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Florida State Law (1981) requires each school 

district to implement a researched-based method for 

identifying and selecting school administrators. In 1986 

the Palm Beach County, Florida school district began a 

Potential Administrator Program. Legal and utilitarian 

concerns required that analyses of various instruments 

and methods of candidate assessment and selection be 

undertaken. 

The purpose of the present study was to examine the 

relative validity of peer raters compared with other 

sources in selecting participants for inclusion in a 

principal training program. The other sources were 

superordinate and self-ratings. The relationship between 

peer raters who were nominated and those who were not 

nominated by the candidates was also explored to 
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determine the effect of using nominated raters 

exclusively. 

The sample for this study was drawn from 262 

secondary school teachers in Palm Beach County who were 

eligible to apply for the training program. Using a 

Likert type scale, peer raters (n=958) and superordinate 

raters (n=42) evaluated the subjects (n=54) on thirteen 

behavioral dimensions determined by research to be 

characteristic of high performing principals. Each 

candidate also completed a self-rating on the same 

behavioral dimensions. Finally, each candidate underwent 

a work sample assessment based on three of the 

dimensions. This assessment was divided into a 

communications and a content portion for evaluation 

purposes. Thirty candidates were chosen for the training 

program. 

An analysis of multi-trait multi-method matrices of 

the rating sources and behavioral traits, as well as an 

analysis of variance of the composite rating source 

means, and a stepwise multiple regression analysis 

predicting the work sample assessment from the three 

ratings sources indicated support for using peer ratings 

in selecting principal candidates. Peers added unique 

information to that provided by superordinate and self

raters relative to the targeted dimensions. 

Data on using raters nominated by candidates was 
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inconclusive. Analyses were performed on: 1) a multi

trait multi-method matrix of nominated and non-nominated 

peer ratings and behavioral traits; 2) an analysis of 

correlations between these two rating sources and 

superordinate ratings, self-ratings, and work sample 

assessments. 

Further studies using larger samples and including 

elementary school candidates are recommended. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION AND PROBLEM 

Background of the Study 

Growing concern about the quality of education in 

the United States has led to the publication of numerous 

reports and studies on improving public schooling in 

America. In the past five years, approximately thirty 

national reports on educational reform have been issued, 

and in the fifty states, more than 300 state and 

district-wide task forces have searched for the key to 

educational excellence (Cross, 1984). 

One commonly agreed upon, essential element of 

school effectiveness is the leadership of a highly 

competent principal. 

administrators have become 

Indeed, building-level 

the focus of much of the 

attention of those in the forefront of the ~ excellence 

in education~ movement (Boyer, 1985; Huff, Lake, & 

Schaalman, 1982; Mangieri & Arnn, 1985; Rutherford, 

1985). 

1 
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Essential to the task of improving organizations is 

the selection of administrators who are most likely to 

possess those traits and have demonstrated those 

behaviors researchers have identified as critical to 

administrative success (Stout, 1973). In 1980, the 

Florida Legislature created the Florida Council on 

Educational Management. One year later, the Legislature 

passed the Management Training Act (Florida Statute 

231.~87). Section 231.0861 of the Statutes, as amended 

by Chapter 84-336, Laws of Florida, provides that "by 

July 1986, each district school board shall adopt and 

implement an objective-based process for the screening, 

selection, and appointment of principals and assistant 

principals." 

A basic premise of personnel selection is that the 

more valid the method of selection, the more likely will 

be the chosen candidates' success on the job. Numerous 

approaches to the selection of administrators have been, 

and continue to be, used by school systems. The most 

commonly used method of selection is the traditional 

interview. However, researchers (Dunnette, 1972; Hunter 

& Hunter, 1984; Reilly & Chao, 1982) have shown this 

method to have disappointingly poor predictive validity 

( i . e . , L:= • 14 ) . 

More promising selection methods include various 
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forms of content valid job knowledge tests such as work 

samples and performance ratings, assessment center 

ratings, and peer ratings (Hunter & Hunter, 1984; Kane & 

Lawler, 1978). 

On the recommendation of the Florida Council on 

Educational Management, the Palm Beach County School 

System adopted a behavioral event interviewing process 

known as "Targeted Selection Interviewing" as its 

primary administrative selection process. Unfortunately, 

Development Dimensions International, which markets 

Targeted Selection, has not conducted research 

concerning the predictive validity of the method. While 

research on situational interviewing suggests that it 

yields higher levels of predictive validity than the 

traditional interview, studies have focused primarily on 

entry-level production workers (Campion, Pursell, & 

Brown, 1988; Latham, Saari, Pursell, & Campion, 1980; 

Latham & Saari, 1984; Pursell & Campion, 1980; Reilly & 

Chao, 1982; Wright, Pursell, & Kennedy, 1985). 

Palm Beach County in particular, and school 

systems in general, faced with the task of adopting 

procedures for selecting candidates for administrative 

positions would benefit from studies utilizing various 

assessment instruments in an educational setting. Some 

methods are more expensive, some more time-consuming, 
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some less reliable and less valid, and others are simply 

impractical. 

Predictive validation studies performed primarily 

outside the field of education have established the 

relatively high reliability and validity of a number of 

predictors. Traditionally, superordinate evaluation has 

served as the main criterion in such studies (Hunter & 

Hunter, 1984). Promotion, salary increases, performance 

rating, and work samples have also been widely used 

(Schmitt, Gooding, Noe, & Kirsch, 1984). Of the 

predictors that have been found to yield higher validity 

coefficients, meta-analytic studies such as those 

performed by Schmitt, Gooding, Noe, and Kirsch indicate 

that two of the three predictors with the highest 

average validity coefficients are peer assessment 

(~=.427) [also see Kane & Lawler, 1978; Latham & Wexley, 

1981; Lewin & Zwany, 1976; Love, 1981], and work 

samples (~=.378) [also see Hunter & Hunter, 1984]. The 

other predictor with a high average validity 

coefficient was assessment centers (~=.407). 

While two studies in particular (Gomez, 1985; 

Schmitt, Noe, Meritt, & Fitzgerald, 1984) specifically 

focus on the validity of assessment center ratings for 

the prediction of performance ratings of school 

administrators, little research exists on peer 
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assessment or work samples in an educational setting. 

In 1984 the Palm Beach County School Board approved 

a Management Development Program. One component of this 

plan was a Potential Administrator Development Program 

designed to select and train future school 

administrators. Candidates had to be classroom 

teachers. All those who applied for the program (self

nominated) were screened and selected based on written 

applications, peer ratings, superordinate ratings, self

ratings, and work samples in the form of written 

assessments of behavioral event work situations. In the 

first group to go through the selection process in 1986, 

approximately thirty candidates were chosen to receive 

training (see Figure 1). 

Each of the appraisal instruments assessed 

candidates on those traits shown by research to be 

associated with high performing school principals. The 

identification of these traits was accomplished by 

compiling and analyzing the results of numerous studies 

of principal performance, using as a basis the work of 

the Florida Council on Educational Management (Croghan, 

Lake, & Schroder, 1983; Huff et al., 1982; Martinko & 

Gardner, 1983). 

In addition, the 

District's Department 

Palm Beach 

of Human 

County School 

Resources and 
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Notification of Potential Administrator Candidates 

Completed Applications Reviewed for Eligibility 

!superordinate Ratingl !written Assessment! 

Thirty Candidates Selected 

Above Cutoff 

Potential Administrator Training 
Designed & Administered by FAU 

Career Counseling and entry 
to administrative candidate pool 

Below Cutoff 

Notification 
EXIT 

Figure 1. Palm Beach county Selection Procedure for 
identifying and training potential administrators 
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Organizational Development conducted a job analysis of 

high school principals (March April, 1985). That 

analysis and a review of the collected research led 

Palm Beach County Schools to select thirteen key 

performance dimensions and their related behavioral 

indicators as the basis for developing assessment 

instruments. Twelve were recommended by Peat, Marwick 

and Mitchell, and one was added as a result of the job 

analysis (see Appendix A). 

Statement of the Problem 

The Florida State Legislature has required school 

districts to implement an objective based process for 

the selection of principals and assistant principals. 

Given the fact that the Palm Beach County School 

District has chosen to implement a selection system 

comprised of an assessment instrument widely used and 

researched in fields outside education (i.e., peer 

ratings), there is a critical need for objective data to 

be collected on this instrument in the school setting. 

Additionally, the very administration of a 

selection method can have a profound effect on the 

outcome. This consideration is especially germane when 

the primary method being used is peer appraisal. It is 
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common to find in published research caveats regarding 

potential pitfalls such as friendship bias and negative 

user reaction. Further, one finds in the literature 

questions regarding methods of administering assessment 

instruments that have yet to be researched (Kane & 

Lawler, 1978; Love, 1981). Principal among the 

questions of those faced with the task of implementing 

an assessment system using peer ratings is determining 

how raters should be selected to achieve acceptable 

levels of validity. 

Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this study was two-fold. One purpose 

was to determine the relative validity of peer ratings 

compared to other possible sources of rating principal 

potential, specifically superordinate ratings and self

ratings. 

The second purpose was to examine the relationship 

between those raters nominated by the ratees and those 

who were not nominated by the ratee. By doing so, the 

effects of nominating raters on the relative validity of 

peer ratings may be determined, and practical methods of 

selecting raters may be determined. 
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Significance of the Study 

This study is significant because the results may 

help school districts using, or considering using, peer 

ratings improve their selection systems for school based 

administrators. Results related to the relative 

validity of peer ratings may help educational 

organizations decide whether peer teachers are useful 

sources of information on who should be trained as 

school administrators. 

Results related to nominated versus non-nominated 

raters may provide equally valuable information. Kane 

and Lawler ( 1978) point out that in determining the 

practicality of an assessment method one must consider 

its ease of administration. In this regard, data that 

bears upon how those raters may be selected will have a 

direct impact on the administration of peer assessment 

ratings. To those considering whether to use peer 

ratings, these data may furnish a practical means of 

streamlining the selection of raters. 

Questions and Hypotheses 

This study will seek to answer a number of 

important, related questions regarding the validity of 
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peer ratings in an educational setting. No single 

"ultimate" predictive 

various measures for 

examined, e.g. halo, 

discriminant validity. 

criterion exists. Accordingly, 

determining validity will be 

leniency, and convergent and 

Specifically, the 

examined regarding the 

following questions will be 

three rating sources (peer, 

superordinate, and self). 

1) What are the relative levels of leniency for the 

three rating sources? 

2) What are the relative levels of convergent 

validity for the three rating sources? 

3) Which of the rating sources yields the highest 

correlation with the written work sample? 

4) What are the relative levels of halo for the 

three rating sources? 

5) Are the scores of raters nominated by candidates 

significantly correlated with the scores of those not 

nominated, and are the scores of nominated and non-

nominated raters significantly correlated with 

superordinate and work sample scores? 

In seeking to answer the above questions and to 

determine 

information 

whether 

relative 

peer ratings 

to that which 

provide useful 

is available from 
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supervisory or self-ratings, the following hypotheses 

will be tested. These hypotheses are based on 

expectations suggested by the literature reviewed for 

this study. 

1) In a comparison of the composite mean scores of 

the three rating sources, self-ratings will be more 

lenient and inflated than peer or superordinate ratings. 

2) There will be no significant difference among 

the rating sources with regard to the correlations 

between the communications skills trait and the actual 

communication scores from the work sample. 

3) Using the work sample scores as the criterion, 

peer ratings will be the best predictor of the three 

ratings sources. 

4) The amount of halo exhibited by self-ratings 

will be less than that of peer and superordinate 

ratings. 

5) Both nominated and non-nominated ratings will be 

significantly intercorrelated, and each will be 

significantly correlated with superordinate ratings, 
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work sample (written assessment) ratings, and a 

combination of superordinate and work sample ratings. 

Definition of Terms 

PEER ASSESSMENT: The process whereby individuals rate 

the performance of other individuals with whom they have 

direct contact in the workplace, and with whom they are 

equal in job title, level or position. 

PEER NOMINATION: The process whereby each individual in 

a work group designates a specified number of co-workers 

as being the highest (and sometimes the lowest, also) 

rated on one or more dimensions, traits or behaviors of 

job performance. The individuals are not to include 

themselves in their rating. 

PEER RANKING: The process whereby individuals rank 

order, from highest to lowest, all other co-workers in 

relation to one or more dimensions, traits, or behaviors 

of job performance. 

PEER RATING: The process whereby individuals rate all 

other co-workers on one or more dimensions, traits, or 

behaviors of job performance. 
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PEER RATING FORM: The rating form developed for this 

study which assesses peer candidates on the thirteen 

behavioral traits selected by Palm Beach County Schools 

as the basis of its performance appraisal system. 

SUPERORDINATE RATING FORM: The rating form developed for 

this study which middle and high school principals use 

to assess subordinate candidates on the thirteen 

behavioral traits selected by Palm Beach County Schools 

as the basis of its performance appraisal system. 

POTENTIAL ADMINISTRATOR CANDIDATE: A person who is 

presently working in a secondary school, has at least 

three years of professional educational experience, has 

received a Master of Arts degree or higher, is already 

certified or is within six semester hours of receiving 

certification in Administration and Supervision or 

Educational Leadership, is below administrative level 

17, and has filed an application with the Palm Beach 

County School District's Department of Human Resources 

and Organizational Development. 

TARGETED SELECTION INTERVIEW: A method of critical 

incident or situational interviewing. It is based on the 

theory that future behavior is best predicted by past 



14 

behavior. The process requires interviewers to ask about 

specific incidents from the candidate's past which 

reveal the candidate's actual behavior related to traits 

or performance dimensions found to be critical to 

success in the position. 

WRITTEN ASSESSMENT INSTRUMENT: The rating form developed 

for this study, which can be considered a work sample. 

It assesses three of the thirteen behavioral traits 

selected by Palm Beach County Schools as the basis of 

its performance appraisal system. 



CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE 

Peer Ratings and Performance Evaluation 

Meta-analytic studies on various predictors of job 

performance, (Hunter & Hunter, 1984; Schmitt et al., 

1984), as well as comprehensive reviews of the 

literature (Landy & Farr, 1980; Latham, 1986) have 

revealed high validity for peer assessment in 

predicting various performance criteria. Indeed, Kane · 

and Lawler's (1978) study indicated that from among the 

various methods of appraisal, peer assessment was 

valuable as a means of assessment as well as a predictor 

of future performance. 

Recent studies such as meta-analyses performed by 

Harris and Schaubroeck (1988) and Kraiger (1985), and a 

confirmatory factor analysis by Vance, MacCallum, 

Coovert, and Hedge (1988), have revealed significant 

correlations between peer ratings and supervisory 

ratings. Using paired comparison evaluations as the 

15 
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basis of promotion of bank branch managers, Siegel 

(1982) reported a high, significant correlation (£=.84) 

between mean peer and supervisory ratings. Other studies 

which have found acceptable levels of reliability and 

high predictive validity for peer appraisal are those by 

DeNisi and Mitchell (1978), and Imada (1982). Wexley and 

Klimoski (1984) concluded after a review of the rating 

literature that peer ratings were "potentially the most 

accurate judgments of employee behavior" (p. 60). 

In setting forth a rationale for using peer 

assessment, Reilly and Chao ( 1982) asked rhetorically, 

"Who can better evaluate the strengths and weaknesses 

of a job candidate than his or her peers?" (p. 19). 

They went on to state that peers are more likely than 

superiors and outside evaluators to see candidates 

performing "under a variety of conditions which are 

more revealing of typical, as opposed to maximal, 

performance" (p. 19). 

The most comprehensive reviews of literature on 

peer assessment were made by Kane and Lawler (1978) and 

Lewin and Zwany (1976). Both reviews reported high 

validities and acceptable reliabilities in numerous 

contexts. While most studies use the terms peer rating, 

peer evaluation, peer assessment, and peer nomination 

interchangeably, Kane and Lawler draw clear 
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distinctions between the three most commonly used 

methods of peer assessment: peer nomination, peer 

ranking, and peer rating. 

Peer nomination 

individual in a work 

number of co-workers 

sometimes the lowest, 

is the process 

group designates 

as being the 

also) rated on 

whereby each 

a specified 

highest (and 

one or more 

dimensions, traits or behaviors of job performance. 

This method has been most widely studied. Because, by 

its very design, it successfully discriminates between 

those who are extremely high and low on a comparative 

scale, it does not provide useful information on 

candidates who are in the mid-range. Indeed, it does 

not provide explanatory information which 

differentiates levels of performance. Thus, while it 

has the highest validity and internal consistency 

reliability of the three methods, its inherent 

limitations preclude its use as a method of personnel 

feedback. In the context of the present study, which 

necessitated the collection of data that could 

discriminate between candidates from completely 

different organizations with different sets of peer 

evaluators, the use of peer nomination was not possible. 

Peer ranking is the process whereby individuals 

rank order, from highest to lowest, all other co-
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workers in relation to one or more dimensions, traits, 

or behaviors of job performance. 

nomination, relatively little 

conducted on peer ranking. 

In contrast to peer 

research has been 

While the few studies cited by Kane and Lawler 

reveal high levels of internal consistency reliability, 

the studies related to validity demonstrated rather high 

correlations with superordinate rankings, not with 

other criteria. Love's 1983 study of peer rankings of 

police officer personnel indicated high interrater 

reliability (corrected r=.94), and significant 

correlations with superordinate rankings and ratings. 

Peer rankings, of course, do not provide information on 

the intervals between ratee scores. 

Peer rating is the process whereby individuals 

rate all other co-workers on one or more dimensions, 

traits, or behaviors of job performance. Although 

interrater reliability and criterion-related validity 

are somewhat lower for peer rating than for peer 

nomination, its advantage over the latter is found in 

its ability to provide specific, individual, behavioral 

feedback to all candidates. 

While Kane and Lawler express reservations about 

using peer ratings for performance evaluation because of 

its relatively low reliability (primarily a function of 
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the susceptibility of rating scales to a wide range of 

rater bias), they do see it as a valuable means of 

performance feedback. They also see its use becoming 

more widespread as rating technology advances. 

Military and Non-Military Studies of Peer Assessment 

The earliest studies of peer assessment were 

undertaken by the military. Most used the terms peer 

assessment, peer 

interchangeably. The 

ratings and 

majority of 

peer nominations 

studies, however, 

focused on forms of peer nomination. The first study 

was an attempt to utilize modern sociometric methods in 

selecting officer training school candidates (Williams 

& Leavitt, 1947). This validity study found 

correlations which were higher in predicting success in 

officer candidate school, and in combat performance, 

than superior ratings. Wherry and Fryer (1949) reached 

similar conclusions in their study, and McClure, Tupes, 

and Dailey (1951) reported an internal consistency 

reliability of .91 in their studies of officer candidate 

schools. Hollander's (1954, 1956, 1957, 1965) 

comprehensive research of peer assessment in a military 

setting found consistently high levels of interrater 

reliability and validity. 
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The first non-military study on peer assessment was 

reported by Weitz ( 1958). Using 100 insurance agents 

who rose to the assistant manager level, he found peer 

evaluations were better predictors of job promotion 

than were superordinate 

longitudinal study of 

correlations on 10 of 

evaluations. Roadman's (1964) 

studies by Mayfield 

56 

13 

(1970, 

managers found significant 

peer rating items. Later 

1972), and Harrell ( 1972) 

found peer nominations to be significantly predictive 

of various criteria. 

Reilly and Chao (1982) presented tables summarizing 

a series of studies focusing on peer ratings. Among the 

reports listed were those by Tucker, Cline and Schmitt 

(1967), Borman (1974), and Kraut (1975). While Tucker, 

Cline and Schmitt found modest levels of validity 

(~=.20) predicting supervisory ratings, Borman found 

higher levels (r=.33). Using 13 behavioral 

characteristics rated by peers, Kraut found that after 

factor analyzing the rating items, one factor emerged as 

being significantly related to promotions and job 

changes of middle managers, while another factor was 

predictive of executive performance appraisals. 

Forsythe, McGaghie, and Friedman (1986), using 

confirmatory factor analysis, found that peers and 

supervisors perceived cognitive ability of resident 
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physicians similarly, and that supervisory ratings 

appeared to be "more discriminating and less subject to 

method artifacts" (p. 334) than peer ratings when 

assessing the interpersonal skills of these physicians. 

The authors hypothesized that the ability of the 

supervisors to discriminate may have been a function of 

their relative psychological distance from the subjects. 

The peer residents, on the other hand, were often 

friends of the subjects, and the authors suggested that 

their friendship may have negatively impacted their 

ability to discriminate. A general discussion of 

friendship bias appears below. 

Harris and Schaubroeck's (1988) meta-analysis 

revealed significant correlations between peer and 

supervisory ratings (.!:.=. 62) . They found that job type 

(i.e., blue collar versus managerial), rating scale, 

rating format, observational differences, and 

organizational level did not moderate congruency. Harris 

and Schaubraoeck (1988) advocated the use of peer 

ratings based on the strength of the peer/supervisor 

rating relationship and the potential benefits to the 

organization of using peers as an additional rating 

source. They claimed that using raters from different 

organizational levels may help to "develop consensus, 

eliminate biases, and perhaps in turn lead to greater 
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acceptance by ratees" (p. 57). 

McEvoy and Buller ( 1987) found user acceptance of 

peer appraisal was impacted by a number of factors. The 

subjects in their study were significantly more 

favorable toward developmental as opposed to evaluative 

peer appraisal. More experienced ratees tended to be 

less favorable toward peer assessment than less 

experienced ratees. There was no relationship between 

peer or self ratings of performance and acceptance of 

peer appraisal. Finally, the authors found that user 

acceptance of peer appraisal was in part a function of 

the assurance of confidentiality in the ratings process. 

Validity, Reliability, and Bias 

Validity 

"Validity," Kane and Lawler (1979) explain, "is at 

the top of nearly everyone's list of what constitutes 

an effective appraisal" (p. 129). It is, as Bernardin 

and Beatty ( 1984) state, "the sine qua non not just of 

performance appraisal but of any assessment procedure" 

(p. 143). In this regard, peer assessment in general, 

and peer rating in particular, appear to be among the 

best appraisal methods. 

Kane and Lawler (1978) reported mean validities for 
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peer ratings of .49 when the criteria were promotion or 

supervisory ratings, and .39 when the criterion was 

training success. Hunter and Hunter (1984) performed a 

meta-analysis based on a heterogeneous group of 202 

studies (83 predicted supervisor ratings, 53 predicted 

promotion, 33 predicted training success, and 33 

predicted job tenure). The authors found that peer 

ratings displayed higher validities than biodata, 

reference checks, college GPA, interviews, 

Interest Inventory when the criteria were 

ratings, promotion, and training success. 

and Strong 

supervisor 

Reilly and 

Chao's study of peer evaluation (1982) averaged 

generalized validities for all types of criteria and 

reported a coefficient of .41. 

Schmitt, Gooding, Noe, and Kirsch (1984) reported 

that their meta-analysis showed that cognitive ability 

tests were not superior to peer, supervisory and work 

sample evaluations in predicting various objective 

criteria. 

In the context of their discussion of the 

effectiveness of appraisal data, Bernardin and Beatty 

( 1984) discussed surrogate measures of rating validity 

such as halo, leniency, central tendency, proximity, and 

discriminability. Kane and Lawler (1978) reported that 

peer ratings (in relation to peer nomination and 
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ranking) were susceptible to uniformity bias. That is, 

peer raters demonstrated a tendency to underrate more 

capable ratees and overrate less capable ratees in order 

to centralize scores. Kane and Lawler also reported that 

a number of studies have found substantial levels of 

halo in peer nominations. They explained, however, that 

although a strong general impression factor often 

produces halo effects, "the scores nevertheless seem to 

retain a useful sensitivity to the constructs they are 

supposed to be measuring" (p. 570). A number of 

subsequent studies that confirmed the presence of halo 

in peer ratings are discussed below. 

Peer ratings do not appear to suffer from leniency 

bias when compared with other rating sources. Numerous 

studies have found peer and superordinate ratings to be 

equivalent in terms of leniency bias, and to exhibit 

less leniency than self-ratings (Farh, Werbel, & 

Bedeian, 1988; Holzbach, 1978; Thornton, 1980; Zammuto, 

London, & Rowland, 1982). Studies of friendship bias 

have not offered conclusive evidence regarding negative 

impact on validity. Mumford (1983) points out that 

multiple raters counteract observational errors. He 

cites this argument as one reason why the accuracy of 

peer ratings he studied in his review was minimally 

influenced by friendship, sex, and racial biases. The 
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relative lack of negative impact of friendship bias on 

peer rating has been demonstrated in empirical studies 

such as those performed by Siegel (1982) and Love 

(1981). Systematic rater bias and proximity effects that 

may impact peer assessment are discuss·ed below. 

