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Abstract

THE EFFECTIVENESS OF PERFORMANCE APPRAISAL TRAINING:
ALPHA, BETA, AND GAMMA CONGRUENCE

by

Lynn Gracin

Adviser: Professor Roger E. Millsap

The purpose of this study was to introduce the proposed
constructs of beta and gamma congruence and to assess
promising performance appraisal paradigms, Frame of
Reference (FOR) and Rater Error Training (RET), in light of
these proposed constructs. Historically, these training
paradigms have been assessed at an alpha level, that is, the
correspondence of observed performance ratings with true
score estimates provided by expert raters. Alpha congruence
however presumes a common expert--trainee metric (beta
congruence) and conceptual domain (gamma congruence).
Expert ratings were obtained from nine (9) Ph.D. I/O
Psychologists and sixty-five (65) I/0 Psychology doctoral
students. Twelve undergraduate classes (236 students) were

randomly assigned to one of three conditions: Frame of
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Reference Training, Frame of Reference and Rater Error
Training (FRET), and no training (Comparison).

Gamma congruence was found for both the FOR and
comparison groups. The FRET group did not exhibit gamma
congruence. These findings demonstrate that FOR training
may not result in more accurate frame utilization than is
evidenced by untrained raters, and that RET training may
decrease accuracy in conceptual domains.

Beta congruence was absent for the FOR and comparison
group. High correlations among the factors signaled that
trainees perceived less differentiation among the relevant
constructs than experts. The effect of RET on scale
calibration could not be examined since members of the FRET
group were not evaluating the same constructs as the expert
group.

Traditional accuracy assessments of elevation and
distance accuracy, analogous to alpha level assessments,
revealed that the trained groups (FOR, FRET) were
significantly different from the comparison group. These
findings are explained with regard ¢o relative rather than
absolute accuracy. It is concluded that traditional alpha
congruence assessments are inappropriate and misleading in

the absence of beta and gamma congruence.
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CHAPTER I

The following gquote from Robert Wherry cited in
Bernardin (1984) .best describes the short history of
performance appraisal training research: "We don't know
what we're doing but we're doing it very carefully and

hope you are pleased with our unintelligent diligence".
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INTRODUCTION

The utilization of performance ratings is extremely
widespread. Many organizations rely on performance
evaluations at least annually for a variety of
administrative and developmental decisions: transfers,
allocation of financial rewards, developmental and
training needs. Their frequency is not limited to
organizational life, they are also utilized extensively
for research purposes. In fact, in the mid-sixties,
Guion (1965) found that over three-fourths (81%) of the
studies published in the Journal of Applied Psychology
and Personnel Psychology used some form of rating as a
criterion. Fifteen years later, Landy and Trumbo
(1980) found that in a decade of Journal of Applied
Psychology articles (1965-1975), ratings were used as
criteria in seventy-two percent of the validation
studies. Although the above citations include both
ratings of objective standards (i.e., number of widgets
produced, sales performance) and judgmental performance
ratings (i.e., communication skills), there is no doubt
that the use of judgmental performance ratings is
extremely prevalent. Because of their popularity as

criteria and tools for organizational decisiions, a
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great deal of research has been generated due to

concerns with these measures.

Evaluation Indices

The majority of reservations associated with the
use of performance appraisals reflect concerns with
rater subjectivity. Appraisal judgments have been
examined by evaluating rater error (halo,
leniency/severity, central tendency and restriction of
range) and/or accuracy. As described below, many
researchers have criticized and abandoned error
evaluation and instead have recently focused on
accuracy. Accuracy however, as currently defined and
applied is also problematic.

Halo, leniency/severity, central tendency and
restriction of range are the most commonly mentioned
errors in the performance appraisal literature. The
value of these indexes have been questioned
theoretically and methodologically by Sulsky & Balzer
(1988) . Theoretical reservations center around the
possibility that halo and other errors in part reflect
reality. True trait inter-correlation is possible, if

not likely. For example, an individual who has good
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leadership skills may be likely to possess good
interpersonal skills, oral skills, and effective
management processes (planning, organizing,
controlling). If a performance appraisal scale
consisted of the above dimensions and the ratee
exhibited high leadership ability, the ratings would be
relatively invariant and positively skewed. It might
then be concluded that the ratings possess halo,
leniency, and restriction of range. Thus, vis-a-vis
error assessment, the evaluation would not be
considered indicative of performance, when in fact the
ratings reflect reality. Even further complicating the
evaluation of training using error as criteria is the
methodology used for evaluating error. There are
multiple operational definitions employed for each of
the error measures (Bernardin & Beatty, 1984; Saal,
Downey, & Lahey, 1980), and in fact, the varied
definitions have been found to lead to different
conclusions (Murphy & Balzer, 1981; Saal, Downey, &
Lahey, 1980). Fraught with these problems, many
researchers have abandoned the practice of evaluating
error and instead have focused on the accuracy of

ratings. However, accuracy as defined below, is not
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the sole "crucial criterion in judging performance
rating quality (Pulakos, 1986, p.77)".

Theoretically, the construct of accuracy has great
value for evaluating the impact of performance
appraisal training; the more accurate our ratings,
theoretically the more effective our decision making
and valuable our research (when ratings are used as
criteriaj. Although accuracy has implicitly been a
goal of performance appraisal research, during the
period when only error was assessed, it was just
assumed that less error meant greater accuracy. This
relationship is however not found with the current
operationalization of error and accuracy (Bernardin &
Pence, 1980). Error and accuracy are currently
measured as two different concepts with two different
operationalizations. Error is based on an assumed
distribution and accuracy has been defined empirically
(i.e., expert ratings). Error and accuracy can only
meaningfully be compared in a situation in which they
are based on the same distribution of scores (e.g.,
expert true scores). Furthermore, methodologically,
not unlike error, there are multiple methods of

evaluating accuracy. The commonality among these
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methods is the assessment of absolute level of
correspondence between true score estimates provided by
"expert" raters and other raters' ratings. The closer
the correspondence, the more accurate the ratings are
thought to be (Borman, 1977). Specifically, there are
six types of accuracy discussed in the performance
appraisal literature: D?, elevation, differential
elevation, stereotype accuracy, differential accuracy,
distance accuracy and correlation accuracy.

Prior to 1955, accuracy in the judgment literature
was assessed as Dz, the sum of the squared differences
between subject ratings and true score estimates across
ratees and dimensions. Cronbach's (1955) seminal
article highlighted the fact that D? ignored important
accuracy information and should be partitioned into
separate components to facilitate interpretation.
Specifically, D2, according to Cronbach (1955) is
comprised of the following four components: a)
elevation (E), b) differential elevation (DE), c)
stereotype accuracy, d) differential accuracy
(Cronbach, 1955). These components of D2, described
below, are the criteria referenced and utilized for

assessment of performance appraisal rating accuracy.
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Elevation accuracy is the extent to which a rater
approximates true score estimates of the overall
performance of ratees (Roach & Gupta, 1990).
Specifically, elevation accuracy is the difference
between a rater's overall mean rating and the true
overall mean (as established by expert raters).
Differential elevation, stereotype accuracy, and
differential accuracy, are usually expressed in
analysis of variance (ANOVA) terms (Sulsky & Balzer,
1988; Fisicaro, 1988). Differential elevation is the
extent to which a rater approximates true score
estimates for each ratee, collapsed across dimensions
(Roach & Gupta, 1990). In an ANOVA it is the
differential main effect of ratees. Stereotype accuracy
is the extent to which a rater approximates true score
estimates for each performance dimension across ratees,
in other words, it is the main effect of dimensions.
Differential accuracy is the extent to which raters
approximate true score estimates of differences,
averaged across dimensions, between ratees on
dimensions (Roach & Gupta, 1990). Thus, in ANOVA terms
it is a ratee by dimension interaction.

Borman (1977) was the first to apply the phenomenon
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of accuracy to the performance appraisal literature. He
felt that differential accuracy was the most
appropriate for assessing performance judgments since
it provided information on the rank ordering of target
persons by dimension. Accurately discriminating among
ratees on a number of performance dimensions is
certainly meaningful but is it the most meaningful?
Proper rank ordering of ratees is apparently important
for between-ratee judgments such as promotions and
salary increases; but within ratee judgments of
relative strengths, weaknesses and developmental needs
are equally important in the appraisal context.
Differential accuracy assessments do not address the
accuracy of these important within ratee judgments.
Nevertheless, Borman's DA measure is conceptually
similar yet statistically different than Cronbach's.
Instead of considering the distance between raters' and
experts' true score estimates, Borman's measure looks
at the correlation between the two. McIntyre (1984)
has termed Borman's DA, correlational accuracy, since
it is the average correlation of rater and true score
estimates by dimension across ratees. McIntyre, Smith,

& Hassett (1984) and Athey & McIntyre (1987) adopted a
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modified form of Cronbach's D? index, termed distance
accuracy (DA). Distance accuracy is based on Davidson!
(1985) city block metric and reflects the average
absolute deviation of subject ratings from true scores.
Much of the judgment literature employs one or more of
the above accuracy evaluations as criteria for
evaluation. All accuracy assessments employ as the
operationalization of accuracy one or more measures of
observed score rater and expert correspondence,
specifically D?, elevation, differential elevation,
stereotype accuracy, differential accuracy, distance

accuracy, and/or correlation accuracy.

Performance Appraisal Training
Rater Error Training

Although research on performance appraisal training
is fairly substantial, little can be concluded about
its usefulness. The training literature has, by-and-
large, consisted of error or accuracy evaluations of
three types of training: rater error training (RET),
rater accuracy training (RAT), and frame of reference
training (FOR). Early training focused on diminishing

rater errors in order to enhance ratings. Rater error
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training simply involves the presentation and or
discussion of definitions, illustrations, or examples
of rater errors (i.e., halo, leniency, central
tendency) to trainees and instructions not to commit
them. It attempts to train raters to change their
rating distributions. For example, trainees are
instructed to rate all dimensions separately, not to
give the same ratings for all or most items, to avoid
giving all ratings that fall in the middle of the
scale, and to avoid giving ratings that are more
favorable or severe than those deserved. Although the
core of RET training has the above content, the methods
of training are diverse and varied. Researchers have
presented definitions, illustrations and graphic
examples of rater errors (Bernardin & Walter, 1977;
Bernardin, 1978; Ivancevich, 1979; McIntyre et al.,
1984), others have also conducted group discussions
(Bernardin, 1978; Bernardin & Pence, 1980, Latham,
Wexley, & Pursell, 1975) and some have provided
opportunities for practice and feedback (Ivancevich,
1979; Spool, 1979). Despite the process differences,
all provide participants with information about rater

error and the implication is that certain rating
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distributions are more desirable than others. In
general, the more active the raters are in the training
process, the greater the outcome (i.e., decreased rater
error) (Smith,1986). Specifically, the opportunity to
participate in practice and feedback produces better
results than presenting a lecture (Smith, 1986).

For many years, it was assumed that the more
accurate ratings are those that have less psychometric
error. RET has been found to reduce rater error
(Bernardin, 1978; Ivancevich, 1979; Warmke & Billings,
1979) and to result in higher scores on knowledge tests
of psychometric error (Bernardin, 1978). However, RET
training has not lead to greater differential,
distance, or correlational accuracy (Borman, 1975;
Borman, 1979; Bernardin & Pence, 1980; Pulakos, 1984;
McIntyre, et al., 1984). 1In fact, it has been
suggested that RET fosters a response set that
decreases accuracy (Bernardin & Pence, 1980); in an
effort to spread out ratings, inaccuracies may be
introduced. Why would information about rating errors
lead to greater observed score correspondence between
trainees and experts (i.e., accuracy as currently

defined in the performance appraisal literature)?
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Accuracy, unlike error, is defined by an independent
set of expert ratings. The intent of RET is for
trained raters to properly utilize the presented rating
scale, for instance, not to be too lenient, severe, or
restrict the range of ratings. The utility of RET for
improving ratings can more appropriately be assessed by
examining whether trained raters appropriately use the
rating scales. Clearly, current accuracy assessments

are not appropriate for measuring RET training utility.

Rater Accuracy and Frame of Reference Training

The RET evaluation results generated new and
different training emphases. Researchers began to
investigate rater accuracy training (RAT) and frame of
reference (FOR) training. RAT training is similar to
RET in that the multidimensionality of jobs and the
need to distinguish between dimensions is emphasized.
Unlike RET, no assumed distribution is presented and
there is a greater focus on ratee behavior.
Specifically, rater accuracy training typically
consists of a lecture on the multidimensionality of
jobs, the need to distinguish between dimensions, and

the need to pay close attention to performance in light
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of these dimensions (Bernardin & Pence, 1980; Pulakos,
1984). Pulakos's (1984) RAT training is different from
Bernardin & Pence's (1980) in that it attempts to
provide a frame of reference by giving participants
anchors of expected performance at varied scale levels.
Pulakos's (1984) work is not based on traditional RAT
nor current FOR training, it is a hybrid of the two.
FOR training evolved from the RAT work. Like RAT, FOR
focuses on learning correct performance standards to
facilitate agreement in evaluating behaviors. FOR
however, unlike RAT, does not require the trainees to
attain a frame of reference through their own efforts.
Instead the frame of reference or schema is established
by expert raters and presented to the trainees
(McIntyre et al., 1984; Athey & McIntyre, 1987). FOR
training suggests that raters with more valid schemata,
cognitive organizing structures, will be more sensitive
to relevant ratee behaviors and thus rate more
accurately. FOR training as proposed by Bernardin and
Buckley (1981), the individuals responsible for its
introduction (although inspired by Borman (1979)),
consists of a job description for trainees, a

discussion of duties and qualifications, vignettes of
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critical incidents of job performance, trainee ratings
and justification of each vignette, trainer feedback of
"correct" ratings, and a discussion focusing on
discrepancies. FOR as practiced to date (McIntyre,
Smith, & Hassett, 1984; Athey & McIntyre, 1987) does
not include all of the above, instead the core focus is
on providing trainees with expert schemata to sensitize
them to relevant ratee behaviors. Given the current
"cognitive revolution" (Landy, 1985), this new emphasis
was appealing to many. However, the evaluations of RAT
and FOR training do not lead to compelling positive
conclusions.

