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ABSTRACI :
The first of several on-going tests was conducted
| the Behavior Descriptor Index (BDI) uhich is a new behaviorally
oriented job performance appraisal and training evaluation instrunm
developed for five large Canadian chartered banks. The new instrunm
vas sho¥n to be valid across organizatlons. Twenty-five assistant
bank managers in these five banks were evaluated by their superior
using the BDI as well as the Graphic Ratifig Scale and the
Behaviorally Anchored Ratlng Scale (BARS) . Three conclusions were
drawn from the results of this study. First, kehaviorally oriented
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by switching from a Likert-type scale with specific anchor points

domain. And last, it is possible to use BDI ‘information as a basis
for a persohnel management system because of its favorable rating

characteristics, the increased utilization of job information,-and
the very specific feedgack to raters, evaluatcrs, and ratees. (Eﬁ)
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. ABSTRACT °

- -

A new behaviorally oriented performance appraisal and training
evaluation instrument Qé% developed for five 1ar§5 Canadian chartered
banks. “The new iné%rument has the:a&vhntage that it is valid across

orgqnizations.( Tﬁenty—five assist;§t<bank managers were .evaluated by
thelr superiors, using three different appraisal instruments: Graphic

Rating Scale:'Béhaviorally Anéhéreg)Ratiné Scale, and B;havipr
' Deécripti;n Ihdex. Campbeliaand Figke's Mulgitrait—mu}tﬁme;hod m;tr;x
was used to Qest'féé'??nstrqgt‘;alidit§ of the thééé tests gmployed.
The Behaji;r‘Desctipfidn Index demonstfétes signigicaﬁteganerge;t:and
discximinant validity. 1In éddition, it show;d\leds h;lp'gzé chtral.
tendency, and had a highqr infotmation-contén;'tﬁan fﬁs';ther - c

instruments. Implications of the fiﬂdings are didcussged.
. LS ) » -~ N
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Although the use of personality traits as criteria“for performance

appraisal is still dominant, behavior oriented measures of job,performan TN
. :

have become more and. mor'e popular [Campbell, Dunnettm ,Lawler, and Welck,

’

1970, p. 64]. One oé the first techniques.utilised in this field was

1
Flanagan's Critical Incident method [Flanagan, 1954]. He defined the

critical requirements—qf a,job as those ‘behaviors which are crucial in
) aq . - ,
making a difference between doing'a job efflectively and doing it

ineffectively. This technique was expanded and, modified by Smith and
Kendall [1963] and Campbell, et al. [1970], and is now better known as
Behaviorally Anchored Rating Scale (pARQ), or Behavior Ex?:cjation

Scale (BES) [Zedeck and Baker, 1972; Bernandin LaShells, Smith, and

- Alvares, 1976].

According to Dunnette [1986], the behavioral approach to performance

— '

appraisal reduces much of the ambiguity of trait ratings by reducing the

performance construct to the job itself (see also Harari and Zedeck,

1972). This desirable’ characteristic of "behavioral scale€>3s empirically
supported by\fogli, Hulin, and Blood's [1971] and S$mit and Kendall's B
[1963] generally nigh interrater agreement (r 2 97) ongthe scale value “
assigned to behavioral descriptions and by the conceptual unidimensionality‘
of behavi?ral incidents within scales [Campbellf‘et al., 1970].

" Blood [1974] points to'seueral positive Mspin-off"™ effects from
the use of benavidrally oriented scales: «(l)-It.extends the.domain
of evaluated performance. iAs Borman [1974] has denonstrated, when '
performance evaluation scales are developed at different levels in an
organization (superior, peers, subordinates) it is possible té get

different behavioral dimensions from each group.. Usiﬁg as many

organizational.perspectives'as possible (e.g. even clients) would

- \




considerably broaden the job behavior, domain. (2) It.helhs.to develop

training programs (see also-Campbell, Dunnette, Arvey,,and @gllervik

1973). Since skills required on the job are described in Specific

T
behavioral terms-—as‘compared to the name of a skill domain——shortcomings -

are much-easier identified and soecific training programs ean be

. . developed. In addition, 'since behavior description can.be stated in

negative ways, trainers are able to specify unwanted behaviors trainees

> . Lo -
should learn to avo}d. (3) It enables -assessment of agreement on

organizational policy. This 1s possible because?ofor scale development,

~
’

. ., . . N '
t . . behavioral items are rated according to the level of performance they

~ ~ -

. describe.. Itgms with a large variance are usually discarded. However,

S Ny

these items may'bekthe most impqrtan; ones-for organizational development,
. .

w . because they may pinpoint areas'of organizational policy which are

Ny

-~ \
unclear’, or may even point to areas of conflict. (4) It helps to adsess
4 .

