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ABSTRACT 

The performance appraisal process is often inaccurate due to various biases and 

psychometric errors. Rater training was developed in an attempt to familiarize raters with 

the dimensions used to judge performance and to standardize the appraisal process. It was 

expected that as a result of training, raters would develop a common frame-of-reference 

on which to rely during ratings. The goals of the present study were to validate the 

effectiveness of a common rater-training program, Performance Dimension Training, and 

to examine the effects of Performance Dimension Training on individual prototypes. 

Participants in the training condition were trained on the multidimensionality of professor 

performance and on the specific dimensions and behaviors that constitute effective 

performance. It was hypothesized that subjects in the training condition would produce 

more accurate performance ratings. It was also believed that individual's prototypes of 

professor performance would change to conform toward the "ideal" prototype presented 

as the standard during training. As a result individuals would rely on this prototype 

standard when completing performance ratings. This study was also concerned with 

under what conditions Performance Dimension Training is effective. Results showed a 

main effect for training on accuracy as training conditions were more accurate on 

performance ratings. A main effect was also found for the multi-tasking manipulation 

with subjects in the multi-tasking condition making less overall accurate performance 

ratings. Subjects in the training conditions did change their prototypes more so then did 

those in the control conditions, as hypothesized. Discussion and implications concerning 

these findings are presented. 
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An Examination of the Effects of Rater Training and Individual Prototypes on 

Performance Ratings 

Everyone has experienced, at one time in his or her life, a performance evaluation. 

They range from simple performance observations to complex analyses of individual 

performance and organizational objectives. One of the most critical processes that occur 

in organizations is the performance evaluation. Research by Bernardin and Villanova 

(1986) suggests that in excess of 90% of organizations use some sort of performance 

appraisal in their human resources effort to measure/communicate the level of job 

performance of individuals within an organization. 

Organizations use performance appraisals for a number of important human 

resource outcomes. They may be used for salary administration, providing performance 

feedback, employee development, promotion opportunities, transfer, or for determining 

employee/organization training needs. Because of the great impact performance 

appraisals have on organizational outcomes and on the employee who experiences the 

evaluation, it is essential that the appraisals accurately reflect the performance level of the 

focal individual. 

Even so, a significant number of respondents view performance appraisal systems 

with little confidence and dissatisfaction (see Nigro's 1981 article for a disturbing view 

of employee perceptions of performance appraisal). In response to this disappointment, 

there have been numerous recommendations for rater training in order both to increase 

appraisal effectiveness, and to fortify the legal defensibility of the many human resource 

decisions that derive from appraisals (Bernardin & Buckley, 2000) 



Rater Training 2 

It has been suggested that an approach that incorporates cognitive variables may 

facilitate our understanding and implementation of training that facilitates accuracy in 

performance evaluation. Many have recommended the need to incorporate cognitive 

approaches into models of performance appraisals (Feldman, 1981, Landy & Farr, 1980, 

DeNisi & Cafferty, 1984). Research has shown that during the appraisal process; raters 

rely on cognitive structures to categorize and store information about ratees in memory 

(Feldman, 1981, Smith, 1986, Lord and Maher 1990). These structures guide the 

evaluation and processing of new information and also help the rater to ignore irrelevant 

information. Because humans are limited in their capacity to process information, 

understanding the influence and utility of these cognitive structures is essential to 

understanding performance evaluation in the multifaceted work environment. 

Because raters rarely have opportunity to observe every behavior relevant to the 

job performance under review, it is extremely likely raters form global impressions of 

ratee efficiency (Smith, 1986). Potentially engulfing amounts of information are then 

simplified and reduced through cognitive categorization (Feldman, 1981). When rating 

performance from memory, raters have a tendency to use these abstract representations 

more frequently than specific behavioral instances. This may account for the decrement 

in accuracy when rating individuals from memory (Feldman, 1981, Lord, 1985). 

Originally the emphasis on evaluating the evaluation process was focused on 

increasing rating accuracy. In his review of the performance appraisal process, Borman 

(1978) proposes a three-step model individuals typically follow when making judgments. 

First, the rater observes behaviors that are relevant to the job. Next, the rater makes an 

evaluation of each behavior, independent of other behaviors. Finally, each evaluation is 
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weighted to arrive at a single rating for a performance dimension. Borman suggests that 

ratings should be effective if these three steps are followed. He highlights that doing so 

should increase rating accuracy. However, differences in final judgment ratings may be 

due to raters' stylistic differences/biases in the observation and evaluation process or due 

to the diversity of individual cognitive constructs used when making judgments 

concerning the performance levels ofratees. 

Specifically, Borman (1978) emphasizes that raters are likely to vary in the 

weightings they assign to performance behaviors. One particular instance may be 

evaluated as effective by one rater and ineffective by another. Consequently, interrater 

reliability may often be compromised. 

As the literature has shifted to a more cognitive approach to performance 

evaluations, much attention has been paid to Feldman's (1981) cognitive model of the 

appraisal process. He proposes that raters engage in the following series of cognitive 

processes before performance appraisals are possible: a) recognizing and attending to 

relevant information; b) organizing and storing information in memory for later access; c) 

recalling information in an organized method when ratings are required, and d) 

integrating information into a summary judgment. Feldman recognized that during 

performance appraisal ratings it is unlikely that managers are able to devote all of their 

attention to the appraisal process. He summarizes the various distractions and time­

constraints as a "noisy environment." 

According to Feldman's model, this behavioral information is organized into 

prototypes (Feldman, 1986). Prototypes are defined as abstract sets of features 

commonly associated with members of a category, with each feature assigned a weight 



Rater Training 4 

according to the degree of association with the category (Cantor & Mischel, 1979, Rosch 

& Mervis, 1975, Smith & Medin 1981). These prototypes ofratee performance assist the 

rater by channeling his/her attention toward relevant information and away from 

irrelevant information (Anderson & Pickert, 1997). In the informationally noisy 

environment with which raters deal when rating subordinates, prototypes serve an 

important attention guiding function (Feldman, 1981). 

Again, it is thought that raters store incoming and pre-existing behavioral 

information about ratees into categories to which the employee may be assigned. As the 

rater observes more performance incidents concerning .the ratee, the incidents will 

become more comparable to one of the rater's categories or prototypes of job 

performance. During appraisal ratings, dispositional information regarding the 

employees is accumulated in memory based on these prototypes and serves as the basis of 

performance evaluations (Feldman, 1981). 

Unfortunately, these prescribed steps in the performance appraisal process are not 

normally followed. Subjective ratings by subordinates, peers, and supervisors are 

frequently the ratings that are utilized in performance appraisals. Often this is due to lack 

of observational skills necessary to reach observational accuracy and lack of opportunity 

to observe all of the relevant behaviors. As a result, biases, psychometric errors, and 

inaccurate observations, deleteriously influence performance ratings (Landy & Farr, 

1976). It has been hypothesized that by providing raters with accurate performance 

dimensions with which to organize new ratee information, we may likely enhance the 

efficiency with which information is encoded and stored in memory. As a result, raters 
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are guided by the dimensions on the appraisal form, making employee information less 

difficult to retrieve. 

In order to increase the accuracy and inter-rater reliability of performance 

ratings, Bernardin and Buckley (1981) developed Frame-of-Reference Training (FOR). 

They argue that raters hold implicit (and individual) personality theories regarding 

effective and ineffective performance. Therefore, the same performance may be judged 

as effective by one rater and ineffective by another. FOR provides raters with precise 

definitions of performance levels which aid in creating a common frame-of-reference for 

raters to refer to during appraisal ratings. The purpose of training focuses on 

standardizing the observation process through the use of familiarizing the raters before 

observing behavior with the performance criteria. Bernardin and Buckley proposed the 

following steps as standard FOR training: 1) giving trainees job descriptions and 

behavioral rationales for the job to be rated, and discussing the qualifications and duties 

essential to perform the job; 2) performing trial performance appraisals and writing out 

the rationale for their ratings; 3) having trainers feedback the correct rating based on 

expert scores and convey the expert's justification for the performance scores; and, 4) 

create a discussion that focuses on the inconsistencies between the true ratings and the 

trainees ratings. Research in the FOR domain has yielded both increases in rating 

accuracy and higher inter-rater reliability among ratings, especially for those raters who 

held idiosyncratic rating standards (Bernardin & Buckley, 1981). 

McIntyre and Smith (1984) specifically examined the effects of training format on 

rating accuracy and retention of training material. The training factor comprised four 

levels: rater error training, frame-of-reference training, a combination of both, and no 
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training. Rater error training consisted of lecture that encouraged raters to avoid making 

psychometric errors such as halo, leniency, and central tendency errors. A short 

discussion followed the lecture. Frame-of-reference training aimed to aid subjects in 

developing standards for effective performance that were comparable to those of expert 

raters. Raters in this condition received lecture, practice and feedback with ratings, and 

behavioral rationales for ratings. Results provided evidence that FOR did produce more 

accurate ratings compared to the rater error training and no training conditions. 

Performance Dimension Training (PDT), an implicit part of FOR, has also been 

shown.to improve the accuracy of performance ratings. PDT utilizes a training design 

where trainees discuss the multidimensionality of performance and the need to 

distinguish performance dimensions, as well as levels of performance (Athey & 

McIntyre, 1987, Bernardin & Pence, 1980, McIntyre, 1984, Pulakos, 1984). Rationales 

for effective performance behaviors under each dimension to be rated are thoroughly 

discussed during training and raters are given opportunity to examine the rating scale 

used in the appraisal process. 

Just as with FOR, by defining performance dimensions early in the rating process, 

ratees are better able to attend to the dimensions and refrain from making (and 

categorizing) global impressions of ratee behavior (Smith, 1986). By emphasizing these 

specific behaviors and dimensions used to measure performance, raters make more 

independent evaluations, thus rater effectiveness is increased. The central component of 

this model is categorization, serving as a connection to the other processes. The 

categories guide the raters attention toward particular behavioral instances while 

suggesting that they fundamentally ignore others (Feldman, 1981). 
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Illgen and Feldman (1983) emphasized the importance of job relevant categories 

in the rater training process. The researchers believe that the more training is focused on 

creating a category system to assist in attention, storage, and recall of behavioral 

incidents, the more accurate the ratings that the resulting performance appraisals yield. 

Pulakos (1984) specifically examined the effects of PDT. Participants in her 

study received a lecture on the multidimensionality of jobs. Next they were presented 

with the rating scale format. Specific behaviors indicative of effectiveness levels for each 

dimension were discussed. Subjects then practiced rating videotapes of performance, and 

any discrepancies between their own ratings and expert ratings were provided as-­

feedback. Results of the study suggest training produces greater accuracy in performance 

ratings compared to control conditions. 