RAT training has been found to result in lower
deviations from dimension "true" rating estimates than
RET groups (Bernardin & Pence, 1980) and greater
correlational accuracy (Pulakos, 1985). Greater
accuracy than RET groups is not surprising especially
in light of the above discussion. In addition, RAT
groups have not outperformed control groups with
respect to accuracy (Bernardin & Pence,1980).

FOR training as examined by McIntyre and his
colleagues (McIntyre, Smith, & Hassett, 1984; Athey &

McIntyre, 1987) has not included all the components as
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suggested by Bernardin and Buckley (1981). McIntyre
and his colleagues (McIntyre, Smith, & Hassett, 1984;
Athey & McIntyre, 1987) provided the three components
that they felt were basic to FOR training: information
describing the job, practice and feedback with ratings,
and behavioral rationales for ratings given by experts.
The major difference is the lack of discussion
following the presentation of true scores. McIntyre
et al. (1984) were the first to assess the
effectiveness of FOR with respect to accuracy. They
found FOR to result in greater distance and correlation
accuracy than RET and a no-training group. They also
found that a combined training program, training in FOR
and RET, resulted in greater distance and correlation
accuracy than no training and RET; however, this group
was not more accurate than the FOR group alone. They
conclude that perhaps adding RET is not cost effective.
Perhaps so, when evaluating RET with the criteria of
differential or correlational accuracy. In a later
study (Athey & McIntyre, 1987) they compared FOR, INFO
(verbal specification of dimensions), and no training.
The FOR trained group remembered more of the training

content, and provided more distance accurate ratings
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than the Info and no training groups. However, there
was no significant effect of training on correlation
accuracy.

The conclusions concerning RAT effectiveness are
not convincing since those trained in RAT perform no
more accurately than control groups. Similarly, FOR
training research is also not especially persuasive
since its resultant accuracy has been mixed. It is
likely, however, that the effectiveness of these
training efforts have been underestimated. Perhaps it
is not the training which is problematic but the
evaluation indices used to assess the training. Since
FOR training is designed to "tune in" raters to a
common frame of reference, we need to assess whether
trainees' frames are so "tuned". Similarly, RET is
designed to train raters to change rating
distributions, and therefore we need to examine the

change in distributions.

Alpha, Beta, and Gamma Change

Many organizational development interventions (OD)
are evaluated by means of self report outcomes. Prior

to 1976, a change in self-report in the OD literature,
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was thought to be an indication of actual change. A
lack of self-reported change was interpreted as
intervention failure. Golembiewski, Billingsley, and
Yeager's (1976) work changed this conceptualization.
They highlighted the fact that OD's unitary criterion
of self-reported change is inappropriate and misleading
and subsequently leads to diminished or misguided
applied research. Prior to their work, most
organizational development evaluations recognized only
what they referred to as alpha change, actual observed
change (i.e., an actual numerical change in self-report
measure from time 1 to time 2). Their work
demonstrates the utility and practical significance of
recognizing other types of change when using self-
report measurements—--what they labelled beta and gamma
change.

Alpha change "involves a variation in the level of
some existential state, given a constantly calibrated
measurement instrument related to a constant conceptual
domain" (Golembieski et al., 1976, p.134). The most
noted example of alpha change is of a parent taking a
child to a shoe store. The parent is interested in

alpha change. The constant conceptual domain, or frame
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of reference is the size of the child's feet; the
stable measurement instrument, or indicators which are
more or less constant, are the instruments such as tape
measures or rulers used to assess foot size. If the
conceptual domain or the measurement instrument were
not stable, it would be senseless to inquire about the
change in the child's foot size. However, when the
conceptual domain and measuring instrument are stable,
foot size comparisons over time are meaningful.

Beta Change "involves a variation in the level of
some existential state, complicated by the fact that
some intervals of the measurement continuum associated
with a constant conceptual domain have been
recalibrated" (Golembieski et al., 1976, p.134). 1In
other words, "the respondent alters his or her
subjective metric or scale " (Millsap & Hartog, 1988,
p.574) . After an OD intervention, subjects may make
different estimates of reality by changing their
subjective intervals of the phenomenon under
investigation. The respondent's yardstick for the
variable shifts or stretches such that benchmarks on
the scale do not remain constant (Tennis, 1989). For

example, in an appraisal situation, a change in rating
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may result from a change in the supervisor's evaluative
standards of ratee quality rather than an actual change
in ratee behavior (Millsap & Hartog, 1988). In this
example, it would not be meaningful to consider alpha
change, because the supervisor's perceived scaling of
ratee quality is different from the pre-test scale
intervals. The assessment of beta change, is however,
important in its own right--especially for those
interventions in which a perceived change in
measurement intervals is an intended effect. For
instance, beta change is an intended effect of some
forms of performance appraisal training. Many
performance appraisal paradigms include a presentation
of behavioral anchors and information on scale
calibration. In this instance, a change in the
evaluative rating of ratee quality as a function of
changed standards is an intended intervention effect.
Gamma change is "a shift in the meaning or
conceptualization of the construct being measured"
(Millsap & Hartog, 1988, p.574). In other words, it is
a major change in perspective or frame of reference of
the phenomenon under study (Golembieski et al., 1976).

For instance, a post-intervention measure can reflect
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an entirely different view of behavior being rated
(Miilsap & Hartog, 1988). 1In the rating example,
pre-intervention management effectiveness may have been
viewed as walking the floor and directing people at
work, whereas after training, management effectiveness
may be viewed as coordinating activities, delegating,
planning, negotiating and coaching. If there is
evidence of gamma change, beta and alpha comparisons
are not meaningful since the construct under
investigation has changed. However, like beta change,
some OD interventions (e.g., FOR performance appraisal

training), have gamma change as an intended effect.

Alpha, Beta, and Gamma Congruence

The area of performance appraisal training
appears plagued with the problem of seemingly
inadequate criteria inhibiting our training
advancements. Although the performance appraisal
accuracy research has not been concerned with the
measurement of intra-individual change it has been
concerned with inter-individual congruence (i.e.,the
congruence between "experts" anc irainees). More

specifically, this paper proposes that appraisal
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research has been inappropriately concerned with alpha
level assessments of training effectiveness. This
paper also proposes the new constructs of beta and
gamma "congruence" and the measurement of these
constructs for training evaluations. The constructs of
alpha, beta, and gamma congruence are based on and are
analogous to the intra-individual constructs of alpha,
beta, gamma change. Alpha, beta, gamma as applied to
inter-individual congruence is defined below.

Alpha congruence will be defined here as the actual
observed score congruence between trainee and expert
scores (i.e., any of the several operational measures
of accuracy as traditionally defined). To date, we
have assessed performance appraisal training
effectiveness vis-a-vis accuracy; accuracy is however,
analogous to an alpha level assessment. Similar to the
notion discussed above that alpha change should not be
assessed if gamma or beta change has occurred, alpha
congruence assessments presume gamma and beta
congruence; that is, experts and trainees have a
similarly perceived calibrated measurement instrument
and the same conceptual domain. 1In a performance

evaluation situation, the assessment of alpha
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congruence would only be appropriate if trainees and
experts have the same perceived calibrations of the
measuring instrument and the same conceptual domain.
These parameters are, however, only known to be present
when objective job performance such as a number of
words per minute typed is evaluated. In this example,
trainee--expert scale calibrations and conceptual
domains would likely be the same (number of words
correctly typed and typing ability). However, when
performance evaluations are subjective and judgmental,
like a majority of appraisal situations, we can not
presume that trainee-expert conceptual domains and
scale calibrations are identical. We need to go
beyond the assessment of alpha congruence.

Beta congruence refers to correspondence of
measurement intervals (i.e., the measurement scale)
between trainees and experts. Gamma congruence is
correspondence in the meaning or conceptualization of
the construct being measured. Similar to the notion in
the change literature, beta congruence investigation is
only meaningful if gamma congruence is present. If
gamma congruence is not present, an assessment of beta

congruence is not meaningful since the frames of
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reference are different for the experts and trainees.
In an appraisal context, the rater must

subjectively evaluate a variety of dimensions (e.qg.,
when evaluating teachers we must judge dimensions such
as preparation, interest, and examples). A common
expert--trainee metric and/or conceptual domain is not
necessarily present and can not be assumed. Even in
those situations in which alpha level accuracy is
apparently present, we need to know whether the experts
and trainees share similar scale calibrations and
construct conceptualizations. If beta and gamma
congruence are absent, the apparent alpha accuracy is a
spurious expert--trainee correspondence. In addition,
beta and gamma congruence may be present without alpha
congruence. The lack of alpha congruence may be due to
a variety of causes (e.g., differences in rating
experience, halo from former appraisals, etc.).
Assessments of beta and gamma congruence would provide
important information about the utility of our
performance appraisal training efforts.

When raters are trained in RET they are being
trained to change their rating distributions, and such

changes are inappropriately measured as traditional
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accuracy. Similarly, FOR training is also not
directly assessed vis-a-vis current accuracy
assessments. FOR training is designed to "tune" in
raters to a common frame of reference so that to assess
its effectiveness we need to establish whether the
trainees and experts share a common conceptual domain.
Again, our current accuracy assessments do not address
this issue.

In sum, there are two major problems with the
current performance appraisal criterion of accuracy--
which is analogous to an "alpha congruence" assessment:
1) FOR training should induce gamma congruence, and RET
training should induce beta congruence, however only
alpha congruence has been examined; and 2) the
measurement of accuracy (alpha congruence) is not
meaningful unless the trainees and experts share the
same conceptualization of the evaluation constructs and
metric or scale perceptions. Thus, as was true in the
OD literature, an alpha level concept of change or in
this case congruence, is less than adequate. The aim
however of achieving beta and gamma congruence is to

ultimately achieve alpha congruence.
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Evaluating Alpha, Beta, and Gamma Congruence

Alpha congruence can be evaluated, assuming beta
and gamma congruence, using the accuracy assessments
currently utilized in the performance appraisal
literature as discussed above. Beta and gamma
congruence may be analyzed using adaptations of the
procedures described below for assessing beta and gamma
change.

There is much less consensus regarding the proper
method for the assessment of beta change than gamma
change. Golembiewski et al. (1976), the individuals
responsible for coining the constructs alpha, beta,
gamma change do not offer a methodology for beta change
assessment. Moreover, they provide no absolute
criteria for differentiating beta and gamma change;
their technique described below is best used for
rejecting gamma change rather than assessing beta
change. However, since Golembiewski et al.'s (1976)
work several methods have been proposed. Many of these
methods require additional data collection of
participant perceptions of ideal or retrospective
organizational conditions to determine change;

(Armenakis & Bedeian, 1982; Armenakis & Zmud, 1979;
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Bedeian, Armenakis, & Gibson, 1980; Terborg, Howard, &
Maxwell, 1980; Terborg, Maxwell, & Howard, 1982; Zmud &
Armenakis, 1978) as such, they are not relevant for
measuring beta congruence. Additional data methods
include: asking about "ideal" conditions in addition
to measuring actual organizational conditions pre- and
post-intervention (Armenakis & Bedeian, 1982; Armenakis
& 2mud, 1979; Bedeian, Armenakis, & Gibson, 1980; Zmud
& Armenakis, 1978), and 2) collecting retrospective
"then" measures (Terborg et al., 1982; Terborg et al.,
1980). Both these procedures focus on intra-individual
change perception measurement and thus are not relevant
for examining trainee--expert congruence.

Schmitt (1982) and Millsap and Hartog (1988)
provide statistical models for beta change assessment.
Schmitt (1982) used a latent variable model of pre-test
and post-test scores of perceived motivation before and
after seeking employment. Schmitt (1982) proposed that
differences between pre- and post-test latent variable
variances indicates that zcale units are different and
beta change has taken place. Millsap and Hartog (1988)
propose an approach based on Schmitt's (1982) work but

instead focus on regressing post-test latent variables
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on pre-test latent variables. They assume that beta
change in the experimental group will alter 1) the
linearity of the regression and 2) the size of the
regression coefficient in comparison to the control
grcup. This method of Beta change assessment however
can orly be detected by examining pre-post regressions
of both treatment and control groups. Pre-post
congruence does not apply to the newly proposed beta
congruence construct; again, beta congruence is an
inter-individual assessment not an intra-individual
assessment. Thus to analyze beta congruence the
procedures employed by Schmitt (1982) will be employed.
In other words, beta congruence will be examined vis-a-
vis latent variable variances. If these variances are
different for trained and expert groups, it would
indicate that scale units are different and beta
congruence is absent. If they are not different beta
congruence would be evident.

The predominant definition of gamma change is
change in factor structure from pre- to post-test;
however, techniques used to measure this are varied.
Specifically, Golembiewski et al. (1976) proposed using

a rotational technique (Ahmavaara, 1954) to rotate pre-~
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and post- test factor matrices to maximum similarity.
Summary indices of similarity are then applied (i.e.,
coefficient of congruence) (Zmud & Armenakis, 1978).
In this paradigm, high factor congruence indicates a
lack of gamma change, low congruence indicates gamma
change, and moderate congruence is thought to be
capturing beta change. Schmitt (1982) proposed
studying factor structure change using confirmatory
factor analysis adapted from Werts, Rock, Linn and
Joreskog (1977) rather than the above rotational
procedures. Millsap and Hartog (1988) similarly apply
a confirmatory factor analysis technique and
operationalize gamma change as any change in the factor
pattern matrices from pre to post. Inter-individual
gamma congruence can also be analyzed vis-a- vis factor
structures. When trainees and experts exhibit similar
factor structures as assessed by using confirmatory
factor analysis, gamma congruence is present. When
factor structures are significantly different, gamma
congruence is absent.

In sum, the methodology used to assess intra-
individual beta and gamma change can be modified to

accomodate the measurement of inter-individual beta and
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gamma congruence. Beta congruence is operationally
defined as congruence of latent variable variances
between experts and trainees. Gamma congruence is
operationally defined as similarity of factor

structures between trainees and experts.

