive to criticisn , but expects to

be criticized. He is humble and timid towards his co-workers and his

boss es.

~~~ ** Rate the above Airman on the following scale. A rating

of 1 (one) indicates very poor and a rating of 10 (ten) indicates

excellent. Make jour rating by placi ng an X in the appropriate

box after each of the five areas to be rated. ~~~

POOR .WG. EXCELLENT
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

1 i r ’

1) Leadership potential . F— — 
- 

- -

2) Abilit y to follow orders. __________________________

:1 3) Ability to hol d re;pect of his men . 
- -

2

4) conmunication effe:tiveness. ____________________________

5) Attitude , Military bearing _______________________________

“~( Neurotic)

~~~~ _~~~~_ :_ ~~~~~~~~~~_~~~~~~~~~~~
- 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~-~
-
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DESCRIPTION
OF RATEE *

Airman “C” expects to be told “no” and gives in when he is told.

He is kind to others and expects them to repay his kindness with loya lty.

When things go wrong , ~e accepts the blame . He trys to talk people into

doing what he wants to do. He trys to get along with everyone.

**** Rate the above Airman on the following scale. A rating

of 1 (one) indi ca;es very poor and a rating of 10 (ten) indi cates

excellent. Make jour rating by placing an X in the appropriate

box after each of the five areas to be rated. ~~~

POOR MG. EXCELLENT

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
— 4.

1) Leadership potential . 
— _____________ ____ _______

2) Ability to follow orders. — _____________ — -

3) Ability to hold respect of his men . 
— _____________ _____

4) Corrinunication effe:tiveness. .
~~~~~~ . —.--— .— -i

5) At t i tude, Military bearing. _____ ______ _ _
~~~~~~~~~_ -

*(Permj ss ive)

~ 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
~~- 



_____________ — - - _ ~~~~~ - _

DESCRI PTION
OF RATEE*

Airman “D” is very self—reliant and is realistic in his approach

to his work . He refrains from partici pati ng in any form of “non-sense ” .

He takes situations as they arise and analyses them crit- call y. Although

he is enthus i astic, he is very stubborn when he thinks he is ri ght.

He frequently has new ~deas that are well thought out.

**** Rate the above Airman on the following sca~e. A rating

of 1 (one) indicates very poor and a rating of 10 ( ten) indi cates

excellent. Make jour rating by placing an X in the appropriate

box after each of the five areas to be rated. ~~~

POOR AVG. EXCELLENT
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

1) Leadership potenti al . 
- 

-

- ~~~~~~~~~ ‘ 
-

2) Ab ii’i ty to follow orders.

~~ ) Ability to hold reapect of his men. 
-
~ 

- 

- 
-

4) Comiunication effective ness . 
________________________________

5) Atti tude , Military bearing. 
_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

*(pojse)

4

~~~~~—--- --- ~~- 
-

~~~~~~~~~~
- - --~L-~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
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DESCRIPTION

OF RATEE*

Airman “E” really accepts s ome of his co-work ers , but he treats

all of them as if he thinks they know what they are doi ng . When a

problem arises , he dir~.~cts his energies at finding a soluti on . He

expects some good ideas from others and some not-so-good i deas. He

works with people , sharing both the decisions , and the responsibility

for the out-come.

***** Rate the Ai rman on the following scale. A ra cing

of 1 (one) indica tes very poor and a rating of 0 (zen) indicates

excellent. Make jour rating by placing an X in the appropriate

box after each of the five areas to be rated. ~~~~~~

POOR AJG. EXCELLE~ ,T

1 2 - 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
-

1) Leadership potenti al 
_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  _ _ _ _ _

2) Ability to follow orders 
___________________ _______

T

3) Ability to hold reipect of his men 4 _______ 

—

4) Communication effectiveness _______________________ _______

5) Attitude , Military bearing _____________________

*(Equalitarian)

~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ a- .- 
~~~



- — -__w_ ___, _

DESCRI PT ION
OF RATEE*

A i rman “F” frequently finds fault wi th his job , his boss , his

working conditions , etc. He seldom agrees wi th anyone , he prefers

h 1s own ideas . He thinks that people are greedy and that they cause

problems . He makes little effort to get along with people. He

expects people to agree wi th him , but he will not compromise his ideas .

**** Rate the above Ai rman on the following scale. A rating

of 1 ( one) indicates very poor and a rating of 10 (ten) indi cates

excellent. Make jour rating by placing an X in the appropri ate

box after each of the five areas to be rated. ****

POOR AVG . EXCEL~E~IT1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
I ~~~~~~~ 

I

~~ ) Leadership potenti al

2) Ability to follow orders 
-— _____ - 

I

3) Ability to hold re. pect of his men 
_____ __________________

4) Communication effe:tiveness ~-

5)  Attitude , Military bearing L.. . ~ I
*(Rebel )

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ . , ,~~
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DESCRIPTION
OF RATEE *

Airman “G” is a lively , happy-go-lucky person. He says what he

thinks and makes friends easily. He is very enthusiasti c about every-

th ing. He clings to his group and stubbornly asserts the ideas of

* 
the group. He is willing to parti cipate in any current activity that

others enjoy.

