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ABSTRACT OF DISSERTATION
THE INFLUENCE OF INDIVIDUAL AND CONTEXTUAL VARIABLES ON THE
RATING BEHAVIORS OF SELF, PEER, SUBORDINATE, AND SUPERVISOR
RATERS

Data collected from undergraduate Psychology students who engaged in a
performance evaluation task were used to examine the relationships among rater role
(self-rater, peer-rater, subordinate-rater, supervisor-rater), rating purpose (administrative,
developmental) and rating behavior (rating leniency, discrimination among performance
dimensions, discrimination among ratees). Significant main effects were found for rater
role on rating leniency and on discrimination among performance dimensions. A
significant main effect was also found for rating purpose on rating leniency. In addition,
results for an interaction between role and purpose on behavior were significant for rating
leniency and for discrimination among performance dimensions.

Individual (self-esteem, locus of control) and contextual (affect, self-efficacy,
politics, organizational commitment) variables were examined as covariates of rating
behaviors associated with the different rater roles. Although substantial variance in
rating behavior was accounted for by these covariates (e.g., self-esteem, locus of control,
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affect, efficacy, politics, organizational commitment), results were not in the direction
predicted. Individual characteristics and contextual variables were found to account for
significant variance in the rating behavior of self-rater. Implications of findings in terms
of contributions to the literature and application to organizations are discussed.

Melinda E. Kerst

Department of Psychology
Colorado State University

Fort Collins, CO 80523
Fall 2000
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CHAPTER |
INTRODUCTION

Traditionally, the term “rater” in the context of performance evaluation has
referred to a supervisor giving performance ratings to a subordinate. More recently, the
term has broadened to include individuals from all levels within an organization who may
potentially provide performance ratings to a variety of ratees. The increasing popularity
of processes such as 360-degree feedback illustrates the demand put on organizational
members to fulfill multiple rater roles. It has been estimated that some form of multi-
rater evaluation is used by 90 percent of Fortune 1000 firms (Atwater & Waldman,
1998).

Raters may typically participate in a multi-rater process in four primary roles:
self-rater, peer-rater, supervisory rater (supervisor rating a subordinate), and subordinate-
rater (subordinate rating a supervisor; London & Smither, 1995). In programs such as
360-degree feedback, raters participate in all roles as a part of the evaluation process. In
other multi-rater programs, raters may only participate in the process in a limited number
of roles (for example, as a peer-rater and as a self-rater). With the expansion of
performance evaluation beyond that of a supervisor who gives ratings to a subordinate,
the potential benefits and complexities of such a process have also increased.

Through the inclusion of additional sources in the process, a variety of individual

and organizational benefits may be expected. The feedback process may result in
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Rater Role and Rating Behavior

increased employee participation, better communication between rating sources, and a
desire in feedback recipients to seek future performance feedback (Atwater &
Yammarino, 1993). These benefits may make evaluation processes that include raters in
multiple roles especially valuable to organizations seeking to create highly involved
cultures. Indeed, one reason organizations cite for implementing 360-degree feedback
and similar processes is as an impetus for culture change (Waldman & Atwater, 1998).
While culture change is one use for 360-degree feedback and other multi-rater systems,
individual development is the reason most organizations cite for implementing such
processes (Waldman & Atwater, 1998).

Evaluation systems in which raters serve in multiple roles are potentially
beneficial for both rater and ratee. One benefit of multi-rater evaluation is that raters are
given the chance to give feedback to a variety of co-workers. Individuals who are given
the opportunity to contribute in this manner may have better working relationships with
ratees and may be more committed in their work (Atwater & Yammarino, 1998). On the
recipient side of the process, one benefit to ratees is the opportunity to have information
regarding their performance contributed to by diverse sources. Ultimately, the goal of
multi-rater systems is to provide the recipient of ratings a more holistic view of their
performance than would be available through the inclusion of ratings from only one
source. The benefit of such systems assumes that ratings given are accurate reflections of

performance. Ratings that are discrepant from one another may be limited in their ability
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1o translate into behavior change in the recipient. With an increase in the number and
types of ratings being given, the issue of the quality of ratings coming from raters in
different roles becomes important.

Previous research has found that differences may be expected in performance
ratings depending on the source of rating. Much attention has been focused on the
differences between self and other rating sources (e.g. Harris & Schaubroeck, 1988).
Specifically, ratings of one’s own performance are generally more lenient when
compared to those from other sources. Past research has primarily compared an

individual’s ratings of self with those received from others. As raters come to fill

multiple rating roles in the organization, it is also of value to examine how ratings of self
compare with those given to others. Research has not examined the rating behaviors
associated with different rater roles. In this respect, the current study makes a unique
contribution by examining the quality of ratings that raters give when fulfilling different
roles in the rating process. Specifically, the current study examines rating behaviors
associated with raters in the role of self-rater and compares them to the rating behaviors
associated with the role of other-rater (peer-rater, subordinate-rater, and supervisory
rater). In addition, individual and contextual variables are examined for their influence on
the rating behavior of raters participating in the aforementioned roles. In the current
study, a model of rating behavior is presented in which rater role moderates the

relationship between individual and contextual characteristics and rating behavior.

11
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Rater Role and Rating Behavior

Rater Roles

Rater roles are defined by the relationship of the rater to the ratee. Of interest in
the current study are the rater roles of self-rater, peer-rater, subordinate-rater, and
supervisor-rater. In the role of self-rater, the rater gives performance ratings to his or her
self. In the role of peer-rater, the rater is a co-worker giving performance ratings to peers.
In the role of subordinate-rater, the rater is a subordinate giving performance ratings to a
supervisor. In the role of supervisor-rater, the rater is a supervisor giving performance
ratings to subordinates. These roles have been discussed in the literature as the most
commonly held in processes that include multiple raters (Tornow, 1993). Each rater role
may be discussed in terms of access they may have to performance information.

Access to information. Murphy and Cleveland (1991) propose that individuals
from different organizational levels may differ in the access they have to task behaviors
and results and interpersonal behaviors and results. Depending on the rater’s relationship
to the ratee, they may have a unique opportunity to observe different types of behavior.
Depending on whether a rater is in the role of self-rater, peer-rater, subordinate-rater, or
supervisor-rater, the type of performance information they may have access to may differ.

When in the role of self-rater, the rater may be viewed as having the most access
to information on their performance and results of their performance of any rater role.

Specifically, an individual’s rating of their own performance may reflect the continuous

12
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access they have to task and interpersonal behaviors and frequent access to the results of
such behavior (Murphy & Cleveland, 1991).

When in the role of peer-rater, the rater benefits from being at the same
organizational level as the ratee. Ratings given to peers may reflect frequent interaction
between rater and ratee. Raters in the role of evaluating a peer may have frequent access
to task and interpersonal behaviors and results of behaviors (Murphy & Cleveland, 1991).

When in the role of subordinate-rater (a subordinate rating a supervisor), the rater
may benefit from their experience with the interpersonal behaviors of their supervisor.
While they may have frequent access to interpersonal behaviors and results of such
behaviors, they may rarely have access to task behaviors and only occasional access to
the results of such behavior (Murphy & Cleveland, 1991).

When in the role of supervisor-rater (supervisor rating a subordinate), raters may
benefit from frequent access to the results of subordinate task behavior. In addition, they
may have occasional access to task behaviors, and interpersonal behaviors and results
(Murphy & Cleveland, 1991).

The type and level of performance information a rater has about a ratee may differ
based on the rater’s role in relationship to the ratee. The type of ratings that come from
the evaluation process may also differ based on the role of the rater.

Rater Roles and Rating Behavior

As discussed previously, the roles raters take on in processes that involve multiple

13
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raters are defined by the relationship of the rater to the ratee. Findings from previous
research suggest that each rater role may be associated with different rating behaviors.
The most dramatic differences in rating behavior have been found between those of self-

raters and those of other-raters.

Prevalence of Discrepancies between Rating Behaviors of Self-raters and Other-rater

Research indicates that discrepancies between ratings given to self and ratings
given to others are common. Reviews of peer, supervisor, and self ratings (e.g., Harris &
Schaubroeck, 1988; Mabe & West, 1982) have concluded that, on average, lower
correlations exist between ratings from self-raters and those received from others (i.e.,
peer-raters, supervisory raters) than between other rating sources. Harris and
Schaubroeck (1988) found a relatively high correlation between ratings from peer-raters
and ratings from supervisor-raters (supervisor rating a subordinate; r = .62), but only
moderate correlations between self — supervisor ratings (r = .35) and self-peer ratings
(r =.36). Previous reviews have also found self ratings to be associated with greater
leniency, less variability, and less discriminant validity than is associated with peer,
supervisor, or subordinate ratings (Thornton, 1980).

It is important to note that previous research examining ratings from self and
other-raters have based comparisons on differences between self ratings and those

received from other sources. In the current study, ratings of self were compared to
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ratings given to others. It was expected that regardless of whether ratings of others were
examined at the level of given or received, similar biases and reasons for such biases
would exist. The prevalence of self- and other- rating disagreement warrants further
discussion of the types of rating behaviors each role may engage in.

Self and Other Rating Behaviors

The pattern of discrepancies between ratings of self and ratings of others reported
in research may be attributed to the tendency of self and other rating sources to commit
different types of rater errors to differing degrees.

Rater errors are typically discussed in terms of three types: how high or low
ratings are (leniency), the amount of discrimination within or between ratings of
performance dimensions (halo), and the degree to which ratings discriminant between
ratees (range restriction). While these three facets of rating behavior may be viewed as
contributing to a general impression of how accurate a rating is, they are not direct
measures of rating accuracy. Of the three rating errors, the commonly encountered is
rating inflation (Landy & Farr, 1983; Longenecker, Sims, & Gioia, 1987).

Rating behavior and self-rater role. Self-other rating disagreement is common
and well documented (e.g., Harris & Schaubroeck, 1988; Mabe & West, 1982) The
tendency of self-raters to inflate their ratings to a greater degree in comparison to other
rating sources has been discussed as a primary reason for self-other disagreement

(Steel & Ovalle, 1984). While the current study examines the relationship between
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ratings of self and ratings given to other, the same pattern of leniency in ratings of self is
expected. Self-raters consistently rate themselves higher than does any other source
(Steel & Ovalle, 1984). Self-rating inflation may be a result of ratees’ motivation to
present themselves in the best possible light. While self-raters may be especially prone to
committing leniency errors, this does not mean that the ratings associated with other roles
are free from bias.

Rating behavior and other-rater roles. While the ratings given to sources other
than self are expected to be more similar than any one source with self, differences may
also exist between ratings associated with the roles of peer-rater, subordinate-rater
(subordinate rating a supervisor), and supervisor-rater (supervisor rating a subordinate).

Ratings given to peers by co-workers (peer-rater role) have been shown to be
valid and reliable (Landy & Farr, 1983), to correlate highly with ratings given to
subordinates (Harris & Schaubroeck, 1988), and to be discrepant from self-ratings (Harris
& Schaubroeck, 1988). Biases may be especially prevalent when appraisal is conducted
for administrative purposes. Employees have been shown to be less receptive to peer
appraisal when conducted for administrative as opposed to developmental purposes
(McEvoy & Buller, 1987) and have been found to associate more negative outcomes with
peer appraisal for administrative as opposed to developmental purposes (Bettenhausen &

Fedor, 1997).

16
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Subordinate ratings given to a supervisor (subordinate-rater role) have been
found to have a high level of predictive validity in terms of future managerial
performance (McEvoy & Beatty, 1989). Ratings of supervisors have been found to be of
the same caliber in terms of predictive validity as cognitive ability tests, biodata, and
assessment centers (McEvoy & Beatty, 1989). Subordinate ratings of supervisors have
been found to be subject to less halo than self-ratings (Holzbach, 1978). In terms of
convergent validity and leniency, subordinate ratings of supervisors have been found to
be more similar to supervisory ratings of subordinates than self-ratings (Mount, 1984).

Supervisory ratings given to subordinates (supervisor-rater role) are often the
standard against which the ratings of others are compared, and are often considered the
most accurate of all sources in terms of representing a measure of true performance.
However, supervisory ratings are not free from error. Research has provided evidence
for the influence of ratee in-group status (Vecchio & Gobdel, 1984), liking of the ratee
(Longenecker, Sims, & Gioia, 1987), and supervisor belief svstem (Jolly, Reynolds,
Slocum, 1988) on supervisory rating errors.

While differences may be expected in rating behavior depending on whether the
rater is in the role of peer-rater, subordinate-rater, or supervisor-rater, none of the
differences in behavior between these roles is expected to be as significant as when
ratings are associated with the role of self-rater. Previous research has supported the

prevalence of such differences when comparing self ratings to those received from others.
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The current study provides a unique contribution by comparing ratings of self with those
given to others. Despite this difference in how self-other ratings are to be compared, a
similar pattern of differences that was found in previous research is expected in the
current study.
Explanations of Self-Other Rating Discrepancies

Research has pointed to a variety of potential reasons for discrepancies between
ratings of self and ratings of other. Some researchers (e.g., Klimoski & London, 1974)
have proposed that raters from different levels in the organization may have varying
perceptions as to what dimensions of performance are most important resulting in rating
discrepancies. Other researchers have pointed to differences in opportunities to observe
the performance of ratees as a cause of rating discrepancies (Latham & Wexley, 1982).

An additional theory assumes that ratings of self are in some way egocentrically
biased. The most common form of egocentric bias is the tendency of self-raters to inflate
their ratings in order to better their evaluation (Steel & Ovalle, 1984). An additional
form of egocentric bias is taken from attribution theory. Based on his theory, self-raters
may attribute good performance to their own behavior, while attributing poor
performance to factors external to themselves. Conversely, raters other than self (for
example, peer, subordinate, or supervisor raters) may attribute a ratee’s good
performance to external factors and poor performance to individuals’ own behaviors.

These differing perspectives may contribute to self-other rating discrepancies.

18
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In a test of the three aforementioned theories, Harris and Schaubroeck (1988) found
results of their review to be consistent with an egocentric bias explanation, but not
supportive of observational or organizational level explanations.

The context in which feedback processes reside may also contribute to rating
discrepancies between those given to self and those given to others. In a study of the
influence of context on rating behavior, Cleveland, Murphy, and Tziner (2000) found that
raters’ beliefs about their organization’s performance appraisal system and raters’
orientation to the performance system accounted for significant variance in rating
behavior. Contextual variables may influence raters in the role of providing ratings of self
differently than when raters are in the role of providing ratings to others. Differences in
how contextual variables affect rating behavior may contribute to the discrepancy
between ratings given to self and those given to others. Research has yet to address this
issue.

While previous research has provided valuable information on potential factors
that may contribute to the level of agreement between self and other rating sources, this
research has not systematically examined antecedents of rating behavior in a situation in
which ratings given to self are compared with ratings given to others. Recently, London
and Smither (1995) appealed to researchers to examine organizational and personal
correlates of agreement between self and other sources. The current study seeks to

further research in this area by examining individual characteristics and elements of the
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feedback context for their influence on the ratings given to self, ratings given to peers,
supervisory ratings given to subordinates, and subordinate ratings given to supervisor.
Current Study
While research has found that ratings of self are often discrepant from ratings
received from other sources, it has not systematically examined how ratings of self differ
from ratings given to others. A primary goal of the current study is to examine such
differences. In addition, little research has addressed what the antecedents of rating
behavior are when raters are in the role of rating self versus the role of rating others.
Specifically, individual and contextual variables are examined for their influence on the
rating behaviors of raters in the role of self-rater and other-rater (peer-rater, subordinate-
rater, and supervisor-rater). A model of antecedents contributing to ratings of self and
ratings of others is presented in Figure 1.
Overview of Model
In the model presented in the current study, rater role moderates the relationship
between individual characteristics and contextual elements of the rating process and
rating behavior. It is proposed that the variables that influence rating behaviors may be
different for self-rater and other-raters due to differences in the evaluative process they
go through. Depending on the rater role, individual and contextual variables may vary in
the significance they have to rating behavior. When ratings are associated with self-rater,

both individual characteristics may have primary influence on rating behavior. In
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contrast, when ratings are associated with rater other than self, the feedback context may
have primary influence on rating behavior. Discussion of the variables of interest in the
current study follows a general discussion of the evaluative process as experienced by the
rater evaluating self and others.
The Process of Evaluation

Rating behaviors may be a function of the accuracy in rater perceptions of the
ratee and the motivation of the rater to accurately rate the ratee’s performance. This
process may be experienced differently when a rater is evaluating his or her own
performance as opposed to when he or she is evaluating the performance of others.
Elements of the feedback context may contribute to the judgments made by raters and to
the accuracy of ratings that they give. In addition, judgments made when rating self may
involve ego-defense mechanisms not engaged when performance judgments of others are
made. The judgment process and rating process involved when in the role of self-rater
versus the role of other-rater may be discussed in terms of similarities and differences.
Accuracy of Ratee-Perception

In a model of the evaluation process proposed by Murphy and Cleveland (1991),
performance ratings result from a comparison process in which observed behaviors are
examined against the rater’s internal standards of performance to determine how well an
individual has performed. This comparison process is proposed to differ when the rater is

rating self as opposed to others due to the presence of ego-defense mechanisms present in
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self-judgment processes. External standards of performance, the rater’s beliefs and
values, and the rater’s individual theories about work combine to create internal standards
of performance (Murphy & Cleveland, 1991). This may be true for all rater roles.

External standards come directly from the organization and are often explicitly
stated (e.g., work hours, dress codes, standards of behavior). In addition to external
standards, the rater’s beliefs about the amount of effort required to do a job and the types
of results expected from a job may contribute to internal standards. In addition, the
individual’s theories on what aspects of a job are important or unimportant may
contribute to internal standards. Comparisons between observed behaviors and internal
standards form the basis on which ratings are made.

A variety of elements present in the feedback context may affect the accuracy
with which comparisons are made. The amount of information the rater has about the
ratee’s performance, the amount of comparative information (information on how well
others are doing) the rater has, and the degree to which the rater likes or dislikes the ratee,
may all influence the accuracy with which the ratee is perceived by the rater. This may
be true for both ratee-perception (in the case of ratings given to peers, supervisors and
subordinates) and self-perception (in the case of ratings given to self). If inaccuracies
exist in how the ratee is perceived, they may contribute to inaccuracies in ratings. While
ratings of self and ratings given to others (i.e., to peer, to subordinate, and to supervisor)

both involve comparison of observed behaviors and internal standards to make
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performance judgments, ego-defense mechanisms may interfere with the comparisons
made when rating self.

By definition, self-assessment involves processing information about one’s self
and may be influenced by distortive processes that are not present when others are being
evaluated (Ashford, 1989). In self-assessments certain ego-defense mechanisms may
come into play that are not engaged in when the rater is in the role of peer-rater,
subordinate-rater or supervisor-rater.

Because self-rating involves comparing one’s own behavior with an internal
standard, raters in the role of self-rater may have a tendency to only let positive
information about themselves be subject to judgment. Ego-defense mechanisms may
serve to protect the self-perception of individuals concerned with maintaining a positive
self-image and may result in inaccurate self-perceptions (Ashford, 1989). In attempting
to maintain a positive self-image individuals may seek out only performance information
that supports a positive self-view, may attempt to avoid messages that threaten their self-
view, or may avoid performance information altogether (Ashford, 1989). If negative
feedback is received that threatens the individual, he/she may attribute poor behaviors to
sources external to oneself. Seeking out only positive information, avoiding information,
or distorting information may lead to judgments about one’s behavior that are inaccurate.

Inaccurate self-perceptions may contribute to inaccuracy in ratings of self.
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Motivation for Accurate Ratings

Once the rater forms a judgment about the performance of the ratee, he/she must
then assign ratings that reflect how well he/she believes the ratee has performed. The
motivation of raters to provide accurate ratings may be a function of whether they believe
accuracy will be rewarded, and the degree to which they associate negative consequences
with accurate ratings (Murphy & Cleveland, 1991). Elements present in the rating context
have important implications for motivation to provide accurate ratings.

