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Title of Dissertation: 

ABSTRA CT 

The Effect of Perceived Attitude Similarity 
on Performance Ratings 

Dena B. Feren, Doctor of Philosophy, 1983 

Dissertation directed by: Dr. Stephen J Carroll 
Professor, Department of Organizational 
Behavior and Industrial Relations 

This research consists of a laboratory study designed to test the notion that 

variance in performance ratings can be accounted for by the perception of the 

rater that the persons/he is eva luating is attitudinally similar or dissimilar to 

himself or herself. 

Student subjects were led to believe that a certain manager either agreed or 

disagreed with them on a number of attitudinal issues. Subjects then viewed a 

videotaped performance of the manager conducting a performance review with 

one of his problem subordinates. Subjects were asked to rate his performance 

using two different rating instruments -- a trait rating scale and a Behavior Ob­

servation Scale -- and to indicate personal liking for the manager. 

Extent of attitude similarity was manipulated on two levels with a control 

group. That is, some subjects were led to believe that the ratee was attitudinal ly 

similar to self, others that the ratee was dissimilar to self, and a third grouo 

received no information about the ratee's attitudes. 

The ratee's performance was manipulated on three levels. Some subjects 

viewed only a high performin1; manager, others viewed a moderate performer, and 

a third group viewed a low performing manager. Three different vignettes were 

prepared to represent the three levels of performance. 

Finallv, a hard-performance-data condition was included to test the robust­

ness of the attitude similarity effect. Some subjects received hard performance 

data, in the form of bar graphs, that was consistent with the level of performance 



portrayed in their videotaped vignette (i.e., those viewing the low performer 

received hard data indicative of low performance). 

It was hypothesized that perceived attitude similarity would have its great­

est effect when performance was moderate, and when subjects did not receive 

hard performance data. The results did not support these predictions. The effect 

of perceived attitude similarity on performance ratings was not significant under 

any of the experimental conditions. Perceived similarity had a small, but signifi­

cant effect on attraction; however, level of performance accounted for a far 

greater proportion of variance in attraction measures than perceived similarity. 

It was concluded that the rating task in this experiment failed to create the 

conditions under which perceived similarity would be most likely to exert an 

influence on ratings. Specifically, the rating task was not sufficiently ambiguous 

for student raters. 
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INTRODUCTION 

The va lidity of performance ra tings is a primary issue to organ izations who 

use ratings in personne l dec ision-making, individua ls who pa rt icipa te in the ra ting 

process, and individuals who expend a great deal of research effort a ttempting to 

improve rating accuracy. 

Much of the research has focused on improving psychometr ic prope rties of 

rating scales. Other research has dealt with ra ter training progra ms, and biases 

associated with rater and/or ratee charac te ristics. In a comprehe nsive review of 

the rating literature, Landy and Farr (1980) suggest that research in these areas 

has reached an upper limit in accounting fo r variance in performanc e ratings. 

New, hopefully, more fruitful directions for research are recommended. One is 

the development of descriptive models of cognitive processes involved in rating 

tasks. Describing the cognitive processes whereby raters select, encode, organize, 

evaluate information and produce ratings may suggest construc tive interventions 

to improve rating effectiveness. 

Recently, researchers have begun to conc eptualize performanc e appraisal as 

an exemplification of human information-processing within a soc ial context 

(Carroll and Schneier, 1982; Ilgen and Feldman, 1983; Banks, 1982). These models 

borrow from Newell and Simon's work, in which the individual is conceptualized as 

an information-processor, and the field of person perception, wh ich addresses the 

nature of the information processed (i.e., information about people) (Newell and 

Simon, 1972; Schneider, Hastorf and Ellsworth, 1979). 

Performance appraisal may be viewed as an instance of interpersonal 

evaluation. Rater and ratee are continually reacting to and eva luating one 

another on the basis of information known about the other. That is, performance 

evaluation takes place within the context of an on-going inte rpe rsona l rela tion-
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ship. However, information known about the ra tee a t any give n point in time, may 

not be relevant to the task of evaluating his or her performance, a nd, in fact, may 

create cognitive or motivational biases for the rater that impac t the accurac y of 

his ratings. For example, the desire to perceive a liked other as a lso being com­

petent at his or her job may induce the rater to evaluate the ra t ee as being more 

competent than s/he actually is. 

One category of bias-inducing information is knowledge of "attitude similar­

ity" __ that is, the extent to which the rater views the ratee as attitudinally 

similar to himself or herself. A substantial literature examining the e ffects of 

attitude similarity on interpersonal evaluation (expressed mainly via trait ratings) 

suggests that attitude similarity is a persistent and fairly robust source of bias in 

ratings. It has been studied in relation to performance appraisal in only a few 

studies. However, the research to be reviewed shortly seems to indicate (1) a 

relationship between actual similarity in attitudes of the superior and subordinate 

and performance ratings, and (2) an effect of knowledge of similarity on decisions 

to hire and salary recommendations in laboratory settings. The study of attitude 

similarity in relation to performance ratings holds promise of identifying a source 

of bias __ a rater variable that can be accounted for and controlled for, to make 
. 

ratings a purer reflection of performance per se. 

The purpose of this dissertation is to present a laboratory researc h project 

investigating the impact of attitude similarity information on performance 

ratings. Before describing the methodology and experimental design used, we will 

review relevant research in the areas of attitude similarity and person 

perception. Chapter 1 contains a brief chronology of relevant developments in 

attitude similarity research, a summary of the empirical literature and a comment 

on it ·s relevance for the study of performance appraisal. Chapter 2 draws 

theoretical and empirical work from the area of person perception that may help 
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us to understand how attitude similarity information enters cognitive operations 

of raters to influence the rating process. We present a model that attempts to de­

scribe how the appraiser integrates knowledge of similarity with performance­

related information such that bias occurs in ratings. This model provides a 

conceptual framework for the research presented here. Chapter 3 describes how 

constructs were operationalized in this dissertation research. Chapter 4 is a 

formal statement of the hypotheses, and Chapter 5 presents the experimental 

design and methodology used. Chaptes 6 and 7 present the results, an 

interpretation of the findings and implications for future research. 



C HAPTER I 

ATTITUDE SIM IL ARITY, INTERPERSONAL EVALUATION ANO 

PERFORMANCE APPRAISAL 

This dissertation research consists of a laboratory study designed to test the 

notion that variance in performance ratings can be accounted for by the rater's 

perception that the persons/he is evaluating is attitudinally similar or dissimilar 

to himself or herself. Since performance appraisal may be considered a type of 

interpersonal evaluation, this chapter focuses on that portion of the attitude 

similarity literature that addresses how the perception of similarity may influence 

interpersonal evaluation in general, and performance appraisal in particular. 

The construct of attitude similarity has been operationalized two ways in 

the literature. One operationalization focuses on attitude similarity from a single 

dyad member's perspective. The unit of analysis is dyad member A's perception of 

agreement with dyad member~ on any particular issue~ or group of issues. 

Perceived attitude similarity (hereafter referred to as PAS) is usually studied in 

relation to A's evaluation of and/ or attraction to_!?., and occasionally, the extent 

to which Ji perceives that the attraction is reciprocated by B (i.e., inferred 

reciprocal liking). Studies manipulating PAS as an independent variable are 

almost exclusively laboratory studies. 

A second way of operationalizing attitude similarity is by making a direct 

comparison of person A's and person B's attitudes on an issue X or group of 

issues. Studies that have focused on actual similarity in dyads have been mainly 

conducted in field settings. A major subset of these have used performance 

e valuation as a dependent variable. 

Only one study to date has incorporated PAS as an independent variable a nd 

performance appraisal as a dependent variable within the same study. This study, 

-4-
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by Pulakos and Wexley (1983), found a positive relationship of perce ived similarity 

to performance ratings in a field setting. This dissertation resea rc h a ttempts to 

develop an explanation for the impac t of PAS on performance ratings a nd 

attempts to test the plausibility of that e xplanation in a laboratory setting. 

Following a brief chronology of theoretical and empir ical developments in 

the area of attitude similarity, studies relevant to the relationship of p AS to 

interpersonal evaluation and performance a ppraisal will be reviewed. 

Chronology of Theoretical and Empirical Developments 

Fritz Heider (1946, 1958) is credited with the ear lie st theoretical statement 

of the relationship between attitude similarity and interpersonal evaluation. He 

argued that people strive to maintain balanced psychological states. Hence, if 

from A's perspective, A and ~ share common beliefs or feelings about object/ issue 

b A will tend to e valuate B positively; conversely, A will tend to dislike B to the 

extent that s/he perceives lack of commonality in beliefs or attitudes with~-* A 

balanced state exists when one is in agreement with a liked other. It is 

subjectively experienced as pleasant, harmonious, and logically consistent. An 

im ba la nced state comes into being when A perceives himself in disagreement with 

a liked person, or in agreement with a disliked person. The psyc hological tension 

thus created motivates A to restore harmony in the system, either cognitively or 

behaviorally. He may, for example, change his own attitudes toward _2S_ to conform 

to t hose of a liked~, induce~ to change his or her attitudes, or simply perceive 

B's attitudes as more similar than t hey actually are. 

*Although Heider used a P-O~X notation, we will maintain Ne wcomb's A-B-X 
notation for the sake of consistency throughout the text. 
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Newcomb (1968) proposed a third category of relations--the non-balanced 

state. This state exists when A dislikes~ regardless of whether they agree or 

disagree. Newcomb argued that non-balanced states are intermediate in inducing 

psychological tension because (1) A would be relatively indifferent to the attitudes 

of a disliked~ hence, agreement with a disliked individual would not be 

experienced as being quite as pleasant as agreement with a liked~ yet (2) A's 

dislike for!?._ implies that the feelings are mutual, and the fact of being disliked 

produces psychological tension beyond indifference. 

Subsequent research has substantiated Heider's balance effects and 

Newcomb's modification (i.e., Crane and Cooper, 1973; Cacioppo and Petty, 19& 1; 

Gutman and Knox, 1972; Insko, Songer, and McGarvey, 197 4 ). One popular re­

search strategy requires that subjects examine combinations of agreement and 

attraction in A-B-X triads, as in Figure 1, then either (1) rate them as to 

pleasantness, harmony, tension or logical consistency (ie., Miller and Norman, 

1976; Whitney, 1971), or (2) specify the third relation when two are given (i.e., 

Carroll, 1977; Garbing and Hunter, 1977). More creative approaches have 

encorporated real-life descriptions of A-B-X situations into the design, or have 

asked subjects to supply names of persons and issues to be used in constructing the 

triads (i.e., Gutman and Knox, 1972; Crockett, 1974). 

Another experimental paradigm used in substantiating the agreement­

attraction relationship was developed and popularized by Donn Byrne and his col­

leagues (see Byrne, 1971). Subjects were led to believe that a hypothetical "other" 

agreed or disagreed with them by perusing an attitude questionnaire supposedly 

filled out by the other. Actually, the experimenter had filled it out to 

agree/disagree with the subject's own views as expressed earlier on the same 

questionnaire. The subject then evaluated the other as to extent of liking a nd on 

several character traits. This research strategy has consistently supported 
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PAS (Perceived Attitude Similarity) 
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A -t---------,. B 
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(a) From A's Perspective (b) From B's Perspec tive 

AAS (Actual Attitude Similarity) 

Figure I. 

X 

/\ 
A------ ~s 

(c) External Perspective 

Phenomenal and interpersonal A-B- X systems 

(as explicated in Newcomb, 1953). 

NOTE: Solid lines indicate an indiv!dual_'s ~wn cognitions regarding another 

individual or object/issue~ dotted lines md1cate perceptions of another's 

cognitions. Hence, in (a) above, '." ~B represents A's evaluation of~ and 

A~ - - - B represents how A perceives that~ evaluates A. 
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relationships, not only between attitude similarity and liking , but between attitude 

similarity and other trait attributions as well. Byrne, however, offers a stimulus­

response explanation for his findings. He conceptualizes attitudes as reinforcing 

stimuli that elicit positive affect; the reinforcing property being the consensual 

validation of one's own beliefs (see Byrne, 197 1, for a complete discussion). 

In 1953 Newcomb extended balance principles to interpersonal situations. 

Balance theory principles were applied to both psychological balance and interper­

sonal balance. Imbalance is identified either as a representation within A's pheno­

menology, creating psychological tension for~ or as an objective state of affairs 

c reating "strain toward symmetry" in the relationship between person Ji and 

person~- Neither attraction nor agreement is specified as the independent vari­

able. Rather, the two occur in dynamic interaction. For example, mutually 

attracted individuals discover agreement and strive for agreement through com­

municative acts. Individuals who objectively disagree are less attracted to one 

another as areas of disagreement are exposed. Subsequent research has shown 

significant relationships between actual attitude similarity in dyads and superior's 

evaluations of subordinate performance (Golmieh, 1974; Miles, 1964; Senger, 1971; 

Wexley, Alexander, Greenawalt, and Couch, 1980), as well as interpersonal attrac­

tion (Griffitt and Veitch, 1973). 

Studies that have manipulated the perception of similarity, for example, by 

using the Byrne experimental paradigm, are summarized in Table l. Only one of 

these encorporated performance appraisal as a dependent variable. Studies that 

have examined actual similarity in dyads in relation to performance appraisal are 

summarized in Table 2. 



Lab/ Nature Exper imental 
Study Field Of Dyad Design 

Batchelor and L Student - 2x2x 5 Fac t or ial 
Tesser (l97l) Phantom 

Sex of subject 
X attitude 
similar ity X 
attitude base 

Bleda (I 972) L Female 
students-
Phantoms 

TABLE l 

SUMMARY OF P ERCEIVED ATTITUDE 

SIMILARITY STUDIES 

How Was 
Perception Of PAS 

~ ~Measured Manipulation 

A set of Attitude Agreement/ 
heter- question- disagreement 
ogeneous naire on a single 
issues issue 

He terogeneous Attitude Uni que 
question- stranger 
naire 

Significant P AS Non- Significant PAS 
Relationships Relationships 

Shown Shown 

A ttraction(p<.0 l) None 
Similarity to 

self (p<.00 l) 
Inferred recip-

rocal liking 
(p<..001) 

Evaluation of 
phantom's in-
telligence 
(p< .001) 

Of phantom's 
knowledge of 
cu rrent events 
(p< .001) 

Morality (p<.001) 
Adjus t ment (P< .001) 

Attraction 
(p <.005) 

Perceived height 
(p <.02) 

Comments 

I 

'"' I 



B 
( 

yrne, et.al. 
971) 

Goldstein and 
Davis (1972) 

Good and Good 
(1977) 

L 

L 

Students 
from five 
!cultures 
--Phantoms 

Students--
Phantoms 

Students-
Hypothet-

ical 
convicts 

Task: Evaluate Heterogeneous 
"other" on 
!JS 

2x2x2 Factorial There should 
be a guaran-

(Phantom's race teed annual 
x Phantom's income for 
position on U.S. families. 
minimum income 
issue x The U.S. 
Phantom's posi- should abide 
tion on U.N. by any deci-
issue) sion made 

by the U.N. 

Heterogene-
ous 

Attitude Standard 
question- stranger 
naire 

Attitude Agreement or 
question- disagreement 
naire on each 

issue 

Attitude Unique 
question- stranger 
naire 

Attraction 
(p< .0001) 

lnte 11 ige nce 
(p< .0001) 

Current events 
(p< .0001) 

Morality (P"-0001) 
Adjustment 

(p<.05) 

Sim. on income 
iss11e rel a t ed to: 

Acquaintance 
acceptance-
rejec tion 

Friend acceptance-
rejection 

Social distance 
measure 

Evaluations of 
emotiona l 
maturity (p<.001) 

Sense of personal 
responsibility 
(p <.001) 

Control of violent 
impulses (p '-.05) 

Personal li king 
(P< .001) 

Willingness to 
parole (p<.001) 

None 

Sim. on U.N. 
issue not 
rel a1!::ri 10: 

Acquai nt anc e 
Friend 
Social distance 

None 

0 
I 



Hendrick, L Students- 2x2x2 U.S. involve- Opinionnaire "Modified (Actor's position Intelligence 
Bixenstein and Videotaped Factor\al ment in Viet Standard X subject's (p= .06) 
Hawkins (1971) actors Nam Stranger"- position = Friend ly 

(Subject's each stranger similarity (p =.06) 
attitude X took either a effect) Cynical 
position of 11pro11 or 11con 11 Liking (p'.0001) Soc ia \ dis-
stimulus per- position Evaluation of tance 
son x tape presentation scale items 
used) ((p<.05) 

Bias in presenta-
Task: Eval- tion (p<.003) 
uate one of Open-mindedness 
the discuss- (p=.0001) 
ants shown on Easy-going 
videotape (p=.0005) 

Hendrick and L Male stu- 2x2 Fac torial Heterogeneous Attitude Unique Liking (p=.002) Shock settings 
Taylor (1971) dents-- question- strange r Honest o f S for 

Phantom (Behavioral naire Intelligent Phantom 

';"" 

aggression ex- Neurotic 
hibited by Insensitive 
"other" X Cowardly 
belief sim- Afraid 
ilarity) Thought less 

Cruel 
Task: Compete Unfair 
with Phantom Kindly 
in a reac tion 
time experi-
ment where 
"winner" sets 
shock level 
received by 
loser 



Jo 
Jo 

hnson and L 
hnson (1972) 

Jones (1 980) 

Students--
Phantom 

L Students 
Phantom 

2x2x2 Factorial 

(Goal attain-
ment fac ili-
tated or 
blocked X 
race of other 
X attitude 
similarity) 

Task: Play 
prisoner's 
dilemma game 
with "other" 

2x2 Fac t orial 

(S imi lar i t y X 
t opic o f 
anticipated 
discussion) 

Heteroge neous Attitude Unique 
question- stranger 
nai re 

Politics Attit ude Unique 
Se x and dating question- Stranger 

naire 

Pre-ga me likin g 
(p<.o I) 

Expected cooper-
a tiveness in 
gam e (p<.O I) 

Infe r r ed reci pro-
cal liking 
(p<.01) 

Post-game 
liking 

Simila rit y on Similar it y on 
sex and dating: po li tics : 

Attrac tion Attrac t ion 
(p<.02 5) Expec ted d is-

Expec ted po litica l cussio n on 
disc uss ion : sex and 

Attraction (p<.O 1) da t in g: 
Attrac t ion 

Race X atti-
tude simi -
la ri ty: pre-
game liking 
(p<.05) 

Race X a tt i-
t ude simi -
lar i t y: pre-
game in-
!erred reci-
procal lik-
ing (p<. O I) 

Goal facili -
tat ion : 
post-game 
liking 
(p<: O l) 

Facil i ta t ion 
X 
sim ilari t y X 
race : a t-
t raction 
(p' .Ol ) 

N 
I 



K 
an 

an, Rosen, 
d Tesser 

(\ 373) 

Krivonos, Byrne 
and Friedrich 
(1976) 

Layton and 
Insko (I 97 4) 

L 

L 

L 

Students--
Phantom 

Male stu-
dents --
Phantom 

Male stu-
dent --

Opposi te 
sex 

Phantom 

3x3x4 Factorial 

(Name of other 
X attitude 
si milar ity) 

Task: Presen-
tation of a 
sim ilar atti-
tude statement 
and/ or name of 
"liked" ot her 
as re inforce-
ment on a dis-
cri mi nation 
task 

3x3 Fac t orial 

(Similarity X 
task level) 
Task: evaluate 
a transcript 
of a perform-
ance appraisal 
situation 

2x3 x2x2 

(Attitude simi-
Jarity X phy-
sica l attract-
iveness of 
other X 
anticipated 
evaluation by 
other X antici-

Heterogeneous Attitude Agreement/dis-
question- agreement of 
naire statements 

Unspecified, Attitude Unique 
Assume het er- question- stranger 
ogeneous naire 

Heterogeneous Attitude Unique 
question- stranger 
naire 

Att raction (p".01) 
Task per!. 
(pt..05) 

Positivity of 
affect felt by 
subject (p <;0 l) 

Liking (p ~0 I) 
Inferred recipro-
cal liking 
(p<.01) 

Desire to work 
with (p'-.01) 

How rewarding it 
would be to 
interact 
socially (p'-.0 I) 

Performance 

None 

How interest-
ing to talk 
with 

Similarity X 
attractive-
ness: 

Liking (p.<O 
Dating (p<.C 
Perceived s 
ilarity 
(p:c005) 

(Attitude si 

) 
) 
n -

m-

I 

\.,; 
I 



pated inter-
action with 
other) 

Russ , Gold, L Female stu- 2x3 Factorial Unspecified, Attitude Unique 
and Stone dents- assume heter- question- stranger (1979) Phantoms (Attitude ogeneous naire 

similarity 
X cognitive 
uncertainty) 

Silverman F \Aale stu- 2x2x2x2 Heterogeneous Attitude All similar ( 1974) dents-- survey vs . all 
Phantoms (Race X d issimilar 

attitude simi-
lari ty X con-
sequences 
vs. no 
consequences 
X value 
similarit y) 

To what ext ent 
wou ld consider 
dating (p~.0 I) 
Physical at trac-
tiveness 
(p<.01) 

lntelli,ence 
(p<.01 
Perception of 
similarity 
(p<;0l) 

Attraction None 
(p<.05) 

Preference as a 
roomate 

(p<.0 1) 

ila ri t y had 
greate r ef fe c t 
with an 
attra c tive 
partner) 

Si mila r i t y X 
antic ipa ted 
interac t ion: 

Lik ing (p ~00 I) 
Work ing(p ,.029) 
Social rew ar ds 
(p ·.04) 

(Si milar it y 
effe c t great e r 
in no a nti -
cipa tion con -
di tion) 

Pe rce nt age o f 
va ri a nce 
accounted for: 
Att . si m.= 36"6 
Value sim .= 3% 
Race sim. = 3% 

_.,. 
I 



Smith, Meadow, L Male stu- Evaluation of Heterogeneous Attitude 
Sisk (1970) dents- - other from question-

Phantoms his question- naire 
naire response 

Observation of 
other in a 
paired-asso-
ciate learning 
experiment 

Re-evaluation 
of other 

Stroebe, Insko L Students- 3x3x2 Factorial Unspecified, Attitude 
Thompson and Phantoms Assume heter- question-
Layton (1971) (Attitude sim- ogeneous naire 

ilarity X 
physical 
attractiveness 
of other 
X sex of sub-
ject) 

Tashakkori and L Students-- 4x4 Heterogeneous Attitude 
Insko (1 979) Phantom (Condition of question-

P➔ X relation- naire 
ship X condi -
tions of 04X 
relationship) 

Unique Pre-observation 
stranger attraction 

(p'-.001) 
Post-observation 
attraction 
(p<.QQI) 
Evaluation of 
other's per-
formance 
(p<.02) 

Unique Liking (p<.0 I) 
stranger Preference as a 

co-worker (p'-.0 I) 
Likelihood of 
considering as 
a date (p'.01) 

Likelihood of 
considering as 
a marriage 
partner (p<.0 I) 

Subject fed Sim. ("P-; X" x 
back O's "0--.X" inter-
responses on action): 
cathode ray Liking (p<.0 I) 
screen to Preference as a 
match experi- co-worker (p<.0 I) 
mental Inferred recip-
condition rocal liking 

(p<.01) 

Estimate of how 
intense the 
shocks received 
by other were 

None 

Agreement on 
extreme 
a ttit udes(Both 
+2 or Both -2) 
produced more 
liking than 
neutral 
attitude 
(Both ze ro) 

I 

'-" I 



I Te sser (1971) L Male stu- 2x2 Factorial Heterogeneous \ Attitude Unique 
dents- question- stranger Phantom (Evaluative simi 

I 
naire Evaluative Sim. larity X Proportion of 

st ructural similar items 
similarity) 

I Structural Sim. 
Extent to 

I which other 
sees same 
pairs of items 
as "going 
together" 

Touhey (197 4) L Students 3x5 Heterogeneous Not assessed Created by evaluating manipulation a hypo- (3 levels of of propor-thetical agreement in tion agree-dyad the hypothetic- ment in al dyad X 5 hypothetical 

Evaluative Sim. 

Attraction (p <.0 l) 
How well 1 thought 
he could predict 
other's responses 
to another set o f 
items (p.<01) 

Whether other was 
viewed as taking 
into account the 
same aspects of 
items S would 
(p <.01) 

Other's intelli-
gence (p <.0 l) 

Knowledge of 
current events 
(p< .05) 

Morality (p<" .05) 

Struc tu ral Sim. 
At t raction (p <.0 I) 
Whether other 's 
opinions were 
consistent (p<.0 l) 

Abi lity to predict 
other's responses 
(p <.05) 

Intelligent (p<.05) 

Estimates of B's 
attraction to 
~ (p<..01 
p .005) 

Evaluative Sim. 

Whether other's 
opinions were 
consiste nt 

Self-confident 
Gregarious 
Extroverted 

Struc tural Sim. 
Adjustment 
Knowledge of 
current events 

Self-confident 
Gregarious 
Extroverte d 

"' I 



levels of dyad 
attraction of 
~to!::) 

Task: Ss are -- -
given propor -
tion agreement 
within the 
dyad and B's 
a ttractionfor 
A. Ss then 
TI) predict 
B's att raction 
Tor~ (2) 
evaluate B's 
personality 
given his 
attraction for 
~ (3) give 
own attraction -

'--J 

' to B. 

