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SUMMARY 

The purpose of this project was to develop a practical tool to enable 
the assessment of research workers' perfonnance for administrative and 
feedback purposes, at the NIPR and comparable organizations. The items 
for evaluation were generated following the behaviourally anchored 
rating scales (BARS) approach. This approach calls for the assessment 
of performance on the basis of actual activities which characterize the 
incumbant 1 s behaviour on the job rather than on general qualities and 
traits. 

In the first stage a representative sample of research and professional 
employees at the NIPR were interviewed in an attempt to specify the 
particular components of their job and to solicit a sample of critical 
job behaviours which might lend themselves to direct observation by 
superiors and peers and which could help to distinguish between poor and 
good job perfonnance. 

The pool of critical behaviours was then reviewed by a group of Divisional 
Heads for reliability and relevance and a preliminary set of assessment 
items was prepared. The items were presented in a three-point scale fonn 
representing high, moderate and low levels of proficiency with regard to 
every job behaviour. This preliminary scale was then administered to all 
NIPR Divisional Heads who were requested to assess all their professional 
subordinates 

The scale was also given to the subordinates themselves for self assessment. 
Analysis of the responses revealed that although there were certain 
discrepancies between superiors and subordinates, these were of manageable 
magnitude. In contrast to previous findings subordinates did not rate 
themselves significantly higher than they were rated by their superiors. 
Subordinates 1 self-assessment was somewhat affected by the relative 
importance which they attributed to the items. The scale was revised 
in view of the respondent' s comments and an updated version is presented 
�ith a guidiline for further refinements and the eventual implementation 
of the evaluation system. 

vii 



1. INTRODUCTION 

The assessment of human performance at work has been a major 

issue of concern for both researchers of human behaviour and 

practitioners for the past few decades. It is widely agreed 

that the proper measurement of employees' performance is an 

essential tool for purposes of manpower management and an 

important key to organisational effectiveness. A number of 

tools and methods have been devised in order to allow an 

effective assessment of workers' performance. Yet, in spite 

of the considerable effort invested in this direction, 

difficulties still exist both with the psychometric aspects 

pertaining to the evaluation of human performance and in terms 

of dealing with the informal political forces in the organisa

tion which frequently inhibit the assessors from providing 

honest and accurate appraisals. 

Two major goals were set forth for the present project: 

(a) The design and implementation of a performance appraisal 

system for researchers and professionals at the NIPR and 

comparable organisations taking advantage of methods 

representing the current state of the art ana accommodating· 

for the specific situation and needs of the NIPR. This 

objective was set with a more general perspective, namely 

developing a model of performance evaluation which may be 

adopted in the future for possible use in other research 

organi sa ti ons. 

(b) Testing some specific hypotheses with regard to the 

assessment of job behaviour and performance by superiors 

and subordinates, in research organisations. This 

objective was set in an attempt to contribute to the 

present state of knowledge in the area of performance 

evaluation. 
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Before the actual process of the scale development is described, 
attention should be directed to several relevant characteristics 
of the NIPR organisation as well as to some general considerations. 

Firstly, most professional employees at the NIPR possess advanced 
training in the areas of human behaviour and while the 
psychological literature does not necessarily suggest that such 
training makes one a better judge of human behaviour, it is 
certainly expected that a relatively more critical and systematic 
approach to this task would be commonplace here in comparison to 
other professions. This characteristic may affect both the task 
of evaluating others as well as of self-evaluation. Secondly, 
being essentially a research organisation, the NIPR is character
ised by a relatively high level of individual freedom in terms 
of managing one's own work while the style of management, 
supervision and control is necessarily general rather than close 
and restrictive. The goals and objectives of such an organisation 
are by nature more general than would be expected in more 
structured profit-making firms. It is therefore quite natural 
to expect different and often contradictory interpretations of 
organisational goals coupled with a felt need for a clearer 
definition of these goals, a need which is almost impossible to 
meet. The ambiguity of goals and objectives may easily lead to 
incongruent role expectations among superiors and subordinates 
with regard to proficiency levels, task priorities, and the choice 
of research directions. 

Another relevant organisation aspect is the considerable diversity 
of activities and tasks within the NIPR. Although most professional 

. NIPR employees fall under the general category of research officers, 
the specific daily activities comprising their jobs are far from 
being similar. Some typical research activities such as literature 
reading, report writing, data gathering, statistical analysis and 
instrument construction are performed in different proportions by 
different units and individuals. While one unit is predominantly 
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involved in test construction, another one is concerned most 
with methodological consultation and a third unit performs 
EEG analyses while still other units deal with training, 
counselling, basic research, and so on. Devising a single 
performance assessment scale to cater for the needs of all 
divisions is obviously not a simple task. In the process of 
developing the appraisal system an attempt was made to take 
into account the above characteristics and to provide practical 
solutions whenever needed. 

The first step in the development of any performance appraisal 
system is the selection of the desirable measurement approach. 
A distinction can be made between two general types of 
appraisal methods. The first is referred to as the traditional 
or trait approach. Typically, a list of desirable qualities and 
personal traits considered relevant for work performance is drawn 
and a rating scale is attached to every item on the list. The 
immediate superior is then required to rate every one of his 
subordinates using the scales. Work-related characteristics 
such as ' understanding instructions' , ' co-operation' , ' persistence' , 
' originality' , ' industriousness' , and the like, are common examples. 
The task of the superior is essentially to judge his subordinates' 
qualities on the basis of his familiarity with them. The major 
disadvantage of this approach lay in the potential differences in 
standards and expectations among different superiors and in the 
questionable validity of such judgements being prone to various 
psychological biases. 

A second more recent approach to performance appraisal which has 
become very popular is the Behaviorally Anchored Rating Scales 
(BARS). This approach which claims to overcome some of the major 
shortcomings of the trait approach is based on the sampling of 
actual relevant behavioural incidents occurring on the job. These 

incidents, after being properly screened and judged for their 
relevance and importance for the job, are then transformed into 
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a scale form. The superior is then requested to indicate the 
extent to which the incidents occur for each subordinate. 

Performance appraisal systems based on the Behaviorally 
Anchored Approach have been reported in the literature in an 
increasing frequency during the last decade. It has been 
claimed that the behavioural approach is advantageous over the 
trait approach since it relieves the rater from the necessity 
of making a complex psychological judgement on his subordinate' s 
qualities and only requires that he makes some straight-forward 
report on which critical behaviours were emitted. Some of the 
major biases associated with the task of person perception are 
more likely to be eliminated under these specific conditions and 
the results are expected to become significantly more reliable 
and valid in comparison to the trait approach. The items on which 
the subordinate is being evaluated provide a more relevant 
representation and generally make more sense both to the rater 
and to his subordinate. 

In spite of the increasing popularity of this approach, a number 
of empirical studies failed to demonstrate its psychometric 
superiority over the trait based scales and the issue is still 
controversial (Bernardin and Smith, 1981). Current advocates of the 
BARS approach claim, however, that its advantages go far beyond the 
psychometric aspects (Jacobs, Kafri and Zedeck, 1980). They 
maintain that being based on actual job behaviours rather than 
general traits, BARS are clearly advantageous for purposes of 
performance feedback, as well as for organisational planning of 
training, placement, promotion, and job analysis. It was found, 
for example, that feedback to ratees on the basis of BARS generates 
greater behavioural changes than on the basis of standard scales 
(Hom, Denisi, Kinicki, and Banister, 1982). 

On the basis of the above considerations, it was decided to 
adopt the BARS approach for the present project. It was believed 
that the BARS' advantages in terms of its potential vast 
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applications for administrative and managerial purposes justify 

the relatively extensive effort invested in the development of 

the system. 