L

the accuracy of communication ofzorganizational policy The mean item
ratings can be collected from memberg of different organizational levels;-
e.g. foremen and workers, and compared as to their agreement. If both

groups disagree on the desirability of specific behaviors, then obviously

’ there }é a communication problem yhich should be corrected.

K ] Despite the intoitive appeal of behavior oriented scales [Bernardin,

LaShells, ‘Smitﬁz and AlVvares, 1976; Bernardin and Walter, 1977; Zedeck‘

' e -

Jacobs, _and Kafry, 1976], and other suggested advantages [Zedeck Imperato,‘
Krausz, Oleno, 1974], recent reviews of the literature [Schwab Heneman,

and DeCotiis, 1975; Schwind, 1977} have not been encouraging By
'comparingﬂoe;avior oriented scales with Graphic Rating Scales (GRS)
- and/or Summated Rating Scales (SRS), ‘researchers found either no orﬁonl§
Qhodest‘superiority of BARS over Gié,or SRS and;-because of that,'o

- »
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o questioned the justification for the investment of the vast amount of

.

time and effort xequired for the development of BARS {Borman and

|

|

i L .
! Dunnette, 1975].

- ~ / ,

| One of the major shortcomings of BARS seems to be. the waste of

valuable information [Schwab, et al., 1975; Schwind, 1977]. After the

developmept or collection of critical incidents for a certgin job,

—- .

] ' they are put through- the validation, retranslation, and rating process,

and they must fulfiil the standard deviation criterton [Smith and

Kendall, 196€§. USpally 20 to 50 critical incidents per. Job dimension

4

_survive. Yetlonly between 5 and 10, depending on the number of anchoring

R
kKl

points of the scale, are utilisetl, all others are discarded. Undoubtedly

those itéms which are not used contain valuable information about gﬁE’ )

. .-
a [

> I
Job.dimension to w&ich they were attributed 1n tge retranslation process. qb,»

o
The decision to eliminate them 1€ made on the basis of arbitrarily
. \ i

L hoseggcriteria: a convenient mean value to fit the scale points, and

| he degree of agreement between raters ag measured by the étandard
! l ‘ ° -
eviation. - . oL -

\ *
? .

. ¢ A New Performance Evaluation Scale:
. The Behavior Description Index (BDI) |
- ]
, .- \ In.order to improve the rating characteristics of behavior oriented | -
scales and reduce their shortcomings, a new scale is proposed, based on
& .

descriptions of critical job behavior incidents. The'development of

tneee incidents {s similar to" the development of incidents for BARS

- ’ h

, (write-up, validation, retranslation) but.the rating of the incidents

from very Ineffective -to extremely effective is dropped. Instead of

-y ’ : ( A
“ seletting 5, 7 or 9 incidents per job dimensién (dépending on the #

number- of scale points chosen) the selection of a larger number of

. e
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-‘\\ with a total of 5 scaies, It is.expected thdat 30 or 40 items per scale

o

behavioral incidents‘is suggested, the 1imit being determined only by

the capacity-—-and willingness——-of ratefs to read through and check off

. ‘a certain amount of .behavior descriptions. Tdsts so far have shown ¥

that‘rsters are quite willing to check 3ff 20 or‘30:items per scale,

may be optimal,'since an increase in numbers of items very likely will
trigger a fatigue effect in raters, resulting in such negative rating T

\ “

characteristics as halo and leniency. *

: . - -
The behavior incidepzs are listed randomly, each with a check-off

column on the right side of the page (see Exhibit I). The rater responds

to the question: '"Does the rétee exhibit the described behavior
4 ‘ ’ ‘ .

.

consistently (all the time)’" or, in .the case of an ineffective behavior -

-~

sample: "Does the ratee exhibit the described behavior at ali?" The

-

responses (ratings) tan either be evaluated individually to determine

specific weaknesses, or can be converted’into point scores. Of course,

! \

\ the responses can be glven any weight the rater (E& the evaluator of

-

, the ratings) desires.| A simple solution would!be to attribute one point
: . . s
to a positive response given to a positive item (a desirable behavior y

is exhibited consistently), similarly to a negative . response given to g

.

a negative item (an undesirable behavior is not exhibited) A positive

response to a negative item (a negative behavior is e;hibited), and
v a negafive response to a positive item (a positive behavior is not '

-

, exhibited consistentlv) would result in zero points.‘ A superior could

‘determine in advance what scores would be acceptable,or’unacceptable;