While organizations may stress the importance of accurate rating, rarely are
valued rewards tied with rating accuracy (Napier & Latham, 1986). Because of this, the
rater may not be highly motivated to provide accurate ratings, especially if he/she
believes they may be associated with negative consequences. Inaccurate ratings may
result if the rater believes that ratings may deny the ratee valued rewards, if the rater fears
ratings may result in reduced motivation in the ratee, or if the rater fears that
interpersonal relationships with ratees will be damaged by ratings (Murphy & Cleveland,
1991).

An additional reason for distorting ratings may be to avoid negative reactions.
Even when raters believe ratings will be kept anonymous, they may hesitate to give low
ratings for fear of the ratee discovering that ratings came from them. This may be of
particular concern in situations where the pool of available peer, subordinate, or

supervisory raters is small.
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Various elements present in the feedback context may influence rating accuracy.
The purpose of feedback, self-efficacy for the feedback task, perception regarding
political maneuvering in the feedback process, and commitment to the organization may
influence the degree to which raters are motivated to provide accurate ratings. This
relationship is expected for raters in all roles.

In the current study, specific individual characteristics and contextual factors are
examined for their influence on the rating behaviors of raters in the role of self-rater and
other-rater (peer-rater, subordinate-rater, and supervisor-rater).

Individual Characteristics

Individual characteristics come from within the individual and may determine
how the individual approaches the evaluation process. Self-esteem, intelligence, ability,
depression, self-consciousness, and self-monitoring are examples of individual
characteristics (Atwater & Yammarino, 1997). Two important characteristics for
understanding self-perception accuracy and self-rating accuracy that are examined in the
current study are self-esteem and locus of control.

As was discussed previously, judgments made about one’s own behavior may
trigger defensive mechanisms that are not engaged when judgments are made about the
behaviors of others. Two individual characteristics that may drive defense processes in
self-raters are self-esteem and locus of control (Harris & Schaubroeck, 1988). Because

self-esteem and locus of control may contribute to rating accuracy through accuracy in
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self-perception, they may be especially influential to the rating behavior of self-raters as
opposed to other-raters.
Contextual Variables

As outlined by Murphy and Cleveland (1991), the appraisal process exists in an
organizational context which may influence how the rater approaches the rating process
and the subsequent performance ratings that are given to ratees. The context in which the
feedback process resides may influence rating behavior when the rater is in the role of
self-rater, peer-rater, subordinate-rater (subordinate rating a supervisor), and supervisor-
rater (supervisor rating a subordinate).

Proximal and distal variables. Organizational context may be discussed in terms
of proximal and distal variables. Proximal variables include those that directly influence
the rater (Murphy & Cleveland, 1991). Interactions between coworkers, rater perceptions
of the ratee, and perceived consequences of rating are all examples of proximal
contextual variables. Distal variables include those elements of the organization that
indirectly influence the rating process (Murphy & Cleveland, 1991). The climate,
culture, and values of the organization are examples of distal contextual variables.

For purposes of the current study contextual variables are grouped into four
categories: beliefs about the ratee. beliefs about the feedback system, orientation to the

feedback system, and attitudes toward the organization.
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“Beliefs about the ratee” involve the level of familiarity the rater has with the
ratee’s performance. Of specific interest in the current study is the level of affect the rater
has for the ratee.

“Beliefs about the feedback system” involve rater beliefs about how the feedback
system works. Of specific interest in the current study are the purpose for which ratings
are being given and the level of self-efficacy the rater has for rating performance.

“Orientation to the feedback process” involves the rater’s sense of trust in and
comfort with the appraisal process. Of specific interest in the current study is the level of
political maneuvering that raters believe is present in the feedback process.

“Attitudes toward the organization” involve the rater's perceptions of the
organization. Of specific interest in the current study is the level of commitment the rater
has for their organization.

Contextual variables are expected to account for significant variance in the rating
behaviors associated when raters in the role of rating self and when raters are in the role
of rating others. Those elements of the feedback context that most directly impact the
rater (i.e., beliefs about the ratee”, “beliefs about the feedback system”, “orientation to
the feedback process™) are expected to account for more variance in rating behaviors than
more distal variables (“attitudes toward the organization”). In a study examining the

rating behaviors of supervisors, Cleveland et al. (2000) found that organizational attitudes
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accounted for little variance in rating behavior while beliefs about the appraisal system
and orientation to the system accounted for substantially more variance.
Individual Characteristics and Self-Other Rating Behaviors

Individual characteristics may be especially important to understanding the rating
behaviors associated with the role of self-rater. In the current study, self-esteem and locus
of control are examined for their influence on rating behavior.

Self-esteem

Self-esteem may be discussed as a measure between an individual’s ideal self and
how the individual perceives him/herself ( Brook, 1991). In general individuals high in
self-esteem view themselves positively while those with low self-esteem tend to view
themselves negatively.

Individuals high in self-esteem have been found to give themselves more lenient
self-ratings (Farh & Dobbins, 1989; Levy, 1993). This relationship has been found to be
more salient when evaluations are done on ambiguous performance dimensions (Farh &
Dobbins, 1989; Levy, 1993). In a review of self and other rating sources, Harris and
Schaubroeck (1988) found evidence that self-raters’ motivation to inflate ratings for
purposes of enhancing their evaluation was moderated by self-esteem. Specifically, it is

expected that high levels of self-esteem will be related to leniency in self-ratings.
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Locus of Control
Locus of control involves the degree to which individuals attribute their behavior
to events over which they have no control (external locus of control) or attribute their
behavior to events under their control (internal locus of control; Rotter, 1966). Research
has found that self-raters with internal locus of control report higher levels of
performance than do those with external locus of control (Levy, 1991). This may be the
result of a protective mechanism in which those self-raters who believe they determine
their performance may not want to give themselves poor ratings because this would
reflect badly on them. More lenient self-ratings are expected for individuals scoring
high for having an internal locus of control.
Contextual Variables and Rating Behavior

Contextual characteristics may influence the rating behaviors of raters in both the
self-rater and other-rater (peer-rater, subordinate-rater, supervisor-rater) role. When the
rater role is other, contextual variables may be especially influential in determining rating
behavior. Beliefs about the ratee, beliefs about the feedback system, orientation to the
feedback system, and attitudes toward the organization are discussed for their relationship

to the rating behavior associated with the roles of self-rater and other-rater.
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Beliefs about the Ratee

The level to which the rater likes a ratee may influence the ratings given as a self-
rater, peer-rater, subordinate-rater and supervisor-rater. In the current study, affect is
examined for its relationship to rating behaviors.

Affect. The level of “affect” or liking the rater has for the ratee may be
particularly important to understanding rating behaviors. The level of liking between the
rater and ratee has been related to a variety of rating errors including leniency, halo, and
low interrater agreement (Kingstrom & Mainstone, 1985; Tsui & Barry, 1986).

In general, the more raters like a ratee, the more likely they are to give the ratee
positive ratings. In a study of supervisory ratings Kingstrom and Mainstone (1985), found
that raters who reported higher levels of friendship with a ratee tended to give such ratees
significantly higher performance ratings. In one study, three-fourths of managers
interviewed admitted to allowing liking to inflate performance ratings and dislike to
lower performance ratings (Longenecker, Sims, & Gioia, 1987). Research has also
supported an effect for liking on the level of discrimination among ratings. Affect has
been found to be positively related to halo (lack of discrimination among performance
dimensions) such that raters with positive affect tended to exhibit positive halo whereas
raters with negative affect tended to exhibit negative halo (Tsui &Barry, 1986). There
also may be a relationship between self-efficacy and affect. Affect has been shown to be

more influential on ratings when performance dimensions were less observable and more
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ambiguous (Varma, Denisi, & Peters, 1996). It is expected that positive affect will be
related to more lenient, less discriminant ratings.
Beliefs about the Feedback System

The behavior of raters may be affected by feelings about their role in the feedback
process and perceptions regarding how appraisal information is used in the organization.
Self-efficacy for performance evaluation and the purpose for which ratings are being
given are examined in the current study for their relationship to rating behavior.

Self-Efficacy. Self-efficacy involves the degree to which the rater believes he or
she has the skills needed to adequately evaluate the ratee’s performance (Napier &
Latham, 1986). Self-efficacy may be influenced by a rater’s ability to observe the ratee’s
performance, by the level of rater training the rater has had, and the rater’s experience
with rating. Raters higher in self-efficacy are believed to approach the appraisal process
more conscientiously than raters who do not believe they have the skills necessary to
perform the task. Recent research has shown that raters with higher levels of self-efficacy
were more likely to discriminant between the performance of ratees (Cleveland et
al.,2000). The relationship between self-efficacy and rating behavior may differ among
rating sources.

While higher levels of self-efficacy may be associated with less lenient and more
discriminating rating behaviors in peer, subordinate, and supervisory raters, high levels of

self-efficacy among self-raters may translate into more lenient and less discriminating
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ratings. Of all rating sources, self-raters have the most frequent access to information on
the ratees’ task and interpersonal behaviors and the subsequent results of such behaviors
(Murphy & Cleveland, 1991). This extensive knowledge of behavior may result in high
levels of self-efficacy for self-raters.

In the current study, high levels of self-efficacy may be expected to be related to
less leniency and increased discrimination for the other-rater role (peer-rater,
subordinate-rater, supervisor-rater). A high level of self-efficacy for seif-raters may be

expected to be associated with leniency and a lack of discrimination among performance

dimensions.
Rating purpose. Traditionally, performance ratings from sources other than

supervisors have been used for developmental purposes (i.e., indicating strengths and
weaknesses). More recently there has been an increase in the number of organizations
using ratings from sources other than supervisors for administrative decisions (i.e., pay
and promotion; London & Smithers, 1995). Even when the purpose for evaluation is
explicitly stated as being for development, raters may doubt that ratings will have
absolutely no influence in administrative decisions. The relationship between use of
performance ratings (for developmental or administrative purposes) and subsequent
rating behavior has received considerable research attention. In the current study, rating
purpose (administrative, developmental) is examined as a between-subjects variable.

When raters believe that appraisals will be used to make promotion
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decisions, they are more likely to be lenient in their ratings than when they believe the
appraisal is being used to provide feedback on employee strengths and weaknesses
(Cleveland, Murphy, & Williams, 1989; Landy & Farr, 1983; Murphy & Cleveland,
1991; Zedeck & Cascio, 1982). In addition, rating for administrative purposes has been
associated with less discrimination among performance ratings (Zedeck & Cascio, 1982)
and among ratees (Cleveland et al., 2000). Rating for developmental purposes has been
associated with increased discrimination among ratings of performance dimensions
(Cleveland et al., 2000). When administrative decisions are associated with ratings of
self, raters are especially likely to inflate their performance ratings (Campbell & Lee,
1988). Peer ratings conducted for administrative purposes have been found to contain
greater halo, to be more lenient, less discriminating, less reliable, and less valid than
when conducted for developmental purposes (Farh, Cannella, Bedeian, 1991).
Accountability for ratings may influence leniency. When raters evaluate performance for
administrative conditions and when they have the expectation that their ratings will be
validated, they give less lenient ratings than when they do not expect ratings to be
validated (Farh & Werbel, 1986). Increased leniency and decreased discrimination may
be expected when raters in all rater roles believe ratings will be used for an administrative
as opposed to developmental purpose.

The rating role an individual is in may interact with the purpose for rating to

influence rating behavior. Because raters in the role of rating self have the unique
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opportunity to control the ratings they receive, they may be especially likely to inflate
ratings when ratings are associated with an administrative purpose (Campbell & Lee,
1988). The tendency to inflate ratings when in the role of self-rater may be driven by a
desire to avoid any negative consequences that he/she associates with low ratings
(Longenecker, Sims, & Gioia, 1987). A primary negative consequence that self-raters
may associate with low ratings of self may be having desirable rewards withheld by
supervisors. This protective mechanism may result in ratings of self associated with an
administrative purpose that are especially high and that are associated with especially low
levels of discrimination.

Orientation to the Feedback System

Rating behavior may be influenced by the rater’s overall approach to the appraisal
process. Perceived politics in the feedback process is examined in the current study for its
relationship to rating behavior.

Politics in the appraisal system. Politics in the appraisal system involves the
rater’s perceptions about the direction and degree to which others bias their performance
appraisal. Research has shown that performance ratings may be shaped more by a
manager’s belief system than by a subordinate’s actual work performance (Jolly,
Reynolds, & Slocum, 1988). Raters who believe that there is a tendency to distort
ratings in their organization are more likely to provide more lenient and less discriminant

ratings (Cleveland et al., 2000). Social pressure to bias ratings and concern that ratings
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may result in conflict have been related to desire to participate in 360 degree appraisal
processes (Westerman & Rosse, 1997). This effect may be especially salient raters in
the roles of peer-rater, subordinate-rater, and supervisor-rater.

Attitudes toward the Organization

How raters approach the appraisal process may be influenced by their feelings
about the organization in which they work. In the current study, commitment to the
organization is examined for its relationship to rating behavior.

Organizational commitment. Organizational commitment involves the extent to
which an individual identifies with and is involved in the organization (Porter, Steers,
Mowday, & Boulian, 1974). One component of organizational commitment that has
particular value for understanding rating behavior is attitudinal commitment. Attitudinal
commitment is characterized by strong beliefs and acceptance of the organization’s goals
and values, and a strong desire to continue to be a member of the organization (Mowday,
Porter, & Steers, 1982). One approach to understanding the relationship between
commitment and rating behavior is by examining of the relationship between self-
efficacy and organizational commitment.

Research has found that raters who tend to be high in attitudinal commitment also
tend to be high in self-efficacy (Locke, Frederick, Lee, & Bobko, 1984; Mathieu & Zajac,
1990). In the performance appraisal context, it may be that raters who are highly

committed to the organization have acquired the necessary skills and goals needed to
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effectively appraise an individual's performance. Given sufficient skills and knowledge,
rater self-efficacy for the appraisal task may increase, resulting in less lenient and more
discriminant ratings. When discussing raters from different levels in the organization, it
may be that the organizational role of the rater may also contribute to feelings of
commitment and self-efficacy.

A central feature of attitudinal commitment is acceptance of the organization’s
goals and values (Mowday, Porter, & Steers, 1982). One way rating behavior may be
influenced by organizational commitment is through the degree to which the organization
values performance ratings coming from different sources in the organization.
Traditionally, organizations have relied on supervisors to provide ratings of ratees
(Murphy & Cleveland, 1991). Due to their historical presence in the organization,
ratings from a supervisor may be perceived as having more value in the appraisal process
than from peer, subordinates, or self. A rater's perception that the organization does not
value his or her ratings may result in diminished self-efficacy for the task. If raters in the
role of peer-rater, subordinate-rater, or self-rater perceive that the ratings they are
providing may not be given adequate weight in the appraisal process they may be less
inclined to develop the skills necessary to conduct an adequate appraisal. Higher levels
of commitment to the organization would be expected to be related to less lenient, more

discriminant ratings among all rater roles.
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Research ion

Previous research has found evidence of differences in ratings associated with self

and other-raters. This research has focused on comparing self ratings with those received
from others. In contrast, the current study examines differences in ratings associated with
self-rater and other-rater in the context of ratings given. While research indicates that self
and other rating differences are prevalent, little research has examined why such
differences may exist. Recent evidence suggests that individual characteristics (Atwater
& Yammarino, 1997) and elements present in the rating context (Cleveland et al., 2000)
may be important determinants of rating behavior. The current study examined both
individual and contextual variables for their influence on rating behavior of self-rater and
other-rater.

In the current study, the rater role (self-rater, peer-rater, subordinate-rater, and
supervisor-rater) and purpose of rating (administrative, developmental) were examined
for their influence on rating behavior. The covariate variables of self-esteem, locus of
control, affect, self-efficacy, politics in rating, and organizational commitment were also
examined for their relationship to rating behavior.

Whenever appropriate, the relationship between attitudinal variables and rating
behavior was assessed using three criteria (dependent measures): (a) rating leniency (the

degree to which the rater gave high vs. low ratings to the ratee), (b) the degree to which
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the rater discriminated between different dimensions of performance, and (c) the degree
to which the rater discriminated between ratees.
Hypotheses

Hypotheses were proposed regarding the relationship between rater role, rating
purpose, and rating behavior.

H1: A main effect for rater role on rating behavior was hypothesized. The highest
and least discriminant (between performance dimensions) ratings would be found when
raters were in the role of self-rater (rating self ). Ratings associated with the role of peer-
rater, subordinate-rater, and supervisor-rater were each expected to differ significantly
from those associated with self-rater.

H2: A main effect for rating purpose on rating behavior was hypothesized. The
highest and least discriminant ratings (between ratees and between performance
dimensions) would be found in the administrative condition as opposed to the
developmental condition for all rater roles.

H3: An interaction between rating purpose and rater role on rating behavior was
expected. The highest and least discriminant ratings (in terms of performance
dimensions) would result from ratings in the self-rater role done for administrative as

opposed to developmental purposes.
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Hypotheses four through eight involved the covariate variables of interest.
Covariates were examined as both explanatory and control variables as outlined below.

H4: An interaction for rater role and self-esteem on rating leniency was
hypothesized. Specifically, it was predicted that raters in the role of self-rater and who
were high in self-esteem would give more lenient self-ratings than would raters in other
roles who are also high in self-esteem.

H5: An interaction for rater role and locus-of-control on rating leniency was
hypothesized. Specifically, it was predicted that raters in the role of self-rater and who
had an internal locus-of-control would give more lenient self-ratings than would raters in
other roles who also had an internal locus-of-control.

H6: Covariates representing “individual characteristics™ (self-esteem and
locus-of —control) were hypothesized to account for significantly more variance in
leniency in ratings when the role was self-rater than covariates representing “contextual
factors™ (affect, self-efficacy, rating politics, and organizational commitment).

H7: Individual characteristics (self-esteem, locus-of-control) and contextual
factors ( affect, self-efficacy, rating politics, organizational commitment) were
hypothesized to account for significant variance in the rating behavior of raters other than
self (peer-rater, supervisor-rater, subordinate-rater). It was hypothesized that of all the
covariates studied, organizational commitment would have the weakest relationship to

rating behavior for all other-rater roles.
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HS: Controlling for the effects of covariates was hypothesized to result in a less
significant relationship between rater role (self-rater, peer-rater, subordinate-rater,
supervisor-rater), rating purpose (administrative, developmental) and rating behavior
(leniency, discrimination between performance dimensions, discrimination between

ratees).
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CHAPTER I
METHOD

Participants

Students enrolled in an Introductory Psychology course served as participants in
the current study (N=179). The average age of participants was under 20 years. Some 87
men and 92 women participated. A moderate level of previous experience with rating the
performance of others (M=4.67, SD= 1.42) and themselves (M=4.9,SD=1.48) was
reported by participants. Participation in the study fulfilled a course requirement
although participation in this specific study was voluntary. Means and standard
deviations for demographic variables appear in Table 1.
Design

This study involved a randomized, mixed design (between-within). Rating
purpose (between-subjects factor) consisted of two conditions, ratings linked to an
administrative purpose and ratings linked to a developmental purpose. Rater role (within-
subjects factor) consisted of four conditions; self-rater, peer-rater, subordinate-rater
(subordinate rating a supervisor), and supervisor-rater (supervisor rating a subordinate).
The study was not fully crossed, the result being that no single participant experienced all

levels of the within-subjects factor.
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Procedure

Participants were recruited for participation in the study through the use of an
information sheet that outlined the purpose and requirements of the study. Participants
interested in taking part in the experiment signed up for a time that the study was in
session. Groups of three to five participants engaged in the experiment during each
session.