The Validity of Expert True Score Estimates

In order to assess accuracy, true score estimates
of performance are necessary. Researchers of
appraisal rating accuracy identify true scores through
the utilization of experts. Several populations have
been considered expert: Industrial-Organizational
Psychology graduate students (Athey & McIntyre, 1987;
Borman, 1977; McIntyre, Smith & Hassett, 1984; Murphy,
Garcia, Kerkar, Martin, & Balzer, 1982; Murphy &
Balzer, 1986; Pulakos, 1985), Counseling Psychology
students (Borman, 1977; Pulakos, 1985), Graduate
students (concentration unknown) (Hahn & Dipboye,
1988), Personnel department employees (Hahn & Dipboye,
1988), practicing Industrial/Organizational
Psychologists (Borman, 1977; Pulakos, 1985), and
undergraduates (Bernardin & Pence, 1980).

Industrial/Organizational Psychology graduate students
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appear to be the most popular expert population. This
is a logically appealing expert group since they are
familiar with rating error, the job in question
(usually a teacher or manager), and many times the
stimulus materials themselves; they also are generally
readily accessible as research participants.

There are two primary methods by which true score
estimates have been established. The first is based on
Borman's (1977) notion that given enhanced
opportunities to examine videotapes or scripts, the
average rating computed over a number of expert judges
provides a true score measure of the ratee's
performance. This enhanced opportunity to study
stimulus materials and averaging of ratings have been
used by many researchers (Bernardin & Pence, 1980;
Borman, 1977; Hahn & Dipboye, 1988; Murphy, Garcia,
Kerkar,Martin, & Balzer, 1982; Murphy & Balzer, 1986;
Pulakos, 1985). An alternative has been employed by
McIntyre and his colleagues (McIntrye et al., 1984;
Athey & McIntyre, 1987). The "experts" studied the
videotapes and scored the ratees' performance, they
then discussed and compared ratings until consensus was

reached. Consensus ratings were used as true score
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estimates. This procedure has only been utilized by
McIntyre and his colleagues (McIntrye et al., 1984;
Athey & McIntyre, 1987). They also are the only
authors who investigated the accuracy of FOR training;
consensus and discussion was necessary to establish the
frame of reference for their training program
intervention. Problematically, the consensus procedure
for establishing true scores does not include the
quantitative assessment of whether experts disagreed
and the extent of agreement (Sulsky & Balzer, 1988).

As Sulsky and Balzer (1988) highlight, the "true"
rating could be a product of large disagreements among
experts. 1In addition, the consensus procedure is
subject to all the problems associated with group
decision making (i.e., group-think, conformity, winning
argument may take dominance over arriving at the best
solution, etc. (Yukl, 1981)).

Since a majority of performance appraisal
training accuracy studies use expert true scores, it is
important to question their adequacy. One indirect
form of validation is the logic of the true score
estimate generation procedure (Smither, Barry, &

Reilly, 1989). The process of averaging ratings over a
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number of experts with multiple opportunities to view
videotaped performance has face validity. More direct
forms of validation involve examining convergent and
discriminant validity (Borman, 1978; Murphy et al.,
1982; Murphy & Balzer, 1986), or inter-rater agreement
(Borman,1977; Pulakos,1984). Convergent validity has
been examined by analyzing the intraclass index for the
ratee main effect in a Rater X Performance Dimension
design (Borman, 1978; Murphy et al.,, 1982; Murphy &
Balzer, 1986). The intraclass index for Ratee X
Dimension has been used to measure discriminant
validity (Borman, 1978; Murphy et al., 1982; Murphy &
Balzer, 1986) and inter-rater reliability has been
assessed by computing an intraclass correlation
coefficient for each job and each dimension (Borman,
1977).

Most recently, Smither et al. (1989) conducted
the first published investigation of the relevance of
expert true score estimates. They compared objective
true scores defined in terms of objective worker output
with mean expert ratings. Experts were graduate
students in Industrial/ Organizational Psychology.

Students were given ample opportunity to observe
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videotaped performances of customer sales
representatives for a telecommunications company. True
performance was objectively defined as the number of
sales, authorizing and processing paperwork, and
resolving customer account problems on a computer.
They compared objective true scores with non-expert
undergraduate ratings. They found expert raters to be
more accurate than non-expert raters (differential and
correlation accuracy). 1In order to evaluate the
accuracy of mean expert ratings compared to objective
true scores, objective true scores (known performance
levels, e.g., resolved 3 customer account problems)
were converted into an evaluation scale (poorest,
average, best). Accuracy indices computed using
objective true scores were highly correlated with mean
expert ratings (the correlation between mean expert
ratings and objective true scores was nearly perfect
(r=.99). Although these findings are encouraging,
systematic differences in absolute level(s) of ratings
are not reported.

In sum, convergent and discriminant validity, or
inter-rater reliability may be used to assess expert

ratings. In addition, we can be fairly confident with
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these ratings since they have been found to be highly
correlated with objective true scores and have high

face validity.

Problem Statement

Training effectiveness has recently been assessed
by examining accuracy ("alpha congruence"), the
correspondence of observed performance ratings with
true score estimates provided by expert raters. Alpha
congruence is not meaningful unless there is also
evidence of beta and gamma congruence. In addition,
measures of accuracy defined this way may not reveal
the effects of performance appraisal training. For
example, FOR is designed to tune raters to a common
frame of reference so that behaviors can be similarly
assessed by different raters. Researchers have not
found that FOR training consistently leads to greater
accuracy. This does not, however indicate that greater
congruence in the interpretation of rating dimensions
was not achieved. The failure to increase alpha
accuracy could be due to other reasons. The
effectiveness of FOR can more directly be assessed as

gamma congruence, the congruence between the trained
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and expert frame of reference, applying the procedures
used to assess gamma change. Once a common frame of
reference has been established we can also assess
whether trained raters change their rating scale
calibration toward that of the experts by assessing
beta congruence, applying the procedures used to assess

beta change (Millsap & Hartog, 1988).

It is hypothesized that:

1) Those trained in FOR will exhibit trainee standards
(factor structure) that are congruent with those of
expert raters (gamma congruence). As described above,
this in fact is the intent of the FOR training
paradigm. FOR training instructs trainees to use
expert based constructs for evaluating behaviors.
Evaluations to date have only addressed alpha level
assessments which do not necessarily indicate

appropriate utilization of rating frames.

2) Those trained in FOR will not demonstrate rating
scale calibration congruence with experts' (no beta

congruence) . This is because FOR does not train raters
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to alter their scale calibrations, instead it instructs
trainees to use expert based constructs for evaluating

behavior.

3) Those trained in FOR combined with RET will display
expert congruent standards (factor structure) and
scale calibration (gamma and beta congruence). The
rationale for similar trainee expert standards is
described in the first hypothesis. RET training will
have the added value of beta congruence since its focus
is on rating distributions. When experts and trainees
share a common frame of reference, RET will result in
rating scale calibration congruence with experts.

Note: RET training alone will not be assessed since
without a proper frame of reference (gamma congruence),

beta comparisons are not meaningful.
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CHAPTER II

METHOD
Subjects
Two-hundred thirty six (236) undergraduate
psychology students from City University were recruited

to serve as trainees.

All participants signed an informed consent form

(Appendix Aa).

Stimulus Materials

Two videotaped lectures, one on self-fulfilling
prophecy and another on crowding and stress, developed
by Murphy and his colleagues (Murphy, Garcia, Kerkar,
Martin & Balzer, 1982) served as the practice tape and
rating stimulus, respectively. Murphy et al. (1982)
developed eight videotaped lectures using "a common
outline for the lectures in each of the two content
areas but the thoroughness and organization of each
lecture and the clarity of the responses to questions
were varied between and within lectures" (p.322). The

two lectures selected received an overall average
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rating by expert raters in both Murphy et al.'s (1982)
and McIntyre et al.'s (1984) work. Each lecture lasts

approximately six minutes.

Rating Scale

A l16-item rating scale (see Appendix B) based on
McIntyre et al.'s (1984) 12-item rating scale and
Murphy et al.'s (1982) 12-item scale were used to
assess lecture performance. The scale was constructed
to measure three dimensions of teaching effectiveness :
1) physical aspects of presenter (i.e., eye contact,
tone of voice, facial expression); 2) aspects of the
presented material (i.e., number of examples,
helpfulness of examples, clarity of answers) 3)
organization of content (i.e., transitions between
subtopics, summary statements). Background information
and training knowledge measures were also gathered

(Appendix C).

True Score Estimates
Prior to viewing the crowding and stress lecture,
experts were shown the rating scale. After their

ratings of the crowding and stress lecture were
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completed, they read the established frames of
reference from McIntyre et al. (1984). McIntyre et
al.'s (1984) frames of reference provided these experts
with other experts' ratings and justification of each
rating. Subsequently, the lecture on self-fulfilling
prophecy was evaluated. Experts were given as much time
as they liked to study and rate the videotapes (each
tape was viewed at least twice). Expert group

instructions are presented in Appendix D.

Experts

Expert ratings were obtained from seventy-four (74)
expert raters: nine (9) Ph.D. Industrial/Organizational
Psychologists and sixty-five (65)
Industrial/Organizational Psychology doctoral students
from Baruch College, Stevens Institute of Technology,
New York University and Hofstra University. Mean
ratings were used as true score estimates of lecturer
performance to assess alpha congruence. Expert raw

scores were used to assess beta and gamma congruence,

Procedure

Twelve intact classes were randomly assigned to one
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of three conditions: Frame of Reference Training
(N=76), Frame of Reference and Rater Error Training

(N=77), or no training (N=83).

Rater Training

The FOR training employed by McIntyre et al.
(1984) was followed. This included reading aloud the 16
dimensions from the rating scale and encouraging
questions and discussion. Frame of Reference Training
included a practice rating with feedback of true scores
and explanation of the rationale for true scores by
pointing out behaviors attended to by the experts. FOR
training lasted approximately 1/2 hour (See Appendix
E).

Frame of Reference Training combined with Rater
Error Training lasted approximately 50 minutes and
included a presentation of halo, leniency, and range
restriction errors (See Appendix F). It also included
reading aloud the 16 dimensions from the rating scale
and encouraging questions and discussion. Participants
also engaged in a practice rating and received true
score feedback. RET/FOR was identical to FOR in

process (i.e., lecture, practice, feedback) but the
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lecture and feedback content focused on both error and
expert frames.

The no training group received a lecture on
crowding and stress to supplement material presented in

the videotaped lecture (See Appendix G).

Analyses

Ratings obtained from subjects were analyzed for
gamma, beta, and alpha congruence. The LISREL VI and
VII structural equations computer program (Joreskog &
Sorbom, 1985; 1988) were used to assess beta and gamma
congruence. Item-level data for each group served as
input into the LISREL analyses. Covariance matrices
were then analyzed to assess factor structure (gamma)

and factor covariance congruence (beta) across groups.

Gamma Congruence

A confirmatory factor analytic procedure
developed by Werts et al. (1977) and adapted by Schmitt
(1982) was used to assess congruence in factor
structure. Factor structure congruence between groups
was compared by imposing equality constraints on factor

pattern matrices (lambda). Imposing equality restricts
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the factor pattern matrix to be invariant, i.e., each
free element and starting value in the trained groups
were set to be equal to the expert group. LISREL
provides a chi-square that can be used to compare a
constrained model (i.e., factor pattern equality) with
another model that includes fewer constraints (i.e., no
factor pattern equality). An increase in chi square
compared to a less constrained model indicates factor

incongruence.

Beta Congruence

Congruence in factor scales was compared when
factor patterns were equal by additionally imposing
invariance constraints on the factor covariance matrix
(phi) (Schmitt, 1982). Imposing equality on phi
restricts the factor covariance matrix to be invariant
between the expert group and the trained group being

analyzed.

Alpha Congruence
Traditional measures of accuracy, elevation (E)
(Cronbach, 1955) and distance accuracy (DA) (Athey &

McIntyre, 1987; McIntyre et al., 1984) were computed.
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Elevation and accuracy were utilized since computations
do not require ratings of multiple ratees. These

accuracies may be expressed by the following formulae:

1) E2 = (X ..- £..)2, where x.. and t..= mean rating

and mean true score, over all ratees and items.

A d4
?l (2‘ :tij rijk”
e e
2) DA= d
n

where k refers to the kth rater; n is the number of
ratees, d is the number of dimensions, r refers to the
subject rating; and t refers to true scores (Sulsky &

Balzer, 1988).

Hypothesis Testing

The hypotheses tests examined a series of nested
mcdels to determine: a) the number of factors that best
describe the data (i.e., two, three, or four factors),
and, b) if gamma and beta congruence between experts
and trainees was evidenced. Models were examined in
succession with constraints added during each step.

This hypothesis testing strategy is applicable whenever
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a more restricted model can be created by imposing
constraints on a more basic model (Hayduk, 1987).

The following series of nested hypotheses were
tested to assess gamma and beta congruence: unequal
factor patterns and factor covariances, equal factor
patterns (gamma congruence), equal factor patterns and
factor covariances (gamma and beta congruence). The
series of tests examined whether added restrictions
(lambda invariance, phi invariance, and no common
factors) based on the expert group and imposed on the
trained groups significantly reduced the fit of the
model. The hierarchy of models from least to most
constrained is presented in Table 1. Differences
between less and more constrained models were evaluated
using Chi-square ( 32 ). The evaluation of differences
in Chi-square between nested models is further

described below.

Fit Indices

The following provides a brief foundation for the
interpretation of each fit index used. Fit indices
provide an indication of the magnitude of lack of fit

of the tested model. It is important to bear in mind
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that these indices are not absolute, but merely rules
of thumb, and should be interpreted accordingly.
Consulting all the indices gives the most accurate

picture of the situation.

Chi-square

The most commonly employed fit index is chi-
square. Interpretation of the Chi-square statistic
should be as "lack of fit"™ (Muliak et al., 1989). As
discrepancies between model and data increase, so does
the value of Chi-square. The degrees of freedom serves
as a standard from which to judge whether Chi-square is
large or small. The Chi-square measure is sensitive to
both sample size and departures from multivariate
normality of the observed variables (Joreskog & Sorbomn,
1986) . "Large sample sizes and departures from
normality tend to increase Chi-square over and above
what can be expected due to specification error in the
model" (Joreskoy & Sorbom, 1986, p-1.39).

