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(tendenicy to assign the same rating to each factor being rated), and
leniency effect (tendeénty of supervisors to overrate subordinates).
Two shortcomings not dealt with in the literaturs reviewed arpe-also-
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advantages of the new scale over other scales ‘{for example, that the
BDI uses behavioral criteria; uses a larger sample’ of the total job
behavior domain than ‘BARS; has less leniency, halo, and central -
tendency ‘effects; and probably has higher inter-rater reliability).
Implications of the use of the new instrument in performance and

: training evaluatior are discussed. References and examples of

stateméents from the BARS are appended. (LMS) = ’ ,
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ABSTRACT
The main problems and disadvantages of currently used

performanceaappraisal and training evaluat101 methods are

3 / V

discussed: lehiency, central tendency, and halo effects,
/

low interrater reliability, and improper criteria (low
' validity). A new approach to performance and training

evaluationjis the use of critical incidents in Behaviourally
) i ; = 5 . _ _ <

Anchored Ratingyscales (BARS). It is claimed that BARS

/ have more pos1tive characteristicszthan other scales,
PN
e. g. summated rating scales, graphic rating scales, etc.

However; recent research has shoﬁn that under certain
! i .
: - { . s
conditions BARS do not demonstrate superior qualities to
j
other7scales An improved use of critical inc1dents is

-

“ . described which has all the advantages BARS possess, but

. 3 .
“”“““”f“*M"aVOids the disadvantages. The ‘new instrument is the '\,
‘Behaviour Description Index {BDI) which uses behaVioural

criteria, utilizes a larger sample of the total job

b

behaviour domain than BARS has less leniency, halo, and
central tendency effects, and probably hidher interrater'
reliability _ Implications of the use of th% new instrument

in performance and training evaluation are*discussed

. s



With the economic:slump during the last few years,

‘and resulting budget cuts.for educational institutions and

‘industrial training programmes, came a new interest in the

,assessment of the quality of'instructors and the outcome

of training and development programmes in government and A

industry. While research concerned with evaluation of . ) wf

teaching effectiveness has been ‘a qung concern for decades(i

the evalhation of training programmes “is much in the same
category Mark Twain placed the weather," to use McGehee S
and T\hayer s words (1961 p. .256) . Everybody\talks apout . . .

lt but little is done. There are several possible reasons .

A
oy o
st

for this, such as

-

1. Difficulty in doing controlled studies
in orgaﬁuzations-

*

— . 2.-—Costs-of- training*evaluatlons, RN a z

.

- . 3. Fear of discovering unwelcome facts onv

training outcomes- : a7

-4, UnWillingness to accept new approaches}
a "don't rock the boat" attitude., 1

. - ' i
A seemingly important reason is not mentioned here: the.
: |
lack of a valid and reliable evaluation 1nstrument, aEfact
which seems to be true also for the evaluation of teaqhing -

i \:\‘
effectiveness. - i ‘

.

A look at . currently used evaluation/forms to measure

."teaching ability" i]lustrates the problem. As Harari and

" Zedeck (1973) put it: "Current...evaluation forms are.

often ambiguous, verbose, disorganived and arbitrarily'

Lk
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evaluation. The majority of ‘-business organizations seem

'says nothing about its effectiveness.

educatlonal or tralnlng programme are. certalnly closely
related, but we are- deallng with two different concepts.

.Wheh we measure teachlng effectiveness we assess an

' a programme assesses the degree of a part1c1pant‘

developed. They consist of global'behaVioral,meaSures and_' _
vagne trait descriptions. As-a resnlt, the forms tend to -

v

be unreliable and very susceptible to response biases."
3. ' '

‘The situation is worse in the .area of .training’

) . . . .
to use simple réeaction measurements (How did _you like the
r

program°) -to ‘assess ‘the outcome of thelr tralnlng programs

’Catalano and Klrkpatrlck 1968) . It should be obvious i ]

that the fact that a part1c1pant likes a certain programme

’
. . : : . ’

An instructor's-effectiveness and the outcome of an

LA

1nstructor S teachlng behavrour whlle the evaluatlon of

behaviour change. The assessment of the flrst 1s based
on judgements made either by students, colleagues or
superiors, while the assessment of the second is'based on

observations of job related behavour by superlors or .

