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(ABSTRACT) 

For years, performance appraisal has posed serious 

problems for those in personnel-related fields; yet, most 

personnel professionals are unwilling to abandon the prac-

tice of formally evaluating job performance. Given this re-

luctance to discard performance appraisal, many organiza-

tions are faced with the task of choosing appraisal systems 

compatible with their idiosyncracies. 

This paper presents a model for use in the development 

of appraisal systems. The model proposes that the ef-

fectiveness of a given appraisal system can be predicted 

from employee attitudes toward parameters of this system, 

job analysis information, and characteristics of supervisors 

within the organization. This proposal was tested using job 

analysis information and attitude data from employees of the 

Geological Survey of the U.S. Department of the Interior. 

The appraisal system evaluated, Work Planning and Progress 

Review (WP&PR), was based upon goal-setting principles. 



Four studies explored the relationships described 

above. Study 1 examined the relationships between the qual-

ity of standards generated in WP&PR, attitudes toward para-

meters of this system, and the objectivity with which jobs 

could be measured. Study 2 questioned whether or not at-

titudes toward appraisal were the result of the existing ap-

praisal system's effectiveness. Study 3 explored the rela-

tionship between attitudes toward appraisal and supervisory 

style as measured by the Leader Behavior Description Ques-

tionnaire (LBDQ), and Study 4 examined the relationship be-

tween supervisory style and the quality of performance stan-

dards generated in WP&PR. 

The model for selecting appraisal parameters was only 

partially supported by the data. Attitudes toward WP&PR 

were not significantly related to standards' quality or job 

objectivity. Job objectivity was, however, predictive of 

the quality of performance standards. 

change was unrelated to standards' 

In addition, attitude 

quality. Supervisory 

style was found to be related to attitudes toward an immedi-

ate supervisor as the source of appraisal; however, it was 

not related to standards' quality. 

Exploratory analyses using self-report measures of sys-

tem effectiveness resulted in greater support of the model. 

Problems with criteria for measuring appraisal effectiveness 

and directions for future research are presented. 
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INTRODUCTION 

Performance appraisal, the systematic description of 

strengths and weaknesses within and between employees, has 

been a challenge to psychologists for over SO years (Cascio, 

1982; Landy & Farr, 1980). Heneman (1975) has even gone so 

far as to label it the Achilles' heel of personnel adminis-

tration. Obstacles to successful performance evaluation are 

numerous. For instance, apprehension concerning the use of 

appraisal information can give rise to political barriers 

within an organization (Patz, 1975). Similarly, reluctance 

of supervisors to make face-to-face appraisals can result in 

interpersonal barriers (Cascio, 1982). Even the more tech-

nical problems such as leniency, central tendency, and halo 

errors in performance rating have not yet been overcome. 

Despite these and other problems, human resource managers 

continue to use performance appraisals for a number of pur-

poses: as input for administering formal organizational re-

ward and punishment systems (Cummings, 1973), as predictors 

or criteria in personnel research, as a basis for establish-

ing training program objectives, to provide concrete feed-

back to employees, or to help in organizational diagnosis 

and development (Cascio, 1982). 

1 
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Virtually every person holding a job is faced with hav-

ing his or her job performance evaluated; however, the pro-

cess by which the appraisal is carried out is often serious-

ly impaired. The fact that researchers have not yet been 

able to overcome many of the obstacles associated with 

performance appraisal has resulted in the mistrust of ap-

praisal information by a large number of individuals, super-

visors and subordinates alike. Yet, even with these short-

comings, most personnel practitioners are unwilling to 

abandon the procedure of formally evaluating job performance 

(Patz, 1975; Zawacki & Taylor, 1976). 

Given this reluctance to discard formal performance 

evaluation, many personnel specialists are faced with the 

task of choosing appraisal systems compatible with the 

idiosyncracies of their particular organizations. The de-

velopment of these appraisal systems is often an undertaking 

based on little more than random choice. Part of the prob-

lem is the wide variety of alternatives available to those 

selecting performance appraisal systems. The range of 

choice is well-illustrated by a programmatic model of 

performance appraisal proposed by Kane and Lawler ( 1979). 

These authors specify appraisal effectiveness as a function 

of several appraisal methodology variables and organization-

al characteristics. Methodology categories included in the 
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model are: (1) the measurement process (e.g., forced choice 

ratings, ranking, Likert-type or mixed-standard rating 

scales, or comparison of performance to standards), (2) 

measurement content (e.g., personality traits, behaviors, or 

outcomes), (3) source type (e.g., immediate supervisor, 

peers, or self), (4) object type (e.g., individuals, work 

groups, or departments), and (5) administrative 

characteristics (e.g., purpose of appraisal, nature of feed-

back, appraisal timing, procedures for appealing appraisal 

results, or employee participation in the appraisal pro-

cess) . 

A given appraisal system can be defined in terms of 

these variables. Each system must specify a measurement 

process, measurement content, and a source and object of ap-

praisal. Furthermore, administrative characteristics of the 

appraisal process must be clearly delineated. System de-

velopers must decide how appraisal information will be used, 

how often appraisals will be conducted, whether or not em-

ployees will be allowed to participate in the appraisal pro-

cess, and how feedback wi 11 be administered. Provisions 

must also be made for the employees to appeal appraisals 

which they feel are unfair. Clearly, when the range of val-

ues that each of these variables can take is considered, the 

number of different appraisal systems that can be derived is 

quite substantial. 
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The human resource practitioner with the need to 

develop one or more performance appraisal systems would be 

well-advised to consider these variables in his or her 

organization. However, a systematic examination of all pos-

sible variations of these appraisal characteristics would be 

a prodigious undertaking. Furthermore, appraisal system de-

velopment· is an expensive process. Should a system fail to 

be effective once it is implemented, the cost to the 

organization could be substantial. For instance, the use of 

an inadequate appraisal system could result in mistakes re-

lated to important personnel decisions. Promotion of the 

wrong employees or removal of good workers could lead to fi-

nancial loss by reducing produ~tivity. Inaccurate decisions 

combined with employee dissatisfaction may bring about the 

need to implement new systems. Additional costs (e.g., for 

system development, for retraining appraisers, or for imple-

menting the new process) may be incurred if a new system is 

instituted. Unfortunately, no systematic method exists for 

predicting how successful an appraisal system will be given 

the characteristics of a specific organization. 

An analysis of different dimensions of the 

organizational situation would be extremely helpful in de-

termining which combination of appraisal parameters will be 

most effective. Kane and Lawler (1979) propose that 
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characteristics of individuals within the organization, both 

raters and ratees, are important in determining appraisal 

effectiveness. Further, these authors suggest that ap-

praisal effectiveness is influenced by job characteristics, 

the social environment, and organizational structure. When 

defined using these characteristics, it is quite safe to as-

sume the uniqueness of every organization. 

Thus, it seems the major problem facing those responsi-

ble for developing appraisal systems is that of efficiently 

matching the parameters of these systems with organizational 

characteristics. What follows is a model which seeks to 

demonstrate how job analysis data, information about em-

ployee attitudes toward performance appraisal, and knowledge 

of rater characteristics can be used to predict the effec-

tiveness of a particular appraisal system. The benefits of 

using such information are twofold. Logistically, data of 

this type are easily obtainable at relatively low cost. An 

even greater benefit, however, is that the "trial and error" 

process in choosing appraisal parameters is reduced. 

Figure 1 describes the proposed relationships between 

job analysis information, attitudinal data, appraiser 

characteristics, and the effectiveness of the appraisal sys-

tem. Central to the model is the attitude factor. It is 

proposed that the effectiveness of an appraisal system can 
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be predicted from employee attitudes toward parameters of 

that system. As mentioned previously, Kane and Lawler 

(1979) have proposed a model which specifies appraisal ef-

fectiveness as a function of 14 appraisal parameters and all 

possible interactions between these variables. Such a model 

is appealing in theory; however, the personnel practitioner 

would have difficulty in its application (Bernardin & 

Beatty, 1983) . As an alternative, the present model sug-

gests the use of attitudinal data. In other words, what do 

the employees actually prefer with respect to parameters of 

the appraisal system which will be used to evaluate their 

job performance? Do they prefer their work to be rated us-

ing Likert scales, or would they rather have their 

performance compared against standards? Would they prefer 

performance to be appraised by an immediate supervisor or by 

some other source? Would group appraisals be preferable to 

individual evaluation? If information of this type is actu-

ally predictive of appraisal system effectiveness, then the 

human resource manager has only to survey the attitudes of 

employees in his or her organization and to implement one or 

more appraisal systems consistent with these attitudes. 

As illustrated by Figure l, a number of different fac-

tors are proposed to influence attitudes toward performance 

appraisal parameters. Perhaps it is the case that the 
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performance appraisal system already in place can influence 

employee attitudes. If such a system is effective, then 

positive attitudes toward parameters of this system are ex-

pected to result. On the other hand, if the system is not 

serving its purpose, then the influence on employee atti-

tudes should be negative. Therefore, the model of appraisal 

effectiveness presented here specifies a bi-directional flow 

in which employee attitudes toward appraisal parameters and 

appraisal system effectiveness can influence one another. 

In addition, perhaps it is the case that employee atti-

tudes toward appraisal are determined, at least to some ex-

tent, by the types of jobs perf armed. An assembly-line 

worker and an executive occupy jobs on opposite ends of the 

spectrum. While it would be counter-productive to evaluate 

the assembly-line worker on his or her personality traits 

when more objective measures are available, these criteria 

might be appropriate for managerial personnel. It would 

probably be more efficient to base the assembly~line work-

er's appraisal on outcomes (e.g., number of items produced, 

number of faulty products, etc.). This would more than 

likely be reflected by an attitude measure asking his or her 

preference of evaluation criteria. Likewise, the nature of 

a managerial position might influence the incumbent's atti-

tudes concerning the content of his or her appraisal. 
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Kane and Lawler (1979) report that there is good reason 

to believe that the effects of job characteristics on ap-

praisal effectiveness are substantial. There is evidence 

that job certainty and specificity have a large influence 

over the accuracy of performance ratings. A number of stud-

ies have shown that when ambiguity about the task exists, 

invalid perceptions and source biases tend to influence 

performance ratings ( Nieva, 1976 [cited in Kane & Lawler, 

1979); Senger, 1971; Shaw, 1972). 

The model of appraisal system development presented 

here asserts that job analysis information can be used to 

determine the objectivity with which job performance can be 

measured. Further, it proposes that this objectivity infor-

mation can be used to predict the effectiveness of a partic-

ular performance appraisal system. The objectivity with 

which job performance can be measured is proposed to direct-

ly influence appraisal effectiveness as well as to exert an 

indirect influence through an impact on attitudes toward ap-

praisal. 

A third factor proposed to influence attitudes toward 

performance appraisal is supervisor behavior. The leader-

ship literature provides a definition of supervisory style. 

According to Weissenberg and Kavanagh (1972), effective 

leadership often requires the solution of a conflict which 
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may occur between filling the production goals of the 

organization and satisfying social or psychological needs of 

subordinates. When such a conflict occurs, the supervisor 

must find a way to balance the attention he or she must give 

to these two rather disparate goals. Extensive research at 

The Ohio State University has identified two dimensions, In-

itiating Structure and Consideration, which are of consider-

able importance in describing leader behavior. These two 

dimensions were based on factor analyses of subordinates' 

descriptions of their supervisors' behavior using the Leader 

Behavior Description Questionnaire ( LBDQ) (Fleishman, 1953; 

Halpin & Winer, 1957). Fleishman and Peters (1962) have de-

fined these two concepts as follows: 

Structure ( S) : Reflects the extent to which an 

individual is likely to define and structure his 

own role and those of his subordinates toward goal 

attainment. A high score on this dimension char-

acterizes individuals who play a more active role 

in directing group activities through planning, 

communicating information, scheduling, trying out 

new ideas, etc. 

Consideration (C): Reflects the extent to which 

an individual is likely to have job relationships 
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characterized by mutual trust, respect for 

subordinates' ideas, and consideration of their 

feelings. A high score is indicative of a climate 

of good rapport and two-way communication. A low 

score indicates the supervisor is likely to be 

more impersonal in his relations with group mem-

bers (p. 130). 

The model of appraisal system development presented 

here approaches the concepts of leader Initiating Structure 

and Consideration from the standpoint of their influence on 

attitudes toward appraisal and the effectiveness of a given 

appraisal system. A number of studies have found leader 

Consideration to act as a ·moderator between Initiating 

Structure and various criteria (e.g., motivation, satisfac-

tion, turnover, and overall performance) (Beer, 1966; Des-

sler, 1972, 1973 [cited in Kerr et al., 1974]; Fleishman & 

Ko, 196.2 [cited in Kerr et al. , 1974]; Fleishman & Peters, 

1962; Hunt & Hill, 1971; Misumi & Toshiaki, 1965). Fleish-

man and Harris ( 1962} were the first to report that under 

conditions of high Consideration, structuring behavior may 

be perceived by subordinates as helpful and supportive, 

while under low Consideration, structuring behavior may be 

interpreted as restrictive or threatening. Given these 
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findings, it is logically consistent to expect that employee 

attitudes toward performance appraisal would be influenced 

in a similar manner. This is to say that under conditions 

of high leader Consideration and high Initiating Structure, 

employees will indicate very positive attitudes toward ap-

praisal. Conversely, conditions of low supervisor Consider-

ation and high Initiating Structure will result in negative 

attitudes. This would be particularly true for appraisal 

parameters associated directly with a supervisory source 

(e.g. , source of appraisal, measurement process, or ap-

praisal feedback). 

The relationship between supervisory style and ap-

praisal effectiveness is not as clear. The definition of 

Initiating Structure suggests that a supervisor scoring high 

on this dimension would be quite concerned with defining the 

roles of his or her subordinates. As stated previously, ev-

idence suggests that job specificity may have a strong pos-

itive impact on appraisal effectiveness (Kane & Lawler, 

1979). On the other hand, a supervisor low in Structure 

would not be expected to delineate subordinate roles as ef-

fectively. This would be expected to result in decreased 

appraisal effectiveness. This approach differs from that 

taken in past studies in that the criterion j s rwt ;:i.ctual 

performance or subordinate satisfaction but appraisal effec-

tiveness. 
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Unlike Initiating Structure, the influence of 

Consideration on appraisal effectiveness is predicted to be 

minimal. A supervisory style characterized by a high degree 

of Consideration may result in a greater amount of 

subordinate participation in work planning or increased goal 

acceptance, but it cannot be expected to directly influ~nc~ 

the quality of appraisal. Supervisory Consideration may 

however, exert influence over appraisal effectiveness indi-

rectly through the effect on employee attitudes. 

Thus, the model presented here specifies a method for 

choosing the parameters of a performance appraisal system. 

Personnel specialists in federal agencies were faced with 

this di lemma when the Ci vi 1 Service Reform Act ( CSRA) was 

passed in 1978 (chapter 43 of title 5, United States Code). 

This legislation modernized requirements for appraisal of 

performance in the Federal service. It re qui red each af-

fected agency to develop one or more performance appraisal 

systems which: ( 1) make provisions for the periodic ap-

prai sal of job performance of employees, ( 2) encourage em-

ployee participation in establishing performance standards, 

and (3) use performance appraisal results as a basis for de-

cisions involving the training, rewarding, reassigning, pro-

moting, reducing in grade, and removal of employees. 
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Chapter 43, section 4302 of title 5, United States Code 

specifies that, under regulations prescribed by the United 

States Office of Personnel Management, each performance ap-

praisal system shall provide for: 

(1) establishing performance standards which will, 

to the maximum extent feasible, permit the ac-

curate evaluation of job performance on the 

basis of objective criteria (which may include 

the extent of courtesy demonstrated to the 

public) related to the job in question for 

each employee or position under the system; 

(2) as soon as practicable, but not later than Oc-

tober 1, 1981, with respect to initial ap-

praisal periods, and thereafter at the begin-

ning of each following appraisal period, 

communicating to each employee the performance 

standards and the critical elements of the em-

ployee's position; 

(3) evaluating each employee during the appraisal 

period on such standards; 

(4) recognizing and rewarding employees whose 

performance so warrants; 

(5) assisting employees in improving unacceptable 

performance; and 
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( 6) reassigning, reducing in grade, or removing 

employees who continue to have unacceptable 

performance but only after an opportunity to 

demonstrate acceptable performance. 

The final result of the CSRA was the implementation of 

a single type of appraisal system (i.e., standard setting) 

across .all government agencies. Little consideration was 

given to whether or not the organizations to be affected 

were particularly well-suited to this type of appraisal sys-

tern. A prime example is Work Planning and Progress Review, 

an appraisal system developed by the Geological Survey of 

the United States Department of the Interior to comply with 

CSRA mandates. Under this system, performance standards for 

each employee are established based upon duties and respon-

sibilities delineated in position descriptions. Performance 

is appraised against these standards at the end of an annual 

appraisal period, and results are used as a basis for such 

personnel decisions as promotion, training, raises, and ter-

mination. 

The Geological Survey is a large organization employing 

individuals in a variety of occupations each consisting of a 

wide range of experience levels. By implementing this ap-

praisal system agency-wide, this organization took a great 
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deal of financial risk. Perhaps it would have been more 

cost-effective to implement a different type of appraisal 

system or to design a number of different systems tailored 

to specific segments of the organization. Such financial 

risk could be diminished considerably if the effectiveness 

of the appraisal system could be predicted prior to its 

implementation as specified by the model above. What fol-

lows is a detailed description of Work Planning and Progress 

Review and an attempt to predict its effectiveness by using 

pre-implementation attitudes toward parameters of this sys-

tem, job analysis information, and characteristics of the 

supervisors within the system. 



PERFORMANCE APPRAISAL POLICIES AND PROCEDURES OF 
THE U.S. GEOLOGICAL SURVEY 

In order to comply with the CSRA, the Geological Survey 

(of the United States Department of the Interior) developed 

a performance appraisal system designed to meet all of the 

requirements listed in the previous section. The Geological 

Survey recognizes the importance of performance appraisal 

for effective personnel management in that it: ( 1) helps 

supervisors and managers to maintain control of work and to 

use their staff resources efficiently, (2) provides documen-

tation and a supportable basis for making personnel deci-

sions, ( 3) provides an opportunity for employees to become 

involved in setting the standards against which their 

performance will be appraised, and (4) provides a method for 

giving useful performance feedback (Geological Survey Manu-

al, Part 370.430, Chapter 1). 

The policy of the Geological Survey states that 

performance appraisal will involve continuing communication 

between supervisors and 

performance. Furthermore, 

their 

this 

employees concerning 

policy mandates that 

performance appraisal be a joint process involving both the 

supervisor and employee as active participants in identify-

ing required and critical elements of a job, setting 

performance standards, assessing progress toward meeting 

17 



18 

these standards, and developing plans for improvement of 

performance (Geological Survey Manual, Part 370.430, Chapter 

1). Given this policy and the requirements of the CSRA, the 

Geological Survey implemented a systematic process, Work 

Planning and Progress Review, which involves identifying re-

quired and critic al elements of work, writing performance 

standards, and appraising performance against these stan-

dards. 

system. 

The following is a step-by-step explanation of this 

WORK PLANNING AND PROGRESS REVIEW 

Work Planning and Progress Review is a process by which 

a rating official and his or her employee: 

(1) meet at the beginning of an appraisal period 

to develop a work plan containing required and 

critical elements and performance standards 

for the employee's job; 

(2) meet periodically during the appraisal period 

in progress review sessions to assess the em-

ployee's progress in meeting standards; and 

( 3) meet at the end of the year in an appraisal 

interview to review the employee's performance 

over the entire appraisal period and discuss 

the employee's rating (Geological Survey Manu-

al, Part 370.430, Chapter 2). 
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Constructing !he Work Plan 

Each rating official is required to conduct a planning 

session with every one of his or her employees at the begin-

ning of an annual appraisal period. At this planning ses-

sion, the rating official and the employee identify the re-

quired and critical elements of the employee's position and 

e~tablish corresponding performance standards for each ele-

ment. A re qui red element is defined as "any component of 

the job that is important enough that an employee's 

performance of that component should be evaluated" (Geolog-

ical Survey Manual, Part 370.430, Chapter 1). Likewise, a 

critical element is "a component of the job that is suffi-

ciently important to overall success in the job that 

performance below the minimum standard established by man-

agement results in unacceptable overall performance and re-

quires some remedial action" (Geological Survey Manual, Part 

370.430, Chapter 1). Every employee's work plan is required 

to list a minimum of one and a maximum of five critical ele-

ments; however, there is no limit on the number of required 

elements which can be listed. 

Task Identification 

The first step in constructing the work plan involves 

identifying the tasks performed by the employee. A task is 
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"a set or series of steps in a job, all of which would be 

needed to produce an identifiable output which could be 

used, acted upon or advanced in production by an individual 

who may or may not be the performer" (Performance Standards 

Handbook, U.S. Department of the Interior, Geological 

Survey, p. 4). The output of a task may be a good or ser-

vice, tangible or intangible, intermediary or final. All 

task statements are written in the present tense using an 

action orientation to describe what the employee does, why 

the work is done, and how the work is carried out. This is 

accomplished by using an action verb ( describing what is 

done), an II in order to ... " phrase ( to indicate why it is 

done), and a "by ... " phrase ( to explain how it is done). 

The following is an example of a task statement presented in 

the Performance Standards Handbook: 

Writes office budget for coming year in order to 

estimate fiscal resources needed to meet goals and 

objectives e_y reading prior year's budget for var-

iances, projecting salary expenses, projecting 

supply and equipment needs, and conferring with 

others to obtain cost information (U.S. Department 

of the Interior, Geological Survey, p. 4). 
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Identification of Required Elements 

After all the tasks of a given employee have been iden-

tified, the next step in constructing a work plan is to 

group tasks into required elements. Tasks may be grouped by 

function (e.g., typing, mail handling), unit objectives 

(e.g., to provide quality service to user divisions), pro-

jects (e.g., to develop a performance appraisal system), or 

other factors. While some tasks may be grouped to form re-

quired elements, others may stand alone (Performance Stan-

dards Handbook, U.S. Department of the Interior, Geological 

Survey). 

Identification of Critical Elements 

Once required elements have been designated, the super-

visor and employee must decide which of these are critical 

elements. A critical element can be either an ongoing ac-

tivity that will remain an essential job component, or a 

special project which will last only throughout the ap-

praisal period at hand. The Performance Standards Handbook 

recommends that the following questions be asked in the de-

termination of critical elements: 

(1) What percentage of the employee's time is 

spent performing the element? (A high percent-

age does not necessarily imply criticality, 
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but it can be a strong indicator of it. A 

very low percentage should raise doubts.) 

( 2) If the element were performed inadequately, 

would there be a significant impact on the 

work unit's mission? Would other employees 

have to perform the activity in order to en-

sure that vital objectives are met? 

( 3) Is there a significant consequence of error? 

Could inadequate performance of the required 

element contribute to the injury or death of 

the employee or others, serious property dam-

age, and/or loss of time and money? 

(4) Are there legislative or regulatory require-

ments which would make adequate performance of 

the element critical? Would inadequate 

performance mean that the Geological Survey 

fails to meet statutory or regulatory stan-

dards or is engaged in prohibited practices? 

(p. 5) 

Performance Standards Development 

After all tasks have been grouped into required ele-

men ts, and critical elements have been designated, 

performance standards are developed. A performance standard 



23 

describes "the level of performance an employee is expected 

to achieve for each required and critical element of the 

job" (Geological Survey Manual, Part 370.430, Chapter 1). 

Performance standards are written to describe fully satis-

factory performance. The first step in developing standards 

is to identify the performance criteria for each task. The 

Geological Survey recognizes three types of criteria: quan-

ti ty, quality, and timeliness. Quan ti tati ve criteria are 

concerned with how much is produced (e.g., number of square 

feet of area mapped). This type of criterion may be impor-

tant for production-oriented jobs. Qualitative criteria ad-

dress the issues of "how well" the work is performed and/or 

"how good or effective" the final product is (e.g. , lines 

scribed to technical standards), and timeliness deals with 

"how quickly" or "by what date" a task is 

(e.g., reports submitted by a given deadline). 

accomplished 

While quan-

tity and timeliness are objective in nature (i.e., numbers 

and dates are easily recorded), quality is more subjective 

and open to interpretation. Therefore, the Performance 

Standards Handbook stresses that performance standards writ-

ten to assess quality should be described as precisely as 

possible. 

As with task statements, performance standards are 

written in a specified format containing a description of 
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what is being assessed (i.e., worker action or output), the 

criteria on which it is being assessed (e.g., quality, quan-

tity, and/or timeliness), and a description of how 

performance will be monitored and measured. An example of a 

performance standard written in this format is presented be-

low: 

Planning forms are completed accurately~ in accor-

dance with established procedures and require-

ments; forms are returned no more than X times for 

error corrections or additional information 

( Performance Standards Handbook, U.S. Department 

of the Interior, Geological Survey, p. 6). 