When nested models are examined the differences
between Chi-square (y zdiff) may be analyzed, xzdiff=

x2constrained - x21ess constrained' The difference

between two Chi-squares is distributed as Chi-square
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with degrees of freedom equal to the difference in
degrees of freedom for the two models. Differences in
Chi-square indicate whether additional constraints

reduce the tested model's ability to fit the data.

NFI

The normed fit index (NFI), otherwise known as the
Bentler-Bonet Index, uses the Chi-square distribution.
NFI= ( xzk - xzo) / xzk , Where k and o refer to the
model in question and the null model respectively.
Although values above .90 are commonly considered

acceptable a cut-off of .80 was imposed.

LISREL'S GFI

LISREL's goodness of fit index (GFI) measures "the
relative amount of variances and covariances jointly
accounted for by the model" (Joreskog & Sorbom, 1989,
p.I1.40). In general, values of .90 or better are
considered to be indicative of good fit, however, a

cut-off of .80 was imposed. GFI is bounded by 0 and 1.

LISREL'S RMSR

The root mean square residual (RMSR) is also
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provided in the output from the LISREL program.

This index is the square root of the mean squared
residual obtained from the difference between the
observed and reproduced correlation matrices (Joreskog
& Sorbom, 1989, p.I.40). Higher values imply higher
error and lower fit. To decide whether there is a lack
of fit RMSR is compared to the average size of the
elements in the covariance matrix. Based on the
covariance matrices a cut-off of .15 was imposed.

Covariance matrices are presented in Appendix H.

Problems with Maximum Likelihood Estimation

When using maximum likelihood estimation in
sample sizes less than 100, estimated unique variances
are frequently negative (Hayduk,1987). When this
situation is encountered, the solution is improper, and
termed a Heywood case (Van Driel, 1978). Also with
small sample sizes, the problem of phi being not
positive definite is more commonly confronted. Phi not
positive definite is an indication of poor model fit,
often indicating that there are too many factors.
These problems are relevant to the present study since

samples are fairly small (N < 100).
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CHAPTER III

RESULTS

Background, Appraisal Experience and Task Perception
Differences between Experts and Experimental Groups

As expected, there are significant differences
between expert and experimental group demographics,
appraisal experience, and task perceptions.

Demographic information for experts and trainees is
presented in Table 2. Experts were older than trainees
[(M = 27.88) (M = 23.18), £(307) = -5.62, p<.001], more
educated [ x2(8, N = 309) = 281.41, p<.001], and were
more likely to be currently working [ x2(2, N = 309) =
20.92, p<.001].

With respect to appraisal experience, more experts
than trainees had heard of Rater Error Training [ x2(1,
N = 306) = 144.19, p<.001] and Frame of Reference
training [ x2(1, N = 306) = 62.07, p<.001]. In
addition, more experts had rated or viewed the
videotapes before [ x? (1, N = 306) = 5.67, p<.05].

The experts also reported having more experience with
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having their performance evaluated than trained groups
[(M = 3.58) (M= 2.90), t(304) = -3.55, p<.001] and
being more familiar with the job of teaching [(M =
3.52) (M=2.32), t£(303) = -6.23, p<.001] than trained
groups . Appraisal experience information is presented
in Table 3.

Experts felt more confident than the trainees that
their ratings were accurate [(M = 3.42) (M = 3.25)
£(303) = -1.90, p<.05]. Unlike the undergraduate
groups, experts did not anticipate that training would
help them in the future [(M = 3.33) (M = 2.60) t(301) =
4.56, p<.001]. Expert task perceptions are presented
in Table 4.

The demographic, appraisal experience, and task
perception differences between the expert and
experimental groups affirm that the "experts" seem to

indeed be "expert".

Background, Appraisal Experience and Task Perception

Differences between Experimental Groups

Demographics for the experimental groups are also

presented in Table 2. There are few significant

differences among the experimental groups. The
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differences that do exist are as follows: in the
comparison group there are fewer students who are
working [ x2(2, N = 236) = 19.72, p<.001], and the
educational level is highest in the FRET group | x2 (14,
N = 236) = 24.74 , p<.05].

Experience with appraisal is reported in Table 3.
More trainees in the combined training group (frame of
reference and rater error) have heard of RET before

[ x2 (2, N = 233) = 10.46, p<.01], and more trainees
in the Frame of Reference group have heard of FOR
before [ %2 (2, N = 232) = 6.35, p<.05].

Task perceptions are reported in Table 4. The
comparison group was more confident that their ratings
were accurate than was the FRET group [(M = 3.47) (M =
3.09), F(2, 229) = 4.25, p<.05]. They also felt more
strongly that the lecturer would consider their ratings

fair than did FRET group [(M = 3.51) (M = 2.95), E(2,

226) = 6.83, p<.01].

Scale Reliabilitv

Alpha reliability on the combined experimental
group data (i.e., FOR/RET, FOR, and Comparison groups)

was assessed for the lecturer evaluation scale.
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Reliability for the scale was found to be satisfactory

(¢ =.92).

Manipulation Check

The manipulation checks conducted examined frame of
reference knowledge for the groups trained in FOR and
error knowledge for those trained in RET. Expert
groups also completed a knowledge test on frames of
reference and errors. The manipulation check showed
that the two experimental groups trained in FOR (Frame
of reference training and frame of reference training
combined with rater error training) did not perform any
differently from each other in a knowledge test
regarding frames of reference. However these two
trained groups did significantly differ from the
experts on the following manipulation check questions:
1) True or false, to evaluate "interest in the topic"
you should look at whether he provided a summary
statement: Experts = 82% correct, Trained = 65%
correct, [ x2(1, N = 215) = 5.76, p<.05], 2) True or
false, to evaluate "he used clear examples to explain
abstract ideas" you should look at whether the lecture

was smooth: Experts = 93% correct, Trained = 69%
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correct, [ x2(1, N = 221) = 14.83, p<.001], 3) True or
false, to evaluate "he followed a logical sequence of
thought in his lecture" you should look at whether
answers were clear: Experts = 85% correct, Trained =
55% correct, [ x?(1, N = 220) = 17.79, p<.001], 4) True
or false, to evaluate "he was well prepared" you should
look at facial expressions: Experts = 90% correct,
Trained = 69% correct, [ x%(1, N = 221) = 11.14,
p<.001].

No significant differences were found in knowledge
of rating errors between the experimental group trained
in error and the experts. Both groups correctly
identified halo, restriction of range, severity and

leniency.

Factor Extraction

Chi-square was used to compare a constrained model
(i.e., no common factors) with another model that
includes fewer constraints (i.e., two, three and four
factor models). These models were evaluated using Chi-

square, NFI, GFI and RMSR fit indices described above.
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Experts

Expert data were examined to determine the number
of factors appropriate for explaining the data. Null
(no common factors), two, three, and four factor
solutions were examined. For each factor, one item
which was the "marker" of that factor (had the highest
factor loading, as assessed by preliminary exploratory
factor analysis), was forced to load on one factor by
having its loading fixed to one (1.00) and all other
factor loadings fixed to zero (0). This procedure was
conducted to uniquely identify the factor solution.
The marker items were: 1) "followed a logical sequence
of thought in his lecture", 2) "emphasized important
points by raising his voice", 3) "acted relaxed", 4)
"was well prepared". For the four-factor solution all
four items were used, for the three factor solution the
first three were used and for the two factor solution
the first two were used. Two items were dropped from
further analyses since they exhibited small loadings on
the identified factors. The two items dropped were: 1)
"he provided relevant answers to the questions" and, 2)
"he looked at the class while speaking". In light of

the lecturer's performance, it is apparent why the item
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regarding the question and answer period did not load
on any of the factors. The lecturer's performance
during this part of the lecture was extremely poor
compared to the other parts of the lecture. The second
item dropped, "he looked at the class while speaking",
can also be explained. Many participants found eye
contact difficult to assess because the videotaped
lecture did not have close up pictures of the lecturer.
Further analyses revealed that the best fitting
solution was the three-factor solution, [ %x2(52, N =
74) = 63.49, p>.05, NFI = .89, GFI = .894, RMSR =
.068]. The four-factor solution revealed that four
factors did not fit the data; yielding a "Heywood
case". Two factors did not fit as well as three

[ x2(64, N

74) = 107.46, p<.0l, NFI = .81, GFI =
.821, RMSR = .115.; x2%4;¢¢(12, N = 74) = 43.97,
p<.01]. Fit indices for the null, two and three factor
solutions are presented in Table 5.

Factor loadings for each of the items in the best
fitting three factor solution are presented in Table 6.
Factor 1 was labeled physical aspects of the presenter
because it subsumed the following items and frames: he

seemed interested in the topic (eye contact, tone of
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voice, facial expression), he spoke with vigor and
enthusiasm (tone and volume of voice, facial
expression), emphasized important points by raising his
voice (tone and volume of voice), voice was animated
(tone of voice), used purposeful non-verbal behavior
(facial expressions, body movement). Factor 2 centered
on aspects of the presented material and organization
of content. Items and frames loading on factor 2 were:
used examples to explain abstract ideas (how many
examples, how helpful), integrated the material
effectively (good transitions, summary statement),
followed an outline (included all subtopics, equal time
to each subtopic), followed a logical sequence of
thought in his lecture (logical transitions), was well
prepared (number of studies, examples, and responses to
questions), examples were presented which were clearly
related to the central topic (examples useful). Factor
3 was termed general platform skills because it
included: presented the lecture smoothly (transitions
between subtopics smooth), acted relaxed (body
movement, verbal expressions, facial expressions),
spoke clearly and distinctly (pronounciation, was easy

to listen to).
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Frame of Reference and Rater Error Training (FRET)

Analyses for the FRET group were performed with
the same two items dropped and the same identifiers as
in the expert group. The best fitting solution for
this group was also a three factor model [ x2(52, N =
77) = 82.88, p<.01, NFI = .83, GFI = .873, RMSR =
-080]. Four factors did not fit the data (Heywood
case). Two factor models were not calculated since all
things being equal the number of factors is positively
related to model fit. The fit of the two factor model
would be worse than the three and thus would still
establish the three factor model as the best fitting
model. Fit indices for the null and three factor
solutions are presented in Table 5. Factor loadings

for the three factor solution are presented in Table 7.

Frame of Reference Training (FOR)

Analyses for the FOR group were performed as
above. The best fitting solution for this group was a
four-factor model [ x2(41, N = 76) = 55.41, p>.05, NFI
= .91, GFI = .913, RMSR = .042]. The three-factor
model, although adequate, did not fit as well, [ x2(52,

N = 76) = 86.78, p>.001, NFI = .86, GFI = .863, RMSR =
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.062; x24;¢¢(11, N = 76) = 31.37, p<.01]. Two-factor

models were not calculated since the fit of the two-
factor model would be worse than the three and thus
would still establish the four-factor model as the best
fitting model. The null, three-, and four-factor
solution fit indices are presented in Table 5. Factor

loadings for the three- and four-factor solutions are

presented in Table 8 and Table 9, respectively.

Comparison Group

Analyses for the Comparison group were performed
in the same manner as the other groups. The best
fitting solution for this group was a three-factor
model [ x2(52, N = 83) = 138.71, p>.05, NFI = .85, GFI
= .827, RMSR = .089]. The four- factor model did not
fit the data (Heywood case). Two-factor models were
again not calculated since the fit of the two factor
model would be worse than the three-factor model. The
null and three-factor fit indices are presented in
Table 5. Factor loadings for the three-factor solution

are presented in Table 10.
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Gamma and Beta Congruence

Factor structure congruence between groups was
compared by imposing equality constraints on factor
pattern matrices (lambda). The LISREL VI and VII
structural equations computer program (Joreskog &
Sorbom, 1985; 1988) was used to analyze data from two
groups simultaneously with the factor pattern matrix in
each of the experimental groups (i.e., FOR/RET, FOR,
and Comparison groups) constrained to be equal to the
expert group. 1In a multi-sample or stacked analysis
one Chi-square goodness-of-fit measure is provided.
Chi-square measures "the fit of all LISREL models in
all groups, including all constraints, to the data from
all groups" (Joreskog & Sorbom, 1985, p.vV.4).

Therefore this Chi-square statistic was used to compare
the constrained model (i.e., factor pattern equality)
with the less constrained model that allowed factor
pattern matrices to vary (e.g., lambda was free to
vary) .

Scale calibration (Beta) congruence was assessed
by imposing equality constraints on factor covariances
(phi) also using a multi-sample analysis. Beta

congruence was only asssessed for the groups which
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exhibited gamma congruence. Chi-square was used to
compare this most constrained model (i.e., factor
pattern equality and factor covariance equality) with

the pattern-equal model.

Frame of Reference and Rater Error Training (FRET)

The three-factor model for both the expert and FRET
group fit relatively well as shown in Table 11, the
chi-square for the stacked three-factor model was
adequate [ 32(104 , N = 151) = 146.37, p<.01, NFI =
-86]. However, once factor pattern invariance was
imposed, the chi-square, NFI, GFI and RMSR revealed a
lack of fit, [ x2(137, N = 151) = 219.29, p<.001, NFI =
797 %%31££(33, N = 151) = 72.92, p<.001]. Gamma

congruence was absent.

Frame of Reference Training (FOR)

A two-stage analysis was performed to assess gamma
congruence in the FOR group. First, a three-factor
stacked model (experts-FOR) was assessed then a three-
factor expert and four-factor FOR model was analyzed.
The three factor model's fit was adequate [ x2(104, N =

150) = 150.27, pP<.01, NFI = .87], but not as good as
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the three- and four-factor model [ x2(93, N = 150) =
119.19, p>.01, NFI = -90]. Since the four factor model
revealed a better fit, invariance was imposed on the
factor loadings for the first three factors. This
invariance restriction resulted in phi being not
positive definite which is an indication of poor fit.
The modification indices revealed that the item
"examples were presented which were clearly related to
the central topic" was problematic (i.e., had high
modification indices). This item was excluded from
further invariance restrictions in the FOR--expert
analyses. The invariance restriction on the first
three factors was reassessed revealing gamma congruence
[ x*(120, N = 150) = 180.74, p<.01 , NFI = -84;  x%4ifs
(27, N = 150) = 60.81, p<.01]. These models and fit
indices are presented in Table 12. Factor loadings for
the invariant model are presented in Table 13.