Pls

neutral observers. o ) ‘ . L

This paper discusses the ad&}ntages and/disadvantages
of commonly used effectiveness measuresfandmwill concentrate~~@—~
on the most recent development in this field, the ' S 'i
N .“ :

-
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Behaviourally Anchored Rating Scale (BARS). 'Aﬂnew approach,.

j . ' 9
/. the Behaviour Description Index (BDI),'wil% be proposed
which will reduce or avoid most of the shdrtcomings of
past and current methods. . ~
% ' .
n " ,
T e A I - - oo
. ! /
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\ ' I o ®
. [ | :

s
/
/
i

B T R

SO S




o
\ S e

BEHAVIOURALLY ANCHORER RATING SCALES B SN

' The Critical InCident Method ' b \ . : “/
o : : A
. ; .
In his search for a useful tool to.measure work

performance, Flanagan (1954) developed a technique which
he called the Critical lnCident Method He defined the

'critical requirements of a job as those '‘behaviours . which

- ’ ) .‘

are cruCial in making a difference between dOing the jOb
< ”‘ H
-‘effectively and dOing it ineffectively. - Critical inCidents/'

!

_as ‘the term implies, are simply reports by - qualified observers

of the thingg ‘people did that were espeCialiy effective or . - .
ineffective in accomplishing parts of their jobs Suchgﬁ '
inCidents are actual behaViodral accounts, recorded as
stories—or anecdotes and obtained from managers, jOb |
oo ' lincumbents, and others close to the job being studied

+In its si plest form the Critical’ InCident Method CPnSlStS

of listings of critical incidents which are then compared

to exhibited behaviour-of employees to be rated.. The

o

underlying objective of this procedure is to obtain a jOb—'

N
P —

speCific scale of behaViour effectiveness. A modified

version of this approach is the\Behaviourally Anchored

"Rating Scale(s) (BARS). ' .
q

Development of BehaViouralAy Anchored Rating Scales

The first step in developing BARS 'is to: ask a sample L

of jOb incumbents and/or their immediate supervisors' and ---

where applicable - subordinates to write short descriptions

- 7




. by the spécification,of a single jobisituation‘and the

rater to generalize from-what he has seen the rateé do _ "

of an incuﬁbent's-jbb;behaviodr they -have either observed

or heard about. Each behaviofiral desc:iptioh is characterized -

. behaviour in response to that situation.’  To be critical, .

an incident must occur in a job situation where the purpose

~or intent Of the behaviour is fairly clear and where its

consequencés are definite enough to leave little doubt

concerhing its effect on job performance (Flanagan, 1954).

'Although the latter definition suggests description of

extreme behaviour, a critical-incident need not refer : -

: ‘ . N e \
exclusively to the extremes of performance. ) \'
‘ ‘ ) . - . L
After they are gathered, the pool.of behavioural
incidents are usually edited_to,conform to an expected \
behaviour format; that ié,'éach description of an incumbent's A
job behaviour is prefaced with the'phrase'%cduld_be

expected...." The intent of the phrase is to allow the

in a situation to What he would.expect the rateé to do
in a particular Sftuatioﬁ,'regardless of\the opportunity
té actually observe the rétee.

After the editing and.;eph:asing, the. incidends are
cateésriZed. .Usuélly the'reseércher reads, sorﬁég@ghd

. R L 4 .
then labels groups of incidents in terms of similarity,
or the researcher first gualitatively identifies-a set._

of dimensions and then sorts statements acgﬁrdiﬁg to their
. B o \




o’

similarity in meaning to the a priori defined dimensions.
To avoid criterion contamination through personal biases,

an -ihcident reallocation or "retranslation" procedure is

- used (8mith and Kendall, 1963). 1In the retranslation

process experts (jobbknowledgeable employees) are provided

. <
‘ .

w1th a llSt of jOb d1mens1on deflnltlons and asked to -assign
the 1nc1dents to the behav1oural dlmens1ons they feel- they

descrlbe. Cr1ter1a of retentlon are 1ncluded in the

‘procedure for determlnlng the extent to whlch a particular

1nc1dent is part of a dlmenslon. Those 1nc1dents meetlng

\ o . . .
the criteria are retalnedlfor.subsequent use.