The Geological Survey recommends the use of the 

Performance Standards Worksheet to aid in the writing of 

task statements and performance standards. A sample of this 

worksheet is presented in Appendix A. 

After the required elements, critical elements, and 

performance standards have been established, they are re-

corded on the Employee Work Plan, which is the "working doc-

ument" of the Work Planning and Progress Review process. In 

addition to the above information, the actual results 

achieved by the employee are also recorded on this form. A 

sample Employee Work Plan is contained in Appendix B. 
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Progress Review 

The Work Planning and Progress Review process requires 

that the rating official and employee meet at least twice 

during the appraisal period for formal progress review ses-

sions. These progress reviews provide the opportunity for 

the rating official and employee to review the employee's 

progress in meeting performance standards, to identify any 

problems, and to revise the Employee Work Plan if necessary. 

During the review sessions, the employee reports on his 

or her accomplishments, the current status of the work, and 

any problems encountered in getting the job done. The rat-

ing official reports on changes in programs or priori ties 

that wi 11 af feet the employee's work and advises the em-

ployee as to the acceptability of his or her current job 

performance. The goal of the progress review is an under-

standing between the rating official and the employee as to 

where the employee presently stands; what is expected of the 

employee during the time remaining in the appraisal period; 

and any actions which will be initiated as a result of the 

employee's performance. It is the responsibility of the 

rating official to modify the work plan to reflect any 

changes agreed upon during the progress review (Geological 

Survey Manual, Part 370.430, Chapter 2). 
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Employee Performance Appraisal 

At the end of the appraisal period, the rating official 

assesses the employee's performance and prepares a 

performance appraisal. The performance appraisal consists 

of four parts. First, in the third column of the Employee 

Work Plan, the rating official describes the employee's ac-

tual performance in relation to the performance standards 

set for required and critical elements (see Appendix B). In 

such instances where performance exceeds or fails to meet 

standards, the rating official is required to cite specific 

examples of the employee's performance. Additionally, the 

rating official assigns an element rating (i.e., exceeds 

standards, meets standards, or fails to meet standards) to 

describe the employee's performance on each required and 

critical element. Finally, each employee is given a summary 

rating based upon a procedure for totaling points allotted 

for individual element ratings. These summary ratings range 

from outstanding to unsatisfactory and are recorded on an 

Employee Performance Appraisal (see Appendix C). The final 

step in the Work Planning and Progress Review process in-

volves the signing of the Employee Performance Appraisal by 

the employee, the rating official, and a reviewing official. 

For a summary of the Work Planning and Progress Review sys-

tem used by the Geological Survey see Figure 2. 
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ACTION 
*----------------------------* 
!*Rating official and employ-I 
I ee meet to discuss required! 
I and critical elements and I 
I performance standards, I 
I reach agreement, and record! 
I on Employee Work Plan. (If I 
I rating official and employ-I 
I ee cannot reach agreement, I 
I rating official determines I 
I content of Work Plan.) I 
*----------------------------* 

*----------------------------* 
!*Rating official and employ-I 
I ee each sign and date Em- I 
I ployee Work Plan and submit! 
I to reviewing official for I 
I review and concurrence. I 
*----------------------------* 

*----------------------------* 
!*Reviewing official reviews 
I Employee Work Plan, meets 
I with rating official to 
I discuss any areas of dis-
I agreement, and concurs in I 
I Work Plan. (If rating offi-1 
I cial and reviewing official! 
I cannot reach agreement, re-I 
I viewing official makes fi- I 
I nal decision.) I 
*----------------------------* 

DEADLINE 

*----------------------------* *-------------------------* 
!*Reviewing official signs !Employee Work Plan must I 
I and dates Work Plan and lbe submitted to servicing! 
I submits to servicing per- I !personnel office within I 
I sonnel office. Copies are l-+160 days after beginning I 
I retained by rating official I lof appraisal period. I 
I and employee. I I I 
*----------------------------* *-------------------------* 

* Required Actions 
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ACTION 
*----------------------------* 

Rating official and employ-I 
ee meet periodically during! 
appraisal period to discuss! 
employee's progress and up-I 
date elements and stan- I 
dards, as necessary. I 

*----------------------------* 

*----------------------------* 
!*Rating official appraises I 
I employee performance over I 
I entire appraisal period and! 
I prepares Employee Perform~ I 
I ance Appraisal at end of I 
I appraisal period. Rating I 
I official signs and dates I 
I appraisal. I 
*----------------------------* 

DEADLINE 

*----------------------------* *-------------------------* 
!*Rating official submits Em-I IFor Non-Merit Pay, Non- I 
I ployee Performance Apprais-1 !Research Employees and I 
I al to reviewing official !-~!Merit Pay Supervisors and! 
I for review and concurrence. I !Management Officials, Em-I 
*----------------------------* lployee Performance Ap- I 

*----------------------------* 
*Reviewing official reviews 

Employee Performance Ap-
praisal, meets with rating 
official to discuss any 
areas of disagreement, and 
concurs in Employee Per-
formance Appaisal. (If 
rating and reviewing offi-
cial cannot reach agree-
ment, reviewing official 
makes final decision.) 

----------------------------* 

* Required Actions 

lpraisal must be submitted! 
Ito reviewing official I 
!within 30 days following I 
lend of appraisal period. I 
*-------------------------* 
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ACTION 
*----------------------------* 
!*Reviewing official signs I 

and dates Employee Perform-I 
ance Appraisal (and adds I 
dissenting opinion, if nee-I 
essary). Reviewing offi- I 
cial returns Employee Per- I 
formance Appraisal to rat- I 
ing official for discussion! 
with employee. I 

*----- ----------------------* 
*----------------------------* 
!*Rating official meets with I 
I employee for appraisal in- I 
I terview to discuss rating. I 
I Rating official has employ-I 
I ee sign and date appraisal. I 
I (If employee refuses to I 
I sign appraisal, rating of- I 
I ficial documents that fact I 
I on the appraisal.) I 
*----------------------------* 

DEADLINE 

*----------------------------* *-------------------------* 
!*Rating official submits a !For Non-Merit Pay, Non-
I copy of signed Employee !Research Employees and 
I Performance Appraisal to 1-~IMerit Pay Supervisors and 
I servicing personnel office. I !Management Officials, Em-
*----------------------------* lployee Performance Ap-

* Required Actions 

lpraisal must be submitted 
Ito servicing personnel 
!office within 60 days 
I following end of apprais-
lal period. 
I 
!For Research Employees, 
!Employee Performance Ap-
lpraisal must be submitted! 
Ito servicing personnel I 
!office within 90 days I 
!following end of apprais-1 
lal period. I 
*-------------------------* 
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ACTION DEADLINE 
*----------------------------* *-------------------------* 

Employees who are dissatis-1 !Employee should request 
fied with their ratings are! !informal review within 7 
entitled to request a re- l-7jdays of receipt of ap-
view in accordance with SM I jpraisal which has been 
370.430, Chapter 7. I !signed by rating and re-

*----------------------------* !viewing officials. Em-
jployee must request for-
jmal review within 15 days 
jof receipt of appraisal 
jwhich has been signed by 
!rating and reviewing of-
lficials. 
*-------------------------

* Required Actions 

Geological Survey Manual, Part 370.430, Ch. 1, Appendix A 

Figure 2: U.S. Geological Survey Performance Appraisal 

Process: A Summary 



THE USE OF PRE-IMPLEMENTATION DATA TO PREDICT 
THE EFFECTIVENESS OF WORK PLANNING AND PROGRESS 

REVIEW 

Figure 3 illustrates the proposed relationships between 

the quality of standards generated in Work Planning and 

Progress Review and information collected prior to the 

implementation of this system. Two of the factors mentioned 

in the original model, characteristics of organizational 

structure and performance appraisal system characteristics, 

were deleted from Figure 3. These components were eliminat-

ed from the model to be tested because data describing 

organizational structure were not available for the Geolog-

ical Survey, and the characteristics of performance ap-

praisal were constant throughout the agency. 

Work Planning and Progress Review can be described in 

terms of the appraisal parameters outlined by Kane and Law-

ler (1979). The source of appraisal is always the immediate 

supervisor, while the appraisal object is the individual em-

ployee. Measurement content is based upon quantity, 

quality, and timeliness criteria, and the measurement pro-

cess is one of comparing performance against standards. 

Further, actual performance appraisal is carried out annual-

ly, and feedback is administered in periodical progress re-

views. The purpose of appraisal in the Geological Survey is 

31 
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to serve as the basis for any type of personnel action or 

decision (e.g., promotion, recognition or reward, career de-

velopment, reprimand, or removal). 

The relationship between attitudes toward Work Planning 

and Progress Review and the effectiveness of this system 

will be explored using attitude data collected from em-

ployees of the Geological Survey along with an assessment of 

the quality of their performance standards. The assumption 

is made that performance standards generated in Work Plan-

ning and Progress Review are the foundation upon which this 

appraisal system is based. If the performance standards are 

of inferior quality, then it is unreasonable to expect the 

system to operate effectively. 

Another issue to be explored is whether or not the 

quality of performance standards generated in Work Planning 

and Progress Review can predict change in attitudes toward 

appraisal. Prior to the implementation of Work Planning and 

Progress Review, Geological Survey employees were evaluated 

using a variety of different appraisal systems. It was dur-

ing this time period that employee attitudes toward 

performance appraisal were assessed. In addition, employee 

attitudes toward performance appraisal were reassessed 

(i.e., after approximately three years of appraisal under 

the new system), in order to determine the effects of Work 

Planning and Progress Review. 
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*-------------* 
I I 
ILBDQ-FORM XIII 
I SUPERVISORY I 
!CONSIDERATION! 
I SCORES I 
I I *-------------* 

I 
I 
i 

*-------------* 
I I 
ILBDQ-FORM XIII 
I SUPERVISORY I 
!INITIATION OF! 
I STRUCTURE I 
I SCORES I 
*-------------* 

I 
I 
i 

I 
I 
i *-----------------* *-------------* 

I I I I I 
!OBJECTIVITY! \ATTITUDES TOWARD I QUALITY OF I 
I WITH WHICH! !PARAMETERS OF THE! I PERFORMANCE I 

. I JOB !---~!WORK PLANNING ANDI~--~! STANDARDS I 
!PERFORMANCE! I PROGRESS REVIEW I I GENERATED I 
I CAN BE I I SYSTEM I I IN WORK I 
I EVALUATED I ******************* I PLANNING I 
I I SOURCE I AND PROGRESS! 
*-----------* *-----------------* I REVIEW I 

OBJECT I I I 
*-----------------* *-------------* 

MEASUREMENT I t 
CONTENT I I 

*-----------------* 
MEASUREMENT 

PROCESS 
*-----------------* 
I TIME FRAMEWORK I 
*-----------------* 

FEEDBACK I 
*-----------------* 

PURPOSE 
*-----------------* 

*----------------------------------------

Figure 3: The Use of Pre-Implementation Data to Predict the 
Effectiveness of Work Planning and Progress 
Review 
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Attitudes of any given employee toward parameters of 

Work Planning and Progress Review can change either in a 

positive direction, a negative direction, or exhibit no 

change at all. Perhaps this change in 

predicted by the quality of performance 

ployees generating high quality standards 

attitude can be 

standards. Em-

in conjunction 

with their supervisors would be expected to show attitude 

change in a positive direction, while generation of poor 

quality standards should result in attitude change in a neg-

ative direction. 

Further, if employee attitudes are determined, at least 

to some extent, by the types of jobs performed, then job 

analysis information should allow predictions to be made 

concerning how effective a particular appraisal system 

should be for a given type of job. For instance, the Work 

Planning and Progress Review system employed by the Geolog-

ical Survey is one of several performance appraisal systems 

which employ goal setting principles. 

Research in the area of goal setting has suggested that 

setting standards may be inappropriate for some types of 

jobs. Locke (1968) has proposed a theory of goal setting 

dealing with the relationship between conscious goals or in-

tentions and task performance. The basic premise of this 

theory is that an individual's cognitions regulate his ac-

tions. A goal is defined as the object or aim of an action. 
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It is what the individual is trying to accomplish (Locke, 

Shaw, Saari, & Latham, 1981). According to Locke ( 1968): 

(1) hard goals produce a higher level of performance than do 

easy goals, ( 2) speci fie hard goals produce a higher level 

of output than "do your best" goals, and (3) behavioral in-

tentions regulate choice behavior. Furthermore, the theory 

states that an individual's goals mediate how performance is 

affected by incentives, time limitations, performance feed-

back, participation in decision making, and competition. 

Goal acceptance plays another very important role in Locke's 

theory. Goals are thought to af feet behavior only to the 

degree to which they are accepted by the person carrying out 

that behavior. 

In the context of Work Planning and Progress Review, 

performance standards are intended to serve as the goals of 

the employee. Locke et al. ( 1981) maintain that the major 

dimensions of goal content are specificity (i.e., the degree 

of quantitative precision with which the aim is specified) 

and difficulty (i.e., the degree of proficiency or level of 

performance being sought). The proposed model is concerned 

with the concept of goal specificity. 

A number of studies have investigated the effects of 

setting specific goals versus setting generalized goals or 

no goals at all. For instance, Blumenfeld and Leidy (1969) 
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found that soft drink salesmen and service personnel checked 

a greater number of vending machines when specific goals 

were set than they did when no goals were assigned. A se-

ries of studies conducted by Latham and his colleagues have 

also yielded support for the importance of specific goals. 

Ronan, Latham, and Kinne (1973) discovered that setting 

specific goals accompanied by the presence of supervision 

resulted in high productivity and a low number of on-the-job 

injuries in a group of pulpwood producers. This study was 

correlational in nature, thus inhibiting causal inference. 

Therefore, as a follow-up, Latham and Kinne (1974) trained 

ten pulpwood producers and their crews in goal setting tech-

niques and used ten additional producers and their crews as 

a control condition. Results showed that trained crews had 

a significant increase in cords per man-hour produced and a 

decrease in absenteeism when · compared with control crews. 

These authors attributed the success of trained crews to the 

setting of specific goals. 

Another study by Latham and Baldes (1975) was designed 

to test the hypothesis that the effects of setting specific 

goals would appear in the form of an increase in the slope 

or level of a performance curve as compared with baseline. 

In this experiment, also conducted in a logging camp, truck 

drivers were assigned the goal of loading their vehicles to 



37 

94% truck net weight. The result was an immediate increase 

in average net weight from approximately 60% of the legal 

maximum to the goal of 94%. 

In another study using logging crews, Latham and Yukl 

( 1975a) found that, for uneducated workers, participative 

goal setting resulted in a higher number of trees cut than 

did assigning goals or just telling workers to "do your 

best." These results were not replicated using a sample of 

educated workers; however, the authors attributed this to 

lack of support by local management. 

Kolb and Boyatzis (1971) examined the effects of set-

ting specific goals in a setting quite different from those 

discussed above. In a T-group situation, each participant 

was required to establish a personal development goal rele-

vant to his or her group behavior and to formulate a method 

for measuring his or her success in goal attainment. After 

30 hours of T-group sessions, behavior change was reported 

by each participant, and he or she was rated by the group 

trainers. Results showed positive behavior change to be 

greater for dimensions related to the participant's goals 

than for dimensions not related to the goals. 

Another study by Wexley and Nemeroff (1975) used hospi-

tal supervisors to evaluate the effect of goal setting and· 

feedback when used together with role playing exercises for 
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supervisory training. When compared with a control group of 

supervisors who participated in role playing exercises, but 

who were not assigned goals or given feedback, supervisors 

assigned goals had less subordinate absenteeism and more im-

provement in leadership behavior (as measured by the LBDQ) 

when they returned to their jobs. 

All of the studies described above successfully demon-

strated that 

performance. 

setting 

Further, 

specific goals increased 

in these studies the 

individual 

established 

goals were all easily quantifiable. In the majority of 

cases, the criteria used to measure performance were quite 

objective in nature. For example, the studies conducted 

with logging crews used cords of wood cut per man-hour, num-

ber of injuries, number of absences, number of turnovers 

(Latham & Kinne, 1974; Ronan et al., 1973), net truck weight 

(Latham & Baldes, 1975), and cunits (100 cubic feet of wood) 

cut per week (Latham & Yukl, 1975a) as criteria. Similarly, 

Blumenfeld and Leidy (1969) counted serviced soft drink ma-

chines. Although Kolb and Boyatzis (1971) used somewhat 

more subjective criteria (i.e., ratings by self and group 

trainers), behavior change was still quantifiable. In fact, 

the subjects devised methods for measuring their own behav-

ior change. Likewise, 

criteria LBDQ ratings 

Wexley and Nemeroff (1975) used 

in conjunction with records 

as 

of 
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subordinate absenteeism. Once again, these criteria were 

quantifiable. 

Latham and Yukl ( 1975b) review several studies which 

have evaluated the effectiveness of setting specific and 

quantifiable goals in management-by-objective (MBO) programs 

in industry. In general, successful programs are those in 

which employees are able to set specific, quantifiable 

goals. For example, Raia (1965) found MBO increased produc-

tivity in 15 plants, as well as resulted in improvement in 

absenteeism, accidents, grievances, turnover, and customer 

service in plants that set goals for these criteria. In a 

follow up study using employees in the same plants, Raia 

( 1966) found productivity to be stabilized at the higher 

level obtained during the earlier period. 

budgetary goals also continued to improve. 

Attainment of 

The two studies cited above were supportive of goal 

setting techniques. Like the studies previously mentioned, 

the criteria employed were easily quantifiable. Several 

other studies evaluating MBO programs have not met with as 

much success. Shetty and Carlisle ( 1974) found no indica-

tion that an MBO program resulted in improved performance in 

university faculty members. In this instance, criterion 

measures were entirely subjective. Perhaps it is the case 

that setting specific goals for college professors is much 
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more complex a task than is setting quantifiable goals for 

logging crews or soft drink salesmen. 

Ivancevich, Donnelly, and Lyon { 1970) interviewed top 

level managers in two companies to obtain their reactions to 

an MBO program. Frequent complaints were centered around an 

excess of paper work and the difficulty of setting quantita-

tive goals for all aspects of the job. It is this issue, 

the difficulty of setting specific goals for some types of 

jobs, that will be addressed in the present study. 

Clearly, the literature reviewed above suggests that 

goal setting may not be appropriate for certain types of 

jobs. Though previous studies have dealt mainly with 

performance, it is reasonable to extend this argument to ap-

praisal effectiveness. In other words, the relationship be-

tween the quality of goals (i.e., performance standards) set 

in the Work Planning and Progress Review process should be 

related to the ability to derive objective criteria against 

which to measure performance. When evaluating a performance 

appraisal system of this type, the first step is to examine 

the quality of the performance standards. If the standards 

are not an accurate portrayal of what the employee is ex-

pected to do on the job, and if these goals are not measura-

ble, then it is reasonable to assume that the performance 

appraisal system is not serving the purpose for which it was 

intended. 
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The Geological Survey is an organization comprised of 

many different jobs and job levels, all of which are covered 

under the same performance appraisal system. Locke et al. 

(1981) assert that goal setting is appropriate for all types 

of tasks; however the mechanisms by which goals affect task 

performance (i.e., directing attention and action, mobiliz-

ing energy expenditure or effort, prolonging effort over 

time, and motivating the individual to develop relevant 

strategies for goal attainment) are differentially important 

in different tasks. It is the contention of this paper how-

ever, that some types of jobs are not as well suited as 

others to goal setting appraisal systems. More specifical-

ly, jobs for which performance is not easily measurable by 

objective criteria wi 11 result in the generation of poor 

performance standards by incumbents and their supervisors. 

Finally, the relationship between supervisory style and 

the quality of standards generated in Work Planning and 

Progress Review will be examined. As mentioned previously, 

supervisory style can be defined using the LBDQ Initiating 

Structure and Consideration subscales. Employees with 

supervisors high in both Structure and Consideration would 

be expected to exhibit very positive attitudes toward Work 

Planning and Progress Review. Such structuring behavior, 

tempered by consideration would be viewed by subordinates as 
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helpful. On the other hand, employees having supervisors 

low in Consideration and high in Structure would be expected 

to exhibit negative attitudes towards Work Planning and 

Progress Review. Structure without consideration may be 

perceived as restrictive. 

The relationship between supervisory style and the 

quality of standards generated in Work Planning and Progress 

Review will also be examined. The definition of Initiating 

Structure suggests that a supervisor scoring high on this 

dimension would be quite concerned with setting goals which 

well define the roles of his or her subordinates. There-

fore, it would be expected that a leader high in Initiating 

Structure, in conjunction with his or her subordinates, 

would generate high quality performance standards. Con-

versely, a supervisor low in Structure would be expected to 

generate standards of somewhat inferior quality. 

The four studies which follow attempt to test the model 

of performance appraisal development presented here by using 

pre-implementation information to predict the effectiveness 

of an actual performance appraisal system. Study 1 examines 

the relationship between the quality of standards generated 

in Work Planning and Progress Review, attitudes toward pa-

rameters of this appraisal system, and the objectivity with 

which job performance can be measured. Study 2 seeks to de-

terrnine whether or not change in attitudes toward parameters 
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of Work Planning and Progress Review are significantly 

related to the quality of performance standards generated in 

this system. Studies 4 and 5 approach the issue of supervi-

sory style and its relationship to attitudes toward ap-

praisal and the quality of performance standards. 



STUDY 1 

HYPOTHESES 

In the present study, the relationship between the 

quality of performance standards generated in Work Planning 

and Progress Review, attitudes toward parameters of this ap-

praisal system, and job objectivity (i.e., the degree to 

which an individual's job performance can be measured by ob-

jective criteria) were assessed. 

were proposed: 

The following hypotheses 

(1) Quality of performance standards generated in Work Plan-

ning and Progress Review will be significantly related 

to attitudes toward several parameters of this appraisal 

system (i.e., source of appraisal, object of appraisal, 

measurement content, measurement process, time framework 

of appraisal, appraisal feedback, and purpose of ap-

praisal) measured prior to its implementation. 

(2) Attitudes toward parameters of this appraisal system 

will be significantly related to the objectivity with 

which job performance can be measured. 

( 3) The quality of an individual's performance standards 

will be significantly related to the objectivity with 

which his or her job can be measured. 

44 



METHOD 

Subjects 

45 

In August of 1979, the Geological Survey conducted an 

organization-wide study intended to provide information for 

use in the development of a new performance appraisal system 

consistent with the mandates of the CSRA. This agency em-

ploys almost 15,000 individuals in over 200 different occu-

pations. Various levels of expertise and experience are re-

flected in grade levels which range from one to the upper 

teens. A two part questionnaire was administered to a ran-

dom sample of 2,500 employees with a return rate of approxi-

mately 65%. Subjects for the present study were employees 

who participated in the 1979 study, and who had Employee 

Work Plans on file in the main personnel office of the Geo-

logical Survey located in Res ton, Virginia. The 126 sub-

jects meeting these qualifications were administered another 

questionnaire in August of 1983. 

proximately 89% (n=ll2). 

Predictor Measures 

Job Objectivity 

The return rate was ap-

The first part of the survey conducted prior to CSRA 

implementation consisted of the Job Analysis Questionnaire 

(JAQ), an instrument developed using the worker-oriented job 
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element method suggested by McCormick, Jeanneret, and Mecham 

( 1972). This approach assumes that even though different 

jobs contain unique activities, there are common, underlying 

elements which may be used to describe these activities. 

The first step in the development of the JAQ was the 

identification of specific categories or aspects of work. 

These job factors included dimensions such as "management 

and supervision," "personnel responsibilities," "written and 

oral communication," "clerical," etc. A number of sources 

which had previously identified common job factors were em-

ployed in defining the job factors to be used in the JAQ 

(Krzystofiak, Newman, & Anderson, 1979; Tornow & Pinto, 

1976). 

After all relevant job factors were identified, speci-

fic worker-oriented statements were developed for each fac-

tor. These statements, 

a number of sources 

or job elements, were obtained from 

including the Position Analysis 

Questionnaire (McCormick, Mecham, & Jeanneret, 1972), a 

questionnaire administered by Krzystofiak et al. (1979), el-

ements developed by Primoff (1971), task statements identi-

fied by Hunt (1979), and from a review of Geological Survey 

Position Descriptions. This collection of job elements was 

then revised to represent a first approximation to the types 

of work performed by employees of the Geological Survey. A 
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scale of "Relative Importance" ranging from "1" representing 

"not at all important to the job" to "S" representing "es-

sential part of the job" was developed for use with the 

questionnaire. This first iteration of the JAQ was then 

presented to a Geological Survey Task Force for a critique. 

Following the suggestions made by the Task Force (e.g., 

removing items related to knowledge, skills, and abilities), 

the JAQ was modified. During the revision process, job fac-

tors were redefined, many of the original job elements were 

eliminated, and additional job elements were written in or-

der to make the JAQ more explicit and broader in scope. 