Equality constraints on the factor covariance
matrix for the first three factors revealed that beta
congruence was absent [ x2(126, N = 150) = 198.10,
pP<.01, NFI = .83]. Phi was not positive definite. The
factor correlation matrices for the FOR and Expert

group are presented in Table 14.
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Comparison Group (Comp)

The three-factor model for both the expert and
Comparison group fit well as shown in Table 15. The
chi-square for the stacked three factor model was
x2(104, N = 157) = 202.20, p<.01, NFI = .87. Equality
constraints were then imposed on the factor pattern
matrix. This invariance restriction revealed gamma
congruence [ x?(137, N = 157) = 247.25, p<.001 , NFI =
-83;  x%4i¢¢(34, N = 157) = 45.05, p<.05]. The factor
loadings for the invariant model are presented in Table
16.

Equality constraints were imposed on the factor
covariance matrix to assess beta congruence for the
comparison group. This invariance restriction revealed
that beta congruence was absent [ %2(143, N = 157) =
268.76, p<.001 , NFI = .82; x2%4..c (6, N = 157) =
21.51, p<.0l1]. The factor correlation matrices for

each of the groups are presented in Table 17.

Alpha Congruence

Alpha congruence was assessed by calculating the
traditional accuracy measures of distance and

elevation. An Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) on both
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distance and elevation accuracy, followed by a Scheffe
post hoc comparison was performed. Distance accuracy,
the sum of the squared differences between subject
ratings and true score estimates, was significantly
different between each of the trained groups (Mggpr =
.985, Mpor = .933) and the comparison group [ Meomp =
1.145), F(2,233) = 8.15, p<.00l1]. Elevation accuracy,
the extent to which a rater approximates true score
estimates of the overall performance of ratees, was
also significantly different between each of the
trained groups (Mgpgr = .597, Mzor = -599) and the

comparison group [ (M .843), F(2,233) = 6.54,

omp
p<.01]. Smaller means reflect greater accuracy.
Distance and elevation accuracy confidence
intervals were calculated to further assess alpha
congruence. The distance accuracy confidence limits
for each of the experimental groups at the 99%
confidence interval revealed that zero (0) was not in
the confidence intervals [ FRET (.2062, 1.764); FOR
(.0441, 1.822); comparison (1.463, 2.145) ].
This shows that none of the experimental groups rated

the same as the experts. The elevation accuracy

confidence limits for each of the experimental groups
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at the 99% confidence interval revealed that zero (0)
was in the confidence interval for all groups and as
such all groups exhibited elevation accuracy [ FRET
(--473, 1.667); FOR (-.681, 1.879); Comparison (-.606,

2.29) J.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



88

CHAPTER IV

DISCUSSION

The utility of frame of reference training and
frame of reference training combined with rater error
training was assessed vis-a-vis the newly proposed
constructs of gamma and beta congruence. Historically,
these training paradigms have been assessed at an alpha
level, that is, the correspondence of observed
performance ratings with true score estimates provided
by expert raters. Alpha congruence however presumes a
common expert--trainee metric (beta congruence) and
conceptual domain (gamma congruence). Furthermore,
this assessment of accuracy does not reveal the
intended intermediate effects of the FOR and RET
training paradigms. The aim however of achieving beta
and gamma congruence is to ultimately achieve alpha
congruence.

In the current study, gamma congruence--factor
structure congruence with expert raters--was found for
both the FOR-trained group and the comparison group.

The combined training group, FOR and RET did not
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exhibit factor congruence with expert raters. In other
words, frames of references were most correctly used,
as exhibited by common conceptual domains and measured
by expert true score estimates, in the FOR and
Comparison group. Although the FRET group performed as
well as the FOR on a knowledge test of frames, the FRET
group was unable to accurately apply the frames. As
previously concluded by Bernardin & Pence (1980) in an
assessment of alpha accuracy, RET training is likely to
foster a response set that decreases accuracy; in this
case accuracy in conceptual domains.

The shared conceptual domain of experts, FOR
trainees and the comparison group sheds some new light
on the utility of FOR training. The training is
designed to "tune in" raters to a common frame of
reference. FOR training is based on the assumption
that raters have incorrect schema; however this was not
found. Findings of the current study show that naive
trainees may be already "tuned" to an accurate frame,
thus demonstrating that FOR training does not result in
more accurate frame utilization than untrained raters.
It is cautioned however, that this may be particular to

the items and frames used in this study. Perhaps, FOR
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training will exhibit greater utility with more
cognitively complex frames. It is also important to
acknowledge that although classrooms were randomly
assigned to experimental conditions, the assumption of
random assignment is possibly challenged by background
differences among the experimental groups. Although
unlikely, training may have had no effect at all and
these findings may be a result of systematic
differences among psychology classes. Nonetheless,
this study shows that in some cases, naive frames, or
implicit theories are as accurate as trained frames.
Considering such cases, FOR training may not be so
necessary as previously thought.

In terms of beta congruence, it was hypothesized
that RET training would positively influence scale
calibration. The effect of RET on scale calibration
could not be examined since members of the FRET group
were not evaluating the same constructs as the expert
groups. Beta congruence investigation is only
meaningful if gamma congruence is present; if gamma
congruence is not present, beta congruence is not
meaningful. That is, if the conceptual frames of

reference are different for experts and trainees, any
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quantitative differences in scale calibration are moot
and uninterpretable. It was also hypothesized that
neither the FOR trainees nor comparison group would
exhibit proper scale calibration, since they were not
trained to do so. Both groups of trainees did not
exhibit beta congruence with the experts: the metric or
scale for the groups was different. Beta congruence is
measured as differences between latent variable
covariances and variances; a close examination of these
covariances revealed that both the FOR and the
comparison group exhibited much higher correlations
between the factors than did the expert group. The
different factor covariances signal that trainees are
perceiving less difference in the relevant constructs
than the experts. It appears that an essential piece

" missing from training is a method of teaching trainees
to attend to and rate aspects of behavior independently
with a special emphasis on the importance of trait
differentiation. RAT training, proposed in the early
eighties, emphasized trait differentiation. More
specifically, the training typically consists of a
lJecture on the multidimensionality of jobs, the need to

distinguish among these dimensions, and the need to pay

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



92

Close attention to performance in light of these
dimensions (Bernardin & Pence, 1980) . Pulakos's (1984)
RAT training additionally gave participants anchors of
expected performance at varied scale levels. Given the
current study's findings, Pulakos's RAT training should
be examined in light of beta and gamma congruence.
Traditional accuracy assessments of elevation and
distance accuracy were assessed for didatic purposes
despite the absence of gamma and/or beta congruence.
Traditional alpha congruence assessments revealed that
the trained groups (FOR,FRET) were significantly
different from the comparison group. Although not
traditionally calculated, confidence intervals of
elevation and distance accuracy were computed. The
confidence limits revealed that the experimental groups
exhibited elevation but not distance accuracy. This
follow-up analysis addresses more directly the question
of accuracy with the expert group. These findings are
troubling on several levels. First, the traditional
and confidence limit alpha congruence findings are
dissimilar. Second, in light of the above gamma and
beta congruence findings the meaningfulness of alpha

assessments are challenged. The FRET group did not

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



93

share the experts conceptual domain nor scale
calibration and the FOR group did not share the later.
To date, our training evaluations have been based on
alpha-level assessments--which implicitly assume gamma
and beta congruence. The lack of such congruence
indicates that these assessments are inappropriate.
These findings demonstrate that alpha comparisons we
make among experts and trainees may be spurious and
misleading, especially without gamma and beta
congruence information.

The question could be raised concerning the
utility of examining beta and gamma congruence when
alpha congruence is present. Regardless of alpha
congruence, it is important to know whether frames and
scale calibrations are shared by raters. As stated
earlier, alpha congruence may be a spurious expert--
trainee relationship; that is, the processes raters are
using differ yet the outcome (i.e.,ratings) appear the
same. Furthermore, a close look at the traditional
distance and elevation accuracy measures used in the
literature reveals that both these indices are relative
assessments of accuracy. These measures evaluate

differences between ratings of trained groups and
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"true" scores provided by experts. In this study, the
comparison group was found to be significantly more
dissimilar from the experts (i.e., less accurate) than
the FOR and FRET groups. However, the trained group's
ratings are not the same as the expert group's. 1In
this type of analysis all three groups may be on an
absolute level distant from the experts, with one group
more distant than the others. Although the trained
groups are "less distant", the analyses should not be
interpreted as indicating that the trained groups are
accurate. The analysis is a relative one. When a non-
relative analysis is performed (i.e., confidence
intervals) the statistics lead to different
conclusions. Thus the question one might raise as to
"Why traditional alpha accuracy and not beta and gamma
congruence?" is an easy one to answer. Beta and gamma
congruence measures do not consider relative distance
between trained groups, as current alpha assessments
do, instead they address more directly the question of
correspondence with the expert group. Furthermore, the
question of why elevation confidence interval accuracy
and not beta and gamma congruence need also be

addressed. Elevation accuracy is the extent to which a
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rater approximates true score estimates of the overall
performance of ratees. Neither gamma and beta
congruence estimate overall performance, and as such,
the findings here are not discrepant.

Task perception findings are also noteworthy. The
comparison group reported greater confidence in their
ratings and believed that the lecturer would consider
their ratings fair compared to the combined training
group. This experimental group however, did not
achieve beta or alpha congruence. It is likely that
the above task perception difference is a result of the
absence of feedback regarding rating error and frames
of reference vs. substantial feedback regarding both.
The comparison group was not given any indication that
their ratings were inaccurate, and thus may have
experienced a "blind faith" in their rating ability.

The manipulation check findings are also
informative. The experimental groups trained in frame
of reference performed less well on a knowledge test of
frames than the experts. Although the knowledge test
did not include all the trained frames of references
the subset of question responses revealed that some of

the proper frames were not learned. Those however
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trained in rater error performed as well as experts in
identifying halo, restriction of range, severity and
leniency. It is likely that frames of reference are

more difficult to learn than rating errors.

Implications

Both researchers and practitioners can benefit
from employing gamma and beta assessments which do not
assess relative accuracy but instead focus on actual
correspondence. Since these assessments are direct,
conclusions regarding congruence are more interpretable
and provide greater information than the traditional
relative assessments of accuarcy. In addition, beta
and gamma congruence measurements more directly assess
intermediate training effects, and thus can give us
greater insight into the processes that make
performance appraisal training effective or
ineffective. Furthermore, alpha level comparisons in
the absence of beta and gamma assessments are likely to
be spurious and misleading. Beta and gamma congruence
may also be examined in other person perception
situations (e.g., interviewing) to establish whether

"judges" of behavior are judging the same constructs on
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the same perceptual scale.

From an organizational perspective, these findings
along with previous research on alpha accuracy suggest
that RET training should not be employed to enhance
rater judgments. Furthermore, since FOR training may
not result in better frame of reference utilization
than is performed by naive raters, its expense and time
consuming development may be unwarranted. Training
raters who already possess appropriate frames of
reference would not be an efficient use of training
resources. Organizations may profit from better
administrative and development decisions if they focus
on behaviors that raters do not naturally exhibit. The
current findings suggest that raters should be trained

to better distinguish among rating dimensions.

Limitations

When using maximum likelihood estimation in sample
sizes less than 100, it frequently happens that
estimated unique variance estimates are negative
(Hayduk,1987). Heywood cases were encountered in the
current investigation. 1In future assessments of beta

and gamma congruence, it would be advantageous to
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increase the sample size to lessen the probability of
such occurrences. Also as is more typically
encountered with smaller sample sizes, the warning "phi
is not positive definite" was encountered. This
warning establishes that the proposed models' "fit¥# is
poor, often indicating that there are too many factors.
Although this was only encountered in the FOR group
when equating factor variances, it would be
advantageous to reassess the lack of fit with a larger
sample size.

Another shortcoming of the study is the use of
graduate psychology students as experts. Although
generally accepted, much of the research does not
report their experience with appraisals. What makes
someone an expert? Some of the qualities one would
expect experts to possess were evident in this group,
others were absent. More specifically, the current
study found that experts did report greater experience
with having their own performance evaluated, greater
familiarity with the job of teaching, were more likely
to have heard of FOR and RET before, and had rated or
viewed the videotapes previously. The experts did not,

however, have more experience rating teachers or
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evaluating performance. These findings suggest that
stricter criteria for expert status may be warranted.
Selection criteria in future research should include
rating experience and experience rating the stimulus
job in question.

It was necessary to use a contrived laboratory
simulation to assess alpha, beta, and gamma congruence.
However, a more realistic appraisal setting may produce
different results. Typically, a rater evaluates
someone he or she has seen before and will see again,
ratees are evaluated continually and not from a
"snapshot" focused view of behavior. 1In addition,
observations are conducted while performing other,
sometimes competing, tasks. The appraisal also
typically culminates in some kind of organizational
decision, salary increase, transfer, training needed,
etc. These natural appraisal processes were not
simulated.

Lastly, although classrooms were randomly assigned
to experimental conditions, the assumption of random
assignment is possibly challenged by background
diffferences among the experiemental groups. The

comparison group had the fewest working students and
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the combined training group had the highest level of

education.

Future Research

The constructs of beta and gamma congruence
reach beyond the performance appraisal literature and
may be applied to other person perception and social
judgement literature (e.g., interview decisions).
Advancing beyond alpha assessments in examining ratings
should provide greater insights into processes that
affect judgments, in a variety of person perception
literatures.

Congruence assessments also provide researchers
with a target standard in which they can examine alpha,
beta, and gamma change. Alpha, beta and gamma change
may be examined using pre-post training ratings. Pre
and post ratings can then be examined vis-a-vis
congruence with expert ratings. It would be expected
that change is toward greater congruence. An
investigation of this nature would provide further
insight into training utility.

The current findings suggest that naive raters may

already possess accurate frames of reference, but the
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inability to differentiate constructs is problematic.
RAT training or other training intended to teach raters
to differentiate among ratee behaviors should be
examined in an alpha, beta, gamma congruence framework.
Also, beta congruence should be examined with varied
scale formats. The absence of congruence might be
remedied by changing scale formats. Perhaps
Behaviorally Anchored Rating Scales (Smith & Kendall,
1963) would minimize differential scale perceptions.