Veitch and L Students- Separate 2x2x4 Heterogeneous Attitude Unique Attraction Piccione (1978) Phantoms Anova's for question- stranger (p<- .001) each depen- naire Intelligence dent variable (p <.05) 
Know ledge of (Sex of subject current events X attitude (p<.001) similarity X Better inten-shocking tioned (p .;.00 I) pattern) Behavior more 
justified Task: to eval- (p <.001) 

ua te the hypo-
thetical sub- · 
ject from an 



earlier exper-
iment adminis-
tering shocks 
to another for 
wrong answers 

00 
I 



PERSONNEL OECISJONS 

B askett (1973) L Student -- 3x2 Factor ial Statements on Attitude Unique 
Phant om int e r personal question- st r anger 

Phantom's com- trust a nd naire 
pe t ence X fai t h in t he 
a tt itude simi- envi ronmental 
la r ity protection 

process 
Task: Evaluate 
Phant om as 
applicant for 
a posit ion 

Griffit and L Students-- 2x3 Heterogeneous At titude Proportion of Jackson ( 1970) Phantom sur vey similar 
appli - (sim ilarity X items 
cants abi lit y of 

appl icant) 

Recommended Recommendatii n 
sa lary (p <.0 5) t o hir e 

Hiring Salary 
recommended recommended 
(p<.00 1) (but inf lu-

enced trai t 
ratings on 
an IJS) 

Ability 
hiring 
comm1 
(p z .0 1 

Sign if i< 
inter a , 
with a 
on hiri 
recom 
t ion (L 
rat ing 
ability 
simi la 
condi t 

Both h; 
recom 
t ion a, 
salary 
comm 
posit i, 
Corre l 

ec­
ndat ion 

ant 
t ion 
i lit y 

ng 
menda­
owest 
n mod. 
low 

1t y 
on). 

ing 
menda­
d 
rec ­
ndation 

el y 
ted 

..,, 
I 



Latham, Wexley F Managers-- "Alter only" General Assumed sim-and Pursell video 4 measures ilarity: (197 5) applicants cu lturally 
disadvan-
t aged appli-
cant vs. 
typical mid-
die class as 
expressed by 
background 
and attitude 
infor mation 
on video 

Peters and L Student-=- 2x2 Heterogeneous Attitude Terborg (197 5) Phantom (Similarity X issues survey Applicant (favorable vs. 
unfavorable 
info. about 
applicant pre-
sented first) 

Pulakos a nd F Vertical 2x2x2x2 No X Not assessed Wexley (1983) Dyads Fac torial 

(Manager's 
perceived 
similarity 
X subordinate 

Recommendation 
to hire (in 
control group 
only--
untrained re-
garding error) 
"similar-to-
me" 

Similarity t o Attraction (~01) 
stranger 

.00 -1.00 Anticipated more 
pos. relations 
(p< .01) 

More likely to 
hire (~0 1) 

Salary 
recommendation 
(ml) 

Percept ion of Manager's per-
similarity to ceived simi-
other assessed larity: 
by a Likert- Subordina te's 
type question evaluation of 
embedded in a superior's per!. 
biographical (p<.0000 I) 

Recommendation 
to hire (for 
two groups 
trained to 
avoid the 
"similar-to-
me" error) 

Capability of 
learning job 

Getting a long 
with co-
workers 

with attrac -
tiveness. 
(p <.01 ea.) 

~av. info 
irst more 

li ke ly to hi re 

' N 
0 

' 



perceived 
similarity X 

manager's sex 
X subordinate 
sex) 

and attitu­
dinal 
information 
form 

Superior's eval­

uation of sub's. 

perf. (p <.00001) 

Subordinate's per­

ceived sim ila rit y: 

Subordinate's 
evaluation of 

superior's perf. 
(p <.00001) 
Manager's per­

ceived simi larity 

X sub's perceived 
similarity: 

Sub.'s evaluation 

of sup.'s perf. 
(p <.0000 I) 

' N 

' 



STUDY FIELD Dyad 

Golmieh F Vertical Dyads -
( l 974) Social worke rs 

and supervisors 

Miles F Ver t ical Dyads 
(1964) 

TABLE 2 

SUM MA RY OF ACTUAL ATTITUDE SIMIL ARIT Y STUDIES USING 
PERFORMANCE EVALUATION AS A \JEPENDENT VARIABLE 

Significant 
How Was Perception Relationships 

~ of X Index of Reported (To 
Measured? Comparisons Similarity) 

Content of sub- Fine's Func tional Correlation Supe rior's rating subordinate's Job Analysis coeff ic ients of : 
job Se If - Report (I) subordinate's 

adjustment to 
work 
situation 

(2) Quali t y of 
output 

(3) Overall job 
performance Job content plus Porter and Henry's Correlat ion Overall performance social/psycho- Inner - Other coeff icients 

logic al requi re - Direc ted 
ments of job Ouestionriai re 

Management Theory 45-item attitude D Scores Superior's overall Conce pts scale judgment of sub-(Motivation, ordinate's 
organization, performance administration, 
role o f govern-
ment, unions) 

Non- Signifi-
cant 
Relationships 
Reported 

None 

None 

' N 
N 

' 



Nieva 
( \ 976) 

F Vertical Oyads V a lue o f extr in-
,ic job !actors 

Value o f intrin-
sic job !actors 

Value o! inter-
pe rsonal job 
!ac t ors 

Job satisfaction 

Job involvement 

Responses to t wo 
Likert- type 
questions 

(i .e ., how desirab le 
t o you is it that 
your job security 
is good?) 

Responses to seven 
Likert-type 
questions 

(i.e., how desi r-
able is it to you 
t hat you have the 
chance t o develop 
your own spec ial 
abilities at work?) 

Responses to 4 
questi ons 
(i.e., t hat 1our 
superv isor treats 
you with respect 

Responses to fou r 
questions 
(i.e., overall, how 
satisfied wou ld you 
say you a re wi th 
your job?) 

t wo ques ti ons 

I) scores None 
on means of 
scales 

n scores on Leve l of s1 1b-
means of o rdinate's intrin-
scales s ic rewards 

(p<.01) (r= -.1 5) 

l) scores on 
means of 
sca les 

I) scores on Performance 
means o f ratings (p< .0 5) 
sca les (r= -. I \) 

Intrinsic rewards 
(p<.05) (r= -.08) 

I) scores on Performance 

Performance 
ratings 
Tr ai t ratings 
Pay 
Financ ial reward 

Perf ormance 
ratings 
Trait ratings 
Pay 
Fi nancial re-
ward 
Intr insic re-
ward 

Tr ait ratings 
Pay 
Financ ial re-
war d 

None 

' N 
I.,> 
I 



I 

(i .e., how involved 
do you feel in your 
job?) 

Senger F Vert ical Dyads Value words Responses t o 40 (l 97 1) value words (i .e., 
worship, truth, 
people) on bi-polar 
adjective scales 

Wexley, F Vertical Dyads Responsibility 4 bi-polar adjective Alexander , Loyalty scale rating for Greenawal t , Goals and each concept and Couch Planning 
(1980) Social Values 

Personality 
Belief in 

Authority 
Belief in Work 

means of 
scales 

D Scores 

D Scores: 
Superior's 
ratings of 
self vs . 
subordinate's 
rating of 
sel f 

Manager's 
rating of sub 
ord inate vs. 
subordinate's 
se lf-rating 

Subord inate 's 
rating of 
manager vs. 
manager's 
sel f- ra t ings 

ratings (p<:.01) 
(r= -.25) 
Trai t ratings 
(p <:.0 l) (r= -.3 6) 
Pay 
(p<.01) (r= - .25) 
Financial rewards 
(p<.01) (r = .20) 
Intrinsic rewards 
(p<.0 1) (r= -.32) 

Superior' s 
ranking of sub-
ordinates on all-
around competence 

None 

Performance 
evaluation 
(p< .0 1) (r=.27) 

Subord ina te's 
job satisfaction 
(p <.01 ) (r=.36) 

None 

Performance 
evaluat ion 
Job satis-
faction of 
subordinate 

None 

None 

' N .,. 
' 
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Criteria for Inclusion of Studies 

Labels such as "value similarity," "belief congruence," "perceptual congru­

ence" and "attitude similarity" have been used interchangeably in the literature. 

Therefore, studies that treat similarity in beliefs, values, perceptions, cognitions, 

or attitudes are considered within the scope of the review. Studies that compare 

dyad members on the basis of background factors, race, sex, age, interests, and 

personality will be excluded (i.e., Rand and Wexley, 197 5). These factors may be 

viewed as possible antecedants to attitude similarity to the extent that persons 

from the same age group, for example, are more likely to "see things the same 

way" than persons from different age groups. Similarity in role perspectives 

probably also contribute to attitude similarity. Since the variable of interest here 

is perceived similarity, studies assessing actual similarity are excluded unless 

performance appraisal is a dependent variable. 

In addition, studies concerned with accuracy in reporting another's percep­

tions are not within the scope of this review. This includes "role accuracy" studies 

directed at determining how accurately subordinates assess their superior's expec­

tations (i.e., Greene, 1972), and comparisons of "metaperspectives" following the 

Laing, et. al. mode! (l 966). 

The study of perceptual accuracy has more to do with "understanding" 

another individual's perspective on issue X than agreeing with it (although the 

ratee may use the information to feign agreement, thus creating PAS for the 

rater). For example, Smircich and Chesser (1981) asked subordinates to estimate 

how their superiors would fill out their performance appraisal forms. Since they 

were not asked to indicate the extent to which they agreed with the ratings, 

however' the study was excluded from the review. 

We now turn to a more detailed review of the studies contained in Tables 

and 2. 
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Perceived Attitude Similarity (PAS) 

As shown in Table 1, 22 of the 25 studies manipulating PAS as an indepen­

dent variable are laboratory studies, and nearly all of these employed Byrne's 

basic methodology to create the illusion of attitude similarity (see Byrne, l 96l; 

also described in Byrne, 1971). This paradigm has been referred to as Byrne's 

"unique stranger" technique. 

Subjects are first asked to fill out an attitude survey covering a wide range 

of topics (i.e., western movies, belief in God, smoking). A phony questionnaire ' 
purportedly representing the views of another person, is then prepared for each 

subject to create the impression of congruence, or lack of congruence, with the 

subject's own views. This is done by manipulating the proportion of items upon 

which they appear to agree. For example, in the similar condition, the other's 

responses to 90% of the items appear on the same side of the neutral point as the 

subject 's own responses, while in the dissimilar condition, only 10% appear on the 

same side of the neutral point. At a later time the subject is exposed to the 

other's questionnaire responses and asked to indicate his liking for the other, as 

well as to evaluate the other on a number of character traits using an Interper­

sonal Judgement Scale. Sixteen studies employed this basic paradigm. 

Byrne's "standard stranger" technique is an alternative way of categorizing 

subjects on the perceived similarity dimension (see Byrne and Clore, 1966; also 

described in Byrne, 1971). Subjects fill out an attitude survey, then are immedi­

ately exposed to the responses of a same-sex stranger on the identical survey. 

The stranger within each condition is represented by a standard pattern of ques­

tionnaire responses, thus all subjects in the condition are reacting to the same 

stranger. Each subject is then classified on a scale of .00 to 1.00 as to extent of 

similarity between himself and the stranger to whom he was exposed. Byrne, et . 

al. (1971) and Peters and Terborg (197 5) utilized this technique. 
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In the remaining studies shown in Table 2, the stranger was characterized by 

agreement or disagreement with the subject on one or two controversial issues. 

It should be noted that the specific content about which attitudes, beliefs 

and values are expressed has not been treated as a crucial factor. Most investiga­

tors have assessed reactions to a set of heterogeneous issues, following Byrne, or 

have arbitrarily chosen controversial societal issues. The relative importance of 

issues, however, has been addressed. The combination of similarity on important 

topics and dissimilarity on unimportant topics has been associated with greater 

attraction than similarity on unimportant topics and dissimilarity on important 

ones (see Byrne, 1971, p. 62-68). 

Byrne and his colleagues have also found that extent of agreement or disa­

greement accounts for variance in attraction ratings. Extent of agreement/disa­

greement is indicated by the discrepancy between the subject's response to an 

item and the phantom's response to the same item. Hence, the subject tends to be 

more attracted to the phantom if the phantom not only agrees with the subject on 

important issues, but feels as strongly as the subject himself feels. Byrne indi­

cates that the relationship of attraction to similarity-dissimilarity and discrep­

ancy is additive; that is, attraction is a positive function of similarity­

dissimilarity and a negative function of discrepancy (Byrne, 1971, p. 79). 

Outcome Variables 

Attraction 

Research has repeatedly confirmed a highly significant relationship between 

attitude sim i!ar ity and interpersonal attraction (i.e., Batchelor and T esser, 1971 ; 

Good and Good, 1977; Veitch and Piccone, 1978; Russ, et. al. 1979). All of these, 

. h ti·on have utilized Byrne's operationalization of the attraction 
wit one excep , 
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measure or a variation of it. Subjects are asked to indicate the extent to which 

they would like or dislike the stranger and the extent to which they would enjoy 

working with the stranger on two Likert-type rating scales. Their responses are 

then scored and summed to yield the measure of attraction. 

Interpersonal Evaluation 

Byrne originally embedded the attraction items in a six-point Interpersonal 

Judgement Scale to disguise the major purpose of his experiments (Byrne, 1971 , p. 

53). However, in subsequent research the other items have continued to show 

highly significant relationships to attitudinal similarity. Specifically, a more 

similar "other" has been viewed as more intelligent (i.e., Batchelor and Tesser 
' 

1971; Byrne, et. al., 1971; Hendrick and Taylor, 1971 ), as having a greater 

knowledge of current events (i.e., Byrne, et. al., 1971; Veitch and Piccone, 1978; 

Tesser, 1971), as more moral (Batchelor and Tesser, 1972; Byrne, et. al., 1971 ; 

Tesser, 1971), and better adjusted ( Batchelor and Tesser, 1972; Byrne, et. al., 

1971; Veitch and Piccone, 1978). 

Attributions of other traits and intentions have been investigated as well. 

For example, in a study by Good and Good (1977) subjects evaluated an attitu­

dinally similar convict as more emotionally mature and as having better control 

over violent impulses. Subjects in Hendrick et. al. (1971) rated similar others as 

more open-minded, easygoing, sincere, informed, less opinionated, less arrogant, 

and less aggressive. Directional support was found for ratings of intelligence and 

friendliness, but not for ratings on the adjective "cynical." Similar "others" have 

also been evaluated as physically taller (Bleda, 1972), physically more attractive 

(Layton and Insko, 1974), more similar to the subject in personality (Batchelor and 

Tesser, 1971 ; Layton and Insko, 1974), and as probably liking the subject more than 

would a dissimilar other (Batchelor and Tesser, 1971; Johnson and Johnson, 1972). 
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There have been relatively few non-significant relationships reported from 

the use of Likert-type rating scales. However, a study by Hendrick and Taylor 

(1971) suggests that knowledge of belief similarity may affect attributions on 

some traits but not others. Subjects competing in a reaction time experiment 

with a phantom "othe r" were led to believe that the slower individual would re­

ceive a shock, and, further, that the "winner" would choose the level of shock to 

be administered. Subjects received feedback as to the "other's" choice of shock 

setting on the trials they lost. Hence, other's aggressiveness was manipulated as 

well as belief similarity. It was found that ratings on some adjectives were sensi­

tive to either one of the manipulations but not both. There were significant main 

effects of belief similarity on ratings of honesty and intelligence, but not on 

ratings of thoughtlessness, cruelty, unfairness or kindliness. These were the main 

effects of opponent's aggressiveness. Similarity to the phantom did not signifi­

cantly effect the level of shock selected by "winner" subjects for "loser" phan-

toms. 

Expectations and Goal Facilitation 

Johnson and Johnson (1972) is the only study in Table l to examine the 

effects of attitude similarity upon expectations. The phantom person was varied 

as to racial similarity, attitude similarity, and whether he facilitated or blocked 

the subject's goal for point accumulation in the Prisoner's Dilemma Game. Atti­

tude similarity was shown to have significant main effects on pre-game measures 

of liking, inferred reciprocal liking and expected cooperativeness in the game, as 

well as significant interactions with race on liking and inferred reciprocal liking. 

However, neither racial nor attitudinal similarity related significantly to a post­

game measure of liking. The goal facilitation condition produced the only signifi­

cant main effect. In addition, the pre-game measures of expected cooperation 
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and liking were found to be significantly related when attitude similarity was held 

constant. Based on these findings, the authors argue that attraction in a goal 

interdependent situation is a function of cooperation, and that expected cooper­

ation mediates the similarity-attraction relationship. 

Behavior and Behavioral Intentions 

Subjects have shown a greater willingness to parole an attitudinally similar 

convict ( Good and Good, 1977), to consider a similar opposite-sex other as a dating 

partner and a marriage partner (Stroebe and Insko, 1971), and to select a similar 

same-sex other as a roomate (Silverman, 1974). 

The findings on the relationship of PAS to personnel-related decisions have 

been less consistent. In three lab studies, student subjects were asked to make 

decisions regarding phantom job applicants. Griffit and Jackson (1970) found a 

significant relationship between subjects' perceived similarity to phantom job 

applicants and the strength of their recommendations to hire, but no relationship 

of PAS to the recommendations for starting salary. Conversely, Baskett u
973

), 

found a significant relationship of PAS to recommended salary, but not to recom­

mendation to hire. Finally, Peters and Terborg (197 5) found a significant 

correlation of PAS to both liklihood to hire and salary recommendation. In a fie ld 

study by Latham, Wexley and Pursell (197 5), using managers in a training situation 

and videotaped applicants, a significant relationship between PAS and recommen­

dation to hire emerged only for those not trained to avoid the "similar-to-me" 

error. 

Performance Evaluation 

None of the laboratory studies in Table l look at work-related performance 

evaluations, although two studies address performance evaluation in non-work 
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contexts. Hendrick et. al. (l 971) showed that students evaluated partic ipants in a 

Viet Nam discussion as having made better, Jess biased presentations if they 

agreed with the discussant on the Viet Nam issue. In a study by Smith et. al u 970) 

students observing another's performance on a paired-associates task rated the 

performance of an attitudinally-similar other higher than that of a dissimilar 

other. 

The only field study to examine PAS in relation to performance appraisal 

was by Pulakos and Wexley (l 983), who examined perceived similarity in manager­

subordinate dyads in manufacturing, retailing, government and service organiza­

tions. It should be noted that the question used as a measure of perceived similar­

ity did not specify for the respondent whether s/he was to assess attitudinal, or 

possibly biographical similarity to the other (see footnote). The results indicated 

a significant interaction of manager's perceived similarity and subordinate's 

perceived similarity on subordinate ratings of managerial performance. Thus, the 

perception of similarity by both parties was correlated with subordinates' evalua­

tions of their superiors. In addition, there was a significant main effect of man­

ager's perceived similarity on superior's ratings of subordinate's performance. 

It appears from these studies that a similar person may be evaluated more 

highly, associated with more positive characteristics, and treated more favorably 

*The question was embedded in a biographical and attitudinal information form: 

My superior (subordinate) and I are similar 

kinds of people: (check one). 

Strongly Agree 

Agree 
-Undecided 

Disagree 
- Strongly disagree 
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than a dissimilar person. The P ula kos a nd Wexley study suggests that PAS bears a 

relationship to performance appraisal in work se ttings. 

Possible .\'1odera tors 

Variables that may moderate t he rela t ionship of PAS to interpe rsona l at­

t raction, as well as to other outcome var iables, ha ve not been extensi ve ly studied, 

but present interesting possibilities for fut ure invest iga ti on. 

Perceived Attitude Base Batche lor and Tesser Cl 971 ) examined the effect of 

a ttitudinal base (why an individual holds the a t titudes/he does) on t he similarity­

attraction relationship. Their results confirmed tha t the effec t of a ttitude simi-

larity on attraction is stronger toward persons who hold att itudes as an ex . 
press10n 

of personal values than toward persons who hold a ttitudes for ego-de fensive 

reasons. 

Polarity of Similar Attitudes A study by Tashakkori and Insko Cl 979) suggests 

that polarity of similar attitudes may modera te the similarity-attrac tion re la tion­

ship. Subjects who agreed with a similar other whe re both he ld extre me vie ws on 

the issue (strongly favored or strongly opposed) indicated greater interpe rsonal 

attr~ction to the other than subjects who agreed with a si m il ar othe r whe re both 

he ld neutral views. 

Race and Sex Studies examining race as a modera tor ha ve yie lded mixed re­

sults. A study by Goldstein and Davis (l 972) suggests that t he e ff ect of PAS on 

the acceptance or rejection of another may depend on the subject's initia l le ve l of 

racial prejudice, as well as the intimacy required in t he stimulus social situation. 

Studies investigating sex of subjec t as a mode ra tor have shown few effect s and no 

discernible pattern of results. 
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Figure 2 summa rizes the ma jor re lat ionshi ps among va riables sugges ted in 

t he pe rceived a ttitude similarity lite ra ture . Actua l s imilar ity is re presen ted as a 

major contributor to PAS, although situa tions may exist whe re t he two a re not 

t ota lly congruent; for example , a greate r degree of ag reeme nt may be pe rcei ved 

t ha n actually exists due to a lack of interaction between individua ls or discussion 

of only the few topics upon which they agree rathe r t ha n the many upon wh ich 

t hey do not agree. 

The relationship of PAS to attrac tion is well esta blished in the e mpirica l 

literature, and balance theory offers a theore tical expla na t ion fo r t he rela t ion­

ship. However, the consistent relationships of P AS a nd attraction to t ra it a ttr ibu­

tions have not been adequately explained. As mentioned ear lier, Byrne used trait 

ratings merely to disguise the purpose of his e xperime nts, whic h was to assess the 

attraction variable. A major limitation of the c urrent literature is the failure to 

address the cognitive processes by which PAS appears to affec t interpersonal 

judgments other than attraction. (An exception is the Johnson and Johnson study 

(1
972

) which suggests that PAS may set up the e xpectation of goal fac ilitation.) 

There is some evidence to suggest that polarity of attitudes and inferred 

attitude base may moderate the relationship of PAS to interpersona l eva luation. 

If both rater and ratee are avid Reaganites, we might reasona bly e xpec t greater 

enthusiasm for one another than if both were politically neutra l. In addition, the 

ratee's expressed attitudes must be perceived as ge nuine e xpressions of personal 

values. 
This dissertation is concerned with one type of inte rpersonal judgment, 

namely, performance evaluation. In the next sec tion, we will revie w studies that 

have assessed performance appraisal as a dependent va ria ble in re la tion to ac tual 

a ttitude similarity. 



Inferred Attitude Base 

Pola rity of Simi lar 
Attitudes 

I 
I 

\ PAS \ ~ ) \ Trait A~tributions 
Attraction 
Expectations 

Figure 2 . Summary model of the attitude similar it y literature . 
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w 
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Attitude Similar ity a nd Performanc e Apprai sal 

Other than the Pulakos and Wexley study discussed above studies a · , ssesstng 

the relationship of attitude similar ity to performance appraisal have used actual 

s imi larity, rather than perceived similarity as the independent variable. Although 

similarity in the dyad is the objective basis for the perception of simi larity, other 

facto rs may influence the accuracy of this perception . For example, an individual 

may misperceive the extent of his similarity to anothe r because they tend to talk 

about the few issues upon which they disagree, rather than the manv upon which 

they agree. 

The finding of a relationship between actua l similarity and performance 

evaluation implies that raters a re perceiving and reacting to actual similarity in a 

way that affects performance ratings. This section reviews and critiques the five 

stud ies in Table 2 that ha ve attempted to establish a connection between attitude 

similarity and performance appraisal. 

In a study of vertical dyads, Miles ( 1964) found that congruency of attitudes 

with respect to management theory concepts related to superiors' overall judge­

ments of subordinate performance. Senger ( 1 971) found that similar responses to 

value words on bi-polar adjective scales related significantl y to superior 's rankings 

of subordinate's all-around competence. 

In a study of social worker dyads, Golmieh (1964) claimed a significant 

1 
. h. b tween "conoruent perceptions" and superior's ratings of subordi 

re at1ons 1p e t> -

, f nee The X's were ( 1) subordinate's job content, and (2) the social 
nate s per orma • -

d h I 
. 

1 
requirem ents of the subordinate's job. An examination of 

an psyc o og1ca 

Gol mieh's dissertation reveals that subordinates were instructed to indicate the 

job behaviors that they actually performed on their jobs, while their superiors 

d 
. d" ate the behaviors they expected of subordinates. The corre la-

were aske to 1n ic 
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tion found between the two is probably best interpreted as an indicator of how 

well subordinate behavior conformed to role expectations, rather than as an 

indicator of agreement. 

Both the Wexley, et al. (1980) and Nieva (1976) studies operationalized 

erse on a attitude similarity by asking each dyad member to evaluate himself or h lf 

number of dimensions (i.e., job satisfaction, loyalty). Similarity in self­

evaluations was the index of attitude similarity. 

Wexley et. al (1980) assessed the difference between superiors' and subordi­

nates' self-descriptions on such dimensions as personality, loyalty and responsibili­

ty. This measure did not correlate significantly with performance ratings or 

measures of subordinate satisfaction. Wexley et. al. (1980) used two additional 

measures of attitude similarity labelled "subordinate's perceptual congruence" and 

"manager's perceptual congruence." The former was defined as the difference 

between the subordinate's self-description of the manager and the manager's self­

description. This was found to be related to overall subordinate satisfaction 

(r=.
36

). Conversely, manager's perceptual congruence, defined as the difference 

between the manager's description of the subordinate and the subordinate's self­

descr iption, was significantly correlated with superior 's evaluation of subordinate 

performance (r=.17). 

Carroll and Schneier (1982, p. 163) present data indicating that very few 

individuals rate themselves as below average on character traits similar to the 

ones used in the Wexley study. If most people tend to rate themselves positively 

on these types of items, then subordinate ratings of managers would be expected 

t 
·th managers' self-ratings if they are high. In the Wexley study 

o converge w1 , 
then, it is not surprising that subordinates liked the supervisors that they rated 

highly on character traits. Conversely' high ratings of subordinates by managers 
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would be expec ted to converge with subordinates' self-ratings One ld . 