This second iteration was then reviewed by the Task Force 

and revised further according to their recommendations. The 

final product was a questionnaire consisting of 231 job ele-

ments (see Appendix D). 

Each employee completing the questionnaire indicated 

how well the individual job elements described his or her 

job by using the five-point scale mentioned previously. 

Thus, job analysis information was available for each of the 

subjects. These data were used to determine the degree to 

which each individual's job performance lends itself to 

measurement by objective criteria. 

Sixty-three independent raters assigned a rating to 

each of the 231 JAQ items corresponding to how well it could 
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be objectively measured. These raters were volunteers from 

an introductory psychology subject pool who received credit 

for their participation. Items amenable to measurement by 

objective criteria received a rating of +l. Items which 

call for measurement using subjective criteria were given a 

rating of -1. Items fal.ling on "middle ground" were given a 

rating of zero. Prior to assigning values to the job ele-

ments, the raters received a lecture differentiating between 

objective and subjective criteria. Afterwards, sample job 

elements were presented and discussed. Instructions for 

rating the job elements are presented in Appendix E. 

Following evaluation of job elements, an index of ob-

j ecti vi ty was computed for each i tern by averaging across 

ratings. Each subject was assigned a "Job Objectivity 

Score" (JOS) based upon the above ratings and his or her re-

sponses to the 231 JAQ i terns. For each i tern, the corre-

sponding average expert 

ject's response (1, 2, 

rating was multiplied by the sub-

3, 4, or 5). This resulted in an 

index of job obj ecti vi ty for each i tern, ranging from -5 

(very subjective) to +5 (very objective). A total JOS was 

derived for each subject by summing across all items and di-

viding by the sum of the subject's original responses on the 

JAQ. This last step was carried out in order to eliminate 

the influence of activity level on the JOS. For a summary 

of these calculations, see Appendix F. 
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Attitudes Toward Performance Appraisal Parameters 

A second section of the survey administered in August 

of 1979 was developed to assess employee attitudes toward a 

number of appraisal parameters (see Appendix G). The ini-

tial step in the development of the Performance Appraisal 

Attitudes Questionnaire was to identify one or more formats 

which would be appropriate for use with an instrument of 

this type. A single, uniform format was chosen as most ac-

ceptable because it would allow for comparisons between 

questions. For the sake of simplicity, a modified graphic 

scale was generated. Further, rules suggested by Edwards 

(1957) were followed in the writing of questionnaire items 

(see Appendix H). 

Several reviews of the performance appraisal literature 

have suggested dimensions which need to be considered when 

developing performance appraisal systems (e.g., DeCotiis & 

Petit, 1978; Kane & Lawler, 1979). These sources were con-

sulted, and a list of dimensions on which to base the 

questionnaire was generated. This list of dimensions and 

the applicable items on the final questionnaire are listed 

in Appendix I. 

The list of dimensions generated was arbitrarily divid-

ed into three groups. Three individuals, each working inde-

pendently with a separate list of dimensions, developed 

several questions for each of their assigned dimensions. 
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These persons then met and evaluated each question 

individually to determine: ( 1) if the questions satisfied 

Edwards' (1957) criteria for questionnaire items, (2) if the 

questions tapped the dimension exhaustively, and (3) if each 

question provided information that would be useful in the 

selection of a performance appraisal system. Questions 

which failed to satisfy these criteria were rewritten in the 

format selected for the questionnaire. 

At subsequent meetings, the dimensions were evaluated 

to determine if the initial group would provide sufficient 

data to suggest various performance appraisal systems. It 

was decided tpat several additional dimensions should be 
• added. Questions were written on each of these dimensions, 

judged according to Edwards' (1957) criteria, and rewritten 

in the appropriate format. 

The generation of dimensions and questions yielded 35 

dimensions and several hundred questions. Due to time con-

straints, the size of the questionnaire was reduced. Each 

item was re-evaluated, and only those which were judged to 

be most appropriate and informative were selected. The fi-

nal group of questions was submitted to the Personnel Divi-

sion of the Geological Survey and then to Task Force members 

representing each division. Questions were modified accord-

ing to the comments received. 
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The questionnaire was divided into two sections: (1) 

questions to be answered by everyone, and (2) questions to 

be answered only by those who had previously been, or were 

at that time, raters of performance within the Geological 

Survey. Once again, the questionnaire was submitted to the 

Geological Survey for review, and changes were incorporated 

according to suggestions. The final product consisted of 

212 questions, 192 of which were answered by everyone in the 

sample, and 20 that were answered by performance raters 

only. 

It was from i terns on this questionnaire ·that measures 

of attitudes toward certain performance appraisal parameters 

were obtained. Those i terns which question the degree of 

preference for various parameters of the Work Planning and 

Progress Review system as it presently stands at the Geolog-

ical Survey were identified. The following appraisal param-

eters, previously identified by Kane and Lawler (1979), were 

included: source of appraisal, object of appraisal, meas-

urement content of the appraisal, the measurement process, 

the time framework of appraisal, appraisal feedback, and the 

purpose of appraisal. 

The Work Planning and Progress Review process imple-

mented by the Geological Survey can be described in terms of 

the above parameters. The source of the appraisal is always 
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the immediate supervisor, while the appraisal object is the 

individual employee. Measurement content is based upon 

quantity, quality, and/or timeliness criteria, and the meas-

urement process is one of setting performance standards. 

Further, feedback is provided in periodical progress re-

views, and performance appraisal occurs on an annual basis. 

The purpose of appraisal in the Geological Survey is to 

serve as the basis for any type of personnel action or deci-

sion (e.g., promotion, recognition or reward, career de-

velopment, reprimand, or removal). 

The questions on the Performance Appraisal Attitudes 

Questionnaire which tap each of these parameters were iden-

tified and grouped accordingly. For example, item number 32 

on the questionnaire asked "To what extent do you believe 

that ... your immediate supervisor ... is most qualified to 

evaluate your performance in your present position?" This 

item was used to measure the employee's preference for the 

type of source used in Work Planning and Progress Review. 

Each subject received a score representing his or her pref-

erence for the immediate supervisor as the source of ap-

praisal. Given the rating scale employed, a low score is 

indicative of low preference for an immediate supervisor as 

the source of appraisal, and a high score is indicative of a 

very positive attitude toward a supervisory source. This 
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process was repeated for each of the parameters listed 

above; thus, every subject had seven scores representing his 

or her attitudes toward the parameters. Additionally, each 

subject received a total score corresponding to his or her 

attitude toward the Work Planning and Progress Review system 

as a whole. This score was derived by averaging across the 

separate scores for each parameter. Given the rating scale 

employed, high scores indicate favorable attitudes, while 

low scores reflect unfavorable attitudes. See Appendix J 

for the items selected as attitude measures. 

Criterion Measures 

Attitudes Toward Performance Appraisal Parameters 

Attitudes toward the parameters of performance ap-

praisal were used as criteria as well as predictor var-

iables. These indices of attitudes toward appraisal were 

calculated as described above. 

Quality of Performance Standards 

Each set of performance standards was rated by a number 

of judges on a five-point scale ranging from "very low 

quality" to "very high quality," with the midpoint being 

"average quality." The raters were trained in the following 

manner. The Performance Standards Handbook published by the 

Geological Survey contains 45 sample Employee Work Plans. 
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The performance standards found in this handbook were 

generated by employees of the Geological Survey and are rep-

resentative of standards actually generated in the Work 

Planning and Progress Review process. 

Each set of practice standards was evaluated by the 

raters on the following dimensions adapted from Kane (1980) 

and the Geological Survey Manual: 

( 1) Uncertainty. None of the potential outcomes 

of carrying out a component is expected to in-

evitably occur on 90% or more of the occasions 

when the job component is carried out despite 

a performer's efforts or the lack of them. 

(2) Likelihood. Under the circumstances expected 

to prevail during forthcoming appraisal peri-

ods, it is expected to be feasible to exhibit 

each potential outcome on at least 10% of the 

occasions when the job component is carried 

out. 

( 3) Observability. It is feasible for the rater 

(i.e., the supervisor) to observe or gain 

direct knowledge of the outcomes of carrying 

out the job component on at least a represen-

tative sample if not all of the occasions when 

the job component is carried out. 
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(4) Non-contamination. The potential outcomes re-

flect only efforts of the performer to be ap-

praised and not those of any other performers. 

( 5) Exe lusi veness. The potential outcomes only 

reflect the effectiveness with which the given 

job component and no other (at the same level 

of specificity) is carried out. 

(6) Verifiabilit~. The occurrence of each poten-

tial outcome is verifiable through other ob-

servers, physical records, etc. 

( 7) Practicality. The po ten ti al outcomes should 

be practical to measure in terms of cost, 

accuracy, and availability of data. Manner of 

presenting the standards should be as effi-

cient as possible. 

(8) Meaningfulness. Standards should be important 

and relevant to the purpose of the job, to the 

achievement of objectives, and/or to the 

user/recipient of the product or service. 

Standards should not measure numbers simply 

for "the sake of using numbers." 

(9) Soundness of Rationale. Expectations of 

performance outcomes should be realistic and 

achievable. 
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(10) Technical Accuracy. The standards are in the 

prescribed format. In other words, the 

performance standard describes what is being 

assessed (e.g., worker action or output), the 

criteria on which it is being assessed (e.g., 

quality, quantity, and/or timeliness), and a 

description of how performance wi 11 be moni-

tored and measured. 

In addition, each set of standards was rated on a five-point 

scale ranging from "very low quality" to "very high 

quality." This exercise was intended to give the raters 

practice in evaluating performance standards as well as to 

provide a common frame of reference. 

After completing the practice ratings, judges rated 

each of the 126 actual Employee Work Plans on the overall 

quality of standards. 

K. 

For rater instructions, see Appendix 

Additional Indices of Appraisal Effectiveness 

A post-CSRA implementation questionnaire was completed 

by 112 of the original 126 subjects in this study ( see 

Appendix L). Several items on this questionnaire served as 

self-report measures of the effectiveness of Work Planning 

and Progress Review. These questions measured employee 
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perceptions of the fairness and accuracy of the system as 

well as overall satisfaction. Such indices of appraisal ef-

fectiveness should be regarded with caution due to the 

self-report nature of the data. 

Procedure 

For each subject, the following information was ob-

tained from the survey administered in August of 1979: ( 1) 

JAQ responses and (2) responses from selected items on the 

Performance Appraisal Attitudes Questionnaire. Independent 

raters evaluated the JAQ items on their amenability to meas-

urement by objective criteria. As described previously, 

this information was combined with JAQ responses to calcu-

late a JOS for each subject. Finally, trained raters judged 

each set of performance standards on overall quality. 

This procedure resulted in the collection of the fol-

lowing information for each individual: (1) a Job Objectiv-

ity Score, (2) an attitude score for each identified 

performance appraisal parameter, and (3) a score represent-

ing the overall quality of performance standards (averaged 

across raters). In addition, self-report measures of the 

effectiveness of Work Planning and Progress Review were col-

lected from the subset of subjects who returned the follow-

up questionnaire. 
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RESULTS 

Table 1 presents means and standard deviations for 

measures of attitudes toward parameters of Work Planning and 

Progress Review as well as for Job Obj ecti vi ty Scores and 

ratings of standards' quality. In general, pre-

implementation attitudes were very favorable. The average 

attitude toward parameters of this system was 3. 98 

(SD=0.46). On the five-point scale, this reflects a "fairly 

large extent" of agreement with the parameters. The least 

favorable attitudes were expressed toward the time framework 

of appraisal, while the most favorable attitudes were those 

toward the immediate supervisor as an appraisal source. 

The rating of standards' quality for each subject was 

computed by averaging across 11 raters. The average rating 

ranged from 2.73 to 4.55 with a mean of 3.56 (SD=0.37). 

Considering the range of the scale used by the raters (i.e., 

l=very low quality to S=very high quality), the performance 

standards generated in Work Planning and Progress Review 

were generally very good. The reliability of average 

ratings was then computed using a formula suggested by Ebel 

(1967) . 

. 52. 

The resulting reliability of average ratings was 

Reapplying Ebel's (1967) formula to the ratings of job 

element objectivity yielded a reliability of average ratings 
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TABLE 1 

Means and SD's for Pre-CSRA Attitudes Toward Parameters of 
WP&PR, Job Objectivity, and the Quality of Standards 

VARIABLE n MEAN SD 

Pre-CSRA Attitude Toward: 

Source of Appraisal 125 4. 39 0.82 

Object of Appraisal 125 4.27 1. OS 

Appraisal Content (Activities) 126 4.25 1.00 

Appraisal Content (Quantity) 126 3.55 1. 03 

Appraisal Content (Quality) 126 4.24 0.94 

Appraisal Process 126 3.89 1.17 

Time Framework of Appraisal 126 3.43 1. 42 

Appraisal Feedback 126 3.81 1.14 

Purpose of Appraisal 125 3.94 0.96 

Average Attitude Toward WP&PR 123 3.98 0.46 

Job Objectivity Score 126 0.15 0.06 

Quality of Performance Standards 126 3.56 0.37 
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equaling .94. Scores measuring the obj ecti vi ty with which 

job performance can be measured ranged from a minimum of .05 

to a maximum of .27 with a mean of .15 (SD=.06). Thus, the 

job analysis information reflects a relatively small degree 

of variance in objectivity of jobs in the sample. 

Hypothesis 1 was tested by correlating measures of 

pre-CSRA attitudes toward parameters of Work Planning and 

Progress Review with ratings of the quality of performance 

standards generated subsequent to the implementation of this 

system. The results are presented in Table 2. None of the 

attitude measures nor the average attitude toward the param-

eters was significantly related to the quality of 

performance standards. 

Perhaps it is the case that the quality of performance 

standards is not an adequate measure of the effectiveness of 

Work Planning and Progress Review. In order to examine this 

possibility, data from the 112 subjects returning the post-

implementation questionnaire were employed. Questions as-

sessing the perceptions of fairness and accuracy of ap-

praisal as well as evaluating satisfaction with Work 

Planning and Progress Review were examined. The means and 

standard deviations for these items are presented in Table 

3. Respondents appeared to agree that the system is 

accurate and fair; however, their overall satisfaction was 
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TABLE 2 

Correlation of Pre-CSRA Attitudes Toward Parameters of WP&PR 
with the Quality of Performance Standards 

VARIABLE 

Pre-CSRA Attitude Toward: 

Source of Appraisal 

Object of Appraisal 

Appraisal Content (Activities) 

Appraisal Content (Quantity) 

Appraisal Content (Quality) 

Appraisal Process 

Time Framework of Appraisal 

Appraisal Feedback 

Purpose of Appraisal 

Average Attitude Toward WP&PR 

n 

125 

125 

126 

126 

126 

126 

126 

126 

125 

123 

Correlation with 
Quality of Standards 

.03 

-.06 

-.03 

.08 

.12 

.02 

-.11 

-.09 

-.03 

-.04 

Note. None of the correlations was statistically significant. 
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somewhat lower. Responses for each of these items were cor-

related with the attitude measures. The results are pre-

sented in Table 4. Self-report evaluations of Work Planning 

and Progress Review do not appear to be related to pre-

implementation attitudes. The only attitude significantly 

related to indices of system effectiveness was that toward a 

supervisory source; however, these correlations accounted 

for only 4% to 9% of effectiveness variance. 

It should be noted that measures of standards' quality 

were not correlated with self-report measures of accuracy 

and fairness. There was, however, a significant relation-

ship between the quality of performance standards and satis-

faction with the system (~=.25, 2<.Ql). 

Hypothesis 2 was tested by computing the correlations 

between each of the pre-CSRA attitudes and job objectivity. 

The results are presented in Table 5. The only significant 

correlation was that between average attitude and objectivi-

ty; however, this correlation accounted for only 4% of the 

variance in the attitude measure. 

A test of Hypothesis 3 yielded a statistically signifi-

cant correlation between the JOS's and ratings of the 

quality of performance standards (~=. 43, 2<. 0001). There-

fore, there is some evidence that the quality of an 

individual's performance standards is influenced to a degree 
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TABLE 3 

Means and SD's for Self-Report Measures of the Effectiveness 
of WP&PR 

SELF-REPORT MEASURE n MEAN SD 

To what extent has your job 111 3.58 0.95 
performance been accurately 
evaluated? 

To what extent has your job 111 3.64 0.97 
performance been fairly 
evaluated? 

To what extent are you 112 2.70 0.99 
satisfied with the present 
performance appraisal system? 
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TABLE 4 

Correlation of Pre-CSRA Attitudes Toward Appraisal with 
Self-Report Measures of the Effectiveness of WP&PR 

SELF-REPORT EFFECTIVENESS MEASURE 

VARIABLE Accuracy Fairness Satisfaction 

Pre-CSRA Attitude Toward: 

Source of Appraisal .29** .27** .20* 

Object of Appraisal .04 .02 -.10 

Appraisal Content .10 .12 -.06 
(Activities} 

Appraisal Content .01 .01 .09 
(Quantity} 

Appraisal Content -.02 -.03 .01 
(Quality} 

Appraisal Process -.08 -.09 -.11 

Time Framework of Appraisal .07 .10 -.02 

Appraisal Feedback -.02 .01 -.03 

Purpose of Appraisal .08 .02 .OS 

Average Attitude Toward WP&PR .11 .10 -.02 

Note. n's range from 108 to 112. 



65 

TABLE 5 

Correlation of Pre-CSRA Attitudes Toward WP&PR with Job 
Objectivity Scores 

VARIABLE 

Pre-CSRA Attitude Toward: 

Source of Appraisal 

Object of Appraisal 

Appraisal Content (Activities) 

Appraisal Content (Quantity) 

Appraisal Content (Quality) 

Appraisal Process 

Time Framework of Appraisal 

Appraisal Feedback 

Purpose of Appraisal 

Average Attitude Toward WP&PR 

* 12<.0S 

n 

125 

125 

126 

126 

126 

126 

126 

126 

125 

123 

Correlation with 
Job Objectivity Score 

-.01 

-.17 

.00 

-.04 

.01 

-.09 

-.16 

-.14 

-.11 

-.20* 
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by the objectivity with which job performance can be meas-

ured. 

In order to study this possibility further, standards' 

quality was regressed on both JOS and the average attitude 

measure. The summary tables presenting both sequential sums 

of squares and partial sums of squares are presented in Ta-

ble 6. The resulting g 2 was .21. JOS was the only variable 

to add significantly to prediction. 

Job objectivity was correlated with each of the post-

implementation questions measuring appraisal effectiveness 

(i.e., accuracy, fairness, and satisfaction). The only cor-

relation to reach significance was that between job objec-

tivity and the fair evaluation of job performance (~=-.22, 

2<.05). Though this correlation is rather low, it is still 

contrary to predictions. As a job becomes more objective, 

employees believe that evaluation becomes less fair. 

DISCUSSION 

The hypothesis that pre-CSRA attitudes would be sig-

nificantly related to the quality of performance standards 

was not supported by the data. Furthermore, attitudes were 

not found to predict self-report measures of the effective-

ness of Work Planning and Progress Review. At this point, 

it appears that attitudinal data would not be useful in 

choosing parameters of an appraisal system. 
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TABLE 6 

Summary Tables for Regression of the Quality of Standards on 
Job Objectivity and Average Attitude 

R2 =.206310 

Sequential Sums of Squares 

SOURCE df 

JOS (Job Objectivity) 1 
AVGAT (Average Attitude) 1 
ERROR 120 

TOTAL 122 

**** :2<.0001 

ss 

3.299 
0.042 

12.851 

16.191 

Partial Sums of Squares 

SOURCE df 

JOS (Job Objectivity) 1 
AVGAT (Average Attitude) 1 
ERROR 120 

TOTAL 122 

**** 2<.0001 

ss 

3.316 
0.042 

12.851 

MS F 

3.299 30.80**** 
0.042 0.39 

MS F 

3.316 30.97**** 
0.042 0.39 
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One issue which should be addressed here is the failure 

to obtain significant correlations between one index of ap-

praisal system effectiveness (i.e., quality of performance 

standards) and other indices (i.e., evaluations of accuracy, 

fairness, and satisfaction). Several explanations are pos-

sible. First, performance standards of good quality are 

necessary, but not sufficient for appraisal system effec-

tiveness. If the standards are not effective, then the sys-

tem cannot be effective. If the standards are effective, 

there are still a number of problems which may arise. For 

example, supervisors may fail to accurately assess 

performance against the standards, or office politics may 

contribute to unfair ratings. The quality of performance 

standards does not insure that the system will be used cor-

rectly. 

Self-report measures are also problematic. Employees 

may not be objective about the system's accuracy. Self-

report measures of accuracy were significantly correlated 

with the employees' most recent performance ratings (~=.28, 

e<.01). Similarly, the measure of appraisal fairness was 

significantly related to self-report measures of last 

performance rating (~=. 36, e<. 0001}. Thus it appears that 

employees' perceptions of the quality of Work Planning and 

Progress Review may be contaminated by the ratings they re-

ceive. 
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In the case of Work Planning and Progress Review, the 

optimal measure of appraisal system effectiveness would be 

objective evaluations of the Employee Performance Ap-

praisals. Unfortunately, this information was not available 

due to privacy considerations. Future research should be 

directed toward finding more adequate criteria on which to 

assess appraisal effectiveness. 

The hypothesis that attitudes toward appraisal would be 

related to the objectivity with which job performance could 

be measured was not supported. Job obj ecti vi ty was, how-

ever, significantly related to the quality of performance 

standards. This finding is not surprising, given that it is 

much easier to write standards for objective jobs than for 

more subjective work. It was unusual however, that em-

ployees perceived Work Planning and Progress Review to be 

less fair as jobs became more objective. 

In conclusion, attitudes did not seem to be influenced 

by job obj ecti vi ty, nor did they appear to influence ap-

praisal effectiveness as predicted by the model. On the 

other hand, job objectivity did seem to exert mild influence 

upon standards' quality, although not on self-reported 

accuracy of appraisal. It is possible that appraisal effec-

tiveness influences attitudes toward appraisal. If this is 

true, then a plausible explanation for pre-CSRA attitudes 
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would be the influence of appraisal systems in place prior 

to Work Planning and Progress Review. It is not possible to 

test this statement due to lack of information about previ-

ous appraisal systems; however, Study 2 wi 11 examine this 

possibility by determining whether or not Work Planning and 

Progress Review has influenced post-implementation atti-

tudes. 



STUDY 2 

HYPOTHESIS 

Changes in attitude toward parameters of Work Planning and 

Progress Review will be significantly related to the quality 

of performance standards generated in this appraisal system. 

METHOD 

Subjects 

Subjects for this study were employees of the Geolog-

ical Survey who participated in the original survey and who 

had Employee Work Plans on file in the main personnel office 

in Reston, Virginia. These are essentially the same sub-

jects employed in Study l; however, this study involved vol-

untary completion and return of the post-implementation 

questionnaire. Therefore, only those subjects returning the 

additional survey were retained (n=112). 

Predictor Measures 

Quality of Performance Standards 

Ratings of the quality of performance standards col-

lected in Study 1 as criteria were used here as predictors. 

71 
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Criterion Measures 

Change in Attitudes Toward Performance Appraisal Parameters 

The items from the Performance Appraisal Attitudes 

Questionnaire used to measure attitudes toward appraisal pa-

rameters in Study 1 were used here as well. These data, 

collected prior to CSRA implementation, were used to reflect 

pre-CSRA attitudes. In addition, the post-implementation 

questionnaire readmini stered these same i terns to the sub-

jects four years later. This allowed a change score to be 

calculated for each parameter by subtracting the pre-CSRA 

implementation score from the score obtained after the in-

stitution of the CSRA. These change scores served as cri-

terion measures in this study. 

Procedure 

The following information was obtained for each sub-

. j ect: ( 1) a measure of standards quality averaged across 

judges and ( 2) an attitude change score for each of the 

identified parameters of Work Planning and Progress Review. 
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RESULTS 

Changes in attitudes toward parameters of Work Planning 

and Progress Review were computed by subtracting pre-CSRA 

attitudes from post-implementation attitudes. Means and 

standard deviations for these scores as well as for the 

measure of standards' quality are presented in Table 7. On 

the average, results reflected positive change in attitudes 

toward the object of appraisal, time framework of appraisal, 

and appraisal feedback. Attitude change in a negative 

direction was demonstrated toward the source of appraisal, 

the three aspects of appraisal content, the appraisal pro-

cess, and the purpose of appraisal. Average attitude change 

was also negative. 

In order to test the hypothesis that attitude change is 

related to standards' quality, the quality ratings were cor-

related with each of the attitude change scores. The re-

sults are presented in Table 8. As in Study l, none of the 

correlations was significant. 

