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Empirical findings on Behaviorally Anchored Rating

Scales (BARS) have been mixed, despite early researchers'

claims that BARS were superior to trait ratings in reli-

ability and resistance to leniency, central tendency, and

halo. The study presented compared a BARS format to an

independently derived trait scale as measures of secre-

tarial and clerical performance. Though the BARS showed

slightly inflated mean ratings, the instruments showed

nearly identical variability. Neither demonstrated

sufficient resistance to halo, Thus, despite their

intuitive appeal and the rigors involved in format

development, it did not appear in this instance that BARS

were an efficient and psychometrically superior alternative

to the traditional trait rating format.
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DEVELOPMENT AND EVALUATION OF A BEHAVIORALLY ANCHORED RATING

SCALE AS A MEASURE OF SECRETARIAL AND CLERICAL PERFORMANCE

The measurement of job performance in industrial and

organizational settings has occupied the attention of

psychologists for almost 60 years. This sustained interest

by academicians and practitioners alike has been due in

large extent to the ever,-increasing role which performance

description and prediction has played in personnel decision

making during that time. For example, measures of perfor-

mance have been used as the basis for making administrative

decisions regarding promotions, lay-offs, transfers, and

terminations; performance indices have been necessary for

the validation of selection/placement devices and training

practices; performance-related information has been neces-

sary for employee feedback and coaching; and, measures of

job performance have also served as a tool for evaluating

the productive efficiency of the organization as a whole.

There has even been some indication that the mere process

of performance measurement may have functioned as both a

reward and as a process capable of having induced feelings

of satisfaction in some employees (Landy, Barnes, &

Murphy, 1978).

Unfortunately, realizing the importance of performance

measurement and actually measuring performance have been

two distinctly different matters. In some sense, the
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continuing investigation may have only pointed up

researchers' inability to arrive at a measure which has

performed within a consistently comfortable range of

accuracy and certainty; and yet, the need to do so has

increased.

First, it should be recognized that many of the prob-

lems which have plagued employee performance assessments

have been subsumed by several broader, long-standing issues

in measurement theory. The scope of this review might have

included, for example, a discussion of the dynamic nature

of criteria (Ghiselli & Haire, 1960; Prien, 1966); the

composite criterion versus multiple criteria controversy

(Dunnette, 1963; Guion, 1961; Schmidt & Kaplan, 1971);

and/or the relationship of ratings to more general theories

or models of human performance (James, 1973). Detailed

discussion of these issues, while not totally inappropriate,

have been excluded, because they deal with all forms of

criterion measures, not just measures of performance,

Accordingly, this review has focused primarily on one

particular facet of performance assessment--the performance

rating.

Ratings have been by far the most ubiquitous form of

performance judgment. Guion (1965) has reported that 81%

of the published studies in the Journal of Applied Psy-

chology and Personnel Psychology between 1950 and 1955 had

used ratings as criteria. Blum and Naylor (1965) sampled
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articles from the Journal of Applied Psychology for the

period from 1960 to 1965 and found that of those using cri-

terion measurement, 46% had measured performance via

judgmental indices. Landy and Farr (1976) have reported

that 89% of 196 police departments in major metropolitan

areas had used supervisory ratings as the primary form of

performance measurement. Finally, Landy and Trumbo (in

press) have reported that a literature review of validation

studies in the Journal of Applied Psychology between 1965

and 1975 revealed that ratings had been used as the primary

criterion on 72% of the cases. Thus, by any standard,

judgmental ratings of performance have been widely used.

Despite their extensive use, continued dissatisfaction

with them must also be noted. A frequently encountered

phrase in the literature had been, "the best available

criterion measure was a rating," or as Taylor and Hastman

have stated, a great number of different performance

indices have been "instituted with enthusiasm and discarded

with disgust" (1956, p. 181)

One nagging source of dissatisfaction which has been

expressed summarily by investigators and users alike

concerns the vulnerability of these measures to both inter-

national and inadvertent bias (Landy & Farr, 1980; Wexley &

Yukl, 1977). In response, research has covered a wide

range of related issues, including rater and ratee indi-

vidual differences (Rand & Wexley, 1975; Shein, 1975;
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Wexley & Nemeroff, 1974); conditions surrounding the judg-

mental processes (Barrett, 1966; Lopez, 1968; Miner, 1972);

and, the issue of particular consideration here, variations

in types of rating formats.