FOR training also needs to be examined with more
cognitively complex frames than employed in the current
study. The constructs of performance utilized were
limited to physical aspects of the presenter, aspects
of the presented material and organization of content,
and general platform skills. More complicated frames
may reveal that FOR training has greater utility than
the presented findings suggest.

It would also be advantageous to replicate the
current study with a larger sample size. The
likelihood of Heywood cases decreases as the sample
size increases and Heywood cases were evident in the

current study.
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Chapter V

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION

The purpose of this study was to introduce the
proposed constructs of beta and gamma congruence and to
assess promising performance appraisal paradigms, FOR
and RET training, in light of these proposed
constructs. Gamma congruence was found for both the
FOR trained and comparison groups. The combined
training group (FRET) did not exhibit factor congruence
with expert raters. The above findings demonstrate
that FOR training may not result in more accurate frame
utilization than is evidenced by untrained raters, and
that RET training may actually decrease accuracy in
conceptual domains. Beta congruence was absent for the
FOR and comparison group. High correlations among the
factors signal that trainees are perceiving less
differentiation among the relevant constructs than are
the experts. Traditional accuracy assessments of
elevation and distance accuracy, analogous to alpha
level assessments, revealed that the trained groups
(FOR, FRET) were significantly different from the

comparison group. These findings are explained with
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regard to relative rather than absolute accuracy. The
importance of examining beta and gamma congruence is
also highlighted. Traditional alpha congruence
assessments are inappropriate and misleading especially
in the absence of beta and gamma congruence,
Furthermore, the examination of confidence intervals
revealed that the experimental groups exhibited
elevation accuracy. The implications of these findings
are discussed.

Based on the results of the present study, FOR
combined with RET training and FOR training alone are
tentatively not recommended. Future research on
performance appraisal should further investigate the
relationship between performance appraisal training and
gamma, beta, and alpha congruence. Confirmation of the
present studies findings would suggest the need to
redirect performance appraisal training away from
frames and toward means of establishing similar scale

calibration.
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APPENDIX A

Baruch College
Department of Psychology

Summer 1990

The following research study is part of a doctoral dissertation being

conducted at Baruch College Department of Psychology by Lynn Gracin, M.A.
under the supervision of Roger Millsap, Ph.D.

As a participant you will be asked to rate two videotaped lectures, one on
crowding and stress, the other on self fulfilling prophecy.  You will also
participate in training and be asked to answer some questions about the
videotape and some about your background. The results of the study will
add to our knowledge of performance appraisal and ratings.

All of your answers will be held in confidence, none of your personal
responses will be released to anyone and you may withdraw from the project
at any time. The study will take approximately one hour to complete.

I am very appreciative of your help and will be happy to answer any questions
you may have. In addition, if you would like, I would be happy to share the
findings with you. Thank you for your cooperation.

Sincerely

Lynn Gracin

I have read and understand the information given above and agree to
participate in this project.

Signed Date

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



APPENDIX B

S —

LECTURER EVALUATON: SELF - FULFILLING PROPHECY
—_—————————————————————— e

105

The presentation that you have just watched consisted of a short lecture and a question-and-answer

Soe.

period. Please indicate how much you agree or disagree with the following statements about the
lecture period, question and answer period, and both the lecture and question and answer period.

ﬂzefollawingstatementsmfzrtotlulectmxpaiodanly.

Strongly Strongly
Disagree Agree
1. He seemed interested in the topic 1 2 ¥ g 5 6 7
2. He used clear examples to explain 4
abstract ideas 1 20 3 4 5 6 7
3. He presented the lecture smoothly T 2 3 4 5 6 7
4. He integrated the material
effectively 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
5. He followed an outline 1 2. 3 4 5 6 7
6. He followed a logical sequence of o L
thought in his lecture 1 2. 3 4 5 6 7
The following statement refer to the question-and-answer period only.
7. He provided relevant answers to the ‘ ,
questions T 2 3 4 5 6 7
The following statements refer to both the lecture and the question and answer period.
8. He was well prepared 1 2 3 & S 6. 7
9. Heacted relaxed 1 2 3 & s 6 7
10. He spoke clearly and distinctly 1 2z 3 & 5 & 7
11. He spoke with vigor and enthusiasm 1 2 3 4 s 6 7
12. He emphasized important points by
raising his voice 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
13. He looked at the class while
speaking 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
14. His voice was animated 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
15. Examples were presented which were o '
clearly related to the central topic 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
16. He used purposeful non-verbal v o o ,
vior 1 . 3 & 5 & 7
Overall, how would you rate the presentation you just watched?
Very Poor Excellent
A B C D E F G
(Continue On Next Page)
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\
The presentation that you have just watched consisted of a short lecture and a question-and-answer

period. Please indicate how much you agree or disagree with the following statements about the
lecture period, question and answer period, and both the lecture and question and answer period.

The following statements refer to the lecture period only.

Strongly Strongly
Disagree Agree
1. He seemed interested in the topic 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
2. He used clear examples to explain
abstract ideas 1 2 3 4 S 6 7
) 3. He presented the lecture smoothly 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
4. He integrated the material
effectively 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
5. He followed an outline 1 2 3 4 S 6 7

6. He followed a logical sequence of
thought in his lecture 1 2 3 4 5. 6 7

The following statement refer to the question-and-answer period only.

7. He provided relevant answers to the
questions 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

m

The following statements refer to both the lecture and the question and answer period.

8. He was well prepared 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
9. Heacted relaxed 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
10. He spoke clearly and distinctly 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
11. He spoke with vigor and enthusiasm 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
12. He emphasized imnartant points by

raising his voice 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
13. He looked at the class while

speaking 1 2 3 4 S 6 7
14. His voice was animated 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
15. Examples were presented which were

clearly related to the central topic 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
16. He used purposeful non-verbal

behavior 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
= CavVior_____ I W

Overall, how would you rate the presentation you just watched?
Very Poor Excellent

A B C D E F G (Stop Here)
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APPENDIX C

Please complete the following background information.
1. Which of the following best describes your working situation?
Iam a student

I am both working and attending school
I am working and not attending school

2. If you are working, what is your current occupation? (answer only if you work)

3. How old are you?

4. Areyou: Male Female

5. What is the highest educational level you have attained?

High School

College Freshmam

College Sophomore

College Junior

College Senior

B.A./ BS./B.B.A. or equivalent
Some Graduate Courses
M.A./M.S./ M.B.A. or equivalent
Doctorate

6. How many years of experience have you had in each of the following areas?

Circle your response to each item:
0 None
1 Lessihani
2 More than 1 but less than 3
3 Morz than 3 but less than S5
4 More than 5 but less than 10
5 10 or more

a EvaluatingJobPeformance ____ 0 T~ 20 3 4& 5

. b. Evaluating Teachers _ _ _ . __ _ ] 1 2 3 4 5
¢. Having your performance evaluated - ¢ 1 2 3 4 5
(Continue On Next Page)
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7. Have you ever heard of Rater Error Training before? —__ Yes No
8. Have you ever heard of Frame of Reference Training before? - Yes No
9. Have you ever rated or viewed this videotape before? —_. Yes No
10. To what extent are the following statements descriptive of your feelings?
Circle your response to each item:

0 Notatall

1 To a very small extent

2 To a small extent

3 To a moderate extent

4 To a great extent

5 To a very great extent
a. Ifeel confident that my ratings are accurate __ 13 1 2 3 4 5
b. The lecturer would consider my ratings fair — ¢ 1 2 3 4 5

c. Ifeel comfortable rating teachers

d. Iam familiar with the job of teaching .. — _ o 1 2 3 4 5
e. Ithought the training was interesting — — — ¢ 1 2 3 :.' 4 5
f. The training helped me make a more accurate ) o _
evaluation __ ___ __ __ ___ ____ ___ @ 1 2 3 4 5
g lanticipate that the training will help me
make accurate evaluations in the future — — — 0 1 2 3 4 5
(Continue On Next Page)
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Expert Knowledge of Appraisal Form
The following questions refer to both performance appraisal errors and
the information you have just read. Please place a check in the box next to
the best answer.

1) Who is committing halo error rater 1 or 2?

Rater
(| 7 7 6 7 6 7 6
Q2 7 4 1 2 3 1 6

2) Who is committing restriction of range rater 1 or 2?

Rater
Q1 4 5 4 4 6 5 5
Q2 7 5 2 3 4 6 7
3) Who is probably giving too severe ratings rater 1 or 2 (A rating of 1 is low and 7
is high)?
Rater
Q1 1 2 1 3 1 1 1
Q2 1 3 5 7 2 3 1
4) Who is probably giving too lenient ratings rater 1 or 2 (A rating of 1 is low and
7 is high)?
Rater
Q1 7 7 6 7 6 7 6
Q2 7 6 5 3 6 7 4

5) True or False: to evaluate "he seemed interested in the topic” you shouid
look at
a' @e mdo ® © 06 06 ¢ @ @ © 0 & 0 © & o ¢ o o e & ¢ 6 © Ogrme &a&
bo toneOfVOimo e 0 6 ¢ © ¢ 3 0 » © 0 © o o o°o o e 0 o & O .mnle &al%
c. fadal expmono © 0 8 6 06 0 06 0 0 9 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 00 Drme DFa.lSe

d. whether he provided a summary statement. « « « + o COTrue [JFalse
(Continue On Next Page)
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7)

8)

9)
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True or False: to evaluate "he used clear examples to explain abstract ideas"
you should look at:

a. whether the lecture wassmoothe « « o« o o ¢ o o . . JJTrue LlFalse
b. how many real lifeexamples. « « « + o o 4 o o o « o JIrue False

c. how helpful examples were in getting points across. «JdTrue (dFalse

True or False: to evaluate "he followed a logical sequence of thought in his
lecture" you should look at:

a. whether movement from 1 idea to the next
vcmedlogimlooooooo.o‘oeoocoooooooourme[jFalse

b. whether answersweredears « « o « o o o o « o o o o JdTrue (JFalse
True or false: to evaluate "he was well prepared" you should look at:

a  the number of research studies citede o o « o « « o o o ITrue [JFalse
b. number of examples used in the lecture. « « « . « . o [ATrue JFalse
C. TesponsestoqUESHONSe o o o o s s o o o o o o o o o o wdTrue (IFalse
d. facial eXpressionss « o o o « o ¢ o s 0 s 0000 oo omdlrue [False

True of False: to evaluate "he acted relaxed" you should look at:

a.bodymoven‘mt.....................QfmeDFalse
verbal presentatione « o « o « e ¢ 0 s s s 0 00 o o o o =iTrue IFalse
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Frame of Reference and Rater Error Training Group

The following questions refer to the training you just received.. Please
place a check in the box next to the best answer.

1) Who is committing halo error rater 1 or 2?

Rater
Q1 7 7 6 7 6 7 6
a2 7 4 1 2 3 1 6

2) Who is committing restriction of range rater 1 or 2?

Rater
Q1 4 5 4 4 6 5 5
Q2 7 5 2 3 4 6 7
3) Who is probably giving too severe ratings rater 1 or 2 (A rating of 1 is low and 7
is high)?
Rater
Q1 1 2 1 3 1 1 1
Q2 1 3 5 7 2 3 1
4)  Who is probably giving too lenient ratings rater 1 or 2 (A rating of 1 is low and
7 is high)?
Rater
Q1 7 7 6 7 6 7 6
Q2 7 6 5 3 6 7 4

5) True or False: to evaluate "he seemed interested in the topic” you should
look at
a-mmmeo.oﬂ.............0.0...Drme&a&
bom&voimo.‘...OOOOOOOQOOOOOOOOODrme&aI%
C facialexpr&ssion.....................QTrueaFalse

d. whether he provided a summary statement. « « + o « LITrue JFalse
(Continue On Next Page)
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6) True or False: to evaluate "he used clear examples to explain abstract ideas"
you should look at: '

a. whether the lecture was smooth. » o o o o . . o e .D’I‘rue IgFalse
b. howmanyreal lifeexampless o « o o o o o o & o« o o JdTrue OFalse

c. how helpful examples were in getting points across. .(JdTrue [IFalse

7) True or False: to evaluate "he followed a logical sequence of thought in his
lecture" you should look at:

a. whether movement from 1 idea to the next
ml@ml..OOOOOOOOOOOOOOCIOOOODrrue&al%

b. whetheranswerswereclear. « o« « o o o o ¢ o o . .o .[:h'rue DFalse

8) True or false: to evaluate "he was well prepared” you should look at:
a the number of research studies cited. . ® o 0 0 0 0 0 o DTme GFalse

b. number of examples used in the lectures « « « + + « . ATrue IFalse
C- mm to q‘lsﬁox‘s. ® & ¢ 0 & & o 0 ¢ 0 0 06 0 o ¢ o QI‘me DFalse
d- fadal apmom. ® & 0 & 0 ¢ ® 0 0 0 0 0 o ¢ & o o o .Drru.e &al&

9) True of False: to evaluate "he acted relaxed" you should look at:

a.MymvmteooooeoooooooooooocoourrueuFalse
b. vawpmmﬁonooooooooeooeoeo»ocoDrmeQFa.lse
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Frame of Reference Training Group

The following questions refer to the training you just received.
Please place a check in the box next to the best answer.

1)

2)

3)

4)

True or False: to evaluate "he seemed interested in the topic" you should
look at:

a. eyeoontact........................Dl‘rueDFalse
b. toneofvoice.......................Dl'rueQFalse
C. facialexprssion.....................Dl‘rueDFalse
d. whether he provided a summary statement. . . . . (dTrue [JFalse

True or False: to evaluate "he used clear examples to explain abstract ideas"
you should look at:

a. whether the lecture was smooth. . . . . . . . e o+ J[dTrue CFalse
b. howmanyreallifeexampl&s. c e e et oo JLdTrue DFalse

¢. how helpful examples were in getting points across. [JTrue [JFalse

True or False: to evaluate "he followed a logical sequence of thought in his
lecture" you should look at:

a. whether movement from 1 idea to the next
&‘fﬁ‘ﬁk@.donooo.oo.oooooooo.ooooarmeDFalse

b.Whetheranswersweredear...............armeDFaISe

True or false: to evaluate "he was well prepared"” you should look at:
a  the number of research studies citeds « o & & o . . . . Utrue UFalse

b. number of examples used in the lecture. . e oo oo HTrue QFalse
C respons&stoqusﬁons...........,.....Dl'rueQFalse

d- fadal apt’ssions. ¢ 0 06 0 ¢ ¢ o o o ® & 66 0 0 0 o 0 o o Drme &alm
(Continue On Next Page)
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5) True of False: to evaluate "he acted relaxed" you should look at:
a. bodymovemmt.....................DTrueQFa]se

b. verbalpr&sentaﬁcn...................GI‘rueDFaJse
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APPENDIX D

Ex I In tions

I'am asking you to view two videotapes, complete two lecture
evaluations, some background information and a "knowledge of appraisal

form".