Smith (1984) also investigated the effects of PDT compared to a no training 

condition before completing appraisal ratings. Subjects rated videotaped lectures of 

supposedly real college professors after undergoing training or no training. The training 

format consisted of lecture on principles of observation, viewing a list of behaviors and 

rating dimensions to observe, and finally behavioral rationales for effective and 

ineffective performance. Results show that compared to the control condition, PDT 

produced greater rating accuracy. 

One of the major criticisms of the performance appraisal rater training literature 

has been the lack of any underlying theoretical structure to guide theory and practice 

(Smith, 1986). Feldman's (1986) research in the cognitive domain of rater training has 

suggested that rater training provides raters with uniform and valid schema and 

prototypes regarding the work behaviors that are to be observed. 
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Presenting the raters with the performance factors prior to ratings, as observed in 

FOR and PDT, facilitates the utilization of relevant prototypes of performance. Many 

have argued that raters use these abstract representations of explicit b.ehavioral 

information when rating performance from memory (Feldman, 1981, Lord et al, 1985). 

As a result, the creation of prototypes for raters, this should maximize the likelihood that 

raters will correctly categorize ratee behavior on each dimension on the basis of observed 

performance (Hauenstein & Foti, 1989). Accurate ratings on performance features for 

each dimension should occur due to the more efficient categorization of observed 

behavior. 

Various researchers assert that such categorization would add to rating accuracy 

even if raters did not recall specific performance behaviors to direct their ratings (DeNisi 

et al, 1984, Feldman, 1981). Sulsky and Day (1992) specifically examined cognitive 

changes related to FOR training to better comprehend why such rater training commonly 

improves rating accuracy with the effects of rater training on individual prototypes of 

performance. They suggest that Frame-of-Reference training allows subjects to form on­

line judgments that are based on prototypes of various levels of performance on the 

performance dimensions. They found that when subjects in the training condition had the 

goal of forming an impression about the ratee and based this on the prototypes of 

performance, there were increases in both rating and categorical accuracies. 

As mentioned earlier, another concern during performance appraisal ratings is the 

diminished likelihood that managers will experience optimal conditions in the work 

environment allowing them to devote all their attention to the appraisal process. Multi­

tasking and interruptions that create a "noisy work environment"(Feldman, 1981) serve to 
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divide the rater's attention. This disruption can result in cognitive overload because the 

individual's attention is diverted from some aspects of his or her environment in order to 

focus on other aspects of the stimulus environment (White & Carlston, 1983). It has been 

suggested that when an individual's attention is diverted away from key tasks, he or she 

is more likely to rely on past/individual prototypes to make judgments. 

Bargh and Theim (1985) suggest individuals are able to develop impressions and 

engage in elaborative processing if they possess cognitive structures appropriate to 

relevant information that is observed. Therefore, in the midst of distractions, rater 

training should serve as an essential component of the appraisal process and allow for 

smoother retrieval of specific dimensions and behaviors observed in the work place. 

Objectives of Present Study 

In this study, Performance Dimension Training (PDT) was investigated as a 

method to increase the usefulness of performance appraisal systems. As previous 

research has shown, PDT embodies many of the separate elements employed in 

performance appraisal training programs that have been demonstrated to increase rating 

accuracy. Specifically, Performance Dimension Training was investigated as a means to 

increase accuracy and interrater reliability in performance appraisal ratings. 

Hypothesis 1 a: It was hypothesized that Performance Dimension Training 

conditions would produce more accurate performance ratings compared to ratings 

given by respondents in the conditions that received no training. 

Specifically, participants will be more likely to attend to behaviors corresponding 

to the performance dimensions learned in training and interpret those behaviors according 

to the dimensions. 
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Hypothesis 1 b: It was hypothesized that participants in the Performance 

Dimension Training only condition would produce more accurate ratings than 

participants in the Performance Dimension Training/multi-tasking condition, the 

no training/multi-tasking condition, or the no training only conditions. 

This study also examined the effects of rater training on individuals' existing 

prototypes of job performance. It was thought that participants pre-existing prototypes 

would affect subsequent performance ratings. It was suggested that undergoing PDT 

would influence the categorization of incoming performance information; thus 

participants would alter their existing prototypes to match the dimensions and behaviors 

presented during training that were shown to constitute effective and ineffective 

performance. 

Hypothesis 2: It was hypothesized that participants in the Performance 

Dimension Training condition would alter their pre-existing prototypes of 

professor performance to conform to the prototype of professor performance 

presented during training more than participants in the no training condition. 

If training does increase the accuracy of performance ratings, it was suggested 

that altering participants' pre-existing prototypes of professor performance to conform to 

the ideal standard would be the mediating variable responsible for increases in accuracy 

scores. Participants should rely on this newly formed prototype when completing 

appraisal ratings. 

Hypothesis 3: It was hypothesized that prototype change would serve as the 

mediating mechanism by which accuracy scores are influenced by Performance 

Dimension Training. 
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Finally, it was thought that certain individual differences such as Need for 

Cognition, Preference for Consistency, and Personal Need for Structure, may contribute 

to participants resistance to changing their pre-existing prototypes and therefore impact 

training. It was specifically believed that those individuals who generally preferred 

consistency and were uncomfortable with a lack of structure would be less likely to 

accept the non-prototypic information presented during training. 

Hypothesis 4: It was hypothesized that the individual differences measures would 

mediate the relationship between prototype change and the effectiveness of 

training. 

Method 

Pilot Study 

A pilot study was conducted using 130 students enrolled in an undergraduate 

business course to identify the behaviors presented in the study training materials. 

Students were asked to record as many effective and ineffective behaviors exhibited by 

professors that they could imagine. A frequency count was conducted on the data and 

five dimensions, four of which were based on prior research by Rugg and Norris (1975) 

were identified: Interpersonal Rapport, Communication Skills, Student fuvolvement, 

Lecture Presentation, and Teaching Skills. The most frequently listed effective and 

ineffective behaviors for each dimension were noted. The researcher disregarded 

idiosyncratic behaviors based on lack of consensus. 

Professor behaviors that were listed as both effective and ineffective by the pilot 

group were used in the study. At least one behavior that was considered ineffective 

performance from each training dimension was manipulated to represent an effective 
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behavior that was not prototypic (based on pilot data) to better examine the effectiveness 

of Performance Dimension Training. The experimenter rationalized the ineffective 

professor behaviors into effective professor behaviors, claiming the findings were based 

on educational research, although no such actual research existed. This deception was 

used in order to identify changes in participants' prototypes. It was assumed that if rater 

training was effective, participants would change their pre-existing prototypes (post­

training) to conform to the information presented during training even when the 

information contradicted what pilot data suggested was viewed as typical ineffective 

professor performance. 

Stimulus Materials 

Control Group Video 

Videotaped segments of professor performance were used as stimulus material for 

the control group. Three professors at the university in the Psychology department 

served as examples of typical professor performance for the videotape. Each of the three 

professors (one male, two females) was shown lecturing for approximately five minutes. 

Topics included Attention Deficit Hyperactivity Disorder, descriptive statistics, and 

social psychology. Participants in the no training conditions/control group viewed the 

fifteen-minute segment instead of exposure to rater training. Participants were told that 

the video simply served to demonstrate real-life examples of professors' lecturing styles 

that were neither good nor bad. 

Vignettes 

Vignettes were developed for the rating exercises (all vignettes were 

approximately one page in length). The vignettes are short scenarios of critical incidents 
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concerning the five dimensions of professor performance used in rater training (See 

Appendix A). The scenarios were scripted to portray effective and ineffective teaching 

behaviors utilized by college professors. Six vignettes were specifically developed for 

evaluation (i.e. Professor "H," "J," "K," "L," "M," and "Z"). All participants rated three 

vignettes during session one and three vignettes during session two. Subjects rated the 

behaviors of the professors in the vignettes on a scale of one to five during the rating task. 

A score of one was indicative of ineffective performance for a given dimension and a 

score of five was indicative of effective performance. Through various behavioral 

examples, each vignette was written to illustrate each of the five dimensions described in 

training. All participants rated the vignettes in the same order throughout the study. 

Graduate students in the Industrial/Organizational Psychology program served as 

subject matter expert raters for determining the true scores or performance standards of 

the vignettes. These standards served as the accuracy criteria during the rating 

procedures. Five graduate students individually were given Performance Dimension 

Training and then asked to individually rate the vignettes according to the training 

criteria. Each expert was given the same instructions and materials. Expert consensus 

reliability of the subject matter experts was estimated using generalizability theory to 

document the degree of interrater reliability. The resulting g-coefficient (g=.74) was 

interpreted as a satisfactory indicator of subject matter consensus. 

Measures 

Prototype Assessment 

Participants were asked to rate eleven behaviors of professor performance that 

correspond to the five training dimensions (See Appendix B). These ratings served as 
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each participant's individual prototype of typical effective professor performance. 

Participants rated the behaviors on a scale of one to five. A rating of one indicated that 

the behavior was not very effective professor behavior and a rating of five indicated the 

behavior was very effective professor behavior. The behaviors in the prototype 

assessment were based on pilot data concerning students' opinions about what constituted 

effective and ineffective professor behavior, as well as consensus among subject matter 

experts. 

Regardless of the opinions of pilot subjects, all behaviors included in the 

prototype assessment were presented as effective teaching behavior for the purposes of 

this study. For example, pilot data revealed that students view professors as ineffective 

when they move through lecture material quickly. As a part of training, this behavior 

was rationalized to be an effective component of professor performance. Participants in 

training were told that research supports the finding that professors who move through 

lecture material quickly are actually viewed as extremely effective teachers, based on 

subsequent exam performance. Supplemental information and reasoned rationales were 

presented to support the idea. In this particular instance, participants were told that 

moving through lecture material quickly allows for more material to be covered and 

learned during the semester, and that a fast paced lecture encourages students to stay 

focused; thus retaining more information. 

This component was essential to examine the effects of training on individual 

prototypes after exposure to rater training. In this study, it is believed that if training 

material contradicts subjects initial professor prototypes (based on pilot data) subjects 
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should change their preexisting professor prototypes to conform to the prototype 

presented during training (if training is effective). 

Supplemental Covariate Measures 

We included three individual covariate measures with the idea that certain 

personality characteristics may make people more resistant to changing their prototypes 

of professor performance. 

Need for Cognition Scale 

The Need for Cognition Scale was used as a covariate. Participants were asked to 

respond to statements about their tendencies to engage in and enjoy effortful cognitive 

endeavors (Cacioppo et al, 1996). The scale consists of 18 questions. Sample scale items 

include: 'I like to have the responsibility of handling a situation that requires a lot of 

thinking' and 'I would rather do something that requires little thought than something 

that is sure to challenge my thinking abilities ' . 