Exploring the potential effects of various rating for-

mats has been pursued in accordance with the hypothesis

that the vehicle which is used to elicit performance

information has a direct effect on the accuracy and utility

of that information. It is not surprising, then, that such

an enormous amount of effort has gone into investigating

this line of thinking (Cummings & Schwab, 1973; Guion, 1965;

Kellogg, 1975; Kirchner & Dunnette, 1957) or that so many

seemingly disparate products have resulted.

Most of the reported investigation has centered upon

ratings' predominant psychometric deficiencies, namely,

generally low interrater agreement and inappropriate rater

response sets, such as: (a) leniency (the tendency to give

markedly skewed distributions of ratings, not necessarily

in the favorable direction); (b) central tendency ("playing

it safe," or the response set marked by restricted vari-

ability around the center of the scale); and/or (c) halo

(the tendency to rate a person in essentially the same way

on all traits or dimensions) . Again, these and other

so-called "undesirable distortions" (Wexley & Yukl, 1977,

p. 201) have greatly effected the degree to which ratings

have been confidently accepted and applied to a wide variety
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of organizational uses. De Cotiis (1977) has gone on to

suggest that the entire developmental process of rating

formats has been simply the result of user dissatisfaction:

That is, a format was conceived of; its virtues were praised;

it was then found to be deficient after continued use, and

was, therefore, replaced with a new format; and so on.

The advent of this developmental cycle could be traced

back to the early 20s, when the so-called "graphic" rating

scale was introduced to the psychological community

(Paterson, 1922). In Paterson's opinion, this new method

was characterized by two things: The rater was freed from

quantitative judgments, and the rater was able to make as

fine a discrimination as desired. The scales consisted of

trait labels, brief definitions of those labels, and

unbroken lines with varying types and number of adjectives

below.

Little research was conducted on this basic format

until the latter years of World War II and the postwar

period when growing disenchantment with the subjective and

arbitrary nature of the graphic system emerged (Ryan, 1958).

Symptoms of leniency and halo often eliminated the potential

usefulness of obtained ratings. For example, Barrett,

Taylor, Parker, and Martens (1958) tested the adequacy of

four different formats which varied in degree of structure.

Format I consisted of a l0-inch (25.4 cm) line with 15

divisions and a trait name; there were no trait definitions
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or anchors on the scale. Format II consisted of the same

segmented line, but trait definitions were added to the

trait names. In format III, the segmented line was defined

by behavioral anchors; there were trait lables but no defi-

nitions. Format IV consisted of the segmented line defined

by the behavioral anchors and trait definitions but had no

trait labels. (Formats III and IV were thought to have

been the precursors of the Behaviorally Anchored Rating

Scale to be discussed later in this study). Format III

showed higher reliability, lower leniency, and lower halo.

Madden and Bourdon (1964) compared several other vari-

ations of rating scale format. They varied the position of

the high end of the scale, spatial orientation of the scale

(horizontal vs, vertical), segmentation of the scale

(segmented vs, unbroken), and numbering of scale levels

(1 to 9 vs. -4 to +4). The results showed a significant

main effect for the experimental manipulations taken as a

whole, although the effect was small.

In a later study of Blumberg, DeSoto, and Kuethe (1966),

spatial orientation of the scales was examined once again.

They found no significant differences as a result of the

location of the "good" end of the scale (top, bottom, left,

or right). They concluded that raters might have had

preferences for various formats but that these preferences

had little or no effect on the actual rating behavior.

Beyond the major precidents cited, the literature on

development of graphic scales has been meager. Ferguson
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(1952), after describing in detail the rating forms used in

10 companies, expressed his exasperation with the lack of

published information on objectivity, reliability, or

validity of the instruments by guessing that no such infor-

mation had even been developed. However, real progress did

begin as the result of the introduction and comparison of

alternate methods to the traditional graphic system.

The most recent product of this comparative process

has been a variant of the critical incident technique

(Flanagan, 1954) which resulted in the rating format

popularly referred to as Behaviorally Anchored Rating Scales

(BARS). The procedure was first described by Smith and

Kendall (1963) as a method of "behavioral expectation

scaling." Physically, BARS differed from traditional

graphic scales in that the anchors that appeared at different

intervals on the scale were examples of actual behavior

rather than adjectives modifying trait labels or simply

numbers. BARS have represented an attempt to capture

performance in multidimensional, behaviorally specific terms,

a factor which has been widely praised as an innovative

solution to many of the problems which have traditionally

plagued the performance evaluation process (Campbell,

Dunnette, Arvey, & Hellervik, 1973; Smith & Kendall, 1963).