. ' / -
) Follow1ng the retranslatlon procedure’ the 1nc1dents

are rated on a leert-type scale (usually from 1 to 7, or

1 tg 9) as to the degree of\effectlveness they characterize

in each job dimension. o R \

.The mean rating for an incident determines its scale

value,,while the Standard Deviatioh (SD) of the mean”rating

~1s viewed as an index of amblgulty.v The procédure requlres

\

the amblguous 1nc1dents (1 e., 1nc1dents w1th an SD in -

excess of some minimum value) be excluded from the scales.
The retalned ‘incidents" are then ordered w1th1n the perform—
ance dimensions they ancho" in terms of their mean scale

values.' The usual arrangement of anchors is a vertlcal

graphic scale, consisting of a vertical lihe,-market in -

* equal-appearing intervals, with'lncidents-arranged.alongf




~-indicative of |the ratee's job performande within that

. dimension of the jobln The valﬁe‘of the incident checked

its length according to their mean value. Each scafle is

i ‘ "

headed By a dimension definition and usually omits the
scale value for}eéch incident of behaviour. 'Exhibit l is
an example 6f a §gale developed'ﬁy bas (1975), for’
instfuctors of a school of business administration.

. o
'

In using the sgale, the rater is instructed first to
_ Rt y]
read the diménsion definition for a scale. Then, he is
. ' . \ .
asked to read.éach incident starting at the bottom and

reading toward the top until he reads an incident_tﬁat

exceeds the ratee's "typibal" best job behaviour. He . then fﬁ/
‘ , | B |

returns. to the highest |"typical incident" and checks it as

i

by the rater determines the perférmance score on that

dimension. . \

4

It is possible to score the scales in at least two

Al

: . .
ways. First, if a summation is de$iréd,“scqres can'be

12

summed across dimensions for a ratee. Second;, if a perform-

ance profile is desired, the score on each scale can be

reported. ‘Typically; the latter format is uagd.‘

Advantaggs.and Distinguished Features

Zedeck, et al. (1973, p. 1) list the following points:

as the advantages and distinguishing features of BARS

3

. procedures:



1. Each scale employs job-related behavioural
incidents as anchors or reference points;

A o ' 2.. Groups with work exper;ences similar to
" © -+ -those who aventually use (or are subjected
L ‘ .+ to) the scales partloipate... (in their
Yo , P development) ...;

foomw . ; . . e
AL 3. The termlnology}coé;bnly used in the...
; : (job to be ratedyﬁ..is retained in the
s anchors, ; .
SO . oy _ . o
o " S i 4. A (reallocatioh) procedure is used...to . "

I e ’ V. ~aduce the a
e ;
o .S. " Conceptually independent scales with high
\' ) : scale religbility are obtained; and
:ﬂ' ‘ .6, In - actual use,’ ratings.,.(can,be)m.a
e, . | documented with specific incidents....

iguity of the scales...:

7 ,'_'

. /..

procedure w1l§. lead to less ﬂenlency and tral tendency
w)]
rerrors. Cummings Ad Schwab (1973} point out that the use

'of critical 1Ab1de tS/may “prove to| be useful in prov1d1ng

feedback to apéra sérs, since theil spec1f1c1ty can -serve

- | as a concreté\en&mple of areas whe#e job. behav1ours could

be 1mproved . , . f r C o .
- v }
/. !

/

i

-\’

Hnter -rater Rellablllgx
l Campbell et al (1973) and Zedeck and Baker (1972)
s . assessed the 1nter rater rellablllty of spec1f1c BARS

instruments. In both studles, 1nter-rater nfl;ablllty‘was

\ .
.low to moderate (1.e.; r's ranged from 24 to’ .55). The

‘ results suggest-that acceptable levels of inter-rater

been obtained using BARS procedures.

A

reliapility have not yet

1 .




LU MULL ILUULRD, duwgver, 1U may nave peen ctnac. tne tests

of inter-rater reliability were deficient, that coefficients
! . .
were computed between lavels df supervision, rather than . ,

., within, As Campbell, et al, (19735;suggest, perhaps the-

different levels of supervision ha difterent opportunities

to observe ratpe Bgﬂ,v1our or differed in perceiVing the ' o
utility of Spelelc behaViours for meetinq Job reqUirements.

A Similar view was expressed.by Borman (1974). In his ~

.

. « | o ;
! opinion, one shoulq not expect high reliability under such .

2 Circumstances, Since raters at different levels may have

«") »

P different ratee performance dimenSions which they f£ el qﬁf

. S retevant. Borman tested his hypothesis by haVing ﬁecretaries
: -
a and aeademic instructors eéch independently develoé their
. _ own critical inc1dents f£or the jOb of secretary. Both -
groups identified different performance dimensions.' BARS
‘developed from the critical incidents were hhen used.by the N
two groups to rate the secretaries on all per formance
dimensions. For each rater group, Borman found that inter—
rater reliability was higher for the performance dimens1ons
the group.had identified\than for the dimensions identified

; o , N .
~inter-rater reliablility of\?ARS is plausible. However - .

