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COMPREHENSIVE OCCUPATIONAL DATA ANALYSIS PROGRAMS
(CODAP): USE OF REXALL TO IDENTIFY DIVERGENT RATERS

L INTRODUCTION

REXALL is a very powerful and flexible program within the Comprehensive Occupational Data
Analysis Programs (CODAP) package, being designed primarily for analysing the interrater-ugreement
among judges’ task-factor ratings, One use of REXALL is for identifying divergent raters. After some
general comments on REXALL, and a discussion of the term “divergent rater,” this report uses data from
an actual study to elaborate on this use of REXALL. The decisions made on the basis of the REXALL
output will then be verified by reference to the raw data,

I

1. GENERAL DISCUSSION AND BACKGROUND

Whﬂc I{E"{ALL Wis d;sngned pnmm]y fnr ]mncl;m;:, lnsk flu,lor mtings it m.,ly' be uaed F@r mmlyaing
apphed whan Jud;ﬁas mted sets of éfﬁccrpb dBSCﬁptlDﬂS on various attributes (Clhlstd] 1975) and whcn
sample of officers rated a set of education profiles on educational suitability for service in a particular
utlhzatlan ﬁc:ld (Watson & Goody, 1975). It may be applied to rankings aswellas to r‘ltmgs

The ltems rated in the study used ‘in this report were the 505 tasks in the task inventory for the

Medijcal Service Spguahst A total of 93 first linc supervisors rated the tasks on *“*Consequences of
“Inadequate Performance.’” The instructions-page from the survey booklet is presented as Appendix A, It -

contains a definition of the task-factor involved, and describes the 9-point scale against which the judges
were to make their ratings. The 9-point scale also appears as Figure 1. These ratings were gathered in order
to - obtain a measure, the mean rating, of Consequences of Inadequate Performance for each task. REXALL

was used to defermine whether any of the raters should be deleted {rom the study; and-then to produce a-~ -

card deck containing the mean task ratings, and to provide a measure of the inter-rater agreement on the
ratings.

Minimal

§1ight

Not very serious

Fairly serious

Serious S

Very serious

Extremely serious
Almost disastrous

Disastrous

WO o~ T LR P L B =
"

Figwre 1. 9-point rating scale.

A general description of REXALL and its relation to other CODAP programs has been documented
by Christal and Weissmuller (1976). Figure 2 is a schematic presentation of the inputs to and outputs from
the program. The outputs describing the items (tasks) that are rated are self-explanatory from Figure 2.
Both outputs ‘describing the raters were illustrated by Christal and Weissmuller (1976). The Inter-rater
Reliability Table includes indexes of inter-rater réliability computed by the intraclass correlation formulas
reported by Lindquist (1953). The Rater Correlation Table (Example, Table 1) is the tool for detecting
divergent raters and will be treated in detail later in this report.

Before discussing Table. 1-in detail, the term “divergent rater” needs Elaﬁﬁﬁaticn. This is simply a

rater whose ratings are substantially different from those of the other raters. The most common of these are
" . the non-cooperative raters who da not.cven try to follow the instructions, generating instead some arbitrary

pattern of responses. Another.type of divergent rater inverts the rating scale—instead of rating from low to



RAW
RATINGS

CONTROL CARDS

Each rater is
identified by
a Case ID.

Specify options selected,
the input format and the
_output headin

TABLES DESCRIBING ITEMS RATED TABLES DESCRIBING THE RATERS

" Item means, stand- . Frequency disgrib- INTER-RATER RATER CORRELATION .
“ard deviations and utions for item RELIABILITY TABLE S TABLE '
number of raters. means and standard '

- (May also be punch= - deviations.

“ed as card decks.)

Figire 3. REXALL inputs and outputs.