The lecturer you are about to observe, the first videotape, was asked to
lecture on the topic of crowding and stress and to include three subtopics

in his lecture: cultural differences, sex differences, and personal space.

Before viewing the first lecture , please review the items and scales in the
evaluation form on the next page. Note that the evaluation form has four
sections. Section 1 refers to the lecture period only, section 2 refers to the
question and answer period only, and section 3 and 4 refer to both the

lecture and question-and-answer period.

(View videotape on crowding and stress two times. Replay videotape as

many times as needed. Rate videotape).
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Do not continue until you have

completed rating the crowding and

stress lecture.

Once you read on , do not change
your

original ratings.
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As you read on please do not change your original ratings.

The following outlines what other "experts" looked at when they evaluated
the lecture. Please go through the evaluation form statement by statement

and pay attention to the specific conditions looked at by other expert raters.

Statement #1: He seemed interested in the topic. Rating5
The experts looked :
1) eye contact
2) tone of voice
3) facial expression
eye contact (+)
Although he read the lecture he kept looking up at the audience
to personally convey the message to them.
tone of voice (-)
A criticism by the experts was his monotone voice. There was
not much excitement in his voice.
facial expression {-)
Another criticism was that, if you noticed, he never smiled.

Based on these three points, the experts gave him a 5.

Statement #2: He used clear examples to explain abstract ideas. Rating 6
The experts looked :
Ihow many real life examples
2)how helpful they were in getting points across

how many (+)
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He offered quite a few examples such as: how we react to
crowding on buses, how we react to crowding at cocktail parties,
how we react to crowding at football games, the effects of small
rooms on jury trials.

how useful (+)
The experts thought they were good but not good enough to
offer a strongly agree.

Based on these points the experts gave him a 6.

Statement #3: He presented the lecture smoothly. Rating 6

The experts looked :

Dtransitions from 1 topic to the next. Were the transitions smooth?
smooth transitions(+)

The experts rated the lecturer fairly high on this dimension.

Examples of smooth transitions are:

1) Transition from discussion of animal

studies to human research.

2) Transition from general human research

to sex differences in human research.

Based on these points the experts gave him a 6.

Statement #4: He integrated the material effectively. Rating 5
The experts looked :
Dgood transitions
2)did he provide a summary statement that tied together the
subtopics.

good transitions (+) Already rated 6.
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summary statement (+/-)
At the end of the lecture he did provide a summary statement. He
mentioned: animal research, human research, personal space. But,
the summary was short and not really clear.

Based on these points the experts gave him a 5.

Statement #5: He followed an outline. Rating 3.

Note: He was asked to include cultural differences, sex differences, and personal

space.
The experts looked :
1)did he include all subtopics.
2)did he devote the same amount of time to each.

all 3 topics (-)
No, he lectured on sex differences, personal space, but not cultural
differences (just included one sentence about rural vs. Tokyo-
Houston)

equal time (-)

No, only during Q&A.
Based on these points the experts gave him a 3.

Statement #6: He followed a logical sequence of thought in his lecture. Rating 6
The experts looked :
I)whether movement from 1 idea to the next seemed logical.
logical transitions (+)
The experts rated the lecturer fairly high on this dimension.

Examples of logical transition are:
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Dtransition from general human research to sex differences in

human research.
2)transition from discussion of animal studies to human research.

Based on these points the experts gave him a 6.

Statement #7: He provided relevant answers to the questions. Rating 3.

The experts looked :

1)whether or not the answers were:

a.clear

b.sufficient

c.convincing

The experts rated the lecturer rather low on this dimension. The last question is
used as an example of why—"Is crowding always stressful?" Answer-Probably not. It
depends on actual density, perceived levels of crowding, and frequency of violations
of personal space.
clear (-)

The response is concise but not clear.
sufficient(-)

It is too short. He should have elaborated more and explained what

he meant by each of the three terms and how they related to each

other.

Question#2 also is used as an example: What accounts for cultural differences
reaction to stress?
Answer-In different cultures, different levels of crowding are perceived as stressful.

It has to do with adapting to your environment. If you spend time in a crowded
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place it no longer seems crowded to you. Most cultures probably adapt to their own

levels of crowding.

convincing (-)
The answer indicates that he is not sure and has not read enough on
the topic to support his statement.

Based on his failure to be clear, sufficient and convincing on most of his answers the

experts gave him a 3 on this dimension.

Statement #8: He was well prepared. Rating 6.
The experts looked :
1the number of research studies cited.
2)number of examples used in the lecture.
3)responses to questions.
research studies and examples (+)
He used this type of information quite often. For example:
1) Calhoun'’s study with rats (1962), 2) research on jury trials, 3)over-
crowding on buses, at football games, and cocktail parties.
responses to questions (-)
While the experts rated him very favorably on the above, his rating
here suffered from his inadequate responses to questions.

Based on these points the experts gave him a 6.

Statement #9: He acted relaxed. Rating 3.
The experts looked :
1)body movement

2)verbal presentation

3)facial expression
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Body Movements (+)
There were no apparent displays of being nervous. He did not
tremble or play nervously with his hands.

Verbal Presentation(-)
The way he read the lecture indicated that he was not comfortable
to ad lib and be spontaneous.

Facial Expression(-)
He never smiled once which would have indicated he was relaxed.

The experts gave him a 3.

Statement #10: He spoke clearly and distinctly. Rating 6.

The experts looked :

Ipronunciation of words and phrases. Was he easy to listen to.
Pronunciation (+)

His words and phrases were clear and easy to understand.
Easy to listen to (-)

He spoke somewhat quietly and did not really project his statements.

The experts gave him a 6.

Statement #11: He spoke with vigor and enthusiasm. Rating 4.
The experts looked :
1facial expression
2)tone and volume of voice.
Facial Expression(+)
While he made an effort to look at the audience, he conveyed little
excitement through facial expression.

Tone and volume of voice(-)
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While the tone and volume of his voice were not powerful, he did
manage to get his message across.

The experts gave him a 4.

Statement #12: He emphasized important points by raising his voice. Rating 4.
The experts looked :
1)tone of voice.
2)volume of voice.

Tone and volume of voice (-)
On occasion he used this technique, however, you had to listen
closely to observe it.
Examples: 1he raised the tone of his voice to direct attention to: a
new topic he was discussing; 2)he did this to let you know he was
going to talk about human research and not rat research, 3)he did this
to direct your attention to a new term-personal space.

The experts gave him a 4.

Statement #13: He looked at the class while speaking. Rating 6.
Look at :
1)eye contact.
Eye Contact (+)
Although he read the lecture, he kept looking up at the audience to

personally convey the message to them.

Statement #14: His voice was animated. Rating 3.
Look at :

1)tone of voice.
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Tone of voice (-)

He had a monotone voice and showed little excitement.
Statement #15: Examples were presented which were clearly related to the topic.
Rating 6.

Look at:

T)whether the examples were useful.
Examples (+)

The examples were good but not good enough to offer a strongly

agree.

Statement #16: He used purposeful non-verbal behavior. Rating 4.
Look at :
1)facial expression
2)body movement.
Facial Expression(-)
He conveyed little through facial expression. He never smiled.
Body Movement(-)
He stayed close to the podium and did not purposefully use his
hands or body to stress points. During the question and answer

period his body movements were more animated and involving.

You are now going to view and rate a lecture on self-fulfilling prophecy. Please
apply the appropriate specific conditions looked at by other expert raters. The
lecturer was asked to include teacher expectations and grades, parents expectations
and sex roles, and first impressions in developing friendships.

(View videotape on self-fulfilling prophecy two times. Replay videotape as many

times as needed. Rate videotape).
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APPENDIX E

FRAME OF REFERENCE TRAINING

I am asking you to fill out this lecture evaluation and
the attached background information after you have
observed the videotaped lecture. Some people when they
fill out such questionnaires, tend to respond in
certain ways which could make their evaluations
inaccurate. Today, we are going to spend some time
talking about what "experts" look at when they evaluate
teacher performance. First, lets look at the rating
scale (highlight scale anchors, values, and

dimensions).

Now, pay close attention to the following lecturer's
performance and evaluate it using the form in front of
you. The lecturer was asked to lecture on the topic of
crowding and stress and to include three subtopics in
his lecture: cultural differences, sex differences, and
personal space. We will discuss how experts evaluated

the performance.
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(Show videotape on crowding and stress. Have students
rate videotape). Please do not erase your original
ratings.

We will go through the evaluation form statement by
statement and discuss the specific conditions looked at
by the expert raters.

Statement #1: He seemed interested in the topic.

Rating 5
The experts looked : 1)eye contact
2)tone of voice
3)facial expression
eye contact (+) Although he read the lecture he

kept looking up at the audience
to personally convey the message

to themn.

tone of voice (-) A criticism by the experts was
his monotone voice. There was

not much excitement in his voice.

facial expression (-) Another criticism was that, if you noticed,
he never smiled.

Based on these three points, the experts gave him a 5.
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Statement #2: He used clear examples to explain abstract ideas.

Rating 6
The experts looked : 1)how many real life examples
2)how helpful they were in
getting points across
how many (+) He offered quite a few examples such as:

How we react to crowding on buses.

How we react to crowding at cocktail

parties.

How we react to crowding at football games.

The effects of small rooms on jury trials.
how useful (+) The experts thought they were good but not

good enough to offer a strongly agree.

Based on these points the experts gave him a 6.

Statement #3: He presented the lecture smoothly. Rating 6
The experts looked : 1)transitions from 1 topic to
the next. Were the
transitions smooth?
smooth transitions(+) The experts rated the lecturer fairly high

on this dimension. Examples of smooth
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transitions are:

1) Transition from discussion of animal
studies to human research.

2) Transition from general human research
to sex differences in human research.

Based on these points the experts gave him a 6.

Statement #4: He integrated the material effectively. Rating 5
The experts looked : 1)good transitions
2)did he provide a summary
statement that tied togeth~
er the subtopics.

good transitions (+) Already rated 6.

summary statement (+/-) At the end of the lecture he did provide
a summary statement. He mentioned:
animal research, human research, personal
space. But, the summary was short and

net really clear.

Based on these points the experts gave him a 5.

Statement #5: He followed an outline. Rating 3.
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Note: He was asked to include cultural differences,
sex differences, and personal space.
The experts looked : 1)did he include all sub
topics.
2)did he devote the same

amount of time to each.

all 3 topics (-) No, he lectured on sex differences, personal
space, but ndt cultural differences (just
included one sentence about rural vs. Tokyo~
Houston)

equal time (-) No, only during Q&A.

Based on these points the experts gave him a 3.

Statement #6: He followed a logical sequence of thought in
his lecture. Rating 6
The experts looked :
l)whether movement from 1
idea to the next seemed
logical.
logical transitions

(+) The experts rated the lecturer fairly high on
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this dimension. Examples of logical transiﬁion

are:

l)transition from general human research to sex
differences in human research.

2)transition from discussion of animal studies
to human research.

Based on these points the experts gave him a 6.

Statement #7: He provided relevant answers to the questions.
Rating 3.
The experts looked :
l)whether or not the answers

were:

a.clear

b.sufficient

c.convincing
The experts rated the lecturer rather low on this dimension. The
last question is used as an example of why--"Is crowding always
stressful?" Answer-Probably not. It depends on actual density,
perceived levels of crowding, and frequency of violations of
personal space.

clear (=) The response is concise but not clear.
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sufficient(-) It is too short. He should have elaborated
more and explained what he meant by each of the

three terms and how they related to each other.

Question#2 What accounts for cultural differences in reaction to
stress?

Answer-In different cultures, different levels of crowding are

perceived as stressful. It has to do with adapting to your

environment. If you spend time in a crowded place it no longer

seems crowded to you. Most cultures probably adapt to their own

levels of crowding.

convincing (=) The answer indicates that he is not sure and has
not read enough on the topic to support his
statement.
Based on his failure to be clear, sufficient and convincing on

most of his answers the experts gave him a 3 on this dimension.

Statement #8: He was well prepared. Rating 6.
The experts looked : 1)the number of research
studies cited.
2)number of examples

used in the lecture.
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3)responses to questions.

research studies and

examples (+) He used this type of information quite often.
For example: 1) Calhoun's study with rats
(1962), 2) research on jury trials, 3)over-
crowding on buses, at football games, and

cocktail parties.

responses to

questions (-) While the experts rated him very favorably on
the above, his rating here suffered from his

inadequate responses to questions.

Based on these points the experts gave him a 6.

Statement #9: He acted relaxed. Rating 3.
The experts looked : 1)body movement
2)verbal presentation

3)facial expression

Body Movements (+) There were no apparent displays of being
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nervous. He did not tremble or play nervous-

ly with his hands.

Verbal Presentation
(-)The way he read the lecture indicated that he

was not comfortable to ad 1lib and be spontan-

eous.

Facial Expression
(-=)He never smiled once which would have
indicated he was relaxed.

The experts gave him a 3.

Statement #10: He spoke clearly and distinctly. Rating 6.
The experts looked : 1)pronunciation of
words and phrases.
Was he easy to listen

to.

Pronunciation (+) His words and phrases were clear and easy
to understand.
(=) He spoke somewhat quietly and did not really

project his statements.
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The experts gave him a 6.

Statement #11: He spoke with vigor and enthusiasm. Rating 4.
The experts looked : 1)facial expression
2)tone and volume of

voice.

