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Introduction

General Statement

Performance evaluations have played a very pervasive
role in organizations as feedback for improving employee
job performance and as criteria in the areas of selection,
training, wage and salary administration, transfer, pro-
motion, demotion, and dismissal. With this wide range of
application and substantial contribution to organizational
effectiveness, grave concern over the validity of perform-
ance evaluations is unquestionably warranted, as inclusion
of inadequate and/or invalid performance measures would
surely compromise the value of any outcomes emerging from
procedures wherein the ratings serve an integral function.
Consequently, this necessitates an extensive, systematic
approach to the development of comprehensive, reliable,
valid and, of course, acceptable performance criteria, as
opposed to criteria established essentially by fiat.

Performance in many jobs and activities surfaces as
a highly complex and seemingly intangible construct, defy-
ing any simplistic level of operationalization. 1Its
multidimensional nature usually precludes the use or
limits the value of any single overall measure of perform-
ance, and purely objective performance measures do not
seem to effectively capture the qualitative aspects in-
herent in certain job requirements. Thus, organizations

have tended to rely more upon the subjective judgments of



individuals concerned with and responsible for the per-
formance of others as a more acceptable assessment (Guion,
1965; Landy and Trumbo, 1976).

The elicitation of subjective judgments through numer-
ical ratings on a rating scale is by no means new. Accord-
ing to Ellson and Ellson (1953), the rating scale was in
use as early as 1826 to evaluate such characteristics as
judgment, imagination, perception, and courage. While such
ratings might appear to increase the validity of perform-
ance evaluations, their accuracy in reflecting "true" per-
formance is also far from incontestable. Use of subjec-
tive ratings to resolve the problem of criterion deficiency
in objective performance measures maximizes the likelihood
of criterion contamination, resulting from inconsistent
operational definitions among raters for considerations
that are extremely difficult to measure (e.g., personality
traits), and from the inclusion of rater considerations
that are irrelevant to job performance. Thus, to alleviate
notoriously inaccurate evaluations, raters are persuaded
to base their subjective ratings on objective performance
standards (Borman, 1975; Bernardin and Walter, 1977; Ber-
nardin, 1978).

Attempts to minimize irrelevant considerations as
well as improve the assessment of relevant considerations
have led to the development of several innovative techni-

gues for evaluating performance (e.g., behavioral expectation



scales, mixed standard scales). The effectiveness of each
technique is generally gauged by its ability to improve

the psychometric quality of the performance ratings.

Since it is impossible to actually distinguish between
erroneous and accurate performance evaluations, a rating
scale's superiority has therefore been contingent on the
extent to which the scale demonstrates comparatively better
psychometric properties with respect to halo, leniency/
severity, central tendency/range restriction, and inter-
rater agreement.

Halo error can be defined conceptually as a rater
tendency to evaluate the performance of an individual in
several ostensibly independent performance areas in a
manner that is consistent with her/his general, overall
impression of the ratee, rather than evaluate ratee per-
formance on each dimension only according to performance
concerning the dimension (Saal, Downey, and Lahey, Note 2).

Leniency/severity can be conceptualized as a "level"
effect. This error refers to a rater tendency to give -
either generally high ratings to all ratees or generally
low ratings to all ratees, regardless of the actual pe;-
formance exhibited by each ratee (Saal et al., Note 2).,

Central tendency and restriction of range refer to
a rater tendency to give similar ratings to all ratees.
That is, the ratings do not effectively differentiate the

ratees with respect to relative levels of performance.



While restriction of range can apply to any part of the
scale, Saal et al. (Note 2) suggested that, in order to
avoid potential confusion, the term "central tendency"
should be restricted to instances where restriction of
range occurs at the midpoint of the rating scale.

Interrater agreement refers to the extent to which
raters independently provide similar ratings of the same
ratee (Saal et al., Note 2).

There is clearly some confusion, however, concerning
the operational as well as the conceptual definitions of
the psychometric constructs (Downey and Saal, Note 1).
Saal et al. (Note 2) have further demonstrated that the
disparate operational definitions of a single construct
can yield inconsistent interpretations of the same data.
Consequently, until such time as uniform conceptual and
operational definitions of these constructs become esta-
blished, specification of the method of measurement is
most important in any discussion referring to them.

Researchers have attempted to improve the psychometric
quality of performance ratings by either developing dif-
ferent scale formats or training raters to rate more ef-
fectively. Two relatively new scale formats that have
recently been given considerable attention in the literature
are behavioral expectation scales (BES) and mixed standard
scales (MSS). The respective potential advantages of each
format in enhancing the accuracy and subsequent psycho-

metric quality of the performance ratings are reviewed



below, as are the potential drawbacks and available
empirical research.

The efficacy of training raters to improve the
gquality of their ratings has also gained more attention
in the literature. A discussion of the potential advan-
tages and drawbacks of rater training is presented below,

along with a review of related empirical research.
Behavioral Expectation Scales (BES)

Smith and Kendall (1963) introduced a procedure de-
signed to develop job-related, behaviorally oriented
appraisal standards directly related to performance stan-
dards required on the job. Included in the method is a
variation of the critical incident technique proposed by
Flanagan (1954). Critical incidents are defined as direct
observations of human behavior that describe various levels
of proficiency/effect in relation to the activity, and are
critical to the outcome of the activity. Smith and Kendall
(1963) used the incidents as bases for inferences/predic-
tions of expected job performance. While the method for
developing behavioral expectation scales (BES), also re-
ferred to as behaviorally anchored rating scales (BARS),
has been employed with various procedural modifications,
the design basically consists of five steps. A review
of each step is reported as Appendix I. (The distinction

between BES and BARS is also described in Appendix I.)



Potential Advantages of BES

A number of people have emphasized several advantages
of this system over more conventional methods of scale
development (Blood, 1974; Campbell, Dunnette, Arvey, and
Hellervik, 1973; Campbell, Dunnette, Lawler, and Weick,
1970; Landy and Trumbo, 1976; Schwab, Heneman, and Deéotiis,
1975; Smith and Kendall, 1963). First, the conceptually
independent dimensions and definitions are generated by
a sample of the rater population, and not by an "outsider"
attempting to derive them in a manner that minimizes direct
rater input. The underlying rationale here is that raters
are best qualified to determine aspects of the job to be
evaluated, as well as those to be disregarded. There may
be some question, however, as to whether raters are any
more qualified than ratees (Saal, Note 4).

Second, the behavioral anchors offer raters who even-
tually use the scales something concrete with which to com-
pare observed behaviors. This should help focus rater
attention on each ratee's job-related behavior and away
from any general, overall impression of the ratee.

Third, the anchors provide a mutual frame of reference
for all raters, thereby allowing each rater to compare
personal performance standards with consensual standards.
Raters with personal standards that are incompatible
with consensual standards can try to adopt the mutually

accepted standards, if compelled to do so. Using only



behavioral descriptions that satisfy both the retransla-
tion and scaling criteria, however, insures a certain

level of rater agreement concerning both the dimension

that each anchor describes and the performance level.

This should minimize ambiguity in the anchors and dimensions,
and also minimize discrepancies among various raters'
perceptions of the performance levels reflected by the
anchors.

Fourth, continual use of the raters' terminology
throughout the procedure should strengthen the construct
validity of the emergent scales, as well as the "face"
validity.

Together, these advantages might be expected to in-
crease interrater agreement and minimize rating errors.
Blood (1974) further suggested that the procedure may also
be used to 1) generate behavioral statements for feedback
to ratees, 2) extend the domain of evaluated performance,
3) aide in the development of training programs, 4) aide
in assessing consensus on organizational policy, and 5)
aide in assessing the accuracy of communication of organi-
zational policy.

Potential Drawbacks of BES

First, selection criteria for behavioral statements
in the retranslation and scaling phases might be too lenient
to satisfactorily eliminate potentially ambiguous anchors,
as current standards are set arbitrarily by each researcher.

Consequently, a number of raters may strongly disagree



with the anchors and choose to ignore them. Such dis-
agreement would be minimized with sufficiently stringent
standards.

Second, implicit in the use of BES is the assumption
that raters are able to accurately infer expected behaviors
from behaviors actually observed. Smith and Kendall (1963)
believed that such an assumption was reasonable, provided
one is dealing with a fairly homogeneous group of raters
(i.e., individuals holding the same supervisory position).
Whether or not such an assumption is indeed presumptuous,
however, remains unknown. Some raters may be able to make
such inferences, whereas others may not.

Third, the standard deviations associated with the
scale values of many behavioral statements readily indi-
cate substantial disagreement among raters regarding the
level of performance exemplified by each statement. Given
the large number of statements generated initially, only
a small percentage survives the selection process. This
is partly a function of the disagreement among raters con-
cerning the performance level of each behavior. If, in
fact, ratee behavior in certain jobs is replete with am-
biguity, -and consensual standards of performance are not
easily detected, the value of behavioral anchors as refer-
ence points is diminished. Some raters may associate an
ambiguous behavior with scaled expected behavior exemplify-
ing moderate performance, whereas others may associate that

behavior with scaled expected behavior exemplifying



exceptionally good performance. Raters are therefore
unable to reliably identify ratees' strong and weak
performance areas with any acceptable level of consensus,
as mutually agreed upon performance levels exhibited by

a ratee are obscured by the far more prevalent ambiguous
behaviors of the ratee. Lack of interrater agreement,
for example, would not be due to poorly scaled expected
behaviors, but rather to the predominance of ambiguity in
ratee behavior, the desirability of which raters cannot
collectively discern. If,on the other hand, ratee behavior
is not eXceedingly ambiguous, similar ratings are more
likely to occur, provided that raters are able to infer
expected behavior from observed behavior.

Research on BES

The inception of BES triggered a great deal of research
on the procedure in several different areas. A series of
studies was conducted by Maas (1965), in which interrater
reliabilities of interviewers using conventional adjective
rating scales for selecting orientation and dorm counselors
were compared with interrater reliabilities of interviewers
using BES. Interrater reliability (correlation of candi-
date ratings between two interviewers) was significantly
better with BES.

Other studies also provided support for BES by report-
ing very high scale reliabilities (Fogli, Hulin, and Blood,
1971; Landy and Guion, 1970; Smith and Kendall, 1963).

It was pointed out, however, that such reliabilities were

spuriously high estimates, and that a scale's worth lies
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rather in its operational effectiveness (Borman and
Vallon, 1974; Fogli, et al., 1971; Zedeck and Baker,
1972). Borman and Vallon (1974) described the computation
of such scale reliabilities and listed techniques that
artificially improved them.

Zedeck and Baker (1972) performed a multitrait-
multirater analysis of nursing performance with BES (Camp-
bell and Fiske, 1959; Lawler, 1967) and reported moderate
convergent validity, but no discriminant validity. Since
the raters represented two different and distinct super-
visory levels, the autho?s suggested that each level
possibly valued the various dimensions quite differently
and also lacked equal opportunity to observe ratee behavior.

Campbell et al. (1973) responded to a need for com-
parative studies with BES by examining the relative ef-
fects of BES and summated rating scales (SRS) for depart-
ment managers. SRS were constructed by breaking down the
dimension definitions of BES "into their major elements,
and each of these separate statements was used as a Likert-
type item with a 4-point response format. All the items
were statements or functions that contributed to high
performance on a particular dimension, and the individual
was rated as exhibiting it very rarely (1) to almost
always (4)." (p. 18). BES was found superior in demon-
strating less leniency error (mean ratings on each dimen-

sion), less halo error (clearer factor-analytic solution),
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and greater discriminant validity in a multitrait-multi-
method analysis (Campbell and Fiske, 1959).

Subsequent comparative studies, however, have not
been as conclusive regarding the superiority of BES.

Borman and Vallon (1974) compared the original BES for
nurses developed by Smith and Kendall (1963) with less
complex graphic rating scales (GRS). The only difference
between scales was that the behavioral anchors had been
eliminated from GRS. Significantly less leniency error
(mean dimension ratings) and significantly greater rater
discrimination among ratee performance (standard deviation
of each rater's ratings across ratees on a single dimension
and administration) was found with the GRS. There were no
significant differences with respect to halo error (dimen-
sion intercorrelations) and interrater agreement (corre-
lation of ratings between head and assistant head nurses).
In defense of BES, they suggested that since the dimensions
and anchors were developed approximately ten years earlier,
the rating scale may have simply been outdated.

Studies by Burnaska and Hollmann (1974) and Borman
and Dunnette (1975) compared BES, GRS (BES without anchors),
and a format in use prior to the time of their respective
studies. The former study indicated no superiority of
BES for rating college professors over the other two scales
(analyses involved an ANOVA framework suggested by Guil-
ford, 1954). The latter study reported BES for rating

junior navy officers as somewhat superior to the others with
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respect to halo (variance in each rater's ratings across
dimensions), leniency (mean dimension ratings), interrater
agreement (correlation of ratings between commanding and
executive navy officers), and rater differentiation among
ratees' performance (standard deviation of each rater's
ratings across ratees on a single dimension). The magni-
tudes of these differences, however, were guite small.

Keaveny and McGann (1975) reported that BES for rat-
ing college professors showed less halo error (dimension
intercorrelations with raters as data points, dimension
correlations with an overall performance rating) and greater
interrater agreement (standard deviation of the ratings
on each dimension for each ratee) than GRS (BES without
anchors). They found no differences with respect to len-
iency error (mean dimension ratings).

A guestion arises concerning the appropriateness of
their design for administering the scales, wherein all
raters were given BES immediately following their ratings
using GRS. In this design ratings on BES were vulnerable
to bias from the preceding ratings on GRS, as the only
difference between the scales was the presence or absence
of anchors. Such a within-groups design is susceptible
to confounded results if investigators are either not cog-
nizant of or are careless in their efforts to minimize
these problems. As Zedeck, Kafry, and Jacobs (1976) pointed
out, "having raters use both formats may encourage an

attempt by the rater to be consistent from format to
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format" (p. 173), especially when there is very little
difference between the rating procedures.

Studies by Bernardin, Alvares, and Cranny (1976)
and Bernardin (1977) recompared BES to summated rating
scales (SRS) for rating college professors to determine
the relative psychometric properties of each. The results
revealed that BES and SRS performed equally well with
respect to halo (first study calculated the dimension
intercorrelations with raters as data points for each
ratee, second study calculated the standard deviation of
ratings across dimensions for each rater), leniency (mean
dimension ratings), ratee discrimination (standard devia-
tion of mean ratings by raters across ratees for each
dimension), and interrater agreement when each scale under-
went ricorous development, using optimal developmental
and rating strategies. As indices of interrater agreement,
both studies calculated for each ratee the standard devia-
tion of ratings on each dimension. In addition, Bernardin
et al. (1976) calculated for each ratee the correlation
between raters with dimension ratings as data points, while
Bernardin (1977) randomly selected a pair of raters from
each of the ratees and, for each dimension, correlated
the ratings of half of the raters (one from each pair)
with the ratings of their respective partners. Procedures
for developing BES were in accord with recommendations
offered by Bernardin, LaShells, Smith, and Alvares (1976),

while SRS were constructed from either the item-analyzed
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components of the performance dimension definitions (SRSl)
or the behavioral expectation items that had survived
both the retranslation and scaling phases (SRSZ), as

the retranslation phase is analogous to an item analysis.

DeCotiis (1977) also reported that BES for appraising
vignettes describing patrol officer job performance per-
formed no better psychometrically than two independently
developed graphic and trait rating scales.

Based on the findings above, it appears that BES
have not performed as well psychometrically as had been
anticipated.

Several studies concerned specifically with various
manipulations of the original Smith and Kendall (1963)
system have investigated modifications in the developmental
and scoring procedures to determine their effects regard-
ing internal (e.g., Guttman scaling properties) as well
as external psychometric considerations (Arvey and Hoyle,
1974; Bernardin, et al., 1976; Campion, Greener, and
Wernli, 1973; Finley, Osburn, Dubin, and Jeanneret, 1977;
Goodale and Burke, 1975; Kafry, Zedeck, and Jacobs, 19276;
Zedeck, et al., 1976), and examined the psychometric pro-
perties of BES as a function of differential group char-
acteristics (Cascio and Valenzi, 1977; Friedman and Cor-
nelius, 1976; Schneier, 1977). Some have found the system
useful as a means of detecting and assessing rater dif-
ferences related to organizational level (Borman, 1974;

Klimoski and London, 1974; Zedeck, Imparato, Krausz, and
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Oleno, 1974), and investigated the amenability and poten-
tial contribution of BES to areas of evaluation other
than job performance (Motowidlo and Borman, 1977).

Hence, although BES have failed thus far to demonstrate
unequivocal psychometric superiority in reducing rating
errors, the inherent, desirable characteristics of the
procedure (e.g., dimensionalizing multidimensional areas,
performing job analyses) have undoubtedly been a major
determinant of its persistent popularity. Furthermore,
Schwab, et al. (1975) noted that almost all of the com-
parative studies performed prior to their review involved
comparisons of BES with an alternative rating scale (typi-
cally graphic) that also enjoyed the advantages of the
procedures for developing BES. This is also the case for
much of the comparative research to date. Thus, little
is known about the value of BES as an overall procedure
relative to rating scale formats that are developed from

other procedures.
Mixed Standard Scales (MSS)

Mixed standard scales (MSS) were first developed in
Finland by Blanz (Note 3) and later introduced into the
United States by Blanz and Ghiselli (1972) as a new system
for evaluating job performance. Based on analyses of
leniency (mean dimension ratings), halo (interpretable
factors in a factor analysis), and the relationship of the
emergent factors from the factor analysis with other less

merit-based variables (e.g., aage, education), they suggested
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that this system's psychometric performance equaled and
possibly surpassed that of conventional systems (e.g.,
graphic scales).

One need only follow the first four steps listed in
Appendix I for developing BES to obtain the necessary
behavioral statements. At this point, three statements
are taken from each dimension. One statement exemplifies
superior performance, one exemplifies moderate performance,
and one depicts inferior performance, as determined by
their scaled mean ratings. The statements from all dimen-
sions are then listed together in random order, and each
rater indicates whether he/she considers a ratee's perform-
ance to be better than, worse than, or similar to the
behavior described in each statement.

Potential Advantages of MSS

First, Saal and Landy (1977) suggested that MSS should
reduce leniency error "by forcing the rater to respond to
all three descriptions of job performance for each trait
being rated, as opposed to asking him to indicate which
one of three descriptions best represents the ratee, and
by disguising the order-of-merit of each set of three
descriptions...” (p. 21).

Second, MSS lessen the abstraction in evaluations
by directing attention to specific behaviors and eliminat-
ing any references to general dimensions. The focus is
on evaluation of observed behaviors relative to concrete

descriptions of behavior only, thereby avoiding possible
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contamination from inconsistent rater conceptions of per-
formance standards engendered by ambiguous dimension
labels. The word "Initiative", for example, may be
interpreted differently by different individuals. Eli-
minating such labels might well minimize inconsistent
interpretations.