• cou predic t 

from this that managers who gave high trait ratings would also give high perfor-

mance ratings. It is, thus, not clear from this study that attitude similarity ac­

counted for variance in performance ratings. 

Of the several comparisons made by Nieva U 976), including extent of own 

job involvement, extent of own job satisfaction, value of interpersonal job factors, 

and value of extrinsic and intrinsic job rewards, only one (job involvement) showed 

a significant relationship to performance ratings and trait ratings. 

The evidence of a relationship between attitude similarity and performance 

appraisal in field settings is scant. However, the findings from the Miles and 

Senger studies are suggestive. The Pulakos and Wexley study is probably the most 

convincing. Other field studies (Golmieh; Wexley, et. al. ; and Nieva) suffer from 

problems in operationalizing attitude similarity. 

In summary, a bulk of laboratory research has established that people tend 

to react to similar and dissimilar others in predictable ways, at least under con­

trolled conditions where the subject's similarity to another is made salient. In 

addition, there is some evidence of a relationship between attitude similarity and 

performance appraisal in field settings. A theoretical explanation for the 

observed relationships of PAS to trait attributions, expectations and performance 

evaluations is noticeably absent. 

Recently, the performance appraisal literature has focused on cognitive 

processes underlying performance judgments. The next chapter integrates the two 

literatures of attitude similarity and cognitive processes in performance evalua­

tion. An attempt is then made to explain how PAS may impact interpersonal 

judgments, specifically, performance judgments. From this integration, a model 

will be developed which will serve as the basis for this dissertation research. 



CHAPTER 2 

INFORMATION-PROCESSING IN PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

Recently there have been attempts to describe the cognitive processes of 

performance evaluators, from the point at which ratee's behavior is observed until 

an evaluation of performance is recorded. The following discussion draws mainly 

from two of these -- Ilgen and Feldman (1983) a nd DeNisi, Cafferty, and Meglino 

(unpublished). Both sets of authors encorporate prototype theory (implicit person-

ality theory) into their models. 

Prototype theory addresses the categorization schemes by which people 

classify others in their social environment. A prototype is a mental representa­

tion of a "category" of person. A matrix of traits and behaviors associated with 

the prototype characterize all individuals assigned to that category. Attention to 

particular characteristics about an individual allegedly triggers the assignment of 

that person to a category such that other traits and behaviors associated with the 

prototype are attributed to him, Some research indicates that the recall of an 

individual's behavior and other characteristics may be more consistent with the 

prototype category to which he has been assigned than with his actual behaviors 

and characteristics (Cantor and Mischel, 1979; Phillips and Lord, 1983). That is • ' 
the features of the prototype category come to characterize the person assigned 

to it. 
Landy and Farr (1980) describe performance ratings as "instances" of impli-

cit personality theory. This implies that ratings, or any form of evaluation, will 

be consistent with prevailing prototypes that raters associate with ratees. The 

t be P
erformance or non-performance-based. Nathan and Lord 

pro otype may 
(1

983
) suggest that halo error in ratings may be a result of generalizing from a 

f b Se
d prototype. Hence, ratings along distinct performance 

per ormance- a 

-38-
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dimensions become consistent with one another. Ilgen and Feldman suggest that 

non-performance based prototypes may influence what traits and beha · v10rs are 

associated with a ratee. These associations could introduce cognitive biases in 

performance evaluation, either "in favor of" or "in opposition to" the ratee, such 

that the rater likes (dislikes) him, expects good (bad) things from him, and 

attributes positive (negative) traits to him. In short, the rater may be using 

irrelevant information as a basis for ratings, perhaps unintentionally. 

Prototype theory, or implicit personality theory, offers a plausible explana-

tion for the consistent covariance among PAS, interpersonal attraction and trait 

attributions in attitude similarity research. Within the framework of prototype 

theory, PAS may be viewed as a salient personal characteristic that triggers 

assignment of a person to a prototype category -- a category of positive traits and 

characteristics in the case of an attitudinally similar person and of negative traits 

and characteristics in the case of a dissimilar person. 

In this chapter we attempt to explain how PAS may bias performance ratings 

via a process of forming or accessing a prototype of the ratee. The extent of this 

effect is speculated to depend on three factors -- (1) the salience of performance­

based cues, (
2

) the salience of non-performance based cues, and (3) situational 

ambiguity for the rater. In the discussion that follows, we will introduce only 

those portions of the information-processing models that assist in explaining the 

role of PAS in performance evaluation. Additional supporting research will be 

cited where appropriate. 

Co nitive Models of the Performance A raisal Process 

Both the Ilgen and Feldman and DeNisi et. al. models borrow concepts from 

W d S 11
, i·ntormation-processing model (1981). The rater observes be-

yer an cru s 
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ha vior encodes and processes information in a "workspace " in short te 

' 
- rm memory, 

then either discards it or organizes it in "storage bins" in long-term memory for 

future reference. llgen and Feldman imply that storage bins may bear prototype 

labels, and even may be cross-indexed. That is, a bin exists for the individual in 

which his prototype memberships are entries (since each of us can be categorized 

in multiple ways -- age, race, and so on). Bins also exist for each prototype in 

which individuals are entries. All individuals entered there are thought to share 

the traits and expected behaviors associated with the prototype. The contents of 

the workspace at any point in time include information from the task environment 

On this case, the rating situation), as well as information retrieved from long-term 

memory. 

The concept of cue salience is used to explain what information in the task 

environment is likely to receive attention, what information is likely to be re­

trieved or "reconstructed" from memory, and how contradictory information may 

be weighted to form a prototype composite of the ratee. The concept of situa­

tional ambiguity is used to specify the conditions under which a rater is likely to 

associate non-performance based traits with a ratee as a result of generalizing 

from a non-performance based prototype. 

C ue Salience 

Saliency of information is a key aspect of both attentional and reconstruc-

. The salience of a particular cue depends upon the distincti ven 

t1ve processes. 

ess 

f h ·t lf as well as its surround (i.e., a black in a sea of whites) How 

o t e cue I se , 
• _ 

. er's attention may be drawn to particular cues, not because th 

ever, the perce1v 
e 

cues are distinctive in any way, but because a prototype category is particularly 

'bl . the rater's long-term memory system. Factors that are likely to 

access1 em 
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impac t category accessibility at a point in time include (1) recency of use, (2) 

preconceived notions about the individual, (3) baseline prototpyes, (4) the rater's 

expertise, or job knowledge, and (5) the affect associated with particular proto-

types. 

In the DeNisi et. al. model, a "preen coder" filters relevant information from 

what the rater has observed. The relevancy of information is partly determined 

by preconceived notions that the rater has about the ratee, including prior assign­

ment of the individual to a prototype category. The prototype has an impact on 

the types of information that become salient to the rater as s/he observes and 

what additional information the rater may seek about the ratee. The authors cite 

research indicating tha raters will seek information that tends to confirm their 

initial expectations (Snyder, 1981). 

A prototype category may also be accessible because it was used recently, 

thus drawing the perceiver's attention to prototype-consistent behavior as s/he 

observes and inducing recall of prototype-confirming behavior from past observa­

tion (Ilgen and Feldman, 1983). Some research indicates that there are individual 

differences in "baseline" prototypes -- that is, some people seem to start out 

viewing almost everyone in negative terms, while others tend to view most people 

positively (Kaplan, 1973). 

Ilgen and Feldman cite research suggesting that experience in an area will 

lead to more well developed prototypes (Rosch, et. al., 1976). By implication, the 

rater with job-knowledge would be expected to notice aspects of performance that 

others might miss. Hence, his or her ratings might be considerably more accurate 

. f less competent evaluator. They cite other research to sug-
than the ratings o a 

t
hat produces more intense affect for the rater is likel t 

gest that a category Y o 
. (T "f 

1 1
969· also in Wyer and Carlston, 1979). If the catego . 

become salient aJ e , ' ry 1s 
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oa e , non-not performance-related, the rater may be focusing on emotionally-! d d 

job-related c ues that may affect the validity of his or her ratings. 

In the Ilgen and Feldman model, the role of prototypes in encoding observed 

behavior may flow from on a n automatic categorization process. A hypothetical 

comparison mechanism matches incoming information with prototype categories 

accessible in long-term memory (see Figure 3). If the features of a target person 

readily match an existing prototype, automatic attentional and categorization 

processes operate. One trait implies another, a behavior implies other behaviors, 

traits and emotional states imply one another' a nd so on. Rater attends to ratee's 

salient features and a rapid, perhaps subconscious, category assignment is m d a e. 

A flow-diagram of how cue salience and category accessibility impact 

representation of information in the workspace, as per our discussion, is shown in 

Figure 4. 

Bias in Combining Contradictory Information 

According to Ilgen and Feldman, categorization sometimes requires a more 

conscious effort. It may necessitate a search through long-term memory and/or in 

the task environment for furt her information about the problematic individual. 

This is likely to occur when (l) no salient category exists for the ratee, (2) incom­

ing information is inconsistent with an existing prototype, or (3) a single stimulus 

. . . tent or negatively correlated information. If an individual c 
contains mcons1s annot 

be assimilated into an existing category, a new category may be created for which 

s/he is the prototype (i.e., a category of poor performers with commendable 

attitudes). Alternatively, the rater may weight each piece of information separ-

1 
. d .. g a composite judgment of the ratee upon which to base his or her 

ate y m envm 
. . Another possibility is that the rater would ask "why" quest · 

final Judgements. 10ns 
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Figure 3 . Prototype matching mechanism from llgen and Feldman (1983). 
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l 
L Cue Salience 

Within Rating Conte xt 

l. Cue distinctiveness 
2. C ue Context 

1 
I Attention and Categodzation 1 
- l 

-------------------~ 
LRepresentation of Information in the Workspace 

Figure If: Effects of cue s~lience a nd category accessibility on cognitive 

representation of information. 
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concerning the poor performance. By attributing the poor performance to f actors 

to fac tors beyond the ratee's control (making external attributions), the perfor-

manc e data is no longer contradic tory of the PAS-based prototype. These a re a ll 

examples of controlled information-processing. 

The following discussion presents two views of how contradic tory informa­

tion may be combined to produce a composite judgment. 

Forming a Gestalt 

According to a Gestalt way of thinking, an initial impression is formed about 

an individual and later information fitted to it (see Sc hneider, Hastorf and 

Ellsworth, 1979). The Gestalt (or what we have desc ribed as a prototype) changes 

by inc rements as information enters the workspace; hence, order effects are 

important. Gestalt theory predicts a "primacy" effec t since ea rly information is 

we ighted most heavily. 

To cite an example from Schneider, et. al. (1979), an individual is initially 

viewed as "kind", but it is later learned that he is also "dishonest." The two can be 

related by thinking of him as a modern day Robin Hood. The word "dishonest" has 

taken on a new meaning, other than it would have had if assoc iated with the word 

"unkind." Hence, two seemingly contradic tory charac teristics have been assimi­

lated into the same Gestalt, or prototype. 

The implications of this for performance appraisal are that (l) a non-job­

related prototype will receive greater weight relative to a performance-based 

prototype if it is the basis for an initial impression about the ratee; and (2) con­

tradic tory information may be maintained in the construc tion of a new proto­

type. However, traits associated with the new prototype may be qualitatively 

different from those associated with either of the contributing prototypes. For 

example, traits associated with a "poor performer with commendable attitudes" 

may be different than those associated with a "poor perfo rmer with poor a tti -
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tudes." Hence, trait and behavioral ratings may be influenced by the addition of a 

bias-producing prototype to performance information, partic ularly if the f . 
ormer rs 

the basis for an initial impression of ratee. 

An alternative to the "primacy effect" explanation is the "recency effect" 

explanation--that the most recent information is most accessible in memory and 

will, therefore, be weighted most heavily. 

Weighted Averaging If weighted averaging is used, the contradictory traits or 

behaviors do not change in meaning. Rather, the traits are combined by ave . 
ragrng 

the value of these traits along with other traits. In Anderson's model (1974), for 

example, the initial impression that the perceiver has of the individual is weighted 

along with other information. The full equation is: 

E = w S + LwS 
0 0 

where "w'"s are the trait weights and 50 is the initial impression. 

Traits are identified by scale values as well as weights. These indicate how 

positively the trait is valued and remain relatively fixed across situations. How­

ever, the weight that each item of information receives depends upon the evalu­

ation context. Since the relative weights must sum to one, the weight that one 

cue receives limits the weight assigned to other cues in evaluating the individual. 

Research aimed at discovering how people weight various types of inforrna-

t . · f ce evaluation have revealed the following: 

ron rn per orman 

(1) Performance accounts for most of the variance in performance ratings. 

This is generally agreed to be the case given that the rater's objective is evalua-

. (Il nd Feldman 1983). Actual performance had the 1 

trng performance gen a ' 
argest 

effect on performance ratings in two studies that manipulated performance level, 

d (Bigonness 1976; Hamner, et. al., 1974). 

ratee's sex an race , 
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(2) Raters may weight information that is not performance-related h 
, sue as 

sex and race (see above studies and Landy and Farr, 1980). 

(3) Some studies suggest that unfavorable information is weighted more 

heavily than favorable information in selection interviews (London and Poplawski, 

1976; Hollman, 1972). Greater weight has been assigned to negative and extreme 

information in studies of interpersonal evaluation (Anderson, 1974; Hamilton and 

Huffman, 1971; Hodges, 1974; Wyer, 1974). 

Fiske (1980) argues that most behaviors and human attributes are perceived 

as moderately positive. These "modal" attributes do not distinguish among persons 

well in evaluation contexts, and are, therefore, not particularly informative. She 

uses the employment interview to illustrate. If nearly everyone applying for the 

job has a BA degree, this information is relatively uninformative, even though it is 

a moderately positive attribute. However, extremely positive information, such 

as the possession of an MBA, and any negative information, such as having no 

degree at all, would be informative by virtue of its uniqueness. Fiske's research 

substantiated her prediction that greater weight would be given to extreme infor­

mation, with greatest weight to both negative and extreme information in an 

interpersonal evaluation task (Fiske, 1980). 

The relative weight received by an informational cue may be viewed as an 

aspect of cue salience. In the DeNisi et. al. model, for example, the "preencoder" 

f .lt . . • formation according to its relevancy in the rating situat · 

1 ers mcomrng rn 

10n. 

Since the rater's goal is performance appraisal, performance itself would be 

.d d 1 
t and therefore, weighted. fn addition, recall that "pre 

cons1 ere re evan , 
con-

. d . " ·ght be considered relevant, and, therefore, receive we1·ght 

ce1ve not10ns m1 

, even 

though such notions are not necessarily inferred from the ratee's performance. 
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Situational Ambiguity 

llgen and Feldman point out that non-performance-related factors a 
re more 

likely to receive weight in performance decisions when the rating situation is 

ambiguous for the rater. This might occur, for example, when the rater lacks job 

knowledge and has not, therefore, developed job- relevant category systems such 

that ratees can be matched to appropriate performance categories. rt may also 

occur when the rater has not had adequate opportunity to observe performance or 

gather job-related information, or when the job does not offer easily detectable 

cues of good and bad performance. Under these circumstances, the rater is likely 

to fall back on "default" values specified by a non-performance-related prototype 

categorization of the ratee. 

A recent study by Phillips and Lord (1983) suggests that recall of behavior 

may be colored by the prototype category to which an individual is assigned. In 

this study the behaviors subjects recalled about a leader they had observed on 

videotape were more consistent with a prototype associated with the leader ( · 
i.e., 

successful versus unsuccessful) than with the behavior actuaJiy exhibited on the 

videotape. In another study, Nathan and Lord (1983) observed a similar tendency 

among students evaluating a videotaped lecturer to erroneously recall incidents 

consistent with their general impression. This research suggests that prototypes 

can play a role in what is recaJJed about an individual in an evaluation context. 

Influence of Bias-Producing Prototypes On Performance Appraisal 

H . i·ewed the relevant information-processing literature we 

avmg rev 

, now 

al conclusions about the possible impacts of bias-produc · 

state some gener 

mg 

f ance evaluation. We will then re-examine the • 

Prototypes on per orm 
impact of a 
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particular bias-producing prototype, designated ear lier as the PAS-based­

prototype, which is the variable of interest in this dissertation. 

We have noted that non-performance-based prototypes may affect what cues 

are salient as the rater observes performance, what instances of previous perfor­

mance are retrieved from memory, and what additional information is sought 

about the ratee with greater attention given to prototype-confirming informat· 
wn. 

In some cases more conscious weighting and combining of information is 

assumed to occur. If a Gestalt process is assumed, the relative impact of a bias­

producing prototype on performance evaluation depends upon (1) whether it in­

duces the formation of a new prototype (Gestalt), (2) what traits are associated 

with the new prototype, and (3) whether the biasing factor precedes or follows 

performance (given the primacy effect). The order of information is also impor­

tant if a recency effect is expected. 

Alternatively, information may be combined in weighted-average fashion to 

form a composite impression, with performance receiving the greatest weight, and 

negative and extreme information receiving greater weight relative to moderate 

information. This suggests that the relative weight of a non-performance-based 

factor depends upon the negativity and/or extremity of the factor itself, as well 

as the negativity and/or extremity of the performance. One would expect ex­

tremely good or poor performance to carry even more weight relative to the bias 

factor, with greater weight to the bias factor if it is negative and/or extreme and 

performance is moderate. Hence, negativity and extremity of a cue may increase 

its salience relative to other cues. 

The bias factor of specific interest in this dissertation research is the p AS-

b d that is one that consists of all the traits and behaviors 

ase prototype-- , 
expected 

f . . ·ct 1 ho r·s attitudinally similar to onesself. 

o an md1v1 ua w 
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\Ve now attempt to describe the cognitive processes by which a PAS-based 

prototype, in particular, may be perceived and weighted relative to perf ormance 

in a performance evaluation context. Figure 5 is a schematic representation of 

th is process. It is intended to be an integrating device, rather than a formal 

model, since, as Ilgen and Feldman have already oointed out, much of the under­

lying theory is speculative in nature. 

Integration of PAS-Based and Performance-Based Information 

in a Performance Appraisal Context 

The question of interest in this dissertation research is -- to what extent and 

under what conditions is PAS most likely to affect performance evaluations? 

The model in Figure 5 attempts to describe the cognitive processes by which 

rater's attitude similarity to ratee is perceived and weighted relative to observed 

performance. It describes a process of combining, or integrating, two types of 

information that directly impact performance evaluation, trait attributions and 

attraction via the process of forming or accessing a prototyoe. As shown in the 

model, actual performance evaluation, which includes the physical act of rating, is 

based upon a prototype-composite of the ratee. Attraction and trait attributions 

are responses to the same prototype composite. 

Actual performance, actual attitude similarity, and other characteristics, 

are observed and perceived by the rater. To the extent that they are mutually 

confirming -- that is, one implies the other, ratee is automatically assigned to the 

· 1. d If the items of information contradict one another h 

imp 1e category. 
, owever, 

th Y e
nsue These might include the search for a Gestalt 

o er processes ma · 
, a 

. h . h and/or an attribution of causes for the unexpected beha . 

we1g tmg sc eme, 
v1or, 

attitudes, or characteristics. 
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ff PAS information contradicts perceived performance levPl or vi· 
- , sa versa, 

Gestalt theory would predict the search for a new Gestalt. It is difficult to pre-

dict the outcome of this process for performance ratings. The traits associated 

with a new Gestalt may be different from the traits associated with contributing 

prototypes, but the theory does not address the implications of this for perfor­

mance ratings. Since the initial impression is hypothesized to be most powerful, 

the theory implies that attitude similarity information may carry greater weight 

in performance evaluation than the performance itself, which is unlikely. 

The use of some sort of weighting scheme permits more concrete predic­

tions. Performance is likely to receive the greatest weight. Given that the 

rater's objective is evaluating performance, performance is likely to be salient 

both within the task environment and in the rater's attempts to reconstruct from 

long-term memory. However, PAS is likely to receive some weight. It is an 

affectively-loaded cue having been consistently associated with interpersonal 

attraction and evaluative traits in past research. If PAS information is negative 

or extreme (i.e., indicating dissimilarity to rater or extreme similarity), it may be 

expected to receive more weight relative to performance cues since it may be 

considered relatively more salient, particularly if the performance itself is mod­

erate. 

According to the model, the rater will rely more heavily on PAS cues if 

situational ambiguity exists for the rater, for example, if the rater has little job 

knowledge, if the ratee 's performance is ambiguous and/or inconsistent, if the job 

itself is difficult to rate, or if the rater's contacts with the ratee are not relevant 

to performance. 

. be thought of as a value appraisal of the prototype uence, 

A ttractron can 

. , , 

attraction to a ratee, trait attributions, expectations and perceived similarity to 
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the ratee covary according to the prototype category to which the rater has 

assigned the ratee. Since performance evaluations are based on the same proto­

type category as attraction and trait attributions, the model predicts that these 

will tend to be consistent with one another. That is, the liked person is more 

likely to be perceived as similar and to receive higher trait a nd performance 

ratings than the disliked person. 

The dissertation research described here is a laboratory study designed to 

test a portion of the model. The next chapter explains how concepts were opera­

tionalized to test the model. A formal statement of the hypotheses tested will 

follow. 



CHAPTER 3 

OPERATIONALIZATIONS OF CONSTRUCTS 

According to the model in Figure 5, PAS is an important nonperformance 

factor that impacts performance evaluation. The relationship is moderated by 

both cue salience and situational ambiguity for the rater. 

In this experiment, the effect of PAS on performance ratings was tested in a 

laboratory setting where only two types of information were known about the 

ratee __ performance and similarity to the rater on general attitudinal issu 
es. 

Student raters assessed a ratee's performance to determine, first, if there would 

be an effect of PAS on performance ratings, and second, whether it would be 

moderated by the salience of the performance cue and situational ambiguity for 

the rater. 

Independent Variables 

PAS 

PAS was manipulated using Byrne's unique stranger manipulation. That is, 

subjects were led to believe that a manager either strongly agreed or strongly 

disagreed with them on a number of issues. In an effort to make the PAS cue 

salient, two steps were taken -- (l) the extent of agreement or disagreement 

between the manager's views and the subject's own views was made extreme (i.e., 

90%); and (2) the issues selected for this study were ones that an ear lier sample of 

d 
ed to feel strongly about. This study manipulated t 1 

un ergraduates seem 

wo evels 

f PAS (. 
ment and disagreement) and included a control group. 

o 1.e., agree 

Performance 

. to the manager's attitudes, subjects viewed a .d 

Following exposure 

v1 eotape 
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of the manager conducting a performance review with his subordinate s b. 
• u Jects 

were asked to rate how well he conducted the review and to indicate the t 
ex ent of 

their attraction to the manager. Three different vignettes were used to vary the 

manager's level of performance. Some subjects viewed a high-performing 

manager; others viewed a moderate-level or low-level performer. 

The levels of performance manipulated here were designed to represent 

degrees of salience of the performance c ue. If negative or extreme information is 

more salient than moderate information and therefore likely to be weighted 

more heavily, as suggested earlier, then the high and low performances in this 

study represent a greater degree of cue salience than the moderate-level of 

performance. In an effort to make the high and low conditions salient, vignettes 

were constructed to represent the extremes of performance on all performance 

dimensions. The moderate vignette was constructed to be clearly moderate on all 

dimensions. 

Situational Ambiguity 

Situational ambiguity was manipulated on two levels. These consisted of a 

hard performance data condition and a no-hard-data condition. Subjects in the 

hard data condition received hard data with respect to the manager's performance 

in addition to viewing his performance on videotape. Subjects viewing the low 

performer thus received additional data to support the judgment that the ratee 

was a low performer; subjects viewing the moderate performer received hard data 

t h .d that the ratee was a moderate-level performer and s 

o support t e 1 ea 
, o on. 

Other subjects did not receive hard performance data. This rating task was 

b b·guous for student raters since it was assumed that (l) 

expected to e am 1 

most 

.1.
 ·th the performance review process they were evaluat · 

were not fam1 iar w1 

mg or 
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what constituted good/poor performance in conducting a performance r · ev1ew, and 

(2) each student would see only one level of performance and would not th f 
, ere ore, 

have other examples of performance to use as a basis for comparison. The 

absence of hard data was expected, therefore, to create a relatively ambiguous 

rating situation for student raters. 

Dependent Variables 

Performance Ratings 

The performance evaluation construct was operationalized in two ways. 

Students were asked to rate the manager first on a trait rating scale, then again 

on a Behavioral Observation Scale. The two scales contained exactly the same 

performance dimensions on which the ratee was to be evaluated. The two types of 

rating instruments were used to determine if trait ratings and behavioral ratings 

would be differentially robust with respect to PAS-induced biases. 

The accuracy (or bias) in ratings was assessed using deviations from "true 

scores." A true score on a dimension is the mean, or average, of expert ratings on 

that dimension. The experts were individuals who were familiar with the job they 

were evaluating and the principles of performance evaluation. This procedure will 

be described more fully in Chapter 5. 

It was felt that because students lacked knowledge relevant to the manager's 

job and the performance evaluation process, it would be difficult to conclude that 

d 
, ating were necessarily less accurate than another gro , 

one stu ent groups r 
ups 

r t
. b they were higher (or lower). It was therefore dec ided to ass 

a mgs ecause 

ess 

d 
. . b . t atings from expert ratings, in addition to testing bet 

ev1at10n of su 1ec r 
ween-

. d ce of bias in ratings. 

group differences for evi en 
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Attraction 

The attraction variable was operationalized in a manner consistent with 

Byrne's earlier research. The measure employed two Likert-type rating scales 

which are described in greater detail in Chapter 5. 

We have so far set forth a model describing the impact of PAS on attraction 

trait attributions and performance evaluation, and in this chapter have outlined 

the way constructs from the model were operationalized for the purpose of this 

study. The next chapter is a formal statement of the hypotheses that were tested. 