Need for Structure Scale 

The Need for Structure Scale was used as a covariate measure. Participants were 

asked to respond to questions about their desires to structure cognitive and social 

behaviors. The scale consists of 12 questions such as 'I'm not bothered by things that 

interrupt my daily routine,' and 'I find a well-ordered life with regular hours makes my 

life tedious' ( Neuberg & Newsom, 1993). 

Preference for Consistency Scale 

The Preference for Consistency Scale was used as a covariate measure. 

Participants were to respond to statements concerning their desires to be consistent within 

one's own responses, in the desire to appear consistent to others, and in the desire that 
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others be consistent (Cialdini & Trost, 1995). The scale consists of 18 statements such as 

'It is important to me that those who know me can predict what I will do' and 'The 

appearance of consistency is an important part of the image I present to the world.' 

Professor Rating Scale 

The rating scale used in this study consisted of five questions concerning the five 

performance dimensions emphasized during training (See Appendix C for rating scale 

and rating sheets). The five performance factors were identified as relevant to the 

position of professor. This scale required participants to assign a rating from one to five 

to each question. A score of one indicated ineffective professor performance and a score 

of five indicated effective professor performance for the dimensions. 

Two questions concerning a multi-tasking activity were included on the rating 

scale for participants in the multi-tasking group only. The first question required 

participants to indicate how many sequences of three or more odd digits they observed 

during the multi-tasking activity (See Procedure Section for multi-tasking activity) and 

the second question asked them to indicate on a scale of one to five how distracted they 

were during the activity ( a score of one indicated not distracted and a score of five 

indicated very distracted). 

Study Participation 

Participants were undergraduate students enrolled in introductory psychology 

courses at the University of Oklahoma. They received experimental credit in exchange 

for their participation. A total of two hundred and twenty respondents participated in this 

experiment. The design employed was a longitudinal design and not all subjects returned 
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for session two of the study. A total of one hundred and eighty-four participants 

completed both sessions. 

Procedures 

Participants were randomly assigned to one of four experimental conditions; the 

PDT/multi-tasking group, the PDT only group, the no training/no multi-tasking group, or 

the no training/multi-tasking group. The experimenter gave the participants a brief 

overview of the purpose of the study. 

During Session I, all participants completed the prototype assessment. 

Participants were asked to rate in their own opinion how typically effective they 

considered the eleven specific professor behaviors. The behaviors the participants rated 

were the behaviors used in the Performance Dimension Training. 

After the initial prototype assessment, participants were exposed to one of two 

training conditions: Performance Dimension Training (PDT) or the control video. 

Training sessions were conducted in groups of up to fifty-five students. One trainer 

conducted all of the training sessions, which lasted approximately 60 minutes. 

All participants were told that the purpose of the study was to examine how 

individuals assessed the performance of professors. Participants were then told that they 

would be rating scenarios ofreal first-year professors at the university. It was explained 

that the ratings could possibly be taken into consideration during the professors' first-year 

evaluations. This point was reinforced throughout the course of the study. 

The researcher in the Performance Dimension Training groups first explained to 

the subjects the multidimensionality of professor performance. Next, participants were 

given the opportunity to observe the rating scale they used to rate the vignettes of 
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professor performance post-training. Finally, in lecture format, the experimenter 

presented the dimensions and behaviors that constituted effective professor performance. 

The researcher read the dimensions and the corresponding behaviors from a master copy 

to ensure standardization of the procedure (See Appendix D). Participants in the training 

condition received a copy of the training to follow along with the experimenter. It was 

emphasized that the effective professor behaviors presented in training were validated by 

current research. In reality, the citations for the behaviors were fictional and the 

behavioral rationales for the behaviors were not validated by research. This component 

of the study was necessary to convince the participants that training was legitimate and to 

better understand expected changes in participants' pre-existing prototypes of professor 

performance after training. The ultimate focus of training was to create a common frame 

of reference which the participants could rely upon when completing performance 

ratings. Training lasted approximately 20 minutes. 

Participants not receiving training watched the control video. Control subjects 

were told that they were watching the videotape to observe typical teaching styles of 

college professors. Participants were not asked to answer any questions concerning the 

videotape. 

Next, participants in both experimental groups completed the covariate battery 

which contained the aforementioned three individual differences measures. Subjects 

received a packet of all three assessments and were informed that they would have 12 

minutes to complete all three measures. 

Following the covariate battery, all participants rated three vignettes of professor 

performance: Professor "H", Professor "K" and Professor "Z". The rating task took 
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approximately 15 minutes. Participants were given two and a half minutes to read the 

first vignette. Overhead transparencies were used during the rating process to ensure 

standardization of all rating procedures in the study. Upon beginning the ratings, 

participants were told that the questions for rating professor behavior would be shown 

individually on an overhead projector by the experimenter, and were told to answer them 

in the corresponding blank on the rating sheet. Next, the experimenter placed the first 

question from the rating scale on an overhead slide. The participants were given 20 

seconds to answer the question. After 20 seconds, the experimenter placed the second 

question from the rating scale on an overhead slide. Again, participants were given 20 

seconds to answer the question. The experimenter continued with this process for all five 

questions on the rating scale. The rating process for each vignette lasted one minute and 

forty seconds. This method of presentation was used in order to control the pace of the 

rating process for each condition. 

Half of the participants in the study received a multi-tasking activity during the 

rating process. The participants in the multi-tasking conditions rated the vignettes in the 

exact format as did the participants in the no multi-tasking conditions. However, as the 

participants in the multi-tasking conditions were rating the vignettes, a cassette tape of 

pre-recorded numbers played in the background. The participants heard the experimenter 

reciting a single-digit even or odd number (one through nine) every 5 seconds. The 

participants were instructed to note how many times three or more odd digit numbers 

were recited in a row during the duration of the tape (See Appendix E for rating 

instructions). After participants read each vignette, the tape began as the first question on 

the rating scale was presented to the participants on an overhead slide. Again, on the 
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bottom of each participant's rating sheet, there was a blank space for the participants to 

write the total number of three or more odd digit sequences they heard during that 

particular rating. The above procedure was repeated for each subsequent vignette rating. 

Because half of the participants in the study experienced a multi-tasking condition during 

the rating process, this procedure ensured that each participant received the multi- tasking 

procedure for the same amount of time while completing the performance ratings. 

After all five questions were answered for the first vignette, subjects were given 

two and a half minutes to read the second vignette. Subjects answered the same five 

questions for the second vignette and were given 20 seconds to answer each one. 

Subjects followed the same procedure for the third vignette. 

Upon completion of Session I all participants completed the prototype assessment 

form a second time. The Prototype Assessment was a duplicate of the prototype 

assessment form participants filled out at the onset of the experiment. 

All participants returned one week later on the same day and time to participate in 

Session II. All participants completed the prototype assessment form for a third and final 

time. All participants then rated three different vignettes of professor performance: 

Professor "J", Professor "L" and Professor "M." Those participants in the multi-tasking 

condition received the multi-tasking activity again as they rated the final three vignettes. 

For debriefing, all participants were given a debriefing form to read after 

completing Session II. They were given the opportunity to ask any questions of the 

experimenter regarding the purpose of the experiment. The experimenter answered all 

and any questions regarding participation credit and confidentiality. 
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Rater Training 

Performance Dimension Training 
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Performance Dimension Training procedures followed those adapted by Pulakos 

(1984; 1986). Procedures included lecture concerning training dimensions and rationale 

for the "ideal" standards. Half of the participants in the study received Performance 

Dimension Training and half of the participants watched a control video that simply 

served as stimulus material. 

Dependent Variables 

Accuracy 

Accuracy of participant ratings were assessed by calculating the Squared 

Euclidean Distance of each participant's rating from the average of the ratings assigned 

by the subject matter experts. 

Each Squared Euclidean Distance for a dimension was then averaged across the 

five dimensions. The minimum average Euclidean distance score of"O" would be 

indicative of perfect accuracy, with large values indicating less accurate ratings. 

Prototype Change 

The change in each subject's prototypes concerning the five dimensions were 

identified post-study. Discrepancies between initial prototypes and any change in 

individual prototypes after training were examined as a potential mediator of the 

effectiveness of Performance Dimension Training on subsequent rating accuracy. 

Prototype ratings closer to 5 indicate extreme closeness to the "ideal" professor 

prototype. 
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Analysis 

All data were analyzed using the statistical package SAS, version 8.3. 

Generalizability theory was used to assess Expert consensus, while all Analyses of 

Variance (ANOVA) and Analyses of Covariance (ANCOVA) were conducted using SAS 

ProcGLM. 

Results 

Two hundred and twenty-five participants initially participated in Session I of the 

experiment. Only one hundred-and eighty-four of the original participants who 

completed both sessions of the experiment were used to test the study hypotheses. 

Prototype Effects 

A one-factor ANOVA was used to assess the result of the randomization process 

to groups regarding the distribution of participants' individual prototypes at Time 1. 

Table 1 contains means and standard deviations of prototype ratings by training 

conditions across time. Results indicated no significant differences between the four 

conditions for any of the eleven prototype dimensions for the initial prototype 

assessment: 1) Move through material quickly, F (3,180)=.61,p=.607; 2) Has a sense of 

humor, F (3,180)=.92,p=.444; 3)Remains motionless while teaching, F (3,180)=1.79, 

p=.151; 4) Is organized, F (3,180)=1.l 7,p=.321; 5) Uses visual aids during lecture, F 

(3, 180)=.69, p=.562; 6) Requires class participation, F (3,180)=. l 7,p=.914; 7) Uses 

examples to support class material, F (3,180)=.78,p=.504; 8) Displays an attitude of 

superiority, F (3,180)=1.35,p=.261; 9) Speaks loudly during lecture, F (3,180)=.66, 

p=.576; 10) Assigns group work and group projects, F (3,180)=1.14.p=.243; and 11) 

Does not exhibit defined structure for course work or lectures, F (3,180)= .69,p=.562. 
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Analyses were conducted to demonstrate changes in participants' prototypes from 

the initial prototype assessment due to training and to demonstrate the persistence of the 

change over time. A Repeated Measures Mixed-Model ANOVA (Timex Training 

Group) was used to evaluate changes in prototypes across session as a function of 

training. The Wilk's Lambda indicated significant time by training group effects for the 

following prototype dimensions: 1) Moves through material quickly, F(2, 179)= 17.66, 

p<.0001; 2) Remains motionless while teaching, F(2, 179)= 14.18, p<.0001; 3) Is 

organized, F(2, 179)= 8.93, p=.0002; 4) Uses visual aids during lecture, F(2, 179)=3.01, 

p=.0516; -5) Displays an attitude of superiority, F(2, 179)= 19.97, p<.0001; 6)-Speaks 

loudly during lecture, F(2, 179)=12.41, p<.0001; and 7) Does not exhibit structure, F(2, 

179)=26.73, p>.0001. See Figure 1 for mean prototype ratings by training condition _ 

across time. 