‘ _ . there is a second possible éxplanation. It will be

\. by the other groupI This' explanation -of the low to moderate

discussed under "Shortcomings of BARS." - B @

- ' - f

12




central lenaency ) - v .
. _ - No studies'on BARS so far seem to have paid much

L attention to the problen §f central tendency:-_Itidescribes
the inclination-of raters to. avoid extreme .ratings . on a

scale, e.g. mOutstanding", or "Very Poor." BARS should be

. ! '
less prone to this problem because of their~behaviour'
»

specificityl Since often 1ndependent behav1our samples

R tare utiliéed a rater has to make a ch01ce,_1 e. he is

able'fo av01d extreme ratlngs. (See chapter on "Shortcomings

of BARS") - - : N

. 4 v
- .
. - . N ..

Research sO far has shown that BARS seem ‘to have a -

3 *

[

sllght advantage over other methods of performance evaluation. .

[
¢ : N

However, the questlon has to be asked whether these findings

a . t
©
L

i\a , .illustrate a genuine lack of superlorlty or whether 'the
me thodology nsednin'the eomparison studies is:léssqthan . . .
adequate; As mentioned'abobe,'Schwab;'et al. (1975) |
criticize the use'of only two'instruments,for comparisan
purposes. Another problem may 1ie'in theqstandardrdeviation
"criterion used to select the critical incidents. ' In most.
_ cases ‘the crlterlon was set so that 1t ;ndlzated a substantlal .
._amount of dlsagreement among judges as to the level of &
effectlveness\the behav1our descrlbed typically 1.50, i;fS
< or even 2 0 standard dev1atlons. Thls may suggest that .
L the crltlcal 1nc1d\\t lected for the 1nstrument were‘ o \

: "not. the unamblguous behav1ouJJEamples the creators had

a S hoped for.~—A third questlonﬁble S}aa~' be calculation
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Halo Effect ' E

nature of-the group being evaluated. _ - ,"_qk \

- f‘ The halo effect appears in evaluatlon when the: o
evaluatlon tends to ass1gn the same rat1ng or 1evel to

» eagh factor belng rated (Glueck, 1974). f
‘ .\\:Q\ “/ R ' } .' (‘ T el ° . . o h '// . . .

i

/ ,;. Bﬁrnaska and_Hollman (1974) found that BAﬁS resulted

. . 1 .
/" ih less halg than\E numerically anchored'and adjective

sCale. However, they p01nt out that all- three scales had

y . exces51ve levels of halo.' In a study comparlng BARS and. .~ . -

.:-f a humerlcally anchored scale, Campbell et al. (1973)
.= found that the former scale format showed less.halo than e
) the.lacter.* Similar results were reéorted by Groner (1974),
c ) . ‘Borman’& Dunnette (1975) ,.° and Keaveny and McGaun (1975).
On the other hand;hBorma% and vallon (1974) found’ no
i | differences_in ha;o"effeci\hetween BABS and other non- .

behavioural scales. Similar to the critique on: the approach-

5 . - .
~

ko ﬁeasure leniency, Schwab,'et al (1975) argue against -

the use of only two 1nstruments to study the’ halo effect-.

e "If one beglns with the reasonable assumptlon that.
e o performance on various dimensions is inter-related,
e - . then comparison of the intercorrelations generated -

_ by just two/lnstruments provides little basis for
B - dec1d1ng the - actual or true 1nter—relatlons in
. the group ‘appraised.” (p. 560) :

P
s




Superv1sors tend to overrate thelr subordlnates, i.e.

the" tendency is to be lenlent rather than str1ct. The

A 4

result of this "error" is that,the.average performance;

ratlng is not at the mldp01nt of a scale but on the‘
posrtlve s1de of it. _ . . c

-

Smlth and Kendall (1963) suggest that BARS should be
less susceptlb]e to lenlency effects because of the

unamblguous dlmenslons and anchors developed by the

procedure. -However, research results are equlvocal on .

thlS 1ssue. Campbell Tet al. (1973) found -that the mean

St

"

ratings on thelr ‘instrument were, on average,, closer to

“the mldp01nts of the scales’ than those “of. a summated rat1ng

-~ 3

scale. On the other hand, Borman and Vallon (l974) found

that a group of employees.had-s1gn1f1cantly,h1gher rat1ngs

4

_on a behaviourally anchored°scale. Campbell,'et al. .=."