' 



C HAPTER 4 

FORMAL STATEMENT OF HYPOTHESES 

Consistent with the previous cha pte r , the fo ll owing hypoth 
eses a re 

presented. Hypotheses are presented separately fo r each man
1
· 

1 
. 

pu at1on. 

l . Performance Level 

1. 1 Behavioral ratings will be higher, the higher the le vel of pe r fo rmance 

e xhibited by the ratee. 

1.2 Trait ratings will be higher, the highe r the level of performance h "b• 
e x 1 1ted by 

the ratee. 

1.3 Extent of liking will be greater the higher the level of performance h .b . 
ex 1 1ted 

by the ratee. 

1.4 Accuracy in behavioral ratings will be grea t er in the high and low 

performance conditions than in the moderate performance condition. 

PAS is expected to receive more weight in ra ting dec isions when 

performance is moderate than when performance is e ither negative or extreme. 

2. Perceived Attitude Similarity 

2.1 Relative to the condition in which raters have no information about the 

ratee's attitudes, behavioral ratings will be higher in the similar a ttitude condition 

and lower in the dissimilar attitude condition, respectively. 

2.2 Relative to the condition in which raters have no information about the 

ratee's attitudes, trait ratings will be higher in the similar a t t itude condition and 

lower in the dissimilar attitude condition, respective ly. 

2.3 Accuracy in behavioral ratings will be greater when ra t e rs ha ve no a ttitude 

. f . th when the ratee is presented to the ra t er as ei the r at t ·t d " 1 

In ormat10n an 

1 u ma ly 

similar or dissimilar. 

2.4 Relative to the condition where raters have no a tti t ude info rma tion, exte nt of 
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liking will be higher in the similar a tti tudes condit ion and lowe r in t h d . . . 
e 1ss1md ar 

attit udes condition. 

2.5 The relationship between attitude similarit y and beha viora l ra t ings will be 

modera ted by performance level. Spec ifica lly, a g reater deg ree of re la t ionsh ip 

be tween attitude similarity and performa nce ra tings is expec ted in the mode ra t e 

performance condition. 

2.6 The relationship between attitude similarity a nd tra it ra tings will be 

moderated by performance level. Spec ifically, a grea ter degree of re la tionship 

be tween attitude similarity and performance ra tings is expec ted in the modera te 

performance condition. 

3. Hard Performance Data 

3.1 Acc uracy will be greater when hard performance data is present than when no 

hard data is present. 

3.2 Behavioral ratings are expected to exhibit a two-way interac tion effect 

between attitude similarity and hard vs. no-hard-data. Spec ifically, it is expec ted 

that attitude similarity will have a greater effect on ra tings when no hard data is 

available. 

3.3 Trait ratings are expected to exhibit a two-day inte rac tion effec t be twee n 

attitude similarity and hard vs. no-hard-data. Specifically, it is e xpec ted that 

. d . .1 •t wi·11 have a greater effect on ratings when no hard data 
1
-s att1tu e s1m1 an y 

available. 



CHAPTER 5 

METHODOLOGY 

Experimental Design 

The study employed a factorial design consisting of three crossed factors __ 

attitude similarity (similarity/dissimilarity/no attitude information); level of ratee 

performance (high/moderate/low), and a hard performance data condition (hard 

data/no hard data). The design is presented in graphic form in Figure 6. As 

mentioned earlier subjects assigned to the hard data conditions received the level 

of hard performance data consistent with the level of ratee performance to which 

they were assigned. 

Subjects 

The subjects were junior and senior students enrolled in an undergraduate 

organizational behavior course at the University of Maryland. Subjects received 

one percentage point toward their final course grades for each hour of 

participation in research. 

It was not possible to randomly assign subjects to all conditions for the 

following reasons: 

(l) Subjects signed up to participate in sessions on a bulletin board 

outside the lecture hall. All subjects in a single session were required to view the 

same videotape; hence, level of ratee performance was randomly assigned to 

sessions. 

(2) Subjects in the no-attitude-information condition could not be 

intermingled with subjects in the similar or dissimilar attitude conditions since 

differences in the quantity of stimulus materials held by each subject would be 

noticed. However, subjects in the similar and dissimilar attitude conditions 

-60-
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Levels of Ratee Performance 

Low 
Moderate High 

Performance 
Performance Pe rformance 

Hard 
Hard Ha rd 

Data 
Data Data 

Attitude 
No 

No No 

Similarity 
Hard 

Hard Hard 

Data 
Data Data 

Hard ~ 
Hard Hard 

Data 
Data Data 

No 
No 

Attitude 
Hard 

Hard ' ' Hard 

Dissimilarity 
Data 

Data ' ' Data ,_ 
,, 

Hard 
Ha rd Hard 

Data 
Data Data 

No 
No 

No No ' ' 

Attitude 
Hard 

Hard Hard 

Data 
Data Data ' 

Information 

"-

figure 6. Experimental Design. 
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could be intermingled since the quantity of materials held by each subject were 

the same. Sessions, therefore, were assigned to either the no-attitude­

information condition or a combined similar/dissimilar attitude condition. 

Subjects were randomly assigned to the similar and dissimilar treatments 

within the combined attitude condition, and to the hard and no-hard-data 

treatments in all conditions. A total of 210 subjects participated in the experi­

ment. 

Procedure 

In order to manipulate the subject's perception of attitude similarity to 

another using Byrne's technique, it was necessary to determine what the subject's 

attitudes actually were. The first procedure described here had that objective. 

Attitude Assessment 

The experimenter entered the undergraduate class with the permission of 

the instructor. Students were told that the experimenter was running two sep­

arate experiments. Because neither experiment would require an hour of partici­

pation from the students, a full percentage point toward their final grade could 

only be earned by participating in both experiments. One was an Attitude Survey 

study that could be completed in class. Those that wished to participate in the 

second experiment could sign up on the bulletin board outside the lecture hall 

after class. 

The experimenter then passed out the survey that appears in appendix l. 

Students were led to believe that the purpose of the study was to examine the 

relationship between attitudes and certain individual and group characteristics, 

such as age, college major, whether or not one's mother worked, and so on. The 
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experimenter also explained that the survey had been administered to a group of 

managers and that she was interested in comparing students' responses to the 

survey with managers' responses to the same survey. 

The experimenter then distributed to the class a ten-item attitude survey 

and a series of questions related to individual and group characteristics, as shown 

in appendix 1. She reassured students that their responses would be kept entirely 

confidential, but that to ensure that they received proper credit for having 

completed the survey, they would have to put their social security numbers on the 

cover sheet where indicated. 

Experimental Sessions 

Subjects in all conditions were given the following instructions: 

This experiment is concerned with the way individuals 

perceive one another and fo~m impr~ssions o~ one another based 

on limited kinds of informat10n. I wlll be asking you to read 

some information about an individual, to view him on videotape 

and then to evaluate him on a number of instruments. Does ' 

anyone have any questions about what we'll be doing here 

today? (Students were then a_s~ed ~o fill out _a "Consent Form" 

that indicated they were participating of their own free will and 

could withdraw at any time.) 

It is very easy for your perceptions of an individual to be 

influenced by what someone else may think of him. For that 

reason, I will ask that ~one of ~ou talks or as~s questions for the 

remainder of the experiment, smce you _may inadvertently reveal 

your own judgments by w~at you say. Smee I am interested in 

individual perceptions, unrnflue_nced by ~thers, I hope everyone 

will refrain from talking or askmg quest10ns from this point on. 

For the same reason, it might be a good idea to spread 

ourselves out in the room, just to make sur_e that you don't 

accidentally see what someone . else has writ~en about him. 

(Students were encouraged to sit at spaced distances from one 

another.) 

At this point each subject received a brown envelope with his or her name 

. . d were asked not to look at the contents until instructed t d 

written on it, an 

o o 
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so. Packets contained the following stimulus materials, which are displayed in 

appendix l. 

l. A general description of the organization and the manager's 

department. The manager was described as a Director of Engineering Projects. 

2. A sheet containing two bar graphs reporting objective performance 

data for all Directors of Engineering Projects. The first bar graph compared 

revenue generated from "follow-on" business for each Director. The second 

compared contract proposals accepted for each Director. Four different forms 

were used. In the no-hard-data condition, Directors were designated by number 

only. This sheet was designed to appear as more information about the organiza­

tion as a whole. In the hard data conditions, however, the bar representing the 

target manager's performance was cross-hatched and labelled with his name. Low 

hard performance data was indicated by cross-hatching on the lowest bars of each 

bar graph; high performance by cross-hatching on the highest bars, and moderate 

performance by cross-hatching on intermediate-level bars. 

3. The attitude survey and individual and group characteristics ques­

tions purportedly filled-out by the manager himself, for subjects in the similar and 

dissimilar attitude conditions only. Subjects in the no-attitude-information condi­

tion received only the individual and group characteristics filled out by the 

manager, not his attitude survey. 

4. A question sheet requiring the student to answer questions about the 

manager. The questions forced the student to look through the stimulus materials 

for answers. This was designed to increase the probability that students would 

look at all the information. Further, subjects in the similar and dissimilar attitude 

d
. . sked to indicate the extent to which they perceived the m 

con 1t10ns were a 

anager 

as attitudinally similar to themselves on a five-point Likert scale. This served as 
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a manipulation check and did not appear on the question sheet in the no-attitude­

information condition. 

The experimenter then proceeded with the following instructions: 

Now let's look at the material in our packets. 

You should have a description of the individual and his 

organization. (The experimenter casually held this up since it 

was the same in all packets.) Next, you will see that this indi­

vidual was one of the managers who filled out the same attitude 

survey that you filled out in class several weeks ago. These are 

his responses to the survey and his individual and group c harac­

teristi cs (in the similar and dissimilar attitude conditions). These 

are his individual and group characteristics (in the no-attitude­

information conditions). You should also have a "Report for 

Directors of Engineering Projects" and a question sheet. 

If you don't use all the information available to you in 

evaluating another person, your perception is likely to be differ­

ent than it would otherwise be. The question sheet is included 

just to make sure you have looked all the information over 

thoroughly. So, please look everything over carefully and try to 

answer the questions as accurately as you can. When you are 

done, look up at me as a signal that you are ready to go on. 

When everyone had completed the question sheet, a videotape of the 

manager interacting with one of his subordinates was shown. The experimenter 

then passed out a six-dimension trait-format performance rating scale with brief 

instructions to respond using their best judgment of where the manager belonged 

on each trait dimension (see appendix 2). They were c1sked to put the instrument 

in their envelopes when completed. 

The Behavior Observation Scales and the attraction questions were then 

handed out (shown in appendix 2). The following instructions were given: 

Some people find it easier to fill out rating scales when the 

degrees of "goodness" or "badness" are more explicitly defined 

for them. Now I'd like for you to complete _another instrument, 

called a Behavior Observ~t10n Seal~, that gives more explicit 

• f tion to guide you in the rating process. (The 

m orma 
h . . 

experimenter then went over t e rnstruc~10ns written on the 

. ent and the "Things to Guard Against.) If you find 

rnstrum 
h d . . 

yourself responding in ways_ t at isagree with what you put on 

the trait rating scale, that 1s O.K. Answer what you thi nk is 
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most_ app~opriate on this scale. Don't go bac k to the trait scale 

at th Is pornt. 

When you are through, please respond to the questions on th 

question sheet. (The experimenter read aloud the instructions f e 

h 
. . h 

or 

t e attractwn questwns as t ey appear on the question sheet.) 

When yo~ ar~ do_ne, put everything in your packet, raise your 

hand, and I will pick It up. (Students were dismissed after 

packets were collected.) 

Attitude Similarity Manipulation 

For subjects in the similar and dissimilar attitude conditions, the manager's 

attitude survey was uniquely constructed for each subject in the followI·ng m anner. 

For subjects in the similar attitude condition, ninety percent of the 

manager's responses were located on the same side of the neutral point as the 

subject's own responses to those items. Byrne's "constant discrepancy" method 

was used to simulate item responses for the manager. (See Table 3 for a 

description of the simulation pattern.) In the similar condition, the manager's 

responses showed a one-point discrepancy from the student's own responses, as 

shown in Table 3. Hence, if the subject checked "strongly agree," the manager 

checked "agree." If the subject checked "agree," the manager checked either 

"strongly agree" or "probably agree." 

For subjects in the dissimilar attitude condition, ninety percent of the 

manager's responses were located on the opposite side of the hypothetical neutral 

point from the subject's own responses to the items. The manager's response 

showed a three-point discrepancy from the subject's response. Therefore, if the 

subject checked "strongly agree," the manager checked "probably disagree." 

Items included in the survey were suggested by a class of undergraduate 

b . d t t Loyola College in Baltimore as topics that college t d 

usrness stu en s a 

s u ents 

considered controversial. 
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TABLE 3 

CONSTANT DISCREPANCY PATTERN FOR 

SIMULA TING MANAGER'S RESPONSES 
TO ATTITUDE ITEMSa 

r-----.----------------- -

Subject's 
Response 

2 

3 

'+ 

5 

Similar 

2 

l or 3 

2 

5 

'+ or 6 

5 

Manager's Responses 

Dissimilar 

'+ 

5 

6 

1 

2 

3 

6 l_ ____ j_ __________ _____ _ ____ _) 

a After Byrne, 1971 , p. 76 
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Construction of Seri ts and Behavior Observation Scales 

In order to operationalize the performance variable an effo t 
' r was made to 

obtain vignettes of managerial performance that would accurately reflect the 

three distinct levels of performance to be used in the study. The videotape 

medium was preferred over the use of written vignettes in terms of re 
1
. ( . 

a 1sm since 

non-verbal, as well as verbal aspects of performance can be conveyed), and 

subject involvement in the rating task. 

Eight scripts were obtained from Walter C. Borman for possible use in the 

study. The scripts depicted a manager giving performance feedback to a problem 

subordinate. Borman additionally provided the Behaviorally Anchored Rating 

Scales used by his subjects in evaluating the performances depicted in the scripts 

(Borman, 1978; see Figure 7 for a sample dimension from Borman's instrument). 

The BARS include six performance dimensions - structuring and controlling the 

interview, establishing and maintaining rapport, reacting to stress, resolving 

conflict, developing Whipker (the subordinate), and motivating Whipker. Each 

dimension is rated on a seven-point scale anchored by specific examples of 

behavior. In addition, more general descriptions of behavior are provided for the 

high, average, and low areas of each scale. 

The scripts were originally videotaped by Borman with a different actor 

portraying the manager for each script. The scripts were constructed to reflect 

different mean performance levels across performance dimensions and realistic 

covariation among dimensions within a single performance. 

Pre-Testing 

For purposes of this dissertation research, the e ight Borman scripts were 

d ample of 64 undergraduate students at the University of 

pre-teste on a s 



C. REACTING TO 5TRE'i5 

Remaining calm and cool, even during Whipker's outbursts; apolol!,izing when appropria t e hut not hac king down or retreating 
unnecessarily; maintaining composure and perspec tive unde r lire versus reacting inappropriat e ly to stress; bec oming unr easonab le , 
irate, or defensive in reac tion to complaings; hacking down inappropriately when confront e d. 

Hi_gh Level Performance 

Remains calm during Whipker's 
outbursts and responds in a 
rational, problem solving 
manner. 

\s firm but nonde!ensive in 
response to Whipker's verbal 
assaults; admits fault when 
appropriate but maintains an 
effective, problem solving 
orientation when interacting 
with Whipker. 

What a high level performer 
might do: 

7. Even though Whipker is 
at his assaul t ive best 
sever al times during the 
interview, this Baxter 
would still maintain his 
cool, his earnest voice, 
and his good eye-to-eye 
contact with Whipker. 

6. If Whipker said that he 
wanted Baxter 's job, this 
Baxter cou ld he expected 
to be very ca lm and coo l 
and to say, "no you have 
any ideas as to why you 
didn't get it ?" 

Avera_ge Perf ormance 

Maintains c omposure during most 
of the interview but may appear 
unsettled, self-conscious, or 
defensive in reac tion to some 
ot Whipker's outbursts. 

May become rattled when con­
fronted but recovers quickly. 

What an average perfermer 
might do: 

5. If Whipker pressed him to ex­
plain why he didn't get 
Baxter's job , this Bax t e r 
would present his arl!,uments 
in a low-key, logical manner. 

4. Wou ld expec t thi s Baxter t o 
become a hit rattled when 
Whipker blows off about the 
Ya iva inc ident, but to recover 
quickly and request more infor ­
mation about the run-in. 

3. When \Vhipker comp lains about 
no t receiv ing the memo regard ing 
Tech Servi ce s, can expect this 
Baxter to say he had no idea 
what happened to the memo. 

Low Level Pe rf orm a nce 

Becomes aggressively a uthor­
itative with Whipker o r 
becomes helplessly si le nt 
during Whipker's outburst s. 

Escalates conflict by re­
ac ting defensively to 
Whipker's outburs ts or 
accusing Whipker of causing 
problems. 

What a low level performer 
might do: 

2. Can be expec ted to swallow 
hard and grab the sides o f 
his c ha ir when Whipker 
blow s up abou t how he should 
have had Thompson's job . 

I. Wou ld expect thi s Bax t e r t o 
respond to Whipker 's be ll i­
gerence by becom ing be llige r­
ent him se lf and to st a t e , "You 
got the memo as fas t as a nyone 
e lse -- if you didn't receive 
the memo, it's your fa ult." 

Figure 7. Sample dimensi on from Barman's performance rating instrument. 

' 13', 

"' ' 
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Maryland. Students were asked to read the scrip ts and evaluat t h 
e e manager's 

pe rforma nce on the Borman rating instrume nt. Eight students . 
were assigned to 

each script. The instructi ons written on the instr ument a nd t he "Th . 
mgs to Guard 

Against" were read aloud. 

The goal of pre-testing was to locate three scr i pts t hat had the fo llowing 

psychometric properties: 

1. Significant differences among means in t he appropria t e direc tions, and; 

2. Small enough standard errors to enable detection of be tween-cell 

differences, yet large enough within-cell variability to enable individua l 

differences in attitude similarity to have an e ffec t . 

Script Modifications 

Three scripts were selected on the basis of pre-testing that came closest to 

meeti·ng the above criteria. Additional pre-testing led to substantial mod "f • . 

. 1 1cat1on 

of the scripts and the rating instruments. These included the following: 

1. Script material was re-written to differentiate performances on the 

spec ific dimensions which failed to differentiate between scripts in pre-testing. 

2. Behavioral anchors were removed from the BARS. Some anchors 

mirrored behaviors exactly as they occurred in the scripts such that ra ting was 

reduced to a coding task. Other anchors required subjec ts to infer beyond the 

material presented. Upon de-briefing, subjec ts felt tha t anc hors often confli c t ed 

with the more general statements defining the high, a verage, and low areas of the 

scale. The experimenter agreed. 

3. The general statements were re-written to encorpora t e some of the 

information originally presented as behavioral anc hors that t he experimenter fe lt 

would more adequately define the construc ts of high, a verage, and low 
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perform a nce. ln addition, the names of the cha racte rs (Baxte r a d Wh · k ) 
n rp er were 

dropped from the rating instrument. Sta tem e nts were re-writte n so tha t it would 

a ppear to be a realistic ra ting instrument for e va lua ting ma nageri·al f 
pe r orma nce 

in conduc ting performance reviews. 

4-. The seven-point scale was extended to a nine- point scale to allow for 

greater variance in ratings, and hence, greater distances be tween script means. 

The final scripts and rating instrument prepa red for this study appear in 

appendices 3 and 2, respectively. The means, standard deviations, and standard 

errors from the final pre-test are presented in Table 4-. 

It should be noted that the variance across dimensions within performance 

level for each of Barman's performances was substantially reduced in order to 

achieve a clear differentiation among performance levels. For purposes of this 

research, an effort was made to create a high performer who would be perceived 

as clearly high on all dimensions, a moderate performer who was consistently and 

clearly moderate, and so on. 

Videotape Produc tion 

A professional actor was selected to play the manager's role in the 

videotaped performances, while a student actor assumed the subordinate's role. 

The same actors played these roles in each vignette. They were directed to 

conform to the intended levels of performance for each vignette in verbal and 

non-verbal behavior during the videotaping session. Each performance was five to 

seven minutes long. 
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TABLE 4 

FINAL PRE-TEST MEANS, STANDARD DEVIATIONS, AND STANDARD 
ERRORS ON PERFORMANCE DIMENSIONS 

FOR EACH LEVEL OF PERFORMANCE 

overall 
(across dimensions) 

M 
41 

f Dimension 1 
0 Dimension 2 

11,.1 
M Dimension 3 
41 

Po Dimension 4 
.i:: Dimension 5 
tr> 

..-4 Dimension 6 
:i:: 

M overall 

" ~ 
0 

11,.1 Dimension 1 
M 
41 Dimension 2 

Po 

41 Dimension 3 ., 
oifflension 4 Ill 

M Dimension 5 
41 

'8 Dimension 6 
::J:: 

overall 

M 1 41 Dimension e 01mension 2 
0 

11,.1 Dimension 3 
M 
41 Dimension 4 p. 

Dimension 5 
) s Dimension 6 

Mean 

7.9074 

7.8889 
7.4444 
8.7778 
7.4444 
8.5556 
7.3333 

5.5185 

4.5556 
6.3333 
6.2222 
4.6667 
5.6667 
5.6667 

2.9259 

4.1111 
2.6667 
3.5556 
2.3333 
2.7778 
2.1111 

Standard 
Deviation 

.508 --

1.537 
1.236 

.667 
1.014 

.882 
1.118 

.922 -
2.068 
2.449 
2.108 
2.291 
2,062 
2.398 

1.077 -
2.088 
1,871 
2.351 
1.414 
1.986 
1.269 

I 

Standard 
Er ror 

.169 --

.512 

.412 

.222 

.338 

.294 

.373 

. 307 --

.689 

.816 

.703 

.764 

.687 

. 799 

.359 --

. 696 

.624 

.784 

.471 

.662 

.423 

i 

I 
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Construction of Remaining Dependent Measures 

Trait Rating Scales 

The trait rating scales contained the same six performance dimensions that 

appeared in the Behavior Observation Scales, only here they were defined as skills 

or abilities. Ra tings were made on a nine-point graphic rating scale for each 

dimension. 

Attraction Measure 

The attraction measure consisted of two seven-point Likert scales which 

asked the subject the extent to which he would prefer the manager as a co­

worker, and the extent to which he would like the manager as a person. These 

questions duplicate the questions used to assess attraction on Byrne's Interpersonal 

Judgment Scale. 

Obtaining Expert Scores 

Five faculty members of the College of Business and Management at the 

University of Maryland were asked to participate in the study. All five had 

considerable knowledge of rating scale development and expertise in the area of 

management, and were, therefore, well-qualified raters of managerial 

performance. 

Before the rating session, scripts of the three performances and the 

Behavior Observation Scales were distributed to the experts. Raters were 

encouraged to study the scripts and rating instrument before the actual rating 

session. 

In the rating session, the experimenter read through the instructions with 

r:aters and reminded raters of contrast, halo, and leniency errors. Raters then 

viewed the videotaped vignettes one by one and recorded their ratings following 

each performance. 
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The same methods used by Borman (1978) were used in this study to assess 

the precision of the ratings. These included the computation of an intraclass 

correlation coefficient as an index of interrater reliability for each performance 

dimension and for each ratee, and the use of an Analysis of Variance procedure to 

assess convergent and discriminant validity of ratings. 

The next chapter presents the results of this experiment. 
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RESULTS 

The alpha coefficients for the BOS, Trait scale, a nd attraction measure were 

.95, .97, and .86, respectively. 

Results of the manipulation check for PAS confirmed that the manipulation 

was effective. Recall that subjects were asked to indicate on a five-point Likert 

scale the extent to which they perceived the manager to be similar to themselves 

(one= very dissimilar, five= very similar). Eighty-six percent of subjects in the 

similar attitude condition and 9 l % of subjects in the dissimilar attitude condition 

responded on the appropriate side of the neutral point. The mean ratings of 

perceived similarity were 3.97 for the similar attitude group a nd 1.89 for the 

dissimilar attitude group. Since this study deals explicitly with perceived similar­

ity, subjects who checked the neutral alternative (neither similar nor dissimilar) or 

alternatives incongruent with their assigned conditions (i.e., subject in the similar 

condition indicates perception of dissimilarity) were excluded from the analyses 

that follow. A total of 191 students were included in the analysis, 96 males and 95 

females. Nineteen were excluded. fntercorrelations among the BOS items, the 

traits and the attraction questions are presented in Table 5. 

Tests for 1-fomogeneitv of Variance 

1\/!ultivariate analysis of variance and planned com parisons were used to 

analyze these data. An important assumption underlying the use of these proce-

d 
. h ·ty of variance. While violation of the assumption does t 

ures 1s omogene1 

no 

dramatically affect outcomes when cell sizes are equal, it may affect outcomes 

when cell sizes are not equal. Box's \II (Winer, 1962, p. 595) a test for homoge-
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TABLE 5 

INTER.CORRELATIONS AMONG DEPENDENT MEASURES 

Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 

I. Structuring 

2. Maintaining rapport .69 

3. Reacting, to stress .74 .76 

4. Resolving, conflict .70 .78 .71 

5. neveloping, subordinate .77 .8 l .76 .83 

6. Motivating subordinate .72 .79 .77 .82 .86 I 
'-I 

°' I 

1. Organization 

2. Communication skill .88 

3. Composure .81 .87 

4. Conflict resolution skill .85 . 91 .86 

5. Employee development skill .83 .90 .84 .93 

6. Leadership ability .84 .88 .80 .90 .92 

1. Preference as a c o-worker 
2. Liking .78 
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ity of variance aporopriate for multivariate data, was computer/ on behavioral 
' 

trait, and attraction ratings. All tests were significant beyond the .0001 level 

indicating a lack of homogeneitv of variance in these data (F=I.34, df=357/I3,559; 

F=I.45, df=357/l3,559; F=l.80, df=51130,907 for behavioral, trait, and att raction 

ratings, respectively). 

