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THE CONCEPT OF RATER ACCURACY

Do Accurate Ratings Require Experts?

Early research on rating processes used by expert clinical psy-
chologists centered on a traits. Ratings by expert clinicians were
more than Jjust valid, they were empathetic. A good rater had the
quality of "understanding” or "accurate judgement” about the actions or
feelings of another person. Rater accuracy was assessed by having
research participants predict other person's responses to rating scales
(e.g., personal values, clinical assessment scales, etc.). The measure
of rater accuracy was the difference between the predicted and the
actual score produced by the client.

Wiggins (1973, chapter 4) describes the history of clinical pre-
diction by expert psychologists. He outlines and evaluates the various
hypotheses about why clinicians were thought to be more accurate than
others in predicting people’s performance. Clinicians were first
thought to be more accurate because of their specialized training. The
evidence does not support this conclusion.

Kelly and Fiske (1954) found that advanced psychology graduate
students were no more accurate than beginning graduate students on pre-
dicting the responses of psychiatric patients on personality tests
questions. In Kremers (1960), graduate students viewing a ten minute
speech were no more accurate than undergraduates on predicting how the

speech maker would react in a variety of situations.



The second hypothesis was that clinicians are more accurate(than
others because of professional experience gained on the job. Goldberg
(1959) found that Ph.D. cliniclans were no more accurate at predicting
the responses of organic and nonorganic brain damaged WWII veterans on
the Bender-Gestalt than were psychology trainees or the secretaries of
the clinicians given a brief training course. Wiggins (1973) cites 13
additional studies that support the results that clinical predictions
are no better for professional clinical psychologists and psychiatrists
than for nonclinicians given a brief training course.

If cliniclans are not more accurate raters based on their experi-
ence or training, it may be possible that they are more accurate in the
utilization of the available data. Wiggins (1973} reviews three
studies suggesting that this possibility is to a large extent not true:
Kostlan (1954), Sines (1959) and Golden (1964).

Kostlan (1954), for example, had 20 experienced clinical psycholo-
gists judge the diagnostic category of five World War II veterans. The
conclusion was that any generalization about the use of clinical
information must be weighted with factors such as the individual user
of the information, the particular test used, and the people who are to
be categorized.

These studies are important because they show that expert rater
accuracy (at least for clinical psychology ratings) does not improve
linearly with the addition of more test information. Accuracy varies
considerably across experts. Exactly why accuracy does not predictably
improve with increased rater expertise, experience or amount of infor-

mation available is not clear. There does seem to be some minimal



benefit to using ratings of another's performance, but the research
paradigm does not lend itself to increasing the utility of the rating
process. The clinical expert research only evaluates the guality of
the ratings. An experimental method for measuring improvements in rat-
ing quality was needed.

Paul Meehl in his 1954 book titled, "Clinical versus statistical
prediction: A theoretical analysis and a review of the evidence,"
presents strong evidence that statistical predictions of psychological
variables are consistently more accurate than clinical expert ratings.
Since that book, much research has been focused on attempting to

improve the accuracy of clinical ratings.

Accuracy Is A Poorly Understood Outcome Measure, Not A Trait.

The analysis of accuracy difference scores.

A year after Meehl's analysis, Gage and Cronbach (1955) described
some important methodological and conceptual problems with the inter-
viewer accuracy and interpersonal perception literature. Accuracy was
typically seen as a trait or characteristic of a rater. A rater was
either good, mediocre or bad at accurately judging other people. Accu-
racy was seen as a personal characteristic. The research results, on
the other hand, had found that a rater's accuracy was not consistent
across rating situations or sets of responses. These results indicated
to Gage and Cronbach {1955) that accuracy is not a personality trait,
instead it is a poorly understood outcome measure used in research stu-

dies.
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Gage and Cronbach (1955) stated that rater judgements have a vari-
ety of objectives. The most broad perspective in which to consider
rater accuracy is in predicting how people in general will behave on a
particular rating instrument or on a particular rating dimension. This
conceptualization is closest to what was being measured in the typical
rater accuracy study. It masks a variety of important distinctions.

pDifference score accuracy may be divided among four different
pieces: (1) how most people generally behave, (2) how categories of
people deviate from one another (that is, how different stereotyped
categories of people differ from one another), (3) how an individual
differs from the stereotyped category in which they are placed, and {(4)
how an individual differs in their own behavior across different situa-

tions.
Accuracy translated into mathematical terms.

Cronbach (1955) translated these conceptual distinctions among the
components of accuracy into mathematical terms. For the typical selec-
tion interview experiment, a rater would make ratings on a group of
applicants on a set of different items or dimensions. The accuracy
score would have been the difference between the predicted ratings and
the observed or "true" ratings {(cf. Cronbach, 1955, p. 192},

Cronbach (1955) proceeds to partition this accuracy variance into
the four different components conceptualized above. The formulae for
these components are presented in Table 1. The first partition corre-
sponds to the difference between the grand mean of the predicted scores

and the grand mean of the "true” scores. This accuracy component is
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referred to as elevation (EL). Elevation describes the degree to which
the rater's overall mean rating predicts the overall mean "true" score
of all applicants rated over all items. The elevation rating is
increased (and EL accuracy is decreased) by any difference between a
rater's average way of rating and the average of the true scores. EL
is important only as a gross measure of a rater's ability to predict
the average true score over all rated items and ratees. This component
of accuracy is reminiscent of the grand mean in a general linear model

(e.g., a multiple regression equation).



Table 1: Formulae for the Cronbach (1955) accuracy measures

variable

Symbol Formula
Elevation EL 52_(5(, _F )2
pifferential Elevation DE 1 —_ - —
DEza[;]Z[(X‘.*X..)-(T,.-T..}]z
b
Differential Elevation DEr DEr=ry
Correlation
Stereotype Accuracy SA i —_ = _
SA’a[E]Z{(X,,-X )-(T.,-T.O1°
]
Stereotype Accuracy SAr SAr’=’rbt,
Correlation
Differential Accuracy Da 1 —_ = e
DAE‘[F]ZZ[(Xu"xr-“xﬂ*xu)“
RIT5
(Tu"_fl."“f.j*?..)]z
Differential Accuracy DAr DAr=ry ¢
A7
Correlation
Note: X, (X,,—?,.—?,,-*Y..)
T, (T,)*'T,.-:I'_,J*"'FH)
X, Raw score for ratee "i"

True score for dimension "j"




The second factor of the typical accuracy score is called
differential elevation (DE). This measure is an indicator of the
elevation accurac§ of a rater's ratings for each individual ratee,
rather than over all ratees, as in EL. Differential elevation
describes a rater's ability to predict the degree to which the ratees
deviate from the true scores over all rating dimensions. Differential
Elevation is similar in appearance to a main effect for ratees in a two
factor (i.e., ratee by dimension) fully crossed factoral design
analysis of variance (ANOVA).

The differential elevation accuracy measure can further be broken
down into a correlation component. Cronbach (1955) labels the correla-
tion component "DEr," the differential elevation correlation. This
correlation represents a rater's ability to accurately rank order the
ratees on their overall score. This factor is, of course, not indepen-
dent of the DE accuracy measure.

The third component in the accuracy measure, stereotype accuracy
{SA}, looks very similar to an ANOVA main effect for items or dimen-
sions. SA reflects the ability of the rater to predict the "norm" or
average rating on each of the dimensions measured on an exam, summed
over all ratees. SA measures the degree to which a rater's scores
reflect the "true" dimensions being measured.

Stereotype accuracy can also be analyzed into a variance and a
correlational component. Stereotype accuracy measures the rater's

ability to predict the overall shape and scatter of the profile of item



responses averaged over individuals. The stereotype accuracy correla-
tion measures theraccuracy of the rater in judging the average profile
shape or the rank order of item difficulties (summed over ratees).

The final component into which Cronbach (1955) partitions accuracy
is referred to as differential accuracy (DA). This is the component
which most people think of as rater accuracy. Statistically, it
appears very similar to the interaction between the ratee and the
dimension (or item) "main effects." DA is a measure of the sensitivity
of the rater to individual differences between ratees in the examina-
tion. It is the essential component of accuracy. It measures the
rater's ahility to accurately predict each ratee's true score on each
item.

The differential accuracy correlation {(DAr) pairs the individual
rating on each dimension for each candidate with the true score for
that rating. This correlation measures the rater's ability to accu-
rately assess the rank order of ratee's scores on each item. One DAr

can be calculated for each item.
The practical utility of the accuracy measures.

Crow {1954; cited in Cline, 1964) emphasizes the importance of
using both the difference score and the correlational techniques for
measuring the components of rater accuracy. The difference score
method defines accuracy as the rater'‘s ability to accurately predict
the exact rating situation. Using this methodology a rater will get
lower accuracy scores for systematic under or over estimations of the

magnitude of the true scores. In the correlational techniques, rater



accuracy 1s defined as the rater's ability to have ratings change as
the true scores change. Thus, while the correlational accuracy mea-
sures will not penalize a rater for errors in absolute magnitude of
ratings, they will cause lower accuracy scores for a rater whose
predictions do not vary concomitantly with the true scores.

Becker and Cardy (1986) state, and Cronbach (1955} implies that
the correlation subcomponents of the accuracy components, are cleaner
measures of the common meaning attached to the pieces of the accuracy
construct. Practically, however, the correlational accuracy measures
provide information similar in kind to criterion validity correlations.

The measures that will be of greater value in accuracy research
are the mean / variance accuracy scores. Mean / variance accuracy is
measured around a specific score and provides information about how
close a rating is to its true score. These measures provide pinpoint
accuracy measures, information that is lacking in correlations. Corre-
lation accuracy is related to rank ordering, not to accuracy around a
specific score. Differential accuracy is the measure used most often
in research. Differential accuracy eliminates the effects of the over-
all score, the rating scale stereotypes and the ratee differences, and
is left with the unique effect of the ratee on the particular rating

dimension.

The Move To A Simulation Methodology

The Cronbach (1955) article spurred a great deal of interpersonal
bPerception research that focused on measures that he suggested (cf.

Cline, 1964, for a review). One line of research attempted to answer
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the question of who the accurate raters were, if they are not clinical
psychologists. In other words, what type of personality profile did
accurate raters have? The conclusion is surprising. An accuracy trait
could be measured, but it included "traits” such as an accurate under-
standing of the rating dimensions. The traits were defined in terms of
cognitive process outcomes.

Taft (1955), ih an early review of the trait literature, noted a
number of methodological and conceptual difficulties in the rater accu-
racy studies reviewed, but was still able to note some general factors
that contributed to accurate judgement. Generally, as children got
older, they became more accurate judges. Adults of higher intelli-
gence, esthetic interests in art and drama, or who had higher degrees
of self insight, emotional adjustment, and social skill tended to be
more accurate raters of other people.

Cline and Richards (1960, 1961, 1962, 1963; Richards and Cline,
1963; Richards, 1963) conducted a series of experiments investigating
the factors underlying rater accuracy. The main difference between
these and previous studies, in addition to the use of the Cronbach
{1955) accuracy measures, was the use of motion pictures as stimuli on
which to base ratings.

The conclusion drawn from these studies was that a generalized
ability to rate others could be measured. That general trait was com-
prised primarily of stereotype accuracy (SA), but there was also a sig-
nificant amount of differential accuracy (DA). Cline (1964) states

that a rater may be an accurate judge of others provided that he or she
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has either an accurate stereotype of the ratees and/or because the
rater is able to p;edict differences between ratees on specific dimen-
sion.

Gage and Cronbach (1955) indicate that a rater with high stereo-
type accuracy is a rater who can predict the "pooled responses of a
given category of persons" whereas a rater with high degrees of
differential accuracy is a person who is able to "differentiate among
individuals within a rating category" (page 417).

Borman, Hough, and Dunnette (1978) present a study that utilizes a
modified version of Cronbach's (1955) differential accuracy correlation
(DAr) as a measure of rater accuracy to assess the underlying charac-
teristics of accurate raters. The study is an attempt to reassess the
variables that Taft (1955) found to be important, generalizable
characteristics of raters who have the ability to be accurate. The
study utilizes a method for generating true scores and a method for
creating videotaped stimuli that has become the standard in rater accu-
racy research. For this reason the methodology will be outlined in
some detail.

Two different jobs were selected to be the basis of the study: a
college recruiting interviewer and a manager. For each of these jobs
behaviorally anchored rating scales (BARS) were developed with behav-
ioral anchors at three levels of performance (effective, adequate, and
ineffective) for each dimension. The interrater agreement ranged from

.86 to 1.00.
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The "true scores” were generated by a group of subject mattgr
experts. The judges (all familiar with correlations) estimated the
correlations between each of the pairs of rating dimensions. The reli-
ability estimates on these judgements were .81 and .82 for the manager
and recruiter jobs respectively. The true scores were created by
averaging the correlation rating scale estimates.

The performances of the job candidates (recruiter and manager)
were developed based on the true scores on the rating dimensions. Six-
teen separate scripts were written, eight for each job. The scripts
were rewritten until they adequately displaved the performance
dimensions to the satisfaction of the three independent raters.

The written scripts were performed and videotaped using nonprofes-
sional actors. The tapes were reviewed for realism and, if necessary,
retaped. The actors were allowed to deviate from the scripts in an
effort to make them realistic.

The final true scores were developed by having a panel of experts
review the videotapes and rate the behaviors on the rating scales. The
experts had access to the written scripts, the rating scales, and the
videotapes. The reliabilities for the fourteen raters ranged from .95
to .98 for the recruiter job and ranged from .91 to .98 for the manager
job., The true scores ratings showed considerable convergent and dis-
criminant validity and relatively little halo error.

Finally, the preset and the expert assigned true scores were cor-
related. This is a measure of the degree to which the original true

scores and the true scores set by evaluating the videotapes were
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actually measuring the same thing. The mean correlations for all rat-
ers ranged from .42 to .94, with a median of .91. Borman et al. (1978)
note that professional and graduate student raters were not noticeably
different from each other on expertise of rating.

In the major part of the study, a group of 256 students completed
a set of personality scales. The 146 students with the largest overall
difference from the group's mean were selected to rate both the
recruiter and the manager tapes.

Borman et al. (1978) conclude by noting that accuracy, as an abil-
ity, was present and somewhat reliable across rating situations, but
that it was higher within a particular job. Accurate raters were found
to: (1) be free from self doubt, (2} tend to not worry or become
stressed, (3) be intelligent, (4) have high grades, (5) have investiga-
tive interests, and (8) tend to be detail oriented in their approach to
tasks. Accuracy was sufficiently generalizable over situations for
Borman et al. to conclude that further study was warranted.

Two additional studies were completed using the same data. Both
were Monte Carlo type studies. In the first study, Borman et al.
(1978) found that the differential accuracy correlation improved when
raters pooled their ratings. The largest increase in DAr came in
adding a second rater. The next largest increase came when adding the
third rater. Although the accuracy increased as more raters were
added, little increase was found after the fourth rater.

The second study assessed the degree to which interrater reliabil-

ity predicted rater accuracy. The correlations ranged from .27 to .53
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for the recruiter job and from .53 to .86 for the manager job. Thus,
to a certain extent raters high in interrater reliability had a stron-
ger tendency to be accurate.

Finally, Borman et al. (1978) strongly recommended the videotape
approach to researching the factors that affect rater accuracy.
Although the development process is time consuming and costly, the
methodology provides a sound way of measuring factors that can be used
to improve the accuracy and decrease the errors in rating the behaviors
of others.

The study described in this paper uses a videotaped job simulation
as the basis for measuring whether different rating dimensions influ-
ence rater accuracy. Using videotapes of job simulation is a bit dif-
ferent from the typical style of videotape‘stimuli in performance
appraisal based research on rater accuracy, but the difference leads to
an improvement in experimental design.

Job simulation examinations are like performance appraisal ratings
made under ideal conditions. They are attempts to place candidates in
situations that are as much like the key portions of the to-be-gained
job as are possible in brief (up to an hour) controlled situations.
Raters observe the candidates in the simulated job situations and eval-
uate their performance. The better performing candidates are selected
to do the actual job. There are four main reasons why a job simulation
format of rater cognitive process research is an improvement over per-

formance appraisal research.
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Unlike most performance appraisal situations, the raters in simu-
jation exam settings watch the candidates perform the key portions of
the job. The raters in performance appraisal settings may need to rely
on rumors or work products as the basis of their judgements. The key
portions of the job are defined in advance on the simulation exams.

A second difference between performance ratings in simulation
exams and performance appraisals lies in the immediate rating of per-
formance in simulations. Performance is rated either as soon as the
simulation is completed, based on notes taken during the action, or is
done after several simulations are completed, each one of which is
designed to simulate another important aspect of the job. Performance
appraisals, on the other hand, can be completed a year after the actual
job performance situation was noted.

A third difference between a simulation and a performance
appraisal rating is the environment in which the ratings are done.
Simulations are done in a selection context. Candidates are thinking
carefully about what they will do and are emotionally charged to do
their best. Some candidates may be frightened and anxious in the simu-
lation. This anxiety is certainly a problem in the use of simulations.
Most attempt to overcome the problem by making the simulation as
realistic as possible. This allows the nervous candidate to acclimate
to the situation. Ratings are made on the total performance, and not
just the nervous floundering in the first few minutes of the simu-

lation.
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Finally, situation for the rater is much more controlled in a sim-
ulation examination. Ratings will be less subject to manipulation from
gituational pressures since the ratings are done quickly and without
much consultation.

Except for these differences, the performance appraisal situation
and the job simulation test are very similar, the simulation environ-
ment is simply much cleaner. The raters are both typically supervisors
using rating scales for the first time. The processes used in
completing the ratings are similar except that the simulation ratings
are made under more idealized conditions. In a research situation, one
in which the "candidate" ratees are actually carefully developed and
videotaped in advance, the problem of nervousness can be controlled.
The simulation setting is then an ideal situation in which to investi-
gate the processes of rater accuracy.

More important than the use of a videotaped job simulation exam,
however, is the focus of the present research on rater cognitive pro-
cesses. According to Landy and Farr (1980) research on rating scales
and performance appraisal variables has proved to be a collection of
unconnected findings. The practical value of the studies has been lim-
ited because they were not connected by any underlying model or theory.
The research has not increased the overall quality of performance
ratings.

Landy and Parr indicate that a more fruitful area of research is
the cognitive processes of the rater. Past research has shown areas
where cognitive processes have been important in improving the quality

of ratings. Specifically, raters who have a clear understanding of the
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rating scales are higher on discriminant validity than others; conver-

gent validity is about the same for all raters given a brief rater

training session. It is to the cognitive model of rater processes that

we now turn.



FELDMAN'S COGNITIVE PROCESS MODEL OF A PERFORMANCE RATER

Ilgen, Barnes—Farfell, and McKillin (1987), in their summary of
the rater accuracy literature since the Landy and Farr (1980) article,
present an outline of a general cognitive model of rater processes.
This rater process model contains three steps for performance appraisal
ratings. First, the rater must acquire information about the ratee.
This is typically done through observation of ratee behaviors. Second,
the rater must organize and retain that information in memory. Third,
the rater must retrieve the information stored in memory, integrate it
into the conceptual framework required by the rating scales, and then
assign the ratings. Raters can vary on any of the three steps: obser-
vation, storage, and recall / evaluation. These general steps are
described in more detail in the model by Feldman (1980, Ilgen and
Feldman, 1983).

Feldman begins by emphasizing that any model of rater processes
must be understood in the context of the rating environment. Perform-
ance appraisal is one of many supervisory duties. Information that is
incorporated into supervisory ratings is often fragmentary and is
rarely gained from direct personal contact. The limited personal con-
tact is usually restricted to staff meetings or crisis situations. The
exact nature of a subordinate's job is rarely understood completely.

In this environment a supervisor must make performance ratings.
And, as outlined by Ilgen et al. (1987) above, several internal, cogni-
tive processes must occur before any accurate rating can be made. The

Peldman model will be discussed around these four component processes:

18
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(1) Attending to and recognizing relevant information, (2) organizing
and storing information, (3) seeking and recalling information, and (4)
making performance rating judgements. Within each of these four sec-
tions the relevant research will be presented. Following the discus-
sion of the components of the model, the various sources of accuracy
lowering bias will be reviewed. The section will conclude by stating
the hypotheses explored in the current research.

The Feldman model is centered around the concept of a cognitive
"category.” A category is defined as a "fuzzy" conceptual set of cor-
related factors that collectively provide a single framework within
which to integrate the observed performance of a ratee. Each category
is defined by a "prototype." A category prototype is an "abstract
analog or image summarizing the family resemblances [but not a common
set of attributes] among the category members” (Feldman, 1981, p.130,
explanation added). If the prototype is a verbal or propositional
representation of a situation that describes a complex pattern of
behaviors in a manner similar to a movie script, the prototype is
referred to as a schema {(cf. Markus, 1977).

Categories used during observation are single concepts that are
used to classify a variety of information. Their hypothesized purpose
is to ease a person's burden of remembering large amounts of factual
detail. Cognitive categories provide conceptual nets into which
observed information about similar situations or behaviors or individu-
als can be placed. To classify multiple observations of a ratee, how-
ever, either the same category can be expanded or multiple categories

can be used, Presumably, any one observation will be placed into a
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single category with a single prototype defining the family resem-
plances of the category. Raters would have a tendency to start with
fewer rather than more categories to store information about a person.

The importance of the Feldman approach is that it attempts to
describe both why rater errors occur and the conditions under which
ratings should be more accurate. The approach is an integration of the
information processing model (cf., Schneider and Shiffrin, 1977; Shif-
frin and Schneider, 1977) and the attribution theory of social psychol-

ogy (cf, Kelley, 1971a, 1971b).

Attending To and Recognizing Relevant Information

The model makes an important distinction between evaluations and
judgements. Evaluations of the observed behavior are made immediately
upon observation and are stored separately from the factual informa-
tion. Judgements and decisions, however, are based on the information
stored in the category. Evaluations can be recalled without the rater
remembering any of the stored factual information. The reverse is not
true. Recalling information stored in the category will also cause the
evaluative component to be recalled as well.

Murphy, Garcia, Kerkar, Martin, and Balzer (1982) provide research
evidence that observation and evaluation rating accuracy are separable.
Forty-four undergraduates viewed each of four videotaped lectures and
rated the lecturers on frequency of occurrence of a set of critical
behaviors and on eight different dimensions of teacher performance.
These are the tapes used in other studies by the same lead author

reviewed below.
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Murphy, Garcia et al. (1982) present information on the reliabil-
ity of the *true scores." Discriminant validities were .57 for the
frequency ratings and .70 for the performance evaluation ratings.
convergent validities for the frequency ratings and the performance
evaluation ratings were .21 and .47. None of these validities are
particularly high. This fact should be kept in mind in the interpreta-
tion of their accuracy findings. It 1s questionable whether or not the
“true" scores are in fact true scores.

Murphy, Garcia et al. (1982) present correlations between the four
accuracy component measures for the observation frequency estimates and
the performance evaluations. A correlation of .70 between the two EL
measures shows that even with the questionable “"true" scores, the rat-
ers generally agreed on the overall accuracy of observation and evalu-
ation ratings. The correlation between the two differential elevation
measures is .38 (p < .01}). Although significant, the raters were not
as consistently accurate for the individual candidate scores and fre-
quency measures. This may reflect the limitation in the convergent
validity of the ratings. The stereotype accuracy correlation of .10
does not reach statistical significance. This may be an indication of
the lack of discriminant validity of the "true" score measures. It
could also indicate a lack of understanding of the dimensions of per-
formance by the raters. In either case, it shows that the raters did
not agree on the ratings assigned to the dimensions as a whole. The
differential accuracy correlation between the frequency and the per-

formance evaluation measures is .43 (p < .01). Despite the problems
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above, the raters were still able to consistently rate individual

teachers on the frequency of critical behaviors displayed in the video-
tapes and to evaluate the performance of these same behaviors.

The major conclusion is that the accuracy subcomponent measures
are sensitive to differences between observation and evaluation accu-
racy. Observational accuracy and evaluation accuracy have some accu-
racy component measures in common, but they also have some differences.
Observation and evaluation are different tasks with different degrees
of accuracy of rating. Understanding of the rating dimensions was low
(the stereotype accuracy correlation), yet the statistically signifi-
cant differential accuracy correlation indicated that raters were able
to make, on the average, common accurate judgements about the quality

of individual teachers on individual rating dimensions and on the

behaviors performed.

Organizing and Storing Information: The Categorization Process

The Feldman model continues by discussing the processes under
which observed information is organized and stored in memory. When a
rater is observing a ratee, the Feldman model proposes that a cognitive
category prototype is brought into the rater's cognitive work area and
is compared with the features of the observation. This observation,
organization,, and storage process may be automatic (and done out of
the person's conscious awareness) or controlled (and done completely

within the rater's conscious awareness).
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Most observations are automatically mapped into memory via cate-
gory prototypes. Observations are not "stored" in long term memory
with perfect detail, rather observations are quickly and unconsciously
compared in working memory with a temporarily salient category proto-
type. If the overlap between the components of the observation and the
category prototype is sufficient, the observation is automatically
"gtored” in memory as a member of the category. The true information
is blended into the information that describes the prototype used to
store the original observation.

When a rater observes someone's performance, the cognitive process
utilized will depend on whether or not the rater has a stereotyped
understanding of the dimensions on which the ratings will be made. If
a stereotype is available, then the rater will automatically invoke it,
seeking out information to verify that expectation. The example used
by Feldman (1981) is that of a salesman. If one of a supervisor's
subordinates is a salesman, a typical stereotype for this subordinate
would be one of talkativeness. This is a preexisting category into
which the person's actions would be placed. These categories are built
by experience and by the processes described in attribution theory (cf
Jones and Davis, 1965).

If the category prototype and the observation do not overlap suf-
ficiently, then conscious attributional processes are invoked to estab-
lish another category into which the observation can be stored.
Controlled processes occur only under conditions of "variable" rather
than "constant” mapping, by using attributional processes when the

automatic categories do not work. By variable mapping, Feldman means
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the cognitive process where a stimulus cannot be readily translated
(i.e., mapped) onto the perceiving mechanism, and as a result the
receiving mechanism must be altered.
controlled observation categorization processes are explained by
attribution theory. Briefly, attribution theory indicates that people
will think like a "naive scientist" when they interpret the actions of
other people. When a controlled attribution process is invoked, the
first step is to form a causal attribution. The decision is whether
the ratee or the situation caused the observed event. The observer
will form a trait, judgement, or dispositional attribution based on the
observer's own implicit personality theory and stereotypes (cf. Has-
torf, Schneider, and Polefka, 1970; Kelly, 1955). These attributions
will be tempered by the situation in which the judgements occur.

Attribution theory proposes that these decisions will be driven by
two main principles. First, actions have their causes attributed to be
actions that co-vary with their occurrence. More specifically, causes
for actions will be from one of three possible categories of factors:
people, situations, or things (cf. Kelley, 1971a). Second, any other
causal explanations will be discounted, and not used, unless they
become more plausible than the original explanation (cf. Kruglanski,
1970). The result of both the controlled and automatic processes is
assigning the ratee to a category based on a prototype-matching pro-
cess.

Feldman (1981) presents six different conditions under which
incorrect causal attributions can be predicted (cf. Ross, 1977). The

first attribution error is the tendency to overestimate the importance
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of within-person causes. Feldman (1981) indicates that people have a

tendency to attribute the cause to the person making the action more

often than would be true.

Second, the person making the action is biased toward attributing
situational causes, while the actor is biased toward making internal or
person causes (cf., Jones and Nisbitt, 1971).

Covariance is the third bias mentioned bv Feldman (1981). Raters
have a tendency to attribute causes to anything that covaries with an
action's occurrence.

Fourth, if an action is seen to have some emotional (i.e., "he-
donic”) relevance to the actor, then the action will typically be
attributed to the actor, rather than the situation.

Fifth, raters tend not to utilize the causal information available
in base rate information {(cf., Tversky and Kahneman, 1971). They gen-
erally fail to utilize the information available on the average fre-
quency of occurrence of the behaviors they observe. This unused base
rate information would suggest that the observed behavior probably
occurred by chance. The rater would not need a causal explanation.
Overlooking this information, the rater instead attributes the cause
for the behavior to the first plausible explanation. The rater tends
to attribute the cause of the observed action to behavioral rein-
forcers. Positive reinforcers are attributed as causes more frequently
than negative reinforcers. A person will be seen as a cause for a
rewarded action more often than as a cause for an action that leads to

the avoidance of some loss or punishment.
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Finally, attributions tend to follow a person's affective rela-

A liked person doing a good act will receive an internal attri-

tions.
pution. A disliked person doing a good act will receive an external
attribution.

Research on the existence of the categorization process

Several research studies present evidence on the existence of the
categorization process in performance appraisal settings. The evidence
is not completely positive, but does tend to support the notion that

raters will categorize information gathered from observing ratees.

Observation versus evaluation accuracy. In Murphy, Martin, and

Garcia (1982), a group of undergraduates rated four randomly chosen
videotapes of college lecturers. Ratings were made on a set of eight
graphic rating scales and the two behavioral observation (BOS) scales.
Two of the tapes were rated immediately after viewing and the other two
were rated the following day.

The correlations between the two BOS scales and the eight graphic
rating scales increased from the immediate to the delayed rating condi-
tion. The range of correlation increases was from as little as .01 to
.25. The authors conclude that raters do not simply recall behaviors
when they rate on a BOS scale after a time delay, rather they forget
the exact detail of the behavior and recall a category or stereotyped
response for that applicant. This general impression is used to make
predictions on the frequency of actual behaviors. As more and more

memory is relied on in a rating task the observation task switches from
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pure observation to one of inference.

Memory effects on categorization accuracy. The Nathan and Lord

(1983) study contradicts the findings of the Murphy, Martin, and Garcia
(1982}. Instead, these authors find no effect of time delay in rating
accuracy. Nathan and Lord propose that the Borman model better fits
the data than the Feldman model. Cronbach accuracy measures were not
used.

As discussed by Nathan and Lord (1983), the Borman model suggests
a three step cognitive process for ratings of performance. The process
is quite direct. First, a rater must observe the relevant to-be-rated
behaviors. Second, these behaviors are evaluated for effectiveness.
Finally, these evaluations are weighted to arrive at the numerical rat-
ing on the dimension. There is no mention of a memory process.

To contrast the two models, Nathan and Lord (1983) developed two
videotapes, each about 25 minutes in length, of the same college lec-
turer. Each of the tapes contained a set of carefully scripted behav-
ioral incidents that were examples of either good or bad lecturing
technique. One tape contained mostly examples of good techniques plus
some poor examples. The "unfavorable” videotape contained mostly poor
incidents with a few good examples. The raters assigned ratings to the
lecturer either immediately after viewing the videotape or after a two
day delay.

Nathan and Lord (1983) indicate that different results would be

expected for the two different theories. The Borman (1978) model would
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predict that ratings would be accurate provided that the rater had suf-
gicient opportunity to observe the relevant behaviors, the biasing
effects of short and long term memory are minimized, and the behaviors
seen by the raters are interpreted as being examples of the rating
dimensions.

Nathan and Lord say the Feldman (1981) model would predict that
raters would use more controlled processes the longer the length of
time between the performance and the rating. This would require the
rater to depend on attribution style stereotypes generated during the
videotape watching on which to base the performance ratings. These
ratings would be closer to the stereotyped performances rather than the
actual performances. The amount of halo error in the ratings would
rise in the delayed rating over that in the immediate condition,.

The specific predictions made by Nathan and Lord (1983) are depen-
dent on the number versus the ratio of good and poor behavioral exam-
ples for each of the rated dimensions. The Borman model would predict
that the numerical ratings for each dimension would depend on the ratio
of good to poor incidents for each dimension separately. The Feldman
(1981) model would indicate that as more controlled cognitive processes
are involved (increasing with rating delay, assuming that they were
used to start with), the greater would a ratee's ratings depend on the
overall proportion (i.e., the number) of good to poor performance
across the dimensions. The ratings in the delayed condition would be
controlled by a general impression (e.g., halo) of the lecturer. The
ratings for each dimension would not depend on the actual ratio of good

to poor behavioral incidents in each dimension.
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There was no effect for the two day delay of the rating. Mean
gcore of the various dimensions did not have an overall multivariate
significant difference from immediate to delayed rating conditions, nor
was there a significant interaction between time of rating and favor-
ability. There was a significant multivariate effect for favorability
of the tape.

Based on their analyses, Nathan and Lord state that the Borman
(1978) model can better explain the data. The also find support for
the Feldman (1981) model. The first conclusion presented is that even
under these optimal rating conditions the raters do not effectively
utilize the five different dimensions of performance. Second, they
indicate that the temporal delay is ineffective at altering the rat-
ings. The dimension specific differences, however, were not measured.
Finally, the temporal processes did have an effect on halo error. The
ratees did show different types of recognition errors in the incidents
that they recalled.

The authors conclude their presentation with an about turn state-
ment, saying that they believe that the Feldman information processing
model "will ultimately prove to be a more manageable and more
profitable approach to improving ratings" (p 113).

The data in this study, however, were not analyzed using the Cron-
bach (1955) accuracy measures. Counts of good and poor behaviors were
used to assess accuracy. This is clearly an overall accuracy measure.
It does not control for the effects of the item (differential eleva-

tion) and the raters (stereotype accuracy) as does differential accu-
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racy. This difference in outcome measures make the Nathan and Lord
results a difficult to place into the body of research evidence related
to the Feldman (1981) model.

The importance of this study is that it shows that raters are not
perfectly accurate in their ratings even under these quite optimal con-
ditions of rating only two ratees. The delay of the rating process,
which should have invoked controlled categorization and attribution

theory style stereotyped rating reactions did not decrease the accuracy

of the ratings. These findings contradict the results of Murphy et al.

(1982).

Easy versus Hard to Classify Observed Behavior. Favaro and Ilgen

{1983, cited in Ilgen et al., 1987) present a study that supports the
hypothesis that most observations are done automatically, without the
rater’'s attention being actively placed on the ratee's behaviors. The
study suggests that under conditions where it is easy for the observer
to classify the ratee into a specific category, the rater will pay
little attention. As a result, the ratings made on these “"automatic”
observations are less accurate than when the observers do not have a
clear cut, easy to use category into which the ratee's behaviors can be
classified.

Raters were asked to act as a nursing supervisor and observe and
rate the performance of a simulated subordinate nurse. Some of the
raters were told that the nurse was a "social activist"” and given some
examples of the nurse's behavioral style. Other raters were provided

with several traits describing the nurse, but the traits did not fit a
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gpecific and easily identifiable category. Each of the raters was then
allowed to perform'various supervisory activities including observing
the subordinate nurse conducting day to day activities {on videotapes)
and rating the performance of the nurse.

Raters told that the nurse fit the social activist trait label
spent significantly less time observing the nurse than did raters who
observed the same videotapes without such an expectation. Favaro and
Ilgen (1983) concluded that raters would spend less time observing
someone when the rater’'s task was limited to confirmation of a cate-
gory. This finding supports the Feldman (1981) model of rater cogni-
tive processes since the observation of actions which confirm a
cognitive category of the rater would lead the rater to stop seeking
additional information.

Rater accuracy was also linked to the ease of categorization, but
not in a positive way. Raters were found to be more accurate the
longer the amount of time they spent observing the ratee. Since the
easily categorized ratees resulted in raters observing only until the
category would be confirmed, the ratees were observed less frequently
and thus were given less accurate ratings. Rater accuracy was lower
for the social activist ratee on Cronbach's (1955) measures of eleva-
tion and stereotype accuracy as well as overall (i.e., difference
score) accuracy. This study supports Feldman's suggestion that raters
with easily accessible stereotype categories will use them to store

information about the ratee rather than formulate and use more accurate

categories.
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Immediate versus delayed ratings. Murphy and Balzer (1986) pres-
ented more data in support of the Feldman model's style of categoriza-
tion of observations by studying the effects on accuracy of immediate
versus memory based ratings of videotaped lectures. Undergraduate
research participants viewed a random sample of four of eight possible
videotapes, two on each of two topics. Respondents rated two tapes
(one on each topic) immediately after viewing. The other two tapes,
again, one on each of the two topics, were rated one day later.

Stereotype accuracy and differential accuracy were significantly
better in the delayed rating condition than in the immediate rating
condition on both an objective (behavioral) and a subjective (perform-
ance appraisal) measure. Respondents showed less accurate differential
elevation accuracy for the behavior scales and more accurate
differential elevation for the performance evaluation scales. Halo
error, measured as the average intercorrelation between the rating
dimensions for a rater, rose significantly from the immediate to the
delayed condition. Thus, raters not only improved their accuracy in
the delayed rating condition, but also increase the amount of halo
error displaved.

Murphy and Balzer (1986) conclude by saying that raters may tend
to remember general impressions of the ratees, rather than the factual
detail. It is these general impressions that are recalled when ratings
must be made in delayed rating conditions. These general impressions
may contain more valid information than the immediately recalled infor-

mation.
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summary of Automatic and Controlled Process Research. These four

studies all address whether raters use categories to store information
about observations and do not store the exact details themselves.
pavaro and Ilgen, and both of the Murphy studies support the hypoth-
esis. The Favaro and Ilgen study does so without requiring delayed
ratings. The Nathan and Lord study does not support the hypothesis,
and instead finds no effect for delay of ratings on rater accuracy.
This latter study, however, can be criticized on its accuracy measures.
The Nathan and Lord study concluded by supporting the Feldman model.
The contradictory experimental support should not, however, be taken
lightly. The existence of memory categories (rather than actual

detail) in memory is crucial to the Feldman model. No explanation is

presented here to try to deal with these contradictory findings.

Research on category selection

If the categorization process exists, the next question the model
must answer is how a specific category is chosen. Categorization would
be easiest when every aspect of the observed behavior fits in exactly
with a preexisting category in the observer's working memory. Such
would be the case with Feldman's example of the talkative salesman.
Typical observations, however, are made in much more complex situa-
tions. Both the situation and the individual could influence the cate-
gory chosen by the rater.

Citing interpersonal perception research as support, Feldman sug-
gests that situational factors make certain categories more ljkely to

be used. Anything that makes one aspect of a situation more salient
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will tend to cause that unique factor to be the basis for the categori-
zation. In addition, the context in which the judgement is to be made
will also have a controlling influence on the category chosen. The
context would tend to make some factors more salient to the rater.

An example of a salience manipulation is being the only female
executive in a room full of men in gray flannel suits. The woman will
tend to be categorized according to her unique feminine status rather
than by other available categories. Any novel component in a situation
will tend to control the categorization process (cf. Taylor and Fiske,
1978). Feldman postulates that the temporarily salient aspect of the
gituation controls the categorization process by directing attention to
aspects of the situation that are examples of the observational catego-
ries and prototypes. Attention is directed away from examples that do
not fit the salient category.

The categorization process has been the focus of much of the
research on rater accuracy. One study, by Barnes-Farrell and Courture

{1984}, focuses on the salience of the rating task, observational thor-

oughness, and rater accuracy.

Observation and the timing of rating scale presentation. 1In a

study briefly discussed in the Ilgen et al. (1987) article, Barnes-
Farrell and Courture (1984) explored the importance of making rating
dimensions salient to the raters. Raters were presented the rating
scales and the rating dimensions at different times in relationship to
behavioral observation. Raters were also asked to recall and evaluate

their observations either immediately or after a time delay.
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when raters were required to make delayed evaluations of pre-
viously observed behaviors, the evaluations were more accurate when the
rating task was made salient prior to observing the performance. The

salience of the rating task had no effect when the ratings were made

immediately after the observation. This study supports the hypothesis
(in a performance appraisal context) that the salience of a particular
aspect of a rating situation, in this case the rating dimensions them-

selves, will cause that aspect to be attended to more closely.

Judgement context in catepgory selection. Another important influ-

ence on category selection is the judgement context {Tversky, 1977).
Certain contexts, such as ratings made for different purposes, make
some categories more salient for some persons than for others. The
context and a person's difference from others in the context makes the
difference more salient.

Four studies will be discussed that investigate variables that
focus an observer's attention on different aspects of a situation. The
ease or difficulty of classifying a ratee, the purpose of the rating,
the rating situation, and the rater's motivations all have significant
effects on the accuracy of the ratings. Each is proposed to achieve
this effect by changing the category selected for use in the situation.

The technical report by Favaro and Ilgen (1983) discussed above is
relevant here. Raters who rated a person who was a "social activist”
recalled these traits during rating. Other raters given trait expecta-
tions not fitting into a specific category did not have their category

selection manipulated. In turn, these latter observers needed to pay
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closer attention to the situation. Raters spent more time observing
and were more accurate when they did not have a predefined, easy to use
category for classification of a ratee.

The classic study indicating that raters are differentially
affected by the purpose of or the context in which ratings are made is
that of Zedeck and Cascio (1982). The ratees in the study were check-
ers and baggers of groceries in a supermarket. Raters were given writ-
ten descriptions of how the ratees were performing. Accuracy was
measured by predicting objective measures of performance, rather than
the more typical subjective ratings of performance. Raters who were
told to make ratings for merit pay increases were less accurate than
raters who made ratings to provide developmental feedback or to remem-
ber as much as possible about the performance.

Williams, DeNisi, Blencoe, and Cafferty (1985) conducted a study
similar in intent to the Zedeck and Casio study. Raters were told that
the appraisal being conducted was either for salary increases, for pro-
motional recommendations or for remedial training purposes. In each of
the three conditions raters were allowed to seek information about how
the ratee was performing his or her job.

Although all raters tended to seek some similar types of informa-
tion, raters also sought different types of information depending on
the purpose of the rating. Williams et al. (1985) conclude that raters
are sensitive to the demands of the rating situation. Rater may be
differentially motivated to rate accurately depending on the purpose of
the rating, but they will also seek different information depending on

the purpose the rating is to achieve.
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Ilgen et al. (1987) review an article by Bernardin, Cardy, and
Abbot (1982) invesﬁigating the effects on performance accuracy of both
the rater's knowledge of the ratee's job, and exposure to the rating
dimensions and scales prior to observing the ratees. 1In addition, Ber-
nardin et al. (1982) had respondents describe what they believed to be
the "important dimensions” of the job of an interviewer. These written
descriptions were used to rank order the respondents on the degree to
which their personal understanding agreed with expert's judgements
about the job. The videotapes used were the Borman (1978) tapes. None
of the manipulated variables (job knowledge information, prior exposure
to the rating scales, and compatibility of rater and rating scale
dimension categories) had any effect on the accuracy of the ratings.

In a follow up study, Bernardin et al. (1982) manipulated the
motivation to rate accurately by providing half of the undergraduate
raters with a monetary bonus for rating accurately. The original vari-
ables were also added to the motivation manipulation. This time, dif-
ferential accuracy was higher for more highly motivated raters than for
the raters not given the incentive to rate accurately. 1In addition,
highly motivated raters whose prior beliefs about the job were similar
to the actual categories used in the rating scales also rated more
accurately than those motivated raters whose prior beliefs were differ-
ent.

These studies points out the importance of situational and contex-
tual variables. They may mask, eliminate, or increase the effects of
other, more subtle variables. Before subtle cognitive variables can be

assessed, the situational factors must be controlled. 1If the rater is
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not motivated to rate accurately, either due to lack of reward or due

to social constraints, then, in all likelihood, accurate ratings will

not be provided.

Individual Differences in Category Selection. 1In addition to sit-

uational influences on the choice of a category into which an observa-
tion will be stored, raters will have individual and cultural
differences in their choices of categories. Feldman notes that people
differ in the nature and number of categories they possess (i.e., their
stereotypes and implicit personality theories). Categories are formed
by the rater observing covariations in the environment. These covari-
ations can be unique to the individual. They can also be common to the
culture. As an example of the latter, Feldman noteg that one culture's
friendly banter may be another culture's disrespectful familiarity.

One research example of the effects of culture common variance in
category selection is presented by Schmitt and Lappin (1982). This
research topic was, prior to the Landy and Farr (1980) article, one of
the major areas of performance appraisal research. It concerned the
effects of the race of the rater and the race and sex of the ratee on
rater errors and mean scores assigned to the ratees. These articles
were largely focused on the differential validity debate raging in the
journals (cf. Hunter, Schmidt, and Hunter, 1979). Schmitt and Lappin
(1980) continued in this tradition and added a correlational measure of
accuracy as well. Their measure of accuracy was the correlation

between ratee true scores and observed scores.
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gixty different two minute videotapes were constructed of white or
plack college students shelving different numbers of books at a
1ibrary. Ratings were made on performance quality and confidence in
the performance rating. Significant effects occurred for race of rater
and sex of ratee. white raters were significantly more accurate than
black raters. Male ratees were rated significantly more accurately
than female ratees. Black raters were more accurate at rating black
males than black females and white raters were more accurate at rating
black females than black males. Ratings of black ratees by black rat-
ers and of white ratees by white raters were more accurate than cross
race rater-ratee combinations. White male ratees were rated most
accurately of all ratee race-sex combinations and white females were
least accurately rated. Black females were rated more accurately than
black males.

Schmitt and Lappin (1980) conclude their study by comparing the
amount of variance in ratees' scores due to the true scores and to
other factors. Approximately 12% of the variance in true score could
be accounted for by the rater and ratee race and sex variables. This
is a statistically and practically significant amount. However,
roughly 70% of the variance in true scores could be accounted for by
rated performances. Ilgen, Barnes-Farrell, and Mckillin (1987) point
out that the finding of accuracy being higher for raters rating members

of their own race is not inconsistent with previous research findings

that raters tend to rate members of their own race more leniently. The
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reason for the absence of a contradiction between these two findings is
pecause Schmitt and Lappin (1980) use a correlational measure of accu-
racy. Correlational measures are not sensitive to mean differences.
research on Factors that Affect Categorization

A number of research studies have shown other factors that can
have significant effects on rater cognitive processes. These factors

gerve to further restrict rater differential accuracy.

Rater Factors that Affect Controlled or Automatic Categorization.

Kozlowski, Kirsch, and Chao (1986) conducted a study that assessed the
effect of a rater's preexisting cognitive schema on the accuracy and
halo of performance ratings. The study tested the implications of
Cooper's (1981a, 1981b) semantic conceptual similarity cognitive pro-
cess. Cooper proposed a systematic distortion hypothesis which states
that a rater will observe, store, and recall information relating to a
rating task by systematically biasing the retained information in the
direction of the rater's "implicit covariance schemata." More specifi-
cally, Kozlowski et al. hypothesize that a rater's personal cognitive
schemata will be more likely to lower rating accuracy and increase halo
when the rater lacks job knowledge, lacks knowledge of the person being
rated or must recall information from memory.

Raters who knew a great deal about baseball (i.e., had high job
knowledge) were more accurate (as measured by average intercorrelations
between ratings and true scores on each of the seven rating dimensions)

than were low job knowledge raters. The high job knowledge raters
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relied on actual data when they knew the ratee well, but relied on
internal, conceptual similarity schemata when the ratee was not well
known to them. The low job knowledge raters were more sensitive to
their own conceptual similarity schemata, even when the ratee was well
known. Kozlowski et al. (1986) concluded that the low job knowledge
raters relied on their conceptual schemata, rather than the actual
data, even when they had relatively more knowledge about the ratee.

The importance of this study is that job knowledge (albeit about
the "job" of baseball batters) was found to be an important consider-
ation in rater accuracy and halo. High job knowledge raters (i.e.,
experts) rely on data in well understood situations and on conceptual
similarity data (stereotypes) in low knowledge situations. The low
knowledge raters (i.e., nonexperts) always rely on the conceptual simi-
larity data (i.e., stereotypes). The accuracy measure used in this
study, however, was a correlational one, over only seven data points
which were objective measures of performance. The Cronbach (1955)
accuracy measures were not used.

Kozlowski and Kirsch (1987) published a second study utilizing
baseball batters as the target ratees on whom accuracy could be
checked. In this second study, Kozlowski et al. (1987) were able to
analyze the accuracy of the individual raters with respect to Cooper's
(1981) systematic distortion hypothesis.

Expert raters, those with more {baseball) job knowledge, provided
ratings that were more accurate on stereotype and differential accuracy
(plus difference score and overall correlational accuracy measures and

less halo) than raters with less job knowledge. In addition, high job
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knowledge raters showed significantly smaller correlations between
their conceptual schemata and their ratings and significantly larger
correlations between their ratings and the true scores than did less

knowledgeable raters.

valenzi and Andrews (1973) present a study in which raters using
more "clinical judgement" (as opposed to actuarial or statistical
style) job applicant rating techniques will make reliable ratings, but
may be inaccurate compared to their intended methods of utilizing the
information available. In this study, four placement interviewers
rated 243 different applicants (twice to assess reliability) based on
written descriptions of five dimensions critical to the job of secre-
tary. After rating the "applicants,"” the judges independently decided
on the relative importance of the five different dimensions on which
each of the applicants had been rated.

One of the four raters used a statistical judgement technigue and
was dropped from the analyses. The other three raters each used "clin-
ical" methods of rating the candidates. The intercorrelations between
the latter three raters ranged from .72 to .79. The rate-rerate
reliabilities for these three judges were all above .80, with two of
the raters' reliabilities above .90.

The three judges agreed quite closely on the intended or "true®
dimension weights. More importantly, there were large discrepancies
between the intended dimension weights assigned by each of the judges
and the actual weights observed in the ratings. All of the judges had
moderate to large rank differences between the actual and the intended

cue weights.
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Although the judges all agreed on the weights to be used in rating
the dimensions, and although the judges were each internally consis-
tent, and although the judges modestly agreed with each other in the
ratings, the judges did not utilize the cues consistently with their
~perceived relative importance. The judges intended to do one thing and
ended up consistently (i.e., reliably) doing something else. One fac-
tor that may differentiate between expert and nonexpert rater accuracy
may be that expert raters are able to make judgements that are
consistent with their intended (or the trained) dimension definitions.

cardy and Kehoe (1984) present another rater factor that proved to
have an effect on accuracy. Research participants were first given the
hidden figures test (Jackson, Messick, and Myers, 1964) and categorized
as either high or low on field dependence. These categorlzed partici-
pants then rated the performance of written vignettes of four hypothet-
ical college instructors. Raters high in selective attention were more
differentially accurate (i.e., high on Cronbach's DA) than those low in
selective attention. When raters have a tendency to focus their atten-
tion on the specific features of an observation situation, they will
provide more differentially accurate ratings than raters who skip over
the details and focus on the global situation.

Cardy and Dobbins {(1986) showed that a rater's liking of a ratee
can bias differential accuracy of job performance ratings, and do so
outside of the rater's awareness. When liking was varied independently
of true job performance (as opposed to being held constant across a

number of ratees) liking interfered with the cognitive processing of
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observed ratee behavior and lowered subsequent rating accuracy regard-
less of whether or not the rater was aware of the process. Ratees who
were liked were given higher ratings than they deserved and ratees who

were disliked given lower ratings than they deserved.

Ratee Performance Congistency. Yountz and Ilgen (1986, cited in

Ilgen et al., 1987) developed a set of videotapes of clerical
employees. These employees performed either well or poorly and either
consistently or inconsistently over time. True scores were developed
utilizing the signal detection theory model presented in Lord (1985}.
This model permitted the assessment of both behavioral (i.e., observa-
tional) and classification accuracy. Behavioral accuracy was defined
as the proportion of behaviors that the rater was able to correctly
identify as being performed by the ratee. Classification accuracy was
defined as the proportion of behaviors taken from a list of possible
behaviors each at the correct level of performance that the rater cor-
rectly identified as being performed by the ratee.

Classification accuracy was found to be higher for the consis-
tently performing clerical employees than for the inconsistently per-
forming ones. For the consistently performing clerical employees,
however, raters were more likely to report that they had observed
not-performed behaviors that were consistent with the appropriate gen-
eral classification level (i.e., prototype) of performance than they
were for inconsistently performed or not-performed behaviors. Finally,
raters in general were more accurate at rating good performers than

poor performers.
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Ilgen et al. (1987) hypothesize that the reason for this was that
the good performing clerical employees were more typical in real situa-
tions, and since raters were more likely to have practice in dealing
with the consistent performers than the inconsistent ones, the raters
would be in a better position to judge such behaviors. In other words,
some levels of performance are easier to rate accurately than other
jevels, perhaps since the raters have more experience observing these
jevels of performance.

Mount and Thompson (1987) also studied the cognitive processes
that affect rater accuracy in performance appraisal. A sample of 255
middle level managers were each rated by their supervisors and their
(minimum of four) subordinates. Managers were rated on their perceived
role congruence.

Manager effectiveness "true scores” were the average of the manag-
er’'s supervisor, the manager's own, and average of the manager's subor-
dinates ratings on 14 behavioral statements. Accuracy was defined as
the absolute mean difference between a randomly selected subordinate's
rating and the calculated true score. This accuracy measure is a
combination of the Cronbach (1955) components of accuracy, but has been
utilized in other published research (e.g., Bernardin and Pence, 1980).

Ratings on the three performance dimensions were more accurate for
managers that were perceived as performing their jobs congruently with
the rater's expectations of a good performer than for managers per-
ceived as incongruent. Second, raters who perceived their managers as
performing congruent to their expectations of a top quality manager,

also rated with more halo than those with less congruent managers.
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pinally, raters were more lenient when rating managers who were per-
ceived to be congrpent. than raters with incongruent managers. Thus,
accuracy, halo, and leniency are all higher when the ratee is seen to
pe performing within expectations about how a good manager should be
performing'

one explanation for these findings has been that ratings are more
accurate when the behaviors exhibited are more salient (i.e., within
the rater's cognitive conceptual category) and as a result are noticed
and recalled more easily. Thus, raters who are capable of perceiving
their manager's role within a category congruent with that of a well
performing manager, will rate their managers more accurately (and also
have more halo and leniency error) than raters whose managers perform
their work inconsistently with the rater's expectations. These
results, state Mount and Thompson (1987), are consistent with the Ber-
nardin et al. (1982) results that training a rater on the performance
rating dimensions increases rater accuracy. The authors do point out,
however, that the overall effects of congruency were relatively weak,

with omega squares in the range of .03 to .06.

Rating scale factors. DeNisi and Summers (1986) investigated the

effect of the timing of the presentation of the rating scale and train-
ing procedure with respect to the observation of behavior. Raters were
given the rating scales either prior to watching videotapes, after
watching the videotapes but prior to being asked to recall each ratee’'s
behaviors, or after watching the videotapes and after being asked to

complete the recall task.
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Raters given the rating scales prior to observing ratee behaviors
were more accurate at recalling ratee behavior and more accurate at
rating the behavidr. The raters who evaluated ratee performance on
task based (rather than trait based) rating scales were also more accu-
rate. Thus, raters given the rating scales prior to observing perform-
ance and asked to evaluate that performance on task based rating scales
were the most accurate of the six conditions in the study.

Raters using task based rating scales and raters given the rating
scales in advance of observation were more likely to have identifiable
classification schemas. The raters who used these more consistent,
easily identifiable classification schemas to organize ratee behavior
were more accurate in recalling the behaviors and in rating perform-
ance.

Raters were also classified as using person oriented, task ori-
ented, or trait oriented information storage patterns. Raters with the
person oriented classification schemas were highest at recall accuracy.
The task based storage patterns had the second highest recall accuracy
and the trait based patterns was third. The raters with the person
oriented memory patterns were also the most accurate at evaluating the
performance of the ratees, followed by the task (performance) and then
the trait oriented memory patterns.

Raters given the rating scale prior to observation were both more
accurate at recalling behaviors and more accurate at rating the behav-

ior. Task based scales were more accurate than trait based scales.
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person oriented observation classification schemas were highest at
recall accuracy. ATask based was second and trait based was third.
person oriented schema raters were also highest at evaluation accuracy.

pulakos (1986) presents a study that investigates the relationship
petween the rating scale and the type of rater training used. The
study investigates the effects of three different training programs
(observation or evaluation accuracy training, plus a no training con-
trol group) on evaluation and observation oriented rating scales.

Rater accuracy on all four Cronbach (1955) accuracy measures (EL,
DE, SA, DA), was higher when the rating tasks and the training condi-
tion were congruent. That is, raters receiving observation training
were more accurate than the other raters on observation frequency
judging (B0OS) scales and on elevation, differential elevation, and dif-
ferential accuracy, but were not higher on stereotype accuracy. Raters
receiving observation training and using the evaluation rating scales
were higher than the control conditions only for differential accuracy
measures. Raters given evaluation accuracy training were more accurate
on evaluation (BARS) rating scales on all four accuracy measures than
for incongruent matches of training condition and rating scale style.
Raters given evaluation training and completing the observation (BOS)
rating scales were not significantly different from the no training
control condition on any of the accuracy measures. There was no dif-
ference between accuracy measures on the two rating scales in the con-

trol condition.
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pulakos (1986) concludes her study by suggesting that raters
should be trained in accordance with the demands of the rating scale to
pe used. Utilizing a sophisticated rating scale format does not ensure

accurate rating unless raters are also correctly trained.

Ostroff and Ilgen (1985a) provide additional support for the
importance of a connection between the demands of the rating task and
rater training. In this study, raters were given training that was
either functional or dysfunctional. Functionality of training was
defined as making the cognitive categories discussed in training con-
sistent with the cognitive categories used in the rating scales. One
training program provided feedback to raters on the convergence between
rater categories and rating scale categories. The other training pro-
gram was specifically focused on improving rater accuracy.

Both training programs improved rater accuracy. Both training
programs also led to increases in the convergence between raters' use
of cognitive categories and the categories used in the rating scales,
The training specifically focused on providing feedback to raters on
convergence of the cognitive categories tended to provide larger
improvements in both cognitive category convergence and rater accuracy
than did the general accuracy training. The effect sizes were, how-
ever, quite small.

In summary, the Favaro and Ilgen (1983) study presents perhaps the
strongest evidence for the existence of a categorization process for
storing observations. When ratees were given a quick, easy to use

category into which observational information could be placed, they
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used it. Little other information was stored. When it came time to
utilize the information in making ratings., only the information related
to the observation category was recalled.

The categorization process also proved tc be subject to situa-
tional constraints. Raters would have lower accuracy under conditions
where they would not be motivated to rate accurately (Bernardin, Cardy,
and Abbot, 1982). For example, raters would tend to be less accurate,
probably using less extreme low scores and more high scores than justi-
fied, when they were making ratings that would affect an employee's
salary.

Categorization was also shown to be subject to manipulation by
cognitive processes outside of the rater's conscious control. Liking a
ratee would tend to unconsciously lead to higher scores (Cardy and Dob-
bins, 1986). Raters were even found to deviate from their own intended
use for information gathered in observations (Valenzi and Andrews,
1973).

The individual rater's personal skills also came into play in
classification accuracy. Raters with higher job knowledge proved to be
more accurate than those who were not as knowledgeable (Kozlowski,
Kirsch, and Chao, 1986, Kozlowski and Kirsch, 1987).

More importantly, classification accuracy would improve when the
rater viewed the ratee as performing more congruently with the rater's
expectations of a good performer {Mount and Thompson, 1987). When the

rater had a clear picture of a solidly performing manager and the rater
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viewed the rated manager as performing congruently with that expecta-
tion, then the rat;ngs were more accurate then when the manager was
incongruent with the expectation (Yountz and Ilgen, 1986)}.

The presentation of the rating scales before the observation pro-
cess took place proved to be an effective way of increasing observation
and rating accuracy {DeNisi and Summers, 1986). Changes in the typical
rater training program also was found to improve rater observational
and rating accuracy. Pulakos (1986) found that when the training and
the rating scales were congruent--either both observationally or evalu-
ationally oriented--raters were more accurate.

The research on the integration and storage of observations shows
that raters are not simply passive video cameras onto which all infor-
mation observed is recorded. The process of integrating information in
memory is complex. The research cited above supports the Feldman
model’'s use of a categorization process. The next step in the rating

process would be to recall the information and make the performance

rating.

Recalling and Integrating Information

In the Feldman model, when a rater is presented with a rating
scale in a performance appraisal situation, the rater will not recall
specific details abqut the ratee. Instead, the rater will recall the
category in which the information about the ratee was stored. This

recalled category will contain not only the stored details about the
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ratee that fell within the scope of the category, but also the family
resemblances of the category described in the prototype, even if these
prototype details were not part of the actual observation.

By incorporating the theory of Tversky and Kahneman (1974), Feld-
man proposes that two recall processes explain how a category is
prought to mind in an observation or a rating situation. First, when
the observed behavior resembles another behavior or trait, the behavior
ig associated with the trait. This is the "representativeness heuris-
tic." Raters will assign a greater probability to a behavior being
caused by some trait or associated behavior the more the two resemble
each other. Second, when viewing a behavior, if raters can easily call
to mind a trait or behavior, then that easily recalled trait will be
associated with the observed behavior. This is the "availability heu-
ristic.”

If, for example, the rating scale contains behavioral anchors,
these anchors may cause the rater to recall "representative" or "avail-
able" categories and observations classified within them. The rating
scales may inadvertently cause the rater to recall confirmatory
evidence. The same would be true for the process of storing observa-
tions in memory. If the rating scale makes "available" or "representa-
tive" certain categories, then these categories may be used to store
information. This set of processes is another key point in the Feldman

model. If memory categories exist, then the next question becomes how

they are invoked.
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considerable research has focused on the issue of how training
affects the information that a person can recall about an observation.
This research supports Feldman's hypothesis that instructions given
raters during training and presentation of the rating dimension them-
gelves prior to observation can strongly influence the type and accu-

racy of information stored and recalled by raters.
Research on training information storing techniques

Foti and Lord (1987) presented raters with one of three types of
rater training. After the training, raters viewed a fifteen minute
videotape of a mock board meeting. In the memory training condition,
raters were told to try to remember as much information as possible
about the behavioral events. 1In the impression formation condition,
raters were directed to view the videotape and form an impression of
the chairman of the meeting. In the control training condition raters
were told that they would see a videotape of a board meeting created
using professional actors and actresses. The job of the rater in the
control condition was to evaluate the realism of the roles and behav-
iors in the videotape.

Half of the participants in each of the three memory training con~
ditions were given information about the goal (or purpose) of the meet-
ing (the "goal knowledge" condition). The other half of the
respondents were not given any information about the purpose of the

meeting.
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Foti and Lord (1987) considered the respondents in the memory con-
dition to be placed in a position were they would be forming a "script"
based memory of the events. In other words, the memory condition
subjects would be forming more temporally sequenced memories of the
videotape than other conditions. Participants in the impression forma-
tion condition would be lead to form impressions of the leader. These
leader impressions would be centered around the prototype category of
leadership.

Both recall and recognition memory are studied. Participants told
to try to recall as much information as possible (i.e., the memory
condition) remembered a greater proportion of temporally sequenced
information ("scripts”") than did respondents in the impression forma-
tion condition. Likewise, participants in the impression formation
condition, who were told to try and form an impression about the group
leader, recalled a greater proportion of behaviorally descriptive
statements about the board chairman than did the respondents in the
memory condition.

Participants told of the goal of the to-be-viewed videotape and
directed to remember as much as possible (i.e., the goal and memory
condition) recalled a greater proportion of temporally sequenced
(script) information than subjects not told the purpose of the group.
Interestingly, recall was better for prototype and antiprototype (i.e.,
items obviously the opposite of the prototype) information than for
prototype neutral information. 1In the impression formation condition,

on the other hand, the participants not told the goal of the group
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recalled a greater proportion of prototype information than partici-
pants told the goal of the group. Recall memory in this case was
petter for prototype and prototype-neutral information than for
antiprototype information.

The subjects told to form an impression and told the goal of the
group tended to recall the same relative amount of information as the
no-goal-knowledge condition and less than the script-purpose and no-
purpose conditions.

Participants told of the goal of the group, no matter which memory
training condition they were in, tended to recall a greater proportion
of the script items in the correct temporal order than participants
without knowledge of the group goals. The observational purpose train-
ing manipulations did not have any significant effect on the temporal
order of recall of information.

In the recognition memory portion of the study, there was no sig-
nificant effect of the memory training manipulation. There was also no
effect for the manipulation of the knowledge of group goals on memory
for script or prototype recognition items. There was, however, greater
ability to recognize prototypically neutral than for prototypical
events and behaviors. For script events, as the prototypicality of a
recognition memory test item increased (i.e., as the item became more
and more closely associated with the occurrence of a board meeting),
the number of false positive recognition errors increased in the recog-
nition of prototypical items. In other words, many absent, but proto-
typical script items were falsely recognized. Participants were able

to accurately distinguish between the presence or absence of behavior
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(i.e.. petter recognition accuracy) for neutral and antiprototypical
items than for prototypical events and behaviors. For prototypical
items, participants were better able to accurately recognize present
prototypical items than accurately eliminate non-present prototypical
jitems.

For leader (i.e., prototype, rather than serial script recogni-
tion) items participants were more accurate at recognizing the present
prototypical items than the absent ones. The respondents were less
accurate at recognizing the present antiprototypical items than the
absent antiprototypical items.