Facial Expression
(+) while he made an effort to look at the
audience, he conveyed little excitement
through facial expression.
Tone and volume
of voice (=) while the tone and volume of his voice were
not powerful, he did manage to get his message

across.

The experts gave him a 4.

Statement #12: He emphasized important points by raising his
voice. Rating 4.

The experts looked : 1)tone of voice.
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2)volume of voice.

Tone and volume

of voice (=) on occasion he used this technique, however,
you had to listen closely to observe it.
Examples: 1l)he raised the tone of his voice
to direct attention to: a new topic he was
discussing; 2)he did this to let you know he
was going to talk about human research and not
rat research, 3)he did this to direct your

attention to a new term-personal space.

The experts gave him a 4.

*Statement #13: He looked at the class while speaking.
Rating 6.

Look at : 1)eye contact.

Eye Contact (+) Although he read the lecture, he kept
looking up at the audience to personally

convey the message to them.
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*Statement #14: His voice was animated. Rating 3.
Look at : 1)tone of voice.
Tone of voice (-) He had a monotone voice and showed little

excitement.

*Statement #15: Examples were presented which were clearly
related to the topic. Rating 6.
Look at : 1)whether the examples

were useful.

Examples (+) The examples were good but not good enough to

offer a strongly agree.

*Statement #16: He used purposeful non-verbal behavior.
Rating 4.
Look at : 1)facial expression
2)body movement.
Facial Expression
(-) He conveyed little through facial expression.
He never smiled.
Body Movement
(=) He stayed close to the podium and did not

purposefully use his hands or body to stress
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points. During the question and answer period his

body movements were more animated and involving.

*Statements 13-16 are from Murphy's behavioral scale, true scores

are from Murphy and frames of reference are from the author.

Any questions? We are now going to view and rate a lecture on
self-fulfilling prophecy. The lecturer was asked to include
teacher expectations and grades, parent's expectations and sex

roles, first impressions in developing friendships.
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APPENDIX F

Frame of Reference/Rater Error Training

I am asking you to fill out this lecture evaluation and the
attached background information after you have observed the
videotaped lecture. Some people when they fill out such
questionnaires, tend to respond in certain ways which could make
their evaluations inaccurate. Today, we are going to spend some
time talking about what "experts" look at when they evaluate
teacher performance and errors in evaluation. First, lets look at
the rating scale (highlight scale anchors, values, and
dimensions).

Now pay close attention to the following lecturer's performance
and evaluate it using the form in front of you. The lecturer was
asked to lecture on the topic of crowding and stress and to
include three subtopics in his lecture: cultural differences, sex
differences, and personal space. We will discuss both evaluation

errors and how experts evaluated the performance.

(Show videotape on crowding and stress. Have students rate

videotape). Please do not erase your original ratings.
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First we are going to spend some time talking about errors to

avoid when evaluating teacher performance.

The most common mistake people make occurs when they fail to

distinguish between different aspects of the lecture. Just like
everything else we have opinions about--movies, clothing, books,
records, wine--there are a number of characteristics on which we

can judge a lecture.

For example, let's consider the situation in which we are
evaluating a movie. Let's consider the movie "Teenage Mutant
Ninja Turtles". 1If someone were to ask us if we liked the movie
we might answer by saying something like this:

"The plot was silly".

"I sort of liked Michaelangelo's performance®.

"The theme was not realistic at ali".

"The background music was excellent".

The point is that we judge the movie on different characteristics
which we have observed. On certain characteristics we evaluated
the movie as very good (the music); on certain characteristics we
evaluated the movie as poor (the theme); and on certain

characteristics such as Michaelangelo's performance we evaluated
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the movie as moderately good. These judgments which we have made

are based on what we personally observed.
Observations are most accurate when :
1) Like above, we distinguish among different aspects of the

movie (acting, plot, music, etc.). When we do not distinguish

among the various aspects we are committing halo error.

Who is committing halo error rater 1 or 2?

Rater

[
=
N
[
=
[y
[\
N

2) Like the movie ratings, we avoid giving all ratings that fall
around one part of the scale or in the middle of the scale,
unless that is what is deserved. In the movie example, many
would disagree with my ratings if I said "The movie was average",

"The acting was 0.K.", "The plot was O0.K.". 1In other words, when
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we rate, we should use the whole rating scale and base our
ratings on what we observed. In addition, don't be afraid to use

extreme ratings like "the plot was very good".

When we do not use the entire scale we are restricting the range

of ratings?

Who is committing restriction of range rater 1 or 27

Rater
1 3 2 3 2 2 3 3
2 7 6 4 5 3 2 7

3) We don't give ratings that are more favorable or more severe

than what is deserved.

Who is probably giving too severe ratings rater 1 or 2 (A

rating of 1 is low and 7 is high)?

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



142

Rater
1 1 2 1 5 1 1 1
2 7 6 4 5 6 1 2

Who is probably giving too lenient ratings rater 1 or 2 (A

rating of 1 is low and 7 is high)?

Rater
1 7 7 7 6 6 7 7
2 7 6 4 5 2 4 6

Take a minute to look at your ratings. Did you commit any of the

errors we discussed?
Now, we will go through the evaluation form statement by
statement and discuss the specific conditions looked at by the

expert raters.

Statement #1: He seemed interested in the topic.
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Rating 5
The experts looked : 1l)eye contact
2)tone of voice
3)facial expression
eye contact (+) Although he read the lecture he
kept looking up at the audience
to personally convey the message

to them.

tone of voice (-) A criticism by the experts was
his monotone voice. There was

not much excitement in his voice.

facial expression (-) Another criticism was that, if you noticed,

he never smiled.

Based on these three points, the experts gave him a 5.

Statement #2: He used clear examples to explain abstract ideas.
Rating 6
The experts looked : 1)how many real life examples
2)how helpful they were in

getting points across
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how many (+) He offered quite a few examples such as:
How we react to crowding on buses.
How we react to crowding at cocktail
parties.
How we react to crowding at football games.
The effects of small rooms on jury trials.
how useful (+) The experts thought they were good but not

good enough to offer a strongly agree.

Based on these points the experts gave him a 6.

Statement #3: He presented the lecture smoothly. Rating 6
The experts looked : 1)transitions from 1 topic to
the next. Were the
transitions smooth?
smooth transitions(+) The experts rated the lecturer fairly high
on this dimension. Examples of smooth
transitions are:
1) Transition from discussion of animal
studies to human research.
2) Transition from general human research

to sex differences in human research.
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Based on these points the experts gave him a 6.

Statement #4: He integrated the material effectively. Rating 5
The experts looked : 1l)good transitions
2)did he provide a summary
statement that tied togeth-

er the subtopics.

good transitions (+) Already rated 6.

summary statement (+/-) At the end of the lecture he did provide
4 summary statement. He mentioned:
animal research, human research, personal
space. But, the summary was short and
not really clear.
Based on these points the experts gave him a 5.
Statement #5: He followed an outline. Rating 3.
Note: He was asked to include cultural differences,
sex differences, and personal space.
The experts looked : 1)did he include all sub
topics.
2)did he devote the same

amount of time to each.
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all 3 topics (=) No, he lectured on sex differences, personal
space, but not cultural differences (just
included one sentence about rural vs. Tokyo-
Houston)

equal time (=) No, only during Q&A.

Based on these points the experts gave him a 3.

Statement #6: He followed a logical sequence of thought in
his lecture. Rating 6
The experts looked :
1l)whether movement from 1
idea to the next seemed
logical.
logical transitions
(+) The experts rated the lecturer fairly high on
this dimension. Examples of logical transition
are:
l)transition from general human research to sex
differences in human research.
2)transition from discussion of animal studies
to human research.

Based on these points the experts gave him a 6.
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Statement #7: He provided relevant answers to the questions.
Rating 3.
The experts looked :
1)whether or not the answers

were:

a.clear

b.sufficient

c.convincing
The experts rated the lecturer rather low on this dimension. The
last question is used as an example of why--"Is crowding always
stressful?" Answer-Probably not. It depends on actual density,
perceived levels of crowding, and frequency of violations of
personal space.
clear (-) The response is concise but not clear.
sufficient (=) It is too short. He should have elaborated

more and explained what he meant by each of the

three terms and how they related to each other.

Question#2 What accounts for cultural differences in reaction to
stress?
Answer-In different cultures, different levels of crowding are

perceived as stressful. It has to do with adapting to your
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environment. If you spend time in a crowded place it no longer
seems crowded to you. Most cultures probably adapt to their own

levels of crowding.

convincing (-) The answer indicates that he is not sure and has
not read enough on the topic to support his
statement.
Based on his failure to be clear, sufficient and convincing on

most of his answers the experts gave him a 3 on this dimension.

Statement #8: He was well prepared. Rating 6.
The experts looked : 1)the number of research
studies cited.
2)number of examples
used in the lecture.

3)responses to questions.

research studies and

examples (+) He used this type of information quite often.
For example: 1) Calhoun's study with rats
(1962), 2) research on jury trials, 3)over-
crowding on buses, at football games, and

cocktail parties.
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responses to
questions (-) While the experts rated him very favorably on
the above, his rating here suffered from his

inadequate responses to questions.
Based on these points the experts gave him a 6.

Statement #9: He acted relaxed. Rating 3.
The experts looked : 1)body movement
2)verbal presentation

3)facial expression

Body Movements (+) There were no apparent displays of being
nervous. He did not tremble or play nervous-

ly with his hands.

Verbal Presentation

(-)The way he read the lecture indicated that he
eous.

Facial Expression
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(-)He never smiled once which would have
indicated he was relaxed.

The experts gave him a 3.

Statement #10: He spoke clearly and distinctly. Rating 6.
The experts looked : 1)pronunciation of
words and phrases.
Was he easy to listen

to.

Pronunciation (+) His words and phrases were clear and easy
to understand.

(=) He spoke somewhat quietly and did not really

project his statements.

The experts gave him a 6.

Statement #11: He spoke with vigor and enthusiasm. Rating 4.
The experts looked : 1)facial expression
2)tone and volume of

voice.

Facial Expression
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(+) while he made an effort to look at the
audience, he conveyed little excitement
through facial expression.

Tone and volume
of voice (-) while the tone and volume of his voice were
not powerful, he did manage to get his message

across.

The experts gave him a 4.

Statement #12: He emphasized important points by raising his
voice. Rating 4.
The experts looked : 1)tone of voice.

2)volume of voice.

Tone and volume

of voice (=) on occasion he used this technique, however,
you had to listen closely to observe it.
Examples: 1l)he raised the tone of his voice
to direct attention to: a new topic he was
discussing; 2)he did this to let you know he

was going to talk about human research and not
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rat research, 3)he did this to direct your

attention to a new term-personal space.

The experts gave him a 4.

*Statement #13: He looked at the class while speaking.
Rating 6.

Look at : 1)eye contact.

Eye Contact (+) Although he read the lecture, he kept

looking up at the audience to personally

convey the message to them.

*Statement #14: His voice was animated. Rating 3.
Look at : 1)tone of voice.
Tone of voice (-) He had a monotone voice and showed little

excitement.

*Statement #15: Examples were presented which were Clearly
related to the topic. Rating 6.
Look at : 1)whether the examples

were useful.
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Examples (+) The examples were good but not good enough to

offer a strongly agree.

*Statement #16: He used purposeful non-verbal behavior.
Rating 4.
Look at : 1)facial expression
2)body movement.
Facial Expression
(=) He conveyed little through facial expression.
He never smiled.
Body Movement
(=) He stayed close to the podium and did not
purposefully use his hands or body to stress
points. During the question and answer period his

body movements were more animated and involving.

*Statements 13-16 are from Murphy's behavioral scale, true scores

are from Murphy and frames of reference are from the author.

Any questions? We are now going to view and rate a lecture on
self-fulfilling prophecy. The lecturer was asked to include
teacher expectations and grades, parents' expectations and sex

roles, first impressions in developing friendships.
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APPENDIX G

CROWDING AND STRESS LECTURE

Why is crowding a topic of interest?

Crowding constitutes an aspect of one of the major social
issues of our time. Consider this:
The population of the world increases by some 100 million people
every year, and by 10 billion every 10 years. Add to this the
point that 50 percent of the United States population lives on
just one percent of the land, and you can see why crowding has

become a problem of increasing proportions.

Why is crowding such an unpleasant experiencer

Three recent explanations are offered:

1) STIMULUS OVERL.OAD EXPLANATION

People may find that high density situations produce so much
stimulation that they are unable to process the information
effectively. This inability to sort out and consider competing
stimuli leads to psychological stress.

2)THE T.0SS OF CONTROL EXPLANATION

When there are many individuals in a small area, people may
feel they have less control over the situation and that their

behavioral freedom has been reduced.
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3) THE FOCUS OF ATTENTION EXPANATION

When we are with many people in a small area, others may
approach us closely--invading our personal space. When this
happens a typical reaction is to become psychologically and
physiologically aroused. According to this model, people will
become motivated to determine why they are aroused. If the
arousal is attributed to the presence of others--"That guy is
standing really close to me"--they will experience crowding. If
however, their attention is focused on some other aspect--"I
drank too much beer", "The wallpaper is too busy and driving me

nuts", "I ate too much"-crowding will not be experienced.

Consequences of Crowding

There are consequences of crowding beyond a negative emotional
response. The effects of crowding are surprisingly powerful.
Higher rates of illness are related to crowding in a variety of
settings. For example, it has been found that students who live
in dormitories of higher density pay more visits to the student
health center than those living in low density housing. The
death rates of inmates in a state psychiatric prison were also
found to be related to density--as the population grew so did the

per-capita death rate; and as the population fell the death rate
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followed.

Crowding also effects interpersonal attraction: People are less
likely to like one another under conditions of high density than
when the density is lower. For example, people with three

roomates liked the roomates less than people with two roomates.

Crowding also leads to a decrease in helping behavior, an
increase in aggression, and declines performance levels on

various tasks.

But, living in New York is not so dim..it is though that people
eventually adopt to crowded conditions, particularly when their

neighbors are living under the same circumstances.

Any questions? We are now going to view and rate a lecture on
self-fulfilling prophecy. The lecturer was asked to include
teacher expectations and grades, parents expectations and sex

roles, first impressions in developing friendships.
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