1nterpreted the1r results to mean that ‘BARS demonstrated

less lenlency whlle Borman and Vallon concluded that BARS

.showed>greater leniency error. .Schwab, et, al. (1975)

point out'that it'ﬁay'be'risky to make-lnferences-about
relatlve leniency effects us1ng only two - 1nstruments in
a comparatlve study because "lt 1s not poss1ble to determine
‘'what the ftrue average ratlng should have been (p. 559)1

N
For thls.reason, Schwab, et al.\(197=) recommend using

’ ’

more than two: sets of measures in the evaluatlon process.

¢

- A greater ‘number of measures would allow more comparlsons

- ~

[y

15



- T~

. raters cons1st1ng of employees‘from dlfferent levels, e.qg.

superlors and subordi n;u-pc: of rai;ees_,___l_f_ghe__abevc

mentioned problems are corrected BARS may demonstrate ' /‘

a more significant advantage over other measures. C

}

- /l'.- T . . . Yo
R - s : .

Shertcomings of BehaviourallvsAnchored RatihQVScales

=~

In the introduction,bseveral references have been
T cited which suggest that BARS have a number of advantages
over‘traditional~performancelrating methods. The. advantages
-claimed'are: higher job specificity, higher motivation of
raters, hlgher acceptance of ratings by ratees} hlgher.
d1mens1on 1ndependence, less halo, less lenlency, and less

. . O
centrazl tendency. However, there seem to be_at\least two .*\\_

S

shortcomlngs of the BARS technlque whlch have not bu -

' dlscussed in the previous literature review: ' o,

.

1. waste of valuable informatioen; '~
2.' multidimensionality.

» . . N
. o

-

Waste of Valuable Informatlon

L
3

After development, cr1t1cal 1nc1dentstor a jOb .are

put through. the validation and retranslation: process, and -

!

‘Lhey must,fulfll the standard dev1atlon\ flterlon._ Usually

20 to 50 crltlcal 1nc1dents per job dlmegslon surv1ve.. Yet

" only between 5 and 10, dependlng on the number of anchorlng

podnts‘of the scale, are utlllzed, all fthers are thrown out.

Undoubtedly, those items whigh 'are not used containp valuable /
' I . ’ . " ' l"

“ . . : N A .-

I

L




information about the job dimension to whicn they were
attributed in the retranslation process. Tne decision to

liminate them is made_on—the—bas&s—of—arbitrarIichhoseﬁ—‘

criteria: a convenient mean value to fit the scale points,.
: Lt ' ©
and the degree of agreement between raters -as measured by
. the standard deviation. .

MultidimenSionality

A second problem w1th BPRS has to do w1th the use of .
independent critical inc1dentS»in behaViour dimenSions;
BehaViour dimenSions are’ important aspects of a total ]ob

’

behaViour domain which in turn,. is‘composed of all possible

relevant job behaViours.”’"Thisfinstructor alwaYs'uSesithéil

&

blackboard'to illustrate a proplem" is a;samplefoﬁ:the
behaviour dimension "instructor in class® of an instructor's
;jOb behaviour domainr ~Wallace_and,SchmaBp(lS73) founa?five
: behaviour"dimensions;for'an instructor;in a school of |
‘business (sée Exhibit 2), while ”Das' (1975) identified 18 .
aimEnsions'(see Exhibf% 35 When critical incidents are =
generated, the intention is to. sample to a Significant B
-+ degree the behaviour domain of a-job‘dimenSion./ The
problem is that/there are often so many ]Ob dimenSions
that it is impractical to develop scales for each one, s{nce
a-rater very likely will refuse to evaluate a ratee on 30
.o or 40 dimensiors. For this reason, ]Ob dimen51ons usuallv
~are collapsed into a mana?éable number, e. g. 5 of lO As

" a consequence of this apprdach most scales utilizing

17




\\\,in Exhibit 4., A'comparlson of the seven behav1our samples .