2. ME THOD 

The performance appraisal scale was developed through the 

following steps. 

2.1 Collection of critical incidents 

In this step a sample of job incumbents in all professional 

divisions at the NIPR were interviewed. In the first phase of 

the interview the incumbent was asked to describe the specific 

activities performed in his job and to indicate the relative 

proportions of time devoted to the different activities. He 

was then asked to provide specific behavioural examples of 

performing the various task components. E xamples of both high 

levels and low levels of proficiency on the job were requested. 

In addition, the incumbent was asked to suggest personal 

qualities and talents needed to perform his job and to provide 

some behavioural examples in which those qualities are reflected. 

In some cases the interviewee was given a few days to produce 

additional behavioural incidents in writing. 

2.2 Construction of the initial item list 

The interviewee process yielded a large number of critical 

behaviours pertaining to the various aspects of the typical jobs 

performed by research and professional employees in the different 

divisions. The behavioural items were first sorted for 

duplications and redundancies. The list was then content 
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analysed according to two content dimensions. The first 
dimension was "Nature of Task" following the logical sequence 
of research work. The specific categories which emerged from 
the content analysis along this dimension were: 

i) Reading professional literature 

ii) Initiating a research programme 

iii) Data gathering (including instrument construction, 
testing, interviewing, and so on) 

iv) Data analysis 

v) Report writing 

Two additional tasks which did not fall under the logical 
sequence and yet were repeatedly referred to by job incumbents 
and were therefore included as separate categories were: 

vi) co-operating with and assisting others; and 

vii) liaison and public contacts 

The second dimension of content analysis was "Personal Qualiti�s 11 

reflected in the critical behaviours. The following categories 
were identified: 

i) Skill and knowledge 

ii) Motivation 

iii) Conceptualisation and creativity 

iv) Interpersonal skills 

v) Thoroughness and rigour 

Every behavioural item can be classified simultaneously under the 
two dimensions, yet not all the task categories require all the 
personal qualities. Table 1 presents the relationships between 
the two dimensions. The purpose of the content analysis process 
was to ensure that all major task and quality categories were 
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sufficiently represented in the behavioural item pool. In 
cases where it was felt that insufficient items were 
available with regard to given category, additional interviews 
were conducted in order to solicit additional items. The items 
were then rewritten in a scale form with three levels of 
proficiency for every item, following Rosinger et al. ' s  (1982) 
procedure. Thus, for every particular item three behavioural 
statements were presented, the first describing a high 
proficiency behaviour in performing the particular task, the 
second describing a moderate proficiency behaviour, and the third 
describing a low proficiency behaviour. An item was to be rated 
by selecting one of the three statements which best described 
the ratee' s behaviour on the job. 

2. 3 Initial judgement of the scale items 

At this stage the pool of items was given to all divisional 
heads for initial judgement. They were asked to first review 
every item and suggest improvements in style and wording. Then 
for every item, the judges were to rate the importance of it 
for the incumbent' s overall work performance on a scale from 
1-4, and to rate the frequency with which the particular 
behaviour described by the items occurs in their divisions. 
The divisional heads were also encouraged to suggest additional 
items of importance which were not presently covered. The 
ratings for all items were tabulated and items which were 
consistently rated as either unimportant or as very infrequent 
were deleted. In turn, some new items suggested by division 
heads were added. 

2.4 Pilot run of the appraisal form 

The items which survived the previous stage were arranged in a 
scale form with the appropriate instructions for the rater. Two 
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overall performance appraisal items were also added to the form. 
One item called for the rating of the incumbent's overall 
performance on a five-point scale ranging from "Excellent" to 
11 Very Poor". The second item requested the ranking of the 
incumbent's job performance in comparison with the total group of 
NIPR research and professional staff on a five-point scale 
ranging from 1

1 Top'l0% 11 to "Lower 10% 11

• The complete appraisal 
form is presented in Appendix 1. This form was distributed 
among all divisional heads who were asked to assess each one of 
their subordinates individually by choosing for every item the 
one statement which best described his behaviour on the job. In 
addition, they were asked to rate the importance of the item for 
the ratee's job performance on a four-point scale ranging from 
11Not Important" to "Very Important". In their eva 1 ua tion they 
were asked to refer to the last 12 months of work. A similar 
form was given to every job incumbent for self-evaluation and 
comment. It was specifically stated in the instructions that 
the responses would be used for experimental purposes only and 
that the respondent's identity would be kept strictly confidential. 

Responses were gathered from 11 divisional heads, evaluating 60 
employees. Fifty-eight employees responded to the self-assessment 
form. The following section will present the analyses and results 
of the pilot data. 

3. RESULTS 

As a first step in the analysis of the data, the means and standard 
deviations of every item were calculated separately for superiors' 
and subordinates' judgements. Table 2 presents these results. It 
may be observed that the means shift towards the upper end of the 
scale (1 being the highest score and 3 the lowest). An inclination 
in this direction is expected for two reasons. 

First, a leniency bias in performance rating is widely acknowledged 

in the literature as a common characteristic of performance rating 
scales. This bias may result from several sources such as the fear 
of the superior that negative or low assessment of his subordinates 
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may reflect negatively on the quality of his leadership (Smith, 
1976; Drory and Ben Porat, 1980) . A more objective reason for the 
existence of this bias may be that through the organisational 
process of selection, coaching, promotion and dismissals, the 
employee' s level of performance is shaped toward a more or less 
desirable level. 

The comparison between the superior and subordinate assessment shows 
that for most categories the differences in ratings were minimal and 
non-significant. This finding stands in contradiction to previous 
research on this issue (Thornton, 1980; Kirchner, 1966; Holzbach, 
1978) when it was consistently found that subordinates tend to 
significantly give themselves higher scores than given by their 
superiors regardless of evaluation method used and organisational 
rank. 

The lower self-assessment found at the NIPR in comparison to other 
worker populations may be due to the fact that most professional 
employees at the NIPR were trained within the academic disciplines 
of human behaviour such as psychology, sociology and education. It 
may be speculated that as a result of such training a greater aware
ness and perhaps acceptance of nonns of self-criticism is developed 
and as a result there is a greater tendency in this population to 
admit self-deficiencies and exhibit lower proneness towards social 
desirability bias in self-reporting questionnaires. 

The comparison of average ratings obviously does not imply that the 
rate of superior-subordinate agreement on rating is either high or 
low. The only valid conclusion pertains to the comparison of averag� 
leniency effect in the two samples. 

In order to further examine the correspondence between superior and 
self-assessment the responses of both were cross-tabulated for every 
item. Table 4 presents the rate of correspondence between superiors' 

and subordinates' ratings for every item. Column 1 in Table 4 shows 
the percentage of matched ratings. 
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Column 2 presents the percentage of non-matching ratings where the 
superior's rating was higher than the self-rating. Column 3 shows 
the percentage of disagreement in rating where the subordinates 
rated themselves higher than their superiors. The overall picture 
is that on the average in approximately 57% of the cases subordinates 
and superiors agree on the rating of the subordinate's performance. 
In about 18% of the cases superiors rated their subordinates' 
performance higher than they rated themselves and in about 25% of the 
cases subordinates gave themselves higher ratings than given by their 
superiors. These results suggest that if the evaluation procedure 
includes a mutual discussion between the superior and his subordinate 
about the subordinate' s performance, the potential disagreement is 
not expected to be very high assuming that the subordinate is not 
likely to contradict his superior when over-rated by him. In view 
of the advantages of such a procedure for purposes of feedback, 
guidance and goal setting, such a maximum rate of potential conflict 
may be considered quite acceptable. 