Before discussing the relative strenghts and weaknesses of

the format itself, a brief discussion of the BARS procedure

is in order.
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While there have been minor variations in procedure

employed, development of BARS has typically included five

steps.

1. Critical incidents. Persons with knowledge of the

job (incumbents/supervisors) have been asked to describe

specific examples of effective and ineffective performance

behavior;

2. Performance dimensions. The obtained incidents

have then been clustered (either by BARS developers or by

another group of job-knowledgeable individuals [this step

has been shown to vary somewhat]) into a smaller set of

performance dimensions which they are thought to typically

define;

3. Retranslation. Another group of participants (also

job-knowledgeable) has then been asked to reallocate the

critical incidents, while considering the respective

dimensions' definitions. An incident has been retained only

if some percentage (typically 50% - 80%) of the group has

assigned it to the same dimension as did the group in step 2;

4. Scaling incidents. The second group has generally

been asked to rate the incident as to how effectively or

ineffectively it represents performance on the particular

dimension. Rating scales typically have seven to nine points.

A standard deviation criterion (the minimum amount of

agreement among raters) has then been set for which incidents

will be further retained for inclusion in the final instrument.
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Typically, incidents that have standard deviations of 1.50

or less (on a 7-point scale) have been retained; and

5. Final instrument. The subset of incidents that

have met both the retranslation and standard deviation

criteria have then been used as behavioral anchors for each

of their respective dimensions. The final BARS instrument

consisted of a series of vertical scales, each anchored by

the retained incidents.

The relative strengths of BARS were thought to have

been a natural consequence of the rigors involved in the

scales' development; the participation of job-knowledgeable

individuals in the scaling process (Freidman & Cornelius,

1976); and the resulting instruments' exclusive focus on

the highly job-related behavior of the rater, rather than

on the potentially irrelevant personal traits, character-

istics, or qualities (Borman & Dunnette, 1975; Campbell,

Dunnette, Lawler, & Weick, 1970). In particular, proponents

of the BARS approach have suggested that it has been

relatively resistant to the rating errors of leniency,

central tendency, and halo, as discussed earlier (Smith &

Kendall, 1963).

BARS procedures have also been purported to offer

additional advantages not directly related to improved

ratings. Cummings and Schwab (1973), for example, have

suggested that the use of incidents may prove to be useful

in providing feedback to appraisees, since their specificity
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serves as a concrete example of areas where job behaviors

could be improved. In a similar vein, Blood (1974) has

suggested that skill training could be aimed directly at

enhancing employees' ability to perform desired behaviors.

It has also been suggested that BARS' development has

resulted in higher acceptance of the performance evaluation

process (Borman & Dunnette, 1975).

Because of these attractive hypothesized advantages

ascribed to BARS, it is not surprising that so many have

been developed and reported in the literature. BARS have

been developed to evaluate the performance of nurses, police

officers, managers, grocery clerks, teachers, college

professors, and production workers, to name a few. Despite

early researchers' optimism and praise for BARS, the empir-

ical evidence bearing on the scale format has not indicated

that it has been in any way superior to the more traditional

and easily developed rating formats (Atkin & Conlon, 1978;

Dickinson & Zellinger, 1980; Keaveny & McGann, 1975; Schwab,

Heneman, & De Cotiis, 1975). These studies, and others

(Borman, 1974), concluded that the promise of behavioral

scaling strategies to produce relatively error-free and

consistently reliable ratings has not been fulfilled in

practice. In addition, very few findings have been reported

which substantiated earlier claims that the BARS format was

especially useful for a variety of orgainzational or admin-

istrative purposes.
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It may be, therefore, that the BARS format has entered

that part of De Cotiis' suggested developmental cycle in

which optimism is no longer justified, and research should

turn elsewhere. On the other hand, it may be that BARS

have not been adequately tested.

In their comprehensive review, Schwab et al. (1972)

were quick to caution that the empirically critical findings

which had been raised should not have discouraged further

research on BARS. Of particular note to the investigation

presented here was their observation that

. . almost all of the comparative research

(Campbell et al., 1974; Arvey & Hoyle, 1974;

Borman & Vallon, 1974; Burnaska & Hollman, 1974)

involved the evaluation of BARS with an alter-

native instrument using the same performance

dimensions as BARS, but with some alternate

scaling procedure (typically numerical),

This means that we know relatively little

about the relative value of BARS when compared

to typical rating procedures where performance

dimensions as well as scaling formats tend to

be chosen in an ad hoc fashion. (p. 559)

De Cotiis (1977) has also suggested further investi-

gation using independently derived instruments, ideally

comparing a BARsS instrument to one typically used in

organizations, (i.e., an ad hoc instrument developed by
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organization members without any outside assistance).