Reliability 

Studies focusing on peer assessment in general have 

found mean internal consistency reliabilities in the .80 

to .90 range. While peer nominations displayed generally 

higher ·levels of internal consistency reliability than 

did peer ratings, Kraut (1975) found higher reliability 

for peer ratings than for the other predictors in his 

study (training-staff ratings). Winch and Anderson 

(1967) also found high average reliability (.79) in 

their study of college fraternity brothers. Kane and 

Lawler (1978) reported low internal consistency 

reliability (~=.45) for peer ratings, but high (~=.80) 

median test-retest reliability. The authors offered an 

explanation: "In addition to the effects of rater bias, 

the internal consistency of peer ratings is also 

adversely affected by the greater likelihood of real 

disagreement among peers when they have to assess 

everyone than when they only have to decide on the 
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extreme members of their group" ( p . 57 7 ) . Harris and 

Schaubroeck (1988) found high internal consistency 

reliability (~=.87) for peer ratings. 

Bias occurs when raters make judgments based on 

factors not related to the traits or dimensions they 

are purporting to assess. Whenever individuals rate 

others, certain biases are unavoidable. Guilford (1954) 

discusses "mental sets " which predispose individuals to 

types of responses (pp. 451-453). 

bias, for example, describes 

Leniency or severity 

the tendency for 

individuals to rate all items and/or ratees higher or 

lower than do other raters. In contrast, Kane and Lawler 

(1978) discuss uniformity bias, that is, the tendency to 

equalize ratings by underrating those who are very high, 

and overrating those who are very low. 

Another form of rater error that has been examined 

is that of halo. This nettlesome psychometric error has 

been defined variously. Bernardin and Beatty (1984) 

refer to it as "a tendency to rate similarly across 

traits because of a ratee's behavior on a specific 

trait or incident" (p. 173). Referring to Thorndike's 

(1920) classic study, Cascio (1982) described halo as a 
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tendency of some raters "to rate an individual either 

high or low on many factors because the rater knows (or 

thinks he knows) the individual to be high or low on a 

specific factor" (p. 114). Saal, Downey, and Lahey 

( 1980) described halo as the tendency raters have to 

attend to global impressions of a ratee and to fail to 

distinguish among dimensions of a ratee's performance. 

Researchers focus on operational definitions of 

halo. One such definition entails an examination of 

intercorrelations among different 

correlations suggest more 

dimensions. 

halo ( i . e. 

Higher 

less 

discrimination). Another operational definition calls 

for an examination of a factor analysis of the dimension 

intercorrelations. The fewer the factors that are 

generated, the greater the halo. Yet another operational 

definition focuses on standard deviations across 

dimensions within ratees. The smaller the standard 

deviation, the greater the halo effect (Bernardin, 

1977). Finally, an analysis of variance can be performed 

(Ratee X Rater X Dimension). Evidence of a significant 

Rater X Ratee interaction may be interpreted as an 

indication of halo (Saal, Downey & Lahey, 1980). 

The literature on personnel assessment indicates 

that there are moderators of halo. Kozlowski, Kirsch, 

and Chao ( 19 8 6 ) found that know ledge of the job, and 
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familiarity with the ratee were moderators of halo 

error. The greater the familiarity with the ratee, and 

the greater the knowledge of the job, the less the rater 

halo. Similarly, the less the familiarity with the ratee 

and the less the job knowledge, the greater the rater 

halo. 

Zammuto, London, and Rowland (1982), in their study 

of rater differences in performance appraisal, found 

that "peers exhibited significantly more halo (less 

differentiation) than supervisors" ( p. 64 8) . Holzbach 

(1978) studied the relative bias in supervisor, self-, 

and peer ratings. He reported that superiors and peers 

exhibited greater halo than self-raters. In his review 

of this subject, he states: "Studies using a multi

trait-multi-method approach to analyze various 

combinations of superior, self-, and peer ratings 

generally have found support for convergent validity, 

little or no support for discriminant validity, and a 

large halo effect (Dickinson & Tice, 1973; Heneman, 

1974; Kavanagh et al., 1971; Lawler, 1967). The lack of 

support for discriminant validity has been attributed to 

the large halo effect that is inevitably observed" (p. 

580) • 

Holzbach's (1978) efforts to reduce halo error 

through statistical means were successful for superior 
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ratings but not for peer or self-ratings. Landy et al. 

( 1980) were able to replicate Holzbach' s study. They 

concluded that by partialing out an "overall performance 

rating" the degree of halo error could be reduced in 

superior ratings. Another attempt to reduce halo, this 

time by manipulating the rating instrument, failed 

(King, Hunter, & Schmidt, 1980). The authors of this 

study attempted to reduce halo error through the use of 

a forced-choice performance evaluation scale. The 

results indicated that the use of such an instrument 

produced only a marginal reduction in halo error. 

Keller and Bishop (1985) reported that self esteem 

was yet another source of bias among peer raters. Raters 

with high self esteem tended to give higher ratings to 

subjects than did raters with low self esteem. While 

noting this phenomenon, the authors added that, using 

the data they collected, there was no way of determining 

the cause of the differences. 

"The Uniform Guidelines on Employee Selection 

Procedures" (1978) state that "Ratings should be 

examined for evidence of racial, ethnic or sex bias. 

(Section 14B[2]). There is, however, little agreement on 

how, or even if, rating bias can be determined, reduced 

or eliminated. Bernardin and Beatty ( 1984) point out 

that the premise that one can distinguish the "true 
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source of variance from error variance due to biasing 

factors" is tenuous at best ( p. 58). "In fact," they 

explain, "such a distinction cannot clearly be made in 

almost all appraisal circumstances " (p. 58). In light of 

the courts' continuing insistence on vigilance against 

such bias, Bernardin and Beatty conclude: "The 

presentation of validation evidence for specific raters 

may well be the only defensive resource for such 

differences in ratings" (p. 58). 

The types of bias which have been most frequently 

studied in the context of peer assessment are 

friendship and racial bias. While friendship bias has 

been found to exist in varying degrees in peer 

nominations, Latham and Wexley (1981) assert that it is 

not a significant factor in peer assessment. Hollander 

and Webb (1955), Hollander (1956), and Waters and Waters 

(1970) all concluded that where friendship bias was 

apparent, it had no (or an insignificant) effect on the 

validity of the variables under study. Cardy and 

Dobbins's (1986) study of student raters of professors 

found, on the other hand, that a rater's liking for a 

ratee did impact rating accuracy. 

Kane and Lawler ( 1978) pointed out that when the 

validity criteria are unrelated to likability, and 

groups are not cohesive, negative nominations could 
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affect validity and 

date which looked at 

reliability. 

the direct 

The only 

effect of 

friendship bias on peer ratings was undertaken by Love 

(1981). He found no friendship bias for peer nomination, 

peer ranking, or peer rating. 

Studies on racial bias generally indicate that 

racial prejudice does 

analysis of ratee 

revealed that "both 

affect appraisal. A 1985 

race effects (Kraiger & 

black and white raters 

meta

Ford) 

gave 

significantly higher ratings to members of their own 

race" (p. 60). They concluded that the race of the ratee 

did have an impact on the magnitude of the performance 

ratings when such ratings were done in the "real world." 

Cox and Krumboltz (1958), and Dejung and Kaplan 

(1962) had found in earlier studies that racial bias was 

a significant factor in peer assessment. Lewin and Zwany 

(1976) caution against placing too much significance on 

the finding of Cox and Krumboltz, which used peer 

ratings, since the groups studied contained such a small 

number of blacks. 

Schmidt and Johnson (1973), on the other hand, 

found no significant racial bias in their study of 93 

industrial workers. Kane and Lawler ( 1978), however, 

caution against generalizing this finding because the 

Schmidt and Johnson sample had been exposed to human 
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relations training related to racial sensitivity. Citing 

a study by Hake!, Appelbaum, Lyness, and Moses, (1983), 

Bernardin and Beatty ( 1984) state: "In terms of group 

levels of analysis, however, there is recent evidence 

that racial and sexual bias in ratings may not be as 

serious a problem as many people surmise" (p. 61). 

Finally, research suggests that rater error can be 

reduced, albeit temporarily, through rater training 

(Bernardin, 1978; Bernardin & Buckley, 1981; Bernardin & 

Walter, 1977; Latham & Wexley, 1981). Bernardin and 

Buckley (1981) assert that higher levels of interrater 

reliability can be achieved by training that increases 

observational skills (i.e. diary-keeping and 

establishing a common frame of reference). They further 

state that improved analytic skills and a reduced 

tendency toward lenient ratings can be achieved by 

"strengthening 

appraisal" ( p. 

efficacy expectations in performance 

210). In a study which followed up on 

Bernardin and Buckley's work with Frame of Reference 

Training, Mcintyre, Smith and Hassett (1984) 

investigated the effects of training on rater accuracy 

(as opposed to interrater reliability). They found that 

Bernardin and Buckley's Frame of Reference Training 

process "did indeed produce more accurate ratings in 

terms of distance and correlation accuracy measures than 
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did RE [rater error training] and no training" (p. 153). 

It is of interest to note, in this regard, Latham and 

Wexley's (1981) view that training for peer raters may 

not be as critical as for other raters. They point out 

that peer assessment in general provides for multiple 

independent raters, and refer to Bayroff, Haggerty, and 

Rundquist who demonstrated in their 1954 study that the 

average of multiple ratings is "often more reliable than 

a single rating" ( p. 85) . Latham and Wexley conclude 
. 

that peer ratings "frequently provide a stable measure 

relatively free of the bias and idiosyncrasies of a 

single rater" (p. 85). 

The Rating Process: Practical Concerns 

The Setting 

Given the volume of favorable research related to 

peer assessment in general, it can be expected that its 

use will continue to grow. There are, however, 

practical considerations which should be resolved 

before an organization implements this assessment 

method. 

Kane and Lawler (1978) described three conditions 

related to the organizational setting which must be met 
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if peer assessment is to be successfully used: 

1. The existence of peer groups whose members are 

afforded unique views of salient aspects of each 

other's behavior; 

2. The existence of peer groups whose members are 

capable of accurately perceiving and interpreting the 

salient aspects of each other's behavior; 

3. A perceived need to improve the effectiveness 

with which some characteristic or characteristics of 

peer group members are being assessed (p. 556). 

Mumford (1983) described four observations based on 

the research he reviewed related to the validity of peer 

assessment which should be considered. He explained: 

First, it appears that the validity of peer 
evaluations is contingent on peers having had at 
least some opportunities to observe criterion 
relevant task performance. Second, in making 
these observations peers are more likely to 
focus on task relevant abilities and 
competencies than other evaluators in the 
organizational structure. Third, the validity of 
these evaluations may be enhanced when peers 
have a firm grasp of the abilities and 
competencies relevant to task performance. 
Finally, the validity of peer evaluations may 
improve when individuals are faced with strong 
personal incentives for evaluating peers in the 
light of task relevant abilities and 
competencies (p. 873). 
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A 1984 study by Mcintyre, Smith and Hassett 

attempted to determine if perceived purpose and 

incentive (hiring versus improvement) moderated rater 

accuracy. Their findings were inconclusive. 

Ratee Observability 

Obviously, the first condition necessary for 

implementing peer assessment is for the environment to 

provide opportunities for peer raters to observe the 

ratees. A question which has been of concern to 

researchers is: How much interaction time is needed to 

achieve stable levels of reliability and/or validity? 

While it would seem reasonable that the length of 

time raters and ratees were 

linear relationship, up to 

reliability and/or validity, 

acquainted would have a 

a critical point, with 

the research does not 

confirm this view. Rather, numerous studies have shown 

that the results obtained after very brief interactions 

between raters and ratees were not significantly 

different from the results obtained after longer 

interactions. 

Hollander (1957,1965), working with more than 700 

officer trainees found no significant differences in 

the reliability and validity of peer assessments taken 
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after two, five and twelve weeks of interaction. In a 

study of students in a graduate school of business, 

Lewin, Dubno, and Akula (1971) showed that valid peer 

prediction could be obtained in as little as one hour. 

Landy and Farr' s ( 1980) comprehensive evaluation 

of performance evaluation systems reviews the research 

on the amount and type of interaction between raters and 

ratees. They refer to Ferguson's 1949 study which found 

that reliability increased with the amount of rater

reported acquaintance with the ratees. They went on, 

however, to note that future research did not support 

Ferguson's findings. They cited studies by Fiske and Cox 

( 1960), Gordon and Medland ( 1965), and Klores ( 1966) 

which demonstrated no effect of length of rater-ratee 

interaction. 

Freeberg's ( 1969) study investigated the question 

of relevancy in rater-ratee interaction. The ratings of 

those whose interactions with ratees were related to 

the performance dimensions being evaluated were more 

valid than the ratings of those whose interactions with 

ratees were not related to the dimensions. Mumford 

(1983), on the other hand, believed "observational 

quality does not appear to have a great deal of impact 

on the validity of peer evaluations" (P· 871). He 

suggested, based on his review of the literature, that 
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the type of interaction was not a significant factor in 

the validity of the peer ratings. With regard to the 

impact of quality of observation on reliability, Landy 

and Farr (1980) cite the 1970 study by Landy and Guion 

which found that "raters with daily but peripheral 

contact with ratees had a median interrater reliability 

of .24, in contrast to a median reliability of .62 for 

those raters with more relevant contacts with the 

ratees" (p. 138). 

In her meta-analysis of the impact of rater-ratee 

proximity on performance appraisal, Davis (1985) divided 

proximity into two classes: physical and emotional. With 

regard to physical proximity she discussed job level, 

degree of job knowledge, and opportunity to observe. 

Under emotional proximity she spoke of extent of 

acquaintance, length of acquaintance, likability and 

friendship, and a "similar to me" factor. 

Results of her meta-analysis failed to show job 

level effects on performance evaluations. Job knowledge 

did improve performance appraisal, and the greater the 

relative amount of observation the more accurate the 

appraisal. "Length" of acquaintance had a positive 

impact in appraisal accuracy, but only up to four weeks 

of acquaintance. Thereafter, the length of acquaintance 

was no longer significant. Both the "extent" (as 
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distinguished from length) of acquaintance and 

friendship were found to negatively impact the accuracy 

to appraisal. These findings suggest that the closer the 

emotional proximity, the more lenient the ratings. 

Using Davis's categories of proximity, it appears 

that greater physical proximity improves appraisal 

accuracy, but that greater emotional proximity reduces 

rating accuracy. 

Number of Raters 

One of the most important considerations with 

regard to the practical implementation of 

assessment program is determining the number 

a peer 

of peer 

raters needed to achieve optimum or stable levels of 

reliability and validity. Surprisingly, few studies 

deal directly with this question. None of the meta

analytic research touches upon this area of peer 

assessment. 

Those studies which do look at the psychometric 

impact of the number of raters are concerned primarily 

with the magnitude of the reliability coefficients, not 

the validity coefficients. Indeed, computer searches of 

psychology, personnel, and education journals for the 

past 20 years, business journals for the past 16 years, 
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and dissertations since 1861 turned up no studies 

related to validity as a function of the number of 

raters. 

Smith's 1967 study of peer ratings of personality 

focused on the validity of these ratings in predicting 

future academic success (ie., college grade point 

average), and plotted the number of raters against 

split-half reliability coefficients. Ratings were 

collected on 42 bipolar behavior traits for 1,428 

students from a college, a high school, and two nursing 

schools. Factor analysis of the scores on the traits 

yielded five factors, one of which (strength of 

character) was most highly correlated with the 

criterion (~=.42). 

Smith found the median split-half reliability 

coefficients for 61 samples and, after plotting them 

against the number of raters, reported that reliability 

increased as the number of raters increased from six to 

twenty. Thereafter, reliability did not increase to any 

significant degree. With samples of 15 or more raters, 

the median of the median reliability coefficients was 

. 83. 

Winch and Anderson ( 1967) directly addressed the 

question of how many raters should be used to achieve 

stable consensus among raters, at the .01 level of 
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significance. Their study used raters and ratees from a 

chapter of a national college fraternity. Seventeen 

ratees were rated on six personality traits by between 

13 and 22 raters. In determining how many raters should 

be used in peer assessment, Winch and Anderson explained 

that "enough should be used to achieve stable 

consensus" (p. 318). Using Kendall's coefficient of 

concordance to measure consensus, they concluded that 

the optimum number of raters was "about ten" (p. 320). 

Based on their extensive review of the literature 

on peer nomination, Lewin and Zwany (1976) asserted that 

a somewhat smaller number of raters was acceptable. They 

stated: "Statistically, it is clear that the 

significance of a congruency measure increases as group 

size increases. For a Kendall congruent coefficient W it 

seems that N should not be less than 7" (P· 437). 

Using peer ratings to measure innovation and 

productivity in a research and development context, 

Stahl and Steger (1977) found that internal consistency 

reliability increased as the number of raters increased. 

It should be noted, however, that the study was limited 

by the size of the work groups. Thus, reliability 

coefficients were calculated for rater groups comprised 

of 2, 3, 4, and 5 members. The mean reliability 

coefficients of these groups in rating productivity was 
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. 66, . 65, . 78, and . 80, respectively. Because of the 

limited number and the size of the rater groups involved 

in this study, the authors did not speculate on the 

number of raters necessary to achieve optimum 

reliability. 

Gordon, in his 1969 study on methods of estimating 

the reliability of peer ratings (i.e., nominations), 

pointed out that the size of the rater group is 

generally not a variable of interest to those 

conducting appraisal research. He said, however, that 

since it would affect the magnitude of the obtained 

reliability, it should be considered when designing 

peer assessment programs. He went on to suggest that a 

"standard group" size of approximately 16 raters be 

adopted. By way of explanation he stated: "For this 

size group, reliabilities of near unity (.99) are 

attainable and interpersonal exposure similar to that 

possible in smaller and somewhat larger groups could 

reasonably be assumed to occur" (312). 

Self-Ratings 

The research on self-assessment has consistently 

pointed out the relatively low to moderate correlations 

between self-ratings and supervisory and peer ratings 
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(Harris & Schaubroeck, 1988; Holzbach, 1978; Mabe & 

West, 1982). 

The most common bias associated with self-appraisal 

is the tendency to inflate ratings. Meyer's (1980) study 

of General Electric employees demonstrated that most 

personnel have perceptions of their own job skills that 

are unrealistically high. Anderson, Warner and Spencer 

( 1984) found inflation bias reducing the validity of 

employee selection processes when self-assessment was 

used. Steel and Ovalle (1984), Holzbach (1978), and 

Zarnrnuto, London, and Rowland (1982), and Tsui and Barry, 

(1986) all reported that self-ratings were more lenient 

than peer or superordinate ratings. 

Farh, Werbel, and Bedeian (1988) concede that 

individuals who evaluate their own abilities and 

performance tend to inflate their ratings, especially 

when employees perceive lenient ratings may lead to 

personal gain or when no independent performance 

measures will be used to validate their ratings. 

Nevertheless, they contend that the degree to which this 

bias occurs can be moderated by controlling appraisal 

conditions. Factors enhancing the accuracy of self

ratings include ensuring that self-raters are aware that 

their ratings will be validated against independent 

criterion measures (Bauman & Dent, 1982; Farh & Werbel, 
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1986; Mabe & West, 1982), and developing specific 

performance outcomes upon which ratings will be based 

(Felson, 1981). Steel and Ovalle (1984) demonstrated 

that providing a frame of reference (supervisory 

feedback) increased the agreement of self-ratings with 

supervisory ratings, and reduced the leniency associated 

with traditional self-appraisals. 

Farh, Werbel, and Bedeian's 1988 study of 

university faculty members revealed high levels of 

congruency between self

found self-ratings to 

supervisory ratings. 

and 

be 

supervisory ratings and 

no more lenient than 

A 1988 study by Vance, MacCallum, Coovert, and 

Hedge which used confirmatory factor analysis found that 

self-, peer and superordinate ratings exhibited 

discriminate validity, and method 

authors concluded that these rating 

convergent and 

variance. The 

sources are equally valid. It should be noted, however, 

that the study was performed under research conditions, 

and raters were told that their ratings would not be 

used for any administrative purpose. 

Thornton's (1980) review of the literature on self

ratings suggested that while self-appraisals tended to 

exhibit more 

discriminant 

leniency, 

validity 

less 

than 

variability, and 

peer, supervisory 

less 

and 
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subordinate ratings, in ten of twelve studies they 

showed less halo than the other ratings sources. 

Harris and Schaubroeck' s ( 1988) meta-analysis of 

self-ratings 

self- and 

moreover, 

revealed a corrected correlation between 

supervisory ratings of .35. 

that job type moderated the 

They found, 

extent of 

correlation. The average correlation between self- and 

supervisor ratings for blue collar and service 

employees was .42, while the correlation for managerial 

and professional employees was only .27. 

Shrauger and Osberg (1981) reviewed eighteen 

earlier studies of student self-evaluations and 

concluded that self-evaluators were highly accurate in 

predicting academic success. Their conclusion, however, 

failed to take into consideration the purpose of the 

assessments. The data were collected under research 

conditions. 

Campbell and Lee (1988) concluded from their review 

of the literature that because of the problems of 

leniency associated with self-appraisals used for 

evaluation purposes, this source of appraisal should be 

used primarily to improve job performance. 

Benefits attributed to the use of self-ratings as 

an evaluation method are greater acceptance among 

employees than other forms of evaluation, increased 
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Selecting Performance Dimensions 

The question of which rating dimensions to include 

in the evaluation instrument is also of practical 

concern to the development of a peer assessment 

program. Should personal traits, performance results, 

observable job behaviors, or any combination of these 

be used? Cascio (1982) explained that the development 

of any personnel appraisal system and method rating 

should be based on job analysis. He stated: "If 

thoroughly and competently conducted, job analysis 

provides a deeper understanding of individual jobs and 

their behavioral requirements and, therefore, creates a 

firm basis on which to make job-related decisions" (p. 

49). 

Bernardin and Beatty (1984) discussed the 

relative merits and shortcomings of various methods of 

job analysis. They explained that the method one selects 

should take into consideration the uses of the 

information that the job analysis generates. For 

example, if the purpose is to determine promotions, 

performance appraisal should focus more closely on the 

specific aspects of the job that are related to 

management function. If the purpose is to determine an 
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employee's eligibility for a salary increment, the 

performance appraisal may deal with broader facets of 

functional aspects of the job. 

The authors advocated expanding the use of job 

analysis beyond that of merely identifying the content 

of the work that will be evaluated. Other uses they 

described included identifying the best source of 

ratings, the constraints on job performance that may be 

outside the capacity of the ratee to control, components 

of the job at one level that are predictive of 

components of the job at a higher organizational level, 

and determining the i~portance and frequency of weights 

for the aspects of work being appraised (pp. 16-17). 

Thus, Bernardin and Beatty advised that there is no one 

best way to conduct a job analysis. Researchers and 

practitioners must consider the other purposes for which 

the information will be used in addition to that of 

appraisal. They must also consider the level of 

specificity required for rating performance. Related to 

this concern is the question of which raters are in a 

position to observe the targeted behavior, and whether 

those raters perceive their observations to be accurate. 

A list of domains, competencies, and performance 

dimension associated with high performing principals had 

been created earlier through research undertaken on 
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behalf of the Florida Council on Educational Management 

(which included various methods of job analysis), and on 

a job analysis study performed by the Palm Beach County 

school district's Department of Human Resources and 

Organizational Management (described below). 

The performance dimensions used in the present 

study were selected based on job analysis techniques 

discussed by Bernardin and Beatty (1984). Under Dr. H. 

John Bernardin's direction, questionnaires were created 

to determine the relative observability and 

predictability of various dimensions and traits. In 

their discussion of such questionnaires, Bernardin and 

Beatty (1984) explained that, "responses should reveal 

future raters' perceptions of how observable levels of 

performance are and how accurate such observations can 

be" (p. 307). The feedback from these questionnaires was 

the basis for selecting the final dimensions used in 

peer, superordinate and self-ratings forms. A discussion 

of this process is given below in the section describing 

instrumentation. 