Third, raters are not required to constantly pinpoint
the level of performance as required on a graphic scale,
but simply indicate whether the individual can be expected
to perform better than, worse than, or similar (although
this resembles "pinpointing”) to each behavioral description.

Fourth, it allows one to observe the extent to which
1) each rater provides consistent ratings (in a Guttman
sense), 2) each ratee receives consistent ratings, and 3)
each dimension exhibits consistent ratings. (Consistent
in this case does not imply interrater agreement on evalu-
ated performance.) A rater, for example, may mark ratees
more favorably on a statement exemplifying exceptionally
good performance and less favorably on a statement exem-
plifying moderate performance within a certain dimension/
category. If other raters are rating the statements in
a consistent manner, an investigation could attempt to
determine the cause of this particular rater's apparently
inappropriate ratings, and measures could then be taken
to rectify the problem, if possible and desirable. If a
sizable number of raters, however, are making the same

inconsistent ratings on the performance category, this
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would necessitate a re-evaluation of the suitability
of the statements representing the three performance levels.
MSS are also helpful in identifying a ratee whose
performance is difficult to evaluate by revealing cases
where there are generally inconsistent ratings of a ratee
for certain performance dimensions. Once detected, an in-
vestigation could attempt to identify the difficulty in
evaluating the individual with respect to those perform-
ance areas.

Potential Drawbacks of MSS

First, it is assumed, as with BES, that a given per-
formance level can be represented by a single behavior
and that raters are able to infer this behavior from ob-
served behaviors. Such assumptions may indeed be dubious.
The potential drawbacks of BES regarding selection cri-
teria for bhehavioral statements and ambiguous ratee be-
havior are also germane here as well.

Second, relying upon three behavioral statements to
define a dimension encompassing a multitude of behaviors
may be unreasonable. Any given dimension entails behaviors
of varying complexity, some of which are surely as dif-
ficult to describe as they are to evaluate. Behavioral
descriptions with substantial interrater agreement on the
level of performance exemplified may typically be those
that are relatively easy and quick to describe, as more
complex but eqgually important job behaviors are likely to

require more time and effort and possibly some degree
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of rater interaction (2 or 3 raters working together) in
order to be effectively delineated. Performance evaluated
relative to simplistic behavioral statements does not
necessarily reflect performance on more intricate job re-
guirements. Hence, evaluations relative to simplistic
statements may be accurate, but such statements might not
sufficiently measure the dimension they purportedly re-
present. If raters focus on observed behaviors with
levels of complexity similar to that described in the be-
havioral statements, several dimensions in MSS may be
suffering some degree of criterion deficiency. A particu-
lar performance dimension might encompass other complex
behaviors in comparison to which the ratee may not fare
as well.

Third, previously mentioned as a potentional advan-
tage was that a rater using MSS is not sure of the kind
of evaluation given each ratee, as performance categories
are not apparent and the behavioral statements are in ran-
dom order, thereby disguising the order-of-merit continuum
for each performance dimension. On the other hand, if
raters are strongly opposed to such scales, lack of rater
acceptance would assuredly jeopardize their effectiveness
as a performance measure and thus attenuate their contri-
bution to improved organizational effectiveness, as a
rater's attitude and motivation undoubtedly affect the

quality of the performance evaluations.
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Research on MSS

Saal and Landy (1977) reported that MSS for rating
police officers showed less halo error (dimension inter-
correlations) and leniency error (mean dimension ratings)
than BES, but also demonstrated less interrater agreement
{intraclass correlation ccefficients}. Saal (1979) com-
pared the relative effects of MSS and GRS for police officers
and again found that MSS provided less halo (dimension in-
tercorrelations), slightly less leniency (mean dimension
ratings), and less interrater agreement (intraclass corre-
lation coefficients).

Finley et al. (1977) developed MSS and BES for evalu-
ating the performance of department store managers. The
results suggested that BES demonstrated greater interrater
agreement (multitrait-multirater analyses). Evidence for
differences with respect to leniency (mean dimension rat-
ings) and halo (multitrait-multirater analyses, factor
analyses) was inconclusive.

Another recent study by Saal (llote 4) involved the
development of BES and MSS for evaluating the performance
of police patrol officers. Two forms of each format were
developed. One set of BES and MSS was developed by super-
visory officers (supervisory scales) who were currently
evaluating patrol officer performance, while a second set
was developed by subordinate officers (subordinate scales)

who were being evaluated on patrol officer performance.
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Several indices were used to measure each of the
evaluated rating errors. Three different indices were
used to evaluate leniency/severity: (1) departure of
mean dimension ratings from the midpoint of the rating
scale; (2) for each dimension, examination of the magni-
tude and direction of skewness in a fregquency distribu-
tion of the ratings; and (3) a significant Rater main
effect in a Rater x Dimension analysis of variance. Two
different indices were used to evaluate halo: (1) dimen-
sion intercorrelations and (2) for each ratee, examina-
tion of the wariance (standard deviation) across perform-
ance dimensions in each rater's ratings. Central tendency/
range restriction was examined using two different indices:
(1) for each dimension, examination of the kurtosis in a
freguency distribution of the ratings and (2) for each
dimension, examination of the variance (standard deviation)
across ratees in each rater's ratings. The results of
these analyses suggested that "supervisory" MSS were less
contaminated by leniency, halo, and central tendency errors
than "supervisory" BES. No reliable differences were found
between "subordinate" BES and "subordinate" MSS.

It appears that, relative to BES and GRS, MSS have
generally been less contaminated by halo and leniency errors

and have generally exhibited less interrater agreement.
Training Raters To Minimize Rating Errors

The implication of the comparative studies examining

the relative psychometric properties of BES and MSS is
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that format modifications and improved scale development
procedures do not ensure the emergence of improved per-
formance ratings with respect to such desirable psycho-
metric properties as independence of dimension ratings,
differentiation of ratee perfromance on each dimension,
interrater agreement on ratee performance, and effective
use of the full range of the scale. Consequently, several
investigators have alternatively proposed that attention
should be directed toward training raters to minimize
rating errors (Borman and Dunnette, 1975; Burnaska and
Hollmann, 1974), as individuals who are delegated the
uncomfortable responsibility of evaluating thé performance
of others may simply not command sufficient knowledge

or skill to avoid undesirable response tendencies, regard-
less of format and scale development procedures.

Potential Advantages of Rater Training

First, it is possible that an acute awareness by raters
of errors that attenuate the validity of performance
ratings may engender relatively more careful and objective
judgments exhibiting improved statistical properties.
Although rater bias may be immune to total suppression,
in that raters might not totally overcome idiosyncratic
response tendencies or completely divorce personal feel-
ings from perceptions of ratee behavior, awareness of
contaminating influences may significantly reduce their

impact on the performance ratings.

Another potential advantage is that if raters are

trained prior to observing ratee performance, they may
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be more inclined to begin to constantly perceive and
evaluate performance in a multidimensional manner. That
is, such training may actually enhance a rater's cogni-
tive complexity, as opposed to inducing only a temporary
change. This would indeed be desirable, as Schneier
(1977) found that cognitively complex. raters exhibited
less halo than cognitively simple raters, regardless of
the complexity of the scale format.

Finally, at an intuitive level it would seem that
helping raters to be as objective and perceptive as pos-
sible and making them acutely aware of the potential pit-
falls (e.g., halo, leniency/severity, restriction of
range, etc.) in the rating situaticn would be beneficial
for improving their effectiveness as judges. Training
is usually not only valuable, but also a requirement for
many jobs, and this would appear to hold for performance
appraisal as well, especially in light of ever increasing
rater accountability due to greater federal scrutiny of
merit-based selection and promotion ratings. Apart from
the psychometric advantages, training may benefit the
raters by increasing their confidence in their ability
to evaluate others simply by knowing what to look for as
well as what to look out for, thereby possibly lessening
the anxiety that generally accompanies performance eval-
uations. Raters may also adopt a more behavioral approach

to discussing the evaluations with their subordinates,
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which would benefit both the raters and the ratees.

Potential Drawbacks of Rater Training

The major determinant of rating quality is rating
accuracy (validity), regardless of the relative psycho-
metric worth of the ratings. Unfortunately, a "true"
measure of rating error (rating inaccuracy) is not feasible
in the real world of performance ratings, as a "true"
performance rating does not exist. There is, however, a
concern that increased differentiation of dimensions and
ratees which is induced by rater training may adversely
affect the validity of ratings as well. Although untest-
able f{except under highly artificial conditions involving
ratings of vignettes), increased variance in raters' rat-
ings may be in response to the trainer's underlying re-
quest, but not necessarily an indication that the evalua-
tions are any more accurate, It is hoped that the overall
effect of such amplification is an increase in accuracy.
On the other hand, it is conceivable that training may
compel raters to make several amplified distinctions among
the ratees and dimensions that they are really not sure of
and that may well be unjustified. Thus, the overall
impact of training on rating accuracy is not altogether
clear.

Research on Training

Latham, Wexley and Pursell (1975) conducted a study
wherein managers of a large coproration evaluated hypyo-

thetical job applicants observed on videotape. Sixty
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managers were randomly subdivided into three groups of
equal size. Two groups participated in either a workshop
or discussion session involving training directed toward
reducing rating errors, whereas the control group received
no training. Six months later the managers evaluated the
hypothetical job applicants. While the control group was
guilty of halo error, both experimental groups were suc-
cessful in reducing this type of bias. Halo was measured
by providing one subset of a rater group with folders
containing extremely unfavorable information on an indivi-
dual and another subset of that rater group with very
favorable information on the individual. No information,
however, pertained to educational background. Managers
rated the individual on education and other job-related
factors. If the ratings on education by raters given
unfavorable information were significantly lower than the
ratings on education by those given favorable information,
halo error was thought to be present.

Borman (1975) had "low" and "middle" managers rate
vignettes (developed from previously scaled behavioral
statements) describing the performance of first-line
supervisors. Managers used BES to rate the vignettes
prior to, and immediately following, a five minute train-
ing session, wherein halo error was described and raters

were urged to avoid it. While the results indicated
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that training reduced halo error (variance of each rater's
ratings of a ratee across dimensions relative to the
ratee's "true" variance), validity (for each dimension,
mean ratings for the vignettes were correlated with the
corresponding "true" cirterion scores of the vignettes)

of the ratings remained close to pretraining levels, and
an attenuation of interrater agreement (intraclass corre-
lation coefficients) occurred.

Bernardin and Walter (1977) developed BES for rating
instructors and compared group differences as a function
of amount of training, amount of exposure to BES, and
the proximity (i.e., beginning vs. end of semester) of
training and exposure to the performance ratings, which
were performed at the close of the semester. They reported
that any group with more training, more exposure to BES,
and/or earlier training/exposure to BES consistently
demonstrated less halo error (standard deviation of each
rater's ratings across dimension). As for leniency (ratee
means compared in Group X Dimension x Ratee ANOVA), the
most highly trained and "exposed" group showed less len-
iency error than all other groups, and the group differ-
ing from the most highly trained and "exposed" group only
with respect to exposure to BES showed less leniency than
the untrained group. No differences were found with

respect to interrater agreement (standard deviation of
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ratings on each dimension for each ratee) between the
untrained group and any trained group. Although the find-
ing concerning interrater agreement is inconsistent with
Borman's (1975) results, the substantive differences be-
tween their designs (ratings of vignettes vs. ratings
of "real" people) should be noted, including the disparate
operational definitions.

Bernardin (1978) investigated the effects of different
amounts of training over time. One group of students
received one hour of training:

". . . as in Bernardin and Walter (1977).
This training involved definitions,

graphic illustrations, and examples of

the errors of leniency, halo effects, and
central tendency. Students were also

given data to evaluate in terms of the
errors, and the evaluations were discussed.
Reference was made to the several performance
dimensions subsequently measured on the
rating instruments (BES and SRS), but
students were not shown the actual scales.
Members of Group 2 were given a 5-minute
training session (B) on error similar to

that described by Borman (1975). Definitions
of the three errors (leniency, halo effect,
and central tendency) were presented, and

one graphic illustration was presented of
each. Reference was also made to the
dimensions on the rating instruments.”

(ps 30Z) s

An interesting finding that emerged from this study
was that subseguent reductions in psychometric error
resulting from training returned to pretraining levels
after a twelve week interval. Apparently, some form

of iterative training may be necessary.
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A study by Vance, Kuhnert, and Farr (1978) examined
the effects of rater training and scale format on the
psychometric quality of interview ratings. College stu-
dents used either behaviorally anchored scales or graphic
scales (behavioral anchors were eliminated) to evaluate
vignettes of hypothetical candidates applying for the
job of resident assistant in a college dormitory. As
in Borman (1975), the values of the previously scaled be-
havioral statements provided external performance cri-
teria for the examination of several rating errors. The
findings showed that the ratings by students who used
behaviorally anchored scales were closer to the "true"
performance levels, less contaminated by halo and leniency
errors, and higher in interrater agreement (intraclass
correlations). Each of the analyses for rating errors
involved scores derived from the absolute difference be-
tween the "true" scores for each rating error and the
raters' scores. The results also showed, however, that
a brief training session designed to familiarize raters
with common rating errors and urge raters to avoid such
errors had no effect on the psychometric quality of the
ratings.

Borman (1979) examined the effects of rater training
and scale format on the psychometric quality of performance
ratings. College students in the trained and untrained
groups used one of five different formats (BES, behavior

summary, summated, trait, and GRS) to rate the videotaped
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performance of ratees who acted out scripts exemplifying
various performance levels of managers and recruiters.
Rater training basically consisted of a 3~hour training
session on rating errors designed by Latham et al. (1975).
The results indicated that (1) summated rating scales

were noticeably less contaminated by halo error (dimen-
sion intercorrelations for each rater, Ratee x Dimension
interaction measure)y (2} there was only weak evidence to
suggest that training effectively reduced halo for any
scale format; (3) with the possible exception of relatively
low convergent validity for the trait rating scale, no
training or format differences were feadily apparent
regarding convergent and discriminant validity (modified
version of the ANOVA method by Kavanagh, MacKinney, and
Wolins, 1971); and (4) the obtained results did not iden-
tify one format as consistently better than any other for-
mat with respect to rating accuracy (for each rater, rat-
ings of the eight ratees were correlated with the mean
"true" scores on a given dimension, and the 2 scores

for the coefficients were entered into Format x Training

x Job and Format x Dimension x Training ANOVAs),.
Purpose of Study

Nearly all research concerned with the psychometric
guality of ratings has focused on either scale format or
rater training. While research has failed to unequivocally

demonstrate inherent psychometric strengths and weaknesses
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in different rating scale formats, studies examining
rater training have demonstrated that common rating errors
(i.e., halo and leniency) can be reduced, at least tem-
porarily, when raters are trained to avoid them. The
effectiveness of training raters to improve their ratings,
however, may in fact be partially determined by the scale
format. Such differential training effects may further
demonstrate that the relative psychometric properties of rat-
ing scale formats are not consistent between ratings by
untrained raters and ratings by trained raters. A brief
training session could conceivably nullify, amplify, or
in some way modify findings regarding common rating errors
that originally emerged from ratings by untrained raters.
Such interactions of training and format would have import-
ant implications for interpreting available research and
for subsequent investigations designed to improve the per-
formance ratings of raters.

Thus, two related objectives of this study were to
(1) examine the possible impact of scale format on the
effectiveness of a brief training session for raters and
(2) determine whether or not the relative psychometric
properties of different formats when using untrained raters
are consistent with the relative psychometric properties
of different formats emerging from ratings by trained
raters,

In light of the hypothesized advantages mentioned in

the review and the heightened popularity, behavioral
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expectation scales (BES) and mixed standard scales (MSS)
were therefore selected as the formats to be examined.
Conventional graphic scales (GRS) were also indluded
as a kind of standard format against which to compare
ratings on BES and MSS. The training session and the
procedures for developing each scale are described later.
A secondary goal of this study was the development
of two forms of BES and two forms of MSS. Both forms of
each scale were included in the study in order to deter-
mine not only whether different formats, but also whether
identical formats with gualitatively different behavioral
statements (corresponding statements had similar scale
values) exhibit disparate psychometric properties.
Zedeck, Jacobs and Kafry (1976) developed alternate
forms of BES using statements generated in the Harari
and Zedeck (1973) study and reported very favorable results.
It should be noted, however, that they were not making
appropriate tests of the criteria for parallel tests
discussed by Ghiselli (1964). 1In performance appraisal,
raters are analogous to test items. A ratee's "test
score"” may be calculated by summing or averaging the
raters' ratings (a separate test score for each dimension).
Thus, Zedeck, et al. (1276) used a 44-item test form (44
student raters used form A) and a 5l-item test form- (51
student raters used form B), but only one individual (the
instructor) was evaluated on the two forms of the test

(BES). The criteria of parallel tests pertain to the
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scores of a sample of individuals evaluated by both forms,
not to the distribution of ratings (test items) on each
form.

If significant psychometric differences are found
between rating scales that differ with respect to the
behavioral descriptions only, this would, for MSS, raise
serious questions concerning the comparability of the
corresponding behavioral descriptions of the alternate
forms that, according to the scale development procedure,
should exemplify essentially the same level of performance
for the same dimension. For BES, psychometric differences
would suggest that the anchors for each form are eliciting
different responses from the raters, which should not
occur if each behavior on each form was accurately exem-
plifying the specified area of performance and the specified

level of performance.
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Method

This study can be subdivided into two phases. The
first phase included the development of three rating
scale formats to evaluate instructor performance, while
the second phase involved the evaluation of instructor
performance by students who used different scale formats
and participated in different training conditions. The
data from phase II was used to evaluate training and for-

mat differences. Each phase is described below.

Phase I (Scale Development)

Development of BES

BES for evaluating college instructors were developed
according to the five basic steps delinecated in Appendix
I. (The procedures used in this study are specified below.)
A total of 147 college students from four general psycho-
logy classes participated in the scale development phase,
each of whom was satisfying experiment-participation re-
quirements. Each step outlined below was preceded by a
brief review of the developmental procedures ané a ra-
tionale for using the Smith and Kendall (1963) approach.
Students were allowed to participate in only one meeting
or step in the developmental phase.

Step 1. The first step was modified to include two
groups (N=20 in each group). Participants in the first
group were asked to identify by means of a single word

or short phrase all dimensions of teaching that they believed
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were important and could be satisfactorily evaluated

by students. Each dimension was listed on a blackboard.
The students were subsequently instructed to define in
behavioral terms each of the identified dimensions. Each
student was provided with a pencil and scratch paper

for this task. Apparently redundant dimensions were
either eliminated or combined into a single dimension at
this time. The second group reviewed the dimensions for
clarity and made any revisions deemed necessary. MNine
dimensions emerged from this procedure.