Group assignment. Following a brief explanation of the study, participants were
assigned at random to participate in the study as either a group member or as a
supervisor. Participants assigned to be group members were given name tags to wear
with the letters A, B, C, or D on them. Name tags were used to identify group members
to be evaluated. Participants serving as supervisors were given an instruction sheet
outlining their role in the task. The experimenter explained the instruction sheet to the
supervisor prior to the start of the group task, and outside of the hearing range of group
members. The supervisory instruction sheet appears as Appendix A.

Task. Following group assignment, all participants were provided with
information on the group task. Supervisors were responsible for describing the group task
to group members. Participants were instructed that the task involved idea-generation.
Specifically, group members were asked to generate ideas on what constitutes appropriate
and inappropriate use of student fees. Participants were instructed that they had 15

minutes to complete the idea generation task. Participants were told that upon completion
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of the task they would be responsible for presenting their conclusions to the supervisor
and the study experimenter.

Group members were told that supervisors would be responsible for describing
the task, observing the activities of the group, selecting group members to record and
present information, tracking time remaining, and assisting the group if needed.
Participants were asked if they had any questions concerning how the task was to be
carried out, were reminded of the time limit, and then were instructed to begin the task.

Distribution of measures. Upon completion of the group task, the experimenter
provided instructions and measures to all participants. Measures consisted of rating
forms, surveys assessing the covariate variables, and a subject information sheet.
Instructions and rating forms for group members appear in Appendix B; instructions and
rating forms for supervisors appear in Appendix C. Participants who served as group
members completed ratings of other group members (peer-rater), of the supervisor
(subordinate-rater), and of themselves (self-rater). Participants who served as supervisors
completed ratings of group members (supervisor-rater) and of themselves (self-rater). All
participants completed surveys assessing the covariate variables of interest. These
included measures of self-esteem (Appendix D), locus-of-control (Appendix E), affect
(F), self-efficacy (Appendix G), politics in the rating process (Appendix H), and
organizational commitment (Appendix I). In addition, participants completed a subject

information sheet (Appendix J). The order in which covariate measures were presented
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to participants was randomized to reduce the potential for order effects. To insure
anonymity, measures were coded and participants were instructed not to put their names
(or others) on any materials.

When all measures were completed and collected, participants were thanked for
their participation and were instructed that their participation in the study was over.

Manipulation of the independent variables. Rating purpose was manipulated by
assigning subjects to one of two rating conditions, rating linked to an administrative
purpose (n=85) or rating linked to a non administrative purpose (n=94). Participants in
the administrative purpose condition were told that the supervisor or group member with
the best performance would have his or her name entered into a lottery. Level of
performance was determined by averaging performance ratings from all sources, for each
participant. Participants were told that when all data had been collected, the
experimenter would draw a name from the lottery pool and the winner would receive one
hundred dollars. Participants in the developmental purpose condition were told that their
ratings would be used for providing valuable information to researchers on how
individuals perform in groups.

Rater role was manipulated by having participants serve in several rater roles
(self-rater, peer-rater, subordinate-rater, and supervisor-rater). Each participant who
served as a group member rated the performance of all other group members (peer-rater),

rated the performance of the supervisor (subordinate-rater), and rated his or her own
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performance (self-rater). Each participant who served as supervisor rated the performance
of all subordinates (supervisor-rater) and rated his or her own performance (self-rater).

Covariate Variables

Covariate variables of self-esteem, locus of control, affect, self-efficacy, politics
in rating, and organizational commitment were examined for their relationship to rating
behavior. In addition to these measures, a demographic measure was included for
purposes of collecting information on participants such as age, sex, and experience with
rating. This measure appears in Appendix J.

Self-esteem. Self-esteem was measured using the 10-item Rosenberg Self-
esteem Inventory (Rosenberg, 1965). Some scale items were reverse-coded during the
analysis phase of the study. High scores indicate high self-esteem. Cronbach’s alpha for
the scale was .80. This measure appears in Appendix D.

Locus of Control. Locus of control was measured using a 20-item modified

Work Locus of Control Scale (Gupchup & Wolfgang, 1997). The scale was specifically

developed to assess the level of control individuals believe they have on the job. For
purposes of the current study, phrasing of items was altered to make the measure
applicable to a university setting. Some scale items were reverse-coded during the
analysis phase of the study. Higher scores on the scale indicate an internal locus of

control. Cronbach’s alpha for the scale was .72. This measure appears in Appendix E.
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Affect. Affect was measured using four items developed from Tsui and Barry
(1986). Cronbach’s alpha for the scale was .64. This measure appears in Appendix F.

Self-efficacy for rating. Self-efficacy was measured using eleven items taken
from scales developed by Napier and Latham (1986). Items assess the level of
competency participants believe they have to evaluate the ratee’s performance. Items
were modified for purposes of examining supervisory self-efficacy in a previous study
(Cleveland et al., under review). Cronbach’s alpha for the modified scale was .78. High
scores on the scale indicate high levels of self-efficacy. This measure appears in
Appendix G.

Politics in rating. Perceptions of politics in rating was assessed using a modified
version of the 25-item Political Considerations in Performance Appraisal Questionnaire
(Tziner, Prince, & Murphy, 1997). Seven items from the original measure were dropped
because they were not appropriate for use in the current study, leaving 17 remaining
items. Items assess the degree to which raters believe manipulation of ratings occurs in
the organization. Cronbach’s alpha for the modified scale was .87. This measure appears
in Appendix H.

Organizational commitment. Organizational commitment was measured using a
15-item scale adapted from the Organizational Commitment Questionnaire (Mowaday,
Steers, & Porter, 1979). Items assess the level of commitment individuals have for their

organization. For purposes of the current study, phrasing of items was altered to make the
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measure applicable to a university setting. Cronbach’s alpha for the adapted scale was
.91. This measure appears in Appendix I.
Dependent Measures

Three rating behaviors (i.e., rating leniency, discrimination among ratee,
discrimination among dimensions) were examined. Rating behaviors may be discussed
in terms of those of participants who served as group members (participated in
experiment as a group member who engaged in idea-generation task) and those who
served as supervisors (participated in experiment as a supervisor who provided direction
to group members).

Group members. For participants who served as group members, rating behaviors
were calculated based on the performance ratings they gave to themselves, to their peers,
and to their supervisor. Three measures of rating leniency were obtained for each group
member. For each group member, a mean of the performance ratings given to themselves,
a mean of the performance ratings given to peers, and the mean of the performance
ratings given to the supervisor was calculated. Mean performance ratings were obtained
by averaging ratings across the six dimensions represented in the performance measure.
Because group members often evaluated the performance of more than one peer, mean
performance ratings were averaged across peers to obtain an overall mean performance
rating for peers. This resulted in a single measure of peer rating leniency for each group

member.
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For each group member, three measures of discrimination among performance
dimensions were obtained. The standard deviation of the performance dimension means
was calculated for each group member’s ratings of own performance, ratings of peer
performance, and ratings of supervisor performance. Because group members often
evaluated the performance of more than one peer, level of discrimination among
performance dimensions for ratings of peers was calculated by obtaining an overall mean
of peer ratings by dimension. The standard deviation of the dimension means was then
calculated. Level of discrimination among ratees was represented by the standard
deviation of the mean peer performance ratings.

Supervisors. For participants who served as supervisors, rating behaviors were
calculated based on the performance ratings they gave to themselves, and to those they
supervised (subordinates). Two measures of rating leniency were obtained for each
supervisor. For each supervisor, a mean of the performance ratings given to self and a
mean of the performance ratings given to subordinates was calculated. Mean performance
ratings were obtained by averaging ratings across the six dimensions represented in the
performance measure. Because supervisors evaluated the performance of more than one
subordinate, mean performance ratings were averaged across subordinates to obtain an
overall mean performance rating. This resulted in a single measure of leniency for ratings

given to subordinates for each supervisor.
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For each supervisor, two measures of discrimination among performance
dimensions were obtained. The standard deviation of the performance dimension means
was calculated for each supervisor’s ratings of their own performance and ratings of their
subordinates’ performance. Because supervisors evaluated the performance of more than
one subordinate, level of discrimination among performance dimensions for ratings of
subordinates was calculated by obtaining an overall mean of subordinate ratings by
dimension. The standard deviation of the dimension means was then calculated. Level
of discrimination among ratees was represented by the standard deviation of the mean
subordinate performance ratings.

The rating form used by participants to evaluate performance was developed for
use in the current study. The rating measure was based on a taxonomy of job
components proposed by Campbell (1990) and dimensions of group performance
proposed by Werner (1994). Dimensions were selected for their successful use in
previous research for assessing the performance of individuals working on both
individual and group tasks across a variety of jobs (Campbell, 1990; Werner, 1994).

Cronbach’s alpha for the scale used was .92.
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CHAPTER I
RESULTS

Hypotheses one through three involved the influence of rater role (rating given to
self or given to other) and rating purpose (rating for an administrative or developmental
purpose) on rating behavior (rating leniency, discrimination between performance
dimensions, and discrimination between ratees). However, another variable was included
in analyses: experimental condition (served in the experiment as a group member or
supervisor member). Although no specific hypotheses regarding experimental position
were made, it is included in analyses based on its importance in the study’s overall
design.

In the current study, participants served in <ither the position of group member or
in the position of supervisor member. In the experimental position of group member,
participants evaluated their own performance (self-rater role), evaluated the performance
of their peers (peer-rater role), and evaluated the performance of their supervisor
(subordinate-rater role). In the experimental position of supervisor member, participants
evaluated their own performance (self-rater) and the performance of those subordinates
they supervised (supervisor-rater role). Because the rater role variable is not fully
crossed, examination of results at the level of experimental position was warranted.

Therefore, results for Hypotheses one through three are discussed in terms of the full
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sample of participants, the group member sample (participants who served as group
members in the study), and the supervisor member sample (participants who served as
supervisor members in the study).

Using the full sample, rater role was analyzed at two levels: self-rater and other-
rater. For the group member sample, rater role consisted of three levels: self-rater, peer-
rater, and subordinate-rater (subordinate evaluating a supervisor). For the supervisor
sample, rater role consisted of two levels: self-rater and supervisor-rater (supervisor
evaluating a subordinate). Means and standard deviations for demographic, covariate,
and dependent variables are presented in Table 1. Intercorrelations for demographic,
covariate, and dependent variables are presented in Table 2.

Main Effects and Interactions: Results for Full Sample

To examine the general effects of the primary independent variables of interest on
rating behavior of the full sample of participants (N=179), a series of 2x2x2 general
linear model (GLM) analyses were conducted.

Rating purpose (administrative, developmental) and experimental position (group
member, supervisor member) served as between-subjects factors in the analysis. Rater
role (self or other) served as a within-subjects repeated factor. In order to obtain a
measure of ratings for “other-rater”, ratings associated with the role of peer-rater,

subordinate-rater, and supervisor-rater, were averaged across rater roles.

s1

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



Rater Role and Rating Behavior

Two separate 2x2x2 GLM analyses were conducted on the full sample for
Hypotheses one through three. The first analysis examined the effects of experimental
position (group member, supervisor member), rating purpose (administrative,
developmental), and rater role (self-rater, other-rater) on rating leniency. The second
analysis examined the effects of the independent variables on discrimination between
performance dimensions. Results are discussed in terms of each hypothesis.
Discrimination between ratees could not be analyzed in this analysis, as the roles of self-
rater and subordinate-rater (subordinate rating a supervisor) only rated one ratee. Table 3
contains a summary of results (main effects, interactions) for the full sample.

Main effect for rater role. Hypothesis one proposed a main effect for rater role
(self-rater, other-rater) on leniency and discrimination between performance dimensions.
Means and standard deviations for leniency and dimension discrimination associated with
each rater role (self, other) are found in Table 1.

Results from 2x2x2 GLM analysis using leniency as the dependent variable were
significant for a rater role main effect F(1, 175) = 61.22, p< .01, n’=. 26. Consistent
with the direction predicted, ratings associated with the self-rater role (M = 5.95, SD =.
87) were significantly more lenient than those associated with the role of other-rater (M =
5.51,8D =. 85).

Results from GLM analysis using discrimination between performance

dimensions as the dependent variable were also significant for a rater role main effect,
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F(1,175)=14.43, p<.01, n’*=.08. In the direction hypothesized, ratings associated
with self-rater were less discriminating between performance dimensions (M = .42, SD =
.33) than were ratings of other-rater (M =. 53, SD = .23).

Main effect for rating purpose. Hypothesis two proposed a main effect for rating
purpose on leniency and discrimination between performance dimensions. Means and
standard deviations for rating purpose by rater role for the full sample are found in
Table 4.

Results from 2x2x2 GLM analysis using leniency as the dependent variable were
significant for a rating purpose main effect, F(1 , 175) = 14.92, p< .01, n’=.08. As
hypothesized, ratings associated with an administrative purpose (M = 5.96, SE =.09)
were significantly more lenient than those associated with a developmental purpose (M =
5.50, SE =.08). Rating purpose was not found to influence discrimination between
performance dimensions.

Rater role and rating purpose interaction. Hypothesis three proposed an
interaction between rater role and rating purpose on leniency and discrimination between
performance dimensions.

Results from 2x2x2 GLM analysis using leniency as the dependent variable were
significant for an interaction between rater role and rating purpose on leniency F(1 , 175)
=50.941, p <.01, n’=.23. Findings from the interaction were based on Estimated

Marginal Means (EM) that were generated for purposes of the analysis. Consistent with
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the direction predicted, ratings associated with the self-rater role when rating for an
administrative purpose (EM= 6.44, SE=.09) were significantly more lenient than those
associated with self-rater role when rating for a developmental purpose (EM = 5.52, SE =
.09). Ratings associated with other-rater were similar for the administrative (EM = 5.47,
SE =.10) and developmental purpose (EM = 5.47, SE =.10). The interaction of rater role
and rating purpose on rating leniency for the full sample is shown in Figure 2.

Follow-up t-tests were used to compare interactive effects across self-rater and
other-rater. When rating for an administrative purpose, self-raters were significantly
more lenient (M =6.37, SD =.79) than were other-raters (M = 5.48, SD =.80), t
(1,84)=11.195, p<.01. When rating for a developmental purpose, no significant difference
was found between self-rater (M =5 .56, SD =.76) and other-rater (M = 5.54, SD=.90)
in terms of leniency.

Results from GLM analysis using discrimination between performance
dimensions as the dependent variable were also significant for an interaction between
rating purpose and rater role, F(1, 175) =9.09, p< .01, n’=.05. In the direction
hypothesized, ratings associated with the self-rater role when rating for an administrative
purpose (EM =36, SE =.04) were significantly less discriminant (between dimensions)
than those associated with self-rater role when rating for an developmental purpose (EM
=.47, SE =.04). Ratings associated with other-rater were similar for the administrative

(EM = .55, SE =.03) and developmental purpose (EM =.49, SE = .03). The interaction
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of rater role and rating purpose on dimension discrimination for the full sample is shown
in Figure 3.

Follow-up t-tests were used to compare interactive effects across self-rater and
other-rater. When rating for an administrative purpose, self-raters were significantly less
discriminant (M =.37, SD =.35) than were other-raters (M = .56, SD =.25),1(1,84) =
5.04, p_<.01. When rating for a developmental purpose, no significant difference was
found between self-rater (M = .46, SD = .30) and other-rater (M =.51, SD =.22) in
terms of discrimination.

Additional analyses. Additional analyses examined the relationship between
experimental position (participated in experiment as group member or supervisor
member) and rating behavior. No significant results were found in terms of main effects
or interactions involving experimental position on either leniency or discrimination
between performance dimensions.

Main Effects and Interactions: Group Member Sample

A 3x2 GLM analysis was conducted on the group member sample (n=128). Data
from one subject was missing from analyses due to failure to complete all rating
measures. Rater role (self-rater, peer-rater, subordinate-rater) served as a within-subjects
repeated factor, rating purpose (administrative, developmental) served as a between-
subjects factor, and rating behaviors (rating leniency, discrimination between

performance dimensions, discrimination between ratees) served as the dependent
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measures. Due to the design of the study, the rater role of supervisor was not included in
these analyses (it is reported later in results).

Two separate 3x2 GLM analyses were conducted on the group sample for
Hypotheses one through three. The first analysis examined the effects of rater role and
rating purpose on rating leniency. The second analysis examined the effects of the
independent variables on discrimination between performance dimensions. In addition,
for Hypotheses two, discrimination between ratees served as the dependent measure. For
the group sample this refers to peer-raters giving ratings to peer ratees. Results may be
discussed in terms of Hypotheses one through three. Table 5 contains a summary of
results (main effects, interactions) for the group sample.

Main effect for rater role. Hypothesis one proposed a main effect for rater role
(self-rater, peer-rater, subordinate-rater) on leniency and discrimination between
performance dimensions. Means and standard deviations for leniency and dimension
discrimination associated with each rater role are found in Table 1.

Results from 3x2 GLM analysis using leniency as the dependent variable were
significant for a rater role main effect, F(2, 125) = 17.03, p <.01, n’=.21. Consistent
with the direction hypothesized, results from paired t—tests found ratings of self (M =
5.93, SD = . 89) were significantly higher than those associated with either peer-rater (M

= 5.60, SD =.77) or subordinate-rater (M =5.53, SD = 1.11). Also as predicted, ratings
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associated with the peer-rater role and those associated with subordinate-rater role did not
significantly differ in terms of leniency.

Results from GLM analysis using discrimination between performance
dimensions as the dependent variable were also significant for a rater role main effect,
E(2, 125)=9.15, p=.01, n’=.13. Paired t-tests were conducted to determine where
significant differences existed. Consistent with the direction hypothesized, the level of
discrimination between performance dimensions associated with self-rater (M. = .42, SD
= .34) was significantly less than that associated with either peer-rater M = .51, SD =
.29) or subordinate-rater (M = .58, SD =.31). It was hypothesized that no significant
differences would exist between levels of dimension discrimination between peer-raters
and subordinate-raters. Contrary to this, ratings from peer-raters were associated with

significantly less discrimination between performance dimensions than were ratings from

subordinate-raters.
Main effect for rating purpose. Hypothesis two proposed a main effect for rating

purpose on leniency, on discrimination between performance dimensions, and on
discrimination between ratees. Means and standard deviations for rating purpose and
rating behaviors by rater role for the group sample appear in Table 6. There was no

significant main effect of purpose on any of the three dependent variables.
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Rater role and rating purpose interaction. Hypothesis three proposed an
interaction between rater role and rating purpose on leniency and discrimination between
performance dimensions.

Results from 3x2 GLM analysis on the group member sample using leniency as
the dependent variable were significant for an interaction between rater role and rating
purpose F(2, 125) =21.24, p<01, n’=.25. Findings from the interaction were based
on Estimated Marginal Means (EM) that were generated for purposes of the analysis.

In the direction hypothesized, the highest ratings were associated with the role of
self-rater when rating for an administrative purpose (EM = 6.29, SE =.10) as opposed to
a developmental purpose (EM = 5.62, SE =.10). In contrast, ratings associated with
peer-raters were slightly higher when done for a developmental purpose (EM =5.71, SE
=.09) as opposed to an administrative purpose (EM = 5.47, SE =.09). Ratings
associated with a subordinate-rater role were similar under administrative (EM = 5.54, SE
=.14) and developmental (EM = 5.51, SE =.14) conditions. The interaction between
rater role and rating purpose on rating leniency for the group sample appears in Figure 4.