It should be noted, however, that the rate of superior-subordinate 
agreement in a real life application of the appraisal system may be 

somewhat different from the present pilot run situation. The present 
results should therefore be viewed as a preliminary indication. A 
hiqh rate of superior-subordinate agreement is by no means a 
necessary requirement for the implementation of the system. It is, 
however, an encouraging sign suggesting that it is feasible that 
performance feedback could take place relatively smoothly. 

In order to examine the internal consistency of the scale, the items 
were grouped into seven subscales accordng to the task categories. 
Table 5 presents the items included in each subscale and the Cronbach 
Alpha coefficients for all subscales are sufficiently reliable. The 
intercorrelations between the subscales are presented in Table 6. In 
general, these intercorrelations are moderate in magnitude. This 

pattern of relationships suggests that the subscales are not independent 

of each other. This finding is not surprising since a considerable 
halo effect is claimed to exist among the various aspects of performance 
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evaluation (Hulin, 1982) . It has been argued that the situation 
here is somewhat similar to the structure of intelligence where a 
general factor is suggested in addition to specific factors. It is 
therefore agreed that the interrelationships between different aspects 
in performance appraisal do not stem predominantly from a perceptual 
bias, but rather represent a true structure of human perfonnance. 
Although statistical techniques were suggested to eliminate the 
common factor using a post hoc approach (Landy and Far, 1980; Landy, 
Vance, Barnes-Farrel and Steele, 1980) and others argued that such an 
approach is undesirable and distorting (Murphy, 1982; Hulin, 1982) . 

It may be concluded that the expected moderate inter-relationships 
among the performance assessment subscales do not invalidate the 
scale as a useful tool for personnel management purposes. 

Table 3 presentsthe means and standard deviations of the importance 
ratings for the scale items for superiors and subordinates. It may 
be observed that the ratings range from 2.3 1  to 3.44. Apparently 
none of the items was considered totally or nearly totally unimportant 
either by superiors or by subordinates. The differences between the 
mean important scores of superiors and subordinates for all individual 
items were rather small. None of these differences was statistically 
significant. There was therefore no basis for the exclusion of any 
of the items for lack of relevance or importance for the NIPR. Certain 
items were however considered irrelevant for individual divisions. As 
will be suggested later, the actual employee assessment 
should be based on weighting the score of every rated item by its 
importance for every division with the exclusion of the irrelevant 
items in every case. 

Another issue examined in this project is the relationship between 
the importance attributed to the performance items and the actual 
ratings of the items. It was hypothesised that subordinates will 
evaluate themselves higher on items which they consider to be of 
higher importance to their job. It is presumably easier for one 

to admit low proficiency on a task considered relatively unimportant 
than on highly important tasks. For every item, Pearson correlations 

were computed between the importance rating and the rating of the 
item itself. The correlations were computed separately for superiors 
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and subordinates. Table 7 presents the correlations obtained 
for every item. It can be seen that for 18 out of the 30 
scale items there were significant differences in the magnitude 
of the correlations in the expected direction. 

Since the index of correlations does not suggest the direction 
of causality, it is impossible to ascertain on the basis of these 
results whether the perception of the items' importance affected 
self-rating or, possibly, the rating affected its attributed 
importance. This issue may be tested by using a different 
experimental design. At this stage, it may only be suggested 
that potential bias in self-assessment may be a partial cause for 
the discrepancies between superiors' and subordinates' assessment 
of the subordinates' performance. 

Finally, the relationship between the five subscales and the 
global rating of performance was examined. It may be recalled 
that both superiors and subordinates were asked to assess the 
subordinate 1 s overall performance twice, once by rating the 
overall performance on a five-point scale and then by ranking their 
performance in comparison to all NIPR professional employees. The 
correlation between the two measures was high (,79 for superiors 
and ,82 for subordinates) . It was therefore decided to concentrate 
only on the global rating item for the purpose of the present 
analysis. The correlations between the seven subscales and the 
global item for superiors and subordinates are presented in Tables 
8 and 9. For most subscales the magnitude of the correlations is 
considerably higher for the superiors group. Tables 8 and 9 
present the results of a multiple regression analysis for the two 
groups using the global item as a criterion and the seven subscales 

as predictors. The multiple R' s obtained for the two analyses are 
fairly similar (,87 for superiors and , 77 for subordinates) in 
spite of the higher simple correlations in the superiors group. 
In the superiors' sample analysis there was only one individual 
significant predictor in the multiple regression equation whereas 
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in the subordinates group three predictors contributed uniquely 
and significantly to the equation. The conclusion which may be 
drawn from this comparison is that there is a higher overlap 
among different aspects of performance as they are perceived by 
superiors whereas subordinates make a clearer distinction among 
performance aspects. Apparently, superiors are more prone to the 
halo effect in evaluating their subordinates' performance than 
their subordinates. This phenomenon may be attributed to the 
fact that a superior assesses the performance of a number of 
persons whereas a subordinate only assesses himself. It may also 
be noted that there is an apparent disagreement between superiors 

and subordinates with regard to the relative importance of the 
various performance aspects to the overall assessed performance. 
These differences are particularly reflected in the areas of data 
gathering, testing and instrument construction. While subordinates 
see no correlation between their own performance on that aspect 
and their overall performance the superiors' ratings suggest a 
very high correlation between the two. Similar discrepancies, 
though of a lower magnitude, were found in the areas of public 
contacts and relations, initiating research and catalysing others. 

As a result of the pilot test and some of the comments made by 
superiors and subordinates, some minor changes were introduced to 
the scale and four problematic items for which the rate of 
importance and the variance in rating were relativ�ly low (items 
8, 17, 20, 21) were deleted from the scale. The updated version of 
the scale appears in Appendix 2. 
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4. PROPOSED IMPLEMENTATION OF THE PERFORMANCE EVALUATION SYSTEM 

A word of caution is due with regard to the interpretation 
of the results. Both superiors and subordinates who 
responded to the assessment scale were aware of the fact 
that the scale was in a developmental stage at the time 
of data collection. Although it was made clear to all 
concerned that the scale is constructed with the intention 
of implementing it for practical purposes, it may be argued 
that their responses may not always resemble those which 
might be given in a clearly real life performance assessment 
situation. In this sense it would be important to replicate the 

data gathering and analysis phase after the system was 
implemented for a trial period in order to ascertain the 
validity of the present conclusions. 

The scale development stages described above produced a 
behaviourally based scale which should not be looked at 
as a final product but rather as a basic version subject 
to further refinement. It is suggested that the next 
steps of this project will involve a comprehensive review 
of the scale with all potential raters at the NIPR. It 
is hoped that their insights resulting from the experimental 
practice will lead to further improvements of the scale. 
An implementation of the scale for a trial period should 
then take place during which the system's purposes such 
as feedback, goal setting, and incremental pay will be 
determined and routine evaluations will follow according 
to the guidelines presented in the following pages. 

A number of practical issues regarding the implementaion 

of the scale remain to be discussed. 
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4.1 The considerable difference in immediate goals, tasks and daily 

activities between and sometimes within divisions make it 

impossible to assess all professional NIPR employees by a single 

uniform set of standards. Some measure of flexibility must be 

allowed within the evaluation system in order to enable fair and 

realistic performance assessment. In order to secure such 

flexibility, it is suggested that importance rating be used as a 

weighting factor for the corresponding items. The head of the 

division should determine the importance and relevance of every 

item for his division and wherever appropriate should assign 

different importance ratings for different individuals in his unit 

in accordance with their particular function in the division. The 

assigned weights should be brought to the attention of the 

subordinates and preferably even discussed with them before the 

actual assessment takes place. Such communication will contribute 

to the clarification of priorities and objectives for the group. 