Step 2. Students (N=39) were given a booklet con-
taining a separate dimension on each page and were asked
to describe three instructor behaviors for each dimension.
One behavior was to exemplify exceptionally good perform-
ance, one moderate performance, and one exceptionally poor
performance. Although 1,053 behavioral statements were
initially generated, elimination of repetitive or ambiguous
statements by the author reduced the number to 331. Mini-
mal editing of grammatical errors was also performed by
the author at this point.

Step 3. Students (N=36) were provided with a list
of the nine dimensions and a sheet of paper containing 331
numerically labeled spaces. The author read aloud each
numeral and corresponding behavioral statement that had
been randomly assigned to the numeral. Each student then
assigned to the similarly numbered space on the sheet of

paper the label of the dimension to which the statement
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"belonged." The criteria for subsequent selection of be-
havioral statements were that (1) a statement must be
assigned to the same dimension by at least 75% of the
students and (2) assignment to any other single dimension
by the students was not to exceed 20%. The number of
statements meeting or surpassing these criteria was 192.

Step 4. Students (N=32) were given a booklet con-
taining the 192 statements that had survived the retrans-
lation criteria and instructed to rate each statement
according to the level of teaching performance it exem-
plified in relation to the dimension to which it was
assigned. The statements were presented in the form of
behavioral expectations in order that ratings would be
assigned to the statements in the form that they would
appear on the scales, thereby avoiding any possible conta-
mination from post hoc modifications of the statements
into the form of expectations (see Appendix II).

Step 5. A total of 96 statements were selected
from the 192 scaled statements to develop the two forms
of BES. The criteria for inclusion in the scales were
that (1) the statement must have a scaling standard de-
viation below 1.5 (Two statements, however, with standard
deviations slightly above 1.5 were included as anchors
on one dimension in order to £ill an otherwise large "gap.")/,
(2) each dimension must have only one statement per inter-
val on a 7-point scale (six statements maximum per dimen-

sion, as the intervals were 1-2, 2-3, 3-4, etc.); and
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(3) the anchors on a scale should describe qgualitatively
different types of behavior rather than describe the same
type of behavior at various levels of performance. The
aforementioned procedures produced two forms of BES de-
signed to measure nine job performance dimensions: assign-
ments; attitude towards subject; grades; instructor know-
ledge; manner of presentation; objectiveness; organization;
student-teacher relations; and tests. The two forms of BES
are presented as Appendix III.

The certainty ratings accompanying each dimension of
the BES were included for purposes unrelated to the objec-
tives of this study. This was true for MSS and GRS as well.
It should therefore be noted that certainty ratings did not
enter into any of the analvses.

Development of MSS

The highest anchor, lowest anchor, and the anchor with
a mean value closest to 4.0 were selected from each dimen-
sion of Form A of the BES to construct Form A of the MSS.
Thus, MSS consisted of 27 statements (9 dimensions x 3 state-
ments per dimension) listed in random order. Form B of the
MSS was constructed in a similar fashion, including use
of the same random ordering so as to avoid potential dif-
ferences engendered by different random orderings of the
statements. The two forms of the MSS, along with an explana-
tion of the rating procedure, are presented as Appendix IV.
Two systems for numerically coding the response com-

binations were used in the subsequent analyses of the ratings
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on MSS. Saal (1979) introduced an alternative coding system
that warrants strong consideration on the basis of greatly
improved consistency in the coding of response combinations.
The numerical values of the response combinations for both
the original (Blanz & Ghiselli, 1972) and revised coding
systems, along with a description of the revised system, are
presented as Appendix V.

Development of GRS

GRS were developed by simply replacing the behavioral
anchors on the BES with traditional adjective anchors.
That is, the top part of each scale was labeled "Exceptionally
Good," whereas the bottom part was labeled "Exceptionally
Poor." Thus, GRS were afforded all the advantages inherent
in the developmental procedures of BES, less the inclusion
of behavioral anchors (see Appendix VI).

Phase II (Rater Training and Performance Ratings)

Performance Evaluations

During the fourteenth week of the spring semester stu-
dents in each of two general psychology classes at Kansas
State University were invited to evaluate their instructor,
and volunteers (N=206) were awarded experiment-participation
credit. Participants in each class were randomly subdivided
into two groups. One group remained in the room for a 20-
minute training session prior to rating the instructor, while
the second group was escorted to a different room to evaluate

the instructor without prior training.
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One of the five rating scales (form A or B of BES,
form A or B of MSS, or GRS) was randomly distributed to each
student. Subsequent to the distribution of the rating
scales, students were instructed to read the directions
accompanying their respective forms before proceeding to
evaluate the instructor. The number of different forms
distributed to each group is reported in Table 1. Perform-
ance ratings were obtained from each class at their respec-

tive meeting times.

Table 1

Number of Raters in Each Experimental Group

BES MSS GRS

Form A Form B Form A Form B
Trained Raters
Instructor I 14 13 15 15 15
Instructor II 1l 11 10 10 11
Untrained Raters
Instructor I 12 9 Ll 11 13

Instructor II 5 5 5 5 5

The considerable difference in the number of raters for
trained and untrained groups resulted from an unexpectedly
high attrition rate. Many students in the untrained groups
chose to leave the experiment while walking to the other
room. Such a subject loss possibly produced rater charac-
teristic differences between training groups concerning

attitude and motivation, which may have confounded the results
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of the exveriment. Students in the untrained groups, for
example, may have had better attitudes and been more moti-
vated, since uninterested students in the untrained groups
could leave if they so desired. It is likely that students
who were more willing to participate in the experiment céid
a better job in attempting to accurately rate the instructor.
It should be noted, however, that all of the students in
the experiment had initially volunteered to participate.
Training

A pamphlet containing a brief description of halo,
leniency/severity, and the tendency to assign only moderate
ratings (see Appendix VII) was distributed to each student
in the training groups. The author reviewed the pamphlet
with the students and encouraged them to share any questions
or comments with the group. Discussions ensued between
and among the students and author regarding the effects of
such errors on the accuracy and subsequent value of the
ratings in providing feedback for improving performance and
assisting administrative decision making. At the conclusion
of each training session, students were urged to avoid these
response tendencies when evaluating the instructor.

Analyses

Leniency/Severity. For each instructor, differences
in mean dimension ratings of students who participated in
different training conditions or used different rating scales
were examined through a series of Training x Rating Scale

multivariate analyses of variance (MANOVA). The nine
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performance dimensions were the dependent variables.
Separate examinations of each dimension were performed
following the emergence of a statistically significant mean
vector score difference in order to determine whether or
not the mean differences for the dimensions were in a common
direction. No attempt was made to interpret significant
multivariate differences when the directions of the uni-
variate mean differences between rating scales or training
conditions were not in one general direction. The intent
was to identify significant multivariate differences where-
in the univariate differences were in one readily discern-
able direction. This would suggest that raters in a par-
ticular group gave generally higher/lower ratings to the
instructor.

The significance of a nultivariate mean difference
is determined by the covariance relationships among the di-
mensions, as well as by the means and variances associated
with each separate dimension. Furthermore, a significant
multivariate mean difference can be entirely attributable
to a significant difference on one dimension alone, with
no other dimensions exhibiting any mean differences what-
soever. The concern here, however, is not with covariance
relationships or with significant multivariate differences
that result from a small number of univariate differences,
but rather with differences which indicate that dimension
ratings associated with a particular training condition or

rating scale are indeed generally higher/lower. Hence, to
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advocate the presence of "level" differences, the dimen-
sions should clearly show differences in a common direction.
As an additional aid to interpreting the significance
of differences in mean dimension ratings between specific
rating groups, the randomization test for matched pairs
(Siegel, 1956) was also performed following the emergence
of a statistically significant MANOVA. The difference
between the means of the two groups on each of the nine
dimensions constituted the nine difference scores to be
entered into the analysis. It should be noted that the
difference scores were not independent estimates of a
general "level" difference, as the same raters performed
the ratings on each dimension. Assuming, however, that ran-
dom sampling has sufficiently suppressed group differences
in mean ratings resulting from effects due to other than
the experimental variable alone, the analysis can be ex-
pected to help disclose whether or not the mean ratings of
a particular rating scale or training group tended to be
consistently higher/lower across the performance dimensions.
Halo. The index used to examine halo was the variance
in each rater's ratings of the nine performance dimensions.
A small variance suggests that the student is not differen-
tiating the different performance areas of the instructor,
thus indicating the presence of halo. A large variance, on
the other hand, suggests that the student is perceiving dif-
ferences in the instructor's respective levels of perform-
ance on each dimension, thus indicating the relative absence

of halo.
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A series of two-factor and single-factor analyses of
variance (ANOVA) were performed as follows: First, the
variance scores of all raters in the groups being examined
in the particular analysis were rank ordered. That is,
the variance scores of all raters included in the analysis
were ranked in a single series, regardless of group member-
ship. Rank scores were then substituted for the corresponding
variance scores. An analysis of variance was performed
on the groups' rank scores to determine the significance
of rank score differences between the groups. Kemp and
Dayton (Note 5) demonstrated that the Kruskal-Wallis non-
parametric single-factor analysis of variance by ranks
can be replaced by a parametric t or F test of the rank scores,
as the analyses provide essentially indistinguishable re-
sults. Although the two-factor ANOVAs of rank scores may
be somewhat questionable, they were simply used as initial
tests of the overall effects of Training and Scale Format
for each instructor.

One of the major tasks of any researcher is to select
appropriate statistical models for analyzing the obtained
data. The statistical tests of significance in ANOVA were
derived from a mathematical model that is predicated on
fundamental theoretical notions concerning the population(s)
being sampled. Such assumptions, however, may be untenable
for populations consisting of variance or standard deviation
scores. If the assumptions cannot be upheld, then the in-

terpretability of the significance tests is obscured, as the
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mathematical model from which the tests were derived is in-
compatible with the population being sampled. A p <& .05
finding, for example, may differ considerably from what it
should "really" be. Since use of ANOVA for analyzing
variance scores has not been justified, a more conservative
nonparametric test was used instead. Again, the reason for
using ANOVA to analyze the rank scores was because such
results have been found to be consistent with findings that
would have otherwise emerged from the Kruskal-Wallis non-
parametric test.

Interrater Agreement. The index used to examine inter-
rater acreement was the variance in the ratings by students
who were in the same training condition, used the same
rating scale, and evaluated the same instructor. A variance
was calculated for each dimension. A small variance suggests
that the students are giving similar ratines, thus indicating
the presence of interrater agreement, whereas a large variance
suggests that the students are not giving similar ratings,
thus indicating the relative absence of interrater agreement.

First to be performed were a series of multivariate
tests of homogeneity of the within variance/covariance
matrices (1) between training groups who used the same rating
scale and evaluated the same instructor and (2) between two
rating scales, while holding both Training and Instructor
constant. A statistically significant finding would suggest
that the two groups possessed different variances and/or
covariances. If a statistically significant difference was

found, each of the nine variance components, constituting
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the trace (diagonal) of the matrix, was compared to the
corresponding variance component of the other matrix.

(At this time, there is no straightforward statistical test
which discloses the significance of trace differences alone.)
For each dimension, an F ratio was derived by dividing the
larger variance by the smaller variance, According to the
respective degrees of freedom for each variance, the statis-
tical significance of the F value was then identified in an
F table. A nonsignificant variance ratio F would suggest
that the two variances might well have arisen from random
samples of populations with equal variances. Again, the
intent was to identify significant multivariate homogeneity
differences that were clearly attributable to generally
larger dimension variances for a particular group.

To perform a two-tail test of significance, the p
values had to be interpreted differently, as the specified
p values pertain to one-tail tests. Since the larger
variance is arbitrarily placed in the numerator, the prob-
ability of obtaining deviations above the mean F is doubled.
Therefore, in order to perform a two-tail test of the
variance ratio F, the probabilities in the F table were
doubled (i.e., .05 became .10, .025 became .05, etc.).

No analyses were performed with the individual co-
variances, as covariance relationships are not relevant to
the assessment of interrater agreement.

As an additional aid to interpreting the significance

of variance differences between specific rating groups
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with respect to interrater agreement, the Wilcoxon matched-
pairs signed-ranks test (Siegel, 1956) was also performed
either following the emergence of a significant multivariate
test of homogeneity or whenever the homogeneity test could
not be performed due to matrix singularity. (The randomi-
zation test was not used, since an interval scale for variance
scores was not assumed.) The difference between the vari-
ances of the two groups on each of the nine dimensions con-
stituted the nine difference scores to be entered into the
analysis. As with the randomization test, the difference
scores were not independent estimates of a general differ-
ence in interrater agreement. Assuming again that random
sampling has satisfactorily equated the groups, the analysis
can be expected to help show whether or not the variances

of a particqlar rating scale or training group tended to be

consistently larger/smaller across the performance dimensions.
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Results

The following results involved a sizable number of
analyses. Therefore, in light of a greatly increased
experimentwise error rate, the author chose to adopt a
higher level of confidence (p < .0l1) so that group dif-
ferences would be at a level which would ensure a certain
reliability of the conclusions.

Leniency/Severity

Table 2 shows the mean dimension ratings and standard
deviations for each rating scale, which are subdivided
according to instructor and training condition.

For each instructor, a set of multivariate analyses
of variance (MANOVA) involving all five rating scales
and both training conditions were first performed to de-
termine whether or not there were any significant overall
differences in the mean ratings. Two analyses were per-
formed for each instructor. One analysis included the
original coding system for MSS, while the other included the
revised coding system. The results reported in Table 3
indicate the presence of a significant Rating Scale (p <« .001)
effect for Instructor I, whereas there were no significant
differences found for Instructor II.

An examination of the univariate analyses for Instructor
I revealed five dimensions with significant Rating Scale
effects that appeared with both the original and revised
MSS coding systems: attitude towards subject; instructor

knowledge; manner of presentation; objectiveness; and



47

L6°T 61°S
9v°T 8S°S
¢Z1” v0°9
SO0°T 96°S
9§° €279
SE'T 96°S
9L 00°9
8¢° S9°9
€I°T LL°S
as W
S¥D

6L LZ°S ¥0°'T 60°S O0¢°TI
68" 00°S L9 ¥#9°v 09°

LE°T 9%°S T1IS° v9°S OT'T
vO'T 9v°S L9 9¢°S OT'I
0€°T 60°S 00°T 00°S 20°C

IZ2°T S§°S SL° 78°'v 9¢°I

10°T €4y ¢¥6° 16°v 16°
LS'T SS°S Z6° 9¢€°S 8L'T

L8 8T'S 0L° 1I6°S SL-

60°S ZZ°T 167V
81°S 19" Vv9'¢V

€L°S TIS° ¥9°S
€L°S L9 9¢°S
60°S ¢¥°T 9¢°¥

9¢°S 69" SS°¥

LZ°S LT°T Z8°¢
8T°S LI'T 8T"S

8I°S 0. 16°S

I 103D5NJI3SUT I0J SJIIIBI pauIeIIuU

as W as N as

N as W

d wiog V wxojg g wioq V wioyj

(pastAax) SSK

(Teurdtio) SSKW

0S°T 8L°¢ 09°T 64"V s3s9],

Iv"T 19°S 1¢€°T 9¢°S SUCTieIay

1ayoes]-juapnis

L LT1°9 29° 67°9 uotrjlezZIURSILQ

29" TT'9 €TI°'T €9°S ssauaatldafqQ

9. 8Z°'9 98" 8f£°9 UOT}BIUSSDI]

JOo Isuuep

Z8° 68°S 16" 00°9 a3pamouy

J031oNnaIjsujy

90°T 0S°S LTI°'T 88°S sapein

Z0°T 6£°9 6L Zv°9 32afqng spaem

-0l 9pnNlTlly

6L° £8°S 88" 26°S sjuswudTSsSy
as N as W
d wiog YV wxog

sdd UOTSUSWTI(J

SYD PUB ‘SSW ‘SHY JOF SUOTIBIAS( PIBPUBLS PUB SJTUTIBY UOTSUSWI(Q UBSK

Z 9TqEL



48 -

PY°T €L7%
¥8°T 00°S
LS°T 00°S
LZ°T 0v°S
IS'T €¥°S
LT LE'S
IL°T LT°S
80°T L9°S
0€°T 06°S
as W
S¥d

9°0T L8°E¢ O6T'T Lv'V
9T1°'T €6°% 9.L° 00°S
¥9* ¢€2°S TO'T 08V
6¢°T €6°v 26° L8'V
8T°'T £€€°S ¥6° 08"V
66° 09°S 90°T Oov"¢
£0°T L2V O0E°T €57V

vZ'T 09°S 6S° LZ'S

96" €L°% ¥6° 0Z°S

as W as W

g wIiog vV wriod
(pastaAax) SSKW

LZ'T ¢y 08°T Lv'vy O
OT°'T LO0°S 88" L0°S O

88° ¢6°¥ SI°T L8'% 8
9¢"T L8°'v 9.° 00°S 9
I2*'1T 02°S €TI°'T 00°S ¢

66° 09°S 9€°T 00'V T
90"T OV'v T1IZ°T 08°% L
96 ¢€6'S 6" €IS 6

£€8° €S°v 06" ¢£°S 8
I03D2NI3SUT I0F SI931BI P
as W as W

g wIog V WwIoy

(Teurdtao) SSKW

6°T 60°F O9I°T €v°¥ s3s3l

9°T ST°S LI°'T Z¢°¢ SUOTIBTIY

Iayoea],-1uapnis

v°1T 00°s 9% Z€£°9 uotriezIUR3IQ

9° T¢£°9 Z9° 00°9 SSaUaATIIIA(qQO

€T 69°S LL'T 9¢°S§ UoT31BIUISII]

JO 1auuejy

8" £4°S ¥9° 8T°9 adpaTmouy

1031O0NnI3suUy

6° 96°F ES°T 9v°S§ sapei)

8 Zv°9 €L 629 109fqng piem

-0 @pniTlly

€T 09°S €£6° 89°S S3UAWUSTSSY

auUTBl]
as N as W
qg wxod Y wxo4q
sdd UOTSUdWI(Q

(3u0)) z a219qeL



49

€Z°T 00°%P 2671 0Z°%
LST 0Z°S €2°T 00°9S

SS° 76'S IS'T Ov°v
v’ ov'v ¥9°T 087V
IL° 00°% ¥8° 0Z'v

SZ'T 0T'S SS° 09°S

16 0Z°'S 0¢'T 0Z°S
OT°'T 0L°S S¥" 08°S

St 08°'S +¥8° 0Z°S

as N as N

g wiog

0T'T 0Z2°S LO0°Z OFv°¥ OT'T 0Z°S
v8* 08°S V8" 0Z2'S PI'T Ov°S

68° 09°S ¥T1I'T 09°v Sv° 08°S
00°T 00°S €£Z°T 00°S O00°T 00°S
00° 00°S o0g°T 0Z°'FV 00" 0O0°S

S¥" 08'%f SS° 09°S 00" 00°S

§S" 0v'S 0¢£°T 02°S SS° Ov°S

§s* 09°S S¥° 08°S SS° 09°S

Svy* 08°S ¥8° 08°v Sv° 08°S

ITI XI030NI3sUurl JI0F SI931elX

as W as W as W

V wioj g wIoyq vV wiojg

Sy9 (pastAal) SSW (Teurdtio) SSKW

S8°T 06°F O9¢v°T 0S°¢ $1s9]