Follow-up t-tests were used to compare interactive effects across self-
rater, peer-rater, and subordinate-rater. When rating for an administrative purpose, self-
raters were significantly more lenient (M_= 6.28, SD = .86) than were peer-raters (M =
5.46, SD = .82), t(1, 60) = 7.48, p <.01. Self-raters (M = 6.29, SD = .87) were also

significantly more lenient than subordinate-raters (M. = 5.54, SD = 1.00), t(1, 59) = 6.98,

58

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



Rater Role and Rating Behavior

p<.01. No significant differences were found between peer-rater and subordinate-rater
under administrative conditions. In addition, no significant differences were found
between rating leniency of self-rater (M = 5.62, SD =.79), peer-rater (M = 5.71,SD =
.73), or subordinate-rater (M = 5.51, SD = 1.20) when rating for developmental purposes.

Results from 3x2 GLM analysis on the group member sample using
discrimination between performance dimensions as the dependent variable were
significant for an interaction between rater role and rating purpose E(2, 125) =5.60, p <
.01, n*=.08. As predicted, the lowest levels of discrimination between dimensions
occurred for the role of self-rater when rating for an administrative purpose (EM =.39,
SE =.04) as opposed to a developmental purpose (EM = .45, SE =.04). In contrast, the
role of peer-rater was associated with higher levels of discrimination when rating for an
administrative purpose (EM = .57, SE = .04) as opposed to developmental purpose (EM =
.46, SE = .03). In a pattern similar to that of ratings of self, ratings associated with the
role of subordinate-rater were less discriminant in the administrative (EM = .55, SE =
.04) as opposed to developmental condition (EM = .62, SE =.04). The interaction
between rater role and rating purpose on discrimination between performance dimensions
for the group sample is shown in Figure 5.

Follow-up t-tests were used to compare interactive effects across self-rater, peer-
rater, and subordinate-rater. When rating for an administrative purpose, self-raters were

significantly less discriminant (M = .39, SD = .36) than were peer-raters (M = .57, SD =
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29), (1, 60) = 4.27, p <.01. Self-raters (M = .39, SD =.36) were also significantly less
discriminant than subordinate-raters (M = .55, SD =.26), (1, 59) =3.24, p<.01. No
significant differences were found between peer-rater and subordinate-rater.

When rating for a developmental purpose, self-raters were found to be
significantly less discriminant (M = .45, SD = .32) than subordinate-raters (M = .62, SD
=.34),1(1, 67) = 2.83, p <.01. Peer-raters (M = .46, SD = .27) were also significantly
less discriminant than subordinate-raters (M = .61, SD = .34), t(1, 67) = 2.96, p <.0l.

No significant differences were found between self-rater and peer-rater in terms of

discrimination.
Main effects and Interactions: Supervisor Member Sample

A 2x2 GLM analysis was conducted on the supervisor sample (n=50). Rater role
(self-rater, supervisor-rater) served as a within-subjects repeated factor, rating purpose
(administrative, developmental) served as a between-subjects factor, and rating behaviors
(rating leniency, discrimination between performance dimensions, discrimination
between ratees) served as the dependent measures.

Two separate 2x2 analyses were conducted on the supervisor sample for
Hypotheses one through three. The first analysis examined the effects of rater role and
rating purpose on rating leniency. In the second analysis, the effects of the independent
variables on discrimination between performance dimensions was examined. In

addition, for Hypothesis two, discrimination between ratees served as a dependent
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measure. Discrimination between ratees for the supervisor sample refers to a supervisor-
rater giving ratings to subordinate ratees. Results are discussed in terms of Hypotheses
one through three. A summary of results (main effects, interactions) for the supervisor
sample appear in Table 7.

Main effect for rater role. Hypothesis one proposed a main effect for rater role on
leniency and discrimination between performance dimensions. Means and standard
deviations for rating behavior by rater role for the supervisor sample are shown in
Table 1.

Results from GLM analysis on the supervisor sample found a significant effect for
rater role on rating leniency, F(1, 48) = 30.16, p < .01, n*=.39. Consistent with the
direction hypothesized, ratings associated with the role of self-rater (M = 5.98, SD=.84)
were significantly higher than those associated with of supervisor-rater
(M_= 5.40, SD =.90).

GLM analysis was also conducted using discrimination between performance
dimensions as the dependent variable. Contrary to the direction hypothesized, no support
was found for a significant effect for rater role on discrimination between performance

dimensions (M = .41, SD =.29, self-rater; M= .49, SD =.24, supervisor-rater), F(1, 48) =

3.48, p >.05.
Main effects for rating purpose. Hypothesis two proposed a main effect for rating

purpose on rating leniency, on discrimination between performance dimensions, and on
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discrimination between ratees. Means and standard deviations for rating purpose and
rating behaviors appear in Table 8.

Through GLM analysis, a significant effect for rating purpose on leniency was
found, F(1, 48) = 12.07, p.< .00, n’= .20. In the direction hypothesized, higher ratings
were associated with an administrative purpose for rating (M = 6.03, SE =.14) as
opposed to a developmental purpose (M = 5.37, SE =.13). GLM analysis using
discrimination between performance dimensions as the dependent variable failed to yield
significant results, F(1, 48) =17, p> .05.

Rater role and rating purpose interaction. Hypothesis three proposed an
interaction between rater role and rating purpose on leniency and discrimination between
performance dimensions.

A 2x2 GLM analysis on the supervisor sample was significant for an interaction
between rater role and rating purpose on rating leniency, F(1, 48) = 22.79, p < .Ol,r_x2 =
.32. Findings from the interaction were based on Estimated Marginal Means (EM) that
were generated for purposes of the analysis. In the direction hypothesized, the highest
ratings occurred when raters rated themselves for an administrative purpose (EM = 6.60,
SE =.12) as opposed to a developmental purpose (EM = 5.42, SE = .12). Ratings from
supervisor-raters were similar for administrative (EM = 5.46, SE = .19) and
developmental (EM = 5.34, SE = .18) purposes. The interaction between rater role and

rating purpose on rating leniency for the supervisor sample is shown in Figure 6.
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Follow-up t-tests were used to compare interactive effects across self-rater and
supervisor-rater. When rating for an administrative purpose, self-raters were significantly
more lenient (M = 6.60, SD = .50) than were supervisor-raters (M = 5.46, SD = .80), t
(1,23) = 8.02, p <.01. When rating for a developmental purpose, no significant difference
was found between self-rater (M = 5.42, SD = .68) and supervisor-rater (M. = 5.33, SD =
.99) in terms of leniency.

For the supervisor sample, a significant interaction between type of rating and
purpose was also found for discrimination between performance dimensions, F(1,48) =
7.96,p <.01,n°=.14. As predicted, the lowest level of discrimination between
dimensions occurred was associated with self-raters rating for an administrative purpose

(EM = .34, SD = .06) as opposed to a developmental purpose (EM = .49, SD =.05). In

contrast, ratings associated with supervisor-rater were less discriminant when given for a
developmental (EM = .44, SD = .05) as opposed to an administrative purpose (EM = .55,
SD =.05). The interaction between rater role and rating purpose on discrimination
between performance dimensions is shown in Figure 7.

Follow-up t-tests were used to compare interactive effects across self-rater and
supervisor-rater. When rating for an administrative purpose, self-raters were significantly
less discriminant (M = .33, SD =.31) than were supervisor-raters (M = .55, SD = .29), t

(1,23) =2.80, p.<.01. When rating for a developmental purpose, no significant
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difference was found between self-rater (M = .49, SD =.24) and supervisor-rater (M =
44, SD = .19) in terms of discrimination.

Additional analyses. Because of the study design (not fully crossed), direct
comparisons could not be made between peer and subordinate rating behavior and that of
supervisor-raters. In order to make such comparisons a series of one-sample t-tests were
conducted.

Supervisor ratings (M = 5.40) were found to be significantly less lenient than peer
ratings (M = 5.59) (t(1, 128) =2.81, p <.01), but not significantly different from
subordinate ratings (M = 5.52) (t(1, 127) = 1.29, p>.05). In contrast, supervisor ratings
were significantly less discriminant (M = .49) than subordinate ratings (M = .58) (t(1,
127) = 3.44, p > .01), but not significantly different from peer rating discrimination (M =
.52) (t(1, 128) = 1.01, p > .05).

Covariates and Rating Behavior: Full Sample

GLM analysis (hypotheses four and five) and multiple regression analyses
(hypotheses six through eight) were used to examine the relationship between covariates
of interest and rating behavior. Findings from analyses using the full sample of
participants are discussed in terms of Hypotheses four through eight. Means and
standard deviations for covariate measures appear in Table 1.

Rater role, self-esteem. leniency. Hypotheses four proposed a significant

interaction for rater role and self-esteem on leniency. Specifically, it was predicted that
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raters in the role of self-rater and who are high in self-esteem would have more lenient
ratings than raters other roles who are also high in self-esteem. For purposes of the
analysis, self-esteem was grouped into “higher self-esteem” (an average score of 6 or
over on the measure) and “lower self-esteem” (an average score of below 6 on the
measure). A score of 6 was chosen based on descriptive analyses that determined it was
the median for self-esteem scores.

Results from univariate GLM analyses using rater role (self-rater, other-rater) as a
within-subjects repeated factor, self-esteem as an independent variable, and leniency as
the dependent measure failed to find support for Hypothesis four, F (1, 177)=.09, p >
.0s.

Rater role, locus-of-control, leniency. A significant interaction for rater role and
locus of control was proposed in Hypothesis five. Specifically, it was predicted that raters
in the role of self-rater and who have an internal locus-of-control would give more lenient
ratings than raters in other roles who also have an internal locus-of-control. For purposes
of the analysis, analyses were conducted by grouping responses as either “higher locus-
of-control” (an average score of 5.4 or greater) or “lower locus-of-control” (an average
score below 5.4). A score of 5.4 was chosen based on descriptive analyses that

determined it was the median for locus-of-control scores.
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GLM analysis using rater role (self-rater, other-rater) as a within-subjects
repeated factor and locus-of-control as a between-subjects factor failed to find support for
Hypothesis five, E(1, 177) = 2.61, p > .05.

Covariates and self-rater role. Hypothesis six proposed that “individual
characteristics” (self-esteem, locus-of-control) would account for more variance in rating
behavior when the role is self-rater than would covariates representing “contextual
factors” (affect, self-efficacy, rating politics, organizational commitment). Results of
regression analysis are discussed in terms of leniency and discrimination between
performance dimensions for self-rater.

The covariates self-esteem (r = .20, p <.01; R?=.04), self-efficacy (. =.19,p <
.01; R?=.04), and organizational commitment (r =.17, p <.01; R?*=.03) were each
found to be significantly correlated to leniency of self-rater for the full sample. Multiple
regression using stepwise selection was used to examine the relationship between
covariates and leniency. Self-esteem and organizational commitment together accounted
for a small amount of variance in self-rater leniency (R? = .07). Self-efficacy was
removed from the analysis (p > .05).

Regression analysis (stepwise selection) was also conducted on self-rater
discrimination between performance dimensions. Self-efficacy (r = -.17, p < .05; R*=
.03) and self-esteem (r = -.22, p <.01; R?=.05) were each significantly correlated to self-

rater dimension discrimination. Multiple regression using stepwise regression was used to
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examine the relationship between covariates and self-rater discrimination. Only self-
esteem was included in the analysis. Self-efficacy was removed from the analysis (p >
.05).

Covariates and other-rater roles. Hypothesis seven hypothesized that individual
(self-esteem, locus-of-control) and contextual( affect, self-efficacy, rating politics,
organizational commitment) variables would account for significant variance in ratings
associated with other-rater. Of these covariates, organizational commitment was expected
to have the weakest relationship to other-rater rating behavior. Multiple regression
analysis using stepwise selection was used to examine the relationship of covariates to
the rating behavior of other-rater.

In support of Hypothesis 7, self-esteem (r = .20. p < .01; R*= .04), self-efficacy (r
=.23, p <.01; R*=.05), and affect (r = .36, p < .01; R?= .13) each were related to other-
rater leniency. Multiple regression analysis using stepwise selection was used to examine
the relationship between the covariates and rating behavior of other-rater. Self-efficacy
and affect together accounted for a moderate amount of variance in other-rater leniency
(R*=.17). Self-esteem was removed from analysis (p > .05). No covariates were
significantly related to discrimination between performance dimensions for other-rater. A
summary of Regression results for self and other-rater appears in Table 9.

Covariate influence on the rater role, rating purpose, rating behavior relationship.
In Hypothesis eight, it was predicted that when the effects of covariates were controlled
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for, the relationship between rater role, rating purpose, and rating behavior would become
less significant. Findings are discussed in terms of the full sample. Refer to Table 10 for
a summary of results from GLM analysis controlling for covariates.

A 2x2 GLM analysis was conducted controlling for the effects of self-esteem,
self-efficacy, affect, and organizational commitment. Covariates controlled for were
those that were significantly related to the rating behavior of self-rater and other-rater in
the full sample. In the analysis, rater role (self-rater, other-rater) served as a within-
subjects repeated factor and rating purpose (administrative, developmental) served as the
between-subjects factor. The analyses were conducted twice, once using rating leniency
as the dependent measure and once using discrimination between performance
dimensions. Results are discussed in terms of each type of rating behavior.

The 2x2 analysis described above was conducted using leniency as the dependent
measure. When the effects of covariates were controlled for, the relationship between
rater role and rating leniency for the full sample went from significant (F(1,175) = 61.22,
p.<.01, n*=.26) to non- significant (F(1, 175) = 1.55, p>. 05. Controlling for
covariates did not change the main effect for rating purpose on leniency, which remained
significant. In addition, controlling for covariates did not change the interaction between
rater role, rating purpose, and leniency. The interaction remained significant.

A 2x2 GLM analysis was also conducted using discrimination between

performance dimensions as the dependent measure. When the effects of covariates were
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controlled for, the relationship between rater role and discrimination between
performance dimensions for the full sample went from significant (E(1, 175) = 14.43, p <
.01, n*= .08) to non- significant (F(1, 172) = .49, p > .05). Controlling for covariates did
not change the relationship between rating purpose and dimension discrimination
(remained non-significant), or the interaction between rater role and rating purpose on
dimension discrimination (remained significant).

Covariates and Rating Behavior: Group Member Sample

GLM analysis (hypotheses four, five, and eight) and multiple regression analyses
(hypotheses six and seven) were used to examine the relationship between covariates of
interest and rating behavior. Findings from the analyses using the group sample of
participants (those who served in the position of group members in the experiment) are
discussed in terms of Hypotheses four through eight.

Rater role, self-esteem, and leniency. In Hypothesis one, a significant interaction
for rater role and self-esteem on leniency was proposed. Results from GLM analysis
using rater role (self-rater, peer-rater, subordinate-rater) as a within-subjects repeated
factor, self-esteem (grouped as high or low) as an independent variable, and leniency as
the dependent measure failed to find support for Hypothesis four for the group member
sample, F(2, 125)=.30, p> .0S.

Rater role, locus-of-control, and leniency. A significant interaction for rater role

and locus-of-control was proposed in Hypothesis 5. Results from GLM analysis using
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rater role (self-rater, peer-rater, subordinate-rater) as a within-subjects repeated factor,
internal locus-of-control (grouped as high or low) as an independent variable, and
leniency as the dependent measure failed to find support for Hypothesis five for the group
member sample, F(2, 125)=.74, p > .05.

Covariates and self-rater role. Hypothesis six proposed that “individual
characteristics” (self-esteem, locus-of-control) would account for more variance in rating
behavior when the role is self-rater than would covariates representing “contextual
factors” (affect, self-efficacy, rating politics, organizational commitment). Results of
multiple regression analysis are discussed in terms of leniency and discrimination
between performance dimensions for self-rater.

Multiple regression analysis using stepwise selection was conducted using
leniency of self-raters from the group member sample as the dependent measure. The
covariates self-esteem (r = .25, p <.01; R?=.06), self-efficacy (r = .18, p<.05; R*=.03)
and organizational commitment (r =.18, p <.05; R?=.03) each were found to be
significantly related to leniency of self-raters in the group member sample. A moderate
amount of total variance (R? = .09) in leniency of self-rater was accounted for by self-
esteem and organizational commitment. Self-efficacy was removed from analysis (p >
.05).

Self-esteem (R?= .07) and self-efficacy (R?= .03) each accounted for a small

amount of variance in the discrimination between performance dimensions associated
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with self-rater for the group member sample. Only self-esteem was included in the
regression analysis. Self-efficacy was removed from analysis (p < .05).

Covariates and other-rater roles. In Hypothesis seven, it was predicted that
individual (self-esteem, locus-of-control) and contextual( affect, self-efficacy, rating
politics, organizational commitment) variables would account for significant variance in
ratings associated with other-rater (peer-rater, subordinate-rater). Of these covariates,
organizational commitment was expected to have the weakest relationship to other-rater
rating behavior.

The influence of covariates on leniency associated with peer-rater and
subordinate-rater roles were examined through multiple regression analysis using
stepwise selection. Affect (r = .24, p <.01; R*=.06), self-efficacy (r = .25, p < .01; R*=
.06), and self-esteem(r = .29, p <.01; R?=.09), were each found to account for small to
moderate amounts of variance in leniency associated with peer-rater. Affect and self-
esteem together were found to account for a moderate amount of variance in peer-rater
leniency (R? = .12). Self-efficacy was removed from the analysis (p_> .05).

Self-esteem (r= -.26, p < .01; R?= .07) was the only covariate to account for
variance in discrimination between performance dimensions for the peer-rater role.

Self-esteem (r = .20, p <.01; R*=.04), politics (r =-.18, p <.05; R?=.03), affect
(c = .24, p < .01; R?=.06), and efficacy (r_= .22, p <.01; R*=.05) each accounted for

small amounts of variance in leniency associated with subordinate-rater. Affect, self-
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efficacy, and politics together accounted for a moderate amount of variance in leniency of
subordinate-rater (R*=.14). Self-esteem was removed from the analysis (p > .05). No
covariates were significantly related to dimension discrimination for subordinate-raters.

In the direction hypothesized, organizational commitment did not account for a
significant amount of variance in any rating behavior for peer or subordinate-rater. A
summary of Regression results for self, peer, and subordinate-raters appears in Table 11.

Covariate influence on the relationship between rater rol i se
rating behavior. It was hypothesized that when the effects of covariates were controlled
for that the relationship between rater role (self-rater, peer-rater, subordinate-rater), rating
purpose (administrative, developmental), and rating behavior would be less significant.
The hypothesis was tested using the group member sample. A summary of results for the
group member sample appears in Table 12.

A 3x2 GLM analysis was conducted controlling for the effects of self-esteem,
self-efficacy, affect, and politics. Covariates controlled for were those that were
significantly related to the rating behavior of self-rater and other-rater (peer-rater,
subordinate-rater) in the full sample. In the analysis, rater role (self-rater, peer-rater,
subordinate-rater) served as a within-subjects repeated factor and rating purpose
(administrative, developmental) served as the between-subjects factor. The analyses

were conducted twice, once using rating leniency as the dependent measure and once
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using discrimination between performance dimensions. Results are discussed in terms of
each type of rating behavior.

The 3x2 analysis described above was conducted using leniency as the dependent
measure. When the effects of covariates were controlled for, the relationship between
rater role and rating leniency for the group sample went from significant (F(2, 125) =
17.03, p.<.01) to non- significant (F (2, 121) =.37, p.> .05). Controlling for covariates
did not change the main effect for rating purpose on leniency. The main effect for
purpose remained nonsignificant. In addition, controlling for covariates did not change
the interaction between rater role, rating purpose, and leniency. The interaction remained
significant.

A 3x2 GLM analysis was also conducted using discrimination between
performance dimensions as the dependent measure. When the effects of covariates were
controlled for, the relationship between rater role and discrimination between
performance dimensions for the group sample went from significant (F (2, 125) =9.15, p
<.01) to non- significant (F (2, 121) = 1.68, p > .05). The main effect for purpose
remained nonsignificant. The interaction between rater role, rating purpose, and leniency
remained significant after controlling for covariates.