The attitude change scores were next correlated with 

self-report measures of the accuracy and fairness of job 

performance ratings as well as with an overall satisfaction 

measure. The results are presented in Table 9. Average at-

titude change was significantly related to all three self-

report measures. Also significantly related to these three 
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TABLE 7 

Means and SD's for Attitude Change Scores and for the 
Quality of Performance Standards 

VARIABLE 

Change in Attitude Toward: 

Source of Appraisal 

Object of Appraisal 

Appraisal Content (Activities) 

Appraisal Content (Quantity) 

Appraisal Content (Quality) 

Appraisal Process 

Time Framework of Appraisal 

Appraisal Feedback 

Purpose of Appraisal 

Average Attitude Toward 

Quality of Performance 

** _e<.01 
*** _e<.001 
**** _e<.0001 

WP&PR 

Standards 

n MEAN SD t 

111 -0.70 1.26 -5.87**** 

110 0.09 1. 08 0.88 

112 -0.64 1. 39 -4.90**** 

111 -0.10 1. 29 -0.81 

110 -0.11 1.06 -1.08 

110 -0.67 1. 79 -3.95**** 

112 0.45 1. 41 3.34*** 

112 0.21 1. 27 1. 71 

111 -0.18 1. 08 -1. 76 

105 -0.18 0.57 -3.20** 

112 3.55 0.35 
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TABLE 8 

Correlation of Attitude Change Toward WP&PR with the Quality 
of Performance Standards 

VARIABLE 

Change in Attitude Toward: 

Source of Appraisal 

Object of Appraisal 

Appraisal Content (Activities) 

Appraisal Content (Quantity) 

Appraisal Content (Quality) 

Appraisal Process 

Time Framework of Appraisal 

Appraisal Feedback 

Purpose of Appraisal 

Average Attitude Change Toward 
Parameters of WP&PR 

n 

111 

110 

112 

111 

110 

110 

112 

112 

111 

105 

Correlation with 
Quality of Standards 

.01 

.12 

.08 

-.08 

-.13 

-.06 

.13 

-.04 

.06 

.00 

Note. None of the correlations was statistically significant. 
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TABLE 9 

Correlation of Changes in Attitude Toward Parameters of 
WP&PR with Self-Report Effectiveness Measures 

SELF-REPORT EFFECTIVENESS MEASURE 

VARIABLE Accuracy Fairness Satisfaction 

Change in Attitude Toward: 

Source of Appraisal .28** .31*** 

Object of Appraisal .09 .06 

Appraisal Content .16 .11 
(Activities) 

Appraisal Content .07 .07 
(Quantity) 

Appraisal Content .05 .06 
(Quality) 

Appraisal Process .38**** .40**** 

Time Framework . 06 . 07 
of Appraisal 

Appraisal Feedback .01 -.01 

Purpose of Appraisal .13 .22* 

Average Attitude Toward WP&PR .33*** .34*** 

Note. n's range from 104 to 112. 
* 12<. 05 
** 12<.0l 
*** 12<.00l 
**** 12<.0001 

.24** 

.18 

.23** 

.06 

.08 

.31*** 

-.01 

.05 

.20* 

.39**** 
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measures were changes in attitude toward both the source and 

object of appraisal. 

DISCUSSION 

The hypothesis that changes in attitude toward parame-

ters of Work Planning and Progress Review would be sig-

nificantly related to the quality of standards generated in 

this system was not supported by the data. There was how-

ever, some evidence that attitude change may be related to 

the effectiveness of the ippraisal system. Average attitude 

change was significantly related to employee perceptions of 

system fairness and accuracy as well as to satisfaction with 

the system. 

Changes in attitude toward source of appraisal and the 

appraisal process were also related to all three self-report 

measures of effectiveness. This finding is important be-

cause of the nature of Work Planning and Progress Review. 

The essence of this system is a process whereby the employee 

and his or her supervisor set performance standards to-

gether. The more accurate and fair the employee perceives 

the system, the greater is the change in attitudes toward 

these two components. The role of the supervisory source in 

appraisal effectiveness will be explored in Studies 3 and 4. 



STUDY 3 

HYPOTHESES 

(1) Attitudes toward performance appraisal will be ~ g-

nificantly related to supervisor Initiating Structure. 

(2) The relationship between attitudes toward appraisal and 

supervisory Initiating Structure wi 11 be moderated by 

leader Consideration. 

METHOD 

Subjects 

Subjects for this study were all employees of the Geo-

logical Survey who completed the original questionnaires in 

August of 1979 (n=l,614). 

Predictor Measures 

Supervisory Style 

The Performance Appraisal Attitudes Questionnaire ad-

ministered in 1979 included the Initiating Structure and 

Consideration subscales of the Leader Behavior Description 

Questionnaire (LBDQ)-Form XII (Stogdill, 1963). Each sub-

scale consists of ten items, each describing a leader behav-

ior. Subjects were required to indicate how frequently 
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their supervisor engaged in each of these behaviors by using 

a five-point scale ranging from "always" to "never." 

For the purposes of the Performance Appraisal Attitudes 

Questionnaire, the LBDQ-Form XII items were modified slight-

ly so that the sex of the supervisor was not specified. For 

example, the original item, "He lets group members know what 

is expected of them," was changed to read "Lets group mem-

bers know what is expected of them." Individual scores on 

the LBDQ-Form XII subscales measuring supervisor Initiating 

Structure and Consideration were used as predictors ( see 

Appendix M). 

Criterion Measures 

Attitudes Toward Performance Appraisal Parameters 

The attitudes toward parameters of Work Planning and 

Progress Review for each individual were assessed using the 

method described in Study 1. 

Procedure 

For each subject, attitude measures and LBDQ-Form XI I 

responses were extracted from the questionnaire administered 

in 1979. The final result for each employee was (1) an in-

dex of his or her immediate supervisor's Initiating Struc-

ture, ( 2) an indicator of this supervisor' s Consideration, 
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and ( 3) . scores for favorabi li ty of attitudes toward each 

identified dimension of performance appraisal. 

RESULTS 

Means and standard deviations for measures of attitudes 

toward parameters of Work Planning and Progress Review and 

indices of supervisory style are presented in Table 10. As 

with the smaller sample presented in Study 1, the pre-CSRA 

attitudes were very favorable. The average. attitude was 

3 . 93 ( SD=O. 45) . This figure approaches "fairly large ex-

tent" of agreement on the attitude scale. 

Hypothesis 1 was tested by computing the correlation 

between supervisor Initiating Structure and each attitude 

indicator. Results are presented in Table 11. All of the 

correlations were significantly different from zero with the 

exception of the correlation between attitude toward time 

framework of appraisal and Initiating Structure. The great-

est degree of relationship was found between attitude toward 

source of appraisal and supervisor Initiating Structure. 

The next highest correlation found was between average atti-

tude toward appraisal and supervisor Initiating Structure. 

The remainder of the correlations were too low to be of any 

practical significance. 
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TABLE 10 

Means and SD's for Pre-CSRA Attitudes Toward WP&PR and for 
Indices of Supervisory Style 

VARIABLE n MEAN SD 

Pre-CSRA Attitude Toward: 

Source of Appraisal 1609 4. 37 0.88 

Object of Appraisal 1608 4.35 0.99 

Appraisal Content (Activities) 1612 4.27 0.93 

Appraisal Content (Quantity) 1611 3.42 1.10 

Appraisal Content (Quality) 1612 4.30 0.90 

Appraisal Process 1612 3.90 1. 07 

Time Framework of Appraisal 1612 3.20 1. 45 

Appraisal Feedback 1609 3.54 1. 23 

Purpose of Appraisal 1610 3.99 0.92 

Average Attitude Toward WP&PR 1593 3.93 0.45 

LBDQ-Form XII 1577 35.41 7.08 
Initiating Structure Score 

LBDQ-Form XII 1543 35.22 7.43 
Consideration Score 
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TABLE 11 

Correlation of Pre-CSRA Attitudes Toward WP&PR with 
Supervisor Initiating Structure 

VARIABLE 

Pre-CSRA Attitude Toward: 

Source of Appraisal 

Object of Appraisal 

Appraisal Content (Activities) 

Appraisal Content (Quantity) 

Appraisal Content (Quality) 

Appraisal Process 

Time Framework of Appraisal 

Appraisal Feedback 

Purpose of Appraisal 

Average Attitude Toward WP&PR 

* e<.o5 
** e<.01 
*** e<.001 
**** e<.0001 

n 

1572 

1574 

1575 

1574 

1575 

1576 

1576 

1574 

1574 

1561 

Correlation with 
Initiating Structure 

.37**** 

.07** 

.09*** 

.13**** 

.11**** 

.05* 

.04 

.07** 

.11**** 

.25**** 
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Hypothesis 2 was tested by regressing each attitude in-

dicator on Initiating Structure, Consideration, and their 

interaction. The interaction term was entered into the re-

gression equation first in order to test the hypothesis that 

leader Consideration moderates the relationship between at-

titudes toward appraisal and Initiating Structure. The re-

sults are presented in Tables 12 through 21. 

The Initiating Structure X Consideration interaction 

was significant for all of the pre-CSRA attitudes toward 

Work Planning and Progress Review as well as for the average 

attitude toward parameters of this system. Thus, the hy-

pothesis that supervisor Consideration moderates the effect 

of Initiating Stru·cture was supported. An examination of 

b-weights revealed that the relationship between Initiating 

Structure and Consideration was not consistent across the 

attitude measures. The relationships between Initiating 

Structure and attitudes toward the source of appraisal and 

the appraisal process were found to be most positive at low 

levels of Consideration. In addition, Initiating Structure 

and pre-CSRA attitudes toward the object of appraisal· were 

found to be positively related at low levels of Considera-

tion and negatively related at high levels of Consideration. 

The relationships between Initiating Structure and attitudes 

toward the three aspects of appraisal content, appraisal 
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TABLE 12 

Summary Tables for Regression of Attitude Toward Source of 
Appraisal on Indices of Supervisory Style 

R2 =.185640 

Sequential Sums of Squares 

SOURCE df ss MS F 

LBDQS*LBDQC 1 194.651 194.651 303.23**** 
LBDQS 1 0.287 0.287 0.45 
(Initiating Structure) 
LBDQC 1 28.070 28.070 43.73**** 
(Consideration) 
ERROR 1524 978.288 

TOTAL 1527 1201. 296 

**** 2<.0001 

Partial Sums of Squares 

SOURCE df SS MS F 

LBDQS*LBDQC 1 10.729 10.729 16.71**** 
LBDQS 1 21.406 21.406 33.35**** 
(Initiating Structure) 
LBDQC 1 28.070 28.070 43.73**** 
(Consideration) 
ERROR 1524 978.288 

TOTAL 1527 

**** 2<.0001 
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TABLE 13 

Summary Tables for Regression of Attitude Toward Object of 
Appraisal on Indices of Supervisory Style 

R2 =.009069 

Sequential Sums of Squares 

SOURCE df ss MS F 

LBDQS*LBDQC 1 9.640 9.640 9.87** 
LBDQS 1 0.002 0.002 0.00 
(Initiating Structure) 
LBDQC 1 3.997 3.997 4.09* 
(Consideration) 
ERROR 1526 1490.357 

TOTAL 1529 1503.997 

* _Q<.05 
** .Q<.01 

Partial Sums of Squares 

SOURCE df ss MS F 

LBDQS*LBDQC 1 2.127 2.127 2.18 
LBDQS 1 2.567 2.567 2.63 
(Initiating Structure) 
LBDQC 1 3.997 3.997 4.09* 
(Consideration) 
ERROR 1526 1490.357 

TOTAL 1529 

* .Q<.05 
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TABLE 14 

Summary Tables for Regression of Attitude Toward Appraisal 
Content (Activities) on Indices of Supervisory Style 

R2 =.011263 

Sequential Sums of Squares 

SOURCE df ss MS F 

LBDQS*LBDQC 1 11.360 11. 3 60 13.39*** 
LBDQS 1 0.900 0.900 1. 06 
(Initiating Structure) 
LBDQC 1 2.493 2.493 2.94 
(Consideration) 
ERROR 1527 1295.123 

TOTAL 1530 1309.876 

*** 2<.001 

Partial Sums of Squares 

SOURCE df ss MS F 

LBDQS*LBDQC 1 2.827 2.827 3.33 
LBDQS 1 0.54:5 0.54:5 0.64 
(Initiating Structure) 
LBDQC 1 2.493 2.493 2.94 
(Consideration) 
ERROR 1527 1295.123 

TOTAL 1530 
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TABLE 15 

Summary Tables for Regression of Attitude Toward Appraisal 
Content (Quantity) on Indices of Supervisory Style 

R2 =.026542 

Sequential Sums of Squares 

SOURCE 

LBDQS*LBDQC 
LBDQS 
(Initiating Structure) 
LBDQC 
(Consideration) 
ERROR 

TOTAL 

* 2<.05 
**** 2<.0001 

df ss 

1 26.291 
1 4. 763 

1 17.456 

1526 1779.114 

1529 1827.624 

MS 

26.291 
4.763 

17.456 

Partial Sums of Squares 

SOURCE 

LBDQS*LBDQC 
LBDQS 
(Initiating Structure) 
LBDQC 
(Consideration) 
ERROR 

TOTAL 

* 2<.05 
*** 2<.001 
**** 2<.0001 

df ss 

1 16.239 
1 4.622 

1 17.456 

1526 1779.114 

1529 

MS 

16.239 
4.622 

17.456 

F 

22.55**** 
4.09* 

14.97**** 

F 

13.93*** 
3.96* 

14.97**** 
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TABLE 16 

Summary Tables for Regression of Attitude Toward Appraisal 
Content (Quality) on Indices of Supervisory Style 

R2 =.015119 

Sequential Sums of Squares 

SOURCE df ss MS F 

LBDQS*LBDQC 1 16.721 16.721 21.07**** 
LBDQS 1 0.211 0.211 0.27 
(Initiating Structure) 
LBDQC 1 1.666 1.666 2.10 
(Consideration) 
ERROR 1527 1211. 562 

TOTAL 1530 1230.161 

**** 2<.0001 

Partial Sums of Squares 

SOURCE df ss MS F 

LBDQS*LBDQC 1 2.714 2.714 3.42 
LBDQS 1 0.622 0.622 0.78 
(Initiating Structure) 
LBDQC 1 1. 666 1.666 2.10 
(Consideration) 
ERROR 1527 1211.562 

TOTAL 1530 
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TABLE 17 

Summary Tables for Regression of Attitude Toward Appraisal 
Process on Indices of Supervisory Style 

R2 =.003314 -

Sequential Sums of Squares 

SOURCE df ss MS F 

LBDQS*LBDQC 1 5.647 5.647 4.91* 
LBDQS 1 0.003 0.003 0.00 
(Initiating Structure) 
LBDQC 1 0.187 0.187 0.16 
(Consideration) 
ERROR 1527 1755.064 

TOTAL 1530 1760.900 

* :e<.05 

Partial Sums of Squares 

SOURCE df ss MS F 

LBDQS*LBDQC 1 0.005 0.005 0.00 
LBDQS 1 0.103 0.103 0.09 
(Initiating Structure) 
LBDQC 1 0.187 0.187 0.16 
(Consideration) 
ERROR 1527 1755.064 

TOTAL 1530 
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TABLE 18 

Summary Tables for Regression of Attitude Toward Time 
Framework of Appraisal on Indices of Supervisory Style 

R2 =.006997 

Sequential Sums of Squares 

SOURCE df ss MS F 

LBDQS*LBDQC 1 11.175 11.175 5.40* 
LBDQS 1 8.014 8.014 3.87* 
(Initiating Structure) 
LBDQC 1 3.070 3.070 1. 48 
(Consideration) 
ERROR 1527 3158.972 

TOTAL 1530 3181.231 

* :e<.05 

Partial Sums of Squares 

SOURCE df ss MS F 

LBDQS*LBDQC 1 0.151 0.151 0.07 
LBDQS 1 0.044 0.044 0.02 
(Initiating Structure) 
LBDQC 1 3.070 3.070 1. 48 
(Consideration) 
ERROR 1527 3158.972 

TOTAL 1530 
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TABLE 19 

Summary Tables for Regression of Attitude Toward Appraisal 
Feedback on Indices of Supervisory Style 

R2 =.007903 

Sequential Sums of Squares 

SOURCE df ss MS F 

LBDQS*LBDQC 1 6.278 6.278 4.17* 
LBDQS 1 7.491 7.491 4.97* 
(Initiating Structure) 
LBDQC 1 4.543 4.543 3.02 
{Consideration) 
ERROR 1526 2298.893 

TOTAL 1529 2317.205 

* :e<.05 

Partial Sums of Squares 

SOURCE df ss MS F 

LBDQS*LBDQC 1 2.470 2.470 1. 64 
LBDQS 1 0.024 0.024 0.02 
(Initiating Structure) 
LBDQC 1 4.543 4.543 3.02 
(Consideration) 
ERROR 1526 2298.893 

TOTAL 1529 
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TABLE 20 

Summary Tables for Regression of Attitude Toward Purpose of 
Appraisal on Indices of Supervisory Style 

R2 =.018120 

Sequential Sums of Squares 

SOURCE df ss MS F 

LB~QS*LBDQC 1 22.135 22.135 26.48**** 
LBDQS 1 0.836 0.836 1. 00 
(Initiating Structure) 
LBDQC 1 0.565 0.565 0.68 
(Consideration) 
ERROR 1526 1275.385 

TOTAL 1529 1298.921 

**** 2<.0001 

Partial Sums of Squares 

SOURCE df ss MS F 

LBDQS*LBDQC 1 2.613 2.613 3.13 
LBDQS 1 1. 305 1. 305 1. 56 
(Initiating Structure) 
LBDQC 1 0.565 0.565 0.68 
(Consideration) 
ERROR 1526 1275.385 

TOTAL 1529 
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TABLE 21 

Summary Tables for Regression of Average Attitude Toward 
WP&PR on Indices of Supervisory Style 

R2 =.071688 

Sequential Sums of Squares 

SOURCE df ss MS F 

LBDQS*LBDQC 1 22.352 22.352 119.49**** 
LBDQS 1 0 .109 0.109 0.57 
(Initiating Structure) 
LBDQC 1 0.003 0.003 0.01 
(Consideration) 
ERROR 1516 290.899 

TOTAL 1519 313.364 

**** 2<.0001 

Partial Sums of Squares 

SOURCE df ss MS F 

LBDQS*LBDQC 1 0.355 0.355 1. 85 
LBDQS 1 0.022 0.022 0.12 
(Initiating Structure) 
LBDQC 1 0.003 0.003 0.01 
(Consideration) 
ERROR 1516 290.899 

TOTAL 1519 
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feedback, appraisal purpose, and · average attitudes toward 

Work Planning and Progress Review were all more pronounced 

at high levels of Consideration. These relationships were 

all in a positive direction. The relationship between Ini-

tiating Structure and the attitude toward time framework of 

appraisal was also greater at high levels of Consideration; 

however, this relationship was negative. 

Initiating Structure was the second variable entered 

into the regression equation. After the variance due to the 

interaction was taken into account, the main effect for Ini-

tiating Structure was significant for only three of the at-

titude measures (i.e. , attitude toward quantity as an ap-

praisal criterion, attitude toward time framework of 

appraisal, and attitude toward feedback). An examination of 

the b-weights revealed a consistent pattern across all three 

attitude measures. As Initiating Structure increased, these 

attitudes became more negative. 

The final variable entered into the regression equation 

was supervisor Consideration. The main effect for this 

variable was significant for pre-implementation attitudes 

associated with the appraisal source, the object of ap-

prai sal, and quantitative 

weights revealed that the 

was not consistent across 

criteria. An examination of b-

relationship with Consideration 

these attitudes. As supervisor 
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Consideration increased, attitudes toward having a supervi-

sory source and the individual as the appraisal object be-

came more positive. The attitude toward quantity as ap-

praisal content became more negative as Consideration in-

creased. 

Due to a large degree of correlation between measures 

of Initiating Structure and Consideration (~=.69, 2<.0001), 

partial sums of squares were computed to determine the 

unique variance accounted for by Initiating Structure, Con-

sideration, and their interaction. All three of these ef-

fects explained unique variance in measures of attitudes 

toward source of appraisal and quanti ta ti ve criteria. In 

addition, Consideration explained a significant amount of 

unique variance in measures of attitude toward the object of 

appraisal. 

Although the results are supportive of the hypothesis 

that Consideration moderates the effect of Initiating Struc-

ture in influencing attitudes, an examination of R2 's is 

less encouraging. The percentage of attitude variance ac-

counted fo~ by supervisory style was less than 3% for all of 

the attitude indices except for those measuring the atti-

tudes toward appraisal source (g2 =.19) and the average atti-

tude toward Work Planning and Progress Review (g2 =.07). 
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DISCUSSION 

The hypothesis that attitudes toward performance ap-

praisal would be significantly related to supervisor Initi-

ating Structure was supported by the data. All of the atti-

tudes toward parameters of Work Planning and Progress 

Review, with the exception of the attitude toward time 

framework of appraisal, were significantly related to Initi-

ating Structure. 

Most of the correlations were very low; however, the 

correlation between attitude toward source of appraisal and 

supervisor Initiating Structure was fairly high. The corre-

lation between Initiating Structure and average attitude 

toward the parameters was also substantial. Initiatinq 

Structure was expected to have a greater influence on those 

variables directly associated with the immediate supervisor. 

This was true for the attitude toward source of appraisal. 

It should follow that Initiating Structure would influence 

attitudes toward a process where the employee sets standards 

together with his or her supervisor as well as where feed-

back is received from an immediate supervisor. This was not 

the 

and 

case. The 

attitudes 

relationships between 

toward the appraisal 

barely reached significance. 

Initiating 

process and 

Structure 

feedback 
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The hypothesis that the relationship between attitudes 

toward appraisal and Initiating Structure would be moderated 

by Consideration was supported for all the the pre-CSRA at-

ti tudes. It is interesting to note that the influence of 

Consideration was not consistent across all of the attitude 

measures. The relationships between Initiating Structure 

and pre-CSRA attitudes toward the majority of appraisal pa-

rameters were greater at high levels of Consideration. The 

exceptions involved attitudes toward the source, object, and 

process of appraisal. 

Even though this hypothesis was supported by the data, 

the only g2 to be of any magnitude was that associated with 

attitude toward appraisal source. Thus, the role of super-

visory style in influencing attitudes toward appraisal seems 

to be minimal. The exception to this is with regard to at-

titudes toward having an immediate supervisor as the source 

of performance ratings. If the employee has had experience 

with a supervisor who is highly structured in his or her ap-

proach to management, then that employee's attitude toward a 

supervisory source will tend to be favorable. If Considera-

tion is lacking, then supervisor Initiating Structure be-

comes important in influencing attitudes toward a superviso-

ry source. All other attitudes remain, at least in a 

practical sense, more or · less unaffected by supervisory 
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style. Study 4 will examine the importance of supervisory 

style for appraisal effectiveness. 



STUDY 4 

HYPOTHESES 

Supervisor Initiating Structure wi 11 be significantly re-

lated to the quality of performance standards generated in 

Work Planning and Progress Review. 

METHOD 

Subjects 

Subjects for this study were 112 employees of the Geo-

logical Survey who had performance standards on file in the 

main personnel office in Reston, Virginia. 

these subjects completed the 

questionnaire discussed in Study 2. 

Predictor Measures 

Supervisory Style 

post-CSRA 

In addition, 

implementation 

The Initiating Structure and Consideration subscales of 

the LBDQ-Form XI I were readministered along with selected 

i terns from the Performance Appraisal Attitudes Question-

naire. This resulted in the generation of two scores for 

each subject (i.e., leader Initiating Structure and Consid-

eration). 

99 
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Criterion Measures 

Quality of Performance Standards 

Ratings of the quality of performance standards col-

lected in Study 1 were used here as well. 

Procedure 

The following information was collected for each sub-

ject: ( 1) scores on the LBDQ-Form XI I evaluating Initiating 

Structure and Consideration for his or her current supervi-

sor and (2) an overall rating of standards quality (averaged 

across the judges). 

