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

I. INTRODUCTION

REXALL is a very powerful and flexible program within the Comprehensive Occupational Data
Analysis Programs (CODAP) package, being designed primarily for analysing the inter-rater-agreement
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 tenn "divergent rater," this report uses ihita from
an actual study to elaborate on this use of REXALL. Ile decisions made on the basis of the REXALL
output will then be verified by reference to the raw data.

IL GENERAL DISCUSSION AND BACKGROUND

While REXALL was designed primanly for handling task factor ratings, it may be used for analysing
and reporting data whenever a number of judges rate a set of items on some attribute. For example, it was
applied when judges rated sets of officer job descriptions on various attributes (CListal, 1975), and when a
sample of officers rated a set of education profiles on educational suitability for service in a particular
utilization field (Watson & Goody, 1975). It may be applied to rankings as well as to ratings.

The items rated in the study used in tins report were the 505 tasks in the task inventory for the
Medical Service Specialist. A total of 93 first line 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 winch the judges
were to make their ratings. The 9-point sce also appears as Figure 1. These ratings were gathered in order
to obtain a measure, the rnean rating, of Consequences of Inadequate Performance for each task. REXALL
was used to determine whether any of the raters should be deleted from the study; and thcn to produce a
card deck containing the mean task ratings, and to pro)ide a measure of the interrater agreement on the
ratings.

1. Minimal
2, Slight
3. Not very serious
4. Fairly serious
5. Serious
6. Very serious
7. Extremely serious
8. Almost disastrous
9. Disastrous

Figure I. 9-paint rating se

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 arid Weissmuller (1976). The Inter-rater
Reliability Table includes indexes of inter-rater reliability computed by the intraelass 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 detl, the. term "divergent rater" needs clarification. 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 do not even try to follow the instructions, generating instead some arbitrary
pattern of yesponses. Another type of divergent rater inverts the rating scaleinstead of rating from low to
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Table I. Rater Correlation Table (In Original Input Order)

Rater
ID Correlation

N
Ratings Mean SD

Sample
Mean T-Value

I--
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 .561 504 5.20 2.17 5.12 15.19

18 .727 504 5.18 1.84 5.12 23.75

19 .544 505 5.10 1.68 5.12 14.53

20 .681 504 5.94 1.56 5.12 20.86

I e I I e e I

I I e e e
I e e e 5 e a

74 .496 503 5.88 1.34 5.12 12.80

75 .547 505 6.52 1.60 5.12 14.66

76 .511 480 4.64 1.25 5.16 12.99

77 .474 503 5.41 1.01 5.12 12.05

78 .704 505 4.92 1.00 5.12 22.24-

79 .553 500 6.29 2.06 5-13 14.81

80 .707 501 6.14 1.11 5.11 22.32

81 .480 502 8.21 1.74 5.12 12.23

82 .727 504 5.92 1.70 5.12 23.75

83 .523 150 1.99 2.00 4.66 7.47

84 .474 95 4.71 .71 4.87 5.19

85 -.115 505 1.02 .15 5.12 - 2.61

-86 .567 294 2.61 1.66 5.19 11.77

87 .000 505 9.00 .00 5.12 .00

88 .083 96_ 6.77 1.39 4.56 .81

89 .708 505 6.72 2.06 5.12 22.50

90 .705 503 4.73 .89 5.12 22.25

91 .518 503 4.50 .64 5.12 13.55

92 .562 504 3.87 .69 5.12 15.24

93 .554 496 3.10 1.08 5.12 14.80



high the rater rates ft orn high to low. As will be demonstrated shortly, both types are eaSily identified li-orn
REXALL's Rater Correlation Table. The non-cooperative rater Is usually dropped from the study, and
inverted ratings ean bc arithmetically reversed or dropped from the study at the optima of the researcher.
Yet another type of divergent rater is not so clear cut. This is t he rater whose perception of the items being
rated is different from that of the other raters. This difference in perception may he scry teal or may in
effect be a lack a discrimination power or of knowledge on the part of the rater. In artY ease, the decision
on whether or not to retain such a rater in the study is rather subjective and each ease itiasChe judged on Its