Tahle 1, Rater Correlation Table (In Dngnsl Input i}}d«;r)

Rater N ‘ Sample
ID  Correlation Ratingg Mean = SD = Mean = T~Value

|
01 .670 505 3.92 1.00 5.12 20.22
02 ,617 446 5.52 1.93 5.12 16.53
03 .690 504 5.10 1.13 5.12 21.35
04 .654 484 7.05 1.19 5.11 18.98
05 486 503 4,21 .98 5.12 12.45
06 .589 504 7.54 1.47 5.12 16.34
‘07 .667 505 5.62 1.61 5.12 20.05
08 . .664 505 5.00 1.11 5.12 19.91
09 .703 505 5.13 1.62 5.12 22.18
10 .737 505 5.10 2.36 5.12 24,47
11 .680 502 4,83 1.33 5.12 20.74
12 612 504 6.35 1.35 5.12 17.35
13 . 648 , 505 5.18 1.26 5.12 19,10" °
14 662 496 5.83- 3,12 5.12 19.64
15 .733 503 4,29 1.58 5.12- 24,11
16 .152 © 505 . 6.03 1,85 5.12 3.45
17 - © U561 504 5,20 2,17 5,12 . .. 15.19
18 727 504 5.18 1,84  5.12 - '23.75
19 L5440 505 . 5.10 1.68  5.12 C 14,53
20 .681 - 504 5.94 1.56 - - 5.12 . - 20.86
® e .. el e e e
e ] (] ® : 9 .8
74 496 503 .88 1.34 5.12 12.80
75 <547 . 505 .52 1.60 5.12 14.66
76 511 480 .64 1.25 5.16 12,99
77 Y/ . 1503 41 1.01 5.12 12.05
78 - .704 505 .92 1.00 5.12 22,24
79 .553 500 .29 2.06 14.81
80 .707 501 14 1.11 22.32
81 480 - 502 .21 1.74 12.23
82 S 0727 504 .92 1.70 23.75
83 .523 150 .99 2.00 7.47
84 T4 95 .71 71 5.19
7857 .115 505 .02 .15 -~ 2.61
-86 .567 294 .61  .1.66 11.77
87 .000 505 .00 .00 .00
88 .083 96 .77 1.39 - .81
89 - ,708 505 _ .72 2.06 22.50
90 .705. 503 .73 .89 22.25
91 .518 503 .50 © .64 13.55
92 .562 504 .87 .69 15.24
93 .554 496 '
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taa

¥

. .
B b et ot et BN e o e O N et e ot
B B3 B O N WO B~ T R R e

Lo Lo EN S O OV AD B ke DN s U7 00 O OY D LD DS O LN

ERT R R ST RN RS TPy

-
=

|

| -

| &
{ co

[t e




Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

high the rater rates from high to low. Aswill be demonstrated shortly, both types are cayily ickentified from
REXALL's Rater Correlation Tuble. The non-cooperative rater Is usually dropped from the study, and
inverted ratings cin be arithmetically reversed or dropped from the study at the option of the researcher.
Yet another type of divergent rater is nol so clear cut, This is the rater whose perception of the items being
rated is different from that of the other raters, This difference in perception may be ery neal or may in
elfect be a luck of discrimination power or of knowledge on the part of the rater. In any use, the decision
on whetherornot to retain such a rater i the study is rather subjective and each case musthe Judged on its

merits.

HI. USINGTHE RATER CORRELATIONTABLE
TO IDENTIFY DIVERGENT RATERS

The Rater Correlation Table produced by REXALL contains a row of data for each rater, printed in
the same order in which the cases were input to the program. Table 1 is an extract from the table for the
Hustrative study being used i thisTre pont, raters 21 through 73 being omitted because of space limitations,
The correlation column contains the correlations between each raler's ratings and' the witans for all raters
on the same tasks, the extreme right-hand column being a “T Value™ for determining the level of
significance of deviation of this correlation coefficient from zero, The other four columag ore the number
of items (tasks) rated by each rater, the rater’s mean and standard deviation and the “sample mean.”” The
sample mean is the mean of all raters’ ratings on the tasks rated by that rater,

It is this table that is used to decide which raters are divergent and whether or not they should be
deleted from the study. The following paragraphs describe how these decisions were estabilsivdlin the study
being used to illustrate this report. For ease of explanation, the tablc entries containing the 20 highest and
the 20 lowest correlations have been extracted from the original table and arc presented 45 Table 2. When
the program is next revised, it is planned to provide an option to repeat rable 1, rearranged ih descending.