At the time of assessment the rating of each item should be 

multiplied by the importance rating for the final scoring of the 

assessment fonn. The importance rating should be reconsidered 

periodically in order to account for changes in individual 

positions and unit goals. The assessment in some divisions will 

remain somewhat problematic even after the weighting procedure is 

adopted. For example, two divisions in particular, being partly 

service divisions, differ considerably in their activities from 

most other divisions at the NIPR, and since the assessment fonn was 

designed primarily for the more research oriented division, a 

number of items are not applicable to them. It would be proposed 

that the evaluation system still be implemented in these divisions 

for a trial period after which the issue could be discussed with 

the relevant divisional heads in order to finally decide whether 

the scale in its present form can satisfactorily serve its purpose 

for these two divisions. 
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4.2 It was occasionally argued by subordinates and some supervisors, 
during the initial interviews, that the divisional heads are 
frequently not in a position to judge their subordinates' task 
behaviour, as in many cases the researcher' s job is performed 
with a high degree of autonomy and with only infrequent reports 
to his superior. The results of the pilot study do not suggest 
that this is indeed a major problem. Apparently the discrepancies 
between judgements of superiors and subordinates were not very 
sizable in most cases. It is recommended, however, that some 
measures be taken to ensure a better and more intensive observation 
procedure to enable superiors to base their ratings on hard facts 
rather than on general impressions. Bernardin and Smith ( 1981) 
argue that the major potential advantage of the BARS approach 
over the more traditional strategies of performance appraisal lies 
in the standardisation of observation procedures which will 
eventually lead to a summative rating of behaviours. It is there
fore suggested that divisional heads attempt to gather 
observational information pertaining to the scale items on a 
continuous basis and keep a record of such observations to ensure 
the validity of their final ratings. It is acknowledged that 
direct behavioural observations are not always practical in various 
situations. However, an attempt was made in the construction of 
the scale to focus only on work activities which may be observed 
by the superior and avoid behavioural aspects which do not lend 
themselves to direct observation. 

4.3 One of the major purposes of performance appraisal is to provide 
feedback to the job incumbent. Such feedback may serve as a 
basis for future goal setting and guidance and establish a useful 
tool for constructive two-way communication between superiors and 
subordinates. It was demonstrated that the BARS approach is 

particularly useful for this purpose (Hom et al. , 1982), since it 
is based on observed behaviour rather than on subjective trait 
perception. In order to achieve this objective it is recommended 
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that a standard procedure be instituted whereby every 
subordinate assesses himself using the scale in every evaluation 
period and then meets with his superior to compare their 
assessments, discuss the differences and agree on future attempts 
to improve effectiveness. Such a periodical encounter may be 
beneficial for both sides and is strongly advocated in the 
literature (Jacobs et al., 1980). 

The results of the pilot study indicate that although the 
structure of self-assessment differs in some ways from that of 
superior assessment (i.e. there is a greater halo effect in 
superiors' judgements and a greater interdependence between the 
item importance and its actual rating in self-assessment), there 
is still a considerable agreement between the two. In view of 
the correspondence between superiors' and subordinates' ratings 
it is unlikely that conflict of unmanageable proportions will 
arise in the process of such encounters. It is therefore 
believed that the adoption of the above procedure would be of 

significant benefit in the management of NIPR personnel. 

5. A GUIDELINE FOR FURTHER REFINEMENT AND IMPLEMENTATION OF 

THE PERFORMANCE APPRAISAL SYSTEM AT THE NIPR 

The appraisal scale may serve in the future for two major purposes 
namely: 

i) feedback to subordinates and 

ii) incremental pay and promotion decisions. 

Although additional functions such as assessing training needs 
and selection criterion may also be considered, the present 
discussion will be restricted to the two major purposes 
mentioned above. 
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It is the view of this author that the scale should be first 
implemented for feedback purposes and only after enough 
confidence is gained in its applicability should it be adopted 

as a data resource in determining pay increments and advancement. 
It is quite possible, however, to consider other options of 
implementation such as initially concentrating on the 
incremental pay aspect depending on directorial needs and 
preferences. 

The following stepwise guideline is suggested in order to 
provide a structured procedure for the implementation of the 
appraisal system. 

A. Revision and refinement of the appraisal scale. The scale 
items will be reviewed and refined by the group of division 
heads on the basis of their experience in the pilot phase. 
I terns' re 1 evance and weights wi 1 1  be detennined for each 
division. The specific purposes of the scale (feedback, 
incremental pay, etc.) for the implementation trial period 
will be discussed and determined at this stage. 

B. Implementation of the appraisal system for a trial period. 

i) Division heads will discuss the appraisal system 
with their subordinates and present the items and 
their weights. 

ii) A timetable will be set for the first evaluation. 

iii) Divisional heads collect and record observational 
infonnation using the scale items as a guide on a 
continual basis. 

iv) At the predetermined evaluation time, divisional 
heads and subordinates complete the assessment 
f onns. 

18. 



v) Feedback interviews: divisional heads meet with every 

one of their assessed subordinates to discuss their 

evaluations and set specific goals for improved effective

ness for the future if necessary. 

vi) Completed assessment fonns are reported to management. 

Item scores are weighted by their importance rating and 

the total score is expressed in tenns of percentage out 

of the total number of items scored (excluding the irrelevant 

items which were not scored) . 

vii) Appraisal data will be analyzed and reported. 

viii) The scale, appraisal system, and its purposes will be 

finally discussed with the head of the organisation and 

divisional heads and final decisions will be taken with 

regard to the permanent implementation of the appraisal 

system. 
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Tabl e l ---
Re l at i onshi p "Nature of Task" - " Personal Qual i ti es" 

1 

Sk i l 1 and 
Knowl edge 

1 .  Read i ng X 

2 .  In i t i at ing research X 

(i deas , des i gn , sampl es) 

3 .  Data col l ect ion X 

( instrument constructi on and 
se l ect ion , test i ng ,  i nter-
vi ew ing ,  trai n i ng , EEG) 

4 .  Data anal ysi s  X 

(methodol ogy , stat i st i cs ,  
computer) 

5. Report wri t i ng X 

(research , counsel ling , 
train i ng ,  sel ect i on ,  
proposal - content and 
styl e) 

6 .  Fac i l i tati ng and 
X catal ys ing others 

7. L i ai son and publ i c  contacts X 

2 3 4 5 

Moti vat i on Conceptual i sa- Interpersonal Thoroughness 
t i on and Sk i l l s and Ri gour 
Creati v i ty 

X X X 

X X X 

X X X 

X X X 

X X X 

X X X 

X X X 



Tab le 2 

Means and Standard Deviations for the Scale Items 

Item Supervisors Subordinates 

x a x a -

1 1 .  80 0 . 5 5 1 .  7 3  0 . 54 

2 1 . 5 7 0 . 66 1 .  45 0 . 60 

3 1 .  36 0 . 54 1 .  34 0 . 62 

4 1 . 62 0 . 66 1 .  46 0 . 55 

5 1 . 62 0 . 66 1 . 5 1  0 . 5 9 

6 1 . 9 7  0 . 60 1 . 6 3 0 . 65 
7 1 .  86 0 . 73 1 . 5 2 0 . 56 
8 1 . 1 7 0 . 4 7 1 .  2 7  0 . 45 
9 1 .  76 0 . 65 1 . 60 0 . 50 