Cell means and variances, as well as marginal means and variances, are 

displayed for each dependent measure in Tables 6 through 22. Note that cell 

variances in the high performance condition are consistently smaller than vari­

ances in the other oerformance conditions. A factor mentioned by students in de­

briefing sessions may account for the unexpectedly large variances in the low 

condition. Some sturlents felt that the low performer's authoritarian behavior was 

justified and effective given the subordinate's obnoxious behavior in the interview. 

Therefore, some students in the low condition rated the manager as a "high." 

Although lack of homogeneity of v.ariance is a serious violation, its practical 

effect is to inflate the denominator of the F-ratio, therebv providing a more 

conservative test of the hypotheses. Due to the high intercorrelations among 

items on the BOS and among items on the trait scale, olanned comparisons were 

carried out only on scale totals . A procedure that takes heterogeneity of cell 

variances into account was used in testing planned comparisons. The results of 

th . d presente-i in the next section. 

1s proce ure are u 

Planned Comparisons 

H h l I l 2 and 1.3 predicted that behavioral, trait and att . 

ypot eses • , · -, 

ract1on 

. ld b ponsive to the intended levels of performance· that is, that 

ratings wou e res 

, 

ratings in the high performance condition would be higher than rating5 in the 

d·t· n and that these, in turn, would be higher than ratings ·,n the 

moderate con I w , 
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TABLE 6 

CELL AND MARGINAL MEANS AND VAR I ANCE S 
FOR 8 05 SCALE TOTAL•• 

Low 
Herd Data 

n.5 37 Ce 11 mean - - ----4--~~~ 

Cell variance----~-__,._~ 83 .17) 

Mean for 
combined 

cell s 

~ ,..., 

(/) 12. 22 
(6 . 54) 

No Hard 

Cell mean ----"'+-_µ,--~ 
Cell vari ance ___ __J.!-l--l---_,.,_.--, 

Mean for 
combined 

n= 
8 

Data 9 

10 

Performance 

Mod erate Hig h 

35 .12 47 . 00 
(51.27) (9.61) 

36 .43 47. 60 

n= 
37. 75 48.20 

(103. □2) ( 9 . 06) 
n= 10 

34. 82 47. 60 

(30.58) (16 . 24) 

32 . 87 46 . 8 0 

11 46. □□ 

12 
(34 . 22) 9 

33 .18 46 . 67 

(81 . 54) (17 . 72) 

11 

10 

Cell mean 

Cell variance 

Mean for 
comb ined 

cells 

16.25 2 34.92 11 46.62 1~ 

~ 9_) __ 
1
_2_.::L--<-4_4_._2_5 _) __ i_::i_'__,.._< _11_._2_9_) __ 1_3_.:::. 

1~ 
LOW 

:3~4s c5 □ ,37) 
Moderate 

32 . 61(235 . 11) 
Similar 

Attitudes 
( Row me an 
and row 
variance) 

31.11 (210. 22) 
Dissimilar 
Attitudes 

31. 9 1 (211 . 54) 

No Attitude 
Information 

( Column mea ns and vari anc es) 

•Mar i na l means are unweighted • . 
••Sumiation of r a t i ngs on dimensions one through six . 



Cell mean 

Cell vari ance-----+---➔ 

3. 22 

TABLE 7 

CELL AND MARGINAL ME ANS AND VARI ANCES FOR 
DI MENSI ON l OF THE BOS: STRUCTURING 

AND CO NTROLLI NG THE INTERVIEW 

n= 

Perf or ma nc e 

Moderate 

5 . 25 
(2.79) 

n= 

High 

7 . 81 
( • 76) 

a . 20 
( 1. 06) 11 Me a n for 

comb in ed 
cells 

CJJ 
o . 93) a 

4 . 58 
(4 . 28) 

No Hard Da ta 9 n= 10 k--------~---~-;:;-;:;----'l<;-:------=--,-,,--_..::,J S . 28(6 . 56) 

----~>-+----l--'<:--➔• z . 7 □ 5 . 09 7 .4 0 Simila r (1 . 35) ( 2 . 89 ) ( . 93) Attitudes 
Cell 

Ce ll 

mea n 

vari ance 
Mean for ____ _.o-1---..-"-,+--+W 

combined 
cells 

t/J 

-~ 3 . 12 
Cl (3 .57) 

Cell mean-------+-'" 

Cell vari ance 

8 

Mean for ------..:+--J--rL~:..:.;:..--c--~ 
comb ined 

cells 12 

D 

12 

4 . 58 11 

( 3. 53) 12 

4.91 
( 3 , 50) 

4 , 6 1 
11 

4.31 
(3 . 06) 13 

4. 79 (3 . 22) 
-Moder a te 

7 .4 8 

7 . 56 10 
( . 53) 9 

7 . 67 
( , 97) 

7 . 72 

7 . 77 
( 1 . 02) 13 

7 , 73 ~ , :1el 
Mlg 

2~ 
LOW ( Co lumn mea ns and vari 2nce s) 

•Marginal mea ns are unweighted. 

( Row mea n 
and row 
variance ) 

5 . 08(5 . 36) 
Dissimilar 
Attitudes 

5 . 07 ( 6 . 50) 

No Attitude 
Information 



TABLE B 

CELL AND MARGINAL MEANS AND VARIANCES FOR 
DIMENSION 2 OF THE 905: ESTABLISHING 

AND MAINTAINING RAPPORT 

~ Mean for _______ ,..., __ -H 

combined .§ i----s:-- n= 
cells ~ 1..£7 8 

Jo Ja0r)d '.Jata , 

Cell mean----....---+-'..--' 1.90 
Cell variance ( .74) 

<l ,..., .... 
Mean for 

comoined ---~~;;+--+--"' 
·g ~ 2. 91 
~ 

cells 

Mean for 
comoined 

cells 

~ ..., 
..... ..., 
~ 2.75 

(2.56) 

2.87 

8 

10 

12 

12 

Perf or.,, anc e 

Moder a te 

6 .62 
(2.56) 

6.18 
(l. 72) 

4.83 

6.17 
(l.61 ) 

6 . 36 
(2.86 ) 

6.69 
(4.08) 13 

6 .49 ( 2. 65 ) 

Moderate 

11 

11 

Hi gh 

7 . 36 
(l . 66) 

a .01 

7.50 
( . 72 ) n= 10 l 

7. 90 
(1.4 5 ) 

7. 67 10 
(l. 49) 

7. 72 

7 .35 
(l. 10 ) 

12 

13 

7.62(1.4 9) 
r11 g h 

( Column means and vari ances ) 

. 
1 

means are unweighted. 
•Marg1na 

5 . 60(6.39) 

Sim i l3 r 
Attitudes 
( Row mean 
and row 
variance ) 

5 . 63(6 .73 ) 

No Attitude 
Information 



Cell 

Cell 

mean 

Mean for 
combined 

cells 

Ce ll 

Cell variance 

Mean for -----~;-i----ir1 
combined 

cells 

Cell mean------.p"<(""-;, 

Cell variance 
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TABLE CJ 

CELL AND MARGINAL MEANS AND VARIANCES FOR 
DIMENSION 3 OF THE BOS: REACTING 

TO STRESS 

Performance 

Moderate High 

5.87 8 .45 

(6.40) (1.46) 

6 . 27 
8 .28 

n= 6 .67 
n= 8 . 10 

8 (4.24 
8 ( 1. 88) 

11 

n= 1 n= 10 

6 .18 8 . 20 

(2.16 ) (1. 06 ) 

5.92 
a .16 

10 5 . 67 
11 8 .11 

10 

(4,24) 12 
(1,10) CJ 

6 ,18 8 , 08 

(4. 58) ( 1. 5 4 ) 

6 .13 
8 . DD 

12 

Simil ar 
Attitudes 
(Row mean 
and row 
variance) 

5 , 52(7 ,1 3 ) 

Dissimilar 
Attitudes 

Mean for ------~1-L----.::--' 
combined 

cells 

12 6.08 
(1.42) L----=--__)l.. ____ 13 __ .,,__ _____ 1_3 ~ • 79 c 6 . 2

6
) 

11 7. 92 
(1. 42) 

No Attitude 
Information 

6 .11 (3.47) 

Moderate 

8 .15 ( 1. 34) 

n1gh 

( Column me ans and vari ances) 

•Mar ginal means are unwei ghted . 



TABLE 10 

CELL AND 
MARGINAL ME ANS AND VARIANCE S FOR 

DIMENSION 4 OF THE 805: 
RESOLVING CONFLICT 

Per forma nce 

Modera te High 

Cell mea n 
6 .12 7,45 

( .7 □) 
( . 48) 

Ce ll variance-----+--;,.,,--4< 
6 .1 □ 

7. 57 
n= Mean for n= 6.08 7.7□ 

B (2 . 02) combined 
cells 

Ce 11 me an ___ _,;.>,,+-_µ.,,----> 
Cell variance _ _..·,....1--'--_ _.. 

( 

~ 
Mean for _____ ·g __ +--➔ 

8 

1.5 □ 
. so ) 

10 

( B . □7 ) 
n=1 n= 10 

5 . 54 B . □□ 

(2.4 6) (1. 56) 

5 . 36 
7.83 

11 7. 67 

11 

10 

5 . 26(7 . 94 ) 
Simil2r 

Attitudes 
( Row mea n 
and row 
variance ) 

combined ~ L----~ 
cells ~ 

.,-, 
.j.J 

;;; 

5 .1 6 

B 
(3 .4 2) 12 

(1. 99) 9 

5. 09 7. 75 
(2 .19 ) 

L-------.:+:------- -'k:---------4 5.1 3(7 . 50) Dis s i milar 
Attitudes 

Cell mean ______ .i-::,,,--~ 

Ce ll variance ____ +-__,~, 
2.00 

(2 . 72) 
( 5.48 ) 

5. 58 7.6□ 

Mean for 12 
comb i ned 

cells 

12 6. DB 11 7.46 
12 ( 3. 72) 13 ( 2. 28) 13 

L------;;,.... ______ _,,_ ______ _::i S.1 3( 8 .1 2) 
No Attitude 
I nf orma ti on 

5. 68( 4. 07) 
M odera te 2~ 

LOW ( Column me ans and vari ances) 

•Marginal me ans are unw eighted. 



Cell mean 
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TABLE 11 

CELL AND MARGINAL MEANS AND VARI ANCES FOR 
DIMENSION 5 OF THE BOS: DE VELOPING 

THE SUBORDINATE 

Performance 

Mod er a te 

6 . 37 
( 2 .55) 

High 

8 . 36 
( • 45) 

Cell variance - ---.J. _ ___,__.:w 
6.81 

8 . 58 

Mean for ______ ...;,.;i~~ 
n= 

8 
8 . 80 

( .18) ll combined 1---_ _...___. n= 

cells B 

7 .25 
(1. 66 ) 

n= 
Data 1<:------:-::::---'r----;;--;:-;;_.o.k-- ----_..:::,J S. 71( 9 . 67) 

mean ___ _...1J..---I--"---~ 1. 70 5 . B2 B. 20 Simila r ( .46) (1 . 56) ( . 40) Attitudes 
(Row mean 

n= 

Cell 
Cell variance _31--+--"<;--_;,..-_ ___, 

Mea n for----....i-...+--H 
combined Ul 

Ul .... 
c:i 

2 .25 
(4.20) 8 

Cell mean ______ I---' ___ 2.09 

Cell variance ( .99 ) 

Mea n f or 
combined cells 

0 
4--< 

1. 8 3 
(3 .96) 12 

10 

12 

4.67 
(3.35) 

11 

12 

4. 91 
(3 . 50) 

5.26 

5 . 62 
(1. 25) 13 

1 

2., 77 (2 , 90) 
Moderate 

8 . 69 

8 . 04 

10 

9 

a . OB 
(1 . 55 ) 

a . 38 

12 

( . 40 ) 13 

~ LOW ( Column me ans and vari ances) 

•Mar ginal means are unweighted. 

and row 
variance ) 

5 . 09(7.74) 

DI ssimi lar 
Attitudes 

5 . 20( 8 . 89) 

No At titude . 
Information 
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TABLE 12 

CE LL AND MARGI~AL ME ANS AND VARIANC ES rOl 
DIMENSION 6 OF THE 805 : MOTI VA TING 

THE suBCJlDINATE 

Per f cr~a nc e 

Moderate Hi h 

Cell mean ______ i-:.,__ _ _. 

Cell veriance 

Mean ror 
c orrc i n ed 

cells 

Me an ror 
combined 

ce lls 

10 

8 

5. 33 

4 . 67 
( 4.41' 

11 

12 

5 . 73 
(5 .4 3 ) 

7.11 
(3 . )5) 

7. 51 

7. )3 
( l. 14 ) 

7 . 28 

9 

Mean ror ------"'"t- 1!.~!::.--_1 
2.25 

( 5 .29) 

12 6 ,1 5 
( 4. 80 ) 

11 7 . 2) 
( l. 19) l) 

comoi ned 
cells 12 

5 . 6 l ( t.. 7 1 ) 

Mocer a te 

7. 5 □ < 1.<. ll 
n igh 1.9)( 2.17) 

--- LOW Column me ans and var i ance s ) 

•Mar g i nal means are unwe ight ed. 

HJ 

12 

<. . 98 (8 . 96) 
51,,.il ar 

Attl tud e9 
( Row meen 
en d r ow 
var i ance ) 

4 . 9e(7 . 35 , 
O!s s ! milar 
Att i tudes 

5 . 09 (7 . 86) 

No Attit ude 
I nfor ma ti on 
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TABLE l) 

CELL AND MARGINAL MEANS AND VARI ANCES 
,~ TRAIT SCALE TOTAL'" 

Cell meen 
c,11 verianc•-----+---'-_ .... , 

P'lean for ------..+--i.r':----' n• 
U1 contJ1ned 

call9 
16,56 

No( 2je•Jl 'oete 9 

Cell mean----~--+-,.._ __ _. 
C1ll ver1enc ■--...,..-~-,.._-_... 
Comoined cell--..w--..1---w 

ll'leans 

8 

12 

8 

10 

12 

Performa nce 

Moderate 

39.67 8 
(73,62) n• 1 

40.45 
09,06) 

38 10 

35, 75 
(93,51) 

37,77 
(47.06 ) 

ll 

12 

39,65(58 ,74) 
Moderate 

H1 h 

49,70 ll 
( 4, 00) n• 10 

'-9, 60 
< 8. □ 7 > 

48 41 

47.22 10 
( 23 . 91) 9 

47,80(16. 03) 
fl!gh 12;_:9(42,85)_ 

Low ( Column means and verlance s ) 

•Marginal means are unweighted. 

36 . 04 (215 . 77) 
Similar 

Attitudes 
( Row meen 
end rcw 
verience ) 

33,60 ( 197,92 ) 

No Attitude 
Information 
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TABLE 14 
CELL AND MARGINAL MEANS AND VARIANCES r~ 

TRAIT 1 OF THE TRAIT SCALE: 
ORGAN! ZAT ION 

Ce 11 mean -------1--:,._ _ _,. 
Cell variance-----+--->-.:~ 

Mean for ------;.;+---L~.:.c..c..-.--' 
c orro ined 

cells 

Mean for ----~+-?t-"t--....----' 
comoined 

cells 

Meen for --------:5rt-"--11L--__ _, 

n• 
8 

10 

Perf ormance 

Moder a te 

6.87 
(l.85) 

6.23 
nc 

B 

n•l2 

6. □9 
(l.69) 

s.96l 

11 

12 

6.73 
( .82) 

11 

( 

Hi h 

a.so 
.28) 

7.91 
( .49) 

nalD 

B .3□ 
( .46) 

8.15 

11 

10 

12 

6~07 ( 4. 95) 
i m1 l ar 

Attitudes 
( Row meen 
end row 
variance) 

col!()ined 
cell• 

6. □a 7 .31 
( .75) 13 (1. 23) 13 L:..:.::..:..:..---......:,1.-------.-JI~------"" 5 .7 □ < 4. 24l No Attitude 

Information 

3_.290, 70) 
....2,? □ 0,98) 

Moderate 
LOW 

Column means and vari ances ) 

•Marginal means are unweighted. 
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TABLE 15 
CELL AND MARGINAL MEANS AND VARIANCES FD< 

TRAIT 2 Of THE TRAIT SCALE : 
COMMUNICATION SKILL 

PerforlT'tance 

Moderete 

7.50 
( .29 ) 

Hi h 

8 .1 8 
( .56 ) Cell meen -------1--'"<--"-f 

Call veriance-----+--~ _.;.._ _ __, 
8 . 24 

Mean for ------.:;;t---i;.11 __ _,,__, n • 8.)0 
( .46 ) 

11 
co!Tt11ned 

cells 

Cell meen ___ ....14--P,:--__. 
Cell verianca--,';!+-.-lf---_:_:~~--~ 

Cell 
Cell 

6.55 

12 

• l 
( l. 76) 

7.05 

11 0.00 
( 1.25) 

ns 10 

0.so 
( .50) 

8.25 

g 

0 . 00 
( , 45) 

10 

Mean ror 
co!Tt11ned cell• 

11 

l 

12 

6 .88 ( 2 .14 ) 
Moderate 

7 , 85 
(1 . )0) u 

8,15 ( , 75) 
Hi gh 2.eJ <2.20> 

LOW 
( Column means and var iances ) 

•Mar ginal means are unweighted. 

5 , %(7 . 21 ) 
Si milar 

Att i tudes 
( Row m■en 
and row 
verlence ) 

6 . 01 (E . )7) 
Olss!miler 
Attitudes 

5 . 89 ( 6 . 6)} 

No Attitude 
Information 
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TABLE 16 
CELL AND MARGINAL MEANS AND VARIANCES FIF 

TRAIT J OF THE TR AI T SC ALE : 
COMPOSURE 
Perf ormance 

Cell mean------~:..--­
Call verianca----4---_,.,,--t 1;j 
Mean for -----~91---t+ 

in J.57 col!()ined 
call5 

No( t{,.;i' Deti3 

f'lean for 
coll!Oined 

cells 
8 

n• 
e 

10 

Moderate 

7 . 52 
( ,84) 

7 . JS 
n• 

8 

6 .08 

6 . D□ 11 
(4.00) 

12 

HI n 

8 . 50 
( . 28) 

n• 

8.40 
( ,49) 

8 .15 

7.89 
( . 61) 

B.JJ 

11 

7. 18 
J . □ o (2 . 56) ( . 42) 

Mean for combined 
ce l ls 

( .91) 

12 5 . 54 
(J.10) 

12 
13 

~6 (2.01) 6.97 (2 . J9) 

LOW 
Moderate 

( Column meen!I and 

•f,<argl nal means 
are unwelgn t ed. 

11 s. co 12 
( , SJ) 

13 

B. 29 ( .52) 
Hi gh 

verl ances ) 

6 .4 0( & . □ol 
Similar 

Att1tude9 
( Row mean 
and row 
v11ri11nce ) 

6 . 27 (4 . 67) 
0{99{mllar 
Att1tudsa 

f . 05 (f,.29) 

No Attitude 
Information 
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TABL E 17 

CELL AND MARGINAL M[• NS AND VARIA NCES , QR 

TRAIT 4 OF TH[ TRA IT SCALE: 

Low 

Cell mean Har c! f.W 
Call varianc ■----+--""<;- C l.93) 

~en for 

CONfLICT RESOLUTION SKI LL 

P~r fo r ma nce 

Moderate 

a .1 ;, 
( . 69) 

Hl h 

B. DD 
c . ea> 

8 . 15 

contiined 
calls 

8 . 30 
( . 46 ) 11 

Ce 11 meen ---~H----it--"..----.­

Ce 11 varience--iifl---f--"'<;:-'' 

Mean far ----ilift-t:r,:..!..:..:..:....,~ 
combi ned 

2 42 CJ 73) 
Low 

6.94 CJ . □}) 

Modera te 

7 . 56 

n= 10 

6 .4 0 
.4 9 ) 

10 

c • 7eJ 9 

7. 58 
( 1 . 54) 

7.64 

7 . 69 
( . 90) 

l) 

7 . 92 ( . 92) 
Al gh 

2 

Column me ens and ve r1ences 

•Mar ginal o,een s are unwe l ghtec. 

6 . 02(7 ,38 ) 

51 11'! Ja r 
Att i tuc!es 

( Row "'■ Bn 
end row 
var 111nee ) 

s. 79 ( ,: . 7} ) 

DI. s l m1 I a r 
Attitude s 

5 . 52 ( 7 , 9 2 ) 

No At tituce 
In fo r ma t ion 
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TABLE 18 
CELL AND MARGINAL ME ANS AND VkR I ANCES Fm 

TRAIT 5 OF THE TRAIT SCALE: 
EMPLOYEE DEVELOPMEN T SKILL 

Cell mean------+.:..--➔ 
Cell verianca----+-""""' _...;..----, 

Meen ror ------91--""t----
contJ ined n• 

calls • 

Mean far ____ ..;;;.r-~-•L;~~...-..J 
como i nad c ■ ll• 

Cell 
Cell 

Performance 

Moderate 

7.50 
< .e6 l 

7 .21 
n• 

6. 55 
(4.28 ) 

6.JS 

Hi h 

8.27 
.42) 

8.24 

8 . 20 
( , 16 ) 

9 

7,50 
( 1. J7) 

7. 71 

10 

Me en for -------,!!tf""-r.L-.:--c-­
cornoined cell9 

12 6 .15 
(2.82) 

11 

lJ 

7.92 
( • 55) 

12 

u 
12 

6 .58 ( 3. 07 ) 
Moder ate 

A □} C B□ l M[ gh 2. 26 ( 1. 56) 
- LOW ( Column me a ns a nd vari ances ) 

•Marg inal means are unweighted. 

5 .87 (8.33 ) 

Simil a r 
Attitudes 
( Row maen 
and row 
variance ) 

5.88 (7 . 14) 

O!ss!miiar 
Atti tudR9 

5 .41 (7.44) 

No Atti tude 
Information 
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TABLE 19 

CELL AND MARGINAL MEANS AND VARI ANCE S FCJl 
TRAIT 6 OF THE TRAIT SCALE: 

LEADERSHIP ABILITY 

Cell meen------+-:,.......:.::.:.. 

Call veriance-----+--_...,._, 

Meen for ------◄--ie"' 
2.56 

n• 
8 corrcined 

cells No( ¼,~2d) D11t11 9 

Ce 11 "'ean ----~-+~---= 
Cell vari11nc11 

Mean for ____ ...:.1-~-+ 

cooncined 
cells 

Cell meen----..:...--t~--:::;: 

Ce 11 var i anc• 

12 

Per forma nce 

Macerate Hi h 

6.75 7.45 

(1.06) ( .86) 

6 .75 
n■ 

6 . 09 

11 
10 

5.92 
7 .67 

( 5. )4) 12 ( .75) 9 

5. 55 7 . 08 

(3.46) (2. 07) 

7 . 04 

s .Jl 11 7 . □o 12 

5 . 71 (5 . 5 1) 
Si mila r 

Atti tud 99 
( Row mean 
end row 
1,,1ariance ) 

5 . 6 1 (6 . 59 ) 
D!as!milar 
Attitudes 

12 (1. 74) 13 ( . 83) l 

L-----_..;,1.-----------------"' s . 03(4.91) No Attit ude 
Inf ormation 

6.09 (2 . 71) 
Moderate 

7 , 48 ( . 97 ) 
Rlg h 

2..:.280 . s7l 
LOW Colu"'n means and variances ) 

•Marginal .,eans are unweighte d. 
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TABLE 2D 
CELL AND MARGINAL ~ ANS AND VAAJtNCE S FDR THl SUMMATE D AT TR ACT ION M(ASUAE 

Cell 11•11n-------'-~---­
C■ ll v11r111nc■-----"--,___. 
Me11n for ------...t--t" 5 . 76 

contlined 5. 78 c ■ ll• (7. i.5) 
D11t" 9 

Mean for ----int-'ilt"-1t:!.2..!.~~ 
comt, ined 

calls 

Me ~n for _____ -,!,+-t'--~-

Pe r f or mance 

Moderet e 

11. 75 
( • 78) 

8 . 99 

1D 9.D8 
( 5. l 5 ) 

1D, CID 
ce . 62 l 

1D, 35 

HI h 

11 .33 
(6 , CJD) 

12. 18 
( 1, 56) 

11.92 
(3 , J7) 

12 . 19 

11 1D, 69 12 ,1. 6 12 

9 . 72 (1 . 1:. ) 
SI n-1 l er 

Attitu:les 
( Row meen 
enc r ow 
ver! ence ) 

2 . 52< l~ . 91. ) 
01s ,1~1ler 
At t!tuces 

como i ned 
cells 

12 12 (J, 39) 13 (1.10) 13 L------~L----'-___ _.. ______ ~ 9 , 3"(l, 2C) 
No O.tt1tu:e 
lnf ormat1 on 

10 . 20 (5 . 36 ) 
Moderate 5,n<c~ .:.----row -( Column me ans and verl ence s ) 

•Mer g \ne l meen s er e unwel sn te c . 