In 

quality 

Florida 

response to 

of education 

in particular, 

the growing concern about the 

in the United States, and in 

and taking into consideration 

the extensive research which indicates that the key to 

effective schools is successful principals (Snyder & 
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Johnson, 1984), the Florida Legislature passed the 

Management Training Act of 1980 (F.S. 231.087, see 

Appendix B). This legislative act brought into existence 

the Florida Council on Educational Management (FCEM). 

Comprised of 17 members appointed by the Governor, 

the President of the Senate, and the Speaker of the 

House, the FCEM is to perform numerous duties related 

to improving the screening, 

of principals and assistant 

duties are: 

selection, and appointment 

principals. Two of these 

1. To 

characterize 

managers. 

identify those 

high performing 

competencies which 

principals and other 

2. To validate through scientific research the 

identified competencies. 

In order to accomplish the above tasks, the FCEM 

commissioned two independent studies. One was undertaken 

by researchers with McBer and Company (Huff et. al, 

1982), the other was conducted by a group of 

researchers led by Mark Martinko of Florida State 

University's College of Business (Martinko & Gardner, 

1983). The purpose of the McBer study was to identify 

basic and optimal competencies for school principals. It 

used a critical incident approach, described in the 
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study as follows: 

Critical-incidents studies ask interviewees 
to focus on high and low points in the recent 
past (one to two years) and to discuss the 
specific occurrences in detail; thoughts, 
feelings, and behaviors are probed to explain 
the observable data.... Moreover, analysis of 
the critical incidents that are revealed in 
interviews yields a set of generic 
competencies -- including motives, values, and 
traits -- which are difficult to discern through 
other methods. The method also distinguishes 
between average (or acceptable) and outstanding 
performance (Huff et al., p. 2). 

While the McBer study attempted to identify basic 

and optimal competencies through a study of critical 

incidents, the Martinko study focused on structured 

behavioral observation. It concentrated on effective 

performers, as determined primarily through five sets 

of criteria, three based on organizational performance 

(minimal competencies of students at the school, 

achievement tests, and superintendent's rank of 

school), and two based on principal performance 

(superintendent's rank, tenure). 

Croghan, Lake and Schroder's 1983 study 

consolidated previous research findings. The 

researchers analyzed the competencies used in school 

principal assessment centers in Broward, Dade and Lee 

counties, the McBer study and a non-school related 
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study by Boyatzis ( 1982), and the study sponsored by 

the National Association of Secondary School principals 

on assessment centers (Schmitt & Noe, 1982). They 

proposed 19 competencies: 12 high-performing 

competencies and 7 basic competencies (see Appendix C). 

These were adopted by the FCEM. 

As part of its Management Development Program (with 

grant funding provided by the FCEM), the Department of 

Human Resources and Organizational Development 

completed job analyses for the positions of high school 

principal and assistant principal for student services. 

The purpose of this study was to identify performance 

dimensions which would be used in job descriptions and 

as a basis for developing selection criteria. The job 

analysis was, according to an evaluation report prepared 

by an external program evaluator (Gardner, 1986), 

"adapted to incorporate behaviors identified via 

incumbent interviews, critical incident meetings, and 

job activities questionnaire with management 

competencies identified by the Peat, Marwick and 

Mitchell, Inc .... A review of the list of dimensions for 

this position contained in the Interim Report revealed 

that behaviors conformed to the format used by 

Development Dimensions, Inc." (p. 19). 

The Palm Beach County Job Analysis Committee 
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performed incumbent interviews and critical incident 

meetings, developed and analyzed a job activities 

questionnaire, and a dimension selection questionnaire 

to determine the final dimensions to be used for job 

selection. 

The job activities questionnaire, based on 

behaviors collected during the incumbent interviews and 

the critical incident meetings, required each principal 

in the school district to rate 100 job activities 

according to their frequency and importance. These 

activities were then classified according to job 

dimensions, and these dimensions were reduced, using the 

dimension selection questionnaire, to the final 13 

~dopted by the job analysis committee. They are: 

Leadership, Decision Making, Analytical Ability and 

Judgment, Sensitivity and Work Climate, Persuasiveness, 

Teamwork/Interpersonal Relationships, Commitment to 

Mission and Image, Planning and Organization, Personnel 

Development, Communication Skills, Productivity and 

Performance Management, Professional and Technical 

Knowledge, and Energy/Tenacity. 

Summary 

Peer evaluation is widely accepted as an excellent 
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method for assessing performance. It has consistently 

demonstrated high levels of validity and reliability in 

both military and non-military settings. 

Of the three types of peer evaluation (nomination, 

ranking, rating), peer nomination has been most 

frequently been studied. While it has the highest 

validity and reliability of the three methods, by its 

very design it can not provide explanatory information 

which differentiates levels of performance. Hence, it 

is not useful as a means of specific performance 

feedback. 

Peer ranking has not been as thoroughly studied as 

the other two methods. The few studies which have been 

done report relatively high levels of internal 

consistency reliability, and high levels of validity for 

predicting supervisory rankings. This method does not, 

however, provide information on the intervals between 

ratees. While peer rating has somewhat lower levels of 

reliability and validity than nomination, its advantage 

over nomination and ranking lies in its ability to 

provide specific, individual, behavioral feedback to all 

ratees. 

In order for peer evaluation to be successfully 

implemented in an organization, peer groups must be 

comprised of members who have opportunities to observe 
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relevant peer behavior. Studies have shown that results 

obtained after brief peer interactions were not 

significantly different from the results obtained after 

longer interactions. 

Self-appraisal can be expected to display lower 

correlations with supervisory ratings than would peer 

appraisals with supervisory ratings. Additionally, self

appraisal can be expected to exhibit greater leniency 

and rating inflation than peer or supervisory ratings. 

At the same time, self-appraisal should display lower 

levels of halo than peer or supervisory ratings. A 

number of studies of self-ratings have reported higher 

correlations with supervisory ratings and lower levels 

of leniency than do earlier studies. The majority of 

these studies have been performed for research purposes 

as opposed to administrative purposes. 

An important practical concern with regard to the 

administration of a peer assessment program is 

determining how peer raters should be selected, and the 

number of peer ratings needed to achieve optimum or 

stable levels of reliability and validity. Few studies 

deal directly with this question. Those that do, focus 

on reliability. The study recommending the smallest 

acceptable number of raters indicated that a minimum of 

7 should be used. Other studies finding relatively small 
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acceptable numbers suggested that a minimum of 10, 16, 

or 20 raters be used. 

The performance dimensions included in the present 

study of peer appraisal were selected based on research 

conducted on behalf of the Florida Council on 

Educational Management and the Palm Beach County School 

District. 

Concern for the quality of public school 

education, and a growing body of research indicating 

that the most significant factor in effective schools 

is a high performing principal, led the Florida 

Legislature to create the Florida Council on 

Educational Management. The FCEM sponsored research 

which identified 19 principal competencies. 

The Palm Beach County School District undertook a 

job analysis of school principals. Based on their 

study, 13 performance dimensions were chosen to form 

the basis of their selection process. 



CHAPTER III 

DESIGN OF THE STUDY 

The Problem 

The 'critical role of principals in developing 

effective schools has been well documented. This has led 

to a widespread focus on improving methods of selecting 

and training principals. In response to mandates by the 

Florida State Legislature for school districts to 

develop objective based processes for selecting 

principals, the Palm Beach County School District 

implemented a system for identifying and training 

potential administrators. The selection component was 

based primarily on a peer assessment instrument. 

While peer assessment has been widely used and 

researched in military and para-military environments 

(and to a lesser degree in industry), it has rarely been 

used or studied in education. It is regarded by 

researchers as a particularly valid and reliable method 

of assessment. Additionally, researchers assert that 

56 



57 

multiple sources of raters (e.g., peer, superordinate, 

self) improve the performance appraisal process by 

providing information from sources that have unique 

perspectives on the ratees and the job. Considering 

these points, there was a critical need for objective 

data to be collected and analyzed on peer ratings in an 

educational setting. 

This study was designed to examine two important 

questions related to peer assessment in the selection of 

potential school administrators. One purpose was to 

determine the relative validity of peer ratings compared 

to other possible sources of principal potential, 

specifically superordinate ratings and self-ratings. 

The second purpose was to examine the relationship 

between those raters nominated by the ratees and those 

who were not nominated by the ratees. By doing so, the 

effects of nominating raters on the relative validity of 

peer ratings could be observed, and practical methods of 

selecting raters could be suggested. 

Method 

The researcher sent peer assessment rating forms to 

every middle school and high school teacher in Palm 

Beach County who worked at a school center with a self-



58 

nominated potential administrator candidate. A separate 

rating form was also sent to the principal of each 

candidate. Additionally, all candidates were required to 

submit a work sample (written assessment) at a testing 

site. Finally, candidates completed a comprehensive 

application form (see Appendix D) and included the names 

of at least eight peer teachers at their school who they 

believed would comment favorably on their leadership 

abilities and suitability for an administrative 

position. 

Sample Selection and Description 

The sample for this study was drawn from those 

self-nominated secondary school teachers who at the time 

of the application process had: 1) at least three years 

of successful teaching experience, 2) a Master's degree 

or higher, 3) certification in Administration and 

Supervision, or were within six semester hours of 

certification in Administration and Supervision or 

Educational Leadership, and 4) were not currently in an 

administrative position. 

There were 262 teachers within the district who 

were eligible to apply. Of these, 51% were male and 49% 

were female. Twenty-seven percent were Black or Spanish 
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surnamed. A complete analysis of these teachers by race 

and sex is shown on Table 1. A population analysis of 

Palm Beach County by race, sex, and age is shown on 

Table 2. 

The raters were peer teachers and principals from 

middle and senior high schools in Palm Beach County. The 

number of peer and superordinate raters was dependent on 

the number of candidates, and the number of schools at 

which the candidates were employed. Rating forms were 

sent to 2,187 peer raters. Of those receiving forms, 958 

completed them and mailed them back to Florida Atlantic 

University. This represents a return rate of 44 percent. 

Instrumentation 

The peer assessment and superordinate 

instruments were developed after consulting with the 

Manager and Director of the Palm Beach County School 

District's Department of Human Resources and 

Organizational Development. 

previously determined, through 

That department had 

a job-analysis study, 

thirteen performance 

with high performing 

been adopted for 

dimensions which were associated 

principals. These dimensions had 

use in principal selection and 

appraisal in Palm Beach County. The Department of Human 
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Table 1 

Race and Sex Analysis of Palm Beach County Teachers Eligible t o 
Apply for the Potential Administrator's Program 

White 

Male 104 
40% 

Female 85 
32% 

Marginal 189 
Totals: 71% 

Table 2 

Black 

30 
11 % 

43 
16% 

73 
28% 

Hispanic 

3 
lZ 

3 
u 

Marginal 
Total 

134 
50.5 % 

131 
49.5% 

Total: 265 

Race and Sex Analysis of Palm Beach County Residents 

April 1986 (University of Florida Survey) 

White 

Male 313,305 
41.7 

Female 341,287 
45.4 

Marginal 654,592 
Totals: 87 

Non
White 

46,805 
6.2 

50,718 
6.7 

97,523 
13 

Total: 

Marginal 
Total 

360,110 
47.9 

392,005 
52.1 

75 2 ,11 5 
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Resources and Organizational Development had also 

compiled from the job analysis questionnaire, a list of 

100 behavioral traits associated with performance 

dimensions related to the role of school principal. 

Working under the direction of Dr. H. John 

Bernardin, the Director of Research at Florida Atlantic 

University's College of Business and Public 

Administration, the researcher developed questionnaires 

to select from a list of 25 behavioral traits those that 

classroom teachers believed were most observable and 

predictive 

Appendices 

of future success as a principal (See 

E and F). The 25 traits used in the 

questionnaires were those associated with the 13 

performance dimensions being used by Palm Beach County 

Schools. They had the highest mean scores from among the 

100 traits rated by principals in the Palm Beach County 

job analysis study. 

The researcher administered questionnaires to two 

classes of graduate students in the department of 

Education (n=40) to determine the number and type of 

in the peer appraisal 

results of these 

behavioral traits to 

instrument. Based 

include 

on the 

questionnaires, rating forms were created (see Appendix 

G) and field-tested with graduate education students in 

two classes (n=46). The purpose of the field-testing was 
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to gauge the reaction of teachers to the instrument 

itself. 

Research indicates that the number of response 

categories on a rating scale has a bearing on the 

reliability of the rating. When less than 3 categories 

or more than 7 categories are used, Finn (1972) found 

that reliability dropped. Bernardin and Beatty's (1984) 

review of the literature on this subject revealed that 

results were mixed regarding the optimum number of 

response categories. They refer to Garner's (1960) study 

which showed that the informative power of rating scale 

increased up to 11 scale points. They point out, 

however, that another study by Lissitz and Green (1975) 

found that "reliability increases only up to 5 scale 

points and levels off thereafter" (p. 71). 

The final peer rating forms developed for this 

study used a Likert scale with five response categories 

and 1 non-response category (1 = To a very little 

extent, 2 = To a little extent, 3 = To a moderate 

extent, 4 = To a great extent, 5 = To a very great 

extent, and X = No opportunity to observe candidate). 

Based on the results of the surveys, 13 behavioral 

traits, one for each of 12 performance dimensions (the 

dimension "Personnel Development" was not observable to 

teachers) were used on the rating form (see Appendix H). 



64 

incident for each question (see Appendix I). 

The Manager of the Department of Human Resources 

and Organizational Management selected from a bank of 

previously written questions from the Targeted Selection 

manual, three questions designed to elicit information 

on three performance dimensions: Leadership, Tolerance 

for Stress, and Sensitivity. The rating form for this 

written assessment, created by the researcher, is based 

on a 5 point scale similar to that used in Targeted 

Selection (1 = Much less than acceptable, 2 = Less than 

acceptable, 3 = Acceptable, 4 = More than acceptable, 

and 5 =Much more than acceptable). (See Appendix J). 

Data Collection 

To insure confidentiality and to increase the 

response rate, all peer rating forms (see Appendix K) 

were coded so that raters would not have to write or 

sign their name. Additionally, the forms were sent to 

the homes of the raters. A stamped, self-addressed 

envelope, returned to Florida Atlantic University was 

also included. A letter explaining the purposes and 

method of rating, written by the researcher, was sent to 

each rater under the signature of the Director of Palm 

Beach County School District's Department of Human 
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Resources and Organizational Development (see Appendix 

L). Also enclosed was an instruction sheet written by 

the researcher describing how the rating forms were to 

be completed (see Appendix M). 

A separate rating form, with special cover letter 

and stamped, self-addressed envelope was sent through 

the school system mail to the principal of each 

candidate (see Appendix N). 

site 

The work sample assessment was 

centrally located in Palm 

administered at a 

Beach county. All 

candidates were informed by the Department of Human 

Resources and Organizational development of the time and 

location of the assessment by telephone and United 

States mail. Four evaluators rated the written 

assessments for grammar, handwriting, and behavioral 

content. This process enabled separate communication 

skills scores and content scores to be derived for each 

candidate completing the work sample assessment. 

Data Analysis 

Numeric totals and mean scores for each candidate 

on each of the selection instruments were compiled 

(viz., peer, superordinate, self-, and written 

assessment) . Separate communication and content scores 
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were derived for the work sample assessments. A combined 

superordinate and work sample score was also calculated 

for each candidate. 

Additionally, separate mean composite scores and 

standard deviations were calculated for each ratee on 

each of the thirteen dimensions by nominated and non

nominated peer raters. An analysis of the correlations 

between rater sources on composite scores and on 

aggregate scores across dimensions was used to determine 

the strength of the relationships among rater sources 

and between nominated and non-nominated raters. 

An analysis of 

deviations across 

mean 

traits 

composite scores, standard 

and raters, correlations 

between raters across traits, and a factor analysis of 

ratings was used to determine relative levels of halo, 

leniency, and convergent validity. 

Multiple regression was used to predict the work 

sample ratings from the peer, superordinate and self

appraisals. 

Finally, correlations between nominated and non

nominated peer raters with superordinate, work sample, 

and a composite superordinate and work sample score were 

analyzed to determine the relative validity of these two 

ratings sources. 



The 

relative 

purpose of 

validity 

CHAPTER IV 

RESULTS 

this study was to examine the 

of peer ratings for selecting 

potential principals and to determine if the scores of 

nominated peer raters were as highly correlated with 

superordinate and work sample appraisals as the scores 

of raters not nominated by ratees. The sample for this 

study was comprised of 54 secondary school teachers who 

were self-nominated candidates for a potential principal 

program in Palm Beach County, Florida public schools. 

Each candidate had ratings returned by an average 

of 31 peers (SD=10.8, Range=3 to 51), only four of whom 

were nominated. The general rate of return for all peer 

ratings was forty-four percent, and the average rate of 

return for nominated raters was marginally better (i.e., 

50%). The forms were coded and returned in a stamped, 

self-addressed envelope to Florida Atlantic University. 

Thus, confidentiality and rater anonymity were ensured. 

Peer raters had a personal interest and motivation to 

67 
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provide honest evaluations of their peers, since one of 

the candidates might have very well become an 

administrator at the school in which they taught. 

An examination of various measures of validity 

revealed the following findings based on an analysis of 

the data. 

Descriptive Data 

Table 3 presents the means and standard deviations 

for peer, superordinate and self-ratings on the thirteen 

performance dimensions used for administrative 

selection and appraisal in the present study. The mean 

of the mean scores by trait for peer ratings ( M;=3. 9 7, 

SD=.48) and superordinate ratings (M=3.98, SD=l.32) are 

essentially equivalent. As 

mean self-rating trait 

expected, the 

scores (M=4.8, 

mean of the 

SD=. 43) is 

substantially higher than either of the corresponding 

peer or superordinate rating. 

The average standard deviation for superordinate 

raters was considerable higher than either the peer or 

self-raters. The average standard deviation for peer 

raters was slightly, although insignificantly, higher 

than the average for self-raters. 

Mean composite scores calculated by summing all 



Table 3 

Means and Standard Deviations of Peer, Superordinate, and Self Ratings 

Peer ratings Supervisor ratings Self ratings 
Rater Ratee Ratee Ratee 

Performance Dimension N N M so N M so N M so 

1. Leadership 1483 54 3.7667 0.5062 42 3.6667 1.2815 44 4.7273 0.5440 
2. Decision Making 1346 54 3.7365 0.5217 42 3.6905 1. 5693 44 4.6136 0. 5377 
3. Sensitivity/Work Climate 1633 54 3.8517 0.5027 42 3.7381 1.2890 44 4. 7727 0.4239 
4. Teamwork/Interpersonal Relations 1628 54 3.9682 0.5009 42 3.9524 1.3606 44 4.8182 0.3902 
5. Commitment to Mission/Image 1596 54 4.1274 0.4946 42 4.1429 1.1385 44 4.9318 0.2550 
6. Planning & Organization 1282 54 3.9964 0.4492 42 400238 1.3157 44 4. 7500 0.4380 
7. Communication Skills 1492 54 4.0169 0.4248 42 3.9048 1.2059 44 4.7955 0.4080 
8. Productivity/Performance Management 1090 54 4.1201 0.4534 42 4.2381 1. 3031 44 4.8864 0.3210 0"1 
90 Energy & Tenacity 1382 54 4.1162 0.4900 42 4 01190 1. 3471 44 4o8864 0.3210 1.0 

100 Analytical Ability 1240 54 4.0204 0.4501 42 4.4286 1. 5795 44 4.7955 Oo4080 
II. Persuasiveness 1471 54 307277 0.5474 42 3. 7143 1.1324 44 4.7273 Oo4505 
12. Oral Communcation in Meetings 1494 54 3.9844 0.4425 42 4o0000 1. 6675 44 4. 772 7 Oo4239 
13. Professional & Technical Knowledge 1378 54 4.1520 Oo4854 42 4 0 1429 1.0723 44 4o9773 0.6985 

Total: 51.5846 6 0 2689 51.7621 15.9734 62.4547 5.6197 
Average: 1424 54 3.9680 0.4822 42 3o9817 1. 3278 44 4o8042 .4322 
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thirteen dimensions were derived for peer, supervisory 

and self-ratings (Table 4). Mean composite scores for 

peers (51.58) were almost identical with mean composite 

scores for supervisors (51.76). The mean composite score 

for self-ratings was once again considerably higher 

(62.45). A one-way analysis of variance of the composite 

scores showed significant differences between sources 

(E(2,135) =11.4, Q <.0001). Paired t-tests of the rating 

sources revealed no significant difference between the 

peer and superordinate ratings (:t(41)=.02). There were 

significant differences between self- and peer ratings 

(t(43)=10.6, Q <.0001) and between self- and 

superordinate ratings (:t(40)=5.2, Q <.0001). 

The above results support the first research 

hypothesis predicting that self-rating would be more 

lenient and inflated than peer and superordinate 

ratings. These findings are not surprising given the 

tendency for rating inflation and leniency which 

researchers investigating source bias have traditionally 

reported for self-ratings (Anderson et al., 1984; Steel 

& Ovalle, 1984; Thornton, 1980; Tsui & Barry, 1986) 

Despite the optimism which some researchers hold for 

this assessment method (Kraiger, 1985; Shrauger & 

Osberg, 1981; Vance et al., 1988), claims of low levels 
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Table 4 

Means and Standard Deviations of Composite Ratings 

Rater Ratee 
Composite rating N N Mean Std.Dev. 

Peer 958 54 51.5845 5.8461 
Superordinate 42 42 51.7619 13.3924 
Self 44 44 62.4545 2.9131 

Peer + Superordinate 42 103.4707 16.7536 
Peer + Self 44 114.2215 6.813 
Self + Superordinate 41 115.1463 13.3932 

Written Communications 48 16.5102 2.4509 
Written Content 48 8.7552 0.9613 

Content: 
Sensitivity 48 2.9167 0.4136 
Leadership 48 3.0208 0.431 
Tolerance for Stress 48 2.8177 0.3919 

Communication: 
Sensitivity 48 2.7708 0.4371 
Leadership 48 2.8071 0.4386 
Tolerance for Stress 48 2.7448 0.3978 

" 
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of leniency and inflation and high congruency with 

supervisory ratings are contradicted by the present 

study conducted for administrative purposes. 

Correlations of Dimensions 

Tables 5, 

intercorrelations 

6 and 

across 

7 present 

traits for the 

the average 

three rating 

sources. Peer ratings were more highly intercorrelated 

(M=.86) than were superordinate ratings (M=.58) and 

self-ratings (M=.21). The fact that self-ratings 

exhibit relatively low intercorrelations is consistent 

with the expectation that this source will exhibit less 

halo than the other sources, and is a function of the 

lack of variance in the scores. Thornton's (1980) 

research supports this finding. 