Covariates and Rating Behavior: Supervisor Member Sample
GLM analysis (hypotheses four, five, and eight), and hierarchical regression

analyses (hypotheses six and seven) were used to examine the relationship between
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covariates of interest and rating behavior. Findings from the analyses using the
supervisor sample of participants (those who served in the position of supervisor member
in the experiment) are discussed in terms of Hypotheses four through eight.

Rater role, self-esteem, and leniency. Hypothesis one proposed a significant
interaction for rater role and self-esteem on leniency. Results from GLM analysis using
rater role (self-rater, supervisor-rater) as a within-subjects repeated factor, self-esteem
(grouped as high and low) as an independent variable, and leniency as the dependent
measure failed to find support for Hypothesis four for the supervisor member sample, F
(1, 48)=.74, p>.05.

Rater role, locus-of-control, and leniency. A significant interaction for rater role
and locus-of-control was proposed in Hypothesis five. Results from GLM analysis using
rater role (self-rater, supervisor-rater) as a within-subjects repeated factor, internal locus-
of-control (grouped as high and low) as an independent variable, and leniency as the
dependent measure failed to find support for Hypothesis five for the supervisor member
sample, F(1, 48) = 1.15, p > .05.

Covariates and self-rater role. Hypothesis six proposed that those covariates
representing “individual characteristics” would account for more variance in rating
behavior when the role is self-rater than would those representing “contextual factors”.
Results of regression analysis for the supervisor sample may be discussed in terms of

leniency and discrimination between performance dimensions for self-rater.
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Multiple regression analysis using stepwise selection was conducted using
leniency of self-raters from the supervisor sample as the dependent measure. In the
direction hypothesized, only locus-of-control (r = -.30, p< .01) accounted for significant
variance in leniency (R? = .08) of self-rater from the supervisor member sample.

Multiple regression analysis using stepwise selection were also conducted using
discrimination between performance dimensions associated with self-raters from the
supervisor sample as the dependent measure. Locus-of-control (r = .30,R*=.09) and
affect (r =-.30, R?=.09) were significantly related to dimension discrimination. When
entered into regression analysis, locus-of-control and affect together accounted for a
moderate amount of variance (R*=.19) in dimension discrimination.

Covariates and other-rater roles. Hypothesis seven hypothesized that individual
and contextual variables would account for significant variance in ratings associated with
other-rater (supervisor-rater). Of these covariates, organizational commitment was
expected to have the weakest relationship to other-rater rating behavior.

The relationships between covariates and rating behavior were examined
for supervisor-rater role through simple regression analysis. Only affect (r =.53, p <.01)
was found to be significantly related to leniency associated with supervisor-rater in the
supervisor member sample. A large amount of variance in supervisor-rater leniency was

accounted for by affect (R*=.29). No covariates were significantly related to
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discrimination between performance dimensions for supervisor-rater. A summary of
Regression results for both self and supervisor-raters appears in Table 13.

Covariate influence on the relationships between rater role, rating purpose, and
rating behavior. It was hypothesized that when the effects of covariates were controlled
for that the relationship between rater role, rating purpose, and rating behavior would be
less significant. This hypothesis was tested using the supervisor member sample. A
summary of results for the supervisor sample appears in Table 14.

A 2x2 GLM analysis was conducted controlling for the effects of affect and
locus-of-control. Covariates controlled for were those that were significantly related to
the rating behavior of self-rater and other-rater (supervisor-rater) in the supervisor
sample. In the analysis, rater role (self-rater, supervisor-rater) served as a within-subjects
repeated factor and rating purpose (administrative, developmental) served as the
between-subjects factor. The analyses were conducted twice, once using rating leniency
as the dependent measure and once using discrimination between performance
dimensions. Results are discussed in terms of each type of rating behavior.

The 3x2 analysis described above was conducted using leniency as the dependent
measure. When the effects of covariates were controlled for, the relationship between
rater role and rating leniency for the supervisor sample went from significant (E (1,48) =
30.16, p < .01) to non- significant (F(1, 46) = 1.81, p > .05). Controlling for covariates

did not change the main effect for rating purpose on leniency. The main effect for
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purpose remained significant. In addition, controlling for covariates did not change the
interaction between rater role, rating purpose, and leniency. The interaction remained
significant.

A 2x2 GLM analysis was also conducted using discrimination between
performance dimensions as the dependent measure for the supervisor sample. When
covariates were controlled for, no changes occurred in the relationship between rating
purpose and dimension discrimination (remained nonsignificant) or for the interaction of

rating purpose, rater role, and dimension discrimination (remained significant).
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CHAPTER IV
DISCUSSION
The current study had two primary purposes. First, the current study sought to
examine the rating behaviors associated with self-rater and other-rater (peer-rater,
subordinate-rater and supervisor-rater) roles. The focus of the study was to examine
differences in ratings given as a self-rater with those given to others. In this respect, the
current study provided a unique look at self and other rating discrepancy not previously
examined in past literature. Secondly, the current study sought to examine a variety of
individual and contextual variables for their relationship to rating behavior associated
with the role of self-rater and other-rater (peer-rater, subordinate-rater, supervisor-rater).
It was proposed that individual characteristics would be especially important to the rating
behaviors of self-rater. Findings from the current study are discussed in terms of
contributions to literature and organizational implications.
Main Effect teracti
Hypotheses one through three examined the relationship between rater role, rating
purpose, and rating behavior. Findings are discussed in terms of the full sample (ratings
from all participants, grouped as ratings from self-rater or other-rater), the group sample
(participants who served in experimental task as a group member and served in the roles

of self-rater, peer-rater, and subordinate-rater), and the supervisor sample (participants
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who served in experimental task as a supervisor and served in the roles of self-rater and
supervisor-rater).

Main effect for rater role. Hypothesis one predicted a main effect for rater role on
rating behavior. Specifically, it was predicted that ratings from the role of self-rater
would be more lenient and less discriminant that ratings associated with any other-rater
role (peer, subordinate, and supervisor). Findings from the full, group, and supervisor
samples supported Hypothesis one.

The role of self-rater was associated with the most lenient ratings of all rater roles
and across all samples (full, group member, and supervisor member). In the full sample,
ratings associated with the self-rater were found to be significantly more lenient (M=
5.95) than those associated with the role of other-rater (M=5.51). Similarly, ratings
associated with the role of self-rater in the group member sample were found to be
significantly more lenient (M=5.93) than either ratings associated with peer-raters
(M=5.60) or those associated with subordinate-raters (M=5.53). Ratings associated with
the role of self-rater in the supervisor member sample were also found to be significantly
more lenient (M=5.98) than ratings associated with the supervisor-rater role (M=5.40).

Support was also found for Hypothesis one when discrimination between
performance dimensions was examined. As predicted, ratings from self-rater in the full
sample were found to be significantly less discriminant between performance dimensions

(M=.42) than were ratings from other-rater (M=.53). Likewise, self-ratings in the group
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member sample were significantly less discriminant between performance dimensions
(M=.42) than either ratings associated with peer-raters (M=.51) or those associated with
subordinate-raters (M=.58). Interestingly, ratings from the peer-rater role were found to
be significantly less discriminant than those associated with the subordinate-rater role.
Contrary to what was hypothesized, no significant effect for rater role on discrimination
between performance dimensions was found in the supervisor member sample.

When findings from all three samples are considered, consistent support was
found for the ratings from self-raters being more lenient and less discriminant than those
from any other rating source. These findings are unique in that they examine a
comparison that has not been systematically examined in past research, that of self-
ratings with ratings given to others. Previous research has supported that self-ratings tend

to be discrepant from those received from others (e.g., Harris & Schaubroeck, 1988).

Findings from the current study confirm that the same pattern of results may be found
when comparing self-ratings with ratings given to others.

Findings from the current study support that some differences may be expected in
terms of rating behavior when comparing peer, subordinate, and supervisor-raters.
Supervisor ratings were significantly less lenient than peer ratings, but similar to those of
subordinates. In terms of dimension discrimination, both supervisor and peer ratings were
significantly less discriminant than subordinate ratings. While these findings indicate that

differences between raters other than self may be expected, in general they are not as
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dramatic as those between self-rater and other-rater. This pattern of results is similar to
that found in previous literature that supports significant differences primarily between
self and other-raters, but not between other-raters themselves (e.g. Harris & Schaubroeck,
1988; Mabe & West, 1982).

Interestingly, the largest discrepancy between self and other rating leniency
existed in the supervisor sample between self-ratings and supervisor ratings. While self
ratings in the supervisor sample were similar to self-ratings from the group sample,
supervisor ratings (supervisor rating a subordinate) were less lenient than were peer
ratings or subordinate ratings (subordinate rating a supervisor). While this finding is
unique in comparing ratings given to self with those given to other, it is supported by
previous research. Thornton (1968) found discrepancies between self and supervisor
ratings. When comparing self, peer, and supervisor ratings, Harris and Schaubroeck
(1988), found the largest discrepancies between ratings were between self and supervisor.
Harris and Schaubroeck (1988) did not examine subordinate ratings and the current study
contributes to the literature in its inclusion of this rater role.

Across samples, a stronger effect was found for rater role on leniency (n’=.26, full
sample; n*=.21, group sample; n’=.39, supervisor sample) than was found for dimension
discrimination (n’=.08, full sample; n?=.13, group sample; n’= n.s.). It may be that the
role a rater is in may affect his or her ability to distinguish between performance

dimensions in ratings to a lesser extent than it effects the degree to which he or she is
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lenient in rating. Previous researchers (e.g., Landy & Farr, 1983) have found leniency to
be the most commonly encountered rating error.

Main effect for rating purpose. Hypothesis two predicted a main effect for rating
purpose on rating behavior. Specifically, it was predicted that the highest and least
discriminant (between ratees and between performance dimensions) ratings would be
found in the administrative condition as opposed to developmental condition for all rater
roles. While support was found for a main effect for rating purpose on leniency, no
support was found for a main effect for purpose on either discrimination between
performance dimensions or between ratees. Findings may be discussed in more detail in
terms of the full, group, and supervisor sample.

In support of Hypothesis two, findings from the full sample of participants found
ratings associated with the administrative condition to be significantly more lenient (M=
5.96) than those associated with the developmental condition (M=5.50). Similarly,
findings from the supervisor sample of participants showed ratings associated with the
administrative condition to be significantly more lenient (M= 6.03) than those associated
with the developmental condition (M=5.37). Interestingly, no significant effect for rating
purpose on rating leniency was found for the group sample. In addition, no significant
purpose effect was found for discrimination between performance dimensions or

discrimination between ratees for any sample.
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Findings from the full and supervisor samples supported an effect for purpose on
leniency. The relationship was in the direction supported by previous research that has
found more lenient and less discriminant ratings to be associated with administrative
purposes (e.g., Zedeck & Cascio, 1982).

One implication of findings from the current study is that depending on whether
the rater serves in a supervisory (supervisor sample) or nonsupervisory position (group
sample), a difference in effect that purpose has on leniency may be expected. When
rating leniency from group members were considered, purpose had no effect. In contrast,
when rating leniency from the supervisor sample of participants was considered, purpose
had a large effect (n’=.20).

Interaction of rater role and rating purpose. Hypothesis three predicted an
interaction for rater role and rating purpose on rating behavior. Specifically, it was
predicted that more lenient and less discriminant (between performance dimensions)
ratings would result from ratings from the seif-rater role done for administrative purposes
than ratings from the self-rater role done for developmental purposes. In support of
Hypothesis three, ratings from self-raters done for administrative purposes were found to
be more lenient and less discriminant than those associated with developmental purposes
for each sample. Findings from the full, group, and supervisor samples supported

hypothesis three.
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In support of Hypothesis three, findings from each sample found ratings
associated with self-rater in the administrative condition to be significantly more lenient
(EM= 6.44, full sample; EM=6.29, group sample; EM=6.60, supervisor sample) than
those associated with self-rater in the developmental condition (EM=5.52, full sample;
EM=5.62, group sample; EM=5.42, supervisor sample).

Findings from all samples supported Hypothesis three in terms of discrimination
between performance dimensions. Self-ratings done for an administrative purpose were
found to be less discriminant (EM=.36, full sample; EM= .39, group sample; EM= .34,
supervisor sample) than those associated with a developmental purpose (EM= .47, full
sample; EM=.45, group sample; EM= .49, supervisor sample). Although no specific
hypotheses were made regarding rater roles other than self, findings may be discussed in
terms of these other roles.

No significant differences were found between ratings done for administrative
purposes and those done for developmental purposes in terms of either leniency for other-
rater (full sample) peer-rater, subordinate-rater, or supervisor-rater. It is of interest to note
however, that while not significantly different, peer-ratings for a developmental purpose
were more lenient than those done for an administrative purpose. This finding is in a
direction opposite of previous research (e.g. Farh et al, 1991) that found peer ratings for
administrative purposes to be more lenient than those for developmental purposes. It may

be that in the current study peers gave less lenient ratings to coworkers in the
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administrative condition because they were competing against them for a monetary
reward.

In terms of discrimination, a significant difference was found only for peer-raters.
In contrast to findings involving self-raters, peer-raters were significantly more
discriminant when rating for an administrative (M=.57) as opposed to developmental
purpose (M=.46). Previous research (e.g., Farh et al., 1991) has found the opposite effect,
administrative ratings being associated with less discrimination than developmental
ratings. As mentioned above, competition for rewards may have contributed to findings
in the current study. Ratings may also be discussed in terms of comparisons by purpose
and across rater roles for each sample.

In the full sample, self-ratings for an administrative purpose were found to be
significantly different from those of other-rater in terms of leniency (M=6.37, self;
M=5.48, other-rater) and dimension discrimination (M=.37, self; M=.56, other-rater).
When rating for a developmental purpose, no significant differences between self and
other-rater were found for either leniency or discrimination.

In the group sample, self-ratings for an administrative purpose were found to be
significantly different from those of both peer and subordinate-raters in terms of leniency
(M=6.28, self; M=5.46, peer-rater; M=5.54, subordinate-rater) and dimension

discrimination (M=.39, self; M=.57, peer-rater; M=.55, subordinate-rater). No significant
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differences existed between peer-rater and subordinate-rater administrative ratings in
terms of leniency or discrimination.

When rating for a developmental purpose, both self-raters (M=.45) and peer-raters
(M=.46) were found to be significantly less discriminant than subordinate-raters (M=.62).
No significant differences between self, peer, and subordinate rating leniency was found
for the developmental condition.

In the full sample, self-ratings for an administrative purpose were found to be
significantly different from those of supervisor-rater in terms of leniency (M=6.60, self;,
M=5.46, supervisor-rater) and dimension discrimination (M=.33, self; M=.55, supervisor-
rater). When rating for a developmental purpose, no significant differences between self
and supervisor-rater were found for either leniency or discrimination.

In support of Hypothesis three and consistent with previous literature, self-ratings
associated with an administrative purpose were significantly more lenient and less
discriminant than those associated with a developmental purpose across samples (e.g.,
Campbell & Lee, 1988). In addition, self-ratings done for an administrative purpose were
significantly more lenient and less discriminant than those from any other-rater role also
done for administrative purposes. Previous researchers (e.g., Longenecker et al., 1987)
have proposed that self-raters are driven to give themselves lenient ratings under
administrative conditions due to a desire to protect themselves from negative

consequences associated with low ratings.
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Interestingly, when rating for developmental purposes no significant differences
were found between self-ratings and those from other-rater roles in terms of leniency. In
terms of discrimination related to a developmental purpose, only one significant
difference was found. Subordinate ratings were significantly more discriminant under
developmental conditions than those from self or peer-raters. In general, findings from
the current study suggest that rating purpose is of particular importance to rating behavior
when the rater role is self.

Implications for the organization. Findings from the current study support that the
types of ratings (in terms of leniency and discrimination) coming from an organization’s
evaluation process may be expected to be influenced by both who is doing the rating
(rater role) and the reason behind the rating (rating purpose). Implications for the
organization may be discussed in terms of design and implementation of performance
evaluation systems.

Organizations using multi-rater processes may want to carefully consider the
importance given to ratings associated with different rater roles will have in contributing
to decisions made about the ratee. Of special concern may be ratings from self-raters
done for administrative purposes. In the current study, seif-ratings were found to be
especially discrepant from those associated with other-rater roles in terms of leniency and
discrimination. This effect was especially salient when rating for administrative

purposes. Interestingly, when rating for developmental purposes, self-ratings shared
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similar levels of leniency and discrimination with those associated with those associated
with peer, supervisor, and subordinate-raters.

These findings suggest that organizations may want to be especially wary of
placing much consideration on self-ratings done for an administrative purpose, but may
want to give them the same consideration as those from other-raters when rating is for
developmental purposes. The true value of self-ratings done for administrative purposes
may be in their ability to allow individuals to contribute to their evaluations, but not as
determinants in any administrative decisions. When ratings are being used for
administrative purposes, those from sources other than self may be viewed as superior to
self-ratings.

Findings regarding “other-raters” (full sample), found ratings from *‘others” done
for administrative purposes to be less lenient and more discriminant than those from self-
raters done for administrative purposes. While peer, supervisor, and subordinate-raters
were more similar than different, a few significant differences did exist. While peer,
subordinate, and supervisor-raters were not found to differ in terms of leniency, ratings
from subordinate-rater (subordinate rating a supervisor) were the most discriminant. In
addition, peers were less discriminant when rating for an administrative purpose then for
a developmental purpose. As some differences in rating behaviors of those in rater roles
other than self may be expected, organizations may want to take care not to rely on the

ratings associated with any single “other-rater” role. An approach that looks for
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convergence among the “other-rater” roles or that averages ratings across “other-raters”
may be superior in value to one that relies on ratings from any one source.

It may be argued that other-raters (as a group) may be expected to provide more
accurate ratings than those provided by self. While some might find this reason to
abandon self-ratings, their importance to the evaluation process in allowing the individual
to have input into their evaluation is critical and should not be eliminated. In addition,
when done for developmental purposes self-ratings were found in the current study to be
quite similar to ratings associated with other-rater roles.

Organizations may want to develop evaluation systems with purpose in mind.
Findings from the current study may be especially important given a growing trend in
organizations to use ratings from sources other than supervisor for administrative
decisions (i.e. pay and promotion; London & Smithers, 1995). When organizations are
using ratings for an administrative purpose they may want to do so with the
understanding that in general, such ratings may be more lenient than had they been
collected solely for developmental purposes.

Three general guidelines have been proposed for organizations using 360 degree
feedback processes for multiple purposes: 1) Base developmental decisions on feedback
regarding competence and behaviors, 2) base administrative decisions on feedback
related to accomplishments and resuits, 3) protect confidentiality by limiting the portion

of feedback that supervisors can see (Waldman, Atwater, & Antonioni, 1998).
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Organizations that follow such guidelines and who look for convergence among ratings
from multiple sources may be expected to have better outcomes from their evaluation
processes than organizations that do not.

Covariates and Rating Behavior

Hypotheses four through eight addressed the relationship between rating behavior
and a number of individual (self-esteem, locus-of-control) and contextual (self-efficacy,
affect, politics, organizational commitment) variables. Each hypothesis may be discussed
in terms of findings from the full, group samples, and supervisor member samples.

Rater role, self-esteem, locus-of-control and leniency. Hypothesis four proposed
a significant interaction between rater role and self-esteem on leniency. Specifically, it
was predicted that raters in the role of self-rater and who are high in self-esteem would
have more lenient ratings than raters in the role of other-rater who are also high in seif-
esteem.

Hypothesis five proposed a significant interaction between rater role and locus-of-
control on leniency. Specifically, it was predicted that raters in the role of self-rater and
who have an internal locus-of-control would give more lenient ratings than raters in the
role of other-rater who also have an internal locus-of-control.