Of greater interest were the effects of training on prototype change from Time 1 

(pre-training assessment) to Time 2 (immediate post-training) and on prototype change 

from Time 2 to Time 3 (I-week post-training follow-up). We hypothesized that 

significant changes would occur in individual's prototype ratings between Time 1 and 

Time 2 due to training, and that newly acquired prototypes should remain stable from 

Time 2 to Time 3 (one week follow-up assessment). All prototype changes over adjacent 

time points were assessed using the single degree-of-freedom contrast method. 

Results indicated significantly different changes in prototype ratings by training 

condition from Time 1 (initial assessment) to Time 2 (immediate post-training 

assessment) for the following prototype dimensions: 1) Moves through material quickly, 

F(l,180)=35.32,p<.0001; 2) Remains motionless while teaching, F(l,180)=23.12, 
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p<.0001; 3) Is organized, F(l, 180)= 11.99, p<.001; 4) Uses visual aids during lecture, 

F(l,l 80)=5.48,p=.02; 5) Displays an attitude of superiority, F(l,180)=38.66,p<.0001; 6) 

Speaks loudly, F(l,180)=24.23,p<.0001; and 7) Does not exhibit structure, 

F(l,180)=41.86,p<.0001. Results for Time 2 (immediate post-training assessment) to 

Time 3 (one-week follow-up assessment) follow-up analyses of prototype change by 

training condition indicate no significant differences from Time 2 to Time 3 ratings by 

group for any of the prototype dimensions, as hypothesized. It was expected that the 

change in prototype would continue over time. The results suggest prototype changes 

from immediate post-training to the one-week follow-assessment among all conditions 

remained stable over time. 

For subsequent analysis we created a composite index of prototype change, which 

measures the distance of each participant's prototype rating from the "ideal" professor 

prototype presented during training. For the purpose of this study, we suggest the "ideal" 

instructor would be given a rating of "5" post-training, for each of the eleven dimensions 

on the prototype assessment. All of the dimensions we presented in training were 

portrayed by fictitious research to be the most effective teaching behaviors. Therefore, a 

rating of "5" for each dimension signifies the overall "ideal." The participant's distance 

from this rating of "5" is what was examined in terms of effectiveness of training. 

Participants should in essence, move toward ratings of "5" for each dimension if training 

was successful. For each time point we took the participants' Squared Euclidean 

Distance measure (squared distance) from the ideal prototype, and averaged these across 

all eleven dimensions. The resulting index indicated the averaged squared distance per 

dimension from which a participant's actual prototype falls from the ideal prototype. 
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Results indicated no statistical difference in group means at Time 1 prototype assessment 

(pre-training assessment). Group means varied considerably at Time 2 (post-training 

assessment) and Time 3 (one week follow-up assessment) with the prototype assessment 

for the training group much closer to the ideal prototype. See Table 2 for means and 

standard deviations of aggregated prototype ratings by training condition. 

Participant Drop-out Analysis 

An analysis was conducted to test for a potential association between participant 

dropout rates and training condition. It is possible that participants who did not return for 

Session II may have been a problematic group or were possibly overwhelmed by the 

activities in Session I and chose not to come back. A Chi-square test of independence 

indicated that dropout rates did not vary by group (X2 (1)= .5315, p=.460). It appears that 

dropout rates were not related to the presence or absence of training condition; the 

dropout rate appeared to be random. 

Accuracy of Performance Ratings 

Accuracy scores were computed using a Euclidean (squared) distance procedure. 

For a specific vignette, the Euclidean distance of each participant's ratings was calculated 

for each of the five dimensions (Teaching Skills, Lecture Presentation, Interpersonal 

Rapport, Communication Skills, and Student Involvement) using the average rating of the 

subject matter experts (SME's) as the standard for that dimension. Within a specific 

vignette, the resulting five Squared Euclidean Distance scores were then averaged to 

create a vignette-specific accuracy measure. Finally, the three vignette-specific accuracy 

measures were averaged to create the final dependent variable for analysis for Session I. 

The same procedure was also used to obtain averaged accuracy scores for the three 
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vignettes in Session II. A score of "O" on the aggregate accuracy measure indicates 

perfect accuracy. Larger values indicate more inaccurate scores or more distance from 

SME ratings. Results indicated training groups were more accurate on Time l(Session I) 

and Time 2 (Session II) performance ratings than control groups. See Table 3 for means 

and standard deviations of accuracy scores by training condition. 

A Repeated Measures Mixed Model ANOVA (Timex Training x Multi-Tasking) 

was used to assess the effects of time, training, and multi-tasking on participants rating 

accuracy. All, higher-order effects (all two-way and three-way interactions) plus main 

effects were evaluated in this analysis. 

Analyses of Higher-Order Effects 

Timex Training x Multi-tasking Effect 

The results of the test of the three-way interaction were non-significant, F(l, 

180)=0.00, p= .996. This finding suggests the combined effects of Training and Multi­

tasking on accuracy scores did not vary over time. 

Time by Multi-Tasking 

The test of the two-way interaction of Time and Multi-tasking was assessed and 

resulted in a non-statistically significant effect, F(l,180)=.34, p=.563. This indicates that 

any changes in accuracy over time were not moderated by the presence or absence of a 

Multi-tasking condition. 

Time by Training 

No effects concerning the combination of Training Group and Time were found 

with regard to accuracy scores, F(l, 180)=.43, p=.511. Results indicated that time of 
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assessment does not moderate any potential changes in accuracy ratings due to 

Performance Dimension Training. 

Training by Multi-tasking effect 

It was tested whether or not specific effects Multi-tasking moderated the effects of 

Training on accuracy scores. Results indicate no two-way interaction by Training and 

Multi-tasking on accuracy scores, F(l, 180)= 1.22, p<.27. 

Main Effects Analyses 

Training Group Effect 

Significant differences were found between Training vs. No Training groups on 

accuracy scores F(l, l 80)=39.97, p<.0001, (Training M=l.48, SD=.489; No Training 

M=l.99, SD=.604). Recall that lower accuracy scores indicate greater accuracy or less 

distance from the ideal standard. Subjects in the Training condition were significantly 

more accurate in their professor ratings than were subjects in the No Training condition. 

Multi-Tasking Effects 

Significant differences were also found between Multi-tasking groups on 

accuracy scores, F (1, 180)=4.94, p=.0275, (No-Multi-Tasking M= 1.66, SD= .460; 

Multi-tasking M=l.83, SD= .707) with subjects in the Multi-tasking condition producing 

significantly less accurate ratings than those in the no Multi-tasking conditions as 

expected. See Table 4 for means and standard deviations of accuracy scores by multi-

tasking condition. 
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Time Effect 

The test of the hypothesis of no within-subject effect of time indicated a 

significant effect for being more accurate at Time 2 than Time 1 (Time 1 M=l .88, Time 2 

M=l.60). Apparently, subjects' accuracy ratings improved over time rather than 

declining, as was hypothesized. 

Mediational Analyses 

Immediate Post-training Assessment 

Regression analysis was used to test the hypothesis that prototype change would 

mediate training group improvement on accuracy ratings at the immediate post-training 

assessment. Baron and Kenny (1986) propose three steps necessary to establish 

mediation. First, a relationship must be established between the initial variable (training 

condition) with the outcome variable (performance rating accuracy). Previously, it has 

already been demonstrated that training condition and accuracy scores are related. Using 

rating accuracy as the outcome variable, the regression slope for the effects of training 

condition is~= -.55, SE= (.0903), p<.0001, t=-6.14. This slope indicates the mean 

difference between training group and non-training group on accuracy ratings at the 

initial post-training assessment. 

Second, a relationship between training condition and prototype assessment must 

be established, essentially treating the potential mediator (prototype assessment) as an 

outcome variable. Rather than use a direct measure of change as the mediator, the Time 

2 (immediate post-training) prototype assessment was used in its place. The rationale for 

this as follows; Since all participants were randomized to groups and there were no 

statistically significant differences between any group on their initial prototype 
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assessments, it is more meaningful to use the prototype score at Time 2 (immediate post­

training) as the mediator rather than a direct measure of change. Subsequently, a strong 

correlation was shown between prototype assessment and training condition at initial 

post-training assessment (i= -.596, p<.0001), and the regression slope was estimated as 

P=-1.76, SE=(.1752), p<.0001, t= -10.03. In terms of Squared Euclidean distance, this 

suggests that the training groups' prototype was 1.75 squared distance units closer to the 

ideal prototype than the control group. Recall that mean Squared Euclidean Distance 

scores closer to "0" are more concordant with the ideal prototype. 

Finally, a relationship between prototype assessment and performance rating 

accuracy, controlling for training, must be established. Furthermore, a reduction in the 

slope of the training effect should be apparent if prototype change was a mediator. To 

establish this, a regression was undertaken using rating accuracy as the dependent 

variable and prototype assessment and training condition as independent variables. 

Results suggest that prototype assessment and performance rating accuracy are related 

when controlling for training condition effects, P= .074, SE=(.0379), t=l .95, p<.052. As 

a test of partial mediation, the Sobel test for Time 1 (immediate post-training assessment) 

indicated a partial mediation effect; t= -1.92, p<.054. Regression analysis indicated the 

original mean difference on Time 1 accuracy scores to be P= -.55. Controlling for 

prototype assessment post-training, the original mean difference for initial post-training 

accuracy decreased to P= -.42, SE=(.1118), t= -3.80, p< .0001. This reduction in the 

mean difference of 16% suggests that prototype change partially mediated the 

relationship between training condition and accuracy ratings. This last result, combined 

with the previous two steps, fulfill Baron and Kenny's (1986) three-step technique, which 
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suggest prototype assessment is a partial mediator between training and performance 

rating accuracy. 

One-week Follow-up Assessment 

The Baron and Kenny (1986) method was also followed to test the hypothesis that 

prototype change would mediate training group improvement on accuracy ratings at the 

one-week follow-up assessment. The first step, previously established, was to 

demonstrate the relationship between training condition and performance rating accuracy 

at the one week follow-up assessment, P= -.463, SE=(.1191), p<.0001, t= -3.89. Again, 

this slope indicates the mean difference between training condition and non-training 

condition on accuracy ratings at the initial post-training assessment. 