Foti and Lord (1987) conclude this section of their analysis by
addressing the question of which type of information remembering scheme
was the most accurate. The participants who were directed to utilize
the script schemas (rather than the leader impression formation proto-
types) were more accurate in recognizing script items and were equally
accurate in recognizing the prototypical and neutral leader prototype
items than were the respondents using the person focused schemas. For
the antiprototypical items the script schema respondents were more
accurate than those using the person schemas. In general then, the
persons using the script schema were more accurate than those using the
person focused schemas.

Foti and Lord (1987) also measured the respondents reaction time
for responding to the various items and the respondents confidence in
the ratings. The two major factors in the design, observational pur-
pose and goal knowledge, had no main eftect either on reaction time or

rater confidence. However, raters in the script memory condition had



57
slow reaction times and low confidence ratings for absent prototypical

jtems. Raters in ;he person oriented memory impression formation con-
dition had the lowest confidence ratings and the slowest reaction times
for neutral (especially absent neutral) items. These raters were
fastest and most confident in rating the presence or absence of anti-
prototypical items.

In general the confidence ratings were negatively correlated with
rater accuracy. Quick responses, however, were accurate for present
prototypical items for both script and leader items. The slow
responses were accurate for the absent leader items that were neutral
or antiprototypical. Foti and Lord (1987) conclude that the goal of a
rater's observations will affect the processing of the information. In
addition, accuracy was negatively correlated with prototypicality for
both script and leader impression formation items. The memory instruc-
tion pattern that focused respondents on remembering script based
rather than impression formation information tended to result in
greater behavioral accuracy.

In sum, the participants who were told of the goal of the group or
who were told to remember what they were observing in the group were
found to be using a "script" based memory of the events. The partici-
pants who were told to form an impression of the leader of the group or
who were in the control condition were found to be using schema
category prototypes for classifying their observations. When asked to
recognize which events had actually occurred during the board meeting,
participants in general were less accurate, took longer to respond, and

had less confidence in their ratings for prototypical behaviors than
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for prototype neutral actions, and took longer for antiprototype behav-
jors than for the prototype neutral behaviors. When asked to recognize
jeader behaviors, participants generally were less accurate, less
confident, and took longer to respond to the absent prototypical behav-
jors than to the present prototypical behaviors. In addition, these

raters were also less accurate, but more confident in recognizing

present, antiprototypical items than prototypical or neutral items.
Research on information recall and search processes

Two previously mentioned studies provide evidence that categoriza-
tion of observations causes raters to seek confirmatory evidence and
prevents them from seeking or recognizing contradictory evidence.

The Williams et al. (1985) study assessed the effects of the pur-
pose of a performance appraisal rating on the type of information
sought by the raters. Raters sought different types of information
depending on the purpose of the rating. Williams et al. conclude,
despite some evidence that raters do seek some common types of informa-
tion, that raters are sensitive to the demands of the rating situation
and seek information relative to those demands.

In rating the performance of subordinate nurses, raters in the
Favaro and Ilgen (1983) study spent less time observing a nurse labeled
as a "social activist” because observation tasks were limited to con-
firming the category prototype (i.e., stereotype). Raters were more

accurate the longer the amount of time spent observing the ratee.
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Accuracy dropped when rating easy to classify people because less time

was spent observing their performance. Ratings were made based on the

gtereotype.

Integration and judgement processes

The final step in a performance rating process is to integrate the
recalled observation categories and the rating dimensions. The result
is a rating assigned to the ratee. Feldman notes that there are two
types of integration processes: cognitive and evaluative. As men-
tioned previously, Feldman proposes that information is stored sepa-
rately from evaluations. A rater can form a positive or negative
evaluation almost immediately upon seeing an action by the ratee. A
judgement or decision will wait and be made upon information stored in
the category.

Attitudinal or evaluational integration yields a trait or feeling
statement. Feldman borrows the information integration model of Ander-
son (1974). Anderson's weighted average model suggests that new infor-
mation is averaged into the rater's current impression about a ratee.

A rater may initially change rapidly in impression of a ratee, but as
more data is gathered, the impression will stabilize toward a mean.

Cognitive integration is hypothesized to be a result of a con-
sciously controlled attribution by the rater. A belief statement or
prediction of future behavior of the ratee is formed. This controlled
process is proposed to occur only if the automatic process proves to be

unable to categorize the observation. The less easily categorized the
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pehaviors, the more likely it is that the categorization processes will
be piased by the vgrious misattributions that can plague a rater. The
more biased the attributions, the lower will be the rater's accuracy.

Feldman's model begins to take on the appearance of asserting that
information once categorized never changes. Common sense dictates that
this is not the case. Feldman invokes attribution theory to explain
how and why observations once categorized may switch categories.
Attribution theory was used previously in the model to explain how a
rater forms a category for the storage of a ratee's behavior that does
not fit into the category automatically brought to mind during observa-
tion. Feldman postulates that some threshold or trigger must be
reached in order for an observation to be placed in an attribution
created category, however, he does not speculate more about that trig-
ger. When this threshold is reached, the two processes of attribution
theory (i.e., covariation and discounting) are applied.

Osburn, Timmreck,, and Bigby (1981) present a study that shows
that raters will make accurate distinctions between the quality of
applicants on job relevant dimensions and less accurate distinctions on
more generic rating scales. As is true of most selection interviews,
this study utilized unstructured interviews. The accuracy methodology
was chosen to assess the effect of directly relevant job descriptions
on the accuracy of interview ratings. Participants were 52 profes-
sional interviewers.

Job descriptions were written for two different clerical

employees: an administrative secretary and a generic office clerk.
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Two different, adjective anchored graphic rating scales were developed
for each job, plus an overall qualifications rating scale and an
acceptability for hire rating scale.

Two hypothetical applicants were scripted and videotaped. The
first tape was scripted to contain high levels of administrative secre-
tary skills and average and low levels of the other skills. The second
applicant was scripted to be performing at high levels on the general
clerical skills with lower skill levels on the administrative secretary
gkills.

The data showed that raters could make strong distinctions between
applicants on the relevant dimension scale and no distinctions in the
generic rating scale condition. The Osburn et al. (1981) study indi-
cates that under conditions of two widely different jobs, acéurate dis-
tinctions can be made between two differentially gqualified applicants.
In these extreme conditions, raters make more accurate judgements when
they are given job information that accurately describes a candidate's

performance than when given information that does not closely relate to

the candidate's actions.

Making Performance Rating Judgements

Evaluations of the observed behavior are made immediately upon
observation and are stored separately from the factual information.
Judgements and decisions, however, are based on the information stored

in the category. Evaluations can be recalled without the rater remem-
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pering any of the categorized factual information stored in memOfy.
The reverse is not true. Recalling information stored in the category
will bring with it the evaluative component as well.

when a formal judgment on a performance rating is required, the
rater must recall the stored information about the observations.
Recalling an observation is actually recalling a category prototype
into which the ratee's actions were integrated plus as much of the real
situation as was connected with the prototype used to map the observa-
tion.

One possible inference from the Feldman model is that ratings will
be accurate to the degree the category prototype used in observing,
storing, and recalling the behavior agree with the category prototypes
used in the rating scale completed by the rater (and possibly the cate-
gory prototype followed by the ratee when performing the behavior).

The key to rater differential accuracy would then be the degree of
overlap between the category prototype used by the rater in observing
the ratee and the category prototype written into the rating scale used
by the rater to assess the ratee. If the two prototypes overlapped
completely {and situational influences were held to a minimum) then
rater differential accuracy would be higher than if they were differ-
ent. Furthermore, if the category prototypes used in the different
rating scales were independent of each other (i.e., had no category
prototype family resemblances in common with each other), then differ-

ential accuracy would be higher than if the prototypes were not inde-

pendent.
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when a judgment on a performance rating is required, the rater
must recall the stored information about the observations. Recalling
an observation is actually recalling a category prototype into which
the ratee's actions were integrated plus as much of the real situation
as was conne~ted with the prototype used to map the observation.

These categorized observations, and not the actual details, are
mapped onto the performance rating scales. Performance appraisals and
other rating scales, however, are typically multidimensional. They
differ from the categories used in observation by using a variety of
prototypes within a single rating dimension instrument. Behaviorally
anchored rating scales, for example have prototype definitions at each
scale value. Each of these multiple prototypes would presumably have
their own category. The separate rating dimensions are each categories
with their own prototype. These rating dimensions are seldom indepen-
dent of each other. If they are not independent, then rating one
dimension may interfere with the rating of the other dimensions.

Within a rating dimension, the scale anchors are usually ordinally
scaled on the same named rating dimension. This may not be sufficient
for rater differential accuracy. A single unidimensional rating dimen-
sion may contain several distinct prototypes. 1In addition, the various

unidimensional rating scales may be defined by prototypes with elements

in common with other rating scales.
Expected outcomes for various scale formats in formal ratings

One of the more interesting portions of the Feldman (1981) article

is his discussion of the implications of the rater cognitive process
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theory for different types of rating scales. Landy and Farr (1980) had
noted that the research emphasis on developing new types of rating
scale formats was generally not profitable. This caveat was, to a
jarge extent, the cause of the cognitive models of rater processes
developed. Feldman discussed why each of several popular types of rat-
ing scale formats were not effective.

The most obvious problem, in light of the Feldman theory, would be
with global ratings of effectiveness. Since evaluations are made
directly from observations and are stored apart from categorized infor-
mation, global effectiveness ratings need not be based on any facts.
Trait ratings would be based on the categorized information, but would
be based on the category prototype and not the actual category member.
Forced choice ratings cause a rater to make a rating decision based on
category membership. Raters will tend to make decisions based on the
category prototype, and not the actual data. On behaviorally anchored
rating scales (BARS), the rater, according to FPeldman, may review the
behavioral anchors and simply match up an evaluation with a scale
anchor. 1In this case, the BARS would be little more than a global
effectiveness rating. The problem with behavior observation scales
(BOS) should be obvious, they would not be based on observations at
all, but rather projections about behavior frequency based on category
membership.

Training procedures could be used to establish the correct obser-
vation categories into which observations should be placed. These

observations have proved to be an impetus for renewed research interest

in rater processes and rating mechanics.
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Research on rater accuracy and the rating process

Rating scale factors. The performance appraisal rating process,

which is the main focus of the Feldman model, is a complex process for
a rater. Observations over a long period of time must be integrated
into ratings on a single rating form. The model can also be examined
under more manageable circumstances. But even optimal conditions for
observation, the rater may be forced to use a rating scale category
different from the prototypes used during observation. Two studies are
relevant to this possibility, Borman (1979b) and Ostroff and Ilgen
(1985b).

Borman {1979b) studied the reliability and convergent and discrim-
inant validity of five rating scale formats. Stimuli were the Borman
{1975, 1978, 1979a) videotapes of recruiters and managers. The
summated scale had lower halo than BARS, numerical, behavioral summary,
and trait scales. Training reduced halo for the numerical scale. Con-
vergent validities were constant and in the low .70s. Discriminant
validities ranged .20 to .36. Borman's DAr ranged from .68 to .93.
Numerical scales were best on accuracy. The sophisticated and costly
scales like the BARS did no better than the simple numerical rating
scale.

Borman notes that some dimensions were more difficult than others
to rate accurately, no matter which rating scale was used. One possi-
bility suggested by Borman (1979b) is that accuracy ratings were high-
est on those dimensions that were understood clearly not only by the

raters, by also by the actors in the tapes as well. The raters who
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have a clear operational understanding of the rating dimensions will be
the raters who will tend to make the most accurate ratings. These
raters will also tend to make more accurate dimension ratings when the
ratees also have the same clear understanding of the operational defi-
pnition of the rating scales.

one of Borman's most interesting conclusions concerns the effects
of rater training. He concludes that interrater agreement may be
increased when three conditions are met. First, the observation of
behavior should be standardized in the training. Second, a common
frame of reference or performance standard should be used by all of the
raters. Third, the relative importance of various behaviors on the
different dimensions to be rated should be agreed upon by the raters.
The raters should understand which behaviors performed by the ratee are
relevant to the dimensions being rated.

The importance of this study is that Borman (1979b) shows that
rater accuracy can be manipulated by varying both the rating dimensions
and the scale format. Borman suggests that accuracy may be highest for
those dimensions most clearly understood by both the raters and the
performers of the dimensions.

Another study discussed by Ilgen et al. (1987) is the study by
Ostroff and Ilgen (1985b). Although the details of the study are not
discussed, the study focused on the different cognitive categorization
styles that raters could use. Overall difference score accuracy was
found to be improved to the extent that cognitive categories used by

the raters and designed into the rating scales were consistent. 1In
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addition, previous experience in rating and the rater’'s ability to dif-
ferentiate among the rating dimensions both lead to improvements in
accuracy. Two other variables studied, job experience and job
position, did not relate directly to rater accuracy, but they did have
an influencing effect on the cognitive categories used by the raters.
Finally, Ostroff and Ilgen (1985b) found that a match between the trait

or behavior orientation of the rater and the rating scales did not

affect rater accuracy.

Rater Factors. The Bernardin, Cardy, and Abbot (1982) study, men-

tioned earlier, is also relevant in the context of rater factors that
have an effect on rating accuracy. Bernardin et al. (1982) found that
differential accuracy was higher for motivated than for not motivated
raters. When motivation was added, the rater's with similar prior
belief and rating scale categories had better differential accuracy
than raters whose prior belief categories were different from those in
the rating scale.

In the Borman (1979) study he once again uses the two videotaped
job classes (recruiters and managers). The 14 raters in the study had
convergent validity correlations of .64 for the rated recruiters and
.89 for the rated managers. The ratings had discriminant validities of
.57 for recruiter ratees and .85 for managers. This strong support for
the accuracy of the scale is reinforced by the rater by ratee ("halo")
Interaction correlations of .12 for recruiters and .16 for managers.

Becker and Cardy (1986) analyzed Borman's (1975, 1978) validity /

accuracy correlations and pointed out that accuracy correlations mea-
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gure @ rater's ability to rank order the ratees within the dimensions.

pecker and cardy (1986) conclude that the Borman correlational accuracy

measures are a combination of Cronbach's (1955) differential accuracy
(DA) and differential elevation (DE) correlations. High correlations
in the Borman studies utilizing the measure may mean either that the
rater was accurate in ranking ratees within the separate dimensions or
they were accurate in ranking the ratees on total scores averaged
across the dimensions.

Borman (1978) presented videotapes to a group of 146 college stu-
dents and calculated convergent and discriminant validity statistics.
The students did as well as the expert raters on the convergent
validity correlations (.53 and .69 for recruiters and managers, respec-
tively). The discriminant validity correlations were only half as
large as those of the expert raters (.28 and .25 for the recruiters and
managers, respectively). This trend is reflected in a doubling of the
halo correlations.

Expert and nonexpert raters were equal in convergent validity, but
the nonexperts had only half the discriminant validity of the experts.
The expert's greater familiarity with the rating dimensions is mostly
measurable in terms of their ability to differentiate between the rat-
ing dimensions. They know not only the general content of the rating
scales, but also understand more clearly to what the rating scales do
not refer. Additional analyses indicate that the raters disagreed sub-

stantially on the ratings assigned for some of the dimensions.
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Rater training. Borman (1975) measured the effects of a brief

rater error reduction training session on the reliability and conver-
gent and discriminant validity of the ratings. Participants in the
study were 90 low and middle level managers from an insurance company.
The study used six videotaped vignettes.

Pretest to posttest reliability correlations were high and halo
variance dropped from pretest to posttest. Intraclass correlations were
very high. Raters had more variance (and as a result less halo) in the
dimension ratings for the applicants in the posttest. Individual
dimension accuracy correlations ranged from .60 to .91, Correlation
validity estimates were in the low .90's for both pretest and posttest
and were not affected by the training as a whole.

Bernardin and Pence (1980) assessed the effects of two different
types of rater training on the psychometric gqualities of the ratings.
Raters were trained either to minimize rater errors (called the RET
group) or to maximize rater accuracy (the RAT group). There was alsoc a
no training control group.

The three groups rated videotapes containing two different profes-
sors. True score were developed for 13 dimensions using a relatively
weak criterion in a retranslation and scaling methodology (Smith and
Kendall, 1963). The RET error training group showed less lenient rat-
ings than the RAT accuracy group and the control group. The RET group
had lower mean dimension intercorrelations {the halo measure) than the
other conditions. A post hoc contrast showed that the RAT and control
Eroups both had significantly higher mean deviation accuracy ;han did

the RET group.
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Bernardin and Pence (1980) suggest that raters should not be given
error training in which raters are shown actual examples of numbers
assigned to candidates. The results may suggest some additional con-
clusions. Despite the problems in this study, error training and accu-
racy training showed relatively independent effects. Raters may learn
one of the skills and not the other. Expert raters may be better than
nonexperts at both avoiding errors and accurately rating the perform-
ance of ratees. Nonexperts, alternately, may learn one or the other of
these skills, but not both.

Pulakos (1984} conducted another study assessing the differential
effects of rater error training (RET) and rater accuracy training
(RAT). One group of raters received error training (cf. Latham et al.,
1975), a second accuracy training, the third a combination of accuracy
and error training (RET/RAT)}, and the fourth no training.

Upon completion of the training participants watched the six Bor-
man (1977) videotapes of managers dealing with a problem subordinate.
Each tape was rated on five behaviorally anchored rating scales. 1In an
interesting aside, Pulakos notes that originally the raters were
required to make ratings on seven different rating scales, but pilot
research indicated that the accurate raters could not assimilate that
much information in the rater accuracy training session. Two dimen-
sions from the original group of seven were randomly deleted.

Raters receiving only accuracy training (i.e., the RAT condition)
showed significantly higher differential accuracy than any other type
of training on five of six dimensions. The RET and RET/RAT training

EToups were not different from each other on accuracy, but were both
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petter than the no training control condition. Pulakos concludes that
raters who recelve error training will have fewer rater errors than
raters who do not receive error training. Likewise, raters who receive
accuracy training will display more accurate ratings than raters who do
not. Raters who receive both forms of training will show some signs of
poth types of training, but will also show some deterjioration of accu-
racy and error reduction, perhaps due to the shorter amount of time
focused on the respective topics.

Specifically, raters can be trained to be more accurate by focus-
ing on the "dimension structure" of the rating scales. 1In addition, by
focusing on the particular effective, average, and ineffective
behaviors that relate to the various dimensions, the raters are given
cues that are easily detectable.

More important for the present discussion was the fact that accu-
rate raters differed in their accuracy depending on which rating scales
were being rated. Pulakos' post hoc analyses of the data suggest that
RAT raters were more accurate on the dimensions that were objectively
defined in terms of the particular effective, average, and ineffective

behaviors. The scales that were rated most accurate by the RAT raters

were scales that were less ambiguous.

Conclusions Based on the Feldman (1980) Model Research

Feldman (1980) lists three sources of bias that can lead to lower
accuracy. He proposes that the time dependent nature of performance
ratings is the major source of bias. Since ratings are completed some

time after the observations, ratings must be based on information
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gtored in long term memory. The rater will be forced to store qbserva—
tions in memory categories defined by prototypes. These categories can
be manipulated by situational and contextual factors as wéll as by
training. Recall of categorized information can also be biased. The
categories used as the bases for storing the observations can be sub-
jected to stereotypic over-interpretations of information and to the
rater's own subjectively developed implicit personality theory. Any
difference between the category used in observation and the category
used in the rating scales will lead to a lower rater accuracy.

several research studies investigating Feldman's hypotheses have
shown factors that interfere with accurate rating. First, the recalled
observation category will contain details from the category prototype
not found in the original observation. Second, the recalled observa-
tion category may not have a one-to-one link with the rating dimension
category used by the rater. Since category usage in observation is an
automatic, rather than a controlled process, the observation categories
may be different from those intended for use by the rating scale devel-
opers. Third, just as the biasing effect of liking is not relevant to
the ratings in the Cardy and Dobbins (1986) study, other factors may
unconsciously bias the integration and processing of the observations
and the mapping of the categories onto the rating dimensions. Even
though the rating scale categories may be statistically independent
(and many are not) the ratings on these scales may be based on an
observational prototype that contains information that interferes with

the intended interpretation of the rating scale dimension.
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Even a rating based on a single observation, such as in a job
gimulation exanination. may try to force the rater to use a number of
categories to store the observed information, while in reality the
rater may use only one or two. The stored category prototype(s) may be
different from the prototypes used in the rating scales. The observa-
tion prototypes would then need to be translated into the rating scale
dimension prototypes. The possibility of these several observational
and rating scale prototypes overlapping, even with training, is less
than perfect. Given the hypothesis that observations are stored imper-
fectly in categories, and the added requirement of translating the less
than perfect observation based category members into the rating scale
dictated categories, judgements made based on the original observations
will be far short of perfection.

A single observation category may be used to generate ratings on
two or more rating dimensions. Each rating dimension may contain sev-
eral different category prototypes. Each of these intended categories
may be rated based on a single categorization of the observed
experience. The single prototype holding together the observation may
cause the ratings, which are intended to be independent from one
another, to actually interfere or interact with each other.

These categorized observations, and not the actual details, are
mapped onto the performance rating scales. Performance appraisals and
other rating scales, however, are typically multidimensional. They
differ from the categories used in observation by using a variety of

Prototypes within a single rating dimension instrument.
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Behaviorally anchored rating scales, for example, have prototype
definitions at each scale value. Each of these multiple prototypes
would presumably have their own category. The separate rating dimen-
sions are each categories with their own prototype. These rating
dimensions are seldom independent of each other. If they are not
independent, then rating one dimension may interfere with the rating of
the other dimensions.

Within a rating dimension, the scale anchors are often ordinally
scaled on the same named rating dimension. This may not be sufficient
for rater differential accuracy. A single unidimensional rating dimen-
sion may contain several distinct prototypes. In addition, the various
unidimensional rating scales may be defined by prototypes with elements
in common with other rating scales.

In addition to this problem, a number of research studies have
shown that other factors can have significant effects on the cognitive
processes involved in the rating process that serve to further restrict
rater differential accuracy.

For example, Cardy and Dobbins (1986) have shown that a rater's
liking of a ratee can bias differential accuracy of job performance
ratings, and do so outside of the rater's awareness. When liking was
varied independently of true job performance {as opposed to being held
constant across a number of ratees) liking interfered with the cogni-
tive processing of observed ratee behavior and lowered subsequent rat-

ing accuracy regardless of whether or not the rater was aware of the
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process. Ratees who were liked were given higher ratings than they
deserved and ratees who were disliked given lower ratings than they

deserved.

rour important conclusions are drawn from the research on the
Feldman (1980) cognitive model of rater processes. First, raters may
have problems translating recalled observation categories into rating
scale categories. Second, many rating scales may force a split into a
rater's single observation category. Third, many of the categories
used in performance rating scales may not be independent, causing
information on one "independent" rating to affect the ratings on
another supposedly independent rating. Fourth, factors such as liking

may unconsciously interfere with categorization.



HYPOTHESES BASED ON THE FELDMAN RATER COGNITIVE PROCESS MODEL

The Feldman model proposes that ratings will be accurate to the
degree the category prototype used in observing, storing, and recalling
the behavior agree with the category prototypes used in the rating
gcale completed by the rater (and possibly the category prototype fol-
lowed by the ratee when performing the behavior). Based on the
research relevant to the model cited above, several conclusions can be
drawn about where additional research may be productive.

First, accurate ratings may require the rater's categories and the
rating scale's categories to overlap. The key to rater accuracy is the
degree of overlap between the category prototype used by the rater in
observing the ratee and the category prototype written into the rating
scale used by the rater to assess the ratee. If the two prototypes
overlap completely (and situational influences are held to a minimum)
then rater accuracy may be higher than if they were different. Fur-
thermore, if the category prototypes used in the rating scales were
independent of each other, accuracy would be higher than if the
prototypes were not independent.

Perfect overlap of rating dimensions and rater cognitive catego-
ries would be difficult to achieve. Rater categorization is subject to
a host of influences. One of these influencing factors would be the
potential problem of the rating on the various rating dimensions inter-
acting with each other. The ratings on the scale dimensions may be
based on a single observation category. The ratings would have the

information in the category prototype in common.

76
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In the early research on rating accuracy, researchers sought to
show that one way of improving accuracy was to use experts. The
experts, however, usually proved to be just as inaccurate as nonex-
perts. The Feldman model may suggest why this is the case and where
experts may outperform nonexperts. They share the problems of basing
pultiple ratings on a single (or small number of) observation catego-
ries. The actual difference between experts and nonexperts may be that
the experts may use more of the categories required on the rating scale
during observation.

In addition, the choice of memory category {or categories) used
during observation, integration, and judgement processes may be outside
the awareness of the rater. The rater may add unintended facts and
evaluations into the understanding of the rating scale dimension proto-
types. Situational factors and unanticipated cognitive factors similar
to liking’s interference, may further affect rater accuracy. These
effects may happen no matter what the level of expertise of the rater.
If the experts are better in differential accuracy, this could be due
to their better understanding of more of the category prototypes used
in the rating scales. Experts may also have a closer link between the
categories used during observation and the categories used in the rat-
ing scales. The experts may understand more rating dimensions in the
manner intended by the scale developers and may also better understand
the prototypes within a rating dimension than do nonexperts. A per-
formance rating expert would then be a person who can automatically

categorize observed behaviors into the categories used by a specific
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measurement device and understand completely all of the prototypes used
to define the scale anchors. This definition of an expert may have

little to do with a person’'s job title.

Problems In Past Research and Proposed Improvements

past research has been done without job analysis

one of the noticeable weaknesses in much of the above research is
the absence of a job analysis. Research is typically conducted by
borrowing the Borman (1978b) videotapes of managers and recruiters or
the Murphy et al. (1982) videotapes of college lecturers. The next
step is typically to borrow some performance rating scales. The bor-
rowed videotapes and the borrowed rating scales are then administered
within the new design and the data analyzed.

One major improvement in the current research is to conduct a
thorough job analysis and test development project prior to conducting
‘the performance rating research. Such a project allows for the mea~
surement of only critical and important dimensions of performance on
the job. A job analysis and test development project were completed
for the position of first level supervisor of a local welfare depart-
ment. Based on the analysis, two critical dimensions of performance
were assessed: the ability to solve problems and skill in interpersonal

relations.
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past research used rating dimensions without theoretical basis

A second notiéeable weakness in the above reviewed accuracy
research studies is the absence of any theoretical basis for the dimen-
sions being rated. Rating dimensions are usually selected without con-
sideration for whether a category prototype already exists for the
concept being measured. Typically, job tasks are written directly into
a behavioral observation or behaviorally anchored rating scale. Little
effort is made in finding a logical basis for the rating dimensions.

In the present study, the two rating dimensions (problem solving and
interpersonal relatlions skills) are defined by researching the relevant
literature and establishing firm theoretical foundations for each of
the rating dimensions.

What follows is an overview of the rating dimension training pro-
vided to the study participants. The training procedures are presented
in the following chapter. The detail of the dimension scoring is

presented in the Appendices.

Skill in Interpersonal Relations. Supervisory interpersonal rela-

tions focuses on the skills necessary for dealing one-on-one with a
problem subordinate. It is this specific situation which is simulated
in the job simulation exam used in the research study. After the job
analysis data pointed out the criticality of this performance dimen-
sion, the academic literature on human relations was consulted. A
variety of professional training packages were reviewed. Each
contained a number of suggestions for improving one's skill in inter-

personal relations, but none proved to be able to present a model that
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could be used to explain a wide variety of quality levels of
performance in the dimension. The clinical psychology and management
training literature were then consulted.

The model chosen to be the definition of interpersonal relations

for the study is presented primarily in two source books: Interper-

sonal Living: A Skills/Contract Approach to Human-Relations Training in

Groups. by Gerard Egan (1976), and People Skills: How to Assert

yvourself, Listen to Others, and Resolve Conflicts, by Robert Bolten

(1979). These two books present a wide view of interpersonal relations
skills and are able to describe a wide variety of quality levels of
performance. In addition, the model is taught in a variety of situa-
tions including professional training courses to supervisors and manag-
ers.

Interpersonal Relations was dissected into four major components:
self expression, responding with empathy, probing and questioning, and
challenging. In the typical supervisory problem solving session with a
subordinate, the situation presented to the mock candidates in the
study, the supervisor typically begins the meeting by telling the sub-
ordinate some information about why the meeting is occurring. This,
and all other expressions of factual information by the supervisor
would be contained in the self expression subcategory.

Once the supervisor has expressed the information, the subordinate
would respond. In the problem solving session used in the study, Ches-
ter, the problem subordinate, begins to whine and place the blame for
any wrong doing on the secretary. To complete the communication loop,

the supervisor (or candidate for supervisor in this research) must not
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only hear what Chester has to say, but must listen to the meaning.
here is no direct way to measure whether the supervisor actually lis-

T
tens to what he or she hears the subordinate say. The second step in
the model provides a mechanism for assessing the quality of the
candidates listening skills subcomponent of the model. Once the subor-
dinate speaks, the supervisor is required to respond with empathy by
repeating back to the subordinate both the information content and the
emotional content expressed. This is the second piece of the interper-
sonal relations model.

These first two pieces of the model establish the communications
loop between the supervisor and the subordinate. The supervisor would
then be ready to begin to work on the major goal of the meeting:
resolving the problem. The third step in the interpersonal relations
model is gathering of information that will be useful in resolving the
problem. . The information content, emotional content, and delivery of
these expressions is the third piece of the model.

The final component of the interpersonal relations model is the
most difficult. Challenging the subordinate to change his or her inap-
propriate or below quality behavior should be done only after a solid
relationship has been established through the use of the first two
steps in the model. The goal of challenging is to provide the subordi-
hate with feedback on his or her past or current behaviors and to seek
to motivate the employee to improve future performance.

Each of the four subcomponents of the interpersonal relations

model can be divided into three parts. First, each subcomponent will
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contain some information content. Second, each subcomponent will con-
tain some emotional content. Third, these two substantive pieces of
content must be packaged and delivered to the listener. The third part
of each of the four subcomponents is the delivery.

A good metaphor® for understanding the three parts of the subcom-
ponents of the interpersonal relations model would be a song on the
radio. The song will have some words or lyrics. The lyrics will be
the informational content. The tune or the melody that the singer will
sing will be the emotional content. Finally the lyrics and the tune
are orchestrated into a complete product. The orchestration is the
delivery. Each of the four pieces of the interpersonal relations
model--self expression, responding with empathy, probing and question-
ing, and challenging~-can each be rated in terms of the quality of

their information content, emotional content, and delivery. The

ihterpersonal relations model is presented in detail in Appendix B.

Problem solving using the Scientific Method Definition. The prob-

lem solving model is taken from a model discussed by Ernest Archer
(1980). The model is a translation of the basic scientific method.
Several managerial training programs were reviewed. A major focus of
all of these models was training the fledgling supervisor or manager in
solving problems. These models proved to be of little value in the
pPresent research since they typically presented "helpful hints" or "key

Principles” to remember when the person is confronted by a problem.

11 am indebted to Richard McGourty (May, 1987) for providing this
metaphor of the interpersonal relations process.
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what was needed, and what was provided by the Archer (1980) presenta-
tion of the scientific method, was a consistent, logical model that
described all of the steps that would be involved in solving a problem.
This problem solving model proved to be able to describe a wide variety
of effective and ineffective methods for attempting to solve problems.
The revised version of the problem solving model used here is described
in Appendix C.

The problem solving model is analyzed into a five subcomponent,
eleven step process. In subcomponent "A," the potential problem must
first be identified. This consists of first, monitoring the decision
environment to watch for deviations from expectations, and second,
defining the problem highlighted in the noticed deviation.

Once the problem is identified, the problem is analyzed (in sub-
component "B") to assess why the problem occurred. In this subcompon-
ent the problem solver also specifies his or her goals and objectives
for the situation.

Next, the decision making cycle begins (subcomponent "C"). The
supervisor first develops a variety of potential solutions, then devel-
ops a set of criteria and methods for appraising the benefits and draw-
backs of each possible solution. With the establishment of the
criteria, the potential solutions are evaluated, and finally the
decision is made on the best solution for the problem.

After the solution is chosen, it is implemented (subcomponent
"D"). In subcomponent "E" the implementation of the solution is super-

vised to make sure the implementations are being carried out according

to plan, Finally, in subcomponent "F", which is the same as
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subco,ponent “A," the decision environment is monitored to watch to see

whether the deviations happen again. Each of these steps are discussed

in detail in Appendix C.

past research made no attempt to establish cutoff points

A third weakness in the studies reviewed above iIs in defining the
rating scales. Little effort was made in setting cutoff or passing
point scores. The literature suggests that this is a major consider-
ation of the raters. Several studies were cited which showed that the
purpose of the rating session proved to have a big effect on the
accuracy of the ratings. The present study utilized a group of subject
matter experts (SMEs) in setting the cutoff scores. The SMEs reviewed
the rating dimension definitions and set minimum performance levels for
each subcomponent of the dimensions. The rating scale anchors were set
to be logical divisions between the point values assigned by the sub-

ject matter experts and the theoretical literature.
Questions on rater expertise

Past research concludes that experts are not more accurate raters
than nonexperts. The current study focuses on one reason why this
would be true, even if the raters receive the same training. The ques-
tion is why experts may prove to have more accurate ratings on rating
Scales than nonexperts when both groups have been given the same amount
and quality level of training on the rating scales and the rating pro-

Cess? Two possibilities are suggested.
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First, the expert raters have a more thorough understanding of the
job for which they will be assigning ratings. The experts will have a
petter understanding of the dimensions of performance of the job., If a
proper job analysis has been conducted, then the dimensions of perform-
ance developed should match the dimensions of performance that the
experts use. The job analysis should provide information that more
closely is linked to the way that the experts think about the job than
the way the nonexperts think about the job. Job knowledge should
extend to a more thorough understanding of the rating scales and more
accurate ratings. Nonexperts will have a variety of idiosyncratic
understandings of the performance dimensions of the job.

A second difference between the experts and the nonexperts is in
the rater's understanding of the various levels of performance within
the rating dimensions. The Foti and Lord (1987) study demonstrated
that raters will have different levels of accuracy depending on the
degree of prototypicality of the observed behaviors. Even though a
rating dimension may be internally consistent (i.e., reliable) the high
scoring candidates may be acting out one prototype, while the minimally
acceptable performers are acting out a different prototype and the
below average candidates are acting out yet another recognizable pat-
tern of behavior. The more knowledgeable raters may be those who
understand a wider diversity of prototypical performances, each at
different quality levels. For example, there is likely to be a wide
variety of methods for handling a particular supervisory situation at a

minimally qualified level of performance, and a still wider range of
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possibilities for handling the same situation incorrectly. The number
of ways for handling the situation absolutely correctly, however, is

1ikely to be very limited.

Summary of the Research Hypotheses

Two variables are assessed in this research. Specifically, do
expert raters make more accurate ratings at a variety of levels of
performance from below passing to minimally acceptable to highly quali-
fied levels of performance? Second, do raters differ in accuracy on
performance dimensions that differ widely from each other, yet are
still important components of the job? Can rater expertise be defined
operationally as expertise in technical areas such as solving problems
or will expert accuracy extend to more broadly applicable performance
dimensions such as interpersonal relations? Will expert raters be able
to rate more accurately only the more difficult portions of the rating
scales? The specific hypotheses are discussed below:

The first hypothesis is that there will be a statistically signif-
icant interaction between the two rating dimensions in differential
accuracy. This will indicate that a ratee's performance (i.e., the
prototype or scale value they display) on the dimension not being rated
can have an influencing effect on the dimension being rated. This
effect should occur for both rated dimensions.

The second hypothesis is that there will not be an overall main

effect for a difference in differential accuracy for expertise of the
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rater. Experts will not be more differentially accurate than nonex-
after a training program. However, there may be some interac-

perts
tions between rater expertise and the performance dimension target
scores with experts proving to be more accurate than nonexperts at some
jevels of performance. No specific hypotheses are made as to which
scale values will be rated more accurately by expert raters.

Although not technically a research hypothesis, a third finding is
also possible. Several studies, especially Borman (1979) suggested
that rater accuracy may be influenced not only by the rater's general
level of understanding of the rating dimensions, but also the ratee's
understanding of the rating dimensions. If a ratee is performing his
or her actions with one category prototype in mind, but is being rated
on a category with a slightly different prototype definition, then the
ratee's actions may not be viewed as categorizable within the rater's
understanding. What might typically be viewed as "manipulation checks”
on whether multiple performance versions of the same stimulus are in
fact the same, may in fact be measures of the overlap of the ratees'
understanding of the performance dimensions. For this reason, version

differences may also occur if the actors and actresses performing the

same script use different prototypes in their performances.
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Development of the Job Simulation Examination

Job analysis

A job analysis was conducted for the position of entry level
supervisor in a welfare department of a local government in a large
midwestern city. The job analysis was used both for research and
selection purposes. Both projects were done independently and were
based on the job analysis data. The selection project was completed
and promotions were made before the research project was started.

The purpose of the job analysis was to identify major clusters of
frequent and important job tasks and to identify the major knowledges,
abilities, and skills required to perform the identified job tasks.
Each "Unit Supervisor" is responsible for a unit of eligibility techni-
cians whose job is to determine whether welfare applicants meet the
State, Federal or local government requirements for receiving public
assistance money. Some units may have a “lead worker" whose job is to
either be a technical specialist, a trainer or an assistant supervisor.
The lead workers do not perform any hiring, disciplining or firing, but
may have input into these processes.

A group of subject matter experts, all long term Unit Supervisors,
were gathered into a group to generate a list of job duties and tasks.
The list of tasks was divided among the various job duty areas. The
list of duty areas was also used as the basis for developing a list of

required knowledges, abilities, and skills (KSA's) by another group of
88
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supervisors. These two lists, the duty/tasks list and the KSA's, were
reviewed by several other committees and higher level managers for
accuracy and thoroughness. Many items were added and/or modified.

The final lists were included in a survey which was administered
to the complete set of about 60 Unit Supervisors. The survey was used
to select only those tasks which were either frequent or important to
the job of the combined supervisors. The importance of this selection
was that it cut across the five major divisions in the department
(i.e., General Assistance, Neighborhood Assistance, Aide to Families
with Dependant Children, and Collection Services). The tasks that were
" left were those which were either frequent in occurrence or important
to the successful performance of the jobs of supervisors in general,
across all units in the department.

The survey was also used to select a list of KSA's that were
required on entry into the position or were important in distinguishing
average from above average supervisors. It is from this list of
selected KSA's that this research study was built. The entire job
analysis phase of the study was done by the Personnel Representatives
of the local government and required about six months to complete. The
complete set of data was given to the researcher on which to base this
study.

The major dimensions or categories of required job skills on which
the research selection test was based were selected from the job analy-
sis information. 1In addition to the standard frequency and importance
Considerations, the criteria on which the dimensions were selgcted

included some practical considerations. The research design requires
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that several different levels of performance be developed for each
selected KSA dimension. In addition, these various performance levels
for each KSA dimension must be factorally crossed with those of every

other dimension selected. The goal was to select only those KSA dimen-

sions that thoroughly covered the important, required KSA's of the job.
Theoretical basis for the performance dimensions

on the basis the job analysis information two’KSA dimension cate-
gories were selected around which to develop the selection device. The
two selected dimension categories are interpersonal relations and
problem solving. These two KSA dimensions covered the range of
required and important KSA's quite well. The major KSA dimension that
was left out of the research project was technical knowledge. This
factor was eliminated from the project because the technical knowledge
factor was different for each of the five divisions in the welfare
department. No common selection question could be developed as yas
required for the research design.

Once the KSA dimensions were selected, the dimensions were defined
on a theoretical basis. Both dimensions were linked to specific theo-
retical models. The problem solving dimension definition was based on
2 definition proposed by Ernest Archer (1980). This definition is
based on the scientific method and is very thorough. The interpersonal
relations dimension is defined with the model proposed by Gerry Egan
(1976) and expanded on by Robert Bolton (1979). The model is based on

2 clinical psychology process model expanded to include the tasks of an
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entry level supervisor. These two performance dimensions are described

above and in Appendix B for interpersonal relations and Appendix C for

problem solving.
Test development

once the dimension definitions were drafted, the test development
process began. The goal of the test development process was to utilize
a job simulation type of examination. These simulations are most eas-
ily built based on critical incidents. A series of critical incident
generation sessions were held with the supervisors of the entry level
gupervisors. These Program Managers were all former Unit Supervisors
and each supervised over a dozen unit supervisors. Each of three Pro-
gram Managers was interviewed for two hours. During the interviews the
supervisor listed examples of Unit Supervisor actions that were either
above average or below average levels of performance.

One consistently recurring theme was dealing with frustrated and
"burned out"” emplovees. The job of an eligibility technician is a high
volume forms processing job requiring dealing with clients who may hold
the worker personally responsible for denying them the complete amount
of benefits desired. The workers deal with the stress as well as they
can, but after a while even some of the top notch employees become
frustrated. Assisting workers in dealing with this frustration is an
important aspect of a supervisor's job. A simulation question was
developed around a set of such incidences. Several of the common prob-
lems were combined into a situation in which a new supervisor was

fequired to discuss some work rule violations with an employee. The
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question was written so that the supervisor would be the candidate for

the job and would spend a short time discussing a problem situation

with a long term lead worker. The simulation item and correct answer
are presented in Appendix D.

Once the item was written, an outline version of the problematic
employee's situation was also developed. This problem employee (named
vchester" in the duestion) was built around information gained in the
critical incident discussions. A draft of Chester's role was reviewed
and modified by the committee of critical incident generating Program
Managers. Care was taken not to identify any one individual employee
in the department. This was accomplished by manufacturing a cover
story for Chester that was the reason for the meeting with the supervi-
sor. Except for the cover story (i.e., a client getting so angry with
Chester's lack of service that the client went to the Department
Director's home late one evening) all of the details were actual prob-
lems. The background information on the item, Chester's script, and
the purpose of the items are presented in Appendix E. This information
was presented to the participants during the training portion of the
data collection process.

The situational question was then pilot tested. Another set of
subject matter experts, including Welfare Department Program Managers
and long term professionals, supervisors, and managers from the Person-
nel Department were asked to "take" the test. Twenty-two participants
were interviewed, one at a time. In the interview, each participant
Was given a short time to read the question. Wwhen the participant was

ready, the "meeting” with Chester began. The "new supervisor" dealt
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with Cchester's problem in any way he or she chose. The role of Chester
was played by the author. Chester was generally resistive to anything
the "new supervisor" said. Only strong supervisors were able to "break
h" Chester's resistance and accomplish anything meaningful. Each

throug
gession was tape recorded and typically lasted about twenty minutes.
Some sessions were as short as ten minutes. The longest session ran
twenty seven minutes. After the "meeting" was finished, the draft cor-
rect answer was reviewed. Each participant's responses were discussed
and recommendations made for changes in the question or the correct
answers.

After the twenty-two sessions were complete the tapes were
reviewed and roughly categorized into high, medium, and low quality
levels of performance on the two KSA dimensions. The nine tape
recorded sessions that most closely met the requirements of the
research study were chosen and transcribed. Three tapes were chosen
that were subjectively "high” on the problem solving scale and at three
different levels of the interpersonal relations scale (i.e., high,
medium, and low). Three other tapes were chosen that were subjectively
medium on the problem solving scale and at the three different levels
of performance on the Interpersonal Relations dimension. Finally,
three more tapes were selected that were subjectively poor on problem
solving and either high, medium or low on the interpersonal relations
dimension. Thus, nine tapes were chosen in all, Each of the nine was

chosen to fill a unique combination of performance on the two KSA

dimensions.
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A committee of Unit Supervisors was formed to develop the correct
answers for the supervision simulation gquestion based on the two KSa
dimensions. The committee discussed the test question, the dimension
definitions, and listened to two selected tape recordings of the "meet-
ing" with Chester performed by participants at subjectively above aver-
age and below average levels of performance. The committee then
drafted what they considered to be the minimum level of performance of
a candidate for the position of unit supervisor on each component of
the two KSA dimensions. These unit supervisors also made suggestions
for modifying the phrasing of the dimension definitions and for devel-
oping ranges of performance on the various KSA dimensions.

Meetings were held until all minimum performance levels were gen-
erated and double checked by an independent group of Unit Supervisors.
The result of these committee meetings was the development of a "cutoff
score" for the test question.

Once the passing points had been thoroughly discussed, the rating
scales were drafted. The rating scales were all zero-to-seven point
scales with a four point "cutoff"” score. The final cutoff scores were
written to encompass the information generated by the Unit Supervisor
committee and theoretical information. The interpersonal relations
dimension theoretical definition also provided information on the
degree of effectiveness of particular actions. This theoretical infor-
mation was utilized in the cutoff scores as much as possible. The
problem solving dimension cutoff score was also written to balance the

information gathered from the theoretical literature and the cutoff

score committee.
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The top scores (seven points) on the dimension subcomponents were
written to be full performance of the dimension and were essentially a
prief summary of the definition of the dimension. The one point level
was written to be a performance on the dimension that was the opposite
of the dimension definition (i.e., the opposite of the seven point
level or performing the required actions incorrectly). The zero point
level was written to allow the rater to indicate that a particular
dimension subcomponent was not relevant to the rating situation or the
rater was unable to rate the dimension. The remaining point values
(i.e., two, three, five, and six points) were written logically to fall

between the descriptions one point above and below them.

Target script development

The target scores at which the scripts would be written were cho-
sen to be above average but a bit below a perfect score (or six
points), an average score but a bit above the cutoff score (or five
points), and a below average score, that is, a bit below the cutoff
score (or three points). Much debate focused on whether to write a
script that was an example of a cutoff score level of performance or a
minimally passing score. The difficulty of exactly describing this
point forced the choice of the target scores. The scripts written on
the basis of these target scores are called the "target scripts."”

There were several research and practical considerations that were
taken into consideration when developing the target scripts. First,
the research design requires that two versions of each script be video-

taped. To ensure that each version would have the same content, the
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scripts were written down verbatim in advance of the verification
process. The research design also required that each research partici-
pant view one version of each of the nine possible scripts. Practi-
cally, this meant that the scripts had to be kept as short as possible.
A target length of about eleven minutes was chosen. The complete set
of nine tapes would require nearly two hours to view. This was deenmed
to be the maximum possible time available to successfully recruit the

research participants. Based on these considerations, the nine target

scripts were rewritten to about a eleven minute length.
Target script verification

Following the preliminary development of the target scripts, the
script verification process was initiated. The purpose of this process
was to verify that the target scripts were actually examples of the
dimension rating levels that they were targeted to be examples. The
first step in this verification process was to modify the rating scales
of the dimensions to put them into as logical a progression as possi-
ble. The logical progression of the behavioral anchors of each point
value would permit easier verification of the scripts. Each scale
anchor was written to have directly observable characteristics that
were noticeably different from the point values above and below.

The nine, shortened target scripts were then rewritten to match
the observable characteristics of the revised scale anchors. The scale
anchors were also written into a target script verification rating

scale form. The purpose of the form was to explain which paragraphs in
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each script were intended as examples of a particular level of perform-
ance on each dimension subcomponent. In addition, each verification
form listed the target score of which the paragraphs were intended to
pe examples.

The task of the subject matter experts serving as script verifiers
was to read the target score anchor and the linked script paragraphs
and decide whether the paragraphs were direct examples of the target
gscores. In some cases, the scripts were intended to contain examples
of behavior either higher or lower than a particular dimension subcom-
ponent. This was true only of the three point (below average) scripts.
The overall average score of these scripts would be three points, but
some actions were done better and some worse than this target level.
Were this tactic not taken, the below average scripts would have all
been unrealistically bad. They would not have been examples of the
kinds of actions that a candidate would exhibit in such a testing situ-
ation.

Once the script verification form was written, the form was used
to double check the accuracy of the scripts. The forms were rated by
the author and the scripts and verification rating forms modified
appropriately. The intention of the double checking was to make the
actual verification process as easy as possible.

A procedure for script verification was developed. It was decided
to form two committees of target script task verifiers. These commit-
.ees were formed from the pool of managers and senior level supervi-

sors. Each committee would be responsible for verifying that all nine

scripts were accurate examples of one dimension.
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Each committee met twice. In the first meeting, the question, the
appropriate dimension definition and the verification forms were

reviewed. An example of the process to be used during verification was

reviewed. Each committee member was then given a complete set of nine
scripts, each with a related dimension verification rating scale.

Two weeks later the committee meet again and the results of the
verifications was reviewed. If any committee member disagreed with the
target score for a particular dimensional subcategory, the matter was
discussed. Suggestions were then gathered on how to modify the script
to make sure that the dimension would match the target score. Four
Program Managers participated in the problem solving dimension script
verification process. Four Program Managers and one Personnel Supervi-
sor participated in the verification process of the interpersonal rela-
tions dimension.

In each case where a member of the committee rated a particular
dimension subcomponent below or above the target score, the member's
rationale was discussed. The particular sentences were reviewed by the
full committee. If the committee felt that changes were warranted,
then the sentence was modified. Every effort was made to ensure that

each subject matter expert had his or her suggested changes (or a com-

mittee modified version of them} incorporated into the script.
Target script videotaping

Two of the verified scripts were videotaped to be used in initial

pilot testing. Each script was taped twice, once with a male and once



99
with @ female role played candidate. Each role player was taped per-
forming two different scripts. Each of the role players was a volun-
teer. One role player was in her late twenties and the other in his
piddle thirties. Both of the volunteers were professional staff
members of the Personnel Department.

The scripts were videotaped by first printing large sized versions
of them and taping them to the walls or to flip charts just out of
camera range. All scripts were videotaped in a private office similar
to that which might be used by a supervisor in a private problem solv-
ing discussion. Emphasis was placed on exact replication of the
printed scripts. The author had participated in all of the original
scripting sessions, the rewriting, and the verification process.
Information gathered from these sources were used by the author in "di-
recting” the reading of the scripts. The author played the role of the
subordinate, "Chester"” in all performances.

These verified scripts were then incorporated into a pilot study.
One version of the two scripts was viewed by a small pool of five
subjects. The participants in the data collection pilot study followed
the procedure of the main study, except that only two tapes were
viewed. At the end of the second tape's rating time, the entire
research process was discussed, including the rater training, the rat-
ing forms, and the quality of the videotapes.

Suggestions on improvements to the process and forms were incorpo-
rated into the final forms used. The data were also analyzed to check

whether respondents provided data that followed an understanding of the

process,
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After the pilot testing on the two versions of the two scripts,
the material was revised. The forms were modified to better measure
the ratee performance dimensions. The rater training materials and
procedure was altered to better allow the candidates to understand the
rating dimensions within the half-hour of training time available. The
data collection procedure was also modified to allow the candidates
gsufficient time to make their ratings between the videotapes. The vid-
eotaping procedure was also adjusted in an attempt to improve the qual-
ity of the recording. The final version of the rater training section
of the study was made into an hour long session due to the volume of
material to review. Most of this volume was in reviewing and discuss-
ing the rating scales.

The remaining videotapes were shot after all other modifications
of the data collection process were developed. As was true of the
pilot test tapes, the first complete set of videotaped scripts was shot
twice, generally once with a male and once with a female role plaving
candidate-supervisor. The exception was that two males played similar
roles on one script. Five males and four females played the roles of
the candidates. Most of the role players were professional staff Per-
sonnel Department. One role player, however, was an entry level super-
visor not employed in the local government unit permitting the research
to be conducted. All role players were volunteers.

Role players were assigned to roles at random. There was no
attempt to match people to roles. Each role player performed two
scripts. The two scripts were at different levels of performance on

both rating dimensions (with one exception, where one rater played two
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roles at 2 gix point level of performance on rating dimension). Role
players were matched on only one script. No two role players were
paired on more than one script. Since the research design required all
respondents to view a complete set of nine tapes, it was necessary to
have nine different actors or actresses play the roles of the candidate
supervisors. Had this not been done, one of the persons would have

been seen twice performing at two different levels of performance.

This is not what would happen in an actual testing situation.

videotape verification

The set of videotapes was reviewed and modified by another set of
subject matter experts. The videotape verification committee was
selected from a group of personnel professionals. Each member of the
verification committee had been involved in selection development pro-
cesses and had conducted numerous problem solving sessions with
employees similar to the one being simulated in the videotaped exam.
The four verification committee members were a personnel supervisor, a
senior level administrative assistant, and two senior personnel offi-
cers with lead worker and supervisor experience.

The videotape verification committee met twice a week for about
two hours over the course of three weeks. The first meeting was
devoted to a thorough review of the research process, the simulation
exercise, the "true score" answer to the exercise, the rating scales,

the typewritten scripts of the videotapes, and the videotape verifica-
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tion rating forms. Each of these forms is presented in Appendix F.

The remaining five meetings were devoted to reviewing the videotapes,
rating the performances, and discussing and modifying the scripts.

The general procedure followed in verifying the videotapes, after
the training process, began with a brief review of the target scores
for the particular videotape. The target scores were discussed and a
general impression of the intended candidate was presented. Once the
committee felt comfortable that they knew the intentions of the script,
they viewed one randomly chosen videotape of the selected script ver-
gion. After viewing the tape the committee independently rated the
mock candidate on each of the rating scales.

The committee then reviewed their scores. Each time that a rater
presented a rating that differed from the target score, the rating was
discussed by the group. The videotape verification committee was not
restricted to modifying the scripts, they also had input into the word-
ing of the rating scales. The discrepancy in the phrasing of the
script or the acting involved in the presentation of the script was
modified and agreed on by the complete committee.

The second version of the target script was viewed after the dis-
cussion was completed on the first. The committee viewed the second
version of the tape and rated the performance independently of the
previous version. The second tape was discussed both in terms of the
accuracy of performance and the similarity of the performance to the
other version. Two different types of errors were possible: differ-

ences in both scripts from the target scores and differences between

the scripts.
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in the first type of error, both versions of the target script
could have been found to be divergent from the intended score. Several

examples of this type of error were noted in both rating dimensions.

In general, errors were noted in the delivery part score of the inter-
personal relations dimension subcomponents. Errors were also noted and
corrected at the six point level (i.e., outstanding, but not perfect
performance) interpersonal relations target score scripts and for the
jnterpersonal relations scores associated with the six point level of
problem solving.

For the problem solving dimension, errors in target script accu-
racy increased as the target score increased. There were no problem
solving target score errors noted in the original scripts at the three
point level {(i.e., clearly below passing levels) of performance. One
tentative conclusion reached in watching the pattern of script errors
in the videotape verification process was that few accuracy errors
occurred in the videotapes performed low quality levels. This was gen-
erally true for both the problem solving and interpersonal relations
dimensions.

The second style of error found in the videotape verification pro-
cess was a difference between the performances of the two performers.
The script of the more accurate performer was modified until the
technical committee felt it would be on target. Then, the performance
of the more discrepant performance was discussed. The two versions of
the tapes were developed using identical words and phrasings. The dif-
ferences in the performances would be due to the delivery of the lines.

Some actors and actresses were not consistent in their nonverbal and
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verbal pehaviors. The performers were heard to be saying the correct
words, but were not convincing. The committee discussed how the per-

former could improve his or her performance. Attention was focused
Specifically on the verbal behaviors and the verbal delivery. Specific
examples were highlighted in the scripts where the actor or actress
would need to modify phrasings or delivery.

The body language variables proved to be difficult to control. In
the actual data collection process raters were asked to tune out these
jnconsistencies and rate them only in the attribution measures (dis~-
cussed below). The general feeling of the technical committee was that
the nonverbal behaviors were so important that the top quality script
could be made into the bottom quality script, and the reverse, by sim-
ply changing the manner of delivefy. To achieve the goals of the
research project, the committee attempted to describe the verbal
portions of the body language variable that would need to be consistent
with the words. The nonverbal portions were controlled as much as
possible and, again, the raters were asked to ignore these differences
and focus only on the words.

No general conclusions could be reached about why delivery differ-
ence errors were found. Some speculations seem in order, however. The
female role players generally were found to have more problems in
meeting the delivery necessities of the scripts. Some differences were
noted between those scripts that were originally transcribed from male
versus female script development pilot test participants. These prob-

lems were mostly differences in "male" versus “female" vocabularies.
y
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For example, a male role player referred to Chester's drinking over
junch as “having a few bumps over lunch.” This phrase proved to be
awkward for female role players.

Another serious problem in meeting the target scores accurately
was the difference between the role players natural tendency for speak-
ing and the scripts phrasings. Some of the original scripts were done
by managers who felt comfortable in speaking with long sentences, that
drifted from topic to topic without noticeable punctuations or pauses.
Actors and actresses with different styles of speaking needed to be
highly coached before these errors could be corrected.

A third possible source of discrepancy in the delivery of the
scripts was familiarity of the role players with the skills of acting.
Even though none of the role players were professional actors, several
had done semiprofessional, community theater types of acting or had
participated in high school plays. These people were much better able
to read the lines during the taping without appearing to be doing so
and were also better able to look "natural." At times the role players
knowledgeable of acting would prove to give performances that were "too
good." Much more typical was the finding that the knowledgeable actors
and actresses were on target and the others needed to emulate them.

These conclusions and speculations are intended to highlight noted
differences. They are not in any way intended to be confused with a

systematic and thorough examination of role player accuracy in the vid-

eotaping process.
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Any script that needed to be modified was done in writing before
the script was re—yideotaped. The final versions of the videotapes
were completed in different ways depending on whether the rewritten
gcript was changed only in wording or if changes in acting were
required. The scripts that were only modified in wording were video-
taped after only a few practice sessions with the role players. Those
revisions that required acting changes began by discussing the changes
necessary. Once the changes were explained, the other, correct version
of the videotape was watched. Several practice sessions were done and
the final reshooting was done. Sometimes several retapings were done.
"~ {n one case the role player proved to be unable to act out the script
as intended. Another role player was recruited and both of the origi-

nal performer's scripts were reshot and reverified. The final versions

of the nine scripts are presented in Appendix G.

Subjects

The participants in the study were from one of two groups. The
first group was entry level supervisors. This group is the subject
matter expert group. The non-subject matter experts are paraprofes-
sional job class members that do not have any supervisory or lead
worker responsibilities. The nonexpert research participants were,
however all people who could have applied for the job of entry level
supervisor. All participants were volunteers and were not paid for
their time. All participants were given time off of the job during the
work week to participate in the research. Forty experts and 40 nonex-

perts participated in the project.
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Research Design

The full set of nine videotapes contain each possible combination
of the two rating dimensions, each at the three different levels of
performance. When raters are permitted to rate all of the videotapes
in a set, they may be able to figure out the pattern in the series.
True judgements, under these conditions, may not be made. The possibil-
ity of this happening is lessened if the tapes are presented in a ran-
dom order to the candidates.

The above design requires each rater to assess nine different can-
didates. This is consistent with current professional practice for
structured oral examinations. In most oral examination settings the
rater may expect to see a series of different candidates over the
course of a day. The number of candidates seen in a single day will
depend on the length of the examination and the number of applicants.
The practice in the jurisdiction performing the study has been to
administer five to fifteen oral examinations per day for each oral
board.

The nine different videotapes can be classified according to three
levels of candidate overall score and two levels of candidate consis-

téncy. Table 2 describes the combinations of these variables.
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Table 2 Target script scores random orders
of presentation
Script Dimension Actress/Actor
Scores Actor
Version Version
One Two
1 PS6IR6 Matt Barb
2 PSGIRS Juan Rachel
3 PSBIR3 Denise Rick
PS5IR6 Nancy Steve
PS5IRS Sid Denise
PS5IR3 Rachel Matt
7 PS31IR6 Barb Sid
PS31IRS Rick Nancy
PS31IR3 Steve Juan

By having each rater view nine different candidates, actual
practice is simulated. Raters are classified into subject matter and
non-subject matter experts. A total of 40 raters from each group is
required. Each of the videotaped candidates is rated on the two
different dimensions: skill in problem solving and skill in interper-
sonal relations. The 40 raters within each group are divided into
groups of five groups of eight raters each. Each of these groups rates
the nine candidates in a random combination of the orders of
Presentation. The design matrix for the study is presented in Table 3.
The design is repeated for subject matter expert and non-subject matter

expert (between subject variable) categories.
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Table 3 The Design Matrix of the Study
pomammanmmt s =
Expert video Problem Solving (PS) and
Group Set Interpersonal Relations (IR) Rating Scales
-
IR1 iR2 1IR3
PS1 | PS2 | PS3 { PS1 | PS2 | PS3 | PS1 | PS2 | PS3
Expert 1
Expert 2
Nonexpert 1
Nonexpert 2

Procedure

Participants are categorized as either subject\matter experts or
non-subject matter experts. Some participants whose jobs included lead
worker functions, but no supervisory functions, such as conducting per-
formance appraisal meetings {(an inappropriate task at this level), were
not used in the data analysis. Since this determination was made in
advance and members of these two groups did not interact during data
collection, members of the two groups rated the videotapes at the same
time.

Subjects within each expertise group were randomly assigned to one
of four random orders of presentation. Each of the groups of raters
within the expertise groupings rated one of these presentation
sequences of one set of videotapes. A second group of ten raters rated
the second version of the tapes in a different random order of presen-

tation. Thus, order of presentation was randomized and each cell in
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the design contained data from two different videotapes (usually one
male and one female role playing candidate-supervisor). This double
get of tapes allows for measurement of the effects due to the individ-
pal candidate on the videotape.

The two rating dimensions were rated in counterbalanced order
within each of the two sets of tapes. Half of the raters in each
condition rated the problem solving skill dimension first and the
jnterpersonal relations skill dimension second. The other half of the
raters rated the dimensions in the reverse order. Each rater rated the
dimensions in the same order over the nine videotapes rated.

when the participants entered the room to begin the study, the
researcher gave a brief introduction to the study. The study was
explained to be one whose goal is to improve the overall quality of the
oral examination process. After the study was explained, the partici-
pants were asked to sign the study waver. If subjects chose not to
sign the waiver, they were permitted to leave. A total of seven people
chose the option of not participating in the study. The general reason
was the length of time required to participate (about four hours, with
one short break).

Upon receipt of the waiver, subjects were given time to review the
test questions and to read the rater guidelines for rating the dimen-
sions. The specific rating scales were examined and the behavioral
anchors for each of the rating scales discussed. As is the typical

procedure in oral examinations, the response guidelines were reviewed
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until there is no more questions from the raters. The rater briefing
covers primarily accuracy training. The length of time required for
the rater briefing was about one-half hour.

Each videotape was viewed in its entirety and was rated immedi-
ately by the raters on the various rating scales. No discussion
petween the raters was permitted, neither about the content nor the
ratings assigned to the videotapes, once the first tape was begun.

Each rating was made on a seven point Likert type scale with descrip-
tive anchors at each point value. Each of the eighteen videotapes (two
sets of nine) was between nine and thirteen minutes in length. The

” complete set of training and rating materials and forms is presented in
Appendix H.

Two additional sets of ratings were made for each of the dimension
ratings on each videotaped candidate. First, the rater was asked to
make an overall evaluation of the candidate's success or failure on the
exam and rate their perceived confidence in the accuracy of their rat-
ing. Second, the rater was asked to make a causal attribution for why
they believed that the candidate performed the way that they did.

The rater was asked a series of guestions about their causal
attributions for the ratings. Items addressed the possible combina-
tions of the location (internal or external to the candidate-
supervisor), stability (stable or unstable over time), and
controllability {due to factors controllable or uncontrollable by the
candidate-supervisor). For example, the raters were asked to state the

degree of influence that internal, unstable, and uncontrollable factors
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pad on their attribution by responding to the item: "How much influ-
ence did the following potential causes/factors have on this candida-
te's performance in this exercise? (e.g., The candidate's good (or
pad) mood)".

After rating the last videotape, the candidates were debriefed.
They were asked not to discuss the contents of the videotapes with any
other people until the last participants completed the research. If
they wished, they were sent a brief discussion of the results. The

data collection period lasted approximately four hours.

Summary of the Research Variables

The participants in the study were divided into two groups: expert
and nonexpert. The experts were all entry level supervisors. The
nonexperts were not supervisors or lead workers and would be (or soon
would be) eligible to take the examination for entry level supervisor.

The nine different scripts were each videotaped twice. The two
performers, generally one male and one female, each said the exact same
words. One member of each of the nine versions of the videotapes was
randomly assigned to version one or version two. Each version set
contained a complete set of possible scores and no actor or actress,
other than "Chester," the role-played subordinate, participated in both
versions. Candidates viewed the same set of nine actors and actresses,
but half of them viewed those actors and actresses doing one version

and the other half of the participants viewed the same people perform-
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ing a different version on the nine scripts. Any differences bgtween
the two versions of the script were due to nonverbal, body language
variables ("acting skills").

Each of the videotapes presented one unique combination of the two
performance dimensions: problem solving and interpersonal relations.
Three tapes were written at a six point rating level {(on a seven point
scale) for each of the rating parts within the subcomponents for each
dimension. Three other tapes were written at the five point level on
each dimension. The final three tapes were written at the three point
level. The six point level was intended to exemplify an above average
performance on the dimension. The five point level was intended to be
an example of average performance on the dimension. The three point
level was intended to be a below acceptable performance on the two
dimensions. (The four point level was the cutcff score.)