-93-

TABLE 21 
CELL AND MARGINAL MEANS AND VARIANCES FCJl A TTRACT ! □~ 

QUESTION 1: PREFERENCE AS A CO-WDR"'ER 

Ce 11 mean------~:,__.:; 
Call vnr\ance----...,.-.,_ 

~ 
Mean for _______ ..... ,.__ .. 

col!Cllned in L---'-_.---' n• 
cells 6 

Hean for ----~}-.:;,+-t __ ...---' 
ccmei ned 

cells 2.75 
(2. 79 l 

1".ean for ______ _.,+--,ft 

10 

Performance 

Moderate 

s.67 
( .13) 

5.56 

5.25 
(l.85) 

4.36 
(2,66) 

4. 35 

12 

11 

11 

HI h 

5.69 
( l. 61 ) 

6.16 
( .76 ) 

10 

6 . 32 

6.31 12 

4, 59(4,45) 
Simila r 

Attitude! 
( Row m11an 
end row 
ver111nce ) 

comeined L---'--_ _, 
cell! 1.63 12 

(l .06 ) 
13 1..-------.:i<----____ _,._ ______ _.c,1 4.1.7 ( 1.. 17) 

No Attitude 
Information 

12 

s.oo 
( ,67) 13 

( ,40) 

4. 92 (l . 99) 
~oderate 2~ LOW ( Column menns and variances ) 

•Marginal means ere unweighted. 
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TABLE 22 

CELL AND MARGINAL MEANS AND VARIANCES FOR ATTRACTION 
QUESTION 2; LI~ING AS A PERSON 

Cell mean-------1--.,_~c.... 

Cell verlance------1----'-<-➔ 

Cell .,ean----~-+~-~ 
Cell variance--;"""""~ _ _....,_. 

"1ean for ____ ..;;;.-~-t'~:.c-.....---' 

combined 
cells 

l'lean f or------..-1--~ 

Perforrnanc:e 

Macerat e 

5.87 
( . 41 l 

5.69 

5.50 
( .8)) 

n• 

n"'l2 

4.55 
(2.07) 

8 

11 

HI n 

6.'.l □ 
( .6□) 

6. □o 

6.00 
( .44) 11 

n• 10 

5.50 
(l.82 ) 

5. 44 10 
(l. 77) 

5.87 

6 . 15 12 

5.12 (2.06) 
Si mila r 

Attitudes 
( Row mean 
end row 
variance ) 

com!llned L--_ ___,__. 

celle 12 

s.69 
c .s6l 

( .)1 ) lJ 
4 ,91 (2 . 59) 

5.21 0.22> 
~oder ate 

s .7a c1. □ 4l 
Righ 

~ LOW ( Column means and variances ) 

•1'1arg1nal means are unwel gnted . 

No At t !tu Ce 
Informa tion 
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low c ondition. Hypotheses 2. l, 2. 2., and 2.4- oredicteri that behavioral, trait, and 

attraction ratings in the similar condition wou ld tend to be inflated and, there­

fore, higher than ratings in the no-attitude-information condition; and conversely, 

that ratings in the dissim ilar attitude condition wou ld tend to be deflated, and 

therefore, lower. 

Since no procedure is available for non-orthogonal planned comparisons 

involving unequal ce lJ variances, two separate procedures were employed __ Dunn's 

multiple comparison procedure, which is appropriate fo r non-orthogonal 

compar isons (see Kirk, 1968, o. 79), and a t-test recommended by 1.ochran and 

Cox ( I 957. p. I 00) that accommodates unequal cel l variances. The results for 

Derformance and attitude similarity hypotheses are presented in Tables 23 and 24 

respectively. rn line with Byrne's measure of attraction, responses to question 1 

(preference as a co-worker) and question 2 (liking) were summed. The summation 

was treated as a separate deoendent variable here and in subsequent analyses. 

The use of a summated measure permits the results of this study to be comoared 

to the results of Byrnne's earlier studies on the relationship of PAS to attract· 10n. 

Results from the two types of significance tests generaJlv confirm one 

another. The performance comparisons yielded rlata consistent with the 

experimental hypotheses .• There were highly significant d ifferences between 

ratings in the high versus the morlerate conditions, and between ratings in the 

mod t the low conditions for all three scales. However in comp . 

era e versus 

' ar 1sons 

of the similar attitude and no-attitude-information conditi ons, the summated 

att 
. was the only significant result at the .05 level of 

ract10n measure 

. .f . r moarisons of the dissimilar and no-attitude-informat· 

s1gn1 1cance. n co 

ion 

conditions, none were significant. 

' 



Vari.able 

l. BOS Scale Total 

2. Trait Scale Total 

3. Attraction Scale Tota\ 

TABLE 23 

PLANNED COMPARISONS OF PERFORMANCE GROUPS 
USING DUNN'S MUL TlPLE COM P ARISON PROCEOURE t 

AND COCHRAN AND COX'S T -TEST 

HIGH VS. MODE RA TE MODE RA TE VS. LOW 
Dunn's Procedure C and C Dunn's Procedure C and C 

X l - X2 d t X1 - X2 d t 

12.57** 3.08 11 .86*** 20.26** 3.18 15.83*** 

8.35** 3 .00 7.88*** 22.18** 3.09 17 .46*** 

1.77** 1.06 5.03*** 4.48** 1.10 10 .42*** 

t According to Dunn's procedure, the difference between means must exceed d critical to achieve significance. The 
highest d critical for which the comparison is significant is given. Dunn's procedure does not oermit testing beyond 
the .01 level (see Kirk, 1968). 

* p <.05 
** p <.01 

*** p < .001 

I 
',!) 
~ 
I 



1. 

2. 

3 . 

TABLE 24 

PLAN NED cor-..~P ARISONS OF ATTITUDE SIMILARITY GROUPS 
USING DUNN1S MULTIPLE COMP ARISON PROCEOURE t 

ANO COCHRAN AND COX'S T-TEST 

SlMlU \R VS. NO INFO . NO. INFO. VS. DISSIMILAR 
f)unn's Procedure C and C Dunn's Procedure C and C 

Var i.able X1 - X2 d t Xl - X2 d t 

BOS Scale Tota\ 1.76 2. 50 .67 .71 2 .43 .28 

Trait Scale Tota\ 3.33 2.43 1.31 -l.81 2.50 -.7 5 

Attraction Scale Total .38 .86 2.00* .52 .86 .52 

t According to Dunn's procedure, the difference between means must exceed d critical to achieve significance. The 
highest d critical for which the comparison is significant is given. Dunn's procedure does not permit testini?; beyond 
the .01 level (see Kirk, l 968). 

* p < .05 
** p < .01 

*** p < .001 

I 

"° '1 
I 
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These results fail to support the notion that perceived s imilarity 

s ubstantiallv impacts performance, or even attraction ratings, at least unrler this 

set of experimental conditions. The failure of attraction to achieve greater 

significance is at variance with earli er research that has consistently suoporterl 

the similaritv-attraction relationship, although no-information control groups have 

not been employed to the author's knowledge. 1.omparisons have typically been 

restricted to similar versus dissimilar groups only. 

Since the attitude similarity hypotheses imply that ratings in the similar 

attiturle condition should exceed those in the dissimi lar condition, differences 

between these groups were also treated as planned comparisons. These results are 

presented in Table 25. Al though performance ratings once again did not achieve 

significance, the attraction measure was significant at the .05 level on both 

tests. This comparison lends some support for the effect of PAS on attraction. 

An examination of the marginal means for the PA.S conditions, displayed in 

Tables 6 through 22 for all dependent measures, lends directional support for the 

Positive influence of perceived si milarity on ratings. R.atings for nearly every 

dependent measure are somewhat higher in the similar attitude condition than in 

the no-attitude-information condition (exceptions are dimensions 2, 3, and 6 of the 

BOS). However, the expec ted deflationary effect of Derceiverl dissimilaritv is 

supported for only the attraction questions, the summated attraction measure and 

for some dimensions (dimensions 2, 3, 5, and 6) of the BOS. The effect is more 

apparent in the moderate performa11ce conditi on with the rfissim ilar group's mean 

ratings lower than the no-information group's mean ratings on 13 of the 17 

,., d s In addi tion, there is strong support for the Pred1·ct ci 

•Jepen ent measure . 

e 

d . . . f s between the similar and dissimilar groups 

1rect1onal drf erence 

• 



TABLE 25 

PLANNED COMPARISONS OF SIMILAR VS. 
DISSIMILAR ATTITUDE GROUPS USING 

DUNN'S MULTIPLE COMPARISON 
PROCEDUREt AND COC-:HRAN 

AND COX'S T-TEST 

Similar vs. Dissimilar 
Dunn's Procedure C and C 

Variable X1 - X2 d t 

l. 'BOS Scale Total 2.47 2.61 .90 

2. Trait Scale Total l.52 2.54 .58 

3. Attraction Scale Total .90* .90 2 .00* 

t Accordini?; to Dunn's procedure, the difference between means must exceed d critical 
to achieve significance. The highest d critical for which the comparison is significant is 
given. Dunn's procedure does not permit testing beyond the .01 level (see Kirk, 1 968). 

* p < .05 
** p < .01 

*** P<.001 

I 
\.Q 
\.Q 
I 
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Tt apoears from the preceding analyses that PAS rfid not affect performance 

or attraction ratings to the extent predicted; however, the effect on attraction in 

comparing the similar and dissimilar groups does substantiate the similarity­

attraction effect found in earlier studies. 

The examination of means seemed to indicate a slight inflationary effect of 

Perceived similarity on all measures, including performance ratings, as well as a 

slight deflationarv effect of perceived dissimiJaritv in the moderate performance 

condition. The next section presents findings from the multivariate analysis of 

variance Procedure. 

Multivariate Analysis of Variance 

Multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) wi th a 3 x 3 x 2 factorial rlesign 

was employed to measure the effects of level of ratee performance (PERF), 

Perceived attitude similarity (PAS), and presence of hard performance data 

(HDA TA) on the BOS and Trait Scales. The attraction measures were treated 

separately in univariate analysis of variance procerfures. The summated measure 

was treated separately so that the results of this analysis could be comoared to 

Byrne's findings, as stated earlier. 

R.ecall that subjects in the hard data conditions received objective 

Performance information consistent with the performance level enacted on the 

videotape. Hence, subjects in the low performance condition received only low 

performance hard data, and so on. Since the variable of interest was the Presence 

d d t t he level of hard data was designed to suoport th 

or absence of har a a, · 

e 

videotaped presentation. 

d ·splaved in Table 7.6. Results for both the n O5 ANn 

\1'ANOVA results are I 

u -

T . . . ·o-nificant main effect for PERF (multivariate F=85 82 

ra1t ra1tings show a s1,.., 

. , 



TABLE 26 

RESULTS OF MANOVA'S AND SUBSEQUENT UN IV AR IATE 
ANALYSES ON ALL DEPENDENT MEASURES 

!)[Ml l)[ M2 DIM3 DIM4 DIM5 Ol'v\6 

Univariate 
df's MS F MS F MS F MS F MS F MS F 

- - -
Source 

Perl.(A) 2 372.60 159.65c 453.09 224.26c 432.43 170.,4c 4&1.09 163.6\C 652 .67 371.67c 492.32 174.12c 

PAS (B) 

Hdata (C) 

AxB 

BxC 

Axe 

AxBxC 

Sour ce 

Per !.(A) 

PAS (B) 

Hda ta (C) 

AxB 

BxC 

AxC 

AxBxC 

Source 

Perl.{Al 

PAS{B) 

Hdata{C) 

AxB 

BxC 

Axr. 

AxBxC 

2 

I 

4 

2 

2 

4 

Uni.variate 
df's 

2 

2 

l 

4 

2 

2 

4 

2 

2 

l 

4 

2 

2 

4 

.&5 .37 

.04 .02 

.53 .23 

.05 .02 

5.29 2 .27 

.0& .04 

TRAIT I 

MS F 

292.97 203.60c 

1.92 1.33 

1.&2 1.27 

2. 50 1.73 

.12 .22 

3.53 2.45 

1.47 1.03 

Ques. I 

261.32 I & 1.66c 

I. 99 1.3& 

.53 .37 

2.&4 1.97 

.77 .53 

.01 .01 

1.70 1.18 

1.78 .&& 

.58 .29 

1.8& .93 

.78 .3& 

l.&9 .93 

2.54 1.26 

TRAIT 2 

MS F 

474.65 2&9 . l 2c 

.0& .05 

7.13 4.34a 

2.01 1.23 

.03 .02 

2.2& 1.3& 

3.13 1.91 

Ques. 2 

&7.63 61.02c 

5.62 3.92a 

3.16 2.20 

1.46 1.01 

.75 .52 

.57 .40 

1.12 .78 

1.&5 .73 .42 .14 &.01 4. 57a .3& .13 

1.71 .67 .71 .24 .43 .24 . 15 .05 

1.51 .59 1.59 .54 6.34 3.6\b 2.13 .7 5 

.73 .29 1.47 .50 2.40 1.37 4.02 1.4 2 

4.37 1.72 .70 .24 .79 .4 5 .&5 .30 

1.54 .61 4.32 1.47 3.92 2.23 4.69 1.66 

TRAIT 3 TR AIT 4 TRAIT 5 TRAIT 6 

MS F MS F MS F MS F 

3&5.53 246.47c 521. 9 I 2&9 . l le 550.60 299.5\c 356.82 209 .65c 

2.l& 1.39 3.46 1.92 3.5& 1.95 9.09 5.34b 

2.76 1.76 4.15 2.30 1.35 .74 .00 .00 

2.49 1.59 I.II .6 1 2.14 1.17 2.2& 1.34 

.7& .49 .49 .27 ,42 .23 .83 .49 

7 .97 5.09b 2.90 1.61 1.32 .72 .55 .32 

.54 .35 5.72 3.17a 1.44 .78 1.90 1.12 

0 I• 0 2 

650. 16 13&.&JC 

14.30 3.05a 

1.10 .24 

7.20 .19 

2.88 .54 a= p<.05 

.70 .15 b = p <.01 

5.36 1.14 c = P<·00I 

Multivariat e 

F 

&5.&2C 

I. 30 

.9 1 

.34 

.72 

1.40 

.&4 

~v\ultivariate 

F 

72.03c 

l .&oa 

1.33 

1.35 

.56 

1.30 

' 
0 

' 

~ 
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df=l21334-, D .0001: a nd multivariate F = 1.80, df=l2/334-, o<.05, respectively). 

This indicates that there were significant differences in both sets of ratings due to 

level of ratee performance. In addition, trait ratings showed a main effect for 

PAS (multivariate F=l.80, df=l2/334-, p<.05) suggesting that there were significant 

differences in trait ratings attributable to percei ved simi larity, contrary to the 

results of planned comparisons. However, in subsequent univariate analyses, onfv 

dimension 5 of the BOS and trait 6 of the trait scale showed a significant main 

effect of PAS. 

It is possible to obtain a statistically significant multivariate F vet fail to 

obtain statistically significant univariate F's when the dependent measures are 

analyzed seoarately. Ker!inger and Pedhazur demonstrate how a pattern of re­

sults mav emerge in n dimensional space that is not apparent when the relation­

ships involving the independent and each dependent variable are viewed separately 

in two-dimensional space (1973, p. 359). This in fact Proved to be the case here 

with respect to trait ratings. 

All effects due to PERF were significant bevond the .000 I level. An inspec-

tion of the marginal mean ratings suggests that the effects of PAS were small in 

comparison to the influence of PERF for both dimension 5 and trait 6. A compar­

ison of the proportion of variance accounted for (omega square: see Haves, 1973) 

by each of these variables confirms this impression. In both cases PAS accounts 

for only 1 % of the variance in ratin~s while PEq_F accounts for 78% and 66%, 

. Th sults are presented in Table 27. 

resoect1vely. ese re 

Univariate analvsis of the summated attraction measure found signifi cant 

. PERF (F-3 05 df= 2/173, p<.0001) a nd PAS (F="3.05 df- 21 173 

main effects for · - · ' 
' - , P< 

05) B 
. ff cts were also found to be significant for question 2 (f "k • F 

. . oth marn e _ e 

I ing; 

= 61.02, df=2/173, p<.0001, and F= 3.92, df = 21 173, o<.05, resoectively). 
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TABLE 27 

OMEGA SQUARES FOR SIGNIFI CANT EFFECTS 

FROM THE ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE 

Effect 

Dimension I 
Perf 

Dimension 2 

2 
w 

• 63 

Perf .70 

Dimension 3 
Perf • 64 

Dime nsion 4 
Perf .64 

Dime nsion 5 
Perf 
PAS 
Perf x PAS 

Dime nsion 6 
Perf 

Trait 1 
Perf 

Trait 2 
Perf 
Hdata 

• 78 
.01 
.01 

. 65 

.67 

.75 
<. 01 

ON BOS AND TRAIT SCA LES 

Effect w 

Trait 3 
Perf 
Perf x Hda ta 

• 71 
. 01 

Trait 4 
Perf • 74 

Trait 5 
Perf .76 

Trait 6 
Pe rf .66 

PAS . 01 

Question 1 (Preference 

as a co-worker) 

Perf . 65 

Question 2 (Liking) 

Perf . 38 

PAS . 02 

2 

Summated Attraction Measure 

Perf . 59 

PAS . 01 
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nuestion J (preference as a co-worker) showerl a main effect of only performance 

(p = 18 I. 67, df = 211 73, p< .000 l l. Again, omega squares s11ggest that P A.S accounts 

for a very small proportion of variance. 

Hypotheses 2. 5 and 2.6 predicted that similarity should be differentially 

effective across performance levels in influencing both behavioral and trait 

ratings. 5pecifically, it was predicted that attitude similaritv would have the 

greatest effect on performance ratings when performance was moderate. The 

relevant source of variance for testing the significance of this finding is the PAS 

X PERF interaction. As shown in Table 26, only dimension 5 displayed a 

significant PAS X PERF interaction. In an analysis of simple effects, the only 

significant differences between levels of PAS were in the moderate performance 

condition, as predicted. Mean ratings in the similar group were s ignificantly 

higher than in the dissimilar or no-attitude information groups. The results of 

tests for simple effects are shown in Table 28. 

Hypotheses 3.2 and 3.3 predicted a two-way interaction effect between PA<; 

and HnATA for behavioral and trait ratings. 5pecifically, PAS was expected to 

have a greater effect in the absence of hard data. The MAI\IOVA results did not 

support these predictions, since the PAS X HDATA interac tion was not s ignificant 

for any deoendent measure. 

Finallv, two unexpected effects involving the Hl1A TA manioulation were 

obtained. Trait 2 showed a main effect for HDATA (F=4.34, df=l/173, p<.05). 

Specifically, ratings for trait 2 were higher in the hard data condition than in the 

no-hard-data condition. In addition, dimension 3 showed a significant PERF X 

HT)ATA interaction (F=5 .09, df=21173, p,.01). ln tests of simple effects the only 

significant difference was in the low performance condition where ra tings in the 

h 
d·t· n were higher (F =4. 26, rlf= l / l 85, o -<...05). These fi.nd· 

no- ard-data con 1 10 

rngs 
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TABLE 28 

TESTS OF SP-~PLE EFFECTS FOR SIGNIFICANT TWO-WA y 
INTERACTIONS 

F df p 

INTERAC TION 

PERF X PAS 
(D imension 5) 

Similar vs. Dissimilar 

'Vithin low group 
.29 I /182 .60* 

Within rnorlerate group 
!6.90 1/182 .00 

1.50 J/ 182 .22 

Within high group 

S irn ilar vs. No Inf_Q_ 

Within low group 
.35 J/ 182 .55 

Within moderate group 
15.74 l /182 .00 

. 19 [/182 .67 

Within high grouP 

Oissim i!ar vs. No In:f_o 

Within low group 

.00 l/182 .97 

Within moderate group 
.04 1/182 .85 

.73 . 1/182 .39 

Within high group 

PERF X HDATA 
fT)imension 3) 

Hard vs. No Hard~ 

Within Jaw group 

4.26 [/185 .04 

Within moderage grouP 

.0 l 1/185 .93 

.29 ti 185 .59 

Within high group 

*Probabilities are rounded to the nearest hundredth . 
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offer no clear interoretation of the nature of the T-H)A TA effect, however, the 

magnitude of J-F)ATA effect was quite small as indicated by the omega square in 

Table 26. 

The three-way interaction effect shown for dimension 1./. is essentially unin­

teroretable. 

The MANOVA findings generally support a small but significant effect of 

attitude sim ilaritv on ratings of attraction. There was clearlv no effect on behav­

ioral ratings: however, there was a significant multivariate effect on trait ratings. 

This finding is difficult to interpret in light of the non-significant results of 

univariate analvses. 

Assessing Accuracy 

The methods used by Borman (1978) to assess the precision of expert ratings 

were used here. An intraclass correlation coefficient was computed for each 

dimension of the BOS as an index of interrater reliability. These coefficients are 

disolayerl in Table 29. Reliability was verv high, as in the Borman study. 

Also, as in Borman, an analvsis of variance was performed to assess the 

effects of Rater (differential validity), Ratee (convergent validitv), Ratee X 

Dimension (discriminant validitv) and Rater X Ratee (rater agreement collapsed 

across dimensions). The procedure, described in Kavenaugh, e t. al., l 97 I ' involves 

Co t . ANOVA table from data in the multitrait-multimethod mat . 

ns ructmg an 

rix. 

The resulting ANOVA table for these data appears in Table 30. 

In addition, variance components were computed to estimate the magnitude 

of the effects using formulas from Kavenaugh. As shown in Table 30 only the 

Ratee effect is significant and, in fact, accounts for 97% of the variance in expert 

t Validity is hi 0 h. The non-significant Ratee x n· . 

ratings. Thus, convergen 
,., 

1mens1on 
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TABLE 29 

TNTRA C LAS.5 CORRELA TTON COF:FFTCTENT.5 

FOR EACH Dr~t1E"ISTON 

VARIABLE 

I. Structuring 

2. \Aaintaining rapport 

3. Reacting to stress 

4. Resolving conflict 

5. Developing subordinate 

6. lvfotivating subordinate 

**Rounded to the nearest hundredth 

Tntrac/ass 

corr. coef. 

.99** 

.98 

.99 

.99 
1.00 

. 98 



Source 

Ratee (R) 

R X Dimension 

R. X Rater 

Error 

**p<.01 
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TABLE 30 

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF r:ORRl:LA TIONS 

FROM THE MUL TITRATT-M UL TIMETHOD 

MATRIX 

df 'v15 F 

"Z 43.825 1417.909** 

10 .045 1.468 

8 .082 2.668 

40 .03 l 

Variance 

Component 

.97 

.01 

.O l 

.01 
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interaction suggests a lack of discriminant validitv. This finding c onfirms that the 

actors accurately communicated the intended levels of pe rformance since eac h 

performance was constructed to be equally good (moderate or poor) on all 

dimensions. Given the non-significant Rater X Ratee effec t, there is no evidence 

of rater bias. 

Operationalizing Accuracy 

Hypotheses, 1.4-, 2.3, 3.1, predicted that subjec ts' ratings would be more 

accurate ( 1) in the low and high performance groups than in the moderate group, 

(2) in the no-attitude-information group than in the similar or dissimilar attitude 

groups, and (3) in the hard data group than in the no-hard-data group. 

The data point used to represent the accuracy of a subject's rating was the 

algebraic difference between the subject's rating and the "true score" for the 

ratee on that dimension. The "true score" for each ratee on eac h dimension was 

represented by the mean of the expert ratings rounded to the nearest whole 

number. True scores and other measures of central tendencv are displayed in 

Table 31. 

Planned comparisons using difference scores were conducted to test the 

accuracy hypotheses. Because of unequal cell sizes, the Bartlett-Box test for 

homogeneity of variance was performed for each appropriate partitioning of the 

data. Variances among levels of PERF lacked homogeneity for all dimensions 

(F=13.07, p .0001; F=2.77, p .06; F=7.08, p .001; F=6.23, p .01; F =12.78, p .0001; 

F=12.22, p .0001 for dimensions 1 through 6, respectivelv). However, variances 

among levels of PAS were not found to be signifi cantl y different (F =l.39, p=.87; 



TABLE 31 

TRUE SCORES AND MEASURES OF CENTRAL TENDENCY FOR EACH 
RATEE ON EACH DIMENSION 

Diml l)im 2 T1im 3 Dim 4 Oim 5 Dim 6 

Ratee 1 
True Score 8 8 9 8 9 8 

Mean 8.0 8.2 8.8 8.2 8.8 7.8 
Mdn 8 8 9 9 9 9 
Mode 8 8/9 9 9 9 9 

Ratee 2 
True Score 4 5 5 4 5 5 I .-

.-
0 

Mean 3.8 5.4 4.8 4.0 4.6 4.6 I 

Mdn 4 5 5 4 5 5 
Mode 4 5 4/5 4 5 5 

Ratee 3 
True Score 1 

l\.r\ean l.2 1.2 l.2 1.0 1.0 l.2 
Mdn 1 1 1 l l 1 
Mode 1 1 l 1 1 l 
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F=l.81, p=.16; F=l.48, p=.23; F=.50, p=.61; F=.08, p=.92; F=.30, P=.74 for 

dimensions l through 6, respectively). In partitioning the data accorrfing to leve ls 

of HDAT A, dimensions l, 2, and 5 displayed homogeneitv of variance (F=2. 36, 

P=.125; F=.80, p=.37; F=.47, P=.49) while dimensions 3, 4, and 6 did not (F=3.90, P< 

.05; F=5.07, p<.05; F=6.80, p<.0O. The Cochran and Cox t-test was used in 

conjunction with Dunn's procedure for non-orthogonal comparisons where 

homogeneity of variance was found lacking. Otherwise, Dunn's test or a standard 

t-test was performed as appropriate. The results are presented in Table 32. 

Again, results of the r:ochran and Cox procedure and nunn's procedure are in 

agreement. With respect to Hypothesis 1.4, student ratings of the high performer 

were consistently more accurate than ratings of the moderate performer on every 

dimension. Comparisons between the moderate and low groups however, did not 

support the prediction of greater accuracy in the low group than in the moderate 

group. In fact, in the only two significant contrasts (dimensions l and 3) the mean 

difference score was lower for the moderate group indicating greater accuracy. 