Second, a relationship between training condition and prototype assessment must 

be established. This relationship had already been established at the immediate post­

training assessment. (r= -.596, p<.0001), and the regression slope was estimated as P= 

-1.76, SE=(.1752), p<.0001, t= -10.03. Again, in terms of Squared Euclidean Distance, 

this suggests that the training groups' prototype was 1. 7 5 squared distance units closer to 

the ideal prototype than the control group. Recall, the Time 2 (immediate post-training) 

prototype assessment was used rather than a direct measure of change. 

Finally, controlling for training, a relationship between prototype assessment -

(immediate post-training) and performance rating accuracy at the one week follow-up 

assessment must be established. Again, using rating accuracy as the dependent variable 

and prototype assessment and training group as independent variables, a regression was 

undertaken. Results indicate when controlling for training group effects, prototype 

assessment and performance rating accuracy are related, P= .128, SE=(.0496), p<.0 1, 
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t=2.59. Furthermore, the adjusted for prototype regression slope relating training 

condition to rating accuracy at the one week follow-up was equal to P= -.238, 

SE=(.1462), t= -1.63, p=.1053. When controlling for prototype change at the one week 

follow-up assessment, the accuracy mean difference was P= -.238, SE=(.146), t= -1.63, 

p<.105. The original mean difference not controlling for prototype accuracy was P= -

4639, SE=(.119-1), p< .0001, t=:.= -3.89 indicating a 51 % reduction in the original mean 

difference. The Sobel test at the one week follow-up assessment indicated a partially 

mediated effect; t= -2.51, p<.01. 

Overall, mediational analyses demonstrated that prototype change is a partial 

mediator responsible for increases in accuracy ratings. Prototype change was an even 

stronger mediator at the one-week follow-up assessment. It is possible that training 

increases awareness of the ideal prototype presented in training; thus encouraging 

participants to alter their pre-existing prototype to conform to the ideal. Participants may 

then rely on this newly formed prototype when completing accuracy ratings with 

prototype change partially responsible for the increase accuracy. 

Individual Differences Assessment 

One further concern was that some individuals may be more resistant to prototype 

change because of individual personality differences. We collected three covariate 

measures (Need for Cognition Scale, Preference for Consistency Scale, and Personal 

Need for Structure Scale) and controlled for those in a regression model to see if the 

addition of the covariates changed the regression slope. Results indicated it did not. 

Specifically, regression analysis, controlling for prototype assessment indicated the 

adjusted mean difference at Time 1 accuracy (immediate post-training) to be P= -.424, 
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SE= (.1118), t=-3.80, p<.0001. The adjusted mean difference at Time 1 accuracy also 

controlling for these three individual difference variables was P= -.454, SE= (.111 ), t= 

-4.05, p<.0001, indicating the three measures do not seem to influence the relationship 

between prototype change and accuracy scores. The same conclusion was found for 

accuracy at Time 2 ( one week follow-up assessment). 

Essentially, our results imply an additive model of training condition and multi­

tasking condition on rating accuracy. Results demonstrate that training was effective and 

our multi-tasking condition, although not interacting with training, also mattered. · 

Surprisingly, accuracy scores for all groups slightly increased with time. Finally, results 

suggest prototype mediated the effects of training on accuracy and the mediational effects 

were stronger at the one week follow-up assessment than at the immediate post-training 

assessment. 

Discussion 

The main objectives of the present study were to investigate Performance 

Dimension Training as a method to increase the usefulness of organizations' performance 

appraisal systems and to examine the effects of rater training on individual's existing 

prototypes of performance. It was specifically hypothesized (Hypothesis la) that 

undergoing Performance Dimension Training would result in more accurate performance 

ratings. The results of the present study provide support for this hypothesis. Training 

conditions did indeed produce more accurate vignette ratings for both experimental 

sessions than conditions that received no training. This finding is consistent with 

previous research utilizing similar Performance Dimension Training design (Athey & 

McIntyre, 1987, Bernardin & Pence, 1980, McIntyre, 1984, Pulakos, 1984 ). 
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Data from the study also provided information concerning the effects of 

combining Performance Dimension Training with a multi-tasking activity. It was 

believed that participants who received training and the multi-tasking activity would still 

produce more accurate ratings than those in the no-training conditions. Although no 

interaction between training and multi-tasking conditions were observed, an overall 

multi-tasking effect was found. Groups produced more accurate ratings when under no 

- multi-tasking manipulation regardless of training condition. 

However, rank ordering of group means for accuracy ratings demonstrated more 

accurate ratings for those participants who received both the multi-tasking manipulation 

and training as hypothesized (Hypothesis lb) than those who received multi-tasking only. 

This intuitively appealing idea suggests that Performance Dimension Training is a useful 

tool for increasing the accuracy of performance ratings even in the midst of competing 

tasks. As suggested by Feldman (1981), multi-tasking and interruptions in organizational 

settings create a "noisy work environment" that divides rater's attention (p See page 13). 

This cognitive overload diverts the rater's attention from important aspects of the 

environment subjecting the performance ratings to error. Relying on the performance 

standards presented during training helps guide the raters attention toward relevant 

behaviors and to correctly categorize incoming behavioral information (Haunstein & 

Foti, 1989). 

It is interesting to note, however, that when participants were asked to rate how 

distracted they were when completing the ratings and the multi-tasking activity, they 

overwhelmingly rated the multi-tasking activity as non-distracting. It may be that the 

multi-tasking activity was their main focus during the experiment versus the performance 
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ratings making the task less difficult. It may also be that the multi-tasking activity was 

simply unchallenging. Regardless of participants' opinions, results showed the 

competing task did have a negative impact on performance ratings. 

Results also revealed that regardless of experimental condition, all participants 

increased in their accuracy scores over time for reasons unknown to us. It is possible that 

participants discussed the training material between experimental sessions; thus 

subjecting the study to treatment contamination. Participants may have been even more 

prone to discuss the material among each other considering a majority of training 

material was contradictory to what sh1dents in our pilot data considered effective teaching 

behavior. Nonetheless, this would imply that if treatment contamination was better 

controlled for in the present study, the already significant effects of training would be 

even stronger. 

The second hypothesis concerned the effect of participants pre-existing prototypes 

on subsequent performance ratings. By presenting the raters with the performance 

factors (prototype dimensions) prior to completing performance ratings, we expected that 

training would facilitate the formation of relevant prototypes of performance and helps 

raters avoid making global impressions ofratee behavior (Smith, 1986). It was our hope 

that raters would use these abstract representations of performance when rating 

performance on the vignettes from memory. Therefore, we believed that this would 

maximize the likelihood that raters would correctly categorize professor behavior on each 

of the dimensions. We specifically hypothesized that undergoing Performance 

Dimension Training would influence the categorization of incoming performance 

information; thus we believed participants would alter their pre-existing prototypes to 
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match the dimensions and behaviors presented during training that were shown to 

constitute effective and ineffective performance rather than relying on past prototypes to 

make judgments that are inaccurate. 

Preliminary analysis of individual prototypes revealed no significant differences 

among any groups on prototype ratings concerning the eleven prototype dimensions. 

This finding is fundamentally important because in order to examine differences in 

individual prototypes post-training, it was essential to show that participants held 

extremely similar beliefs about professor behavior at the onset of the study. Analysis of 

prototype randomization revealed the participants' prototypes essentially looked alike at 

the onset of the experiment. 

Post-training assessment of prototype change revealed partial support for our 

second hypothesis. It was initially expected that participants in the training conditions 

would change their prototypes to conform to the prototype presented in training to be the 

"ideal" prototype. Our results indicated significantly different changes in prototype 

ratings by training condition from Time 1 (initial assessment) to Time 2 (immediate post­

training assessment) for the following seven prototype dimensions: Moves through 

material quickly, Remains motionless while teaching, Is organized, Uses visual aids 

during lecture, Displays an attitude of superiority, Speaks loudly, and Does not exhibit 

structure. Results demonstrated participants' prototype ratings concerning the remaining 

five dimensions (Has a sense of humor, Uses examples to support class material, Speaks 

loudly during lecture, and Assigns group work) were already closely conformed to the 

"ideal" prototype of professor behavior presented during training. Essentially, there was 

little change to be exhibited in the participants' existing prototypes concerning these five 
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dimensions. Therefore, this finding simply validates our pilot data in terms of confirming 

what students already believed to be effective professor performance in the general 

college student population and partially supports the goal of changing participants' pre­

existing prototypes. 

It is important to note that we were able to change participants' prototypes in the 

training condition for four of the five dimensions that went against prototypic behavior 

attained through pilot data; Moves through material quickly, Remains motionless while 

teaching, Displays an attitude of superiority, and Does not exhibit structure. This finding 

has encouraging implications concerning the effectiveness of Performance Dimension 

Training. Training facilitated the change in participant's beliefs about what constituted 

effective professor behavior even when the prototype dimension went against what they 

previously believed to be ineffective. Simply changing the rationale behind the specific 

behaviors and articulating that research supported the effectiveness of the behaviors 

appears to have been sufficient and effective in terms of changing participants' pre­

existing beliefs. The only non-prototypic dimension we were not able to change 

participants' prototypes on was "Requiring class participation." It is possible that 

participants in the study may have very enduring beliefs on this.particular dimension and 

were unconvinced by our fictitious reasoning. 

Results concerning participants' change in prototypes from Time 2 (post-training 

assessment) to Time 3 (1-week follow-up assessment) revealed no significant changes. 

As hoped for, it was believe that participants' change in prototype from Time 1 to Time 2 

would remain stable over the I-week follow-up if the new prototype proved 

durable/lasting. Because all participants' prototype ratings were equal to begin with, 
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training appears to be the major explanation for the findings. A small regression towards 

the mean was noted in participants' prototype ratings at the Time 3 assessment, but this 

finding was not significant. This finding has important implications as well for the 

impact of Performance Dimension Training. If training is effective, it is even more 

appealing and essential that the results of training last over the duration of time between 

training and appraisal ratings. 

It was also hypothesized that participants' prototype change would be the 

mediating variable by which accuracy scores were influenced by rater training 

(Hypothesis 3). Results showed partial support for this hypothesis at the immediate post­

training assessment and the one week follow-up assessment indicating the changes in 

participants' prototypes were partially responsible for the increase in training 

effectiveness. It is possible that training increases awareness of the ideal prototype 

presented in training; thus encouraging participants to alter their pre-existing prototype to 

conform to the ideal. These findings imply that to some extent, raters were relying on the 

newly formed prototypes when completing the appraisal ratings from memory, and 

correctly categorized ratee behaviors according to the new standard. 