Indeed, it had been repeatedly hypothesized that the major

advantages of BARS may have stemmed simply from the

generation of dimensions rather than any inherent superiority

of behavioral anchors over numerical ones.

Another problem common to BARS research has been the

ambiguity inherent in interpretations of interrater

agreement. There has been a consensus among researchers

that this may have been due in large measure to the common

practice of using rater pairs whose members come from

different organizational levels; thus, raters may have had

unequal opportunities to observe ratee behavior (Guion,

1965) or possibly have interpreted the observed behaviors

differently as a function of their differing perspectives

(Campbell et al., 1973).

The research being presented here has incorporated

both of these suggestions into the study design in order to

facilitate unambiguous interpretation of results. Used for

comparison are two independently derived instruments: a

BARS and a trait-type instrument that had been developed

prior to the research by members of the organization under

study. All of the developers of the BARS as well as all

of the raters were from the same organizational level.

The primary analysis was of resistance to rater errors

of leniency, central tendency, and halo.
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Method

Subjects

Ratings were solicited on 182 female subjects. These

subjects were either currently employed, or had been

employed within the previous year, in specified secretarial

or clerical positions at a large, state-assisted, southern

university.

Instruments

BARS. The BARS instrument was developed using

essentially the same procedural steps as outlined in the

introduction of this study. A group of 20 job-knowledgeable

individuals were asked to complete a critical incident

questionnaire. There were two criteria for selection:

(a) the individual must have supervised a least one secre-

tarial or clerical position in the organization under study

for a period of no less than two years and (b) the individual

must have had ongoing, firsthand observation of the behavior

of the individual (s) holding that position. The question-

naire was covered by a short letter of introduction which

outlined the entire progject. The questionnaire's in-

structions asked that the respondent list examples which

illustrated either very poor or superior job performance by

a secretary or clerk.

Of the questionnaires distributed, 18 were returned,

and 169 incidents were collected. The researcher then

edited the pool of examples and discarded those which were
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either unclear, not examples of behavior, or close rewordings

of other items. Of the original pool of items, 142 were

retained.

The obtained incidents were then sorted into perfor-

mance dimensions by a panel of BARS developers. The choice

to use persons familiar with the process rather than the

group of job-knowledgeable raters was made in order to keep

the participants focusing on behaviors (incidents) rather

than traits (global performance dimensions) as noted by

Campbell et al., (1973), and Fogli, Hulen, and Blood (1971).

The twelve performance dimensions which emerged were

then defined: (a) typing (how a person types information);

(b) punctuality (what a person says or does in observance

of appointed times on the job) ; (c) relationship with

authority (the things a person says or does with someone

in a position of authority, such as a supervisor); (d) job

knowledge (how the person demonstrates a knowledge of the

office/organization in which he/she is employed); (e) rela-

tionships with co-workers (the things a person says or does

with fellow employees); (f) relationships with the public

(the things a person says or does with visitors who come

into the office); (g) appearance (the outward, observable

aspects of a person's image); (h) personal disposition (a

person's customary manner of [emotional] response on the

job): (i) telephone use (the things a persons says or does

while on the telephone on the job); (j) other office skills
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(how a person performs different job-related tasks and

skills on the job); (k) task completion (the things a

person does or says in order to complete pieces of work

assigned on the job); and (1) job attitude (the things a

person says or does which demonstrate his/her state of

mind toward the job).

Another group of job-knowledgeable (same criteria)

individuals were assembled and given a verbal briefing on

the project. They were then asked to assign each incident

to the dimension that it best described. An item was

retained if a minimum of 70% (N = 7) rater agreement was met.

Still another group of job-knowledgeable persons

(N = 20) were assembled and asked to rate each incident as

to how effectively or ineffectively it represented perfor-

mance on the respective dimension. A 5-point scale was

used for optical-scan scoring. A standard deviation

criterion of 1.0 was set for item retention. The final

instrument contained a total of 98 items which were scaled

on the 12 dimensions (see Figure 1 for an example of a

dimension format).