1

- 1

e.g. obt of 30 possible points (assuming that’ 30 behavior samples were

chosen'per scale) :-
{ .
~ : . -
. i




» 0 - 15 may mean:

N

-~

urgent training requited

. ,(or, if measured after training; training ineffective)

16 - 20 may mean:

training recommended ‘

. ' . ) * ' . ¥
21 - 25 may mean: refresher course may be useful

- . >

26 - 30 may mean: no training required

\ \ ’ b r
h . ' Method

-

<
‘ N «

Development of JoB Behavior Sample

»

Five large Canadian chartered banks were involved in the development

LN -

and validation of the new scale. Since-.the use of the scale was planned

— ’ "* . L
primarily to.be in the training evaluation area, it was agreed upon

between the investigdtor and the 5 training managers of the banks to

' .
¢ r

. \
. Y
select as :a target group assistant branch managers, since their job

position required a largé amount of continuous training. The .training
¢ : 4 - ° E
' ,managers, themselves having been for at leastiﬁwo years in an assistant:

rd

bn%nch manager's position, detérmined that this job had 5 main aspects

%

which could be described as: . ) . T

1. Administra&ion:‘ quarterly analyses, monthly reports, .

.

routine work, branch security, internal correspondence,

“ cdrrespondence;with other banks, co-operation with

-
14
.

- manager, supplies, housekeeping, repairs.

2. (Customer Relations:, complaints, correspondenge,’speciai

service (counseling in complex matter service

” <

maintenance, sPecial orts. . ‘
3. Marketing: advertising, dis lay material, local\iampaigns, ’O .
N h . open house, marketing of bank ‘services. ,. ' .

" 4. Personnel Administration: salary administration,




~

'actions, motivation, encouraéement, moral Suppoft,

personal probiems, vacation and holiday scheduling.
5., Traininé: any job-related training and development

activity, explanations, support in problem solving,

. « .
Zkvise, informing, up-dating, course scheduling, -

training feilow-up.
Workshops were arranged with all 5 banks, attended by 5 branch
managers, 5 assistant branch ‘managers; and 5 bank clerks and tellers.

The reason’ for this group mix was to take into account every. aspect

of the job of an a$sistant brancﬁ'manager, as perceived by superiors,

job inc mbents, and their subordinates. Participants were informed
\
about the purpose of the study, and\asked to 'write down examples of *

eéffective and ineffective job behavigra of an assistant branch manager.

1

Between 600 and 1,000 behavior samples were collected from each workshop.
(4 v ¢

~N
After editing and removal of redundant items, approximately 300 to 400

items per bank renained. They were listeq in random order and submitted

to groups of 5 judges (experienced job encumbants) from each bank. The

. . 7
judges were asgked to determine whether each ltem yas a valid description °

of an assistant branch manager's job behavior\ and secondly, they had

-

to categorise each item into one of the 5 jobr%i:ensions mentioned above
-

(Aduintstration, Customer’ Relations, Marketing eysonnel, and Training)
'S

Items were retained if 807 of the judge”’@greed 3§§their validity and

category. Approximately ‘80 to 150 behavior sample

aurvived thisrprocesa.

These items were'listed again, this time ordered into their respectivg?

3

categories, and sent to a second group consisting of \25 judges (in all
- a

banks). These judges were asked to rate.each item on'a 1 to 7 scale

as to the degree of effectiveness the item described, ranging from very -

v -
‘ -

‘

-

.
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very ineffective to extremely effective. The means of all ratings were

calculatgd, and items were retgined if the standard*deviation of their

ratings did not exceed 1.0.: Approximately 50 to 80 behavior samples

.

per .dimension remained from each bank ] initial sample pool. Those

items were used to develop Behaviorally Anchored. Rating Scales.for each

bank. , Since the main purpose of\the study was to develop -an evdluation

instTument which was valid for all banks; the validation process was not ,
N - (\' ’ Cy ) -

yet completed.- \ N ‘

The remaining items from all baaks were pooled according to their

N
category, and redundant items removed. From the remaining behavior samples

-~

’50 items per job dimension were selected according to the lowest standard

deviation criterion (i.e. highest degree of agreement among judges).

These itéms were listed and Bent to, 200 judges in each bank, a total of

1,000 judges. They were asked to judge, each item as to its validity as’

» .

a typical job behavior of an assistant branch manager, and secondly,

to rate it ona 1 to 7 scale. as to the degree of effectiVeness it B

" described in their opinion. Out of#1,000 mailed rating lists, 511

'
. o

usable were réturned (response rate 51%). Items were retained if they

fulfilled the following requireegnts: . ;
C .