It is interesting to note that mediation effects were even stronger at the one week­

follow up assessment than at the immediate post-training assessment. Participants could 

have mentally reviewed training information frequently during the lapes between Session 

I (immediate post-training) and Session II (one week follow-up) and therefore the 

material was more established and accessible in memory for Session II performance 

ratings. However, it would seem more reasonable that training material would be even 

more accessible immediately after training versus over time. 
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Finally, it was thought that some individuals may be more resistant to prototype 

change because of individual differences (Hypothesis 4). It was specifically believed that 

those individuals who preferred consistency and were uncomfortable with no structure 

would be less likely to accept the non-prototypic information presented during training; 

thus producing less accurate ratings. Analysis concerning the three covariate measures 

(Need for Cognition, Preference for Consistency, and Personal Need for Structure) 

indicated they did not significantly contribute to the change. 

Limitations 
The first concern of the present study focuses on the prototype assessment 

measure. The prototype assessment measure was created reliant on the definition of 

prototype given by Cantor & Mischel, 1979, Rosch & Mervis, 1975, and Smith & Medin 

1981. The definition states that prototypes are abstract sets of features commonly 

associated with members of a category, with each feature assigned a weight according to 

the degree of association with the category. The various dimensions of professor 

performance identified from pilot data in the present study served as the abstract sets of 

features associated with professor performance on the prototype assessment measure. 

One may argue that this is not actually an assessment of an individual's overall prototype 

of professor performance, but merely exemplar information related to the role of 

professor. Although the definition of prototype used in the present study is consistent 

with the definition used in this body ofresearch, future research using different measures 

of prototype assessment may help to better understand changes in this cognitive 

mechanism. 

The second concern centers around the use of undergraduate students as the 

sample for the study. Generalizing the results using this pool of participants should be 
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taken with caution. However, we chose to use a profession that the participants should 

have been familiar with and we chose to use a performance task most appropriate for this 

sample. The participants should have already formed individual ideas about the 

effectiveness of various professor behaviors from attending university lectures on a 

consistent basis. 

Similarly, generalizability of our results may be compromised due to using 

vignettes of professor performance versus using observational performance. It may have­

been more useful to use actors demonstrating professor lecturing styles for the portrayal 

of professor behavior than using written vignettes. Relying on role-playing 

manipulations for presenting professor behavior may be a more realistic circumstance 

and therefore increase the generalizability of our findings. 

Generalizing our results concerning the lasting effects of Performance Dimension 

Training is also a focus of concern. Although our results demonstrated the training 

effectiveness carried over to Session II of the study, the lapes in time between the two 

sessions was only one week in duration. It is unlikely that organizations will be able to 

consistently administer training before each evaluation period thus requiring a longer 

duration between training and appraisal ratings. Our results also indicated a slight 

regression toward the mean in participants' prototype ratings at the Time 3 prototype 

assessment (Session II). Although the change in individual prototypes was significant for 

the training condition on a majority of the dimensions, this change in prototype may not 

be long-lasting. Future research increasing the time between training and performance 

evaluation would provide more evidence for the robustness of training effects and 

prototype change. 
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Using a single trainer, the first author of the study, in the training condition of the 

study is also a potential concern. It may have been the dynamic force of the 

experimenter's presentation style that influenced the effectiveness of Performance · 

Dimension Training on rating procedures. Unfortunately we cannot separate out the 

trainer effect from the training effect. There does not, however, seem to be any reason 

why this may have happened. 

Implications 
Subject to these limitations, various implications for the present study have been 

identified. One of the most provocative findings was that participating in Performance 

Dimension Training was related to a larger change in individual's pre-existing prototypes 

toward the "ideal" prototype presented during training than if not participating in the 

training condition. Because it is believed that raters rely on training information to make 

performance ratings (Sulsky and Day, 1992), future rater training should also focus on 

assessing individual prototypes pre-training and individual differences that differ from 

training material. By identifying idiosyncratic raters organizations can focus on those 

specific employee beliefs that are especially different from the organizations performance 

evaluation standards. Training protocol may be tailored to meet these needs, and 

therefore, this may likely enhance the simplicity with which information is encoded and 

stored in memory for future ratings. 

The present study demonstrated that Performance Dimension Training is a useful tool 

to increase the accuracy of performance scores. This finding has particularly important 

implications considering the present study used only a lecture format for the training 

protocol. If such simplified training is indeed effective, this could have potentially 

significant benefits for organizations in terms of saving administrative time and money 
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that is spent on lengthy training sessions. Although this limited training has shown to be 

effective, it is important to note that this type of training may only be successful due to 

short time periods between training and performance appraisal ratings. More longitudinal 

research in this area is needed. 

Conclusion 
In conclusion, the present study contributed to the rater training literature by 

validating the effectiveness of Performance Dimension Training in terms of increasing 

the accuracy of performance ratings and demonstrating these effects across time. It was 

also demonstrated that participants in the study did change their pre-existing prototypes 

of professor performance post-training for most of the eleven prototype dimensions. 

Finally, it appears that the change in prototypes partially mediated the effectiveness of 

training. A better understanding of the cognitive devices underlying training 

effectiveness will aid in improving rater training programs and may further increase the 

accuracy of appraisal ratings. 
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Table 1 
Means and standard deviations of prototype assessment by training condition across time 

Dimension Training Time 1 Time2 Time3 
Condition 

Training (T) Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD 
No TraininQ: <NT) 

Moves through T 2.57 1.07 3.33 .948 3.16 .927 
material 
quickly 

NT 2.53 .980 2.51 .936 2.50 .959 

Has a sense of - T 4.25 .828 4.77 .674 4.50 .604 

humor NT 4.27 .736 4.37 .678 4.30 .622 

Remains T 1.75 .878 2.82 .978 2.73 .884 

motionless 
while teaching NT 1.49 .667 1.86 .649 1.75 .616 

Is organized T 4.60 .649 4.66 .540 4.76 .498 

NT 4.67 .575 4.04 .752 4.44 .623 

Uses visual aids T 4.44 .808 4.60 .576 4.57 .635 

during lecture NT 4.47 .651 4.42 .595 4.40 .661 

Requires class T 3.45 1.04 3.74 .977 3.56 1.00 

participation NT 3.44 .946 3.63 .952 3.35 .924 

Uses examples T 4.54 .736 4.62 .552 4.58 .517 

to support class 
material NT 4.51 .581 4.47 .502 4.45 .542 

Displays an T 2.46 1.17 3.2 1.05 3.22 1.07 

attitude of 
superiority NT 2.46 1.14 2.31 1.04 2.37 1.09 

Speaks loudly T 4.20 .767 4.58 .668 4.53 .639 

during lecture NT 4.18 .789 4.09 .830 4.08 .825 

Assigns group T 3.14 .966 3.41 .934 3.25 .977 

work NT 2.86 1.10 3.09 1.04 3.07 .997 

Does not exhibit T 1.64 .811 3.20 1.02 2.93 .945 

defined 
structure for NT 1.77 .869 2.20 .874 1.98 .782 

course work or 
lecture 
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Table 2 
Means and standard deviations of mean Euclidean distance prototype ratings from the 
ideal prototype by training condition and time of assessment 

Training 

Prototype Assessment Time 1. 
Prototype Assessment Time 2 
Prototype Assessment Time 3 

No Training 

Prototype Assessment Time 1 
Prototype Assessment Time 2 
Prototype Assessment Time 3 

Mean 

4.593 
2.414 
2.652 

4.707 
4.189 
4.411 

Standard Deviation 

1.260 
1.185 
1.188 

1.215 
1.943 
1.197 

Note: A score of "O" denotes extremely accurate and higher scores indicate less accuracy. 
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Table 3 
Means and standard deviations of accuracy scores by training condition 

Training 

No Training 

Accuracy Time 1 
Mean 
SD 
1.60 

(.587) 

2.15 
(.635) 

Accuracy Time 2 
Mean 

SD 
1.37 
(.662) 

1.83 
(.926) 

Note: score of O denotes extremely accurate; score of 5 denotes extremely inaccurate 
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Table 4 
Means and standard deviations of accuracy scores by multi-tasking condition 

No Multi-Tasking 

Multi-Tasking 

Accuracy Time 1 
Mean 
SD 
1.81 

(.586) 
1.95 

(.739) 

Accuracy Time 2 
Mean 
SD 
1.49 

(.610) 
1.71 

(.999) 
Note: score of O denotes extremely accurate; score of 5 denotes extremely inaccurate 
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Figure 1 
Mean prototype ratings by training condition across time 
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Figure I continued ... 
Mean prototype ratings by training condition across time 
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ID ----- -

As usual, Professor "H" fumbles around in his/her bag before class begins. The 
Professor rarely seems to be able to find the lecture material for the day without an 
effortful search through his/her cluttered pile of materials. The professor clearly appears 
disorganized while preparing for the lecture. 

Class begins and Professor "H" proceeds to walk up and down the aisles. The 
Professor starts each class with a question about the assigned reading for that particular 
day. The first day of class, Professor "H" explained that when a student is called on to 
answer a question, they must participate and attempt to give an answer. The Professor's 
rationale is that class participation is essential for learning and participation motivates 
students to concentrate on class material outside of class. On this day, Professor "H" 
circles the room, as usual, searching for a student to call upon. 

As it turns out, the student Professor "H" calls upon to answer the question of the 
day has not done the assigned reading. As a result, the student attempts to be funny and 
answers the question with a comical answer unrelated to the material. Professor "H" 
chuckles at the student's response. The Professor proceeds to explain the correct answer 
to the class while using numerous hand gestures as he/she speaks. The Professor's 
consistent sense of humor makes the students feel comfortable when answering the 
questions even when they are unsure of their answers. 

Although Professor "H" often appears disorganized, he/she does, however, 
have a clearly defined structure for the course and daily activities. The Professor lets the 
students know exactly what will be covered daily, and does not deviate from the 
guidelines. Professor "H's" single-mindedness in sticking to the schedule leaves no 
opportunity to slow down the lecture pace if students are unable to grasp the concept. 
Moreover, the Professor is reluctant to give answers to students' questions as it slows 
down the pace of lecture. 

STOP 
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ID ______ _ 
Professor "J" 

Professor "J" walks into the classroom and stumbles over a student's book bag. 
The professor regains stability and jokes about being clumsy. Professor "J" laughingly 
explains, "I always try to trip at least once a semester. .. (chuckling)." Generally 
speaking, most students regard this comment as having a sense of humor. 

Professor"J" reaches the front of the room and takes time to set up a poster that 
will enhance the day's lecture materials. The poster is a diagram of the typical steps 
involved in conducting research experiments. Professor "J" uses the diagram as a visual 
explanation to help the students get a more thorough understanding of the topic. 
Professor "J" almost always includes visual aids along with the lecture. 