“order of correlation coefficient, and also on other variables contalned In it. .

“From Table 2 it is evident that the majority of the correlation coefficients exceed 50 (in fact, 7%
exceed .50). Even the “good™ raters vary in number of tasks rated and in mean and stantiard deviation of
ratings. However, their high correlations with the group indicate thal they share similar peree ptions of the
relative consequences of inadequate performance of the tasks in the inventory.

The prime indicators of divergent raters are the correlation cocfficients. A high negative coefficient
indicates inverted ratings, while an insignificant coefficient is the result of a'non<ooperative rater. The
raters who have made a genuine attempt to obey the instructions, but whose perceptions of \he tasks differ
from those of the majority of the raters. should have a relatively low, bui significant, correlation
coefficient. Unfortunately, this condition may also typify the rater who cooperates for part of the
inventory and then becomes non-cooperative.

Table 2 will now be used to identify the divergent raters in this study, There does not appear to be
any cases of inverted ratings. The last six raters (in Table 2) are apparently non-cooperative raters, and at
least the next two require special consideration as their perceptions of the tasks seem o be different from
those of the majority of the raters. Each of the last eight raters in Table 2 will now be discussed
individually.

Rater 85. The correlation coefficient (—.115) could, in isolation, suggest inverted ratings but the
other data available supgests otherwise, All tasks were rated. The rater’s mean of 107 md standard
deviation of .15 suggest that almost every task has been rated 1, with only a few higher ratings, Probably by
chance, these higher ratings were allocated to lower than average tasks, giving rise to the negative
correlation cocfficient. Rater 85 appears to have been non-cooperative and was deleted from the study.

Rater 41. A mean of 1.33 (standard deviation .21) indicates most tasks were rated | with:a sprinkling
of higher ratings, perhaps just to break up the pattern. Rater 41 seems to be another non-cooperative rater
and was also dropped from the study. ,

Rater 87. The mean of 9.00 with a zero standard deviation indicates this rater rated every task 9, This
is perhaps the most obvious type of lack of cooperation. Rater 87 was deleted. ‘

10
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Tuble 2, Rater Gurvelation Table (Re-ordered from High to Low Correlation)

Rater N Sample
ID  Correlatiwn  Ratings Mean 8D Mean T-Value '
67 . 764 505 5.07 1.43 5.12 26.54
10 . 737 505 5,10 2.36 5.12 24.47
15 .733 503 4,29 1.58 5.12 24,11
82 727 504 5,92 1.70 5.12 23.75
18 .727 504 5.18 1.84 5.12 23.75
35 . 726 , 503 4,49 1.44 5.12 23.66
bé .720 503 4.81 1.52 5.12 23,23
65 .720 494 4.19 1.07 5.12 23.00
89 . 708 ’ 505 6.72 2.06 5.12 . 22,50
80 .707 501 6.14 1.11 5.11 - 22,32
90 . 705 503 473 .89 5.12 22,25
78 JT0h 505 4.92 1,00 5.12 © 22,24
09 . 703 ' 505 5.13 1,62 5,12 22,18
21 .703 502 4,86 1.29 5.12 22,10 )

- 60 .699 - 479 4.41 1.40 5.14 21.35 o
72 695 . 505 4,04 o84 5,12 21.69 -
34 .. 694 503 4,75 1.13 5.11 21,60
03 .690 504 5.10 1.13 5012 .- 21.35
64 -+ - .689 375 4,72 2,31 5.23 18,34 .