Performance ratings on the mock simulation examinations were made
at each of three levels of‘detail by each participant. The problem
solving dimension had eleven specific ratings, five subcomponent rat-
ings, and one overall dimension rating. The interpersonal relations
dimension had twelve specific part ratings, four subcomponent ratings,
and one overall dimension rating. Confidence ratings were alsoc made on
each of the overall dimension ratings.

The participants also made overall ratings on each candidate.
Finally, participants rated the degree of influence that eleven differ-
ent possible causal influences had on their assigned scores for the

candidate.



RESULTS

pefore discussing the findings, a quick review of the mechanics of
the study is presented. The eighteen videotapes involved in the
research were divided into two groups of nine. Half of the ratees saw
version one of tapes and half saw version two. The role of Chester,
the problem subordinate, was always plaved by the same actor. Each
version contained the same nine actors and actresses performing the
candidate - supervisor's role in the same set of nine scripts. The
difference between the two versions was that the same "candidate for
supervisor" script was performed by a different actor or actress in the
two versions.

Each videotape was rated on a number of different rating scales.
In a counterbalanced order each candidate was rated on the problem
solving rating scale and the interpersonal relations rating scale.
These dimensions contained, among other measures, individual item rat-
ings. The problem solving rating scale contained eleven items. The
interpersonal relations rating scale contained twelve item ratings.

For each dimension, the item ratings were summed into a dimension total
score. These sums were used in the analyses.

The participants also rated their confidence in their ratings in
the problem solving and interpersonal relations dimensions. Confidence
ratings were made after the two dimension overall ratings. Each par-
ticipant also rated a number of attribution items. The attribution
items asked the rater to indicate the importance of several potential

causes of the performance of the videotaped candidate. Finally, raters

114
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made an overall assessment (0AS) rating. The OAS was made after all
other dimensional ratings were completed. Raters made a final decision
on the overall rating for the candidate by combining the decisions on
the candidate's problem solving and interpersonal relations dimensions
and whatever other information they had gathered in the testing pro-
cess.

The reliability of the rating scales was assessed using Winer's
(1971, p. 283-296) analysis of variance method of intraclass correla-
tion. This method is appropriate when a number of raters use the same
rating scale to rate the same set of candidates. In this case each
version of nine tapes was seen by approximately 40 raters (the differ-
ence from 40 being due to missing data on some rating scales). The
intraclass correlation reliability for the problem solving rating scale
was .987 for version one and .983 for version two. The intraclass
correlations for the interpersonal relations rating scale was .985 and
.979 for versions one and two, respectively.

The hypotheses in this study all relate to differential accuracy.
In addition to the analyses related to these hypotheses a number of
other supplemental variables were analyzed. These variables--raw
scores, rater confidence, rater attributions, and overall assessment
ratings--were all added to the study to help clarify the results for
the main differential accuracy findings.

The repeated measures analyses of variance summary tables for all
analyses run are presented in Appendix A (starting on page 215). 1In
the discussion that follows, "P" is the problem solving target score,

"1" is the interpersonal relations target score, "E" is the expertise
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of the rater, "V" is the version of the videotapes. The main analyses
are performed using SAS procedure GLM for repeated measures. F statis-
tics listed are all for unique variance accounted for (i.e., SAS "type
111" sums of squares or BMDP within contrast pool (WCP) mean squares}.
in most cases in the analyses this provided more conservative results
than even the multivariate method of computing the within portion of
the design. The main effect cell comparisons were done with planned
contrasts using the "profile"” method, in which the first cell was com-
pared with the second, and the second with the third, etc. All post
hoc simple effect and cell contrast analyses are done using BMDP4V.

Due to the large number of significance tests conducted in the
study, a minimum significance level of .01 was chosen. Note that this
level does not conform to a strict Bonferroni adjustment of the alpha
levels for the simple effects analyses. 1In the following analyses sim-
ple effects analyses were conducted for all of the raw score, differen-
tial accuracy, confidence, and OAS analyses. In all cases a maximum of
two simple effects analyses were conducted on each set of analyses of
variance. For this reason the alpha probability level for the simple
effects analyses will be .005.

In the presentation of the results below, first the manipulation
checks on the raw scores are presented. This discussion points out
that the rating dimensions were successfully manipulated and the dif-
ferential accuracy hypotheses may be assessed. There were also signif-
icant version differences in the raw score analyses. The main
differential accuracy hypothesis concerning the interaction of‘the P

and I target scores for both the problem solving and the interpersonal
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relations rating scales was supported. The hypothesized effect for
rater expertise was not supported. The third hypothesis, relating to
version differences, was mnot supported. Several unanticipated, but
hypothesis~consistent results occurred, including main effects for the
p and I targets.

Following the presentation of the differential accuracy analyses,
the confidence, attribution, and overall assessment findings are pres-
ented. The confidence findings modestly support the differential accu-
racy conclusions. Raters tended to be more confident in the more
differentially accurate ratings. The attribution findings proved to be
of limited value. Despite the fact that the Feldman model makes firm
statements about when attributions should enter the rating process, the
attribution measures used had little variance and may not have been
correctly used by the respondents. Statistically controlling for the
attributions did tend, however, to eliminate the main effect for the
opposite dimension's target score (i.e., P main effect in the interper-
sonal relations analyses, and the I main effect in the problem solving
analyses). The overall assessment ratings, on the other hand, tend to
support the differential accuracy findings. Raters appeared to combine
their ratings on the problem solving and interpersonal relations rating
scales by averaging the ratings on the two scores together. The pre-

sentation of the results concludes with a summary of the findings and a

discussion of the implications of these findings.
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Manipulation Checks

The raw score'analysis is a manipulation check. 1If the problem
solving rating scale is effectively manipulated in the videotapes, then
in an analysis of variance (ANOVA) there will be a main effect for the
p target, with significant differences between each of the three P tar-
get levels. In a similar manner, if the interpersonal relations rating
scale is effectively manipulated, then there should be a main effect

for the 1 target with significant differences between the three I tar-

get levels.

Problem solving raw score

For the problem solving rating raw scores the expectation is to
find a main effect for the P target with all three levels significantly
different from one another. This was found. The main effect for the
problem solving target score (P, F(2,142) = 325.3, p<.0001) was signif-
icant. The results from the repeated measures analysis of variance are
summarized, along with the cell means and standard deviations, in
Tables 17 and 18 in Appendix A (page 218). (For ease of presentation,
all supplemental statistical tables discussed in the results section
are presented in Appendix A).

Planned contrasts (using SAS GLM repeated measures "profile” con-
trasts) on the main effect for P indicate that all three means are
significantly different from one another (target scores P3 versus P5,

F(1,71) = 395.20, p<.0001; for target scores P5 versus P6, F(1,71) =
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24.27, p<.0001) . The mean P scores are 2.97 for P3, 4.78 for PS5, and
5.13 for pP6. The manipulation for the problem solving rating dimension
was successful.

Two other unanticipated effects were also significant: the I main
effect (g(2,142) = 223.2, p<.0001) and the I by V interaction (F(2,142)
= 11.7, p<.0001). An I main effect on problem solving raw score rat-
ings is consistent with the main hypothesis of a P by I interaction in
differential accuracy. That is, the candidate's skill in interpersonal
relations had an effect (whether it be a confound or a statistical
interaction) on the ratings of the problem solving dimension.

To investigate this unanticipated, but hypothesis-consistent
result, the "profile" contrasts were checked. All three I target lev-
els were significantly different from one another. The difference
between I3 and IS5 is significant (F(1,71) = 224.54, p<.0001). The IS5,
16 difference is also significant (F(1,71) = 865.28, p<.0001). The
mean I scores are 3.53, 4.01, and 5.24 for 13, 15, and 16, respec-
tively. A candidate's interpersonal skill clearly had an effect on
problem solving ratings. This finding is consistent with the main
differential accuracy hypothesis of the study.

Also significant is the interaction between tape version (V) and
the interpersonal relations target scores. This finding is more
troublesome. Version differences indicate that the manipulation of the
problem solving rating dimension were not the same for the two video-
tapes. The two versions were intended to be replications. These raw
score findings suggest that the replications may not have been

Parallel,
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simple effects analyses were run to assess the extent of the dif-
erences petween sets of videotapes. The version one and version two

f
problem solving means for I3 (F(1,71) = 2.06, ns) and I6 (F(1,71)

#

0.14, ns} are not significantiy different from one another. The I5
problem solving means for version one and version two, however, are
significantly different from one another {(F(1,71) = 9.15, p<.0035}.
Thus, for the raw score problem solving ratings, raters viewing the I5
target videotapes performed by two different people performing the same
lines, and differing only in nonverbals, saw significantly different
problem solving skills being performed.

This potential problem is lessened by the fact that both simple
main effects for I were significant (I at Version 1: F(2,142) = 116.70,
p<.0001; I at Version 2: F(2,142) = 118.28, p<.0001). The profiles of
the I main effects differ slightly for the two versions, but they both
still occur. In both cases the I targets are clearly affecting the

rating of the candidate's problem solving skills. The mean scores are

shown in Table 4.

Table 4: PS Raw

Scores V by I means 13 15 16

Version 1 3.4 4.4 5.2

Version 2 3.6 3.8 5.2
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Interpersonal relations raw scores

The expectatidn for the interpersonal relations rating scale is
papallel to that for the problem solving rating raw scores. The expec-
tation is to find a main effect for the I target with all three levels
gignificantly different from one another. This was found (F(2,142) =
290.7, p<.0001). The ANOVA summary table and the means and standard
deviations are presented in Tables 19 and 20 in Appendix A (page 219).

The "profile" contrasts (again using SAS GLM repeated measures
"profile"” contrasts) for the I target scores show significant differ-
ences between all three target values. The difference between the I3
and 15 levels was significant (F(1,71) = 95.55, p<.0001). The
difference between the 15 and 16 levels was also significant (F(1,71) =
205.77, p<£.0001). The mean scores for I3, I5, and 16 are 3.42, 4.40,
and 5.69, respectively. The manipulation of the interpersonal rela-
tions dimension was successful.

As above, there were also several other unanticipated, but
hypothesis-consistent significant effects. A main effect for P
(F(2,142) = 141.5, p<.0001) occurred. The significant P target effect
suggests that the candidate's problem solving skills interfered with
the rater's ratings of interpersonal relations. Raters saw a differ-
ence between the interpersonal relations skills at the target scores of
P3 and P5 (F(1,71) = 201.83, p<.0001). The difference between the
interpersonal relations scale ratings at the P5 and P6 levels was

(F(1,71) = 0.24, ns). The mean scores for P3, PS5, and P6 are 3.55,
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4.97 and 5.00, respectively. Interpersonal relations ratings were
wer when ratees were scripted to be poor problem solvers than when

1o
they were above average or top quality problem solvers.

There is also an unanticipated significant P by I two-way interac-
tion (F(4,284) = 7.9, p<.0001). The means are presented in Table 5. A
visual inspection of the cell means shows that for these stimuli, the
relationship between problem solving and interpersonal relations raw
scores is not clear. The relationship is not a simple addition or
average of the two dimension targets, nor are the two target dimensions
peing multiplied together by the raters. The P3 interpersonal rela-
tions ratings are all lower than the P8 ratings at each level of the I

targets. The P5 targets, however, do not form a consistent pattern

between the P3 and P6 target.

Table 5: IR Raw

Score P by I Means I3 15 16
P3 2.8 3.6 4.7
P5 4.2 4.5 6.2
pPé 3.7 5.1 6.1

Two troublesome version effects were significant for the interper-
sonal relations ratings. A three way interaction between the P, I, and
version (V) (F(4,284) = 6.2, p<.0001), as well as a version
interactions with the I target (F(2,142) = 11.2, p<.0001) were

significant.
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for the V by I interaction, simple effects analyses showed that
version differences did occur. The 15 interpersonal relations mean raw
s for version one were significantly different from the I5 mean

geore
raw scores for version two (F(1,71) = 10.67, p<.0017). Once again, as
was true for the I by V interaction for the problem solving raw scores,
the simple main effects for I within version were both significant (I
at Version 1: F(2,142) = 142.93, p<.0001; I at Version 2: F(2,142) =
159.18, p<.0001). This lessens the importance of this difference. The

mean scores are presented in Table 6.

Table 6: IR Raw
Scores V by I means I3 I5 18
Version 1 3.3 4.7 5.6
Version 2 3.5 4.1 5.7

The P by I by V significant triple interaction contained a number
of significant version differences. Simple effects analyses showed
that the simple interaction of P by I continued to be significant
within both versions (P by I at Version 1: F(4,284) = 4.29, p<.0022; P
by I at Version 2: F(4,284) = 9.92, p<.0001). The reason for the three
way interaction was a significant simple effect for version at P6I5

(F(1,71) = 18.02, p<.0001). The cell means are shown in Table 20 in

Appendix A (page 219).
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summary of manipulation check analyses

Both the proﬂlem solving and interpersonal relations rating dimen-
sions had reliable rating scales. In addition, both dimensions were
successfully manipulated. Significant differences were found among all
three levels of the P targets for the problem solving rating scale and
among the three 1 target levels for the interpersonal relations dimen-
gion. Significant main effects for I in the problem solving ratings
scale and P in the interpersonal relations rating scale, as well as a P
by I interaction in the interpersonal relations rating were unantici-
pated. For the raw score ratings, the problem solving and interper-
sonal relations targets tended to combine in a generally additive
fashion for both the problem solving and the interpersonal relations
ratings. These effects do not, however, provide complete support for
the main hypothesis of the study: a statistical interaction between
the differential accuracy ratings for the two rating scales.

Other significant but unanticipated effects also occurred that, on
the surface, are more troublesome. These are the version differences.
The two versions of the same script were found to be significantly
different from one another both for the problem solving and the inter-
personal relations rating scales. These differences do not effect the
interpretation of the successful manipulation of the rating dimensions,
but if carried into the differential accuracy findings, they will put
suspicion on the results. The version differences did not, however,
cause major differences in the profiles of results within versions.

With the successful manipulation of the rating scales, the differential
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accuracy analyses are explored.

1.2 The Main Hypotheses Analyses: Differential Accuracy Measures

The accuracy measure used was Cronbach's (1955) differential accu-
racy. pifferential accuracy (DA) is a modified difference score. To
calculate the differential accuracy score (see Table 1, page 6, for the
equation), the raw score is adjusted by subtracting out the variance
due to the rating dimensions and subtracting out the variance due to
the ratees. The true score is adjusted for these same factors. The
modified true score is then subtracted from the modified raw score. In
the unique case created by the experimental design, the true score dif-
ferential accuracy variance was forced to zero. The differential acéu—
racy measure thus indicates the variance in the rater's ratings due to
the individual ratee on the individual rating dimension. Each of the
three target scores (3, 5, and 6 points for both rating dimensions} has
its differential accuracy calculated in the same fashion.

The first hypothesis for the differential accuracy rating scales
is for a significant interaction for the P and I target scores. No
specific P by I cell differences are predicted within the interaction.
The Feldman model only indicates that a rater will base all ratings on
a8 single observational category. That single category may differ among
the raters. Some may have formed their impression based on a clear
understanding of only a single rating dimension, with the other dimen-
sion confounding their judgements. Other raters may have developed
their observational category based on a single quality level (e.g.,

average) performer on both dimensions. What these raters will have in
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common is the influence that the ratee's interpersonal skill will have

on the problem solving ratings. The P by 1 interaction did occur for
poth rating scales.

since the P and I interaction is significant, a subsequent hypoth-
esis can be made. The question is whether the two rating scales can be
combined into a single "supervisory skill in problem solving meetings"
gkill factor. One reason why differential accuracy on one dimension
would depend on the target level of both the problem solving and inter-
personal relations rating scales is that individuals are confusing or
combining the two scales. To assess this possibility, a post hoc
contrast was run comparing differential accuracy for the P by I cells
with the same target scores (i.e., P3I8, P5I5, and P616, the main diag-
onal) with the other, off-diagonal target score combinations. This
contrast suggested that the candidates scoring similarly on the two
target dimensions were rated with better differential accuracy on prob-
lem solving than the other (off-diagonal) candidates.

The P and I main effects would also be consistent with the main
hypothesis. A main effect for the P target would indicate that raters
had varying amounts of differential accuracy for the three P targets on
the problem solving rating scale. The main effect for the I targets
would support the main hypothesis of the P by I interaction. The I
main effect would indicate that the raters differ in differential accu-
racy on the problem solving rating scale depending on the I target
levels. An I main effect occurred for the problem solving dimension.

For interpersonal relations both the P and the I main effects occurred.
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A second hypothesis is for an interaction between rater expertise
and the P and I targets. This would indicate that a rater's differen-
tial accuracy changes depending on their expertise as a supervisor.
gxperts in general are not more accurate over all rating dimensions
that are nonexperts. Instead, it is hypothesized that a rater's exper-~
tise will be shown in accurately rating only one dimension. This
hypothesis was not supported.

Finally, there may be some unwanted version differences in the
ratings of the problem solving and interpersonal relations rating
gcales. Version differences will indicate that there are serious prob-
lems with the stimulus materials due to the nonverbal behavior differ-
ences of the actors and actresses performing in the videotapes. Main
effect version differences or version interactions will indicate that
raters see different amounts of skill in problem solving depending on
the particular nonverbals displayed by the actor or actress in the par-
ticular videotape. This third "hypothesis" was not supported. There
were no significant videotape version differences to cloud the main

hypothesis differential accuracy findings.
Problem solving ratings differential accuracy

The first hypothesis for the problem solving rating scales is for
a significant interaction of the P and I target scores. The P and I
main effects would also be consistent with the main hypothesis.

A second hypothesis is for an interaction between rater expertise
and the P and I targets. This would indicate that a rater's differen-

tial accuracy changes depending on their expertise as a supervisor.
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Any version differences, however, will signal problems in the
research. Main effect version differences or version interactions will
indicate that raters see different amounts of skill in problem solving
depending on the particular nonverbals displayed by the actor or
actress in the particular videotape.

The analyses show that the problem solving rating scale differen-
tial accuracy measure contained the hypothesized P by I interaction
(F(4,284) = 5.4, p<.0004). In addition, a main effect for the I target
score occurred (F(2,142) = 12.2, p<.0001). The ANOVA Summary table and
the cell means are presented in Tables 21 and 22 in Appendix A (page
220).

The significant interaction was analyzed by performing a simple
effects analysis. These analyses showed that a simple main effect for
I occurred at the P5 (F(2,142) = 5.98, p<.0032) and the P& level
(F(2,142) = 15.0, p<.0001), but not at the P3 level (F(2,142) = 0.35,
ns}. There was one significant simple main effect for the P targets
(at I3): (F(2,142) = 8.84, p<.0002). The I6 simple main effect within
P approached the .005 significance level (recall that .005 was chosen
as the significance level for all simple effects analyses), but was not
significant (F(2,142) = 3.87, p<.0231, ns). The P simple main effects
at I5 (F(2,142) = 0.44, ns) was not significant. The cell means are
presented in Table 7. Note that low differential accuracy scores indi-

cate better accuracy.
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Table 7: PS8 Differ-

ential Accuracy

P by I Means I3 I5 16
P3 .54 .63 .55
P5 .69 .64 .47
P& .86 .58 .42

The mean scores suggest that the P6I3 and P5I3 cells are driving
the interaction. Both had high scores, indicating poor differential
accuracy. The best differentially accurate problem solving ratings
were at the P6I6 and P516 levels. Within the P5 and P6 target levels,
the problem solving ratings get more differentially accurate as the
target interpersonal relations skills get better. There was no
difference among the problem solving ratings at P3.

There was also an interesting difference in the accuracy of prob-
lem solving ratings within the I3 and 16 targets. When raters had poor
interpersonal relations skills, raters got more accurate as the rated
problem solving skills got worse. This effect was reversed for the I6
simple main effect. Candidates who were skilled in interpersonal rela-
tions were rated more accurately on problem solving when their problem
solving skills got better.

For the I target main effect, the mean scores for 13, I5, and I6
were .70, .62, and .48, respectively. As candidates got more skilled
in interpersonal relations, the problem solving ratings got more dif-

ferentially accurate. This clearly supports the main hypothesis of an
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interaction between the two rating dimensions. Problem solving ratings

were clearly affected by the interpersonal relation skills of the

ratee.
The post hoc hypothesis related to the first hypothesis is that

the problem solving and interpersonal relations dimensions should be
combined. To assess the possibility a post hoc comparison was run
comparing differential accuracy for the P by I cells with the same
target scores (i.e., P3I3, P5I5, and P616, the main diagonal) with the
other, off diagonal target score combinations. For the problem solving
rating dimension the main diagonal was significantly more differen-
tially accurate than the off diagonal (F(1,67) = 19.01, p< .0000).

Thus, the tentative conclusion is supported that some combination of
the interpersonal relations and problem solving scales can be consid-
ered. Differential accuracy is better when the two rating dimensions
are at consistent levels of performance than when they are at
inconsistent levels of performance.

The second hypothesis concerning expertise differences was not
supported. There was no support for an expertise effect, either as a
main effect (F(1,71) = 0.03, ns) or in interaction with the P and I
targets (F(4,284) = 2.21, ns). Expert raters were not more differen-
tially accurate than nonexperts.

More importantly, there were no {(unwanted) version differences.
The main effect for version was not significant (F(1,71) = 0.66, ns).
In addition, all of the version interactiohs were at similar F and
Probability levels. See Table 21 and 22 in Appendix A (page 220) for

the ANOVA summary table and cell means.
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terpersonal relations ratings differential accuracv
In

The hypothesés for the interpersonal relations rating scales are
parallel to those for the problem solving rating scale. First, a sig-
nificant interaction for the P and I target scores is expected. As
no specific hypotheses are developed to predict which P and I

abOVe *

target cells will differ in the interaction. Second, the respective P
and I main effects and an expertise interaction with them will also be
consistent with expectations. Third, version effects will, as pre-
viously mentioned, indicate problems in the videotapes due to ratee
nonverbals affecting their portrayal of the true score targets.

The data show that the interpersonal relations rating scale dif-
ferential accuracy measure contained two significant main effects, for
the P (F(2,142) = 9.2, p<.0002) and I (F(2,142) = 5.3, p<.0062)
targets, and a significant interaction between them (P by I, F(4,284) =
19.4, p<.0001). Once again the main hypothesis of a P by I interaction
is supported. The ANOVA summary table and cell means and standard
deviations are presented in Tables 23 and 24 in Appendix A (page 221).

Simple effects analyses on the P by I interaction show that two of
the three simple main effects for I were significant (I at P3, F(2,142)
= 7.89, p<.0006; I at P6, F(2,142) = 34.40, p<.0000), and the other
approached significance (I at P5, F(2,142) = 4.27, p<.0158, ns). All

three of the simple main effects for P were significant (P at I3,

H

F(2,142) 26.65, p<.0000; P at I5, F(2,142) = 5.71, p<.0041; P at I6,

F(2,142) 15.57, p<.0000). The cell means are presented in Table 8,

below. Again, low scores indicate high differential accuracy.
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Table &: IR DA
Scores‘P by 1 Means I3 “ 15 16
P3 .48 .88 .89
P5 .63 .59 .38
Pé 1.20 .52 .47

The cell means show a strong similarity to the findings for the
problem solving differential accuracy ratings. The results for the
interpersonal relations dimension are even stronger. For candidates
with poor (I3) interpersonal relations skills, their ratings got more
accurate when their target problem solving skills got worse. This
effect was reversed for the I5 and I6 targets. Interpersonal relations
dimension ratings got more accurate as problem solving skills rose.

The same basic pattern emerged within the P target simple main
effects. For those candidates with poor problem solving skills, their
interpersonal relations ratings got more differentially accurate when
their interpersonal relations target skills were weak. For the I5 and
16 simple main effects, interpersonal relations ratings got more dif-
ferentially accurate when the ratee's problem solving skills also got
better.

The most differentially accurate interpersonal relations ratings
were made for the I6 targets at P5 and P6, the I5 targets at P5 and PS6,
and the I3 targets at P3 and P5. By far the least differentially
8ccurate interpersonal relations ratings were made at the P6I3 targets,

followed by the P315 and P316 ratings.
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To assess the possibility that the two rating dimensions should be
combined, a post hoc comparison was run comparing differential accuracy
for the P by I cells on the main diagonal (i.e., P3I3, P5I5, and P6I6)
with the off diagonal target score combinations. The interpersonal
relations contrast comparing the main diagonal and the off diagonal
approached significance at the .01 level, but did not reach it (F(1,71)
= 4.85, p< .0309). Thus, the tentative conclusion of a combined inter-
personal relations and problem solving Qcale does not receive support
from the interpersonal relations findings. More research must be done
to assess how the two rating scales interact.

Two other unanticipated effects were significant. Both are con-
gsistent with the first hypothesis. For the main effect for the I tar-
get the I3, 15, and 16 means are .76, .66, and .58, respectively.
Raters were more differentially accurate as the interpersonal skills of
the ratees rose.

The main effect for the P target showed an interesting change from
the previous findings. Instead of interpersonal relation scores get-
ting more differentially accurate as problem solving targets rose,
accuracy was highest for the middle level of problem solving. The P5
target was more accurate than the either the P3 or the P6 target. The
P3, P5, and P6 means are .75, .53, and .72. The candidate's problem
solving target score clearly had an effect on the accuracy of the
interpersonal relations rating, but not in a linear fashion.

The second hypothesis of an effect for rater expertise within the

P by I interaction was not supported. The E main effect (F(1,71) =
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2.05, ns) and the P by I by E interaction (F(4,284) = 0.90, ns) were
not significant. ‘Expert raters were not more differentially accurate
overall or at some levels of the P by [ target combinations.
Also as in the problem solving ratings there were no version dif-
ferences. The version main effect (F(1,71) = 2.59, ns) was not signif-
In addition, none of the version interactions were significant

jcant.

(see Appendix A, page 219, for the ANOVA summary table).
1.2.3 Summary of the differential accuracy analyses

As hypothesized, a significant P by I target interaction occurred
for both the problem solving and interpersonal relations rating scales.
For the problem solving rating dimension, the most accurate ratings
were given for the P616, P516, and P3I3 target scoré combinations. The
least accurate problems solving rating was given for ﬁhe P61I3 target.

A significant, but unanticipated I main effect occurred for the
problem solving rating. This was consistent with the overall main
hypothesis of a P by I interaction. The non-rated dimension manipula-
tion proved to have a significant effect on differential accuracy.
Ratees with high quality interpersonal skills were rated with
significantly more differential accuracy on problem solving than were
those with average or low skill in interpersonal relations.

Just as important as the support for the main hypothesis is the
absence of any version differences in the differential accuracy find-
ings for the problem solving rating scale. The version difference

noted in the manipulation checks did not hold in the main analyses.
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one other effect was hypothesized. It was anticipated that the
expert raters would be significantly different from the nonexpert rat-

ers on some of the P by I interaction target cells. In fact, there
were no effects for the expertise variable, either alone or in
combination with the other variables.

The interpersonal relations ratings were similar in differential
accuracy to the problem solving rating scales. The hypothesized inter-
action between the P and I targets occurred. Again, the most differen-
tially accurate ratings were found for the P616, P5I6, and P3I3
targets. The least differentially accurate rating was made for the
p6I3 target. In general, differential accuracy was best when both
dimensions were either very low or very high and worse if the two
dimensions were inconslstent, especially high problem solving combined
with low interpersonal relations.

The unanticipated main effects for P and I are both supportive of
the main hypothesis. The trend is clear for the I main effect. Over-
all, raters were more accurate at rating interpersonal relations when
the ratee had higher interpersonal skills. The P main effect showed
the interfering effect of the P target on the ratings of interpersonal
relations. Raters were more accurate when rating the interpersonal
relations of a ratee with medium levels of problem solving skills than
with high or low quality levels.

The interpersonal relations ratings also contained no significant
effects in support of the hypothesis that experts would be more accu-
rate than nonexperts overall or on some of the P by I target combina-

tions.



136
Finally., there were no version differences within the interper-
sonal relations ratings. This supports the assertion that the ratee's
nonverbal behaviors were not interfering with the differential accuracy

of rater's assessment of ratee interpersonal relations skills.

Supplemental Variables: Rater Confidence

The remainder of the analyses serve to clarify and extend the
findings for rater differential accuracy. The confidence, attribution,
follow-up gquestionnaire, and overall assessment analyses are all post
hoc. Caution should be used in interpreting significant results. The
variables are studied only to suggest interpretations of the differen-
tial accuracy findings.

Confidence ratings are important because they are a subjective
measure of how sure the rater is that he or she made an accurate rat-
ing. No specific hypotheses were made about the outcome of the confi-
dence rating analyses. However, whether raters were confident in the
ratings for which they were most accurate is of considerable interest.
For example, in other types of judgements it has found that experts are
no more accurate than inexperienced judges, but are more confident
about their accuracy (DePaulo and Pheiffer, 1986). The present find-
ings modestly support the main hypothesis for differential accuracy.
Raters were confident in the ratings that were more differentially
accurate.

Raters were generally most differentially accurate about the P5IS6,
P616, and P3I3 targets and least accurate about the P6I3 target. Rat-

e€rs were most confident about the same cells. Raters were least confi-
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dent about the P6I3, P3I6, and P5I3 targets. This was true both for
the problem solving and the interpersonal relations scales.

correlations between rater confidence and differential accuracy showed

¢that these supportive effects were modest at best.
problem solving rater confidence

If there is a relationship between rater differential accuracy and
rater confidence, then the correlation between accuracy and confidence
should be significant. Correlations were run between problem solving
rater confidence and differential accuracy within each of the nine P by
1 target score combinations. None of the correlations were signifi-
cant. The correlations ranged from ~.24 for P6I6 to .00 for P3I6.

(Note that high differential accuracy scores indicate low problem
solving and a hypothesis supporting correlation will be negative.)

Although no specific hypotheses were formulated for the rater con-
fidence analyses, several results would tend to support the main find-
ing for the differential accuracy results. A significant interaction
for the P and I targets would indicate that rater confidence changes
for specific target score combinations. If rater confidence were
higher for the cells with higher differential accuracy (i.e., lower DA
score values for P616, P516, and P31I3) and lower for cells with lower
differential accuracy (i.e., higher DA scale values for P6I3 and P31&},
then confidence would support rater differential accuracy.

In an ANOVA run on the confidence data, the problem solving rating
scale confidence ratings contained two significant effects: the inter-

action between P and I (F(4,286) = 14.0, p<.0001), as well as the three
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way interaction between P, I, and V (F(4,286) = 3.5, p<.0078). The
ANOVA summary table and the table of means and standard deviations are
presented in Tables 25 and 26 in Appendix A (page 222).

In the P and 1 interaction, simple effects analyses showed that
all of the simple main effects for I were significant (I at P3,

13.25, p<.0000; I at P5, F(2,134) = 9.54, p<.0001; I at P,

P(2,134)

The cell means, shown in Table 9, below,

]

F(2,134) 5.74, p<.0040).
indicate that confidence in problem solving ratings for candidates with
poor problem solving skills fell as they got more skilled in interper-
sonal relations. The trend was reversed for the moderate (P5) and
highly skilled (P6) problem solvers. As they also got more skilled in

interpersonal relations, the raters' confidence in the problem solving

ratings rose.

Table 9: PS Confidence
P by I means 13 15 16
P3 5.9 5.2 5.2
pP5 4.9 5.2 5.8
P68 5.1 5.3 5.5

One of the three simple main effects for the P targets was

significant and one approached significance.

at I3 was significant (P at I3, F(2,134)

The P simple main effect

25.03, p<.0000).

The P

simple main effect at 16 approached significance (P at I6, F(2,134) =

5.34, p<.0056).

(P at 15, F(2,134)

= 0.29, ns}.

The simple main effect for P at I5 was not significant

Results were parallel to those for the
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1 simple main effects. When rating the problem solving skills of
candidates with poor interpersonal relations skills (13), raters were
more confident in their ratings of poor problem solvers (P3) than of
the better problem solvers. This confidence effect was reversed when
rating the problem solving skills of candidates with high skills in
interpersonal relations (I6). Raters were more confident in their
problem solving ratings of medium and high skill problem solvers than
of ratees with poor problem solving skills.

Raters were least confident about the ratings made for the targets
for which they were least differentially accurate {(e.g., P316 and P6I3)
and showed more confidence in the ratings where they were more differ-
entially accurate (e.g., P313, P516, and P616).

One other effect was significant for problem solving rater confi-
dence. This unanticipated effect is for version differences, just as
in the (raw score) manipulation checks. Simple effects analyses showed
that the interactions of P and I was significant both within version
one (F(1,67) = 4.02, p<.0035) and within version two (F(1,67) = 13.40,
p<.0000). These findings would not raise major doubts about the confi-
dence rating findings. The simple effects within the P by 1 targets
showed that version differences were found within the P316 cell
(F(1,67) = 10.13, p<.0022; means of 4.4 for version one and 5.1 for
version two). The version differences are pointed out here only to

give the reader an understanding of what was driving the significant

three way interaction.
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[nterpersonal relations rater confidence

No specific hypotheses were formulated for the interpersonal rela-
tions rater confidence analyses. As above, a P by I interaction would
tend to support the main finding for the differential accuracy results
ppovided that rater confidence were higher for the cells with higher
differential accuracy (i.e., P6I6, P5I6, and P3I3) and lower for cells
with lower differential accuracy (i.e., P8I3).

Correlations were run between interpersonal relations rater confi-
dence and differential accuracy within each of the nine P by I target
score combinations. Again, none of the correlations were significant
at the .01 level. The correlations ranged from -.26 for PS5I6 to .13
for P613. (Note that negative correlations support the hypothesis.)

The confidence ratings for the interpersonal relations rating
scale contain two significant effects, the I main effect (F(2,138) =
11.21, p<.0001) and the interaction of I with the P target (F(4,276) =
10.85, p<.0001). Both are supportive of the main differential accuracy
hypothesis. The ANOVA summary and descriptive statistics tables are
presented in Tables 27 and 28 in Appendix A {page 223). Rater confi-
dence in their interpersonal relations ratings was consistent with dif-
ferential accuracy.

The main effect for I was due to the difference between the I5 and
I6 confidence ratings (F(1,69) = 23.92, p<.0001). The I3 and I5 confi-
dence ratings were not different from one another. The mean confidence
ratings for I3, 15, and I6 are 5.2, 5.1, and 5.5, respectively. (As

above, these main effect contrasts were carried out with the SAS GLM
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uprofile" contrasts procedure.) Raters were more confident when rating
the interpersonal relations skills of candidates with high (I8) skills
than with medium (I5) or low (I3) skills.

of more importance is the P by I interaction. Simple effects

analyses showed that all three simple main effects for the I targets

were significant (I at P3, F(2,138) 10.71, p<.0000; I at P5, F(2,138)

£}

- 13.66, p<.0000; I at P6, F(2,138) 8.42, p<.0004). For the P target

simple main effects only those at I3 and I6 were significant (P at I3,

Fi2,138) = 7.72, p<£.0007; P at IS5, 3(2,138) = 3,90, ns; P at 16,
g(2,138) = 12.94, p<.0000). The means are presented below, in Table
10.
Table 10: IR Confidence
P by I means 13 15 Ié

P3 5.6 4.8 5.1

P5 4.9 5.2 5.8

P8 5.2 5.2 5.7

The results directly parallel the findings for the problem solving
confidence ratings. Raters were more confident rating interpersonal
relations for candidates with weak interpersonal skills and weak
problem solving skills than for those with weak interpersonal relations
skills and strong problem solving skills. On the other hand, when
candidates had strong interpersonal relations skills, raters were more
confident rating candidates who also had the stronger problem solving

skills.
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Looking at the means within the P targets, raters were more confi-
dent in their interpersonal relations ratings when poor skills in both
targets were matched or when moderate or strong skills in each target
dimension were matched. Once again rater confidence tended to follow

rater differential accuracy.

Supplemental Variables: Rater Attributions

The attribution measures were analyzed to determine whether the
rater's personal expectations about the causes of a ratee's actions may
have biased the rater’'s ratings. Again, no specific hypotheses are
made. In part due to the absence of specific hypotheses, in part due
to the large number of analyses, and in part due to the absence of any
solid effects for the attribution measures, these analyses should be
viewed with extreme caution. At best they show the absence of an
important mediating effect by rater attributions on rater problem solv-
ing differential accuracy and a modest effect for the interpersonal
relations dimension.

When used as a covarjiate the four attribution measures proved to
have no significant effects, either for the problem solving rating
scale or the interpersonal relations scale. For interpersonal rela-
tions, the attribution measures tended to eliminate the main effect for
the P target. The P main effect in the interpersonal relations
analysis was supportive of, but not essential to the main hypothesis of

an interaction between the P and I targets. The attribution analyses
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also show that ability was more important than effort, effort more than
task difficulty, and task difficulty more than luck in the overall
attributions made by the raters.

when analyzed as dependent measures the four attribution measures
proved to have quite consistent mean scores across the nine P by 1
target combinations. Ability was the most important attribution, fol-
jowed by effort, task difficulty, and luck. This ordering of impor-
tance ratings held for each of the nine P by I target combinations.
pifferences among the mean scores were found only for the ability and
effort attributions.

what follows is first, a discussion of the calculation of the
attribution measures, second, the attribution covariate analyses, and
finally the attribution measures as dependent variables in the full
design.

The attribution items collected with each set of target ratings
were divided into four separate attribution composite measures. All
four attributions measure the perceived importance of the factor in the
rater's ratings on the particular dimension. The skill in problem
solving and skill in interpersonal relations importance rating attrib-
utions were averaged into an ability (internal-stable) attribution com-
posite. The hard work and (reverse scored) mood variables were
averaged into an effort (internal-unstable) attribution composite
measure, The luck, poor acting, inappropriate nonverbals, and unusual

assistance by Chester measures were averaged into a luck (external-
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unstable) attribution composite. The typical assistance by Chester and
the item difficulty measures were averaged into a task difficulty
(external—stable) composite measure.

These four composites were analyzed in two ways: as covariates
and as dependent variables. In the covariate analyses, each of the
four attribution measures were analyzed as separate composites in the
original differential accuracy designs. Results are presented to show
the changes in the original differential accuracy scores after the
effects of the covariates are removed from the linear model.

The second style of analysis was as dependent measures. Each
attribution measure was run as the dependent measure in the original
experimental design. The intention was to find out if the attribution
ratings differed depending on the P by I target levels. The rationale
for this set of analyses is similar to those for the rater confidence
ratings., Differences in the importance of the attributions for the
nine P by I target combinations that match the differential accuracy
findings would show the impact of the attributions on differential
accuracy. If external attribution importance (to the situation or the
item, rather than to ratee ability or effort) was high for ratings with
poor differential accuracy, then the attributions may have been inter-

fering with rater accuracy.
Attribution ratings as covariates

The four attribution composite measures were used as covariates in

the differential accuracy repeated measures analyses of variance for
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the problem solving and interpersonal relations measures. Each target
rating had its own set of covariates. Respondents rated the attribu-
tion items once for each videotape.

No specific hypotheses were formulated on these variables. The
data are presented (see Tables 29-46 in Appendix A, beginning on page
224) to provide light on the reasons for the significant differences in
differential accuracy between the various target levels. The raw score
averages as well as the adjusted averages of the cells in the design
are presented so that comparisons can be made on the relative strength
of the covariates. The number of participants included in each analy-
sis differed slightly from those reported above due to the changes in
missing values. For these reasons, the results presented below should

be interpreted with more caution than is ordinarily placed on the

already difficult to interpret analyses of covariance.

Problem solving differential accuracy. The hypothesis to be

assessed in these analyses is whether the specific attribution measure
covaries with the effects found in the main differential accuracy anal-
yses, Any changes would indicate that the attribution is having an
effect. No significant effects for the four attribution measures were
found for the problem solving attribution analyses of covariance.

The original analysis on the problem solving differential accuracy
data discussed above contained a significant main effect for the I tar-
get and a significant interaction between the P and I targets. The
means and standard deviations (Tables 24 page 221) as well as the ANOVA

(Table 23, page 221) summary table are presented in Appendix A.
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The repeated measures analysis of covariance (ANCOVA) with the
ability attribution covariate contained the same significant effects
(i.e.. the I main effect, F(2,95) = 13.96, p<.005) and the P by I
interaction (F(4,191) = 5.62, p<.005) as were in the original repeated
measures analysis of variance (ANOVA). None of the ability covarijiates
were significant. (See Tables 31 and 32, pages 225-226.)

The repeated measures analysis of covariance (ANCOVA) with the
effort attribution covariate also contained the same significant
effects (i.e., the I main effect (F(2,95) = 16.52, p<.0001) and the P
by I interaction (F(4,267) = 5.37, p<.005) as were in the original
repeated measures analysis of variance (ANOVA). None of the covariates
were significant. (See Tables 32 and 33, page 226.)

The repeated measures analysis of covariance (ANCOVA) with the
luck attribution covariate once again contained the same significant
effects as were in the effort ANCOVA. The I main effect (F(2,95) =
11.24, p<.0000) and the P by I interaction (F(4,191) = 5.26, p<.0000)
were significant, as were found in the original repeated measures anal-
ysis of variance (ANOVA). None of the covariates were significant.
(See Tables 34 and 35, page 227.})

The repeated measures analysis of covariance (ANCOVA) with the
task difficulty attribution covariate once again contained the same
significant and nearly significant effects as were in the other ANCQVAs
and the original ANOVAs. The I main effect (F(2.95) = 16.11, p<.0000)
and the P by I interaction (F(4,191) = 5.46, p<.0008) were significant.
None of the covariates were significant. (See Tables 36 and 37, page

228.)
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lgzgrpersonal relations differential accuracy. The hypothesis to
pe assessed in the interpersonal relations analyses is also whether the
specific attribution measure causes the effects found in the main dif-
ferential accuracy analyses to change. As above, any changes would
jpndicate the importance of the attribution effect. In this case, some
changes in the results did occur. The P main effect found in the
differential accuracy analyses became nonsignificant in the ANCOVA.

The original analysis of variance (ANOVA, without covariates for
the interpersonal relations differential accuracy (see Tables 23 and 24
in Appendix A, page 221) contained three significant effects. Main
effects for the P and I targets were significant as well as their
interaction. The ANCOVA with the ability attribution covariate showed
a significant effect only for the P by I interaction (F(4,191) = 13.83,
p<.0000). Both the I and the P main effects were not significant. 1In
addition, the three way interaction between P, I, and V approached sig-
nificance. None of the covariates were significant. (See Table 38
{page 229) for the interpersonal relations ANCOVA raw scores and Tables
39 and 40 in Appendix A for the ability adjusted results, pages
229-230).

When the effort attribution is added as a covariate (ANCOVA) to
the interpersonal relations rating scale model, the results change.
Only the main effect for I (F(2,95) = 4.87, p<.0097) and the P by I
(F(4,191) = 14.30, p<.0000) interaction remain significant. The P main
effect drops out and the P by I by V three way interaction approaches
significance. None of the covariate effects are significant. ‘(See

Tables 41 and 42 in Appendix A page, 231.)
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In the ANCOVA with the luck attribution as a covariate, once again
the main effects for I (F(2,95) = 5.48, p<.0056) as well as the P by I
interaction (F(4,191) = 13.97, p<.0000) were significant. The P main
effect was not significant. None of the covariate effects were signif-
jcant. (See Tables 43 and 44 in Appendix A, page 232).

For the task difficulty analysis of covariance the results were
jdentical to those above. The main effect for I (F(2,95) = 5.26,
Bﬁ.OOSB} and the interaction of P and I (F(4,191) = 13.82, p<.0000)
were once again significant. As above, the P main effect was no longer
gignificant. The P, I, and V three way interaction approached signifi-
cance and none of the covariates were significant. (See Tables 45 and
46 in Appendix A, page 233}.

The exact interpretation of these effects would require more
research, but the main hypothesis of an interaction of the P and 1
targets appears to be supported. In general, the P main effect is
removed by the four covariates. The P main effect in the differential
accuracy ANOVA (without covariates) supports the main hypothesis of an
interacting effect of the P and I rating dimensions. The P main effect
indicated a clear interference for the problem solving dimension on the
differential accuracy of the interpersonal relations ratings. This
effect is removed by the attribution covariates. An attribution not
related to the interpersonal relations true score is shown to be
related to rater differential accuracy. The common variance between

the attribution covariates and the removed significant effect is the P

target variance. The question that remains to be answered is why the
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removal of attribution variance would tend to eliminate the P main
effect from one dimension, but not the other. Further research must be

done to address this issue.

Another interesting comparison is the change in differential accu-
pracy for the two rating dimensions after the attribution variance is
removed. By comparing Tables 29 and 30 in Appendix A (page 224), the
differences in problem solving differential accuracy can be seen (re-
call that higher scores indicate poorer accuracy). By removing the
ability attribution bias, accuracy tends to improve for the P315, P316,
p516, and P616 target score combinations. Differential accuracy is
worse for the P313, P513, P6I3, and P615 target score combinations.
pifferential accuracy appears to get worse for problem solving ratings
combined with poor interpersonal relations skills aﬂd somewhat better

when combined with above average interpersonal relations skills.

Again, further research in this area is recommended.
Ability, effort, luck, and task difficulty as dependent variables

Further analyses were run to assess whether the four attributions
had any differential effect in the full model in the study. Each of
the four attribution measures were used as dependent variables in the
model crossing the P and I targets with expertise and version. Signif-
icant effects were found only for the ability and effort analyses.

Note that all of these analyses are post hoc. Care should be taken not

to over-interpret these analyses due to the high "fishing rate.”
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Ability (an internal-stable attribution; see Table 47 in Appendix
A (page 234) was given the highest mean ratings of the four attrib-
ations. Two significant main effects were found. The P (F(2,134) =
6.48, 95.0021) main effect was due to the P3 rating being significantly
lower than the PS5 and the P6 ratings. The mean scores are 4.56, 4.88,
and 5.01 for P3, PS5, and P6 respectively. For the I main effect
(F(2,134) = 12.06, p<.0001) the I5 target was significantly lower than
the 16, but not the I3 target. Mean scores for I3, I5, and 16 are
4.72, 4.54, and 5.20. Ratees with higher P targets and higher I tar-
gets were attributed with more ability than raters with lower targets.
Mean scores for the four attribution ratings are presented in Table 48
Appendix A (page 234).

Effort (internal-unstable) attributions were assigned the second
highest importance ratings for all P by I target combinations, behind
the ability attributions. The effort attribution importance ratings
also showed significant P and I main effects. For the P main effect
(F(2,136) = 9.12, p<.0002), once again the P3 targets were signifi-
cantly lower than either the P5 or the P6 targets. Means are 4.23,
4.50, and 4.50 for P3, P5, and P8 respectively. For the I main effect
(F(2,136) = 8.14, p<.0005) the I6 target was rated as significantly
more important than either the I3 or the I35 ratings. Means are for I3,
I5, and 16 are 4.28, 4.34, and 4.61. Again, as was true for the abil-
ity analyses above, ratees with generally higher target scores were

attributed as having exhibited more effort than ratees with lower

target scores. (See Table 49 in Appendix A, page 235).
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For the task difficulty (external-stable) attribution, the third
largest mean rating for all P by I target combinations, there were no
significant effects (see Table 50 in Appendix A, page 236). Finally
for the luck attributions there were also no significant differences.
Luck attributions were assigned the lowest importance of any of the

four attributions (see Table 51 in Appendix A, page 237).
summary of the attribution analyses

Rater attributions were measured both as covariates and as depen-
dent measures. Both of these post hoc analyses tended to mildly sup-
port the main finding of an interaction between the P and I targets for
differential accuracy. In the covariate analyses no significant
effects were found for the four attribution measures for the problem
solving attributions. For the interpersonal relations attributions,
however, the covariates tended to eliminate the effect of the P target.
The P main effect supported the main hypothesis by interfering with the
interpersonal relations dimension differential accuracy. An attribu-
tion was rated as important and this attribution tended to have vari-
ance in common with an effect that supported the main hypothesis. The
ability covariate also eliminated the significant I main effect in the
interpersonal relations analysis of covariance.

In the analyses of the attributions as dependent measures, ability
and effort attributions were assigned the first and second highest
importance ratings for all P by I target combinations. In addition,
ratees with generally higher target scores were attributed as‘having

exhibited more ability and effort than ratees with lower target scores.
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This is consistent with, but does not support the major hypothesis that

the problem solving and interpersonal relations dimensions interact.
The findings are, however, consistent with attribution theory and
research. The ratee's performance was attributed more often to inter-

nal (ability and effort) than to external (task difficulty and luck)

circumstances. This is the "fundamental attribution error” (Jones and

Nisbett, 1971).

Supplemental Variables: Overall Assessment (OAS) Ratings

An important question arises with the discovery that raters tend
to be most accurate when the two performance dimensions are being per-
formed at similar qualities of performance and are least accurate when
the performance qualities differ widely. The question concerns how the
raters will view each candidate as a whole. The overall assessment
ratings (0OAS) provide a means of assessing this question.

The 0AS is a raw score (not a differential accuracy measure)} made
by each rater for each candidate after rating both of the dimensions
separately. Ratings were made based on a subjective combination of the
problem solving and interpersonal relations dimensions along with any
other information that the rater thought to be relevant to an overall
score. Candidates were free to subjectively weight the two scales,
rather than average their two sets of ratings. The ANOVA summary table
for OAS is presented in Table 52 in Appendix A (page 238), along with a

table (Table 53, page 239) of means and standard deviations.
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0AS attribution correlations

One 1mportant’measure of the effect of the attribution ratings on
the raters' overall assessment of the candidates is the correlations
among these measures. That correlation matrix is presented below (see
Table 11). Attribution measures were rated as the importance of the
various attributions in the rater's ratings of the candidate. High
scores indicate that the attribution was rated as important. Ability,
effort, and task difficulty all correlated significantly with the over-
all assessment (OAS) rating. The correlations are not high. The luck
attribution, although not significantly correlated with the 0AS, did
correlate r=.65 with the task difficulty attribution. None of this
luck attribution covariance seems to be related to QAS. The other

three attributions: ability (internal-stable) and effort (internal-

unstable) as well as task difficulty (external-stable) impact on the

OAS.
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/
Table 11: Correlations of Overall Rating (OAS)
‘and Attribution Ratings
[
0AS Ability Effort Luck
Ability .23%
Effort .22% .19%
Luck -.01 .14% -.09
Task L11% L22% .08 .65%
Difficulty
Note: * is significant at the .01 alpha level

If an attribution correlates with OAS at the global level, the
next question is its degree of influence on the individual target score
combinations. The correlation matrix below (Table 12) presents these
correlations. Note that the attribution measures are importance rat-
ings. Using the conservative .01 alpha significance level, very few of
the correlations reach statistical significance. Luck and task
difficulty are correlated with OAS for the P313 target, but with no
other targets. Ability attributions correlate significantly with OAS
for the P516 targets. Effort does not correlate significantly with OAS
for any of the nine targets. Note that high attribution ratings

indicate more importance assigned to them.
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prmma———
rable 12: Within Cell Correlations of OAS and Attributions
o
0AS P3 P3 P3 P5 P5 P5 Pé P6 Pé
Means | I3 15 16 13 15 16 13 15 16
Ab .08 .08 .26 .16 .28f .38% ~-.13 .28 .17
Ef .07 .02 .15 .07 .20 .19 .15 .24 .14
Lu .31% -.01} -.11 .02 .11 -.07 201 -.00f -.14
™ 41%* .21 .06 .06 .17 .12 .25 .05 .05
Note: #* is Significant at the .01 alpha level

Overall, the OAS-attribution correlations were rather varied
across the nine cells for each attribution. For example, Table 11 show
a significant correlation for OAS and perceived ability, but the break-
down in Table 12 shows only one significant correlation. Despite the
few number of significant correlations, each of them is in a consistent
direction. PFor the P3I3 candidate, a person performing poorly on both
rating dimensions, a significant relationship occurs between the over-
all score assigned to the candidate and the amount of luck or task
difficulty attributed as causes for the action. For the P516 target, a
high scoring candidate, overall scores are seen as relating to the

candidate's ability, an internal-stable attribution.

0AS raw scores

The main question to be answered by the analysis of the 0AS data
is where the various P by I target score combinations were rated. The

differential accuracy analyses showed that raters did not assign the
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game rank order to scores for the nine P and I target score combina-
tions for the problem solving and interpersonal relations ratings. For
the OAS ratings the P by I interaction was not significant (F(2,272) =
2.4, ns). There were, however, main effects for the P and the I tar-
gets, as well as an Iinteraction between the P, I, and V variables,
Finally, there was a significant interaction between the I and V
variables. In general, raters were able to make distinctions in over-
all scores between the bottom level (P3) problem solving target scores
and the other (P5 and P6) problem solving target scores. On the other
hand, raters made distinctions between all three levels of the inter-
personal relations targets. {The means and standard deviations and the
ANOVA summary table for the ability corrected OAS raw scores is
presented in Tables 54 and 55 in Appendix A, pages 239-240).

The P main effect (F(2,136) = 197.22, p<.0000) is due to the dif-
ference between the P3 and the P5 ratings (F(1,68) = 245.26, p<.0001}.
There is no difference between the P5 and P6 ratings (F(1.68) = 1.26,
ns). The mean ratings for P3, P5, and P6 are 3.18, 4.97, and 5.07,
respectively. Raters appear to be more accurate at distinguishing
among poor and better performing candidates. Raters do not appear to
be able to clearly distinguish between the skill levels of average and
above average performers.

The main effect for the I ratings (F(2,136) = 204.94, p<.0000) is
due to differences between each of the three I targets. The I3 and I5
means were significantly different (means of 3.47 and 4.26, F(1,68) =

69.45, p<.0001). The I5 and 16 means were also significantly different

from one another (the I6 mean is 5.49, F(1,68) = 150.33, p<.0001}.
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These two main effects both indicate that when the candidates'
performances are viewed as a whole, their ratings increased as the tar-
get score increased, except that no overall differences were seen
petween the P5 and P6 targets. This result suggests that the raters
did use an averaging strategy for combining the ratings from the prob-
lem solving and interpersonal relations rating scales, at least when
overall raw score were analyzed.

The P by I by V three way interaction (F(4,272) = 4.79, p<.0000)
points out the difference between the two version raw 0AS scores. The
I by V interaction (F(2,136) = 13.40, p<.0000) also points out this
potential problem. The cell means for version one are 3.3, 4.6, and
5.4 for I3, I5, and I6 respectively. For version two the I target cell

means are 3.6, 3.9, and 5.6. These findings are of limited importance,

however, in light of the previous results on version differences.

OAS raw scores with attribution covariates

Each of the four attribution measures are used as covariates with
the overall assessment rating (0AS). No specific hypotheses are evalu-
ated. Instead, the measures are assessed to find out whether there is
any significant variance in the final scores that can be accounted for
by ability, effort, luck, or task difficulty attributions.

The answer is no for the ability, effort, and luck, but yes for
the task difficulty attributions. Ability, effort, and luck did not
reach significance as covariates in the ANCOVAs with the OAS. For task
difficulty, the covariate reached significance within two parts of the

design. The attribution covariates did tend to cause the three way
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teraction of the P and I targets with version to drop from signifi-

in

ance. This would suggest that the version differences are attribution
c .

related. The adjusted means and ANCOVA summary tables for the four

attribution measures are presented in Tables 54 through 61 in Appendix
A (starting on page 239).

The ANOVA for the OAS raw scores (i.e., without covariates) con-
tained’main effects for the P and I targets, an I by V interaction, and
a P by I by V interaction. When run with ability as a covariate
(Tables 54 and 55 in Appendix A, pages 239-240) the P, I, and I by V
effects remain, but the P by I by V interaction becomes a P by I two
way interaction. None of the covariate effects are significant. For
the effort analysis of covariance (Tables 56 and 57 in Appendix A, page
241) the P, I, and I by V effects remain only. The P by I by V effect
approaches significance F(4,195) = 5.13, p<.0104). The effort covariate
within the P by I interaction also approaches significance F(1,185}) =
8.82, p<.0166). For the luck ANCOVA (Tables 58 and 59 in Appendix A,
page 242) all of the ANOVA effects are duplicated without any signifi-
cant covariate effects.

For the task difficulty ANCOVA (Tables 60 and 61 in Appendix A,
page 243) the P, I, and I by V effects are replicated. The P by I by V
effect is not significant. More importantly, two of the covariate
effects are significant. The task difficulty covariate within the I
target (F(1,95) = 11.16, p<.0010) as well as the covariate within the P
by I interaction (F(1,191) = 9.89, p<.0019) are both significant. For

the covariate within the I effect the regression coefficient is 0.35,
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for the covariate within the P by I interaction the regression coeffi-
cient is .30. A review of the sphericity test for these analyses shows
that the covariate within the I target falls within acceptable limits,
put the covariate within the P by I interaction does not. For this

reason the latter significant covariate is suspect and will not be dis-

cussed further.

Follow Up Analyses

Each participant completed a follow up questionnaire. The items
were used to double check on the expertise classification of the ratee,
to assess the respondent's reaction toward the videotapes, to find out
if the respondent understood what was going on, and to determine
whether the raters followed instructions. It turnsléut that some of
the nonexperts may have in fact been experts. Second, raters saw the
videotapes as having face validity. Finally, raters reported following
the instructions. However, some of the findings suggest that they may
have in fact failed to do so in some instances. The follow up analysis
suggests that the lack of expertise effects may have been due to mis-

classification of respondents,.
Expertise classification

One potential problem in the research is whether the raters were
correctly classified as experts and nonexperts. Raters had been
assigned as experts or nonexperts according to their job classifica-
tion. Pirst line supervisors were experts. Employees of the first

line supervisors were nonexperts. To assess the effectiveness of the
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expertise classification each respondent was asked to give the number
of months of experience they had in counselor, .eadworker, supervisor,
and manager jobs, and the number of performance appraisal sessions they
had participated in as a supervisor. Although the experts had signifi-
cantly more supervisory experience than nonexperts, some of the nonex-
perts, it turns out, did have substantial experience as supervisors.

There were few differences between the experts and the nonexperts
jn the number of months of management experience possessed. Most had
none. One expert (who viewed version one), reported having six months
of management experience. Three nonexperts, all viewing version two,
reported having management experience of one year, 16 months, and two
years.

In the analyses on the number of months of supervisory experience
{the most important distinction between the experts and nonexperts)
there was a significant effect for expertise (F(1,76} = 58.41,
p<.0001). Experts reported having a mean of 71.8 months while the
nonexperts had a mean of 6.0 months of supervisory experience. Ten of
the 38 nonexperts reported having between two months and four years of
supervisory experience. None of the experience was in the job class of
the experts, and none was within the past year. Apparently, these ten
nonexperts had supervisory experience while working in college or in
previous jobs.

There were few differences between experts and nonexperts in the
number of months of leadworker experience and in the number of perform-
ance appraisals conducted while working as a leadworker. The‘nonex—

perts had a mean of 0.26 months of leadworker experience and had
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conducted a mean of 3.1 performance appraisals as a leadworker. The
experts had a mean of 0.18 months of leadworker experience and had

performed a mean of 1.7 performance appraisals as leadworkers. Seven
of the nonexperts reported performing between 2 and 52 performance
appraisals as leadworkers.

Finally, since a good deal of the interpersonal relations dimen-
sion was developed from clinical psychology, respondents were asked to
gstate the number of months of clinical or therapeutic experience they
had. Nonexperts had a mean of 11.2 months of counseling experience and
experts had a mean of 5.2 months. Ten of the nonexperts reported hav-
ing between 2 months and 4 years of counseling experience.

In sum, the experts did have substantially more direct supervisory
experience than did the nonexperts. Some of the nonexperts, however,
did have substantial experience as experts. The effect of this poten-
tial misclassification has an unknown effect on the differential accu-
racy results. The obvious conclusion is that results would be stronger
with a cleaner classification of expertise. Other research (cf Cline,
1964 and Wiggins 1973 for summaries), however, suggests that experts

are not better than nonexperts on judgement tasks. Further research

will be required to clarify this issue.
Face validity of the videotapes

Each videotape rating scale contained questions directed at
whether there were any technical problems in the videotapes. First,
respondents were asked if they could see and hear all of the tapes

sufficiently well to make their ratings. There were no difference
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petween experts and nonexperts, nor between the two versions on any of
the ratings. In addition, there were no differences between any of the

tapes individually.

In an attempt to assess the quality and believability of the act-
ing, respondents were asked to rate the importance of the performer's
acting skills in the scores assigned. In assessing the effects of poor
acting, there was a significant difference between rated acting impor-
tance for the I targets (F(2,132) = 6.56, p<.0019). Acting skill on
the 16 targets was rated less important than for the I3 or I5 targets.
Mean importance ratings (on a one [low] to seven [high] scale) were
2.1, 1.9, and 1.6 for I3, I5, and 16 respectively.

Raters had been told prior to initial viewing that the persons in
the videotapes are actually role players reading scripts taped on a
wall out of view of the camera. They were not professional actors and
actresses. For this reason, their nonverbal behaviors may have been
inconsistent with their words. Raters were also asked to rate the
importance on their ratings of the actors or actresses words possibly
being inconsistent with the nonverbal behaviors. Data analyses showed
that there was a significant three way interaction for the P and I
target levels with the expertise of the rater. Mean scores (on a one

[low] to seven [high] rating scale) are presented in Table 13.
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Table 13: Consistency Means
of Nonverbal behavior I3 15 16
P3 Expert 1.6 2.2 1.8
Nonexpert 2.1 1.9 1.6
P5 Expert 1.6 1.7 1.7
Nonexpert 1.8 1.7 1.7
P6 Expert 2.1 1.6 1.6
Nonexpert 1.8 1.9 1.8

Respondents were asked if they knew any of the actors or actresses
performing in the videotapes. Thirty-five of the experts and 15 of the
nonexperts knew one of the actors. One nonexpert knew five of the nine
actors and actresses. The one actor known by most of the respondents
had worked as an employee development trainer in their department. Of
the two tapes created by this actor, one was at the P3I3 level and the
other at the P5I6 level. 1In addition, while 24% of the nonexperts in
version one knew at least this one person, 84% of the nonexperts in
version two knew him. All of the experts knew at least this one actor.
None of the respondents reported that this knowledge had any effect on
their ratings.

One follow up item asked whether respondents recognized any pat-
terns within the presentation of the videotapes, 45% of the nonexperts
and 58% of the experts reported seeing some sort of pattern. Again,

when asked whether this had any effects on their ratings. none of the
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respondents reported that it did have an effect. None of the explana-

tions had any connection with the presentation pattern of the video-

tapes.

The responses to the pattern recognition questions should be taken
with some skepticism. One entire data collection session of raters
(six in all) failed to report inadvertently viewing the same target
ljevel script performed twice. Several hours after the group had com-
pleted their session, one of the respondents telephoned the researcher
and asked the purpose of showing the same script twice, but performed
by two different candidate supervisors. None of the group, including
the telephone caller mentioned this in the follow up questionnaire or
in the discussion following the session. All but one of the respon-
dents (the caller) agreed to meet again to view one édditional video~
tape. The person not viewing the tape was given missing (i.e., blank)

values for the unseen videotape.
Following directions and understanding the rating dimensions

When asked whether they had followed the directions given by the
researcher--to rate all of the items in the (counter balanced by rating
dimension) order they were directed--three of the nonexperts reported
failing to follow the directions. All of the experts reported follow-
ing the directions.

Raters were also asked whether they understood each of the rating
dimensions and whether the dimension's definition fit in with their own
understanding of the concept being described. Responses were given on

a one (low) to seven (high) rating scale. The mean understanding for
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the problem solving rating scale was 5.2 for nonexperts and 5.3 for
Five respondents, one expert and four nonexperts, reported

experts.
levels of knowledge of the problem solving rating scale below the mid-
point of the knowledge rating scale. The mean interpersonal relations
rating scale understanding ratings were 5.6 for nonexperts and 5.4 for
experts.

Raters were also asked to judge the similarity between their own
and the researcher's definitions of the two rating dimensions. For
problem solving the mean expert similarity level was 5.5 on a seven
point scale. The nonexpert similarity level was 5.2. On the interper-

sonal relations rating scale the mean definition similarity judgements

were 5.2 for nonexperts and 5.5 for experts.

Summary of the Analvses

The repeated measures analyses of variance on the problem solving
and interpersonal relations raw scores (i.e., the manipulation checks),
differential accuracy measures, and confidence ratings are summarized
in Table 14, below. The effects that did not reach at least the .01
level of statistical significance are deleted from the table. All
effects listed are significant unique (SAS type 111 sums of squares)
variance, after all other component's variances in the linear model

have been removed.
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Table 14: Summary of Significant Effects
| 4 I [*y P*1 P¥I*y
Manipulation PSi X X X
Checks IRf X X X X X
Differential PS X X
Accuracy IRf X X X
Rater PS X X
Confidence IR X X
note: PS = problem solving, IR = interpersonal rela-
tions, X = probability less than .01.

Table 14 points out the complicated nature of the results. The P
and I target score effects were significant in every analysis, either
as main effects or in an interaction. Confidence ratings also had
significant P and I target interactions, plus a three way interaction
with version for the problem solving scale. The version of the
videotapes seen by the ratees had significant interactions, but no main
effect for the raw scores. There were no effects for rater expertise.