¢

\

!

cr1t1cal lncldents use 1ndependent béhav1our samples, thus

wlpe

forc1ng the rater to make a dlfflcult\cholce, opening up -

the rating procedure to poss1ble b1aseb, llke lenlency and

halo. ~ ’ ' o
| ' - o \

To 1llustrate ‘the problem, an example is taken from

pas (1975). He. 1dent1f1ed 18 job behav1ogr d1mens1ons of

N \4
an instructor. A BARS for one of the dlmens1ons 1s shown

V.

reveals ‘that behav1our #1 1s conce1va91y 1ndependent of .

the behav1ours #2, 3, and 4. _With other words, it is

poss1b1e that a rater can choose all these behav1ours as

”typlcal" and not just.one.: On the other hand behaviour -

iﬁsamples #1, 5, 6 and J are mutually exclu51ve (dependent)

<«

Ideally, a behav1our dLmens1on cons1sts only of mutually

-

¢ . - R
exclusive or un1d1men51ona1 behaylours.- Otherwise the
J w 4/.

rater has. to choose between dlfferent poss1ble behav1ours

’

whlch leaves the 1nstrum€nt open to response blases and

Wlll result in low rellabllltyc -

.
an?
v
n

ultld1mens1ona11ty very llkely is aISO one of the

causes of the central tendency effect BARS seems to exhlblt,

o

1_although to a lesser degree than other common scales

£

(Campbell et al., 1973) Since a-rater has.lndependent

'l

ch01ces, it is pos5lble for hlm “to ayoid extreme ratlngs.

The same characterlstlc may also be the cause of- the halo

-

error. o _ v
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"A NEW PERFORMANCE EVALUATION SCALE:
THE BEHAVIOUR DESCRIPTION INDEX

“Characteristics of the New Scale

Instead of the usual utlllzatlon of only 5 - 9 behav1our

d'scrlptlons in a BARS, 1t is proposed that a larger sample

PR

of \the total behav1our doma1n of ‘a jOb d1mens1on be used

(se Exhlblt 5). The number of crltlcal 1nc1dents could be

Y

det rmined'by the total number of critical 1nc1dents

\

gen rated per. ]ob d1mens1on. ‘The number”of inCIdents'

utlllzed per scale w1ll be llmlted only by {atlgue effects

2

of raters. It is expected that for practica

Pu rposes the
max1mum number of behaviour descrlptlons w1ll\§b.equal to.gh

PR

or'less than 20. The utlllzatlon of a larger number of
o>

_.crltlcal an1dents would overcome or at least reduce one

of the major shortqomlngs ofABARS.dlscussed before: .the
. . ¢ Sl T

loss of information.. ‘It is conceivable that in many

instances 20 critical incidents-Will encompaSS'the total
! \\ !

-behav1our domaln of a job- d1mehs1on., 'If 1t is not the case,

W -
thén at least a much better samollng can be done._ If ‘the

3

total~doma1n were.40 then 20 1tems represent 50% “as- -

compared to'l7.§% with,a sample of 7. o

o o N ' N .

In order to avoid e dlsadvantages of graphlc rat1ng

scales and BARS, a forced ch01ce scorlng 1s suggested

Raters w1ll respond to the questlon- Does the ratee exhlblt

.

the below descrlbed behav1our, yes or no° In the case the'“
. N | ) -. - L -

) . . . | . .
/ i ' .
v . .



'scorlng. Only a consc1ously false response could 1nduce»

" ‘misuse. g’ . g : ./ :
. ) i . 0 2 )

rater is not sure, he can respond with a question mark.

.;After the,responsewsheet;is;complet dfmallrratings will.be’

converted into'polnts. (For details see Chapter“"The°

Rating Procedure for the'BDI" ) - Thiis conversion, could be

_done by a d1fferent person than thg rater or through a

computer program. Thls_approach should have a drastic

influence on the.halo effect. 'Sin e‘the rater'does.not ) -

'know whether he" evaluated the ratee nigh or low on a scale,_

it is very d1ff1cult or 1mposs1ble for hlm to transfer a

'general characterlstlc from one scale -to another.‘ It could

be argued that the rater will know how he evaluates a ratee

1f ‘he’ responds only’ pos1t1vely to crltlcal incidents.

HoweVer,\s1nce pos1t1ve and negat ve cr1t1cal 1nc1dents o -

w1ll be randomly mlxed in-a scale the rater must really

- I

-concentrate on his’ responses if he\wants to blas ‘the

evaluatlon.l He 'still. does not know the actual score- (see

Rating'Procedure,formthe BDI).

,Another possible advantage of the new scale would be
a reducedIOf eliminatedAleniency4effect, largely because;f' :
of the same reasons descrlbed above. mixing of a larger

number of p081t1ve and negatlve statements and 1ndependent

a lenlency effect. But no scale is- lmmune agalnst w1lful

1
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A fourth 1mprovement as compared to tradltlonal BARS

" would be the v1rtual ellmlnatlon of the central tendency
- . ]

- effect. Slnce the BDI does not use continuous scales w1th

. /
extreme rat1ngs on either end the cause ‘of any pOSSlble

< ) 0 - . \

central tendency effect is rcmoved

N v . /’ -«
o, e - - >
A o . N

- LB : ) /

‘ There may/be a f1fth advantage of the BDI over BARS

.