53 .687 505 = 6.13 1.70 - 5.12 21,18
L L ° | I | ¢ - o
] o " 0 0 ° 0
0 L e e ’ o o
74 496 503 5.88 1.34 5.12 12.80
05 486 503 4,21 .98 5.12 12.45
81 480 - 502 8,21 1.74 5.12 12,23
77 474 - 503 5.41 1.01 5.12 12,05
84 474 95 . 4,71 J1 4.87 5.19
31 454 479 8,44 1.14 5.14 11,12
27 439 504 5.50.  2.06 5.12 10.96
24 . 396 502 3.62 1.25 5.12 9.64
52 377 505 2.41 2.48 5.12 . 9.12
48 - .358 505 4,98 .94 5.12 8.60
68 327 505 3.93 51 5.12 7.76
63 245 384 3.02 2.64 5.09 4.94
54 ' . 194 504 7.79 2.03 5.12 4.44
16 152 505 6.03. 1,85 5.12 3.45 -
61 . 106 505 5.144 .96 5.12 2.38
88 .083 96 6.77 1.39 4,56 .81
22 047 505 2.69 2,09 5.12 1.07
87 .000 505 9.00 .00 5,12 .00
41 .- =012 505 1.33 .81 5.12 - .26
85 o =115 505 1.02 «15 5.12 - 2,61,

9




Rater 22, This combination of very low correlation (047), low mean (2,69) and high standard
deviation (2,09}, when the rater has responded to every task, suggests a propensity of | or2 ratings, with a
number of higher ratings (some up near the top of the scal) allocated indiseriminately among the other
tasks. Rater 22 was treated us a non-cooperative rater gand deleted.

Rater 88, This rater responded to only 19% of the tusks. Although this 19% of the tasks tended to be
less demanding than average (sample mean = 4.56; oveyal] mean = 5.12), this raler averaged 6.77 onthem.
The ratings that were provided are therefore very high, and 4 correlation of 083 suggests they are not very
realistic. The insigificant correlation and low number of tasks raled justify deleting this rater on llxe grounds
of luck of cooperation,

Rater 61. This case approaches the doubtful zone, The correlatlon Is (00 low to believe the raler has
been entirely cooperative: and it is too low 1o assume a simple diffe rence in per ¢ ntinn o fhe tasks, Rater
61 was dropped from the study as being non-cooperative,

Rater 16, Apart from the relatively low coreelation coefficient, this rater’s stalistics seem fairly
normal, except that the mean is perhaps a little high, There secan (o be three possibilities: there is eftlera
genuine difference in perception, or a lack of discrimination power, or a lack of complete cooperation. A
clear decision cannot be made on the data available. As there are plenty of ralers, and this one represen ts an
isolated opinion If the ratings are genuine, the analyst chose to drop him from the study even though
retention would not have scriously affected the task means and the inter-rater reliability statistics.

Rater 54, ‘The analysis for this rater is very paratlel to that for Rater 16, However, the very high mean.
(7.79) and standard deviation (2.03) indicates 1 very Jasge nurmber of ralings, perhaps genuinely believed
- to be justified, This raling pattern has deple ted the raxer’s discriminatio n power at the high end of the scale
and thus caused the relatively low correlation coefficlent, The dedsion on whetler or not (o delete this
rtater should have little effect on the objectives of the study . While an equitly good case could be made for
deletion, the analyst chose to retain this rater in the study. ’ : U -

.