**** Rate the above Ai rman on the followi ng scale. A rating

of 1 (one) indicates very poor and a rati ng of 10 (ten) indicates

excellent. Make jour rati ng by placing an X in the appropriate

box after each of the five areas to be rated. ~~~

- 
. POOR P~VG. EXCELLENT

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
f 

~ 
1 7  7 ‘ !

1) Leadership potential . - 

- 

- I - 
-

2) Abil ity to follow orders __________________________

3) Ability to hold respect of his men. 
4.

4) Commun ication effectiveness.

5) Attitude , Military bearing. I 
~~~ ~ 1

*(Extrovert)

~ 

L~ — -~
, 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
—--- - -
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DESCRIPTION
OF RATEE *

r.

Ai rman “H” is honestly critical of others ; he ‘ tells it like i t is .

He does not expect either agreement or disagreement with his ideas , he

wants to have them ser~ously considered. In a problem s tuation , he

- 
- 

directs his efforts towards finding a solution . He thinks he might be

rewarded if he makes some real contribution . He thinks some of his

co-workers are good mer. and some are not.

**** Rate the above Airman on the following scale. A rating

of 1 (one) indicates very poor and a rating of 10 (ben) indicates

excellent. Make your rating by placing an X in the appropriate

box after each of the five areas to be rated . ~~~

POOR ,- VG. EXCELLENT
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 1 0

- 4. 1 ! j ’
1) Leadership potential _______________________

2) Abi ity to follow crders I
- - I.

3) Ability to hold respect of his men - [ 
_______

- 1  I - 
F

4) Communication effectiveness - -

I ~

5) Attitude , Military bearing _______________________ _______

*(critic)

- —-- 4.-—--—- -~~~~~~



r ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
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DESCRIPTION
OF RATEE*

Airman “ I” is aggressive and competetive in his rel-3tions wi th his

co-workers. He is reserved and often critical of others . He is imagin-

7 ative and stubborn abo~.it his own ideas . He often experi ments , looking

for a better way to do things . He is self-suffi ci ent anJ resourceful ,

but is often wrapped up in inner-urgencies to the point that he disregards

- the rules.

***** Rate the Airman on the following scale. A rating
- - of 1(one) indicates very poor and a rating of 10 (ten) indicates

excellent. Make your rating by pl acing an X in the appropriate

box after each of the five areas to be rated. ~~~~~~~~~

- POOR .~VG. EXCELLENT
- 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

1) Leadership potential. 
______ ~~~~~ — ~ L 

-

2 2) Ability to follow orders.  
__________

3) Ability to hold respect of his men. 1 1 
J J

4) Communication effectiveness. 
— _________- _ ________

• 5) Attitude , Military bearing. ~. — 
__________ 1_i.

*(Independent)

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
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DESCRI PTION
OF RATEE*

Airman “J” trys hard to please other people. He is willing to

accept others ideas over his own. He does not mind being told that he

is wrong. He often blames himself for problems that arise. He feels

that others should not be blamed for problems . He trys nard to be

friendly with everyone .

***** Rate the above Ai rman on the followi ng scale. A rating

• of 1 (one) indicates very poor and a rating of 10 (ten) indicates

excellent. Make jour rating by placing an X in the appropriate

box after each of the five areas to be rated. ~~~

POOR AVG . EXCELLENT
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

1) Leadership potential L_i r ~-

- :  2) Ability to follow orders 
- 

-

3) Ability to hold respect of his men  
• 

-

4) Communicati on effectiveness 
I

5) Attitude , m ilitary bearing I -

* (Inqrat iator)

~

- ~~~ : -  ~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
.
•— 4. -~~~~~~~~~ -
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CONTRIBUL ON OF INDIVIDUAL VARIABLES

Behavioral Measurements

Degrees
Vari able F of
Included /al ue Freedom Probability

4. Rebel 4.6362 1 55 > .05

8. Independent 3.247 5 1 54 < .05

-; 
3. Equalitarian ..O79 4 1 53 < .05
7. Extrovert 3.9439 1 52 < .05

1. Authoritarian 0.7350 1 51 < .05
10. Poise 3.3720 1 50 < .05
3. Permissive 3.4909 1 49 < .05

9. Neuroti c 3.0249 1 48 < .05

- 
- Degrees

Vari able F of
included /alue Freedom Probability

5. Cri tic 4.5417 1 55 > .05
9. Neurotic 3.5991 1 54 <

Authori tarian 3.1590 1 53 > .05
8. Independent 3.3281 1 52 < .05
6. Ingratiator 1.7793 1 51 < .05
4. Rebel 1.7999 1 50 < .05
3. Penniss;ve 1.8203 1 49 .05
7. Extrovert 3.1158 1 48 < .05

2. Equalitari an 3.0502 1 47 < .35

Ia1 - - ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
--
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