RESULTS 

Means and standards deviations for measures of supervi-

sor Initiating Structure and Consideration as well as for 

measures of appraisal effectiveness are presented in Table 

22. The correlation matrix composed of the intercorrela-

tions of these variables is presented in Table 23. The hy-

pothesis that supervisor Initiating Structure would be sig-

nificantly related to standards' quality was not supported 

by the data. Furthermore, there was not a significant rela-

tionship between standards' quality and supervisor Consider-

ation. 
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TABLE 22 

Means and SD's for Indices of Supervisory Style and Measures 
of Appraisal Effectiveness 

VARIABLE n MEAN SD 

Measures of Supervisory Style: 

Supervisor Initiating Structure 109 34.68 6.92 

Supervisor Consideration 111 34.14 8.31 

Measures of Appraisal Effectiveness: 

Quality of Performance Standards 112 3.55 0.35 

Accuracy of Performance Evaluation 111 3.58 0.95 

Fairness of Performance Evaluation 111 3.64 0.97 

Satisfaction with WP&PR 112 2.70 0.99 



( 1 ) 

( 2) 

( 3) 

(4) 

( 5 ) 

( 6 ) 

( 7) 
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TABLE 23 

Intercorrelation of Indices of Supervisory Style and 
Measures of Appraisal Effectiveness 

( 2) ( 3 ) ( 4) ( 5 ) ( 6 ) ( 7) 

.04 .01 .02 .25** -.05 .02 

1. 00 .68**** .89**** .36**** .51**** .47**** 

1. 00 .92**** .43**** .61**** .56**** 

1.00 .43**** .60**** .55**** 

1. 00 .49**** .50**** 

1. 00 .83**** 

1. 00 

Note. n's range from 109 to 112. 

** :e<.01 
**** ,2<.0001 

( 1 ) Quality of 
( 2) Supervisor 

Performance Standards 
Initiating Structure 

( 3) Supervisor Consideration 
(4) Initiating Structure X Consideration Interaction 
( 5 ) Self-Report Measure of Satisfaction with WP&PR 
( 6) Self-Report Measure of Fairness of Evaluation 
( 7 ) Self-Report Measure of Accuracy of Evaluation 
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When self-report measures of appraisal system effec-

tiveness were employed, the results were quite different. 

Supervisor Initiating Structure was significantly correlated 

with perceived accuracy and fairness of job evaluation as 

well as with satisfaction with the system. In addition, su-

pervisor Consideration was even more highly correlated with 

these indices of appraisal effectiveness. 

In order to study these findings further, each of these 

self-report measures was regressed on both indices of super-

visory style and their interaction. The results are pre-

sented in Tables 24 through 26. Supervisor Initiating 

Structure, Consideration, and the interaction of these two 

indices accounted for 42% of the variance in employee 

perceptions of the fairness of evaluation. The interaction 

term was entered into the regression equation first, .result-

ing in a significant effect. The b-weights indicated that 

the relationship between Initiating Structure and employee 

perceptions of evaluation fairness was more pronounced at 

low levels of Consideration. The partial sums of squares 

were calculated to assess the unique predictive contribu-

tions of Initiating Structure, Consideration, and their in-

teraction. 

prediction. 

All three sources contributed significantly to 



104 

TABLE 24 

Summary Tables for Regression of Self-Report Measure of 
Appraisal Fairness on Indices of Supervisory Style 

R2 =.422771 

Sequential Sums of Squares 

SOURCE df ss MS F 

LBDQS*LBDQC 1 36.069 36.069 64.04***-* 
LBDQS 1 0.189 0.189 0.34 
(Initiating Structure) 
LBDQC 1 6.232 6.232 11.06*** 
(Consideration) 
ERROR 103 58.014 

TOTAL 106 100.505 

*** :e<.001 
**** :e<.0001 

Partial Sums of Squares 

SOURCE df 

LBDQS*LBDQC 1 
LBDQS 1 
(Initiating Structure) 
LBDQC 1 
(Consideration) 
ERROR 103 

TOTAL 

* :e<.05 
*** :e<.001 

106 

ss 

2.247 
3.428 

6.232 

58.014 

MS F 

2.247 3.99* 
3.428 6.09* 

6.232 11.06*** 
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TABLE 25 

Summary Tables for Regression of Self-Report Measure of 
Appraisal Accuracy on Indices of Supervisory Style 

R2 =.356236 

Sequential Sums of Squares 

SOURCE df 

LBDQS*LBDQC 1 
LBDQS 1 
(Initiating Structure) 
LBDQC 1 
(Consideration) 
ERROR 103 

TOTAL 106 

** :e<.01 
**** Q<.0001 

Partial Sums 

SOURCE df 

LBDQS*LBDQC 1 
LBDQS 1 
(Initiating Structure) 
LBDQC 1 
(Consideration) 
ERROR 103 

TOTAL 

* Q<.05 
** :e<.01 

106 

ss MS 

30.213 30.213 
0.152 0.152 

4.626 4.626 

63.233 

98.224 

of Squares 

ss 

1. 552 
2.520 

4.626 

63.233 

MS 

1. 552 
2.520 

4.626 

F 

49.21**** 
0.25 

7.54** 

F 

2.53 
4.10* 

7.54** 
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TABLE 26 

Summary Tables for Regression of Self-Report Measure of 
Satisfaction with WP&PR on Indices of Supervisory Style 

R2 =.195657 

Sequential Sums of Squares 

SOURCE df ss MS F 

LBDQS*LBDQC 1 19.825 19.825 24.43**** 
LBDQS 1 0.006 0.006 0.01 
(Initiating Structure) 
LBDQC 1 0.697 0.697 0.86 
(Consideration) 
ERROR 104 84.389 

TOTAL 107 104.917 

**** :e<.0001 

Partial Sums of Squares 

SOURCE df ss MS F 

LBDQS*LBDQC 1 0.039 0.039 0.05 
LBDQS 1 0.425 0.425 0.52 
(Initiating Structure) 
LBDQC 1 0.697 0.697 0.86 
(Consideration) 
ERROR 104 84.389 

TOTAL 107 
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Further, Initiating Structure, Consideration, and their 

interaction accounted for 36% of the variance in employee 

perceptions of the accuracy of evaluation. The pattern was 

the same as for the perception of fairness. An examination 

of b-weights revealed that the relationship between Initiat-

ing Structure and employee perceptions of appraisal accuracy 

was greater at low levels of Consideration. As with meas-

ures of fairness, both Initiating Structure and Considera-

tion contributed uniquely to the prediction of self-

perceived accuracy. Partial sums of squares showed that the 

interaction did not contribute uniquely to prediction. 

Supervisory style accounted for 20% of the variance in 

the measure of satisfaction with Work Planning and Progress 

Review. Once again, the Initiating Structure X Considera-

tion interaction was significant when entered into the re-

gression equation first. As with the other self-report 

measures, the relationship between Initiating Structure and 

satisfaction with Work Planning and Progress Review was 

greater under conditions of low Consideration. Partial sums 

of squares showed that none of the effects contributed 

uniquely to prediction. 
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DISCUSSION 

The hypothesis that supervisor Initiating Structure 

would be significantly related to the quality of performance 

standards was not supported by the data. There was however, 

strong evidence that both Initiating Structure and Consider-

ation were related to employee perceptions of appraisal ef-

fectiveness. Employees who described their supervisors as 

high in Initiating Structure perceived Work Planning and 

Progress Rei vew to be more accurate and fair than did em-

ployees describing their supervisors as low in Initiating 

Structure. The relationships between Initiating Structure 

and perceptions of both fairness and accuracy were more pro-

nounced when Consideration was low. 

These findings are somewhat suspect due to the problems 

associated with self-report measures. It is not possible to 

determine whether these perceptions are accurate. This per-

ceptual information is still important however, in that em-

ployee satisfaction with a performance appraisal system is 

an important factor in the overall success of the system. 

The accuracy with which personnel decisions are made is also 

important, but an accurate system without employee accep-

tance is still a failure. Thus, the finding that superviso-

ry style influences employee perceptions of performance ap-

praisal quality is significant. 



GENERAL DISCUSSION 

The model for selecting performance appraisal parame-

ters was only partially supported by the four studies pre-

sented here. Attitudes toward parameters of Work Planning 

and Progress Review were not found to be predictive of the 

quality of performance standards or of self-report measures 

of the system's effectiveness. The one exception to this 

finding was with respect to attitudes toward the source of 

performance ratings. Although pre-implementation attitudes 

toward a supervisory source of performance evaluation were 

not predictive of standards' quality, they were weakly re-

lated to self-report measures of the system's fairness and 

accuracy. 

Furthermore, the objectivity with which job performance 

could be measured was not related to attitudes toward 

performance appraisal parameters. The model predicted that 

job characteristics would indirectly influence appraisal ef-

fectiveness through their influence on attitudes. This was 

not the case. The influence of job objectivity on the 

quality of performance standards was direct in nature. The 

more objectively job performance could be measured, the 

greater the quality of the standards. Job objectivity was 

not however, positively related to the self-report measures 

109 
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of effectiveness. In fact, job obj ecti vi ty was slightly 

negatively correlated with employee perceptions of fairness. 

Contrary to predictions made by the model, measures of 

attitudes toward appraisal do not appear to be useful in se-

lecting the parameters of a performance evaluation system. 

Yet, attitude measurement may still be an important means of 

determining the degree to which employees accept an existing 

system. The model approached the issue of whether or not 

the existing appraisal system influences attitudes toward 

appraisal parameters. Perhaps systems in place prior to 

Work Planning and Progress Review were responsible for pre-

implementation attitudes. When the quality of performance 

standards was used as the criterion for appraisal effective-

ness, the hypothesis that system effectiveness influences 

attitudes toward appraisal was not supported. On the other 

hand, employee perceptions of fairness and accuracy were 

positively related to changes in attitude. 

It is probable that attitudes toward parameters of ap-

praisal systems are the product of the employee's experience 

with performance evaluation in the past. This could mean 

experience with one performance appraisal system or multiple 

systems. Individuals will most likely prefer appraisal sys-

tems which allow them the greatest benefits. If a supervi-

sory source and a goal-setting system has afforded them 



111 

rewards in the past, then their attitudes will reflect this. 

This would explain the degree of relationship between the 

most recent performance rating and perceptions of fairness 

and accuracy. It appears that employees will not necessari-

ly choose the most accurate system, but will opt for that 

system which makes them appear most favorable. 

An example of how past experience affects attitudes can 

be seen within the model. Supervisory style was found to be 

related to pre-implementation attitudes toward an immediate 

supervisor as the performance evaluator. High Initiating 

Structure was found to result in more positive attitudes 

toward a supervisory source. The relationship between Ini-

tiating Structure and attitude toward source was greater at 

low levels of Consideration. 

In addition, supervisor Initiating Structure and Con-

sideration explained a large proportion of variance in 

self-report measures of appraisal effectiveness. Once 

again, the objective measure of effectiveness, standards' 

quality, was unrelated to either index of supervisory style. 

The major problem in . evaluating the model presented 

here is the lack of an adequate measure of appraisal system 

effectiveness. When the quality of performance standards 

generated in Work Planning and Progress Review is used as 

the criterion, the model receives very little support. Yet, 
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when employee perceptions of effectiveness are employed, 

most of the hypotheses are upheld. Unfortunately, these 

criteria are suspect due to problems with self-report meas-

ures. 

Future research should focus on a number of different 

aspects of the model presented here. The first and most im-

portant step is to obtain an adequate criterion for measur-

ing appraisal system effectiveness. This will aid in dis-

covering the nature of the relationship between supervisory 

style and appraisal effectiveness. If supervisory style is 

found to be predictive of a more reliable measure of ap-

praisal effectiveness, then supervisor training may be an 

option for improving appraisal systems. 

In addition, an attempt should be made to determine ex-

actly what factors influence attitudes toward performance 

appraisal parameters. Even if attitudes are not predictive 

of appraisal effectiveness, they are still important if the 

system is to be accepted by those whose performance is being 

evaluated. It seems that a fertile area for study is past 

experience with performance appraisal. 

Finally, future studies should focus on the relation-

ship between job analysis information and appraisal effec-

tiveness. This aspect of the model seems to be the most 

promising for choosing appraisal system parameters. Efforts 



113 

should be concentrated upon identifying aspects of the job, 

other than job objectivity, which are predictive of effec-

tiveness. 



REFERENCES 

Beer, M. (1966). Leadershl.2, employee needs, and 
motivation. Columbus, OH: Bureau of Business Research, 
The Ohio State University. Monograph No. 129. 

Bernardin, H. J., & Beatty, R. W. (1983). Performance 
appraisal: Assessing human behavior at work. Boston, 
MA: Kent Publishing Co. 

Blumenfeld, W. S., & Leidy, T. R. (1969). Effectiveness of 
goal setting as a management device: Research Note. 
Psychological Reports, 24, 752. 

Cascio, W. F. (1982). Applied psychology in personnel 
management (2nd ed.). Reston, VA: Reston Publishing Co., 
Inc. 

Civil Service Reform Act. (1978). Chapter 43 of title 5, 
U.S. Code. 

Cummings, L. L. (1973). A field experimental study of the 
effects of two performance appraisal systems. Personnel 
Psychology, 26, 489-502. 

DeCotiis, T., & Petit, A. (1978, July). The performance 
appraisal process: A model and some testable 
propositions. Academy of Management Review, pp. 635-645. 

Dessler, G. A. (1972). A test of a path-goal motivational 
theory of leadership. Academy of Management Proceedings, 
178-181. 

Ebel, R. L. (1967). Estimation of the reliability of 
ratings. In W. A. Mehrens & R. L. Ebel (Eds.), 
Principles of Educational and Psychological Measurement 
(pp. 116-131). Chicago, IL: Rand McNally & Co. 

Edwards, A. L. (1957). Techniques of attitude scale 
construction. New York: Appleton-Century-Crofts. 

Fleishman, E. A. (1953). The description of supervisory 
behavior. Journal of Applied Psychology, 37, 1-6. 

Fleishman, E. A., & Harris, E. F. (1962). Patterns of 
leadership behavior related to employee grievances and 
turnover. Personnel Psycholog_y, 15, 43-56. 

114 



115 

Fleishman, E. A. , & Peters, D. R. ( 1962). Interpersonal 
values, leadership attitudes, and "managerial success." 
Personnel Psycholog__y, 15, 127-143. 

Halpin, A. W., & Winer, B. J. (1957). A factorial study of 
the leader behavior descriptions. In R. M. Stogdill and 
A. E. Coons (Eds.), Leader behavior: Its description and 
measurement (pp. 39-51). Columbus, OH: The Bureau of 
Business Research, The Ohio State University. 

Heneman, H. (1975, June). Research roundup. The Personnel 
Administrator, p. 61. 

Hunt, T. (1979). Technical report of job analysis for U.S. 
Geological Survey. 

Hunt,. J. G., & Hill, J. W. (1971). Improvin9 mental 
hospital effectiveness: ~ look at managerial leadership 
(Technical report 71-4). Southern Illinois University. 

Ivancevich, J. M., Donnelly, J. H., & Lyon, H. L. (1970). A 
study of the impact of management by objectives on 
perceived need satisfaction. Personnel Psychology, 23, 
139-151. 

Kane, J. S. (1980). Performance distribution assessment: 
~ new framework for conceiving and appraising job 
performance. Unpublished manuscript, Kane and 
Associates. 

Kane, J. S., & Lawler, E. E., III. (1979). Performance 
appraisal effectiveness: Its assessment and 
determinants. In Research in Organizational Behavior, 
Vol. l, JAI Press, 425-478. 

Kerr, S., Schriesheim, C. A., Murphy, C. J., & Stogdill, R. 
M. (1974). Toward a contingency theory of leadership 
based upon the consideration and initiating structure 
literature. Organizational Behavior and Human 
Performance, 12, 62-82. 

Kolb, D. A., & Boyatzis, R. E. (1971). Goal setting and 
self-directed behavior change. In D. A. Kolb, I. M. 
Rubin, and J. M. McIntyre (Eds.), Organizational 
Psychology: ~ Book of Readings (pp. 317-337). Englewood 
Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall. 



116 

Krzystofiak, F., Newman, J. M., & Anderson, G. (1979). A 
quantified approach to measurement of job content: 
Procedures and payoffs. Personnel Psychology, 32, 
341-357. 

Landy, F. J., & Farr, J. L. (1980). Performance rating. 
Psychological Bulletin, 87, 72-107. 

Latham, G. P., & Baldes, J. J. ( 1975). The "practical 
significance" of Locke's theory of goal setting. Journal 
of Applied Psychology, 60, 122-124. 

Latham, G. P., & Kinne, S. B., III. (1974). Improving job 
performance through training in goal setting. Journal of 
Applied Psychology, 59, 187-191. 

Latham, G. P., & Yukl, G. A. 
participative goal setting 
woods workers. Journal of 
299-302. (a) 

(1975). Assigned versus 
with educated and uneducated 
~plied Psychology, 60, 

Latham, G. P., & Yukl, G. A. (1975). A review of research 
on the application of goal setting in organizations. 
Academy of Management Journal, 18, 824-845. (b) 

Locke, E. A. (1968). Toward a theory of task motivation and 
incentives. Organizational Behavior and Human 
Performance, 1, 157-189. 

Locke, E. A., Shaw, K. N., Saari, L. M., & Latham, G. P. 
(1981). Goal setting and task performance: 1969-1980. 
Psychological Bulletin, 90, 125-152. 

McCormick, E. J., Jeanneret, P. R., & Mecham, R. C. (1972). 
A study of job characteristics and job dimensions as 
based on the Position Analysis Questionnaire (PAQ). 
Journal of Applied Psychology, 56, 347-368. 

McCormick, E. J., Mecham, R. C., & Jeanneret, P. R. (1972). 
Technical manual for the Position Analysis Questionnaire 
(PAQ). West Lafayette, IN: PAQ Services. 

Misumi, G., & Toshiaki, T. A. (1965). A study of the 
effectiveness of supervisory patterns in a Japanese 
hierarchical organization. Japanese Psychological 
Research, 2, 151-162. 

Patz, A. L. (1975). Performance appraisal: Useful but 
still resisted. Harvard Business Review, 53, 74-80. 



117 

Primoff, E. S. (1971). Summary of j~b element principles: 
Preparing~ job element standard. Washington, DC: U.S. 
Civil Service Commission. 

Raia, A. P. (1965). Goal setting and self-control: An 
empirical study. Journal of Management Studies, ~' 
32-53. 

Raia, A. P. (1966). A second look at management by goals 
and controls. California Management Review,~' 49-58. 

Ronan, W. W., Latham, G. P., & Kinne, S. B., III. (1973). 
Effects of goal setting and supervision on worker 
behavior in an industrial situation. Journal of Applied 
Psycholog_y, 5~, 302-307. 

Senger, J. (1971). Managers' perceptions of subordinates' 
competences as a function of personal value orientations. 
Academic Management Journal, 14, 415-424. 

Shaw, E. A. (1972). Differential impact of negative 
stereotypes in employee selection. Personnel Psychology, 
25, 333-338. 

Shetty, Y. K., & Carlisle, H. M. (1974). Organizational 
correlates of a management by objectives program. 
Academy of Management Journal, 17, 155-159. 

Stogdill, R. M.(1963). Manual for the Leader Behavior 
Description Questionnaire--Form XII. Columbus, OH: 
Bureau of Business Reserach, Ohio State University. 

Tornow, W., & Pinto, P. (1976). The development of a 
managerial job taxonomy: A system for describing, 
classifying, and evaluating executive positions. Journal 
of Applied Psychology, 61, 410-418. 

U.S. Department of the Interior. (1982). Geological Survey 
Manual (Part 370.430). 

U.S. Department of the Interior, Geological Survey. 
Performance Standards Handbook. 

Weissenberg, P., & Kavanagh, M. J. (1972). The independence 
of initiating structure and consideration: A review of 
the evidence. Personnel Psychology, 25, 119-130. 



118 

Wexley, K. N., & Nemeroff, W. F. (1975). Effects of 
positive reinforcement and goal setting as methods of 
management development. Journal of Applied Psycholog_y, 
60, 446-450. 

Zawacki, R. A., & Taylor, R. L. (1976). A view of 
performance appraisal from organizations using it. 
Personnel Journal, 55, 290-292, 299. 



Appendix A 

PERFORMANCE STANDARDS DEVELOPMENT WORKSHEET 

119 



PERFORMANCE STANDARDS DEVELOPMENT WORKSHEET 

CLASSIFICATION TITLE AND SERIES: Supervl,or 

fUNCTIONAL AR£A (If APPLICABLE): ______________________ _ 

REQUIRED 
ELEMENT :-10. I 

Ai..:tion Verb Object ,,f Vi:=rb 

flTLE/DESCRIPTION: Planning and Organizing the llork 

TASK STATEMENT 

PurpoSt! ("in order to") llo"? ("by ••• ") 

CRITERIA 
(quality, quantity, 

timeliness) 

PERFORMANCE STANDARD 
(What ts being dS&essed, specific 
criteria, how pe['formance will be 
measured/monitored) 

- ,----------------+----------------------------
a. formulJtesl unit obj~ctlves 

for the corning 
year 

b. \Jrltes unit's budget/ 
·ftnanclJl plan 
for tt1e comini< 
year 

in order to outline ~oals, 
Jctivlti~s. speclill projects, 
etc. which Jre consistent 
wlct, overall Survey obfec-
tlves 

in order to estimate fiscal 
resoucc~s needed lo meet 
obJ~ctives 

by drawing on knowledge of 
Division/Survey_ objectives; 
discussing plans with staff 
members; rending relevant 
records and reports fro~ pre-
vious year; co~pleting plan-
ning forms and establishing 
tentative tar~et dates for 
completion. 

by reviewinR prior year's 
budget and coming year's ob-
jectives; cons.ultinll: wlth 
staff members, lilgher level 
mJnagement, and administrative 
officer, as neces~ary; pro-
jecting salary expenses based 
on planned increases, promo-
tions, and staff additions/ 
deletions; projecting space, 
supply, and equipment needs. 

QUALITY 

TIMELINESS 

QUANTITY 

QuALITY 

TIMELINESS 

QuANTITY 

• Plannlng forms are completed 
accurate! y and ln accordance 
with established procedures and 
requireau~nts; e.g., no more than 
X forms are returned for error 
;orrections or additlonal infor-
mation. 

• Planning process and forms Jre 
completed in a timely manner, 
e.g., by~ dace. 

• Plans are realistic; e.g., by 
the end on the year, X% of ob-
jectives l,ave bee11 me~ and/or 
nK>dif led to meet changlng nl"eds. 

• Budget/financial plan ts writt~n 
tn accordance ~1th eetabllst,ed 
pru~edures and re~uirements; e.g. 
budget/financial 11la11 ls return~ll 
no more than X tlmes fur error 
correction or additional in-
formation. 

• Budget/financial plan ts submit-
ted 1n a timely manner, e.g., tn 
accordance with established time 
Jeadline9. 

• Budget/flnanctal plan is realls-
ttc, e.g., actual obltgatin11s/ex-
penditures do not exceed e~ttma-· 
ted amounts by more thJn X%. 

f-' 
r\J 
0 
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Name 

U.S. GEOLOGICAL SURVEY 

EMPLOYEE WORK PLAN 

REQUIRED ELL'IENTS AND PERFORMANCE STANDARDS 

Division ------------------------- ----------------
Title/Series/Grade __ s_u~p_e_r_v_1_·s_o_r ________ _ Duty Station ____________ ~ 

REQUIRED ELEMENTS 
(Mark with* critical elements) 

1. Planning and Organizing the Work 

a. Formulates unit objectives for the 
coming year in order to outline 
goals, activities, special pro-
jects, etc., which are consistent 
with overall Survey objectives, 
drawing on knowledge of Division/ 
Survey objectives; discussing plans 
with staff members; and reading 
relevant records and reports from 
previous year. Completes planning 
forms and establishes tentative 
target dates for completion. 

b. Writes unit's budget/financial plan 
for coming year in order to esti-
mate fiscal resources needed to 
meet objectives by reviewing prior 
year's budget and coming year's 
objectives; consulting with staff 
members, higher level management 

~ontinued) 

PERFOR..'!ANCE STANDARDS 

• Planning forms are completed accurately 
and in accordance with established 
procedures and requirements; e.g., no 
more than X forms are returned for 
error corrections or additional infor-
mation. 

• Planning process and forms are com-
pleted in a timely manner, e.g., by 
X date. 

• Plans are realistic; e.g., bv the end 
of the year, XZ of objectives have 
been met and/;r modified to meet 
changing needs. 

• Budget/financial plan is written in 
accordance with established procedures 
and requirements; e.g., budget/ 
financial plan is returned no more than 
X times for error correction or 
additional infonnation. 

Employee's Signature ________________ _ Date ------------
Rating Official's Signature ____________ ~ Date ------------
Reviewing Official's Signature ___________ _ Date 

of 2 Page 
Research 
Supervisory 
Non-supervisory 
Merit Pay 

PROGRESS REVIEW RESULTS/ 
COMMENTS/ RECO~IENDATIONS 

f-' 
r\.) 
r\.) 