“The next six to ten raters above Rater 54 in Table 2-also have app reclably Jower correlations than the = = -
~ majority of raters and could be classed as divergent yaters. However, their mtings are considered gemuine =~ .0+ -
* and the lower cotrelutions can usually be explained, For example, the analysis for Rater8 ] would picalkel -~ oo
that for Ratér 54; Raters 63 and 52 are the same cxcept that by Favoring the low end of the scale they have
depleted their discrimination at that end of the scule, Raters 68, 48, and 84. demonsirate thelr low
discrimination power by their lack of variation in yatings. As implicd by the analysis for Rater 54, more
than seven raters could have been deleted without sigpificanly affecting the objectives of the study cither_
way. Where to “draw the line” must remain, for the time being, a subjective decision on the part of the
analyst. One mozre objective approach being examined is 10 have thie progran progressively climinate the
most divergent ralers, one at a time, until the interater reliability statistic for the stability of the item
(task) means (Ryq.) ceases to increase. ‘ 7 ' _
At this point, onc further comment on divesgent raters should be made. As is seen from Tables | und
2, there are considerable differences among the raters® means and among thelr standard deviations, ciused
by different perceptions of the words used to describe the levels on the 9-point ntingscale. However, the
magnitude of the correlations for the cases retained iy the study are sutisfactory cvidence that these raters
shared sufficiently similar perceptions of the relative comsequences of inadequate performance of e {asks
in the inventory. As it is a measure of the relative comsequences that s required , no rater was declared
divergent on the grounds of a high or low mean. In fact, these Qifferencesin means and standard deviations
only add within task variance that is not justified when relative measutes are beingsought, Accordingly the
standardization option discussed by Christal and Weissmuller (1976) was used in this study to rermove the
between rater vardance. -
The effects of deleting the seven divergent raters is presented in Tuble 3. Deleting tlie divergent raters,
the ones who did. not cooperate and those who percelved the relalive values of the tasks differently, does
appreciably increase the inter-rater reliability and thetefore increases the stabllity o f the task means. This
applies whether or not the data are standardized. :

I~
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- Tabl 3. Effects of Dele tng Se_v:n Elveﬂeﬁt Ratam o

?"' R, L3 Pric g

Raw ratings, 0dedttions 931 151 i&?{l" '
Raw ntings, 7dedetions 86 195 952
__Standardized ntings, 0deletions QJ 313 %6

/Standardjzed nlisgs, Tdeketions 86 355 979

IV. VERIFICATION OF DECISIONS BY REFERINCE
O EAW EAT‘é\

, “Havin g made the abowe decisions bsed or ths REXAEL outpat, & copy of the raw data fgiﬁﬁ(;‘h rater
. was obtained to examine their validity. Extrzactsof the 1w ratings zae pseried In Appendize B, C,indD

" as blocks of raw ratings, each block comtairaing ull the ratirugs rrude by one rater. Each blodke confainseight v
. rows of digits, 69 digitsin each of the fist ! swen rows ind 22 In the 1ast rov. This s a lotal of 505 ligdls, .

“‘one for-each task fn the imventory. Each ddgit fs'a lask rating by the raler lo which the block refen; a0
: mdiﬁatmg the rater did not rate the task The first digiton the frst rowls tie raling for Tasﬂc the last_ on -
< that row .is Task 69, and so on, the 1ast digit on the Last wow Deiragthe mmg on Tmz SDS

L “ Appendix B 1sthe ratings for ‘thrge géad*‘raie:s prawndaﬂ fc::rminpazimn purpases It w;::uld ppenr
n that the raters have considered and rated ezch dask IndLivid eally. This does 7ol mean, ofcoue,thal thelr
~ralings are identical. Because of differendces In- experiersce, work loation, etc, therz wild bs sorve
L d]ffEfEnges inperception, anad of couse there will alwaysbe sorae exA0r wriarice. : '

In’ contrast with Appcndix B, Appendizz C is the raw. ntiregs £or the six ralers ass-csgssd as beimg. ©

‘.~ non-<cooperative. Each wil] : now be dlscusgéd in tum, - IEﬂEChrjg o thee dlsagm:ses prevlnusly fﬂﬂde fromn
. Tablel(the REXALLautpul) SR P :

o ‘Rater 85. As predicted, Riter, 8BS rated ngnrly‘ eve:rytssk 1, The sevn jratlngsmdnnég fatingwe:re

) n,ll all\:cated to tasks which. most ralers corssidered less cormsequientdl thin average . For example ‘the o1e
“task_that:wasTated 3 was *““schedule leaves or passes.” Ehis 3 hadly 1s conseque itialas, or exgriple, tasks
mvczlvmg remiermg emergency treatrmentlo apatlent, which wertobiioudy rated lower by Rater 85. -

R " Rater 41.:The predletmn vas (hat most of this rater” §tatlllg5 woud bel witha S])rnﬂ(liﬂgaf hlgmr
S ratmgs Notice the three 9 ratings, Thesethree tasks wexe: () plin o zds mmin tenace, (b) alirec! physicil
" “exercise or conditioning programs, and () dizect preparation ared mulnténarice of reords or reports.