In testing Hypothesis 2.3, comparisons of the similar attitude group with the 

no-attitude-information group and of the dissimilar group with the no-attitude­

information group yielded no significant results. Also, in comparisons of the hard 

rfata and no-hard-data groups, none of the findings were significant (Hypothesis 

3.1). 

These findings present additional evidence that PAS did not have the 

Predicted biasing effect on ratings. The only contrasts that confirmed predictions 

were those indicating greater accuracy in the high than in the moderate 

performance condition. There is nothing to suggest, however, that the greater 

deviations from true score in the moderate condition are attributable to the PAS 

manipulation. 



TABLE 12 

PLANNEO COMPARISONS OF DIFFERENCE SCORES FOR LEVELS 

OF PERFORMANCE, LEVELS OF ATTITUDE SIMILARITY, 

AND LEVELS OF HARD PERFORMANCE OATA 

+nunn's Procedure C and C Dunn's Procedure 

VARIABLE X mod - X High d t X mod - X low 

1. Structuring 1.01** .75 4.06*** -1.14** 

2. l\i\ai ntaining rapport 1.87** .69 7 .45*** .05 

3. Reacting to stress 1.98** .77 7.33*** -.76* 

4. Resolving conflict 2.01 ** .83 6.86*** .53 

5. Developing subordinate 1.40** .69 5.96*** -.13 

6. Motivating subordinate 1.17** .82 3.86*** -.27 

X sim - X no d Xdiss - X no d 

l. Structuring .15 .68 .00 .68 

2. Maintaining rapport -.08 .66 .26 .66 

3. Reacting to stress -.03 .77 .25 .77 

4. Resolving conflict .08 .75 .01 .75 

5. Developing subordinate .50 .6 l . 14 .61 

6. Motivating subordinate - .08 .71 .13 .71 

r: and r: 
d t 

.76 3.77*** 
.57 .19 
.63 2.45** 
.68 1.61 
.56 .46 
.85 .83 

t According to Dunn's procedure, the difference between means must exceed d critical to achieve significance. 

The highest d critical for which the comparison is significant is given. Dunn's procedure does not permit testing 

beyond the .01 level (see Kirk, l 968). 

* p < .05 
** p,.01 

*** p < .001 

I --N 
I 



VARIABLE 

l. Structuring 
2. Maintaining rapport 
3. Reacting to stress 
4. Resolving conflict 
5. Developing subordinate 
6. Motivating, subordinate 

* p<,.05 
** P<. 01 

*** p c. .00 l 

X 

TABLE 32 (continued) 

C and C 
-X 

no hard t t 
hard 

.03 . 13 
-.04 .18 

.24 .86 

.20 .73 

.15 .67 

.09 .35 I 
~ 

~ 

v.) 
I 
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POST-J--fO(: ANALYSES 

Two post-hoc analyses were conrlucted . As a manipulation check fo r PAS 
' 

subiects were asked to indicate the extent to which they perceived the manager's 

a ttitudes as similar to their own. Alternatives ranged from "verv simi la r" to "very 

dissimi lar" on a five-point Likert-type scale. Thus, it was Possible to 

operationalize PAS as a continuous variable. This measure was used as a prerlictor 

in separate bivariate regression analyses on each dependent measure. The results, 

appearing in Table 33, basicallv duplicate the omega squares calculated ear lier . 

In addition, correlations were calculated among the means of the trait and 

BOS scales and the summated attraction measures. These correlat ions, which 

appear in Table 34-, indicate high correlations amon~ the dependent variables. 

This is consistent with the idea that performance and attraction ratings may f:>e 

based upon the prototype category to which the ratee has been assigned and, 

therefore, tend to be consistent with another. 
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TABLE 33 

R.ESUL TS OF POST-HOC ANAL YSE.5 USING A C ONTINUOUS MEASURE 

O F PAS AS A PREDICTOR IN SEPARATE 

BIVARIATE REGRESSION ANALYSES 

ON EACH OF-PENDENT MEASURE 

VARIABLE 

Dimensions 

l. .Structuring 

2. \1aintainin~ rapport 

3. Reacting to stress 

4. Resolving conflict 

5. Developing subordinate 

6. Motivating subordinate 

Traits 

l. Organization 

2. Communication skill 

3. Composure 

4. Conflict resolution skill 

5. Employee development skill 

6. Leadership ability 

Attraction 

l. Preference as a co-worker 

'2. Liking as a person 

3. Summaterl measure 

*p < .05 
**p < .0 l 

***D < .00 l 

.00 

.0 l 

.01 

.0 l 

.02 

.00 

.00 

.00 

.0l 

.00 

.00 

.00 

.0l 

.04** 

.02 
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TABU: 34 

C-:ORRELA TIONS AMONG MEAN BGS RA TINGS, 

r..~EAN TR.AIT RA TINGS ANn 

SU~AMA TET) ATTR.Af':TTON 

RATINGS 

BOS TRAITS A TTR.ACTION 

BOS 
TR.A ITS .92 

ATTRACTION .8? .86 



C HAPTER 7 

DISCUSSIO N AND CO NCLUS ION 

Re lationship of PAS t o Performance Ratings 

In t his e xpe rime nt performance clearlv accounted fo r most of t he va r iance 

in both behavioral and tra it performance ra tings, as predict ed. Contra ry t o pre­

dic tion, however, the effect of PAS on pe rfo rmance ra t ings was not supported. 

Planned c omparisons failed to reveal the expected infl a tiona ry e ffect of pe rce ived 

similarity on ratings, or conversely, the expect ed de fl a tiona ry effect assoc ia t ed 

with perceived dissimilarity . Although a s ignificant multiva ri a t e main e ffect of 

PAS on trait ra tings was found, the effect was not supported by subsequent uni­

variate analyses on traits taken separate ly. In addition , pla nned compar isons using 

accuracy scores (i.e., students' deviations from true scores) indicat ed tha t stude nt 

raters were no less accurate in the similar and dissimilar groups than in the no­

a ttitude-information c ontrol groups. 

PAS was not predicted to have an equiva lent impact on pe rfo rm a nce ra tings 

across at all levels of performance. It was a rgue d e arli e r tha t inform at iona l c ues 

that were neither negative nor extreme would be we ighted less heavil y in proto­

type formation. PAS, therefore, was expect ed to have a greate r influence on 

ratings when the performance itself was ne ithe r negat ive nor extre me; th a t is, in 

the moderate performance condition. 

Both the MANOVA results a nd planne d compa r isons us ing accu racy scores 

failed to support this idea. While planned comparisons revea led s igni f icantl y less 

accuracy in the mode rate relative to the high pe rform a nce condition (as indicate d 

by greater departures from true scores), the re was no s igni f icant diffe re nce 

between acc urac y in the mode rate a nd low pe rfo rm ance conditions. From the 

results of the MANOVA, only one dime nsion demonstrated the expec ted PAS X 

PERF interact ion. 
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A second factor that was expected to increase the relative influence of PAS 

on performance ratings was situational ambiguity. It was assumed here that 

student raters who did not have hard performance data as an anchor point for 

prototype formation would be in a relatively ambiguous rating situation. Under­

graduate students were not expected to be familiar with performance standards 

regarding what would constitute a good or poor performance in the performance 

review vignettes. The data, however, did not bear out this expectation. Planned 

compar isons using accu racy scores indicated that there was no Jess accuracy in 

the no-hard-data condition than in the hard-data condition. This finding was 

further substantiated by the lack of a significant PAS X HOA TA interaction in the 

l\tt A NOV A procedure. The high level of agreement among experts and students on 

each dimension and for each ratee suggests that the levels of performance were 

very clear, such that performance level captured a large proportion of variance in 

ratings. Thus it appears that the rating situation was not as ambiguous to subjec ts 

as intended. Rather than Jack of hard data creating ambiguity for student raters, 

the introduction of hard data may have been a redundancv. 

It should be mentioned that the directional trend in mean ratings indicated 

higher ratings in the similar group than in the control group across all perfor­

mance conditions. In addition, lower ratings were assigned in the dissimilar group 

than in the control group in the moderate performance condition. These trends 

may warrant further exploration in future research. 

Relationship of PAS to Attraction 

The absence of a finding of a PAS effect was unanticipated in light of previ­

ous research on what Byrne has referred to as "the ubiquitous" similarity­

attraction relationshio (Byrne, et. al., 1971 ). The earlier research of Byrne and 

others has typically not employed no-attitude-information control groups or 
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assessed the magnitude of the PAS effect on attraction. Rather, only similar and 

dissimilar groups have been compared. 

The difference in attraction for the similar versus dissimilar groups was 

substantiated in this experiment at the .05 level of significance, thereby confirm­

ing the effectiveness of the manipulation . (Note that this is not as high a level of 

significance as has been achieved in earlier studies, as shown in Tables 1 and 2.) 

The use of a control group further permitted us to consider the issue of whether 

being perceived as similar (dissimilar) is a significant advantage (disadvantage ) for 

the ratee over having no attitudinal information available to the rater at all. 

According to these findings, the perception of similarity may make the ratee more 

attractive to the rater, although perceived dissimilarity does not appear to have 

made the ratee significantly less attractive. Overall, the magnitude of the PAS 

effect was quite smal!. Performance had by far the greater impact on measures 

of attraction. 

Interpretation and Implications 

The results of this study were somewhat surprising given that past field 

studies have shown a correlation of actual atti t ude similarity to performance 

evaluation, and a tradition of laboratory studies has consistently confirmed the 

similarity-attraction paradigm proposed by Byrne ( 1971 ). This study proposed an 

explanation to bridge these two lines of research; that is, that perceived similarity 

would influence performance ratings and attraction via a prototype formation 

process, and further, that the relative contribution of perceived similarity to 

prototype formation would depend on (1) the salience of PAS cues, (2) the salience 

of performance cues, and (3) situational ambiguity. 

An obvious limitation of this study was that one of the condit ions under 

which PAS was expected to influence ratings did not exist here . Speci fi ca ll y, th e 
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rating task was situational ly unambiguous. Subjects were rating under conditions 

of clear performance that probably rarely exist in realistic performance a ppraisal 

settings. Interestingly, this aspect of the experiment may have created preciselv 

the conditions that attenuated the relationship of similarity to attraction. The 

results of this study suggest that performance may be the more powerful determi­

nant of attraction, at least in a performance rating context. Other studies have 

supported the idea that perceived competence is a correlate of attraction (i.e., 

Staw, 1975). 

A further limitation of the study was the use of small ce ll sizes which Jed to 

loss of power in testing between-group differences . This may have prevented 

finding a significant PAS relationship in the moderate condition where a clear 

directional trend exists. 

Future laboratory research should concentrate on more effectively manip­

ulating situational ambiguity, for example, by creating inconsistencies in the 

performance itself, or by c reating an impoverished information condition such as 

would exist if the rater were not adequately familiar with the job or Jacked the 

opportunity to observe performance. 

If situational ambiguity is operationalized in these ways, the idea of perfor­

mance cue salience becomes redundant since a more salient performance cue 

automatically reduces ambiguity for the rater . A refinement of the information­

processing model in Figure 5, then, might be to eliminate salience of the perfor­

mance c ue as a moderator, thereby eliminating the redundancy in the model. A 

revised model is shown in Figure 8. 

This experiment failed to replicate earlier field corre1ationa1 studies finding 

a relationship of attitude similarity to performance ratings (i.e., Miles, 1964; 

Senger, 1971; Pulakos and Wexley, 1983). As noted earlier, no previous research 

to the author's know ledge examines this relationship in the laboratory. The pre-
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sent study extends previous work because it attempts to identifv a causal relation­

ship between PAS and performance ratings and to define the conditions under 

which it is likely to be operative. 

As is true of laboratory research in general, the need to eliminate competing 

explanations for variance in the dependent variables required testing the PAS 

hypotheses under limited conditions. In doing so, key aspects of real rating situa­

tions may not have been re-created. For example, we have noted that this labora­

tory situation probably did not capture the ambiguity that typicall y exi sts in fi eld 

rating situations. Tn addition, the strength of the attitude similarity variable ma y 

be greater in the field, as an aspect of an on-going interpersonal relationship, than 

in the laboratory, where it was inferred from an unknown individual's responses to 

an attitude questionnaire. It might also be argued that the use of students as 

subjects prohibited generalizing these findings to managers in real work settings. 

The field correlational relationships reported, however, might be explained 

in a number of ways. For example, perhaps raters tend to perceive more compe­

tent performers as similar to themselves. Pulakos and Wexle y ( 1983) suggested 

that perceived similarity may lead to the formation of stronger vertical dyadi c 

linkages, in line with the work of Graen and his colleagues (Danseareau, Gra e n 

and Haga, 1975). Hence, liked individuals rnay be given more challenging 

assignments, more support, more opportunities for development, and so on. This 

explanation does not require cognitive distortion since the favored subordinates' 

performance may be superior due to the advantages they have received. Because 

of the problems of operationalizing attitude similarity in the field studies 

mentioned earlier, the relationship of PAS to performance ratings in the field 

should be explored further using better measures. 

Given the Byrne tradition of laboratory research that has consistently found 

relationships of PAS to trait attributions, as well as attraction, it woul d a ppear 
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worthwhile to further develop and explore the influence of PAS on performance 

evaluation from an information-processing standpoint. Thi s experiment has de­

fined conditions under which PAS is not likely to influence performance ratings 

and that perhaps minimize the influence of PAS on attraction; that is, under 

conditions of clear performance. To the extent that raters do clarify performance 

for themselves by taking the opportunity to observe behavior, finding out exactly 

what the requirements of the job are, a nd so on, the influence of non-performance 

cues, such as this one may be inhibited. 

Future research is now needed to test the conditions under which PAS is 

likely to influence performance ratings and attraction with particular attention to 

effectively creati ng conditions of si tuati onal ambiguity for the rater. 
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APPENmx 1 

STIMULUS MATERJALS 
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A TTITUnE STU[)Y 

This survey is designed to tap attitudes on a number of issues of general 

imoortance to people todav. We are interested in the relationship of individual 

and group characteristics to general attitudes. 

The following questionnaire contains ten items. The response c hoices unrler 

each item permit six possible responses. Read each resoonse statement carefullv 
' 

consider which response most accureate!y represents your attitude on the issue, 

and olace a checkmark by the aooropriate statement. Following the questionnaire 

items are additional items that will be used to identify individual and group 

characteristics of interest in this study. Please respond to all items. 

It is important to the purpose of this research that your responses accurateJv 

reflect your true beliefs and feelings . The information you Provide will remain 

completeJv confidential. No one will see this information exceot you.* Please 

take the time to give us valid information. 

In order to insure that you receive orooer credit for having particioated in 

the experiment, it is necessary that you give your social security number. Once it 

is determined that you have been a serious oarticioant, your social securitv 

number will appear on a list given to vour professor so that students mav receive 

credit for the experiment. 

Write vour social security number here __________ _ 

*(and l)ena Feren, the investigator, of cou rse) 



-12{-,-

l. IJ. 5. bui ld-uo of nuclear weapons. 

I strongly support U.S. build-uo of nuclear weaoons. 

I support TJ.S. build-up of nuclear weaoons. 

To a slight degree, I suoport U.S. buiJd-uo of nuclear weaoons. 

To a slight degree, I oppose IJ.5. build-up of nuclear weaoons. 

I oppose U.S. build-up of nuclear weapons. 

I strongly oppose U.S. build-up of nuclear weaoons. 

2. Legalized abortion (for reasons other than, or in addition to, life-threatening 

ci rcumstances. 

I stonglv suoport legailzed abortion ( as c larified above). 

T support legalized abortion (as c larified above). 

I mildly support legalized abortion fas clarified above). 

I mildly oppose legalized abortion (as clarified above). 

I oppose legalized abortion fas clarifi erl above). 

I strongly oppose legalized abortion (as clarifi erl above). 

3. Pre-marital sex. 

I stronglv believe that pre-marital sex should be accepted and 

condoned by society. 

r believe that ore-marital sex should be acceoted and condoned bv 

society. 
To a slight degree, I believe that ore-marital sex shou ld be acceoted 

and condoned by society. 

To a slight degree, I believe that pre-marital sex shou ld not be 

accepted and condoned bv society. 

I believe that pre-marital sex should not be accepterl and condoned 

t,y society. 

I strongly believe that pre-marital sex should not be accepted and 

condoned by societv. 

4. Legalization of marijuana. 

I strongly favor legalization of marijuana. 

I favor legalization of marijuana. 

ram mildly in favor of legali zing marijuana. 

I am mildly opposed to legali zing marijuana. 

I oppose legalization of marijuana. 

I stronglv oppose legalization of marijuana. 

5. Drafting women for combat rluty. 

I strongly support rlrafting women fo r coml:>at rlutv . 

I support drafting women for combat dutv. 

I mildly suoport drafting women for combat rlutv. 

I mildly oppose drafting women for combat dutv. 

I oooose drafting women for combat duty. 

I strongJv onpose drafting women for combat duty. 
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6. 'vlanrlatorv capi tal punishment. 

I stroni;1Y favor mandatory capita l punishment for some crimes. 

I favor rnandatorv capital ounishment for some crimes. 

I mildlv favor mandatory capita l punishment for some crimes. 

I mildly oppose mandatory capital punishment for some crimes. 

I oppose mandatory capital punishment for some crimes. 

I strongly oppose mandatory capital punishment for some crimes. 

7. <-:ut-back of soc ial security 1:>enefits. 

I am very much in favor of cutti ng back social security benefits. 

I am in favor of cu tting back social security 1:>enefits. 

To a slight degree, I am in favor of cutting back socia l security 

benefits. 
To a s!ii;ht degree, I am ooposed to cutti ng back social security 

benefits. 

I am oooosed to cutt ing back social security benefits. 

I am very much opposed to cutting back social security l:>enefits. 

8. Continuing Affirmative Action in business and i;overnment. 

I am very much in favor of continuing Affirmative Action programs. 

I am in favor of continuing Affirmative Action programs. 

I am slightly in favor of continuing Affirmative Action programs. 

ram slightly opposed to continuing Affirmative Action programs. 

I am opposed to continuing Affirmative Action proi;rams. 

ram very much opposed to continuing Affirmative Action programs. 

9. Birth control for minors without the consent of parents. 

r feel strongly that minors should have access to birth control 

methods without the consent of their oarents. 

r feel that minors should have access to birth control methods 

without the consent of their parents. 

r feel that perhaos minors should have access to birth contro l 

methods without the consent of their parents. 

r feel that perhaps minors should not have access to 1:>irth control 

methods without the consent of their parents. 

r fee) that minors should not have access to birth control methods 

without the consent of their parents. 

r feel strongly that minors should not have access to birth control 

methods without the consent of their parents. 

IO. Reagan's cut-backs in federal welfare programs. 

I strongly support Reagan's cut-backs in federal welfare programs. 

r support R.eagan's cut-1:>acks in federal welfare programs. 

r m ildlv support Reagan's cut-backs in federal welfare programs. 

r mildly oppose Reagan's cut-1:>acks in federal welfare programs. 

r oppose Reagan's cut-backs in federal welfare programs. 

r strongly oppose Reagan's cut-backs in federal welfare programs. 



Race 

Sex 

Occupation 
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fndividual and Group Characteristics 

----------------

Ye a r s of experience as a supervisor __ _ 

Part of country you were born i n --=-----(Northeast, 5outheast, North west, 

Southwest, I\Aidwest, Forei~n) 

Check one. 

I\Aother worked most of the time when vou wer e growing up 

_ I\Aother staved home most o f the time when vou were growing up 

C-:ollege major --------

GP A (overall grade point average) __ _ 

Thank you . 



f)ick Raxter is a ~eneraJ manager for the GCT r.orporation which des igns a nd 

manufactures aircraft to meet the specifications of government rlefense 

c ontracts. The C::orporation has been in existence for over 30 years. It has two 

major facilities, one in C:alifornia and one in BaJt.imore. GCT employs 

approximately 8000 people. 

Mr. Raxter gained most of his experience as a project manager for a 

competitor. He accepted the position of Director of Engineerin~ Projects at Gr::T 

to replace a Director of engineering Projects who passed awav. 
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PERFORMANCE REPORT FOR DIRECTORS 

OF ENGINEERING PROJECTS 

2 3 

Directors 

Dollars Generated from Follow-on Business 

Under Present Contracts 

(Indicated for each Director) 

5 6 

*Definition of "follow-on" business: Director~ generate revenue for the company 

through personal contacts with customers. Directors promote services the 

company can provide in addition to those set forth in the original contract. This is 

known as "follow-on" business. 

**Department. sizes are equal in numbers of engineers and in dollar sizes of 

contracts. 
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PERFORMANCE REPORT FOR DIRECTORS 

OF ENGINEERING PROJECTS 

3 
Directors 

Dollars Generated from Follow-on Business 

Under Present Contracts 

(Indicated for each Director) 

5 6 

*Definition of "follow-on" business: Directors generate revenue for the compan y 

through personal contacts with customers. Directors promote services the 

company can provide in addition to those set forth in the original contract. This is 

known as "follow-on" business. 

**Department sizes are equal in numbers of engineers and in dollar sizes of 

contracts. 
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n 
l 2 3 

Directors 

Dollars Generated from Follow-on Business 

Under Present Contracts 

(Indicated for each Director) 

Baxter 

6 

*Definition of "follow-on" business: Directors generate revenue for the company 

through personal contacts with customers. Directors promote services the 

company can provide in addition to those set forth in the original contract. This is 

known as "follow-on" business. 

**Department sizes are equal in numbers of engineers and in dollar sizes of 

contracts. 
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OF ENGINEERING PROJECTS 

n Baxter 

2 3 4 

Directors 

Dollars Generated from Follow-on Business 

Under Present Contracts 

(Indicated for each Director) 

5 6 

*Definition of "follow-on" business: Directors generate revenue for the compan y 

through personal contacts with customers. Directors promote services the 

company can provide in addition to those set forth in the original contract. Th is is 

known as "follow-on" business. 

**Department sizes are equal in numbers of engineers and in dollar sizes of 

contracts. 
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Individual and Group <-:haracteri sti cs 

Age f 5 

Race 0 

'Sex _jj_ 

Occupation 

Years of experience as a supervisor 

Part of countrv you were born in _____ (Northeast, Southeast, Northwest 

Southwest, ~west, cbreign) ' 

f':heck one. 

Mother worked most of the time when you were growing up 

~ Mother stayed home most of the time when vou were growing uo 

College major 

GPA <overall grade point average) ~7 

Thank you. 
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0IJES TTOI\J SH EE T 

Ple ase answer the followin g que stions about r3axter and his organi zati on. You ma y 

look back through the mate rial for answers. 

! . How old is Baxter 7 ___years 

2. What is his c urrent position at GCI? ------------- -----

3. What was he doing before he took the position 7 

4. How similar to yourself is he with respect to a ttitude s7 (as indicated by his 

responses to the attitude survey) 

Check one: 

___ very similar to my own attitudes 

similar to mv own attitudes 

neither similar nor dissimilar to my own a ttitudes 

___ dissimilar to my own attitudes 

___ very dissimilar to my own a ttitudes 

5. What was his undergraduate major 7 __________________ _ 
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OJJESTJON SHEET 

Please answer the following questions about Baxter and his organization. You mav 

look back through the material for answers. 

1. How old is Baxter? __ _, ears 

2. What is his current position at GCJ? __________________ _ 

3. What was he doing before he took the position? 

4. What was his unrlergraduate major? __________________ _ 
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DEPENDENT MEASURES 



MANAGER PERFORMANCE CATEGORIES 
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GUIDELINES FOR MAKING PERFORMANCE RATINGS 

The next section of this booklet containx six (6) 
Performance Categories relevant to the job of 
Manager (Structuring and Controlling the Interview, 
Establishing and Maintaining Rapport, etc.). The 
Performance Categories are designed to help you make 
accurate judgments about the performance of 
managers on several important facets of this job. 

Now we will describe features of the Performance 
Categories booklet and provide guidelines for proper 

use of the rating scales. 

First, notic e that each of the six Performance Cate­
gori es is labeled and defined carefully at the top of the 
page . In addition, direc tly below each category defini­
t ion are three sets of behaviorally-oriented descriptors 

represe nt ing low leve l, avera ge, and high level per­
fo r mance. Finally, below the descriptors is a numer­
ical sc ale ranging fro m one to nine. The number 11911 

represents the highest level of performanc e for that 
Perfor mance Category; the number II l II represents the 

lowest level. 

He re is how you should use Perfor mance Category 
infor mat ion t o rate a particular ratee . Referring first 

to Cat egory A (Struc tur ing and Controlling the Inter­
view), read over t he labe l and def in it ion, t hen study 
the level desc riptors below it. Make a judgment about 

the performance level exhibited by the ratee using the 
descriptors as benchmarks or guides. Remember, the 

ratee may not exhibit behavior exac tly like that 
depicted in the examples used for level descriptors. 
Instead, think of what you would expect of your ratee 
in terms of level descriptors. That is, would you 
expect behavior most like that reflected in the high 
level performance descriptors, average, or low level. 
Then select one number on your rating instrument 
which you think best indicates the level of perfor­
mance demonstrated by the ratee you observed. 
Circle the number. 

Chose onl1 one number for each Performance 
Categoryi.e., 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8 or 9). Do not 
attempt to mark in the spac es in betwee n num bers. 

Example : 

l 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

Re member, you are evaluat ing the role of Baxter , t he 

manager in this segment. 

VJ 
,_c, 
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THINGS TO GUARD AGAINST 

Several soures of error can contribute to inaccuracies in your ratings. Here are a few suggestions for 

overcoming them. 

1. Consider each Performance Category separately from all the rest. Take enough time to get 

clearly in mind what each separate category of performance refers to. Remember, we are asking 

you to describe or evaluate each ratee on a number of different categories. Consider each 

category separately from all others. 