USING THE RATER CORRELATE N TABLE
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 I is an extract front the table for the
illustrative, study being used iñ tiits:repqn,,raters 21 through 73 being omitted because of spitee limitations.
The correlation column contains the correlations between each rater's ratings and the Mans, for all raters
on the same tasks, the extreme right-hand column being a "T Value for detertnining the levet of
significance of deviation of tths correlation coefficient from zero, The other four columns pre the number
of items (tasks) rated by each rater, the rater's mean and standard deviation and the "sample mean." The
sample mail 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
deleted from the study. The following paragraphs describe !tow these decisions were establli he study

bould be

being used to illustrate this report. For ease of explanation, the table entries con tainiag the 2 highest an
the 20 lowest correlations have been extracted from the origjnal table and are presented as Table

nd

the program Is next revised, it is planned to proKide an option to repeat Cable 1, rearranged in descending
order of correlation coefficient, and also on other variables contained In it.

From Table 2 it is evident that the majority of the correlation coefficients exce d '(n fact, '77%
exceed .50). Even the "good" raters vary in number of tasks rated and in mean and standard devia lion of
ratings. However, their high correlations with the group indicate that they share similar perceptioas of the
relative consequences of inadequate performance of the tasks in the inventory.

The prime indicators of divergent raters are the correlation coefficients. A high neativt cocElicient
indicates inverted ratings, while an insignificant coefficient is the result of a.non-cooperative rater. The
raters who have made a genuine attempt to obey the instructions, but whose perception of the tasks differ
from those of the majority of the raters. should have a relatively low, but signifiearrt 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 WA 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 to be diifferent from
those of the majority of the raters. Each of the last eight raters in Table 2 will now be discussed

Rater 85. The correlation coefficient (.115) cordd, in isolation, suggest inverted ratiags but thc
other data available suggests otherwise. MI tasks were rated. The rater's mean of 102 AO 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 coefficient. Mater 85 appears to have been non-cooperative and was deleted from the. study,

Rater 41. A mean of 1.33 (standard deviation .81) indicates most tasks were rated I witit 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 RaSk 9, This
is perhaps the most obvious type °flack 0 cooperation. Rater 87 was deleted.

10



Mb le 2. Rater !alien Table (Re.orxleid from high to Low Correlat o

Rater
ID Correlati Rat1ns

67 .764 505
10 .737 505
15 .733 503
82 .727 504
18 .727 504
35 .726 503
44 .720 503
65 .720 494
89 .708 505
80 .707 501
90 .705 503
78 .704 505
09 .703 505
21 .703 502
60 .699 479
72 .695 505
34 .694 503
03 .690 504
64 .689 375
53 .687 505

a

a 0

0

74 .496 503
05 .486 503
81 .480 502
77 .474 503
84 .474 95

31 .454 479
27 .439 504

24 .396 502
52 .377 505
48 .358 505
68 .327 505
63 .245 384

54 .194 504

16 .152 505
61 .106 505

88 .083 96
22 .047 505
87 .000 505

41 -.012 505
85 -.115 505

Mean
Sample
Mean T-Value

5.07
5.10
4.29
5.92
5.18
4.49
4.81

4.19
6.72
6.14
4.73
4.92
5.13
4.86

4.41
4.04
4.75

5.10
4.72
6.13

0

5.88
4.21
8.21
5.41
4.71
8.44
5.50
3.62
2.41

4.98
3.93
3.02
7.79
6.03
5.14
6.77
2.69

9.00
1.33
1.02

1.43

2.36
1.58

1.70
1.84

1.44
1.52
1.07

2.06

1.11

.89

1.00

1.62
1.29

1.40

.84

.13

1.13
2.31

1.70

0

5.12
5.12
5.12
5.12
5.12
5.12
5.12
5.12
5.12
5.11
5.12
5.12
5.12

.5.14

5.12
5.11,

5.23
5,12

1.34 5.12
.98 5.12

1.74 5.12

1.01 5.12
.71 4.87

1.14 5.14
2.06 542
1.25 5.12
2.48 5.12

.94 5.12

.51 5.12
2.64 5.09

2.03 5.12
1,85 5.12
.96 5.12

1.39 4.56

2.09 5.12
.00 5.12

.81 5.12
,15 5.12

26.54
24.47
24.11
23.75
23.75
23.66
23.23
23.00
22.50
22.32
22.25
22.24
22.18
22.10
21.35
21.69
21.60
21.35
18.34
21.18

12.80
12.45
12.23
12.05
5.19
11.12
10.96

9.64
9.12
8.60
7.76
4.94
4.44
3.45
2.38

. 81

1.07
. 00

- .26

. 61



Rai 'r 21 This conthination of very low correlatto a (.041). low mean nd high standard
deviation (2,09), when the rater has responded to every task, suggests a propensity o f I or 2 ratings, with a
number of higher rating,s (some up near the top of dic scale) allocated indiscriminately among the other
tasks. Rater 22 was treated as a non-cooperative rater and deleted.