As Professor "J" explains the first two steps in conducting research, there is a 
small rumble of noise coming from the back of the classroom. Apparently, the students 
in the back three rows are having trouble hearing Professor "J" speak They are only 
hearing bits and pieces of the lecture because Professor "J" is speaking too softly half of 
the time. 

Professor "J" spends the entire class period on steps one and two of "conducting 
research." Because Professor "J" is moving so slowly through the material, Professor "J" 
is unable to get through all eight of the essential steps that will be on the test. 

Professor "J" ends most classes by assigning a small in-class discussion. On this 
particular day, the students are instructed to create small groups of five and discuss a 
research experiment they have read about. They are also to identify in the experiment 
they choose to discuss, the first two steps in the "conducting research" model that 
Professor "J" previously discussed in class that day. 

STOP 
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ID _____ _ 

Professor "K" 

Professor "K" enters the room and loudly announces that class will begin. The 
Professor asks that all the students stop talking. The students in the back row clearly hear 
the request and most of the chattering in the room subsides. A few students continue to 
trickle in late, but find plenty of seats in the back of the room. The students in the back 
have no problem hearing Professor "K" lecturing because of his/her resounding voice. 

Following the announcement, two students in the front row are apparently telling 
jokes. Professor "K" displays his/her view of a classroom by stating, "The classroom is 
no place for jokes or humor. You are here to learn, not act like clowns." The class is not 
surprised by the comment. They have noticed the Professor's serious nature from the 
first day of class. 

Everyday before lecture, Professor "K" explains that he/she will to cover a lot of 
material during the class period so the students are advised to pay close attention. The 
Professor mentions that class notes may be found on the internet if students are unable to 
keep up with the fast pace. Professor "K" believes it is important to cover all aspects of a 
topic even if it means lecturing very rapidly. 

Because Professor "K" consistently covers a large amount of information in the 
course, class periods consist oflectures only. Professor "K" does not use any form of 
visual aids to supplement the material for fear of wasting valuable class time. 

Similarly, the Professor feels that in-class group work and in-class discussions 
take away from his/her ability to cover enough information. As a result, students are 
rarely able to discuss any of the material amongst themselves during class. 

STOP 
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ID 
Professor "L" 

It is the first day of class. Professor "L" enters the classroom and immediately 
arranges the day's handouts along the table in the front of the room. Professor "L" neatly 
organizes the stacks so they can be distributed in the order that the material is discussed 
that day. Professor "L" has clearly organized the handouts so no class time will be 
wasted on sorting the papers. Next, the Professor prepares the video for the lecture by 
setting the tape to the exact starting point. Finally, the Professor adjusts his microphone 
to the proper level so class can begin. 

Next, Professor "L" faces the class with a firm voice and blatantly declares, "I 
know that some of you are under the impression you are familiar with the class material 
we will be covering. Sadly, you are mistaken. I assure you, you do not know this 
material at all. However, not all is lost. I am indeed teaching this class, and I will see to 
it that you all are better educated in this topic before you leave." Mast of the class 
appears shocked at how Professor "L" makes himself out to be so superior to the 
students. It is also obvious by the students' reactions that the professor made his point 
clear regarding the nature of the class. 

Professor "L" then describes the expectations he/she has for the class during the 
semester. The Professor states that there will be no class involvement required 
whatsoever. The Professor feels that students should not have to contribute during 
discussions or lecture in order to create a more comfortable learning environment for the 
class. The professor wants to make sure everyone feels relaxed. 

Next, Professor "L" begins to lecture on "Psychological Disorders." The 
Professor supplements the lecture with a video that demonstrates real-life examples of 
people suffering from the disorders the Professor is covering. The Professor believes 
these "real" examples help the students to acquire a better understanding of the material 
and relate the topic to real-life. 

Throughout the class period, Professor "L" refrains from moving around the 
classroom while lecturing. The Professor stays positioned behind the podium in the front 
of the room except when distributing the handouts. Also, Professor "L" refrains from 
making any gestures or hand movements while speaking. Both hands remain placed 
directly at his/her side throughout the lecture. 

STOP 
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ID _____ _ 

Professor "M" 

Professor "M" begins Statistics class late as usual. The Professor typically spends the 
first few minutes of class each day trying to locate the microphone and sorting through slides for 
the day's presentation. As a result, the students are becoming accustomed to his/her lack of 
organization. 

On this day, Professor "M" begins by writing a statistical problem on the board. 
The Professor, gesturing with his/her hands, acknowledges his/her attitude of supremacy 
by introducing the problem with the following statement: "Some of you will spend 
months trying to find the solution to this problem and some of you will spend the rest of 
your natural born lives trying to figure it out! Good luck." 

Although the Professor's attitude is a bit intimidating, the students are able to relax as 
they examine the problem. Because Professor "M" does not require class participation, the 
students will not have to attempt to give a solution in front of the class and risk unavoidable 
defeat. 

However, the students do feel somewhat irritated because they rarely understand these 
types of problems that Professor "M'' presents to them. The Professor consistently fails to use 
examples to support the material that he/she teaches in class. Moreover, the class does not always 
grasp the material very easily and often finds it hard to apply the equations and statistical rules to 
actual application problems. 

Similarly the students frequently find it difficult to focus on what Professor "M" is saying 
because the Professor is constantly moving around the room. Many students find this excessive 
movement distracting as well as the Professor's routine hand gestures. 

STOP 
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ID ------

Professor "Z" 

Professor "Z" enters the room and a student immediately approaches the podium. 
The student learned that he missed a handout from the previous class period and asks the 
Professor for a copy. Professor "Z" has no trouble finding the handout because all of the 
course material is neatly organized in his/her bag. Each handout and each day's lecture is 
visibly organized into file folders. The student then sits down and Professor "Z" begins 
class. 

As always, the students are not sure what the day's topic will be because 
Professor "'?" does not adhere to a rigid class structure. Often times, the Professor will 
spontaneously come up with a class activity that supports the day's lecture. As a result, 
the class will cover very few notes and future test questions will focus on those activities. 
Despite the lack of structure, the students appear to enjoy his teaching style. 

Because of the frequent activities, Professor "Z" requires that the students 
participate. Whether the activity is a group discussion or an individual "question and 
answer session", each student is graded on their participation. Professor "Z" assigns 50% 
of the semesters grade based on class participation. 

Throughout the semester, the students have learned to focus on the class activities 
and refrain from behavior that is tangential to the mission of the class. Because Professor 
"Z" has no sense of humor, he/she does not tolerate any childish and impractical 
behavior. Professor "Z" takes his/her teaching position very seriously and asks that the 
students do the same. 

Regardless of the day's activity, Professor "Z" always stays positioned in the 
front of the classroom. Moreover, the Professor intentionally avoids using too many 
hand movements and gestures while speaking. Professor "Z" wants to avoid any 
motion/movement that would divert the students' attention from focusing on the material. 

STOP 
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ID 

We are interested in your personal beliefs about professor performance. On a scale of 
one to five, please indicate how typically effective you believe each of the following 
behaviors are concerning professors in general. Remember, we are interested in your 
opinions of professors in general. 

Ineffective 
1 2 

SCALE 

3 4 
Effective 

5 

When you think about professors, how typically effective are professors who: 

1. Move through material quickly? 
1 2 3 4 5 

2. Have a sense of humor? 
1 2 3 4 5 

3. Remain motionless while teaching? 
1 2 3 4 5 

4. Are organized? 
1 2 3 4 5 

5. Use visual aids during lecture? 
1 2 3 4 5 

6. Require class participation? 
1 2 3 4 5 

7. Use examples to support class material? 
1 2 3 4 5 

8. Display an attitude of superiority? 
1 2 3 4 5 

9. Speak loudly during lecture? 
1 2 3 4 5 

10. Assign group work and group projects? 
1 2 3 4 5 

11. Do not exhibit defined structure for course work or lecture? 
1 2 3 4 5 
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Appendix C 
Rating Scale and Rating Sheets 

Rating Scale 

Please indicate how well the professor performed along the five dimensions (items). A 
score of "I "indicates that the professor was ineffective (did not perform well) and a 
score of "5 "indicates the professor was very effective (performed well). 

Professor 

1) How well did the professor perform on Teaching Skills? 
1 2 3 4 5 

2) How well did the professor perform on Lecture Presentation? 
1 2 3 4 5 

3) How well did the professor perform on Student Involvement? 
1 2 3 4 5 

4) How well did the professor perform on Interpersonal Rapport? 
1 2 3 4 5 

5) How well did the professor perform on Communication Skills? 
1 2 3 4 5 
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Rating Sheet 
(PDT /Multi-Task/ ControVMulti-Task) Vignette 3 ID -----

PROFESSOR: H J K L M z 

Professor Ratings 

Question 1 

1 2 3 4 5 

Question 2 

1 2 3 4 5 

Question 3 

1 2 3 4 5 

Question 4 

1 2 3 4 5 

Question 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

How many sequences of three or more odd digit numbers were recited on the tape 
recording? 

On a scale of one to five, how distracted were you during the ratings? 

1 2 3 4 5 

Not distracted Very Distracted 
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Rating Sheet 
(PDT /Multi-Task/ ControVMulti-Task) Vignette 1 & 2 ID ____ _ 

PROFESSOR: H J K L M z 

Professor Ratings 

Question 1 

1 2 3 4 5 

Question 2 

I 2 3 4 5 

Question 3 

1 2 3 4 5 

Question 4 

1 2 3 4 5 

Question 5 

I 2 3 4 5 

How many sequences of three or more odd digit numbers were recited on the tape 
recording? 
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Rating Sheet 
(PDT only/ control) Vignette I, 2, & 3 ID ___ _ 

PROFESSOR: H J K L M z 

Professor Ratings 

Question 1 

I 2 3 4 5 

Question 2 

1 2 3 4 5 

Question 3 

I 2 3 4 5 

Question 4 

I 2 3 4 5 

Question 5 

I 2 3 4 5 
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Now, I would like to show you all the rating scale that you will be using to 
evaluate different professors on their performance. The rating scale includes 5 items. 
You can notice each item is written as a statement about how the professor performed. _ 
You will indicate how effective or ineffective the professor performed along these 
dimensions in the scenarios you will read. 

Item 1: Teaching Skills 
Item 2: Lecture Presentation 
Item 3: Student Involvement 
Item 4: Interpersonal Rapport 
Item 5: Communication Skills 

RATING SCALE 

1) How well did the professor perform on Teaching Skills? 
1 2 3 4 5 

2) How well did the professor perform on Lecture Presentation? 
1 2 3 4 5 

3) How well did the professor perform on Student Involvement? 
1 2 3 4· 5 

4) How well did the professor perform on Interpersonal Rapport? 
1 2 3 4 5 

5) How well did the professor perform on Communication Skills? 
1 2 3 4 5 

The questions will be presented to you one at a time in the above format on over-head 
transparencies. Please ask any questions you have about the rating scale at this time. 
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Phase 2: Behaviors and behavioral rationales that make up each dimension. 