6€°T 06°S ¢vv°T 08°S SuUoI3leIay

19Yydoea]-3uapnis

$0°T 0£°'9 68" 09°S uorjeziuediQ

8v°T 08"t O0L°T 00°9 $S8UaATID9(qQ

68" 06°¢ V€T OT°¥ UOT}BIUISII]

JO JoUUBRK

0L°T 0S"v 68" OT°'9 93paTmouy

1031DoNI3suy

¥8* 0Z°v ¥I°T O¥°S S3pedl)

0T°T 0£°S #0°T 08°S 329(qng paiem

-0L SpPN3iT1IY

PP°T 0L°S €0°T 06°¢ SIUSWUITSSY

peutTeIlU
as N as W
g wiofg Y waoqg
Sdd uoTSuswI(

(3uo0)) z @1qElL



sa1edg suriey 21tyderin = SYH
S9[BOS PpJlEpPUB]S POXIW = SSK
soTed>g uorleldodxy TeloTABYSg = SHY 930N
a
ST €2V €Y'T Ov'v ZE'T 0Z°v TIS'T Ov'v OFP'T 0Z°%v LS'T SL°% TIS'I 16" ¥ $31sS9]
¥S*T €2°S OTI'T OT'S +¢¥8" 09°S 88" OIS L6° 0S°'S SZ'T ww.m T9°T 0S°S SuUoTleiay
I3Yydea]-juapnig
ve€'T 65°S OTI'T OT'S 88" 06°v 0Z'T OI'S ¢I'T 08°v Lv" 9%°9 09°T 89°S UOoT3lBZTIUBZIQ
LS'T €L°% ST'T 0LV L9 00°S €0°T 08°% L9' 00°S 6V 60°9 SZ°T SO0°S ssauaAatTioafqQ
8T°'T 60°S LI'T Ov't ZL'T 0Z°'v 9T'T 0£°% 26° 08°S SI'T SO°S 2ZZ°'T 6S°¢v UOTI3BIUSSII(
FO JISUUBHK
L8° 8IS 9.°T 00°S VI'T 08'% 9.°T 00°S €0°T 08'% S6° 98°S LO'T 6S°S a3parmou)
103o5nI3sujg
IS'T 9%°S ZS'T OT'S ¥S'T 0L°F €S€°T 00'S Z¥'T OL'¥V O00°T ¥#¥I°S 8S'T ZS°'S Saped)d
ZS° SS°9 88" 06°S L' 06°S SZT'T 0L°S S6° O0L°S L8 00°9 28" LL"'S 323{qng paiem
-0L 9pNiITILY
89°T LL'Y O9T°'T 00°S 89" 0€°S 9TI°T 00°'S 66° OT'S TIT'T Iv°S LZ'T LZ°S S3USWUZTSSY
II I03DNI3SUT JIOJ SA9IBI paured]
as N as W as W as W as W as W as W
g wiog YV WIoqg g wiof YV wio4q g wIog YV wioyg
SY9 (pestaAd1) SSW (Teurdtio) SSKH CET UoTSUaWI(

(3u0d) z °s1qel



51

posn seMm walsAs FuIpod GG POSTADI

q

pesn sSBM Wd3SAS JUIPOD SN Hmaﬁmﬁpom

100" d

LO0°T = (922°9¢)d 12°1T = (S1v°9¢)4d vZ°T = (922°9¢)d 6S°T = (STI¥‘9¢)d 1, x By
96° = (00°6)d 88T = (011‘6)4 9% = (09°6)d o0z'z = (o011‘6)d duturea]
8v°T = (9zz°‘9¢)d wm.m = (STp‘9¢)4 Zv'T = (927°9¢)4d mm.m = (¢1vf9¢)d aTeds Jutiey
QHH 103o3na3sug QH 1032na3sujg pll 1031dna3suf gl 4030n13suj DDJUBTIBA

JO s921n0§g

VAONVH

SUOTITIPUs) BUIUTRL] Puk Sa[edS Jurley iI0jF

(A3119A95/4DUBTUST) 9DUBTIBA JO SOSATRUY 93BTIJIBATITNW

¢ 91qel



52

organization. In addition, the dimension labeled "assign-
ments" was significant when the original MSS coding system
was used, and the dimension labeled "grades" was signifi-
cent with the revised MSS coding system.

Based on the above findings, sets of Rating Scale (2)
x Training (2) MANOVAs were performed on the ratings of
Instructor I, wherein all possible pairs of rating scales
were compared. The first set of analyses examined form and
training effects, while the second set examined format and
training effects.

Form effects--The analyses revealed only one signi-

ficant multivariate form effect, which was between MSS (a)
and MSS (B) when the original coding system was used.

The univariate analyses, however, showed only two dimensions
with significant mean differences (assignments and instruc-
tor knowledge). Moreover, the differences were in opposite
directions, thus suggesting that the ratings on a partic-
ular form were not generally higher/lower. The results

of the randomization test further indicated no significant
difference in the "levels" of the mean dimension ratings
between the two forms. The results concerning training
revealed no significant multivariate training effects.

Format effects--In order to maintain a certain inde-

pendence (not using the same data in several related analyses)
among the analyses focusing on format effects in mean

dimension ratings and avoid confounding format effects
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with form effects, each form of BES was only compared to
the corresponding MSS form. Both forms of BES and MSS
were compared to GRS, however.

The results of the format analyses are reported in
Table 4. Significant multivariate differences were found
between BES and MSS for both Form A and Form B. An examina-
tion of the univariate components (dimensions) constituting
the multivariate vectors of BES (A) and MSS (A) showed that
BES (A) had significantly higher mean ratings on five dimen-
sions. Further examination of this apparent "level" dif-
ference with a randomization test revealed significantly
higher mean ratings on BES (A) for untrained raters, but
not for trained raters. For Form B, however, BES had
significantly higher mean ratings thant MSS or revised MSS
on only two or one dimension(s), respectively, thus indi-
cating the possible absence of general format differences.
The nonsignificant randomization tests further suggest
that there were no general differences in leniency/severity
between BES (B) and MSS (B) due to sufficiently large
reversals in the direction of mean differences among the
dimensions. Finally, the analyses involving GRS and MSS (a)
revealed the presence of significantly higher ratings on
GRS which ,based on the randomization test, again seemed
to be moreso for untrained raters.

Training effects--The results appearing in Table 4

indicate that there were no significant multivariate mean
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differences between training groups, regardless of format.
The above results therefore suggest that Instructor I

received significantly higher ratings on BES (A) and GRS

than on MSS (A), and that the differences appeared to be

greater for untrained raters. Since this finding was neither

replicated over instructors nor over forms, however,

evidence of general format effects regarding leniency is

inconclusive.

Halo

Single-factor analyses of variance (ANOVA) of rank
scores were used to examine the effects of Training and
Rating Scale on halo. The first set of analyses examined
form effects, while the second set examined format effects.
Both Instructor and Training were held constant for éach
analysis. A third set of analyses was also performed
to determine the effectiveness of training with different
rating scales. Both Instructor and Rating Scale were held
constant for each of these analyses. Table 5 shows the
mean halo variance in each rater group.

For each instructor, 3 x 2 ANOVAs (3 formats, 2 train-
ing conditions) of rank scores were initially performed
to examine overall format and training effects. The
results appear in Table 6. Although no differences were
found with Instructor I, a significant Training x Format
interaction emerged from the analyses involving Instructor
II. The nature of the interaction was disclosed in the

following Format and Training comparisons.



Mean Variance Scores (Halo) of Training and

Table 5

Format Combinations for Each Instructor
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Rating Scales

BES(A)

BES(B)

GRS

MSS (A)

revised MSS(A)
MSS (B)

revised MSS(B)

Instructor I

Untrained Trained

.89
1.13
1.08

.82

.58

.98

. 150

.39
.44
.32
.04
71
.06
.93

Instructor 11

Untrained Trained

1.80
1.50
.99
.37
.43
.67
.65

1.
1.
1.

07
15
49

w17
.02
.26
.10
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Table 6
Analyses of Variance of Rank Scores (Halo) for

Training Conditions and Rating Scale Formats

Instructor I

Sources of

Variance original MSS : revised MSS
E P | E P
Training 1.84 .18 2.73 .10
Format .60 ¢ 35 2.97 .06
Tx F ; 07 .93 .03 .97

Instructor 11

Sources of

Variance original MSS revised MSS

Fop 3 3
Training .97 .33 .31 .58
Format 3.92 03; 6.02 <.01

T x F 6.53 <,01 5.01 <«£.01
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Form effects--For both instructors, there were no

halo differences between forms for either BES or MSS,
regardless of whether trained or untrained raters performed
the ratings. The effects of training on alternate forms
were also examined at this time and the results further
indicated a similar effect of training on halo for the
alternate forms of a particular format. Thus, based on

the findings that emerged from these analyses, variance
scores of alternate forms were combined to form a single
format group for the remaining analyses involving format
and training effects.

Format effects--For Instructor I, no significant

format effects were found with either untrained or

trained raters. For Instructor II, examination of the
analyses involving untrained raters revealed one format
difference, showing MSS as more contaminated (p<.001,

for both MSS coding systems) by halo than BES. The results
concerning ratings of Instructor II by trained raters in-
dicated no format differences with respect to halo.

Training effects--For Instructor I, none of the dif-

ferences between training groups were statistically signi-
ficant for any scale format. For Instructor II, trained
raters using MSS exhibited less (p«&.001, for both MSS
coding systems) halo than untrained raters using MSS,
whereas BES and GRS showed no differences between training
groups.

All in all, the findings concerning halo do not lend

themselves to a general interpretation in that the results
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for each instructor were inconsistent., A Training x Format
interaction was found with Instructor II, but not with
Instructor I. Thus, evidence to either support or dis-
credit the hypothesized interaction was inconglusive.

With respect to training, although the means indicated that
trained raters had generally more variability in their
ratings than untrained raters, the differences were not
statistically significant for Instructor I and significant
with only MSS for Instructor II. One consistent finding
that did emerge from the analyses of both instructors was
that the formats exhibited no significant differences in
halo when the ratings were performed by trained raters.

Interrater Agreement

A series of multivariate and univariate tests of
variance homogeneity, along with Wilcoxon tests, were
performed to examine the effect of Training and Rating
Scale on interrater agreement. As before, the first set
of analyses examined form effects, while the second set
examined format effects. Both Instructor and Training
were held constant for each analysis. A third set of
analyses examined training effects, wehrein both Instructor
and Rating Scale were held constant for each analysis.

It should be noted that the multivariate test of homo-
geneity of the within variance/covariance matrices was not
performed when there were only five cases in one or both of
the groups, as the N was too small. Specifically, these
groups produced singular matrices of rank 4, as opposed to

a full rank of 9 for the nonsingular matrices. The power
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of the test is greatly reduced in such instances of severe
reduction in rank.

Form effects--For both instructors and in both train-

ing conditions, analyses concerning differences in interrater
agreement between alternate forms revealed no significant
findings for either BES or MSS. Since none of the multi-
variate or univariate analyses revealed significance at the
.01 level, the results have not been entered into a table.

Format effects--As mentioned above, in order to main-

tain a certain independence among the following analyses

and avoid confounding format effects with form effects,

each form of BES was only compared to the corresponding

MSS form, Both forms of BES and MSS were compared to GRS.
The results of tests for format effects are pre-

sented in Tables 7 through 10, which are separated according

to instructor and training condition. For each comparison

in Tables 7 through 10, a rating scale is identified

ags being either "Scale 1" or "Scale 2", depending on the

heading it is under. Each of the alphabetical labels (A

through I} corresponds with one of the performance dimensions.

A letter appearing under Scale 1 indicates that, for the

dimension represented by the letter, the variance in the

ratings on Scale 1 was significantly greater than the

variance in the ratings on Scale 2, suggesting less inter-

rater agreement among the raters using Scale 1. A letter

appearing under Scale 2 is interpreted in the same manner,
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Table 7
Significance of Variance Differences (Interrater

Agreement) Between Rating Scales

Instructor I (Untrained Raters)

Multivariate Test Dimensions® With Wilcoxon
Rating Scales of Homogeneity Variance Differences Test
Scale 1 Scale 2 Scale 1b Scale 2°
*
BSS(A) vs GRS 019 B ns.
BES(B) vs GRS ns,®©
BES(A) vs MSS(A) .001 ns.
BES(A) vs revised MSS(A) .001 ns.
BES(B) vs MSS(B) ns.
BES(B) vs revised MSS(B) ns.
& *k %
GRS vs MSS(A) .01 G B ,E ns.
3 %
GRS vs revised MSS({A) .01 G B ns.
% T
GRS vs MSS(B) .01 H B, E ns.
GRS vs revised MSS(B) ns.

aA=Assignments, B=Attitude Towards Subject , C=Grades,
D=Instructor Knowledge, E=Manner of Presentation, F=0Objective-
ness, G=Organization, H=Student-Teacher Relations, I=Tests
bSample variance was larger for Scale 1 (less interrater agreement)
CSample variance was larger for Scale 2 (less interrater agreement)
Level of statistical significance (p£)

®Not significant at the .01 level

* p<.02
#% p L .002
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Significance of Variance Differences (Interrater

Agreement) Between Rating Scales

Rating Scales

Instructor I (Trained Raters)

Multivariate Test Dimensions? With
Variance Differences Test

of Homogeneity

Scale 1

Scale 2

BES (A)
BES (B)
BES (A)
BES(A)
BES (B)
BES (B)
GRS
GRS
GRS
GRS

VS
Vs
Vs
Vs
Vs
VS
VS
VS
Vs

Vs

GRS

GRS

MSS (A)

revised MSS(A)
MSS (B)

revised MSS(B)
MSS(A)

revised MSS(A)
MSS (B)

revised MSS(B)

ns.
ns.
ns.
ns.
ns.
.001°
ns.
ns.
ns.

.01

Scale 1P

%

ep} ]

Scale 2°

1%

ns.

ns.

aA=Assignments, B=Attitude Toward Subject, C=Grades,
D=Instructor Knowledge, E=Manner of Presentation, F=0Objective-
ness, G=Organization, H=Student-Teacher Relations, I=Tests

b

Csample variance was larger for Scale 2 (less interrater agreement)

d

Not significant at the .01 level

®Level of statistical significance (p<)

*r <.

02

Sample variance was larger for Scale 1 (less interrater agreement)

Wilcoxon
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Table 9
Significance of Variance Differences (Interrater Agreement)

Between Rating Scales

Instructor II (Untrained Raters)

Multivariate Test Dimensions?® With Wilcoxon
Rating Scales of Homegeneity Variance Differences Test
Scale 1 Scale 2 Scale 1b Scale 2°
BES(A) vs GRS singulard F s
BES(B) vs GRS singular ns.
BES(A) vs MSS(A) singular b E" p <.01°
BES(A) vs revised MSS(A) singular E* p(.Ole
BES(B) vs MSS(B) singular ns.
BES(B) vs revised MSS(B) singular ns.
GRS vs MSS(A) singular Bf E* ns.
GRS vs revised MSS(A) singular ﬁ* ns.
GRS vs MSS(B) singular ns.
GRS vs revised MSS(B) singular g* ns.

aA=Assignments, B=Attitude Towards Subject, C=Grades,
D=Instructor Knowledge, E=Manner of Presentation, F=Objective-
ness, G=0Organization, H=Student-Teacher Relations, I=Tests

bSample variance was larger for Scale 1 (less interrater agreement)

CSample variance was larger for Scale 2 (less interrater agreement)

dMultivariate test inappropriate due to singular matrices
with greatly reduced ranks

eMSS(A) showed better interrater agreement than BES(A)
* p<.02
** p<&L 002
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Table 10
Significance of Variance Differences (Interrater

Agreement) Between Rating Scales

Instructor II (Trained Raters)

Multivariate Test Dimensions® With Wilcoxon
Rating Scales of Homogeneity Variance Differences Test
Scale 1 Scale 2 Scale 1P Scale 2°
BES(A) vs GRS .Old ns.
'BES(B) vs GRS ns.®
BES(A) vs MSS(A) ns,
BES(A) vs revised MSS(A) ns.
BES(B) vs MSS(B) .01 é ns.
BES(B) vs revised MSS(B) ns.
GRS vs MSS(A) ns.
GRS vs revised MSS(A) .01 i,ﬁ ns.
GRS vs MSS(B) .001 ﬁ ns.

GRS vs revised MSS(B) ns.

dp=Assignments, B=Attitude Towards Subject, C=Grades,
D=Instructor Knowledge, E=Manner of Presentation, F=0Objective-
ness, G=Organization, H=Student-Teacher Relations, I=Tests

bSample variance was larger for Scale 1 (less interrater agreement)

CSample variance was larger for Scale 2 (less interrater agreement)
dLe\rel of statistical significance (p%)
®Not significant at the .01 level

* p<£.02
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with interrater agreement being less for Scale 2; (Note
that greater variance indicates less interrater agreement).
The level of significance for each dmension in indicated
directly above the letter.

The findings reported in each table suggest ; that none
of the formats exhibited any general differences in inter-
rater agreement across performance dimensions. In terms
of significant variance differences, no scale ever dif-
fered from another scale by more than two dimensions. In
all of the analyses, in fact, the variance ratio Fs were
typically rather small. In many cases, the scale with
the larger variance on one dimension emerged as having the
smaller variance on a different dimension, as indicated
by the nonsignificant Wilcoxon tests. The only significant
Wilcoxon test is reported in Table 9, where MSS (A) exhi-
bited better interrater agreement than BES (A). This find-
ing, however, was not replicated across forms nor across
instructors, thus leading one to question its reliability.

Tables 7 through 10 were also examined to determine
whether or not significant variance differences between
particular formats were consistently found for specific
dimensions. Such differences did not appear to be tied
to specific dimensions across independent estimates of
interrater agreement. For GRS vs. MSS (A) in Tables 7
and 9 (untrained raters), for example, although dimension

"E" showed significant variance differences across instructors,
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the differences were not consistent. That is, MSS (A)
showed less interrater agreement on dimension "E" with
Instructor I, whereas GRS showed less interrater agreement
on dimension "E" with Instructor II.

Training effects--The results concerning the effects

of training are reported in Table 1l1l. A letter appearing
under "Untrained" indicates that, for the dimension repre-
sented by the letter, the variance in the ratings by un-
trained raters was significantly greater than the variance
in the ratings by trained raters, suggesting less interrater
agreement among untrained raters. A letter appearing under
"Trained" is interpreted in a similar fashion, with inter-
rater agreement being less among trained raters. Again,
the level of significance for each dimension in indicated
directly above the letter.