Rater 88, This rater responded to only 19% of -the tasks. Although this 19% of the tasks tended to be
less demaading titan average (sample mean 4.56; overall nie 5.12), this rater averaged 6.77 on them.
The ratings that were provided are therefore very high, and a co rrela than of .083 sugges ts they are not very
realistic. The insigillcant correlation and low number of tasks rated justify dele ting this rater on lite grounds
of lack of coupe ra lion.

Rarer 61. This case approaches the doubtful zone The co rrckttlit Is too Low to believe the rater has
been entirely cooperative; and it is too low to assume a simple difference in per er. ntiqa o f the tasks. Eater
61 was dropped from the study as being non-cooperative.

Rater 16. Apart from the relatively low correlation coefficient, this rater's statistics seem fairly
normal, except that the mean is perhaps a little high. There scent to be three possibilities: there is eithe r
genuine difference in perception, or a lack of discrinnitation power, or a lack of complete cooperation. k
clear decision cannot be made on the data available. As there are plonty of' raters, and this one represea ts art
isolated opinion if the ratings are genuine, the analyst chose to drop him from the study even though
retention would not have seriously affected the task mean and the inter-rater reliability statistics.

Rater 54, The analysis for this rater is very parallel to that for Rater 16. However, the very high mean.
(7.79) and standard deviation (2.03) indicates a very large aunther of ratings, perhaps genuinely believed
to be justified. This rating pattern has depleted the rater's discriminatloflyover at the high end of the scale
and thus caused the relatively low correlation coefficient The decision on whether or not to d.elete this
rater should have little effect on the objectives of tile study . While an equally good case could bc made for
deletion, the analyst chose to retain this rater in the study.

The next six to ten raters above Rater 54 in Table 2 also lave app reclably lower correlations than the
majority of raters and could be classed as divergent raters. However, their ra flags are considered genuine
and the lower correlations can usually be explained. For example, the amilysis for Rater 81 would parallel
that for Rater 54; Raters 63 and 52 are the sante except that by favoring the low end of the scale they have
depleted their discrimination at that end of the scale. Raters 68, 48, and 84 demonstrate their low
discrimination power by their lack of variation in ratings. ,c6 implied by the analysis For !tater 64, more
than seven raters could have been deleted without sigitificantly affecting the objectives of the stady either_
way. Where to "draw the line" must remain, for the dine being, a subjective decision en the part of the
analyst. One more objective approach being examined is to have the prograin progressively eliminate the
most divergent raters, one at a time, until the interrater reliability statistic for the stability of the itern
(task) means (Rkk) ceases t o increase.

At this point, one further comment on divergent raters should be inade. As is seen from Tables I and
2, there are considerable differences among the raters' means and among their standard deviatiorts, caused
by different perceptions of the words used to describe the levels on the 9-point rating scale. However, the
magnitude of the correlations for the cases retained in time study arc satisfactory evidence tilat these raters
shared sufficiently similar perceptions of the relative consequences or inadequate perfortnuc:e of the tasks
in the Inventory, As it is a measure of the relative consequences that is required, ao rater was declared
divergent on the grounds of a high or low mean. lin fact, these differences n mans and standard deviations
only add within task variance that is not justified when relative measures are beingsetight. Accordingly the
standardization option discussed by Christal and Weissm oiler (1976) was used in this study to remove the
between rater variance.