The raw scores are the method of checking the effectiveness of the
videgtapes. For the tapes to be effective, differences must be found
for the rating dimension's own target score, that is, a P target main
effect for problem solving and an I target for interpersonal relations.
These effects were significant. 1In addition, several other effects
were observed. Perhaps the most important is the version interaction.

The two versions were intended to provide similar effects. Although
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¢here were 1o significant main effects for version, it did interact
jth the P and 1 targets. These effects will be summarized in the

w

following sections.

Table 15: Summary of the Attribution findings

P I I*v P*1 P*I*V

problem Solvingl  Ab X X
Attribution Ef X X
Covariates Luj X X
D X X
Interpersonal Ab X
Relations Ef X X
Attribution Lu X X
Covariates TDY X X
Attributions Abj X X
as Dependent Efy X X
Measures Lu
TDI

note: PS = problem solving, IR = interpersonal
relations, Ab = ability, Ef = effort, Lu = luck,
TD = task difficulty, X = probability less than .01.

The attribution analyses are summarized in Table 15. The problem
solving attribution covariates proved to have little influence in the
differential accuracy analyses. They did not reach significance in any

analysis, nor did they modify any of the original findings. For the
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1nterpersonal relations analyses, the covariates did modify the differ-
ential accuracy findings slightly. All four covariates eliminated the
pain effect for the P target. The ability attribution also eliminates
the I main effect. All four covariates thus had variance in common
with the P main effect. This effect demonstrates that changes in the
candidate's problem solving skill had an effect on the interpersonal
relations ratings. The attribution covariates seemed to have accounted
for similar variance. Further research is necessary to assess more
clearly the influence of attributions on rater differential accuracy.

As dependent measures, only the ability and effort attributions
proved to have any effects. Both had significant main effects for the
P and the I targets. 1In both cases the importance rating of the attri-
bution rose when the candidate's problem solving ability rose. For the
interpersonal relations attribution ratings, ability importance ratings
fell and effort importance ratings rose as interpersonal relations

skills rose. The individual findings are summarized below.

Raw scores

Problem solving raw scores. For the problem solving raw scores,

the three levels of the P target were all significantly different from
one another. The manipulation of the problem solving rating scale was
successful. The P3 and P5 means were approximately at their intended
true score targets. The P6 mean, however, fell nearly a full point
below its intended true score target. The P targets did not interact
With version, even though the 1 targets did interact significantly with

version.
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The I targets also were significantly different from one another.
Even though the three I target problem solving ratings should have
averaged out to be the same for each of the I targets, they did not. I
target problem solving scores were lower for I3 than for I5, and lower
for I5 than for I6.

The 1 targets also interacted significantly with version. The
problem cases were the I5 targets for the two versions. In the second
yversion, the three I5 targets on average failed to be significantly
different from the I3 targets. They were significantly different from

the 15 targets for version one.

Interpersonal relations raw scores. The interpersonal relations

rating scale also had the necessary differences between the three lev-
els of the related dimension targets (I in this case) . The I3 mean
target score was about a half a point above the true score and the IS5
target a half a point short of the target true score. The I8& mean
interpersonal relations score was short of the target tru. score by
0.3.

The interpersonal relations rating scales had parallel results for
the opposite target as did the problem solving rating scale. In this
case, the mean interpersonal relations ratings for the P3 targets were
significantly different from both the P5 and the P6 targets. The lat-

ter two sets of ratings were not significantly different.
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The P by I interaction occurred for the interpersonal relations
ratings. This interaction, and the P main effect were both unantici-

pated. The I by V interaction was identical to that for the problem

solving rating scale.

The three way interaction of the P and I targets with videotape
version, although potentially problematic, proved to be of relatively
1ittle concern. The P by I interaction was significant within each of
the two versions. The three way interaction was driven by a signifi-
cant simple effect for version at the P6I5 target combination. The
profile of the P by I interaction was a bit different between the two

versions, but it still occurred.

Differential accuracy

Problem solving differential accuracy. For the problem solving

differential accuracy analyses the hypothesis of an interaction between
the P and the ] target was supported. The second hypothesis, of an
interacting effect for rater expertise, was not supported. One other
gsignificant effect (the I main effect) was unanticipated, but support-
ive of the main hypothesis.

There were no version differences in the problem solving differen-
tial accuracy analyses. Although version interacted significantly with
the I target in the problem solving raw scores {(at the I5 level) there
were no differences here. Instead, there were differences within the I

target and within the P by I interaction.
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problem solving ratings were significantly more accurate at the 16
target level--where-videotaped candidates were skilled in interpersonal
relations--than for the other skill levels of interpersonal relations.
No matter which level of skill in problem solving was being portrayed,
raters could rate that level with significantly more differential accu-
racy when the candidate being viewed was also interpersonally skilled.
por candidates who were weak in interpersonal skills (clearly below an
acceptable passing level), problem solving skills were rated a half of
a point above the target level. For candidates with an average (i.e.,
five points out of seven, with a four point score being passing), prob-
lem solving ratings were nearly a point below the true score target.

The P by I interaction shows that problem solving differential
accuracy scores fell (i.e., raters got more accurate) for the above
average (P5) and high quality (P6) problem solving target scores as the
candidate's interpersonal relations skills rose. Also, when the candi-
date's interpersonal relations skills were poor (I3) the problem solv-
ing ratings got worse (i.e., the differential accuracy measures got
higher) as the candidate's problem solving skill got better.

The least accurate problem solving rating was at the P6I3 level.
The most accurate rating was at the P616 level. As problem solving
target skills got stronger, problem solving rating scale rater accuracy
became more influenced by the I targets. Differential accuracy was at

its best for ratees with strong skills in both the P and the I targets,

worst with a strong P target and a weak I target.
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Interpersonal relations differential accuracy. The interpersonal

relations rating scale contained significant differential accuracy
effects for the P targets, the I targets, and their interaction. These
findings once again support the main hypothesis of an interacting
effect for problem solving and interpersonal relations targets, but do
not support the hypothesized effect for rater expertise, and fortu-
nately they do not reveal the potentially harmful effect of version.

For the P targets, raters were most differentially accurate when
rating interpersonal relations skills of candidates with above average,
but not ocutstanding problem solving skills (the P5 targets}. They were
equally less accurate when rating the weak and the strong problem solv-
ers.

In the I target main effect, raters were least accurate in rating
interpersonal relations at the lowest level of skill in interpersonal
relations. Raters were equally accurate when rating the I5 and the I6
targets. The I3 targets were candidates whose ratings, incidentally,
were among those containing verslon differences in the raw scores.

The P by I interaction once again fine tunes the findings of the I
target main effects. At the P3 level, low levels of I targets lead to
the highest accuracy. However, at the P5 and P6 levels, the best accu-
racy was at the high skilled levels.

There were also interesting significant differences between dif-
ferential accuracy measures within I target true scores. Ratings at
the P6 level for I3 were larger (less accurate) than the P3 and P§
levels. For the I5 and 16 targets, the effect was reversed. The P3

targets were less accurate than the P5 and P6 target ratings.
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The least accurate interpersonal relations ratings were made at
the extreme opposite combinations of problem solving and interpersonal
relations true score targets; raters were less accurate at rating
interpersonal relations when poor interpersonal skills were crossed
with strong problem solving skills and when above average or strong
interpersonal skills were combined with poor problem solving skills.
Raters were most accurate when the skill levels of the two rating

dimensions were at similar levels: both weak, both a bit above the mid

point, or both strong.

pDifferential accuracy for the two measures combined. The follow-

ing two tables highlight the similarities and differences between the
problem solving and the interpersonal relations differential accuracy
ratings. The figures actually present the same differential accuracy
data from two perspectives. Figure 1 presents the data sorted in
groups of three by increasing problem solving target scores. Within
each group of problem solving target scores, the three interpersonal
relations targets are presented. The second figure presents the same
data in the opposite ordering. The data are grouped by increasing
interpersonal relations. Within each group of three interpersonal
relations ratings are the three problem solving target scores.

Looking at the Figure 1, sorted by the P targets, the results are
remarkably parallel except for the P6I3 target. Differential accuracy
of the problem solving and the interpersonal relations rating scales

tends to rise and fall together,



Figure 1:

pifferential Accuracy
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Differential Accuracy

Sorted by Problem Solving
Means of the P by [ interaction

1.4
1.2
1
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In Figure 2, sorted by the I targets, the major difference in

differential accuracy is clarified. The major differences in differen-

tial accuracy between the two rating scales fall within the I3 targets.

Interpersonal relations differential accuracy for the P513 and P6I3

targets are widely different from the problem solving differential

accuracy ratings.
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Figure 2: Differential Accuracy
Sorted by Interpersonal Relations
Mean P by I Interaction

Differential Accuracy

1.4

02 .................................................................................................................

P3 PS5 P6 P3 P5 pPé P3 PS5 P8
Target Scecre

—&— Prob Solving —— Inter Relations

Larger differential accuracy scores (lower accuracy) appear to be
occurring for the interpersonal relation rating dimension at the three
problem targets mentioned above.

Another important piece of information to consider when exploring
whether the problem solving and interpersonal relations rating scales

could be combined is the intercorrelations of the differential accuracy



measures.

target scores change across the rows.

scores change down the columns.

Table 16 presents these intercorrelations.
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Problem solving

Interpersonal relations target

Table 16: Differential Accuracy Rating Intercorrelations

\PS§ P3 P3 P3 P5 P5 P5 P6 P6 P86

IR \{ 13 15 16 13 15 16 13 15 16
P31I3 .12] -.02] -.02y -.02] -.08] -~.08 .111 -.01 .03
P315 .32% .12 ~-.06 .13 .12] .35%* .22] .37* .20
P316 -.17 .17 .28 .08 .14 .01} . 31%* .23} .53%
pP5I3 .08 .20 .03 .11 .14 .26] .35% | 34%* .18
P515 .39%* .14 .06 .04 .02 .18 .17]  .32%] .33*
P516 .18 .08 .05 .11 .22 .27 .20) .40*% .17
P613 -.09 .25 .21 .18 .07 .08 .22| .33* .15
P615 .26f -.08; -.01} -.10] -.01 .08 .16 .27 .19
P616 -.06 .08y -.04} -.00 .01 .19 .20} .38* .16

Note: * = probability less than or equal to .01

Thirteen of the 81 correlations reach significance at the

level.

.01

Ten of the 13 significant correlations occur among the P6 (top

quality) problem solving rating correlations with interpersonal rela-

tions (the last three columns of Table 186).

cant correlations occur in the last four columns of Table 16..

Eleven of the 13 signifi-

These
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are the top problem solving dimension accuracy measures. Individuals
who were differentially accurate at rating problem solving for ratees
at the P6I5 level also tended to be differentially accurate at rating
all levels of interpersonal relations skill. The intercorrelations

provide no solid support for the hypothesis that the problem solving

and interpersonal relations rating scales can be combined.

.

confidence ratings

The confidence ratings are used as supplemental analyses. Their
value is in supporting, expanding and explaining the differential accu-
racy results. The same is true for the analyses on the attributions,

follow up items, and the overall assessment ratings.

Problem solving confidence ratings. There were two significant

effects for rater confidence with the problem sclving rating scale, a P
by I interaction, and a P by I by V interaction. Raters were generally
confident about their ratings. Mean confidence ratings in the nine
cells of the P by I interaction ranged from 4.9 to 5.9. 1In general,
raters were least confident in those ratings that proved to be least
accurate and most confident in those ratings that were the most differ-
entially accurate. Significantly the lowest confidence ratings were in
the above average and top scoring problem solving targets combined with
below average interpersonal relations skills, below average problem
solving skills combined with top interpersonal skills, and for the rat-
ers with above average (P5) interpersonal relations skills at all prob-

lem solving skill levels.
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Raters were most confident when rating the problem solving skills
of the candidates for whom they were also the most accurate: the candi-
dates with consistent top or consistent below average skills on both
dimensions at the same time. The three way interaction with version
showed that raters rating the P316 candidates were significantly dif-
ferent between the two versions. Version two had the higher scores.

More importantly, the P by I interaction was significant within both

versions.

Interpersonal relations confidence ratings. For the interpersonal

relations confidence ratings raters were most confident in the ratings
that were the most accurate: the I6 target ratings. Raters were least
confident in the ratings for which they were least accurate.

The P by I interaction shows that the highest confidence ratings
were for candidates with top skills in interpersonal relations combined
with top scores on problem solving. High confidence ratings also were
given for the opposite end of the quality of performance scale, for the
candidates with below average problem solving and interpersonal rela-
tions skills. The lowest confidence was assigned to ratings for diver-
gent combinations of problem solving and interpersonal relations
skills: weak problem solving target skills with above average and top
interpersonal relations skills, or below average interpersonal rela-

tions skills with above average problem solving skills.

Confidence ratings and differential accuracy. The figures below

present the two sets of differential accuracy and confidence ratings

simultaneously. Both sets of measures rise and fall in near unison and
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fall between the five and six point scale values. Figure 3 shows the
problen solving rating scale differential accuracy paired with rater

confidence in the problem solving ratings. Figure 4 pairs the same

information for the interpersonal relations rating scale.

Figure 3: Problem Solving Dimension
Differential Accuracy and Confidence
P by I Target combinations

Low Diff Accu High Confidence
1.4 7

I3 15 16 I3 15 16 13 15 I3

—+— P& Confidence PS8 Diff. Accu.
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For the problem solving rating scale, the P3 target level confi-
dence ratings drop from I3 to 16, yet the differential accuracy rises

and then falls. For the PS5 and P6 target combinations, confidence

rises as accuracy improves.

Figure 4: Interpersonal Relations
Differential Accuracy and Confidence
P by I Target combinations

Low Diff Accu High Confidence
1.4 7

P3 PS5 pPé P3 P5 p6 P3 PS5 Pe

—+— IR Confidence IR Diff. Accu.

For the interpersonal relations ratings, confidence falls and

rises for the I3 targets as differential accuracy scores rise (i.e.,
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ratings get less accurate). Differential accuracy improves (values get
smaller) and confidence ratings get stronger. The same generally hap-

pens in the 16 target level series.

Rater attributions

Attribution ratings were analyzed to assess whether a rater's dif-
ferential accuracy could be accounted for by his or her ratings of the
importance of ability, effort, luck, and task difficulty in the ratings
of the dimensions. To a minimal degree this covariation was found for
the interpersonal relations dimension, but not for the problems solving
dimension.

Attribution ratings were analyzed in two ways, first as covariates
within the main problem solving and interpersonal relations differen-
tial accuracy designs and second as independent variables. The covari-
ate analyses for problem solving had little effect. For interpersonal
relations, the significant P main effect in the differential accuracy
analyses tended to fall to nonsignificance, indicating covariance with
the various attribution ratings. As dependent variables, only the
ability and effort covariates had any mean differences within the P and
I effects. Mean scores for the covariates decreased from ability to
effort to task difficulty to luck. Both ability and effort had main
effects for P and I. The luck and task difficulty attributions had no
significant effects within them.

For problem solving ratings, the ability, effort., luck, and task
difficulty attributions did not account for any significant variance as

Covariates in the differential accuracy analysis. 1In addition, the
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same effects were significant in the covariate and original models, the
1 main effect and the P by 1 interaction. The comparisons of differen-
tial accuracy means before and after the removal of the variance due to
ability attributions suggests that some effects may have been taking
place. To some degree, problem solving differential accuracy for can-
didates with poor interpersonal relations skills got worse when ability
attribution variance was removed from the analyses. Similarly, problem
solving differential accuracy improved for candidates with high inter-
personal relations after the ability attribution variance was removed.
The interpretation of these findings remains to be clarified by future
research.

For the interpersonal relations ratings, the attribution covari-
ates changed the differential accuracy findings. Adding the ability
covariate to the differential accuracy model caused the P and I main
effects to drop from significance. For the effort, luck, and task
difficulty attribution covariates the P main effect dropped from sig-
nificance. These effects showed that the rater's attributions tended
to covary with hypothesis consistent interpersonal relations

differential accuracy effects.

Rater attributions and rater differential accuracy. Figure 5

below presents the four rater attribution composite values at each of
the nine target combinations. The figure highlights the importance of
each attribution. Luck had the weakest effect and did not change in
importance over any of the nine targets. Task difficulty alsc had a

relatively small effect, but values were higher than for luck. The
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p613 target had a larger task difficulty attribution. The two most
important attributions were for effort and for ability. Each had sig-
pificant differences and were rated as higher on the P516 and P616
targets.

Figure 5: Attribution Ratings
P by I Target Combinations

Mean Rating

1
P3I3 P3I5 P3i8 P5I3 PSI5 p&l6 P6I3 Peid P66
Target Score

—8— Luck —*— Task Dif —— Effort —&— Ability
The next two figures (Figures 6 and 7) present data for the inter-

personal relations and problem solving differential accuracy measures

and the attributions. Differential accuracy is present as bars. The
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rater attributions are presented as lines. The purpose for the figures
is to highlight the interrelationship between rater differential accu-

racy and rater use of various attributions. The luck attribution is

not presented because it is essentially a flat line with weak values at

each target.

Figure 6: Problem Solving
Differential Accuracy & Attributions
Sorted By P Targets

Important Attribution Low Diff Accuracy
7 14

13 I5 () 13 I5 18 13 5 18
Target Score

—— Task Dif —+— Effort —®— Ability PS DA

For the problem solving rating scale, inaccuracy rises over the P3

values from the low to the high I targets. Accuracy stays constant
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over the PS5 targets and falls over the P6 targets. The ability,
effort, and task difficulty attributions remain constant at the P3
level. At the P5 target level, the ability and effort attributions
rise at P516. For the P6 target levels, the ability and effort attrib-

utions rise while the task difficulty rating drops as the I targets

rise.

Figure 7: Interpersonal Relations
Differential Accuracy & Attributions
Sorted By I Targets

Important Attribution Low Diff Accuracy
7 1.4

P3 P5 365 P3 P5 P86 P3 P5 P8
Target Score

—»*— Task Dif —+ Effort —®— Ability
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For the interpersonal relations target ratings the task difficulty

and ability attributions rise in the I3 targets as the P target reaches
p6. Rater accuracy also declines (i.e., the DA values rise). In the

15 and the 16 target series accuracy improves as rater attributions in

ability and effort increase. Task difficulty attributions remain con-

stant.

pifferential accuracy and difference scores

With the finding that the two rating dimensions interact with one
another, the question of the practical significance of this finding
arises. It is of great practical concern whether the ratee's scores
rise or fall when the rater becomes less accurate. If a candidate is
benefited by the differentially inaccurate rating, and receives a
higher score than deserved, then criteria will be less strict than
appropriate. People will be hired who should not be hired. On the
other hand, if inaccurate ratings are a sign of lower scores than
appropriate, people who deserve a chance at the position may not get
it.

Figure 8 presents the data simultaneously for differential accu~
racy and rater difference scores from the targets. The difference
scores are centered around the zero point using the scale values on the
Y axis to the right of the figure. Differential accuracy values for
the bars are listed on the left hand side of the figure.

For the problem solving ratings the results are clear and direct.
The ratings over the P3 targets are most accurate at the I3 and I6

targets. Ratees who are also weak on interpersonal relations are rated
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Figure B: Problem Solving Differential
Accuracy & Difference Scores
Sorted by P targets

Differential Accuracy Difference Score
1.4 2

I3 I5 i6 13 I5 I8 i3 5 1)
Target Score

Dift Accuracy ® Difference

worse than they should be rated. Ratees who are strong on interper-
sonal relations are rated better than they should be rated on problem
solving ratings, although raters are about equal in differential
accuracy.

The P5 group of ratings points out the relationship between dif-
ference scores and differential accuracy. The same pattern in differ-

ence scores occurs as was in the P3 target series, but accuracy
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{mproves linearly. Raw scores are higher than they should be at the
ps16 target, but the raters are most differentially accurate here.
Generally, as raw scores rise, raters get more differentially accurate
at the P5 level of problem solving true scores.

This same generalization also occurs at the P6 target level. This
time, raters are most accurate and have difference scores closer to
zero (not different from the target value) at the highest level of
interpersonal relations.

The interpersonal relations ratings (Figure 9) generally tell a
similar story at the I5 and the I6 groups of target ratings. As raters
become more differentially accurate, their raw score ratings become
larger in value and closer to the target. At the lowest level of
interpersonal relations skills, raters get less differentially accurate
as the ratees' skills in problem solving rise. Raters with weak inter-
personal skills and above average or top quality problem solving skills
have their interpersonal relations skills rated better than they should
be rated. At the P6I3 target the difference scores actually start to

drop back toward the target true score, but the raters remain differen-

tially inaccurate,
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Figure 9: Interpersonal Relations
Differential Accuracy & Difference
Scores Sorted by I targets

Differential Accuracy Difference Score
— 2

P3 P5 P6 P3 P5 Fé P3 P5 P8
Target Score

® Diff Score Interpersonal Reln



DISCUSSION

The Feldman model states that ratings will be accurate to the
degree that the category prototype used by the rater in observing the

pehavior are the same as the category prototypes used in the rating

gcales. Several hypotheses were made based on this model.

First, it was hypothesized, and subsequently supported, that the
rating dimensions will interact with one another. The Feldman model
assumes that raters use a single category within which to observe,
store, and recall information about any one interaction. If this is
the case, then forcing the rater to rate the candidates on two rating
gcales will cause the information blended in the observation category
to be split onto two rating scales. This is what was observed. Once
blended together, the information was not cleanly separable again for
all ratees.

The second hypothesis was that the experts should be more differ-
entially accurate than are the nonexperts on some of the rating dimen-
sions than on others. Their expertise was defined by having higher
levels of skill for the dimensions being rated. This should allow thenm
to have a more thorough understanding and be more differentially accu-
rate than nonexperts for some quality levels of performance. This
hypothesis is not supported. The result is no difference between
experts and nonexperts. One potential reason for the failure to sup-

port the hypothesis is a significant amount of supervisory experience

shown by the some members of the nonexpert group.

190
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The third hypothesis centers around the two versions of the target
videotapes. The versions are replications. There should be no differ-
ence between the replications if the above two hypotheses are to be
firmly supported. However, if the actors and actresses performing as
candidates for supervisor in the videotapes have a different under-
standing of the skills being portrayed, then they will enact the skills
using slightly different prototypes. This may cause their performances
to match their personal level of understanding rather than the true
score level. [If this is the case, then there will be different ratings
assigned to the two versions of the target videotapes at a single
level. The results were that their were differences (mainly interac-
tions) involving versions for the raw scores, but not for the differen-
tial accuracy scores. The raw score version differences proved to be
of limited importance, showing differences in the relative amount of
the effect in both versions, not the presence or absence of the effect
in one of the versions. The support for the first hypothesis is not

threatened by version differences.

Ratee Problem Solving and Interpersonal Relations Skills

Perhaps the strongest finding of the study is the interaction
between the problem solving and interpersonal relations targets for
both rating dimensions. A person's skill in one dimension clearly
affects how he or she is rated in the other dimension.

This raises the question of whether the two rating scales should
be combined into a single "supervisory skill in problem solving meet-

ings" skill factor. This factor would definitely not be a small,
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focused set of key actions and accountabilities so popular in current
llanagement training courses. Rather, the combined problem solving and
interpersonal relations rating scales would be a complex combination of
analytical and interpersonal tactics used to solve problems in this
gpecific one-on-one situation.

This possibility was assessed in two post hoc comparisons run com-
paring differential accuracy for the P by I cells with the same target
scores (i.e., P3I3, PSI5, and P616, the main diagonal) with the other,
off diagonal target score combinations. Problem solving dimension main
diagonal ratings were more differentially accurate than off-diagonal
ratings. Interpersonal relations main diagonal ratings approached
being significant. Thus, the tentative conclusion of further consider-
ing whether to combine the interpersonal relations and problem solving
dimensions does receive some modest support. Differential accuracy may
be better when the two rating dimensions are at consistent levels of
performance than when they are at inconsistent levels of performance.
More research must be done to more thoroughly assess how the two rating
scales interact.

Combining problem solving and interpersonal relations into one
rating dimension will not solve all of the issues presented in these
data. Some information contained in the inconsistent performance lev-
els would be lost if the problem solving and interpersonal relations
dimension ratings are combined, given their present definitions. Not
only did the two rating scale target levels interfere with one another,

but raters were not consistently inaccurate at the six off-diagonal
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performance levels. Raters tended to be less accurate when ratees per-
formed with high problem solving skills and poor interpersonal rela-
tions skills. This happened for both rating dimensions. Thus, ratees
also performed inconsistently on the two performance dimensions.

Combining the two rating scales into a single one may only lead to
greater differential accuracy for the consistently performing candi-
dates. The inconsistently performing candidates, those with high
gskills in problem solving, but not interpersonal relations, or the
reverse, would still not be rated accurately.

what these data suggest is an alternate way of looking at the two
problems. Supervisors (the ratees in this study) who can follow
exactly the steps involved in solving a problem but who cannot interact
with interpersonal skill with a subordinate may not be skilled in prob-
lem solving after all. They are technically sound, but may, for exam-
ple, lack the skill to gather the information in a productive manner.
The facts come through, but the subordinate feels so attacked that he
or she may quit or file a grievance against the supervisor. One issue
is resolved only to be replaced by another. 1In the same manner, a
supervisor who has high quality interpersonal skills, yet manages to
resolve the wrong problem, will be of little value as a supervisor.

The definitions of the rating dimensions, which were theory-derived,
hay need to be update.

In developing the videotapes for the extreme opposite values of

Performance on the two rating dimensions, considerable time was spent
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on developing a mental picture of who these people might be. The per-
gon who is highly skilled in problem solving, yet ineffective at inter-
personal relations was built to be like a worst nightmare of an
attorney cross-examining a hostile witness. The candidate who was
developed to be strong in interpersonal skill, yet poor in problem
solving was pictured as an ineffective social worker, that is, someone
who could conduct a skillful conversation with a person who is hostile
and living with undiscovered problems. The ineffective social worker
spends too much time setting the mood and as a result avoids working on
the "real" problems. Side issues, which are brought up by the subordi-
nate as an excuse, are the focus of the meeting.

In both of these cases, the candidate-supervisor may in fact be
highly skilled in the rating dimension on which they are scoring
poorly. They may intentionally be misusing the skills, as in the case
of the attorney. They may be applying the skills to the wrong problem,
as did the ineffective social worker.

Both of these candidate-supervisors may also, in a sense, be con-
sidered ineffective on both rating dimensions. How can a social worker
be considered to be interpersonally skilled, as defined in this study,
and yet not assist people in resolving problems? How too can a person
be a highly effective problem solver and still create more problems in
the process through their interpersonal abruptness? It may be that the
attacking attorney and the ineffective social worker are not effective

at all in the skills for which they are rated the most highly.
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Feldman's Copnitive Process Model

All of this discussion focuses directly on the Feldman (1980,
1lgen and Feldman 1983) cognitive model. The model proposes that an
gbserver, recorder, and evaluator of behaviors forms a single cognitive
picture of a person. This single cognitive model may contain a variety
of attributes. The less the amount of actual information, the greater
the reliance on preexisting attribution types of information.

The rater attributions may provide the most interesting evidence
in the accuracy research. Although no specific hypotheses were devel-
oped about rater attributions outside of those presented in the Feldman
model, the variables can help link the raters' intentions to their
respective outcomes.

In this research the attribution ratings did not live up to their
expectations. Despite preparation on the phrasing of the attribution
items, many of the participants in the research did not understand the
meaning and/or the purpose of the questions. Extra time in nearly
every data collection session needed to be taken, after the first vid-
eotape was seen and most of the ratings of the interpersonal relations
and problem solving dimensions were completed, to explain for a second
or a third time the method of answering the attribution items.

Even with this extra work, many of the variables had little vari-
ance and some confidence must be withheld from the interpretation of
the outcomes of these variables due to the confusion of the
respondents. Many respondents chose a single number and rated all of

the attributions with that number. The number picked was the scale
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.1dp0int for some and the lowest point on the scale for others.

Raters did, however, tend to rate the attributions in a manner
that is consistent with expectations. Ratee's ability (internal, sta-
ple) was the most important, with effort (internal, unstable) close
pehind. Luck--an external, unstable attribution--was unimportant.

Task difficulty, an external, stable attribution was also relatively
unimportant. In only one case did it approach the midpoint of the
importance rating scale.

with the high importance attributed to ability and effort, both
internal characteristics of the candidates, one may assume that the
candidates were not intentionally assigning ratings based on factors
external to the performance of the ratees. This does not mean that the
Feldman model is not supported in its claim that candidates who are not
able to rate an observation with differential accuracy are instead
using stereotypes or other attributional biases. On the contrary, it
may support the claim.

If the ratees' behaviors were seen as being simply scripted into
the performance, a fact that was understood by all raters prior to
viewing the first candidate, then the importance of external factors
would have had higher values. Instead, the internal factors were rated
as more important. In an actual selection situation, raters would
presumably make only stable attributions unless situational factors
such as the weather {external, unstable attributions) or candidate ner-
vousness (internal, unstable attributions) were apparent. Any task

difficulty attributions should have been removed by the test developer.

A task that is too difficult for the candidate would mean that either



197
the candidate was not properly screened or the simulation exam was not
job related. In future research measuring these attributions, more
open ended, less obtrusive attributions may be more useful.

The interference of the two rating dimensions with one another may
pake the strongest statement about the effect of rater attributions on
rater differential accuracy. When there was consistency of perform-
ance, as with the P3I3, the P5I5, and the P6I6 target ratings, raters
tended to be more differentially accurate than when the target ratings
were widely divergent. If raters formed only one internal picture of
the candidate (i.e., as an interpersonal problem solver) and the candi-
date was actually performing on two different dimensions, raters could
not observe the behavior with their preset cognitive category.

Instead, they were forced to rely on the single cognitive category
they had used during observation to make decisions about a candidate
who did not display behaviors that were associated with that cognitive
category. The ratings were less accurate as a result. When no infor-
mation was available from memory on a person who was an "attacking
attorney" style problem solver or as a "ineffective social worker,"
then the ratings were made on the available skills.

When rating problem solving, candidates with poor problem solving
skills were rated higher than they deserved when they also displayed
high skills in interpersonal relations. Candidates were assigned lower
problem solving dimension ratings than they deserved when their strong
problem solving skills were paired with weak interpersonal skills.

When rating interpersonal relations, candidates with poor interpersonal

skills were assigned scores that were too high when they exhibited



198
above average or top quality problem solving skills. Candidates were
assigned interpersonal relations ratings that were too low when their
high interpersonal skills were paired with poor problem solving skills.
Raters may have been making attributions about the candidate’s skills
in one dimension based on attributions developed from information from
the other rating dimension.

An interesting further study would be to investigate the relation-
ship between halo effect and rater differential accuracy. Halo effect
occurs when a rater fails to distinguish among a ratee's weaker and
stronger skills. All ratings are inflated by the rater's positive
regard for the ratee. The hypothesis suggested by the present study is
that halo effect occurs (i.e., raw scores are higher than appropriate)
when rating problem solving skill (or perhaps other, more technical
skills) without accurately considering the confounding effect of strong
interpersonal skills. This and related hypotheses deserve additional

research.

Expertise and Differential Accuracy

One of the thrusts of this research was to assess the difference
between the rating accuracy of experts and nonexperts. No differences
in accuracy were found. Instead, some evidence was presented that some
of the nonexperts may have been qualified as supervision experts. The
question of whether expert raters are more accurate than nonexperts
must be answered negatively in this study. This is in general agree-
ment with the findings of the clinical psychology literature (cf. Wig-

gins, 1973). Einhorn and Hogarth (1978) suggest a variety of reasons
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why experts might be no more accurate than nonexperts. The biggest
eason fits directly in with the Feldman (1980) model. Raters have a

r
tendency to notice items that support their existing schemas and ignore
contrary information. Future research must be conducted to find out
why this was the case. The current findings suggest that experts are
no more accurate than nonexperts, given equivalent rater training.

An alternative, less likely solution is that the expertise of the
expert raters was in an area other than that tapped by the two rating
dimensions. The one supervisory performance dimension not studied in
this research was technical expertise in the job of welfare eligibility
technician. If this was the actual basis for the expertise classifica-

tion, then none of the supervisors would be qualified for their jobs,

an extremely improbable possibility.

Importance of the Version Differences in the Raw Scores

The utility of the videotapes may be called into question by the
discovery of significant version differences. Version differences were
found in the interpersonal relations raw scores. Most of the version
differences were at scale midpoints.

These findings question the believability of the tapes. The tapes
may have been seen mostly as research instruments not relating to the
actual ability of the people seen in the tapes. This was generally the
case. Long hours were spent with many of the actors and actresses in
training on the phrasing of the scripts. One actress was replaced when
she could not present the role randomly assigned to her in the tone and

style of the original version of the role. Another actress commented
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that the role randomly assigned to her was clearly a "male” role (and
it was originally).  The script contained references to Chester's
drinking over lunch as "having a few 'bumps' over lunch.” This is a
phrasing that could have sexual rather than the intended alcohol
related connotations.

These speculations, however, do not call into question the differ-
ential accuracy findings. Despite these differences in raw scores
assigned to candidates for some P by I target combinations in the two
versions, the hypothesized P by I interaction still occurred in the raw
scores within both versions. There were no version effects within the
differential accuracy findings. The raters are still rating the video-
tapes with the measured amount of differential accuracy.

What it does suggest is that the raters clearly understand that
the tapes are staged. Several comments by participants support this
speculation. One of the actors used in the tapes was a Personnel
Department Staff and Management Development Instructor and an actor in
community theater. In both roles he was known to many research partic-
ipants. In one of the two videotaped roles this actor portrayed, the
target scores were P3 and I3, the lowest scores on the tapes.
Personally, this actor was known as a capable and professional speaker
and trainer of the skills he was demonstrating at a poor quality.
Laughter and jokes would sometimes rise from the research participants
when he made his first supervisory blunder in the videotape. Many
participants commented verbally, though not on paper, that they knew

that this actor (Steve) was actually a much better supervisor than he
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was portraying. Of course, these problems will not arise in any future
research using these videotapes using individuals who are unfamiliar

with these actors and actresses.

The Videotape Stimulus Research Methodology

The cost of doing interviewing or performance appraisal research
with videotaped, scripted interactions between role players is very
high. The process is also quite time consuming. Before deciding to
gtilize this research methodology it is important to consider the costs
and benefits.

The research methodology used here included a job analysis of
supervisors jobs, a test development process of items related to simu-
lation types of items and then the typical research preparatory func-
tions. These included extensive rating scale development activities,
true score development on the two rating scales, target script
development, verification, and pilot testing, and research item phras-
ing pilot testing. With the conclusion of these activities, the two
sets of tapes were finished.

These tapes are now useful for future research. The development
process is the longest portion. The review of the literature shows
that the use of videotapes is well published, but very few researche;s
take the time to develop them and typically borrow tapes from other
researchers developed for other settings. None have been put together

in as practical a setting as the current research. The current data
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and the future research on these tapes can shed a great deal of light
on the processes and the dimensions involved in having one person rate
the performance of another person.

There are high costs associated with the research that must be
taken into account. The current research required nearly four and a
half hours of time in a single block from many small groups of partici-
pants. Long before the project was well underway, people recruited to
participate in the project would call and try to rescind their
volunteered participation. Many people felt that it would be more fun
to stay on their jobs than participate in the grueling study. It is
unlikely that this many videotapes (nine per version) would be useful
in future research.

This in itself is an important finding. Typically, raters in a
structured oral exam or assessment center are expected to review the
performance of this many or more participants in a single session. The
raters can do this, and with some degree of accuracy, but they will not
enjoy the experience nor recommend it to their colleagues.

These speculations point out the need for more research in this
area. The process involved in rating the response of a simulation (or
live) performance of a supervisor are far from being totally under-
stood. There is a clear interaction in performance guality between a
person’s skill in resoclving problems and the person's skill in
interpersonal relations. The interaction of these seemingly unrelated
performance dimensions includes components in addition to those mea-
sured here. The largest addition would be a nonverbal behavior or body

language variable.
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The interaction between the candidates' skills in the performance
dimensions and rating accuracy is the main point in the study.
research is typically done with little or no thought given to what is
peing measured. Most time is spent by the researchers on the factors
influencing the accuracy. One of the strong factors pointed out by
this study is job relatedness of the rating dimensions. It is entirely
possible that much of the debate on rater accuracy could be resolved by
focusing clearly on the content validity (i.e., proper instrument
development) and on the skill-focused nature of the rating scales used.

Both of the rating scales used in this research were skill based
rating scales that drove the development of the stimulus videotapes.
These two dimensions are clearly job related and important skills for
the candidates to possess if they want to become successful supervi-
sors. This should be the starting point for research into rater accu-
racy, not the reuse of another researcher's or some company's internal
performance appraisal trait rating scale. The focus should be on
skills that can be seen and documented (and trained).

Post-hoc analyses were done to assess the correspondence between
raw scores and differential accuracy. When compared with the raw
scores for the two dimensions, raters with weak differential accuracy
were found to be rating candidates lower than they deserved. When the
overall assessment rating raw scores were analyzed, the interaction of
the interpersonal relations and problem solving rating dimensions was

found to be resolved by the raters by averaging the scores of the two
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rating scales together. This would cause the lower scores of the per-
sons weak in interpersonal relations to be even lower and the higher

gcores of the persons strong in interpersonal relations to be even

higher. The accuracy problems would be exaggerated.



CONCLUSIONS AND SUGGESTIONS FOR FUTURE RESEARCH
Conclusions

The Feldman model was supported. Raters were asked to rate two
dimensions for each of nine different videotape candidates. Each can-
didate was targeted to perform the two dimensions at different combina-
tions of below average, above average, or top quality performance.
respondents were found to be able to rate with high differential
accuracy the candidates whose performance on the two rating dimensions
were consistent, either both low, both above average or both top qual-
ity scores. The candidates with widely divergent skills on the two rat-
ing dimensions were not accurately rated. Lowest accuracy on both
rating dimensions was for the candidates with high problem solving
skills and poor interpersonal relations skills {( i.e., the P6I3 tar-
get). Future research should carefully consider combining the two rat-
ing scales into a single skill dimension.

This combination should be done with great care. The rater's
understanding of these two critically important dimensions must take
into account the possibility of divergent performance. Some candidates
may be highly technically skilled, but weak on interpersonal relations.
Others may be strongly skilled interpersonally, but be weak on problem
solving. Future research must be done to clarify understanding on the
quality level of these types of performance.

On the second hypothesis, both expert and nonexpert raters were

found to be able to use the two rating dimensions with equal differen-
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cial accuracy. Some of the nonexperts however, were found to have
substa“tial experience that might cause them to be classified as

experts.

For the third hypothesis, on differences between rated performance
petween the two versions of the same target level performance, there
were no differences in differential accuracy found. There were differ-
ences, however, between versions in the raw scores. These differences
may be due to different understandings of the rating dimensions by the
actors and actresses involved in the videotapes. These differences
petween performances of the same scripts by two different people need
to be studied in future research. They should also inspire skepticism
about results from other studies that have not utilized replications of

the stimulus materials.

Suggestions for Improved Rater Accuracy

Accuracy may be increased by careful preparation of observation and

rating scale category prototypes

If the performance dimensions do interact in a manner that lowers
rater differential accuracy, then this suggests that the performance
dimensions of interest should be established and trained with great
care. A single picture of a high quality candidate should be formu-
lated. Alternately, clear pictures of each level of performance qual-
ity of interest should be formulated. For example, one important level
of performance quality for selection research is the passing point.

Careful examination of the behaviors of a "just passing" candidate must
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be clearly understood by all raters.

Ratings may be accurate on one or a unique combination of multiple
prototypes (level of performance) contained within a single or multiple
rating dimensions. The other levels of performance may have less well
understood category prototypes and, as a consequence, lead to lower
gifferential accuracy. High rater differential accuracy may depend on
raters using the exact same category prototypes to store observed per-
formance as are used in the performance rating scale. In particular,
candidates with high skills in some areas and low skills in other areas

are particularly prone to ratings low in differential accuracy.

over-training on a single rating dimension may have the largest

improvement on rating ac iracy

The simplest path to rater accuracy may be to over-train all rat-
ers on a single performance category with a single carefully defined
prototype of most desirable behavior. Raters would be trained until
they could automatically map observations onto this single category.
Only then would they be permitted to make observations and ratings on
this same prototype. The degree of overlap of the observed performance
with the prototype of most desired performance may be the most accurate

measure of the quality of ratee performance.
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APPENDIX A



ANOVA and ANCOVA Summary Tables

In the ANOVA summary tables presented below, "P" is
the problem SolVing Target Score, "I" is the Interpersonal
Relations Target Score, "E" is the Expertise of the Rater,
and "V" is the Version of the Videotapes. The analyses are
performed using SAS procedure GLM and BMDP programs P2V and
p4v. E statistics listed are all for unique variance
accounted for (i.e., SAS "type III" sums of squares or BMDP
within contrast pool (WCP) mean squares). In most cases in
the analyses this provided more conservative results than
even the multivariate method of computing the within
portion of the design. The SAS procedure GLM was used to
make the initial contrasts (using the Helmert contrast
option) on the significant repeated measures factors. All
simple effects and individual cell comparisons were done
using planned contrasts in BMDP4V. Due to the large number
of significance tests conducted in the study, a
conservative significance level of .01 was chosen.

The mean ratings and the standard deviations for each
cell in each analysis are presented below. 1In each matrix
of numbers the top number is the mean and the bottom the
standard deviation of the combination of factors. Note
that "E" represents the Experts, "N" is Non-Experts, "V1"

is Version one, "V2" is version two, "P" and "I" are the
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roblem solving and interpersonal relations target scores.
P

1f any respondent had a missing value for an item, the case

was deleted from the analysis.



Raw Score ANOVA Summary

Table 17: Problem Solving Raw Scores
Repeated Measures ANOVA Summary
Effect 14 Degraes of Alpha
Freedom probablilicy
P 325.3 2,142 <,0001
P*E .5 2,142 ns
p*V 1.1 2,142 ns
P*E*V .1 2,142 nsa
I 223.2 2,142 <.0001
I*E 1.2 2,142 ns
I*v 11.7 2,142 <,0001
THE*V 1.0 2,142 ne
Pl 3.1 4,284 ns
P*I*E .5 4,284 ng
PHI*Y 2.1 4,284 ns
PrIFEXY .02 4,284 ns
E 4.24 1,71 ns
v .3 1,71 ns
E*Y 1.0 1,71 ns
Tabla 18: Problem Solving Raw Scorasg
Mean P3 P3 P3 P5 P3 P5 Pé P6 P&
Sed 13 15 16 13 15 16 13 15 16
E VL 1.96 2.71 3.47 3.56 4,36 5.67 3.80 5.52 5.90
n=l17 .54 1.00 1.68 1.15 1.26 .93 1.11 1.08 .70
E V2 2.05 2.44 4.05 4.23 3.87 5.88 4.30 4.73 5.96
n=18 46 .98 1.62 1.11 .73 .84 1.13 1.28 .78
B V1 2.50 3.02 3.95 4.20 4.95 5.99 4.40 5.60 6.22
n=20 .88 .80 1.55 l.14 1.14 .94 1.01 .91 .79
N V2 2.30 2.84 4.13 4,46 4.32 5.68 444 4.79 5.87
n=20 .95 .97 1.16 1.10 1.27 .70 1.12 1.16 .59
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Table 197 Interpersonal Relations Raw Scores
Repeared Measures ANOVA Summary
Effect F Degrees of Alpha
Freadom probabilicy
P 141,49 2,142 <,0001
P*E .15 2,142 ns
p*v 2.07 2,142 ns
PrE®V .84 2,142 ns
1 290.70 2,142 <.0001
I*E 3.21 2,142 ns
I*y 11.16 2,142 <.0001
I¥E*Y 1.36 2,142 ns
P*1 7.88 4,284 <,0001
P*I*E 1.60 4,284 ns
PRI*Y 6.25 4,284 <.0001
PHIXEXV .78 4,284 ns
E 2.70 1,71 ns
v .35 1,71 ns
E*V 1.08 1,71 ns
Table 20: Interpersonal Relations Raw Scores
Means P3 P3 P3 P5 P53 P5 P6 P6 P6
Std 13 15 16 13 15 16 13 15 16
E vl 2.09 3.71 3.98 3.90 4.64 6.10 3.14 5.48 6.17
0.97 1.16 1.22 1.04 1.16 0.72 1.01 0.83 0.59
E V2 1.96 3.51 5.11 4.30 3.91 6.31 3.56 4.71 6.36
0.75 1.29 1.57 1.38 0.98 1.08 1.24 1.36 0.81
NVl 2.86 3.61 4.67 3.93 5.02 6.25 4.00 5.73 6.36
1.08 0.97 1.52 1.26 1.00 0.96 1.28 1.86 0.67
N V2 2.17 3.71 5.03 4,79 4.39 5.92 4.14 4.36 5.95
0.88 1.18 1.33 1.43 1.25 0.82 1.14 1.19 0.%0
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Differential Accuracy ANOVA Summary

—
Table 21:

Problem Solving Differential Accuracy ANOVA Summary

Table
Effect F Degrees of Alpha
Freedom probability
P 1.22 2,142 ns
P*E .06 2,142 ns
P*V .35 2,142 ns
PXE*V .19 2,142 ns
I 12.25 2,142 <.0001
I*E 1.47 2,142 ns
I*v .86 2,142 ns
I*E*V .38 2,142 ns
P*1 5.43 4,284 <.0004
P*I*E 2.21 4,284 ns
P*I*V .52 4,284 ns
P*I+E*V .90 4,284 ns
E .03 1,71 ns
v .66 1,71 ns
E*V .16 1,71 ns
Table 22: Problem Solving Differential Accuracy
Mean P3 P3 P3 P5 P5 P5 P6 P6 Pé6
Std 13 15 16 13 15 16 I3 15 16
E VL 0.57 0.63 0.57 0.55 0.80 0.35 0.73 0.62 0.47
0.31 0.47 0.50 0.44 0.66 0.29 0.38 0.60 0.29
E V2 0.57 0.57 0.64 0.79 0.72 0.53 0.84 0.60 0.41
0.35 0.42 0.52 0.58 0.55 0.32 0.47 0.48 0.22
N V1 0.52 0.66 0.41 0.71 0.45 0.48 0.82 0.60 0.37
0.41 0.57 0.28 0.53 0.32 0.40 0.69 0.67 0.23
N V2 0.53 0.65 0.60 0.69 0.62 0.52 1.03 0.52 0.44
0.43 0.71 0.32 0.44 0.37 0.39 0.65 0.51 0.26
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Table 23: Interpersonal Relations Differenrial Accuracy ANOVA
Summary Table
Effect F Degrees of Alpha
Freedom probability
P 9.18 2,142 <.0002
P*E .00 2,142 ns
Py .10 2,142 ns
PYEXV 1.63 2,142 ns
I 5.27 2,142 <.0062
I*E 2.1 2,142 nsg
1%y .33 2,142 ns
I*E*Y 2.31 2,142 ns
P*1 19.37 4,284 <,0001
PAI*E .90 4,284 ns
PIsy 1.52 4,284 ns
PALRE*Y .23 4,284 ns
E 2,05 1,71 ns
v 2.59 1,71 ne
E*V .10 1,71 ns
Table 24: Interpersonal Relations Differential Accuracy
Means P3 P3 P3 P35 P35 P5 P6 Pg P6
Srd 13 15 16 13 15 16 13 15 16
E Vi 0.49 0.82 0.54 0.52 0.65 0.29 0.87 0.47 0.37
0.24 0.80 0.37 0.35 1.08 0.29 0.86 0.33 0.31
E V2 0.41 0.92 0.95 0.37 0.55 0.44 1.36 0.58 0.42
0.34 0.65 1.11 0.25 0.39 0.53 1.13 0.52 0.32
N V1 0.48 0.79 1.05 0.72 0.41 0.36 1.09 0.50 .58
0.41 0.85 0.88 0.72 0.32 0.25 0.71 0.41 0.81
N vz 0.53 0.97 1.07 0.95 0.74 0.42 1.48 0.53 0.53
0.47 0.94 1.20 0.95 0.74 0.44 0.98 0.36 0.78
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’—;‘ablo 25: Problem Solving Confidence Rating ANOVA Summary Table
B Effect ¥ Degrees of Alpha
Freedom probability
P 2.33 2,134 ns
P*E 1.64 2,134 ns
P*V .01 2,134 ns
PYE*V .01 2,134 ns
I 2.06 2,134 na
I*E 2.17 2,134 ng
Iy .52 2,134 ns
I*E*V .51 2,134 ns
p*1 13.96 4,268 <,0001
P*I*E 2.07 4,268 ns
PRI*V 3.54 4,268 <.0078
PRI*ERV 1.07 4,268 ns
E A4 1,67 ns
v 2.85 1,67 ns
E*V .20 1,67 ng
Table 26: Problem Solving Rating Scale Confidence Ratings
Means P3 P3 P3 P5 P3 P5 P6 P6 P6
Std 13 15 16 13 15 16 13 15 16
E, V1 5.81 5.56 5.37 5.06 5.37 5.37 5.19 5.44 5.37
0.83 0.96 0.81 1.18 0.88 0.96 1.05 1.03 0.89
E, V2 5.76 5.47 4.76 4.82 4.71 5.53 4.53 5.41 5.41
1.30 1.17 1.15 1.33 1.49 1.12 1.37 1.28 1.37
N, V1 6.10 5.00 5.80 5.30 5.55 6.00 5.55 5.55 5.65
1.12 0.97 0.89 1.22 1.15 1.08 1.05 0.94 1.04
N, V2 5.78 5.06 4.83 4.67 5.33 5.61 4.89 5.00 5.61
1.11 1.47 1.25 1.33 1.37 1.09 1.49 1.03 1.04
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Table 27: Interpersonal Relations Confidence Rating ANOVA Summary
Effect F Degrees of Alpha
Freedom probabilicy
P 2.68 2,138 ns
P*E T4 2,138 ns
P*v +24 2,138 ns
PRE*V bk 2,138 ns
1 11.21 2,138 <.,0001
I*E .62 2,138 ns
I*xv 2.87 2,138 ns
I*E*V 2.89 2,138 ns
P*l 10.83 4,276 <. 0001
P*I*E 1.04 4,276 ng
PRI*V 1.27 4,276 ns
PHI*E*Y 1.43 4,276 ng
E 7 1,69 nsg
v 1.57 1,69 ns
E*vV 16 1,69 nsg
Table 28: Interpersonal Relations Confidence Ratings
Means P3 P3 P3 P53 P5 P5 Pé P6 P6
Std I3 15 16 13 15 16 13 15 16
E, Vi 5.29 5.06 4,82 4.71 5.53 5.53 5.06 5.47 5.71
1.16 1.34 1.01 1.31 0.87 0.80 1.03 1.18 0.77
E, V2 5.41 4.59 4.82 4.88 4.47 5.82 5.00 5.00 5.65
1.73 1.70 1.29 1.41 1.18 1.29 1.32 1.54 1.45
N, V1 5.74 5.00 5.63 5.05 5.47 5.89 5.68 5.32 5.68
1.19 1.20 1.01 1.22 1.07 1.10 0.95 0.95 1.00
N, V2 5.75 4.55 4,80 4,95 5.40 5.60 4,85 4,85 5.75
1.12 1.50 1.43 1.43 1.31 1.14 1.60 1.27 1.16
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""" eble 29: Problem Solving Differential Accuracy ANCOVA Raw Scores
™ feans P3 P3 P3 Ps P5 P5 P6 P6 P6
13 15 16 13 15 16 13 15 16
N,V1 0.32 0.63 0.82 0.42 0.41 0.66 0.43 0.57 0.44
N,V2 .44 0.53 0.95 0.52 .59 0.72 .61 0.63 0.52
E,V1 .50 0.66 0.73 0.38 .85 0.47 0.58 0.57 0.59
E,V2 0.42 0.62 0.84 0.50 0.71 0.75 0.67 0.55 0.52
|t
—
Table 30: Problem Solving Differential Accuracy Ability ANCOVA Means
S
Means P3 P3 P3 Ps P5 P5 P6 P6 P6
13 15 16 13 15 16 I3 15 16
N,Vi 0.44 0.57 0.43 0.66 0.41 0.42 0.82 0.63 0.33
N,V2 0.52 0.63 0.62 0.72 0.58 0.53 0.95 0.53 0.45
E,Vi1 0.59 0.56 0.57 0.47 0.84 0.38 0.73 0.65 0.50
E,V2 0.52 0.54 0.67 0.75 0.70 0.5 0.84 0.62 0.43




Table 313 PS Differential Accuracy Ability ANCOVA Summary
Effect F Degrees of Alpha
Freedom probability
E 46 1,47 ns
v 1.50 1,47 ns
E*V .15 1,47 ns
Cav(E*V) 1.13 1,47 ns
P .69 2,95 ns
P*E 1.06 2,95 ns
B*y «17 2,95 ns
P*E*V .19 2,95 ns
Cov(P*E*V) 43 1,95 ns
1 13.96 2,95 <.005
I*E 1.24 2,95 ns
1*v L47 2,95 ns
I*E*V .19 2,95 ns
Cog(I*E*V) 4,28 1,95 ns
P*L 5.62 4,191 <.005
P*I*E .93 4,191 ns
PRIy .11 4,191 ns
P*I*E*V .79 4,191 ns
Cov(P*I*E*V) .59 1,191 ns
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_/HM: Problem Solving Differential Accuracy Effort Adjusted Means

Means P3 P3 P3 P5 P5 P5 Pé6 Pé6 Pé
13 15 16 13 15 16 13 I5 16
N, V1 0.44 0.59 0.43 0.67 0.43 0.43 0.85 0.54 0.31
/ﬁr 0.44 0.48 0.64 0.72 0.54 0.48 0.96 0.46 0.44
E,V1 0.61 0.60 0.58 0.48 0.79 0.39 0.72 0.69 0.46
E,V2 0.52 0.58 0.69 0.75 0.75 0.52 0.85 0.65 0.43
Table 33: PS DA Effort ANCOVA Summary
Effect F Degrees of Alpha
Freedom probability
E .46 1,47 ns
v 1.90 1,47 ns
E*V .08 1,47 ns
Cov(E*V) .01 1,47 ns
P .24 2,95 ns
P*E .81 2,95 ns
P*V .02 2,95 ns
P*E*V .11 2,95 ns
Cov(P*E*V) 1.50 1,95 ns
1 16.52 2,95 <.0001
I+E 1.37 2,95 ns
I*v «60 2,95 ns
I*E*V .16 2,95 ns
Cov(I*E*V) 1.75 1,95 ns
P*1 5.37 4,267 <.0001
P*I*E 1.08 4,191 ns
P*1*V .71 4,191 ns
P*I*E*V .77 4,191 ns
Cov(P*I*E*V) .04 1,191 ns
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— Table 34¢ Problem Solving Differential Accuracy Luck Adjusted Means
Means B3 P3 P3 P5 P5 PS5 P& P6 P6
13 15 16 13 15 16 13 15 16
NVl 0.55| o0.s8] 0.43] 0.72] o0.45| o0.45] o0.83] o0.62] 0.34
N, V2 0.52 0.47 0.61 0.68 0.54 0.46 0.92 0.45 0.43
E,Vi 0.61 0.59 0.56 0.47 0.79 0.39 0.72 0.69 0.46
E,V2 0.52 0.55 0.67 0.75 0.70 0.50 0.84 0.62 0.42
e
Table 35: PS DA Luck ANCOVA Summary
Effect F Degrees of Alpha
Freedom probabilivy
E .32 1,47 ns
v 1.30 1,47 ns
Exy .01 1,47 ns
Cov(E*V) .63 1,47 ns
P .91 2,95 ns
P*E 1.28 2,95 ns
PV .14 2,95 ns
P*EXY .13 2,95 ns
Cov(P*E*V) 2.59 1,95 ns
1 11.24 2,95 <.0000
I*E 2.71 2,95 ns
I*V 1.66 2,95 na
T*E*Y +30 2,95 ns
Cov{I¥E*V) .03 1,95 na
P*1 5.26 4,191 <.0001
PXI*E 1.04 4,191 ns
PrInY .79 4,191 ns
PrI*ERY .73 4,191 na
Cov(P*I#*E*V) 1.14 1,191 ns
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problem Solving Differsntial Accuracy Task Difficulty Adjusted Means

Tabla 36:
?3 P3 P3 P5 P5 B5 P6 P6 P6
Heans 13 15 16 13 15 16 13 15 16
N, V1 0.53 0.57 0.43 0.71 0.45 0.45 0.82 0.61 0.33
N,V2 0.53 0.47 0.62 0.69 0.54 0.46 0.92 0.45 0.44
g1 0.61] o0.60] 0.57| o0.48] 0.79] o0.40[ 0.73] 0.69| o0.46
E,V2 0.52 0.55 0.67 0.75 0.71 0.50 0.84 0.62 0.42
|
Table 37: PS DA Task Difficulty ANCOVA Summary
Effect ¥ Degrees of Alpha
.reedom probability
E «36 1,47 ns
v 1.80 1,47 ns
E*V 04 1,47 ns
Cov(E*V) .31 1,47 ns
P .53 2,95 na
P*E 1.23 2,95 ne
Py .15 2,95 us
P*E*Y .06 2,95 ns
Cov(P*E*V) 2.42 1,95 as
1 16.11 2,95 <, 0000
I*E 1.70 2,95 ns
I*V .52 2,95 ns
I*E*V .18 2,95 nus
Cov{I*E*V) 1.56 1,95 ns
P*1 5.46 4,191 <.0008
PHI*E 1.07 4,191 ns
PHI*Y .71 4,191 ns
P*I*E*V .75 4,191 ns
Cov(PAI*E*Y) .00 1,191 ns
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—***“"""E;;ie 38: Interpersonal Relations Differential Accuracy ANCOVA Raw Scores 229

 paw P3 P3 P3 P35 Ps PS P6 P6 P6
scores 13 15 16 13 15 16 13 15 16
=T 0.48] o0.80] o0.52| o0.52| 0.63] o0.25] 0.73] o0.46| 0.32
ey 0.42] 0.95{ 0.95] o0.40| o0.55| 0.46] 1.47] 0.59]  0.41
£ 0.48) o0.64| 1.03] 0.55| o0.44| 0.38] 1.14] o0.s1| 0.5
T g,v2 0.46| 0.96] 1.11] 0.96| 0.77) 0.46| 1.54| 0.56| 0.5
Lot

Table 39: Interpersonal Relations Differential Accuracy Ability ANCOVA Means

T Means P3 P3 P3 5 P5 P5 33 P6 123
13 15 16 13 15 16 13 15 16
N,V1 0.49| o0.81 0.55]  0.51 o.70] 0.25] 0.76] 0.48] o0.35
e N,V2 0.42 0.95 0,99 0.39 0.56 0.48 1.41 0.59 0,44
E,V1 0.47 0.67 1.03] o0.57] 0.42] 0.40 1.09]  0.49 0.66
E,V2 0.49 0.97 118 o0.92)  o0.76] o0.47 1.50{  0.53 0.56




" rable 40t Interpersonal Relations Differential Ability Adjusted ANCOVA 230
Effect F Degrees of Alpha
Freedom probability
E 2.69 1,47 ns
v o 5.21 1,47 ns
E*V W43 1,47 ns
Cov(E*V) .00 1,47 ne
P 3.89 2,95 ns
P*E .06 2,95 ns
P*V .97 2,95 ns
P*E*V 2.11 2,95 ng
Cov{P*E*V} 3.56 1,95 ng
1 3.91 2,95 ns
I*E 3.57 2,95 ns
I*y .03 2,95 ns
I*E*Y .72 2,95 ns
Cov(I*E*V) 3.92 1,95 ns
Pl 13.83 4,191 <.0000
P*1*E 11 4,191 ns
PrI*Y 3.23 4,191 <.0136, ns
PRI*E*Y .81 4,191 ns
Cov{P*I*E*V) .00 1,191 ns
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P";;b’ls 41y Interpersonal Relations Differential Accuracy Effort Adjusted
ANCOVA
Effect 13 Degrees of Alpha
Freedom probability
E 3.26 1,47 ne
B v 6.06 1,47 ns
E*V .22 1,47 ns
Cov{E*V) 1.96 1,47 ns
P 3.62 2,95 ns
P*E .05 2,95 ns
pry l.14 2,95 ns
PAEXY 2.07 2,95 ns
Cov(P*E*V) .03 1,95 us
1 4.87 2,95 <.0097
I*E 2.89 2,95 na
IV .01 2,95 ns
I*E*V .67 2,95 ns
Cov{I*E*V) .02 1,95 na
P+l 14.30 4,191 <.0000
P*I*E .84 4,191 na
PrI*y 3.20 4,191 <.0143, na
PRI*E*Y «50 4,191 ng
Cov(P*I*E*V) .20 1,191 ns
Table 42: Interpersonal Relations Differential Accuracy Effort Adjusted Means
Means P3 P3 P3 P5 P5 P5 Ps P6 P6
13 15 16 13 15 16 13 15 16
N, V1 0.49 0.85 0.49 0.53 0.73 0.23 0.77 0.48 0.32
N,V2 0.34 0.96 0.99 0.39 0.53 0.38 1.37 0.52 0.37
E, V1 0.50 0.72 1.10 0.58 0.47 0.39 1.14 0.47 0.65
E,v2 0.50 1.06 1.25 0.95 0.79 0.47 1.59 0.56 0.56




] Table 43: Interpersonal Relations Differential Accuracy Luck Adjusted Means

Means P3 P3 P3 PS5 P5 P5 P6 P6 P6
13 15 16 13 15 16 13 15 16
N, V1 0.49 0.82 0.54 0.50 0.68 0.24 0.84 0.50 0.33
N,V2 0.35] - 0.94 0.98 0.38 0.51 0.37 1.32 0.51 0.37
— 21 | 9.5 0.7z 1.10f 0.58] 0.7 0.39] 1.4 0.7 0.65
—zv2 0.48 1.01] 1.8 0.93| 0.77[ 0.45] 1.5 o.54] 0.53
|
Table 44: Interpersonal Relations Differential Luck Adjusted ANCOVA
Effect F Degrees of Alpha
Freedom probability
E 2.65 1,47 ns
v 5.01 1,47 ns
E*V 40 1,47 ns
Cov(E*V) .00 1,47 ns
P 3.06 2,95 ns
P*E .06 2,95 ns
P*V 1.22 2,95 ns
PAE*Y 2.05 2,95 ns
Cov(P*E*V) .71 1,95 ns
1 5.48 2,95 <,0056
I*E 2.94 2,95 ns
I*V .02 2,95 ns
I*E*Y 2.09 2,95 ns
Cov(I*E*V) .31 1,95 ns
P*1 13.97 4,191 <.0000
P*I*E .70 4,191 ns
PrI*V 3.07 4,191 as
PRI*E*V .80 4,191 ns
Cov(P*I*E*V) .36 1,191 ns
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Tabls 451 Interpersonal Relatiors Differential Accuracy Task Difficulty Adjusted Means
Meana B3 P3 P3 P5 B5 B5 P6 P6 Pé
13 15 16 13 15 16 13 15 16
N,V1 0.49 0.82 0.54 0.50 0.66 0.24 0.84 0.50 0.33
H,V2 0.361 . 0.94 0.98 0.38 0.51 0.37 1.32 0.51 0.37
£,V1 0.50 0.72 1.10 0.58 0.47 0.39 1.14 0.47 0.65
E,V2 0.48 1.01 1.18 0.93 0.77 0.45 1.51 0.54 0.54
I
Table 46: Interpersonal Relations Differential Task Difficulty Adjusted
ARCOVA
Effect ¥ Degrees of Alpha
Freadom probabilicy
E 2.37 1,47 ns
v 5.13 1,47 ns
E*xv «54 1,47 ns
Cov(E*V) «54 1,47 ns
P 3.60 2,95 ns
P*E .07 2,95 ns
Py 1.20 2,95 us
PREXY 1.90 2,95 ns
Cov(P*E*V) 3.13 1,95 ne
1 5.26 2,95 <.0068
1*E 3.01 2,95 ns
I*V 02 2,95 ns
I*E*V .66 2,95 ns
Cov{I*E*V) .26 1,95 ns
Pl 13.82 4,191 <.0000
PAI*E .70 4,191 ns
PRIy 3.20 4,191 <.0143, ns
PRIXEXY .52 4,191 ns
Cov(P*I*E*V) .38 1,191 ns

233



234

[ Table 47: Abiliry ANOVA Summary
Effect P Dagrees of Alpha
Preedom Probabilicy
E 1.06 1,67 ns
v .05 1,67 ns
E*V .00 1,67 ns
P 6.48 2,134 <.0021
P*E «30 2,134 ns
Py 1.45 2,134 ns
P*E*V .03 2,134 ns
1 12.06 2,134 <.0001
I*E 91 2,134 ns
I*v .23 2,134 ns
I*E*V .05 2,134 ns
P*x1 2.06 4,268 na
PAI*E 1.08 4,268 ns
PrI*y 1.17 4,268 ns
PRI*E*Y .93 4,268 ns
Table 48: Attriburion Means
Means P3 P3 P3 P5 P5 P5 P P6 P6
13 15 186 13 15 16 13 15 16
Ability 4.58 444 4.71 4.77 4.60 5.44 4.81 5,78 5.58
Effort 4.13 4.17 4.45 4.44 4.44 4,73 4.29 4.52 4.74
Task Dif 2.74 3.04 2.93 3.03 2.86 3.01 .92 3.07 3.04
Luck 2.27 2.21 2.01 2.07 2.01 2,13 2.30 2.20 2.10