The results for both instructors suggest that, for
each rating scale, training did not have a substantial im-
pact on interrater agreement across the performance di-
mensions. Even for ratings of Instructor II by students
using MSS, where training demonstrated its strongest effect
on reducing halo, only two dimensions of MSS (A) revealed
significantly greater variance in the ratings by trained
raters. The Wilcoxon tests also indicate that there were
no statistically significant differences between tréined
and untrained raters.

Thus, the findings suggest that there were no general
form effects, format effects, or training effects with

respect to interrater agreement.
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Table 11
Significance of Variance Differences (Interrater

Agreement) Between Trained and Untrained Raters

Multivariate Test Dimensions?® With Wilcoxon
Rating Scale of Homogeneity Variance Differences Test

Instructor I

Untrainedb Trained®

BES (A) 014 ns.
BES (B) nE,"

GRS .01 8, C ns.
MSS(A) .01 E ns.
revised MSS(A) ns.

MSS (B) ns.

revised MSS(B) : ns.

Instructor 11

BES (A) singularf ns.
BES (B) singular F ns.
GRS singular ns.
MSS(A) singular 5? ﬁ* ns.
revised MSS(A) singular E* ns.
MSS(B) singular ns.
revised MSS(B) singular ns.

aA=Assignments, B=Attitude Towards Subject, C=Grades,
D=Instructor Knowledge, E=Manner of Presentation, F=0Objective-
ness, G=Organization, H=Student-Teacher Relations, I=Tests

bSample variance was larger for untrained raters (less agreement)

cSample variance was larger for trained raters (less agreement)
Level of statistical significance (p<€)

®Not significant at the .01 level

fMultivariate test inappropriate due to singular matrix with

greatly reduced rank
* p< .02
*% p e ,002
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Dimension effects -— Borman (1979) reported "that
raters evaluated ratees (vignettes) significantly more
accurately on some dimensions than on others, and that for
the most part these differences were consistent across
formats..." (p. 419). The present study examined the nine
dimension variance scores (interrater agreement) of each
rating scale to determine whether certain dimensions ex-
hibited consistently better or worse interrater agreement
across different rating scales. The Friedman two-way
analysis of variance by ranks (Siegel, 1956) was used to
test the hypothesis that interrater agreement may be signi-
ficantly better on some dimensions than on others, even
though each rating group used a different rating scale
(i.e., BES(A), BES(B), MSS{A), MSS(B), and GRS)., The five
rating groups represented the N=5 subjects (rows) and the
nine dimenéions represented the k=9 conditions (columns) .
for the Friedman test. That is, the variance (interrater
agreement) scores of the dimensions were ranked separately
for each rating scale.

Eight analyses were performed, two for each training condi-
tion of each instructor. One analysis in each case included
the original MSS coding system, whereas the other included
the revised MSS coding system. None of the eight analyses
were significant at p <€ .05, thus suggesting that consensus
on an instructor's performance is not consistently better
for some dimensions than for others, with either untrained

or trained raters. 1In other words, the relative magnitudes
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of the dimension variances appeared to vary in a random
fashion from one rating scale to the next.

In speculating as to why this occurred, recall that
all the dimensions had been previously identified in the
scale development phase as areas which students were cap-
able of evaluating. Each dimension, however, still exhibited
a considerable number of specific behaviors with rather low
rater consensus on perceived level of performance, which
were therefore not selected for use in the BES and MSS.
Given that students reported they were able to effectively
evaluate each dimension and yet unable to adequately agree
on the performance level of many of the behaviors exempli-
fying each dimension, it is conceivable that the instructor's
performance on any given dimension was simply not substan-
tially more unequivocal relative to the perceived perfor-
mance of the other dimensions for significant differences
in interrater agreement among the dimensions to emerge.
This may not be the case for all instructors, however.

If an instructor gives assignments that are strongly dis-
liked by the entire class, for example, a significant
dimension effect might well emerge due to consistently
high interrater agreement across rating scales on the
"assignments" dimension relative to interrater agreement

on other dimensions.
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Summary
The design of the present study, along with the adopted

statistical procedures, provided a unique opportunity to
examine the replicability of an effect over dimensions,
alternate forms, and ratees (instructors). With respect

to replication over dimensions, the multivariate analyses
of leniency/severity and interrater agreement were used

as initial tests of group differences. When a multivariate
difference proved to be nonsignificant, further investiga-
tions were not pursued. On the other hand, when a signifi-
cant multivariate difference was found, subsequent univariate
and nonparametric tests were performed to disclose the
nature of the difference, as the interest was not in a mul-
tivariate difference per se, but rather in a particular
kind of multivariate difference.

At the multivariate level of analysis, the results
showed several significant format and training effects,
which have also been found in other studies focusing on
the "big picture" by combining the data of different dimen-
sions as well as different ratees into some kind of single,
aggregate analysis. In this study, however, subsequent
examinations revealed that, in most cases, significant
group differences at the univariate level were specific
to one or two dimensions only, and that the particular di-
mensions showing statistical significance differed from one
analysis to another, thus indicating that group differences

were not consistently showing up on a specific subset of
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dimensions. The nonparametric tests, which were used to
statistically determine the pervasiveness or generaliz-
ability of an effect over all dimensions irrespective of the
statistical significance of the effect on each separate di-
mension, further indicated that, in most cases, the effect
did not exhibit an acceptable level (p < .0l) of consistency
in the direction of differences across the performance
dimensions. Thus, even though statistically significant
differences may have been present between two rater groups,
the findings were interpreted as showing no form, format,

or training differences regarding leniency/severity and
interrater agreement when only one or two dimensions showed
a significant difference and the direction of the differences
over all dimensions did not attain statistical significance
in the nonparametric test.

The basic logic for interpreting significance based on
replication over dimensions was also applied when examining
the replicability of an effect over forms and instructors.
Replication over forms and instructors would increase our
confidence that the effect was due to the treatment rather
than to other extraneous variables, such as a priori dif-
ferences in rater groups (even though raters were randomly
assigned to each group) or peculiar characteristics of a
particular instructor.

The research design in this study (i.e., many raters
rating one ratee) is unable to effectively separate the

effects of an experimental manipulation from the possibly
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uncommon characteristics of a particular ratee (Saal et
al., Note 2). It therefore becomes important to include
more than one ratee, as the emergence of .generally strong
halo (variance across the dimensions in each rater's rat-
ings) across all formats and training conditions could con-
ceivably result from the actual characteristics of the
ratee being evaluated. The overall impact of any peculiar
characteristics of a ratee on the general findings is
diminished as the number of ratees is increased. It would
be even more desirable to have the raters rate more than
one ratee, however, as a rater group's tendency to repeat
a bias over several ratees could then be assessed.

The effects of forms, formats, and training are sum-
marized in Table 12. The results concerning leniency/severity
and interrater agreement indicated that the significant
findings failed to demonstrate replicability either over
altérnate forms or over instructors, therefore suggesting
‘that the significant findings may be quite unreliable and,
therefore, of questionable "practical" significance. The
results concerning halo indicated that although a Format x
Training interaction was found with one instructor, there
was no Format x Training interaction with the other instruc-
tor, thus demonstrating no clear support either for or against
the interaction hypothesis. As mentioned before, however,
the results for both instructors suggest that there were
no format differences when trained raters performed the

ratings.
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Table 12

Effects of Rating Scale and Training:

A Summary
Instructor I Instructor II
Alternate Forms

Leniency/Severity:

Untrained Raters No differences No differences

Trained Raters No differences No differences
Halo:

Untrained Raters No differences No differences

Trained Raters No differences No differences
Interrater Agreement:

Untrained Raters No differences No differences

Trained Raters No differences No differences

Scale Formats

Leniency/Severity:

Untrained Raters BES (A) :vaMSS(A) No differences

GRS 2» 2MSS (A)

Trained Raters No differences No differences
Halo:

Untrained Raters No differences BES <:bMSS

Trained Raters No differences No differences

Interrater Agreement:
Untrained Raters No differences MSS(A) :rCBES[A)

Trained Raters No differences No differences



-Table 12 (cont.)

Training
Leniency/Severity:
BES
GRS
MSS
Halo:
BES
GRS
MSS
Interrater Agreement:
BES
GRS
MSS

Instructor 1

No
No
No

No
No
No

No
No
No

differences

differences

differences

differences
differences

differences

differences
differences

differences
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" Instructor II

No differences
No differences

No differences

No differences
No differences

Trained <:PUntrained

No differences
No differences

No differences

Note: The results found with the

original MSS coding system

were consistent with the results found with the revised

MSS coding system.

8~ =showed higher mean ratings than

b4(~=showed less halo error than

€= = showed greater interrater agreement than
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Discussion

The issues addressed in the present study can be se-
parated into three general areas: form effects; format
effects; and training effects. The findings of this study
have been subdivided according to these three areas in the
summary section for easy reference.

Form effects

Very little research has examined the impact of the
choice of particular behavioral statements on performance
ratings (Zedeck et al., 1976). The question concerns whether
forms with qualitatively different behavioral statements
produce similar ratings. According to the scale development
procedures and the adopted selection criteria for behavioral
statements, each surviving statement should adequately
exemplify performance at a specified level for a specified
dimension. Oftentimes, however, several statements qualify
for selection at a given performance level, and the choice
becomes somewhat arbitrary.

The issue is particularly germane for MSS, as no dimen-
sion labels, definitions, or gravhic scales are provided,
and each dimension is evaluated on the basis of three be-
havioral statements alone. For MSS, corresponding behavioral
statements of the two forms, though describing different
behaviors, are assumed to exemplify essentially the same
level of performance for the same dimension. It is obvious
from both a theoretical and practical point of view that

the adopted procedure for developing behaviorally based
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rating scales would be of limited value if the ratees' eval-
uations were affected by the selection of a particular be-
havioral description from a set of descriptions which all
purportedly represented the same level of performance on
the same dimension.

Suppose, for example, that form differences were found
for a particular dimension. Aside from random variation,
it is possible that the behavioral statements of each form
were measuring either different performance levels or dif-
ferent dimensions. This would suggest that either the selec-
tion criteria for the behavioral statements did not ef-
fectively group behaviors exemplifying the same dimension
and performance level or the identified performance dimen-
sion was too general (the dimension actually contained at
least two behaviorally distinct dimensions). This would
necessitate a reevaluation of the scale development proce-
dures and may invalidate these procedures.

As in Zedeck et al. (1976), the results of this study
indicated that the adopted scale development procedures were
able to produce alternate forms of behaviorally based rating
scale formats which evinced comparable psychometric proper-
ties. Specifically, the alternate forms of a particular
format yielded ratings with comparable levels of leniency,
halo, and interrater agreement. Although the analyses per-
formed were far from a complete test of parallelism (Ghiselli,
1964) and used the questionable practice of testing for the

null hypothesis, it is still informative in a practical
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sense to obtain results which suggest that the different
forms provided comparable ratings.

The results concerning the effects of training on al-
ternate rating forms lend further support to their compar-
ability in that the forms of a particular format appeared
to be similarly affected by an experimental manipulation.
The analyses revealed the following:

First, for each format, the difference between trained
and untrained raters who used Form A was consistent with
the difference between trained and untrained raters who
used Form B. That is, if a significant overall difference
was found with one form, it was also found with the other
form, as demonstrated in the significant training effect for
both forms of MSS in the halo analyses involving Instructor II.

Secondly, as with untrained raters, no form differences
were found in the ratings by trained raters for either BES
or MSS.

Since these findings suggest that any appropriate sub-
set of the behavioral descriptions satisfying the selection
criteria could be selected without fear that the resultant
ratings would be influenced, one might therefore consider
developing alternate forms of the behaviorally based rating
scales, thereby utilizing more of the behavioral descriptions.
One advantage is that the raters would not be rating the
ratees on the same behaviors over and over again, which may
help the raters to maintain a higher level of attention to

each behavioral example while performing the evaluations.
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A second advantage is that the ratees would be more
knowledgeable of the specific kinds of behaviors that raters
generally consider as more or less desirable, which may
better help them to improve their performance.

Future research should examine the effects of different
behavioral statements for MSS more directly and at a more
individual level. This could be done by having each rater
use both forms of MSS to evaluate the ratees. Such re-
search could determine, for each dimension, whether or not
individual raters perceive the qualitatively different
behavioral descriptions of each form as measuring the same
general area of performance and as measuring comparable
levels of performance. Such research is essential to de-
termining the feasibility of evaluating a performance dimen-
sion on the basis of three specific behavioral descriptions
alone.

Although such research is essential for BES as well,
the appropriateness of a within-groups design is somewhat
questionable, as the accompanying graphic scale provides a
reference for the raters to maintain rating consistency
from one form to another, regardless of the behavioral des-
criptions. That is, ratings on the second form are subject
to contamination from knowledge of where the rating was
located graphically on the first form. Perhaps future
research could devise a within-groups design for BES wherein

such potential contamination is minimized.
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Format effects

Previous research has been unable to clearly identify
a rating scale format with relatively superior psychometric
properties (Borman and Vallon, 1974; Burnaska and Hollmann,
1974; Borman and Dunnette, 1975; Bernardin, 1977; DeCotiis,
1977; Finley et al., 1977; Saal, 1979; and Borman, 1979).
The results of this study also reveal no clear support for
the psychometric superiority of a particular rating scale
format, as a format effect failed to demonstrate replic-
ability across forms and/or instructors.

For leniency/severity, although the ratings of Instruc-
tor I by untrained raters were generally more lenient on
BES(A) and GRS than on MSS(A), the findings were not repli-
cated across either forms or instructors, thus leading one
to question the practical significance and even the genuine-
ness of the effect. The results concerning halo were also
mixed in that a format effect was only found in the ratings
of Instructor II by untrained raters. Furthermore, the
significant finding indicated that BES exhibited less halo
than MSS, which is inconsistent with previous results showing
BES as more contaminated by halo (Saal and Landy, 1977; and
Saal, Note 4). Regarding interrater agreement, only one or
two dimensions showed significant differences in each com-
parison, and only two Wilcoxon tests were statistically sig-
nificant, wherein untrained raters using MSS(A) exhibited
greater interrater agreement than untrained raters using
BES (A) for both MSS coding systems. Based on the nonreplic-

ability of the significant Wilcoxon tests over both forms



80

and instructors, however, the author is inclined to conclude
that the significant findings were either highly specific
or spurious.

Although the results pertaining to untrained raters were
not consistent over forms and/or instructors, the results
concerning trained raters consistently showed no significant
format effects across levels of both forms and instructors.

The nonsignificant or inconsistent findings of this
study and the inconclusive results of previous studies in-
dicate that of the formats usuauly reported in the literature
thus far (e.g., BES, GRS, MSS, and Summated Rating Scales),
no single format can be generally regarded as having demon-
strated clear superiority in relative psychometric quality,
thus suggesting that a particular format does not appear
to be the major determinant of better performance ratings.

Part of the reason for the inconsistent findings among
the different studies, however, may be due to differences
in the operational definitions of halo, leniency/severity,
central tendency, restriction of range, and interrater
agreement, as a review of related studies (Saal et al., Note
2) revealed that several methods of measurement have been
used to operationalize each construct. Although the dis-
parate operational definitions may have resulted from con-
ceptual differences, they were also an unavoidable consequence
of differences in the experimental designs of each study.
Researchers are oftentimes forced to adopt partial designs

that involve some variation of a completely crossed Rater X
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Ratee x Dimension matrix, which usually suffer from an ex-
tremely small number of raters or ratees, thus precluding
the researchers from performing certain types of analyses.
Saal et al. (Note 2) have demonstrated that different tech-
niques for quantifying a particular construct can lead to
inconsistent conclusions. This finding therefore suggests
that comparisons between the results of different studies
are less meaningful, and possibly meaningless, when the
studies use different quantification procedures for the same
construct.

The present study does not allow such analyses as di-
mension intercorrelations with ratees as data points and
ANOVAS examining Ratee main effects and interactions. 1In
fact, it is precluded from any type of analysis which requires
a. distribution of ratees. Thus, this design may have limited
value for comparisons with studies where comparable analyses
could nét be performed.

Another problem related to the quantification problem
concerns statistical methodology. It is important that
the statistical procedures used to examine the data be care-
fully chosen, as inappropriately used statistical tests can
also lead to erroneous conclusions. Careful consideration
should therefore be given to the nature of the data and the
kinds of assumptions that can be made before proceeding to
select the statistical tests. At least one can then feel
confident that the questions asked of the data were answered

by an appropriate statistical model.
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Training effects

Previous research has generally shown that training can
reduce halo and leniency without necessarily affecting in-
terrater agreement or rating accuracy (Bernardin, 1978;
Bernardin and Walter, 1977; Borman, 1975; Borman, 1979;
and Latham et al., 1975). The results of this study indi-
cated that a brief training session did not significantly
affect interrater agreement, nor did it affect leniency/
severity. With respect to halo, while the means were gen-
erally in the predicted direction, a significant training
effect was only found with raters using MSS to evaluate
Instructor II; the effect was not replicated with Instruc-
tor I. Thus, it appears that brief rater training produced
a rather weak and inconsistent effect in reducing halo.

A study by Borman (1979) found that even an intensified
training program was not consistently effective in reducing
halo across two rating tasks. Borman's (1979) results con-
cerning halo further indicated at a more specific level that
while training might be quite effective with a particular
format in one case, it may be completely ineffective with
that format in another, which is consistent with the findings
of this study.

Based on the results of this study as well as other
studies (Borman, 1979 and Vance et al., 1978), it appears
that trained raters do not consistently produce ratings that
are superior in psychometric quality to the ratings of un-

trained raters. It should again be noted, however, that
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differences among the studies in the operational definitions
and statistical methodologies may possibly be partly re-

sponsible for the inconsistent findings.

Conclusions

Studies examining rating scale format and/or rater
training have not been very successful at accounting for
differences in rating guality. The problem in this study
was not that there were no differences, as revealed by an
inspection of the halo scores of individual raters, rather
it was that within each rater group, individual raters
exhibited sizable differences in halo. Some raters within
each group exhibited relatively strong halo, whereas others
in each group exhibited minimal halo.

The obvious implication is that since the within-treat-
ments variance appears to be as substantial as the between-
treatments variance, more attention should therefore be
focused on the raters themselves. That is, the individual
characteristics of raters should be viewed as a variable
worthy of investigation, not as an error term only. Cron-
bach's (1957) admonishments were undoubtedly directed as
much toward the area of performance appraisal as toward
any other field of scientific psychology. It is becoming
apparent that the goal of explaining differences in rating
quality as well as improving rating quality is not about
to be realized by conveniently covering up individual dif-

ferences in the error term and quietly referring to such
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differences (though very appopriately) as unexplained vari-
ance. A factorial experiment can hardly reveal anything
worthwhile if a large part of the answer has been cast into
the error term, regardless of the statistical legitamacy

of the maneuver.