The effects of deleting the seven divergent raters is presented. in Table 3. Deleting the divergent raters,
the ones who did. not cooperate and those who percei-ved the relative vdues of tle tasks differently, clues
appreciably increase the inter-rater reliability and therefore increases the stability o f the task means. This
applies whether or not the data axe standardized,
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Table Effects O ale lin

kk

Raw ratings, deletions
Raw ratings, ideletions

Standardized ratings, 0 del s,

Standardized ratings, 7 dletins

93
86

93
86

.15 I

.196

3
355

_941
_952

_976
:979

tV. YIIgIFIC OF DEcitSIONis a
PIO It_AW DATA

E N E

Having rnade the above dedsions based ors the REXA_LL, output, a copy of the raw dat fog each raler
was obtained to examine their validity. Exttacts of the law ratings are preserned In Appendixes C, and D
as blocks of raw ratings, each block coritahling all the ratings wade by ,one rater. Each block eontains eight
ows of digits, 69 digits hi each of the first seven rows and 22 In the lost roc -This Is a total of 505 digits,

one for each task in the inventory- Each digit Is a task rating by the rater to Wadi the block refers,, 0
nodi crating the rater did not rate the task. Tire first digit on the first- row is tbe rating for Taslk 1, the last on
that row is Task 69, mid so on, the last digit on the last row leing the rating an Task 505 .

Appendix B is the ra ings for three igeor raters, prolided foi coniparison purposes. It would appear
he raters have considered and rated each task lndividr.ially This does 5iot mean, of COnine , thal their

ratings are identical. Realise of differences In experience, work location, ete., there will be sone
differences in perception; and of course there wUl abvays be Male coat variance.

contrast with Appendix II, Appeudix C Is the raw -ratings for tine six raters ass.cssexl as beimg
non ooperative, Each tstRI now be discussed in turn, reflecting on the diagnoses previously rode frain
Tabl 2 (the REXALL output).

Rater 85_ AS predicted, Rater 85 rated nearly every task 1, The seven 2ratlngsanldorie3 rating
all allocated to tasks which most raters considered less consequential than average For example, the one
task that was rated 3 was `"schedule leaves or passes" This is hardly as consenuentiaJ as, for mekaniple, tasks
.nvolving iendering emergency treatnerit to a patient, which were obviously rated lower by Rater 85.

Rater 41.- The predict ion was that mast of this raters ratings via aid be I with a sprinlidirig of 'higher
ratings. Notice the three 9 ratings, These three tasks were: (a) plan records maintenance, (b) felted physical
exercise or conditioning programs, and (c) Elect preparation and maintenance of records or reports.
Considering the number of -tasks in the invernoi-), that could_ result in the irnrnediate death of a polient, it Is

evident-this rater was non-cooperative. Perhaps h e was trying to exercise Ns sense of turner.

er 87. Every task was rated 9 as anticipated.

Rater 22. A propensity of I and ratings was -_predicte d, mith some high ratings allocated
indiscrimina tely. This diagposis Is coafIrrned, "The indlscrininate nature of the high responses can he
illustrated by considering two tasks front the aercmedical evacuation- du.tY; (a) 432, nuke up Iltt1s, and (1)
434. operate InflIght emergency oxygen systems- The mean overall ratings ors these tvio tasks were 3.56 and
6.30, respectively, but this rater rated the first task "ahrsost elisastro us" Can g) anti tha second: as -intinlrnar
a I). Jos prObable that the highii- rated tasks are -those Ihe ratei is direlly 'Rater- 22

did not comply with the hist ructions.

Rater 88. The raw ratings conflmi the analysis from the data iii Table 2, k faint.hearted at tempt
scorns to have been made at the early tasks and the rater has left the rest of tile b (Kilda blank, Thls pitten
is fairly common among rion.coopentive raters who seen t o believe no one will ever detect. their laek of
cooperation .ifthc survey booklet appearslo have been honestly eorriplet ed,



R rer 61. The pattern of this rater's raw r sponses explains his low corielatian. The ratings for the
first 71 tasks are very consistent with --those of the group. liowever, at that point the rater has become
non-cooperative and rated all but one of the remaining tasks 5. To examine how good this rater's first 71
responses were, the table entries that would have resulted had tasks 72 throu.gh 505 not been rated at all,

re computed. They appear as Table 4. These statistics are quite acceptable. lt would have been far bet ter
if Rater 61 had left these remaining tasks blank.