Contrary to what was predicted, findings using the full, group member and
supervisor member samples were not significant for an interaction for either Hypothesis

four or Hypothesis five. The relationships between rater role, self-esteem and leniency
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and between rater role, locus-of-control and leniency were similar for self, peer,
subordinate, and supervisor raters.

Covariates and self-rater role. Hypothesis six proposed that “individual
characteristics” (self-esteem, locus-of-control) would account for more variance in rating
behavior (leniency, discrimination between performance dimensions) for the role of self-
rater than would “contextual factors”(affect, self-efficacy, rating politics, and
organizational commitment). Contrary what was hypothesized, similar amounts of
variance in ratings from self-raters were accounted for by both individual and contextual
factors. One exception to this was found in the supervisor member sample. Results may
be discussed in terms of each covariate and variance accounted for in self ratings.

Self-esteem was found to account for significant variance in leniency in self-raters
in both the full (R?=.04) and group samples (R?=.06). Findings are consistent with
research that has found individuals high in self-esteem to give themselves more lenient
self-ratings (Farh & Dobbins, 1989). Self-esteem also accounted for variance in
discrimination between performance dimensions for the self-raters in the full sample
(R’=.05) and the group sample (R*=.07). In both instances the relationship was negative
such that an increase in self-esteem was related to a decrease in discrimination.

Locus-of-control accounted for a significant amount of variance in leniency
(R’=.08) and discrimination (R?=.09) associated with self-rater in the supervisor sample.

The relationship between leniency and locus-of-control was negative (a more internal
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locus-of-control being related to less lenient ratings), while the relationship between
discrimination and locus-of-control was positive (a more internal locus-of-control being
related to more discriminant ratings). Findings regarding leniency differ from those of
previous research (e.g., Levy, 1991) that found individuals with internal locus-of-control
to report higher levels of performance than those with external locus-of-control. As
locus-of-control was not significantly related to self-ratings from the group sample, it
may be that supervisory position contributed to the relationship between locus-of-control
and self-rater leniency in the current study.

Self-efficacy accounted for variance in self-rater leniency for both the full
(R?>=.04) and the group (R*=.03) samples. In addition, self-efficacy accounted for
variance in discrimination between performance dimensions for both the full (R*=.03)
and the group (R?=.03) samples. The relationship between seif-efficacy and dimension
discrimination for self-raters in both the full and group samples was negative. An
increase in self-efficacy was related to a decrease in discrimination. These findings are
supported by theory (Murphy & Cleveland, 1991) that suggests that due to their frequent
access to performance related behaviors and results of behaviors, high self-efficacy in
self-raters may be related to more lenient and less discriminant ratings.

Affect accounted for variance in dimension discrimination associated with self-
raters from the supervisor member sample (R?=.09). The relationship was negative such

that greater liking for the ratee was associated with less discrimination. This relationship
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is consistent with previous research that has found liking of a ratee to be related to
leniency, halo, and low interrater agreement (Kingstrom & Mainstone, 1983).

Organizational commitment accounted for similar amounts of variance in self-
rater leniency in both the full (R?=.03) and group R*=.03) samples as was accounted for
by individual characteristics (i.e., self esteem). Greater commitment to the organization
was related to more lenient ratings. Theory on organizational commitment (e.g.,
Mowday, Porter, & Steers, 1982) would predict that greater commitment to the
organization would be related to less leniency in performance ratings. Previous research
had not examined the influence of organizational commitment on self ratings.

Contrary to what was hypothesized, findings support that the level of variance
accounted for in self-rating behavior by individual and contextual factors was
comparable. Interestingly, the types of variables of significant to self-rating behavior
differed between samples. Self-esteem, self-efficacy and organizational commitment
were significantly related to rating behavior of full and group self-raters. In support of
Hypothesis six, only locus-of-control accounted for significant variance in self-rating
behavior from the supervisor sample. It may be that the importance of individual
characteristics to rating behavior is in part determined by the organizational level of the
self-rater (supervisory or nonsupervisor). Of all the covariates of interest, only politics

was not significantly related to any self-rater rating behavior. It may be that when rating
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one’s own performance, the degree to which others are perceived as manipulating ratings
is not as important as it might be when rating the performance of others.

Covariates and other-rater roles. Hypothesis seven proposed that individual and
contextual variables would account for significant variance in the rating behavior of
raters other than self (peer-rater, subordinate-rater, supervisor-rater). In addition, it was
hypothesized that of all covariates, organizational commitment would account for the
least amount of variance in other-rating behavior of all covariates.

In support of Hypothesis seven, all but one of the hypothesized covariates (locus-
of-control) was found to account for variance for at least one rating behavior (leniency,
discrimination) and for at least one rater role (peer, subordinate, supervisor). Providing
additional support for Hypothesis seven. organizational commitment did not account for
any variance in the rating behavior of any other-rater role. Results may be discussed in
terms of each covariate and variance accounted for.

Self-esteem was found to account for a variance in leniency associated with the
role of other-rater (full sample) (l_lz=.04), and with the roles of peer-rater (R*=.09) and
subordinate-rater role (R*=.04) (group sample). Higher self-esteem was related to
increased leniency. In addition, self-esteem was related to discrimination for peer-raters
(R?=.07). The relationship was negative such that an increase in self-esteem was related
to a decrease in discrimination. As was discussed in the preceding section, these findings

were consistent with those found in previous research examining self-raters. However,
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previous research has not examined the relationship between self-esteem and raters other
than self. It may be that self-esteem is not only influential in how one rates his or her
own performance, but the performance of others as well.

Self-efficacy accounted for variance in leniency associated with the role of other-
rater (R?=.05)(full sample), and the roles of peer-rater (R*=.06) and subordinate-rater
(R?*=.05) (group sample). Higher levels of self-efficacy were related to an increase in
leniency. As was discussed in the preceding section, past research supports that greater
self-efficacy may be related to increased leniency for self-raters. However, literature
suggests that the opposite may be true for those in other-rater roles. Based on theory
involving self-efficacy, other-raters who have a good understanding of the appraisal
process may be expected to be less lenient in their ratings (Gardner & Pierce, 1998). It is
interesting that self-efficacy was related to leniency for other-raters from the group
sample (peer and subordinate), but not to supervisor leniency in the supervisor sample. It
may be that that a unique element of organizational level (supervisory or nonsupervisory
position) contributes to the influence that self-efficacy has on rater leniency.

Affect accounted for significant variance in leniency associated with the role of
other-rater (R?=.13; full sample), and with the roles of peer-rater (R?=.06) and
subordinate-rater (R*=.06; group sample). In addition, it was the only covariate
significantly related to leniency in the role of supervisor-rater (R*=.29). Interestingly, the

amount of variance accounted for by affect in supervisor leniency was the largest amount
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accounted for by any single covariates across rater roles and rating behaviors. Ina
previous study of supervisor-raters, higher levels of liking for a ratee were found to be
related to higher ratings (Kingstrom & Mainstone, 1985).

Politics was found to account for variance for only one rating behavior and one
rating role, that of leniency (R?=.03) associated with the role of subordinate-rater.
Interestingly, this relationship was negative (r = -.18) such that a belief that raters
manipulate ratings was related to lower ratings. Previous research by Cleveland et al.
(2000) has demonstrated the opposite effect (a belief that other-raters do manipulate
ratings related to more lenient ratings) using a sample of primarily supervisory ratings
(supervisor rating a subordinate). It may be that when subordinate-raters believe there is
an absence of rating manipulation (perhaps among their supervisors), they may be
inclined to rate their supervisor more favorably. While previous research has not
addressed this relationship directly, previous research has supported that raters who
perceive their organization’s culture as less political are more inclined to provide accurate
performance evaluations (Gioia & Longenecker, 1994).

In support of Hypothesis seven, organizational commitment did not account for
significant variance in the rating behavior of any other-rater (peer-rater, subordinate-rater,
supervisor-rater). These findings are supported by previous research (e.g., Cleveland et

al., 2000) that found factors which are more removed from raters (“distal” variables) to
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account for less variance in rating behavior than those that more directly influence raters
(“proximal” variables).

As was found with self-rating behavior, both individual and contextual factors
accounted for significant variance in the rating behavior of other-raters (other-rater, peer-
rater, subordinate-rater, supervisor-rater). Interestingly, depending on the rater role
(other-rater, peer-rater, subordinate-rater, supervisor-rater) different covariates were
found to have importance to rating behavior.

Self-esteem, affect, and self-efficacy were all related to both peer and subordinate
rating leniency. In addition, rating politics was related to subordinate-rater leniency. For
supervisor-raters, only affect was related to rating leniency. For other-rater (full sample),
both self-esteem and self-efficacy were related to leniency. While organizational
commitment was found to be significantly related to self-rater leniency, it was not related
to the rating behavior of any other-rater roles. It may be that the rating behavior of other-
raters will be influenced by individual and contextual variables to differing extents based
on the role the other-rater is in, much as covariate influence on self-raters varied
depended on supervisor or nonsupervisor status.

One interesting finding in the current study is that some variables were
significantly related to rating behavior for both self and other-rater roles, while others
were not. Self-esteem, self-efficacy, and affect were related to rating behavior for both

self and other-rater roles. Locus-of-control and organizational commitment were related
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only to self-raters. Politics was related only to a other-rater role (subordinate-rater). It
may be that some covariates will have a general importance regardless of rater role, while
the significance of others will be dependent on the role of the rater.

Covariate influence on the relationships between rater role, rati se, and
rating behavior. Hypothesis eight proposed that when the effects of covariates were
controlled for that the relationship between rater role (self-rater, peer-rater, subordinate-
rater, supervisor-rater), rating purpose (administrative, developmental), and rating
behavior (leniency, discrimination between performance dimensions, discrimination
between ratees) would be less significant. Findings provide mixed support for
Hypothesis eight.

In support of Hypothesis eight, when the effects of covariates were controlled for
in the full sample, group, and supervisor samples, the relationship between rater role
(self-rater, other-rater) and rating leniency went from significant to non-significant in
each case. In addition, controlling for covariates in each of the three samples resuited in
the relationship between rater role and discrimination between performance dimensions
to go from significant to nonsignificant. Contrary to what was hypothesized, controlling
for covariates did not change the relationship between rating purpose and leniency or
discrimination, nor the interaction between role, purpose and leniency or discrimination

for the full, group, or supervisor samples. Covariates may be especially important for
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understanding the relationship between rater role and rating behavior, but not for rating
purpose and rating behavior,

Organizational implications. Findings regarding covariates suggest that
organizations need to be aware of the potential influence that both individual and
contextual variables may have on performance ratings. The greater an organization’s
understanding of factors that may contribute to rating leniency and discrimination, the
better able they may be to identify and address such issues. Feelings about one’s worth
(self-esteem), the level to which one feels knowledgeable about the rating process (self-
efficacy), and the degree to which a rater likes a ratee (affect) were found to be
significantly related to the rating behavior of both self and other-raters. Each of these
covariates are discussed in terms of implications for rater training.

While organizations may be limited in the degree to which they may dictate how
worthy an individual feels or how well an individual likes a ratee, they can develop an
awareness in individuals as to the potential effect such beliefs may have on ratings they
give themselves and others. Rater training programs may be used to inform raters about
the relationship between self-esteem, affect, and leniency. By encouraging raters to focus
on the performance related behaviors of ratees and not on how well the rater likes a ratee,
leniency may be reduced and discrimination enhanced. In addition, by carefully defining

performance dimensions, leniency may be minimized. Past research has found that the
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relationship between self-esteem and leniency to be especially salient when performance
dimension are ambiguous (Farh & Dobbins, 1989).

Organizations may be able to more directly control the effects of self-efficacy on
leniency. In the current study, greater self-efficacy was related to increased leniency and
less discrimination among dimensions. Self-efficacy was closely related to self-esteem,
and it may be that in the current study that lenient ratings occurred when high self-esteem
individuals were also high in efficacy for the evaluation task. Previous research has
stressed the importance of having raters who understand their part in the evaluation
process is to reducing leniency in ratings (Napier & Latham, 1986). While this is true,
there may be some indication that when some individuals are both high in self-esteem
and high in self-efficacy, they may be inclined to provide more lenient ratings.

While organizations may be limited to the degree of direct control they have over
the influence of individual variables, processes such as rater training may help mitigate
an potential negative effects of such variables on the evaluation process.

Strengths and Limitations of Current Study

The current study attempted to meet two primary goals: (1) to contribute a unique
perspective to the literature by examining differences between seif-rater and other-rater in
terms of ratings given, and (2) to examine individual and contextual variables that
influence rating behaviors associated with self and other-rater roles. While not all

hypotheses were supported, general support was found for a model of rating behavior that
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includes the effects of rating purpose, rating role, and individual and contextual variables
on rating behavior.

Study design. A primary strength of the current study was in its design. Past
research has limited its study of rating behavior and rater roles to comparison of ratings

of self with those received from other sources. The design of the current study was

unique in allowing for the examination of differences between self and other rating
behaviors by comparing those given to self with those given to others. The inclusion of
this unique perspective contributed to the literature by confirming that the same pattern of

differences between self and other-rater behavior might be found regardless of whether

comparisons are made at the level of self with those received or self with those given.

An additional design strength involves the collection of self-ratings from both
those serving in supervisory and non-supervisory roles. Previous research has not
examined self-ratings from both perspectives within the context of a single study. Such
comparison reinforced that self-ratings under numerous conditions may be expected to
differ from those associated with other-rater roles.

While limited previous research (e.g., Cleveland et. al, 2000) has examined the
relationship between rating behavior and contextual variables, this relationship has not
been examined in the context of different rater roles. In addition, research has not
systematically examined the influence of both individual and contextual variables on

rating behavior. The design of the current study permitted the systematic examination of
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how individual and contextual variables might differently influence rating behavior
depending on the roie of the rater. While results were mixed, they support the
importance that individual characteristics and contextual characteristics may have to
rating behavior associated with different rater roles.

Finally, the design allowed for rating purpose (administrative or developmental)
to be strictly controlled for. Had an organizational setting been used for the current
study, the same degree of control may not have been possible. Often, organizations do
not specifically indicate for what purposes ratings will be used (London & Smithers,
1995).

Despite the strengths of the current study, several possible weaknesses also
deserve discussion. One possible weakness in the study’s design may be that it was not
fully crossed. Participants who served as group members in the study served in the roles
of self-rater, peer-rater, and subordinate-rater (subordinate rating a supervisor).
Participants who served as supervisor members served in the roles of self-rater and
supervisor-rater (supervisor rating a subordinate). Because not all participants engaged in
all rating roles, some statistical comparisons could not be made.

An additional weakness of the current study involves artificiality of the evaluation
task and the participant sample. As it was not possible to include organizational
members as participants in the study university students were used. The experimental

groups were together for only a brief time (approximately one hour). It is probable that
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the experience of these groups cannot be likened to those that occur with groups in
organizations in which individuals interact on a daily basis. It may be argued that some
of the covariate variables of interest (for example, politics in rating) would have had
more influence if examined in the context of an organization’s actual performance
evaluation process.

Lastly, a possible weakness of the current study may be that each covariate
variable was measured only once. Results for some covariates may have differed had
they been measured for each rater role. For example, affect was measured by assessing
in general how well the rater liked ratees. If affect had been measured for each rater role,
more specific information could be gained regarding how well the rater liked a peer they
rated versus a supervisor versus themselves.

Future Research

Future research examining rater roles and rating behavior may benefit from
expanding on some of the current study’s findings. Rater role, rating purpose, and
covariates were all found to be significantly related to rating behavior of self and other-
raters. Each may be discussed in terms of future research.

The current study examined the roles of self-rater, peer-rater, subordinate-rater,
and supervisor-rater for their relationship to rating behavior. As the popularity of multi-
rater evaluation systems grows so do the number of rater roles included in the process. It

is becoming more common for “customers” (those who receive some service from the
4
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ratee) to evaluate the performance of those who provide a service. Research has not
examined the relationship between rater roles that are external to the organization and the
rating behavior associated with such roles. Future research will benefit from examining
the rating behavior associated with rater roles that are based both within and outside the
organization.

Administrative and developmental purposes were examined in the current study
for their relationship to rating behavior. Often, raters are not given a specific purpose for
rating. In addition, some evidence suggests that even when raters are told that ratings
will be used for developmental purposes they believe they will have some influence on
administrative decisions. Future research will benefit from examining rating behavior
when no purpose is given, or when raters are given a purpose but doubt the actual
purpose for rating.

The current study found both individual and contextual variables to be important
to self and other rating behavior. Covariates were found to vary in their significance to
rating behavior depending on rater role (self, peer, subordinate, supervisor). Based on
this finding, future research would be encouraged to examine covariates at the level of
rater role. While only a limited number of covariates were examined in the current study,
future research would benefit from further examination of variables that may be related to
rating behavior. Of particular importance for study may be those more “proximal” (i.e.

closer) to the rater. Opportunity to observe performance and the quality of exchange
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between rater and ratee are two “proximal” variables that might be considered ir: future
research.

In addition, future research should continue to examine the relationship between
self-esteem and self-efficacy, and their relationship to rating behavior. Self-efficacy was
included in the current study as a contextual variable that measured the degree to which
individuals understood and felt capable of participating in the evaluation process. Self-
esteem was included in the current study as an individual characteristic that measured the
degree to which individuals feel “worthy”. Based on the results of regression analysis,
self-esteem appeared to be a more significant contributor to rating behavior of self-raters,
while self-efficacy was a more significant contributor to rating behavior of other-raters.

Recent research (i.e., Gardner & Pierce, 1998), has examined self-esteem and
self-efficacy as being a part of the individual’s “self-concept”. Under this approach, self-
efficacy (even task-specific self-efficacy) might be considered as an individual as
opposed to contextual variable in future research.

While specific hypotheses were not made regarding experimental source
(participated in task as group member or supervisor member) in the current study, some
significant results were found for self-raters. Interestingly, when ratings were associated
with an administrative purpose, supervisor self-raters were more lenient in their ratings
than were group self-raters. In contrast, ratings associated with a developmental purpose

for group self-raters were more lenient than were supervisor self-ratings. Future studies
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would benefit from examining the rater’s position in the organization, along with rater
role.

The current study was successful in confirming that ratings given to self and those
given to others share the same pattern of discrepancy found when ratings given to self are
compared with those received from others. In addition, the current study was successful
in identifying individual and organizational variables that have importance for
understanding the relationships between rater roles and rating behaviors. Findings from
the current study have relevance for organizational implementation of multi-rater
evaluation processes and for individuals interested in pursuing research in the area of
rating behavior. Future research will benefit from expanding on the findings reported

here and from examining additional questions and concerns involving rating behavior.
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Table 1

Means and Standard Deviations for Demographic, Covariate, and Dependent Variables

for Full, Group, and Supervisor Samples.