Forsythe et al. ( 1986) explained that convergent 

validity "is evidenced when entries in the validity 

diagonals are significantly different from zero and 

sufficiently large to encourage further examination" 

(p. 324). In the present study, correlation coefficients 

for superordinate and peer ratings along the validity 

diagonal were significant on 9 of the 13 dimensions 

(M=.31, Range=.12 to .47). It should be noted that by 

performing multiple tests on these data, the possibility 



Table 5 

Jntercorrelations of Peer, Superordinate and Self Ratings * p<.05 * p<.01 ••• p<.001 

Peer Ratings 

Average 
Correlations 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
l3 

Superordinate 
Ratings 1 

Average 
Correlations 

2 

4 

5 
6 
7 

8 
9 

10 
11 
i2 

13 

2 3 

0.90 •• 0.83 •• 
0.90 •• 0.87 
0.83 •• 0.87 •• 
0.89 •• 0.90 •• 0.94 

0.90 •• (•.87 •• 
0.86 •• 0.77 •• 

Peer Ratings 

4 5 6 7 

0.89 •• 0.88 •• 0.86 •• 

0.90 0.90 •• 0.86 

8 

0.81 •• 
0.85 •• 

9 

0.82 
0.84 

10 11 12 

** 0.77 ** 0.84 •• 0.91 •• 
** 0.90 ** 0.94 •• ** 0.88 

0.94 •• 0.87 
0.90 •• 

0.77 

0.82 •• 
0.83 •• 
0.74 •• 0.76 

0.79 
** 0.76 •• 0.84 •• 0.94 •• 0.87 •• 

0.90 •• 
0.83 •• 0.85 

0.83 •• 0.75 
0.85 •• 0. 78 •• 0.83 •• 

•• 0.91 .. 0.87 

13 

0.80 •• 
0.87 •• 
0.80 •• 

0.88 •• 
0.86 •• 
0.82 
0.81 
0.82 

0.83 •• 0.74 •• 0.75 •• 0.78 
0.85 •• 0.76 •• 0.79 •• 0.83 

•• 0.87 •• 

0.91 
0.92 

0.90 
0.85 
0.82 •• 

0.90 

•• 0.78 •• 0.84 •• 0.93 ** 0.88 •• 0.85 
0.86 •• 0.87 •• 0.89 ** 0.90 ** 0.90 •• 
0.92 •• 0.90 •• 0.83 ** 0.86 •• 0.87 •• 

•• 0.85 •• 0.82 •• 0.77 ** 0.82 •• 0.82 •• 
0.92 •• 0.88 •• 0.80 •• 

0.89 •• 0.83 •• 
0.83 
0.85 
0.85 

0.85 •• 
•• 0.84 

0.77 
0.84 
0.91 
0.80 

0.84 
** 0.88 

•• 0.76 •• 
•• 0.84 •• 

•• 0.90 •• 0.94 
0. 94 •• 0.1!7 
0.87 •• 0.80 

0.84 0.88 

0.36 •• 0.31 *· 

0.37 •• 0.34 • 
0.41 •• 0.39 •• 
0.43 •• 0.42 •• 
0.45 
0.31 • 
0.25 
0.19 
0.35 • 
0.30 • 
0.20 
0.27 • 
0.2 7 • 

0.32 

0.43 
0.25 
0.26 
0.17 
0.32 • 
0.29 • 
0.26 • 
0.29 • 
0.25 

0.31 

0.83 

0.35 • 
0.32 • 
0.44 
0.45 
0.41 
0.29 • 
0.28 • 
0.20 
0.30 • 
0.19 
0.29 • 
0.26 • 
0.32 • 

0.32 

0.78 •• 0.86 
0.84 •• 0.87 
0.93 •• 0.89 
0.88 •• 0.90 •• 

0.90 
0.83 
0.86 

0.85 •• 0.90 •• 0.87 

0.86 0.87 

0.38 •• 0.33 • 
0.36 •• 0.40 
0.44 •• 0.42 
0.47 
0.45 
0.36 •• 
0.24 
0.23 
0.28 
0.27 • 
0.25 • 
0.32 • 
0.32 • 

0.34 

0.41 
0.42 
0.34 • 
0. 19 
0.25 
0.36 
0.24 
0.23 
0.28 • 
0.27 • 

0.32 

0.86 

0.29 • 
0.32 • 
0.38 
0. 39 
0.37 
0.31 • 
0.17 
0. 11 
0.33 • 
0.17 
0.16 
0.18 
0.23 

0.26 

0.92 
0.88 •• 

0.77 
0.82 
0.82 

•• 0.80 
0.83 •• 

0.81 

0.22 
0.23 
0.36 • 
0.34 • 
0.25 
0.16 
0.25 
0.06 
0.19 
0.18 
0.14 
0.12 
0.20 

0.21 

0.85 

0.84 

0.17 
0.30 • 
0.31 * 
0.28 • 
0.27 • 
0.24 
0.14 
0.12 
0.26 • 
0.24 
0.10 
0.14 
0.14 

0.21 

0.89 •• 
0.83 0.88 •• 

0.88 •• 0.91 
0.88 

0.85 
0.84 

•• 0.85 •• 0.88 •• 
0.85 
0.85 

•• 0.91 •• 0.85 •• 0.85 •• 

0.85 0.86 

0.27 • 0.21 
0.30 • 0.27 • 

0.30 • 0.34 • 
0.36 
0.40 
0.23 
0. 16 
0.10 
0.26 • 

0.34 • 
•• 0.30 • 

0.21 
0. 18 
0.17 
0.22 

0.25 

0.25 
0.10 
0.07 
0.27 • 
0.22 
0.14 
0.19 
0.17 

0.22 

0.86 0.87 0.85 

0.24 
0.29 • 
0.35 • 

0.37 •• 0.40 
0.34 • 0.39 
0.42 •• 0.44 
0.46 •• 0.49 •• 0.36 
0.44 
0.30 • 
0.23 
0.20 
0.33 • 
0.16 
0.28 • 
0.27 • 
0.28 • 

0.31 

0.47 
0.28 • 
0.32 • 
0.23 
0.36 • 
0.25 • 
0.33 • 
0.33 • 
0.28 • 

0.35 

0.30 • 
0.27 • 
0.11 
0.13 
0.31 • 
0.24 
0.15 
0.18 
0.22 

0.24 

Avg. 
Carr. 

0.84 
0.88 
0.83 
0.86 
0.87 
0.86 
0.81 
0.84 
0.85 
0.86 
0.86 
0.87 
0.85 

0.85 

0.30 
0.33 
0.38 
0.40 
0.38 
0.28 
0.21 
0.16 
0.30 
0.23 
0.21 
0.23 
0.24 

0.28 

-....) 

w 



Table 5 - Continued 

Intercorrelatlons of Peer, Superordinate and Self Ratings • p<.05 • p<.01 ••• p<.001 

Peer Ratings 
Avg. 

2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 Corr. 

Self Ratings 
-0.0 -0.1 -0.0 -0.0 -0.1 -0.0 0.00 -0.1 -0.1 -0.0 -0.0 -0.0 -0.0 -0.0 

2 0.15 0.13 0.13 0.16 0.07 0.04 0.03 0.07 0.03 0.06 0.11 0.16 0.00 0.09 
3 0.08 -0.0 0.05 0.06 0.01 O.ll 0.11 0.11 0.00 0.07 -0.0 -0.0 0.05 0.05 
4 0.31 • 0.34 • 0.30 • 0.33 * 0.28 • •• 0.32 • 0.29 • 0.33 • 0.34 • 0.31 • 0.35 •• 0.25 • 0.29 
5 -0.0 -0.0 -0.1 -0.0 -0.0 -0.0 -0.1 -0.0 -0.0 -0.1 -0.0 -0.0 -0.0 -0.0 
6 0.08 0.18 0.05 0.08 0.09 0.09 0.17 0.11 0.10 0.16 0.16 0.21 0.12 0.12 

0.06 0.12 0.05 0.01 0.06 0.17 0.12 0.14 0.20 0.20 0.11 0.16 0.11 0.12 
8 0.04 0.06 0.12 0.08 0.00 0.07 0.10 0.08 0.06 0.10 0.12 0.11 0.02 0.07 
9 -0.0 -0.0 -0.1 -0.1 .o:o -0.0 -0.1 -0.1 -0.1 -0.0 -0.1 -0.0 -0 .0 -0.0 

10 -0.0 -0.1 -0.1 -0.1 -0.1 0.05 0.00 -0.0 -0.0 0.07 -0.1 -0.1 -0.0 -0.0 -...I 
11 -0.0 0.04 0.05 0.00 -0.1 -0.0 0.15 -0.0 -0.0 0.05 0.03 0.04 0.00 0.00 "'" 
12 -0.1 -0.1 -0.2 • -0.2 • -0.2 • -0.1 -0.0 -0.1 -0.1 -0.1 -0.2 -0.1 -0.2 -0.1 
13 -0.1 -0.0 -0.0 -0.0 -0.0 -0.0 -0.0 -0.0 -0.0 0.00 -0.0 -0.0 -0.0 -0.0 

Average 
Correlations 0.01 0.02 -0.0 0.00 -0.0 0.00 0.04 0.01 0.01 0.04 0.00 0.04 -0.0 I 0.01 



Table 6 

Intercorrelations of Superordinate and Self Ratings * p<.05 ** p<.01 ••• p<.001 

Superordinate 
Ratings 

Average 
Correlations 

Self Ratings 

Average 
Correlations 

2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 

8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 

1 

2 
3 
4 
5 
6 

7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 

Superordinate Ratings 

2 3 4 5 6 8 9 10 

0.67 *** 

0.67 *** 0.81 *** 0.81 *** 0.76 *** 0.56 *** 0.67 *** 0.55 ••• 0.53 *** 0.06 
0.74 *** 0.62 *** 0 .. 68 ••• 0.84 ••• 0.48 •• 0.87 *** 0.86 *** 0.32 * 

0.81 ••• 0.74 0.91 ••• o.8o ••• o.69 ••• o.io ••• o. 66 ••• o.6o ••• o. o2 
0.81 ••• 0.62 ••• 0.91 ••• 0.85 ••• 0.61 ••• 0.63 ••• 0.52 ••• 0.54 ••• 0.00 
0.76 *** 0.68 ••• 0.80 ••• 0.85 ••• 
0.56 ••• 0.84 ••• 0.69 ••• 0.61 ••• 0.61 ... 0.61 ••• 0.66 *** 0.56 ••• 0.60 ••• 0.20 

0.27 * 0.77 ••• 0.83 ••• 0.38 •• 
0.67 ... 0.48 •• 0.70 ••• 0.63 ••• 0.66 ••• 0.27 • 0.49 ... 0.42 •• 0.08 

0.85 *** 0.25 

11 12 13 

0.75 ••• 0.58 ••• 0.71 ••• 
0.64 *** 0.55 ••• 0.44 ** 
0.76 ••• 0.56 ••• 0.69 ••• 
0.78 *** 0.62 ••• 0.69 *** 

0.80 *** 0.68 *** 0.66 
0.49 *** 0.48 •• 0.34 * 
0. 78 *** 0.60 ••• 0.70 ••• 
0.57 ••• 0.49 ••• 0.39 0.55 *** 0.87 ••• 0.66 ••• 0.52 ••• 0.56 ••• 0.77 

0.53 *** 0.86 *** 0.60 ••• 0.54 ••• 0.60 ••• 0.83 
0.06 0.32 * 0.02 0.00 \ 0.20 0.38 

0.49 
0.42 
0.08 
0.78 
0.60 
0.70 

0.85 
0. 25 

0.47 •• 0.56 ••• 0.52 ••• 0.44 •• 

0.75 ••• 0.64 ••• 0.76 
0.58 
0.71 

0.62 

0.07 
0.25 
0.02 
0.53 
0.16 
0.10 
0.09 
0. 53 
-0.1 
-0.1 
0.15 
0.04 
-0.1 

0.12 

0.55 
0.44 

0.64 

-0.1 
0.06 
0.07 
0.43 
0.14 
0.20 
0.20 
0.43 
-0.0 
0. 01 
-0.0 
-0 . 1 
-0.0 

0.08 

... 0.56 
0.69 

0.66 

0.10 
0.22 
0.20 
0.61 
0.18 
0.09 
0.12 
0.48 
-0 .0 
-0.0 
0.23 
-0.0 

0 

0.16 

. .. ... 
0.78 ... 0.80 
0.62 ••• 0.68 ... 
0.69 *** 

0.63 

0.15 
0.26 
0.10 
0.54 
0.07 
0.18 
0.25 
0.45 
0.00 
-0.0 
0. 27 * 
0.05 
-0.0 

0.17 

0.66 . .. 
0.66 

0.01 
0.28 * 
-0.1 
0.49 
0.06 
0.17 
0.28 • 
0.39 
0.00 
0.09 
0.17 
0.04 
-0.2 

0.13 

0.49 
0.48 
0.34 

0.57 

... 

-0.0 
0.11 
0.16 
0.45 
0. 08 
0.03 
0.12 
0.34 * 
0.02 
0.07 
-0.0 
-0.0 
-0.0 

0.09 

0.54 

0.02 
0.10 
-0.1 
0. 42 
-0 . 0 
-0.0 

... . .. . .. 

0.04 
0.28 • 
-0.1 
-0.1 
0.34 * 
-0.0 

0 

0.06 

0.47 •• 
0.57 ••• 0.56 ••• 0.15 
0.49 ••• 0.52 ••• 0. 31 • 
0.39 •• 0.44 •• 0.10 

0.58 0.60 0.19 

-0.2 -0.2 -0.1 
-0.0 -0.0 0.01 
0.02 0.06 -0.0 
0.37 •• 0.37 •• 0.03 
0.14 -0 .0 -0.2 
0.13 0.07 -0.0 
0.11 0.15 -0.0 
0.27 * 0. 16 -0.1 
-0.0 0.04 0.06 
-0.2 0. 00 0.09 
-0.0 -0 .0 0.05 
-0.2 • -0.2 -0.0 
0.13 0.10 -0.2 

0.02 0. 03 -0.0 

0.15 

0.76 
0.79 

0.65 

0.31 * 
0.76 ••• 

0.64 ••• 

0.57 

0.09 0.05 
0.25 0.28 • 
-0.1 -0.2 * 
0.41 •• 0.14 
0.10 0.01 
0.23 0.20 
0. 28 • 0.02 
0.30 • 0.01 
-0.0 0.11 
-0.0 -0.1 
0.33 • 0.23 
0.11 0.13 
-0.1 -0.1 

0.14 0.05 

0.10 
0. 79 
0.64 

0.55 

0.03 
0.20 
0. 08 
0.32 * 
0.13 
0.03 
-0 . 0 
0.13 
-0.0 
-0.0 
0.19 
0.02 
-0.0 

0.07 

Avg. 
Corr. 

0.34 
0.33 
0.36 
0.34 
0.36 
0.30 
0.29 
0.32 
0.31 
0.14 
0.35 
0.29 
0.28 

0.57 

-0.0 
0.13 
0.00 
0.22 
0.06 
0.11 
0.10 
0. 16 
-0.0 
-0 .0 
0.11 
-0.0 
-0.0 

0.08 

-..] 

U1 



Table 7 

Intercorrelations of Self Ratings * p<.OS ** P<.01 ***<.001 

Self Ratings 
Avg. 

Ratings 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 Corr. 

Self Ratings 
1 
2 0.58 ... 0.31 
3 0.22 0.32 * 0.18 
4 0.30 * 0.32 * 0.30 * 0.27 
5 0.36 ** 0.48 *** 0.28 * 0.34 * 0.20 
6 0.19 0.27 * 0.06 0.13 0.26 * 0.22 
7 0.05 0.16 0.12 0.34 * 0.08 0.48 *** 0.22 
8 0.21 0.27 * 0.31 * 0.57 *** 0.18 0.28 * 0.35 * 0.21 
9 0.21 0.27 * -0.0 0.20 0.18 0.28 * 0.17 -0.1 0.18 

-..J 
10 0.37 ** 0.26 * 0.26 * 0.19 0.08 0.22 0.30 * 0.17 0.35 * 0.24 en 
11 0.35 ** 0.22 0.03 0.10 -0.1 0.35 ** 0.19 0.26 * -0.0 0.32 * 0.14 
12 0.43 ** 0.52 *** -0.0 0.16 0.06 0.31 * 0.26 * 0.14 0.48 *** 0.53 *** 0.39 ** 0.26 
13 -0.0 0.03 0.29 * 0.32 * 0.25 -0.1 0.14 -0.1 0.19 -0.1 -0.2 -0.0 0.03 

Average 
Correlations 0.27 0.28 0.16 0.26 0.12 0.25 0.23 0.06 0.24 0.22 0.07 -0.0 I 0.21 
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exists that the error rates are actually greater than 

the reported significance levels imply. 

Four dimensions (Leadership 

Sensitivity and Work Climate 

[dimension #1], 

[#3], Teamwork/ 

Interpersonal Relations [#4], and Commitment to Mission 

and Image [#5]} were significant at the .01 level, and 

five dimensions (Decision Making [#2], Planning and 

Organization [#6], Energy and Tenacity [#9], 

Persuasiveness [#11], and Oral Communications within 

Group Settings [#12]} were significant at the .05 

level. The strongest correlation was obtained for 

Teamwork/Interpersonal Relationships [#4]. That same 

dimension was the only one among those found in self

and peer ratings that was significant (:Q <.OS). Three 

coefficients for self- and superordinate ratings were 

significant. Teamwork was significant at the .01 level. 

Productivity and Performance Management, and 

Persuasiveness were significant at the .05 level. 

The ratings by peers on Oral Communications within 

Group Setting ("exhibits confidence and security at 

meetings"} were significantly correlated with all traits 

rated by superordinates except Productivity and 

Performance Management ("completes assignments on time 

while meeting quality requirements"). This finding 

suggests that ratees who exhibited confidence and 



78 

security at meetings were likely to be rated highly 

across all dimensions by their superordinates. 

Ratings by peers on Sensitivity and Work Climate 

were significantly correlated with all traits rated by 

superordinates except Productivity and Performance 

Management and Analytical Ability and Judgement ("knows 

when to inform others of the status of important work or 

emergencies"). Ratees who were perceived by their peers 

to have highly developed interpersonal relation skills 

were also likely to be rated highly across dimensions by 

their superordinates. 

The ratings made by superordinates on Sensitivity 

and Work Climate [ #3], and on Teamwork/Interpersonal 

Relationships [ #4] were significantly correlated with 

peer ratings across all the dimensions. Ten of the 13 

dimensions were significantly correlated with Teamwork 

at the .01 level, and the remaining three were 

significant at the .05 level. This finding suggests 

that ratees who were perceived as being good "team 

players" or having good interpersonal skills were likely 

to receive high peer ratings across all dimensions. 

Ratings by superordinates on Decision Making [#2], 

Teamwork [#4], Commitment to Mission and Image [#5], and 

Energy and Tenacity [#9] were significantly correlated 

with all traits rated by peers, except Communication 
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Skills [#7] ("expresses oral and written information in 

a clear and succinct manner"). 

Self-ratings on Teamwork/Interpersonal 

Relationships were also significantly correlated across 

all dimensions rated by peers, and across all but two 

dimensions (Analytical Ability and Judgment [#10], and 

Oral Communications within Group Setting [#12]) rated by 

superordinates. Ratees who considered themselves to be 

good team players were likely to receive high ratings by 

peers and superordinates. 

To determine if discriminant validity is exhibited 

by the ratings sources, the validity diagonal of the 

multi-trait-multi-method matrix was examined. 

Correlations along the validity diagonal should be 

higher than those on either side of the diagonal 

(Forsythe et al., 1988). Additionally, values in the 

validity diagonal for a specific dimension should be 

higher than those values in the same column representing 

other dimensions. In the peer/superordinate matrix, 24 

of the 39 comparisons are greater for the correlation in 

the validity diagonal. In the self/superordinate matrix, 

19 of the 39 comparisons are greater. An analysis of the 

multitrait monomethod rows of the peer/superordinate 

matrix revealed only one case where the validity 

diagonal coefficient represented the greatest value in 
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the row. A total of three cases existed in the 

self/superordinate matrix where the value of the 

correlation in the validity diagonal represented the 

greatest value in the row. These results suggest a lack 

of discriminant validity. 

Table 8 presents the results of 

intercorrelations between composite peer, superordinate, 

and self-ratings. The mean correlation for composite 

peer/superordinate ratings (r=.39, ~ <.01) was 

substantially higher than the mean (non-significant) 

correlations for composite peer/self-ratings (~=.029) 

and superordinate/self-ratings (~=.18). While a review 

of the literature on performance appraisal would lead 

one to expect the highest correlations to be between 

peer and superordinate ratings, the correlations between 

all rating sources are lower than those reported in the 

literature. Harris and Schaubroeck's 1988 meta-analysis 

of self/supervisor, self/peer, and peer/supervisor 

ratings, for example, reported the following mean 

correlations corrected for sampling error: peer/ 

supervisor (~=.48); peer/self (~=.24); and 

self/supervisor (~=.22). 



Table 8 

Correlations of Written Dimensions 
with Composite Peer, Superordinate and Self Ratings * p<.05 ** p<.Ol *** p<.OOl 

2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

I. Peer 
2. Superordinate 0.39 ** 

3. Self 0.02 0.184 
4. Peer + Superordinate 0.67 *** 0.942 *** 0.17 

co 
'i. Peer+ Self 0.90 *** 0.452 ** 0.45 ** 0.70 *** I-' 

6. Self + Superordinate 0. 42 ** 0.980 *** 0.37 ** 0.92 ••• 0.52 *** 

1. Written Conrnunication 0.37 •• 0.242 -0.0 0.34 • 0.33 * 0.12 
8. Written Content 0.40 •• 0.352 * 0.04 0.42 •• 0.40 •• 0.23 0. 78 *** 

Content: 
9. Sensitivity 0.29 •• 0.137 -0.1 0.18 0.15 0.01 0.57 *** 0.71 ••• 
10. Leadership 0.29 • 0.363 * 0.09 0.39 •• 0.30 * 0.33 * 0.53 ••• 0.77 ••• 0.24 * 

11. Tolerance for Stress 0.36 ** 0.274 * 0.13 0.36 • 0.43 •• 0.14 0.72 ••• 0.84 *** 0.43 •• 0.55 *** 
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Mean composite ratings 

superordinate, peer and 

comprised of 

self, and 

peer 

self 

and 

and 

superordinate scores were calculated. Similar composite 

averages were calculated for the written and content 

portions of the work sample. Table 8 also presents the 

intercorrelations of peer, superordinate, self

ratings,the composite source ratings, and the written 

and content portions of the work sample. All assessment 

sources except self-ratings were significantly 

intercorrelated. Self-ratings were not intercorrelated 

with peer, superordinate, or peer and superordinate 

ratings. 

Written communication and written content were 

significantly intercorrelated (£=.78, ~ <.001). Peer 

ratings were significantly correlated with written 

communication (~=.37, Q <.01) and written content (£=.4, 

R <.01) ratings. Superordinate ratings were 

significantly correlated with written content (£=.35, Q 

<. 05). Self-ratings were not significantly correlated 

with any portion of the written assessment. 

The written content was further divided according 

to the three traits it was designed to measure: 

sensitivity, leadership, and tolerance for stress. All 

three traits were significantly intercorrelated (Table 

8). Peer ratings were significantly related to all three 
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traits, while superordinate ratings were significantly 

related to leadership and tolerance for stress, but not 

to sensitivity. Self-ratings were not significantly 

related to any of the three traits. 

Table 9 presents the intercorrelations of the 

grammar, handwriting, and content sections of the work 

sample, broken down by dimension. All sources and 

dimensions are significantly intercorrelated, except the 

content portion for the sensitivity and leadership 

dimensions. 

An examination of Table 10 showing the correlations 

between the communication skills dimension [#7] of the 

peer, superordinate and self-ratings with the 

communication skills portion of the written assessment 

reveals 

(~=.46, 

(~=.26) 

significant intercorrelations for peer ratings 

£ <.01), but not for superordinate ratings 

or self-ratings (~=.05). These findings do not 

support the second hypothesis which stated that there 

would be no significant differences among the rating 

sources with regard to convergent validity. 

Multiple regression analysis was used to determine 

which independent variable or combination of variables 

(peer, superordinate and self) was the best predictor of 

the work sample criterion. A stepwise regression 

revealed that the peer rating source was the best 



Table 9 

Correlations of Work Sample Dimensions • p<.05 •• p<.Ol *** p<.OOI 

2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

SENSITIVITY 
1. Granmar 
2. Handwriting 0.69 ** 

3. Content 0.57 ** 0.50 ** 

LEAOERSIII P 
4. Granrnar 0.70 ** 0.68 ** 0.45 ** 

5. Handwriting 0. 61 ** 0.79 ** 0.43 * 0. 77 •• CXl 
.+:> 

6. Content 0.27 0.43 • 0.24 0.62 •• 0.56 ** 

TOLERANCE fOR STRESS 
7. Grarllllar 0. 72 •• 0.71 •• 0.52 •• 0.74 •• 0.65 •• 0.41 • 
8. Handwriting 0.59 ** 0.84 •• 0.52 •• 0.67 •• 0.84 •• 0.48 •• 0.72 •• 
9. Content 0.44 •• 0.64 ** 0.43 •• 0.65 •• 0.65 •• 0.55 •• 0.69 •• 0.72 •• 



Table 10 

Correlations of Work Sample and the Communication Skills Dimension [7) 
of Peer, Superordinate and Self Ratings 

Sensitivity Leadership 
Rating Source Grammar Handwriting Content Grammar Handwriting Content 

Conmunication 
Ski 11 s 

Peer 

Superordinate 

Self Ratings 

.40 •• 

.08 

.18 

.38 ** .29 * 

.21 -.01 

.07 .03 

.35 ** .27 * .33 * 

.26 .26 .16 

-.02 .02 .08 

* p<.05 

Tolerance for Stress 
Grammar Handwriting Content 

.43 ** .38 ** .39 ** 

.08 . 31 * .23 

.07 .03 .19 

** p<.01 

Communications 
Composite 

.43 ** 

.26 

.05 

00 
U'1 
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predictor of the work sample criterion, and when the 

other two ratings sources were added to the regression 

equation, they did not contribute a significant amount 

of variance. (Table 11). The significant correlation 

between peer ratings and the work sample content, and 

the results of the multiple regression analysis support 

the third hypothesis which states that of the three 

sources, peer rating is the best predictor of the work 

sample content criterion. 