Very few studies have treated rater characteristics as
something other than just an error term (Bernardin, 1978
and Schneier, 1977). Specifically, more research should
be directed toward examining rating quality as a function
of such rater characteristics as cognitive complexity, self-
confidence in ability to evaluate performance, perceived
importance of evaluations, etc. Moreover, as in Schneier
(1977), the effects of rating scale format could be examined
in such studies as well, with the goal being to identify
possible Format x Rater (haracteristic interactions. Such
an interaction may provide a possible explanation for the
inconsistent findings among the studies examining format
effects. One might contend, as other researchers have
(zedeck et al., 1976), that time and effort are not well
spent if the focus is on format differences alone, as too
much of the answer concerning rating guality appears to
lie elsewhere.

Future research could also investigate the possible
impact of such antecedent rater characteristics as cognitive
complexity on the effectiveness of training raters to im-
prove their rating skills. Inclusion of different training

techniques (Bernardin and Walter, 1977; Borman, 1979; and
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Latham et al., 1975) might well reveal a Training x Cognitive
Complexity interaction. For example, given that a cogni-
tively complex rater is by definition more able to dimension-
alize ratee performance, and that training can effectively
improve a rater's ability to dimensionalize ratee performance,
such research may show that while an intensified training
program may prove to be significantly more effective than

a brief training program for cognitively simple raters, the
effects of a brief and intensified training program may be
comparable for cognitively complex raters. Moreover, the
psychometric quality of the ratings by cognitively complex
raters receiving training may not differ substantially from
the rating quality of cognitively complex raters receiving

no training, as the untrained raters may already be effec-
tively dimensionalizing performance. The rationale behind
the hypothesized differential effect of training techniques
for cognitively simple raters is that an intensified train-
ing program may be required to fully induce such raters to
effectively observe and evaluate performance in a multi-
dimensional manner.

One might also consider including a Rating Scale Format
factor along with the Training and Cognitive Complexity fac-
tors, as such a design would be even more informative and
revealing.

Clearly, the effectiveness of rating scale format and
rater training in improving the psychometric quality of

ratings is indeed mediated by rater characteristics and
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should therefore be examined as a function thereof.

The practical value of such research is that the direc-
tion is towards attempting to identify which of the treat-
ments or treatment combinations (i.e., training and format)
is most effective and efficient for each type of raters
so that the rating effectiveness of all raters might be
maximized, as opposed to searching for the most effective
and efficient treatments for all raters in general and
thereby possibly allowing the rating effectiveness of many
raters to remain substandard.

As a final caution, the context within which a study
was conducted should not be lightly dismissed. The findings
of this study, which were based on student ratings of in-
structors, may not generalize to the typical supervisor-
subordinate rating situation. Warmke and Billings (1979)
found that even within the same organizational context,
findings based on experimental ratings were not consistent
with findings emerging from administrative ratings. Thus,
one must be discreet in generalizing to less comparable
contexts, as the context is unquestionably of great importance
in determining the "real" effects of experimental manipula-

tions.
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Procedures for developing

Behavioral Expectation Scales (BES)

87



88

1. Performance dimensions. A "representative" sample

of the rater population is gathered together to identify (in
one or two words) each important characteristic or aspect of
the job which they feel should be considered when appraising
performance. The participants then generate behaviorally
oriented definitions for each dimension label, and redundant
dimensions or dimensions that fail to achieve consensual
agreement on a definition are eliminated.

2. Behavioral statements. A second group is instructed to

submit behavioral statements for each dimension which exemplify
various levels of performance, i.e., superior, moderate, and
poor. The statements are then edited by those involved in
constructing the scales into the form of behavioral expectations.
That is, instead of such statements as, "The employee admits
mistakes when he/she makes them.", they would be rewritten as,
"This employee can be expected to admit mistakes when he/she
makes them." Editing the statements into expectations at this
point is optional, however, and can be postponed until a later
step, or the editing can be eliminated altagether, in which

case the behaviors are used in their original form (Dickinson and
Tice, 1973; Landy, Farr, Saal, and Freytag, 1976). Scales that
do not contain "expectation" statements are identified as
behaviorally anchored rating scales (BARS), rather than behavior
expectation scales (BES). Also, a number of studies (Borman and

Dunnette, 1975; Borman and Vallon, 1974; Campbell, Dunnette, Arvey
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and Hellervik, 1973; DeCotiis, 1977; Fogli, Hulin, and Blood,
1971; Keaveny and McGann, 1975; Motowidlo and Borman, 1977)
eliminated step 1 so that participants would attend more to
specific behaviors rather than general aspects of a particu-
lar activity. In this case, raters are initially asked to
generate behavioral descriptions of various levels of job
performance. The raters and/or project directors then group
the behavioral statements into categories and provide the
labels and definitions.

3. Retranslation of statements. A third group from the

rater population is presented with a list of the defined
dimensions and a single randomized list of the behavioral
expectation statements from all the dimensions and instructed
to indicate the dimension to which each statement "belongs'".
The retranslating (or reallocating) of the behavioral state-
ments is performed individually rather than collectively by
the entire group. A retranslation criterion is set (usually
50% - 80%), and statements are eliminated if they do not
satisfy the adopted criterion of reassignment. A dimension is
subsequently eliminated if an insufficient number of state-
ments are successfully reallocated to it. That is, a dimen-
sion is subject to elimination if it is determined that there
are an insufficient number of behavioral statements to effec-
tively "anchor' the dimension's performance continuum.

4, Scaling of statements. The surviving dimensions, along
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with their definitions and retranslated statements, are
presented to another group. Each person in the group
numerically rates (usually on a 7 or 9- point scale) each
statement. according to the level of performance exemplified

by the behavior in relation to the dimension it describes.

The mean rating of each statement is taken to represent the
level of performance indicated, while the standard deviation
is used to describe the extent to which raters agree/disagree
upon that level. A lower standard deviation suggests greater
agreement. A standard deviation criterion is set (usually 1.5
to 2.0), and statements are again eliminated if their standard
deviations do not satisfy this criterion. Standard deviations
greater than the set criterion suggest unacceptable amounts

of variation and imply too much disagreement regarding the
level of desirability. If an excessive amount of variability
is generally the case for nearly all of the statements representinc
a particular dimension, then the dimension is again subject to
elimination.

5. Anchoring dimension scales. Each remaining dimension

is typically accompanied by a vertically positioned graphic-
type rating scale. The scale is usually anchored with both
numbers and equally spaced behavioral statements, if possible.
The mean rating of the statement determines its location on

the scale. The instrument in final form consists of a series of

the defined dimensions and their corresponding scales.
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SCALING OF BEHAVIORAL STATEMENTS

On the following sheets are shown behavioral statements which
represent various levels of performance. These statements are
grouped together under nine (9) dimensions concerned with teach-
ing effectiveness. Please read the definition of the first
dimension, go to the behavioral statements for that dimension
and rate each statement on a scale of 1 to 7 (7=superior;
4=average; l=poor) as to the level of performance it represents.
Then go through each of the remaining dimensions doing the

same thing.
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ASSTIGNMENTS: Extent to which the professor is clear
on what is to be done, avoids assigning excessive
amounts, and provides assignments which contribute
to the understanding of the subject matter rather
than just providing busy work.

ATTITUDE TOWARDS SUBJECT: Extent to which the professor
shows personal interest in the material and dis-
plays a positive attitude towards teaching the
subject.

GRADES: Extent to which the professor's grading practices
Temain consistent and free of confusion and are also
fair.

INSTRUCTOR KNOWLEDGE: Extent to which the professor 1is
aware of current material related to the course or
to his/her field and is able to accurately answer
or direct the student to specific sources that
will answer questions concerning the subject matter.

MANNER OF PRESENTATION: Extent to which the professor's
methods of presentation and use of audio-visual
aids help emphasize and clarify important points;
ability to present material clearly and concisely
on a level sudents can understand.

OBJECTIVENESS: Extent to which the professor remains
objective and presents a fair treatment of all
points of view on controversial or debatable topics.

ORGANIZATION: Extent to which the professor arranges
the subject matter and course objectives in an
orderly and logical sequence for thorough coverage.

STUDENT-TEACHER RELATIONS: Extent to which the professor
shows a true, sincere concern for the welfare of
the students through such things as dependability,
availability for help, and consideration of student
feelings; establishing rapport with the students.

TESTS: Extent to which the professor writes clear,
unambiguous questions that relate to and are
representative of in-class material and outside
readings which were stressed adequately in class.
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ASSIGNMENTS

This instructor can be expected to vaguely give the student
an idea of what is to be done on the next assignment and not
really say when it is due.

This instructor can be expected to give an assigmment and
then discuss it with the students as soon as possible.

This instructor can be expected to assign a lot of problems
that seem to cover the same thing.

This instructor can be expected to assign homework which
pertains only to materials that will be tested over.

This instructor can be expected to give assignments that
offer at least some understanding of the subject matter.

This instructor can be expected to clearly explain what is
to be done and assign enough work to understand the concepts
to be tested on and needed later.

This instructor can be expected to give assigmnments that
cover material much deeper than the students need to learn.

This instructor can be expected to give assigmments so that
the students know exactly what is expected of them.

This instructor can be expected to assign problems and then
not return them or discuss any of them,

This instructor can be expected to give assignments that have
personal value to the students apart from the subject matter
itself.

This instructor can be expected to tell students which problems
in the assignment are more important.

This instructor can be expected to assign excessive amounts of
homework.

This instructor can be expected to give assignments that relate
to the subject matter and also provide further understanding.

This instructor can be expected to assign very difficult homework.

This instructor can be expected to fluctuate between too much
and too little in assignments.

This instructor can be expected to make interesting assignments.

This instructor can be expected to give only busy work.
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This instructor can be expected to give plenty of time for
students to get assignments done.

This instructor can be expected to assign questions that do
not have to be turned in, but still discusses them in class.

This instructor can be expected to clearly explain the
assignment at the end of class.

This instructor can be expected to assign too much work once
in a while.
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ATTITUDE TOWARDS SUBJECT

This instructor can be expected to show dislike for the subject
and teaching and act as though he/she got stuck with it.

This instructor can be expected to show a ''take it or leave it"
attitude and not show any enthusiasm.

This instructor can be expected to be really excited about what
is taught.

This instructor can be expected to be enthused about his/her
own area of study but is straight forward on the rest of the
material.

This instructor can be expected to show no interest and act
like he/she does not care for the subject at all.

This instructor can be expected to tell students that he/she
enjoys the work.

This instructor can be expected to show interest in the subject
but seems to lack any great involvement.

This instructor can be expected to be really into what he/she
is doing and seem to enjoy it.

This instructor can be expected to look almost too tired to
even be able to lecture on the material.

This instructor can be expected to, for the most part, enjoy
the subject but may show a negative attitude towards it once
in a while.

This instructor can be expected to act as if he/she has much
better things to be doing.

This instructor can be expected to always show an interest in
what he/she is saying and doing.

This instructor can be expected to be late for class many times.

This instructor can be expected to say 'this is going to be
boring so bear with me".

This instructor can be expected to get excited about the subject
matter and personally feel that everyone can benefit from it.

This instructor can be expected to come each day and present the
material seeming to enjoy doing it, yet look anxious to leave
upon dismissal of class.
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This instructor can be expected to at least not look negative
towards teaching the subject.

This instructor can be expected to have an attitude like "who
cares' when teaching the subject.

This instructor can be expected to show that he/she enjoys
the subject and job and the students can tell.
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GRADES

This instructor can be expected to grade in a way that does
not favor any one particular kind of student.

This instructor can be expected to use test scores only for
determining grades.

This instructor can be expected to not let students know how
grades are arrived at.

This instructor can be expected to base much of the grade on
personal opinion.

This instructor can be expected to grade according to participa-
tion in class, attendance, and test scores.

This instructor can be expected to grade strictly on a percentage

of total possible (90 - 80 - 70 - 60).

This instructor can be expected to explain his/her grading
method so the students know how grades are determined and also
has evidence for the grades.

This instructor can be expected to curve the grades according
to the difficulty of the test and the overall student scores.

This instructor can be expected to grade with a "C'" as average.

This instructor can be expected to not let the students know
exactly where they stand throughout the course in terms of a
grade.

This instructor can be expected to be more interested in just
getting a grade on paper than in how it was arrived at.

This instructor can be expected to give grades based on test
scores and homework.

This instructor can be expected to grade with such diversity
that questions are always asked at the time of grades.

This instructor can be expected to grade in a way that favors
a particular kind of student.

This instructor can be expected to give partial credit for
answers that are partially correct.

This instructor can be expected to be a hard grader that
requires superior effort on the part of the student for a
good grade.
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This instructor can be expected to use the same grading scale
all the time.

This instructor can be expected to grade more on class partici-
pation than on test scores.

This instructor can be expected to use the test scores of the
class to figure out grades and not go by total possible.

This instructor can be expected to grade the student more
favorably if he/she is trying and shows considerable effort.

This instructor can be expected to maintain high standards
even when the grades of the entire class are low in relation
to that standard.

This instructor can be expected to change his/her grading
practices if most of the students feel it is unfair.
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INSTRUCTOR KNOWLEDGE

This instructor can be expected to answer questions but rely
on rather old material.

This instructor can be expected to be up to date in the field
and able to relate new concepts and ideas to the text and
answer questions concerning them.

This instructor can be expected to have read quite a few books
on the subject and talked to people who are more knowledgeable.

This instructor can be expected to lecture off the same notes
used for the last five years which were outdated five years
previous to that.

This instructor can be expected to have to continually refer
back to notes to answer questions.

This instructor can be expected to be aware of current material
in the area and relate it to previous studies.

This instructor can be expected to find answers to most of the
students' questions and the answers are fairly accurate.

This instructor can be expected to give sudents a good idea of
recent developments over the past few years, but is not up to
date on present studies.

This instructor can be expected to seem not to know what he/she
is talking about and can't answer questions.

This instructor can be expected to be aware of new concepts and
although unable to answer specific questions, can direct the
student to sources that can.

This instructor can be expected to add current material to his/
her class presentations which are used as new examples.

This instructor can be expected to know of virtually all the
major research projects currently being carried out in his/her
field.

This instructor can be expected to know very little of current
research efforts in his/her field.

This instructor can be expected to beat around the bush when a
student asks a question and will not actually say that he/she
does not know the answer.

This instructor can be expected to give the student some idea
of where to go to find an answer to a question.
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This instructor can be expected to admit not knowing an answer
to a question and do his/her best to give the student a source
of information.

This instructor can be expected to know about what he/she was
lecturing on and not need notes to read off of.

This instructor can be expected to be totally umaware of
current material related to his/her field of study.

This instructor can be expected to try and find the answer to
a question that he/she does not know.
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MANNER OF PRESENTATION

This instructor can be expected to use movies, graphs, and
charts to help get the ideas across.

This instructor can be expected to rarely, if ever, use
audio-visual aids.

This instructor can be expected to use an overhead projector
without explaining what is shown and merely read the information
already printed on the overhead.

This instructor can be expected to have guest speakers every
once in a while.

This instructor can be expected to have actual demonstrations
in class so the students can experience what they are studying
and also has films to illustrate points.

This instructor can be expected to go through the material
very fast and allow no time for questions.

This instructor can be expected to use ausio-visual aids but
not clearly explain how it pertains to the lecture.

This instructor can be expected to supplement lectures with
overhead pictures and graphs and explain them so students are
able to understand what is presented.

This instructor can be expected to leave the lecture material
only occasionally to give an interesting sideview.

This instructor can be expected to go through a detailed analysis
of difficult problems and draw pictures to help clarify the
concepts.

This instructor can be expected to show films; however, they
are usually very old.

This instructor can be expected to not convey the material on
a level students can understand.

This instructor can be expected to use aids and examples that
relate to the students' time and lifestyle.

This instructor can be expected to show films related to the
subject matter but not discuss them afterwards.

This instructor can be expected to put main points and ideas
on an overhead projector and then talk about each one.

This instructor can be expected to not give examples to simplify
the information given.
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This instructor can be expected to use interesting films and
discuss them afterwards in order to clarify major points.

This instructor can be expected to just lecture and hardly
even use the blackboard.

This instructor can be expected to present the material in
a way that is kind of difficult to follow.

This instructor can be expected to do experiments to get a
point across.

This instructor can be expected to lecture mostly and show a
film every once in a while.
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OBJECTIVENESS

This instructor can be expected to act as if his/her views are
the only correct ones and not listen to other views,

This instructor can be expected to always state his/her point
og v@ew, although he/she will allow discussion of other points
of view.

This instructor can be expected to openly discuss each side of
the debate and not let personal feelings interfere, but still
offer his/her knowledge readily.

This instructor can be expected to listen to all points of a
discussion, letting each have their own say.

This instructor can be expected to talk only about his/her
belief on the issue and does not leave any room for debate
and discussion.

This instructor can be expected to discuss both sides but lean
towards his/her beliefs and try to convince others of them.

This instructor can be expected to show the various points of
view, allow discussion, not put down anyone, and listen and
let students decide for themselves.

This instructor can be expected to state his/her opinion and
openly criticize students having a different one.

This instructor can be expected to inform students of conflicting

ideas on a topic, but only present a case as to why he/she
believes as he/she does.

This instructor can be expected to clearly show favor for a
certain side, but still present the other side.

This instructor can be expected to keep the students unaware of
his/her opinion on a debatable or controversial topic until
after they have stated theirs.

This instructor can be expected to express his/her opinion and
encourage students to express their own opinions.

This instructor can be expected to present both sides of the
issue and then ignore the side he/she does not favor.

This instructor can be expected to talk about the good and bad
points of all topics.

This instructor can be expected to be biased and, although
saying he/she welcomes debate, becomes very defensive when
questions are raised.
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This instructor can be expected to listen to the students'
points of view and also make his/her own point of view known.

This instructor can be expected to never let his/her opinion
on a debatable or controversial topic be known to the students.

This instructor can be expected to be completely close minded
and students that openly disagree with him/her have a very
difficult time in the class.

This instructor can be expected to present both sides of a
debate in equal detail and without prejudice even if leaning
more towards one particular view.

This instructor can be expected to listen to the student's
point of view and then argue against it.
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ORGANIZATICN

This instructor can be expected to arrange the subject matter
so that the most important material is sure to be covered.

This instructor can be expected to hand out a schedule for the
semester which shows objectives for tests as well as outside
material to be covered in lectures.

This instructor can be expected to get confused a little, but
on the whole has what he/she is going to say fairly well planned.

This instructor can be expected to jump all around and students
find it very difficult to follow.

This instructor can be expected to have an outlined, detailed
schedule of each days' activities to present to the students
at the beginning, yet changeable if needed.