1. 80% of all judges and , ¢

2. 60% of the judges of the individual banks agreed on the
J validity of the itenm; \
» . w

3. the standard deviation of the item did not exceed 1. S
g

A total of 120 items could be retdined




[N v : * s . t
basically the adaptation of a 7-point &ating sﬁhlé used by.the hanks

" BARS and the. BDI instruments, on the other hand, were developed by using -

“ Which' do not have meaning td individuals; . . v ey

: and Hulin S. [19691"bproach to rate the responses to their measure of

. » . - e . N
- - "

Development of foferént Evaluation Ipstfuments - C e ) -
. > * ) " . ,‘ » -
In line with Schwab, et alg's [1975] recommendation that.for -

comparison®purposes moré than two instruhents should be utilised a . ‘ S

[y . Ve

Graphic Rating Scale (GRS), a Behaviorally Anchored Rating Scale (BARS),

,,
and .a Behavior Description Index (BDI) were developed. The' GRS was

. . M - e

for their regular annual performance appraisal (see Exhibit-Z). The

¢ . . ) t )
the job behavior samples mentioned before. :The items for the BARS
instrument were selected accordingfto a) ;atings’closest’td a scale . ' 3

point (1'to 7)” and b) lowest possible stardard deviation'(see Exhibit 3).

As it turned out, no items could: be féund for the. midpoint range of the"

LY

. scales-(4). This problem is discussed by Landy and Guion [1970], ‘who X

~

suggest‘that polarisation is a necessary conseguence of eliminating items
. % ‘
d -~ L
~

For,the BDI Instrument it was arbitrarily decided to utilise 20° job

N .

%ehavior samples per job dimehsion, or 100 in total Examples of {

-+
effective and ineffective behavior were selected according to the lowelt

Se
-

-

“ . -
standatd deviation and listed in random order (see Exhibit“l) . .

' Al . -

. ‘\ As to the rating procedure, it was decideds to adapt Smith Kendall T ';

* o

job satisfdction, the- Job Description-Index. Raters may reSpond "Yes"\(Y},

" "No" (N), or "Undecided" 7). If a rater responds positively to ‘an <
< o .-
‘effective behavior sample, or negatively to an ineffectiv% sample, the . —}
-~ score will be -3 points. A positive response to a negative:statemEnt attd i :
- LI .

vice versa results in 0 pdints. If the respondeﬁt is not sure or cannot

« .. . ) a—

decide, the response is a question mark, and the scoré’will\be 1 point, C e




o

@

< . 2

-In the latter case it is assumed that when a rater’is uncertain whether

- a ratee exhibited a certain behavior or not it indica;es a sgmewhat lower

- probability that the ratee will exhibit the desirable behavior (or not

exhibit undesirable behavior). This is in line with the empirical
. . ,

findings by Smith, et al. [1969], who concluded that an "uncertain"
. &

‘response was more indicative of a negative resppnse than a positive one,

[N

(. 79). - ’ .

.Ratee and Rater Sample ' e
! e &\,\
This paper- reports the results of the first test of the new

»Q

instrument out of a series of several ongoing tests. A group' of 25
Fssistant branch managers of one of the five Canadian banks were rated
N fby their superdbrs, using the GRS, BARS, agd the B?{ as appraisal

/ instruqents' The sample was drawn from branches in\three Maritime

s %

provinces, Nova Scotia, Prince Edward Island, and Newfoundland. =+

~
E

Analyses A . .

Leniency willﬂbe‘measgred by assessing the skewness of the different
seales LBarrett, Taylor; Parker, and Martens, 1958; Haridas, Frost, and
Barnowe,’1977], using a formula suggested by Blaloch [1972]. The larger
the skewness coefficient the larger is the leniency effett§¢ -

Halo effect«&ill be aesessed by averaging the correlations betwéen
ratings on all job dimensions [Barrett, et af., 1958].

o

. ]
Yo, Central Tendency will be measured by analysing the distribution 'of

[
<

the; scores for ‘every instrument.

~

’;nformation Content will be assessed by calculating the percentage
6 hey

of actually used joh behaviof samples frgﬁ the total available item pool

- = .

which survived the last validation process.

¢ -

fn .o 12 P
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-

Construct Validity will be tested by using Campbeli and Fiske's [1959]

~

multitrait-multinethod matrix (15 scales x 3 methods). ’
L] ‘é -

0
L]

Results

2

+ 7 The means'and standard deviations of the ratings are shown in Tabie 1.