A factor analysis of dimensional intercorrelations 

was performed using a principal components analysis and 

a varimax rotation. A minimum eigenvalue of 1 was used 

as the criterion for the factor solution. The results 

for peer, superordinate and self-raters are shown on 

Table 12. The analysis revealed only one general factor 

for peer ratings which accounted for 89% of the 

variance. Two factors (interpersonal skills and task 

orientation) were extracted for superordinate raters, 

with factor 1 accounting for 63% of the variance, and 

with factor 2 accounting for 14% of the variance. The 

largest number of factors (four) were extracted for 

self-ratings (interpersonal, task orientation, specific 

job knowledge, and communication). Using one of the 

operational definitions that were presented by Bernardin 

and Beatty (1984), this finding also suggests less halo 
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Table 11 

Stepwise Multiple Regression Analysis 
of Standardized Composite Work Sample 
Regressed onto Rating Sources 

Multiple R 
R Square 
Adjus ted R Sq. 
Standard Error 

0.432 79 
0.187 31 
0.16409 
0. 74803 

Variables in the Equation 

Variable B SE B Beta T 

Peer 0.05485 0.01931 0.43279 2.84 

(Constant) 5.95139 1. 00244 5. 937 

Variables not in the Equation 

Variable Beta In Partial Min Toler T 

Superordinate 0.08425 0.0839 0.80599 0.491 

Self -.09392 -.10354 0. 98771 -.607 

Sig T 

0.0075 * 

0 

Sig T 

0.6266 

0.5479 
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Table 12 

Factor Analysis of Dimensions rated by Peers, Superordinates and Ratees 

Dimension Peer Superordinate Self 

Factor Factor Factor 2 Factor Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 

1 .85 .85 .27 .67 -.03 . 17 -.49 
2 .91 .51 .78 .73 .10 .19 -.35 
3 .83 .85 .36 .40 .50 -.22 -.21 
4 .87 .87 .25 .59 .45 -.24 .13 
5 .90 .82 .37 .47 .53 .19 -.16 
6 .88 .37 .84 .56 -.26 -. 14 .37 
7 .79 .83 .09 .51 -.01 -.28 .65 
8 .85 .43 .77 .53 .13 -.68 -.02 
9 .86 .38 .87 .45 -.04 .68 .37 

10 .88 -.11 .66 .61 -.32 . 11 . 01 
11 .88 .88 .26 .45 -.54 -.33 -.16 
12 .90 .68 .34 .67 -.42 .34 .03 
13 .87 .85 .08 .06 .73 .24 .28 

Percentage 
of 
Variance: .87 .63 .14 .29 .15 .12 .10 

Sources Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 

Peer General 

Superordinate Interpersonal Task 
Ski 11 s Oriented 

Self Interpersonal Job Specific Task Corrmunication 
Ski 11 s Ski 11 s Oriented Ski 11 s 
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in that there are a larger number of interpretable 

factors for self-ratings than for peer or superordinate 

ratings. 

Thus, 

self-ratings 

the fourth hypothesis, which stated 

would exhibit less halo than peer 

superordinate ratings, was supported. 

Nominated and Non-Nominated Raters 

that 

and 

The means and standard deviations of the composite 

nominated and non-nominated ratings for each of the 

candidates is shown in Table 13. Nominated raters have 

higher mean composite scores (56.3) than non-nominated 

raters (50.75). Additionally, non-nominated raters have 

slightly higher mean standard deviations (.99) than do 

nominated raters (. 69). The mean number of nominated 

raters was four (50=1.6, Range=1 to 11), while the mean 

number of non-nominated raters was 27 (50=10.7, Range=3 

to 46). A paired t-test of nominated and non-nominated 

peer raters revealed a 

the two rating sources 

significant difference between 

(!.(50)=6.38, Q <.0001). These 

findings indicate that nominated raters exhibit more 

leniency than non-nominated raters. 

Table 14 presents the results of the trait 

intercorrelations of the nominated and non-nominated 
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Table 13 

Descriptive Statistics on each Ratee by Alternate Sources 
Super- Work 

All Raters Nominated Raters Non-Nominated Raters Self ordinate Sample 
Total Trait Total Trait Total Trait Raters Raters Content 
Mean Mean SD N Mean Mean SD N Mean Mean SD N Mean Mean Mean 

Ratee 

1 54.13 4.16 0.93 49 59.83 4.60 0.70 4 53.57 4.12 0.94 45 59 52 9. 25 
2 56.04 4.31 0.86 48 49.00 3. 77 1.37 4 56.66 4.36 0.80 44 65 59 8.50 
3 58.51 4.50 0.62 46 59.50 4.58 0.53 4 58.38 4.49 0.64 42 62 61 9.50 
4 57.56 4.43 0.77 40 58.75 4.52 0. 70 4 57.43 4.42 0.78 36 65 40 8. 75 
5 50.49 3.88 1.19 26 56.00 4.66 0.47 1 49.95 3.84 1.21 25 65 48 8.00 
6 55.95 4.30 0.81 29 59.62 4.59 0.44 5 55.07 4.24 0.86 24 54 56 9.75 
7 50.07 3.85 1.31 41 65.00 5.00 0.00 2 49.12 3.78 1.32 39 65 55 7.50 
8 54.88 4.22 0.95 37 55.68 4.28 0.91 5 54.75 4.21 0.97 32 65 65 9.25 
9 52.57 4.04 1.13 38 59.52 4.58 0.58 5 51.56 3.97 1.17 33 63 65 9.50 

10 47.85 3.68 1.46 20 62.67 4.82 0.29 3 43.17 3.32 0.50 17 62 60 8.25 
11 45.70 3.52 1.14 33 55.03 4.23 0.81 6 43.03 3.31 1.13 27 60 20 8. 75 
12 57.22 4.40 0.76 12 59.63 4.59 0.66 5 55.40 4.26 0.76 7 62 9.50 
13 48.38 3.72 0.92 28 53.33 4.10 0.81 3 47.45 3.65 0.93 25 
14 50.72 3.90 0.97 39 49.25 3.79 1.08 4 50.96 3.92 0.97 35 62 43 9.00 
15 53.72 4.13 0.97 30 61.83 4. 76 0.25 3 52. 72 4. 06 0. 98 27 62 61 8.00 
16 46.37 3. 57 1.09 33 59.67 4.59 0.46 3 44.71 3.44 1.07 30 64 8.00 
17 54.55 4.20 1.09 42 56.25 4.33 0.8 4 54.35 4.18 1.12 38 11.5 

18 54.34 4.18 0.86 38 54.75 4.21 1.04 5 54.26 4.17 0.84 3 62 60 
19 56.07 4.31 0.81 51 54.75 4.21 0.88 5 56.23 4.33 0.81 46 65 31 9.00 

20 26.02 2. 00 1.18 46 32.08 2.47 0.88 4 25.40 1.95 1.14 42 63 29 7.75 

21 41.45 3.19 1.37 49 51.07 3.93 1.02 11 38.59 2.97 1.39 38 61 29 7.50 

22 49.15 3.78 1.03 41 48.00 3.69 1.08 4 59.28 3.79 1.03 37 61 58 8. 75 

23 50.79 3.91 1.21 28 65.00 5.00 0.00 2 49.18 3.78 1.22 26 62 68 8.00 

24 54.67 4.21 0.97 42 61.10 4. 70 0.49 6 53.39 4.11 1.00 36 61 56 9.25 

25 51.52 3.96 1.15 26 49.80 3.78 1.01 4 52.00 4.00 1.18 22 56 34 

26 56.18 4.32 1.01 26 62.00 4.77 0.30 4 54.99 4.23 1.07 22 65 36 9.25 

27 45. 35 3. 49 1. 18 16 53.50 4.12 0.49 2 43.26 3.33 1.24 14 8.00 

28 57.04 4.39 0.73 28 60.00 4.62 0.47 5 56.21 4.32 0.79 23 10.25 

29 57.90 4.45 0.65 26 60.17 4.63 0.58 4 57.35 4.41 0.67 22 8.50 

30 32.64 2.51 1.33 14 46.33 3.56 0.61 4 27.73 2.13 1.29 10 63 57 8.50 



91 

Table 13 - Continued 

Descriptive Statistics on each Ratee by Alternate Sources 
Super-

All Raters Nominated Raters Non-Nominated Raters Self ordinate Work Sa 
Total Trait Total Trait Total Trait Raters Raters Content 
Mean Mean SO N Mean Mean SO N Mean Mean SO N Mean Mean Mean 

Ratee 

31 52.98 4.08 0.96 48 55.85 4.30 0.87 5 52.63 4.05 0.97 43 61 61 9.50 
32 54.66 4.20 0.98 36 62.00 4.77 0.29 4 53.58 4.12 1.01 32 65 63 10.25 
33 51.95 4.00 0.97 24 57.32 4.41 0.67 5 50.40 3.88 1.00 19 65 65 10.00 
34 55.79 4.29 0.74 35 58.73 4.52 0.64 6 55.12 4.25 0.76 29 65 50 10.50 
35 52.13 4.01 1.09 22 55.00 4.23 0.27 3 51.62 3.97 1.14 19 65 58 8.75 
36 54.42 4.19 0.80 24 62.50 4.81 0.27 2 53.61 4.12 0.80 22 65 59 9. 75 
37 52.87 4.07 0.96 24 60.40 4.65 0.79 3 50.60 3.89 0.95 21 61 70 9.50 
38 53.21 4.09 1.09 26 49.83 3.83 1. 76 4 53.85 4.14 0.97 22 64 46 
39 57.12 4.39 0.91 47 59.28 4.56 0.55 7 56.78 4.37 0.94 40 65 62 8.50 
40 57.20 4.40 0.78 44 61.43 4.73 0.44 8 56.19 4.32 0.82 36 65 62 7.75 
41 52.22 4.02 1.18 16 52.18 4.01 1.24 16 8.50 
42 54.15 4.17 0.85 11 53.67 4.13 0.78 3 54.25 4.17 0.85 8 64 49 8. 50 
43 53.35 4.10 0.82 20 56.05 4.31 0.83 5 52.03 4.00 0.79 15 62 57 9.25 
44 52.36 4.03 0.86 38 57.28 4.41 0.82 5 51.39 3.95 0.86 33 65 54 8. 75 
45 53.42 4.11 1.14 26 60.67 4.67 0.46 4 51.78 3.98 1.21 22 62 56 9.00 
46 48.59 3.74 1.13 29 58.50 4.50 0.39 2 47.63 3.66 1.15 27 64 59 7.25 
47 45.07 3.47 1.27 30 56.00 4.31 0.50 2 44.14 3.40 1.20 28 9.50 
48 54.68 4.21 0.88 18 61.25 4.71 0.51 4 52.62 4.05 0.91 14 54 7.75 
49 49.79 3.83 1.02 30 49.08 3.78 1.31 4 49.91 3.84 0.99 26 65 56 7.75 
50 44.35 3.41 1.36 15 48.00 3.69 0.82 44.11 3.39 1. 40 14 7.00 
51 50.70 3.90 1.08 21 61.75 4.75 0.35 4 47.16 3.63 1.08 17 
52 54.44 4.19 0.86 25 60 57 
90 50.04 3.85 1.01 50 48. 33 3. 72 0. 39 3 50.15 3.86 1.04 47 57 37 7.75 
91 52.27 4.02 1.00 27 57.00 4.38 0.56 3 51.93 3.99 1.01 24 21 7.00 

Avg. 48.02 3.75 0.96 30.5 52.30 4.10 0.62 3.9 47.18 3.68 0.96 26.2 57.2 46.4 8.08 



Table 14 

Intcrcorrelations of Nominated and Non-Nominated Raters * p<.05 

Ratings 

Nominated 
I 

2 
3 
4 

5 
6 
7 

8 

9 

10 
II 

12 
13 

0.56 
0.51 
0.47 
0.54 
0.57 
0.48 
0.53 

*** 

*** 

*** 

*** ... 
*** 

••• 

2 

0.52 
0.52 
0.54 
0.58 
0.60 
0.50 
0.46 

0.42 ** 0.46 
0.46 *** 0.46 
0.43 ** 0.52 
0.46 *** 0.49 
0.57 ... 0.61 
0.53 ••• 0.59 

1\vPrage 
Correlations 0.50 0.52 

*** 

*** 

*** 

••• 
*** 

*** 

*** 

••• 
*** 

*** 

••• 
••• 
••• 

Non-Nominated 

3 4 5 

0.40 •• 0.32 ** 0.43 ** 

0.46 *** 0.36 ** 0.41 ** 

0.56 *** 0.42 ** 0.40 ** 

0.51 ••• 0.39 ** 0.39 ** 

0.52 *** 0.39 •• 0.50 •• 
0.38 ** 0.24 * 0.31 * 

0.46 *** 0.33 ** 0.36 ** 

0.42 •• 0.25 * 0.35 ** 

0.45 *** 0.29 • 0.44 ** 

0.48 *** 0.30 * 0.35 ** 

0.49 *** 0.36 •• 0.36 ** 

0.49 *** 0.43 ** 0.51 •• 
0.48 *** 0.40 ** 0.37 ** 

0.47 0.34 0.40 

6 8 9 10 

0.44 *** 0.23 * 0.14 0.39 •• 0.18 • 
0.43 ** 0.24 * 

0.47 ••• 0.24 * 
0.53 ••• 0.23 • 
0.55 ••• 0.30 * 
0.47 ••• 0.22 

0.18 0.38 ** 0.25 * 

0.17 0.39 ** 0.28. 
0.19 0.47 ••• 0.29. 
0.18 0.47 ••• 0.32 ** 

0.23 • 0.51 ••• 0.27 • 
0.44 •• 0.29 • 0.27 • 0.44 ••• 0.28 • 
0.46 ••• 0.23 0.24 • 0.48 ••• 0.24 • 
0.48 ••• 0.23 • 0.23 • 0.50 ••• 0.31 • 
0.52 ••• 0.28 • 0.26 • 0.49 ••• 0.33 •• 
0.47 ••• 0.21 0.18 0.42 •• 0.27. 
0.54 ••• 0.30 • 0.22 0.45 ••• 0.31 • 
0.53 ••• 0.27 • 0.23 • 0.52 ••• 0.37 ** 

0.49 0.25 0.21 0.45 0. 28 

•• p<.01 ••• p<.OOI 

11 12 13 

0.47 *** 0.35 ** 0.40 ** 

0.52 *** 0.41 ** 0.44 *** 

0.54 ••• 0.39 •• 0.42 ** 

0.57 *** 0.39 ** 0.45 *** 

0.58 *** 0.47 *** 0.56 *** 

0.51 *** 0.35 •• 0.48 ••• 
0.49 ••• 0.44 •• 0.51 *** 

0.47 *** 0.39 ** 0.51 ••• 
0.53 *** 0.43 ** 0.51 *** 

0.57 *** 0.46 *** 0.52 *** 

0. 53 *** 0.37 ** 0.40 •• 
0.52 *** 0.44 *** 0.44 *** 

0.54 *** 0.48 *** 0.55 ••• 

0.53 0.41 0.48 

Avg. 
Corr. 

0.20 
0.21 
0.22 
0.23 
0.25 
0.20 
0.21 
0.20 
0.21 
0.22 
0.22 
0.24 
0.23 

1..0 
rv 
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peer raters. All 13 dimensions are significantly 

intercorrelated. Eight are significant at the .001 

level. 

The intercorrelations between nominated and non

nominated raters, as well as the correlations between 

nominated and non-nominated raters with superordinate, 

work sample, and the composite superordinate plus work 

sample criteria are presented in Table 15. 

The composite nominated and non-nominated scores 

were significantly intercorrelated (K=.55, Q <.001). 

Additionally, both composites were significantly 

correlated with the three criteria. The correlation 

between nominated ratings and superordinate ratings 

(K=.49, Q <.01) was greater than the correlation between 

non-nominated ratings and superordinate ratings (K=.33, 

Q <.05). Non-nominated ratings, on the other hand, were 

more highly correlated (K=.38, Q <.01) with the work 

sample results than were the nominated ratings (K=.25, 

Q <.OS). 

While the combined ratings of all peers was more 

highly correlated (K=.40, Q <.01) with work sample 

results than either nominated or non-nominated raters 

taken independently, the nominated ratings 

highly correlated with superordinate ratings 

raters combined. Finally, when correlated 

were more 

than all 

with the 
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Table 15 

Correlations of Peer raters with Superordinate, 
Work Sample, and Standardized Work Sample/Superordinate Composite 

Super- Work Standardized 
Ordinate Sample Composite Nominated 

Peer Raters 

All 0.39 ** 0.40 ** 0.48 ** 

Nominated 0.49 ** 0.25 * 0.46 ** 

Non-Nominated 0.33 * 0. 38 ** 0.43 ** .55 *** 

Dimens ions 

Nominated 
.60 *** .30 * .58 *** 

2 .50 *** .24 .41 ** 

3 .47 ** .07 .39 ** 

4 .49 ** .11 .45 ** 

5 .46 ** .23 .44 ** 

6 .41 ** .25 * .35 * 

7 .30 * .21 .36 * 

8 .12 .11 .14 
9 .39 ** .28 * .32 * 

10 .25 -.01 .18 
11 .49 ** .24 .43 ** 

12 .53 *** .17 .46 ** 

13 .32 * .36 ** .41 ** 

Non-Nominated 
1 .34 * .41 ** .47 ** 

2 .33 * . 32 * .42 ** 

3 .35 * .26 * .39 ** 

4 .39 ** .35 ** .46 ** 

5 .37 ** .39 ** .46 ** 

6 .27 * .47 *** .44 ** 

7 .23 .41 ** .41 ** 

8 . 24 .39 ** .38 ** 

9 .26 * .35 ** .35 * 

10 .27 * .36 ** .37 * 

11 .34 * .29 * .38 ** 

12 .25 .34 ** .43 ** 

13 .20 .37 ** .40 ** 

* p<.05 ** p<.O *** p<.OOl 
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composite work sample and superordinate criterion, 

nominated (~=.46, R <.01), non-nominated (~=.43, R 

<.01), and all peers (~=.48, R <.01) were all correlated 

at the same level of significance, and the correlation 

coefficients were virtually the same. 

Superordinate ratings were regressed onto 

nominated and non-nominated sources. A stepwise multiple 

regression analysis revealed that the nominated rating 

source was the better predictor of superordinate 

ratings. When the non-nominated variable was added to 

the equation it did not contribute a significant amount 

of variance. (Table 16). Two similar stepwise regression 

analyses were performed using the content portion of the 

work sample as the dependent variable and nominated and 

superordinate ratings as the independent variables in 

the first analysis, and non-nominated and superordinate 

ratings as independent variables in the second analysis. 

(Tables 17 and 18). Results of these regressions showed 

that once non-nominated raters were entered into the 

equation, the addition of superordinate raters did not 

contribute significant variance. 

If the top thirty candidates based on nominated 

ratings and the top thirty candidates based on non

nominated ratings are selected independently, a measure 



Table 16 

Stepwise Multiple Regression 
Analysis of Superordinate Ratings 
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Regressed onto Nominated and Non-Nominated Ratings 

Variable 

Nominated 

(Constant) 

Variable 

Non-Nominated 

B 

1.06296 

Multiple R 
R Square 
Adjusted R Sq. 
Standard Error 

0.49589 
0.24591 
0.22606 

12.04587 

Variables in the Equation 

SE B Beta T 

0.30196 0.49589 3.52 

-7.87477 17.03769 -0.462 

Variables not in the Equation 

Beta In Partial Min Toler T 

0.08315 0.07904 0.68149 0.482 

Sig T 

0.0011 

0.6466 

Sig T 

0.6324 



Table 17 

Stepwise Multiple Regression 
Analysis of Work Sample Content 
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Regressed onto Nominated and Superordinate Ratings 

Variable 

Superordinate 

(Constant) 

Multiple R 
R Square 
Adjusted R Sq. 
Standard Error 

0.34962 
0.12224 
0.09716 
0.81715 

Variables in the Equation 

B SE B Beta T 

0.02173 0.009844 0.34962 2.208 

7.61693 0.53052 14.358 

Sig T 

0.0339 

0 

Variables not in the Equation 

Variable Beta In Partial Min Toler T Sig T 

Nominated 0.1238 0.11601 0. 77086 0.681 0.5004 
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Table 18 

Stepwise Multiple Regression 
Analysis of Work Sample Content 
Regressed onto Non-Nominated and Superordinate Ratings 

Variable B 

Non-Nominated 0.04539 

(Constant) 6.43602 

Variable Beta In 

Superordinate 0.25314 

Multiple R 
R Square 
Adjusted R Sq. 
Standard Error 

0.37113 
0.13773 
0.11378 
0.80674 

Variables in the Equation 

SE B Beta T 

0.01893 0.37113 2.398 

0.96564 6.665 

Variables not in the Equation 

Partial Min Toler T 

0.25505 0.87529 1. 56 

Sig T 

0.0218 

0 

Sig T 

0.1276 
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of overlap can be determined. Table 19 shows the results 

of this analysis, and Table 20 presents the mean scores 

and rank order of all nominated and non-nominated 

candidates. Twenty of the top 30 candidates selected 

by the nominated raters were also selected by the non

nominated raters. There is, in other words, a 67% 

overlap between the two rating sources. Three of the top 

thirty nominated candidates were selected by two raters 

each. The small number of nominated raters had an effect 

on the relative rank order of those nominated 

candidates, and the degree of intercorrelation between 

ratings by nominated and non-nominated raters. After 

setting four raters as the minimum number required for 

inclusion in the study, and correlating nominated and 

non-nominated raters once again, the coefficient 

increased from .55 to .64. 