Name 

U.S. GEOLOGICAL SURVEY 

EMPLOYEE WORK PLAN 

REQUIRED ELEMENTS AND PERFOR}L<\NCE STANDARDS 

--------------------- Division ______________ _ 

Title/Series/Grade __ S_u~p_e_r_v_i_s_· o_r _______ _ Duty Station ____________ _ 

REQUIRED ELEMENTS 
(Mark with* critical elements) 

1. Planning and Organizing the Work 
(continued) 

b. administrative officer, as necessary; 
projecting salary expenses based on 
planned increases, promotions, and 
staff additions/deletions; and pro-
jecting space, supply and equipment 
needs. 

c. Organizes work of the unit in order 
to ensure efficient workflow and 
maximum use of staff resources, 
drawing on personal observation of 
work processes and outputs, problems 
encountered in daily work operations, 
employee input, and knowledge gained 
from prior work experience and/or 
training. Writes memoranda to 
notify staff members, higher level 
management and other offices of 
organization of the work unit and 
revises internal office procedures 
to reflect this organization. 

PERFORMANCE STANDARDS 

• Budget/financial plan is submitted in 
a timely manner, e.g., in accordance 
with established time deadlines. 

• Budget/financial plan is realistic; 
e.g., actual obligations/expenditures 
do not exceed estimated amounts by 
more than Xi.. 

• Internal office operating policies 
accurately reflect organization of 
work unit; e.g., policies are updated 
within~ period of time to reflect 
changes in organization. 

• All appropriate offices and individ-
uals are notified in writing of 
changes in organization of the unit 
in a timely manner, e.g., within X 
period of time following the change. 

Emplovee's Signature _________________ _ Date ____________ _ 

Rating Official's Signature ______________ _ Date ____________ _ 

Reviewing Official's Signature ____________ _ Date ____________ _ 

Page 2 of 2 
Research - ~ 
Supervisory ( 
Non-supervisory ( 
Merit Pay ( 

PROGRESS REVIEW RESULTS/ 
COMMENTS/RECOMMENDATIONS 

I-' 
[\) 
w 
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U.S. GEOLOGICAL SURVEY 
EMPLOYEE PERFORMANCE APPRAISAL 

RATING PERIOD: () Non-merit pay, Non-research 
() Merit pay FROM: 

TO: ( ) Research 

NAME DIVISION --------------------
TITLE/SERIES/GK.\DE _______________ DUTY STATION ___________ _ 

SOCIAL SECURITY NO. MERIT PAY POOL --------------- -------------

Part I. NARRATIVE. In Column 3 of Employee Work Plan describe employee's actual 
performance in relation to the performance standard for each element. 
Where performance exceeds or fails to meet standards, cite ~..['_~cific 
examples of employee's performance. 

Part II. ELEMENT RATINGS. Assign an element rating to each element usin1~ 1.!1•' ,:Jen•ent 
rating definitions on the back of this form. Enter element ratings on lhe 
worksheet on the back of this form. 

Part III. SUMMARY RATING. Convert element ratings to an adjective summary rating 
using the instructions on the back of this form. (Exception: If the 
employee failed in a critical element, the swnmary rating must be 
Unsatisfactory. Check the Unsatisfactory block and proceed to Part IV.) 

Part IV. 

( ) Outstanding 

Excellent 

Fully Satisfactory 

( ) Minimally Satisfactory 

( ) Unsatisfactory 

SIGNATURES. Attach a copy of the Employee Work Plan to this form. Sign 
and date this form and send to reviewing official. After reviewing official 
has signed and dated, meet with employee to discuss the rating all') have 
employee sign and date. Send this form (with Work Plan attached) L<• r.l•P 
servicing personnel office. R!'l.ain a copy and give a copy to employe.,. 

RATING OFFICIAL _____ _ DATE __ _ 

REVIEWING OFFICIAL DATE ----- ------ -- . -----
I ~ertify that this performance appraisal has been discussed with me and 
that I have been given a copy. 

EMPLOYEE DATE -----------
EMPLOYEE COMMEtffS: At t,1ch n Sl'parate sheet. 

****** PRIVACY ACT NOTICE ****** 
Submission of information on this form is mandatory (5 U.S.C. 4302). Failure to 
provide the infvrmntinn will prohibit the calculation of merit pay increases and 
the data collection and analysis required by OPM and GAO. 



Exceeds 
(4 points) 

Meets 
(2 points) 
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ELEMENT RATit-.GS/POINT VALUES 

- Performance on an element that consistently e.xceeds 
the performance standard. 

- Performance un an element that consistently meets the 
performance standard. 

Fails - Performance "" .1n <'lemcnt that consistently f., i I~ lo 
___ {~O~p_o_i_n_t_s~>~ __________ mect the__pcrformance s_t_a_n_d_a_r_d_. _____ _ 

SUMMARY RATING WORKSHEET 

• List each element and enter each element rating {Meets, Exceeds or Fails) in Column A. 

• Enter appropriate point value for each element rating in Column B. {Use only whole 
numbers--either 4, 2, or 0. Point values of 3 and 1 may not be used.) 

• Give each critical element an importance weight of 2. Give each required element an 
importance weight of 1. Enter In Column C. 

• For each element, multiply the point value in Column B by the importance weight in 
Column C to determine performance points for each element. Enter performance points 
in Column D. 

• Add the importance weights In Column C to determine Total Importance Weights. 

• Add the performance points in Column D to determine Total Performance Points. 

• Divide Total Performance Points by Total Importance Weights to determine summary rating 
points. 

• Convert summary rating points to the appropri:1te summary rating using the summary rating 
conversion scale below. Check the appropriate adjective SUllllUary rating in Part III on 
the front of this form. 

Column A Column B Column C Column D ,------------,------A-,d_j_e_c_t_i_v_e----.---

Elemen t Element Point X Importance 
..- __ N_o_. _____ --~ __ ____ _ Value_---·------- ____ Wci[l1>t ____ _ 

Performance 
Points .. - . ·-·. 

r-- -----------t------ - ---------- .. -- ------- --- ---- -· -·-. -
------ ------------ -------------

---------1-------------- ---------- -- - -

----------f------------· .. -
--------->------ --··-·-· - ----

------·- ---------------!----------·-
------ ------------1----------+-----------t---------1 

-------
1--------1------------- ------------+------------+------- -
---------~------- -- ------ ------------·- ----- ------ - - - ------- ----- . ---

Total· rerform.1nc,· 
Points 

SUMMARY RA TING CONVERSION SCALE: -----------------

Tula! lmpnrt.:rnce 
Weights C:=J 

).75 - 4.00 - Outstanding 
3.00 - 3.74 - Excellent 

Summary R,1ting 
Points c=J 

1.75 - 2.99 - Fully Satisfactory 
0.50 - 1.74 - Minimally Satisfacto1v 
0.00 - 0.49 - Unsatisfactory 
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UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT 

DAU, AUG 2 4 1979 memorandum 
"!~;.r,c:, Personnel Officer 

sua.JECT, Performance Appraisal Questionnaire 

To, Employees Identified for Participation in Performance Appraisal Questionnaire 

As you may know, the Civil Service Reform Act requires that agencies 

i 

develop one or more performance appraisal systems that permit evaluation 
of employee performance based on objective standards tailored to the· 
specific job in question. For the Survey to meet this requirement, we 
must examine our work force and determine the number and types of appraisal 
systems that will most effectively meet the appraisal needs of our 
diverse occupational groups. With the assistance of Dr. H. John Bernardin 
of Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State University, we have developed 
a questionnaire to elicit basic infer.nation to be used to make these 
determinations. You are one of approximately 2,500 employees who have 
been randomly selected to assist in this important endeavor, by completing 
the enclosed questionnaire. The questionnaire consists of two parts: 
one part that is designed to determine the most important aspects of an 
employee's Job, and another that is designed to determine employees' 
opinions on performance appraisal systems. By completing and returning 
this questionnaire, you will be making an important contribution to the 
design of performance appraisal systems used in the Survey. 

Although the questionnaire may seem lengthy, all questions asked have 
been carefully considered and the information collected will be critical 
to the planning of performance appraisal systems for the Geological 
Survey, The time you take now to fill out the questionnaire will pay 
off in the long run, because the end result will be performance appraisal 
systems that are relevant and useful for those using them. You will be 
helping to design a performance appraisal system you may one day be 
using. 

This packet contains a questionnaire, two answer sheets, and a return 
envelope. You may notice that some information has already been written 
on your answer sheets. This information is not for identification 
purposes (the questionnaire is completely confidential) but is only 
demographic information to be used in detennin~ major trends in response3 
across occupational series and geographic locations. One answer sheet 
is to be used fer each ?art of the questionnaire. The questionnaire 
should be completed at work. Please put the completed answer sheets in 
the return envelope and ~eturn them no later than September 25. 

If you have any questions concerning the performance appraisa.l question-
naire, please contact the Performance Appraisal Task Force member representing 
your Division. The members are listed below. 

Buy U.S. Savings Bonds Regularly on the Payroll Savings Plan 
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Thank you for your help. 

1'.axine C. ~illard 

Enclosures 

Task Force Me:nbers FTS phone number (Reston) 

Director's Office--Peg McCafferty 
Administrative Division--George Hargrove 
Publications Division--Virginia Miles 
Water Resources Division--Ray Abrams/Skip Schmidt 
Topographic Division--Larry Amos/Ellen Antholis 
Conservation Division--Ken Petty 
Land Infornation and Analysis Office--Archie Ansell 
Computer Center Division--Ron Nelson 
Geologic Division--Penny Hanshaw 

928-7479 
928-7204 
928-7186 
928-6945 
928-6222 
928-7591 
928-6855 
928-7103 
928-7429 

2 
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INSTRUCTIONS FOR PART I--JOB ANALYSIS QUESTIONNAIRE 

Purpose 

This Job Analysis Questionnaire is a means to describe the 
basic tasks of your position and identify similarities and 
differences among positions. When completing this question-
naire, please carefully consider and respond to all items. 

Instructions 

There are 231 items in this part of the questionnaire. You 
should read each task statement and then rate that task in 
terms of RELATIVE IMPORTANCE that task has for accomplishing 
your job. The scale you should use for rating -the relative 
importance of each task is as follows: 

A= not at all important to the job or does not apply 
to the job 

B = of minor importance to the job 

C = of moderate importance to the job 

D = of major importance to the job 

E = essential part of the job 

For convenience, please tear off this instruction sheet so 
you may ref e!: to th~ scale while completing the i terns in 
Part I. 

Your responses to this questionnaire will be read by an op-
tical mark reader. Record your rating for each item on the 
accompanying answer sheet marked 11JA" in the upper left cor-
ner of side one. Note that there are items on both sides of 
the answer sheet. Please follow these instructions when 
completing the questionnaire: 

--Use a black No. 2 pencil; do not use pen 
--Make heavy black marks that fill the circle in com-

pletely 
--Erase cleanly any answer that you wish to change 
--Make no stray markings of any kind 
--Make sure the answer sheet you use for Part I has 

"JA" written in the upper left corner of side one, 
and that the i tern you are answering corresponds to 
the item you are filling in on the answer sheet. Be 
sure to begin with item No. 1 on the answer sheet. 
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Example 

If i tern 12 "assign and/or direct the work of subordinates" 
is an essential part of your job, you should blacken the 
letter "E" next to item 12 on the answer sheet. 
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MY JOB REQUIRES THAT I: 

1. Determine or assist in developing programs, goals, or 
objectives for the Survey or divisions within the 
Survey 

2. Mani tor projects', programs', or contracts' progress 
towards objective and adjust activities as necessary 

3. Implement controlling policy and procedures for pro-
grams, projects, or contracts 

4. Make decisions which are seldom reviewed by higher man-
agement 

5. Coordinate program or project efforts with other inter-
nal (Survey) activities or with other agencies 

6. Assess the impact on Divisional programs or projects of 
activities in other Divisions of the Survey, in other 
governmental agencies, or in the private sector 

7. Determine resource needs (e.g., personnel, financial, 
material, space, equipment) and make decisions on ac-
quisitions of resources 

8. Allocate and account for the efficient use of resources 

9. Develop monitor and/or advise on the e£fectiveness of 
management functions such as work methods, work-flow, 
manpower utilization, etc. 

10. Advise and/or negotiate contracts, 
operative arrangements with other 
cies 

agreements, and co-
organizations/agen-

11. Define and/or delegate responsibility and authority to 
subordinates 

12. Assign and/or direct the work of subordinates 

13. Set priorities on work performed by subordinates 

14. Set performance standards for subordinates 

15. Evaluate the work performance of subordinates for com-
pliance with standards and specifications 

16. Give subordinates feedback on work performance 
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MY JOB REQUIRES THAT I: 

17. Guide, counsel, or help subordinates on work-related 
problems 

18. Manage lower level supervisors 

19. Supervise the work of external consultants or contrac-
tors performing work for the Survey 

20. Select firms or individuals to receive contracts 

21. Manage office operations 

22. Act on requests for deviations from established opera-
tional procedures 

23. Develop procedures for obtaining information from em-
ployees, records, or observations 

24. Study and advise on environmental impact of Survey ac-
tivities 

25. Develop and/or administer a regulatory compliance pro-
gram 

26. Act as a buffer between employees and management within 
my Division 

27. Assist in processing of personnel actions such as ap-
pointments or separations 

28. Evaluate actions (e.g., contracts, operations) for 
their appropriateness, compliance ~ith regulations, 
etc. 

29. Collect, review, and/or make recommendations on person-
nel cases 

30. Review and/or interview prospective employees 

31. Recruit prospective employees 

32. Provide classification service, 
etc. 

classify positions, 

33. Establish and/or maintain classification standards, 
plans, guides, etc. 



134 

MY JOB REQUIRES THAT I: 

34. Plan the teaching, training, and/or orientation of em-
ployees within my Division 

35. Conduct the teaching, training, and/or orientation of 
employees within my Division 

36. Identify training and development needs of employees 

37. Recognize performance and conduct problems and take ap-
propriate action 

38. Recommend employees for awards 

39. Counsel employees on personal problems that affect work 
performance 

40. Handle employee grievances, arguments, and/or com-
plaints within the Division for which I am responsible 

41. Assist in negotiation, implementation, and compliance 
with labor agreements 

42. Take action to meet equal employment opportunity goals 

43. Enforce administrative or operational policies and pro-
cedures 

44. Perform accounting functions such 
classifying, maintaining, reconciling, 
counts 

as · auditing, 
or closing ac-

45. Analyze accounting data and accounting information 

46. Prescribe accounting requirements 

4 7. Provide accounting assistance or advise on accounting 
problems 

48. Examine and/or approve cash supporting documents such 
as vouchers, checks, expense accounts, etc. 

49. Perform budgetary work, reprogramming of budget, etc. 

50. Maintain cash books or cash records 

51. Collect or disburse funds 

52. Monitor the collection or disbursement of funds 
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MY JOB REQUIRES THAT I: 

53. Forecast financial needs, expenditures, or trends 

54. Prepare or review cost estimates (for operations, con-
tracts, equipment purchases, etc.) 

55. Collect and analyze financial data (e.g., perform 
cost-benefit analysis) 

56. Set cost-reduction objectives 

57. Plan and/or direct methods for cost-control or cost-re-
duction programs 

58. Maintain informational material about USGS operations 
for distribution to the public 

59. Act as a liaison with the public, other governmental 
agencies, or the private sector 

60. Explain Survey policy and procedures to non-Survey peo-
ple 

61. Initiate and/or maintain contact with other governmen-
tal agencies or the private sector 

62. Give explicit directions/instructions to 
within my Division 

63. Speak persuasively to groups 

64. Present technical reports to a knowledgeable 

65. Present technical information to audiences 
limited technical knowledge 

66. Present arguments to higher level management 

67. Inform higher management of Division 
events, or changes 

68. Interact with technical/scientific personnel 

69. Interact with office personnel 

employees 

audience 

that have 

activities, 

70. Represent or testify on the Survey's behalf at commis-
sion, agency, or similar hearings 
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MY JOB REQUIRES THAT I: 

71. Write evaluation summaries of research projects and/or 
programs 

72. Write articles for scientific journals 

73. Write policies or procedures for work in my Division 

74. Prepare responses to Congressional correspondence 

75. Prepare response to inquiries from public 

76. Write map captions 

77. Write instructions for reading maps 

78. Write specifications 

79. Develop standards for printing 

80. Suggest or determine printing methods, styles, etc. for 
Survey publications 

81. Prepare detailed notes of field/laboratory work 

82. Write letters on behalf of other Survey personnel 

83. Write documents for internal use (e.g., position de-
scriptions, etc.) 

84. Write instructions for performing mathematical/statis-
tical computations 

85. Prepare contract solicitation documents 

86. Consolidate and summarize data or information from many 
sources 

87. Write speeches 

88. Write articles for Survey publications 

89. Perform technical editing (i.e., determine if material 
is technically and/or scientifically appropriate) 

90. Write new material from technical sources for readers 
with limited technical knowledge 
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MY JOB REQUIRES THAT I: 

91. Prepare new technical material using other source ma-
terial 

92. Proofread 

93. Check technical reports for conformance with given 
principles of style and format 

94. Rearrange technical materials in conformity with style 
and format 

95. Prepare technical material by selecting and rewording 
material that has been prepared for other purposes 

96. Apply principles of attractive layout for printing 

97. Do editorial checking for grammar, punctuation, and 
spelling 

98. Prepare correspondence to explain materials being sent 
in answering requests 

99. Write explanations or interpretations of policy 

100. Prepare research proposals 

101. Prepare charts, graphs, figures, etc. for presentation 
of data or facts 

102. Prepare reports on regulatory compliance directives or 
instructions 

103. Conduct field surveys 

104. Arrange and manipulate field survey equipment/instru-
ments (e.g., hold rod or range poles) 

105. Produce scaled representations from rough sketches, 
verbal descriptions, etc. 

106. Prepare graphic representations of equipment/instru-
ments 

107. Prepare graphic representations of physical structures 

108. Prepare graphic representations of topography 

109. Copy drawings either by tracing or freehand 
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MY JOB REQUIRES THAT I: 

110. Apply coloring to drawings 

111. Perform lettering 

112. Illustrate objects not yet observable 

113. Determine manner of representation (i.e., realistic vs. 
artist's conception) 

114. Produce drafting output related to general, electrical, 
mechanical, or civil drafting 

115. Perform compilation work 

116. Review design and redesign work 

117. Position features on maps 

118. Use existing computer programs or systems 

119. Meet with computer personnel to discuss possible new 
systems or enhancements to existing programs 

120. Analyze computer specifications and determine programs 
needed to produce output 

121. Locate and correct unexpected problems in computer out-
put 

122. Conduct computer feasibility studies 

123. Perform design, analysis, and documentation of computer 
programs 

124. Convert detailed computer programs into specific ma-
chine steps, instructions, and codes 

125. Monitor and control operations during computer proces-
sing 

126. Maintain files of computer records, cards, tapes, pro-
grams, etc. 

127. Assess proposals of operational activities (e.g., oil 
company's proposal) 

128. Plan, originate, and conduct research studies 
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MY JOB REQUIRES THAT I: 

129. Develop new tools and methods used in evaluating re-
sources 

130. Appraise resources (e.g., land, water, minerals) by 
conducting field investigations 

131. Determine depletion and depreciation of resources 

132. Make indirect measures of resources (e.g., flood flows) 

133. Contribute research papers, articles, etc. on a regular 
basis 

134. Attend workshops, symposia, or conferences 

135. Identify or assist in identifying research objectives 

136. Develop analytic tests or advance concepts from accumu-
lated data that furthers knowledge and understanding 

137. Analyze or evaluate research programs or projects 

138. Operate or maintain data collection stations 

139. Collect or compile data 

140. Determine procedures for data collection 

141. Measure or weigh materials, specimens, samples, etc. 

142. Read and record data from equipment or observations 

143. Compute data using mathematical operations 

144. Apply standard statistical operations to research data 

145. Devise new calculation methods/formulae for research 
data 

146. Collect samples for scientific analysis (e.g., water, 
soil, rocks, oil) 

147. Prepare slides or specimens 

148. Perform standard laboratory tests of analysis (e.g., 
assay potency, purity) 

149. Perform nonstandardized analytical laboratory tests 
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MY JOB REQUIRES THAT I: 

150. Perform environmental impact analyses 

151. Develop and implement new methods of specimen analysis 

152. Prepare estimations and forecasts of events (e.g., 
earthquakes, floods, etc.} 

153. Interpret special data and information (e.g., infrared 
photographs, aerial photographs, exhibits, charts, 
etc.} 

154. Read blueprints, mechanical drawings, or schematics 

155. Search and review published scientific literature 

156. Review applications for discovery, 
production of resources (e.g., oil, 
ter, land) 

development, 
gas, minerals, 

and 
wa-

157. Arrange, catalogue, and maintain collections and speci-
mens in order 

158. Study proposed or enacted legislation to determine its 
effect on Survey operations 

159. Maintain contact with regulatory agencies 

160. Collect and prepare evidence for support in court cases 

161. Interpret legal contracts 

162. Represent the Survey in court 

163. Advise other personnel regarding legal claims or rights 

164 .. Type 

.165. Type from verbal sources such as dictaphone 

166. Type from shorthand 

167. Take dictation with shorthand 

168. Handle and route mail 

169. Operate office machines such as photocopier, magnetic 
card reader, etc. 
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MY JOB REQUIRES THAT I: 

170. Operate keyboard-controlled machines to transcribe data 
such as card punch, paper tape reader, etc. 

171. Operate telephone switchboard equipment 

172. Provide information to telephone callers 

173. Serve as a receptionist 

174. Arrange appointments and meetings 

175. Make travel arrangements 

176. Maintain records, 
etc. 

inventories, directories, guides, 

177. File 

178. Help others find things in files 

179. Select books, periodicals, and other materials for li-
brary 

180. Establish policies for reference materials 

181. Perform library literature searches for others 

182. Assist others in locating reference materials 

183. Code information from schedules, reports, and other 
written sources 

184. Work rapidly and accurately with names, numbers, codes, 
and symbols 

185. Interpret or decipher codes, symbols 
signals 

186. Count and sort rapidly and accurately 

or operating 

187. Prepare material by applying a routine form for a 
specific purpose 

188. Process work requests 

189. Collate material by hand or machine 
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MY JOB REQUIRES THAT I: 

190. Make recommendations to other divisions regarding what 
type of supplies or equipment to purchase 

191. Determine amount and types of needed materials or sup-
plies 

192. Prepare contract bid specifications 

193. Interview vendors to obtain information on product 
price and availability 

194. Make certain that crews have sufficient supplies 

195. Review bids and negotiate contracts for products or 
services 

196. Maintain current vendor catalogues 

197. Monitor delivery schedules of incoming materials 

198. Purchase or requisition equipment or supplies 

199. File claims for lost or damaged equipment 

200. Check rates on materials shipped to and from the Survey 

201. Plan, establish, and coordinate quality control pro-
grams designed to ensure control over equipment, mater-
ials, production, and operations 

202. Plan and determine inspection and testing procedures 

203. Establish equipment, products, and material quality 
standards 

204. Make certain that materials and products comply with 
standards 

205. Make on-site inspections of operations 

206. Prepare plans, specifications, and cost estimates for 
systems (e.g., heating, electrical, and plumbing) 

207. Develop ~r design research equipment/instruments 

208. Make equipment/instruments/devices 
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MY JOB REQUIRES THAT I: 

209. Test or calibrate research equipment/instruments/de-
vices 

210. Handle delicate laboratory equipment/instruments/de-
vices 

211. Select and/or determine standards for equipment/instru-
ments/devices 

212. Schedule maintenance work on equipment/instruments/de-
vices 

213. Perform maintenance work on equipment/instruments/de-
vices 

214. Solve/ troubleshoot equipment/ instruments/ device 
malfunctions 

215. Repair or replace defective equipment/instruments/de-
vices 

216. Conduct functional and operational tests on equipment/ 
instruments/ devices and components 

217. Install equipment/instruments/devices 

218. Operate precision instruments and equipment (e.g., ra-
dio, duplicating machine, airbrush, printing press, 
photograph equipment, navigational equipment) 

219. Operate heavy equipment (e.g., forklift, tractor) 

220. Use hand tools 

221. Use power tools 

222. Mix and apply chemicals, solutions, or ingredients 

223. Handle heavy objects 

224. Clean facilities, grounds, rooms, etc. 

225. Wax and/or polish surfaces 

226. Select or propose sites for the construction of physi-
cal structures 

227. Develop photographs 



144 

MY JOB REQUIRES THAT I: 

228. Pilot aircraft 

229. Pilot sea-faring vessels 

230. Assist in processing incoming orders for Survey publi-
cations 

231. Assist in preparing exhibits depicting various techni-
cal and scientific aspects of the Survey 
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Instructions for Rating Job Elements 

A job element is the smallest unit into which work can be 

divided without analyzing separate motions, movements, and 

mental processes involved. For example, removing a saw from 

a tool chest prior to sawing wood for a project is a job el-

ement. 

Certain job elements are more amenable to measurement by ob-

jective criteria than are other elements. For example, the 

job element "Clean work area of all flammable material," can 

easily be measured objectively by the performance appraiser. 

On the other hand, the element "Provide direction for lower 

level workers" must be measured by more subjective criteria. 