1 0  1 .  36 0 . 60 1 .  24  0 . 49 

1 1  1 . 96 0 . 66 1 . 9 8 0 .  5 8  

1 2  1 .  42  0 . 60 1 .  3 8  0 . 5 3 

1 3  1 . 65  0 . 52 1 .  7 3  0 . 5 3 

14  1 . 60  0 . 6 1 1 . 64 0 . 5 3 

1 5  1 .  8 9  0 . 80 1 . 9 8 0 . 96 

1 6  1 . 6 8 0 . 6 2  1 . 4 7 0 . 50 
1 7  1 . 22 0 . 4 2 1 . 12 0 . 33 
1 8  1 .  5 1  0 . 55 1 . 62 0 . 5 4 
1 9  1 . 4 3 0 .  6 7  1 .  36 0 . 5 3  
2 0  1 . 25 0 . 44 1 . 1 3 0 . 42 
2 1  1 . 29 0 . 54 1 . 2 0 0 . 40 
2 2  1 . 50 o .  6 7  1 . 56 0 . 62 
2 3  1 . 2 3 0 . 4 7 1 . 15 0 . 4 1 
24 1 .  32 0 . 55 1 .  3 7  0 . 49 
2 5  1 .  8 3  0 . 60  1 .  7 1  0 . 5 2  
2 6  1 . 5 3  0 . 55 1 . 4 7  0 . 56 
2 7  1 .  4 7  0 . 56 1 . 5 0 0 . 56 
2 8  1 . 56  0 . 70 1 . 62 0 . 6 1  
2 9  1 . 4  7 0 . 54 1 . 24 0 . 5 2 
30 1 . 60 0 . 6 3  1 .  49 0 . 60 
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Table 3 

Means and Standard Deviations for Items ' "Importance " Ratings 

Item Superiors Subordinates 

-
X a X a -

1 3 , 1 1 1 , 1 1 3 , 18 1 , 0 5  

2 3 , 09 1 , 20 2 , 78 1 , 20 

3 3 , 07 1 , 20 3 , 04 1 , 14 

4 3 , 05  0 , 95 3 , 1 2 1 , 00 

5 2 , 98 0 , 95 2 , 91 0 , 94 

6 3 ,  1 1  0 ,89 3 , 0 2  0 , 93 

7 3 , 28 0 , 96 3 , 06 1 , 07 

8 2 , 37 1 , 32  2 , 58 1 , 30 

9 2 , 62  1 , 37 2 ,87 1 , 17 

10 3 , 06 1 , 30 2 , 8 3  1 , 34 

1 1  2 , 89 0 ,8 3  3 , 1 2 0 , 98 

1 2  3 , 09 0 ,89 3 , 08 0 ,89 

1 3  3 , 27 0 ,8 2  3 , 26 0 ,87 

14 3 , 18 1 , 06 3 , 30 1 , 00 

1 5  2 , 98 1 , 10 2 , 88 1 , 1 3  

16  3 , 37 0 ,87 3 , 26 - 1 ,  1 2  

17 2 , 96 1 , 17 3 , 17 1 , 14 

18 3 ,06 1 , 1 3 3 , 06  1 , 07 

19 2 ,88 1 , 23 3 , 00 0 , 97 

20 2 , 7 5  1 , 20 2 ,86 1 , 19 

21  2 , 94 1 , 28 3 , 1 6 1 , 0 3  

22 3 , 14 1 , 07 3 ,44 0 , 7 0  

23 3 , 27 0 , 97 3 , 34 0 , 7 5  

24 3 , 14 0 , 95 3 , 04 0 , 92 

25 3 , 02  1 ,  1 1  2 , 91 1 , 1 3  

26 2 , 94 1 , 1 5  2 , 7 2  1 , 24 

27 2 ,98 1 , 2 5  2, 97 1 , 1 2  

28 3 , 36 0 , 65  3 , 22 1 , 04 

29 3 , 22 0 , 86 3 ,  10  0 , 95 

30 2 , 96 1 , 0 5  3 , 2 1  1 , 1 0  
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Table  4 

Rate of Corresponden ce between Superiors ' and Subordinates '  Ratings (in percentage) 

Item 1 2 3 

% of agreement % of higher % of higher 
in rating rating by superior rating by subordinates 

1 55 . 0  1 9 . 0  26 . 0  
2 64 . 0  7 . 0 2 9 . 0  
3 44 . 4  2 2 . 2  33 . 4  
4 44 . 2  2 7 . 9  2 7 . 9 
5 65 . 1  16 . 3  1 8 . 6 
6 5 1 .  3 5 . 4  4 3 .  3 
7 64 . 5  6 . 5  2 9 . 0 
8 72 . 0 20 . 0  8 . 0 
9 56 . 7 ·  1 3 . 3 30 . 0  

1 0  60 . 0  1 0 . 0 30 . 0  
1 1  69 . 8  1 8 . 6  1 1 . 6  
1 2  4 3 . 4  2 3 . 9  32 . 6  
1 3  5 7 . 5 25 . S  1 7 . 0  
14 65 . 1  16 . 3 1 8 . 6  
15  5 8 . 0  1 3 . 0  2 9 . 0  
16  4 7 . 1  1 7 . 6 35 . 3 
1 7  68 . 6  8 . 6 22 . 8  
1 8  48 . 6  2 7  . 1  24 . 3  
1 9  65 . 0  1 3 .  5 2 1 . 5 
2 0  6 3 . 3 1 0 . 0  26 . 7  
2 1  6 1 . 9 16 . 7  2 1 .  4 
2 2  45 . 4  34 . 2  2 0 . 4  
2 3  77 . 1 8 . 4 1 4 . 5  
24 61 . 4 2 2 . 6  16 . 0  
25  46 . 8  2 1 .  8 3 1 . 4 
26  56 . 2  2 1 . 9 2 1 .  9 
2 7  so .  0 2 0  .. 0 30 . 0  
2 8  5 3 . 7 2 9 . 2  1 7 .  1 
2 9  5 2 . 3  6 . 8 40 . 9  
30 5 5 . 9  1 1 . 9 32 . 2  

M= an 5 7 . 3 1 7 . 6  25 . 1  

25 .  



1 .  

2 . 

3 .  

4 .  

s .  

6 .  
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Table  5 

Subscales ' Items and Re liabi lity 

Sub scale I tems 

Reading 1 ,  2 , 3 

Initiating Research 6 ,  7 , 26 ., 2 7  

Data Gathering 8 ., 9 ,  1 0 ., 2 1 

Data Analysis  1 1 ,  1 2 , 30 

Report Writing 1 4 , 1 5 ., 16 , 2 5 , 2 8  

Faci litating an d  Cooperating 4 ,  5 ,  1 3 ,  2 3 ,  2 4 ., 

Liaison and Public  Contacts 1 7 ,  1 8 ,  1 9 , 2 0  

26 .  
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a Coe ffi cient 

. 64 

. 7 8  

. 74 

. 71 

. 71  

. 6 8  
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Table 6 

Intercorrel ations among Subscales  

1 2 3 4 2- 6 

1 .  Reading 

2 .  Ini ti ating Research . 61  

3 .  Data Gathering . 3 3 . 52  

4 .  Data Analysis  . 45 . 44 . 55 

5 . Report Writing . 37 . 52 . 49 . 34 

6 . Faci li tating and Cooperating . 56 . 5 1 . 56 . 1 7 . 44 

7 . Li aison and Publ i c  Contact . 4 8 . 5 3 . 42 . 2 1 . 5 8 . 6 1 
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I tem 