Each of you may understand the five dimensions differently and may have 
different ideas about their meanings. The important thing is that you each evaluate the 
professors' performance along the same criteria. The foundation for your evaluations 
should be based on the prior research explaining the success of these specific teaching 
strategies. 

Item 1: Teaching Skills 
When rating this item, the experts examine how well professors: 

1- Move through lecture material quickly (Ponis & Rodgers, 2001) 
Research has shown it is important to move quickly through class material because: 

• Allows for more material to be covered and learned during class time. 

• Encourages students to stay focused. Students must stay focused on 
the material to record all of the notes given when the lecture is fast­
paced lecture. 

2- Are organized (Green & Kline, 2002) 
Research has shown it is important that professors are organized because: 

• Class time is used more effectively. Little class time is wasted on 
organizing and collecting the day's materials when a professor is 
organized. 

• Allows for easier distribution of course materials. Professors who are 
organized find it easier to distribute handouts. They also find it is 
easier when organized, to distribute and locate materials for students 
who may have missed class. 

Item 2: Lecture Presentation 
When rating this item, the experts examine how well professors: 

1- Do not exhibit defined structure for course work or do not exhibit defined 
structure during class-time (Fash & Lange, 2003). 

Research has shown it is important not to exhibit defined structure for course work or 
lecture because: 

• Allows for unexpected events such as academic conferences and 
cancelled school days. 

• Allows professors to spend more time on material that students fail to 
understand. If a professor realizes the students are not grasping the 
material, he/she may spend as much time as needed on that particular 
topic to make sure everyone understands the information. 
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• Leaves room for spontaneous class activities/ discussions. Research 
has shown students give more personal opinions and personal insights 
concerning the class material when there is not a defined structure for 
class time. 

2- Use visual aids (Green & Kline, 1999) 
Research has shown it is important that professors use visual aids because visual aids: 

• Assist students in grasping the material from different perspectives. 
Many students are "visual learners" and acquire a better understanding 
of the material by "seeing" demonstrations and tangible information. 

• Students perceive the class as more interesting and less monotonous 
when they are shown visual aids. 

3- Use examples to support class material (Cooper & Linsner, 2000) 
Research has shown it is important to use examples to support class material because: 

• Gives students real-life applications of the information. Students 
understand the information better when they are given a real-life 
example or an example of a concept versus only a definition. 

• Facilitates a better understanding of the material. Research has shown 
that more information given about a subject to support its meaning 
leads to a better comprehension and understanding of the material. 

Item 3: Student Involvement 
When rating this item, the experts examine how well professors: 

1- Assign group work/projects (Daley & Mickle, 1998) 
Research has shown it is important to assign group work or group projects because group 
work: 

• Encourages critical thinking. Studies have shown that when students 
work in groups they generate more examples and more new ideas. 

• Allows students to apply course material to practical situations. 
Students are able to discuss the principles they learn in class in more 
depth through discussion and group projects. 

• Facilitates learning to effectively work with others. Students learn to 
work as a team and respect differing opinions when working on group 
projects. 
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2- Require class participation/involvement (Cooper & Linsner, 2003). . 
Research has shown it is important to require class participation/involvement because: 

• Encourages students to learn valuable social speaking skills. Students 
learn to speak in front of others and become more confident in their 
presentation abilities. 

• Helps students gain a better understanding of the material. When 
students are required to respond to questions presented in class, studies 
show they think more critically about the information before they 
answer, and as a result, learn the information more efficiently. 

Item 4: Interpersonal Rapport 
When rating this item, the experts examine how well professors: 

1- Display an attitude of superiority (Terry & Jones, 2003) 
Research has shown it is important that professors display an attitude of superiority 
because this: 

• Encourages students to develop respect and confidence in professors. 
Studies have shown students who view their teachers as "superior" or 
as having a superior attitude describe the professors as more credible 
and more educated. 

2- Have a sense of humor (Kool & Hekele, 2000). 
Research has shown it is important that professors have a sense of humor because: 

• Creates a light-hearted learning environment. Research has shown 
when professors display a sense of humor, students feel less 
intimidated and relaxed while learning. 

• Students report enjoying class more when professors have a sense of 
humor. As a result, research has shown increases in class attendance. 

Item 5: Communication Skills 
When rating this item, the experts examine how well professors: 

1- Remain motionless while lecturing (Kool & Hekele, 2000) 
Research has shown it is important that professors remain motionless while lecturing 
because remaining motionless: 

• Creates less environmental distractions. Research has shown that 
when professors stay situated in one spot during the lecture (for 
example: they do not wander around the classroom or through the 
isles) students are less distracted by this type of communication. 
Research has also shown that when professors do not use excessive 
hand movements and hand gestures, students are less distracted. As a 
result, students are able to focus on what is being taught more 
efficiently and attentively. 
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2- Speak loudly during lecture (Debis & Borin, 1999) 
Research has shown it is important that professors speak loudly during lecture because: 

• All students are able to hear the lecture. Professors must speak loud 
enough that all students, including those in the back of the lecture, can 
clearly hear the lecture without straining and can hear the lecture with 
ease. 

• Students focus more intently on the professor. Research has shown 
professors who speak loudly are viewed as more knowledgeable and 
confident. As a result, students are more attentive. 

SUMMARY 

You have learned that research has shown certain professor behaviors to be very 
effective. When evaluating professor performance, experts use the above criteria. In 
summary, experts rate professors more positively when professors: 

Teaching Skills: 
1- Move through lecture material quickly. 

2- Are organized. 

Lecture Presentation: 
3- Do not exhibit defined structure for course work or lecture. 

4- Use visual aids. 

5- U:se examples to support the material. 

Student Involvement: 
6- Assign group work or group projects. 

7- Require class participation. 

Interpersonal Rapport: 
8- Display an attitude of superiority. 

9- Have a sense of humor. 

Communication Skills: 
10- Remain motionless while lecturing. 

11- Speak loudly during lecture. 
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Rating Task Instructions (No-Multi-Task Conditions) 

In the following exercise, you will rate three short scenarios of professor 
performance. You will be given approximately three minutes to read each scenario. 
After you read one scenario, you will answer five questions about the professor's 
performance in that scenario. You will rate how well the professor performed in regards 
to five separate categories: 

1) Teaching Skills - the professor's general teaching skills 

2) Lecture Presentation- the professor's presentation of class material 

3) Student Involvement- the professor's ability to involve students 

4) Interpersonal Rapport- the professor's attitude and demeanor 

5) Communication Style- the professor's verbaVnonverbal 
communication 

Each of the five questions will be shown separately on overhead slides. 
You will have approximately 20 seconds to answer each question before the next 
question is presented. Each time you are instructed to tum the page in your packet, you 
will NOT be allowed to return to any of the previous pages. So, it is important that you 
pay close attention to the information as you are reading each of the short scenarios 

After you have answered all five questions for the first scenario, you will be 
instructed to read the second scenario. Again, you will then answer the same five 
questions about the second scenario. Finally, you will be instructed to read the last 
scenario and answer the five questions once more. 

NOTE: It is VERY important that you rate the professor's 
performance as accurately as possible. The foil owing scenarios are 
actual behavior of first year professors who are being evaluated on their 
performance. Your ratings may influence their first year evaluations. 

Do you have any questions about this exercise before we begin? 



Rater Training 68 

(Control/Multi· Task)(PDT/Multi-Task) 

Rating Task Instructions (For Multi-Task Conditions) 

Often times in organizations employees experience various distractions in 
the work environment as they attempt to accomplish everyday responsibilities. As a 
result, it is very important that employees are able to focus on more than one task at a 
time. We are interested in observing how well people are able to handle multiple task 
simultaneously. 

In the following exercise, you will rate three short scenarios of professor 
performance. You will be given approximately three minutes to read each scenario. 
After you read one scenario, you will answer five questions about the professor's 
performance. You will rate how well the professor performed in regards to five separate 
categories: 

1) Teaching Skills -the professor's general teaching skills 
2) Lecture Presentation- the professor's presentation of class material 
3) Student Involvement- the professor's ability to involve students 
4) Interpersonal Rapport- the professor's attitude and demeanor 
5) Communication Style- the professor's verbal/nonverbal 

communication 

Each of the five questions will be shown separately on overhead slides. 
You will have approximately 20 seconds to answer each question before the next 
question is presented. Each time you are instructed to tum the page in your packet, you 
will NOT be allowed to return to any of the previous pages. So, it is important that you 
pay close attention to the information as you are reading each of the short scenarios 

After you have answered all five questions for the first scenario, you will be 
instructed to read the second scenario. Again, you will then answer the same five 
questions about the second scenario. Finally, you will be instructed to read the last 
scenario and answer the five questions once more. 

Because employees must often focus on more than one task at a given time, you 
will be given a brief sequence recognition task as you answer the five questions about the 
short stories. Right before you are instructed to answer question number one, a voice 
recording will be played on a cassette player. You will hear an experimenter reciting 
even and odd digit numbers. Your task is to remember how many times and odd digit is 
repeated THREE or MORE times in a row. (Even digits eg: 2, 4, 6, 8, Odd digits eg: 1, 
3, 5, 7, 9) For example, if you hear: 

"l, 2, 5, 3, 5, 2, 1, 2, 8, 5, 7, 9, 1, 3, 5, 2" 

You will have heard three odd digits or more spoken TWO times 
{5, 3, 5} & {5, 7, 9, 1, 3, 5}. 

In the sequence : "2, 8, 8, 4, 2, 4, 8," there are NO odd digit sequences of three or more. 
Every time an even digit is recited, the sequence of odd digits is.broken. 

In this study, you must pay attention to the tape recording as well as answering 
questions about the professor's performance. You will receive the sequence recognition 
task during the rating process for each scenario. 
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You may mark on your rating sheet to keep a tally of the odd digit sequences or 
you may keep track of them mentally. 

The tape recording will be stopped after the fifth question is answered. You will 
be instructed to record how many three or more odd digit sequences you heard during 
that particular set of ratings. You will record the total number on the appropriate blank 
on the bottom of your rating sheet. 

NOTE: It is VERY important that you rate the professor's 
performance as accurately as possible. The following scenarios are 
actual behavior of first year professors who are being evaluated on their 
performance. Your ratings may influence their first year evaluations. 

Do you have any questions about this exercise before we begin? 
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