Table 49: Effort ANOVA Summary
Effect ¥ Degrees of Alpha
Freedom Probabilicy
E .00 1,68 ns
v .14 1,68 ns
E*V 1.28 1,68 ns
P 9.12 2,136 <,0002
P*E 1.96 2,136 ns
P*v 2.27 2,136 nsg
PRE*V 1.81 2,136 ns
I 8.14 2,136 <. 0005
I*E .26 2,136 ns
I*v 1.02 2,136 ng
I*E*V W22 2,136 ns
P*1 62 4,272 ns
P*I*E 1.98 4,272 ng
PRI*Y W42 4,272 ns
P*I*E*V .89 4,272 ns
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Table 50: Task Difficulty ANOVA Summary
Effect F Degrees of Alpha
Freedom Probability

E 3.14 1,66 ns
v .33 1,66 ns
E*V .05 1,66 ns
P 4.05 2,132 ns
P*E .48 2,132 ns
PV .32 2,132 ns
PR*E*V 1.10 2,132 ns
1 <24 2,132 ns
I*E 1.18 2,132 ng
IV .74 2,132 ng
I*E*Y .02 2,132 ng
P*1 3.02 4,264 ng
P*I*E 1.35 4,264 ns
P*I*V 1.37 4,264 ng
P*I*E*V .69 4,264 ns
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Table 51t Luck ANOVA Summary
Effect F Degrees of Alpha
Freedom Probability

E 2.30 1,66 ns
v .68 1,66 ns
E*Y 2.84 1,66 us
P 2,53 2,132 ne
P*E .03 2,132 ns
Pry .98 2,132 ns
P*E*Y .38 2,132 nsg
1 1.68 2,132 ns
1*E .28 2,132 ns
1*v 2.22 2,132 na
I*E*V .82 2,132 ng
P*1 1.38 4,264 na
P*L*E 1.61 4,264 ns
PRIV 2.23 4,264 ns
P*I*E*Y .86 4,264 ns
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OAS Raw Score ANOVA and ANCOVA Summary 238

Table 52 Overall Assessment Raw Scores ANOVA Summary
Effect F Degrees of Alpha
Freedom Probability
P ©197.20 2,136 <.0001
P*E .05 2,136 ns
P*V 1.01 2,136 ns
P*E*V .12 2,136 ns
1 204.90 2,136 <.0001
I*E 3.44 2,136 ns
I*v 13.40 2,136 <.0001
I*E*V .99 2,136 ns
P*1 2.40 4,272 ns
P*I*E .31 4,272 ns
P*I*V 4.79 4,272 <.0015
P*I*E*V .09 4,272 ns
E 3.58 1,68 ns
v 0.00 1,68 ns
E*V 1.90 1,68 ns
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— Table 53: Overall Assessment Raw Scores Item Statistics
"}—!::!;- P3 P3 P3 P5 P5 P5 Pé Pé P6
Std 13 15 16 13 15 16 13 15 16
E Vi 1.87 2.87 3.75 3.81 4.75 5.75 3.25 5.56 6,00
0.20 0.31 0.37 0.30 0.30 0.21 0.31 0.22 0.20
W 1.65 3.12 4,88 4,29 4.23 6.23 4.12 4.59 6.18
0.12 0.21 0,30 0.36 0.25 0.25 0.35 0,38 0.21
NVl 2.53 3.21 4,32 4,16 5.16 6.05 4,00 5.84 6.21
0.23 0.26 0.39 0.27 0.23 0.19 0.30 0.24 21
P ==
N V2 2.25 2.95 4,60 §.70 4.45 5.90 4.65 4.45 5.95
0,34 .025 0.30 0.33 0.34 0,20 0.27 0.31 0.21
—
Table 54: OAS Raw Scores Correctsd for Ability Artriburions
| Means P3 P3 P3 P5 P5 P5 P6 P6 P6
13 15 1s 13 15 16 13 15 16
N,V1 2.74 3,28 4,47 4,35 5.27 6.09 3.85 5,67 6.13
N,V2 2.26 2.87 4.65 4.74 4.20 5.66 4,47 4,55 5.85
E,Vi 1.90 2.74 3.80 3,82 4.99 5.51 2.72 5.59 5.79
E,V2 1.66 3.24 4.89 4 .47 4.37 6.16 3.78 4.85 6.10




Tabla 55: OAS Raw Scores Corrected for Ability Attributions ANCOVA

Summary
Effect F Degreas of Alpha
Freedom probabilicy
E 2.26 1,47 ns
v .02 1,47 na
E*V 2.42 1,47 ns
Cow (E*V) 1.12 1,47 ns
P 121.63 2,95 <. 0000
P*E W25 2,95 ns
PV .26 2,95 ns
PREXY .09 2,95 ns
Cov(P*E*V) 1.89 1,95 ns
I 117.88 2,95 <. 0000
I*E 4,31 2,95 ns
I*y 7.96 2,95 <.0006
I*E+V .53 2,95 na
Cov(I*E*V) 5.35 1,95 ns
p*1 3.68 4,191 <,0065
P*1+*E W32 4,191 ns
Prlsy 3.23 4,191 ns
PrI®ErY .15 4,191 ns
Cov(P*I*E*V) 6.07 1,191 ns
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— Table 56: OAS Raw Scores Corrected for Effort Attributions
Means P3 P3 P3 P5 P5 P5 P6 Pé Pé6
13 15 16 13 15 16 13 15 16
N,V1 2.76 3.11 4.65 4,32 5.38 6.21 3.85 5.79 6.08
N,V2 2.24 2.90 4.65 4.72 4.14 5.70 4.47 4.52 5.80
E,V1 2.00 2.75 3.86 3.84 4.99 5.59 2.85 5.57 5.85
E,V2 1.65 3.07 4.83 4.34 4.30 6.19 3.84 4.78 6.12
.
Table 57: OAS Raw Scores Corrected for Effort Attributions ANCOVA
Summary
Effect F Degrees of Alpha
Freedom probability
E 2.30 1,48 ns
v .11 1,48 ns
E*V 2.20 1,48 ns
Cov(E*V) .01 1,48 ns
P 124.03 2,97 <.0000
P*E .22 2,97 ns
P*v .29 2,97 ns
P*E*Y .06 2,97 ns
Cov{P*E*V) .05 1,97 ns
1 117.79 2,97 <.0000
I*E 3.23 2,97 ns
I*vV 8.00 2,97 <.0006
I*E*Y .85 2,97 ns
Cov(I*E*V) .71 1,97 ns
P*1 2.92 4,195 <.0065
P*I*E .13 4,195 ns
PrI*V 3.39 4,195 <.0104, ns
PrI*E*V .09 4,195 ns
Cov(P*I*E*V) 5.84 1,195 ns
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— Table 58t OAS Raw Scores Corrected for Luck Attributions
Mesns 3 B3 P3 PS5 P5 B3 Pé P6 P6
13 15 16 13 15 16 I3 15 16
N, V1 2.66 3.04 4.62 4.24 5.34 6.19 3.84 5.74 6.04
N,V2 2.17 2.95 4.74 4.67 4.24 5.80 4.57 L) 5.88
E,V1 2.00 2.72 3.84 3.84 5.00 5.65 2.82 5.64 5.92
E,V2 1.63 3.08 4.85 4.41 4.33 6.23 3.77 4.78 6.13
| e
Table 59: OAS Raw Scores Corrected for Luck Attributions ANCOVA Summary
Effect F Degrees of Alpha
Freedom probabilicy
E 2,52 1,47 ns
v .17 1,47 ns
E*V 2.33 1,47 ns
Cov(E*V) .26 1,47 ns
P 132.53 2,95 <.0000
P*E .22 2,95 nus
Py .28 2,95 ns
PRE*Y .07 2,95 ns
Cov(P*E*V) .00 1,95 ns
1 142,41 2,95 <.0000
I*E 2.81 2,95 ns
Iy 7.42 2,95 <.0010
I*E*V .68 2,95 ns
Cov{I*E*V) 4.68 1,95 ns
Pl 2.90 4,191 ng
P*I*E .56 4,191 ns
PrI*Y 3.69 4,191 <.0064
PR I*EXY .08 4,191 ns
Cov(P*I*E*V) «84 1,191 na
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" Table 60: OAS Raw

Scores Corrected for Task Difficulty Attributions

Masns P3 P3 P3 PS5 P5 P5 P6 P6 Pé
13 15 16 13 15 16 13 15 16
N, V1 2.67 2.96 4.59 4.20 5.34 6.18 3.83 5.67 6.03
N, V2 2,18 2.94 4.77 4.68 4,23 5.80 4,52 4,43 5.85
E, V1 2.09 2.77 3.86 3.87 5.06 5.66 2.83 5.65 5.90
E,V2 1.66 3.09 4.85 4.42 4.34 6.23 3.75 4.82 6.15
I—————
Table 61: OAS Raw Scores Corrected for Task Difficulty Attributions
ANCOVA Summary
Effect ¥ Degrees of Alpha
Freedom probability
E 2.22 1,47 ns
v .08 1,47 ns
E*V 1.99 1,47 ns
Cov{E*V) 01 1,47 ns
P 134,22 2,95 <.0000
P*E .25 2,95 ns
Pry .26 2,95 ns
P*E*V .13 2,95 ns
Cov{P*E*V) 1.00 1,95 ns
1 146.21 2,95 <,0000
I*E 3.32 2,95 ns
I*y 7.70 2,95 <.0008
I*E*Y .85 2,95 ns
Cov(I*E*V) 11.61 1,95 «.0010
Pl 3.09 4,191 ns
P*I*E .71 4,191 us
PaIry 3.95 4,191 ns
PFI*ENV .09 4,191 ns
Cov(P*I*E*V) 9.89 1,191 <.0019
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APPENDIX B

INTERPERSONAL RELATIONS

gelf expression is defined as disclosing or communi-
cating one’s point of view. This includes expressing the
point of view of the department. The information content of
the self expression involves expressing information con-
cretely and directing it toward one‘s goals for the conver-
sation. The top scoring people will state the information
succinctly and actively, using the word "I.” Stating
things actively means owning the information personally,
rather than trying to place the words in someone else’s
control. The information should be goal directed. The
average quality candidates will state their information in
ways that are understandable in most cases, but not suc-
cinctly and not actively. The below acceptable people will
be vague in their expression of the information, whether
stated actively or passively.

The emotional content of the self expression is stat-
ing one’s own positive and negative emotions. Top quality
candidates will express their positive and negative
emotions genuinely, constructively and immediately. Aver-
age quality individuals express their emotions, according
to the model, in the same way as top quality people, but
not as consistently. Below acceptable candidates express

their emotions either too aggressively or too passively.
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The delivery of the information and feelings should be
appropriate in depth and amount to the goals of the conver-
gation, gradually increased and friendly and shared. The
average candidates will deliver their information
assertively and gradually increased in intensity, but not
always in a friendly and shared manner. The below average
candidates will deliver their information inappropriately,
either in depth or amount or duration. The information may
not be relevant to the target person or situation. 1In some
way the disclosure will be detracting or distracting from
the ongoing nature of the relationship.

The response with empathy is communicating accurate
understanding of the core meaning of the other person’s
words. Responding with empathy serves two purposes: making
sure that the other person is understood and giving the
other person the feeling of being understood. The informa-
tion content should be expressed succinctly and actively.
In all cases, for all four components of the interpersonal
relations model, the rating scales for information content
will always be the same.

The emotional content of the response with empathy is
expressing the core meaning of the other person’s words.
This is done by stating succinctly the correct type and
intensity level of the other person’s feelings. The aver-
age quality level response with empathy expresses the cor-

rect type of the other person’s emotion, but the expressed
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intensity level may be a bit off target. The unacceptable
1evel of emotional content feedback would consist of the
candidate being grossly off target in expressing the emo-
tional intensity level or misidentifying the type of emo-
tion.

The delivery of the response with empathy should be
appropriate in depth and amount to the feelings and infor-
mation expressed. Top quality candidates will deliver the
feedback clearly and succinctly, without rambling using an
assertive, but not aggressive or passive delivery. The top
quality person uses good metaphor and humor to feed back
the other person’s words and feelings, and does not parrot
the exact same words. The average respondent will follow
the lead of the top quality people, but may be a bit dis-
ruptive at times. Some parroting may be done. The below
average person will deliver the response in a way that is
disruptive to the goals of the conversation. The feedback
will become a center of attention, rather than a tool to
promote the ongoing problem solving discussion.

The probes and questions begin the steps designed to
reach the major purpose of the problem solving discussion.
The information gathering should once again be done with
clear and succinct questions and probes. The emotional
content of the questions and probes should be carefully

controlled by asking open-ended, rather than, closed-ended,

one word answer questions. Top quality candidates will ask
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only open—ended questions. Average quality respondents
will have a mixture of one word answer and open ended
jtems. The below acceptable quality candidates will use

predominantly closed-ended, one word answer, yes, no type
jtems. The lower the quality of the questioning, generally
the less clear are the items or probes.

The delivery of the probes and questions should be
done in a way that facilitates or supplements the discus-
sion and should not dominate the interaction. Average
level candidates may dominate the discussion at times with
questioning, but the items will usually facilitate the
interaction. The items may not always be friendly. The
below average candidates will sometimes be either aggres-
sive or passive in their information gathering, sometimes
dominating the discussion with questions that are clearly
not friendly.

The challenging subcomponent of the interpersonal
relations model is done only after establishing a positive
relationship with the subordinate. The intention is to
provide feedback to the person on past performance and seek
to motivate them to improve future performance. This can
be done in a variety of ways. The supervisor can describe
the person’s actions inconsistent with standards, or state
implications or conclusions that were unrecognized by the

subordinate, or confront the person to examine their

actions more closely.
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The information content should once again be stated
3uccinCtlY and actively. The challenges themselves should
pe pehaviorally centered on observable or reasonably
inferred facts and should not be personality centered. The
emotional content of the challenge should be positive and
motivating. The emotional reaction of the subordinate
should be controlled by asking for his or her reaction to
the challenge. The average candidate may not attempt to
consistently motivate the candidate to act constructively
and instead at times attempt to force the correct action.
The average candidate will not usually solicit feedback
from the subordinate. The below average candidate either
does not motivate or negatively motivates the subordinate
to act. Negative motivation is trying to coerce or force
the candidate to act constructively of else face some
veiled threats.

The delivery of the challenge should be done tenta-
tively, but concretely. The challenging statement should
not be stated assertively, but gradually increased in
intensity. This tentativeness will allow the subordinate
time to reach conclusions him or herself without feeling
threatened. The delivery of the challenge is the most dif-
ficult component and should only be attempted with caution.
The top level candidates will express their challenges in a

friendly way. The average quality challenges will be ten-

tative, but not concrete and not always friendly. The
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pelow average quality challenges will be delivered either

aggressively or passively. They may not be gradually
increased or tentative and not always friendly.

what follows in Table 62 is a listing of the role
players and their target ratings for each of the versions

in which they acted. The table also lists the tape posi-

tions on the videotapes.



Table 62: Random Sequences, Associated Scores and videotape
positions (Script, Candidate one, tape position, candidate two, tape
position)
Order 1 2 3 4 5
1 8 6 2 9 3
Rick Rachel Juan Steve Denise
306 365 676 002 002
Nancy Matt Rachel Juan Rick
623 631 596 001 002
2 1 2 8 3 6
Matt Juan Rick Denise Rachel
522 676 306 002 365
Barb Rachel Nancy Rick Matt
448 596 623 002 631
3 3 9 4 1 5
Denise Steve Nancy Matt Sid
002 002 286 522 002
Rick Juan Steve Barb Denise
002 001 250 448 290
4 6 3 1 7 2
Rachel Denise Matt Barb Juan
365 002 522 567 676
Matt Rick Barb Sid Rachel
631 002 448 439 596
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Order

7 8 9
Cont.
1 7 1 4 5
Barb Matt Nancy Sid
567 522 286 002
Sid Barb Steve Denise
Barb Sid Steve Nancy
567 002 002 286
Sid Denise Juan Steve
439 290 001 250
3 2 7 6 8
Juan Barb Rachel Rick
676 567 365 306
Rachel Sid Matt Nancy
596 439 631 623
4 8 9 4 5
Rick Steve Nancy Sid
306 002 286 002
Nancy Juan Steve Denise
623 001 250 290
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Dimension Rating scales

Dimension Definitions
Interpersonal Relations

A. Self Expression: disclosing or communicating one's point of view.

1. Information Content: stating information by expressing it
concretely and directing it toward one's goals for the
conversation

(7) succinct, stated actively ("owned"), goal directed.

(6) clear, not succinct, stated actively, goal directed.

(5) clear, not succinct, not stated actively, mostly goal
directed.

(4) goals and info. understandable in most statements, not
stated actively.

(3) goal (purpose) or info. vague, stated either actively or
passively.

(2) goal (purpose) or info. unclear or irrelevant, stated
passively.

(1) information or point of view is not expressed.

(0) not relevant; unable to rate.

2. Emotional Content: expressing positive (+) and negative (-)
emotions genuinely, constructively and assertively

(7) +/- emotion is genuine, expressed constructively, dealt
with rather than held back, "owned" and stated actively.

(6) +/- emotion is usually genuine, always expressed
constructively, dealt with rather than held back.

(5) +/- emotion is nearly always expressed constructively,
dealt with rather than held back, sometimes not succinct.

(4) +/- emotion is sometimes expressed bluntly or vaguely,
but usually constructive.

(3) +/- emotion is sometimes clearly not expressed
constructively by being expressed aggressively or
passively.

(2) +/- emotion is clearly disruptive, unclear or irrelevant.

(1) feelings are not expressed.

(0) not relevant; unable to rate.

3. Delivery: disclosing information and feelings appropriate

in depth and amount to the goals of the conversation.

(7) appropriate to goals, gradually increased; friendly;
shared.

(6) appropriate to goals, gradually increased; friendly, not
always shared.

(5) usually appropriate to goals, assertive, gradually
increased; not always friendly and shared.

(4) sometimes not appropriate to goals by being blunt (not
gradually increased) or vague, unfriendly or not shared.

(3) sometimes inappropriate in depth, amount or duration, or
irrelevant to target person, situation or detracting
from the ongoing nature of the relationship.

(2) clearly disruptive or inappropriately passive.

(1) self expression not done.

(0) not relevant; unable to rate.



Dimension Rating scales

g. Supervision:
1. Ensuring that the decision is carried out according to plan

by planning clear goals and tasks, specifying evaluation
criteria and time lines; organizing the tasks to be
accomplished and directing and motivating the employee.

(7) implements solutions by clearly stating the goals,
tasks, evaluation criteria and time lines; organizes the
tasks and people to accomplish the tasks; directs and
motivates subordinates to accomplish the goals.

(6) states a general plan and directs action toward the
goal, provides some positive motivation.

(5) states the plan as a goal, may do some directing,
without organizing or motivating.

(4) (3) some statements of hope are expressed, some weak
motivating or negative incentives with few supervisory
actions mentioned

(2) (1) no supervisory actions are mentioned.

(0) dimension subcowmponent is not relevant or unable to rate.

F. Problem identification:

1

Monitoring the Decision Environment: Maintaining a clear
understanding of how things should be and recognizing the
deviations from normal, planned and expected states.

(7) specifies what actions are to be taken and why; sets up
and initiates a method for monitoring the solutions
chosen.

(6) initiates a monitoring plan, may not insure that the
actions to be taken are understood.

(5) mentions a monitoring plan but does not necessarily
initiate it.

(4) (3) (2) (1) monitoring is not mentioned or may be
done in a way that detracts from the solution.

(0) dimension subcomponent is not relevant or unable to rate.

12
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Dimension Rating scales

c. Decision Making (concluded)

4.

D.Action:

1.

Choose the best potential solution or course of action.

(N

(6)

(5)
(4)
(3)
(23
(1)
(0)

decides on and specifies a course of action based on a
systematic and thorough evaluation for each identified
problem.

decides on and specifies a course of action for the full
set of problems but not based on a systematic and
thorough evaluation.

decides on and specifies a course of action for the
major identified problems.

decides on and specifies a course of action only for
crises issues; longer term issues are continued.

decides on and specifies a course of action, but a
decision is not reached on at least one important issue.
decisions are made to continue to gather information,
specific actions are not made.

decigsions are not made; may express hope that the
deviations will not occur again.

dimension subcomponent is not relevant or unable to rate.

Implementing the best potential solution or course of

action.

(7) takes specific actions to resolve the identified
problems.

(6) takes specific actions to resolve the crisis issues and
the most important identified problems, discusses but
does not necessarily take specific actions for all
issues discussed.

(5) takes specific actions to resolve the crisis issues;
discusses and takes some actions for the other issues
discussed, but does not necessarily take specific
actions for all issues discussed.

(4) takes specific actions to resolve crisis issues,
spacifies that longer term issues will be discussed
again in the future meetings.

(3) does not take specific actions to resolve the crisis
issues, but some actions are taken.

(2) 1inappropriate, irrelevant or useless actions are
implemented some of which may be counterproductive.

(1) no actions are taken.

(0)

dimension subcomponent is not relevant or unable to rate.

11



Dimension Rating scales

Decision Making (continued)

2.

Establish a methodology or criteria that is the most
appropriate for appraisal of the possible solutions.

(7) discusses the criteria independently of development of
possible solutions; discussion includes whether the
problem will be resolved, the degree of satisfaction
with the solution, and the amount of time required

(6) discusses criteria at the time the possible solutions
are developed; discussion includes whether or not the
problem will be resolved, and the amount of time
required.

(5) develops and presents criteria, but does not discuss;
criteria may fail to evaluate an important aspect of a
problem solution or may be unable to evaluate a possible
solution; process is linked with development of possible
solutions.

(4) (3) (2) (1) criteria not discussed or evaluations are
made without objective standards being stated or
criteria are not developed.

(0) dimension subcomponent is not relevant or unable to rate.

Appraising possible solutions using the same set of
criteria.

(7) clearly states the decision rules that are used to
evaluate possible solutions; appraisal is systematic and
thorough; appraises the possible solutions by stating
the degree to which the criteria will be met.

(6) clearly states the decision rules that are used to
evaluate possible solutions; appraisal may not be
systematic and thorough; appraises only preselected
solutions by stating the degree to which they meet the

criteria (i.e., the "If this, then this" logic is clear).

(5) Appraises possible solutions by evaluating them as they
are developed; states decision rules when pressed. ("If
this, then this" logic is not clear).

(4) appraises possible solutions by default; does not
discuss criteria or rationales, but states solutions as
if appraisal had been done.

(3) appraises possible solutions incorrectly or
inconsistently.

(2) (1) appraisals not done.

(0) dimension subcomponent is not relevant or unable to rate.

10
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Dimension Rating scales

¢. Decision Making:

1.

Developing potential solutions or courses of action without

judging or appraising them as they are developed.

(7)

(6)

(3)

(4)

3

(2)

(1
(0)

develops at least three possible solutions for each
identified problem; seeks and persists in seeking help
from the employee in the development of possible
solutions; possibilities are developed over the full
range of quality; returns to earlier problem solving
steps if necessary.

develops at least three possible solutjons for each for
each identified problem; seeks but does not persist in
obtaining help in possibility development; returns to
earlier problem solving steps if necessary.

develops at least two possible solutions for each
identified problem; no assistance is sought; returns to
earlier problem solving steps if necessary.

develops at least one possible action for each
identified problem; no assistance is sought; returns to
earlier problem solving steps if necessary for the most
important issues only.

possible solutions are not consistently developed for
all identified problems; may not seek help when
developing possible solutions; may not returm to
previous problem solving steps if a new problem arises.
possible solutions are not typically developed, but some
solutions are specified, most of which are irrelevant,
inappropriate or ineffective.

development of possible solutions is not done or
solutions specified are not effective or even harmful.

dimension subcomponent is not relevant or unable to rate.
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Dimension Rating scales

B. Problem Analysis (continued)

2.

Diagnosing the causes of the problem by digging beneath the
symptoms: who and what caused the problem; when and where
did the problem ocecur; why and how was the problem caused

(7) asks questions seeking the cause of the problem and all
the details about who, what, where, when, why and how
the problem occurred; seeks interrelationships among the
causal details and the deviation facts.

(6) asks questions seeking the cause of the problem and all
of the essentiasl details; may not seek
interrelationships among causal details or among
deviation facts

(5) asks questions seeking the cause of the problem: what
caused the problem and why did the problem occur.

(4) asks questions seeking the cause of the problem and what
caused the problem; mentions other issues, but may not
identify the causes.

(3) does not ask questions that are intended to identify the
cause of the problem; seeks only symptoms (i.e., who was
involved and affected, what was the impact on relations
and actions, where and when did the problem occur and
what were the costs).

{2) asks questions,but does not dig beneath the symptoms and
identifies the wrong causes,

(1) does not ask questions seeking to identify the causes,
problem diagnosis is not done.

(0) dimension subcomponent is not relevant or unable to rate.
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PROBLEM SOLVING DIMENSION DEFINITION

The first step in the problem identification phase of
the problem solving model is monitoring the decision envi-
ronment. Top level candidates will clearly explain the
normal, planned and expected actions and mention all of the
deviations from them. Average level candidates will
explain the expected states, but mention the major devi-
ation and perhaps some of the lesser deviations. The can-
didates just below the minimally acceptable level will fail
to mention one of the normal, planned or expected states,
or fail to mention one of the major deviations from them.

The second step in the problem identification phase is
to define the emerging problem. This consists of listing
the essential details and analyzing them by combining, ver-
ifying, classifying and eliminating data in order to assess
all of the details of symptoms of the problem. The top
level candidate will ask questions and persist in seeking
the essential details relating to who was involved, who was
effected, what the impact will be on future actions and
relations, where and when the problem occurred, what the
costs of the problem are and what is the importance of the
Problem. Average quality candidates will ask questions
Seeking the problem participants and the impact, but few

Oother details. The information will still be analyzed in a
260
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jogical manner and the obtained facts will still be
explained. The below average candidates will seek to
verify the prior biases or expectations and not seek the
details for deviations that may arise after they have made
up their minds. The below acceptable candidates may illog-
jcally analyze the information or jump to conclusions and
may not explain the facts of the problem.

The problem analysis phase begins with the problem
solver specifying decision objectives. The top level can-
didates will state expected outcomes, state the risks and
constraints and specify who is to be involved in resolving
each identified problem, all explained in practical and
realistic terms. The average candidate will state the
expected outcomes and risks and constraints, but not always
in practical and realistic terms. The average candidate
will make sure to mention that the employee must retain
control of the problem solving process. The candidate who
performs below the minimally acceptable level of perform-
ance will state expected outcomes or risks and constraints
that are inappropriate, irrelevant or unclear.

The problem analysis phase concludes with a diagnosis
of the causes of the problem. The symptoms of the problem
were collected and listed out--without any evaluation--in
Step two, the problem definition phase of the model. In
the diagnosis step the top quality candidates will dig

beneath the symptoms by asking questions seeking the causes
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of the problems. The causes will be addressed from a vari-
ety of perspectives: who caused the problem, what caused
the problem, where and when did the problem occur, and why
and how was the problem caused. 1In addition the top qual-
ity candidates will attempt to seek interrelationships
among the causes of the various problems and form a
complete picture of the situation. The average quality
candidates will ask questions seeking primarily what caused
the problem and why, plus some other concerns. The below
acceptable candidate will not attempt to resolve the prob-
lems and seek only to identify symptoms.

Up to this point the problem solving model looks like
a very linear, step by step process. This is not always
the case. During a discussion, the candidate, for example,
may be developing potential solutions for a particular
problem (in subcomponent "C," to be described next) when
the problem subordinate presents another issue. In this
case, the candidate would need to return to earlier problem
solving steps if necessary. This may involve seeking the
symptoms of the new problem component, then, based on new
information, specify new decision objectives and reassess
the causes of the problem. If necessary, a top quality
problem solver will return to earlier steps if new informa-

tion arises.
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The decision making cycle begins with the development
of potential solutions without judging them or appraising
them as they are developed. The above average candidates
will develop multiple potential solutions for each identi-
fied problem. 1In addition, these top level performers will
seek and persist in seeking assistance from the subordinate
in potential solution development. Earlier problem solving
steps will be utilized if necessary. The average quality
performers will develop multiple solutions for at least one
identified problem, but not for all issues. All issues
will have at least one solution developed for them. No
assistance will be sought in developing the solutions, but
the average candidate will return to earlier problem solv-
ing steps if necessary. The below acceptable quality can-
didates will not develop potential solutions consistently
for all important issues. This may arise by failing to
return to earlier problem solving steps if necessary.

The second component of the decision making loop, is
the establishing of a methodology or criteria for evalu-
ation of the potential solutions. The top quality candi-
dates will discuss the criteria development independently
of the development of the potential solutions. The
discussion will include a variety of factors including
whether the problem will be resolved, the subordinate’s
degree of satisfaction with the solution and the amount of

time required to resolve the problem. The average quality
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candidates will not discuss the criteria development but
will present the material. The criteria developed may fail
to evaluate some important component of the problem solu-
tion. Since the criteria development step proves to be
guch a difficult and rare step in the process, the below
average candidates will usually fail to explicitly develop
any criteria or they may evaluate solutions without stating
the criteria.

The third step in the decision making cycle is the
actual appraising of the potential solutions. This is done
by clearly stating the decision rules and using that same
set for appraising all proposed solutions. The average
quality candidates will appraise the potential solutions,
but their logic may not be stated clearly or they may
appraise the solutions as they are developed. The below
average candidates will appraise the potential solutions
incorrectly or inconsistently

Once the appraisal is done, the candidate will make
the decision by choosing the best course of action for each
identified problem. The top level candidates will decide
on and specify a course of action based on a systematic and
thorough evaluation for each identified problem. The aver-
age quality candidates will specify courses of action only
for the crisis issues, but the other identified problems
will be continued to worked on in the future. The candi-

dates performing just below the minimally acceptable level
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of performance will fail to specify a course of action for
at least one major identified issue, but decisions on some
golutions will be reached.

The action subcomponent is directly parallel to the
choice step within the decision making loop. Top quality
candidates will take specific actions to resolve the iden-
tified problems. The average level performers will take
specific actions only for the crisis issues and will
continue to work on the other issues. The below average
candidates will fail to take specific actions to resolve
the crisis issues, but some actions will be taken.

Once the actions are started, the effective problem
solver will supervise the actions to ensure that the deci-
sions are being carried out according to plan. Top level
performers will implement solutions by first, planning and
organizing the actions to be taken, then directing the per-
former of those actions and finally motivating the perform-
ers to complete the tasks. These are the basic components
of the supervisory process. In the current situation,
since the candidates are not supervisors, but only candi-
dates, they are not expected to thoroughly perform the
supervisory functions.

Top level performers of these supervisory actions will
implement the solutions by clearly stating the goals,

tasks, evaluation criteria and time lines. Then the top
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performers will organize the tasks and the people to accom-
plish those tasks, direct the task performers and motivate
them. Average level performers will state a plan as a
general goal and may do some directing, without organizing
or motivating. Since this is a difficult task for candi-
dates for supervisors, the minimally acceptable level of
performance is lowered to include providing some directing
statements and weak statements of hope with some weak moti-
vating statements or negative incentives used. Negative
incentives are veiled threats in the form of "do this and
avoid the consequences."

The last subcomponent of the problem solving model
completes the loop by once again monitoring the decision
environment to check whether the now resoclved problem reoc-
curs. Top level performers specify the actions are to be
taken and why. Then, more importantly, the top level
performers will set up and initiate a monitoring plan to
watch the implementation of the chosen solutions. This
step is a relatively rarely performed one without specific
training, so even the average level performers, in a selec-
tion process, will be found to mention a need for monitor-
ing the solution without initiating it. Since this is a
difficult dimension the minimally acceptable level of
performance does not require any mentioning of a monitoring

pPlan or the plan that is mentioned may even detract from

the accomplishment of the solution.
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Dimension Rating scales

g. Problem Analysis.

1.

Specify the decision obiectives in practical and realistic

terms.

(7) for each identified problem states expected cutcomes,
risks, constraints and the people to be involved, all in
practical and realistic terms.

(6) states expected outcomes or risks and constraints but
not always in practical and realistic terms; may not
mention people to be involved other than that the
amployes must ratain control; may make some statements
on risks without a clear problem referent.

(5) states expected outcomes or risks and constraints but
not in practical nor realistic terms; does not specify
that the employee must retain control of the problem
resolution.

(4) states that the expected outcome of the problem solving
situation is the absence or correction of a deviation;
specifies the risks involved in not correcting the
deviations.

(3) states expected outcomes that may be inappropriate,
unclear or irrelevant; may specify inappropriate,
unclear or irrelevant risks and constraints.

(2) either does not set problem solving objectives or does
not mention risks and constraints.

(1) fails to specify problem solving objectives and fails to
specify risks and constraints.

(0) dimension subcomponent is not relevant or unable to rate.
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Dimension Rating scales

Defining the Problem: listing the essential details and
analyzing them by combining, verifying, classifying and
eliminating data in order to assess who was involved, who was
affected, what the impact is on future relations and future
actions, where and when the deviation occurred, and the costs
and importance of the deviation.

(7) asks questions and persists in seeking the essential
details relating to deviations; analyzes the information
in a logical manner and explains the essential facts of
the problem.

(6) asks questions and persists in seeking the essential
details relating to who was involved and who was
affected and the impact of future relations and actions,
but does not persist in seeking information on where,
when, costs, and future impact details; analyzes the
obtained information in & logical manner and explains
the obtained facts of the problem

(5) asks questions but does not always persist in seeking
the essential details relating to deviation participants
and the impact; analyzes the obtained information in a
logical manner and explains the obtained facts of the
problem.

(4) asks questions but does not persist in seeking the
essential details relating to deviation participants and
the impact; may not explain the facts of the problem;
may not explain the analysis of the information obtained
and simply state conclusions.

(3) explains and seeks to verify the details of the pre-work
problem definition information without asking questions
to obtain the essential details of the issues that may
arise during discussion; may jump to conclusions or
illogically analyze the information; may not explain the
facts of the problem.

(2) explains the details of the pre-work problem definition
information without seeking to verify them or gather the
essential details of the issues that arise in discussion.

(1) does not ask questions on the deviations; does not
verify pre-work information; does not explain the
problem.

(0) dimension subcomponent is not relevant or unable to rate.



Dimension Rating scales

Dimension Definitions
Problem Solving

A. Problem Identification:

1.

Monitoring the Decision Environment: Maintaining a clear
understanding of how things should be and recognizing the
deviations from normal, planned and expected states.

(7) clearly explains the normal, planned or expected actions
and mentions the deviations from them.

(6) clearly explains the normal, planned or expected actions
and mentions all but the minor deviations from them.

(5) clearly explains the normal, planned and expected
actions and mentions the major deviation and some other
secondary ones.

(4) clearly explains the normal, planned and expected
actions and mentions only the mejor deviations.

(3) fails to clearly explain one of the important normal,
planned or expected actions or fails to mention one of
the major deviations.

(2) fails to clearly explain more than one of the important
normal, planned or expected actions or fails to mentiom
more than one of the major deviations,

(1) does not explain the normal, planned or expected
actions or does not mention any deviations from these
expectations.

(0) dimension subcomponent is not relevant or unable to rate.
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Dimension Rating scales

Challenging : After establishing a positive interpersonal
relationship, providing feedback to a person on past performance
and seeking to motivate them to improve future performance by
describing the person's strengths, noting actions inconsistent
with standards, explaining implications or conclusions that were
unrecognized, or confronting the person to examine their asctions
more closely.

1. Information Content: challenges are clear, behaviorally
centered on observable or reasonably inferred facts and is
not personality centered.

(7) succinct, stated actively ("owned”).

{(6) clear, not succinct, stated actively.

(5) clear, not succinct, not stated actively.

(4) nunderstandable,not stated actively.

{3) vague, stated either actively or passively.

(2) unclear or personality centered or irrelevant, stated
passively.

(1) challenging is not done.

(0) not relevant; unable to rate.

2. Emotional Content: seeking to create positively motivating
feelings and emotions by asking for reactions and not making
"hit and run” statements.

(7) succinct, motivating, soliciting feedback.

(6) clear, not succinct, motivating, may not solicit
feedback.

(5) clear, not succinct, may not be motivating, usually does
not solicit feedback.

(4) understandable, does not motivate the person to act
constructively, may attempt to force correct action,
usually does not solicit feedback.

(3) vague or disruptive, not motivating or negatively
motivating, may resist feedback.

(2) wunclear or irrelevant or negatively dominating

(1) challenging not done.

(0) not relevant; unable to rate.

3. Delivery: making challenging statements that are
tentatively phrased but facilitative and concrete

(7) tentative, but concrete, gradually increased; friendly.

(6) tentative, not concrete, gradually increased; friendly.

(5) tentative, not concrete, gradually increased; not always
friendly.

(4) sometimes blunt or vague, not always tentative or
gradually increased; not always friendly.

(3) sometimes aggressive or passive, may not be tentative or
gradually increased; not always friendly.

(2) disruptive or passive; not gradually increased; not
friendly.

(1} challenging not done.
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Dimension Rating scales

¢. Probing and Questioning: gathering information from another
person.

i. Informatjon Content: asking questions or making probing
statements that are clear and understandable.

(7) succinct, stated actively ("owned").

(6) clear, not succinct, stated actively.

(5) clear, not succinct, not stated actively.

(4) vunderstandable,not stated actively.

(3) vague, stated either actively or passively.
(2) unclear or irrelevant, stated passively.

(1) information or point of view is not expressed.
{(G) not relevant; unable to rate.

2. Emotional Content: of questions or probes is neutral and
controlled by the use of open-ended, not closed (one word
answer) questions

(7)) succinct, open-ended questions and statements.

(6) clear, not succinct, open-ended questions and statements.

(3) clear, not succinct, open-ended disintegrating into
closed {yes/no) questions.

(4) understandable, questions and statements are both
open~ended and closed, some +/- emotions present.

(3) wvague or repeated closed questions and statements,
positive or negative emotions color info. gathering,

(2) unclear or irrelevant or exclusively closed questions
and probes, +/- emotions dominate info. gathering.

(1) questions and probing statements not asked.

(0) not relevant; unable to rate.

3. Delivery: asking questions and making probing statements
that facilitate and supplement, rather than dominate the
discussion.

(7) assertive, facilitates the discussion, gradually
increased; friendly.

(6) assertive, facilitates the discussion; friendly .

(5) assertive, may not always facilitate the discussion, may
not always be friendly.

(4) may be blunt or vague or may dominate the discussion
with questions at times, may not always be friendly.

(3) sometimes aggressive or passive, sometimes controls and
dominates discussion with questions, not always friendly.

(2) disruptive or passive; not friendly, does not
supplement, but always dominates and controls the
discussion.

(1) questioning and probing not done.

(@) not relevant; unable to rate.

271



Dimension Rating scales

B, Responding with Empathy: communicating accurate understanding of
the core meaning of another person's words.

1

3.

Information Content: expressing the core meaning of another
person's words.

(7)
(6)
(5)
(4)
(3)
(2)
)
(0)

succinct, stated actively ("owned").

clear, not succinct, stated actively .

clear, not succinct, not stated actively.
understandable,not stated actively.

vague, stated either actively or passively.
unclear or irrelevant, stated passively.
information or point of view is not expressed.
not relevant; unable to rate.

Emotional Content: expressing the correct type and

intensity of another person's feelings and emotions

(7
(6)

(5
(4)
(3)

(2)

(1)
(0

succinctly states correct type and intensity.

clearly, but not succinctly states correct type and
intensity.

correct type and intensity are understood but may not be
clearly fed back.

clearly, but not succinctly states correct type,
intensity fed back may be a bit off, but not grossly so.
may be a bit off in stating correct type or intensity
fed back is clearly off target or may miss opportunity
to respond with empathy.

type and intensity of emotion fed back is unclear or

irrelevant, may miss opportunity to respond with empathy.

emotional content is not fed back.
not relevant; unable to rate.

Dalivery: expressing accurate understanding of another
person's thoughts or feelings in a way that is appropriate in
depth and amount to the information and feelings expressed.

N

(6)

(3)

(&)

(3)

(2)

(n
0)

clear and succinct, not rambling; assertive but not
aggressive; facilitates discussion rather than
disrupting; uses metaphor/humor rather than parroting.
clear, not rambling; assertive but not aggressive;
facilitates discussion rather than disrupting; sometimes
uses metaphor/humor, but does not parroting.

clear, not rambling; assertive but not aggressive;
usually facilitates discussion, may be a bit disruptive;
some use of metaphor, but may parroting.

clear, but sometimes rambling; assertive but not
aggressive; usunally facilitates discussion, may be a bit
disruptive; weak use of metaphor, may parrot.

may be rambling; may be aggressive; may be a disruptive;
may parrot, little use of metaphor/humor.

clearly disruptive or inappropriately.

responding not done.

not relevant; unable to rate.
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Mock Candidate Pre-Work Material

Memo
To: New Unit Supervisor
From: Mary Johnson, the old Unit Supervisor
Date: August 19, 1985
Subject: Meeting on Chester's Performance Improvement plan

when I found out that I was being rotated to another unit I didn’t have
time to resolve an employee performance problem. I guess that you'll
have to jump into this one cold. I've dragged my feet a little on
this, but the situation needs to be fixed. So, I've written this memo
to explain the issue a bit, I've alsoc attached the employee's job
description, most recent performance appraisal form and a memo from
Personnel describing the discipline and termination process. Here's
“the bomb:" the meeting to present and discuss this problem with the
employee involved had been set up for today and will be held in
one~half hour.

Now a little background. The Department Director is really sensitive
to complaints from our clientele and their politically powerful and
quite vocal advocates. The ultimate problem happened last week. We
got chewed out for failing to handle a new case the same day the client
attempted to call. Instead, our client ended up on the department
head's doorstep at ten o'clock at night last week Tuesday.

Chester, a permanent employee, is the problem child you have inherited
who is responsible for the dilemma. Tt wss his client who called.
Chester was "sick” that day. No one knew about it until too late.

I can't say we weren't warned. He had been doing a good job in this
division for many years, first as a financial worker and a Senior
Financial worker, and now as a leadworker, Principal, when performance
quality began to fall off. Over the course of the last six weeks he
has developed a pattern of not following the County work rules.
Chester fails to call the office when sick and is out of the office
with colds or other problems toc often. When at work spends tec much
time socializing, was seen having a beer over lunch once, he rarely
even ate lunch in the past, and is extremely slow in the, as you know,
somewhat technical leadworker's duties of assisting the other workers
in determining client eligibility for receiving Public Assistance
money. His work is not getting done on time. Chester has requested s
transfer to another unit. This request has been denied since he has
not been in the unit for the required eighteen month period before
becoming eligible to transfer again.

Good luck in your meeting with Chester. Please keep the meeting to
about fifteen minutes., Again it will start in one~half hour and will be
held in the oral examination room.

PHITEM/PRORAL
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CLASS TITLE: Principal Financial Worker

DEFINITION: Under general supervision, performs work of moderate
difficulty in a variety of tasks relating to processing requests for
public assistance; acts as resource to public and Financial Workers in
the areas of responsibility; may function 8s a lead worker and assist
in the training of Financial Workers; performs special tasks and
assignments related to program policies and procedures.

EXAMPLES OF DUTIES:

Intake Worker - Performs on a full time basis the tasks related to
initial eligibility determination such as: interviews persons
requesting public assistance for the purpose of determining initial
program eligibility; advises applicants of program eligibility
requirements; provides applicant with a list of necessary
verifications; reviews verification data sand evaluates initial
screening assessment; compares personal and financial status of
applicants with standards for program eligibility and determines
initial eligibility; may participste in process appeals on denied
eligibility, emount of benefit, and data assistance begins; generates
initisl issuance documents; informs spplicant of initial eligibility
determination and reasons for decision; explains detailed multiprogram
information to public, other agencies, or community groups; performs
related work as required.

Lead Worker - Officlally designated and assigned the responsibility

for being the primary backup for the unit supervisor, as such work
performed is exampled by the following tasks; acts as the unit resource
person for the unit staff; trains or assists in the training of unit
staff and instructs on unit procedures; reviews work of unit staff to
ensure conformity to established procedures and requirements; observes
work of unit staff and assists supervisor with performance evaluations;
may assign work to unit staff; carries partial case load which may be
more difficult, complex, and/or time consuming cases, performs related
work as required.

Support Services Worker -~ Performs a highly technical and/or
multiprogram staff support function directly related to the
department's service mission; such sctivities included are exampled
by: Quality control, trainer, advocate, fraud advisor, and the peak
period pool.

EMPLOYMENT STANDARDS:

Education and Experience. Two years of experience as a Financial
Worker or Senior Financial Worker; or an equivalent combination of
training and experience.

Knowledge, Skills and Abilities. Considerable knowledge of
interviewing techniques, office procedures and household budget
concepts; considerable knowledge of public assistance programs,
operations, policies and procedures; good knowledge of community
resources.
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Principal Financial Worker
page Two

Considerable ability to follow instructions; considerable ability to
organize work and meet deadlines; considerable ability to establish and
maintain good relationships with clients; staff and community
resources; working ability to express ideas clearly in oral or written
form.

Considerable skill in judging the validity of applicant claims; some
skills in training Financial Workers.

Licenses and Certificates. Possession of a valid Minnesota driver's
license may be required for certain positions in this class.

HENNEPIN COUNTY 6/81
: Rev. 6/82
Rev. 3/84
Rev. 5/84

Rev. 5787
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To: Mary Johnson, Unit Superviscr

From: Bob Zimmerman, Personnel Department
Date: August 14, 1985

Subject: Employee's Performance Improvement plan

As regquested, here is the sequence from the Work Rules for employee
discipline and termination. Remember that termination must be based on
well documented facts that are clearly in violation of a work rule. If
you intended to follow this process through to the terminstion of an
amployee, give me a call and we can talk in more detail about the
process and the documentation necessary.

A)

B)

)

D)

E)

Set up with the amployee, in writing, & clearly understood
expectation that the employee must follow in order to be
considered retainable. The actions you mentioned on the
phone--excessive absence and tardiness, alcochol or drug abuse,
failure to complete the assigned duties, and the insbility to meet
consistently one’'s performance objectives=-~are all potentially
related to the discipline and termination procedure.

The first violation, after the employee has been told of the
expectation, should lead to a written reprimand. This letter is
given to the employee, with copies going to the personnel file and
to your department head.

The second violation of the expectation will lead to a one-day
suspension. Copies of the suspension notice are sent the
Personnel file and to your department head.

The third violation of the expectation will lead to a five-day
suspension. Copies of the suspension notice are sent the
Personnel file and to your department head.

The fourth violation of the expectation will lead to a termination
hearing with the Personnel Board. If the process gets this far,
the Personnel Department will be working directly with you to make
sure the proper documentation is available.

Let me know about your exact plans. I hope we can resolve this problem.
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EMPLOYEE PERFORMANCE REVIEW

Department: Economic Assistance
Employee Name: Chester Marcol
Date of Rating:2-25-85
(circle one rating per factor)

1. Quality: Performance in meeting standards of work quality.

1 2 ©) 4 5

careless just gets by does a good errors rare exception-
job ally high
quality

2. Job knowledge: Understanding in all phases of the work.

1 2 3 4 @

inadequate improvement knows job expert but  expert, acts
knowledge necessary- fairly well limited to  as resource
just gets by own job to staff

3. Quantity: Output of satisfactory work.

1 2 @ 4 5

Slow, work Turns out frequently usually does exceptional,
is seldom required turns out more than fast output
required amount, no more than expected
amount more required

4. Dependability: Works conscientiously according to instructions.

1 2 3 ® s
continuous frequent follows very little dependable,
checking checking instructions checking no checking
and follow~ required required necessary

up required

5. Initiative: Think constructively and originates thought.

1 2 6) 4 5
requires fair good decisions minimum of Thinks and
constant decisions, and actions, supervision scts
supervision routine but requires construct-

worker some ive super-
supervision vision not

required
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PAGE 2
6. Adaptability: Ability to learn and to meet changing conditions.

1 2 <:> 4 5
Prefers old learns normal willing to learns
methods, slowly, ability, change, rapidly,
does not reluctant routine short period adjusts and
remember to change worker for mental grasps
instructions ad justments changes

quickly
7. Attitude: Willingness to cooperate and to carry out demands.

1 2 3 4 (:>
poor passive limited cooperative good team
cooperation resistance cooperation worker
argues

8. Attendance: amount of absenteeism and tardiness in six months.

1 2 3 4 (:)
more than 4 Two thru one day no days lost no days
days absent four days absent, 2 2 days tardy lost, not
or tardy absent, 3 days tardy tardy
in 6 months days tardy

9. Staff Relations: Ability to get along with associates.
1 2 (:> 4 5
disagreeable difficult average or well liked winning
to get reasonable and personality
along with respected
10. Public Interpersonal Relations: Ability to get along with the
public.

1 2 (:) 4 5

disagreeable difficult average or well liked winning
to get reasonable and personality
along with respected



Simulation Exercise Summary
Problem Solving

Problem Solving
Definition and Simulation Exercise Summary

A. Froblem Identification

1.

May 22,

Monitoring the Decision Environment: HMaintaining a clear
understanding of how things should be and recognizing the
deviations from normal, planned and expected states by
clearly explaining the normal, plenned or expected actions
and mentioning the deviations from them.

Potentisl Deviations from expectations in Chester's work
activities to be Mentioned:

1. a client was not served by Chester and the client caunsed
problems by going to the Director’'s house at 10 P.M.
last week Tuesday.

2. There have been reports that Chester fails to call when

he is sick.

3. There have been reports that Chester is sick too often,
has problems with absenteeism and promptness.

4, There have been reports that Chester socializes too much
when in the office.

5. Chester's performance has deviated for the worse from
his old performance appraisal in February.

6. There have been reports that Chester has requested a
transfer out of the unit.

7. There has been 8 report that Chester, who rarely eats
lunch at gll, had been seen drinking & beer with lunch.

8. There have been reports of a general increase in

problems by Chester.

Defining the Problem: listing the essential details and
analyzing them by combining, verifying, classifying and
eliminating data in order to assess who was involved, who was
affected, what the impact is on future relations and future
actions, where and when the deviation occurred, and the costs
and importance of the deviation by asking questions and
persisting in seeking the essential details relating to
deviations; analyzing the information in a logical manner and
explaining the essential facts of the problem.

Potential information to be brought out through questioning
includes the details within the following categories:

1. who was involved?: Chester, secretary, client,
department head

2. who was affected?: client, director, Mary, new
supervisor, unit staff

3. what is the impact on future relations?: Chester,
director and client upset; unit supervisor is
unsure if Chester is reliable

1987

PHPSUMRY/PRORAL
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Simulation Exercise Summary
Problem Solving

A. Problem Identification (continued)

2.

Defining the Problem (continued)

4,

what

was the impact on the actions to be done:
client not served; Chester is not being productive
and is not complying with several "work rules"

where did the problem occur?: in the office while

when

what

What

what

Chester was at home

did the problem occur?: specifically, last week
Tuesday, but also over the last six weeks

is the cost of the problem?: the dollar cost not
specified in the information provided, but,
Chester's work is not getting done on time. This
is costing money through decreased productivity and
lost work time.

is the importance of this problem?: The
problem client was not served and several others
are probably not being served effectively and
Chester has been skipping out of work. These are
vary serjous problems

happened?: Chester, whose productivity has
dropped and who is violating several "work rules”
on absentesism, tardiness, alcohol use during the
lunch hour and excessive socializing in the office,
failed to call the office when he was sick one day
last week and a client who was not given proper
service by Chester got soc angry that he went to the
Director's house at ten o'clock in the evening last
weak Tuesday.

B. Problem Analysis.

1

Specify the decision objectives in practical and realistic
terms for each identified problem by stating expected
outcomes, risks, constraints and the people to be involved,
all in practical and realistic terms.

The general problem categories and the possible expectations

to be mentioned include Chester being asked to:

A,

B.

Iwprove productivity

1.

2.

help the client(s} and avold these service delivery
problems in the future
Do the job expected of a PFW

Follow the "work rules"”

W

call in when sick

improve attendance/promptness

do not drink alcohol on the work site
decrease socializing
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Simulation Exercise Summary
Problem Solving

B. Problem Analysis. (continued)

1. Specify the decision objectives (continued)

c. Improve job satisfaction
1. improve satisfaction/ work relationships
2. becoms promotable

The people who may be involved in meeting the expectations
may include:
1. Chester should retain contrel of his own problems and
work to resolve them.
2. Chester should tell the Supervisor if he feels
overworked

The potential risks that can be mentioned are:

1. First, an oral reprimand

2. Second, 8 written reprimand
3. Third, a one day suspension
4. Fourth, a five day suspension

5. Finally getting fired after a termination hearing with
the Personnel Board

6. A general statement of adverse consequences can be
mentioned

2. Diagnosing the causes of the problem: by digging beneath
the symptoms: who and what caused the problem; when and where
did the problem occur; why and how was the problem caused.
The supervisor accomplishes all this by asking questions,
seeking the cause of the problem and all the details about
who, what, where, when, why and how the problem occurred and
seeking interrelationships among the data.

Questions diagnosing the cause of the problem will include
the following:

1. Who caused the problem: Chester

2. what caused the problem: Promotion issue with Stan

3. when was the problem caused: six weeks ago

4., where was the problem caused: on the unit, and in the
selection processas

5. why was the problem caused: anger, frustration, burnout

6. how was the problem caused: work slow down and failing

to follow the work rules, especially not coming into
work or phoning in when sick

7. Seeking interrelationships among deviations and among
causes (e.g., Chester may be frustrated because Stan
was only a8 Senior when he was promoted; the work rule
problems may only be symptoms of the promotion issue)
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Simulation Exercise Summary
Problem Solving

c. Decision Making:

1

Developing possible solutions or courses of action that may
bs used to resolve the problems without judging or appraising
them as they are developed by developing at least thres
possibilitieas for each identified problem; and seeking and
persisting in seeking help from the employee in possibility
development. The possibilities are developed over the full
range of quality. 7The supervisor should return to earlier
problem solving steps if necessary (e.g., when new
information comes up on the promotional issue and “Stan",
additional facts are needed, etc.).

Possibilities that can be developed include those which deal
with the following topics:

A. Improve productivity

1. Chester should assess his service, accuracy, and
productivity.
2, The new supervisor may review Chester's and the

unit's workload.

B. Follow the "work rules”
1. Chester should come to work on time and call in
when sick. This must be stated.
2. Chester should cut down on socializing.

c. Improve job satisfaction (promotability)

1. Chester should be assisted by the supervisor in
developing a plan for promotion.

2. Chester should reassess his career with the County
to datermine whether he still wants to work here or
if he would rather work some where else.

D. General supervisory action possibilities

1. The supervisor should seek assistance from Chester
in developing possibilities.

2. Chester should ask for help from the new
supervisor.

3. Chester and the new supervisor may want to maet
again to continue the problem solving discussion.

4. The new supervisor may chooss to initiate a special
review procesass.



Simulation Exercise Summary
Problem Solving

C. Decision Making: (continued)

2.

Establish a methodology or criteria that is the most
appropriate for appraisal of the possibilities by discussing
the criteria independently of possibility development. The
discussion includes whether the problem will be resclved, the
degree of satisfaction with the solution, and the amount of
time required.

Potential criteria that can be established to evaluste the
utility of possible solutions may include several things
within each general problem. The important decisions to be
reached include whether the possibility will cause Chester
to:

&. Improve productivity

1. provide proper service to clients
2. face discipline or resolve problems

B. Follow the "work rules"
1. come to work on time
2. call in when sick
3. follow rules on socializing
4 follow rules on drinking
5 general following of rules

c. Improve job satisfaction (promotability)
1. become promotable again
2. improve satisfaction, without transfer
3. take the initiative to improve

Appraising possibilities using the same set of criteria by
clearly stating ths decision rules. The appraisal is
systematic and thorough; appraising the possibilities by
stating the degree to which the criteria will be met.

Actions may be taken and possibilities selected in the
following areas:

A. calling in when sick (action is required to be selected)
B. Improving productivity
C. Improving satisfaction and promotability

Choose the best possible solution or course of action by
deciding on and specifying & course of action based on a
systematic and thorough evaluation for each identified
problem.

Solutions that are chosen may include the following :
A. Improve productivity

1. review workload
2, improve accuracy/ productivity.
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D.

Simulation Exercise Summary
Problem Solving

Decision Making: (continued)

Choose the best possibility {continued)

&4,
B.
c.
D.
Action:
1.

Follow the "work rules”
1. improve attendance/promptness/ calling in when sick.

Improve Jjob satisfaction (promotability)
1. work on resolving promotion problems
2. review career with County

General supervisory actions:

1. meet again to work on problems and goals
2. use of the discipline process.

3. use of a special review processes

Implementing the best possible solution or course of action

by taking specific actions to resolve the identified problems.

A,

xmprova productivity
Chester should work to improve (retain control of
resolving the problem with) his accuracy and
productivity by following the work rules and
returning to his former level of performance.

2. The supervisor may revisw the workload to see if
distribution should be adjusted.

Follow the "work rules”

1. Chester should improve his attendance and
promptness by calling the supervisor within a half
hour of the start of the work day whenever he is
going to be sick or out of the office.

Improve job satisfaction (promotability)

1. Chester should work to improve his promotional
preparedness by working with the supervisor to set
up a program to begin to deal with this issue.

General supervisory actions:

1. The Supervisor and Chester should meet again to
continue working of the solutions.

2. The supervisor may offer assistance in pinpointing
the problems and resolving errors.

2. The Supervisor may initiate the disciplinary
process if Chester falls to meet expectations on
productivity and work rules.
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Simulation Exercise Summary
Problem Solving

E. Supervision:

1.

Ensuring that the decision is carried out according to plan
by planning clear goals and tasks, specifying evaluation
criteria and time lines; organizing the tasks to be
accomplished and directing and motivating the employee
through impiementing solutions. This will require clearly
stating the goals, tasks, evaluation criteria and time
lines; organizing the tasks and people to accompiish the
tasks; and directing and motivating the staff to accomplish
the goals.

The superviser should:
1. state a plan.
2. direct Chester's actions.

3. wmotivate Chester to continue working on the problem’s
solution.

F. Problem Identification

1.

Monitoring the Decision Environment: Maintaining a clear
understanding of how things should be and recognizing the
deviations from normal, planned and expected states by
specifying what sctions are to be taken and why; setting up
and initiating a method for monitoring the solutions chosen.

The supervisor should:
1. initiate a plan
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Interpersonal Relations Summary

A. Self Expression: disclosing or communicating one's point of view
or other information (including starting and stopping the
conversation) by expressing experiences, behaviors and feelings
through words, actions and nonverbal.

1. The Information Content of one's expressions should be
stated succinctly and actively. Sentences should be concrete
and goal directed and should use action verbs stated in the
first person (i.e., "owned, by saying, for example, "I
think,” not "the department understands that,” or "one would
think" etc. ).

2. The Emotional Content of one's expressions (i.e.,
expressing one's feelings and emotions) should be stated
succinctly and actively. Sentences should be concrete and
should use action verbs stated in the first person (i.e.,
"owned, by saying, for example, "I feel" not "the department
feels" or "one would feel” etc. ). Emotions should be
understood to be legitimate parts of behavior and expressed
genuinely, constructively and not held back

3. The Delivery of one's point of view {whether disclosing
information or feelings) should be appropriate in depth and
amount to the listener, the relationship already established,
the situation and the goal of the conversation. The delivery
should be presented assertively (neither passively nor
aggressively), gradually increased in intensity (rather than
being disruptive, blunt or "dumped” on the listener or not
delivered at all), friendly (rather than unfriendly and
negative), and shared (not one sided).

May 2, 1987
PRIRSMRY/PRORAL
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Responding with Empathy: communicating accurate understanding of
the core meaning of another person's words. This will give the
other person the feeling of being understood and should be dene
before any information gathering or challenging takes place. If
the other person becomes resistive or defensive, further empathic
responding should take place before proceeding.

1. The Information Content in another person's communication
should be feed back to that person by expressing the core
meaning of the person's words, but not the detail. Empathic
responses should be stated succinctly and actively.
Sentences should be concise and as brief as possible and
should use action verbs stated in the first person without
containing questions (i.e., "owned, by saying, for example,
"You think”, not "you think that” or "one would think that"
etc. ).

2. Feeding back to another person the correct Emotional
Content of their words (i.e., responding to another by
mentioning the type and intensity of another's feelings and
emot ions) should be stated succinctly and stated actively.
That is sentences should be concise and as brief as possible
and should use action verbs stated in the first person (i.e.,
"owned, by saying, for example, "you feel angry" not "you
feel that something bad is happening" or "one would feel
that"” etc. ). This must happen whenever the other person
sxpresses some significant (whether stated or not stated)
emotions.

3. When expressing accurate understanding of another person's
thoughts or feelings, The expression should be Delivered
in a way that is appropriate in depth and amount to the
information and feelings expressed by the other person. The
delivery should be facilitative (not disruptive or
judgmental), assertive (but not aggressive or passive),
gradually increassd in intensity (rather than bluntly being
"dumped” on the listener or not delivered at all), friendly
(rather than unfriendly and negative), and shared (not one
sided).
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Probing and Questioning: gathering information from another

person, but not verifying preconceptions.

1

The Information Content of questions and probing statements
should be clear and understandable by being stated succinctly
and stated actively. Probes and gquestions should be concise
and as brief as possible and should use action verbs stated
in the first person.

The Emotional Content of probes and questions should be
controlled by asking neutral, succinct, open-ended questions
and statements, not vague or irrelevant or closed (yes/no,
one word answer) gquestions and statements.

The Delivery of questions and probing statements should
supplement the discussion by being appropriate in depth and
amount to the ongoing nature of the relationship. The probes
and questions should by delivered assertively (neither
passively nor aggressively disruptive), gradually increased
in intensity (rather than bluntly being "dumped” on the
listener or not delivered at all), friendly (rather than
unfriendly and negative}, and shared (not one sided).

Challenging : Attempted only after establishing a positive
interpersonal relationship (through the expression, listening,
responding "loop") providing feedback to a person on past
performance and seeking to motivate them to improve future
performance by describing the person's strengths, noting actions
inconsistent with standards, explaining implications or
conclusions that were unrecognized, or confronting the person to
examine their actions more closely.

1

The Information Content of challenges should be succinct
{concrete and as brief as possible), behaviorally centered on
observable or reasonably inferred facts and should use action
verbs stated in the first person (i.e., "owned) and not be
unclear, personality centered, irrelevant or stated passively.

The Emotional Content of challenges should seek to create
positive feelings and emotions. The challenges should be
succinct and motivating, causing the other person to act in a

constructive manner. Negative reactions should be
controlled by soliciting feedback from the person being
challenged.

The challenging statements should be Delivered in a style
that is facilitative and appropriate in depth and amount to
the problem to be resolved. Challenging statements should be
made tentatively (for example "It seems to me" or It might
be" rather than disruptively saying "You should,” or being
vaguely), gradually increassed in intensity (mot blunt or
passive), made in a friendly way and shared (not forced).



APPENDIX E



291

Background Information
On the "Mock' Supervisor Oral Exam
The Exercise, Chester's Script and Your Goal as a Rater

This simulation exercise for entry level supervisor is situated in the
Department of Economic Assistance. It could have been situated
anywhere. This Department was chosen simply because an extensive test
development job analysis had been completed prior to the start of the
research project. Chester, the subordinate with whom the candidate -
supervisor must meet, is a "whiny," defensive, top level line worker
who has been having some problems. Cheater could have been employed in
any department. Chester's strong, if obnoxious, defenses do not
reflect in any way on the activities of the real Department of Economic
Assistance. Chester feels perfectly free to use what ever he can think
of at the moment to explain away his bad attitude. If this involves
making the entire department's staff look incompetent, Chester will
have no qualms about doing se¢. Needless to say, the actual operation
of the Department of Economic Assistance is nothing similar to the way
Chester portrays it.

Chester's role is consistent from candidate to candidate. His script
is made up of several actual incidents of subordinate problems that a
new supervisor would be expected to handle. The intention is to allow
the candidate - supervisor to display his or her problem solving and
interpersonal relaticns skills in a simulated "real" exercise, without
needing any department specific technical knowledge. As a supervisor,
one can expect Chester's style of problem (or similar ones) to arise
sooner or later in any department. The better the supervisor's problem
solving and interpersonal relations skills, the easier the problem will
be to handle.