1 * *  
2 * *  
3**  
4 * *  
5 ** 
6 

7 

8 * *  
9 

1 0  
1 1  
1 2 ** 
1 3* *  
1 4  
1 5 ** 
16  
1 7  
1 8  
1 9  
20**  
2 1 * *  
2 2 * *  
23* *  
24**  
2 5 * *  
26 

2 7* *  
2 8**  
2 9  
30* * 

Tab le 7 

Corre lations between Item Rating and Item Importan ce 

for Supervisors and Subordinates *  

r 
( Superior rating) 

. 35 

. 59 

. 55 
• 35 

. 4 2 

. 40 

. 2 4 

. 42 
• 32 

. 4 1 

. 2 1 

. 35 
• 32 

. 1 9 
. 4  7 

• 37 
. 33  
. 2 1 
. 38 

. 38 

• 37 

. 30 

. 5 0 

. 35 
• 34 

. 4 8 

. 5 8 

. 56 

. 15 

. 5 1 

r 
( Sel f- rating) 

- . 04 
. 1 9 
. 2 0 
. 0 1 
. 04 
. 45 
. 2 7 
. 00 
. 16 
. 25 
. 08 

- . 1 0  
- . OS 

. 03 

. 0 7 

. 1 8 

. 1 7 

. 08 

. 15 

. 00 

. 01 
- . 08 

. 05 
- . 02 
- . 05 

. 33  
- . 1 8  

. 1 3 
• 36 
. 08 

* 1be importance rating scale  was reversed .  

* *  111e di fferences between the two correl ations were s igni fi cant at  the . OS leve l 

or above . 
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Table  8 

Mul tip l e  Regression Analysi s  o f  Sub s cal es  on the Global As ses sment 

Criterion - Superiors ' Assessment 

Predi ctor R R
2 

r Signi fi can ce of Overal l 

Pre di ctor Signi fi cance 

1 .  Data Gathering . 83 . 69 . 83 . 000 . 000 

2 .  Faci li tating . 85 • 72 . 5 9 N . S .  . 000 

3 .  Reading . 86 . 74 . 54 N . S . . 000 

4 .  Report Wri ting . 8 7 . 76 • 71 N . S .  . 00 1  

5 .  Data Anal ysis  . 87  . 76 . 34 N . S .  . 00 3  

6 .  Li aison . 8 7 . 76 . 76 N . S .  . 0 1 

7 .  Ini ti ating Research . 8 7 . 76 . 64 N . S .  . 025 
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Table 9 

Multiple  Regression Analysis of Subs cales on the Global Assessment 

Criterion - Se lf  Assessment 

R R
2 

r Signifi cance of Overal l 

Predi ctor Signifi cance 

Report Writing . 60 . 3 7 . 60 . 002 . 002 

Data Analysi s  . 69 . 48 . 30 . 04 . 00 1  

Li aison . 74 . 55 . 31 . OS . 00 1  

Initi ating Research . 76 . 5 8 . 2 8 N . S .  . 002 

Data Gathering • 77  • 59  . 0 8 N . S  . 004 

Reading • 77  . 60 . 30 N . S .  . 009 

Faci li tating • 77  . 60 . 32 N . S . . 02 
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A P P E N D I X 1 

ITEMS I NCLUDED I N  THE P ILOT RUN 
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APPEND I X  

CODE  No . :  RAN K :  

1 .  Ra t e  t h e  i nc umben t ' s  ove ra l l pe r fo rman ce d u r i ng t he  l a s t  

yea r on  the  fo l l ow i n g s ca l e : 

1 .  Exce l l en t  

2 .  Above ave rage  

3 .  Ave ra ge 

4. Be l ow ave r a ge 

s .  Ve ry poo r 

2 .  Ran k  the  i ncumben t ' s  ove ra l l pe r fo rmance d u r i ng t he  l a s t  

y ea r i n  compa r i son  to t he tota l g ro up o f  N I PR resea rch  

a nd techn i ca l  s ta f f . 

1 .  Top 1 0% 

2 .  Between 70 - 9 0% 

3 .  Between 30 - 70% 

4 .  Between 1 0  - 3 0% 

s .  Lowe r 1 0 % 
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A P P E N D I X 2 

UPDATED PERFORMANCE EVALUATION SCALE 
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APPEND I X  2 

P ERFORMANC E  EVALUAT I O N FORM I NSTRUCT I O NS  

Th i s  fo rm con ta i n s i tems dea l i ng w i t h va r i ous  a s pec t s  o f  j ob  per fo rmance . 

You a re req ues ted to comp l ete  the  fo rm a s  fo l l ows : 

1 .  Go ove r  eve ry i tem and  ra te i t s i mpo r ta nce  to the  ove ra l 1 j ob 

pe r fo rmance of t he  i n c umbent  on  a fou r- po i n t s ca l e ,  a s  fo l l ows : 

2 3 4 

not  i mpo rtant  l ow mode ra te h i g h l y  
o r  not  a pp 1 i ca - i mpo r tance i mpo r tance i mpo r tan t  
b l e  

Ma r k  you r  ra t i ng u nde r  head i n g 1 1 i mpo r ta nce 1 1 next to eve ry i tem . 

2 .  Fo r eve ry i tem c i rc l e  one o f  t he  t h ree s ta temen t s  wh i ch bes t  

des c r i bes the  i nc umbent 1 s behav i ou r  o n  the  j ob ( l eave non-app l i ca b l e  

i tems b l a n k) . 

3 .  You may a dd  ve rba l commen t s  i n  t he a p p rop r i a t e  s pace next to each  

i tem wh� reve r neces sa ry . 

4 .  I n  you r  eva l uat i on ,  refer  to the en t i re pe r i od f rom t he l a s t  

eva l ua t i on un t i l now . 

5 . Eva l ua te t he i nc umben t on  t he  bas i s  o f  h i s  o b served behav i ou r  a s  

you a re awa re o f  i t . Avo i d  i tems wh i ch d i d  no t l end  t hems e l ves to 

d i rect  obs e rva t i on d u r i ng the pe r i od f rom l a s t  eva l ua t i on .  

6 .  After  you have comp l eted t he fo rm make s u re t ha t  t he  i nc umben t has  

comp l e ted the s i m i l a r s e l f -a s ses sment  fo rm . 

7 . Set  a t i me to meet the  i nc umben t fo r a feedbac k  ses s i on .  

8 .  D u r i ng the  feedback  ses s i on ,  go ove r t he fo rm w i t h  t he i nc umben t , 

compa re you r  a s ses smen t to h i s  s e l f-a s ses sment  and  d i s c u s s  con s t ru c t i ve 

ways  by wh i ch needed i mp rovement s  may be made . I t  i s  recommended to 

d i s c u s s  s pec i f i c  goa l s  fo r t he i nc umbent  by wh i c h  he may be a b l e to 

i mp rove h i s  pe rfo rmance . Be p repa red to f u rn i s h behav i ou ra l  examp l es 

to s up po r t  you r ra t i ng s  fo r t he d i f fe ren t  i tems . 

9 . Af te r you have g i ven feedback  to a l  1 you r  s u bo rd i na tes , t ra n s fe r  the  

comp l e ted fo rms to the adm i n i s t ra t i ve pe r son respons i b l e .  

34. 



APPEND I X  2 

PERFORMANC E  S ELF- EVALUAT I ON FORM I N STRUCT I ONS  

Th i s  fo rm con ta i n s i tems dea l i ng w i t h  va r i ou s  a s pect s  o f  j ob pe rfo rmance . 