Variable n M SD
Full Sample

Demographic Variables*

Age 179 1.25 46

Sex 179 1.51 .50

Year in School 179 1.37 .70

Experience Rating Others 179 4.68 1.42

Experience Rating Self 179 4.90 1.48

Covariate Variables®

Self-esteem 179 591 .80

Locus-of-control 179 5.39 .59

Politics 179 4.43 .85

Affect 179 4.45 1.03

Self-efficacy 179 5.87 a7

Organizational Commitment 179 4.86 1.00

Dependent Variables®

Self-rater Leniency 179 5.95 .87

(table continues)
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Variable n M SD
Self-rater

Dimension Discrimination 179 42 33
Other-rater Leniency 179 5.51 .85
Other-rater

Dimension Discrimination 179 .53 23

Group Sample
Demographic Variables
Age 129 1.29 49
Sex 129 1.49 .50
Year in School 129 1.37 .66
Experience Rating Others 129 4.66 1.38
Experience Rating Self 129 4.85 1.50
Covariate Variables
Self-esteem 129 5.98 .80
Locus-of-control 129 5.42 57
Politics 129 448 .83
Affect 129 4.45 1.02
(table continues)
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Variable n M SD
Self-efficacy 129 5.89 .74
Organizational Commitment 129 4.86 97
Dependent Variables®
Self-rater Leniency 129 5.93 .89
Self-rater

Dimension Discrimination 129 42 34
Peer-rater Leniency 129 5.60 17
Peer-rater

Dimension Discrimination 129 .52 29
Subordinate-rater Leniency 128¢ 5.53 .11
Subordinate-rater

Dimension Discrimination 128¢ 58 31
Discrimination between

Peer Ratees (ratings given ne 55 53

to peers)

Supervisor Sample
Demographic Variables
Age 50 1.16 37
Sex 50 1.58 .50
Year in School 50 1.38 81
(table continues)
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Variable n M SD
Experience Rating Others 50 4.70 1.54
Experience Rating Self 50 5.06 1.41
Covariate Variables
Self-esteem 50 5.75 .80
Locus-of-control 50 5.30 .63
Politics 50 4.32 91
Affect 50 4.34 1.06
Self-efficacy 50 5.83 .86
Organizational Commitment 50 4.87 1.07
Dependent Variables
Self-rater Leniency 50 5.98 .84
Self-rater

Dimension Discrimination 50 41 29
Supervisor-rater Leniency 50 5.40 .90
Supervisor-rater

Dimension Discrimination 50 49 24
Discrimination between

Subordinate Ratees (ratings given

to subordinates) 50 .61 .61

(table continues)
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* The “Age” measure was scored as follows: “1” = under 20 years of age; “2”= 20-25;
“37= 25-30; “4”=over 30 years of age. The “Sex” measure was scored as follows: “1”=
male; “2” = female. The “Year in School” measure was scored as follows: “17=
freshman; “2” = sophomore, “3”= junior, “4”’= senior, and “5”= other. Experience
evaluating self and experience evaluating other were represented by a 1-7 point scale.
Both measures were scored such that “7” = great amount of evaluation experience and

“1”= little experience with evaluation.

®Covariate variables were measured using 1-7 point scales. All measures were scored
such that a “7” represented a positive rating while a “1” represented a more negative

rating.

‘Leniency is represented by the mean level of performance rating associated with each
rater role. The “performance rating” measure was scored so that “7”’= outstanding
performance and “1”= poor performance. Dimension discrimination is represented by the
mean level of discrimination between performance dimensions associated with each rater
role. Numbers closer to .00 indicate low levels of rating discrimination between
performance dimensions, while those closer to 1.00 indicate greater levels of dimension
discrimination discrimination. Self-rater refers to an individual evaluating his or her own
performance. Other-rater refers to all raters other than self. Peer-rater refers to an
individual evaluating another group member. Subordinate-rater refers to a subordinate
evaluating a supervisor. Supervisor-rater refers to a supervisor evaluating a subordinate.

One participant did not complete a rating of their supervisor.

‘Some peer raters were not included because they rated only one other peer due to group
size.
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Table 2

Intercorrelations Between Demographic, Covariate, and Dependent Variables of Interest

Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
1. Age
2, Sex -17*
3. Year 61%*  -06
4. Experience Rating Others .06 .05 04
5. Experience Rating Self .00 0l -03 44°°
6. Self-esteem .06 -09 -01 10 27¢¢
7. Locus-of-control 01 .05 07 02 14 A6°**
8. Rating Politics -04 -16* 000 .02 09 .10 -07
9, Affect 01 -06 -02 -02 A5 4 .10 02
10. Sclf-efficacy .00 J6* .03 9% 17¢ 34° 28** .03 .08
11. Organizational Commitment .04 d6* 04 07 -00 04 09 .04 05
(table continues)
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Variable

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
Full Sample (N=179)
12. Self -rater Leniency ~01 .09 -04 13 A5% 0 20 -4 4 1
13. Self-rater Dimension Discrimination .05 -.03 .04 -4  -13 -22%¢ 03 -.06 -13
14. Other-rater Leniency 05 -09 09 04 .10 200 04 -09  .36**
15. Other-rater Dimension Discrimination -.01 .04 01 -02  -20** -.15 01 .08 -13
Group Sample (n=129)
16. Self-rater Leniency .03 .03 -.04 09 16 24% 07 08 .08
17. Self-rater Dimension Discrimination .02 .03 .03 13 -15  -26** -06 -07 -07
18. Peer-rater Leniency .02 -06 -03 .06 .09 29** 14 .05 .24¢
19. Peer-rater Dimension Discrimination 07 -06 .06 -04  -14  -26%* -07 -03 -09
20. Subordinate-rater Leniency .06 -08 -03 -01 15 20 .07 -18%  .24¢
21. Subordinate-rater Dimension Discrimination -.04 10 -.01 -06 -15 -12 .01 12 -07
Supervisor Sample (n=50)
22, Seclf-rater Leniency -15 .26 -4 23 A2 01 -30* -06 .19
23. Self-rater Dimension Discrimination 14 -22 .08 -16 -05 -12 30 03 -30°

(table continues)
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Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
24. Supervisor-rater Leniency .01 -.08 03 .07 .02 .01 -.16 -1 53¢
25. Supervisor-rater Dimension Discrimination -14 .10 -.05 .07 -23 02 09 1 -20
Discrimination Between Ratees
26. Discrimination Between Peer Ratees 01 25 .08 -18 -0 -21 07 -16 -23
27. Discarimination Between Subordinate Ratees 10 .06 21 -23 -18 -22 14 -17 -12
(table continues)
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(table continues)

Variable 10 1 12 13 14 15 16 17
11. Organizational Commitment .06
Fall Sample (N=179)
12. Self -rater Leniency 20%  17*
13. Self-rater Dimension Discrimination -17* 06 -47
14, Other-rater Leniency 23*% 06 A7% 37
15. Other-rater Dimension Discrimination -06 -07 -16% .28°* -37°¢
Group Sample (n=129)
16. Self-rater Leniency .18*  .18*
17. Self-rater Dimension Discrimination -.18* .07 -43%e
18. Pecr-rater Leniency 25 09 420 _28°°  g830r  _3|%%  42°¢ .28
19. Peer-rater Dimension Discrimination =15 -06 -16  .37** -31** 75** .16 .37** a
20. Subordinate-rater Leniency 22 -01 A46%*  -30%* 92%° -45°* 46°* -30°° ]
21. Subordinate-rater Dimension Discrimination .01 .02 -20* .12 -38%* [79** -20** .12 g
Supervisor Sample (n=50) E.
22, Self-rater Leniency .24 .14 g
23. Self-rater Dimension Discrimination -.16 .05 -.60°* E’J
B
S‘.
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Variable

21 22 23 24

22.
23.
24,

22,
23.
24,
25.

26.

27.

Peer-rater Dimension Discrimination

Subordinate-rater Leniency

Subordinate-rater Dimension Discrimination

Self-rater Leniency
Self-rater Dimension Discrimination
Supervisor-rater Leniency

Supervisor-rater Dimension Discrimination

Discrimination Between Peer Ratees

Discrimination Between Subordinate Ratees

~44%* -09

Group Sample (n=129)

Supervisor Sample (n=50)

-.50**

18 -24

Discrimination Between Ratees
.03

-18 31 -38e*

(table continues)
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Variable 25 26 27

Discrimination Between Ratees
26. Discrimination Between Peer Ratees

27. Discrimination Between Subordinate Ratees .13

Note. Some correlations between dependent variables were not applicable and are represented by empty cells.

*p<.05. **p<.01.
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Table 3

Univariate F-test Results: Main effects and interactions (including covariates) for
the Full Sample.

Measure Effect E Significance Eta
(df) of E Squared
Leniency
Rater Role 61.22 .00 .26
(1,175)
Rating Purpose 1492 .00 08
(1,175)
Rater Role X
Rating Purpose 50.94 .00 23
(1,175)
Rater Role X .09 77 .00
Self-esteem (1,177)
Rater Role X 2.61 11 .00

Locus-of-Control (1,177

Discrimination

Between
Performance
Dimensions
Rater Role 14.43 .00 .08
(1,175)
Rating Purpose 36 .56 .00
(1,175)
Rating Role X
Rating Purpose 9.09 .00 .05
(1,175)
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Table 4

Means and Standard Deviations for Rating Purpose by Rater Role and Rating Behavior in
the Full Sample

Measure n M SD
Leniency
Administrative Purpose
Self Rater 85 6.37 .79
Other Rater 85 548 .80
Total 596 .09*
Developmental Purpose
Self Rater 94 5.56 .76
Other Rater 94 5.53 .90
Total 5.50 .08*
Dimension Discrimination
Administrative Purpose
Seif Rater 85 37 .35
Other Rater 85 .56 25
Total 49 .03*

(table continues)
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Measure n M SD
Developmental Purpose
Self Rater 94 .46 .30
Other Rater 94 .51 22
Total 48 .03*
*Refers to Standard Error.
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Table 5

Univariate F-test Results: Main effects and Interactions (including covariates) for
the Group Sample.

Measure Effect E Significance Eta
(df) of F Squared
Leniency
Rater Role 17.03 .00 21
(2,125)
Rating Purpose 1.40 24 .01
(1,126)
Rater Role X
Rating Purpose 21.24 .00 25
(2,125)
Rater Role X .30 .74 .01
Seif-esteem (2,125)
Rater Role X .74 47 .00
Locus-of-Control (2,125)
Discrimination
Between
Performance
Dimensions
Rater Role 9.15 .00 13
(2,125)
Rating Purpose .08 77 .00
(1,126)
(table continues)
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Measure Effect F Significance Eta
(df) of E Squared
Rating Role X
Rating Purpose 5.60 .00 .08
(2,125)
Discrimination
Between
Ratees (ratings
given to peers)
Rating Purpose 1.0 31 .02
(1,69)
128

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



Table 6

Rater Role and Rating Behavior

Means and Standard Deviations for Rating Purpose by Rater Role and Rating Behavior in

the Group Sampie

Rater Role a M SD
Leniency
Administrative Purpose
Self Rater 61 6.28 .86
Peer Rater 61 5.46 .82
Subordinate Rater 60° 5.54 1.00
Total 5.77 10°
Developmental Purpose
Self Rater 68 5.62 .79
Peer Rater 68 5.1 13
Subordinate Rater 68 5.51 1.20
Total 5.61 09°

(table continues)
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Rater Role

=
=
6

Dimension Discrimination

Administrative Purpose

Self Rater 61 .39 36
Peer Rater 61 57 .29
Subordinate Rater 60* 55 26
Total .50 .03

Developmental Purpose

Self Rater 68 45 32
Peer Rater 68 46 27
Subordinate Rater 68 61 34
Total 51 03°

Note. Subordinate refers to a subordinate rating a supervisor.
*One participant did not complete a rating of their supervisor.
*Refers to Standard Error .
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Table 7

Univariate F-test Results: Main effects and Interactions (including covariates) for
the Supervisor Sample.

Measure Effect F Significance Eta
(df) of F Squared
Leniency
Rater Role 30.16 .00 .39
(1,48)
Rating Purpose 12.07 .00 .20
(1,48)
Rater Role X
Rating Purpose 22.79 .00 32
(1,48)
Rater Role X 74 .39 .02
Self-esteem (1,48)
Rater Role X 1.15 .29 02

Locus-of-Control (1,177)

Discrimination

Between
Performance
Dimensions
Rater Role 3.48 .07 .07
(1,48)
Rating Purpose 17 67 .00
(1,48)
Rating Role X
Rating Purpose 7.96 .01 .14
(1,48)
(table continues)
131

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



Rater Role and Rating Behavior

Measure Effect E Significance Eta
(df) of F Squared

Discrimination
Between
Ratees (ratings
given to
subordinates)

Rating Purpose 1.51 23 .03

(1,48)
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Table 8

Means and Standard Deviations for Rating Purpose by Rater Role and Rating Behavior in
the Supervisor Sample

Measure B M SD
Leniency
Administrative Purpose
Self Rater 24 6.60 .50
Supervisor Rater 24 5.46 .80
Total 6.03 14
Developmental Purpose
Self Rater 26 5.42 .68
Supervisor Rater 26 533 .99
Total 5.38 A3
Dimension Discrimination
Administrative Purpose
Self Rater 24 33 31
Supervisor Rater 24 .55 29
Total 44 .04
Developmental Purpose
Self Rater 26 49 24

(table continues)
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Measure n M SD
Supervisor Rater 26 44 .19
Total 47 04

Note. Supervisor rater refers to a supervisor rating a subordinate.
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Summary of Multiple Regression Analyses for Covariates Predicting Rating Behavior for

the Full Sample of Participants (N=179)

Standardized
Measure Covariate B SEB Beta
Rating Leniency
Self Rater
Step 1 Self-esteem 22 .08 20**
Step 2 Self-esteem 21 .08 .20**
Organizational Commitment .14 .06 .16*
Other Rater
Step 1 Affect 30 .06 35%*
Step 2 Affect 28 .06 34**
Self-efficacy 22 08 20**
Dimension Discrimination
Self Rater
Step 1 Self-esteem -9.10 .03 -.22**

Note. R*=.04 for Step 1, self rater leniency. R* Change = .03, Step 2, seif rater leniency
(p<.05). R¥= 13 for Step 1, other rater leniency. R? Change= .04, Step 2, other rater
leniency. R?= .05 for Step 1, self-rater discrimination.
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Table 10

ANCOVA Results: Comparing changes in F statistics when controlling for
covariates in the Full Sample.

Measure Effect F Significance Eta
(df) of F Squared
Leniency

Rater Role

Covariates in analysis: 61.22 .00 .26
(1,175)

Covariates controlled for: 1.55 21 01
(1,175)

Rating Purpose

Covariates in analysis: 14.92 .00 .08
(1,175)

Covariates controlled for: 13.84 .00 07
(1,172)

Rater Role X

Rating Purpose

Covariates in analysis: 50.94 .00 23
(1,175)

Covariates controlled for:  61.78 .00 .26
(1,172)

(table continues)
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Measure Effect E Significance Eta
(df) of F Squared
Discrimination
Between
Performance
Dimensions
Rater Role
Covariates in analysis: 14.43 .00 .08
(1,175)
Covariates controlled for: .49 .49 .00
(1,172)
Rating Purpose
Covariates in analysis: .36 .56 .00
(1,175
Covariates controlled for: 51 47 .00
(1,172)
Rating Role X
Rating Purpose
Covariates in analysis: 9.09 .00 .05
(1,175)
Covariates controlled for: 6.70 .01 .04
(1,172)
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Table 11

Summary of Multiple Regression Analyses for Covariates Predicting Rating Behavior for
the Group Sample of Participants (N=129)

Standardized
Measure Covariate B SEB Beta
Rating [ eniency
Self Rater
Step 1 Self-esteem 28 .10 25%*
Step 2 Self-esteem 28 .09 25%*
Organizational Commitment .16 .08 18*
Peer Rater
Step | Self-esteem 29 .08 20%*
Step 2 Self-esteem 25 .08 26**
Affect A5 .07 20"
Subordinate Rater
Step | Affect 27 10 24%*
Step 2 Affect 25 .09 22%*
Self-efficacy 31 .13 .20*
Step 3 Affect 24 09 22%*
Self-efficacy 33 .13 22%*
Politics -27 .11 -.20*
(table continues)
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Standardized
Measure Covariate B SEB Beta
Dimension Discrimination
Self Rater
Step 1 Self-esteem -11 .04 -.26**
Peer Rater
Step 1 Self-esteem -10 .03 -.26**

Note. For self rater leniency: R*= .06, Step 1; R? Change = .03 (p<.05), Step 2.
For peer rater leniency: R*= .09, Step 1; R* Change = .04 (p<.05), Step 2.

For subordinate rater leniency: R*= .06, Step 1; R* Change = .04 (p<.01), Step 2, R?
Change = .04 (p<.05), Step 3.

For self rater discrimination: R*=.07.

For peer rater discrimination: 32=.07.
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Table 12

ANCOVA Results: Comparing changes in F statistics when controlling for
covariates in the Group Sample.

Measure Effect F Significance Eta
(dp of F Squared
Leniency

Rater Role

Covariates in analysis: 17.03 .00 21
(2,125)

Covariates controlled for: 37 .69 .00
(2,121)

Rating Purpose

Covariates in analysis: 1.40 24 .01
(1,126)

Covariates controlled for: 2.11 15 .02
(1,122)

Rater Role X

Rating Purpose

Covariates in analysis: 21.24 .00 25
(2,125)

Covariates controlled for: 22.26 .00 27
(2,121)

(table continues)
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Measure Effect F Significance Eta
(df) of E Squared
Discrimination
Between
Performance
Dimensions
Rater Role
Covariates in analysis: 9.15 .00 13
(2,125)
Covariates controlled for: 1.68 .19 .00
(2,121)
Rating Purpose
Covariates in analysis: .08 77 .00
(1,126)
Covariates controlled for: .28 .60 .00
(1,122)
Rating Role X
Rating Purpose
Covariates in analysis: 5.60 .00 .08
(2,125)
Covariates controlled for: 5.43 .01 .08
(2,121)
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Table 13

Summary of Multiple Regression Analyses for Covariates Predicting Rating Behavior for

the Supervisor Sample of Participants (N=50)

Standardized

Measure Covariate B SEB Beta
Rating [ eniency
Self Rater

Step 1 Locus-of-control -40 .19 -.30**
Supervisor Rater

Step 1 Affect 45 .10 53%*
Dimension Discrimination
Self Rater

Step 1 Locus-of-control .14 .06 .30*

Step 2 Locus-of-control 14 .06 2%

Affect -8.49 .04 -31*

Note. For self rater leniency: _.&2 = .09 for Step 1. For supervisor rater leniency: R* = .29.
For self rater discrimination: R* = .30, Step 1; R? Change =01, Step 2 (p<.05).
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Table 14

ANCOVA Results: Comparing changes in F statistics when controlling for
covariates in the Supervisor Sample.

Measure Effect E Significance Eta
(dh) of F Squared
Leniency

Rater Role

Covariates in analysis: 30.16 .00 39
(1,48)

Covariates controlled for: 1.81 19 .04
(1,46)

Rating Purpose

Covariates in analysis: 12.07 .00 20
(1,48)

Covariates controlled for: 13.13 .00 22
(1,46)

Rater Role X

Rating Purpose

Covariates in analysis: 2279 .00 32
(1,48)

Covariates controlled for:  24.23 00 35
(1,46)

(table continues)
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Measure Effect F Significance Eta
dh of F Squared
Discrimination
Between
Performance
Dimensions
Rater Role
Covariates in analysis: 3.48 .07 .07
(1,48)
Covariates controlled for: 17 67 .00
(1.46)
Rating Purpose
Covariates in analysis: 17 .67 .00
(1,48)
Covariates controlled for: .00 97 .00
(1,46)
Rating Role X
Ratin ose
Covariates in analysis: 7.96 .01 14
(1,48)
Covariates controlled for: 6.43 .02 12
(1,46)
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Rating Context

Beliefs about ratee
¢ Affect

Beliefs about Feedback
System

¢ Self-efficacy

¢ Rating Purpose

Orientation to
Feedback System
¢ Politics

Organizational

Attitudes

¢ Organizational
commitment

Rater

Role

¢ Self

¢ Other
(Peer,

Subordinate,
Supervisor)

Individual
Characteristics

¢ Self esteem
¢ Lecusof
Control

'

Rating Behavior

¢ Leniency

¢ Discrimination
among ratees

¢ Discrimination
among dimensions

Figure 1. The influence of individual and contextual variables on the rating behavior of self, peer, subordinate

and supervisor rater.
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Figure 2. Interaction of rater role and rating purpose on rating leniency for the full sample.
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Figure 3. Interaction of rater role and rating purpose on discrimination between
performance dimensions for the full sample.