Personal trait rating scale. The comparison rating

instrument was developed by the orgainzation's personnel

office and had been available as a nonmerit appraisal device

for almost 8 years. The form was developed in the following

manner. In August, 1972, a questionnaire was sent to each,

secretary's and clerk's immediate supervisor asking that
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Telephone Use: the things a person says or does

while on the telephone on the job.

The person can be expected
to make telephone contact
as pleasant as possible
for the caller.

The person can be expected
to answer the telephone
politely by the third ring.

The person can be expected
to screen telephone calls
effectively, without up-
setting the caller.

The person can be expected
not to use slang language
when talking to callers on
the telephone.

The person can be expected
to leave a caller on hold
for a long period of time
without checking back to
let them know that they
are still being assisted.

The person can be expected
to respond sharply to
callers' questions.

The person can be expected
to "accidently" disconnect
calls which are trouble-
some to him/her.

Figure 1: Example of a derived BARS format.
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they "list 10 factors" which they felt "should be used in

the evaluation of a secretary or clerk." These question-

naires were then accumulated, and all factors were posted on

a master list. A committee (no records are available which

describe the committee's size or characteristics of

participants) then took the master list and current job

descriptions and "broke the factors down into major

categories" (again, there is no documentation which would

clarify this procedure). The committee identified 18

personal traits or performance characteristics as crucial

to effective job performance, In order of their appearance

on the rating form, the trait lables are (a) pleasant

personality, (b) intelligence, (c) typing, (d) work

attitude, (e) shorthand, (f) dependability, (g) spelling,

(h) personal appearance, (i) grammatical skills,

(j) efficiency, (k) filing and knowledge of the filing

system, (1) personal disposition, (m) use of other office

machines, (n) professional ethics, (o) bookkeeping, (p) job

knowledge, (q) arithmetic abilities, and (r) organizational

abilities. Ratings on each trait were given equal weight,

and the evaluator indicated the rating by circling a number

on a linear scale which ranged from 1 to 20. "Poor

performance" on that trait was indicated by 1, and 20

indicated "excellent performance" on that trait,

Raters

Raters (N = 125) were defined as direct supervisors or

managers of ratees, who had had the opportunity to observe
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the ratees' performance for at least a 6-month period.

Because some of the ratees had more than one supervisor who

was in a position to observe their behavior, it was not

possible to obtain interrater reliabilities.

Procedure

Once the rating instruments had been finalized, both

the BARS and the trait rating scale were sent to the desig-

nated raters. The packets contained detailed instructions

to the raters which gave them a general orientation to the

project which they were being asked to complete (i.e., its

purpose, the proposed use of their responses, etc.) and,

also, directions for the completion of the scales. In half

of the cases, raters were asked to complete the trait instru-

ment first and the BARS second; whereas, the other half of

the raters was instructed to complete the instruments in the

reverse order. Raters were then asked to remove the precoded

names from the rating instruments (to protect ratees'

anonymity) and return the packets. The collected data were

then subjected to analysis.

Results

Leniency and Central Tendency

As previously discussed, leniency error is statis-

tically characterized by scores with low variability and

extreme scale point clusters. The error of central tendency

is also characterized by low variability, but scores tend

to cluster toward a central (neutral) point. The means and

standard deviations for the comparison instruments are
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transformed to equivalent 5-point scale values to facilitate

comparison. The transformed scores appear in Table 1.

Table 1

Transformed Scale Means and
for the Dimensions on Both

ionsa BARS
M SD.

3.11 1.59

3.63 1.61

2.88 1.98

2.82 1.84

3.03 1.52

3.08 1.32

3.71 1.37

3.06 1.57

2.95 1.55

3.60 1.34

2.98 2.11

3.62 1.55

Mean 3.20 1.61

Dimens

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

Note. aFor presentation only, not instruments'

... ,.

dimensions

Standard Deviations
Rating Instruments

Trait
MSD

2.50 1.38

2.95 1.65

3.37 1.60

2.88 1.63

2.84 1.79

3.00 1.49

3.73 1.55

3.32 1.52

3.60 1.54

2.20 1.46

3.12 1.44

2.81 1.76

3.07 1.55

3.16 1.82

3.13 1.58

2.58 1.97

3.02 1.46

2.57 1.63

2.99 1.60
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Halo

Halo response set is characterized by rating a

person's performance in essentially the same way across all

dimensions. An indication of a rating instrument's suscep-

tibility to halo error is high intercorrelations among its

dimensions.