: ;Cnn51derlng the nurmber of tasksin the iventory that could: result in the imrnedzate death of apshmt,;t Is
»nevidgnt—thls rterwas nDn-cc:QpEl"mvc Pehapshe was tr;ying; 0 exeﬁ:lse Tl gsnse of Fumar,

Rafer 87. Every task wns faled 9 as antjnpﬂlec! .

Rater 22.A prapeusny of and 2 ratings wi predlcte:d wllh sorxie hlgh rat;ngs allﬂcatéd )

: 'mdxscnmmately This. dlagraosis is confimed, “The indlicrinimite natwre of the high respopsts cin Be
- illustrated by consideringtwro tasks fiom the teromedical evacuation luty: ()43 2. pke up Byen,and (1)
T 434, cpernte lnﬂlght emergency oxygn systems_Themein overall ralingson fhese two taks wore3.56 gnd
6.30, re ater fated the firs! task ““lhreost disasirous” Can 8)and thesecond! ag “‘minimal”

ihat the highly rated tasks are t ht;i E\vwliﬁ"i\lch lhes nigis l:llrr;t;lly inv
lhe inst nctions, ,

Ratsr 88. The raw. rgiings ccmﬁrrn thae majysls fmm tle datiin T‘able Z.A famt h:sansd at lempt

» seems to have been: made at the carly tasks and ghe mterhasleft the rest of ele b oolclit blinks, This paltexn
- Is fairly common among non-coope nitive ractrs whoseen t o believa no ones will evar detczi thelr lsrk af
S caﬂpcratmn 1!'_ I '

he. survey booklet nppcars lo huve bgen hﬂnestly ;mn?let ed

.

ed. Rafer 22 T




Rm‘ér 61. Thg pattem Df this rater s Taw rcspanseg explams hlS lc!w ch‘:elatmn T}le ratmgs fnr the"v

.;,‘z,‘.v,first 71 tasks axe_ very consistent with those of the group.. However, at:that point the rater has become R
L ﬂGﬂ*CDGpEl’E.t]VE and rated all but one of the rermaining tasks 5. To examiné how good this rater’s first 71 )
', Tesponses were, ‘the table’ entries that would have resulted had tasks 72 through 505 not been rated at all,

were computed. T})Ey appear as Table 4. Thesé statistics are qulte scceptable It would have' bzen far better.
if Rater 61 had !eft these rernammg tasks blank S

. Table 4, Rater Coxrelation Table Entries . . .
for Rater Nurmber 61 with '
Tssks 7}505 Tieaied as Blank

.5'37 "

'bCGrrelaan . =
.~ NRatings = 71
“Mean - - = 603
~'Standard Dr:vxatlan = 234
Sample Mean = 4.51
T=Value = 6;87 v

ThE raw ' data fof the tWD bnrdezrhne cases (Raters 16 :md 54) are presented in Appendlx D As :
....vsuggEstEd in the earlier analysis, their ratings should appear - fairly .niormal unless. ‘they were partially = -
cooperative ratexs (like Rater 61). Except for the abnormally large number of high- ratings, particularly for

* Rater 54, both rating pattems seem reasonable, As already mentioned, the decision onwhether to accept or.
~reject these two ratersis rather subjective,either course having little effect on the mean ratings of the tasks.
o Ratef 54 Ius given more valid ratings than Rater 16, although they are far from perfect, There seems to be-.
o m;r reasan to E]l;u]ga the previous dec;xsmn which was to accept one and reject the other. . . . o

' R S 2 CONCLUSIDN
: Al] Lhe dEclSlDDS regarding dwergent raters in tJus study, made on the basis af REXALLS Rater
‘Correlation Table, have been verified by reference.to the raw- data. There were no cases ol inverted ratings -

in this study, although arithmetical inversion of such ratings in another study conducted by the author did
‘testify to the validity of treating high negative correlations asindicators of scale reversal. The interpretation ..