It should be noted, however, that there is adverse 

racial impact on the number of black candidates selected 

when ratees with less than four nominated raters were 

eliminated. With all ratees included, six of the top 

thirty candidates selected by nominated raters were 

black. When the cut-off test (i.e., less than four 

raters) was applied, only three black candidates were 

selected. With non-nominated raters, four black 

candidates were selected. 
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Table 19 

Candidates rated in the Top Thirty by both 
Nominated and Non-Nominated Peer Raters 

Rank order Rank order 
by Nominated by Non-Nominated 
Raters Race Raters Race 

Ratee Number 16 w 21 w 
21 w 2 w 
23 B 3 w 
19 w 12 B 

18 w 10 B 

7 B 23 w 
29 w 15 w 
11 w 22 w 
5 w 13 w 

15 w 8 w 
14 w 4 w 
6 w 20 w 

24 w 11 w 
4 w 19 w 

22 w 5 w 
9 w 9 w 

30 w 27 w 
12 B 30 w 
10 B 25 w 
28 w 29 w 

Amount of overlap: 20 of the top 30 candidates 

Degree of overlap: .67 
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Table 20 

Rank order of all Nominated and Non-Nominated Ratees 

Ratee Race 

1 w 
2 w 
3 w 
4 w 
5 w 
6 w 
7 B 
8 w 
9 w 

10 B 
11 w 
12 B 
13 w 
14 w 
15 w 
16 w 
17 w 
18 w 
19 w 
20 w 
21 w 
22 w 
23 B 
24 w 
25 w 
26 w 
27 w 
28 w 
29 w 
30 w 

All Raters 

Rank 
Mean Order 

54.13 22 
56.04 10 
58.51 1 
57.56 3 
50.49 39 
55.95 11 

50.07 40 
54.88 13 
52.57 29 
47.85 46 
45.70 48 
57.22 4 
48.38 45 
50.72 37 
53.72 23 
46.37 47 
54.55 17 
54.34 20 
56.07 9 
26.02 54 
41.45 52 
49.15 43 
50.79 36 
54.67 15 
51.52 35 
56.18 8 
45.35 49 
57.04 7 
57.90 2 
32.64 53 

N 

49 
48 
46 
40 
26 
29 
41 
37 
38 
20 
33 
12 
28 
39 
30 
33 
42 
38 
51 
46 
49 
41 
28 
42 
26 
26 
16 
28 
26 
14 

Nominated 

Rank 
Mean Order 

59.83 16 
49.00 47 
59.50 21 
58.75 23 
56.00 32 
59.62 19 
65.00 
55.68 34 
59.52 20 
62.67 3 
55.03 35 
59.63 18 
53.33 41 
49.25 45 
61.83 7 
59.67 17 
56.25 29 
54.75 38 
54.75 37 
32.08 52 
51.07 42 
48.00 50 
65.00 2 
61.10 11 
49.80 44 
62.00 5 
53.50 40 
60.00 15 
60.17 14 
46.33 51 

N 

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

11 
4 
2 
6 
4 
4 
2 
5 
4 
4 

Non-Nominated 

Rank 
Mean Order 

53.57 21 
56.66 6 
58.38 2 
57.43 3 
49.95 38 
55.07 12 
49.12 41 
54.75 14 
51.56 32 
43.17 49 
43.03 50 
55.4 10 

47.45 43 
50.96 34 
52.72 23 
44.71 45 
54.35 15 
54.26 16 
56.23 7 
25.4 53 

38.59 51 
59.28 1 
49.18 40 
53.39 22 

52 28 
54.99 13 
43.26 48 
56.21 8 
57.35 4 
27.73 52 

N 

45 
44 
42 
36 
25 
24 
39 
32 
33 
17 
27 
7 

25 
35 
27 
30 
38 
3 

46 
42 
38 
37 
26 
36 
22 
22 
14 
23 
22 
10 
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Table 20 - Continued 

Rank order of all Nominated and Non-Nominated Ratees 

All Raters Nominated Non-Nominated 

Rank Rank Rank 
Ratee Race Mean Order N Mean Order N Mean Order N 

31 w 52.98 27 48 55.85 33 5 52.63 24 43 
32 w 54.66 16 36 62.00 6 4 53.58 20 32 
33 w 51.95 34 24 57.32 26 5 50.4 36 19 
34 w 55.79 12 35 58.73 24 6 55.12 11 29 
35 w 52.13 33 22 55.00 36 3 51.62 31 19 
36 w 54.42 19 24 62.50 4 2 53.61 19 22 
37 B 52.87 28 24 60.40 13 3 50.6 25 21 
38 B 53.21 26 26 49.83 43 4 53.85 18 22 
39 w 57.12 6 47 59.28 22 7 56.78 5 40 
40 w 57.20 5 44 61.43 9 8 56.19 9 36 
41 w 52.22 32 16 52.22 26 16 
42 w 54.15 21 11 53.67 39 3 54.25 17 8 
43 w 53.35 22 20 56.05 30 5 52.03 27 15 
44 w 52.36 30 38 57.28 27 5 51.39 33 33 
45 w 53.42 24 26 60.67 12 4 51.78 30 22 
46 B 48.59 44 29 58.50 25 2 47.63 42 27 
47 B 45.07 50 30 56.00 31 2 44.14 46 28 
48 w 54.68 14 18 61.25 10 4 52.62 25 14 
49 B 49.79 42 30 49.08 46 4 49.91 39 26 
50 B 44.35 51 15 48.00 49 44.11 47 14 
51 B 50.70 38 21 61.75 8 4 47.16 44 17 
52 B 54.44 18 25 
53 w 50.04 41 50 48.33 48 3 50.15 37 47 
54 B 52.27 31 27 57.00 28 3 51.93 29 24 

Average: 48.87 30.50 53.25 3.92 50.75 26.2 
Std. Dev.: 12.82 12.10 13.99 1.82 15.25 11.7 
Minimum: 0 11.00 35.00 1 25.40 0 
Maximum: 58.51 51.00 65.00 11.00 59.20 47 
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The average number of raters for white candidates 

was 33.5 (SQ=11, Range=12 to 41), and the average 

number of nominated raters for white candidates was 4.5 

( SD=1. 7, Range=1 to 11) . The average number of raters 

for black candidates was 25.2 (SD=7.1, Range=12 to 41), 

and the average number of nominated raters for black 

candidates was 2.9 (SD=1.1, Range=1 to 5). 

The mean score of the nominated raters for black 

candidates (M=57.8, SD=5.7, Range=48 to 65) was 

slightly higher than those of white candidates (M=56, 

SD=5.8, Range=32 to 62.5). 

Thus, black candidates received fewer ratings from 

peer raters in general, and from -nominated raters in 

particular, than did white candidates. 

The results relating to the correlations of 

nominated and non-nominated raters support hypothesis 

five which states that the two rating sources are 

significantly intercorrelated, and each is significantly 

correlated with the criteria (superordinate, work sample 

and composite work sample/superordinate measure). 

However, given the adverse racial impact that results 

from removing the ratees who have a small number of 

nominated raters, these findings do not provide 

sufficient evidence to support using nominated raters 

exclusively, unless considerably more raters are used. 



CHAPTER V 

CONCLUSION 

This study examined the relationships between rater 

sources in selecting participants for inclusion in a 

principal training program. These sources were peer, 

superordinate and self-ratings. The relationship 

between nominated and non-nominated peer raters was 

investigated to determine the effect of using nominated 

raters exclusively. A work sample assessment was 

conducted with all candidates, and relationships between 

this assessment and the various rater sources were also 

examined. 

The results of this study indicated support for 

using peer ratings in selecting principal candidates. 

Peers added unique information to that provided by 

superordinate or self-raters relative to the 

competencies on which principal candidates are 

selected. These findings are reflective of the general 

literature on peer assessment. Latham ( 1986), in his 

discussion of the valuable contribution of peer 

104 
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evaluation to personnel assessment, speaks of "the 

unique variance in the criterion that they explain " 

( p. 18) . Furthermore, there is general agreement that 

no single source of appraisal is capable of effectively 

assessing all aspects of a given job's performance. 

Hence, the literature is replete with recommendations 

that multiple sources of ratings be used whenever 

possible. Kane and Lawler (1979) state: "The only remedy 

for the handicaps associated with the use of only one 

source to appraise each object's performance is to adopt 

a multiple-source approach to appraisal" (p. 446). 

Given the compelling arguments for using peer 

assessment as part of an appraisal system, a practical 

consideration arises concerning how peer raters can be 

selected. It is important to any organization to develop 

a method that combines economy with ease of 

administration. In this regard, the findings of the 

present study concerning the exclusive use of nominated 

raters were inconclusive, but did provide sufficient 

evidence to warrant further research using larger sample 

sizes. 

The above conclusions were based on findings 

related to a number of questions that were examined 

regarding the relative validity of peer ratings in an 

educational setting. These questions and the findings of 
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this study are summarized below. 

Research Questions and Results Summary 

1. What are the relative levels of leniency for the 
rating sources? 

As was expected, self-ratings exhibited the 

greatest levels of leniency. While peer and 

superordinate ratings revealed lower levels of leniency, 

nominated raters were relatively more lenient than non-

nominated raters. Considering that the nominated raters 

would most often be considered "friends " of the 

candidate, this result is not surprising. Self-ratings, 

however, exhibited significantly greater leniency than 

nominated raters (~(42)= 5.99, 2 <.0001). 

2. Which of the three rating sources yields the 
highest correlation with the written work 
sample? 

Peer ratings were more highly correlated with both 

the content portion ( .41, 2 <.01) and the written 

portion (.t:.=.37, 2 <.01) of the work sample than were 

superordinate ratings (content: .t:.=.35, 2 <.OS; written: 

.t:.=. 24, not significant) . Self-ratings were negatively 

correlated with the written portion (not at a 

significant level) and were not significantly correlated 
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with the content portion of the work sample (K=.04). 

The content portion of the work sample was 

regressed onto the three rating sources. A stepwise 

multiple regression analysis revealed that peer ratings 

were the best predictor of the work sample criterion, 

and when superordinate and self-ratings were added to 

the equation, they did not contribute significant 

variance. Thus, there is evidence that peer ratings 

provide unique information in the selection process. 

3. What are the relative levels of convergent 
validity for the three ratings sources? 

The multi-trait-multi-method matrices presented in 

Tables 5 and 6 revealed that correlation coefficients 

along the validity diagonal for peer and superordinate 

ratings were significant on nine of the thirteen 

dimensions (Range= .12 to . 4 7). The mean of validity 

diagonal coefficients was . 31. This value equaled or 

exceeded the mean values of eight of the mono-trait, 

multi-method columns, and is larger than the mean of 

those columns (M=. 28). In addition, only peer ratings 

for the communication skills trait (#7) were 

significantly correlated with the communication portion 

of the work sample assessment. These findings suggest 

moderate convergent validity for superordinate ratings, 
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and relatively greater convergent validity for peer 

ratings. These findings are supported by the research of 

Forsythe et al. (1988) and Vance et al. (1988). 

Self-rating intercorrelations were not 

significant, and the only coefficient along the validity 

diagonal that was significant with peer ratings was the 

teamwork dimension. 

The same matrices did not reveal evidence of 

discriminant validity. There were high correlations 

between ratings of what were supposed to be different 

dimensions. Correlations along the validity diagonal 

were not consistently higher than those on either side 

of the diagonal. Additionally, the value of the 

coefficient on the validity diagonal was not greater 

than the multi-trait mono-method rows of either the 

peer/supervisor or self/supervisor matrices. 

4. What are the relative levels of halo for the 
ratings sources? 

The high intercorrelations of peer ratings across 

all dimensions, and the low intercorrelations of self-

ratings, is consistent with findings in the literature 

which indicate that self-ratings should exhibit less 

halo than the other sources. 

Further, a factor analysis of dimensional 
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intercorrelations revealed that peer ratings generated 

only one general factor, while superordinate ratings 

generated two factors, and self-ratings generated four 

factors. These results reinforce the findings regarding 

relative levels of halo among the three rating sources 

discussed in the literature. 

5. Are the scores of those nominated by candidates 
significantly correlated with the scores of 
those not nominated, and are the scores of 
nominated and non-nominated raters significantly 
correlated with superordinate and work sample 
scores? 

All thirteen dimensions rated by nominated and non-

nominated peers were significantly intercorrelated. The 

mul ti-trai t-mul ti-method matrix on Table 14 does not, 

however, provide evidence of discriminant validity. 

The composite scores of nominated and non-nominated 

peer raters were significantly intercorrelated (.55, Q 

<. 001). The correlation between nominated raters and 

superordinates was greater than that between non-

nominated and superordinates. Non-nominated ratings, on 

the other hand, were more highly correlated with work 

sample assessments (£=.38, 2 <.01) than were nominated 

ratings (r=.25, Q. <.OS), although both were 

significantly related. Finally, nominated ratings were 

highly correlated (£=.46, 2 <.01) with a standardized 
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composite superordinate and work sample criterion, as 

were non-nominated ratings (K=.43, 2 <.01). 

When superordinate ratings were regressed onto 

nominated and non-nominated ratings, the multiple 

regression analysis revealed that after nominated 

ratings were added to the equation, non-nominated raters 

did not contribute significant variance. 

Implications and Study Characteristics 

The significant intercorrelations between 

nominated and non-nominated peer raters, the 

significant correlations of both sources with 

superordinate and work sample criteria, and the variance 

contributed by nominated raters to the regression 

analysis using superordinate ratings as the dependent 

variable, 

provide 

suggest that using nominated raters may 

a promising means of streamlining the peer 

assessment process. The correlation between nominated 

and non-nominated raters could be increased from .55 to 

.64 by applying a cut-off rule based on a minimum number 

of raters (e.g., 4). However, doing so created an 

adverse racial impact, as the number of black candidates 

selected under that scenario dropped from six (20 %) to 

three (10 %). 
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The rather optimistic findings of some studies on 

self-ratings were not supported by the results of this 

study. It should be noted that most of the literature on 

self-ratings that reported high congruency with 

superordinate and peer ratings, and relatively low 

levels of leniency were experimental studies (Holzbach, 

1978; Kraiger, 1985; Shauger & Osberg, 1981; Vance et 

al., 1988). Other studies such as the present one which 

have an administrative purpose should be pursued before 

placing too much faith in the use of self-ratings for 

administrative decision making. 

While mean peer ratings (both nominated and non

nominated) were significantly correlated with 

supervisory and work sample criteria, they did not 

discriminate between traits. The high intercorrelations, 

single factor loading, and lack of discriminant validity 

are evidence of this finding. 

There are limitations in the present study which 

educational institutions should consider prior to using 

nominated peer raters exclusively. First, only 54 ratees 

were involved in this study. Second, the average number 

of nominated raters was four, a number which should be 

increased in future studies. In this regard, particular 

attention should be paid to adverse racial impact on 

candidate selection when using a small number of 
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nominated raters. Third, lower correlations may have 

resulted from the range restriction in the predictors 

since candidates were self-screened based on the 

completion of a Master's degree, state certification in 

administration and supervision, and a minimum of three 

years of prior teaching experience. 

Rater confidentiality and anonymity were preserved 

in the present study. This may have had an effect on the 

return rate of the peer appraisals. McEvoy and Buller 

( 1987) have demonstrated that user acceptance of peer 

appraisals may be in part a function of the degree to 

which confidentiality can be insured (p. 795). The 

preservation of anonymity in the present study may also 

have had an effect on the relative lack of leniency in 

the peer ratings. 

Recommendations 

Given the widespread support found in the 

literature for 

assessment it is 

using peer 

recommended 

appraisal in 

that more 

personnel 

studies be 

performed in educational settings to examine its 

validity relative to other assessment sources. 

The small sample size based on the self-screening 

of candidates is a limitation which should be redressed 
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in future studies. Further, additional research on the 

relative validity of nominated and non-nominated peer 

raters should also be conducted with larger sample 

sizes. 

The development in the state of Florida of school 

administrator performance rating scales based on 

dimensions associated with principal competencies makes 

possible a predictive validity study using various rater 

sources, including nominated and non-nominated peers. 

This study should use the performance rating scores as 

the criterion and should use as predictors not only 

superordinate, self- and peer ratings, but also Targeted 

Selection Interviewing. Although widely used as an 

administrative selection method, Targeted Selection 

Interviewing has yet to be validated with on-the-job 

performance criteria. Such a study would be of immense 

practical value to school districts throughout Florida 

and the United States. 
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List of Performance Dimensions 

Selected by Peat, Marwick, & Mitchell 

1. Leadership: Readily assumes overall responsibility 
for projects and tasks as well as for students and/or 
staff. Sets challenging objectives for self and ensures 
that others set and achieve challenging objectives. 
Establishes priorities, schedules activities, and uses 
other human resources effectively to accomplish goals. 
Delegates authority and responsibility in accompl i shing 
projects or assignments. 

2. Decision Making: Shows a willingness to make 
decisions, render judgments, take action, and commit 
self and others in a timely manner. Demonstrates 
assertiveness and confidence when a decision is made. 
Makes high quality decisions which reflect appropriate 
action based upon circumstances and data available and 
are in keeping with the philosophy, goals, objectives, 
and policies of the District when applicable. 

3. Analytical Ability and Judgment: Identifies important 
issues and problems. Searches for and gathers many 
different kinds of information before arriving at an 
understanding of an event or a problem. Uses analytical 
skills to review information and formulate alternate 
solutions to problems. 

4. Sensitivity and Work Climate: Creates a work climate 
which reflects trust, openness, and good relations among 
personnel. Emphasizes fairness in dealing with 
personnel. Is aware of the effects of his/her behavior 
and decisions on other people. Considers the position, 
feelings, and perspectives of others when planning, 
organizing, and making decisions. Tailors style of 
interaction to fit the situation or audience. Is tactful 
in oral and written responses to other. 

5. Persuasiveness: persuades or influences others 
through a number of possible means. Changes tactics or 
strategies when original plan fails to persuade . 

6. Teamwork/Interpersonal Relationships: Stimulates 
others to interact, work together, resolve conflicts, 
and encourages others to reach mutual agreement. Works 
as part of the team with District and School staffs. 
Coordinates efforts with other departments or staff. 
Compromises when necessary for the benefit of the 
District. Uses own ideas and ideas of others to initiate 
and stimulate dialogue and facilitate the group process. 
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7. Commitment to Mission and Image: Presents a positive 
image of the School and District. Supports these values 
even if difficult actions are required. 

8. Planning and Organization: Formulates plans which are 
compatible with the District's organizational goals and 
objectives. Develops written comprehensive plan based 
upon an assessment of needs. Assesses budget needs and 
stresses cost-effectiveness in budget administration. 
Ensures that sound property control procedures are in 
operation. Adheres to the financial and record keeping 
procedures of the District. Works with District staff 
and/or consultants to plan for program development and 
improvement and for other technical assistance. 
Anticipates, plans, and schedules for future needs. 

9. Personnel Development: Views developing others as a 
primary objective and helps individuals grow by 
providing assistance. Is actively involved in selecting 
a well-trained and qualified staff. Conducts an ongoing 
program of personnel evaluation, utilizing observations, 
conferences, and others appropriate evaluation 
techniques to help personnel increase their 
effectiveness. Ensures that a continuing, effective 
program of staff development exists for instructional 
and/or support personnel based upon identified needs. 
Helps individuals grow by providing challenging 
assignments, working with them as a coach, discussing 
performance, and providing feedback regarding their 
strengths and weaknesses. 

10. Communication Skills: Ensures that there is 
effective dissemination of information to and from all 
staff members. Provides for the effective exchange of 
information between centers, schools, and the District. 
Writes clear, concise, and properly structured letters, 
memos, and reports. Demonstrates effective oral 
expression when presenting ideas or tasks to an 
individual or group. Shares ideas with others in a clear 
and informative manner. Uses summary clarification, 
paraphrasing, and perception checks to test the accuracy 
of his/her conception of another's perspective. 

11. Productivity and Performance Management: Completes 
assignments within time schedules while meeting quality 
requirements. Ensures that required reports and 
information are submitted in accordance with established 
deadlines. Adjusts to new situations resulting from new 
laws, decisions, or circumstances with the flexibility 
needed to adapt and operate. States and demonstrates 
high work standards for self and others. 

12. Professional and Technical Knowledge: Is 
knowledgeable of and adheres to state laws and 
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regulations and District policies. Understands and 
practices principles and theories of specialized 
subject area or professional discipline. Participates in 
a continuing program. of self-improvement activities. 
Remains up-to-date on developments in field of 
expertise. 
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FLORIDA STATUTES 

231.087 Management Training Act; Florida Council on 
Educational Management; Florida Academy for School Leaders; 
Center for Interdisciplinary Advanced Graduate Study.--

(1) INTENT.--The Legislature recognizes that quality 
education in public schools of this state requires 
excellence in its principals and other managers. Efficient 
and effective management of schools to meet the needs of 
students in today's society requires a unique blend of 
skills, experience, and academic background which is rarely 
provided through typical baccalaureate or graduate programs 
in education. The purpose of this section is to provide for 
a state, regional and district support system for excellence 
in principals and other educational managers. This support 
system shall include the identification of those 
competencies basic to effective management of schools; a 
performance-based management training program; a program of 
competency-based certification for school managers, to 
become effective July 1, 1986; a performance-based 
evaluation and compensation program for educational 
managers; and a research and service center for principals 
and other educational managers. It is further intended that 
this section encourage career development, inservice 
training, and skills enhancement for present and potential 
education managers. 

(2) FLORIDA COUNCIL ON EDUCATIONAL MANAGEMENT.--

(a) There is created the Florida Council on 
Educational Management, to consist of 17 members appointed 
by the Governor, President of the Senate, and Speaker of the 
House of Representatives after consultation with the 
appropriate professional associations, including 
representatives of the private-sector management community. 

1. The Governor, President of the Senate, and Speaker 
of the House of Representatives shall each appoint two 
members from the principals of the district school systems 
of the state. 

2. The Governor, President of the Senate, and Speaker 
of the House of Representatives shall each appoint one 
member from the faculties of the institutions of higher 
learning in the state which offer programs in business 
administration, educational management, or social sciences. 
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). The Governor, President of the Senate, and Speaker 
of the House of Representatives shall each appoint one 
member from the private-sector management community. 

4. The Governor shall appoint one member each from the 
following categories: 

a. Elected school superintendent. 
b. Appointed school superintendent. 
c. District school board member. 
d. District school personnel engaged in management 

training. 
e. Department of Education personnel with system-wide 

management responsibilities. 

(b) Each member shall serve for a term of 4 years, and 
terms shall be staggered. Each member shall be entitled to 
receive per diem and expenses of travel as provided in s. 
112.061 while carrying out official business of the council. 
The members shall elect annually a chairman and such other 
officers as may be necessary. A vacancy shall be filled in 
the same manner as the original appointment and shall be 
filled for the remainder of the term. 

(c) The council shall be assigned to the Department of 
Education for administrative purposes. 

(3) DUTIES OF THE COUNCIL.--The council shall have the 
following duties: 

(a) To identify those competencies which characterize 
high-performing principals and other managers in the public 
schools of this state. 

(b) To validate through scientific research the 
identified competencies. 

(c) To identify standards and procedures for measuring 
and evaluating performance of the identified competencies. 

(d) To identify the training processes required for 
school managers to acquire the identified competencies and 
to develop training materials which cannot be obtained from 
existing sources. 

(e) To identify the procedures necessary to develop 
and implement a program of competency certification for 
school mangers. 

(f) To develop the policies and procedures necessary 
to adopt and implement a compensation program for school 
managers which is based on successful performance of the 
identifie9 competencies. 
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(g) To identify criteria for the screening, selection, 
and appointment of school managers. 

(h) To develop and approve guidelines for the approval 
of school district training programs used for the 
certification of principals. 

(i) To establish an educational management and 
development network to facilitate communication, 
involvement, and mutual assistance among the educational 
managers. 

(j) To serve as the Board of Directors of the Florida 
Academy for School Leaders. 

(k) To report no later than November 1 of each year 
for the previous fiscal year to the Commissioner of 
Education, the Governor, the President of the Senate, the 
Speaker of the House of Representatives, and the chairmen of 
the Senate and House of Representatives committees on public 
school education on the expenditures, activities, and 
accomplishments of the council, the academy, and the Center 
for Interdisciplinary Advanced Graduate Study. Such report 
shall also include a statement of the objectives and overall 
program for the coming year, the recommended level of 
funding for the overall program for that year, and any other 
recommendations deemed by the council to be appropriate. 

(l) To perform such additional studies and activities 
as are necessary to achieve the purpose of this act. 

(4) FLORIDA ACADEMY FOR SCHOOL LEADERS 

(a) There is created the Florida Academy for School 
Leaders to provide inservice tr~ining for school managers 
for the purpose of upgrading the quality of management at 
all levels of the public school system in the state. 

(b) The Florida Council on Educational Management 
shall serve as the board of directors of the academy and 
shall adopt guidelines under which the academy shall conduct 
training institutes on current needs and problems of school 
managers at all levels. 

(c) The academy is assigned to the Department of 
Education for administrative purposes. 

(5) DISTRICT MANAGEMENT TRAINING PROGRAMS.--

(a) Pursuant to guidelines to be adopted by the 
Florida Council on Educational Management, each school board 
may submit to the commissioner a proposed program designed 
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to train district administrators and school-based managers, 
including principals, assistant principals, school site 
administrators, and persons who are potential candidates for 
employment in such administrative positions, in the 
competencies which have been identified by the council as 
being necessary for effective school management. The 
proposed program shall include a statement of the number of 
individuals to be included in the program and an ·itemized 
statement of the estimated total cost of the program, which 
shall be paid in part by the district and in part by the 
department. 

(b) Upon the request of any school board, the 
department, through the Florida Academy for School Leaders, 
shall provide such technical assistance to the school board 
as necessary to develop and submit a proposed program of 
training for school management. 

(c) The commissioner shall approve, disapprove, or 
return to the school board for modification each proposed 
program submitted. For those programs ap~roved, the 
commissioner shall authorize the distribution of funds. 

(6) CENTER FOR INTERDISCIPLINARY ADVANCED GRADUATE 
STUDY.--

(a) The council is authorized to contract with a state 
university to establish a Center for Interdisc i plinary 
Advanced Graduate Study for school principals. The purpose 
of the center shall be to provide advanced educational 
opportunities for school-based instructional leaders and to 
conduct research for the improvement of school principals 
which will build upon the work of the council as identified 
in subsection (3). Additionally, the center shall coordinate 
with the council to provide training, both at the center and 
at locations around the state, for currently employed and 
prospective assistant principals and principals. 

(b)l. The council shall issue a request for proposals 
for the establishment of the center, which shall include the 
organization, funding, goals, and objectives of the center 
and strategies for including current research being 
conducted in the state relative to teacher effectiveness, 
student performance, and instructional leadership. 
Additionally, the center shall establish a follow-up 
procedure to determine the effectiveness and job-related 
success of individual public school assistant principals and 
principals and to correlate such effectiveness and success 
with the individual competencies identified by the council. 