You a re req ues ted to comp l ete  t he fo rm a s  fo l l ows : 

1 .  Fo r eve ry i tem c i rc l e  one of  t he t h ree s ta tement s  wh i ch bes t 

desc r i bes you r  behav i ou r  on  t he j ob .  

2 .  You may add  ve rba l comments  i n  t he a p p rop r i a te s pa ce wheneve r 

neces s a ry .  

3 .  I n  you r eva l ua t i on refe r to t he en t i re pe r i od f rom the  l as t  

eva l ua t i on un t i l now . 

You r  s upe rv i so r  w i l l  eva l ua te you on  a s i m i l a r  fo rm . La ter  you 

w i l l  h ave an oppo r t un i ty to see you r  s upe r i o r ' s  eva l ua t i on a nd 

to d i s c u s s  you r  pe r fo rma nce w i t h  h i m .  
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1 .  

2 .  

3 . 

4 . 

1 .  D i s p l ay s  extens i ve fam i l i a r i ty w i t h  t he l i t e ra t u re 
i n  a rea s d i rect l y  re l a t ed to h i s / her  t a s ks a s  we  1 1  
a s  i n  o t h e r  a reas . 

2 .  S hows fam i 1 i a r i ty w i t h t he 1 i te ra t u re mos t l y  i n  
a reas d i rec t l y  re l a ted to  h i s / he r ta s k .  

3 . Has  no fam i l i a r i ty w i t h the l i te ra t u re i n  mos t  
a rea s . 

1 .  The 1 i te ra t u re rev i ew pa rt i n  h i s / he r  repo r ts i s  
a deq ua te l y  comp rehen s i ve a n d  t ho ro u gh .  ( App l i es 
on l y  to repo rts  wh i ch s ho u l d  i nc l u de  l i t e r a t u re 
rev i ew . ) 

2 .  The 1 i te ra t u re rev i ew i n  h i s / he r  repo r t s  i s  n o t  
ve ry extens i ve b u t  mos t  o f  t he i mpo r tan t  po i n t s  
a re cove red . 

3 . The l i t e ra t u re rev i ew i n  h i s / he r repo r t s  i S 

f req uen t l y  s k i mpy and  i nadeq u a t e . 

1 .  Wheneve r d i s c us s i ng t he l i te ra t u re o ra l l y  o r  i n  
w r i t i ng he/s he i s  c r i t i ca l  a n d  a na l y t i ca l  ( d raws 
sen s i b l e  conc l us i ons , p i n po i n t s  m i s concep t i on s 9 

i n teg ra tes d i f fe rent  p i eces , i dent i f i es maj o r  
i s s ues  a n d  con cept s ) . 

2 .  When d i s c us s i n g t he 1 i te ra tu re he/ s he makes 
some a t temp t  to be c r i t i ca l  and a na l yt i ca l  b u t  
on l y  w i t h mode ra te s ucces s . 

3 .  When  d i s c u s s i ng t he 1 i te ra t u re he/ s he empha s i se s  
pa r t i cu l a r  deta i l s  ra the r t ha n  i n teg ra t i ng a n d  
a na l vs i nq t hemes . 

1 .  Con s u l t s o t he r  co l l eagues  on  a w i de va r i e ty o f  
p ro fes s i ona l i s s ues . 

2 .  Con s u l t s  o t he r · co l l eag ues on  one o r  two a rea s 
w i t h wh i ch he i s  pa rt i cu l a r l y  fam i l i a r .  

3 .  No rma l l y  does no t con s u l t o the r  co l l eag ues  i n  
any a rea . 
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5 . 

6 .  

7 .  

8. 

1 .  O ften i n i t i a tes p rofes s i ona l d i s c u s s i on w i t h  
co l feag ues a n d  o f fe r s  a dv i ce on  h i s  own 
i n i t i a t i ve .  

2 .  Does n ' t  no rma l l y  i n i t i a te  p ro fes s i ona l 
d i s c us s i on s  b u t  i s  a l ways  w i l l i ng to d i s c u s s  
p rofes s i ona l i s s ues w i t h o t he rs when as ked . 

3 . I s n ' t  a l ways en t h u s i a s t i c  a bo u t  s pen d i ng t i me on  

d i s c u s s i n g p ro fes s i ona l i s s ues o f  other  peop l e . 

1 .  O f ten d i s cus ses o r  s ug ges t s  res ea rch i dea s 
fo r t he  f ut u re .  

2 .  Somet i mes s ugges t s  resea rch  i dea s fo r the  
fu t u re .  

3 .  Neve r ta l ks abo u t  pos s i b l e  resea rch  i dea s 
fo r t he fu t u re .  

1 .  Hand l es t he i n i t i a l phases  o f  p rob l em def i n i t i on 
samp l e  se l ec t i on a nd  expe r i men t a l des i gn a l mos t  
ent i re l y  i ndependen t l y .  

2 .  R uns  i n to p rob l ems i n  t he i n i t i a l  phases  o f  a 
resea rch  p roj ec t a n d  needs some he l p  f rom o t he rs . 

3 . Re l i es heav i l y on  o t he rs fo r he l p  i n  t he i n i t i a l  
pha ses o f  resea rch p roj ect . 

1 .  When con s t ruct i ng a new res ea rch i n s t r umen t  he/ 
s he i s  ve ry t ho ro ugh  and r i gou rous  i n  sea rch i ng 
fo r i tems and  e s tab l i s h i ng re l i a b i l i ty .  

Importance 
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2 .  Rea sonab l y  t ho rough  a n d  r i gou rous  i n  con s t ruct i ng 

D a new resea rch  i n s t rumen t .  

3 .  When deve l op i ng a new resea rch i n s t rument  he/ 
s he does no t make enough e f fo rt to con s t ruct  new 
i tems and  e s tab l i s h p rope r re l i a b i l i ty .  
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9 . 

1 0 .  

1 1 . 

1 2 .  

1 .  When con d uc t i ng a n  i n terv i ew h e/ s he ma nages 
to · ob ta i n  a l l t he neces s a ry i n fo rma t i on f rom 
the  i n t e rv i ewee . 

2 .  H i s / he r  i n t e rv i ews do not  a l ways  res u l t  i n  
obta i n i ng a l l t he neces sa ry i n fo rma t i on .  

3 .  H i s / he r  i n te rv i ews res u l t s  a re f req uen t l y  

pa r t i a l  a n d  i ncomp l e te . 

1 . I s very fa m i  1 i a r w i t h  a \v i de range of  
s ta t i s t i ca l  p roced u res , ca n p l a n and  pe rfo rm 
da ta  a na l ys i s  a l mos t i nd epend en t l y .  

2 .  Has  a l i m i ted s ta t i s t i ca l  ba c kg round , needs 
some he l p  i n  s e l ec t i ng s ta t i s t i ca l  p rocedu res 
fo r h i s resea rc h . 

3 .  H i s /her  fam i l i a r i t y w i t h  s ta t i s t i ca l  p rocedu res 
i s  s evere l y  l a c k i n g , ca nnot h a nd l e  da ta 
a na l y s i s  w i t hout  exten s i ve he l p .  

1 .  A l ways  i n t e res ted i n  i mp rov i ng h i s / he r  d a ta 
a na l y s i s s k i l l s ( t a kes  cou r ses , p robes 
co l l ea g ues , rea ds  e tc . ) . 

2 .  I s  not ve ry en t h u s i a s t i c a bou t  i mp rov i ng h i s/ 
her  da ta  a na l ys i s  s k i l l s a nd l ea rn s  n ew t h i n g s  
on l y  when n eces s a ry .  