" of relatively low, but significant, correlation coefficients must remain somewhat subjective for the time -

"being. More objective approaches to the lmﬂdhng of such cases are currantly under consideration by tha Air

L Fcrcemlman Re sources Labc:ratnry : : o Coa e
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44PEEFW)LY;1 INSTRUCTIONS USED BY JUDGFE WHTN RATING TASKS IN
MFDIGAL SERVICES SPECIALIST INVENTORY ON CONSEOUENCES -
OF INADEQUATE PERFORMANCE

Ekplanatlﬂn

Th;s booklet contains a llsting of tasks performed in your career
ladder. You are asked to rate each task to indicate the Probable
CﬁnsequEﬂ£e§ of Inadequate Performance of the task, In the Air Force,
"the consequences of ‘inadequate performance of some tasks are much more
serious thgn for other tasks. For example, if inadequate performance
of a task yill almost certainly cause an aircraft to crash, or a
warehouse to burn down,; or an airman to die, this would be more serious
than inadequate performance of a task which merely causes 1nCDﬂVEﬂ1§ﬂEEV
and irritation. As another example, the probable consequences of
inadequate performance in responding to a fire alarm would be much more
serious than the probable consequences of ilnadequate performance in
folding hogpital linen.

Definition

" Consequences of Inadequate Performance is a measure of the seriousness
of the probable consequences of inadequate performance of a task, It is
measured in terms of possible injury or death, wasted supplies, damaged
equipment , wasted man-hours of vork, etc.

Your Task

Using che rating scale below, assign a numerical rating to each task
“in this bogklet which you feel describes the probable consequences’ of
inadequate per formance of the task. Make your ratings by simply wriclng
a number 1 chrough 9 in the leumn to the rdght of each task. Please
atgempt to rate all tasks.

Eating Scala

1f thg task is not dﬁna correctly, the probable cnnsequenceg af
inadequﬂte perfarmange would be:

l. DNMinimal (inadequate performance has minimal consequences)

2. Slight
: 3. Not very serilous
® ; 4. TFairly serious

5. Serious

6. Very serlous

7. Extremely serious : S

8, . Almoat disastrous . e

9. Disastrous (inadequate perfatmanﬁe has disastraus chsequenQeS)
Your efforts in completing this booklet will be sincerecly appreciated, ,Whenf
~ you have fipnished your ratings, please return this booklet to your CBPO/DEMRC.

13

- :



APPENDIX B, RAW RATINGS FOR THREE TYPICAL "GOOD" RATERS

Rater Number 15

411322213034542434332432332234232224333332322244433143343353342433334
433343333433533433323343433333223333332433343334434333333335333343222
426343443346664554333335454466665333333236634555555555365665455434667
7177773377764553444444556565544566775665555555556655554553343334333443
5475544365485556779444566544443339546545394655543433577544444A4443334
444434322344334332263344232234669777577525456569845945497496669064635
55445443334533347336475547543344376663455555333333547697664559 4455665
5965577545556644993568

Rater Number. 44

212455534543551445004332455224141544455211333355641144535351253545515
435554555353555555333233333222213553452433353344566333333333366363343
337555654457774844644367566456783665666344575554465557585445355333555
657583455565444333456466534544665654466665754567777466553355565665752
447633336646565676754356575765443854544568468854453376665655666552265
66535544446655553345445545 444676755546 645555556 7858845457577 368344345
46555455555635565356556545 5554564 766675555787777777586777556 786655588
5955567855557757993357