.It has been suggested that the low to moderate 1nter rater

‘ - plrellablllty/éf RARS ‘may be. caused by us1ng raters from
// different déganlzatlonal levels (e g., Campbell, et al.

/ .*l973) Nobody so far has p01nted to - the pOSSlblllty that -

or even a major factor~1n caus1ng the "low rellablllty. It-

~is quate poss1ble that the BDI will® reduce .the problem
/ .
slnde the rater is not forced to choose one from several

posslble 1tems,_but he may check off as many 1tems as are

/vailable. A'superior'could determ1ne in advance what

3

//scores would be acceptable or. unacceptable, e. g.,fout of

B

//l 60 poss1ble pornts- (20¥1tems x 3 pornts)

/

-

/{ ' .0 - 30 may mean: urgent tra1n1ng requlred
conse ' ‘ (or, if measured after tra1n1ng-
o/ R .o _ training rneffectlve)
?/; . 31 - 40 may mean : trarnlng recommended i
a : 41 - 50 may mean: refresher course may be useful

% : ‘ - 51 60 may mean : no_tra1n1ng requlred,_r

pIn summary, the new . BDI scale seems to offer the

-followlng advantages-

the mul7éd1menslonallty problem may be either a contr1but1ng

..

B~
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- . 1. .increased 1nformatlon content by 1mprov1ng
sampllng of the behaviour domaln-

2. reduced or no halo effect; ' .
3. reduced or'no_leniency-effect,
4. no central_tendencyfeffect;

5. higher inter-rater reliabillty.

Rating Procedure for.the BDI

The BDI uses -positibe and negatlve cr1t1cal 1nc1dents

\

~in random order. The number of pos1t1ve and negatrve j N
. B '
statements does not influence the score because .of the l

'7scor1ng characterlstlcs. If a rater responds pos1t1vely
~.(Yes) to a pos1t1vely worded statement, or negatlvely kNo)

“to a negatively worded statement the score ‘will be 3 p01nts.
. _ /

A positive response to a negatlve statement and v1ce Versa
results in 0 p01nts. If the respondent is nobt sure or

A ‘cannot dec1de, the response ‘is a questlon mark (7) and

the score will be 1 po1nt : Agaln, it will be emphaslzed

.
.....

that the convers1on of the. rat%ngS'\Yes, No, °) to p01nt

scores (3 0, l) 1s probablj not done by the rater, but

/, \
" .a second person, or more llkely by a computer, especlally

v

“; T if the: number of ratees is large.f It is assumed/—- pendlng
. ‘ /

.emp1r1cal 1nvest1gatlon — that the jOb clmena-ons are
,. g
relatlvely 1ndependent .For thls ‘reason the p?ant scores .

'will be totalled for each scale separately. / 'i//

b}

;

Fx3

-
T
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CONCLUSION AND IMPLICATIONS.

-~

. A new approach to teaching.and training evaluation
has. been dlscussed. The characteristics of the new

instrument -- the Behaviour Descrlptlon Index -~ seem to

~be superlor to conventlonal performance appralsal, e.g. -

summated or graphic. rating scales‘ahd'BAﬁS;

If the'instrument can be empirically validated -~
there is little doubt that it will -- it should prove to
be a s1gn1f1cant 1mprovement in the evaluatlon“process.
Instead'of relying on vague tra1t-character1st1cs whlch

mean dlfferent thlngs to dlfferent people, very specific

behav1ours are’ descr;bed, whlch can ea51ly be observed..