Enclosed is a list of 231 job elements. Please assign each 

job element a rating corresponding to how well it can be ob-

jectively measured. If you believe that an element can be 

measured by objective, observable criteria, give it a rating 

of +1. If you think that an element would probably be ap-

praised using subjective criteria, then assign it a rating 

of -1. If you are unsure about an element, or you feel that 

it falls on "middle ground," then give it a rating of 0. 

Record your rating of each element in the corresponding re-

sponse area on your OPSCAN form. 
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JAQ 
Items 

JAQl 

JAQ2 

JAQ3 

JAQ231 

EXAMPLE JOS COMPUTATIONS FOR Two SUBJECTS 

Subject A 

1 

1 

1 

1 

UAQA=490 

EProductA 

JOSA = EJAQA 

Subject B 

5 

5 

5 

1 

UAQB=343 

57.4496 = .11724408 
490 

Mean Job Element 
Rating (JER) 

-0.365 

0.143 

0.175 

-0.322 

JOS = 
B 

Product 
(JAQ.*JER) 

Subject A 1 Subject B 

-0.365 

0.143 

0.175 

-0.322 

EProductA= 
57 .4496 

EProductB 

EJAQB 

28.5912 

-1. 825 

0. 715 

0.875 

-0.322 

[Product= 
B 

28.5912 

= = .08335620 
343 

f-J 
.I:=" 
CD 
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INSTRUCTIONS FOR PART !!--PERFORMANCE APPRAISAL ATTITUDES 
QUESTIONNAIRE 

Purpose 

This part of the questionnaire is designed to assess em-
ployee attitudes on performance appraisal. It includes 
questions that both supervisory and nonsupervisory employees 
are to answer (Questions 1-192) as well as questions that 
only supervisory employees are to answer ( Questions 
193-212). Although some of the items may cover sensitive 
material, you can be assured that all answers will be held 
in strictest confidence and no attempt will be made to iden-
tify individual respondents (only group data will be ana-
lyzed). 

Instructions 

Please read and respond to each item carefully. Each ques-
tion should be answered by using the following scale: 

A= not at all 

B = to a slight extent 

C = to a moderate extent 

D to a fairly large extent 

E = to a very great extent 

For a few of the questions, a slightly different scale will 
be used, and when this is the case, the scale will be pro-
vided within the questionnaire. For convenience, please 
tear off this instruction sheet so you may refer to the 
scale while completing the items in Part _!l. 

Please record your rating for each item on the accompanying 
answer sheet (the one you have not yet used). Notice that 
the answer sheet has i terns on both sides. Please follow 
these instructions when completing this questionnaire: 

--Use a black No. 2 lead pencil; do not use pen 
--Make heavy black marks that fill the circle in com-

pletely 
--Erase cleanly any answer you wish to change 
--Make no stray marks of any kind 
--Make sure that the item you are answering corresponds 

to the item you are filling in on the answer sheet. 
Be sure to begin with item No. 1 on the answer sheet. 
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Example 

When answering Question 37, if you believe to a very great 
extent that a worker who is dissatisfied with his/her 
performance rating should be permitted to appeal the rating, 
you should blacken the letter "E" next to item 37 on the an-
swer sheet. 



152 

To what extent would you prefer each of the following 
people to be primarily responsible for your performance 
appraisal? 

1. your co-workers (workers who have jobs simi-
lar to yours) 

2. your immediate supervisor 
3. your subordinates 
4. one or more managers above the level of your 

immediate supervisor 
5. the people for whom you provide service 

To what extent do you believe that a performance ap-
praisal system based on each of the fol lowing would 
yield a fair appraisal of your job performance? 

6. the activities you perform on your job 
7. the quantity of your output (e.g., number of 

maps produced) 
8. the quality of your work (e.g., the number of 

errors on maps produced) 

To what extent would you trust each of the following to 
fairly assess your performance on the job? 

9. your co-workers 
10. your immediate supervisor 
11. your subordinates 
12. one or more managers above the level of your 

immediate supervisor 
13. the people for whom you provide service 

14. To what extent do you believe that rewards (pay raises, 
promotions, etc.) should be dependent upon your 
performance appraisal? 

15. To what extent are you satisfied with the amount of in-
formation that your supervisor gives you about how well 
you are performing your job? 

16. To what extent are you satisfied with the manner in 
which your supervisor provides you with information 
about how well you are performing your job (e.g., after 
the completion of each assignment, once a year, etc.)? 
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To what extent would you like to receive feedback on 
your performance in each of the following ways? 

17. in an interview with the supervisor 
18. in informal conversations on the job with the 

supervisor 
19. in a memorandum 
20. no formal feedback--have access to 

performance appraisal on file 

21. To what extent do you have a clear idea of what is ex-
pected of you on your job? 

To what extent do you believe that a performance ap-
praisal system based on each on the following would al-
low assessment of performance in relation to standards 
for the critical elements of your job? 

22. the activities you perform on your job 
23. the quantity of your output (e.g., number of 

maps produced) 
24. the quality of your output (e.g., number of 

errors on maps produced) 

To what extent do you believe that each of the follow-
ing could use any performance appraisal system to ac-
curately predict your performance at the next higher 
grade level? 

25. your co-workers 
26. your immediate supervisor 
27. your subordinates 
28. one or more managers above the level of your 

immediate supervisor 
29. yourself 
30. the people for whom you provide service 

To what extent do you believe that each of the follow-
ing is most qualified to evaluate your performance in 
your present position? 

31. your co-workers 
32. your immediate supervisor 
33. your subordinates 
34. one or more managers above the level of your 

immediate supervisor 
35. yourself 
36. the people for whom you provide service 
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37. To what extent do you believe that a worker who is 
dissatisfied with his/her performance rating should be 
permitted to appeal the rating? 

38. To what extent does your job afford you the opportunity 
to perform at a higher level than that at which you are 
presently performing? 

39. When you are being rated, to what extent do you believe 
that your performance rating is based on total job 
performance and not only a few aspects of your job? 

To what extent do you feel that each of the following 
should have access to your performance ratings? 

40. your co-workers 
41. your immediate supervisor 
42. your subordinates 
43. one or more managers above the level of your 

immediate supervisor 
44. people for whom you provide service 

To what extent do you believe that a performance ap-
praisal system based on each of the following can be 
used to accurately differentiate the levels of employee 
performance? 

45. the activities you perform on your job 
46. the quantity of your output (e.g., number of 

maps) 
47. the quality of your output (e.g., number of 

errors on maps produced) 

48. To what extent do you believe that a performance ap-
praisal system should allow raters to consider extenu-
ating circumstances (personal/family problems, illness-
es, etc.) that can affect workers' performance on the 
job? 

49. To what extent do you believe that using a formal 
performance appraisal system will increase the overall 
performance of your Division? 
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To what extent do you believe that performance ratings 
should be used for each of the following? 

50. promotions 
51. pay raises 
52. guidance for performance improvement 
53. demotion or separation 
54. training 
55. awards 

56. To what extent do factors beyond your control adversely 
affect your performance? 

57. To what extent would you like a rating system based on 
performance standards that both you and your supervisor 
decide together? 

58. To what extent would you like a performance appraisal 
system in which you would be rated at least two or more 
times a year rather that on an annual basis? 

59. To what extent would you like a performance appraisal 
system in which you would receive informal performance 
feedback at least two or more times a year rather than 
on an annual basis? 

60. To what extent would you prefer to be rated on factors 
specifically related to the job, rather than on general 
factors relevant to most jobs? 

To what extent do you believe that supervisors in gen-
eral would rate their subordinates higher than they de-
serve for the following reasons? 

61. so that the subordinates could obtain more 
rewards (awards, promotions, etc.) 

62. in order to gain approval for themselves 
63. in order to avoid damaging their relationship 

with subordinates 

To what extent do you believe that supervisors in gen-
eral would rate their subordinates higher than they de-
serve for the following reasons? 

64. because they think that a poor performance 
evaluation suggests that they are ineffective 
as supervisors 

65. because they feel other supervisors are rat-
ing leniently 
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66. To what extent do you feel the present 
appraisal system in your Division yields 
assessment of your performance? 

performance 
an accurate 

67. To what extent do you feel the present performance ap-
praisal system could be used as a basis for making im-
portant personnel decisions (e.g., merit pay, promo-
tions, demotions, etc.)? 

68. To what extent does the present performance appraisal 
system take into account all of the aspects of your job 
and not just a select few? 

69. To what extent are you satisfied with the present 
performance appraisal system? 

70. To what extent would you prefer a different performance 
appraisal system than that which is presently in use in 
your Division? 

71. To what extent is there a tendency to distort ratings 
in the present performance appraisal system? 

To what extent are each of the following realistic in 
their expectations of your performance? 

72. co-workers (workers who perform similar jobs) 
73. your immediate supervisor 
74. your subordinates 
75. one or more people above the level of your 

immediate supervisor 

76. To what extent do you believe that the person who de-
termines your performance ratings should be held 
accountable for his/her ratings? 

77. To what extent do you feel that your performance 
ratings should be held in confidence by your supervi-
sor? 

To what extent would the ratings you get on a 
performance appraisal from each of the following raters 
affect the way you feel about your job? 

78. co-workers (workers who perform similar jobs) 
79. your immediate supervisor 
80. your subordinates 
81. one or more people above the level of your 

immediate supervisor 
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To what extent do you believe that each of the 
following would take extenuating circumstances into 
consideration when giving performance ratings? 

82. co-workers (workers who perform similar jobs) 
83. your immediate supervisor 
84. your subordinates 
85. one or more people above the level of your 

immediate supervisor 

86. To what extent do you believe that performance ap-
praisal systems can yield an accurate evaluation of 
your performance? 

• 
87. To what extent do you believe that supervisors give 

their subordinates higher ratings that are deserved for 
the performance level of their subordinates? 

Rate the extent to which each of the following factors 
adversely affect your job performance: 

88. shortage of supplies 
89. poor performance at another level in the 

Survey 
90. poor performance at the same level in the 

Survey 
91. variable work load 
92. poorly defined task assignments 
93. lack of clearly defined performance standards 
94. excessive work loads 
95. inadequate rewards for good performance 
96. confusing or inconsistent organizational pol-

icy 
97. lack of proper equipment and supplies 
98. inadequate communications systems 
99. environmental constraints 

100. technological shortcomings 
101. peer pressure 
102. inadequate training 

103. Given the present organization of your Division, to 
what extent do you believe that it would be better to 
evaluate groups of employees rather than to evaluate 
employees separately? 

104. To what extent do you believe that the overall goals of 
your Division are related to the specific goals of your 
job? 



158 

105. To what extent are the specific goals of your job 
linked to the general goals of the Survey? 

To what extent do you believe each of the following are 
kept from performing at his/her highest potential be-
cause peers pressure him/her not to do so? 

106. co-workers (workers who perform similar jobs) 
107. your immediate supervisor 
108. your subordinates 
109. one or more people above the level of your 

immediate supervisor 

110. To what extent are you kept from performing your job at 
your highest level because of peer pressure? 

To what extent do you believe that each of the follow-
ing shows consideration and understanding when working 
with others? 

111. co-workers 
112. subordinates 
113. immediate supervisor 
114. managers above the level of your immediate 

supervisor 

To what extent do you believe that each of the follow-
ing uses rewards (e.g. , awards, letters of appreci a-
tion, praise, etc.) to motivate others? 

115. your immediate supervisor 
116. one or more people above the level of your 

immediate supervisor 

To what extent do you believe that each of the follow-
ing encourages you to be innovative in your work? 

117. co-workers (workers who perform similar jobs) 
118. your immediate supervisor 
119. your subordinates 
120. one or more people above the level of your 

immediate supervisor 
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To what extent do you believe that each of the follow-
ing use punishment (e.g., threat of disciplinary ac-
tion, warning letters, suspensions, etc.) to motivate 
others? 

121. your immediate supervisor 
122. one or more people above the level of your 

immediate supervisor 

123. To what extent do you feel free to be innovative in 
your· work? 

To what extent do you have close working relationships 
with each of the following? 

124. co-workers (workers who perform similar jobs) 
125. your immediate supervisor 
126. your subordinates 
127. one or more people above the level of your 

immediate supervisor 

To what extent do you believe that a performance ap-
praisal system that is based on each of the following 
should be used for promotion? 

128. the activities you perform on your job 
129. the quantity of your output 
130. the quality of your output 

To what extent do you believe that a performance ap-
praisal system based on each of the following should be 
used for determining pay increases? 

131. the activities you perform on your job 
132. the quantity of your output 
133. the quality of your output 

To what extent do you believe 
praisal system based on each of 
used to provide guidance 
performance? 

that a performance ap-
the following should be 

for improvement in 

134. the activities you perform on your job 
135. the quantity of your output 
136. the quality of your output 
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To what extent do you believe that a performance ap-
praisal system based on each of the following should be 
used as a basis for promotion or separation? 

137. the activities you perform on your job 
138. the quantity of your output 
139. the quality of your output 

To what extent do you believe that a performance ap-
praisal system based on each of the following should be 
used as a basis for admission to training programs? 

140. the activities you perform on your job 
141. the quantity of your output 
142. the quality of your output 

143. To what extent do you believe that if you do all the 
things your rater expects of you, you will get a high 
performance rating? 

144. To what extent should more that one rater (e.g., 
di ate supervisor and co-workers) appraise 
performance of the different aspects of your job? 

imme-
the 

145. To what extent do you believe that an increase in your 
performance on the job would lead to an increase in 
your performance rating? 

146. To what extent do you believe that supervisors who give 
subordinates a low rating on one aspect of the job try 
to "balance it off" by rating the subordinate higher on 
another aspect of the job? 

To what extent are each of the following in agreement 
about what constitutes good and bad performance on your 
job? 

147. co-workers (workers who perform similar jobs) 
148. your immediate supervisor 
149. your subordinates 
150. one or more people above the level of. your 

immediate supervisor 

151. To what extent do you believe that if you do all the 
things your supervisor expects of you, you wi 11 have 
conflict with your co-workers and/or subordinates? 

152. To what extent do you believe that if you do all the 
things your co-workers expect of you, you will have 
conflict with your subordinates and/or supervisor? 



161 

153. To what extent do you believe that if you do all the 
things your subordinates expect of you, you will have 
conflict with your co-workers and/or supervisor? 

154. To what extent do you have your own unique ways of per-
forming the tasks that your job calls for? 

155. To what extent is there one best way of performing your 
job? 

156. To what extent are your performance ratings consistent 
with what your supervisor leads you to believe he/she 
thinks of your performance on a day-to-day basis? 

157. To what extent does your supervisor indicate how well 
you are doing on a day-to-day basis? 

158. To what extent do you believe that if you perform the 
most important aspects of your job wel 1, you wi 11 be 
rated highly on the less important aspects, regardless 
of how well you do them? 

159. To what extent do you believe that a formal performance 
appraisal system will increase the overall performance 
of the Survey? 

160. To what extent does union membership affect employees' 
performance? 

161. To what extent does union membership have an effect on 
the type of feedback employees receive on their 
performance? 

162. To what extent do you feel that training on performance 
appraisal would improve the over al 1 effectiveness of 
the appraisal process? 

163. To what extent do you believe that workers at the 
Survey are paid in accordance with what they contrib-
ute? 

164. To what extent do you feel pressure because of schedul-
ing, deadlines, etc.? 
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To what extent do you believe that managers at the 
Survey: 

165. act on the suggestions and complaints of em-
ployees 

166. are doing everything possible to give em-
ployees good working conditions 

167. see to it that employees are properly trained 
for their jobs 

168. are technically competent 
169. attempt to inform you of what is 11going on 11 

at the Survey 
170. have a clearly organized chain of command 
171. attempt to explain why policies are made or 

action taken 
172. make it clear who has the authority to make a 

decision 

Consider your immediate supervisor's behavior and de-
cide how frequently s/he engages in the behavior de-
scribed by the items below. Please respond using one 
of five numbers according the the following format: 

A= Never 

B = Seldom 

C Occasionally 

D Often 

E Always 

173. Lets group members know what is expected of them 
174. Is friendly and approachable 
175. Encourages the use of uniform procedures 
176. does little things to make it pleasant to be a member 

of the group 
177. Tries out ideas in the group 
178. Puts suggestions made by the group into operation 
179. Makes his/her attitudes clear to the group 
180. Treats all group members as equals 
181. Decides what shall be done and how it shall be done 
182. Gives advance notice of changes 
183. Assigns group .members to particular tasks 
184. Keeps to himself/herself 
185. Makes sure that his/her part in the group is understood 

by the group 
186. Looks out for the personal welfare of the group members 
187. Schedules the work to be done 
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188. Is willing to make changes 
189. Maintains definite standards of performance 
190. Refuses to explain his/her actions 
191. Asks that group members follow standard rules and regu-

lations 
192. Acts without consulting the group 
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ONLY THOSE WHO ARE PERFORMANCE APPRAISAL RATERS NOW (OR HAVE 
BEEN IN THE PAST) SHOULD ANSWER QUESTIONS 193-212. PLEASE 
USE THE SAME SCALE USED THROUGHOUT THIS PART OF THE 
QUESTIONNAIRE (I.E., A= NOT AT ALL, ETC.) UNLESS OTHERWISE 
INDICATED. 

193. To what extent do you have a clear idea of what is ex-
pected of your subordinates on the job? 

194. To what extent do you believe that the performance 
evaluations you give your subordinates should determine 
the rewards (awards, letters of recommendation, etc.) 
they receive? 

To what extent do you believe that other supervisors 

195. are motivated to give fair and accurate 
ratings of job performance 

196. are qualified to give accurate ratings 
197. are objective in their performance ratings 
198. allow their personal feelings to influence 

their ratings 

199. What is the amount of time you believe it should take 
to complete a performance appraisal for one 
subordinate? (select one) 

A. less than 1 hour 
B. 1 hour 
C. 2 hours 
D. 3 hours 
E. 4 or more hours 

200. To what extent do you feel that you have enough time on 
your job to adequately evaluate the performance of your 
subordinates? 

201. How many subordinates do you supervise? (select one) 

A. none 
B. 1-5 
C. 6-10 
D. 11-20 
E. 21 or more 

202. To what extent do you believe that the Civil Service 
Reform Act will improve the overall performance of your 
Division? 
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203. To what extent does your supervisor consider your 
appraisal of your subordinates to be a critical element 
of your job? 

204. To what extent do you feel you are able to do an ac-
curate performance appraisal on your subordinates? 

205. What percentage of your immediate subordinates would 
you rate at the highest one or two levels of 
performance? (select one) 

A. 20% or less 
B. 21-40% 
C. 41-60% 
D. 61-80% 
E. 81-100% 

206. To what extent do you believe that the typical supervi-
sor would give lenient ratings in order to avoid con-
frontations with his/her subordinates? 

207. What percentage of your immediate subordinates would 
you rate at the lowest one or two levels of 
performance? (select one) 

A. 20% or less 
B. 21-40% 
C. 41-60% 
D. 61-80% 
E. 81-100% 

208. How often do you feel it is necessary to do a formal 
performance appraisal? (select one) 

A. once a month 
B. quarterly 
C. biannually 
D. annually 
E. never 

How would you prefer to give an employee performance 
feedback? 

209. in a written letter/memo 
210. in an interview 
211. on the job at prescheduled times 
212. not at all--keep records in files to which 

employees have access 
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Informal Criteria for Attitude Statements* 

1. Avoid statements that refer to the past rather than to 
the present. 

· 2. Avoid statements that are factual or capable of being 
interpreted as factual. 

3. Avoid statements that may be interpreted in more than 
one way. 

4. Avoid statements that are irrelevant to the psychologi-
cal object under consideration. 

5. Avoid statements that are likely to be endorsed by al-
most everyone or by almost no one. 

6. Select statements that are believed to cover the entire 
range of the affective scale of interest. 

7. Keep the 1 anguage of the statements simple, clear, and 
direct. 

8. Statements should be short, rarely exceeding 20 words. 

9. Each statement should contain only one complete thought. 

10. Statements containing universals such as al 1, always, 
none, and never often introduce ambiguity and should be 
avoided. 

11. Words such as only, just, merely, and others of a simi-
lar nature should. be used with care and moderation in 
writing statements. 

12. Whenever possible, statements should be in the form of 
simple sentences rather than in the form of compound or 
complex sentences. 

13. Avoid the use of words that may not be understood by 
those who are to be given the completed scale. 

14 Avoid the use of double negatives. 

* In Edwards, 1957, p. 13-14. 
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Overall Appraisal (1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 49) 

Fairness (6, 7, 8, 71) 

Trust ( 9 , 10 , 11 , 12 , 13 ) 

Appraisal-Reward Contingency ( 14, 115, 116, 121, 

122, 143, 163, 194) 

Appraisal-Feedback Outcomes (15) 

Appraisal-Feedback Process (16, 156, 157) 

Type of Feedback Desired (17, 18, 19, 20) 

Performance-Appraisal Contingency (22, 23, 24, 

145) 

Performance Standards (21, 57, 72, 73, 74, 75, 

147, 148, 149, 150, 193) 

Promotional Validity (25, 26, 27 I 28, 29, 30) 

Sources of Appraisal ( 31, 32, 33, 34, 35, 36, 128, 

129, 130) 

Source Manipulability (87) 

Appraisal Adjudicability (37, 76) 

Appraisal Timing (58, 59, 199, 200, 208) 

Performance-Criteria Contamination ( 38, 60, 154, 

155) 

Performance-Criteria Sufficiency (39, 158) 

Confidentiality (40, 41, 42, 43, 44, 77) 

Appraisal of the Present System (68, 69, 70) 
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Pref erred Method of Giving Feedback ( 209, 210, 

211, 212) 

Effects of Union Membership on Performance Ap-

praisal (160,161) 

Preferred Form of Performance Appraisal (103, 144) 

Perceived Effects of Performance Appraisal (159) 

Occupational Self Esteem (78, 79, 80, 81) 

Freedom from Bias (195, 196, 197, 198) 

Discriminability (45, 46, 47) 

Accuracy (66, 86, 204) 

Responsiveness to Extenuating Circumstances ( 48, 

82, 83, 84, 85) 

Equity (61, 62, 63, 64, 65, 146, 206) 

Constraints on Performance (56, 88-102, 164) 

Organizational Structure (201, 205, 207) 

Organizational Goals (104, 105) 

Peer Effects ( 106, 107, 108, 109, 110, 151, 152, 

153) 

Uses of Performance Ratings 

55, 67, 131, 132, 133, 134, 

139, 140, 141, 142) 

Appraisal Consistency (156) 

(50, 51, 52, 53, 54, 

135, 136, 137, 138, 

Managerial Support of Performance Appraisal (203) 

Performance Appraisal Training (162) 
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Source of Appraisal 

To what extent do you believe that ... your immediate supervi-

sor ... is most qualified to evaluate your performance in your 

present position? 

Object of Appraisal 

Given the present organization of your Division, to what ex-

tent do you believe that it would be better to evaluate 

groups of employees rather than to evaluate employees sepa-

rately? (reverse scoring) 

Measurement Content 

To what extent do you believe that a performance appraisal 

system based on each of the following would yield a fair ap-

praisal of your job performance: 

* 

* 

* 

the activities you perform on your job 

the quantity of your output (e.g. , number of 

maps produced) 

the quality of your work (e.g., the number of 

errors on maps produced) 
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Measurement Process 

To what extent would you like a rating system based on 

performance standards that both you and your supervisor de-

cide together? (item on original Performance Appraisal At-

titudes Questionnaire) 

To what extent does the present appraisal system allow you 

to participate in the standard setting procedure together 

with your supervisor? (item on Post-CSRA Implementation 

Performance Appraisal Attitudes Questionnaire) 

Time Framework of Appraisal 

To what extent would you like a performance appraisal system 

in which you would be rated at least two or more times a 

year rather than on an annual basis? (reverse scoring) 

Appraisal Feedback 

To what extent would you like to receive feedback on your 

performance in an interview with the supervisor? 

Purpose of ~praisal 

To what extent do you believe that rewards (pay raises, pro-

motions, etc.) should be dependent upon your performance 

appraisal? 
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INSTRUCTIONS FOR RATING PERFORMANCE STANDARDS 

Please read through all instructions before beginning the 
rating.tasks. 

The following items are included in your packet: 

( 1) A description of Work Planning and Progress 
Review (i.e., the performance appraisal system 
used by the U.S. Geological Survey) 

(2) A group of Employee Work Plans labeled Set 1 

( 3) An OPSCAN form corresponding to each of the 
Employee Work Plans in Set l 

(4) A group of Employee Work Plans labeled Set 2 

( 5) An OP SCAN form corresponding to each of the 
Employee Work Plans in Set~ 

Please read the description of Work Planning and Progress 
Review provided in your packet. This will explain how the 
per£ormance standards of USGS employees are generated. Your 
task will consist of two parts. First, you will rate the 
performance standards on each Employee Work Plan in Set 1 on 
a number of dimensions. After this is completed, you will 
rate the Employee Work Plans in Set~ in a slightly differ-
ent manner. Read through the following list in order to 
gain an understanding of each of the dimensions that you 
will be using to make your ratings. Following every dimen-
sion in the list, a performance standard judged to be a 
"good" example of that dimension will be provided along with 
an explanation for this classification. 
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RATING DIMENSIONS 

(1) Uncertainty. None of the potential outcomes of carrying 
out a component is expected to inevitably occur on 90% 
or more of the occasions when the job component is car-
ried out despite a performer's efforts or the lack of 
them. 