2. The proposals shall be evaluated by a panel 
consisting of the chairman of the counci l , the Go verno r o r 
his designate, a member of the Board of Regents, a member of 
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the Postsecondary Education Planning Commission, a member of 
the Florida Elementary School Principals Association, and a 
member of the Florida Association of Secondary School 
Principals. The evaluation of proposals shall include the 
consideration of interdisciplinary cooperation, the ability 
to provide the greatest benefit to the state, financial 
feasibility, and cooperation with state-of-the-art research 
efforts in the area of instructional leadership. The panel 
shall forward its recommendation for awarding the proposal 
to the council for final action. 

(c)l. The center shall be established for a period of 
5 years, the first year being designated for planning 
purposes and the remaining 4 years for implementation. 

2. The State Board of Education, in consultation with 
the council, shall evaluate the center every 5 years. Should 
it be determined that the center is not providing henefit to 
the state or is failing to meet its stated goals and 
objectives, funding shall be withdrawn and a request for 
proposals shall be reissued in accordance with paragraph 
(b) • 

(d) The State Board of Education shall adopt rules to 
implement the provisions of this subsection. 

History.-
ch. 81-318; 
ch. 83-265; 
ch. 85-239. 

ss. 1,2, ch. 80-297; ss. 1,3, ch. 81-241; s.2, 
ss. 1,4, ch. 82-46; ss. 28,30, ch. 82-242; s. 2, 
s. 14, ch. 84-336; s. 1, ch. 85-191; ss. 1,2,3, 
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THE HIGH PERFORMING AND BASIC COMPETENCIES 

Cluster 

Purpose and Direction 

Cognitive Skills 

Consensus Management 

Quality Enhancement 

Organization 

Communication 

High-Performing 
Competencies 

Proactive Orientation 
Decisiveness 

Interpersonal Search 
Information Search 
Concept Formation 
Conceptual Flexibility 

Managing Interaction 
Persuasiveness 

Achievement Motivation 
Management Control 

Organizational Ability 

Self Presentation 

Basic Competencies 

Commitment to School 
Mission 

Concern for Image 
Tactical Adaptability 

Developmental 
Orientation 

Delegation 

Written Communication 
Organizational 

Sensitivity 

DEFINITIONS AND BEHAVIORAL INDICATORS 
FOR THE HIGH-PERFORMING COMPETENCIES 

(Croghan, Lake & Schroder, 1983) 

Purpose and Direction Cluster 

Proactive Orientation 

Takes the role of being fully "in charge" and responsible for all 

that happens in a situation or a job. An "internal control" orienta

tion in which persons behave with the full assumption that they can be 

the "cause" and can move events, create change and achieve goals. 

Initiates action and readily takes responsibility for all aspects of 

the situation--even beyond ordinary boundaries--and for success and 

failure in task accomplishment. Initiates actions of self and others 

to learn about the organization and to achieve goals. 
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Behavioral Indicators: 

* Takes overall responsibility for progress of a group or a task 
or for obtaining and using resources. 

* Initiates actions, proposals or plans for self and others to 
accomplish tasks. 

* Accept and portray personal responsibility for failures / 
barriers and learn from experiences to overcome potential or 
real barriers. 

*Accepts ultimate responsibility for staff, students and 
teachers. 

Decisiveness 

Expresses forcefulness and confidence when a decision is made. A 

readiness to make decisions, render judgments, take actions and commit 

oneself and others regardless of the quality of the decision. 

Behavioral Indicators: 

* Expresses little ambivalence about decisions that have been 
made (but may recognize alternatives). 

* Forceful and self confident in making decisions. 

Cognitive Skill Cluster 

Interpersonal Search 

Is able to discover, understand and verbalize the concepts, 

thoughts, ideas held by others. Is not only sensitive to the ideas 

and opinions of others but behaves to ensure an understanding of the 

feelings and verbalizations of others. 

Behavioral Indicators: 

* Uses probing, repetition to have others describe their own 
perspectives, ideas and feelings. 

* Is able to discover and understand the ideas and concepts of 
others--from their point of view. 

* Uses summary clarification and paraphrasing to test the 
accuracy of one's conception of another's perspective; e.g., of 
a teacher, a student. 
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Information Search 

Searches for and gathers many different kinds of information 

before arriving at an understanding of an event or a problem. Uses 

formal and informal observation, search and interaction to gather 

information about the environment. The breadth (number of sources) 

and depth (what is learned from each relevant source) of information 

search. 

Behavioral Indicators: 

* Gathers information about problems from a variety of sources or 
events befo~e making a decision or committing resources. 

* Breadth (or the number of different sources) of information 
search. 

* Gathers sufficient information in each essential area searched 
(both inside and outside the organization) in order to arrive 
at relevant ideas or concepts. Strives to be well informed. 

Concept Formation 

The ability to form concepts, hypotheses, ideas on the basis of 

information. Can reorder information into ideas, see relationships 

between patterns of information from different sources, and can link 

information separated spacially or over time. A logical process of 

forming ideas based on information from different sources. 

Behavioral Indicators: 

* Develops a concept in order to make sense out of an array of 
information separated in space or time. 

* Finds meaning themes or patterns in a sequence of events or 
inputs. 

* After examining an issue or a problem insight emerges which is 
usually labeled and used for diagnostic purposes and for 
stating cause and effect relationships. 

* Perceives relationship between important events or links 
related events into broader meanings (e.g., in In-Basket). 

Conceptual Flexibility 

The ability to use alternative or multiple concepts or 

perspectives when discussing problem solving or making a decision. 
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Can view a person or an event from different perspectives; can devise 

alternative plans or courses of action and can visualize the pros and 

cons of each. Considers information from different points of view in 

arriving at a decision. The ability to view an event from multiple 

perspectives simultaneously. 

Behavioral Indicators: 

• Views events from different (multiple) perspectives 
simultaneously. 

• In group situations keeps different group members perspectives 
"on the table" for discussion. 

• Conflicting or different views of events are discovered and 
used in problem solving and dialogue. 

• Perspective of subordinates, managers in the person's own unit 
(e.g., department, school) and significant "others" outside the 
person's unit and organization are taken into account in 
planning and problem solving. 

• Forms and uses multiple concepts in problem solving and 
interpersonal and group interaction. 

• Includes people from groups with different perspectives in 
planning groups (e.g., students and parents in a school setting 
and citizens of the school community). 

Consensus Management Cluster 

Manaqinq Interaction 

The ability to get others to interact, to stimulate others to 

work together, to understand each other, to resolve conflict or agree 

to its presence, to encourage others to reach mutual agreement. Uses 

own and others' ideas to initiate and stimulate dialogue between 

others. To demonstrate good group process and facilitator skills. 

Behavioral Indicators: 

• Stimulates others to interact in a group situation. Is able to 
get another to present and stimulate others to respond. 

• Is able to get others to state their perspectives and then 
discuss relationships and can motivate the group to move toward 
mutual agreement. 

• Is able to get people from different groups or conflicting 
groups to engage in dialogue. 
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* An integrating facilitating role in interpersonal and group 
situations. 

Persuasiveness 

The ability to persuade or influence others through a number of 

possible means: gaining and sustaining their attention and interest 

in a group situation; using information or arguments, modeling the 

behaviors expected; or being direct in specifying what others will do. 

Behavioral Indicators: 

* Demonstrates. ability to influence or persuade others to support 
one's ideas or goals. 

*May use a variety of techniques; e.g., modeling expected 
behavior, using information, and expertise or authority, by 
being directive. Whichever technique is used the operation 
here is "success in influencing." 

Quality Enhancement Cluster 

Achievement Orientation 

States high internal work standards. Verbalizes personal and 

group goals as a desire to do something better--better feedback or 

measures of how well self or group is doing; shows frustration in 

meeting barriers or in response to own or others' mistakes or 

failures. 

Behavioral Indicators: 

* Expresses a desire to do the task better, better than it was 
done previously, better than others do it, or better according 
to some objective or subjective standard. 

* Makes expectations of high performance, excellence or high 
productivity known to others. 

* Expresses frustration with barriers to reaching standards of 
excellence. 

* Wants measures of own productivity and performance in order to 
plot or assess progress. 
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Management Control 

Devises opportunities to receive adequate and timely feedback 

about the progress of work accomplishments of others. Follow-up on 

delegated activities or providing plans for or taking action on 

feedback of information to others about meeting standards of 

productivity. 

Behavioral Indicators: 

* Plans and schedules follow-up for all delegated and assigned 
activities. 

* Monitors the performance of managers and subordinates and 
schedules reviews. 

* Plans and initiates activities which help in observing the work 
and progress of others--both of individuals and department or 
grade level. 

* Informs others when their work is not meeting standards. 

Organizational Ability Cluster 

Organizational Ability 

Sets plans and promotes to accomplish goals. Schedules 

activities and the use of human and other resources for accomplishing 

goals. Focuses on time, deadlines, flow of activities or resources on 

ways to get the job done. 

Behavioral Indicators: 

* Makes schedules, budgets own time; shows a concern for time and 
schedule in exercises and in the simulated role. 

*Reviews a task and then plans; e.g., reviews all items on desk 
or in In-Basket and then proceeds with a plan and schedule. 
Uses this style in work or simulation situations. 

* Establishes priorities handling important issues first, 
allocating more time to high-priority issues. 

* Organizes the activities of a group in order to develop a 
logical plan--what will be done first, second, and so forth, 
meetings and points of communication. 
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Communication Cluster 

Self Presentation 

The ability to clearly present ones own ideas, others' ideas and 

information in an open and genuine way. Is able to share ideas with 

others in an open informative, non-evaluative manner. Effectively 

uses technical, symbolic, non-verbal and visual aids or graphics in 

order to get the message across. 

Behavioral Indicators: 

* Is able to communicate own ideas to others in one-on-one or 
group situations in a clear informative manner. The criteria 
is not persuasion but the degree to which the presentation was 
understood. 

* Can stimulate others to ask questions about own issues. 

* Is able to present in a way which is not interpreted as 
"demanding conformity" or control. 

DEFINITIONS AND OPERATIONS FOR THE 
PROPOSED BASIC COMPETENCIES 

(Croghan, Lake, & Schroder, 1983) 

Purpose and Direction Cluster 

Commitment to School Mission 

Holds a set of values about the school; e.g., welfare of the 

students, fairness to staff; behavior is consistent with values 

despite barriers. 

Behavioral Indicators: 

* Promotes the welfare of the students. 

* Displays a humane concern for the feelings of teachers, parents 
and students. 

* Takes difficult actions, which may be unpopular, when the 
welfare of students seem to be at stake. 

* Emphasizes the importance of fairness in providing oppor
tunities, distributing priorities, administering discipline and 
distributing funds. 
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Consensus Management Cluster 

Concern for Image 

Shows concern for the image of the school via the impressions 

created by the students and staff and manages these impressions and 

public information about the school. 

Behavioral Indicators: 

* Advertises successes. 

* Controls the flow of negative information. 

Tactical Adaptability 

States the rationale for using particular strategies; e.g., to 

influence certain groups, tailors style of interaction to fit the 

situation and changes style if it does not succeed. 

Behavioral Indicators: 

* Indicates that an activity will be challenging. 

* Tailors one's style of interaction to the audience one wishes 
to influence. 

* Adjusts strategy or adopts a different strategy when one is 
unsuccessful. 

Quality Enhancement Cluster 

Developmental Orientation 

Holds high and positive expectations about others' potential, 

views developing others as a property of the principal's job. It 

involves working with others as a coach, discussing performance 

problems, providing feedback about performance and giving reassurance 

for development while allowing the person to take individual 

responsibility. 

Behavioral Indicators: 

* Holds high expectations about the potential of other people to 
develop. 

* Works to help others do their job better and uses follow-up in 
order to develop others. 
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* Gives support, approval or recognition for developmental 
activities of others. 

* Instills a value of "developing others" in own staff merrbers. 

Organization Cluster 

Delegation 

Delegates authority and responsibility clearly and appropriately 

in accomplishing organizational goals. This must be differentiated 

from organization, that is, from the normal assignment of tasks which 

people routinely do. It is the delegation of a project not currently 

a routine part of the person's job; e.g., gathering information, 

developing a proposal or a plan, implementing a project. 

Behavioral Indicators: 

* Clearly delegates an activity which is not a routine task and 
then let us discuss your decision." Do the initial phase and 
then check with me before you make a decision." 

*Delegates defined activities; e.g., information gathering, 
planning, implementing. 

Communication Cluster 

Written Communication 

Clear, concise and properly structured written communication. 

Behavioral Indicators: 

* Meaning clearly expressed in memos and letters. 

* Adequate vocabulary. 

* Correct spelling and punctuation. 

* Sentence and paragraph construction appropriate and correct. 

Organizational Sensitivity 

The awareness of the effects of one's behavior and decisions on 

other people and other groups in and outside the organization. 
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Behavioral Indicators: 

• Tactful written and oral responses to others in and out of the 
organization. 

• Keeps persons in the organization informed when information 
received is relevant or could be relevant to them. 

• Considers the position, feelings and perspectives of others 
when planning, making decisions and organizing. 
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POTENTIAL ADMINISTRATOR PROGRAM 

APPLICATION 

I. Degree's Received 

Degree Date University/College 

II. Certificate Information 

Type ___________________________ Number ______________ _ 

Subjects Covered 

Ill. Service Information 

Total years professional education experience ____________ _ 

Total years professional education experience in 
Palm Beach County 

IV. Subjects taught or Areas of Responsibility 

V. Work experience as a professional educator 

Title Location Dates 
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VI. Training program(s) 

Title of Training Program Sponsored by Year 

VII. Publications - Please list any publications that you authored 

or co-authored related to education. 

VIII. Committees and other special experiences. Please list any 

committees and other special experiences and indicate your 

role (member, chairman, Department Head, Athletic Director, 

Summer Writing Teams, etc.) 



IX. Professional Organizations 

X. Related Honors and Awards 

Honor or Award 

138 

Date 

XI. All the teachers at your school will be asked to rate your 

leadership behaviors. To assist us in this and future 

selection processes, please print the names of eight (8) 

teachers at your current school whom you feel are most 

knowledgeable of your leadership potential. It is highly 

desirable to list eight (8) names. If you cannot do so, list 

as many as possible. 
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XII: Briefly, please complete the following statement in the 

space provided. I feel I am most qualified for this 

program because 

XIII. Jobs applied for in the past year. 
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QUESTIONNAIRE 1 

Presented on this and the following page is a list of teacher behaviors. 
We would like you to make two ratings for each behavior. 

Rating U is an "observability" rating. Judge the extent to which you feel peers 
in general have opportunities to evaluate this type of teacher behavior. Usetne 
following scale to make your ratings: 

0 observable to a very little extent 
1 observable to a limited extent 
2 observable to a moderate extent 
3 observable to a great extent 
4 observable. to a very great extent 

Rating 112 is a "predictability" rating. Judge the extent to which you feel the 
behavior as exhibited by a teacher is predictive of effective behavior in the 
capacity of a principal or assistant prinCipal. For example, ff a teacher "sets 
challenging goals for self and encourages others to set and achieve chBllengin g 
objectives," is that teacher also likely to "set challenging goals •.. " as a principal 
or assistant principal? Use the following scale to make your predictability rating: 

0 predictive to a very little extent 
1 predictive to a limited extent 
2 predictive to a moderate extent 
3 predictive to a great extent 
4 . predictive to a very great extent 

Obeerv
ability 

Predict
ability 

BEHAVIORS TO BE RATED BY PEERS 

1. Sets challenging goals for self and encourages others to 
set and achieve challenging objectives. 

2, Contributes ideas to group processes and guides group 
toward task accomplishment. 

3, Makes high quality decisions and takes appropriate action 
based on circumstances and data available. 

4. Investigates problems before taking action. 

5, Is aware of the attitudes of other staff members toward 
their work and work-related issues. 

6. Maintains the self-esteem of others when having 
Interactions with them. 

7. Persuades or influences others throuvh a number of 
possible means. 



Observ
abflft~ 

Predict
ability 
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8. Works as part of a team with other staff members. 

9 . Promotes the welfare of the students. 

10. Displays a humane concern for the feelings of peers, 
parents, and students. 

11. Anticipates, plans and schedules for future needs. 

12. Encourages others to participate in self-development 
activities. 

13. Expresses oral and written information in a clear and 
succinct manner. 

14. Completes assignments within time schedules while 
meeting quality requirements. 

15. Ensures that required reports and information are 
submitted in accordance with established deadlines. 

16. Is knowledgeable of and adheres to school and District 
policies. 

17. Demonstrates persistence in getting tasks accomplished. 

18. Has energy to meet the demands of a full day of 
teaching/office duties, meetings, and extracurricular 
activities. 

19. Seeks input from appropriate others before making 
decisions that affect others at the school. 

20. Knows when to Inform others of the status of important 
work or emergencies. 

21. Adjusts strategy or adapts a different strategy when one 
is unsuccessful. 

22. Contributes ideas to group processes and helps group 
accomplish task. 

23. Assigns priorities so the most important work is done 
first. 

24. Projects confidence and security in a meeting. 

25. Understands and practices principles and theories of 
education and of specialized subject area. 
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QUESTIONNAIRE II 

1. How many of your E!esent fellow teachers can evaluate you on the listed 
behaviors? 

4 6 8 10 12 Other 
p-.lr-e_a_s_e_lr-n-d"i_c_a~t e 

2. To what extent do you feel your present peers would evaluate your 
performance fairly and accurately? (CIRCLE ONLY ONE) 

0 
1 
2 
3 
4 

not at all 
to a limited extent 
to some· extent 
to a moderate extent 
to a great extent 

3. To whst extent do you feel your present principal would evaluate you r 
performance fairly and accurately? (CIRCLE ONLY ONE) 

0 
1 
2 
3 
4 

not at all 
to a limited extent 
to some extent 
to a moderate extent 
to a great extent 

4. To what extent do you feel your present assistant prlncipa)(s) would 
evaluate your performance fairly and accurately? (CIRCLE ONLY ONE) 

0 
1 
2 
3 
4 

not at all 
to a limited extent 
to some extent 
to a moderate extent 
to a great extent 

5. How many years have you worked in your present capacity? --------
6. How many years have you worked for the Palm Beach County School Board? 

7. How many total years of classroom teaching experience do you have? 

8. Do you presently work in a 

__ high school 

middle school 

__ elementary school 

administrative office 
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Instructions for Rating 

On the reverse side are listed the names of those persons from your school who 
have applied for the Potential Administrator Training Program. Also listed are 13 
behaviors. Rate how well each description matches the actual behavior you have 
observed with regard to the candidates. 

To what extent Is the description a close match to the behavior of a candidate? 
Use the following scale to make your ratings : 

1) 
2) 
3) 

To a very little extent 
To a little extent 
To a moderate extent 

4) To a great extent 
5) · To a very great extent 

X) If you have not h11d opportunities to observe the teacher In situations 
where such behavior could be exhibited , place an X In the appropriate 
cell of the rating form. 

Examples: 

lr you think that the description of the behavior "Works as part of a team with 
other staff members" matches the behavior of John Smith "to a great extent . " 
then place a 4 In the box across from that behavior and below Mr. Smith's name 
(See below) • 

lr you think that the description or the behavior "Works aa part of a team with 
other starr members" matches the behavior of Jane Doe "to a moderate extent," 
then place a 3 In the box serosa from that behavior and below Ms. Doe's name. 

If you have not had opportunities to observe BUl Brown ' s behavior working with 
other staff members, you should place an X In the box across from the 
description or that behavior and below Mr. Brown's name. 

Rate all the candldatea on each behavior before proceeding to the next behavior . 
Follow this procedure for all 13 behaviors: 

Applicants 

~ 
·' 'II 
i ~ l.i) 

t .. 
c -c 
~ 1-lj 

4 3 

Behaviors 
) .. 
' CD 

' ... 
Cl:i 

X 1. Works as part of a team with other stil.ff members . 

PLEASE TURN TO THE REVERSE SIDE AND COMPLETE YOUR 
RATINGS ON THE CANDIDATES. 



APPLICANTS 

-

For questions, call Jay Linksman 
at 478-8552 

RATING FORM 

Use the following scale to make your ratings: 

1 - to a very little extent 4 - to a great extent 
2 - to a little extent 5 - to a very great extent 
3 - to a moderate extent 
X - if vou have not had opportunities to observe the teacher in situa-

tions where such behavior could be exhibited, place an X in the 
appropriate cell of the rating form. 

Enter your rating in the appropriate cell for each applicant. Rate al 1 
applicants on each behavior befo're going on to the next behavior. 

BEHAVIORS 

l. Contnbutes t<leas to group processes and helps group accomplish 
taak. 

2. Makes high quality dectstons and taltes appropnate actton based 
on circumstances and data available. · 

J. Mamtams the self-esteem ot others when havmg interactions wtth 
them. 

4. Works as part of a team wtth other staff members. 

5. Promotes the weHare of students. 

6. Antictpates, plans, and schedules tor luture neeas. 

1. .Expresses oral ana wntten tntormation in a clear and succtnct 
manner. 

8. Completes aastgnments wtthtn time schedules while meetmg quality 
requirements. 

9. Demonstrates perststence tn getting taiKs accompJi.snea. 

lU. Knows when to tnform others ol tne status Of tmportant work or 
emergencies. 

11. Persuades or mfluences others tn a postttve manner through a 
number of possible means. 

12. ProJects conltdence and secunty m a meenng. 

13. Understands and practtces pnnctples and theones of educatton, 
and of specialized subject area. 

Place this form in the stamped, self-addressed envelope that is 
provided. in order for your ratings to count, this form must be 

postmarked no later than --------------------------

...... 

*'" -...J 
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Analysis of Field Test Questionnaire I 
to Determine Observability (Obs) and Predictability (Pred) 

of Dimensions to be Included on Peer Rating Forms 

(Test 1, N=24) 

Mean Mean STD STD 
Trait (Obs) (Pred) (Obs) (Pred) 

1. Goal Setting 3.12 3.67 .99 .64 
2. Group task 3.58 3.83 .88 . 48 
3. Decisions 3.00 3.50 .98 .66 
4. Prob. Solving 2.75 3.46 1.11 .88 
5. Aware of Others 3.12 3.42 . 9 5 .97 
6. Sensitivity 3.71 3.63 . 62 .71 
7. Persuasiveness 3.04 3.42 .95 .88 
8. Teamwork 3.83 3.75 .56 .53 
9. Commitment 3.46 3.79 .88 . 51 
10. Sensitivity 3.75 3.88 . 61 . 45 
11. Planning 2.96 3.63 1. 00 .97 
12. Staff Develop. 2.92 3.17 1. 02 . 1.13 
13. Communication 3.71 3.79 . 62 .59 
14. Productivity 3.25 3.67 .94 .64 
15. Productivity 3.17 3.58 . 92 . 65 
16. Knowledge 3.17 3.67 1. 05 .76 
17. Energy 3.42 3.71 .72 . 62 
18. Energy 3.83 3.75 .56 . 68 
19. Analytical 3.00 . 93 
20. Analytical · 2.96 3.42 1. 20 . 93 
21. Adjust Strategy 2.83 3.67 . 9 2· .70 
22. Teamwork 3.63 3.79 .77 .51 
23. Planning 2.88 3.75 1. 03 . 44 
24. Communication 3.63 3.71 .77 . 69 
25. Knowledge 3.00 3.58 . 93 . 6 5 

Mean of Observability: 3.26 
Mean of Predictability: 3.62 
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:'IJ2J B E LVEDERE ROAD 

WEST PALM BEACH FLORIDA 33402 

Potent~al Administrator Program 

Written Assessment Interview 

Please answer each question in the space allowed on the form. 

Brief answers will be appreciated . 

1. Describe a time when you went out of your way to solve a problem 
that was of help to others and you . 

SITUATION _____________________ _ 

YOUR ACl ION _____________________ _ 

RESULTS _____________________ _ 

j'J ·' '" ' · ... . 

,, .. .~ .. · ... ' · 
• • • • / l ,t ' ··· ' · 

•• , ... ... •J · .... . , ,.. 



152 

2. Relate an example of a project or program that your were in 
charge of in your school or organization. Tell briefly about the 
projcet, your method of getting the project completed and what was 
final result of your efforts. 

SITUATION ________________________________________ __ 

YOUR ACTION ________________________________________ __ 

RESULTS __________________________________________ ___ 
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3. Describe a situation in which you had to deal with an angry adult 
in a professional setting. 