This instructor can be expected to give a vague sheet of
chapter order and then rarely cover the material on schedule
or give tests on projected days.

This instructor can be expected to have some organization but,
at times, get off the topic and discuss something totally
unrelated.

This instructor can be expected to present material that rums
right into the next without skipping all around.

This instructor can be expected to skip over necessary informa-
tion that is needed for concepts later studied.

This instructor can be expected to organize the material into
increasing levels of difficulty.

This instructor can be expected to jump around from one thing
to the next and frequently get off the subject.

This instructor can be expected to have everything under
control in class and tell students at the beginning of class
what will be done that day.

This instructor can be expected to have a lecture carefully
planned so that it can last the full class period.

This instructor can be expected to present an outline of the
course at the beginning of the semester and abide by it with-
out unnecessary postponements or delays.

This instructor can be expected to start talking about the
subject without well planned direction and ends up repeating
things and getting a little lost.
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This instructor can be expected to give an outline for reading
assigmments and lecture material to be covered for the semester.

This instructor can be expected to present material that some-
times overlaps with materials that has already been presented.

This instructor can be expected to verbally present and explain
a general course outline on the first day of class.

This instructor can be expected to jump back and forth from
one chapter to another in the book.

This instructor can be expected to hand out a course outline
sheet showing dates when chapters will be covered, test dates,
and then sticking to the sheet.
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STUDENT-TEACHER RELATIONS

This instructor can be expected to not even care if the students
do not understand the material.

This instructor can be expected to help the students with their
problems and listen to their opinions.

This instructor can be expected to help students only if they
first ask for it.

This instructor can be expected to act as if students were
inferior instead of having a person to person attitude.

This instructor can be expected to know students by their
student numbers only and not care to know their names.

This instructor can be expected to recognize students who are
in his/her classes.

This instructor can be expected to care about how students are
doing in the class and help them with their questions.

This instructor can be expected to remind students that his/
her office is open whenever they need to talk.

This instructor can be expected to have help sessions and
invite students to see him/her individually if they are having
trouble with the material.

This instructor can be expected to have the students do what
they can and not really help them when they need it.

This instructor can be expected to recognize a student's extra
effort in the course.

This instructor can be expected to meet with each student
once every two or three weeks and discuss the student's progress.

This instructor can be expected to act like the student is
taking up his/her precious time when the student asks for help.

This instructor can be expected to not allow enough time to
help students.

This instructor can be expected to have a student come to his/
her office after class or wait until the next class for an
answer to a specific question.

This instructor can be expected to help the student with any
school related problem.

This instructor can be expected to hardly ever be around for
help.
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This instructor can be expected to treat the student as an
equal and always be open for counseling and opinions.

This instructor can be expected to invite students to come and
talk with him/her after class or during office hours when-
ever they have a problem with the class.

This instructor can be
her office hours,

This instructor can be

expected to be available during his/

expected to leave it all up to the students

and not be willing to help them.

This instructor can be

expected to be aware of the common

problems students may have concerning the subject matter and

is willing to help the

This instructor can be
achievements.

This instructor can be
study habits.

This instructor can be
This instructor can be

This instructor can be
student individually.

This instructor can be
student problems.

students with them.

expected to be uninterested in a student's

expected to help students acquire better

expected to hold grudges against students.
expected to never have help sessions.

expected to take time to talk to each

expected to be totally ignorant of
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TESTS

This instructor can be expected to test only on information
given in class.

This instructor can be expected to give multiple-choice
questions designed to trick students, not to test knowledge.

This instructor can be expected to have tests that cover class
material with the more important topics covered more often.

This instructor can be expected to thoroughly evaluate test
questions for difficulty and clarity.

This instructor can be expected to write questions that can

be answered in two ways, depending on how the student happens
to interpret the question.

This instructor can be expected to test on too much material
at one time.

This instructor can be expected to not try to trick students
with test questions.

This instructor can be expected to test the class on relevant
material that has been discussed in class.

This instructor can be expected to test too much on picky
details instead of on the main ideas of the course.

This instructor can be expected to test on material not covered
in class.

This instructor can be expected to allow the students ample
time to answer the questions carefully.

This instructor can be expected to give test questions that
are very difficult to understand. ;

This instructor can be expected to test in order to see if
students have read the text and kept up with the assigmments.

This instructor can be expected to test more heavily on some
parts of the material than on others without telling the student.

This instructor can be expected to write clear questions.

This instructor can be expected to throw out a badly worded
question.

This instructor can be expected to test on the students’
understanding of the major concepts.
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This instructor can be expected to give tests that are too long
for the time allowed.

This instructor can be expected to have a lot of questions
pertaining to subject matter that was barely even mentioned
in class or not mentioned at all.

This instructor can be expected to give brief written exams
which are corrected immediately.

This instructor can be expected to have tests that require
rote memorization.

This instructor can be expected to avoid unclear test
questions most of the time.
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Appendix III

Behavioral Expectation Scales (BES)
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FORM A

The following pages include nine categeories concerning various
aspects of teaching with definitions provided for each one. The cat-
egories and definitions resulted directly from meetings held with groups
of college students. Below each category is a 7-point rating scale with
behavioral statements located at various peints on the scale. All of
the statements were written by college students and each statement's lo-
cation on a scale was determined by student evaluations of the level of
performance it best represented.

Please read the definition for the first category and the behavioral
statements shown on the right of the accompanying scale. Then compare
those behaviors of your instructor which apply to this category against
the behavicers on the scale. Finally, use the behaviors on the scale as
references or aides in helping you determine the rating that you feel
your instructor deserves. That is, based upon the behaviors you have
seen, rate your instructor according to the type of behavior that you
would expect of him/her when compared to the behaviors on the scale. It
is possible for your instructor to have never exhibited any of the behav-
iors shown on the scale. Ilowever, based upon those behaviors that you
have scen exhibited by your instruczor which are applicable to the cate-
gory being rated, rate your instructor on the level of performance you
would expect from him/her relative to the behavioral statements on the
scale,

Please make a single mark anywhere on the vertically positioned
line. It is not necessary to mark at a point where a statement is loca-
ted, The statements are only references against which you compare your
observed behaviors of the instructor.

At the bottom of the page is a 5-point scale ranging from very un-
certain(l) to very certain(5). After rating your instructor on this
éategory, then decide how sure you are of this rating and circle the one
number (either the 1, 2, 3, 4, or 5) which best describes how certain you

are of your rating.

Rate your instructor on the remaining categories using the same strategy.
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ASSIGNMENTS: Extent to which the instructor is clear on what is to be dome,
avoids assigning excessive amounts, and provides assigoments which
contribute to the understandfng of tRe subject matter rathevr than
just providing Busy work.

Can be expected to clearly explain what is to be done om an
assigonment and assign enough work to understand the concepts
- to Be tested and needed later.
6 P
Can Be expected to give plenty of time for students to get
assignments done.
5 Can Be expected to assign questions that do not have =o be turmed
in, But still discusses them in class.
4 =t
Can be expected to assign too much work omce in a while.
31 Can be expected to assign very difficult homework.
z ——
-
] Can be expected to give only busy work.
1 Certainty of Rating: Ve::'y 2 3 4 Vezy

Uncertain Certain
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ATTITUDE TOWARDS SUBJECT: Extent to which the instructor shows persconal
interest in the material and displays a positive attitude towards

teaching the subject.

Can be expected to be really excited about what is taught.

Can be expected to tell students that he/she enioys the work.

] Can be expected to come each day and seem to enjoy presenting
4 e the material, yet look anxious to leave upon dismissal of class.

i Can be expected to be late for class many times.

2 1
i Can be expected to show no interest and act like he/she does not
care for the subject at all.
l 4— Certainty of Rating: 1 2 3 4 5

Very Very
Uncertain Certain !
|
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GRADES: Extent to which the instructor's grading practices remain comsistent
and free of confusion and are also fair.

7.—_
_ Can be expected to explain his/her grading method so the students
know how grades are determined and also have evidence for the grades.
6 —t—
5 Can be expected to give grades based on test scores and homework.
ﬂ
& Ep Can be expected to grade om a percentage of total possible with
A = 90-100; B = 80-89; C = 70~79; D = 60-69; and F = below 60.
3__.
2 — Can be expected to grade with such diversity that questions are
always asked at the time of grades.
_ Can be expected to grade In a way that favors a particular kind
of student.
Certainty of Rating: 1 2 3 4 5
1] — Very Very

Uncertain Certain
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INSTRUCTOR ENOWLEDGE: Extent to which the instructor i1s aware of current
material related to the course or to his/her field and is able to
accurately answer or direct the student to specific scurces that
will answer questions concerning the subject matter.

Can be expected to be up to date in the field and able to
relate new concepts and ideas to the text and answer questiomns
concerning them.

Can be expected to find answers to most of the students' questions
and the answers are fairly accurate.

- Can be expected to give a student some idea of where to go to
find an answer to a question.

] Can be expected to answer questions but reiy on rather old macerial.

3-—0-—-
- Can be expected to know very little of current research efforts
in his/her field.
2=
': Can be expected to beat around the bush when a student asks a
question and does not seem to really know the answer.
& . 1 2 3 4 5
§, b Certainty of Rating: Vary Very

Uncertain Certain
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MANNER OF PRESENTATION: Extent to which the instructor's methods of
presentation and use of audio-visual aids help emphasize and
clarify important points; ability to present material clearly and
concisely on a level students can understand.

Can be expected to have actual demonstratioms in class so the
students can experience what they are studying and alsc have films
to illustrate points.

Can be expected to have guest speakers every once in - while.

4 Can be expected to lecture mostly and show a film every once in
a while.

Can be expected to show films; however, they are usually very old.

Can be expected to rarely, if ever, use audio-visual aid.

] Can be expected to not convey the material on a level students
- can understand.

1 2 131 4 5
Very Very
1 4 Uncertaln Certain

Certainty of Rating:
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OBJECTIVENESS: Extent to which the instructor remains objective and
presents a fair treatment of all points of view on comtroversial or

debatable topics.

Can be expected to openly discuss each side of a debatable topic
and not let personal feelings interfere, yet still offer his/her
Jknowledge readily.

Can be expected to listen to the students' points of view and
also make his/her own point of view known.

5 1

Can be expected to clearly show favor for a certain side, bur still
& —— present the other side.
3 - Can be expected to listen to the student's point of view and then

argue against it.

] Can be expected to be biased and, although saying he/she welcomes
2 —— debate, becomes very defensive when questions are raised.

Can be expected to act as if his/her views are the only correct
ones and not listen to other views.

1 2 3 4 5
Very Very
Uncertain Certain

] —— Certainty of Rating:
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ORGANTZATION: Extent to which the instructor arranges the subject matter and
course objectives in an orderly and logical sequence for thorough coverage.

= Can be expected to hand ocut a schedule for the semester which shows
objectives for tests as well as ocutside material to be covered in
lectures.

Can be expected to verbally present and explain a general course
outline on the first day of class.

Can be expected to get a little confused but on the whole has what
he/she 1s going to say fairly well planned.

e e

Can be expected to have some organization but, at times, get off
the topic and discuss something totally unrelated.

Can be expected to start talking about the subject without well planned
direction and ends up repeating things and getting a little lost.

Can be expected to jump all arcund in the subject and students find
it very difficule to follow.

1 2 3 4 5
Vary Vary
1 —— Uncertain Certain

Certainty of Rating:
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STUDENT-TEACHER RELATIONS: Extent to which the {nstructor shows a true, sincere
concern for the welfare of the students through such things as dependability,
availability for help, and consideration of student feelings; establishing
rapport with the students.

; ‘
-WF- Can be expected to have help sessions and invite students to see
him/her individually if they are having trouble with the material.
§ ——
Can be expected to meet with each student once every two or three
n weeks and discuss the student's progress.
§ ——
Can be expected to help students only if they first ask for it.
. .
3 -
_ Can be expected to have the students do what they can and not really
help them when they need it.
2_._
] Can be expecred to hold grudges against students.
I — Certainty of Rating: 1 2 3 4 5

Very Very
Uncertain Certain
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TESTS: Extent to which the instructor writes clear, unambiguous questions that
relate to and are representative of in-clasas material and outside readings
which were stressed adequately in class.

Can be expected to test the class on relevant material that has
been discussed in class.

Can be expected to give brief written exams which are corrected
immediately.

Can be expected to test more heavily on some parts of the material
than on others without telling the students.

Can be expected to occasionally test on material not covered in class.

Can be expected to give tests that are too long for the time allowed.

1 2 3 4 5
Very Very
Uncertair Certain

Certainty of Rating:
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FORM B

The following pages include nine categories concerning wvarious
aspects of teaching with definitions provided for each one. The cat-
egories and definitions resulted directly from meetings held with groups
of college students. Below each category is a 7-point rating scale with
behavioral statements located at various points on the scale. All of
the statements were written by college students and each statement's lo-
cation on a scale was determined by student evaluations of the level of
performance it best represented.

Please read the éefinition for the first category and the behavioral
statements shown on the right of the accompanying scale. Then compare
those behaviors of your instructor which apply to this category against
the behaviors on the scale. Finally, use the behaviors con the scale as
references or aides in helping you determine the rating that you feel
your instructor deserves. That is, based upon the behaviors you have
seen, rate your instructor according to the type of behavior that yocu
would expect of him/her when compared to the behaviors on the scale., It
is possible for your instructor to have never exhibited any of the behav-
iors shown on the scale. However, based upon those behaviors that you
have seen exhibited by your instructor which are applicable to the cate-
gory being rated, rate your instructor on the level of performance you
would expect from him/her relative to the behavioral statements on the
scale.

Please make a single mark anywhere on the vertically positioned
line. It is not necessary to mark at a point where a statement is loca-
ted. The statements are only references against which you compare your
observed behaviors of the instructor.

At the bottom of the page is a S-point scale ranging from very un-
certain(l) to very certain(5). After rating your instructor on this
category, then decide how sure you are of this rating and circle the one
number {(either the 1, 2, 3, 4, or 5) which best describes how certain you
are of your rating.

Rate your instructor on the remaining categories using the same strategy.



ASSTGNMENTS :
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Extent to which the instructor is clear on what is to be donme,

avoids assigning excessive amounts, and provides assigoments which
contribute to the understanding of the subject matter rather than
Just providing busy work.

Can be expected to give assignments that relate to the subject
matter and provide further understanding of it.

Can be expected to tell students which problems in the assignment
are more important.

Can be expected to give assigmmencs that offer at least some
understanding of the subject matter.

Can be expected to give assigmments that cover material much deeper
than the students need to learn.

Can be expected to assign a lot of problems that seem to cover the
same thing.

Can be expected to vaguely give the student an idea of what is to be
done on the next assigrment and not really say when it's due.

2 3 4 5
Very Very
Uncertain Certain

Certainty of Rating:
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ATTITUDE TOWARDS SUBJECT: Extent to which the instructor shows persomal
interest in the material and displays a positive attitude towards
teaching the subject.

7T —
—_
] Can be. expected to show that he/she enjoys the subject and job
and students can tell.
6 4
-
5 b
Can be expected to be enthused about his/her own area of study but
is straight forward on the rest of the material.
46 4
Can be expected to show an interest in the subject, but seems to
lack any great involvement.
c [
2 Can be expected to lock almost too tired to even be able to
lecture on the material.
| Can be expected to show dislike for the subject and teaching
1 e and act as though he/she just got stuck with it.

Certainty of Rating: vé 2 3 4 i
Unceggain Cegggiu

—— e wa b
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GRADES: Extent to which the instructor's grading practices remain comnsistent
and free of confusion and are also fair.

Can be expected to curve the grades according to the difficulty of
the test and the overall student scores.
6 R gt
5 - Can be expected to grade with a "C" as average.
& Can be expected to use only test scores for determining grades.
3 T Can be expected to maintain high standards even when the grades
of the entire class are low in relation to that standard.
2 e
} Can be expected to not let students know how grades are derived.
m . 1 2 3 4 5
Certainty of Rating: Very Very
__J Uncertain Certain
1 |
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INSTRUCTOR ENOWLEDGE: Extent to which the instructeor 1s aware of current
material related to the course or to his/her field and is able to
accurately answer or direct the student to specific sources that will
answer questions concerning the subject matter.

¥
~] Can be expected to add current material to class presentations
for use as new examples.
6 _L_

. Can be expected to be aware of new concepts and although unable
to answer specific questions, can direct the student to sources that
can.

5 ————
ﬂ
i Can be expected to inform students of fairly recent developuents
§ in the area during the past few years, but is not up to date on
present studies.
3 e md
_: Can be expected to have to continually refer back to notes to
answer questions.
2 —_—

i Can be expected to seem not to know what he/she is talking about
and can't answer questions.

1 L Certainty of Rating: 1 2 3 4 5
Very Very

Uncertain Certain
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MANNER OF PRESENTATION: Extent to which the instructor'’s methods of
presentation and use of audio-visual aids help emphasize and
clarify important points; ability to present material c¢learly and
concisely on a level students can understand.

7T ——
_ Can be expected to use Interesting films and discuss them

afterwards In order to clarify major points.

6 ——
Can be expected to do experiments to get a point across.

e

4 I Can be expected to leave the lecture material ouly occasiomally to
give an Interesting sideview.

3o
Can be expected to use audio-visual aids but not clearly explain how
it pertains to the lecture.

2 I Can be expected to go through the material very fast and allow no time
for questions.

i 1 2 3 4 5
Certainty of Rating: Very Very
1 L Uncertain Certain
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Extent to which the instructor remains objective and

presents a fair treatment of all points of view on controversial
or debatable topics.

Can be expected to show the various poilnts of view, allow discussion,
pot put down anyone, listen, and let students decide for themselves.

Can be expected to present both sides of a debatable topic in
equal detafl and without prejudice even if leaning more towards
one particular view.

Can be expected to always state his/her poiant of view, although
he/she will allow discussion of other points of view.

Can be expected to discuss each side of a controversial topiec,
but leans towards his/her heliefs and tries to convince others
of them.

Can be expected to present both sides of the issue and then ignore
the side he/she does not favor.

_Can be expected to be completel!y close-minded zrd stucdents thac

openly disagree with him/her have a difficult time in the class.
Certainty of Rating: 1 2 3 4 5
Very Very
Uncertain Certain
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ORGANIZATION: Extent to which the instructor arranges the subject matter and
course objectives in an orderly and logical sequence for thorough coverage.

T =
4 Can be expected to have an outlined, detailed schedule of each
day's activities to present to the students at the beginning, but
it can be changed if necessary.
6 ——

i Can be expected to organize the material into increasing levels of-
¥ it difficulty.

Can be expected to present material that sometimes overlaps with
material that has already been presented.
¥

3 Can be expected to jump back and forth from one chapter to amother
in the book.

Can be expected to give a vague sheet of chapter order and then
rarely cover the material on schedule or give tests on projected days.