. Since the BDI utilises a 60-point scale and the GRS and ‘BARS a 7-point )

L4

sacle, the standardised skewness coefficient for each performance
AN -

dimension scores of the thrde instruments are shown in Table 2.' An

examinatién of the three skewness coefficients for each dimension reveals

that the valﬁe for the BDI and the BARS instrument are similgr, and

closer to zera than the result for-the GRS instrument.

Thé correlations between the different performance dimensions are

reported in Table 3. The GRS scores show a signif%cantly higher halo

effect than both BARS and BDI.scores (p < .05, f;r the GRS~BARS and

GRS-BDI differences, according to the sign Eest;athe dif ference between
BARS and" BDI 1s‘no§ significant). fhe GRS format ylelds 9 significant
correlations out of 10, versus 3 for both the BARS and.BDI fdrmgq. By“

. [ 4

comparing the mean correlation for each instrument, the BDI comes out

best with .24, aS‘compareq to .32 for the“BAﬁS and .49 for the GRS.

In order to measure central tendency effect of the three instruments
the score distribution fer the five dimensions of each instrument is
shown in Table 4. It is interesting to see that the GRS scores conthin -
no ratings in the two lowest scale ranges ("unacceptabie” and "moderate'"),

and in the highest scale range ("excellent’). For the BARS and the BDI .

S

"instruments only the lowest scale ranges is hop utilised.

-

The degree of utilisation of available information 1s méasuréd by
calculating the percentage of actually used behavior smnplés from the

total available item pool which survived the last validation process.’

[} HN . 4

.
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The results are shown in Table 5. The information content for the GRS

-

could not be determined since it does not use job behavior samples. The
data show that the BDI utilised almost three times as many job behavior

samples as the BARS, or 83 percent as compared to 30 percent -for the

ki .

latter.

The final mode of analysis is the multitrait—multimethod approach

-

suggested by Campbell and Fiske [1959] The present study resulted in

a 15 x 15 multitrait (5 performance dimensions) multimethod (GRS vs.
BARS vs. BDI) matrix, shown in Table 6. Campbell and Fiske define

convergent validity as the observation of significant correlations when

¢ 6

two different methods are used to measure the same variables. As the

results show, convergent validity\is Significant at the p = .05 and .01

a

level for 4ll entries but the "Training” scale in'the GR§/BARS
correlations.
Discriminant validity is indicated in two ways. \First,\the entries

in the validity diagonal can be compared with their corresponding row
- .

and column entries in the heterotrait—heteromethod triangles (indicated

-
;-.a

by broken lines). This yields 8 comparisons for each perﬁormance ‘factor

-

in which the diagonal value should _be higher than the row and column .

values, 1f discriminant validity is present. Discriminant validity is
highest for the BARS/BDI correlations, yielding 39 (out of 40 comparisons,

or 97.5 percent) with higher validity entries, as compared to 36 formthe

x

GRS/BDI (90 percent), and 31 for the GRS/BARS correlation (77.5 percent)

Since both convergent and discriminant validity are establiShed for the
P’

BARS and BDI’instruments, it'can be concluded-that both show evidence

~

of construct validity. The GRS format compares less favorably.

-

\ . s . '-.\
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A second index of discriminant validity invoiggs comparing the
validity diagonal entries.(sane traits bnt different‘metnods) to the
corresponding row and column‘entries in the heterotfait-mcnomethod
triangles (indicated in solid lines). This _implies (that the correlations
should be higher when the different meghods are ugsed to measure the same
dimension than when different dimensions are measured by the same method.
Discriminant validity according to the latter criterion is highest for
the BARS and BDI inatruments, yielding 17 (out of 20 comparisons? with -
higher validity entries, as compared to only 12 for tne GRS instrument,
A chi.square test of independence indicates significantly fewer'
exceptiqne for the BARS and BDI instruments as compared te the éké‘
format at the p < .01 level (X% = 8.64; df = 1).

A further question concerns the pattern of reLgtionahips among

w

traits when measured by the three rating methods. g he ranks 6f the

[ - 1

correlations in the three monomethod triangles wetre compared, resulting

in r = .31 petween GRS and BARS, ‘r = .35 between GRS and BDI, and r = .85

'between BARS ‘and EDI. Onl} the latter correlation is strongly

—

significant, the common variance being .72, suggesting a related

~ S

structure between the performance dimensions of the two instruﬁents.a
&
Conclusions ' . X
From the 'results of the study several--captious--conclusions can
>
be drawn. - First, behaviorally oriented scales-need not be organization

specific. This 1is an.importaqt finding, similar to the one by Goodale i

and Burke [1975]?who demonstrated that BARS need not be job specific.

] The extension of the use of behavior oriented scales to other, but

a}hilar, jobs_in:the same organization:and now even to similar jobs‘in

y -




“available on the job behavior domain.