Chester's scripted role is this: he is & Principal Financial Worker
whose assignment is as a lead worker. He has been in the department
for nine years. He had been looking forward to being promoted to a
unit supervisor position. He is extremely dissatisfied at not having
been promoted in what was, he believes, his only chance for the next
five years. Several factors add to his frustration. One of his
co-workers ("Stan”, & Senjor Financial Worker, who is actually below
Chester’'s level) was promoted to supervisor. It is quite rare for a
Senior to be promoted to Supervisor, skipping the Principal level
position. Chester thinks that Stan ia unqualified. Chester feels that
he had been doing most of Stan's work for him while he had been out
"politicking” for the promotion. Both Chester and Stan got on the
eligible list for promotion.

Since Stan left the unit, all of his work has been given to Chester,
because Chester is the lead worker. Chester has also been given the
assignment of training Stan's replacement. Now, since the supervisor
is also brand new (i.e., the candidate plays the role of Chester's new
supervisor), Chester thinks that he could get stuck with running the
unit for an inexperienced newcomer and not get paid for it. Chester
sees himself as doing three people's jobs. In fact, however, all of
the assignments are in his job description.



Chester has decided to take things easier, since (at least from his
point of view) so many other people are doing the same. Chester is not
intentionally making mistakes, but will actively resist and get
defensive about any suggestions that he is not working as hard as the
other employees. He feels tired of doing a thankless job and feels
insulted by an impersonal system that is trying to use him without
rewarding him. These emotions, however, are not clearly thought
through. The long term problem faced by the candidate - supervisor is
to resolve these dilemmas being felt by Chester and to get him to be
productive and promotable again.

The short term problem is to make sure that Chester comes to work on
time, calls the supervisor when he will be i1l and improve his
attendance. These issues must be handled during the discussion.
Chester's phone calls also need to be handled the same day that they
are received. Chester's response will be that when a person is at home
sick (and the secretary does not know it), then the secretary assumes
that the worker is out in the field doing visitatioms or collecting
information from clients. Any messages are left on the worker's desk.
Since many employees tend to spend several hours at a time in the
field, leaving messages is a common, accepted practice. The worker's
phone calls are usually answered when the worker returns to the office
either later that day or the next morning.

Chester feels that the problem belongs to the secretary. Chester
thinks that the secretary should leave messages in 4 common location so
that other staff members can see when a8 worker's phone messages are not
being answered. If other staff members see the messages, then these
types of problem clients can be dealt with quickly. Chester himself
has done this "favor" for other workers in the past and he is angry
that they had not returned the favor to him this time.

Now, a final word about the videotaped performances. None of the
people participating in the videotapes are professional actors or
actresses. Because of this, the “acting" is weak. You will quickly
notice that the lines being spoken are being read off of “cue cards.”
Please do not let this affect your ratings of the candidates. At times
the nonverbsl behaviors of the candidate-supervisors or Chester become
stilted or inconsistent with what is being said. When this happens,
and at all times in this mock oral exam please rate the candidates
only on what they are saying, not their nonverbsl behaviors. ur

goal in this mock oral examination 1s to rate the candidates for

supervisor as accurately as you can on the two majo major rating scales.
W
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SCRIPT VERIFICATION WORK SHEET
INTERPERSONAL RELATIONS

Rater's Name:

A. Self Expression

Disclosing or communicating one's point of view or other information by
expressing experiences, behaviors and feelings through words, actions
and nonverbal.

1. Information Content: stating information or point of view
Actual Target Description

P 6 clear, not succinct, stated actively, goal directed.

2. Emotionmal Content: expressing one's feelings and emotioms
Actual Target Description

6 +/- emotion {s usually genuine, always expressed
constructively, dealt with rather than held back.

3. Delivery: disclosing information or feslings that is appropriate
in depth and amount to the goal of the conversation.
Actual Target Description

6 appropriste to goals, gradually increased;
friendly, not always shared.

Related Paragraphs: 1,2,3,7,8,9,10,11,12,13,14,15,16,17,22,23,24,25

14
Quality Rating Scale: "+ Topic Directly and completely covered
"0" Topic covered, but weakly or indirectly
"." Topic covered incorrectly
Topic not covered

1o
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B. Responding with Empathy

Communicating accurate understanding of the core meaning of another
person's words.

1. Information Content: expressing the core meaning of another
person’s words.
Actual Target Description

— ] clear, not succinct, stated actively .

2. Emotional Comtent: expressing the correct type of another person's
feelings and emotions
Actual Target Description

[ clearly, but not succinctly states correct type and
intensity.

3. Delivery: axpressing accurate understanding of another person's
thoughts or feelings in a way that is appropriate in depth and
amount to the information and feelings expressed.

Actual Target Description

6 clear, not rambling; assertive but not aggressive;
facilitates discussion rather than disrupting;
sometimes uses metaphor/humor, but does not
parroting.

Related Paragraphs:
3,4,5,6,7,8,9,10,11,12,13,14,15,16,17,19,20,21,22,23,24,25

15
Quality Rating Scale: "4+ Topic Directly and completely covered
"0" Topic covered, but weakly or indirectly
"." fopic covered incorrectly
Topic not covered

"o
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C. Probing and Questioning
Gathering information from another person.

1. Information Content: asking questions or making probing statements
that are clear and understandable.

Actual Target Description

- 6 clear, not succinct, stated actively.

2. Emot ional Content: expressing feelings and emotions when asking
questions or making probing statements.

Actual Target Description
6 clear, not succinct, open-ended questions and
statements.

3. Delivery: asking questions and making probing statements that are
facilitative and appropriate in depth and amount to the ongoing
nature of the relationship.

Actual Target Description

) assertive, facilitates the discussion; friendly.

Related Paragraphs: 2,3,4,6,7,8,10,11,17,19,20,23,24

16
Quality Rating Scale: "+" Topic Directly and completely covered
"0" Topic covered, but weakly or indirectly
"-" Topic covered incorrectly
Topic not covered

o
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D. Challenging

After establishing a positive interpersonal relationship, providing
feedback to a person on past performance and seeking to motivate them
to improve future performance by describing the person's strengths,
noting actions inconsistent with standards, explaining implications or
conclusions that were unrecognized, or confronting the person to
examine their actions more closely.

1. Information Content: asking questions or making probing statements
that are clear and understandable.

Actual Target Description

6 clear, not succinct, stated actively.

2. Emotional Content: seeking to create feelings and emotions when
challenging.

Actual Target Description

6 clear, not succinct, motivating, may not solicit
feedback.

3. Delivery: making challenging statements that are facilitative and
appropriate in depth and amount to the problem to be resolved.

Actual Target Description

6 tentative, not concrete, gradually increased;
friendly.

Related Paragraphs: 6,7,8,9,10,11,12,13,15,16,21,22,23,24,25

17
Quality Rating Scale: "+" Topic Directly and completely covered
"0" Topic covered, but weakly or indirectly
"." Topic covered incorrectly
Topic not covered

"o
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Seript 2
P5=6, IR=5

SCRIPT VERIFICATION WORK SHEET
INTERPERSONAL RELATIONS

Rater's Namae:

A. Self Expression

Disclosing or communicating one's point of view or other information by
expressing experiences, behaviors and feelings through words, actions
and nonverbal.

1. Information Content: stating information or point of view
Actual Target Description

5 clear, not succinct, not stated actively, mostly
goal directed.

2. Emotional Content: expressing one's feelings and emotions
Actual Target Description

e 5 +/~- emotion is nearly always expressed
constructively, dealt with rather than held back,
sometimes not succinct.

3. Delivery: disclosing information or feelings that is appropriate
in depth and amount to the goal of the conversation.
Actual Target Description

5 usually sppropriate to goals, assertive, gradually
increased; not always friendly and shared.

Relsted Paragraphs: 1,2,7,9,10,11,12,24,25,26,27,28,30

14
Quality Rating Scale: "+'" Topic Directly and Completely covered
"0+ Topic covered weakly or indirectly
"." Topic covered incorrectly
" ' (blank) Topic not covered




Script 2
PS=6, IR=5

B. Responding with Empathy

Communicating accurate understanding of the core meaning of another
person's words.

1. Information Content: expressing the core meaning of another
person's words.
Actual Target Description

5 clear, not succinct, not stated actively.

2. Emotional Content: expressing the correct type of another person's
feelings and emotions
Actual Target Description

5 correct type and intensity are understood but may
not be clearly fed back.

3. Delivery: expressing accurate understanding of another person's
thoughts or feelings in a way that ia appropriate in depth and
amount to the information and feelings expressed.

Actual Target Description

5 clear, not rambling; assertive but not aggressive;
usually facilitates discussion, may be a bit

disruptive; some use of metaphor, but may parroting.

Related Paragraphs:
3,4,5,6,7,8,9,10,11,12,13,14,16,17,18,19,22,23,24,25,26,27,28,29,30,31,
32,33

15
Quality Rating Scale: "+" Topic Directly and Completely covered
"0+ Topic covered weakly or indirectly
"-" Topic covered incorrectly
(blank) Topic not covered

"o
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Seript 2
P3=6, IR=S
C. Probing and Questioning
Gathering information from another person.

1. Information Content: asking questions or making probing ststements
that are clear and understandable.

Actual Target Description

5 clear, not succinct, not stated actively.

2. Emotional Content: expressing feelings and emotions when asking
questions or saking probing statements.

Actual Target Description

5 clear, not succinct, open-ended disintegrating into
closed (yes/no) questions.

3. Delivery: asking questions and making probing statements that are
facilitative and appropriate in depth and amount to the ongoing
nature of the relationship.

Actual Target Description

P 5 assertive, may not always facilitate the
discussion, may not always be friendly.

Related Paragraphs:
1,3,4,5,6,7,8,10,12,13,14,16,17,19,22,23,24,25,31,32

16
Quality Rating Scale: "+ Topic Directly and Completely covered
Y0+ Topic covered weakly or indirectly
"-" Topic covered incorrectly
(blank) Topic not covered

e
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D. Challenging

After establishing a positive interpersonal relationship, providing
feedback to a person on past performance snd seeking to motivate them
to improve future performance by describing the person’'s strengths,
noting actions inconsistent with standards, explaining implications or
conclusions that were unrecognized, or confronting the person to
examine their actions more clossly.

i. Information Content: asking questions or making probing statements
that are clear and understandable.

Actual Target Description

5 clear, not succinct, not stated actively.

2. Emotional Contant: sesking to creste feelings snd emotions when
challenging.

Actual Target Description

5 clear, not succinct, may not be motivating, usually
does not solicit feedback.

3. Delivery: making challenging statements that are facilitative and
appropriate in depth snd amount to the problem to be resclved.

Actual Target Description

— 5 tentative, not concrete, gradually increased; not
always friendly.

Relsted Paragraphs: 7,9,10,12,16,17,18,24,25,26,27,28,29,30

17
Quality Rating Scale: "4" Topic Directly and Completely covered
"0+ Topic covered weakly or indirectly
"-" Topic covered incorrectly
(blank) Topic not covered

"o
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PS=6, IR=3

SCRIPT VERIFICATION WORK SHEET
INTERPERSONAL RELATIONS

Rater's Name:

A. Self Expression

Disclosing or communicating one's point of viaw or other information by
expressing experiences, behaviors and feelings through words, actions
and nonverbal.

1. Information Content: stating information or point of view
Actual Target Description

— 3 goal (purpose} or info. vague, stated either
actively or passively.

2. Emotional Content: expreasing one's feelings and emotions
Actual Target Description

3 +/~- emotion is sometimes not expressed
constructively by being expressed aggressively or
passively.

3. Delivery: disclosing information or feslings that is appropriate
in depth and amount to the goal of tbe conversationm.
Actusl Target Description

J— 3 sometimes inappropriate in depth, amount or
duration, or irrelevant to target person, situation
or detracting from the ongoing nature of the
raelationship.

Related Paragraphs: 1,2,3,4,5,6,7,8,9,10,11,13,14,15

13
Quality RatingScale: "+" Topic directly and completely covered
"0" Topic covered, but weakly or indirectly
Topic covered incorrectly
(blank) Topic not covered

no

[T
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B. Responding with Empathy

Communicating accurate understanding of the core meaning of another
person's words.

1. Information Content: expressing the core meaning of another
person’s words.
Actual Target Description

3 a8 bit off target or vague, stated either actively
or passively.

2. Emotional Content: expressing the correct type of another person's
feelings and smotions
Actual Target Deacription

3 may be a bit off in stating correct type, or
intensity fed back is clearly off target, or may
miss opportunity to respond with empathy.

3. Delivery: expressing accurate understanding of another person's
thoughts or feelings in a way that is appropriate in depth and
ssount to the information and feslings expressed.

Actual Target Description

—_— 3 may be rambling; may be aggressive; may be a
disruptive; may parrot, little use of
metaphor /humor.

Related Paragraphs: 2,3,4,5,6,7,8,9,10,12,16,14,15,16

16
Quality RatingScale: "+" Topic directly and completely covered
"0" Topic covered, but weakly or indirectly
"." Topic covered incorrectly
(blank) Topic not covered

"o
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C. Probing and Questioning
Gathering information from another person.

1. Information Content: amking questiocns or making probing statements
that are clsar and understandable.

Actual Target Description

3 a bit off target or vague, stated either actively
or passively.

2, Emotional Content: expressing feelings and sections when asking
questions or msaking probing statesents.

Actual Target Description

3 vague or repeated closed questions and statements,

positive or negative emotions color info. gathering.

3. Delivery: asking questions and making probing statesents that are
facilitative and appropriate in depth and amount to the ongoing
nature of the relatiomship.

Actual Target Description

3 sometimes aggressive or passive, sometimes controls
and dominates discussion with questions, not always
friendly.

Related Paragraphs: 1,4,10,11,12,13

15
Quality RatingScale: "+" Topic directly and completely covered
Topic covered, but weakly or indirectly
Topic covered incorrectly
(blank) Topic not covered
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D. Challenging

After establishing a positive interpersonsl relationship, providing
feedback to a person on past performance and seeking to motivate them
to improve future performance by describing the person’'s strengths,
noting actions inconsistent with standards, explaining implications or
conclusions that were unrecognized, or confronting the person to
examine their actions more closely.

1. Information Content: askiag questions or making probing statements
that are clesr and understandable.

Actual Target Description

3 a bit off tsrget or vague, stated either actively
or passively.

2. Esotional Content: seeking to create feelings and emotions when
challenging.

Actual Target Description

3 vague or disruptive, not motivating or negatively
motivating, may resist feedback.

3. Delivery: making challenging statements that sre facilitative and
appropriate in depth and ssount to the problem to be resolved.

Actual Target Description

— 3 somstimes aggressive or passive, may not be
tentative or gradually increased; not always
friendly.

Related Paragraphs: 1,3,4,5,6,7,8,9,10,11,12,13,14,15

16
Quality RatingScale: "+ Topic directly and completely covered
"o" Topic covered, but weakly or indirectly
"-" Topic covered incorrectly
(blank) Topic not covered

"o
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SCRIPT VERIFICATION WORK SHEET
INTERPERSONAL RELATIONS

Rater’s Name:

4. Self Expression

Disclosing or communicating one's point of view or other information by
expressing experiences, behaviors and feelings through words, actions
and nonverbal.

1. Information Content: stating information or point of view
Actual Target Description

R [ clear, not succinct, stated actively, goal directed.

2. Emotional Content: sxpressing one's feelings and emotions
Actual Target Description

6 +/- emotion is usually genuine, always expressed
constructively, dealt with rather than heid back.

3. Delivery: disclosing information or feelings that s appropriate
in depth and amount to the goal of the conversation.
Actual Target Description

6 appropriate to goals, gradually increased;
friendly, not always shared.

Related Paragraphs:
1,3,4,5,6,7,8,10,11,12,13,14,15,16,17,18,19,20,22,23,24,25

12
Quality Rating Scale: "+" Topic directly and completely covered
"0" Topic covered, but weakly or indirectly

Topic covered incorrectly
fhlank) Tanic nat ~avnroed
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Script 4
P8=5, IR=6

B. Responding with Empathy

Communicating accurate understanding of the core meaning of another
person’'s words.

i. Information Comtent: expressing the core meaning of another
person's words.
Actual Target Description

—_— 6 clear, not succinct, stated actively .

2, Emotional Content: expressing the correct type of another person's
feslings and emotions
Actual Target Description

6 clearly, but not succinctly states correct type and
intensity.

3. Delivery: expressing accurate understanding of anotber person's
thoughts or feelings in a way that is appropriate in depth and
amount to the informatiom and feelings expressed.

Actual Target Description

— 3 clear, not rambling; assertive but not aggressive;
facilitates discussion rather than disrupting;
sometimes uses metaphor/humor, but does not
parroting.

Related Paragraphs:
3,4,5,6,7,8,9,10,11,12,13,14,15,16,17,18,19,20,21,22,23,24,25,26

13
Quality Rating Scale: "+ Topic directly and completely covered
"0" Topic covered, but weakly or indirectly
"-" Topic covered incorrectly
{blank) Topic not covered

"o
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C. Probing and Questioning
Gathering information from another person.

1. Information Content: asking questions or msking probing statements
that are clesr and understandsble.

Actual Targst Description

— ] clear, not succinct, stated actively.

2. Ewotional Content: expressing feelings and emotions when asking
questions or making probing statements.

Actual Target Description

6 clearly, but not succinctly states correct type and
intensity.

3. Delivery: asking questions and making probing ststesents that are
facilitstive and appropriste in depth and smount to the ongoing
nature of the reletiomship.

Actual Target Description

6 sometimes aggressive or passive, sometimes controls
and dominates discussion with questions, not always
friendly.

Related Paragrsphs: 1,2,5,6,7,8,10,12,14,15,20

14
Quality Rating Scale: "+ Topic directly sand completely covered
"0" Topic covered, but weakly or indirectly
¥." Topic covered incorrectly
(blank) Topic not covered

"won
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D. Challanging

After establishing a positive interpersonal relationship, providing
feedback to s person on past performance and seeking to motivate them
to improve future performance by describing the person's strengths,
noting actions inconsistent with standards, explaining implications or
conclusions that were unrecognized, or confronting the person to
examine their actions more closely.

1. Information Comtent: asking questions or making probing statements
that are clear and undsrstandable.

Actual Target Description

— 6 clear, not succinct, stated actively.

2. Emotional Content: meeking to crestes fealings and emotions when
challenging.

Actual Target Description

6 clear, not succinct, motivating, may not solicit
feedback.

3. Delivery: making challenging statemeuts that are facilitative and
appropriste in depth and samsount to the problem to be resclved.

Actual Target Description

6 tentative, not concrete, gradually increased;
friendly.

Related Paragraphs: 6,8,10,11,12,13,14,17,18,19,20,21,22,23,24,25

15
Quality Rating Scale: Y+ Topic directly and completely covered
"0" Topic covered, but weakly or indirectly
"." Topic covered incorrectly
{blank) Topic not covered

[T
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SCRIPT VERIFICATION WORK SHEET
INTERPERSONAL RELATIONS

Rater's Name:

A. Self Expression

Disclosing or communicating one's point of view or other information by
expressing experiences, behaviors and feelings through words, actions
and nonverbal.

1. Information Content: stating information or point of view
Actual Target Description

S clear, not succinct, not stated actively, mostly
goal directed.

2. Emotional Content: expressing one's feelings and emotions
Actual Target Description

5 +/- emotion is nearly always expressed
constructively, dealt with rather than held back,
sometimes not succinct.

3. Delivery: disclosing information or feelings that is appropriate
in depth and amount to the goal of the coaversation.
Actual Target Description

— 5 sometimes inappropriate in depth, amount or
duration, or irrelevant to target person, situation
or detracting from the ongoing nature of the
relationship.

Related Parmgraphs:
1,2,3,4,5,7,8,10,11,12,13,14,15,16,17,18,19,20,24,25,27,28

12
Quality Rating Scale: "+" Topic directly and completely covered
"0" Topic covered, but weakly or indirectly
Topic covered incorrectly
(blank} topic not covered
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B. Responding with Eapathy

Communicating accurate understanding of the core meaning of another
person’s words.

1. Information Content: expressaing the core seaning of another
person's words.
Actual Target Description

5 clear, not succinct, not stated actively.

2. Emotional Content: expressing the correct type of another person's
feslings and emotions
Actual ‘Target Description

5 correct type and intensity are understood but may
not be clearly fed back.

3. Delivery: expressing accurate understanding of another persom's
thoughts or feelings in a way that is appropriate {n depth and
smount to the information and feelings expressed.

Actual Target Description

5 clear, not rambling; assertive but not aggressive;
usually facilitates discussion, may be a bit

disruptive; some use of metaphor, but may parroting.

Related Paragraphs:

2,3,4,5,6,7,8,9,10,11,12,13,14,15,16,17,18,19,20,21,22,23,24,25,26,27,
28,29,30

13
Quality Rating Scale: "4+ Topic directly and completaly covered
"0" Topic covered, but weakly or indirectly
Topic covered incorrectly
(blank) topic not covered

1

Hoo

311



Script 5
PS=5, IR=5

C. Probing and Questioning
Gathering information from another person.

1. Information Coutent: asking questions or making probing statements
that are clear and understandable.

Actual Target Description

5 clear, not succinct, not stated actively.

2. Emotional Content: expressing feelings and emotions when asking
questions or making probing statesents.

Actual Target Description

5 clear, not succinct, open-ended disintegrating into
closed (yes/no) questions.

3. Delivery: asking questions and making probing statements that are
facilitative and appropriate in depth and amount to the ongoing
nature of the relatiomship.

Actual Target Description

5 assertive, may not always facilitate che\
discussion, may not always be friendly.

Related Paragraphs: 1,2,3,4,9,10,12,19

14
Quality Rating Scale: "+" Topic directly and completely covered
"0" Topic covered, but weakly or indirectly
"-" Topic covered incorrectly
(blank) topic not covered

"o
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D. Challenging

After establishing a positive interpersonal relationship, providing
feedback to & person on past performance and seeking to motivate them
to improve future performance by describing the person’s strengths,
noting actions inconsistent with standards, explaining implications or
conclusions that were unrecognized, or confronting the person te
examine their actions more closaly.

1. Information Content: asking gquestions or making probing statements
that are clear and understandable.

Actual Target Description

5 clear, not succinct, not stated actively.

2. Emotional Content: seeking to cresate feelings and emctions when
challenging.

Actual Targst Description

5 clear, not succinct, may not be motivating, usually
does not sclicit feedback.

3. Delivery: making challenging statesents that are facilitative and
sppropriate in depth and amount to the problem to be resolved.

Actua) Target Description

5 tentative, not concrete, gradually increased; not
always friendly.

Related Paragraphs:
2,3,4,5,7,8,10,11,12,13,14,15,16,17,19,20,24,25,26,27,28,29

15
Quality Rating Scale: "+" Topic dirsctly and completely covered
"o" Toplc covered, but weakly or indirectly
Topic covered incorrectly
{blank) topic not covered
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SCRIPT VERIFICATION WORK SHEET
INTERPERSONAL RELATIONS

Rater's Name:

A. Self Expression

Disclosing or communicating one's point of view or other information by
expressing experiences, behaviors and feelings through words, actions
and nonverbal.

1. Information Content: stating information or point of view
Actual Target Description

3 goal (purpose or info. vague, stated either
actively or passively.

2. Emotional Content: sxprassing one's feslings and emotions
Actual Target Description

P 3 +/- emotion is sometimes not expressed
constructively by being expressed aggressively or
passively.

3. Delivery: disclosing information or feelings that is appropriate
in depth and amount to the goal of the convermatiom.
Actual Target Description

P 3 somet imes inappropriate in depth, amount or
duration, or irralevant to target person, situation
or detracting from the ongoing nature of the
relationship.

Related Paragraphs: 1,2,3,5,10,11,12,13,14,19,22,23,24,25,26

12
Quality Rating Scale "4+ Topic directly and completely covered
"g" Topic covered, but weakly or indirectly
Topic covered incorrectly
(blank) Topic not covered

o,

"o

won
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B. Responding with Empathy

Communicating accurate understanding of the core meaning of another
person's words.

1. Information Content: expressing the core meaning of another
person’s words.
Actual Target Description

3 a bit off target or vague, stated ejther actively
or passively.

2. Emotional Content: expressing the correct type of another person's
feelings and emotions
Actual Target Description

3 may be a bit off in stating correct type, or
intensity fed back is clearly off target, or may
miss opportunity to respond with empathy.

3. Delivery: expressing accurate understanding of another person's
thoughts or feelings in a way that ia appropriate in depth and
amount to the information and feelings expressed.

Actual Target Description

3 may be rambling; may be aggressive; may be a
disruptive; may parrot, little use of
metaphor/humor.

Related Paragraphs:
2,3,4,5,6,7,8,9,10,11,12,13,14,15,16,17,18,19,20,21,22,23,24,25,26,

13
Quality Rating Scale "+" Topic directly and completely covered
"0" Topic covered, but weakly or indirectly
"-" Topic covered incorrectly
(blank) Topic not covered




Script 6
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C. Probing and Questioning
Gathering information from another person.

1. Information Content: asking questions or making probing statements
that are clear and understandable.

Actual Target Description

3 a bit off target or vague, stated either actively
or passively.

2. Emotional Content: expressing feelings and emotions when asking
questions or making probing statements.

Actual Target Description

3 vague or repeated closed questions and statements,

positive or negative emotions col-r info. gathering.

3. Delivery: asking questions and making probing statements that are
facilitative and appropriate in depth and amount to the ongoing
nature of the relationship.

Actual Target Description

—_— 3 somet imes aggressive or passive, sometimes controls
and dominates discussion with questions, not always
friendly.

Related Paragraphs: 2,3,4,5,6,7,8,15,16

14
Quality Rating Scale "+" Topic directly and completely covered
! Topic covered, but weakly or indirectly
Topic covered incorrectly
(blank) Topic not covered

" _n

"o
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D. Challenging

After establishing a positive interpersonal relationship, providing
feedback to a person on past performance and seeking to motivate them
to improve future psrformance by describing the person’s strangths,
noting actions inconsistent with standards, explaining implications or
conclusions that were unrecognized, or confronting the person to
examine their actions more clossly.

1. Information Content: asking questioms or making probing statements

that are clear and understandable.

Actual Target Description

— 3 a bit off target or vague, stated either actively
or passively.

2. Emotional Content: seeking to create feelings and ewotions when
challenging.

Actual Target Description

3 vague or disruptive, not motivating or negatively
motivating, may resist fesdback.

3. Delivery: waking challenging statements that are facilitative and
appropriate in depth and amount to the problem to be resolved.

Actual Target Description

J—— 3 sometimes aggressive or passive, may not be
tentative or gradually increased; not always
friendly.

Related Paragraphs: 4,5,6,9,10,12,13,14,17,18,19,20,21,22,23,25,26

15

Quality Rating Scale "+" Topic directly and completely covered

"0" Topic covered, but weakly or indirectly
Topic covered incorrectly

(blank} Topic not covered

w n

"o
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SCRIPT VERIFICATION WORK SHEET
INTERPERSONAL RELATIONS

Rater's Name:

A. Self Expression

Disclosing or communicating one's point of view or othar information by

expressing experiences, behaviors and feelings through words, actions
and nonverbal.

1. Information Coantent: stating inforsation or point of view
Actual Target Degcription

2. Emotional Content: axpressing one's feelings and emotions
Actual Target Description

6 4+/- emotion is usually genuine, always expressed
constructively, dealt with rather than held back.

3. Delivery: disclosing information or feelings thst iz appropriate
in depth and amount to the goal of the conversatiom.
Actual Target Description

6 appropriste to goals, gradually increased;
friendly, not always shared.

Related Paragraphs: 1,2,3,4,6,7,9,11,14,16

12

, IR=6

6 clear, not succinct, stated actively, goal directed.

Quality Rating Scale "+ Topic covered directly and completely
"0" Topic covered, but weakly or indirectly
"." Topic covered incorrectly
" " (hisnk) Topic not covered
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B. Responding with Empathy

Communicating accurate understanding of the core meaning of another
person's words.

1. Information Content: expressing the core seaning of another
person’s words.
Actual Target Description

6 clear, not succinct, stated actively .

2. Emotional Content: expressing the correct type of another person's
feelings and esotions
Actual Target Description

6 clearly, but not succinctly states correct type and
intensity.

3. Delivery: expressing accurate understanding of another pmrson's
thoughts or feelings in a way that is appropriate in depth and
amount to the information and feelings expressed.

Actual Target Description

[ clear, not rambling; assertive but not aggressive;
facilitates discussion rather than disrupting;
sometimes uses metaphor/humor, but does not
parroting.

Related Paragraphs: 2,3,4,5,6,7,8,9,11,12,13,14,15

i3
Quality Rating Scale "+'" Topic covered directly and completely
0" Topic covered, but weskly or indirectly
Topic covered incorrectly
{blank) Topic not covered

"o

"ot
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C. Probing and Questioning
Gathering information from another person.

1. Information Content: asking questions or saking probing statements
that sre clear and understandable.

Actual Target Description

] clear, not succinct, stated actively.

2. Emoticnal Content: expressing feelings and emotions when asking
questions or making probing statements.

Actual Target Description

6 clear, not succinct, open-ended questions and
statements.

3. Delivery: asking questions and making probing statements that are
facilitative and appropriate in depth and amount to the ongoing
nature of the relationship.

Actual Target Description

[ assertive, facilitates the discussion, friendly.

Related Paragraphs: 1,2,3,4,5,8,9,12,14,

16
Quality Rating Scale "+ Topic covered directly and completely
0" Topic covered, but weakly or indirectly
"-" Topic covered {ncorrectly
{blank) Topic not covered

"o
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. Challenging

After establishing a positive interpersonal relationship, providing
feedback to a person on past performance and seeking to motivate them
to improve future performance by describing the person’s strengths,
noting actions inconsistent with standards, explaining implications or
conclusions that were unrecognized, or confronting the person te
examine their actions more closely.

1. Information Content: asking questions or making probing statements
that are clear and understandable.

Actual Target Description

— 6 clear, not succinct, stated actively.

2. Emotional Content: seeking to create feelings and emotions when
challenging.

Actual Target Description

— ] clear, not succinct, motivating, may not solicit
feedback.

3. Delivery: making challenging statements that are facilitative and
sppropriate in depth and amount to the problem to be resoclved.

Actual Target Description

6 tentative, not concrete, gradually increased,
friendly.

Related Paragraphs: 1,3,6,9,10,11,13,15

15
Quality Rating Scale 4" Topic covered directly and completely
"0" Topic covered, but weakly or indirectly
AL i

-" Topic covered incorrectly
" " (blank) Topic not covered
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SCRIPT VERIFICATION WORK SHEET
INTERPERSONAL RELATIONS

Rater's Name:

A. Self Expression

Disclosing or communicating one's point of view or other information by
expressing experiences, behaviors and feelings through words, actions
and nonverbal.

1. Information Content: stating information or point of view
Actual Target Description

e 5 clear, not succinct, not stated actively, mostly
goal directed.

2. Emotional Content: expresaing one’s feelings and emotiona
Actual Target Description

5 +/~ emotion is nearly always expressed
constructively, dealt with rather than held back,
sometimes not succinct.

3. Delivery: disclosing inforsation or feelings that i{s appropriate
in depth and amount to the goal of the conversation. ’
Actual Targst Description

5 usually appropriate to goals, assertive, gradually
increased; not always friendly and shared.

Related Paragraphs: 1,2,3,8,9,10,12,13,14,15,17,18,22,23,24

12
Quality Rating Scale "+ Topic covered directly and completely
"0" Topic covered, but weakly or indirectly
"-" Topic not covered
(blank) Topic not covered

"o
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B. Responding with Empathy

Communicating accurate understanding of the core meaning of ancther
person’s words.

1. Information Content: expressing the core esaning of another
person’s words.
Actual Target Description

5 clear, not succinct, not stated actively.

2. Emotional Content: expresasing the correct type of another peraon’s
feslings and emotioms
Actusl Target Description

5 correct type and intensity are understood but may
not be clearly fed back.

3. Delivery: expressing accurate understanding of another person’s
thoughts or feelings in a wey that is appropriate in depth and
smount tc the information and feelings expressed.

Actual Target Description

5 clear, not rambling; assertive but not aggressive;
usually facilitates discussion, may be a bit

disruptive; some use of metaphor, but may parroting.

Related Paragraphs:
2,3,4,5,6,7,8,9,10,11,12,13,14,15,16,17,18,19,20,21,22,23,24,25

13
Quality Rating Scale "4+" Topic covered directly and completely
"0" Topic covered, but weakly or indirectly
"." Topic not covered

" " {blank) Topic not covered

323



Script 8
PS=3, IR=35
€. Probing and Questioning
Gathering information from another person,

1. Information Content: asking questions or making probing statements
that are clear and understandable.

Actual Target Description

J— 5 clear, not succinct, not stated actively.

2. Emotional Content: expressing feelings and emotions when asking
questions or making probing statements.

Actual Target Description

5 clear, not succinct, open-ended disintegrating into
closed (yes/no) guestions.

3. Delivery: asking questions and making probing statements that are
facilitative and appropriate in depth and amount to the ongoing
nature of the relationship.

Actual Target Description

5 assertive, may not always facilitate the
discussion, may not always be friendly.

Related Paragraphs: 1,2,4,5,6,7,10,12,13,14,15,17,18,19,20

14
Quality Rating Scale "4+ Topic covered directly and completely
! Topic covered, but weakly or indirectly
Topic not covered
(blank) Topic not covered

"y

o

324



Script 8
PS=3, IR=5

D. Challenging

After astablishing a positive interpersonal relationship, providing
feedback to a person on past performance and seeking to motivate them
tc improve future performance by describing the person's strengths,
noting actions incongistent with standards, explaining implications or
conclusions that were unrecognized, or confronting the person to
examine their actions more closely.

1. Information Content: asking questions or making probing statements
that are clear and understandable.

Actua]l Target Description

— 5 clear, not succinct, not stated actively.

2. Emotional Content: seeking to create feelings and emotions when
challenging.

Actual Target Description

e 5 clear, not succinct, may not be motivating, usually
does not sclicit feedback.

3. Delivery: making challenging statements that are facilitative and
appropriate in depth and amount to the problem to be resolved.

Actual Target Description

5 tentative, not concrete, gradually increased; not
always friendly.

Related Paragraphs: 3,10,11,12,15,22,23,24

15
Quality Rating Scale "+ Topic covered directly and completely
"0" Topic covered, but weakly or indirectly
"*." Topic not covered
{hlank) Tonic not covered

noa
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SCRIPT VERIFICATION WORK SHEET
INTERPERSONAL RELATIONS

Rater's Name:

A. Self Expression
Disclosing or communicating one's point of view or othe. .nformation by
expressing experiences, behaviors and feelings through words, actions
and nonverbal.

1. Information Content: stating information or point of view

Actual Target Description
3 vague, stated either actively or passively, goal
directed.

2. Emotional Content: expressing one's feelings and emotions

Actual Target Description

—— 3 +/- emotion is sometimes not expressed
constructively by being expressed aggressively or
passively.

3. Delivery: disclosing information or feelings that is appfopriate
in depth and amount to the goal of the conversatiom.
Actual Target Description

3 sometimes inappropriate in depth, amount or
duration, or irrelevant to target person, situation
or detracting from the ongoing nature of the
relationship.

Related Paragraphs:
1,2,3,5,8,9,10,11,12,14,15,16, 18,19, 22,23, 24,25,26,27,28,29,30,31,32

12

Quality Rating Scale "+" Topic covered directly and completely
"0" Topic covered, but weakly or indirectly
"-" Topic covered incorectly

L T I R T R T
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B. Responding with Empathy

Communicating accurste understanding of the core meaning of agnother
person's words.

1. Information Content: expressing the core meaning of another
person’s words.
Actual Target Description

3 a bit off target or vague, stated either actively
or passively.

2. Emotional Content: expressing the correct type of another person's
feelings and emctiocns
Actusl Target Description

3 may be a bit off in stating correct type, or
intensity fed back is clearly off target, or may
miss opportunity to respond with empathy.

3. Delivery: expressing accurate underatanding of another person’s
thoughts or feelings in a way that is appropriate ino depth and
amount to the information and feelings sxpressed.

Actual Target Description

3 may be rambling; may be aggressive; may be a
disruptive; may parrot, little use of
metaphor/humor.

Related Paragraphs:
2,3,4,5,6,7,8,9,10,11,12,13,14,15,16,17,18,19,20,21,22,23,24,25,26,27,
28,29,30,31,32

13
Quality Rating Scale "+" Topic covered directly and completely
90" Topic covered, but weakly or indirectly
Topic covered incorectly
(blank) Topic not covered

"_n

"o
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C. Probing and Questioning
Gathering information from another person.

1. Information Content: asking questions or making probing statements
that are clear snd understandable.

Actual Target Description

3 a bit off target or vague, stated either actively
or passively.

2. Emctional Content: expressing feelings and emotions when asking
questions or saking probing statements.

Actual Target Description

3 vague or repeated closed questions and statements,

positive or negative emotions color info. gathering.

3. Delivery: asking questions and making probing statements that are
facilitative and appropriate in depth and amount to the ongoing
nature of the relationship.

Actual Target Description

3 sometimes sggressive or passive, sometimes controls
and dominates discussion with questions, not always
friendly.

Related Paragraphs: 3,4,5,6,7,8,9,10,12,15,18,20,21,25,28,30,3!

14
Quality Rating Scale "+ Topic covered directly and completely
"0" Topic covered, but weakly or indirectly
"." Topic covered incorectly
{blank) Topic not covered

noa
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D. Challenging

After establishing a positive interpersonal relationship, providing
feedback to a person on past performance and seeking to motivate them
to improve future performance by describing the person's strengths,
noting actions inconsistent with standards, explaining implications or
concli3zions that were unrecognized, or confronting the person to
examine their actions more closely.

1. Information Content: asking questious or making probing statements
that are clear and understandable.

Actual Target Description

3 s bit off target or vague, stated either actively
or passively.

2. Emotious] Content: seeking to create feelings and emotions when
challenging.

Actual Target Description

3 vagus or disruptive, not motivating or negatively
motivating, may resist feedback.

3. Delivery: making challenging statements that are facilitative aund
appropriste in depth and amsount to the problem to be resolved.

Actual Target Description

3 sometimes aggressive or passive, may not e
tentative or gradually increased; not always
friandly.

Related Paragraphs:
8,9,10,12,15,16,17, 18,19,21,22,23,24,25,26,27,29,30,31,32

15
Quality Rating Scale "+" Topic covered directly and completely
"0" Topic covered, but weakly or indirectly
Topic covered incorectly
(blank) Topic not covered

R

"ot
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Rater's Name:

Seript 1
P8=6, IR=6

SCRIPT VERIFICATION WORK SHEET
PROBLEM SOLVING

A. Problem Identificatiom

1.Monitoring: understanding expected actions aud recognizing

Actual

Quality

PR s

+ o+

deviations
Target Description

6

clearly explains the normal, planned or expected
dctions and mentions all but the minor deviations
from them.

Deviations Mentjoned (2,3,9,16,17) Paragraphg

W‘D\JO\V!&'GN)-—

. problem client (2,3,17)
failed to call when sick {(9)
sick too often/absenteeism (16)
socialize too much (16)
performance deviation from old appraisal (16,17)
requested transfer Q)
alcohol at lunch (16)
general increase in problems (16,17
tardiness/promptness (16)

2.Defining the problem: seeking and analyzing problem related facts

Actual Target Description
—— 6 asks questions and persists in seeking the
essentisl details relating to who was involved and
who was affected and the impact of future relations
and actions, but does not persist in seeking
informstion on where, when, costs, snd future
impact details; analyzes the obtained information
in a logical manner and explains the obtained
facts of the problem.
Quality Details mentjoned (1,2,3,5,7,8,9,10,12,17) Paragraphs
+ 1. who involved: Chester, secretary, director, client
(2,3,5,8,12)
+ 2. who affected: client, director, Mary, new supervisocr,
unit staff (1,2,3,7,9,10)
+ 3. impact on future relations: Chester, director and client
upset 3,7
+ 4, impact on actions: client not served, went to director's
house; relates to other problems (3)
+ 5. where: office/ Chester at home (3,5
+ 6. when: last week Tuesday (3,17)
7. cost: dollar cost not specified Q)
+ 8. importance: high, client not served 10,17
+ 9. what happened: description of the client/ service
problem (3,5,8)
7
Quality Rating Scale: "+ Topic Directly and completely covered

"0" Topic covered, but weakly or indirectly
"-" Topic covered incorrectly
Topic not covered

® o
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B. Problem Analysis

1.Specifying decision objectives: listing risks, and expectations
Actual Target Description

[ states expected ocutcomes usuvally in practical and
realistic terms; states risks and constraints
reslistically but may use the risks to convince the
employee that the issue is important; mentions that
the employse must retain control and the supervisor
must be involved in resclving the problem.

Quality Expectations (9,10,11,13,15,16,17,21,22,24) Paragraphs

Problem 1: improve productivity

+ 1. improve productivity (16,17,21,22,24)
+ 2. help the client/avoid problems in future(9,10)
3. Do the job expected of a PFW )
Problem 2: follow the work rules
1. following the rules O
+ b call in when sick (9,10,11,13,21,24)
+ 3 improve attendance (11,13,16,17,21)
0 4. no aleohol on work site (16)
[ ] decrease socializing (16)
+ 6 improve promptness (13,16,21)

Problem 3.: improve job satisfaction

0 1. improve satisfaction/ work relationships(16)
+ 2. become promotable (21,22)
Quality People to be involved (11,15,22,24) Paragraphs
+ 1. Chester retain control of PS (11,15,22,24)
+ 2. tell Sup. if overworked (24)
Quality risks (8.13 14,264) Paragraphs
+ 1. oral reprimand (8,24)
+ 2. written reprimand (8,24)
3. one day suspension O
4, five day suspension @)
5. fired O
+ 6. general consequences (13,14)
8
Quality Rating Scale: "+" Topic Directly and completely covered

"o™ Topic covered, but weakly or indirectly

Topic covered incorrectly
Topic not covered

R

o
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B. Problem Analysis(continued)

2.Diagnosing: digging beneath sywptoms to identify problem causes
Actual Target Description

[ asks questions seeking the cause of the problem and
all of the essential details (i.e., who, what,
where, when, why and how); may not seek
interrelationships among causal details or among
deviation facts.

Quality Diaggos;nx (6,7,10,16,17,19,20.21) Paragraphs
+ Who caused the problem: Chester (6,10,16)
+ 2. what caused the problem: Promotion issue with Stan
(16,19,21)
+ 3. when was the problem caused: six weeks ago (16,19,20)
+ 4. where was the problem caused: on the unit, and in the
selection processes (6,7,10,16,21)
+ 5. why was the problem caused: anger, frustration, burnout
(6,7,10,16,19,21)
* 6. how was the problem caused: work slow down (6,16,17,21)
7. seeking interrelationships among deviations and among
causes O
9
Quality Rating Scale: "+" Topic Directly and completely covered

"0" Topic covered, but weakly or indirectly
"-" Topic covered incorrectly
Topic not covered

"o
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C. Decision Making
1.Developing possible solutions
Actual Target Description
6 develops multiple possible sclutions for most of
the identified problem, each problem issue has at
least one possible solution mentioned; seeks but
does not persist in obtaining help in possibility
development; returns to earlier problem solving
steps if necessary.
Number Possible Solutions (10,11,21,22,24) Parasgraphs
Problem 1: i{mprove productivity
3+ 1. assess service/accuracy/productivity (22,26)
2. review workload O
Problem 2: follow the work rules
4 + 1. come to work on time/call in when sick (11,21,24)
2. cut down on socializing )
3. follow the rules )
Problem 3: improve job satisfaction
4+ 1. develop plan for promotion (21,22)
2. reassess career with County (3
3. {mprove job satisfaction )
General Supervisory Actions
2+ 1. seeks assistance from Chester 10,11)
1+ 2. ask for help from supsrvisor (24)
14 3. meet again (22}
4. special review process O
10
Quality Rating Scale: "+" Topic Directly and completely covered

"0" Topic covered, but weakly or indirectly
"' Topic covered incorrectly

" " Topic not covered
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C. Decision Making(continued)

2. Establishing criteria: stating a weans for appraisal of possible

soiutions
Actual Target Description
— [ discusses critsria at the time the possible
solutions are deaveloped; discussion includes
whether or not the problem will be resolved, and
the amount of time required.
Quality Criteria (21,22,24) Paragraphs
Problem 1: improve productivity
+ 1. provide proper service to clients (21,22,24)
Problem 2: follow the work rules
+ 1. come to work on time (21,22,24)
+ 2. call in when sick (21,22,24)
3. follow rules on socializing )
4. follow rules on drinking @]
+ 5. face discipline or resolve problems {26)
6. general following of rules @]
Problem 3: improve job satisfaction
+ 1. become promotabie (21,22}
2. improve satisfaction, without transfer (@]
+ 3. take the initiative to improve (24)

3. Appraising Possible Solutions: using the criteria to assess
possible solutions

Actual Target Description
[ clearly states the decision rules that are used to
evaluate possible solutions; appraisal may not be
systematic and thorough; appraises only preselected
solutions by stating the degree to which they meet
the critaria (i.e., the "If this, then this” logic
is clear).
Quality Appraisal (21) Paragraphs
Problem 1: improve productivity
+ 1. If we assmess needed skills, plan for developing (21)
them and practice them, then the goals of being
productive and promotable will be reached.
Problem 2: follow the work rules
+ 1. It's going to take more than just coming to work (21)
on time or calling in sick to resolve this problem.
Problem 3: improve job satisfaction
+ 1. If we assess needed skills, plan for developing (21)
them and practice them, then the goals of being
productive and promotable will be reached.
11
Quality Rating Scale: "+" Topic Directly and completely covered

0" Topic covered, but weakly or indirectly
"-" Topic covered incorrectly
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C. Decision Making(continued)
4.choosing:making a decision to implement the best solution
Actual Target Description
6 decides on and specifies a course of action for the

full set of problems but not based on a systematic
and thorough evaluation.

Quality Choosing (17,21,22,24,.25) Paragraphs
Problem 1: ilmprove productivity
1. review workload Q)
+ 2. improve accuracy/ productivity. €21,22,24)
Problem 2: follow the work rules
+ 1. improve attendance/promptness. (21,22,24)
Problem 3: improve job satisfaction
+ 1. work on resolving promotion problems (21,22)
2. review career with County )

Genersl supervisory actions

+ 1. meet again to work on problems and goals (17,22,2%)
+ 2. use of the discipline procesa (24}
3. special review processes (@]
D. Action

1.Implementing: acting on the chomsen solution for problem solution
Actual Target Description

6 takes specific actions to resolve the crisis issues
and the most important identified problems,
discusses but does not necessarily take specific
actions for all issues discussed.

Quality Implementing (22,24,2 Paragraphs
froblem 1: improve productivity
+ 1. accuracy and productivity (22,24)
2. workload distribution O
Problem 2: follow the work rules
+ 1. attendance and promptness (22,24)
Problem 3: {mprove job satisfaction
+ 1. promotion preparedness (22)
General supervisory actions
* 1. meet again (22,25)
+ 2. disciplinary process (24)
0 3. assist in locating and resolving problems (24)
12
Quality Rating Scale: "+ Topic Directly and completely covered

*0" Topic covered, but weakly or indirectly
*." Topic covered incorrectly
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E. Supervision

1.Supervision: planning, organizing and motivating implementation
Actual Target Description

6 states a general plan and directs action toward the
goal, provides some positive motivation.

Quality Ensuring (16,21,22,23,24,25) Paragraphs
+ 1. states plan (21,23)
+ 2. directs (22,23,24,25)
+ 3. motivates (16,22,23,24)

F. Problem Identification(second time)

1.Monitoring: understanding expected actions and recognizing
deviations
Actual Target Description

6 initiates a monitoring plan, may not insure that
the actions to be taken are understood.
Quality Monitoring (24) Paragraphs
+ 1. initiates plan (24)
13
Quality Rating Scale: "+" Topic Directly and completely covered

"0" Topic covered, but weakly or indirectly
Topic covered incorrectly

Topic not covered

"on
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Rater's Name:

Script 2
PS=6, IR=5

SCRIPT VERIFICATION WORK SHEET
PROBLEM SOLVING

A. Problem Identification

l.Monitoring: understanding expected actions and recognizing

Actual

Quality

+

TR IR S SRR S

deviations

Target Description

6 clearly explains the normal, planned or expected
actions and mentions all but the minor deviations
from them.

Deviations Mentioned (1,7,28,29) Paragraphs
1. problem client 1)

2. fails to call when sick (29)
3. sick too often/absenteeism (1)

4. socialize too much (7

5. performance deviation from old appraisal (7,28)
6. requested transfer (7

7. alcohol at lunch N

8. general increase in problems (@]

9. tardiness/promptness (29)

2.Defining the problem: seeking and analyzing problem related‘facts

Actual Target Description
S 6 asks questions and persists in seeking the
essential details relating to who was involved and
who was affected and the impact of future relations
and actions, but does not persist in seeking
information on where, when, costs, and future
impact details; analyzes the obtained information
in a logical manner and explains the obtained
facts of the problem.
Quality Details mentioned Paragraphs
(1,2,3,4,5,6,7,8,19,23,26,28,29)
+ 1. who involved: Chester, secretary, director, client
(2,5,6,7,19,23)
+ 2, who affected: client, director, Mary, new supervisor,
unit staff (2,5,6,7,19,23,26)
0 3. impact on future relations: Chester, director and client
upset 2)
+ 4. impact on actions: client not served, went to director's
house; relates to other problems (5,23,26,28)
+ 5. where: office/ Chester at home (2,3)
+ 6. when: last week Tuesday (1)
7. cost: dollar cost not specified O
+ 8. importance: high, client not served (1,2,26,28,29)
+ 9. what happened: description of the client/ service
problem (2,3,4,5,8)
7
Quality Rating Scale: "+" Topic Directly and Completely covered

"0+ Topic covered weakly or indirectly
"-" Topic covered incorrectly
(blank) Topic not covered

"o
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B. Problem Analyais

1.8pecifying decision cbjectives: listing risks, and expectatiomns
Actual Target Description

6

states expected outcomes usually in practical and
realistic terms; states risks and constraints
realistically but may use the risks to convince the
emp loyee that the issue is important; mentions that
the employee must retain control and the supervisor
must be involved in resolving the problesm.

Quality Expectations (7.9,12,25,26,27,28,29) Paragraphs

Problem 1:
+ 1.
0 2.
3.

Problem 2:

+o0+ +
O PN

Problem 3.:

1.
2.

+ O

improve productivity

improve productivity (7,28,29)
help the client/avoid problems in future(28,29)
Do the job expected of a PFW Q)

follow the work rules

following the rules @]
call in when sick (29}

improve attendance (12,25,26,27,29)
no alcohol on work site [@D)]
dacresse socializing (7

improve promptness {29}

improve job satisfaction

improve satisfaction/ work relationships(12,27,28,29)

become promotable {9,26,29)

Quality People to be involved () Paragraphs

+ 1. Chester retain control of PS (12,25,26)
+ 2. tell Sup. if overworked (24,26)
Quality risks (27.28,29) Paragraphs
0 1. oral reprimand 27)
+ 2. written reprimand (27)
3.  one day suspension 9]
4. five day suspension Q)
+ 5, fired (27)
+ 6. general consequences (27,28,29)
8

Quality Rating

Scale: "+ Topic Directly and Completely covered
"0+ Topic covered weakly or indirectly
"-" Topic covered incorrectly
" " (hlank) Tonic not covared
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B. Problem Analysis{continued)

2.Diagnosing: digging beneath sywptoms to identify problem causes

Actual Target Description
6 asks questions seeking the cause of the problem and
all of the essentisl details {{.e., who, what,
where, when, why and how); may not seek
interrelationships among causal details or among
deviation facts.
Quality Diavnosing (5,7,8,9,13,14,16,17,18,28) Paragraphs
+ Who caused the problem: Chester (16)
+ 2. what caused the problem: Promotion issue with Stan
(9,16,17,18,19)
+ 3. when was the problem caused: six weeks ago (8)
+ b, where was the problem caused: on the unit, and in the
selection processes (14)
+ 5. why was the problem caused: anger, frustration, burnout
(13,14,19,28)
+ 6. how was the problem caused: work slow down (5,7,13)
7.  seeking interrelationahips among deviations and among
causes 0
9
Quality Rating Scale: "4+" Topic Directly and Completely covered

"0+ Topic covered weakly or indirectly
".'" Topic covered incorrectly
(blank) Topic not covered

"o
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C. Decision Making
1.Daveloping possible solutions
Actusal Target Description
6 develops multiple possible solutions for most of
the i{dentified problem, each problem issue has at
lesst one possible solution menticned; seeks byt
does not persist in obtaining help in possibility
development; returns to earlier problem solving
steps if necessary.
Number Alternatives Paragraphs
(10,12,17,18,24,25,26,27,28,29,31)
Problem 1: improve productivity
4 + 1. assess service/accuracy/productivity (26,27,28,29)
b+ 2. review workload (26)
Problem 2: follow the work rules
3+ 1. come to work on time/call in when sick (26,29)
2. cut down on socializing O
3. follow the rules O
Problem 3: improve job satisfaction
4 + 1. develop plan for promotion (10,17,18,26)
3+ 2. reassess career with County (27,29
3. improve job satisfaction @]
General Supervisory Actions
6 + 1. seeks assistance from Chester (12,24,25,27)
2+ 2. ask for help from supervisor (26,25,27,28)
3+ 3. meet again (27,31
4. special review process O
10
Quality Rating Scale: "+" Topic Directly and Completely covered

"0+ Topic covered weakly or indirectly
"." Topie covered imcorrectly
" " (blank) Topic not covered
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C. Decision Making(continued)

Script 2
PS=6, IR=S

2. Establishing criteria: stating a means for appraisal of possible

solutions
Actual Target Description

& discusses criteria at the time the possible
solutions are developed; discussion includes

whether or not the problem will
the amount of time required.

be resolved, and

Quality Criteria (9,12,25,27,28,29) Paragraphs
Problem 1: improve productivity
+ 1. provide proper service to clients (28,29)
Problem 2: follow the work rules
+ 1. come to work on time (29)
+ 2. call in when sick (293
3. follow rules on socializing )
4. follow rules on drinking [ @)
+ 5. face discipline or resolve problems (27,29)
+ 6. general following of rules (273
Problem 3: improve job satisfaction
4] 1. become promotable (9
2. improve satisfaction, without transfer 0
+ 3. take the initiative to improve (12,25,27)
11
Quality Rating Scale: "+" Topic Directly and Completely covered

"0+ Topic covered weakly or indirectly

"nn

"on

Topic covered fncorrectly
(blank) Topic not covered

341



Script 2
PS=6, IR=3

C. Decision Making(continued)

3. Appraising Possible Solutious: using the criteria to amsess
possible sclutions

Actual

Target Description

Quality

6 clearly states the decision rules that are used to
evealuate possible solutions; appraisal may not be
systematic and thorough; appraises only preselected
solutions by stating the degree to which they meet
the criteria (i.e., the "If this, thea this" logic
is clear).

Appraisal (27,29) Paragraphs

+

+

]

Problem
1.

Problem
1.

Problem
1.

1: improve productivity
1f we develop a contract specifying those (27,29)
things Chester is required to do, the
expectstions will be met; otherwise the
discipline process will be used

2: follow the work rules
If we develop a contract specifying those (27,29)
things Chester is required to do, the
expectations will be met; otherwise the
discipline process will be used

3: improve job satisfaction
If we develop a contract specifying those (27,29)
things Chester is required to do, the
expectations will be met; otherwise the
discipline process will be used

4.choosing:making a decision to implement the best solution

Actual Target Description
S é decides on and specifies a course of action for the
full set of problems but not based on a systematic
and thorough evaluation.
Quality Choosing (26,27,29,30) Paragraphs
Problem 1: improve productivity
+ 1. review workload (26,30)
+ 2. improve accuracy/ productivity. (26,27,29)
Problem 2: follow the work rules
+ 1. improve attendance/promptness. (26,29)
Problem 3: improve job satisfaction
0 1. work on resolving promotion probleams (26)
+ 2. review career with County (26)
General supervisory actioens
+ 1. meet again to work on problems and goals (26,27)
+ 2. use of the discipline process 27
+ 3. special review processes 27)
12
Quality Rating Scale: "4 Topic Directly and Completely covered

"0+ Topic covered weakly or indirectly
"." Topic covered incorrectly
(blank) Topic not covered

non
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D. Action

1.Implementing: acting on the chosen solution for problem solution
Actual Target Description

] takes specific actions to rescive the crisis issues
and the most important identified problems,
discusses but does not necessarily take specific
actions for all issues discussed.

Quality Implementing (26,27,28.30,31) Paragraphs
Problem 1: improve productivity
+ 1. accuracy and productivity (28)
+ 2. workload distribution (27,30)

Problem 2: follow the work rules
+ 1. attendance and promptness 29)

Problem 3: improve job satisfaction

0 1. promotion preparedness (26,31)
General supervisory actions

+ 1. meet again (27,30,31)

+ 2. disciplinary process (27,28)

s} 3. assist in locating and resolving problems (27)

E. Superviaiocn

1.Supervision: plamming, organizing and motivating implementation
Actual Target Description

6 states a general plan and directs action toward the
goal, provides some positive motivation.

Quality Ensurin 10,12,24,26,28,31,33 Paragraphs
+ 1. states plan (26,27,.31)
+ 2. directs {24,26,28,31)
0 3. motivates (10,12,28,33)

F. Problem Identification(second time)

1.Monitering: understanding expected actions and recognizing
deviations
Actual Targst Description

-] initiates 4 monitoring plan, may not insure that
the actions to be taken are understood.

Quality Monitoring (26,28) Paragraphs
+ 1. initiates plan (25,28}
13
Quality Rating Scale: "+'" Topic Directly and Completely covered

"0+ Topic covered weakly or indirectly
"-" Topic covered incorrectly
" " (blank) Topic not covered
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SCRIPT VERIFICATION WORK SHEET
PROBLEM SOLVING
Rater's Name:
A. Problem Identification
1.Monitoring: understanding expected actions and recognizing
deviations
Actual Target Description
6 clearly explains the normal, planned or expected
actions and mentions all but the minor deviations
from them.
Quality Deviations Mentioned (1,3,4,5,7) Paragraphs
+ 1. problem client (1,3,7)
+ 2. fails to call when sick (1,3
+ 3. sick too often/absenteeism (1)
4. socialize too much (@]
+ 5. performance deviation from old appraisal (4,5,7)
+ 6. requested transfer (4)
+ 7. alcohol at lunch (1,4)
+ 8. general increase in problems (1)
+ 9. tardiness/promptness (1)

2.Defining the problem: seeking and analyzing problem related facts

Actual Target Description
- 6 asks questions and persists in seeking the
essential details relating to who was involved and
who was affected and the impact of future relations
and actions, but does not persist in seeking
information on where, when, costs, and future
impact details; analyzes the obtained information
in a logical manner and explains the obtained
facts of the problem.
Quality Details mentioned (1,3,5,7,15)_ Paragraphs
+ 1. who involved: Chester, secretary, director, client
(1,3,7)
+ 2. who affected: client, director, Mary, new supervisor,
unit staff (1,3,7,)
0 3. impact on future relations: Chester, director and client
upset (3,7)
+ 4. impact on actions: client not served, went to director's
house; relates to other problems (3,7)
+ 5. where: office/ Chester at home (1)
+ 6. when: last week Tuesday (1)
7. cost: dollar cost not specified )
+ 8. importance: high, client not served (3,5,7,15)
+ 9. what happened: description of the client/ service
problem (1,3

6

[y

Miality RatineScrale: +" Tapirn directlv and romplatelv covered

344



Script 3
PS=6, IR=3

B. Problem Analysis

1.5pecifying decision objectives: listing risks, and expactations

Actual Target Description

6

states expected outcomes usually in practical and
realistic terms; states risks and constraints

realistically but may use the risks to convince the
employee that the issue is important; mentions that
the employee must retain control and the supervisor
must be involved in resolving the problem.

Quality Expectations

3,4,5,6,7,8,9,10,14,15 Paragraphs

Problem i: improve productivity

+ 1. improve productivity (6,7)
+ 2. help the client/avoid problems in future(5,7)
+ 3. Do the job expected of a PFW (4,5)

Problem 2: follow the work rules

+ 1. following the rules (7,10)
+ 2. call in when sick (3,7,8,10,14)
+ 3. improve attendance (6,7,8,14)
o] 4. no alcohol on work site (@8
S. decrease socializing @]
6. improve promptness O
Problem 3.: improve job satisfaction
1. improve satisfaction/ work relationships()
0 2. become promotable (5,7
Quality People to be involved (3,14,15) Psragraphs
+ 1. Chester retain control of PS (14,15
+ 2. tell Sup. if overworked (3,15)
Quality risks (3,5,6.8,9,10) Paragraphs
[+} 1. oral reprimand (8)
+ 2. written reprimand (8)
+ 3. one day suspension (8)
+ 4, five day suspension (8,9)
+ S. fired (9,10)
+ 6. general consequences (3,5,6,8)

7

Quality RatingScale:

[y
G

"o

"o

Topic directly and completely covered
Topic covered, but weakly or indirectly
Topic covered incorrectly

(blank) Topic not covered
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B. Probles Analysis(continued)

2.Diagnosing: digging beneath symptoms to identify problem causes

Actual Target Description
6 asks questions seeking the cause of the problem and
all of the essential details (i.e., who, what,
where, when, why and how}; may not seek
interrelationships among causal details or among
deviation facts.
Quality Dia 1,64,5.7,15 Paragraphs
+ 1. Who caused the problem: Chester (1)
+ 2. what caused the problem: Promotion issue with Stan
(1,4,5)
+ 3., when was the problem caused: six weeks ago (1}
+ 4. where was the problem caused: on the unit, and i{n the
selection processes [Q T
+ 5. why was the problem caused: anger, frustration, burnout
(4,5,15)
+ 6. how was the problem caused: work slow down (4,5)
7. seeking interrelationships among deviations and among

causes O

C. Decision Msking

1.Developing posaible sointions

Actual Target Description
o 6 develops multiple possible solutions for most of
the identified problem, each problem issue has at
least one possible solution mentioned; seeks but
does not persist in cobtaining help in possibility
development; returns to earlier problem solving
steps 1f necessary.
Number Alternatives (3,4,5,7,11,12,13,14,15) Paragraphs
Problem 1: improve productivity
3+ 1. assess service/accuracy/productivity (4,5,14)
1+ 2. review workload (13}
Problem 2: follow the work rules
8 + 1. come to work on time/call in when sick (3,7,11,12,13,14)
2. cut down on socializing O
1+ 3, follow the rules (14)
Problem 3: improve job satisfaction
2+ 1. develop plan for promotion (5,7)
2. reassess career with County O
3. improve job satisfaction @
General Supervisory Actions
2+ 1. seeks assistance from Chester (14,15)
4 + 2. ask for help from supervisor (4,7,14)
8

Quality RatingScale:

13

"+ Topic directly and completely covered
"0" Topic covered, but weakly or indirectly
".'" Topic covered incorrectly

(blank) Topic not covered

"won
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3. meet again

N
+ +

4. special review process

9

347
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(14)
(1)

Quality RatingScale:

‘I!+l‘l
"ol
"_n

"o

Topic directly and completely covered
Topic covered, but weakly or indirectly

Topic covered incorrectly
{blank) Topic not coversd
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C. Decision Making(continued)

2. Establishing criteria: stating a means for appraisal of possible

solutions
Actual Target

6

Quality Criteria (

Description

discusses criteria at the time the possible
solutions are developed; discussion includes
whether or not the problem will be resolved, and
the amount of time required.

3,5,7,8,9,10,11,12,13,14,15) Paragraphs

Problem 1: improve productivity
+ 1. provide proper service to clients (5,7)

Problem 2: foll

ow the work rules

+ 1. come to work on time (7,11, 14)
+ 2. call in when sick (3,7,11,12,13,14)
3. follow rules on socializing ()
4. follow rules on drinking ()
+ 5. face discipline or resolve problems (8,9,14)
+ 6. general following of rules (10,14)
Problem 3: improve job satisfaction
0 1. become promotable (7)
2. improve satisfaction, without transfer (@)
+ 3. take the initiative to improve (14,15)
10

Quality RatingScale:

"+" Topic directly and completely covered
"0" Topic covered, but weakly or indirectly
"-" Topic covered incorrectly

(blank) Topic not covered

(111
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C. Decision Making(continued)

3. Appraising Possible Solutions: using the criteria to asseass
possible solutions

Actual

Quality

Target Description

6 clearly states the decision rules that are used to
eveluate possible solutions; appraisal may not be
systematic and thorough; appraises only preselected
solutions by stating the degree to which they meet
the criteria (i.e., the "If this, then this" logic
is clear).