1 2 3 4 5
Very Very
1 b Oncertain Certain

Certainty of Rating:
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STUDENT-TEACHER RELATIONS: Extent to which the instructor shows a true, sincera
concern for the welfare of the students through such things as dependability,
availability for help, and consideration of student feelings; establishing
rapport with the students.

Can be expected to invite students to come and talk with him/her
after class or during office hours whenever they have a problem with
the class.

Can be expected to recognize students who are in his/her classes.

s —+
Can be expected to have a student come to his/her office after class

3 or wait until the next class for an answer to a questicn.

g - Can be expected to never have help sessionms.

] Can be expected to not even care 1f students do not understand the
j et material. - e

Certainty of Rating: 1 2 3 4 5

Verz Very
Uncertain Certain
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TESTS: Extent to which the instructor writes clear, unambiguous questions that
relate to and are representative of In-class material and outside readings
which were stressed adequately in class.

Can be expected to allow the students ample time to answer test
questions carefully.

6 IT— Can be expected to not try to trick students with test questions.

Can be expected to test in order to see 1f students have read the
text and kept up with the assignments.

Can be expected to have tests that require rote memorization.

—

Can be expected to have a lot of test questions pertaining to subject
matter that was barely even mentioned in class or not menticned at
all.

Certainty of Rating: 1 2 3 4 5
] —— Very Very
Uncertain Certain
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Appendix IV

Mixed Standard Scales (MSS)
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FORM A

Listed on the following pages are a number of descriptions of behavior
concerning various aspects of teaching. To the right of each behavioral
statement are three boxes. The box to the left corresponds with "The
instructor is worse than this statement."; the middle box corresponds
with "This statement fits the instructor."; and the box to the right
corresponds with "The instructor is better than this statement.” Care-
fully examine each statement and determine in your own mind the answer
to the following question: Is the instructor I am rating "better" than
this statement, "worse" than this statement, or does this statement
"fit" the instructor?

If you believe the instructor's behavior is "better" than the behavior
described in the statement, mark an "X" in the box to the right of the
statement that corresponds with "The instructor is better than this
statement.”™ If you believe the instructor's behavior is "worse™ than
the behavior described in the statement, mark an "X" in the box that
corresponds with "The instructor is worse than this statement." If you
believe the statement "fits" the instructor you are rating, mark an "X"
in the middle box to the right of the statement that corresponds with
*"This statement fits the instructor.”

At the top of each page is a 5-point scale ranging from very uncertain
(1} to very certain(5). After rating your instructor on a statement,
then decide how sure you are of this rating and write the one number (ei-
ther a 1, 2, 3, 4, or 5) which best describes how certain you are of
your rating in the space to the left of the behavioral s+tatement.



Certainty

Rating

10.
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Certainty of Rating
1 2 3 [} 5
Very Very
Uncertain Certain

Statements
Can be expected to assign too wuch work once in a while.

Can be expected to jump all around in the subject and students
find it very difficult to follow.

Can be expected to have actual demonstrations in class so the
students can experience what they are studying and also have
films to illustrate points.

Can be expected to act as if his/her views are the only correct
ones and not listen to other views.

Can be expected to get a little confused, but on the whole has
what he/she is going te say fairly well planned.

Can be expected to have help sessions and invite students to see
him/her individually if they are having trouble with the material.

Can be expected to come each day and seem to enjoy presenting the
matarial, yet look anxious to leave upon dismissal of class.

Can be expected to explain his/her grading method so the students

know how grades are determined and also have evidence for the
grades.

Can be expected to grade in a way that favors a particular kind
of atudent.

Can be expected to beat around the bush when a student asks a
question and does not seem to really know the answer.

10.

g
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Certainty

Rating

|

1

11.

12,

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18,

19.
20.

Very Very
Tncertain Certain

Statements

Can be expected to clearly explain what i{s to be done on an
assignment and assign enough work to understand the concepts to
be tested and needed later.
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11.

Can be expected to test more heavily on some parts of the material

than on others without telling the students.

Can be expected to be up to date in the field and able to relate

12.

new concepts and {deas to the text and answer questions concerning

them.

Can be expected to not convey the material on a level students
can understand.

Can be expected to lecture mostly and show a film every once in
a while.

Can be expected to openly discuss each side of a debatable
topic and not let persomal feelings interfere, yet still offer
his/her knowledge readily.

Can be expected to hold grudges against students.

Can be expected to be really excited about what is taught.

Can be expected toc help students omnly 1if they first ask for it.

Can be expected to give only busy work.

13.

14,

15,

16.
17.
18.
19.

20.

f
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Certainty

Rating

i1.

22.

23.

24,

25.

26.

27.

Certainty of Rating

1 2 3 4 5
Very Very
Uncertain Certain

Statements

Can be expected to clearly show favor for a certain side, but
still present the other side.

Can be expected to grade on a percentage of total possible with
A= 90-100; B = 80-89; C = 70-79; D = 60-69; and F = below 60.

Can be expected to show no interest and act like he/she does
not care for the subject at all.

Can be expected to test the class on relevant material that has
been discussed in class. ’

Can be expected to hand out a schedule for the semester which
shows objectives for tests as well as outside material to be
covered in lectures.

Can be expected to give a student some idea of where to go to
find an answer to a question.

Can be expected to give tests that are too long for the time
allowed.
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21.
22.
23.

24.

25,
26.

27.

Ratings
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FORM B

Listed on the following pages are a number of descriptions of behavior
concerning varicus aspects of teaching. To the right of each behavioral
statement are three boxes. The box to the left corresponds with "The
instructor is worse than this statement."; the middle box corresponds
with "This statementlfits the instructor."; and the box to the right
corresponds with "The instructor is better than this statement.” Care-
fully examine each statement and determine in your own mind the answer
to the following question: Is the instructor I am rating "better" than
this statement, "worse" than this statement, or does this statement
"fit" the instructor?

If you believe the instructor's behavior is "better™ than the behavior
described in the statement, mark an "X" in the box to the right of the
statement that corresponds with "The instructor is better than this
statement." If you believe the instructor's behavior is "worse" than
the behavior described in the statement, mark an "X" in the box that
corresponds with "The instructor is worse than this statement."” If you
believe the statement "fits" the instructor you are rating, mark an "X"
in the middle box to the right of the statement that corresponds with
"This statement fits the instructor.”

At the top of each page is a 5-point scale ranging from very uncertain
(1) to very certain(5). After rating your instructor on a statement,
then decide how sure you are of this rating and write the one number(ei-
ther a l, 2, 3, 4, or 5) which best describes how certain you are of
your rating in the space to the left of the behaviocral statement.



Certainty

Ratiag

1.

Certainty of Rating

1 2 3 4 5

Very Very
Uncertain Certain

Statements

Can be expected to give assignments that offer at least some
understanding of the subject matter.

Can be expected to give a vague sheet of chapter order and then
rarely cover the material om schedule or give tests on projected
days.

Can be expected to use interesting films and discuss them after-
wards 1in corder to clarify major poiats.

Can be expected to be completely close-minded and studeamts that
openly disagree with him/her have a difficult time in the class.

Can be expected to present material that sometimes overlaps with
material that has already been presented.

Can be expected to invite students to come and talk with him/her
after class or during office hours whenever they have a problem
with the class. :

Can be expected to show an interest in the subject, but seem to
lack any great involvement.

Can be expected to curve the grades according to the difficulty
of the test and the overall student -scores.

Can be expected to not let students know how grades are derived.

Can be expected to seem not to know what he/she is talking about
and can't answer questioms.
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Certainty

Rating

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

Certainty of Rating

1 2 3 4 3
Very Very
Uncertain Certain

Statements

Can be expected to give assignments that relate to the subject
matter and provide further understanding of it.

Can be expected to test in order to see if students have read
the text and kept up with the assignments.

Can be expected to add current material to class presentations
for use as new examples.

Can be expected to go through the material very fast and allow
no time for questions.

Can be expected to leave the lecture material only occasionally
to give an interesting sideview. :

Can be expected to show the various points of view, allow dis-
cussicn, not put down anyonme, listen, and let students decide
for themselves.

Can be expected to not even care if students do not understand
the material.

Can be expected to show that he/she enjoys the subject and job
and students can tell.

Can be expected to have a student come to his/her ocffice after
class or wait until the next class for an answer to a gquestiom.

Can be expected to vaguely give the student an idea of what
is to be done on the next assignment and not really say when
it'as due.
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11.

12.

13.

14,

15.

16,

17.

18.

19.

20,

Ratings
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Certainty

Rating

Certainty of Rating
S 2 3 4 5

Very - Very
Uncertain Certain

Statements

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

26,

27.

Can be expected to discuss each side of a controversial toplc
but lean towards his/her beliefs and try to convince others of
them.

Can be expected to use only test scores for determining grades.

Can be expected to show dislike for the subject and teaching
and act as though he/she just got stuck with it.

Can be expected to allow the students ample time to answer test
questions carefully.

Can be expected to have an outlined, detailed schedule of each
day's acrivities to present to the students at the beginning,
buz it can be changed if necessary.

Can be expected to inform students of fairly recent develop-
ments in the area during the past few years, but is not up to
date on present studies.

Can be expectad to have a lot of test questions pertaining te
subject matter that was barely even mentioned in class or not
mentioned at all.
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Appendix V
Numerical Values of Response Combinations
for Original and Revised Coding Systems

for Mixed Standard Scales



Original and Revised Numerical Ratings for the
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27 Possible Mixed Standard Scale Response Combinations

Respanse Combinations:

Superior

Behavior

+

+

o o O o o o o o ©

Average Inferior
Behavior Behavior
+ +
% 0
+ -

0 +
0 0
0 -

- +
- 0
+ +
+ 0
+ »

0 +
0 0
0 =
- +
- 0

Numerical Ratings:

Oripinal

Revised

7

(=) B T L T ¥ L o ¥ B i |

(o))

omitted

Lo S B V) .

7

6
5
6
5
4
5
4
3
6
5
4
5
4
X
4
3
2
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Response Combinations: Numerical Ratinpgsi
Superior Average Inferior
Behavior Behavior  Behavior Oripinal Revised
19, - + ¥ 5 5
20 - + 0 5 4
Z1, - + - 5 3
22. - 0 + 4 4
23 - 0 0 omitted 3
24, - 0 - 3 2
23, - - + 3 3
265 - - 0 Z &
27. - - - 1 1

Note. +* indicates "ratee is better than this behavior."
0 indicates "ratee is the same as this behavior."

- indicates "ratee is worse than this behavior."
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REVISLD CODING SYSTEM

Performance Levels of

Behavioral Descriptionss

Superior Averape Inferior

Possible + + +
MSS Responses: 0 0 0
Numerical 8 5 2
Equivalents: 7 4 1

6 3 0

Numerical Ratinpg Assigned to Response Combination =

Numerical Equivalent of "Superior" Response (8, 7, or 6)

+ Numerical Equivalent of “Averapgc" Response (5, 4, or 3)

+ Numerical Equivalent of "Inferior" Response (2, 1, or 0)

- 8 (a constant)

Note, + indicates "ratee is better than this behavior.”
0 indicates "ratee is the same as this behavior."”

- indicates "ratee is worse than this behavior."
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Appendix VI

Graphic Scales (GRS)
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The following pages include nine categories concerning various aspects
of teaching with definitions provided for each ocne. The categories and
definitions resulted directly from meetings held with groups of college
students. Below each category is a 7-point rating scale.

Please read the definition for the first category. Considering only
those behaviors of your instructor that apply to this category, now de-
termine the rating that you feel your instructor deserves. Then make a
single mark on the vertically positioned line which reflects your as-
sessment of his/her performance.

At the bottom of the page is a S-point scale ranging from very uncer-
tain(l) to very certain(5). After rating your instructor on this cate-
gory, then decide how sure you are of this rating and circle the gne
number (either the 1, 2, 3, 4, or 5) which best describes how certain you
are cf this rating.

Rate your instructor on the remaining categories using the same strategy.
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ASSIGNMENTS: Extent to which the instructor is clear on what is to be dome,
avoids assigning excessive amounts, and provides assigmments which
contribute to the understanding of the subject matter rather than
just providing busy work.

7 j_
Excepticnally Good
s —L
L
A P
-
3 e
2 e
Certainty of Rating
- 1 2 3 4 5
Exceptionally Poor Very Very
Uncartain Certain
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ATTITUDE TOWARDS SUBJECT: Extent to which the instructor shows personal
interest in the waterial and displays a positive attitude towards
teaching the subject.

Exceptionally Good

- Certainty of Rating
1 2 3 4 5

Exceptionally Poor Very Very

Uncertain Certain
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GRADES: Extent to which the imstructor's grading practices remain consistent
and free of confusion and are also fair.

y Jpe—
Exceptionally Good
6 ———
5 -
—
G —4—
3 4+
2  a—
] Certainty of Rating
Exceptionally Poor 1 2 3 4 5
1 1 Very Very

Uncertain Certain
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INSTRUCTOR RENOWLEDGE: Extent to which the instructor i{s aware of current
material related to the course or to his/her field and is able to
accurately answer or direct the student to specific sources that will
answer questions concerning the subject matter.

Exceptionally Goed

= Certainty of Rating
1 2 3 4 5

Exceptionally Poor Very Very

Uncertain Certain
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MANNER OF PRESENTATION: Extent to which the instructor's methods of
presentation and use of audic-visual aids help emphasize and clarify
important points; ability to present material clearly and concisely on
a level students can understand.

Exceptionally Good
6 ——
5 ——
4
3
2 ——
— Certainty of Rating
Exceptionally Poor L 2 3 4 2
’ Very Very
p L

Uncertain Certain
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OBJECTIVENESS: Extent to which the inmstructor remains cbjective and
presents a failr treatment of all points of view om controversial
or debatable topics.

Exceptionally Good

Certainty of Rating
1 2 3 4 5

Exceptionally Poor Very Very

1 —= Uncertain Cuertain
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ORGANTIZATION: Extent to which the instructor arranges the subject matter and
course objectives in an orderly and leogical sequence for thorough coverage.

. Exceptionally Good

Certainty of Rating

1 2 3 4 5
Exceptionally Poor Very Very

1 ~= Uncertain Certdin
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STUDENT-TEACHER RELATIONS: Extent to which the instructor shows a true, sincere
concern for the welfare of the students through such things as dependability,
availability for help, and consideration of student feelings; establishing
rapport with the students.

T
Exceptionally Good

- Certainty of Rating
1 2 3 4 5

Very Very
Uncertain Certain

Exceptionally Poor
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TESTS: Extent to which the instructor writes clear, unambigucus questions that
relate to and are representative of in-class materfal and outside readings
which were stressed adequately in class.

Exceptionally Good

— Certainty of Rating
1 2 3 4 5

Exceptionally Poor Tery Very

Uncertain Certain



157

Appendix VII

Training Pamphlet
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Performance Ratings

By now you have probably developed a rather general impression of
your instructor which may be quite favorable or unfavorable. This impression
may have been the direct result of a specific situation or it may have developed
over a more prolonged period of time; it may have resulted from things
that happened in class or from things that happened out of class, or even
from a combination of the above. Yet, regardless of the cause, this general
overall impression of the iInstructor has a direct effect on anything you
do that pertains to him/her. 1In faet, in the area of performance rating,
it 1s such a well known phenomenon that it has been given a special name.
It's referred to as the "halo effect."” For example, from several personal
encounters with this instructor you discover that he/she is a very friendly,
"easy going" kind of person whom you enjoy talking with and, as a result,
you develop a generally favorable impression of him/her. Then when asked
to evaluate his/her performance, you allow this general impression to influence
your ratings and, rather than provide the instructor with accurate feedback
regarding his/her teaching performance in each category, you proceed to
give fairly high ratings on all of the categories which are consistent with
your general impression of this instructor. This is commonly referred to
as positive halo. Similarly, this general impression can result directly from
an instructor's performance on some specific aspect of teaching which a
student feels is extremely important. As another example, you may firmly
believe it is most important for an Instructor to give exams that test
for understanding and not for ability to detect "delicately" worded phrases

designed to trick the unsuspecting student. However, from the instructor's tests



you find that the instructor seems to believe exactly the opposite. As a
result of the instructor's testing practices you foster an unfavorable
general impression of the instructor and thus consider him/her to be a poor
teacher. If you allow this general impression, based upon his/her testing
?ractices, to influence the ratings on every category, then the instructor
will receive fairly low ratings on every category, consistent with your im—
pression of the instructor as a poor teacher due to his/her testing practices.
This is referred to as negative halo. One other possibility is that you may
consider the instructor to be average and rate him/her as average on every
category as opposed to another. Although it is entirely possible for an
instructor to be very good in every aspect of teaching, average in every
aspect of teaching, or very poor in every aspact of teaching, you should
attempt to rate the instructor believing that this is not necessarily true.

The point of all this is not to change your overall impression of the
instructor, but simply to inform you of the adverse effect of such an impression
on ratings. What I would like you to do is try to distinguish among the
various teaching categories and rate the instructor according to behavior
that pertains only to that aspect of teaching and try not to let your ratings
be influenced by some other unrelated behaviors or by this general overall
impression of the instructor.

Another tendency of some raters is to avoid assigning extremely high or
extremely low ratings to anybody and, instead, assign ratings that are closer
to the middle of the scale.

On the other hand, some raters tend to give low negative ratings whereas
other raters tend to give high positive ratings to anybody they rate. The
first is "negative leniency" and the second is "positive leniency." The
reason for informing you of these rater tendencies is simply to let you be
aware of them and to encourage you to consider the full range of options on

the scale when rating this instructor.
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While research has failed to unequivocally demonstrate
inherent psychometric strengths and weaknesses in different
rating scale formats, studies examining rater training have
generally shown that common rating errors (e.g., halo,
leniency) can be reduced when raters are trained to avoid
them. It was hypothesized that the efficacy of training
raters to improve their ratings may be partially determined
by the scale format. It was further proposed that differences
in the relative psychometric properties of different rating
scale formats may change considerably when the raters are
subjected to a brief training session. Such training could
conceivably eliminate psychometric differences among different
rating scale formats that have been found in studies using
untrained (and sometimes rather inexperienced) raters.

Two related objectives of this study were to (1) examine the
possible impact of scale format on the effectiveness of a
brief training session for raters and (2) compare the rela-
tive psychometric properties of different formats when

using untrained raters with those emerging from ratings

by trained raters. Rating scales included in the study

were two forms of behavioral expectation scales (BES), two
forms of mixed standard scales (MSS), and graphic scales (GRS).
A total of 206 undergraduate students evaluated one of two
general psychology instructors using one of the five rating

scales.



The results indicated that, for BES and GRS, training
did notlsignificantly improve the psychometric quality of
the ratings. For MSS, results concerning the effectiveness
of training were inconclusive. The results further re-
vealed no psychometric differences among the rating scale
formats when trained raters performed the ratings. Im-
plications of the findings are discussed, along with

recommendations for future research.