_ Tablerl_Rater Correlation Table Entries
for Rater Number 61 with

Tasks 72-505 Treateid as Blank

Correlation .637
N Ratings 71
Mean 6.03
Standard Deviation 2.34
Sample Mean = 4.51
T-Value 6.87

,The raw data for the two borderline cases 16 and 54) are presented in Appendix D. As
suggested in the earlier analysis, their ratings should appear fairly normal unless they were partially
cooperative raters (like Rater 61). Except for the abnormally large number of high ratings, particularly for
Rater 54, both rating patterns seem rens° stable . As already mentioned, the decision on Whether to accept or
reject these two raters is rather subjective, either course having little effect on the mean ratings of the tasks.
Rater 54 has given more vAid ratings than Rater 16, alth.ough they are far from perfect. There seems to be
no n io' change the previous decision which was to accept one and reject the other. ,

UI the decisions regarding divergent raters Ln this study, made on the basis of REXALL's Riter
onelation Table, have been verified by reference. to the raw data. There were no cases o f invened ratings

his study, rdthough arithmetical inversion of such ratthgs in another study conducted by the author did
stify to the validity of treating high negative correlations as indicators of scale reversal. The interpretation

ely low, but significant, correlation coefficients must remain somewhat subjective for the time
being. More objective approaches to the liindling of such eases are currently under consideration by the Air
Force Human Resources Laboratory.
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EplanatLon

i INSTRUCTIONS USED BY JUDC,' WIEN RAT NC TASKS IN
pi, SERVICES SPECIALIST INVENTORY ONT CONS )UENCES

OF INADEQUATE PERFORMANCE

This booklet contains a listing of tasks performed In your career
ladder., -You axe asked to rate each task to indicate the Probable
Consequences of inadequate Performance of the task.In the Air Force,
the consequences' of'inadeqUate performance of some tasks are much more
serious tlixo for other tasks. For example, if inadequate performance
of a task 0.11 almost certainly cause an aircraft to crash, or a
warehouse to burn down, or aa airnan to die, this would be more serious
than inadequate performance of a task which merely causes inconvenience
and irritatl'om. As another example, the probable consequences of
inadequate performance in responding to a fire alarm would be much more
serious Men the probable consequences of inadequate performance in
folding hospital linen.

Definition

ConseqLlences of Inadequate Performance is a measure- -of the seriousness
of the prOboble consequences of inadequate performance of a task. It is
meas red An terms of possible injury or death, wasted supplies, damaged
equipment., L4Fasted man-hours of worlt, ete.

Your Task

Using che rating scale below, assign a numerical rating to each task
in this booklet which you feel describes the probable 'consequencesof
inadequate performance of the task. Make your ratings bY simply writing
a number 1 chrough 9 in the column to the right of each task. Please
attempt to rate all tasks.

Rating Scale

If the task is not done correctly, the probable consequences
inadequate performance would b

1. Minimal (inadequate performance has raiimal consequences)
2. Slight
3. INot very serious

4. Tairly serious
S. Serious
6. Very serious
7. Extremely serious

B. Almost disastrous
9. Disastrous (inadequate performance has disastr us consequenCe

-Your efforts in completing this booklet will be sincerely apprecia'ted6 her
you have flnished-your ratings, please return this booklet to your C13110/014PC.



VDIXB. RAW RATINGS FOR THREE 7YPICAL "GOOD" RATERS

Rater Number 15

411322213034542434332432332234232224333332322244433143343353342433334
433343333433533433323343433333223333324.33343334434333333335333343222
426343443346664554333335454466665333333236634555555555365665455434667
777773377764553444444556565544566775665555555556655554553343334333443
547554436548555677944456654444333954654539465554343357754444444443334
444434322344334332263344232234669777577525456569845945497496669064635
554454433345333473364755475433443766634555553333335476976645594455655
5965577545556644993568

Rater Numbem 44

212455534543551445004332455224141544455211333355641144535351253545515
435554555353555555333233333222213553452433353344566333333333366363343
.337555654457774844644367566456783665666344575554465557585445355333555
657583455565444333456466534544665654466665754567777466553355565665752
447633336646565676754356575765443854544568468854453376665655666552265
6653554444665555334544554544467675554664555555678588454575.77368344345
465554555556355653565565455554564766675555787777777586777556786655588
5955567855557757993357