Example: Messages are recorded accurately, legibly, and 
completely. Recipient needs further information or 
clarification no more than~ times per time period. 

Explanation: This standard reflects an outcome totally 
dependent upon the incumbent's effort. Lack of effort 
will almost certainly result in failure to meet this 
standard. 

(2) Likelihood. Under the circumstances expected to prevail 
during forthcoming appraisal periods, it is expected to 
be feasible to exhibit each potential outcome on at 
least 10% of the occasions when the job component is 
carried out. 

Example: Referrals are made to the appropriate staff 
members whenever possible. Fewer than X number of im-
proper referrals per time period. 

Explanation: This performance standard is for a secre-
tary whose major task is answering the telephone. Dur-
ing the course of a normal day, the phone can be expect-
ed to ring numerous times; thus, the employee has ample 
opportunity to exhibit referral behavior. 

(3) Observability. It is feasible for the rater (i.e., the 
supervisor) to observe or gain direct knowledge of the 
outcomes of carrying out the job component on at least a 
representative sample if not all of the occasions when 
the job component is carried out. 

Example: Telephone is answered and messages are taken 
in a courteous and helpful manner. No more than X valid 
complaints received per week/month. 

Explanation: This performance standard is also written 
for a secretary whose task it is to answer the supervi-
sor's telephone. The proximity of the employee to the 
supervisor would indicate that there is at least some 
(if not continuous) opportunity for direct observation 
of performance. 



177 

(4) Non-contamination. The potential outcomes reflect only 
efforts of the performer to be appraised and not those 
of any other performers. 

Example: Typing is neat and accurate. 
corrections per page. 

No more than X 

Explanation: The nature of typing is such that it is 
impossible for more than one person to perform at any 
given time. Therefore, an assessment of the outcome of 
typing reflects the efforts of only one performer. 

(5) Exclusiveness. The potential outcomes only reflect the 
effectiveness with which the given job component and no 
other (at the same level of specificity) is carried out. 

Example: Supplies are stocked in supply cabinet within 
~ hours/days after receipt. 

Explanation: This performance standard reflects only 
one activity (i.e. , stocking the supply cabinet) . The 
words "after receipt" indicate that there is no depen-
dence upon the availability of supplies. Further, no 
mention is made of records being updated, vouchers being 
submitted, etc. 

(6) Verifiability. The occurrence of each potential outcome 
is verifiable through other observers, physical records, 
etc. 

Example: No more than~ read/write errors shall be in-
troduced by procedural errors. 

Explanation: This performance standard was written for 
a computer operator. The computer itself automatically 
provides observable records of errors made by the opera-
tor. 

(7) Practicality. The potential outcomes should be practi-
cal to measure in terms of cost, accuracy, and avail-
ability of data. Manner of presenting the standards 
should be as efficient as possible. 

Example: Execute batch jobs within allotted schedule, 
introducing no more than X procedural errors. 

Explanation: Once again, this performance standard is 
for a computer operator. The computer routinely records 
and-produces listings of errors very inexpensively. 
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(8) Meaningfulness. Standards should be important and rele-
vant to the purpose of the job, to the achievement of 
objectives, and/or to the user/recipient of the product 
or service. Standards should not measure numbers simply 
for "the sake of using numbers." 

Example: The borehole instruments are to be calibrated 
and operational by (date). Calibration values for (unit 
of measurement) are to be within (units). 

Explanation: This performance standard gives very 
strict specifications for performance. Numbers are used 
for a reasonable purpose. Ratings of this dimension 
will require "common sense" judgments on your part. 

(9) Soundness of Rationale. Expectations of performance 
outcomes should be realistic and achievable. 

Example: Messages are recorded accurately, legibly, and 
completely. Recipient needs further information or 
clarification no more than~ times per time period. 

Explanation: Ratings of this dimension will also re-
quire a commonsensical judgment. The above performance 
standard specifies reasonable outcomes. If this stan-
dard had read "Recipient never needs further clarifica-
tion," then there would be some reason to doubt this ra-
tionale. After all, at times the recipient could be the 
source of the problem. 

(10) Technical Accuracy. The standards are in the pre-
scribed format. In other words, the performance stan-
dard describes what is being assessed (e.g., worker ac-
tion or output), the criteria on which it is being 
assessed (e.g., quality, quantity, and/or timeliness), 
and a description of how performance will be monitored 
and measured. 

Example: Planning forms are completed accurately, in 
accordance with established procedures and require-
ments; forms are returned no more than X times for er-
ror correctio~or additional information. 

Explanation: This standard meets all three format 
specifications described above. 
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Ratings for Performance Standards in Set l 
After you feel familiar with the dimensions listed above, 
you may begin your ratings. Remember, you are not rating 
any single performance standard, but the entire set of 
performance standards on a given Employee Work Plan. Before 
you begin your actual ratings, glance through a few of your 
Employee Work Plans in order to get an idea of the relative 
quality of standards in your sample. It may be helpful to 
skim the column labeled Required Elements, but you are to 
rate only the performance standards. You will notice an 
identification number written on the top of each Employee 
Work Plan. Code your ratings of a given Work Plan on the 
OPSCAN sheet with the corresponding number written in the 
identification field. Each set of performance standards 
should be rated using the following scale. 

I I I I I 1-----------2-----------3-----------4-----------s 
I I I I I 

very low low moderate high very high 
degree of degree of degree of degree of degree of 

compliance compliance compliance compliance compliance 
with with with with with 

dimension dimension dimension dimension dimension 

Please code ratings of dimensions 1-10 for a given Employee 
Work Plan in response areas 1-10 on the corresponding OPSCAN 
sheet. 

(1) Uncertainty 

(2) Likelihood 

(3) Observability 

(4) Non-contamination 

(5) Exclusiveness 

( 6 ) 

( 7) 

(8) 

( 9 ) 

(10) 

Verifiability 

Practicality 

Meaningfulness 

Soundness of 
Rationale 

Technical 
Accuracy 
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Addi tional_ly, in response area 11 on your OPSCAN sheet, 
please rate the overall quality of each set of performance 
standards using the following scale. 

I I I I I 
1-----------2-----------3-----------4-----------5 
I I I I I 

very low low moderate high very high 
quality quality quality quality quality 

After you have rated the performance standards on the first 
Employee Work Plan, please go to the next Work Plan. Due to 
the time-consuming nature of this task, do not attempt to 
rate all of your Employee Work Plans in a single sitting. 
Instead, rate approximately ten sets of standards in any 
given session. Please complete all of your ratings for Set 
1 within a three day period. Additionally, refresh your 
memory at the beginning of each rating session by reading 
over the dimension descriptions. 
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Ratings for Performance Standards in Set~ 

After you have completed your ratings of the performance 
standards in Set 1, please procede to Set 2. As with Set 1, 
glance through a -few of your Employee Work Plans to get an 
idea of the relative quality of the performance standards in 
your sample. Similarly, you wi 11 notice an identification 
number written on the top of each Employee Work Plan. Code 
your rating of a given Work Plan on the OPSCAN sheet with 
the corresponding number written in the identification 
field. Each set of standards should be rated using the fol-
lowing scale. 

I I I I I 1-----------2-----------3-----------4-----------s 
I I I I I 

very low low moderate high very high 
quality quality quality quality quality 

Code your ratings of the overall quality of performance 
standards in response area 1 on the corresponding OPSCAN 
form. Although you are not required to explicitly rate the 
Work Plans using the ten dimensions previously described, 
these dimensions are to be taken into account when you are 
making your ratings of the overall quality of each set of 
performance standards. Please do not attempt to rate all 
Employee Work Plans in a single sitting. Instead, rate ap-
proximately ten sets of standards in any given session. Re-
fresh your memory of the quality dimensions as often as you 
feel it is necessary. Please complete all ratings of Em-
ployee Work Plans in Set~ within a five day period. 
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United States Department of the Interior 

Memorandum 

To: 

From: Personnel Officer 

GEOLOGICAL SLRVEY 
Rf:STO:S.. VA. 21092 

JUN 2 9 1983 

Subject: Performance Appraisal Questionnaire 

In September 1979 you completed a questionnaire designed to assess yout 
attitudes toward various aspects of performance appraisal. The purpose 
of this survey was to collect information for use in developing a performance 
appraisal system for the Survey that would meet the requirements of the Civil 
Service Reform Act (CSRA), Responses to this questionnaire were analyzed by 
Dr. H. John Bernardin of Virginia Polytechnic Institute a~d State University 
(VPI & SU) and used by the Survey in designing the perfonnance appraisal 
system that was implemented in October 1980, 

We have now completed almost three appraisal cycles under the new performance 
appraisal system. The Office of Personnel Management and the Department of 
the Interior require that we evaluate our appraisal system after it has been 
in operation for several years to determine whether it is meeting the objec-
tives for which it was designed. We are now beginning an evaluation of our 
system, and we are asking that you take part in the first phase of this 
evaluation by completing the attached questionnaire. 

You and approximately 125 other employees have been selected to complete the 
questionnaire because you took part in the 1979 survey. This questionnaire 
is similar to the 1979 questionnaire (though considerably shorter) in that 
it ls designed to assess attitudes toward performance appraisal, Employee 
responses to the 1983 questionnaire will be compared to employee responses 
to the 1979 questionnaire to detennine whether the new appraisal system has 
met employee needs and expectations. Questionnaire responses will be tabu-
lated and analyzed by a doctoral student at VPI & SU and results furnished 
to the Survey. The results will be reviewed by the Survey's Performance 
Appraisal Task Force to deter-mine whether changes in the appraisal system 
should be recommended. 

The attached packet contains the questionnaire, an instruction sheet, and 
a return envelope, You will note that there is a number on the top of the 
questionnaire, This number is not for identification purposes but is for 
use in matching employee responses on this questionnaire with responses on 
the 1979 survey. Responses will be matched by number only; no attempt will 
be made to identify employees individually by name. Only group data will be 
analyzed, .1nd only group results will be presented. Questionnaire responses 
will be kept completely confidential. 
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2 

The questionnaire may be completed at work during duty time. Please, read the 
instruction sheet carefully before beginning to complete the questionnaire. 
Then answer each question In the space provided on the questionnaire, using 
the scale on the instruction sheet. ~ter completing the questionnaire, 
please return it in the envelope provided not later than August 19, 1983. If 
you have any questions concerning the questionnaire, please contact Janis Nash 
of my staff at 860-6146 (FTS 928-6146). 

We appreciate your cooperation in completing the questionnaire and assisting 
us in our evaluation effort. 

M"axine C, Millard 

Attachments 
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INSTRUCTIONS FOR PERFORMANCE APPRAISAL ATTITUDES 
QUESTIONNAIRE 

Purpose 

This questionnaire is designed to assess employee attitudes 
toward performance appraisal. It includes questions that 
both supervisory and nonsupervisory employees are to answer 
(Questions 1-102) as well as questions that only supervisory 
employees are to answer (Questions 103-122). Although some 
of the i terns may cover sensitive material, you can be as-
sured that no attempt will be made to identify individual 
respondents (only group data will be analyzed). 

Instruction 

Please read and respond to each item carefully. Each ques-
tion should be answered by using the following scale: 

1 = not at all 

2 to a slight extent 

3 to a moderate extent 

4 to a fairly large extent 

5 to a very great extent 

For a few of the questions, a slightly different scale will 
be used. When this is the case, the scale will be provided 
within the questionnaire. For convenience, please retain 
this instruction sheet so you may refer to the scale when 
completing the questionnaire items. 

Record your rating for each item in the corresponding blank 
on the questionnaire. 

Example 

When answering Question 9, if you believe to a very great 
extent that you have a clear idea of what is expected of you 
on your job, then you should write the number 115 11 in the 
blank next to this question. 
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Performance Appraisal Attitudes Questionnaire 

To what extent do you believe that a performance appraisal 
system based on each of the following would yield a fair ap-
praisal of your job performance? 

---

---

---

1. the timeliness of your work (e.g., wheth-
er or not deadlines are met) 

2. the quantity of your output (e.g., number 
of maps produced) 

3. the quality of your work (e.g., the num-
ber of errors on maps produced) 

4. To what extent do you trust your immediate supervi-
sor to fairly assess your performance on the job? 

5. To what extent do you believe that rewards (pay 
raises, promotions, etc.) should be dependent upon 
your performance appraisal? 

6. To what extent are you satisfied with the amount of 
information that your supervisor gives you about 
how well you are performing your job? 

7. To what extent are you satisfied with how often 
your supervisor provides you with information about 
how well you are performing your job (e.g., after 
the completion of each assignment, once a year, 
etc. ) ? 

8. To what extent do you like to receive feedback on 
your performance in an interview with your supervi-
sor? 

9. To what extent do you have a clear idea of what is 
expected of you on your job? 

10. To what extent do you believe that your immediate 
supervisor is most qualified to evaluate your 
performance in your present position? 

11. When you are being rated, to what extent do you be-
lieve that your performance rating is based on to-
tal job performance and not only a few aspects of 
your job? 

12. To what extent do factors beyond your control ad-
versely affect your performance? 
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___ 13. To what extent does the present appraisal 
allow you to participate in the standard 
procedure together with your supervisor? 

system 
setting 

--- 14. To what extent would you like a performance ap-
praisal system in which you would be rated at least 
two or more times a year rather than on an annual 
basis? 

To what extent do you believe that supervisors in general 
rate their subordinates higher than they deserve for the 
following reasons? 

15. so that the subordinates could obtain --- more rewards (awards, promotions, merit 
pay increases, etc.) 

--- 16. in order to gain approval for themselves 
___ 17. in order to avoid damaging their rela-

tionship with subordinates 
--- 18. because they think that a poor 

---

---

performance evaluation suggests that they 
are ineffective as supervisors 

___ 19. because they feel other supervisors are 
rating leniently 

20. To what extent do you feel the present performance 
appraisal system in the Geological Survey yields an 
accurate assessment of your performance? 

21. To what extent do you feel the present performance 
appraisal system should be used as a basis for mak-
ing important personnel decisions (e.g., merit pay 
increases, promotions, demotions, etc.)? 

___ 22. To what extent does the present performance ap-
praisal system take into account all of the aspects 
of your job and not just a select few? 

___ 23. To what extent are you satisfied with the present 
performance appraisal system? 

--- 24. To what extent would you prefer a 
performance appraisal system than that 
presently in use? Please explain below. 

different 
which is 
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--- 25. To what extent is there a tendency to distort 
ratings in the present performance appraisal sys-
tem? 

--- 26. ro what extent is your immediate supervisor realis-
tic in his or her expectations of your performance? 

--- 27. To what extent do you believe that supervisors give 
their subordinates higher ratings than are deserved 
for their performance level? 

Rate the extent to which each of the following factors ad-
versely affect your job performance: 

28. shortage of supplies 
29. poor performance at another level in the 

Survey 
30. poor performance at the same level in 

the Survey 
31. variable work load 
32. poorly defined task assignments 
33. lack of clearly defined performance 

standards 
34. excessive work loads 
35. inadequate rewards for good performance 
36. confusing or inconsistent organizational 

policy 
37. lack of proper equipment and supplies 
38. inadequate communications systems 
39. environmental constraints 
40. technological shortcomings 
41. peer pressure 
42. inadequate training 

43. Given the present organization of your Division, 
to what extent do you believe that it would be 
better to evaluate groups of employees rather than 
to evaluate employees separately? 

44. To what extent are the specific goals of your job 
linked to the general goals of the Survey? 

45. To what extent do you believe that if you do all 
the things your rater expects of you, you will get 
a high performance rating? 

46. To what extent should more than one rater (e.g., 
immediate supervisor and co-workers) appraise the 
performance of the different aspects of your job? 
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47. To what extent do you believe that an increase in 
your performance on the job would lead to an in-
crease in your performance rating? 

48. To what extent do you believe that supervisors who 
give subordinates a low rating on one aspect of 
the job try to "balance it off" by rating the sub-
ordinate higher on another aspect of the job? 

49. To what extent are your performance ratings con-
sistent with what your supervisor leads you to be-
lieve he/she thinks of your performance on a day-
to-day basis? 

To what extent do you believe that managers at the Survey: 

---

---

---

---

---

50. act on the suggestions and complaints of 
employees? 

51. are doing everything possible to give 
employees good working conditions? 

52. see to it that employees are properly 
trained for their jobs? 

53. are technically competent? 
54. attempt to inform you of what is "going 

on" at the Survey? 
55. have a clearly organized chain of com-

mand? 
56. attempt to explain why policies are made 

or action taken? 
57. make it clear who has the authority to 

make a decision? 

58. To what extent has your job performance been fairly 
evaluated? 

59. To what extent has your job performance been ac-
curately evaluated? 

60. To what 
agreement 
dards? 

extent 
with 

are you 
regard to 

and your supervisor in 
your performance stan-

61. To what extent have recent administrative changes 
within the USGS ( aside from CSRA changes) inter-
fered with your functioning on the job? 

62. To what extent have recent administrative changes 
within the USGS (aside from CSRA changes) improved 
your functioning on the job? 
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To what extent does the typical supervisor/rater in your Di-
vision: 

63. 

64. ----
65. 

66. 

67. 

68. 

69. 
70. 

71. 

72. 

73. 
74. 

75. 

76. 

77. 

avoid rating people low because that 
would be admitting personal deficiencies 
as a supervisor? 
feel personally responsible for the 
training of his/her subordinates? 
feel personally responsible for the 
performance of his/her work group? 
seem reluctant to give negative evalua-
tions to subordinates? 
seek mostly to just "keep the peace" with 
his/her employees regarding performance 
ratings? 
feel uncomfortable giving performance 
ratings? 
purposely inflate ratings? 
look at "average" performance ratings as 
a "damning with faint praise"? 
believe almost every subordinate works at 
the same high level of proficiency? 
find it necessary to approve of others in 
order to gain approval for himself/her-
self? 
rate fairly and honestly? 
rate higher because he/she feels other 
raters are inflating their ratings? 
stick fairly close to the "bell curve" in 
his/her ratings? 
distort ratings to get a better deal for 
his/her subordinates? 
inflate ratings so his/her work group 
will be happy? 

78. On a yearly basis, how much time do you spend carrying 
out Work Planning and Progress Review functions in ~ 
subordinate'~ capacity? (check one) 

1-5 hours --- 6-10 hours --- 11-15 hours --- 16-20 hours ---
--- over 20 hours (give estimate) 
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79. On a yearly basis, how much time did you spend carrying 
out performance appraisal functions in ~ subordinate' s 
capacity prior to the implementation of Work Planning 
and Progress Review? (check one) 

1-5 hours --- 6-10 hours ---
11-15 hours --- 16-20 hours ---

--- over 20 hours (give estimate) 

80. Of those employees evaluated by your supervisor for the 
last appraisal period, ( how many) of 

(total number appraised) exceeded their 
performance standards on the majority of their critical 
elements? 

81. During the last appraisal period, what was your summary 
rating? (check one) 

unsatisfactory 
minimally satisfactory 
fully satisfactory 
excellent 
outstanding 

82. During the last appraisal period, what summary rating 
did you feel you deserved? (check one) 

unsatisfactory 
minimally satisfactory 
fully satisfactory 
excellent 
outstanding 
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Consider  your  immediate  supervisor's  behavior  and  decide  how 
frequently  he/she  engages  in  the  behavior  described  by  the 
i terns  below.  Please  respond  using  one · of  five  numbers  ac-
cording  the  the  following  format: 

1  Never 

2  Seldom 

3  Occasionally 

4 = Often 

5  Always 

83.  Lets  group  members  know  what  is  expected  of  them 
84.  Is  friendly  and  approachable 
85.  Encourages  the  use  of  uniform  procedures 
86.  Does  little  things  to  make  it  pleasant  to  be  a 

member  of  the  group 
87.  Tries  out  ideas  in  the  group 
88.  Puts  suggestions  made  by  the  group  into  operation 
89.  Makes  his/her  attitudes  clear  to  the  group 
90.  Treats  all  group  members  as  equals 
91.  Decides  what  shall  be  done  and  how  it  shall  be 

done 
92.  Gives  advance  notice  of  changes 
93.  Assigns  group  members  to  particular  tasks 
94.  Keeps  to  himself/herself 
95.  Makes  sure  that  his/her  part  in  the  group  is  un-

derstood  by  the  group  members 
96.  Looks  out  for  the  personal  welfare  of  the  group 

members 
97.  Schedules  the  work  to  be  done 

~ ~ 98.  Is  willing  to  make  changes 
99.  Maintains  definite  standards  of  performance 

--- 100.  Refuses  to  explain  his/her  actions 
~~~101. Asks  that  group  members  follow  standard  rules  and 

regulations 

--- 102.  Acts  without  consulting  the  group 
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ONLY THOSE WHO ARE PERFORMANCE APPRAISAL RATERS NOW (OR HAVE 
BEEN IN THE PAST) SHOULD ANSWER QUESTIONS 103-122. PLEASE 
USE THE SCALE ON THE INSTRUCTION SHEET (I.E., l=NOT AT ALL, 
ETC.) UNLESS OTHERWISE INDICATED. 

---

---

103. To what extent do you have a clear idea of what is 
expected of your subordinates on the job? 

104. To what extent do you believe that the performance 
evaluations you give your subordinates should de-
termine the rewards (awards, letters of recommen-
dation, etc.) they receive? 

To what extent do you believe that other supervisors 

___ 105. are motivated to give fair and accurate 
ratings of job performance: 

---

---

___ 106. are qualified to give accurate ratings? 
107. are objective in their performance --- ratings? 

--- 108. allow their personal feelings to influ-
ence their ratings? 

109. To what extent do you feel that you have enough 
time on your job to adequately evaluate the 
performance of your subordinates? 

110. To what extent do you believe that the Civil Ser-
vice Reform Act has improved the overall 
performance of your Division? 

___ 111. To what extent does your supervisor consider your 
appraisal of subordinates to be a critical element 
of your job? 

___ 112. To what extent do you feel you are able to do an 
accurate performance appraisal on your sub-
ordinates? 

___ 113. To what extent do you believe that the typical su-
pervisor would give lenient ratings in order to 
avoid confrontations with his/her subordinates? 
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114. How often do you feel it is necessary to do a formal 
performance appraisal? (select one and check) 

1. once a month ---
--- 2. quarterly 
--- 3. biannually 
--- 4. annually 

5. never ---
To what extent do you prefer each of the following methods 
for giving performance feedback to an employee: 

--- 115. in a written letter/memo? 
116. in an interview? ---

--- 117. on the job at prescheduled times? 
--- 118. not at all--keep records in files to 

which employees have access? 

119. How many subordinates do you supervise? 

subordinates 

120. Under the Work Planning and Progress Review system, es-
timate the total number of hours that you spend ap-
praising your employees each year (e.g. , meeting and 
discussing standards, writing standards, conducting 
progress reviews, etc.). 

hours 

121. Estimate the total hours spent each year appraising 
your subordinates prior to Work Planning and Progress 
Review implementation. 

hours 

122. Of those employees you evaluated for the last appraisal 
period, (how many) of (total num-
ber appraised) exceeded their performance standards on 
the majority of their critical elements? 
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MODIFIED LEADER BEHAVIOR DESCRIPTION 
QUESTIONNAIRE-FORM XII 

Initiating Structure Subscale 

Consideration Subscale 
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Initiating Structure Subscale. Leader clearly defines own 
role, and lets followers know what is expected. 

--Lets group members know what is expected of them 

--Encourages the use of uniform procedures 

--Tries out ideas in the group 

--Makes his/her attitudes clear to the group 
---Decides what shall be done and how it shall be done 

--Assigns group members to particular tasks 

--Makes sure that his/her part in the group is understood by 
the group members 

--Schedules the work to be done 

--Maintains definite standards of performance 

--Asks that group members follow standard rules and regula-
tions 
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Consideration. Leader regards the comfort, well being, sta-
tus, and contributions of followers. 

--Is friendly and approachable 

--Does little things to make it pleasant to be a member of 
the group 

--Puts suggestions made by the group into operation 

--Treats all group members as equals 

--Gives advance notice of changes 

--Keeps to himself/herself (Reversed scoring) 

--Looks out for the personal welfare of the group members 

--Is willing to make changes 

--Refuses to explain his/her actions (Reversed scoring) 

--Acts without consulting group members (Reversed scoring) 
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