2. Avoid using your own definitions for the various Performance Categories. A common reason for 

inaccurate ratings is that raters have different definitions of Performance Categories. This is 

why it is so very important for you to read the definitions and level descriptors carefully. Avoid 

any previous impressions of what these things have meant to you. Base your ratings on the 

information provided in the Performance Categories Booklet. 

3. A common error is to avoid using numbers on the extremes of the scale. That is, some raters will 

not c ircle a "l II or a "9" even whe n an extreme sc ore most acc urately reflects the manager's 

perfor mance. Use e xtreme sc ores when you think they are appropriate. 

I -.,::-
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A. St ructuring and Controlling the Interview 

Clear ly stating the purpose of the interview and maintaining control over the interview; displaying an organized and prepared approach to the interview versus not discussing the purpose of the interview, displaying a confused approach; allowing his or her subordinate to control the interview inappropriately; 
attempting to re- gain lost control by becoming aut hori t arian. 

Low Level Performance 

·Fails to indicate the purpose of the 
in terview. 

· Appears un fa mi liar with fil e information. 

·Is unab le to control the course o f the 
in t e rv iew . 

· Attempts to re -gain lost con trol by 
bec oming definsive and puni t ive. 

2 3 

Average Performance 

"States the purpose of the Interv iew 
but fails to cover some areas he or 
she intended to disc uss. 

· Appears prepared for the interview 
but at times is unable to control 
t he interview or guide it into 
areas planned for discussion. 

4 5 6 

High Level Performance 

·outlines c learly the areas to be 
discussed. 

·Skillfully guides the discussion 
into those areas. 

"Displays good preparation for the 
interview. 

·Effectively uses information about 
his subordinate to conduc t a we ll­
planned interview. 

7 8 9 
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B. Establishing and Maintaining Rapport 

Setting an appropriate climate for the interview; opening the interview in a warm nonthreatening manner; 
being sensitive to subordinate~ setting a hostile or belligerent climate; being overly friendl y or familiar 
during the interview; displaying insensitivity toward subordinate. 

Low Level Performance 

·P ro jects little feeling or 
sensitivity t oward subordi­
na te; makes no friendl y 
ges tures. 

•Js conlrontive and inappro­
pria te ly blunt during t he 
in terview . 

2 3 

Average Performance 

•Disp lays some sincerity and warmth 
toward subordinate. 

·Indicates by his responses to 
subordinate and his problems that 
he is reasonably sensitive to subor­
dinate's work-related needs. 

·is overly famili a r such that the 
subordinate ma y fee l ill a t ease. 

4 5 6 

High Level Perf ormance 

·Draws subordinate out by projec ting 
sincerity and warmth during the 
inter view. 

"Discusses subordinate's problem 
in a candid but nonthreatening and 
and supportive way. 

7 8 9 
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C. Reacting_ to Stress 

Remaining calm and cool, even during subordinate's outbursts; apologizing when appropriate but not backing down or retreating unnecessarily; maintaining compo·sure and perspective under fire~ reac ting inappropriately to stress; becoming unreasonable, irate, or defensive in reac tion to complaints; backing down inappropriately when confronted. 

Low Level Performance 

·Becomes aggressively author­
itative with subordinate or 
becomes helplessly silent 
during subordinate's outbursts . 

·Escalates conflict by reac ting 
defensively to subordinate's 
ou tbursts or accusing subordinate 
of c ausing problems . 

2 3 

/\verag_e Performance 

·Maintains composure during most 
of the interview but may appear 
unsettled, self-conscious, or 
defensive in reaction to some of 
subordinate's outbursts. 

·May become rattled wh~n confront ed 
but recovers quickly. 

4 5 6 

High Level Performance 

·Remains calm during subordinate's 
outbursts and responds in a 
rational, problem-solving manner. 

·Is firm but nondefensi ve in 
response to subordinate's verbal 
assaults; admits fault when 
appropriate but maintains an effec­
ti ve, problem-so lving orientation 
when interacting with subordinate. 

7 8 9 
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D. Resolving_ Conflict 

Moving effectively to reduce the conflict between his or her subordinate and others; making appropriate 
commitments and setting realistic goals to ensure conflict resolution; providing good advice to subordinate 
about his relationships with others, versus discussing problems too bluntly or lecturing subordinate 
ineffectively regarding the resolution of conflict; failing to set goals or make commitments appropriate t o 
effec tive conflict resolution; providing poor advice to subordinate about his relationshiups wi th others. 

Low Level Performance 

·Lectures ineffec tively or delivers 
inappropriate ultimatums t o 
subordinate about improving his 
relationships with others or about 
changi ng his "attitude" toward people 
or problems. 

·Fails to make commitments to help 
subordinate reso lve problems or 
provides poor advice to subordinate 
abou t his relationships wi th others. 

2 3 

Average Performance 

·Puts forth some effort to reduce 
conf lict between subordinate and others 
but usually does not commit himself or 
herself to helping with this confl ic t 
resolution. 

·Tends to smooth over problems and 
provide reasonably good advice to 
subordinate about conflict si tuat ions. 

4 5 6 

High Level Performance 

·Effectively reduces conflic t 
between subordinate and others by 
making appropriate and realisti c 
commitments to help subordinate get 
along better in the depart men t 

·Provides good advice about so lving 
problems and about improving 
subordinate's peer relationships 
with his subordinates and others. 

7 8 9 
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E. Develo~ the Subordinate 

Offering to help the subordinate to develop professionally; displaying interest in the subordinate's professional 
growth; spec ifying developmental needs and recommending sound developmental action versus not offering to 
aid in subordinate's professional development; displaying little or no interest in subordinate's professional 
growth; failing to make developmental suggestions or. providing poor advice regarding the subordinate's 
professional development. 

Low Level Performanc e 

·Expresses little or no interest 
in the subordinate's professional 
developmen t. 

·Fails to offer developmental 
suggestions or provides poor 
advice regarding the subordinate's 
pro fessi onal growth and 
development. 

2 3 

Averag_e Performance 

·Provides general deve lopmental 
suggestions but usually fails 
to make a personal commitment to 
aid in the subordinate's pro­
fessional development. 

"Shows moderate interest in t he 
subordinate's development; may 
direct the subordinate to seek 
developmental suggestions else­
where. 

4 5 6 

Hig_h Level Perfor mance 

'Disp lays considerable interest 
in subordinate's professional 
development and provide appropriate, 
high quality developmental 
suggestions. 

·Makes commitments to help personall y 
in the subordinate's development. 

7 8 9 

I ..,. 
V, 
I 



F. Motivating_ the Subordinate 

Providing incentives for the subordinate to stay at GCI and to perform effectively; making commitments or 
motivating the subordinate to perform his job well, to remain with GCI, and to help GCI accomplish its objec­
tives; supporting the subordinate's excel lent past performance versus providing little or no incentive for the 
subordinate to stay at GCI and perform effectively; failing to make commitments encouraging the subordi­
nate's continued top performance; neglecting t o express support of the subordinate's excellent performanc e 
record. 

Low Level Performance Average Performance High Level Performance 

·Fai ls to express support for the 
subordinate's past performance. 

"Provides little or no incentive 
for the subordinate to remain at GCI. 

2 3 

·compliments the subordinate 
appropriately at times but is 
only moderately effective in using 
these compliments to encourage 
high performance, loyalty to GCI, etc. 

·Provides some incentives for the subor­
dinate to perform effectively and to 
stay at GCI, but generally makes few if 
any personal commi tments to support the 
subordinate in his or her job. 

4 5 6 

·Provides encouragement and appro­
priate ince ntives to persuade the 
subordinate to stay with GCI and t o 
perform effectively on his job. 

·Uses appropriate compliments of the 
subordinate's technical expert ise 
and excellent past performance to 
motivate the subordinate to meet 
the ob jectives of the department. 

7 8 9 
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l. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

TRAIT RA TING SCALES 

Evaluate the mana~er on t he f ive personal characteristics listed 
below. For each characteristic, put a check in the hox which you feel 
most accurately characterizes the mana~er you observed • 
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Organization (ability to structure and 
organize presentations in a meaning ful 
way) 

Co.nmuication Skill (ability to communicate 
ef:ect ively; acceptance of others' needs 
a nd fee lings) 

Composure (ability to maintain composure 
under stress) 

Conflict Resolution Skill (ability to 
assist and advise others in resolvin~ 
conflicts constructively) 

Employee Development Skill (ability to 
inspire and assist others to develop 
themse Ives professionally) 

Leadership (ability to stimulate others 
to perform their jobs effectively) 
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Put a checkmark next to the statement that most accurately rlescribes your 

feelings toward the manager you observed. C-:hec k only one statement for each 

question. 

1. Degree to which you think you would I ike working with this manager, as a co­

worker: 

___ I woulrl probably enjoy working with this person very much. 

___ I would probably like working with this person. 

___ I would probably like working with this person to a slight degree. 

___ I would neither particularly like nor dislike working with this person. 

___ I would probably dislike working with this person to a slight degree. 

___ I would probably dislike working with this person. 

___ I would probably dislike working with this person very much. 

2. Degree to which you feel you would like this manager as a person: 

___ I would probably like this person very much. 

___ I would probably like this person. 

___ I would probably like this person to a slight degree. 

I would neither particularly like nor dislike this person. 

I would probably dislike this person to a slight degree. 

__ I would probably dislike this person. 

___ I would probably dislike this person very much. 
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SC:RIPTS 



Baxter: 

Whipker: 

Baxter: 

Whipker: 

Baxter: 

Whipker: 

Baxter: 

Whipker: 

Baxter: 

1Vhipker: 

Baxter: 

Whipker: 

Baxter: 

Whioker: 

Baxter: 
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New(: 

1-ome on in, Marshall, and have a seat. (:offee? 

Ah, tliank you. 

I don't know where Brenda gets this coffee. I suspect she goes to the 

machine down the hall. I think it looks better in the pot. non't you? 

Yes, I guess so. 

I've been looking forward to talking with you. Before this meeting I 

spent some time reviewing vour situation, and l'd like the purpose of 

our discussion to be covering some problems of mutual concern. 

Maybe together we can work out some solutions. 

O.K. 

Something has come up quite recently that's been bothering me. It's 

the situation between vou and Valva. As you see things right now, 

Marshall, what kind of cooperation are you getting with Technical 

Services? 

Well, as far as I'm concerned, those guys over there are a bunch of 

idiots. 

What makes you feel that way, Marshall? 

T feel that way because Valva is a complete dunderhead. He doesn't 

know what the hell he's doing. 

Let's get down to cases. Exactly what is it about Valva that causes 

you to feel that he doesn't know what he's doing? 

He isn't ab le to give me any help on my contracts. 

That's partly because Paen cut back on their hours in Tech Services. 

Have you outlined specifically what it is you need from Valva? 

I've tried that with him, but he doesn't know what I'm talking about. 

l'd like to ask vou what happened when you and Valva had that rather 



Whipker: 

Baxter: 

Whipker: 

Baxter: 

Whipker: 

Baxter: 

Whipker: 

Baxter: 

Whipker: 

Baxter: 

\'l'.fhipker: 

Baxter: 
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heated exchange recently? 

Nothing really haopened, exceot I ca lled him a jackass a nd stormed 

out of the area. 

Well, I think you can see , l\llarshall, that that ki nd of thing creates a 

lot of friction in the organization. It makes it that much more 

difficult for us to get our job done. If you had it to do over again, 

can you think how you might have handled the situat ion differently? 

5crew it. Valva isn't worth my time. 

He has to be worth your time. Like it or not, you need his cooper­

ation to meet the deadlines on your projects. 

Unfortunately. 

Well, my suggestion, l\llarshall, is that you put down on paper exact ly 

what it is you need from Valva. Then you and I can go over it. If it 

looks reasonable, I'd like for you to approach Yaiva and see if he will 

be able to meet your deadlines. Does that sound reasonable? 

I think the whole thing is hopeless, but if you want me to, I guess I'll 

try it one more time. 

If you find yourself running into more frustration with Yaiva, please 

bring it to my attention. T'd be glad to sit down with the two of you 

to facilitate the discussion any way I can. 

Well ••. I'll see him on my own first. 

Fine. I'!l expect an outline from you, then, in the next cou ple of 

days, so we can have a look at it. Let's move on to another area of 

concern. Let's talk about your relationships with your subordinates. 

How are you getting along with them would vou say? 

O.K. 

What does O.K. mean? 



Whipker: 

Baxter: 

IVhipker: 

Baxter: 

Whipker: 

Baxter: 

Whipker: 

Baxter: 

Whioker: 

Baxter: 

Whipker: 

Baxter: 
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They do their jobs, they stay out of trouble, and thev don't get any 

flak from me. 

How are vou and Ted Ecklund getting along? 

Why Ted Ecklund? 

He's new, he's voung. Do you think he feels free to bring his prob­

lems to you? What kinrl of help would you want from your boss if 

vou were in his situation? 

Listen, before we go on with this, I'd like to know why you think 

you're such a hotshot. I've been here for all these years and instead 

of me getting the job, they give it to some "outsider" like you. 

Why do you feel you should have gotten the promotion instead of 

me? 

Because I'm a better engineer than you are. 

Ouite frankly, I don't know all the ins anrl outs of why I'm in the job 

and you're not. You definitely deserve to move up in the companv. 

You've obviously done an outstanding job and I'd like to see a promo-

tion come your way. 

I've done a hell of a good job. T've brought in profits on all my 

projects. 

Let me ask you this -- What skil ls do you think you might neerl as a 

manager other than the top-notch technical ski !Is that you alreadv 

have? 

I don't know what you mean. 

Well, how about human relations skills. Human relations ski lls are 

very important, too. In this job, human relations skills can affect 

how well your subordinate's cooperate with you, and with each other , 

their commitment to the organization, and their general happiness 
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at work, among other things. 

Whipker: f:an you be more specific? I mean, all the human relations c rap is a 

little abstract, don't you think? I mean, can vou come up with some 

real concrete ideas how I can get a better job around here? 

Baxter: 

Whipker: 

Baxter: 

Whipker: 

Baxter: 

Well -- I got an idea what a ~ood start might be -- there's a Human 

Relations course for managers sponsored by the American Manage­

ment Association--that's coming up in two weeks. T'm thinking of 

taking it myself. Would you like to come with me? We could get 

together after classes anrl chat about what they're rloing in the 

sessions anrl how it might tie in with the job here at Gf:T. [)0 you 

want to give it a shot? 

I suppose so. r don't have much to lose. 

Well, that'd be great. I'll send your name in with mine. 

Tt's O.K. to give it a try r guess, but they sure as hell better not try 

to make me into one of those softv managers. 

r don't think that'll happen, Marshal!. T think there are promotion 

opportunities here for you at r.r:r that'll make this worth your while. 

Now, let me summarize what I think we've agreed to today. First, 

we've agreed to meet soon-within the week--about your plans for 

using Technical Services. T'd like for vou to get back with Valva to 

clear up the difficulty and hopefully improve the relationship there. 

And, I think we've agreed that it would be useful for you to sit down 

with Ted Ecklund and find out what his problems are. We can talk 

about your chat with him, also, when we meet later this week. 

Meanwhile, I'll be looking into the promotion situation for vou and 

get back to you sometime in the next three weeks. Tf we can find a 

job that seems right for you, we'll really have something conc rete to 
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\Vhipker: 

Baxter: 
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aim for ... 

O.K. (brightens a little) 

Good. Then I'll expect to hear from you by the end of the week 

about your plans for Technical Services and vour conversation with 

Ted. 

All right. Good-bye. 

Nice talking with you, Marshall. 
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SC RTPT D 

Baxter: 

Whipker: 

Come in. Hello, rvtarshall. I'm Dick Baxter. 

Hi. 

Baxter: 

\Vhipker: 

Well, now tell me, how's it going for you, Marsh ? 

Welt, so-so. 

Baxter: 

Whipker: 

Baxter: 

Whipker: 

Baxter: 

Whipker: 

Baxter: 

Whipker: 

Baxter: 

Whipker: 

Have a seat and make yourself comfortable. T'rl like to review your 

progress at GCT. 

O.K. 

Let's see--T see here that you took primarily math, science, and 

engineering courses in school and that you were able to get grades in 

the A range. Gee, r have always found those technic al and math 

courses difficult myself. T guess I'm glad to have somebody 

technically competent to be working for me. T'II be relying on you to 

hold up the technical end of the shop. 

Okay. r can certainly handle that. 

I've heard rumors, Marsh, that you're thinking about a job with cor:. 

Who did you hear that from? 

Oh, just through the grapevine, you know ... 

That's what 's wrong with this place--it seems like whenever you tell 

somebody something in confidence, the word spreads like wild-fire. 

But, for really important information, you're lucky to find out what's 

happened two years or two months or whatever after it happens. 

What do you mean? 

You know very well what T mean. I mean, for instance, the memo 

about a reduction in Tech Services hours. Why wasn't I informed 

about it? How come T had to get the word from that fool Yaiva 

instead of from you? 
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\Vhipker: 

Baxter: 

(rattled) 

Whipker: 

Baxter: 

Whipker: 

Baxter: 

Whipker: 

Baxter: 

\Vhipker: 

Baxter: 

Whipker: 
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Oidn't you get a copy of the memo from Pean on this? 

No, I didn't get the memo from Pean on this. And another thing-­

,.vhen is somebody goi ng to do something about that son-of-a-bitch 

Va!va? 

Now wait a minute. Just hold, Marshall. I don't think name-calling 

is necessary here. What was this run-in with VaJva all about 

anyway? 

If you read your in-basket memos, you'll know that L Company 

sorung some last minute design changes on the F-104-0 Ferits we're 

making for them. So this puts us a little behind schedule on that 

contract. 

Yes, I know about that ... so ... 

So, I thought f'd get some overtime out of Valva's Tech Servi ces 

people so, you k_now, to get us back on target. 

Sounds reasonable. 

So, anyway, when I asked Valva about it, he just shook his head and 

mumbled some things about his being restricted to printed circuit 

boards and not being able to give me the development help I need. 

According to Va!Ya, you were pretty abusive to him. He says that 

you hollered and stomped around and insulted him and his subordi­

nates. 

So what if I did. That dunderhead deserved it. Dammit, I'm sick and 

tired of putting up with the incompetence and hand-holding that 

goes on around here. 

What do you mean "incompetence?" 

Okay, take Valva. Nobody does anv work in his shop. AII they do is 

drink coffee, and read magazines, and plav with the secretary, Miss 
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Buxomberry, or whatever her name is. Whoever oromoted Yaiva into 

that job must have been blind. 

I really don't think that's the case. 

And the promotion policy around here! I don't know how it works 
' 

but it sure isn't giving the guys the promotion who are doing the 

work to get ahead. T)ammit, you know, I've been busting my buns for 

nine years, and I've got the best profit margins in the c ompany--so 

what happens when the boss dies? They fly some Flash Gordon up 

from California in here who's not even an engineer' 

Damn! I don't think you're in a position to speak to my qualifications 

for this job, but I do know why you haven't been promoted must have 

something to do with your temoer. You know, according to Valva, 

you really blew up when you saw him, and from your reactions right 

here, I'd say you probably could learn to control your temper more 

and maybe learn better how to get along with people. You know as 

well as I do that we just can't run an organization if people are 

running around blowing their stacks all the time. ~,faybe you and I 

could sit down some time and try to work out ways to help you get 

along with others better. The thing with Yaiva is real ly too bad. I'm 

sure you can find a way to--oh--approach him and sit down and work 

something out that would helo the two of you get along and work 

smoothly together without coming to blows each time you see each 

other. 

O.K., maybe I can work on that. Is there anything e lse? 

Ah, no, I guess not. Let me just add, Marsh, that all in all you 've 

been doing well her at CCI and it would be a shame to lose you to 

r:nc. You just need a little more training to be more effective as a 
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supervisor. Perhaps you could check out a few courses on this. Why 

don't you ask the personnel department what's availahle? 

Yeh, well, I can check it out. 

Thanks for coming in, Marsh. f'll be talking to you later. 

O.K. 
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Baxter: C:orne in. I\AarshalJ Whipker, right? 

Whipker: Right. 

Baxter: I'm Baxter. Have a seat . 

Whipker: Thank you. 

Baxter: 

Whipker: 

Aren't you a TJ.C.L.A. graduate? 

No, I'm not. 

Baxter: 

Whipker: 

Baxter: 

Whipker: 

Baxter: 

Whipker: 

Baxter: 

Whipker: 

Baxter: 

Whipker: 

Oh. Ah, well, I\AarshaJl, do you have any idea why I've asked you to 

come in here today? 

No, r don't ... why don't you tell me? 

r just thought we could c hat a bit. By the way, I received a com­

plaint about you from Valva. 

VaJva's such an idiot. 

He's not an idiot. What do you have to say about that confrontation 

that you had? 

What about it? 

That 's what r want you to tell me. 

All that happened is r had a little argument with Valva about his 

work on my projects. Is that why you ca lled me in here? 

Well, VaJva didn't fill me in on all the details, but he did say that you 

started ranting and raving at him in front of his men when he told 

you about the cut in Tech Services hours. He said that a pparently 

you hadn't gotten the word from Pean about it a nd you rea lly lost 

control. That kind of an outburst is something we do just fine with­

out here at GC-:f. 

No, r dirln't get the memo. Whv do you think I was o pissed off 

when Valva had to tell me about it? 
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Well, that memo came right from Pean's office. Everyone got one. 

There's really no excuse for the way you treated Valva . 

Whipker: Okay, okay, so maybe it wasn't his fault, but can you tell me 
-- ~ 

Baxter: 

Whipker: 

8axter: 

(agitated) 

Whipker: 

Baxter: 

13axter, how in hell am I supposed to meet rnv deadlines around here 

now that thev've cut the hours on me? Especially when I've got to 

depend on Valva and those other jackasses down in Tech Services? 

Well, I think that's something vou'd better talk to Valva about. Pean 

had his reasons for sendin~ out the memo, ancf there's nothing we can 

do about that now. T think you'd better talk it over with Valva and 

try to come to some kind of an agreement about oriorities. 

Fat chance! Listen, even before the cut in overtime hours, I couldn't 

get any work out of him and the rest of those SOB's down there are 

just as bad. When T go down there and ask them for a little help, 

half the time their twiddling their thumbs and telling nursery rhymes 

to one another. And then they say they're too busy when I ask them 

for a favor. 

You're dead wrong! T think Valva has done an excellent job of 

coordinating Tech Services hours to the needs of other departments. 

I've found him to be extremely cooperative and competent in that 

respect. If you have deadlines to meet, I'm sure he'll understand and 

try to fit into his schedule. 

The way things are now, well I'll be lucky to make any of my dead-

lines. Okav, listen can't vou talk to Pean and ask him to c hange his 

minrl about those overtime hours? 

From what I've heard, this isn't the first time you've blown vour 

stack around here, now. You're just goin~ to have to cool it when 

you're dealing with VaJva and the other oeople. You ma y think 
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you've got problems--okay, maybe you do--but things aren't always 

so easy for them either. 

Whipker: That's for damn sure T've got my problems. Getting any cooperation 

from anyone around here is worse than pulling teeth. 

Baxter: 

Whipker: 

Baxter: 

Whipker: 

Baxter: 

Whipker: 

Baxter: 

Whipker: 

Baxter: 

Whipker: 

Well, there must be a good reason whv you're having so much 

trouble. It's really not important what your personal feelings are for 

Valva, or anyone else for that matter. The important thing is to at 

least treat them as human beings and try to work together as a 

team. Is that clear? 

I guess so ... 

Look, Marshal!, you either get along with VaJva, or else. We can't 

tolerate disrespect being shown for our people, especially a good 

man like Valva. Now, moving on ..• Are there any other things you 

want to lay on the table? 

Well, there is one thing that's been eating at me. 

Yes, what's that? 

Okay, I've been here at GCI for a long time and doing one hell of a 

good job as an engineer and always bringing in profits for the 

company on all my projects. Okay, so what do they do? Instead of 

putting someone on the job who really knows what's he's doing, they 

bring someone in who doesn't know a ferit from a flatiron like you! 

What? You're saying you should have gotten this job instead of me? 

You're damn right I'm saying it. 

Well...what in the hell makes you think your're better qualified for 

th is job than I am! 

Well, for one thing. I'm a damn good engineer. And people know 

who's boss with me. I tell them what I expect from them--T expect 
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resuJts--and r get it. :Just look a t your files--it's a ll in there. I've 

done an outstanding job on all my projects, I meet my deadlines and 

always make a sizeable profit. 

True, but the decision was made and the fact is that you didn't get 

the job. Now I guess there's not much that can be done about that 

now, is there? Besides, what makes you think you would want to get 

into management if you had the chance? 

Why not? I'm not getting any place where ram right now. Resides, 

there's good money in management. Anrl from what I've seen, you 

don't have to work very hard to get it, either. 

Oh, is that what you think? Well, I don't know what you think being 

a manager is all about, but let me tell you, it's not all fun and 

games. ff you expect to be a manager, you're goi ng to have to fi nd 

some better ways of dealing with people. 

Such as? 

Like ... you've got to be more effective with the people you work 

with. f'll live it up to you how YOU want to handle it. If you rea lly 

want to change badly enough, you can do it ... if you out your m ind to 

it . 

<::an vou be a little bit more specific? I mean, all that human re la­

tions crap is a little bit abstract, don't vou think? I mean, can't you 

come up with any real, concrete ideas about how I c an get a better 

job around here? 

That's your problem -- to figure something out. 

Oh. 

Well, I'm kind of busy right now, Whioker, but it's been ni ce talking 

with you. r always like to keep up on what my people are do ing. 
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r--Jow you keep in mind some of the thi ngs we 've talked about this 

afternoon. Let me know what you decide to do. 

Sure thing. 

Good-bye, Marshall. 

Good-bve. 
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