Rater Number 53

32313242254354343?41347234634525535545443343324473164é5565?35736366é4"
5556547556527446 355445568445 4456477746 286666665 5476555465555567555544
658666766668996855855566588589993675555468955776697695555555355655668

77999578898557676688788887 8888988887778887878888777788786667778777776
- 6697777588586678887778566658885559756778795787877656887677877777714587

777788555677776752775258563346888988566566687889878887789788889776678
7877756657763778837888?7585857785866557655857667878785975685595877887
79775895453447777855717
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AL NCHA L BAW SALLNGD DUK OLA NUNSLUUDIERALLVE RALLROD

Rater Numbetr 85

1111111111111 1111111221213 1111 1T 1 1M T 3 2111211111111 1
MM IR M1 IIITIITIIITm
MMM T M MMM n
MMM MM TN n
MMM I I I I InInm
MMM TN I I I 111111111111
AR AR R AR R AR A R R R AR AR AR AR R R R AR AR R R AR R AR RRARERRRRNY
(RAREARARERRRARIRRERAR

Rater Number 41
222111111114112112229111111113991111121111111111111111111122322222222

2321 11ez21 T T2 M I IT T II1inm
TTI1IT11 1111 11111111111112221222211223711321111321222111112222122212122

2322111 1T T I T T T 22N I T I T 1111112112122

1232123122221111222122112222 1112111 1111111110111 111 1111111112212
1111111222221331 111321111 11111132333322214211122111333322211122111111
T MMM m
IRARRARERRARRREIRERRRR

Rater Number 87

999999999999999999999999999999999999999929999999999999999999999599999
99999999999 99999999999 99999999999999999999999999999999999999999999999
999999999999999999999999999999999999999999995999999999999999999999999
99999999999 99999999999 9999999999999999999999999999999999 9999999999999
99999999999999999999999999999999999999999999999999999999 9999999999999
99999999999999999999999999999999999999999999999999999999 9999999999999
99999999999 9999999999999999999999999999999 29999999999999999999999999
999999999999999999999%
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Rater Number 22

415275221471971871112251172161131227326111624211111156666584475748324
3a4477557475844477447566242222225572642646421226212421112461111113142
111717555555221222111111311211524557252271511171122112113112116111111
112111111112115243331224342535221311134442142442555231111117541525112

_é31151112515252135141111225555522574111355412211572223222191244421152 '

114664711111111118111111111111111311121111111121112111131111181122111 .

11111244611111111151111

Rater Number &8

65675556 6676556667877679155565679876755566678977799898988899877767679

36?897?7788897776566505567000099?DODDDDODDODDDDDDDDDQQQQQQDDDODDQQQQQ

QDODDODDODDDOODOODQOOO

Rater jumber 61

721475&35984991474497772474655465648797971655899999794896683692755529 .

5555555555555555555555555555%555555555555555555555555555555555555355
554555555555555555555555555555555555555555555555555555555555555555555

55355555555555555555555
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APPENDIX'D. RAW RATINGS.FOR. THO BORDERLINE CASES
Rater Number 16

7578845559789849776688747786664678867554445778?7864?76368876785878973
876887787868987778678865878999897988997977788889899999899999899999999 .
9999899998989999 8798889989 8898998898888777897777798888887758577566577
789894566877786544565465633544475665476655868668877644454654557554763
53746§32572?336455454656464667653775564559578856454&88754574454456456
667557&4557&55544345435535333464677755645567474575553346447;557443334
544443464544344343444345464645464344535545443445554&55564565453754554

4736245634554334563455
Rater Number 54

9477955699969958897779979897995888599998959778989887799 88997987999999

955999889999889799976999789551415557995799999987999&55599986699999498.f "'%

9912229966 699999999996699999999997999999999999999999999 99999999 799999
999999999999999999999222559299999999997795777777999777777799759997779

995777779997999975599895525299899999799999929999995955959917593259945
9999999977791959959959?999999999&9599?97999999999?9989772999990212291
5677224922299927999298
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