.a large and specific amount of feedback informa;ioﬁ and a superior .

N

different organizations in the same induStry should make the significantly

-~ -

higher in esément in time and effort for the development of- behavior
1 N rd

4 <

It is now possible for organizations

mcmbers, e.g. the Institute of Canadian Bankers, the Trust Companies

Associdtion of Canada, the Canadian Manufacturers Association, and

-

others. .
. . . . I .

’

As B sécond result of the study, it has been ghown that it is.

possible to improve the psychometric characteristics‘cf behavior oriented

i

scales in ‘several ways. One of the major sﬁortcomings of the BARS format

was the severely limited utilisation of the total pool of information

[

The switch from a Likert{type

scale--which limited the number of behavior samples used per scale to

the number of anchor points--to an anchorless format which allows

~

LI

theoretically the use of the total job behavior domain, seems to be a

,

breakthrough in the search for a.performance appraisal insfrument with

>

rating tharacteristic than.BARS.’ S A

And thirdly, because of the favorable ratihg characteristics, the

v

increased utilisation of job‘informatioh, and the Qery specific feedback

to raters, evaluators, and ratees, it is ‘possible that the BDI can be

.. used as the basis or at least a sigaificaﬁf part of a new Personnel

Management “System, 'utilising similar types of information in different

.

BDI-type of information can be-used for: _

c ae

areas.

L}

b

. 1 .

V7,




LN

l.

2.

3.

' responsibilities connébted with a job;

. . ¢ .

Job Descriptions, to define scope.of activitiés and méjor'

@ .
) . 2

Job Analyses “to’ determine the behavioral aspects ‘of a job

£l

Job Specification, to describe required skills to perform -

a specific job adequately;.

%

»

40

I .
Selection Aid, to check whether a "skilled" applicant

o

" actually possesses the skilll for a specific job;

°

Determining Training Needs; no other instrument appears

L3

. 4
to be more suitable to assess .an employee's strengths
N

and weaknesses than the BDI, hecause no other device

"

offers such specific feedback on areas where training

[
-

%

%

‘ 6.

..behavior;

is needed;

Y
~

Assessment of Trainer's Effectiveness, to measure the
specific strengths and weaknesses of instructors. by,
< . 13

focusing on their effective and ineffective teaching’ -

5

7. Measuring Training and ﬂetelopment Program Efféctiveness,
to assesA in detail %he outcomes of 411 types of programsc
with the aim of changing. a bafticipant's benavior;

8. Perfermance Appraisals, to determine\an employee's strengths

and weaknesses (shortcomings) in the job behavior domain.

’

The appraisal can be usedfior different purposes, such as:

- v

a) codnseling, e.g. where ‘to improve

.

b) promotion, e.g. as evidence that required skills are

demonstrated, . '

c) wage and salary administration, e.g. revards could be

. /
- of fered to those whose job behavior fulfills certain

- ' v

basic standards, and
R

& o«




e

9. AsseBsment of Agreement on Organizational Policy, to

measure the accuracy of communicatiop of organizational

.

policies; e.g. desirability of specific behaviors,

specially at different organizational levels.
. - N X
It appears tﬁ%t ‘the new behavior oriented evaluation scale, tHe

¢ %

Behavior Description Index, may be a needed addition to; or perhaps

-

A S
a replacement for, some of the instruments or processes used so far

in the area of Personnel Management. Only future research .can tell,

’

how strong its position will be. : .

2.
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JRating Procedure:

/

5

- - ’ /\/ '
,Exhibit 1\ N

' - . \
Administ£2fion -~ - . \
Descéription of Responsibilifies: quarterly analysesw1monthly repoan, routine work, br inch
sccurity, internal.correspondenca, corregpondence with other banks, cooperation with

manager, §upplfbs, housekeeping, repairs

Job Part:

-

Please, THINK CAREFULLY before ybu answer .the question: Does this job
1ncumbens exhibit the in following described behavior all the time? (Does it describe

his typical behavior?) Use "Y" for Yes, "N"- for.No, and "?" yoy are not certain.
typicas : Ja ‘