3 .  Does no t ma ke any  no t i ca b l e  a t temp t to expand  
h i s / he r s ta t i s t i ca l  a n d  met hodo l og i ca l  
know l edge . 

1 .  Ve ry a r t i cu l a te a n d  c l ea r  i n  d i s c u s s i ng 
p rofes s i ona l ma t te r s  w i t h  co l l ea g ues . 

2 .  Rea sonab l y  a r t i cu l a te a nd c l ea r  i n  d i s c us s i n g 
p rofes s i ona l ma t t e r s w i t h  h i s /her  co l l ea g ues . 

3 .  H i s / he r  p rofes s i ona l commun i ca t i on w i t h 
co l l ea g ues i s  not a l ways  ve ry c l ea r  a n d  some
t i mes he/ s he i s  d i ff i cu l t  to fo l l ow .  
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1 3 .  

1 4 .  

1 5 .  

1 6 .  

1 .  H i s/her  wr i t i n g s ty l e i s  ve ry con c i se  a nd 
C l ea r .  

I"\ H i s/he r w r i t i ng s ty l e  i s  rea sonab l y  con c i se � .  
and  c l ea r .  

3 .  H i s/her  wr i t i ng s ty l e l acks conc i senes s 
a n d  C 1 a r i  ty . 

1 .  P ub l i s hed  good q ua l i ty pa pe rs . 

2 .  H i s /her  pub l i s hed pa pe rs  a re not o f  h i gh 
q ua 1 i ty . 

3 .  Has  not pub l i s hed any  pape r s . 

1 .  H i s/he r reports a re ve ry tho rough  a n d  ref l ect  
h i Qh q ua l i ty pe r fo rma n ce .  

2 .  H i s/he r repo rts  a re fa i r l y  tho rough a n d  ref l ec t  
reasonab l y  good pe rfo rmance . 

3 . H i s /he r repo rts  a re f req uen t l y  s upe r f i c i a l  a n d  
ref l ect l es s  tha n a deq ua t e  pe rfo rma nce . 

1 .  C l i en ts ( t ra i nees , o u t s i de o rgan i sa t i on s , 
coun s e l l i n g  c l i en t s , etc . ) a re no rma l l y  ve ry 
i mp res s ed w i th h i m/he r . 

2 .  C l i en t s res pond rea sonab l y  we l l to h i m/ he r . 

3 .  C l i en t s  a re f req uen t l y  d i s s a t i s f i ed w i t h 
h i m/he r . 
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1 7 .  

1 8 .  

1 9 .  

20 . 

1 .  Ve ry en t h u s i a s t i c  a bout  es ta b l i s h i ng commun i ca t i on s  
w i th o u t s i de c l i en ts . 

2 .  W i l l i ng to commun i ca te to o u t s i de c l i en t s  when 
neces s a ry b u t  not ve ry en t hus i a s t i ca l l y .  

3 .  Somet i mes t r i es to a vo i d d i rec t con tact  w i th  
o u t s i de c l i en t s . 

1 .  A l ways  meet s  dead l i nes when a pp l i ca b l e  to h i s  
wo rk . 

2 .  Somet i mes fa i l s to meet dead l i nes a n d  need s 
a n  extens i on .  

3 .  The re a re f req uen t l y  s evere  de l ays  a nd fa i l u re 
to meet  dead l i nes on h i s  pa r t . 

1 .  A l ways  p repa red to co-ope ra t e  w i t h  o t he r s  on 
team wo rk  ta s ks . 

2 .  Somet i mes i s  re l u c t a n t  to co-ope ra te w i t h  
o ther s  o n  teamwo r k  t a s k s . 

3 .  F req uen t l y  i s  no t very co-ope ra t i ve on tearm-,o r k  
t a s ks . 

1 .  A l wa y s  w i  1 1  i ng to t a ke ove r someone  e l se ' s  
ta s k  when i t  i s  neces s a ry .  

2 .  Somet i mes re l ucta n t  to t a ke over  someone 
e l s e ' s  t a s k when i t  i s  neces sa ry .  

3 . F req uen t l y  a t temp t s  to a vo i d ta k i n g over  
someone e l s e ' s ta s k  when i t  i s  neces sa ry . 
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2 1 . 

22 . 

2 3 . 

24 . 

1 .  H i s /her  p roj ec t p roposa l s  a re ve ry we l l 
o rga·n i sed . 

2 .  H i s /her  p roj ect p roposa l s  a re rea sonab l y  
o rgan i sed a l tho ugh  somet i mes t here i s  a 
need fo r f u r the r  e l a bo ra t i on .  

3 . H i s /he r p roj ect p roposa l s  a re no � we l l o rgan i sed 
t ho rough l y  and  f req uen t l y  req u i re f u rthe r expa ns i on 

1 . S hows i n i t i a t i ve a nd i s  a s se r t i ve i n  a t temp t i ng 
to o rga n i s e samp l es fo r p roj ec t s . 

2 .  S hows mode ra te i n i t i a t i ve a n d  a s se r t i venes s i n  
a t tempt i ng to o rga n i se samp l es fo r p roj ec t s . 

3 .  Lacks  i n i t i a t i ve a n d  a s s e r t i veness  i n  a t tempt i ng 
to o rgan i s e samp l es fo r p roj ec t s . 

1 .  When s ugges t i ng a new p roj ect  he/ s he has  a good 
concep t i on of i t s obj ec t i ves a n d  ha s  a c l ea r  
s tep-by-s tep p l a n .  

2 .  When s ugges t i n g a new p roj ect h i s/he r i dea s 
rega rd i n g i t s obj ect i ves and  the  met hodo l ogy 
i nvo l ved a re not a l ways  f u l l y  deve l oped . 

3 . When s ugges t i ng a new p roj ect  he/ s he f req uen t l y  
does not have a c l ea r  unde r s ta nd i ng o f  i t s 
s pec i f i c  obj ect i ves and  the  met hodo l og i ca l  
s teps i n vo l ved . 

1 . E n t h u s i a s t i c  abou t  wr i t i ng repo r t s  a n d  pe r fo rms 
the ta s k  p romp t l y .  

2 .  No t ve ry keen on wr i t i ng repo r t s  a n d  somet i mes 
de l ays  i t  on beha l f  of o ther  ac t i v i t i es .  

3 .  D i s l i kes re po rt wr i t i ng a n d  need s to be pus hed 
to comp l e te t he ta s k .  
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25 . 

2 6 . 

1 .  When a s s i s t i ng o t he r  co l l eag ues ( fo r  examp l e ,  
on · met hodo l ogy o r  comp u te r  se rv i ces ) he/ s he 
conveys h i s  i dea s ve ry c l ea r l y  on  t he i r l eve l . 

.... .  The re a re somet i mes i n d i ca t i on s  tha t he/ s he does 

Importance 
1-4 

no t ma nage to  commun i ca te  we l l w i t h  o the r  co l l eag ue so 
when a s s i s t i ng t hem on  p rofes s i ona l ma t te rs .  

3 .  F req uen t l y  ha s  commun i ca t i on d i f f i cu l t i es when 
a s s i s t i n g co l l ea g ues on  p rofes s i ona l ma t te rs . 

1 .  H i s / he r  da ta a na l y s i s  i s  ve ry comp rehen s i ve a n d  
cove rs  a l l t he re l eva nt  a s pec t s . 

2 . Ten ds  to ana l y se t he maj o r  a spec t s  b u t  somet i mes  
l ea ves  ce rta i n  i s s ues  u nexp l o red . 

3 .  Ten d s  to ove r l ook  re l eva nt  pos s i b i l i t i es i n  h i s  
da ta  ana l ys i s .  
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