Rater Number 53

3231324225435434374134723463452563554544334332447316445565735736,366AA-4
55565475565274463554455684454456477746286666665547655546555556755544
658666766668996855855566588589993675555468955776697695555555355655668
779995788985576766887888878888988887778887878888777788786667778777776
669777758858667888777856665888555975677879578787765688767787777774587
777788555677776752775258563346888988566566687889878887789788889776678
787775666776377883788877686857785866657655857667878785975685595877887
7977589545344777785577

14
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Rater Number 85

lii 11111111 11 111111122121131111111111111111 i1 121112111111 11111111111
111111111111111111221111111111111111111111111111111111111111111111111
111111111111111111111111111111111111111111111111111111111111111111111
111111111111111111111111111111111111111111111111111111111111111111111
11111111111 111111111111111111111111111111111111111111 1111111111111111
11111111 111 111111111111111111111111111111111111111111 1111111111111111
11111111111 11111111111111 111111111111111111111111111111111111 11111111
1111111111111111111111

Rater Number 41

2221111111141121 122291111111 13991111121111 11111 11111122322222222
232111111221111111111111112111111111111111 11 11111111111111111111111
111 11111111 1111111111111222122221122311321111321222111112222122212122
1232211111111111111111111111111111111122111111 11111111111111112112122
1232123122221111222122112222111211111111111111 1111111 1111111111112212
1111111222221331111321111111111323333222142111221113333222111221 11111
11111111111 1111111111111111111111111111111111111111111111111111111111
111 111 1111111111111111

Rater Number 87

999999999999999999999999999999999999999999999999999999999999999999999
999999999999999999999999999999999999999999999999999999999999999999999
9999999999999999(39999999999999999999999999999999999999999999999999999
999999999999999999999999999999999999999999999999999999999999999999999
999999999999999999999999999999999999999999999999999999999999999999999
999 999 9999 99999999999 999 999 999999999999999999 99 99999 999 99999 999999 99
999999999999999999999999999999999999999999r )9999999999999999999999999
9999999999999999999999

7

15



Rater Number 22

41527522 147 197187 1112251 1721611312273261 11 62421111115666658447574 324
544477557475844477447566242222225572642646421226212421112461111113142
111717555555221222111111 31 1211524557252271511171122112113112116111111
11211111,1112115243331224342535221311134442142442555231111117541525112
43115111815252135141111225555522574111355412211572223222191244421152
111 119 11 11861 171718141151511111111113112455111611111 11111216662266617
11466471 1111111118111111111111111311121111111121112111131111181122111
1111124411111111151111

Rater Number 88

656755566676556667877679155565679876755566678977799898g88899877767679
86789'7777888977766665055670000907000000000000000000000000000000000000
00000000000 0000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000
000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000
00000000 0000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000
00000000 0000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000
0000000000000000 00000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000
0000000000000000000000

Rater ilumber 61

n1475436984991474497772474655466648797971665899999794896683692755529-
945555555555555555555555555555555555555555555555555555555555555555555.
5$5555555555555555555555555555555555555555555555555555555555555555555

.

5555555555555555555555555555555555555555555555555555555555555555555
555555555555555555555555555555555555555555555555555555555555555155555
.555555555555555555555555555555.555555555555555555555555555555555555355
5,$55555555555595555555555555555555555555555559555555555555555555555
5$55555555555555555555



DIX D. RAW RATINGS- FOR, TWO B -ERLINE CASES

Rater Number 16

757884556978984,977668874778666467886755444677877864776S68876785 878978.
8768877878689877786.788658789998979 8899797778888989.99994999998999 99999
99998999989899998798589989.889899889888877789777779 8888887758577566577
78989456687778654456546563354447566547665586866 8877644454654557554763 --.
537465 32672733645545465646466765377556455957886645 4488754574454456456
66755 74455 74555 443454355353334646 777556455674745755533464475557443334 ,
5444434645443443434443'.45464645464344535545443445554455564565463754554-
4736245634554334563455

Rater Number 54

9477955699969958897779979897995888599998959778989887799 88997987999999
955999889999889799976999789551415557995799999987999455599986,699999498
991222996669999999999669999999999799999999999999999999999999999799999 .

9999.9999999999999999,9 22255929999999999779577777799.97777777997999977
999995559999999999979999.999975999999999997999999995999895999999995999
995777779997999975599896525299899999799999929999995955959917593259945
9999999977 79195995995999999999994959999 7999999999999897 7299999021 2291
5677224922299927999298
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