r Ve
R -4
. . - . . o>
Delcgates work to subordimates effectively by taking care that it is evenly
_diétriputed according to ability and knowledge of each ehplbyee.‘
llas to.borrow frequently required stationaries from other Hrancﬁes resulting .
1n delays and disruption of work flow. ) ‘ : )
‘ -4 . . 4
Is unable to organize his own work load, is constantly "catching Jp" thus
setting a poor example for others. ‘ o BRI
Is very conscious*of security, and effectively controls procedures thereby
resulting }n alt personnel observing ‘rules and regulations. ' -
Ensures that housebggﬁing of“anking re is neat and desks are not messy,
thus making the Branch look presentable and a pleasant place to do_buginess. :
3 . Ve o ¢
Drops work on?h*sgbordihate's desk to be completed without reviewing it- . .
with that particular individual, causing.confusion and backlog. -
Has a high standard of lettég wriéing,.gbod typing, and .ensurés that létter% o
are not signed by junior personned. ’ SN ©
Keeps meticulous records and encoufages sté?? to ‘do the 'same, thereby
redicing errors and rework. -. 3 J o N
“ . v 4 . . . N
Keeps close control on cash holdings thus minimizing risks and maximizing /k .
profits. 5 ) ' T » v :
. .8 . - \
Offers sugqestions to supegiofb in-effort to improve effectivensss of new
vy§h$exisgeng policieg. . . e -
' - 4 ‘
Is unable to dgvelop a good diary ‘system, causing confusion and delays
with work., - , - LTt .
Does not care that correépondence is answered &aily. ’ . ” )
Knows a new procedure well before explaining it td the staff.
Keeps a check on amount of overtime and finds ‘out' reason. i ’
Analyzes the duties to be performed in order that matters of high priority N S
are attended to first. ~ ’ . . T
Kceps down ‘administrative costs through efficiency-of operation, i.e.,
staff are profitably employed, over ordering of stationary. is kept to a
minimhm, lights are not left on all night, staff do not work unnecessary
overtime. - P A o
Knows his manuals’ well and is able to quickly find_procedures to follow.
Keeps'management|informed‘of all‘aspects ofabrﬁnch operation. PN -
Takes proper safequards to combaf-frauds,'etc., such as holding funds
until cheques clear, etc. o . - .
Plans, staff vacatjon so as: to provide adequate customer service.




o , " Exhibit 2

Global Rating Scale

A téam of training managers of 5 Canadian banks agreed

L4

that the job of a bank accountant (administration officer) can - |
be divided into 5 aréas' Administration, Customer Relatlons,

Marketl%g, ‘Personnel, and Training. You are asked to give

\

' an overall rating of the job performance of your acgountant
- ] Y \
(admini'stration officer) in the 5§ areas mentioned, using

a 7 point sééle.

His performance is:

1 2 3 4 ' 5 6 7

1 [ & 1 3 } 1 1 1
unaccept- mediocre slightly average slightly superior outstanding
able be¥ow . above . ..
) 4 average . . . . average v
. \ . .
Job Area ' Please circle the approprlate number
1 2 . 3 4 .5 6 7
- Administration .4 b ! —L 1 1 1
| 1 2 3. .4 _ s % . 7 ,
Customer Relations o 1 ! —t 1 1 1
1 2 3 4. - 5 . 6 7
Marketing . 1 L L = . +
. -
* L1 -2 3 4 . 5 6 7
. PerSOnnel - 1o ] e ] 1 | ] 1 | H
B 1 2 3 4 -9 . 6 7
Training ] | . 1 Y [l 1 [ | .




Exhibit 3 * . ~Ny ‘ P

Job Part: Administratio

Descrlptlop’of Responsibilities: quarterly analyses, monthly reports,
routine work, branch se urlty, internal correspondence,
correspondence with othex banks, cooperation with manager,
supplies, housekeeplng, repairs |

f !

*a
1

Rating Procedure: Read every exa ple of\the job incumbent's béhavior
and then put a check-mark (+ ), by the example that best represents
how you could expect the 1ncumb nt you are rating to ‘2plcallz
perform 1n this aspect of his j .

3

-

This Accountant (Admlnlstratlon Ofﬁ;cer)

-

7. can be expected to.be conscious of securlty, and effectiwely
©  controls procedures, .thereby resulting 1n all personnel ) .
observ1ng rules and regulations. . o &
6. can be expected to keep down admlnlstratlve costs through

eff1c1ency of opeéeration, i. €.y staff are profltably employed,
over ordering of stationary is kept_to a minimum, lights .are
not left.on all nlght+_sta§£\do not work . unnecessary overtime.

[N

5. can be expected to have the Current Account and Personal
Chequlng ledgers balanced dally.

3. .can be expected not to observe deadllnes for reportsa -
therefore causing héasty ]ObS, often incorrect.

-

2. can be expected to be unable to organize his own work
’ load, constantly trying to "catch up", thus setting a poor
.t example for ofhers.
1. - can be expected to be-unable to develop a good dlary ‘

system, causlng confusion and delays w1th work.