147

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



Rater Role and Rating Behavior

6.4
6.29
6.2
6 -
1
2
£
E S8 -
2 ~0— Self
5 5.6 - ‘5.62 —&- Peer
- —a— Subordinate
a ./ —A 551
5.4 - 5.47
5.2 -
s v v
Administrative Developmental
Rating Purpose

Figure 4. Interaction of rater role and rating purpose on rating leniency for the group

sample.
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Figure 5. Interaction of rater role and rating purpose on dimension discrimination for the

group sample.
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Figure 6. Interaction of rater role and rating purpose on rating leniency for the supervisor

sample.
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Figure 7. Interaction of rater role and rating purpose on dimension discrimination for the

supervisor sample.

151

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




Rater Role and Rating Behavior

Appendix A
Task Instructions to Supervisor
You will serve as a supervisor for the group members involved in the idea
generation task. As a supervisor, you will be responsible for assisting group members as
they participate in the group task. You are required to sit outside of the group, but may
interact with the group in a leadership capacity. Below are listed some instructions for

your role as supervisor.

e Select a group member to record the group’s ideas as they generate them and
provide them with paper for recording purposes. The experimenter will
provide paper.

¢ Inform group members that you will be tracking the time and will alert them
when they have 2 minutes left to complete the task, and then will alert them
when time is up. The experimenter will prompt you as to what time is left.

e As the group engages in the task, observe the members but do not contribute
to their discussion.

o [fthe group appears to be “stuck”, you may direct them with brief comments.
For instance, you might say “Is there anything additional anyone wanted to

add?” or “Is there anything else that needs to be considered””
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e When time is up, you will instruct group members to finish their final
thoughts. At that time select a group member to present the group’s
conclusions to both you and the experimenter.

¢ You will listen to the group’s presentation and then will proceed with the

study as instructed by the experimenter.
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Appendix B
Instructions and Rating Forms for Group Members

Instructions for Group Members

On the following pages you will find several rating forms and questionnaires.
The rating forms will be used for you to evaluate the performance of each of your group
members, your supervisor, and your own performance. The questionnaires ask questions
about you, the people you rated, and about the rating process. Use your experience in the
group task to guide you as you complete the questionnaires. It is important to complete
the measures as honestly and accurately as you can. Please do not put names on any of
the measures so that your responses can remain anonymous.

You may now turn to the ratings and questionnaires.
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Rating Forms for Group Members

Instructions.

Use the following scales to rate the performance of a group member. Think of this
individual’s performance on the group task and rate their performance as accurately as
possible using the scales below. Use the blank space below to indicate which group
member you are rating by writing in the letter that appears on their nametag. Do not
write down your name or the name of the group member.

Examples of each performance dimension are provided in parentheses. Circle the

number that appropriately describes your group member’s performance.

Group member:

Task Proficiency (how well your group member performed the central elements of tasks
that he or she was responsible for)
Poor Average Outstanding

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
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Facilitating Peer and Team Performance (how well your group member supported peers

and helped them with problems)
Poor Average Outstanding
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Demonstrating Effort (the degree to which your group member committed him or her self
to job tasks, works at high intensity levels, and kept working under adverse conditions)
Poor Average Outstanding
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Oral Communication (the degree to which your group member was able to present
material orally)
Poor Average Outstanding
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Following Policies and Procedures (the degree to which your group member followed
rules, policies and procedures)
Poor Average Outstanding
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Overall Performance (how would you rate your group member’s performance overall)
Poor Average Outstanding

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
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Instructions.

Use the following scales to rate the performance of a group member. Think of this
individual’s performance on the group task and rate their performance as accurately as
possible using the scales below. Use the blank space below to indicate which group
member you are rating by writing in the letter that appears on their nametag. Do not
write down your name or the name of the group member.

Examples of each performance dimension are provided in parentheses. Circle the
number that appropriately describes your group member’s performance.
Group member:
Task Proficiency (how well your group member performed the central elements of tasks
that he or she was responsible for)
Poor Average Outstanding

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Facilitating Peer and Team Performance (how well your group member supported peers

and helped them with problems)
Poor Average Outstanding
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
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Demonstrating Effort (the degree to which your group member committed him or her self
to job tasks, works at high intensity levels, and keeps working under adverse conditions)
Poor Average Outstanding
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Oral Communication (the degree to which your group member was able to present
material orally)
Poor Average Outstanding
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Following Policies and Procedures (the degree to which your group member followed
rules, policies and procedures)
Poor Average Outstanding
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Overall Performance (how would you rate your group member’s performance overall)
Poor Average Outstanding

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
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Instructions.

Use the following scales to rate the performance of a group_member. Think of this
individual’s performance on the group task and rate their performance as accurately as
possible using the scales below. Do not write down your name or the name of the group
member.

Examples of each performance dimension are provided in parentheses. Circle the
number that appropriately describes your group member’s performance.
Group member:
Task Proficiency (how well your group member performed the central elements of tasks
that he
or she is responsible for)
Poor Average Outstanding
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Facilitating Peer and Team Performance (how well your group member supported peers
and helped them with problems)
Poor Average Outstanding

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

159

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



Rater Role and Rating Behavior

Demonstrating Fffort (the degree to which your group member committed him or her self
to job tasks, worked at high intensity levels, and kept working under adverse conditions)
Poor Average Outstanding
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Oral Communication (the degree to which your group member was able to present
material orally)
Poor Average Outstanding
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Following Policies and Procedures (the degree to which your group member followed
rules, policies and procedures)
Poor Average Outstanding
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Overall Performance (how would you rate your group member’s performance overall)
Poor Average Outstanding

1 2 3 4 S 6 7
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Instructions.

Use the following scales to rate the performance of your supervisor. Think of this
individual’s performance and rate their performance as accurately as possible using the
scales below. Do not write down your name or the name of the supervisor.

Examples of each performance dimension are provided in parentheses. Circle the

number that appropriately describes your supervisor’s performance.

Task Proficiency ( how well your supervisor performed the central elements of tasks that
he or she is responsible for)

Poor Average Outstanding

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Facilitating Peer and Team Performance (how well your supervisor supported the group
and helped them with problems)

Poor Average Outstanding

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Demonstrating Effort (the degree to which your supervisor committed him or her self to
job tasks, worked at high intensity levels, and kept working under adverse conditions)

Poor Average Outstanding

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
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Oral Communication (the degree to which your supervisor was able to present material
orally)

Poor Average Outstanding

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Following Policies and Procedures (the degree to which your supervisor followed rules,
policies and procedures)

Poor Average Outstanding

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Qverall Performance (how would you rate your supervisor’s performance overall)

Poor Average Outstanding

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
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Instructions.

Use the following scales to rate your own performance on the group task. Think of
your performance and rate your performance as accurately as possible using the scales
below. Do not write down your name.

Examples of each performance dimension are provided in parentheses. Circle the

number that appropriately describes your performance.

Task Proficiency ( how well you performed the central elements of tasks that you were
responsible for)

Poor Average Outstanding

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Facilitating Peer and Team Performance (how well you supported peers and helped them
with problems)

Poor Average Outstanding

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Demonstrating Effort (the degree to which you committed yourself'to job tasks, worked
at high intensity levels, and kept working under adverse conditions)

Poor Average Outstanding

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
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Oral Communication (the degree to which you were able to present material orally)
Poor Average Outstanding
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Following Policies and Procedures (the degree to which you followed rules, policies and
procedures)
Poor Average Outstanding
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Overall Performance (how would you rate your performance overall)
Poor Average Outstanding

1 2 3 4 S 6 7
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Appendix C

Instructions and Rating Forms for Supervisors

Instructions for Supervisors

On the following pages you will find several rating forms and questionnaires.
The rating forms will be used for you to evaluate the performance of each group member
you supervised and your own performance. The questionnaires ask questions about you,
the people you rated, and about the rating process. Use your experience in the group task
to guide you as you complete the questionnaires. It is important to complete the
measures as honestly and accurately as you can. Please do not put names on any of the
measures so that your responses can remain anonymous.

You may now turn to the ratings and questionnaires.
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Rating Forms for Supervisors

Instructions.

Use the following scales to rate the performance of a group member. Think of this
individual’s performance on the group task and rate their performance as accurately as
possible using the scales below. Use the blank space below to indicate which group
member you are rating by writing in the letter that appears on their nametag. Do not
write down your name or the name of the group member.

Examples of each performance dimension are provided in parentheses. Circle the

number that appropriately describes your group member’s performance.
Group member:
Task Proficiency (how well your group member performed the central elements of tasks
that he or she was responsible for)

Poor Average Outstanding

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Facilitating Peer and Team Performance (how well your group member supported peers
and heiped them with problems)

Poor Average Outstanding

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
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Demonstrating Effort (the degree to which your group member committed him or her self
to job tasks, works at high intensity levels, and kept working under adverse conditions)
Poor Average Outstanding
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Oral Communication (the degree to which your group member was able to present

material orally)
Poor Average Outstanding
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Following Policies and Procedures (the degree to which your group member followed
rules, policies and procedures)
Poor Average Outstanding
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Overall Performance (how would you rate your group member’s performance overall)
Poor Average Outstanding

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
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Instructions.

Use the following scales to rate the performance of a group member. Think of this
individual’s performance on the group task and rate their performance as accurately as
possible using the scales below. Use the blank space below to indicate which group
member you are rating by writing in the letter that appears on their nametag. Do not
write down your name or the name of the group member.

Examples of each performance dimension are provided in parentheses. Circle the

number that appropriately describes your group member’s performance.
Group member:
Task Proficiency (how well your group member performed the central elements of tasks
that he or she was responsible for)

Poor Average Outstanding

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Facilitating Peer and Team Performance (how well your group member supported peers
and helped them with problems)

Poor Average Outstanding

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
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Demonstrating Effort (the degree to which your group member committed him or her self
to job tasks, works at high intensity levels, and keeps working under adverse conditions)
Poor Average Outstanding
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Oral Communication (the degree to which your group member was able to present
material orally)
Poor Average Outstanding
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Following Policies and Procedures (the degree to which your group member followed
rules, policies and procedures)
Poor Average Outstanding
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Overall Performance (how would you rate your group member’s performance overall)
Poor Average Outstanding

1 2 3 4 S 6 7
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Instructions.

Use the following scales to rate the performance of a group member. Think of this
individual’s performance on the group task and rate their performance as accurately as
possible using the scales below. Do not write down your name or the name of the group
member.

Examples of each performance dimension are provided in parentheses. Circle the
number that appropriately describes your group member’s performance.
Group member:
Task Proficiency (how well your group member performed the central elements of tasks
that he or she is responsible for)
Poor Average Outstanding
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Facilitating Peer and Team Performance (how well your group member supported peers
and helped them with problems)
Poor Average Outstanding
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Demonstrating Effort (the degree to which your group member committed him or her self
to job tasks, worked at high intensity levels, and kept working under adverse conditions)
Poor Average Outstanding
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
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Oral Communication (the degree to which your group member was able to present
material orally)
Poor Average Outstanding
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Following Policies and Procedures (the degree to which your group member followed
rules, policies and procedures)
Poor Average Outstanding
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Overall Performance (how would you rate your group member’s performance overall)
Poor Average Outstanding

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
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Instructions.

Use the following scales to rate your own performance on the group task. Think of
your performance and rate your performance as accurately as possible using the scales
below. Do not write down your name.

Examples of each performance dimension are provided in parentheses. Circle the

number that appropriately describes your performance.

Task Proficiency ( how well you performed the central elements of tasks that you were
responsible for)

Poor Average Outstanding

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Facilitating Peer and Team Performance (how well you supported peers and helped them
with problems)

Poor Average Outstanding

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Demonstrating Effort (the degree to which you committed yourself to job tasks, worked

at high intensity levels, and kept working under adverse conditions)
Poor Average Outstanding

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
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Oral Communication (the degree to which you were able to present material orally)
Poor Average Outstanding
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Following Policies and Procedures (the degree to which you followed rules, policies and
procedures)
Poor Average Outstanding
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Overall Performance (how would you rate your performance overall)
Poor Average Outstanding

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
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Appendix D

Self-esteem

Instructions. This section contains several statements about how you feel about

yourself. Indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with each statement, using

the scale below:

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Strongly  Moderately Slightly Neither Slightly Moderately  Strongly

Disagree  Disagree Disagree Agree nor Agree Agree Agree
Disagree

1. I feel that I’'m a person of worth, at least on an equal basis with others.
2. I feel that I have a number of good qualities.

3. Allin all, I am inclined to feel that I am a failure.

4. Iam able to do things as well as other people.

5. Ifeel I do not have much to be proud of.

6. Itake a positive attitude toward myself.

P E

7. On the whole, I am satisfied with myself.
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8. I wishI could have more respect for myself.
9. Icertainly feel useless at times.

10. At times I think I am no good at all.
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Appendix E

Locus of Control

Instructions. This section contains several statements about how you feel about
yourself. Indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with each statement, using

the scale below:

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Strongly Moderately  Slightly Neither Slightly Moderately Strongly
Disagree  Disagree Disagree Agree nor Agree Agree Agree
Disagree
Rating

1. School is what I make of it.
2. Atschool I can accomplish whatever [ set out to accomplish.
3. IfT know what I want out of school, I can find a way to get it.

4. If1 were unhappy with a decision made by my professor, I would do something

about it .

wn

. Getting into the school I want is a matter of luck.

(o)

. Getting good grades is primarily a matter of good fortune.

~

I am capable of doing well at school if I make the effort.
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8. Inorderto getinto a really good school [ would need to have family members of
friends in high places.
9. I believe that getting academic awards is usually a matter of good fortune.
10. When it comes to getting into a really good school, who I know is more important
than what I can do.
11. I would be given an academic award based on how well I perform at school.
12. In order to get an academic award I would have to know the right people.
13. For me to be an outstanding student at school, it would take a lot of luck.
14. Getting recognized for my schoolwork would depend on how well I perform.
15. When required I can have a good deal of influence on my professor.
16. When I make plans at school, I am almost certain to make them work.
17. Although I might have the necessary abilities, I will not be given leadership
responsibilities at school without appealing to those in positions of power.
18. It’s not always wise for me to plan ahead at school because things turn
out to be a matter of good or bad fortune.
19. When I get what I want at school, it’s usually because I worked hard for it.

20. Whether or not I advance at school depends on whether I’m lucky enough

to be in the right place at the right time.
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Appendix F

Affect

Instructions. This questionnaire contains statements about your feelings toward
those individuals whose performance you rated. Indicate the level you agree or disagree

with each statement using the scale below:

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Strongly Moderately  Slightly Neither Slightly Moderately Strongly
Disagree  Disagree Disagree Agree nor Agree Agree Agree
Disagree
Rating

1. In general, I would like to spend more time with the people whose performance [

rated.
2. In general, I tend to see eye to eye with the people whose performance I rated.

3. In general, I would like to get to know the people whose performance I rated better.

4. In general, I would regard the people whose performance I rated as good friends.
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Appendix G

Self-efficacy

This section contains several statements about the rating process you participated in.

Indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with each statement, using the scale

below:

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Strongly Moderately Slightly Neither Slightly Moderately Strongly

Disagree Disagree Disagree Agree nor Agree Agree Agree
Disagree

[f a particular statement is not at all applicable to this organization, write NA in the space
for ratings.
Rating
1. I understand those aspects of the rating process that I am responsible for participating
in. -
2. I have sufficient skills to execute adequately those steps of the rating process that I
am responsible for.
3. I am sufficiently aware of the work behavior of individuals to evaluate them
accurately.

4. [ am not capable of rating the performance of individuals.
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5. I am capable of using pertinent objective criteria to evaluate the quality of
individuals’ performance. _
6. [ believe I have the skills required to evaluate the quality of individuals’ work.
7. I do not anticipate having difficulty evaluating the quality of individuals’ work.

8. I do not seem capable of dealing with most problems that arise during the rating
process. -
9. When unexpected problems occur during the rating process, I do not handle them
well.

10. I feel insecure about my ability to provide performance feedback to individuals.

11. When the rating process looks too complicated, I feel I want to give up on it.
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Appendix H

Politics in Ratings

This section contains several statements about the rating process you participated in.
These are general statements about how raters approach the rating process and do not
necessarily reflect how you as a rater approach evaluation. Indicate the extent to which

you agree or disagree with each statement, using the scale below:

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Strongly Moderately Slightly Neither Slightly Moderately Strongly

Disagree Disagree Disagree Agree nor Agree Agree  Agree
Disagree

[f a particular statement is not at all applicable, write NA in the space for ratings.

Ratings
1. Raters avoid giving ratings that may antagonize a ratee (¢.g., a low rating). __
2. Raters avoid giving low ratings because they fear that a ratee would want to leave
their work group. -

3. Raters inflate ratings of those people who are able to procure them special services or

favors.
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4. Raters inflate ratings of individuals who have access to valuable sources of

information.

5. Ratings reflect in part a rater’s personal liking or disliking of ratees.

6. Ratings are affected by the extent to which ratees are perceived as sharing the same

values as the rater.

7. Ratings are affected by a ratee’s ability to inspire enthusiasm in the rater.

8. Raters give ratings that will make themselves look good to their supervisors. _

9. The rater-ratee personal relationship throughout the evaluation period (e.g., tense-
relaxed; trusting-distrusting; friendly-hostile) affects ratings. -

10. Raters avoid giving ratings that may have negative consequences for the ratee (e.g.,

no rewards).

11. Raters inflate ratings in order to maximize rewards for ratees (e.g..,rewards).

12. Raters produce accurate ratings only to the extent that they perceive that they may be
rewarded for doing so or penalized for failing to do so. -

13. Raters produce accurate ratings only to the extent that they perceive that this is the

norm among other-raters.
14. Raters give low ratings to teach rebellious ratees a lesson.

15. Raters use ratings to send a message to their ratees (e.g., encourage risk taking,

creativity, etc.).
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16. Raters inflate ratings of those individuals who possess special characteristics.
17. Raters give higher performance ratings than are deserved in order to gain support or

cooperation from their ratees.
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Appendix [

Organizational Commitment

Instructions. This section contains several statements describing your feelings about this

university. Indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with each statement, using

the scale below:

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Strongly Moderately  Slightly Neither Slightly Moderately Strongly

Disagree Disagree  Disagree Agree nor Agree Agree Agree
Disagree

If a particular statement is not at all applicable to this organization, write NA in the space

for ratings.

1. The longer I stay at this university, the more I support its values and goals.

[

For me, this is the best of all universities to be at.
3. It would be difficult for me to adapt to a new university.
4. [am proud to tell others that I am part of this university.

5. Many problems would have to occur in order for me not to support the goals and

values of this university.
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6. Often, I agree with this university’s policies on important matters relating to its

students.

~

Presently, it would be difficult for me if I decided to leave this university.

8. Ttalk up this university to my friends as a great university to be at.

9. Ireally care about the fate of this university.

10. I find my values and the university’s values are very similar.

11. T am extremely glad I chose this university to attend over the others I was
considering at the time I entered. -

12. This university really inspires the best in me in the way of school performance.

13. I stick to this university because there is much to be gained. .

14. In order to help this university be successful, I am willing to put in a great deal of

effort beyond that normally expected from a student.

15. T am grateful for the opportunities this university has offered me.
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Rater Role and Rating Behavior

Appendix J
Subject Information Sheet
Instructions. Please complete the following information as it pertains to you.
Circle the appropriate response for each question.
Age
a) under 20 b) 20-25 ¢)25-30 d)over 30
Sex
a) Male b) Female
Indicate your year in school.
a) freshman  b) sophomore c) junior d) senior e) other
Experience in Evaluating
Indicate the degree of experience you have in evaluating the performance
of others and yourself using the scales below. A “1” on the scale means
you have little experience evaluating performance, a “7” on the scale
means you have a great amount of experience evaluating the performance
of others or yourself.
The performance of others 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Your own performance 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
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