SITUATION __________________________________________ ___ 

YOUR ACTION ________________________________________ __ 

RESULTS __________________________________________ ___ 
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RATING FORM FOR WRITTEN ASSESSMENT 

Instructions 

Your evaluation of the candidates' written responses will be 
in three parts. After reading a response, you will assign separate 
ratings for: 

A. Grammar, spelling and mechanics 
B. Handwriting and general appearance 
C. Content only (tased on Targeted Selection 

criteria) 

Use the same 5 point rating system used for Targeted Selection : 

5 a Much more than acceptable 
4 • More than acceptable 
3 • Acceptable 
2 • Less than acceptable 
1 • Much less than acceptable 

Please remember that the "3" rating indicates acceptable behavior. 
This rating is the "standard" against which all applicants are 
compared. 

Rating Section 

Candidate's ID II 

Question 1 Rating 

A. Grammar, spelling, and mechanics 
B. Handwriting and general appearance 
C. Content only (Targeted Selection criteria) 

Question 2 Rating 

A. Grammar, spelling, and mechanics 
B. Handwriting and general appearance 
C. Content only (Targeted Selection criteria) 

Question 3 Rating 

A. Grammar, spelling, and mechanics 
B. Handwriting and general appearance 
C. Content only (Targeted Selection criteria) 
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APPLICANTS 

FOR QUEST IONS , CALL: 

J av Li nks man 
i>H ~ -519 7 

RATING FORM 

Use the following scale to make your ratings: 

1 - to a very little extent X - if you have not had opportunities t 
2 - to a little extent observe the teacher in situations 
3 - to a moderate extent where such behavior could be exhibi 
4 - to a great extent place an X in the appropriate cell 
5 - to a very great extent the rating form . 

Enter your rating in the appropriate cell for each applicant. Rate al 
applicants on each behavior before going on to the next behavior. 

BEHAVIORS 

1. Contributes ideas to group processes and helps group accompllsl~ 

task. 
z. Makes htgh quauty aec1s1ons and takes sppropnate act1on based 

on circumstances and data available. 

0 

t ed, 
of 

1 

J. Mamtams the sell-esteem ot others when havtng tnterachons With 
them • 

4. Works as part ol a team wnth other stau: members. 

5 . Promotes the wellare of students. 

6. Anttctpates, plans, and schedules tor tuture needs. 

7. Expresses oral and written mtormat1on tn 8 clear and succmct 
manner . 

II. <;ompletes assignments wtthln tune schedules while meetmg quality 
requirements. 

9. Demonstrates perSJstence m getting tasks accomplished . 

10. Knows when to mform others of the status ot 1m port ant work or 
emergencies . 

11. Persuades or mtluences others m a pos1hve manner through a 
number of possible means. 

lZ. ProJects confidence and security m a meeting. 

13. Understands and practices pnnc1ples and theones of education, 
and of specialized subject ores . 

---------

Place this fo rm in the stamped, self-addressed envelope tha t is 
prov i ded . In order for your r a tings to count, thi s form must be 
pos tmarked no later th an 'b~ s . 198L 

...... 
U1 
-....! 
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1..,1-lE SCI-IOOL BOL\RD 
OF PAL!\t BEACH COUNTY. FLOHIDA 

3323 BELVEDERE ROAD 

WEST PALM BEACH. FLORIDA 33402 

TILCPWONI ••• ,000 

April 17, 1986 
M E M 0 R A N D U M 

TO: 

FROM: 

7\!achers 

~J. John C. Thurber, Director 
Department of Human Resources and Organizational Development 

SUBJECT: Peer Ratings of Candidates for Potential Administrator Program 

Some of your colleagues have asked to be conside!ed as candidates for an 
administrative training program which could lead to positions in school 
administration. The selection process includes a vritten assessment, and 
ratings by each candidate's principal and fellow teachers. 

As part of the selection process, the candidates need your assistance in the 
form of confidential peer ratings. This is an excellent opportunity for 
teachers to have input in the selection of potential administrators. We look 
forward to receiving your valuable feedback, and utilizing your insights. 

Your ratings will be collected and compiled by Florida Atlantic University 
which is assisting Palm Beach County Schools in the selection procedure. The 
school district provided the University with mailing labels so you could 
receive this material at home. Instead of having you sign your name on the 
rating form, the University has numerically coded it. This ensures that, 
while maintaining the maximum degree of confidentiality, only one rating per 
individual is received. 

Your responses will be held in the strictest confidence. No member of the 
Palm Beach County School system will be given access to individual ratings, 
and all responses will be shredded once the ratings are compiled. 

You may begin rating the candidates after reading the enclosed directions. 
Record you responses on the page labeled "Rating Form." 

Once you have completed the rating form, return it in the self-addressed, 
stamped envelope provided. Ratings must be received at Florida Atlantic 
University no later than May 2, 1986. 

If you have questions about this procedure after reviewing all the materials, 
please contact Jay Linksman at the following phone number: 684-5120. 

On behalf of the candidates involved in the training selection program, thank 
you for your valued input and assistance. 
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Instructions for Ratln[ 

On the rating- form are listed the names of those pE'rsons from your s chool wht' 
have applied for the PotentiAl Ac!ministrntor Training- Program. Al sc• listecl A!" C 1 3 
behn,·ic •n. Rnte hew V.' £11 each dc ~cription m11tches th e ac tual bc:>I:;H·ior y o:1 !J;,·.- c 
observed with regard to the candidates. Use the following scale to ma kt- y 0t•r 
ratings: 

To what extent Is the description a close match to the behavior of a candida t en 
Use the following scale to make your ratings: 

1) To a very little extent X) If you have not had opportunities to 
2) To a Uttle extent observe the teacher in situations 
3) To a moderate extent where such behavior could be 
4) To a great extent exhibited, place an X In the 
5) To a very great extent appropriate cell of the rating form . 

ExamEIE's: 

If you think that the description of the beha vior "Contributes idcu to rrour 
processes anrl helps group accomplish ta~}:" matches the behavi0r of John Smitl : 
"to A rrcct extent,'' then plu-:-c· r 4 in the box acros!' from that bch n·.·ior s ncl 
below ~lr . Smith's name (See belo1·1 ). 

If )"Ol1 think th?.t thE' description of the behnvior "Contrihute ~ : ic'ff~ to rrour· 
processes and helps group accomplish task" matches the behavior of .lane Doe " tv 
a moderate extent," then place a 3 in the box across from that behavior an d 
below ~Is. Doe's name. 

If ~·otl have not had opportunities to observ£' Bill Brown's beha,·ior worl :! r:r lr 
g-roups, you shoul~ placf' fir }: in the bo>: aero!'!' fror.1 the desC'riptior • 0f t hrt 
behavior anc! below ~Jr. Brown ' s name. 

Rate all the candidates on eac·h hehRvior before proct?criing t o the nc ~ t bch;.-.·ic.!. 
Follow thin procedure for all 13 behaviors : 

Apphcant!' 

Behaviors 
.z: ~ ... .... Ql 0 e 0 .... 
Vl c oc 
t: ~ ..... 

.r::. t: ...... 
0 !'C ..... ...., ...., a: 

4 3 X 1. Contributes Ideas to group processes and helps g-roup 
accomplish task. 
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TI-lE SCI-lOOL BOARD 
OF PALM BEACII COUNTY. FLOHIDA 

0 I 3323 BELVEDERE ROAD -~ .......... --·------..,.;. 
WEST PALM BEACH. FLORIDA 33A02 lOUIS J f A ';~ • .-. 

TIL.IrMOHI tU ·ttet 
SUSAN~ PHt 

VIII f ..... llou • •• THOMAS J MILLS 
"",llf ' tlttN1( t l0["'f 

I'Jr SCHOOlS 
JOSEPH N BCll UC C IO 

M E M 0 R A 

TO: 

D U M 

GAll BJORI( 

ROBE nT S HQWfL l 
LVNOA M JO~ t~S TQt: 

~UGH ._.KMIU At" Jn 

FROM: 

lected Secondary Principals 

\ hn c. Thurber, Director 
fJDepartment of Human Resources and Organiza~ional 

Development 

SUBJECT: Peer Ratings of Candidates for Potential 
Administrator Program 

Some of the teachers at your school have asked to be 
considered as candidates for an administrative training 
program. The selection process includes a written assessment 
plus ratings by each candidate's principal and fellow 
teachers. 

Your ratings will be collected and compiled by Florida 
Atlantic University. They are assisting Palm Beach County 
in the selection procedure. All ratings wi 11 be held in 
the strictest confidence and will be shredded once they 
are compiled. 

You may begin rating the 
enclosed directions. Please 
page labeled "Rating Forml' 

candidates after reading 
record your responses on 

the 
the 

Once you have completed the rating form, return it in the 
self-addressed, stamped envelop provided. Ratings must 
be postmarked no later than May 8, 1986. 

If you have questions about this procedure after reviewing 
all the materials, please contact Jay Linksman at the 
following phone number: 684-5120. 

On behalf of the 
selection program, 
assistance. 

JCT:eb 

candidates 
thank you 

involved 
for your 

in the training 
valued input and 
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Descriptive Statistics on Each Dimension Rated by All Peers, Nominated, and Non-Nominated Raters 

Peer ratings Nominated Raters Non-Nominated Raters 

Hissing Hissing Hissing 
Perforllldnce Dimension N Ratings H SD N Ratings H SD N Ratings H so 

1. Leadership 1459 223 3.76 0.51 202 12 4.17 0.92 1257 211 3.73 1.14 
2. Decisio1, Making 1323 359 3.73 0.52 193 21 4.14 0.93 1130 338 3.68 1.18 
3. Sensitivity/Work Climate 1604 78 3.85 0.50 212 2 4.13 1.01 1392 76 3.8 1.21 
4. Te~n~ork/lnterpersonal Relations 1598 84 3.96 0.50 211 3 4.37 0.9 1387 81 3.9 1.22 
5. Con111i tment to Hiss i on/!Tlldge 1568 114 4.12 0.49 207 7 4.48 0.84 1361 107 4.08 1.08 
6. Pl~nning & Organization 1259 423 3.99 0.45 190 24 4.44 0.85 1069 399 3.g5 1.09 
7. Co111nurlication Skills 1465 217 4.01 0.42 198 16 4.42 0.83 1267 201 3.99 1.05 ...... 
8. Productivity/Performance Management 1357 325 4.12 0.45 194 20 4.51 0.82 1163 305 4 .I 1.06 0'\ 

lJ1 
9. Energy & Tenacity 1357 325 4.11 0.49 194 20 4.51 0.82 1163 305 4.1 1.06 
10. Andlytical Ability 1220 462 4.02 0.45 179 35 4.38 0.91 1041 427 . 3. 96 1.12 
11. Persuasiveness 1446 236 3.72 0.55 198 16 4.04 1.03 1248 220 3.67 1.27 
12. Ord I Con111unca t ion in Meetings 1467 215 3.98 0.44 203 11 4.45 0.84 1264 204 3.92 1.16 
13. Professional & Technical Knowledge 1354 328 4.15 0.49 197 17 4.41 0.83 1157 311 4,12 1.08 

1\verJgcs: 1421 261 3.96 0.48 198 16 4.34 0.89 1223 245 3.92 1.13 
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Candidate 

1 

2 
3 
4 

5 
6 

7 

8 
9 

10 
11 

12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 

# of 

Raters 

49 
48 
46 
40 
26 
29 
41 
37 
38 
20 
33 
12 
28 
39 
30 
33 
42 
38 
51 
46 
49 
41 
28 
42 
26 
26 
16 
28 
26 
14 
48 
36 
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Mean Peer Ratings of Each Ratee on All Dimens ions 

Dimension 

2 3 4 5 6 8 9 10 11 12 13 

4.0 3.7 4.3 4.2 4.4 4.1 4.6 4.3 4.2 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.5 
4.2 4.2 4.3 4.5 4.5 4.2 4.2 4.3 4.4 4.3 4.1 4.3 4.5 
4.3 4.2 4.6 4.6 4.7 4.4 4.4 4.8 4.7 4.4 4.5 4. 4 4.6 
4.2 4.2 4.2 4.4 4.3 4.5 4.5 4.7 4.6 4.5 4.4 4. 3 4.6 
3.1 3.4 3.6 3.4 4.0 3.8 4.2 4.4 4.5 4.0 3.3 3.8 4.3 
3.8 3.9 4.3 4.2 4.4 4.3 4.4 4.5 4.5 4.4 4.2 4.3 4.5 
3.8 3.6 3.9 4.1 4.1 3.7 3.6 3.8 3.9 3.8 3.7 3.8 3. 7 
4.2 3.8 4.2 4.2 4.3 4.3 4.4 4. 3 4.5 4. 3 4.0 4.3 4.2 
4.0 3.6 3.7 3.8 4.2 4.3 4.2 4.3 4.6 4.0 3.5 4. 1 4.0 
3.6 3.6 3.7 3.7 3.9 3.5 3.7 3.7 3.9 3.6 3.4 4.0 3. 7 
3.4 3.0 2.9 3.2 3.8 3.9 4.0 3.9 3.7 3.7 2.7 3.6 3.9 
4.0 4.2 4.2 4.5 4.6 4.4 4.2 4.7 4.5 4.5 4.4 4.1 4.5 
3.2 3.2 3.6 3.9 4.0 3.7 3.9 3.9 3.8 3.8 3. 7 3.6 4.3 
3.6 3.8 3.8 3.8 4.1 3.8 3.7 4.0 4.1 4.1 3.6 3.8 4.3 
3.9 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.2 4.1 4.2 4.2 4.2 4.4 4.6 
3.3 3.2 3.7 3.7 3.8 3.3 3.6 3.6 3.3 3.7 3.3 3.6 4.3 
4.3 4.0 3.8 3.9 4.6 4.4 4.2 4.2 4.5 4.1 3.9 4.4 4. 5 
4.0 4.0 4.0 4.3 4.4 4.2 4.2 4.1 4.3 4.0 4.1 4.2 4.4 
4.2 4.2 4.1 4.3 4.5 4.4 4.6 4.5 4.3 4.3 3.9 4.3 4.5 
3.0 2.8 2.6 2.8 3.4 3.5 3.~ 3.5 3.8 3.4 2.6 3.1 3.5 
1.6 1.6 1.6 1.6 1.8 2.2 2.7 2.4 2.3 2.2 1.5 2.1 2.1 
3.5 3.5 3.6 3.9 4.0 3.9 3.6 3.9 4.0 3.7 3.6 3.8 4.1 
3.5 3.9 3.9 4.0 4.3 3.7 3.9 4.0 3.9 4.2 3.7 4.0 4.0 
4.0 4.1 4.3 4.3 4.3 4.2 4.2 4.1 4.3 4.3 4.1 4.1 4.4 
4.0 3.9 3.8 3.9 4.2 3.8 4.0 4.1 4.2 4.0 3.7 3.8 4.2 
4.2 4.3 3.9 4.2 4.2 4.4 4.5 4. 7 4.6 4. 5 3.7 4. 5 4. 5 
2.7 3.0 3.4 3.2 3.6 3.7 3.5 3.8 3.9 4.1 3.5 3.4 3.6 
4.0 4.3 4. 5 4.6 4.5 4.3 4.2 4.3 4. 3 4.4 4.4 4.5 4.5 
4.1 4.5 4.5 4.6 4.6 4.4 4.4 4.4 4.6 4.5 4.4 4.5 4.7 
2.5 2.2 2.7 3.0 2.4 3.0 3.0 2.7 2.3 2. 5 2.1 2. 6 2.6 
4.1 3.9 3.5 4.0 4.3 4.2 4.0 4.3 4.4 3.9 3. 6 4. 2 4. 3 
4.1 4.0 3.8 4.1 4.4 4.3 4.4 4.4 4.4 4.2 3.9 4.3 4.5 
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Continuation of Appendix P 

Mean Peer Ratings of Each Ratee on All Dimensions 

Dimension 

Candidate 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 

33 24 3.8 4.2 3.4 3. 7 4.3 4. 2 4.2 4.4 3.9 4.0 3.4 4. I 4.4 
34 35 4.1 4.0 4.4 4.5 4.6 4.2 4.4 4.3 4.2 4.4 4. 2 3.9 4.5 
35 22 3.8 3.9 3.7 4. I 4. 1 4.2 3.7 3.8 4.2 4.3 4.0 3.8 4.4 
36 24 4.1 3.8 4.0 4.2 4.1 4.3 4.1 4.2 4.3 4.2 4.1 4.2 4.3 
37 24 4.0 3.8 3.8 4.1 4.6 4.0 4.0 4.4 4.2 4. 1 3.8 4.1 4.4 
38 26 3.9 4.1 4.3 4.1 4.1 3.9 4.2 4.2 4.0 4.0 4.1 4.4 4.0 
39 47 4.2 4.2 4.3 4.2 4.4 4.4 4.6 4.7 4.5 4.4 4.1 4.5 4.4 
40 44 4.2 4.3 4.2 4.2 4.4 4.5 4.7 4.7 4.6 4.5 4.0 4.5 4.6 
41 16 3.9 3.7 3.8 4.1 3.8 4.0 4.2 4.5 4.4 3.9 3.6 3.8 3.7 
42 11 4.3 3.7 3.9 4.1 4.2 4.3 4.2 4.3 4.3 3.9 4.0 4.0 3.9 
43 20 3.7 3.8 3.9 4.1 4.1 4.3 4.3 4.2 4. 1 4.4 3. 7 4.1 4.3 
44 38 3.9 3.9 3.8 4.0 4.2 4.0 3.8 4 .I 4.2 4. I 3.7 3. 7 4.2 
45 26 3.7 4.0 3.9 3.9 4 .I 4.4 4.4 4. 7 4.4 4.3 3.8 3.8 4.3 
46 29 3.3 3.5 3.8 3.7 4.0 3.7 3.8 3. 7 4 .I 3.7 3.7 4.0 3.8 
47 30 3.3 3.0 3.4 3.6 3.8 3.4 3.2 3.5 3.6 3.4 3.2 3.6 3.3 

48 18 4.3 4.3 4.1 4.4 4.6 4.2 4.1 4.2 4.2 3.9 4.0 4.2 4.3 
49 30 3.8 3. 7 3.9 3.8 4.0 3.8 3.7 3.8 3.8 3.7 3.7 4.0 3.9 

50 15 3.6 3. 5 3.8 3.5 3.7 3. 1 3.5 3.2 3.2 3.3 3.3 3.6 3.3 

51 21 3.6 3.6 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.2 3.7 3.9 4.0 4.1 3.5 4.1 4.1 

52 25 4.0 3.8 4.3 4.2 4.5 4.2 4.0 4.3 4.4 4.4 3.9 4.1 4.6 

53 50 3.7 3.6 3.9 4.0 4.0 3.7 3.5 4 .I 3.9 3.9 3.6 3.9 4.0 

54 27 3.4 3.8 4.2 4.1 4.2 4.0 3.8 4.2 4 .I 4.3 4.0 4.0 4.4 
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Candidate 

1 

2 

3 
4 

5 

6 
7 

8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 

15 

16 

17 
18 
19 

20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
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Palm Beach County Principal Evaluations 

Dimension 

2 3 4 

5 3 5 4 

5 5 5 5 
5 5 5 5 
3 2 4 5 
3 3 4 4 
4 4 4 5 

4 4 4 5 

5 5 5 5 
5 5 5 5 
5 4 4 5 

1 1 
X X X X 
3 2 4 3 
2 2 3 3 
5 5 4 5 
2 3 3 
5 4 4 4 
4 4 5 5 

3 2 3 3 

2 2 2 2 
1 1 1 

3 3 3 4 

5 5 5 5 
4 4 4 4 
1 1 1 1 

2 2 
X X X X 
X X X X 
X X X X 
4 3 4 4 

5 5 4 5 

5 5 5 5 

5 6 

3 4 5 
5 4 4 

5 4 4 

4 5 2 
4 4 4 

5 4 4 
5 4 4 

5 5 5 
5 5 5 

5 4 4 

2 1 2 
X X X 
3 3 4 

3 3 4 

4 4 5 
3 2 2 
5 3 4 
5 4 5 

3 3 2 

4 3 2 

1 2 
5 4 4 
5 5 5 
5 4 5 
3 2 3 
3 2 3 

X X X 
X X X 
X X X 
4 5 5 
5 4 5 
5 4 5 

8 

5 
5 
5 
3 
4 

5 

5 
5 

5 
5 

2 
X 

5 

5 

5 
5 
4 

5 
3 
3 

2 
4 

5 
4 

2 
2 
X 

X 

X 

5 

5 

5 

9 10 11 12 13 

3 
4 

5 
3 

3 

5 
4 

5 

5 
4 

3 
X 

4 

5 
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4 

4 
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4 

4 
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3 

3 

X 

X 
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5 

5 

4 

4 

5 
3 
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3 
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4 
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2 

2 
2 
5 
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5 
X 

X 

X 

X 
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5 
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5 
2 
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3 
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2 
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5 
3 

3 
X 

X 
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5 
5 
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Continuation of Appendix Q 

Palm Beach County Principal Evaluations 

Candidate Dimension 

2 3 4 5 6 8 9 10 11 12 13 

33 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 'i 

34 3 3 4 5 4 4 3 4 4 3 4 4 5 
35 5 4 4 5 5 5 3 4 5 5 4 4 5 
36 5 4 4 5 5 5 3 4 5 5 4 5 5 
37 3 X 4 3 4 X 2 X X X 3 4 2 

38 3 3 3 3 4 3 5 4 3 4 4 4 3 

39 3 5 5 5 5 4 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 

40 3 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 4 5 5 

41 3 2 2 3 3 3 3 3 2 2 2 2 2 
42 4 4 3 3 4 4 4 4 4 4 3 4 4 

43 4 4 4 5 4 5 5 4 5 4 4 5 4 

44 4 4 4 4 4 5 3 4 4 5 4 5 4 

45 4 5 4 3 4 4 5 5 5 4 4 4 5 

46 5 4 4 4 5 4 5 5 s 4 5 4 5 

47 5 4 4 4 5 4 4 5 5 4 4 4 5 

48 5 4 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 4 4 4 5 

49 4 4 5 5 5 4 5 5 4 3 4 4 4 

50 3 3 5 5 4 3 4 3 4 3 3 3 3 

51 4 4 4 4 4 3 4 3 3 5 4 4 4 

52 4 4 5 5 5 5 4 3 4 5 4 4 5 

53 3 3 2 2 3 3 3 4 3 3 2 3 3 

54 X X X X X X X X X X X X X 
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Candidate 

1 

2 
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Self Ratings for each Rat ee on Each Din~n s i on 

2 3 4 5 6 

5 4 5 5 

.5 5 5 5 
5 5 5 5 
5 5 5 5 
5 5 5 5 

3 3 4 4 
5 5 5 5 
5 5 5 5 

5 5 5 5 

4 5 5 5 
5 4 5 4 
5 5 5 5 
4 4 5 5 
5 4 4 5 
5 5 5 4 

5 4 5 5 
5 5 5 5 
5 4 5 4 
5 4 4 5 
5 5 4 4 
5 5 4 5 
5 4 5 5 
4 4 4 4 
5 5 5 5 

5 5 5 5 

4 4 4 5 
5 5 5 5 

5 4 
5 5 

5 4 
5 5 
5 5 
4 5 

5 5 

5 5 
5 4 

5 5 

5 5 

5 5 
5 4 
5 5 
5 5 

5 5 

5 5 

5 5 
5 4 
5 5 

5 5 

5 5 

4 4 
5 5 

5 4 

5 5 
5 s 

Din~ns i ons 

8 9 10 II 12 13 
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4 

5 

4 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 
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5 
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5 
4 

5 
5 
5 
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5 
5 
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5 

5 
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5 
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Continuation of Appendix R 

Self Ratings for each Ratee on Each Dimension 

Dimensions 

Candidate 2 3 4 5 6 8 9 10 II 12 13 

33 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 

34 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 

35 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 

36 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 

37 4 4 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 4 4 5 

38 5 5 4 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 

39 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 

40 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 

42 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 4 5 5 

43 5 4 5 5 4 4 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 

44 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 

45 3 4 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 

46 5 5 4 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 

48 4 4 4 4 5 4 4 4 5 4 4 4 4 

49 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 

52 4 4 5 5 5 4 5 5 5 5 4 4 5 

53 4 5 5 4 5 4 4 5 4 4 4 4 5 
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