Appraisasl (6,7 14) Paragraphs

+ Problem 1: improve productivity

+

0

1.
Problem

1

Problem
1

Chester's work must be done on time (6,14)
or he will face discipline

2: follow the work rules
Chester must correct his excessive (6)
absenteeism, improve use of sick leave
and failure to report when sick, or he
will face discipline

3: improve job satisfaction
Some other time we can get together (7)
and discuss your inability to compete
successfully for promotions, and that
you don't like training or can't work
fast enough or find time for it

4.choosing:making a decision to implement the best solution

Actual Target Description
—_— 6 decides on and specifies a course of action for the
full set of problems but not based on a systematic
and thorough evaluation.
Quality Choosing (5,7,9,10,11,12,13,14,15) Paragraphs
Problem 1: improve productivity
+ 1. review workload (15)
+ 2. improve accuracy/ productivity. (5,14,15)
Problem 2: follow the work rules
+ 1. improve attendance/promptness. (10,11,12,13,14)
Problem 3: improve job satisfaction
0 1. work on resolving promotion problems (5,7)
2. review carser with County 0
General supervisory actions
+ 1. meet again to work on problems and gosls (14,15}
+ 2. use of the discipline process (9,10, 14)
+ 3. special review processes (14,1%)
11
Quality RatingScale: "+" Topic directly and completely covered

0" Topic covered, but weakly or indirectly
"." Topic covered incorrectly
{klank) Topic not covered

"ot
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D. Action

1.Implementing: acting on the chosen solution for problem solutiom
Actual Target Description

6 takes specific actions to resolve the crisis issues
and the most important identifled problems,
discusses but does not necessarily take specific
actions for all {ssues discussed.

Quality Implementing (7,11.12,13,14,15 Paragraphs
Problem 1: improve productivity
+ 1. accuracy and productivity (11,12,13,14)
0 2. workload distribution (15)
Problem 2: follow the work rules
+ 1. attendance and promptness (11,12,13,14)
Problem 3: improve job satisfaction
0 1. promotion preparedness (7
General supervisory actions
+ 1. meet again (14,15)
+ 2. disciplinary process (14,153
Q 3. assist in locating and resclving problems (14,15)

E. Supervision

1.Supervision: planning, organizing and motivating implementation
Actual Target Description

6 states a general plan and directs action toward the
goal, provides some positive motivation.
Quality Ensuring (7,8,10,11,12,13,14,15) Paragraphs
+ 1. states plan (7,14,15)
+ 2. directs {11,12,13,14)
a 3. motivates (7,8,10,11,12,13,14)

F. Problem Identification(second time)

1.Monitoring: undesrstanding expected actions and recognizing

deviations
Actual Target Description
P [} initiates a monitoring plan, may not insure that
the actions to be taken are understocd.
Quality |Monitoring (14,15) Paragraphs
+ 1. initiates plan (14,15)
i2
Quality RatingScale: "+ Topic directly and completely covered

"0" Topic covered, but weakly or indirectly
¥." Topic covered incorrectly
" (blank) Topic not covered
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SCRIPT VERIFICATION WORK SHEET
PROBLEM SOLVING

Rater's Name:

A. Problem Identification

l.Monitoring: understanding expected actions and recogunizing

Actual

+
0
+

deviations
Target Description

5 explains the normal, planned and expected actions
and mentions the major deviation and some other
secondary ones.

Deviations Mentioned(1,3,4,7,8,10,11,14,20,23) Paragraphs

1. problem client (10,11)

2. fails to call when sick (10,11)

3. sick too often/absentesism (7.8,10,20)
4. socialize too much )

5. performance deviation from old appraisal (3,4,8,18,20)
6. rasgquested transfar O

7. alcohol at lunch (14,23

5. general increase in problems (1}

9. tardiness/prouptness (7,20}

2.Defining the problem: seeking and analyzing problem related facts

Actual Target Description
PR 5 asks questions but does not always persist in
seeking the essential details relating to deviation
participants and the impact; analyzes the obtained
information in a logical manner and explains the
obtained facts of the problem.
Quality Details mentioned (1,3,4,6,9,10,11,13,22,23) Paragraphs
+ 1. who involved: Chester, secretary, director, client
(9,10,11,23)
0 2. who affected: client, director, Mary, new supervisor,
unit staff (3,6,9,10,23)
0 3. impact on future relations: Chester, director and client
upset (8,10)
+ 4, impact on actions: client not served, went to director's
house; relates to other problems (10,11
0 5. where: office/ Chester at home {10)
4] 6. when: last week Tuesday (10,22)
7. cost: dollar cost not specified )
0 8. importance: high, client not served (1,3,4,13)
+ 9. what happened: description of the client/ service
problem (10,11}
6
Quality Rating Scale: "+" Topic directly and completely covered

Topic covered, but weakly or indirectly
Topic covered incorrectly
(biank) Topic not covered

L )

"o
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B. Problem Analysis

1.Specifying decision objectives: listing risks, and expectations

Actual Target Description
— 5 states =xpected outcomes but not typically in
practicai and realistic terms; states risks and
constraints but not practically nor realistically ;
mentions that the employee must retain control but
does not mention that the supervisor must be kept
informed.
Quality Expectations Paragraphs
(6,10,11,12,14,15,16,18,20,22,23,24)
Problem 1: improve productivity
+ 1. improve productivity (18,20)
0 2. help the client/avoid problems in future(10)
0 3. Do the job expected of a PFW (6)
Problem 2: follow the work rules
+ 1. following the rules (25)
+ 2. call in when sick (10.11,12,22)
+ 3. improve attendance (12,20)
+ 4. no alcohol on work site (14,15,23)
5. decrease socializing (@]
+ 6. improve promptness (12,20)
Problem 3.: improve job satisfaction
0 1. improve satisfaction/ work relationships(24)
+ 2. become promotable (12,16,18,22)
Quality People to be involved (16,17,24) Paragraphs
1. Chester retain control of PS @)
0 2. tell Sup. if overworked (16,17,24)
Quality risks (22) Paragraphs
1. oral reprimand O
+ 2. written reprimand (22)
3. one day suspension (@]
4, five day suspension @)
5. fired (@]
+ 6. general consequences (22)

Quality Rating

7
Scale: "+" Topic directly and completely covered
"0" Topic covered, but weakly or indirectly

o

Topic covered incorrectly
(blank) Topic not covered

"o
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B. Problem Analysis{continued)

2.Diagnosing: digging beneath symptoms to identify problem causes
Actual Target Description

R— 5 asks questions seeking what caused the problem and

why the problem cccurred, plus some other concerns.

Quality Diaggosing(! 4,5,6,8,9,10,11,16,17,18,20,22) Paragraphs
+ Who caused the problem- Chester {3,4,5,9,11)

+ 2. what caused the problem: Promotion issue uith Stan

(5,6,8,9,16,17)

0 3. when was the problem caused: six weeks ago (4,16,18,20)
+ 4, where was the problem caused: on the unit, snd in the
selection processes (9,10,11)
+ 5. why was the problem caused: anger, frustration, burnout
(6,8,9,10,16,17,22)
0 6. how was the problem caused: work slow down (6,8,9,11)
7. seeking interrelationships among deviations and among
causes O

C. Decision Making

1.Developing possible solutions
dctual Target Description

J— 5 develops multiple possible solutions for at least
one identified problem, with all other issues
having one possible solution mentioned; no
assistance is sought; returns to earlier problem
solving steps if necessary.

Number Alternsatives (12,123,17,18,22,26,25,) Paragraphs
Problem 1: improve productivity

2+ 1. assess service/sccuracy/productivity (18,24)
2 + 2. review workload (24,25)
Problem 2: follow the work rules
2+ 1. come to work on time/call in when sick {(12,13,22)
2. cut down on socializing O
3. follow the rules 0}
Problem 3: improve job satisfaction
2+ 1. develop plan for promotion (17,18)
2. reassess career with County ()
3. improve job satisfaction O
General Supervisory Actions
1. seeks assistance from Chester O
2. ask for help from supervisor O
2+ 3. meet again (24,25)
1+ 4. special review process (24)
;]
Quality Rating Scale: "+ Topic directly and completely covered

Topic covered, but weakly or indirsctly
Topic covered incorrectly
(blank} Topic not covered

"

"ot
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C. Decision Making{continued)}

2. Establishing criteria: stating a mseans for appraisal of possible

solutions

Actual Target Description

5

develors and presents criteria, but does not
discuss; criteria may fail to evsluate an important
aspect of 4 possible solution or may be unable to
evaluate a possible solution; process is linked
with development of possible sclutions.

Quality Criteria (11,12,14,15,17,18,20,22,23,24,25) Paragraphs

Problem 1: improve productivity
+ 1. provide proper service to clients (18,20,24,25)
Problem 2: follow the work ruless
+ 1. come to work on time (11,12)
+ 2. call in when sick (11,12)
3. follow rules on socializing O
+ 4., follow rules on drinking (14,15,23)
+ 5. face discipline or resolve problems 22y
+ 6. general following of rules (24,25)
Problem 3: improve job satisfaction
[} 1. become promotable (17,18)
2. improve satisfaction, without transfer )
3. take the initiative to improve (@)

3. Appraising Possible Solutions: using the criteria to assess
possible solutions
Actual Target Description

——— 5 Appraises possible solutions by evaluating them as
they are developed; states decision rules when
pressed. ("If this, then this”" logic is not clear).

Quality Appraisal (12,24,25 Paragraphs

Problem |: improve productivity
+ 1. If after a month Chester's case load accuracy (24,25)
is back up to par, then the work load will be
dealt with and some of the other problems
discussed in the meeting can be resolved.
Problem 2: follow the work rules
0 1. Follow the rules on attendance and punctuality. (12,14)
Drinking is discouraged.
Problem 3: improve job satisfaction
0 1. 1f after a8 month Chester’'s case load accuracy (24,25)

is back up to par, then the work load will be
dealt with and some of the other problems
discussed in the meeting can be resolved.

9

Quality Rating

Scale: "+" Topic directly and completely covered
"0" Topic covered, but weakly or indirectly
Topic covered incorrectly

Frtambb Y Tommisn nmt ~avrared
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C. Decision Making(concluded)
4.choosing:making 8 decision to implement the best solutiom
Actual Target Description
5 decides on and specifies a course of action for the
major identified problems.
Quality Choosing (1,12,20,21,22,24,25) Paragraphs
Problem 1: improve productivity
+ 1. review workload (21,24,25)
+ 2. improve accuracy,/ productivity. (20,24)
Problem 2: follow the work rules
+ 1. improve attendance/promptness. (12,24)
Problem 3: improve job satisfaction
0 1. work on resolving promotion problems (12,22)
2. review career with County O
General supervisory actions
0 1. meet again to work on problems and goals (1,264)
+ 2. use of the discipline process (22)
0 3. special review processes (24,25)
D. Actiom

1. Implementing: acting on the chosen solution for problem solution

Actual Target Description
5 takes specific actions to resolve the crisis
issues; discusses and takes some actions for the
other issues discussed, but does not necessarily
take specific actions for all issues discussed.
Quality Implementing (20,21,22,264,25) Paragraphs
Problem 1: improve productivity
0 1. accuracy and productivity (20,26)
+ 2. workload distribution (24,25)
Problem 2: follow the work rules
+ 1. attendance and promptness (21,24,25)
Problem 3: improve job satisfaction
1. promotion preparedness O
General supervisory actions
0 1. meet again (26)
+ 2. disciplinary process (22)
0 3. assist in locating and resolving problems (24,25)
10
Quality Rating Scale: "+" Topic directly and completely covered

"0" Topic covered, but weakly or indirectly
"-" Topic covered incorrectly
(blank) Topic not covered

"on
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E. Supervision

1.Supervision: planning, organizing and motivating implementation
Actual Target Description

5 states the plan as a goal, may do some directing,
without organizing or motivating.

Quality Ensuring (1,17,22,23,24,25,26) Paragraphs
+ 1. states plan (1,24,25)
0 2. directs (22,23,25)
0 3. motivates (17,26)

F. Problem Identification(second time)

1.Monitoring: understanding expected actions and recognizing
deviations
Actual Target Description

5 mentions a monitoring plan but does not necessarily
initiate it.

Quality Monitoring (24,25) Paragraphs
0 1. initiates plan (24,25)
11
Quality Rating Scale: "+" Topic directly and completely covered
"0" Topic covered, but weakly or indirectly

"." Topic covered incorrectly
T S IR

356
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Seript §
P§=5, IR=%

SCRIPT VERIFICATION WORK SHEET
PROBLEM SOLVING

A. Problea Ideantifjication

1.Honitoring: understanding expected actions and recognizing
deviations
Actual Target

Description

5 explains the normal, planned and expected actions
and mentions the major deviation and some other
secondary ones.

Quality Deviastions Mentioned Paragraphs
(2,3,5,7,8,9,10,11,12,15,19,24,27)
+ 1. problem client (2,5,7,10)
+ 2. fails to call when sick (7,10,15,1%)
+ 3. sick too often/absenteeism (7
+ 4. socialize too much (10,11,12)
+ 5. performance deviation from old appraisal (2,3,8,12,24,27)
+ 6. requested transfer (9)
7. alcohol at lunch O
8. general increase in problems ]
0 9. tardiness/promptness N

2.Defining the probles: seeking and analyzing probles related facts
Actual Target

5

Description

asks questions but does not always persist in
geeking the essential details relating to deviation
participants and the impact; analyzes the obtained
information in a logical manner and explains the
obtained facts of the problem.

Quality Details mentioned (1,2,3,4,5,7,8,10,11) Paragraphs

+ 1. who involved: Chestar, secretary, director, client
(1,2,%)

+ 2. who affected: client, director, Mary, new supervisor,
unit staff (1,2,5,8)

0 3. impact on future relations: Chester, director and client
upsst (5,7)

0 &4, impact on actions: client not served, went to director's
house; relates to other problems (2,7)

+ 5. where: office/ Chester at home (2,3,8)

0 6. when: last week Tuesday (2,3

7. cost: dollar cost not specified ()

0 8, importance: high, client not served (2,5,7)

+ 9. what happened: description of the client/ service
problem (1,5,7,10,11)

6
Quality Rating Scale: "+'" Topic directly and completely covered

0" Topic covered, but weakly or indirectly
"-" Topic covered incorrectly
{blank) topic not covered

"o
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B. Probiem Aonlysis

1.8pecifying decision objectives: listing risks, and expectations
Actual Target Description

e 5 states expected outcomes but not typically in
practical and realistic terms; states risks and
constraints but not practically nor realistically ;
mentions that the employee must retain control but
does not mention that the supervisor must be kept
informed.

Quality Expectations Paragraphs
(4,5,10,11,12,13,14,15,16,19,20,24,25,26,27,28,29)

Problem 1: improve productivity

+ 1. improve productivity (10,24,27,29)
2. help the client/avoid problems in Future()
+ 3. Do the job expected of a PFW (10,24,27)
Problem 2: follow the work rules
0 1. following the rules (28,29)
+ 2. call in when sick (4,5,14,15,16,19,20,26)
+ 3. improve attendance (25,27,29)
&. no alcohol on work site (@]
+ 5. decrease socializing (10,11}
6. improve promptness ) "
Problem 3.: improve job satisfaction
+ 1. improve satisfaction/ work relatjionships(12,13}
Q 2. become promotable (13)

Quality People to be involved (27) Paragraphs

1. Chester retain control of PS )
+ 2. tell Sup. 1if overworked 27)
Quality risks (17) Paragraphs
1. oral reprimand @]
2. written reprimand O
3. one day suspension ]
4. five day suspension O
5. fired O
+ 6. general consequences 17
7

+" Topic directly and completely covered
0" Topic covered, but weakly or indirectly
"-" Topic covered incorrectly

{blank) topic not covered

Quality Rating Scale:

"o
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B. Problem Analysis(continued)

2.Diagnosing: digging beneath symptoms to ideantify problem causes

Actual Target Description
5 asks questions seeking what caused the problem and
why the problem occurred, plus some other concerns.
Quslity Diagnosing (3,9,12) Paragraphs
+ 1. Who caused the problem: Chester {3,9)
+ 2. what caused the problem: Promotion issue with Stan
(9,12)
3. when was the problem caused: six weeks ago ()
0 4. where was the problem caused: on the unit, and in the
selection processes (3,9)
+ 5. why was the problem caused: anger, frustration, burnout
(9,12)

how was the problem caused: work slow down ()
sesking interrsliationships among deviations and among
causes O

~ Oh

C. Decision Haking

1.Developing possible solutions

Actual Target Description
5 develops multiple possible solutions for at least
one identified problem, with all other issues
having one possible solution mentioned; nc
assistance i{s sought; returns to earlier problem
solving steps if necessary.
Number Alternstives Paragraphs

(4,5,7,10,11,12,13,14,15,24,25,26,27)
Problem 1: improve productivity
40 1. assess service/accuracy/productivity (12,24,26,27)
2. review workload O

Problem 2: follow the work rules

5+ 1. come to work on time/call in when sick
(4,5,7,13,14,15,25,26)
2+ 2. cut down on socializing (10,11)
3. follow the rules 2
Problem 3: i{mprove job satisfaction
10 1. develop plan for promotion 27
2. reassess career with County ()
3+ 3. improve job satisfaction (12,133
General Supervisory Actions
10 1. seeks assistance from Chester (27)
1+ 2. ask for help from supervisor 27
3. meet again O
4. special review process )

B

Quality Rating Scale:

T
non
31

"o

+" Topic directly and completely covered
Topic covered, but weakly or indirectly
Topic covered incorrectly

(blank) topic not covered



Seript §
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C. Decision Making(continued)

2. Establishing criteria: stating a wmeans for appraisal of possible
solutions

Actual

5

Target Description

develops and presents criteria, but does not
discuss; criteria may fail to evaluate an important
aspect of a possible solution or may be unable to
evaluate a possible sclution; process is linked
with development of possible solutions,

Quality Criteris (10,11,12,13,14,15,22,24,26,27) Paragraphs
Problem 1: improve productivity
+ 1. provide proper service to clients (12,264,271
Problem 2: follow the work rules
+ 1. come to work on time (27)
+ call in when sick (14,15,22,26)
0 3. follow rules on socializing (10,11)
4. follow rules on drinking Q)
0 5. face discipline or resolve problems (14)
0 6. general following of rules (12)
Problem 3: improve job satisfaction
1. become promotable O
[ 2. improve satisfaction, without transfer (13,14,27)
3. take the initfative to improve )

3. Appraising Possible Solutions: using the criteria to assess
possible solutions

Actual Target Description
N 5 Appraises possible solutions by evaluating them as
they are developed; states decision rules when
pressed. ("If this, then this" logic is not clear).
Quality Apprasisal (12,13,14,15,17,26,27) Paragraphs
Problem 1: improve productivity
+ 1. It would be good to see you turn your (12,27)
performance around to where it was nine
months ago; you'll need to keep it up.
We'd like to see you work as & team member.
We' 1l be monitoring your work accuracy and promptness.
Problem 2: follow the work rules
+ 1. You are expected to call in if you are (14,15,17,26,27)
not going to be here. It would be good
to get your attendance and . . . Let's not
get to the disciplinary process.
Problem 3: improve job satisfaction
0 1. It would be good to see you be more (13)
satisfied with your job.
9
Quality Rating Scale: "+" Topic directly and completely covered

"0" Topic covered, but weakly or indirectly
"." Topic covered incorrectly
{blank) topic not covered

o
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C. Decision Making(concluded)

Seript 5

P8=5, IR=5

4.choosing:making a decision to isplement the best solutiom

Actual Target

— 5

Quality Choosing (13,14,16,24.26,27)

Description

Problem 1:

improve productivity

0 1. review workload

+ 2. improve accuracy/ productivitcy.

Problem 2:

Problem 3:

General supervisory actions
0 1. meet again to work on problems and goals
+ 2. use of the discipline process
3. special review processes

follow the work rules
+ 1. improve attandance/promptness.

improve job satisfaction
0 1. work on resolving promotion problems
2. review career with County

decides on and specifies a course of action for the
major identified problems.

Paragraphs

273
(24,26,27)

(13,14,16,26)

27
O

273
(14)
O

1.Implementing: acting om the chosen solution for problem solution

Actual Target

5

Description

takes specific actions to resolve the crisis
issues; discusses and takes some actions for the
other issues discussed, but does not necessarily
take specific actions for all issnes discussed.

Quality Implementing {14,17,24,26,27) Paragraphs
Problem 1: improve productivity
+ 1. accuracy and productivity (24,26,27)
2. workload distribution 0
Problem 2: follow the work rules
+ 1. sttendance and promptness (14,27)
Problem 3: improve job satisfaction
1. promotion preparedness @)
General supervisory actions
0 1. meet again (27)
+ 2. disciplinary process 17
0 3. assist in locating and resolving problems (27)
Quality Rating Scale: "+" Topic directly and completely covered

Topic covered, but weakly or indirectly
Topic covered incorrectly
{blank) topic not covered
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E. Supervision

1.Supervision: planning, organizing and wotivating implementation
Actual Target Description

—— 5 states the plan as a goal, may do some directing,
without organizing or motivating.

Quality Ensuring (12,13,24.26,27.28) Parsgraphs
0 1. states plan (27)
+ 2. directs (12,24,26,27,28)
0 3. motivates (13)

F. Problem Identification{second time)

1.Monitoring: understanding expected actions and recognizing
deviations
Actual Target Description

initiate 1it.

Quality Monitoring (27) Paragraphs
0 1. initiates plan (27)
11
Quality Rating Scale: "4+ Topic directly and completely covered

"0" Topic covered, but weakly or indirectly
"." Topic covered incorrectly
{(blank) topic not covered

"o

5 mentions & monitoring plan but does not necessarily
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SCRIPT VERIFICATION WORK SHEET
PROBLEM SOLVING

Rater's Name:

A. Problem Identification

1.Monjtoring: understanding expected actions and recognizing

deviations
Actual Target Description
5 explains the normal, planned and expected actions

and mentions the major deviation and some other
secondary ones.

Quality Deviations Mentioned (2,4,5,9,10,11,13,24)Paragraphs

+ 1. problem client (s)

+ 2. fails to call when sick (5,24)

+ 3. sick too often/absenteeism (5,11,13)
4. socialize too much Q)

+ 5. performance deviation from old appraisal

(2,4,5,9,10,11,13)

6. requested transfer (@]
7. alcohol at lunch O

+ 8. general increase in problems (5)

+ 9. tardiness/promptness (11,13)

2.Defining the problem: seeking and analyzing problem related facts
Actual Target Description

- 5 asks questions but does not always persist in
seeking the essential details relating to deviation
participants and the impact; analyzes the obtained
information in a logical manner and explains the
obtained facts of the problem.

Quality Details mentioned (2,3,4,5,10,11,14,24) Paragraphs

+ 1. who involved: Chester, secretary, director, client
(5,10,11)

+ 2, who affected: client, director, Mary, new supervisor,
unit staff (2,3,5,10,11,14,24)

0 3. impact on future relations: Chester, director and client
upset (4,5,6)

+ 4. impact on actions: client not served, went to director's
house; relates to other problems (4,5,6)

+ 5. where: office/ Chester at home (5)

+ 6. when: last week Tuesday (5)

7. cost: dollar cost not specified QO

+ 8. importance: high, client not served (2,4,5)

+ 9. what happened: description of the client/ service
problem (5,6)

6
Quality Rating Scale "4+" Topic directly and completely covered
"0" Topic covered, but weakly or indirectly

"-" Topic covered incorrectly

"M R anbY TAnis ant Amvnend
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B. Probiem Analysis

1.5pecifying decision objectives: listing risks, and expectations
Actual Target Description

5 asks questions but does not slways persist in
seeking the essential details relating to deviation
participants and the impact; snalyzes the obtained
information in a logical manner and explains the
obtained facts of the problam.

Quality Expectations (8,9,11,13,16,17,18,19,21,22,24) Paragraphs

Problem 1: improve productivity

+ 1. improve productivity (13,18,22,24)
2. help the client/avoid problems in future()
+ 3. Do the job expected of a PFW (9,13,18,19)
Problem 2: follow the work rules
1. following the rules )
+ 2. call in when sick (9,243
+ 3. improve attendance (9,22)
4. no alcohol on work site @]
5. decrease socializing (@]
+ 6. improve promptness (9,22,24)
Problem 3.: improve job satisfaction
+ 1. improve satisfaction/ work relationships(16,22,24)
+ 2. becoms promotable (8,11,13,16,17,21,22)
Quality People to be involved (13,18,22) Paragraphs
+ 1. Chester retain control of PS (13,22)
0 2. tell Sup. if overworked (18)
Quality risks (13,24) Paragraphs
1. oral reprimand Q)
2. written reprimand ()
3.  one day suspension ()
4. five day suspension Q)
5. fired Q)
+ 6. general consequences (13,24)
7
Quality Rating Scale "+" Topic directly and completely covered

0" Topic covered, but weakly or indirectly
Topic covered incorrectly
{hlank) Topic not covered
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B. Problem Anslysis(continued)

2.Diagnosing: digging beneath sywptoms to identify problem causes
Actual Target Description

I 5 asks questions seeking what caused the problem and
why the problem occurred, plus some other concerns.
Quality Diagnosing (5,6,11,12,13) Baragraphs
+ 1. Who caused the problem: Chester (5)
+ 2. what caused the problem: Promotion issue with Stan
(5,6,11,12,13)
3. when was the problem caused: six weeks ago ()
+ 4. where was the problem caused: on the unit, and in the
selection processes (11,12)
+ 5. why was the problem caused: anger, frustration, burnout
(13)
0 6. how was the problem caused: work slow down (6,11,12)
7. sesking interrelationships among deviations and among
causes )

C. Decision Making

1.Developing possible solutions
Actual Target Description

JU— 5 develops multiple possible solutions for at least
one identified problem, with all other issues
having one possible solution mentioned; no
assistance is sought; returns to earlier problem
solving steps if necessary.

Humber Alternatives (13,16,18,21,22,23,24) Paragraphs
Problem 1: improve productivity
2+ 1. assess service/accuracy/productivity (18,24)
2+ 2. review workload (18)

Problem 2: follow the work rules

2+ 1. come to work on time/call in when sick (13,24)
2. cut down on socializing )
3. follow the rules ()
Problem 3: improve job satisfaction
4 + 1. develop plan for promotion (13,16,21,22,23)
2. reassess career with County O
3. improve job satisfaction O
General Supervisory Actions
10 1. seeks assistance from Chester (21)
2+ 2. ask for help from supervisor (18)
3. meet again O
4, special review process @]
8
Quality Rating Scalse "+" Topic directly and completely covered

"9" Topic covered, but weakly or indirectly

Topic covered incorrectly
(blank) Topic not covered

w_t
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SCRIPT VERIFICATION WORK SHEET
PROBLEM SOLVING

Rater’'s Name:

A. Problem Identificatiom

1.Monitoring: understanding expected actiona and recognizing
daviations
Actual Target Description

N 3 fails to clearly explain one of the important
normal, planned or expected actions or fails to
mention one of the major deviations.

Quality Deviations Mentioned (1,2,7,9,10,12,15,19)Paragraphs

+ 1. problem client (1,2,7,9,10)
2. fails to call when sick )
3. sick too often/absenteaism )
+ 4, socialize too much (10)
+ 5. performance deviation from old appraisal (10,12,15,19)
+ 6. requested transfer (10)
+ 7. aleohol at lunch (10)
+ 8. general increase in problems (10)
9. tardiness/promptness ) )

2.Defining the problem: seeking and anslyzing problem related facts
Actual Target Description

—— 3 explains and seeks to verify the details of the
pre-work problem definition information without
asking questions to obtain the essential details of
the issues that may arise during discussion; may
jump to conclusions or illogically snalyze the
information; may not explain the facts of the

problem.
Quality Details mentioned Paragraphs
(1,2,3,4,5,6,7,8,9,10,12,15,19)
- 1. who involved: Chester, secretary, director, client
(1,2,5,6,7,8,9,12,19)
+ 2. who affected: client, director, Mary, new supervisor,
unit staff (1,5,6,7,8,9,19)
+ 3. impact on future relations: Chester, director and client
upset (19)
+ 4, impact on actions: client not served, went to director's
house; relates to other problems (7,8,9)
+ 5. where: office/ Chester at home (€8]
+ 6. when: last week Tuesday (1,2,3)
7. cost: dollar cost not specified [¢]
+ 8. importance: high, client not served (1,3,8,9,10,15)
+ 9. what happened: description of the client/ service
problem (2,4,5,6,7,8,9,10)
6
Quality Rating Scale "+" Topic covered directly and completely
"0" Topic covered, but weakly or indirectly

"

Topic not covered
(blank) Topic not covered
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B. Problem Analysis

1.Specifying decision objectives: listing risks, and expectations

Actual Target Description
— 3 states expected outcomes that may be inappropriate,
unclear or irrelevant; may specify inappropriate,
unclear or irrelevant risks and constraints.
Quality Exvectations (9,10,15,17,1%9,22 243 Paragraphs
Problem 1: improve productivity
0 1. improve productivity (10,15}
- 2. help the client/avoid problems in future(9,10,17)
3. Do the job expected of a PFW Q)
Problem 2: follow the work rules
1. following the rules (10)
- 2. call in when sick (9)
3. improve attendance O
0 4, no alcohol on work site (10)
0 5. decrease socializing (10}
6. improve promptness @]
Problem 3.: improve job satisfaction
0 1. improve satisfaction/ work relaticnships(15.19\,214)
+ 2. become promotable (17,22}
Quality People to be involved (22,24) Paragraphs
1. Chester retain control of PS O)
+ 2. tell Sup. if overworked (22,24}
Quality risks (3,10} Paragraphs
1. oral reprimand QO
2.  written reprimand Q)
3.  one day suspension O
4. five day suspension O
5. fired Q)
+ 6. general consequences (3,107
7
Quality Rating Scale “+" Topic covered directly and completely

¥0" Topic covered, but weakly or indirectly
"-'" Topic mot covered
(hlank) Topic not covered

"o
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B. Problem Analysis(continued)

2.Diagnosing: digging beneath sywptoms to identify probles csuses

Actual Target Description
e 3 does not ask questions that are intended to
identify the cause of the problem; seeks oniy
symptoms (i.e., who was i{nvolved and affected, what
was the impact on relations and actions, where and
when did the problem occur and what were the costs).
Quaiity Diagnosin 5,6,7,9,10,12,15,17,18,1%,20) Paragraphs
- 1. Who caused the problem: Chester (5,6,7,10)
+ 2. what caused the problem: Promotion issue with Stan
(9,15,17,18,19,20}
3. when was the problem caused: six weeks ago ()
0 4. where was the problem caused: on the unit, and in the
selection processes (12)
+ 5. why waa the problem caused: anger, frustration, burnout
(7,15,17,18,19,200
4] 6. how was the problem caused: work slow down (15,19)
7. sesking interrelationships among deviations and smong

causas O

C. Decision Making

1.Developing possible solutions

Actual Target Description
3 possible solutions are not consistently developed

for all identified problems; may not seek help when
developing possible solutions; may not return to
previous problem solving steps if a new problem
arises.

Number Alternatives (15,22,23,24 Paragraphs

Problem 1: improve productivity
1 - 1. assess service/accuracy/productivity (15)
2. review workload )

Problem 2: follow the work rules

1. come to work on time/call in when sick @]
2. cut down on socializing ()
10 3. follow the rules (23)
Problem 3: improve job satisfaction
1+ 1. develop plan for promotion (22)
2. resssess career with County )
3. improve job satisfaction 9]
General Supervisory Actions
30 1. seeks assistance from Chester (22,23,24)
2+ 2. ask for help from supervisor (22,24)
2+ 3. meet again (22,23)
4. special review process )
8

Quality Rating Scale

+" Topic covered directly and completely
"0" Topic covered, but weakly or indirectly
Topic not covered

(blank) Topic not covered
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C. Decision Making{continued)

2. Establishing criteria: stating a means for appraisal of possible

solutions
Actual Target Description

Quality

+

+

3 criteria not discussed or evaluations are made
without objective standards being stated or
criteria are not developed.

Criteris (15,17,22,23 24) Paragraphs

Problem 1- improve productivity

1.

Problem
1.

L= R IR SV 8 ]

Problem

1

2.
3.

provide proper service to clients (15,17)

2: follow the work rules

come to work on time )
. call in when sick O
follow rules on socializing Q)
follow rules on drinking )
face discipline or resolve problems {)
general following of rules {23,24)
3: {mprove job satisfaction
become promotable (22,23,24)
improve satisfaction, without transfer ()
take the initiative to improve (15,22,23,24)

3. Appraising Possible Sclutions: using the criteris to assesa
possible solutions

Actual Target Description
3 appraises possible solutions incorrectly or
inconsistently.
Qualitvy Appraisal (22.23) Paragraphs

]

0

Problem 1: improve productivity

1.

Even though this problem client issue (23)
cannot be blamed on you, we've had a

chance to acknowledge that we'll start
fresh with each other.

Problem 2: follow the work rules

1.

Even though this problem client issue (23)
cannot be blamed on you, we've had &

chance to acknowledge that we'll start
fresh with sach other.

Problem 3: improve job satisfaction

+ 1. Even though this problem client issue cannot {22}
be blamed on you, 1'd like you to help you in
pelishing your skills for promotion.

9
Quality Rating Scale "+" Topic covered directly and completely

Topic covered, but weakly or indirectly
Topic not covered
{blank) Topic not covered

LR

won
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C. Decision Making(concluded)
4.choosing:making a decision to implement the best solution
Actual Target Description
— 3 decides on and specifies a course of action, but a

decision is not reached on at least one important
or crisis issue.

Quality Choosing (9,15,22,23,24) Paragraphs
Problem 1: improve productivity
1. review workload QO
0 2. improve accuracy/ productivity. (15,23)

Problem 2: follow the work rules
- 1. improve attendance/promptness. (9

Problem 3: improve job satisfaction
+ 1. work on resolving promotion problems (22,23)
2. review career with County O

General supervisory actions

+ 1. meet again to work on problems and goals (9,22,24)
2. use of the discipline process @]
3. special review processes Q)
D. Action

l.Implementing: acting on the chosen solution for problem solution
Actual Target Description

3 does not take specific actions to resolve the
crisis issues, but some actions are taken.

Quality Implementing (22,23) Paragraphs
Problem 1: improve productivity
1. accuracy and productivity @]
2. workload distribution (@]

Problem 2: follow the work rules
0 1. attendance and promptness (23)

Problem 3: improve job satisfaction
+ 1. promotion preparedness (22,23)

General supervisory actions

+ 1. meet again (22,23)
2. disciplinary process O
+ 3. assist in locating and resolving problems (22,23)
10
Quality Rating Scale "4+" Topic covered directly and completely
"0" Topic covered, but weakly or indirectly

o

Topic not covered
(blank) Topic not covered
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E. Soupervision

1.Supervision: planning, organirzing and motivating implementation
Actual Target Description

3 directing statements and statements of hope are
expressed, some weak motivating or negativa
incentives with few supervisory actions mentioned

Quality Ensuring (21.22,23,24) Paragraphs
o 1. states plan (22)
+ 2. directs (22,23,24)
0 3. motivates (21,22,23,24)

F. Problem Identification(second time)

1.Monitoring: anderstanding expected actions and recognizing
deviations
Actual Target Description

3 monitoring is not mentioned or may be done in a way
that detracts from the solution.
Quality Monitoring () Paragraphs
1. initiates plan @
11
Quality Rating Scale "+" Topic covered directly and completely

"0" Topic covered, but weakly or indirectly
"." Topic not covered
" " {blank) Topic not covered
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SCRIPT VERIFICATION WORK SHEET
PROBLEM SOLVING
Rater's Name:
A. Problew Identificatiom
1.Monitoring: understanding expected actions and recognizing
dayiations
Actual Target Description
3 fails to clearly explain one of the important

normal, planned or expected actions or fails to
mention one of the major deviations.

Quality Dsviationa Mentioned (2,3,5,12,14,15,25,28,31)Paragraphs

- 1. problem client (14,28)

+ 2. fails to call when sick (2)

+ 3. sick too often/absenteeiam (2)

+ 4. socialize too much (3

+ 5. performance deviation from old appraisal (2,3,5,12,15,31)
6. requested transfer (@]

+ 7. alcohol at lunch 25
8. general increase in problems O
9. tardiness/promptness )

2.Defining the problem: seeking and analyzing probles related facts
Actual Target Description

— 3 explains and seeks to verify the details of the
pre-work problem definition information without
asking questions to obtain the essential details of
the iswues that may arise during discussion; may
jump to conclusions or illogically analyze the
information; may not explain the facts of the

problem.
Quality Details mentioned (14,18,19,28,31) Paragraphs
- 1. who involved: Chester, secretary, director, client
{14,19,28)
- 2. who affected: client, director, Mary, new supervisor,
unit staff (19,28)
3. impact on future relations: Chester, director and client
upset
- 4. impact on actions: client not served, went to director's
house; relates to other problems (14)
5. where: office/ Chester at home O
6. when: last week Tuasday ()
7. cost: dollar cost not specified QO
8. importance: high, client not served 3D
- 9. what happened: description of the client/ service
problem (18,19)
s
Quality Rating Scale "+'" Topic covered directly and completely

it

Topic covered, but weakly or indirectly
Topic covered incorectly
(blank) Topic not covered

L
LA
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B. Problem Analysis

1.Specifying decision objectives: liasting risks, and expactations

Actual Target Deacription
3 states expected outcomes that may be inappropriate,
unclear or irrelevant; may specify inappropriate,
unclear or irrelevant risks and constraints.
Quality Expectations (10,12,13,16,17,18,21,32) Paragraphs

Problem 1: improve productivity

1. improve productivity (10,12,13,16,17,18,32)
2. help the client/avoid problems in future()
3. Do the job expected of s PFW (10,21)
Problem 2: follow the work rules
1, following the rules (18)
2. call in when sick (@]
3. improve attendance O
&, no alcohol on work site )
5. decrease socializing O
6, improve promptness ()

Problem 3.: improve job satisfaction

1. improve satisfaction/ work relationships()
+ 2. become promotable (17)
Quality People to be involved (10,17,18,19,21.31,32) Paragraphs
+ 1. Chester retain control of PS (19,31,32)
+ 2. tell Sup. if overworked (10,17,18,21)
Quality risks (12,21,22,23,24,25,26,27,29,30,3]1) Paragraphs
1. oral reprimand O
+ 2. written reprimand (12,21,22)
+ 3. one day suspension (23,24,25)
+ 4. five day suspension (29)
+ 5. fired (29,30)
+ 6. general consequences (12,23,26,27,30,31)
7
Quality Rating Scale "+" Topic covered directly and completely

"0" Topic covered, but weakly or indirectly
«" Topic covered incorectly
(blank) Topic not covered
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B. Problem Analysis(continued)

2.Diagnosing: digging beneath symptoms to identify problem causes

Actual Target Description
3 does not ask questions that are intended to
identify the cause of the problem; seeks only
symptoms (i.e., who was involved and affected, what
was the impact on relations and actions, where and
when did the problem occur and what were the costs).
Quality Diagnosing (7,8,3,10,11,18,21) Paragraphs
+ 1. Who caused the problem: Chester (8,9,10)
- 2. what caused the problem: Promotion issue with Stan
(7,8,10,11,18,21)
3. when was the problem caused: six weeks ago ()
0 4. where was the problem caused: on the unit, and in the
selection processes 7
S. why was the problem caused: anger, frustration, burnout
O
+ 6. how was the problem caused: work slow down (7,8,11)
7. seeking interrelationships among deviations and among

causes O

C. Decision Making

1.Developing possible solutions

Actual Target Description
3 possible solutions are not consistently developed
for all identified problems; may not seek help when
developing possible solutions; may not return to
previous problem solving steps if a new problem
arises.
Number Alternatives (10,16,17,18,21,31,32) Paragraphs
Problem 1: improve productivity
4 + 1. assess service/accuracy/productivity (10,16,17,21)
2 - 2. review workload (10,17)
Problem 2: follow the work rules
1. come to work on time/call in when sick )
2. cut down on socializing O
3. follow the rules O
Problem 3: improve job satisfaction
1+ 1. develop plan for promotion (17)
2. reassess career with County (@]
3. improve job satisfaction O
General Supervisory Actions
3+ 1. seeks assistance from Chester (18,31,32)
20 2. ask for help from supervisor (17,18)
1+ 3. meet again (32)
1+ 4. special review process (32)
8
Quality Rating Scale "+" Topic covered directly and completely

Topic covered, but weakly or indirectly
Topic covered incorectly
(blank) Topic not covered
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C. Decision Making(continued)

2. Establishing criteria: stating a means for appraisal of possible
solutioms

Actual

Target Description

P 3 criteria not discussed or evaluations are made
without objective standards being stated or
criteria are not developed.

Quality Criteria (10,17,21.23) Paragraphs

Problem 1: i‘mprove productivity
+ 1. provide proper service to clients (10,17)
Problem 2: follow the work rules
1. come to work on time @)
2. call in when sick @]
3. follow rules on socializing )
4. follow rules on drinking )
+ 5. face discipline or resolve problems 21
+ 6. general following of rules (23)
Problem 3: improve job satisfaction
+ 1. become promotable (17)
2. improve satisfaction, without transfer ()
3. take the initiative to improve O

C. Decision Making(continued)

3. Appraising Possible Solutions: using the criteria to assess
possible molutions

Actual Target Description
R 3 appraises possible solutions incorrectly or
inconsistently.
Quality Appraisal (10,17.32 Paragraphs
Problem 1: improve productivity
- 1. Don't do other people's jobs, just do your (10,17)
case load i{n a timely fashion, then you can
look at getting promoted.
Problem 2: follow the work rules
0 1. Make 8 copy of this memo, go over it and  (32)
strategize how to keep working and look st
your work load
Problem 3: improve job satisfaction
0 1. Don't do other people's jobs, just do your (10,17)
case load in a timely fashion, then you can
lock at getting promoted.
9
Quality Rating Scale "+" Topic covered directly and completely

Topic covered, but weakly or indirectly
Topic covered incorectly
{(blank) Topic not covered
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C. Decision Making(concluded)
4.choosing:making a decision to implement the best sclution
Actual Target Description
e 3 decides on and specifies 4 course of action, but a

decision {s not reached on at least one important
or crisis issuve.

Quality Choosing (10,12,16,17,16,21,32) Paragraphs
Problem 1: improve productivity
1. review workload (@]
+ 2. improve accuracy/ productivity. (10,16,17)

Problem 2: follow the work rules
1. improve attendance/promptness. )

Problem 2: improve job satisfaction
+ 1. work on resclving promotion problems (173
2. review career with County (3

General supervisory actions

+ 1. meet again to work on problems and goals (18,32)
+ 2. use of the discipline process (12,21
+ 3. special review processes (18

D. Action

1.Isplementing: acting on the chosen sclution for problem solution
Actual Target Description

3 does not take specific sctions to resolve the
crigsis {ssues, but some actions are taken.

Quality Implementing (17,18,21,30,31,32) Paragraphs
Problem 1: improve productivity

- 1. accuracy and productivity (18,21)

+ 2. workload distribution (17,32)

Problem 2: follow the work rules
1. attendance and promptness O

Problem 3: improve job satisfaction
0 1. promotion preparedness (17

General supervisory actions

0 1. meet again (18,32)
+ 2. disciplinary process (30,31,32)
+ 3. assist in locating and resolving problems (18)

10

"+ Topic covered directly and completely
"0" Topic covered, but weakly or indirectly
"." Topic covered incorectly

" " {hiank) Topic not covered

Quality Rating Scale
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E. Supervision

1.Supervision: planning, organizing and motivating implesentation
Actual Terget Description

P— 3 directing statements and statements of hope are
expressed, some waak motivating or negative
incentives with few supervisory actions mentioned

Quality Ensuring (17.18,31,32 Paragraphs
+ 1. states plan (18,32)
+ 2. directs (17,18,32)
- 3. motivates (17,31)

F. Problem Tdentification(second time)

1.Monitoring: onderstanding expected actions and recognizing

deviations

Actual Target Description

J— 3

monitoring is not mentioned or may be done in a way

that detracts from the solution.

Quality Monitoring ()

1. initiates plan

Parsgraphs
O

11

Quality Rating Scale

ANl
+

¥ st
o
e _n

o1t

Topic covered directly and completely
Topic covered, but weakly or indirsctly
Topic covered incorectly

(blank) Topic not covered
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FILE:PS6IR6.PH Target Script 1:
Problem Solving = 6, Interpersonal Relaticns = 6

I'm glad that we could meet today Chester. I'm your new
Supervisor. It's nice to meet you.

Hi.

As your new supervisor I've been given some information about
a situstion that occcurred involving a client and the
department head .

(MUMBLED TO HIMSELF) Ughhh.

.. . and __ a series of other points, which may or may not
be relevant to the matter. . . Umm, what I'd like to do is
briefly go through these issues and get your opinions on them
and see what we need to do about it, if anything. Apparently
you were out sick on Tuesday, last week. One of your clients
had an appointment with you. When he came in, no one in the
office knew that you were sick. So the client went untreated
that day and must have been angry encugh to wind up on our
director's door at tenm o'clock at night.

Yea, I heard about that. Umm, I don't think it was my fault,
I . . . I was sick that day.

Uh huh, please go on.

Umm, and 1f . . . the problem is the secretary. The
secretary leaves messages on peoples desks, and ahh . . . you
know the messages pile up and no one sees if they're there.
If there was some central location to put the messages down
people could have seen that my messages weren't being
answered and followed up on them. Um, then they would have

known the guy had come in. I didn't remem ., . . It must
have been a ringer, you know, somebody from Channel S or
something; I don’'t really think it was my fault . . . it was

just one of thome things.

So, the problem is that a client went to the reception desk,
asked for you, and since the receptionist couldn't get ahold
of you personslly, she put the message on your desk.

That's the problem.

That leaves me puzzled, Chester. You were sick and it's the
established pattern that notes are left on people’s desks.
1'm unclear about why you feel this issue may not be
important.

Well lock . . . more than once I've seen . . . even Stan, the

guy who got my promotion . . . he, ha ah, gets messages and
stuff left on his desk and I go over, take his messages and
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cover his work sssignments when he's out screwing around .
you know [ handle his problems and stuff and . . . the
favor hasn't been returned to me, you know.

Ah, you're frustrated becsuse you've handled messages for
fellow workers in the past and you had expected them to
return the favor for you this time. And that didn't happen.
It sounds like your fellow workers were unaware that they
needed to help you.

Well, it's part of the . . . 4if I didn't do that, we'd have
all this crap piled up all the time. I covered Stan's butt
sc much that he got the promotion that I deserved.

well . . . You're a bit put out after you lost a promotion
because you've covered other peoples’ work for them. That's
8 serious issue. Lat's talk about that in a minute, but
first 1'd liks to go back to the specific issue. Did you
call in and arrange for somebody to cover your client load or
inform your clients that you would be unavailable that day?

I was sick that day. 1I'm just doing what everybody does .

Chester, the rules require you, when you are sick, to call in
and inform your supervisor. You didn’'t call in nor arrange
for someons to cover your lead. That's why this is important
now .

I assumed that they'd realize I wasn't gonna be there. More
than once ['ve covered for people who ended up being sick
that day. And no one noticed. Nothing ever seems to be done
about it until I personally cover the phone messages or meet
a client out in the lobby . . . who's been wandering around
for 45 minutes getting angry.

Chester, you've been a benefit to the unit for a long time,
apparently without your fellow workers being fully aware of
it. That really points out the issue here. It almost sounds
like you knew that you are the only person who will help a
fellow worker by handling their messages when they are not in
the office. Even so, you didn't let your supervisor know
that you would be out so your own work lead could be

handled. How can we handle these situations in the future to
avoid these types of problems?

I do it for everybody else. Why don't they do it for me? It
always been my policy.

Yes, vou've really been doing some good work as a lead
worker. You also have the responsibility of coming in or
calling in, one of the two, to assure that your workload is
met. In this case you failed to do that. Chester, can you
give me any suggestions for how we can avoid this issue of
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your not telling us when you are ill and, as a result, vour
work load doesn't get covered?

(Exhales loudly) I didn't think it was any big deal, it was
just this ringer that shows up and goes marching over to the
Director's doorstep at ten o'clock at night.

I have . . . I have no data to say that this 1is a ringer.

The only thing we have is & client who's not been served,

not {n ocur established format. You didn't take any action to
get someons to relieve you.

I'm doing whatever everybody else is doing. People ars
always blowing off around here.

Well, if people in my unit are doing it in that way, then
they will get this same conversation. I want to . . . to
establish one thing very clearly. This is what I will expect
in the future: if you are sick or cannot make work or will
be late for work that you will call me and inform me, or at
least leave a message, if I am not here, with my secretary.
If you fail to do that in the future it will be a cause for
reprimand. The more frequent and serious the infractions,
the more stringent the discipline. This conversation is just
oy way of letting you know how serious this is.

Oh man, what . . . one problem and now I'm getting stuck for
it.

Yes.

Oh boy, how many other times has this happened and 1

and I covered for people. . . Even Stan who gets my
promotion. I've helped him hundreds of times while he's out
politicking to get a job that I should have gotten. Ah gee,
now I get stuck for it, huh?

Yes. It's not always pleasant to be held responsible for
your actions. You are still held responsible.

Well, that's the last time I'm gonna ever help somebodv It
just hasn't paid off.

Chester, I disagree. You're too good of & worker. You could
be supervisor material. It sounds like we've had something
happen in the past few weeks that shook your confidence in
your promotability and caused you to slack off of a work pace
that . . . that has lead to very good performance ratings in
the past. There's a number of problems issues that seem to
relate back to this confidence problem: you've been shsent or
tardy a bit too often, you've been spending a little too much
time socializing rather than working while at the office, so
your work has been late and there has even been a report of
alcohol use during the work day. These have all been noted
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by Mary. Your high quality of performance evidently hasn't
paid off as quickly as you had anticipated, so you've slowed
down. But good performance does not go unrecognized. I will
notice, my boss will notice.

Ysa? Well, it didn't happen this time. I think I got
screwed.

Chester we need to talk about these other issues that have
become apparent in the past six weeks. These issues go
beyond not phoning in sick one day. You and I won't have
sufficient time today to give thase topics the full attention
that they deserve, but they concern potentially very serious
matters lesding to low productivity. These are important
issues that seem to relate to the issue we have been
discussing. Describe for me, if you would, what's been
causing these problems as of late?

I don't know if you can give me my prometion, but it sure
would be nice. . . I've been here for nine years and I've
been really doing a good job . . . Stan gets a promotion,
all of a sudden there's a brand new person in his job, and
I'm supposed to train that person. We have a brand new
supervisor, Mary tskes off. And, you know, I don't know vou
very well, but, you know, there's a lot of stuff that people
come to me for um, you know, covering their little problems
and stuff, and ah, I end up doing all of that and I'm not
getting rewarded for it, sc screw it, I'm not going te do
it. Why should I?7 1I'll just do what everybody else is
doing, you know, how many people in the office, when the
tracks were open the first year, blow off on Friday
afternoons and head down to Canterbury Downs or, how many
people in the office take off for a nice long lunch, ['ve
never dons that stuff, and I'm tired of it, you know, holding
averybody up and not getting any rewards for it.

It sound like you've been pretty busy lately Chester. You
feel overworked, like you were doing the job of a new
supervisor and not getting noticed for it. What . . . I'm
unclear asbout how this relates to the situation of the last
six weaeks, where you're out sick and not calling. Has
something happened? It sounds like your work problems might
be a reaction to Stan's getting the job you wanted.

Well . . .(PAUSE)

When did Stan get the job? §ix weeks ago? Is that when you
got passed over?

Yea, something like that.
As a result you feel discouraged and burned out over not

being promoted, yet you also see your workload is going up.
So your work output has diminished. You seem most upset at
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losing this promotional opportunity. Even if Stan was out
there doing some politicking, it may zlso be that he has a
set of skills that were as good or better than yours in the
eyes of the individual supervisor that selected him. It'sg
going to take more than just coming to work on time or
calling in sick to resolve this problem. These are a muat,
but you'll also need to become productive and promotable
again. What I'd like to do is to help you to figure the
skills you need to polish to be promoted, work up a plan for
you to develop these skills, and the practice them. I think
this will meet both our goals. What do you think?

So that's what I'm supposed to do is go out and try to snow
the supervisors now.

No. Performance is the way to do it, not non-performance.
Chester, I want to set up another meeting with you, let's say
next week Wednesday at 10:00. In that meeting we'll talk
about how you're doing on your work accuracy and sick leave
usage and if you are sick, on calling in. But more
importantly, bafore that meeting I'd like you to spend a
little time and develop a short list of what you think an
ideal supervisor's skills would be. I'm quite serious. Just
write a short list of the skills you feel a supervisor should
have. If you want to become promotable you are going to have
to have a solid plan for getting there. The first step will
be to get a clear picture of the goal. Our next meeting will
be an effective way of turning this situation into something
positive; into a starting point for your advancement. 0.K.?

Can you promise me my promotion?

Chester, I can't promise that. I can't promise you that you
will get a promotion in the immediate future. But if we work
together . . . if you work diligently on your goal, then this
will have an effect. Can I get your agreement on resolving
these problems and working toward the goals?

Yea, I guess.

Good. You don't sound too enthused about this, but it's a
start. Right? Now, since I've gotten your agreement to call
me whenever you are going to be sick and to work to improve
your accuracy and promptness on work assignments, then in
this case I choose to do nothing in terms of documenting
this. For right now since I'm a new supervisor, we'll have
this be our first talk. If you need healp, if you think you
ars doing an unfair share of the work, come and ralk to wme.
If the negative behavior we've talked about persists, {f you
do not personally take the initiative to improve, then we'll
have another conversation and, unfortunately, it would result
in the first step in the discipline process, a written
reprimand. Do we have an agreement? Can we overcome these
problems?
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Well, o.k.

Ok, then let's start afresh and I'1l see you next week with
your thought on supervision.

Al right.
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FILE:PS6IRS Script 2
Problem Solving = 6 Interpersonal Relations = 3

Well Chester, Ah an issue that concerns me has come up and we
need to talk about it. As you're aware I'm new to the unit
and, sh, I think that what we'd like to do here is, ah,
is, ah get some idea of your view and your perception of a
concern. The concerns are two. Essentially one that you've
been . . . you're sick and missing a lot of time in the last
few weeks and there seems to be a pattern of problems over
the last six weeks. And most recently last Tuesday. This
resulted in a client not being served in a timely fashion .
There may even be other clients not being served.

(Breathes heavily)

This client, in turn, camped out on the Department Director's
doorstep and [ heard a lot about that, that problem. You
weren't here that day, and when you're not here that does
create that kind of a problem.

I don't think that was my fault at all.
Tell me about that.

Well, it's the secretary. She leaves phone messages pile up
on your desk. She took a message from the guy and left it on
my desk. I saw it when I got in the next day. I mean, you
know, a lot of people are out of the office a lot.

Umm hme.

But, all she does is she takes the message and lays them down
on your desk and thsy just sit there. Umm, that's not my
fault, I mean, you know people are sick a lot. I've been
covering for a lot of people on their phone messages.

How can it happen that a client like this doesn't get any
attention? The secretary leaves messages for people who will
be out of the office for the day. Is that the only reason?

Will yeah, If . . . if someone would have seen the message on
the desk they could have helped him. I mean, my god, I
didn't know the guy was a ringer.

Well Chester, since I'm new to the unit, I'd like to find out
whether Mary had . . . had any discussions with you about
your sick leave usage and your work output?

No, Mary was most interested in just getting out of the unit.
I've always been a good employee here. Mary knew that.

Your performance appraisals show that . . . that you've been
a good employee. Ah, the concern is, concerns are sbout some
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problems we seem to be having in the last six weeks or so.
Your actions are having an impact on more than just yourself
and one client. You've been talking too much, sometimes
drinking over the lunch hour and in general not being very
productive. You've asked for a transfer. You have not been
meeting expectations. Are you sure that this is the first
you're hearing about this? Mary never mentioned this?

I don't think that I'm the one having the problem. I think
it's the unit that's having the problem. You know, here I
was up for promotion and all of a sudden, you know, that Stan
he gets promoted over me. And Stan couldn’t do his job worth
anything. Well, he spent the last six, sight, ten weeks
politicking for the promotion. He gets the promotion that I
deserve, and then [ get dumped with his work. 4nd, you know,
you're a brand new supervisor, and ah, and a lot of the
stuff, just the organizing and stuff that's going on, 1'm
ending up doing that myself. And I think, that I'm tired of
it, nobody else works; so why should I?

Tell me asbout the promotion, all these details that have
happened in the past few weeks.

Well . . . I've been working here for nine years. I know this
job batter than anybody working on the floor. And, here we
go through this whole promotion process, it takes forever,

and I pass the test and get on the list and I don't get the
promotion. I mean it's clear that they didn't want me to and
they picked Stan, a guy who doesn‘t even know his job. I've
been helping him out for all this time.

Well, let's get back to the issue, the thing of concern now.
I understand your feelings and concerns about the promotional
issue. It would be nice to see you successful and have an
oppertunity to be promoted. I think ah, the . . . the .

Is it toc late for me to get the promotion then?

It's too late to get that promotion. But there are
possibilitises in the future. What about the, ah, next one?

Well that might not be for five years.

Well that's, ah, that can't be controlled. Tell me . . . it
would be helpful to hear about how we can solve the problem,
what you think you're willing to do to reduce that sick leave
problem. It will be important to have you here more. Your
expsrtise has been valued. You have a chance now with a new
supsrvisor to start fresh and to work to once again have an
sffective working relationship with me during the time you
are in the unit. Ah, I think you have & chance you may not
have had in the past. What can I do to help you?
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Well you can get somebody to handle all of Stan's work that
knows what's going on. I'm still doing all his work and my
work. And ah, I figured, well, I'm gonna do what, oh, the
unit's doing. I mean, you know, I'm not getting any benefit
from bustin my butt over here. I'm getting real tired of

it. I've been here for nine years doing this. And after
nine years of doing all this work and really working with
these people I don't get any recognition for it. I mean, why
should I continue?

So in the past month or so you've gotten tired and frustrated
and as a result, slowed down on completing your job. You've
been baffled hacause you don't get the recognition you feel
you deserve?

I didn't get my promotion and my workload doubled. Gimme a
break.

Why. . . okay, let's talk about that. You lost a chance at
a promotion and this has caused you to start having problems
on the job. Why don't you think you got the promotion or
recognition? What's your view?

I think its because I was doing Stan's work while he was out
politicking with the supervisors who were doing the hiring.
They picked who they wanted to pick.

Well, let me ask you this. What . . . what is it éhat Stan
is more effective at or you think is more effective at?

Buttering up the people who are hiring.

So you're talking about his interpersonal skill . . . His
ability to work with management.

I don't know if I'd call them skills, but he's certainly
sleazy enough to pull that stuff off.

Now you sound pretty mad about this, but "sleazy" is a value
judgment. What you're saying is that there is some
difference in his ability to work with and influence people.

I was doing his job for him. I mean I was answering a lot of
his phone calls, a lot of his cases while he's out screwing
around in the afternoon, pretending to see the clients.

Did you talk to anyone about that? I need to get all the
facts on why this problem is occurring. Did you bring it to
anyone's attention, to Mary?

When most of his work comes out with my handwriting on it? I
suppose they could figure that out.

Chester, please tell me. Did you tell Mary?
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I don't think that it was my place to .

She needs to know about it. The concern is it would be good
if you run into anything like that to be direct and let me
hear about it first. Come in and tell me when you're
concerned about something that's occurring on the job. Mary
didn't get told so, what can we . . . what would we have to
do to solve the problem of your being overworked.

Well, find somebody to handle the rest of that job. Find
somebody that knows what's going on enough so that they're
not going to screw it up.

OK, OK. Let's not get any more angry. ['d like to see us
work well together. I'd like to see you take some
responsibility. [ want to know, aspecifically, what you're
going to do to deal with some . . . =:me of these problems,
and what kind of help you want speci:.cally from me. It, you
know, takes time to staff some of these positions. We do
have to depend on experienced people here. We need you here,
Chester.

Does that mean I'm going to end up hold down every . . . three
people’s jobs?

It probably means . . . that ah, what we can do there is .

. is look at those additional tasks and distribute those
among some of your fellow workers here. We'll take a lock at
the worklead situation, maybe everyone has to help out a
little bit mors. We can solve that. The long term jssue is
the concern here. The concern is about you. Umm, it would
be nice to ah, to see that we use your expertise usefully
here. That would be good for both of us. The concern
remains about a pattern that seems to be developing . .
um, you sesm to be linking it intoc the promotional issue.
That should be checked on, get some reasons, we'll talk about
it when we get some further info. You're still going to have
to be doing & bit more. But I want you to tell someone when
you feel you are getting dumped on. The workload and the
attendance patterns will be monitored to try to make sure
that it stays as even as possible. Everyone should pull
their own weight.

1'd settle for that.

That . . . That's agreed on. Umm, you should . . . you
should probably think about your career here. Think about ah,
whether you want to continue working here. Ah, it would be
nice to get together, maybe in a couple of days ah, we'll set
up something that is convenient for you, and we should .

we should set up some expactations . . . some performance
criteria to meet. We should have a contract with you, a
formal understanding that if the good actions occur, then the
problems will be solved and you can focus on getting
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promoted, but if the expectations are not met, the
consequences will occur. We should put something in writing
ah, and we should deal with the issue of sick leave usage.
You should know that if you do what is expected, what we put
in writing, then you will be successful. The consequences
that can happen should also be understood by you, if we have
people missing . . . missing work. The steps in the
disciplinary process indicate that the next step for an
infraction is a written reprimand. You only get a few more
serious warnings. After that, then you could even get
fired. Now ah, why don't you come back with a plan, or at
least some thoughts ah, on what you're willing to do. If you
want us . . . if you want to continue to work here ah, it's
gotta . . . it's gotta be a two-way street. We have to
expect something from each of us. It would be nice if you
would identify what you'd like to see from me, so that we
have an effective working relationship. So we'd like you to
identify what you're willing to do to make that effective.

Holy smokes. I miss a ah, a day and I already have to set up
expectations for if I want to keep working here?

Chester, please realize how serious this is. The pattern
that's started is something that ah, maybe you don't feel is
serious, but we do. We're very concerned here about serving
the client needs. We're sensitive to . . . to what employees
need to do to accomplish that. We don't want you to forget
why we are here. You're an experienced person, a valued
employee ah, it sounds like you probably have some . . . you
may have some strong feelings . . . some strong reasons for

for feeling discouraged right now. It is important for
us to work through those, if we can. You should also know
that your productivity, your performance accuracy is . . . is
a serious enough issue, that whether your former supervisor
said anything to you or not, . . . serious consequences will
be put behind it, if it is necessary, if . . . i{if we don't,
if you're not able to resolve this. We'll need to be
watching closely for any recurrences. You're a good
employee, . . . you're an excellent ah, teacher to the other
people in the unit, your experience really makes a
difference. We value that a lot. I'm gonna need you here,
and I . . . yet I think that .

I'm hearing a lot of different messages then.

There are two messages. [ think one is your attendance:
coming to work on time, not being tardy and phoning to let us
know 1f you are ill and will be out of the office. This is a
serious problem. This is the immediate problem. There is a
longer term issue here, and that's . . . I want . . . I'm
concerned about . . . about your effectiveness, your career
here in this organization. I want to make you successful. I
want the unit to be successful in serving our clients. And .
. and I'm not sure whether you fit into our long term plan.
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You're going to have to prove that you do by eliminating
these attendance problems and working to improve your
performance. We'll work on the promotional issues, but only
you can work on following the attendance policies. Let's
eliminate these problems and avoid the consequences.

I will, but I don't wanna go back to holding up everybody
else's work for them.

That is understood. What we'll do is we're going to look at
that workload situation. We're going to check on the
workloads of the other people, ah, one thing that can be said
is that we intend to distribute the workload as evenly as
possible, as fairly as possible. Everyone's going to have to
do a little bit more for awhile. Until we're through this.

Okay.

Okay, so can we meet again on Monday at 8:007 We'll talk
some more about your career desires and your thoughts about
this conversation.

Yeah, okay.

Alright, good.
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OK Chester. Thank you for coming in today. As you know I'm
Mary Johnson's replacement and I am your new supervisor. And
this meeting was set up, I did not schedule it but since we
have an opportunity to meet . . . we, aah, had some problems
on your performance and your adherence to work rules. And I
have some background from Mary's records, but I need to get
all the facts and then decide what I am going to do to
resolve the problems that have been presented. So, first I'd
like to tell you what I can surmise are the problems from
reviewing some material I have been given. First of all,
you've always . . . in reading over the past performance
appraisals they've always listed you as an acceptable
employee to this division, your work has been timely, but
I've been given information that over the last, oh, six to
eight weeks that your performance quality has fallen off, not
only in the case work you are doing in your interactions with
clients, but also in your attendance and punctuality and your
adherence to work rules related to consumption of alcohol
during the work day. You're aware that your client, on the
day that you were sick, that you had made some assurances to,
that you would meet, ah, showed up on the department
director’'s doorstep at ten o'clock on Tuesday night? Are you
aware of that? Umm, what has happened over the last six
weeks? I need an explanation from you as to why you -hink
this has been occurring.