TABLE 1 - Ne

¢ - . N

X

" MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS FOR EACH PERFORMANCE DIMENSION
ON GRS, AOBARS, AND BDI RESPONSES .

=" PerfoFmance " GRS ROBARS , BDI., N
Dimensions Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S:D.
A . 5.16 .98 Y 5,40 1.08 48,88 5.65 | '
. . ° v~
c 4:88 .78 5.50 .73 46.08 6.14
M 4.12 .78 4.94 1.19 33.802. lO.‘!
. P 4.84 .89 5.08 1.16 47.64 6.59
L T : 4.80 .8{. 5.50 .82 47.52 6.53
. ) T : ~ ) o
. N=25 . .
Note: A=Administration GRS was scored on a 7 point scale
C=Customer Relations ROBARS was scored on a 7 point scale
M=Marketing BDI was scored on a 60 point scidle
, . P=Personnel .
T=Training .
.a» ’ v
v . Vant
./ ! *
. - £
-
. ‘ .
¢
. . ) *
3 “ - .
% s,
’ R

£y » . .




v

%} .TABLE 2 *

kS z‘
NOQMALIZED SKEWNESS COEFFICIENT FOR .EACH PERFORMANCE DIMENSION
ON GRS, 'ROBARS, AND BDI RESPONSES

.

I
-.90
- N=25 D

< . . ¢ '“"\\

Note: The mean skewness coefficients were calcuizgeaxﬁ?“ﬁsing the
‘absolute scoréh - N

'

* .
> . NS
LY

.

The skewness coefficients were calculated accd%ﬁing
to the formula g

3(Xx - M),

o . L4

(Blalock, 1972)
&
Mean

Median

Standard. deviation




? TABLE
CORRELATIONS BETWEEN DIMENSION SCORES OF
EACH OF THE THREE INSTRUMENTS
s ’ R ‘ T _}"”
, GRS AOBARS  BDI
©a/c s51%* 36 - 32
> nfl - ’
- a/M a* % -7 4 18 -09
a/p 73** 62** 46*
A/T 61** 44* -
c/M 43* 07 00
c/p _ 38 38 32
c/T a* .. 32 35
M/P 26 22 13
M/T 68** 06 -04
¢ o~
p/T - a6* 56" . 4g* .
= - ‘ ‘;ua
Mean = 49 5 32 24
N=25
A=Adninistration *b< .05
C=Customer Relations 0 . **p< w01
Y=Marketing. - .
_P=Per:=,oz.mel ! _ ® -
T=Training .
) ~ ) ;} l )
e :&,




"TABLE 4

“

RZ DISTRIBUTION FOR FIVE DIMENSIONS
ACH GRS, -ADBARS, AMND,BDI INSTRUMENT

B ) © ’A,
Scores GRS A03aRs Scores . BDI \\
1 0 0 0-10 0
b P4
2 0 9 11-20 ° 3 7
4
R U 10 17 ©21-30 - 21
) - .
4 £0 0 31-40 38
5 45 25 " 41-50 © 34
) 4
6 30 35 ° " 51-60 © 29
7. S 0 19
- ‘N=25 . .
Pl R y
j “
. o
;‘ &
» e
. 4 : ’ (
23“; .
L

o

v
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TABLE *5

INFORMATION CONTENT FOR AOBARS AND BDI AS
MEASURED BY PERCENTAGE OF ACTUALLY UTILIZED

- CRITICAL INCIDENTS ?ROM TOTAL AVAILABLE INCIDENT POOL -
2

Total Available. Utilized by Utilized by
Pool AOBARS BDI .
~ ‘ a <
" . # s - g — 4

. 120 30 25 100 - 83.3 ’

AN Y




GRS

BARS

BDI

29

s

llote:

, g ' TABLE 6

-

ULTIMETHOD (GRS vs.

-

BDI) MATRIX FOR BANK ACCOUNTANTS

4

BARS vs,

BDI

GRS
A" C M-pP 7T A T
0
62 .38 22
"144 32 06 5O
6D 3% 27 A s
‘, I ** h\ 2N lu
e , (54)\15. 1 3l 13369 D16 37 - 52
: ‘ v a
M |18 1\7\(55) N\13- 39: log + -a1\_ (46)\-1{ 19!
N N\ A
T lse 13 oo\(ee) \1\J I RN (35)\4Q|
. . N e
T !1_1___2_9_ -08 }__\(45) [36 _35 23 25 (a9

' N
N=25, ( )= validity Diagonal,_"_,

, Monomethod Trlangle,

p< .05; **p< .01

/

<.

- Heterodimensional-ﬂeteromethpd.Triangle; and

w2 Heﬁerodimensionql-
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