The range of dimension intercorrelations is found to

be somewhat smaller in the trait instrument (.34 - .68)

than in the BARS (.28 - .75) with the median coefficients

of correlation for both instruments falling in the moderate

range (.54 and .58, respectively). It is apparent that

neither instrument is satisfactorily resistant to halo

error.

Discussion

The results of the present study do not offer any

encouragement that BARS are a psychometrically sound alter-

native to the traditional, more easily and expensively

derived, graphic rating scale. Specifically, the BARS

format is shown to be approximately equal to the trait

format with respect to constant errors of leniency and

central tendency, and it fares slightly worse in its

resistance to halo error.

Considering all the results together, the relatively

poor showing of the BARS to emerge as a clearly superior

format is contrary to the theory and expectations underlying

behavioral scale development which are proposed in early

research (Campbell et al., 1970; Smith & Kendall, 1963).
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The results are, however, in general agreement with the

major reviews of literature on the relative strengths and

liabilities of the BARS format which have appeared since

then (Keaveny & McGann, 1975; Schwab et al., 1972). More-

over, in view of the extra effort of the study design to

ensure that the BARS development subjects were all from the

same organizational level in order to control for contami-

nating effects of different viewpoints caused by differing

levels and that the instruments were independently derived

in terms of time and subjects, the obtained results can

be considered without the limitations inherent in prior

studies. What the present study does not do is provide

directive evidence which would account for the BARS

format's lack of clearly demonstrated superiority.

Speculative explanations for some of the results, however,

can be offered.

A large number of studies have examined the effect of

rater training on rating errors, following suggestions for

such research by Borman and Dunnette (1975) and others. In

the study presented, the raters received (via mail at their

job sites) the rating materials which included only detailed

written instructions for completion and no overt discussion

of potential rating error. The design is used in an effort

to obtain maximum sample size and not to overwhelm the

rater with a large amount of written material. In so doing,

there is no external way of knowing to what extent the

raters follow instructions and, thus, to what degree this
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control for rating errors may influence the findings on

both instruments.

Another consideration is suggested by the relatively

comparable findings on both instruments. That is, there is

an obvious lack of an external criterion against which the

instruments can be compared. Ideally, an external criterion

in this case would consist of a measure which has been

developed independently of the instruments being compared

and which would provide known parameters of performance

characteristics. The extent to which the distribution of

rating scores on either instrument is in agreement with the

distribution of the parameters of the external criterion

would offer a measure of the instrument's criterion

sensitivity. It may be, for example, that the "true"

performance characteristics of the subjects under study

here are distributed in a form which agrees with the

findings for both instruments (i.e., a distribution which

clusters near the mean and shows moderately low variability).

It was originally thought that subjects' scores on

three employment selection tests (i.e., typing, spelling,

and shorthand) would provide such a measure of performance;

upon further study, the data do not appear viable. Par-

ticularly, the test scores are fragmented, because not all

of the subjects were given each test. In most cases the

scores are also not current (average lapse between measures

was 28.8 months). Finally, there is considerable question
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whether or not, even in combination, the test scores

constitute a truly global measure of secretarial and

clerical performance which is comparable to the ratings

obtained. Further research might aim at the development

of a substantive external measure of performance which

would aid in interpreting equivocal results. If both an

independently derived BARS and a trait instrument are then

found to be equally sensitive measures of the performance

characteristics, it would be difficult to justify the

arduous and expensive tasks involved in BARS development.

Given the consistency of the present results with the

results of prior studies, it may be as De Cotiis (1977)

has suggested, that we should abandon research on BARS as

vehicles for improving judgmental indices of performance.

In addition, rather than continuing to pursue the ultimately

sound rating format, we should recognize that the rating

instrument is only one part of a much larger system of

variables. -The voluminous research on rating formats which

has pursued one narrow avenue of suggestion after another

essentially has provided us with evidence that the dif-

ferences in the effects of various rating formats are

minimal.

Future research could perhaps be more fruitful if

investigators would begin to combine what has been learned

about the characteristics of rating formats with investi-

gations of the cognitive operations involved in arriving

at judgments of performance. For example, there has



25

already been some intriguing investigation of certain

systematic interactions between rater and ratee charac-

teristics; discovering more about how a rater actually

reaches conclusions about a ratee may enable practitioners

to develop more equitable decision-making systems. This

would come at a particularly critical time, because

recently enacted federal and state guidelines have placed

additional requirements of accountability on the employers'

personnel decisions and practices. The urgency of con-

tinued research is therefore underscored by the notion

that industrial and organizational need for accurate

performance description and prediction is ever-increasing.
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