I don't really think that there is a problem. (Exhales
loudly) I still don't consider that my fault. I mean, I was
sick that day and it's not my fault that the secretary
doesn't . . . you know . . . she just piles messages up on my
desk without letting anybody know that they're just kinda
piling up there. I mean someone else coulda handled that. I
don't think that I'm the only one that works here. I don't
think that it should have been a big deal. I've been doing
good work for a long time and I still think that I'm doing
good work. I think that I'm even doing better work now than
I did in the past, I think the amount of work that is getting
shoved down my throat is unbelievable and I think I'm doing
pretty good at it.

Well I think .
I think that this guy was a ringer anyway.

Well, that's irrelevant. The issue is that you didn't let us
know in time that ah, you were going to be out that day, so
we couldn't, and didn't know that that client was going to be
coming in and that he was a fairly demanding client and now
you're in trouble for it. The fact that the secretary did
what was expected of her is not related to the problem. Next
time warn someone the day before or call the client or call
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the supervisor and say you are going to be late. You should
have advised Mary that you had asked this client to come that
day so that the paperwork could have been finished.

Well, no one else but me bothers to do that. I mean this
happens to me all the time. I'm always running around to
check other people's desks because they're sick on Monday or
they're blowing out halfway through Friday. Umm, I just
assumed someons would take care of it for me. | secem to be
the only one working in the unit,

No, that's not true. A PFW is expected to cover for other
people, but other people have also coverad for you. We need
to know that you have made some assurances to clients that
you can't keep. And as you know, we're here to serve the
client. The issue . . . a second issue, is your job
performance, your work is not gatting done on time. You hate
your job; you have requested a transfer. We know how this
incident occurred. You've slowed down and become less
accurate in your work. But the question is why. Is there
something about the work that's been bothering you? Do you
fesl like you haven't gotten proper training? Or you haven't
besn given the tools you need to do the job? You've got to
tell me what you think the problem is? Why you've been
skipping work? Why you've been drinking on the job?

I don't hate wy job. I've been doing this job for nine years.
But, my supervisor takes off on me, Stan takes off on me and
gets my promotion. I'm doing three people's work back there
and I'm real tired of it. And now I'm getting my throat
sliced for being sick on one day. It's really maddening.

Ok, Mary didn't mention that you are being assigned more work
than the other employees. And it might be hard on an
employee when he missed a promotion or when his supervisor's
been replaced, and the lead workers are expected to help in
the transition. You have been here & long time. You should
know a lot., However, the work has to get done on time,
clients at least deserve your respect. This is the standard
you must meet. People who don't do their work do not gst
promotions. I consider it a serious problem that your
performance has slipped to this level.

(Quick loud exhalation) I don't think that my performance has
slipped. I think I'm doing three people's jobs. Umm, ['m
training someons who, sh, I have no business training, just
because I know the work better than anybody else. I get real
tired of it. They don't listen. They don't follow up right
away. Umm, and then I've got all my own work to do. And
when I'm out the secretary piles up messages on my desk and
doesn't sven bother to tell anybody that I'm not there that
day. And then Stan gets the promotion that I deserve more
than he did. I don't think that I should have to hold up the
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work for the unit any more, I mean I'm just not getting any
payoff for doing good work. So, what's the point?

The point is you're work is poor, it's below standards. The
problems of your not getting work done on time and your

excessive absenteeism must be corrected or you will face the
consequences.

Well, I think what the problem should have been is that I
should have got the promotion and I didn't. And you know,
you give it to Stan and he didn't deserve it. He just went
around and politicked for the entire six weeks before the
test and I covered his job. I think that's what the real
problem is.

We're not going to discuss that today. Some other time, if
you'd like to get together with me when I've had an
opportunity to completely review your total personnel file
and talk about your inability to compete successfully in
promotional opportunities or that you don't like training, I
would be available to do that. But, I don't have any
knowledge of these situations and that's not the purpose
we're here to resclve today. The two issues today are your
absenteeism and poor performance. What I am concerned about
is your coming to work on time and not being absent, your
one-on-one relationship with the clients and the accuracy of

the eligibility you are determining. Thess must be corrected.

Boy it doesn't look like I'm going to get any service out of
this anyway. I mean is that all you're here to do is lynch
ma? Is that the problem?

No, because you're apparently a good employee. But the
problems are serious enough that, if you don't correct them,
you will receive serious consequences. So, let's review
first of all, what the consequences are for improper usage of
sick leave and falling to report when you are sick. Today
this is a written warning, ah, well & warning for you anyway
- ah, I'11 just be putting them in writing so that you can
consult those notes. However, if these rules are violated,
the next step will be, you will get a written reprimand, and
that will go in your personnel fils. Should you mske another
violation, after the time of the written reprimand, you will
have a one-day suspension. A third violation of these work
rules would lead to a five-day suspension.

Ohhh, my God, you're going to hang me for not calling in sick.

No, but you should understand what the rules are. I don't
think this will occur, but I want to make sure you understand
what would occur to any employee, not just you, should a
viclation of rules occur. A five-day suspension for the
third violation. The fourth violation of these rules .
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Oh, my God, you're out to hang me.

§:

would load to a termination with the personnel board.
Lika I said, you've apparently got some good abilities, and I
don't think that it will ever get to that point. But, it's
important that you understand. You understand what I've told
you about calling in when sick and, also, the consequences of
not following the rules. Do you understand?

Yeah.

You'll do what I say? You won't be sbsent and will be coming
to work on time?

I get caught and I get killed. Wow, thanks.

That's not my question. Will you be calling me to let me know
that you will be out of the office or not?

I'm not sick all that often.

¥Will you call me when you are home sick? Will you or will
you not?

It's no big deal, yesh. I don't think my performance is any
different from anybody else.

It is different from other people. And other pecple are not
reslly tho issus. If other pesople are having performance
problems, 1'll need to talk to them alsoc. It's your
performance that we need to fix. You've got to either come
to work on time or call me personally with 2 legitimate
excuse when you are il11. Now, we don't have enough time to
finish the task now, so I want to set up another meeting with
you a3 soon as possible so [ can develop a corrective action
plan. What [ intend to do is use a special review process.
During the review period I'll be closely monitoring your
performance. At the end of the review period I'll review
your progress. I'm not going to take any specific
disciplinary sction at this time, because, as I said, we'll
get over the problems. However, at the next meeting some
objectives and time lines will be set. 4nd at the special
review in a couple of months if there is no improvement in
your attendance and these other issues, that will result in
discipline. So,can you meet on Monday afternoon, after
lunch? By then you should be sble to think seriously about
the steps that you personslly can take to get your poor
performance up to the standards we have discussed today.

1 kind a feel like I'm getting picked on here. I mean so many
people taking off, the workload just kind of piles up. You
know, those other folks, they don't know what's going on. I
end up doing their work for them. And, um, now I've got all
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these threats at me. You know, do this by now, or else get
your throat sliced.

This isn't really a threat. We know what the problems are.
We'll find out when, how and why your problems typically
occur and then corrective action plans will be built. If
that involves how the workload is distributed, then we'll
deal with that. And your grabbing control of and actively
following the objectives will help you do your cases better.
That should have always been & goal of yours. These are not
threats, but I do want you to consider the seriousness of
your performance and your violations. So count on seeing me
on Monday, after lunch.

All right.

Thanks.
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Chester, I'd like to start off with a brief explanation of
the purpose of why we're getting together today. I have some
information provided to me by Mary Johnson relative to your
work performance and some concerns that she had, that she had
noted for me prior to her being reassigned to another unit.

I know that this meeting was set up beforehand. 1'd like to
spend some time with you going over some of her concerns, if
that’'s alright?

Fine, yea. We were going to meet.

Did Mary share with you some of the concerns she had, prior
to this?

Not really, no.

OK. Um. A couple of the issues that Mary brought up, that
she fesls need to be worked with and which I'm going to work
with you on have to do with your performance, and there are
some concerns with how you are doing your work and the
accuracy of some of your work and .

You're kidding?

No, I'm not kidding. And we'll go over them in a second.

But in looking over your past performance report, completed
iast February, it's quite favorable and I guess I'm quite
surprised to have these issues come up and let's talk about
them for a few minutes. One of the things that Mary has
identified that is a real cause of concern for me is that you
are failing to complete your assigned duties and sh.

Oh, I think I'm doing the same as everyone else.

Could there be things with your work or your case load that
are giving you problems?

Well yeah, my workload got tripled. After I didn't get my
promotion and Stan got my promotion, now I got all of Stan's
work, I'm training the new guy and now I've got a new
supervisor. Quite frankly, the amount of work I'm doing here
is tripiled.

OK. You feel greatly overworked. Now, you mentioned that
your work is tripled, and being new to the unit, how does

this compare to the rest of the co-workers? Ordinarily I

would think it compares favorably with them.

I wish it did. I think ['m doing a lot more than most of
them. I'm the lead worker in the unit. Everybody comes to me
with their concerns and I'm trying to get my own work done.
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Everybody else is screwing off. I'm just getting tired of
it. I can't handle all that stuff.

Umm, part of getting tired of it, I guess, is another concern
1 have. It appears that you're missing more time than you
have in the past, and you're alsc tardy on more frequent
occasions.

I don't think I'm more tardy then anyone eise.

Well, in looking over the records that I have, that fact is
held out as being true. There’'s a change in your sttendance
pattern and a change in the way that your work has been
going. What I'm hearing i{s that because you didn't get
promoted, it's affecting how you're going to do your job and
whether or not you're going to be here.

(Pause) Well, it's certainly affected the amount of work I'm
required to do. It's tripled. Well, I'm doing as much as I
can, but & guy burns out after awhile.

OK, so while the other staff members are screwing off, you're
overworked and you're burned out and frustrated because of
it.

Absolutely, absolutely.

One factor that may have an effect on feeling overworked is
attendance. Mary has mentioned that when you are out sick
you don’t let us know. You've got cases to cover. You've got
clients to see. Wa had a person who was evidently your case,
that was so upset that he showsd up at the director's
doorstep at 10 in the evening one night.

Oh, ia that where this is coming from? Oh, I should have
known that. Some ringer. You know it's . . . the problem is
the secratary, when she takes messages and stuff she just
piles them up on pecple's desks. Yea, I'm out seeing clients
and stuff in the afterncon and a lot of times I've seen, you
know, ah, even Stan, the guy who got the promotion, more than
once 1've gone and followed up on his phone messages because
he didn't make it back to the office, even though he said he
was. He gets the promotion and I'm handling his phone
messages for him. The secretary shouldn't let phone messages
pile up on my desk if I'm not going to be there.

OK. The secretary is putting messages on peoples’ desks when
they're away. You feel dumped on for having problems now
when the secretary could have handled it before. But I think
that's a bit off the issue. The issue as [ see it is that
you're failing to call in when you're sick. So I don't know
whether or not I'm going to have somebody to return those
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calls or whether I should assign someone to provide coverage
on your case load during those days.

Well, If I'm not here by nine o'clock, I think that you could
figure out that I'm going to be sick that day.

Well, that's . . . the rule governing you as a County
employee is to let me know within one-half hour of the start
of the workday that you're not going to be there that day, or
that you're going to be late. That's one of our work rules.
I don't want to put another employee in the same position
you've just described with Stan.

I didn't think that it was a problem. But
That is one of the problems, Chester.
That's no big deal.

Good. Thank you. Another thing that Mary has mentioned is
that she has some suspicions that you are drinking over your
lunch hour. As you know, this is contrary to the County
Personnel policy.

Oh, name me three people in the office who don't go out and
have a couple of beers over lunch on Fridays.

Now that isn't the point, we are talking about you. We're
dealing with your situation as it affects your work
performance.

It's not affecting my work performance, I don't do it all the
time. But you know the whole staff goes out to lunch
together and I've never done that and now I've decided to be
one of the gang. I'm doing what everybody else is doing. I
don't think it's affecting my performance. I don't think
it's anybody's business.

OK. The next thing that I think you and I need to talk out is
your feelings about that promotion. Could you tell me what
happened? Is this real recent? Why do you feel that Stan
got the promotion on you?

Well, I handled his workload for a couple of months while he
was out brown nosing the hiring authority and stuff. I mean
he's out there going out to lunch with them and joking with
them during the day and I'm doing his work for him. He just
politicked until he got the promotion. I ended up doing his
work.

I can appreciate your feelings on that, I really can. You
are overworked and hurt because of the lost opportunity. But
I would say that since you've been passed over once, that
won't mean that you won't have another opportunity. The
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promotions are competitive, but supervisors get selected a
couple of times a year.

But the next opportunity's not going to be for five years.

Now, we don't know that and I guess I think that you need to
continue to provide the kind of performance that you were
providing back in February.

You mean you want me to go back to doing everybody else's
work for them. I don't want to do that. I'm tired of doing
that,

I'm not asking you to do somebody else’'s work.

Well, someone’'s got to go out there and help those people who
can't add numbers correctly and that kind of stuff.

That's my job. I guess I'd like to get things back on track
with yourself bringing your accuracy back up and improving
your performance again. Back in February, Mary's performance
report on you indicates that you had no days lost and that
you weren't tardy. And now it appears, on the contrary, that
you are missing days and that you are tardy on a regular
basis. That's quite a difference.

I get real tired watching everybody else blows off on Friday
afternoons. Boy, since horse racing track opened up half the
staff blows out of the office at noon on Friday, or
Wednesdays, sven.

Well, that's another issue for me to be aware of then.
Something that I can take a look at and monitor as the new
Unit Supervisor.

Oh, if you could handle that . . . I just get real tired of
watching thess people take off and screw off all afternoon,
and I sit here holding the bag. I've been here for nine
years, I've bsen doing a good job like you said; I've been
training people.

Yes, that's evident and I want you to continue in that
capacity. You feel disheartened after not having your hard
work pay off. But, losing the promotion is most likely a
result, not a cause here. Now um, as I've just told you
regarding calling in, I nead to hear from you. If I don't
hear from you, next time I'1ll have to put it in writing for
you. I don't want to do that, but I will. And then further
disciplinary action could be taken. I expect you to be here.

Wow, I don't like it. Because I missed this one guy's
message. He's probably a ringer. He's probably from channel
five.
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I'm not talking about the one client. I'm talking about a
seriss of events. The other area that I would really
discourage you from participating in is having a few bumps
over lunch. I know that there are some other individuals who
do this, but when it's noted here by Mary, ! don't know how
frequently it was, but she's noted {t, I'd like vou to
refrain from that.

That's no big deal, I'm just trying to enjoy myself. I don't
want to burn out here; I'm getting .eal tired.

No, I don't want you to burn out here either. Let's resolve
these isaues first. We should probably get back together at
some future date and talk about how you're doing. 1'11 have a
chance to look st some more cases that you've got and I'1]
sse how the accuracy is then. I'll have more time to see how
you'rse doing. If everything's back up to par, then I'l]l be
able to find any workload problems.

I don't want to have to do everybody else's work, though.

The additional time will give me an opportunity to look at
the Unit’'s statistics and the comparable jobs that pecple are
doing, the volumes, what's going in, what's going out. 1'11
take a look at it. I'm not going to guarantee that I'm going
to reduce your case load. But I want it to be comparabie
with ths rest of the people who are doing similar jobs to
you. That's the only thing that I can make in that respect.
But I'1l] make & commitment that ['ll look into these things
and that we'll work to try to resolvs some of these problems,
provided that you follow the rules we've discussed today.

Alright.

Good, Thanks a lot for your time.
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Thanks for coming in today Chester. Umm, I'm not . . . Thank
you for taking the time away from your desk to come in and
meet about something that . . . has just been given to me,
and that we feel we need to talk to you about. Umm, a memo
came from your previous supervisor regarding some potential
problems that she was aware of, but it's really uncertain if
she addressed these particular issues with you. Ab, do you
know what's being referred to at all?

Well, I suppose . . . no, Mary never mentioned anything.
Okay umm, the . . . I guess the reason we should talk and .
about it now is that a . . . a client complaint did come to

our attention. Umm, apparently one of your ah, clients did
not get the benefits that you were umm, working on
determining and brought the complaint on up the ladder all
the way to the director. And we're concerned as to why you
didn't sct on this particular case. But, well, umm, we
should go back just a little bit further. Parts of your file
were given to me, and I've locked at your previous
evaluation, which was done about six months ago. And, at
that point in time, it looked like you were really doing some
pretty good work, you wers rated as .

1 was .

fully capable or above in every category. There
weren't any improvement umm, improvement needed categories
pointed out at that point. And we're a little bit concerned
now because your performance at this time, six months ago and
what's coming from your previous supervisor now, seem to
indicate that thare may be a decline in your performance.

Yeah, I heard about that. But geez, I was sick that day.
Umm, you know the secretary when she gets these phone
messages from people, all she does is she comes and she
sticks 'em on your desk. Well, you know, if I wasn't there
that day, the messages just kinda pile up. And oh, you know,
I just assumed somebody would be able to see that. 1 do that
for other people, you don't see their messages piling up when
I know they're not going to make it back in the afternoon,
and stuff. And I1'll handle that for them and nobody handled
wy message for me. I just feel I got a bad deal.

You're, are you aware of the County . . . well, you should be
aware of the County rules regarding calling in if you're not
going to be reporting that day.

Well, you know, if I'm sick, and I'm oversleeping and stuff
like that, a lot of people do that, you know. If I get sick,
I get sick. I can’t help that.
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Well, that happens to be one of the County rules. Wouldn't
the messages pile up on your desk because the staff was
expecting you to be doing your job that day? And with this,
your particular job it's very important that your suparvisor
and co-workers in addition to the secretary know if you are
or are not coming in that day so that adequate coverage can
be planned.

Well, I get the feeling that the office comes to a grinding
halt when I'm not here. I mean I'm .

Well .

doing a lot of other pecple's work for them. Even Stan, who
got my promotion on me, he, ah, I'm covering, still covering
a lot of his work. I'm covering & lot for the new guy that
got Stan's old job. I'm covering a lot of his job. Ah, even
you, you're brand new and I don't mean any offense but, you
know, I really feel like I'm doing a lot of extra people's
work sround here. One day I, a couple days I get sick and
don't make it in to work, then, ah, it's all of a sudden jump
all over Chester's back.

But, without you calling, we were uncertain if you were going
to come in within the next hour or two, or what exactly was
happening. So, that, that's one particular issue, that of
the excessive absanteeism, the fact that you don't call to
let us know, so that we can plan .

I don't think I'm absent all that much. Geez, I'm doing what
everybody else is doing.

Well, let's not compare your performance to others. We're
looking at just your perxformance com . . . now, compared to
your performance in the past, and you had a very good
attendance record six months ago.

I was really bustin’ my butt for these people around here
and, and vams, I got on the, you know, I was working real hard
to get my promotion and, and ah, I think I'd make a good
supervisor and ah, could be, you know, people see me as the
expert around here. I'm constantly handling problems and, and
you know, working extra and all that kind of stuff, and then
all of a sudden, you know, Stan gets my promotion on me, then
Mary, the supervisor, she, she takes off and now I'm stuck,
you know, doing everybody's job for them and I, I get real
tired of that.

Well, do you think that some of these things that are umm,
occurring now that didn't occur in the past, like your
troubles in getting a promotion, had something to do with why
you're having troubles now, with why you requested a
transfer, your feeling of frustration and disssetisfaction and
your not getting that particular job?
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Well . . . Here I've been doing all this . . . I've been
doing this great job for, for nine yaars I've been with this
department, and, and ah, now I get my shot at the promotion
and they give it to a guy who I was covering for him. I was
handling his phone messages, you know, he, they do little
tricks, you know, sneaking out of the office during their
horse racing season and stuff like that. That's no surprise
to anybody.

Well, I think that's a little bit off the issue, umm. Let's
just stick to what's happening with your immediate job right
now as & PFW, as a lead worker . . . Just going back a
little bit again. O0.K. We talked about attendance, we
talked about you calling in when you were sick. There are a
couple of other issues here, tooc. Well, a, one is, or an
additional one would be spending a, gquite a bit of time
talking with your co-workers, socializing when you should
probably be focusing in on your workload.

Oh man, you want me to go back to, to being the only person
in the office that's working (exhales loudly). I'm getting
real tired of that. 1 mean, you know, shoot, & guy's got to
say "Hi" to people just to keep from burning out. I'm
getting real tired of it.

Well, a little bit of "Hello" and socializing is fine, but it
seems as if, from what we're getting from your previocus
supervisor, that was getting a little bit out of hand even if
you do feel angry about it.

Oh, I don't think it's any different from what anybody else
is doing., I'm doing my work . . . It gets done. Except for
this one character who (laughs)

Well, it's not really a humorous situation, and umm, this may
have just generated a, an occasion for me to start mentioning
these things to you. Is there anything slse that should
contribute to this, these factors that we've mentioned, other
than what you've been explaining sbout a, your feelings about
not getting that job? Anything else that would, that I
should know about that may have an effect on your performance
and on your satisfaction with your job? It would be good to
ses you be able to turn your performance back arcund to where
it was six months ago. I think you, you've been with us a
long time, and you're really, obviously have done your job in
the past and, you'll certainly need to keep that up. To be
fair to yourself, you've given us a lot of good years and put
out a8 lot of good work.

I hope this ringer doesn't kill me off, because that's really
what it sounds like is going on . . .

Well, o.k., let's look at it from this poi . . . from this
point forward. These issues need to be brought up to you.
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It would be good to not let this one incident cloud things.
It would be good to see you be more satisfied with your job.
1'd, let's start off . .

[ Good.

14 G: on a clean slate. O.K., we've looked at these various
issues. Now, you . . . you are expected to call in if you
are not going to be here. It's important that we know.

C: Well, I just got sick. It's not & big deal.

15 6: Well, that's just a basic County rule that shouldn't be a
problem. If you're not going to be inm, tell us . . . And
that .

C: Umen .
16 G: that shouldn't be that difficult of & thing . . . umm.
C: Ch, man.

17 G: So let's not let it get to the discipline process. There's
several stages that can be used.

C: One slip up . . . and now I'm being threatened by heavy
discipline, or what?

18 G: No, I .

C: Holy smokes. 1 had no idea .

Simultanecusly

19 G: This rule applies to everybody. You're surprised by a rule
you've known about since you were hired? Everybody's
expected to call. Everybody else does call.

C: Boy, I wish that were true .
20 G: So you are expected to tell uxz, too.
C: I've covered enough people’'s messages during the day when
they .
21 G: They probably .
Simultaneously
C: take off, and don't do anything.
22 G: No, you don't really know that for sure. If that were the

casa, then that . . . those individuals should have been
talked to, also.
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I'm the guy being picked on, so I can't do what everybody
else is doing. 0.K. That I, that I see.

Alright. Umm .
(sarcastically) Thanks.

And, you know, please try to focus in on your work, umm,
maybe trying to process your cases a little bit faster.
You're capable of doing that, you have done quite well as a
Principal Financial Worker. I can see that from the past.
Get back to your former level of quality.

So go back to . . . grinding my butt again and watching
everybody else horse off, well. Aw, man . .

So, just, you should just be concerned about coming in to
work and what's happening in our unit .

Then I don't have to go . . . continue on doing all this
stuff that I'm doing extra, like training the new folks, and
handling a lot of the internal problems because .

We, well . . .at a minimum it would be appropriate to get
your accuracy and case processing speed back to the level you
were doing in February and especially call the office when
you are going to be out sick. That's just common courtesy.

You're not really up to par yet on .

We, well, we'll appreciate any assistance you can give. You
really certainly do have the background, and we'd like to see
everybody work as a team. If you don't feel that you want to
do that, we're certainly not going to force you to, but we
will be monitoring how your case load is going and reviewing
your accuracy and promptness on completing assignments. But
we'd like you to feel free to, umm, talk to us about anything
that's giving you any problems, even your desire for
promotion. Come in and talk if you like. I would hope it,
hope this incident doesn't happen again. Let's not make it
into a pattern. So it would be good to get your attendance
and .

Well, if I see bozo's files again, I . . . I'm certainly
going to jump on them.

Alright, well, thank you for talking about it and let's .
0.K.
get on the right track now.

0.K.



406

File PSSIR3 Script 6
Problem Solving = 5 Interpersonal Relations = 3

Chester as you may know I've been just recently assigned to
this unit and one of the first things to try to do is to get
to know 811 of the people in the unit. This meeting was
started with you simply because the meeting was already set
up before I started this position so I'm not picking on you
in particular. The same process should be followed with all
of the employees who are having problems, and I would like to
take some time today to discuss the situation that I have
been lead to understand frowm the previous supervisor, get
your input and your feelings as to how I can solve the
situation as it stands today.

Alright.

Hary indicated in a memo that she left to me that she had
been prepared to address what she found to be a performance
problem .

What!

which she did not do just because of her transfer to the new
position.

Oh?

You're surprised? Come on. How could you believe that your
performance wasn't perceived as negative in any way?

Well, I . . . I think I'm doing a good job.

Specifically, Mary has indicated and your performance
evaluation has indicated that you had been doing pretty good
job. But, your performance has been deteriorating so badly
that we even had a client of yours get so angry at your
failure to keep an appointment that he caused a2 scene at our
director's house last week Tuesday night. Now you and I and
the unit are involved. You've started to skip work entirely
some days and not even bothered to let us know. This issue
of gservice deterioration has become quite important to the
department. What's been going on?

Well other than the fact that I didn't get my promotion but
ah, I mean geez, I mean look what happened; Stan and I were
both ah, going for that promotion and quite frankly Stan
didn't deserve it at all. He got it and sh, I had been doing
his work for him, I mean you . . . after awhile you get real
mad about that, I mean geez, the guys out politicking for his
promotion and stuff and talking to folks and downtown and sh,
I'm handling his messages for him and stuff and ah, he gets
the promotion and I'm here stuck.
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One of the other people in the unit got the promotion you
wanted, so you got mad and started causing all these problems
I mentioned. But I'm not sure what promotion was involved.
Was he promoted to supervisor?

The new Unit Supervisor, yea.

So he was promoted by the department?

Well we both got on the list and Stan was the one who was
able to ah, talk his way into the job. So, I mean, I don't .
I don't know why I wasn't promoted; I've been doing a

good job here for nine years. I've been helping people out
and stuff, I've been helping Stan out and all of a sudden
look what's happened. No offense intended, but you're a
brand new supervisor, Mary takes off on me, Stan takes off on
me whowas . . . and now I'm . . . I'm not only training the
new guy, his replacement, but I'm handling my own work load
and a lot of the stuff that people went to Mary about or Mary
had, you know, me taking care of, now I'm doing that too. I
feel like I'm doing three people's jobs. I'm tired of it, I
don't want to do that any more. I don't think I'm getting
any the reward that I deserve. They give Stan the reward
while I stay around doing everybody's work for them.

The fact that you haven't received the . . . what you
perceive as your, as the . . . the reward or the recognition
for doing your job doesn't mean that the next time there's a
position available you won't be given every consideration
that you deserve.

Oh . . . the position won't open up for another five years.
P y

Any future promotions will assume that you come to work on
time and not call in sick alot without even bothering to call
us. You are a Principal Financial Worker. The good ones are
also expected to be a leader; to assist other workers, to .

to be a trainer ah, in effect to act almost as a supervisor
of the unit.

And I've been a good one of those and look at the reward I
get for that; my workload triples.

The situation that I read about didn't give me any
information about Stan. So I can't sit down and compare the
two performance records since his went with him when he was
promoted. Based on what you're saying and what I read, you
were doing a good job based on this prior performance
evaluation. There doesn't seem to .

I think what I'm doing is a pretty good job.
be any question about that. How that compares to Stan

and how the promotion decision was made is more your concern
than mine. But promotions.are not based just on what you
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have been doing in your current job, that's a big factor in
it, but the hiring people have to try to predict whose going
to be the best at the higher level job. And I think, if in
fact the . . . the performance problem that Mary has reported
is true--that you're not coming to work on time and skipping
days, and your productivity has tailed off--that indicates
that the decision that was made was a good decision. That
they did .

Oh, man.

. decide that for probably justifiable attitude reasons
you are not ready to be a supervisor. And what I would like

I've been doing it, I've been doing it for ten months here.

You're not a supervisor. You're . . . you're a lead worker
which is kind of an assistant supervisor, while you were
doing some of those functions that were delegated to you the
unit had a real supervisor and she was responsible. So yes,
you were supposed to be assisting her in doing some of those
duties, but you shouldn't have been functioning as a
supervisor. But you don't even come to work on time, some
days you don't even bother to come to work at all. Couldn't
you just forget about that and put that behind you that a .

in that instance of not being promoted? Don't let your
feelings of frustration get in the way of your doing your
job. You've got to take control of this problem and resolve
it yourself. Clearly you're capable of performing at a good
level based on your prior performance evaluation. You must
understand that if this current performance continues, it
potentially could lead to disciplinary action on the job.
Come to work on time.

Oh man, I don't think I'm doing bad. I'm just doing the same
as everybody else. I don't . . . I'm just tired of doing
everybody else's work for them.

You say you're doing more than people in your job class.
You'll have to prove that.

People are coming to me all the time, I got all the different
staff members asking me questions all the time.

The people in this unit?

Yea, people are coming to me. I'm . . . you know, I handle
the difficult cases . . . I'm training a new employee, some
of your stuff is coming to me. I don't know, I mean it's
just cause Mary's gone or in the process of going, but ah,
shoot . . . I used to handle Stan's all the time. The
secretary leave messages and stuff on the desks and I'd see
Stan would have a stack of them piled up and I'd take care of
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his messages or desl with his clients out . . . out in the .
in the lobby when he was out politicking for his
promotion even. So, you know I was doing a good job. I
still think I'm doing 8 good job but I just don't wanna have
to kill myself anymore. I'm tired of it. What's the reward?

The reward is being satisfied with your job, number one; and
number two, demonstrating your potentials so that you can get
promoted.

Well that didn't work this last time.
Well, there’'s more than one opportunity.
I doubt it

4s a lead worker you are expected to do the lead worker tasks
and to assist others. That's your job. That's why you're
being paid at the higher level. If youde . . . if you've
got too many job duties to be able to function, I will
determine that as I become more familiar with the unit and
verify that . . . that your workload is acceptable. If you
are doing too much, don't kill yourself, but what we should
try to gauge the level of duties that you're doing, the
number of duties that you're deoing and if it does seem to be
unnecessarily high umm, then it should be corrected. But
based on the complexity of the duties alone, any lead worker
should be able to do it. So don't expact too much of a
change. If you feel put upon in having to do these
additional jobs, that's part of what we're paying you to do,
because of your higher level classification.

So in other words go back .

Not if it takes you ten hours a day to get your job done,
that shouldn't be the case. You should be faster than that.
But you should be doing the more difficult tasks. And should
be assisting me, because nobody knows the job better than
you.

In other words, go back to what I was doing.
Yes, becsuse you wers doing a good job before.

But I wasn't getting the racognition, why didn't I get the
promotion? Geez. I mean that's real frustrating to watch
some goof-off get my promotion.

1 can't comment on that. You might want to find out .

you should try to get a reason . . . if there was a . , .

particular indication as to why you were not promoted. If
you can do it without whining, the person you should talk to
is the manager that chose your co-worker. It may well have
been umm, something that you're not even aware of and so I
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think as a . . . as a, for development the County owes you an
explanation as to what criteria was used in this decision.
We'll talk about this again after you've gotten more
information,

Alright.

So for two reasons: 1) so that you can feel better that a
good decision was made and 2) so that you know how to promote
to a future position when a similar vacancy comes available,
you know that you have a shortcoming in one area, you can
take control of the problem and work on that area prior to
the next promotional opportunity. One area of improvement is
certainly your attendance and promptness. Another is to do
the job that you now know is expected of you.

I wish it was that rational.

Well, I hope . . . it should be and this should be pursued to
get an explanation on the basis for the decision.

OK.

I appreciate the opportunity to sit down with you, but I just
want to remind you that I intend to go through this type of
session with all of the employees in the unit and the only
thing that has made you first on the list is the fact that
Mary had already set this up before she left because of your
problem. And umm, while it is a serious problem that needs
attention, and serious disciplinary consequences could happen
if its not corrected, you should be able, based on your prior
performance, you should be able to do the job in this
division. You are expected to get your performance back up
to standards. And for sure you' ve got to come to work on
time or call me if you're ill. Your following of the
attendance rules will be watched closely. Don't let your bad
attitude get in the way of following the rules. And that you
look at it from a positive standpoint and put that cne behind
you and work for the future promotions for the good of the
unit.

OK.

Thank you.

410
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B:

Good afternoon Chester. As you know I've just been newly
assigned as supervisor of this unit and ah, this meeting has
been set up at the impetus of your former supervisor Mary, to
discuss some problems that I'd like to go over. I think you
and I are gonna be able to, you know, we'll be able to work
the things out. So let's go over some of the background .

. Now, ah, things don't always go on a straight and favorable
path all the time. Every now and then little things happen.
And when I have a good employee, and you certainly are a good
employee--I saw several high scores on your performance
appraisal report from last February--if certain little
problems develop or if there's some explanation for
performance falling off or something, I like to talk about
it, because if I've got a good employee, I want to make sure
that he stays to be a good employee. If there's something I
can do to help him out then that's what I want to do. I'm
not making any, any definite statements or charging you with
doing anything bad or anything like that, I just want to see
whether I can figure out something that's happened that's
come to our attention. Now, Jjust to make things a little
clearer, the information that's come to me is this: that
over the last five or six weeks or so, ah, there seems to
have been an increase in the number of problems occurring and
a general decrease in your performance quality. That's what
I wanted to talk to you about a little bit.

Oh man. Is this the "Go back to the grindstone" speech.
Umm, I been working my butt off in this unit for, for what,
about ten months now, and I've been in the department over
here, for, ah, for nine years. And, ah, I've always been
working my butt off over here, and now I've loosened up a
little bit and do like everybody else does and all of a
sudden they get on my case. I'm getting a reprimand from the
brand new supervisor, part of whose job I think I'm handling
right now, you know. I'm doing so much stuff around here.
It's really getting to me. I'm getting tired. Geez, I've
been doing everybody's work for them.

You've been working hard and decided to ease off a bit
because you got tired of it. As we know, you earn the time,
you take the time off; but, over the last five or six months,
the information is that this seems to be getting more of a
pattern. I seem to have more, ah, more social life, more use
of alcohol at lunchtime, some sick leave issues, things like
that. Are you feeling overworked? You say that now you're
doing a lot of work?

Oh, I'm training the new guy from, from Stan that got
promoted, brand new supervisor, and I should, I feel like I
should have the supervisor's job. I took that test, I got
qualified, and I wasn't hired, you know, and it, it gets real
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maddening where, where Stan spent his time ah, he was ah,
umm, floating around and politicking for these promotions and
stuff, and ah, and ah, ya, I end up doing his work for him,
he gets promoted, now I'm still doing his work, now we have a
brand new supervisor, no ah, no offense intended, you know, I
feel like I'm really holding this, holding the thing
together, and I'm getting really burned out, watching people
float off on Friday afternoons, and late in the summer and
the fall, going down to the race track and having a good
time, and I'm sitting here trying to get caught up on stuff.
I'm, I'm real tired of it. I think I should, you know .

I'm just going to do what everybody else is doing, you know,
I, I don't think, well I should have to bend over backwards
to keep everybody else going.

Now as far as I've been able to tell, in ah, getting some
information from your previous supervisor Mary, she didn't
seem to be having the same type of problems for the last five
or six weeks with other workers. The evidence that you
alluded to, that other people are taking off, Mary and I
haven't been able to verify those sorts of things. But we do
know .

Boy, it's happening all over the place. Take a look.

I would feel frustrated too, if others were not working while
I was. Well, I'll look into that. But I do have' information
that says your pattern of work has changed enough for Mary to
notice it over the last five or six weeks. And what I'd like
to know about is whether there are any things you think that

you need. How have you been feeling lately?

I'm real mad, I mean, for nine years I've been humpin' my
butt off going through the ranks, I've been promoted a couple
times, and now all of a sudden I see that, you know, really
what it is, is umm, you know a, Chester becomes an expert and
you just dump all, all the nasty stuff on Chester's desk and
everybody else is just screwing around. Well, I'm tired of
it. I don't think, why I should have to deal with that, you
know. I'm not paid any more than anybody else out there to
do any more work. You know, I took the promotional exam. I
deserved it as much as anyone else, and I get stuck because
of it, you know? I, I don't see why I should have to work
any harder than anybody else.

So, you feel cheated that they used your, your qualities as
an expert too much, and then you didn't get credit for it on
the promotion.

Well, yea. My workload doubled after, ah, Stan got the
promotion. And umm, you know there's nothing, you know.
First you get insulted by not getting hired, and then you get
double insulted by having your workload double, training the
new folks, and covering for them and that kind of stuff. You
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know, it's, you know, if I could maybe see some appreciation,
and get my promotion or something, then I would.

Of course, I can examine the workload. I'll be doing that.

I can look at that and see whether I need to equalize that,
Also, ah, let's review the results of the promotionals to
find out whether or not there were some reasons for your
scores. Something might have occurred during the interviews,
or maybe the questions weren't answered to the satisfaction
of the, of the panel. You'll need to get some dats on that
from personnel. Are there some reasons for that, maybe you
can .

Sc Personnel kinda had it in for me?

Well, I don't mean that. I mean that Personnel will have
information within their records, because they get the, they
store the tests and they will be able to give you some advice
as to how to go about better answering questions, or how to
better present yourself in the interview or whatever it is.
You'll want to talk in general with personnel about that.
That may be of some help to you, to help you out. Because,
apparently, you have the knowledge base and your, your
background seems to be fine. I doubt that you missed the
promotion for lack of technical knowledge. But maybe there's
something else that's keeping you from being promoted. What
I'm saying to you is that there may be a problem with
answering questions, whether you hesitate or whether you
grope for words or things like that. These are the kinds of
things that Personnel could probably tell you. Following up
on that would improve your chances of promotion. Because,
based upon just looking at your record and all your ratings,
you seem to have no problem.

But, you know, I did pass the oral, and I got on the list. I
just wasn't hired, so .

You were eligible, but didn't get hired. Not knowing why
must leave you wondering. Was there an interview with the
person who was hiring the supervisor then?

I've, I've talked to a couple of folks. I don't know if it
was an interview or not. They said come out and talk. 8o I
did. I'm not sure what positions were all open, but I went
around. 'Course, you know there's so much work to do that I,
I, I kinda had to cut those a little bit short. You know,
I'm covering for ah, all the folks who are out, who were
actively going out to lunch with the supervisors and stuff
like that. You know, there's a lot of work around here and
it's

Well, when you go for the formal interview for selection,
those are the ones that you don't have to worry about getting
special permission to attend. Informal discussions with
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people, where it might help your case, for those you need to
check with me. Those things cannot interfere with your work,
We're going to be talking about that in our unit meetings.
I'm going to be covering the use of time. So count on that.
And I think these can be some of these things, if they're
wrong, that can be corrected. But ah, what I was trying to
get at today was whether or not there was anything else that
I might be able to help you with?

Well, give me my promotion, you know? . . . (Laughs)
(Laughs) I mean other than that.

I don't think that, that I should have to do other people's
work for them. You know, take care of that, that might be
real helpful.

Yeah, I can do that. And, I'm sure that in the unit meetings
I'11 be going over that. But, sh, I think that, umm, [ think
that you are aware of the policies. You'll have to follow
them. That's just the policy.

Ugh.

Now, if you're really interested in finding a promotion--and
it certainly sounds like you are--then you're going to have
to take a serious look at the reasons why your actions are
being viewed as being below that level. Chester, you can
blame Stan for the problem or you can modify your below
supervisory lsvel behaviors. Ah, as for the increase in
problems, is there anything else, other than what we talked
about, that could be causing these problems? I'll need to

assess the reasons in order to help you resolve the situation.

(Breathes loudly) Well, (shrugs) I'm just, I'm enjoying it
more. You know, I'm, I'm, umm, you know, everybody else is,
you know, how many hour lunches do you, have you seen me take
around the department. I stick pretty close to that. But,
you know, I'm going out to lunch with the folks, rather than
grabbing & quick sandwich and jumping right back into the
paperwork and, and umm, you know, people are screwing off and
stuff and, and umm, I'm not bresking any rules, but umm, I
don’t think I'm breaking any rules, and I'm just tired of
grinding my butt so much. So that's, that's really what it
is. I'm, I'm, I was reslly insulted when they, you know,
I've been doing such good work for so long, and then all of a
sudden, you know, I don't get my promotion, and i{t's dump on
me, more work, mere work, I'm just tired of it. I don't
know, you know, I, I'll try to deal with it.

Good. I think what I'1l probably do is, well in my beginning
meeting, I'l]l be examining workload and sh, the habits of
workers and I'll set some unit procedures, and see whether I
can get a line on case load size, duties and that sort of
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thing, and get that spread out. And then I think if we can
do that, you'll feel more comfortable knowing that the work
is all shared. That everybody's doing the same thing.

That would be good. I'd buy that.

Well, I don't want to prolong this a long time. Is there
anything you'd like to add?

No, I, I, thought I was doing reasonsbly well. I just was
not going to, you know, do overkill like I've been doing. I
really do think that I deserve that promotion and ah .

Well, I think you'll work toward that. You need to work
toward that, and work as hard as you did in the past. If we
can get you in the habit of following the rules and doing the
work expected of you--we cannot have any recurrences of the,
ah, the use of alcohol on the lunch hour--if we can, we can
avoid those sorts of things, then I can look at how the unit
is operating. When we get the right atmosphere here, then we
can get you in a stance where you can be looked at as more
promotable. 1 don't know why you didn't get promoted the
last time, but ah, if we can correct some of these things,
then I'm sure it will be better the next time around.

0.K.

Ch, well, thanks for coming in.
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4h, good afternoon Chester have & seat please. Ah Chester,
unfortunately we've been left with a . . . with a task here
to. . . to accomplish that ah, sh, is not a pleasant one.
Umnm, what's happened, Chester, is that the former supervisor,
as you know, has been rotated out of the unit ah, on quite,
quite short notice. But we've been informed of a very
serious problem that ah, that has occurred just recently and
it had to do with ah (PAUSE), it has to do with a client
complaint,

(Exhales) Oh yeah, that story.
Yes, yes the day that the client came in and ah,

Ended up on the Director’'s doorstep at ten o'clock at night,
I heard about that.

That's right, that's right. Obviously this was a very
upsetting situation, both for the supervisor and for the
Director and now for both of us. There was even mention of
possible consequences for you.

Yea.
Since I don't really have any background as to what did

happen would you tell me in your . . . from your perspective
what went wrong.

Well, I don't really think it was my fault at all. I . . . I

was sick that day. Umm, you know, people get sick. And .

and then you know, finding out about it afterwards . . . it's
. it's the receptionist. She, ah . . . she takes phone

messages and client messages and she just sticks them on your
desk. Well, if you're not there they just kind of pile up on
your desk. And . . . and so that the messages pile up on my
dask snd it was sitting there the next morning.

You mean you weren't here?

Yea, I was home, I was sick.

You weren't here at work?

No, I mean I was sick that day, and .

Apparently the client wasn't directed to somebody who was on
the premises who could help. I wonder why?

Well the receptionist tsakes messages, so the message came
back, stuck on my desk. Usually (exhales) I don't know if he
was here physically or if he called up or what, but I know he
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was real concerned about getting his check. And when I got
back the next day the message was sitting on my desk. You

know we go out in the field and stuff and that's . . . that's
not an unusual occurrence to come back and have a stack of
messages on your desk, but I'm . . . U've . . . you know
being the Principal Financial Worker here for . . . I've been

in the department for nine years, I've been in the habit of

really helping out people and you know you see Stan, the guy
who got my promotion, he . . . gets messages on his desk all
the time and . . . and ah, I'd help him out, check them out
and no one did it to me. I think the problem is that no one
checked the messages for me.

(Chuckles) Sounds awfully reasonable.

1 really think so. I mean, it's . . . I don't really think
it was my fault.

Well, we would have to agree with you then, ah, I don't

being a new supervisor here in the unit, the circumstances
and the procedures are unfamiliar to me, but I don’t see
either =- if you weren't here on the premises -- how blame
could be placed on you for not seeing a client . . . I don't
know. But, if you actually were not here at work ah, how you
can be blamed for this incident?

Yes.

But, beyond the fact that this individual, ah, was not ah .

. was not properly taken care of, it seems that there have
heen other incidents. Umm, your former supervisor has stated
that ah, that you haven't been able to accomplish work within
deadlines that have been agreed upon; that yon have requested
to get out of this unit; that you've been socializing a bit
too often, and you've even been moticed using alcohol over
lunch. There appears to be a problem here. Your former
supervisor has even sought out the details of the discipline
process. She was quite concerned about those issues, even
though perhaps this incident can't be laid onto you. Do you
want to talk about some of that?

I don't think I'm doing anything different than anybody else.
Umm, for nine years I've been a . . . been a good worker in
this department and . . . and ah, you know the promotional
exam was held awhile ago and . . . and Stan get's the
promotion. I've been . . . I've been helping him out for
years and . . . and gh,all the while he was out politicking
for his promotion and stuff, you know, talking to the new
supervisors gnd all that stuff. I was over doing the work .

(INTERRUPTING) Alright .

and all of a sudden Stan get's the promotion .
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alright . . . let me interrupt you . . . let me interrupt
you, because we're not here to talk about Stan or anyone else
in this department. Stan is an unknown to me. Let's talk
about you. Ah, your performance, relative to no one else's,
has changed it appears. Ah, your last performance evaluation
in February of this year looks to be very good. It's ah .
it's an above average type of rating. The information
that has been left me however, relsative to your performance
recently, is something other than that. Now whether it's

My (exhales)

. whether you .
My work .
work with you.

My workload’s doubled, you know, Stan left and ah, we've got,
you know, a brand new person in here and cause I'm the
Principal Financial Worker, 'm . . . I'm helping this new
person get started and, no offense intended, but you're brand
new in this department and whenever little glitches come up
the staff come up to wme, you know, and I handle the problem.
So I really feel that I'm almost doing three peoples work,
you know I do get the more sensitive case load. Umm, and,
you know, all of a sudden there's this increase in there.

I'm real tired of . . . of doing all this extra work and not
getting any reward for it. I mean it's . . . geez I've been
doing this for nine years and my . . . my chance for
promotion comes up and . . . and they hire the guy who's .

. who's . . . who I've baen helping. I mean that's real
frustrating um .

Well gh, obviously, Chester, no one could sit here on their
first morning in the office and make judgments about the

quality of your performance or anyone else's. Ah, . . . and
we certainly should be willing to start off on ah, a clean
slate with you . . . I have got some, you know, ['ve got some

concerns though, Chester that if there had been any problems,
ah personal problems, health problems, anything that has
occurred that preclude, has precluded you from attending to
your job that, that you must give some thought to addressing
that situation.

Oh, I think the only problem is that Stan got my promotion I
mean, geez, what am I supposed to do?

Well,
I'm going to do like everybody else does, you know.

Umm, as I say, Stan's not the person that should be talked
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about, um, but Chester, you appear to be totally crushed
about having lost this promotion. I see your face turning
red, in spite of the fact that I'm . . . trying to suggest
that that's a fact that's occurred . . .

I know.
. you do seem to have a real problem with that.

I'm really hurt by that I mean, it was hard for mwe to watch
someone whose, who was incompetent get that . . . get the
promotion I deserve. I mean, I got on the eligible list. I
went through the you know, the interview process and stuff,
and they give it to the guy whose work I've been helping
out. I mean, Stan didn't really know what was going on, I
mean, he got by but I helped him out a lot.

You feel terrible. Stan's being promoted ah, is an important
issue for you . . . there's been . . . there's been a change
it appears from the time you were last evaluated and today .

in your job satisfaction. How does Stan play into this
situation?

Stan? . . . Well, I suppose that might be. it's just that,

I mean if . . . why should I? I should do what Stan was
doing cause that's evidently what you have to do to get a
promotion around here.

Losing & promotion is always a real disappointment. You
sound like you haven't ever had a rejection of this nature
before.

Well, . . . I just all of & sudden realized what you've got
todo to . . . to get promoted here. Here I am doing all
this extra work and all . . . the people that get promoted;
they're the ones who . . . who kind of used me to get all the
work done while they're out politicking to get their
promotion, you know. WwWhy . . . should I do all that stuff
if I'm not going to get rewarded for it?

I'm sure . . . I'm sure that you were helping out. And I'm
sure that it's a compliment to recognize the skill and .
the technical ability that . . . that you do have.

I wish it was. I was training the new guy and handling staff
questions and stuff like that. I mean you know I'm always
the one that had to stick around and . . . and ah, resolve
the issues. When everyone else was going out to lunch and
ah, I'm always the one that gets started with & new problem,
you know, right in the morning, you know and other kinds of
stuff. And it's, you know, I . . . I really felt like 1 was
helping out, and all of a sudden I hear like that's not
what's being rewarded arcund here.



22

23

24

25

Script 8
P8=3, IR=S

Ah, It's not the only thing that is considered at the time
that a promotion is being made. Ah, supervision and . .
and getting work dome through others rather than doing it

yourself is 8 . . . is a bit of a different technique too .
I'm sure that your skills were being recognized by having
you work with new people and by training them in . . . But

let me suggest that that wasn't the only thing that was being
considered at the time that the decision on promotions were
made. Chester, 1'd certainly like to help you in polishing
the skills you need to be promoted. I'd like to talk to you
about it and assist you in your development. Perhaps at
another, more agreeable time in a few weeks, when you're
ready, get back to me and we'll set up a time. I think
together we could work this out.

Yea, I suppose.

Well (coughs) Chester, I'm ah . . . Now that we've cleared
the air, (coughs) at least I . . . your feelings are clearly
understood and we've had a chance to acknowledge at least
that we're going to try to start fresh with each other,. For
that I'm grateful. I'm just sorry that it had to begin on
as negative a note as it did.

Yea.

I ah, I hope from this point it'l1l be 8 . . . a much more
positive situation that exists between us. I want (coughs)
to tell you though that if there is anything that . . . that
ah, . . . that can be done at any time to resolve any
concerns that you have about the work unit or me that you
should feel free to try to do so.

OK, thanks.

OK.
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File PS3IR3 Script 9
Problem Solving = 3 Interpersonal Relations = 3

Hello . . . I'm, I'm . . . supposed to be a new supervisor.
Yea, hi, I'm aware that you are.

0.K. I'm supposed to first talk to you about the performance
ah . . . last performance evaluation . . . And the poor
performance issues that were put in the memo. Stuff like,
ah, ( READING FROM THE MEMO ) "Chester fails to call the
office when sick and is out of the office with colds." He,
ah, spends too much time socializing, having beers over lunch
and is slow in . . .doing his work. ( PLACE MEMO ON DESK )

Huh?

Umm, the last performance evaluation was on 2/25/85. Has
Chester's performance been reviewed, listing . . . any
performance concerns, with Mary since that time?

No, Mary just took off like everybody else. No.

OK. There has been no directives from the former supervisor
since that time or any feedback on performance?

No, I had my performance review back in ah, February.

OK. That was in the test material. Everything at that time
was, I think it was at least meeting, ah, the supervisor's
expected . . . expectations in all areas. The memo lists
several problems that I am supposed to fix. Umm, how would
Chester evaluate at this point umm, the case load, um, being
able to meet um, time lines, and meet client's expectations?

I think you should know, or I hope you know, exactly what my
case load is. It's doubled since Stan got my promotion.
Gee, you know, we've got a brand new supervisor now, no
offense intended but, holy smokes, you know, Stan takes off
and I've been saving his butt forever and all of a sudden he
gets his promotion. Now I'm training the person taking his
slot and, you know, the people don't exactly know you yet so
I've been handling all the questions and stuff and, geez, ny
workload's a lot heavier than it's ever been.

Is that creating problems in meeting time lines?

Yeah, of course it is. I'm tired of, you know, doing
everybody else's work for them and not getting any rewards.

OK . . . But, where is it being a problem of direct client
services?
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Where is it? Well, I'm doing everybody's work for 'em, I
mean there's just not enough time. Stan was out politicking
for my promotion and I had to cover his work for him.
Answering his phone calls, and meeting his clients, and stuff
and, geez, you know the work kind of drops off from there.

OK. This is a bit tricky. It wasn't inmy memo . . . O.XK.,
you slready know your workload not getting done, because if
you're doing Stan's and Stan’'s is getting done by vou, but it
sounds like .

Well
. your job isn't getting done .

The new guy over there now, you know, he's catching on but,
you know, geez, they don’t send us people that are all that
smart so it'll take swhile to get him up to snuff but I'm
training the guy. I've always been the trainer so, you know,
it's just I'm getting tired of not getting rewarded for any
of this stuff.

Ok, then it's not really your problem. There's a number of
things that will have to be looked into. I think that one
solution is to do your job in a timely fashion. You
mentioned some of the things that seem to be getting in the
way as far as other people’'s tasks but I think that's
irrelevant. Don't do other people's work. Just do your case
load.

Yah, you're right. Umm, and I've always been & good worker.
I've been here for nine years and I've been really busting my
butt trying to be the good guy and always be the tops and
stuff, and all of a sudden then this promotion comes up and,
geez, you know, I get on the list and then they give my
promotion to Stan. I've been covering his butt for years and,
oh man, that’s hard on a guy. Why should I be working any
harder than anybody else if I'm not gonna get rewarded for
it, huh?

The memo didn't mention this promotion stuff, but let's talk
about your goals. Do you have any carser objectives?

Well, my career objective is to get my promotion as the
supervisor.

OK. Well, I mentioned that I wasn't told about any of that.
But, you were doing well for nine months, I do know you were
doing well last spring and that's evident on here. ( MOTIONS
TOWARD THE MATERIAL ) However, according to the memo, it's
this current performance, your ratings are going to be
unsatisfactory on the next one.

What?
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If you're not doing your job .

Ah geez. This has got something to do with that ringer,
doasn't {t?

I don't know what you mean by a ringer, all I've got to work
with is the memo.

Oh, man (breathes loudly). You don't even know what I'm
doing. How can you tell me I'm gonna be unsatisfactory?

Well, you already told me you can't really get your tasks
done on time didn’'t you? So I think .

I'm doing . . . I'm doing three people’s work.

Well, that sounds like tﬂe problem. Just do the stuff you're
supposed to do and finishipg it quickly and accurately,
That's something to do.

Well, geez, no one else's working that hard. Why should I
have to do it all?

No, no . . . your task is to do your job., If there are
problems with that, tell someone and they can look at it. If
you feel like other stuff is being dumped in your lap you
feel there's other problems like that, let someone know, but
1 think for right now just do your job. Especially if you're
looking at a career development where you can be promoted to
a supervisor position, you'll never get there without doing
your job.

I'm tired of being the only one that has to do all this stuff.

Well, the work is going to have to happen; you're going to
have to do stuff. Are there other problems? Like I said,
let someone know what it is and they can look at those and
address some of the side issues. But initially that . .
these are the things that are going to have to happen. What
should be done at this point, umm, we might . . . what you
need to be able to do at this time is have you have some
pretty clear expectations. To clarify you know, the
expectations, what these expectations are they were put in
writing in the material I have and you can let me know about
any comments that you may have when you read it.

Alright.

OK, as far as some of these . . . really you told me what the
problems are. Umm, it's not Stan's problems or anybody
else's, you know, let me . . .

Stan hasn't got any problems anymore, he's got my promotion.
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Well the new guy, what's his name?
I don't even know.

You're complaining about spending too much time training, yet

you don't know his name? Let me . . . if he's having
problems getting his stuff donme, and that's relates back to
you . . . that's becoming his performance problem. If his

performance is affecting you, then we'll handle that. But I
think you need to concentrate on your job, not on training.
That needs to happen. The memo says that you could be
getting a written reprimand on the matter.

Oh, man.

With a copy going to the personnel file and going to the
department head.

Oh geez, gimme a break.
This is just the policy. Those are the rules that are
followed when you don't do your job. You could also be
getting .
(Exhales loudly)

a one day suspension, again this is .

Holy smokes, gimme a break

sufficient notice . . . Are you aware of this
information?

No way.

OK, let me go over .

People get suspended because of .

Work rules violations.

Oh, man. I've been working here for nine years. 1I've been .
. . 1 got on the promotion list. Oh boy, now I'm getting
threatened by being fired, just because I . . . suspended

just because I missed a phone call.

Well, I read about that. I'm not sure what the problems are
though ah, what the process is.

Oh boy.
You might even get a five day suspension again with copies

going into the personnel file, and to the department head, or
you could even get a termination hearing.
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Holy smokes.

Umm, yea, the rules are pretty serious. You might get fired
for this. I'm not sure how Mary handled it, I'm supposed to

{Exhales)

to . . . to follow these procedures. So this is a serious

matter. If you're performance has been satisfactory in the
past, umm, and there's some reason it's not occurring now,

then let's look at some of those reasons. Do you have any

reasons? If there's things you can address appropriately,

you should address them.

Oh, boy. Yes, I suppose.

OK, I"11 . . . I will get you . . . why don't you make a copy
of this stuff. Go over it and strategize how to keep working
and look at your workload, then another meeting will occur
where your ideas will be reviewed. OK? I guess that's all.

OK. Bye.



APPENDIX H



Mock Oral Exam Rater Training Procedure

1. Consent Letter
2. Background Information form on the exercise, Chester's script
and the participant’'s accuracy of rating goal.
3. The Background Questions form.
4. The procedure of the oral examination research project. Breaks
after training and candidate number five (if time).
5. The mock "candidate's" test Pre-work material.
A. The memo to the "New Supervisor."
B. The Principal Financial Worker job description,
C. The memc from "Bob Zimmerman" of the Personnel Department.
D. The Performance Review form.
6. Summary of the "answer' to the question.
A.  Attendance crisis issue.
B. Long term performance deterioration issue.
C. Long term job satisfaction issue.
7. The Rating Sheets used during the mock oral exam.
8. The Problem Solving dimension and Rating Scales definitions form.
9. The Interpersonal Relations dimension and Rating Scales
definitions form.
10. The procedure for rating the mock candidates.
A. Complete the candidate sequence Iinformation on the form.
B. Watch the videotape without commenting on the performance.
c. Quietly rate the Mock candidate using the sequence on the
form.
1. complete the individual item ratings.
2 complete the individual subcomponent overall rating.
2. complete the overall dimension and confidence ratings.
3 complete the ratings in same order for the other
dimension.
4, complete the overall assessment ratings.
5. complete the causal influence factor ratings.
D. After rating all nine mock candidates, complete the Follow
up _guestions form .
E. Debriefing discussion.
08724787
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Consent Letter

Dear Participant:

Thank you for agreeing to participate in this study of the oral
examination process. The Hennepin County Department of Personnel is
using this study to attempt to seek out methods and techniques for
improving the selection oral examination process.

Proper professional practice for the conduct of research studies
requires written documentation that participants are freely cooperating
in this study and that they understand that they are free to stop
participation at any time. The test material you see in these
videotapes will not be used in any future selection devices. The data
is strictly being used to improve the overall quality of the oral
examination process. In addition, the study will not trick or deceive
the participants at any time. Finally, all responses are strictly
confidential.

The Personnel Department strongly urges you to participate in the study
through to completion. If you wish not to participate, please feel
free to take this option now. It would be most helpful if you stayed
for the full length of the study. If you leave early, your data cannot
be utilized. The information you provide will serve to improve our
understanding of the selection oral examination process. Thank you for
your cooperation.

Sincerely,

Bob Holmgren,
Project Director

I have read the above paragraphs and agree to participate in this
study.

signed date

August 24, 1987, PHCHESTR/PRORAL
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Background Questions

supervised at least two subordinate staff in an organization?

If yes, how many months have you performed as a

Leadworker Experience: Do you now or have you ever acted as

How many months have you performed as a lTeadworker who

social worker, clinical or counseling psychologist, etc.)?

If yes, how many months have you performed as a

1. Current Position: What is your current job title?

2. Management Experience: Do you now or have you ever
supervised at least two subordinate supervisors of
professional staff in an organization? (yes, no)

If yes, how many months have you performed as a
manager?

3. Supervision Experience: Do you now or have you ever
(yes, no)
supervisor?

4
a leadworker over at least two other staff in an
organization? (yes, no).
If yes,
0id this leadworker experience include conducting
formal performance reviews with subordinates? (yes, no)
conducts formal performance reviews?

5. Counseling Experience: Do you now or have you ever been
trained and or acted as a counselor of some sort {(e.g.,
(yes, no).
counselor or trainer?

6.

Performance Appraisal Experience: Have you ever conducted

a performance problem correction meeting with a person under
your direct supervision? (yes, no)

. If yes, approximately how many of these performance
problem correcting sessions have you conducted?



Candidate Neme:

INTERPERSONAL RELATIONS

Sequence Number:
Problem Solving

Session Code:

Oversl]l Assessment

A. SELF EXPRESSION: disclosing or
commmnicating one‘s point of view by
w@ressing experiences, behaviors and
feslings

1. Information Content

Z. Emotionel Content

3. Delivery

4. Oversll Self Expression
B. RESPONDING WITH EMPATHY: communicating
sccurate understanding of the core
meaning of another parson‘s word.
1. Information Content
2. Emotioral Content
3. Delivery
4. Oversll Responding with Empathy

c. PROBING AND QUESTIONING: gathering
information.

1. Information Content
2. Emotional Content
— 3. Dalivery
%. Ovarsll Probing and Questioning:

D. Challanging: providing fesdback to a
person on past parforsance and sesking
to motivate them to improve futurs
performance.

1. Information Content

2. Emotiona]l Content

3. Delivery

4. Ovarsll Challenging
E. Oversll Interpersonal Relstions

F. How confident sre you of this reting?

(1=not 4=moderstely 7=highly confident)

A,

c.

F.

6. Oversll Problem Solving

Problem Idantification: understanding
norma] siales, nolicing deviations, and
listing and analyzing datails of
deviations.

1.Monitoring the Erwirorment.

2.0efining the Problem.

3.0versl]l Problem Identification

Problem Armlysis: Specify the decision
objeciives ﬁ disgnosing the causes of
the problem.

—__1.5pecify decision cbjectives.
—__2.Diegnosing the causes.

3. Oversll Problem Anslysis.
%c_i_slg\_!k_ai Developing potential
solutions, es ishing criteria for
sppreise] and choosing a solution.
—n.l.Dovaloping potential solutions.
—— 2.Establish s mathodology/criteria.
3. Appraising possible solutions.
—__&.Choosing the best solution.
5.0verel] Decision Making.

Action: Implementing the solution.

1.Implementing the solution.

rvision: Ensuring decisions are
carr out soccording to plan.
1.Ensuring decisions are carried out.

Problem identification: Matching for
devistions from expectations.

1.Monitoring the decision erwironment.

How confident sre you of this rating?
({1=not 4zmoderstely 7shighly confident)

1. Oversll Assessaent rating
(1=low, 4=minimm passing, 7=high}

2. How successful would this candidete
be as en entry level supervisor?
(1zdefini tely not scmoderste 7shigh success)

3. How confident are you of this
reting?
t1snot 4=moderstaly 7=highly confident)

How much influsnce did the following

potential csuses/fectors heve on this

candidate's parformanca in this exercise?
(1sextremely little 4=undecided 7zextremsly big)

4.1. Candidete’s hard work in the test

4.2. Candidets’s Skill in Interpersomal
Relations

4.3. Candidete's Skill in Prob. Solving

4.4. Candidate's Good (or bad) mood
4.5. Candidate's (good or bed) luck

— 4.6, The typical assistance (or
problems) provided by Chester

4.7. The uwsusl assistance (or
problems ) provided by Chester

4.8, Esse lor difficulty) of the
ewrcise

4.9. Poor acting by role players on tape

4.10.Norwerbels incorsistent with words

4.11.0ther reasons (plesss list on back)

5. Could you ses and hear everything
on this videotape? (yes, no}

If not, what was the probles and
how did it affect your ratings?

0Ly
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Follow-up Questions

Did you 111 out the rating scales in the order specified in
the directions, that is, only making each "overall" rating
after making the related subcomponent ratings? (yes, no)

Did you know any of the actor's or actresses in the
videotapes? (yes, no)

If yes, what effect did this have on your ratings? Please
explain.

Did you notice any pattern develop 1n the ratings you
made during the experiment? (yes, no)

1f yes, what was the pattern and what effect did it have on
your ratings?

Did you understand the problem solving dimensfon and it's
various subcomponents and rating scales?
(1=definitely not, 4=undecided, 7=definitely yes)

If you had difficuities, which subcomponents did you find
problematic?

Did the problem solving dimension definition, subcomponents
and ratings scales agree with your personal understanding of
this category of performance?

(I=definitely not, 4=undecided, 7=definitely yes)

1f the definition was different, how was it different?



D1d you understand the Interpersonal Relations dimension and
1t's various subcomponents and rating scales?
{l=definitely not, 4=undecided, 7=definitely yes)

If you had gifficulties, which subcomponents did you find
problematic?

Did the interpersonal relations dimension definition,
subcomponents and ratings scales agree with your personal
understanding of this category of performance?
(1=definitely not, 4=undecided, 7=definitely yes)

If the definition was different, how was it different?
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