-
B

Secondly, a large part of the total behav1our domain -

4

can be utlllzed, enabllng raters to pinpoint shortcomlngs

of 1nstructorsaor tra1n1ng-part1c1pants,.thus maklng it

' easier to take,corrective actions, e.g. retraining or

counselling. ' . = )
There‘are other poss1ble uses of the BDI Much has
been wrltﬂen about the vagueness of jOb descrlptlons.h

What could be a better solutlon to thls problem by handlng

a new Job 1ncumbent together w1th the descrlptlon of hlS

respons1b111t1es a copy of a BDI of his job? He would
EETE N . .- . :

'find samples of effective,and_ineffective;job behaviour‘



';f4"“”*”““encouraging,

'g_is_possib;e. The first indications are certainly

(3
- .
a

. ‘ ' . o o
and would know immediately what\is expected of him. ™ Other

areas of application could be’pe;&ormance appfaisal and

'determining of training needs. Actually, the BDI. could .

be the}basié fbrva new systems approaCh‘in/the personnel

management area. Future research will show whether this

~

L

o
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R s - FOOTNOTES
/,." -
1. Foy a detailed discussion of these problems, see
Scthnd 1975 a and b.
r u o ‘ //
. 2. Thls is a 51m11ar approach as descrlbed in
/Smlth Kendall ~and Hulln, 1969.
i ; ‘ ’ -
- i . -
. - .1}‘
N -~
/ .
" ‘ _ 25 -
T , i .(“ . 5
‘3 i . . .
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o . Exhibit 1

.

Job Dimensions of Department Manager : -

. ;
~ . ST —— -

I

1. SupevviSing sales personnel
2, Handling. customer complalnts and ma'ing adjustments

' 3. Meeting day-to-day deadlines * B a S

e t

" © - 4. Merchandise ordering

5. Devélopingwand/planning-special promotions

»

6. Assessing sales trends and acting to maintain merchandising
position -

7; Using company systems and following through on administrative
o operations K _ . - :

. ~

" 8. Communicating relevant information to associates and to |
higher management ‘

1SS

9. D1agnos1ng and alleviating special departmenr problems.

d ’

from Campbell J.P., Dunnette, M.D., Arvey, R D., and Hellervik,
L.V., “The Development and Evaluation of Behaviorally Based "

" Rating Scales." Journal of Applied Psychology, Vol. 57, No. 1
(1973) 15-22. . o S



EXHIBIT 2

DIMENSIONS OF TEACHER BEHAVIOUR IDENTIFIED

" I'ROM INCIDENTS GIVEN BY STUDLNTS

i

1. 1Instructor ih class
S2. Requirgﬂ reading:
. 3.- Subject matteg'
- . 4. Instructor in general

5. Assignments and examinations



EXHIBIT 3

DIMENSIONS (CATEGORIES) OF'TEACHER BEHAVIOUR
IDENTIFIED FROM INCIDENTS GIVEN BY STUDENTS |

"Course Outllnlnq and Structurlng
Administrative Handllng . . e
Coverage Of Material T
Teaching, Style : : .
Teaching Methods ‘ ' : .

. /
|

Evaluxztion
Interaction Outside Class v
| |

Flex1b111ty and Respon51veness
t |

‘ .
) ’ . . \\
7 - N

DIMENSIONS (CATEGORIES) OF TEACHER BEHAVIOUR
J

i
{

NV W

MED
IDENTIFIED FROM INCIDENTS'GIVEN'BX PROFESSORS
) _ _ )

Interaction With Colleagues
Interaction With Students Out51de Class . |

Behaviour In .The Class’ Room- .
'/

Research Activities
Handllng Administrative Matters

L9,
-4 10,
S 1.
: 1c.

< ‘;;,,J N . 13‘

. DINENSIOVS (CATEGORIES) OF TEACHER BEHAVIOUR
IDEVTIFIED FROM INCIDEVTS GIVFN BY ADMINISTRATIVE STAFr
N . - /

/

|

|

Fac1lltatlon Of Administrative Work Flow
h : T

14,
. 15. “Controlling Expenditures
g '16. . Adherence To Policies
17. Providing Feedback To The Staff- !
18. Counselllng “fthlLIes ? .




Could be expected to give course
outlines and schedules-to students.

Could be expected to-set spec1f1c .
targets for each® session. / . .

kA

EXHIBIT 4

'BEHAVIOURALLY ANCHORED RATING SCALE

7 Could be expected to specifically state
requirements for. the coursc¢ and use
definite and stated crlterla for

» evaluation. |,

y - .+ Could be expected to” hold an 1ntroauct01

o session in which the students’
expectatlons are ascertained and-
instructor's course objeéctives are. made

L cléar. ‘ ,

+ Could be expected to take quite a few
.days to tell the studénts what 1s the -
course content of the course. :

part1c1patlon as an evaluat
criterion without clearly s atlng his
expectations.

Could be expected to set cl% : . T

Could.be expected to6 announce
through that there would be a

‘exam, in contradiction to his

ctaramant Lhatbk bhasa remied A s

mid-way
final
earlier.

o Elemar’



