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‘EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The investigation was conducted to test for differences
between three ways of using police officers to evaluate the
performance of fellow officers, namely peer nomination, peer
ranking, and peer rating. PFor each method of assessment -three
variables were examined. These were validity (the relation’
of the peer aséessments to police sergeant evaluations and
ceftain objective performance measures), reliability (consis-
‘tenc§'among fellow officers when evaluating the same officer),
and user reaction (given %y the officers con each of the peer
assessment techniques).

The relationship between assessments made by fellow bffi«
cers and (a) rankings and ratings made by the sergeants and
(b) five objective perfoimance iridices was described by simple
and multiple correlations. These correlations were tested for
significant differences across the three methods.. Agreement‘
among fellow officers whén evaluating the same officer was
estimated and then tested for‘significant differences among
the three peer assessment methods. The notion that the offi-
cers had reacted differentiy towards any one method of peer
assessment was tested for by means of multivariate analysis 
of variance.

Based on previous research in the area, séveral results

-~ were expected., First, it was believed that peer nominations

dx




‘would relate more closely with the rankings and %atings pro-
vided by sergeants and the objective measures. This belief
was based on the method used to collect peer nominations.

That is, only the.high performing police officers were iden-
tified. Second, it was felt that peer nomination would élso
display the greatest consistency among fellow officers eval-
uating the same officer. Again this was based on this same
"method bias." Third, since there has been no previous re-
search which has examined officers' reactions to various types
of peer assessment methods, the present study represented an
important initial inquiry into this area. Fourth, the friend-
.ship among the police officers who served as both peer assessors
and assessees was measured. The impact of this friendship upon
éach method's relationship with the sergeant evaluations was
expected to be equal across the three peer assessment methodé.

The majority of past research in this area has concerned
itself with investigating only one method of peer assessment
at a time, usually peer nomination. Moreover, only reliabiiity
and validity has been examined. There has not been, however,

a systematic comparison of the three techniques to measure the
relative strengths and weaknesses of individual methods and -
the user reaction, especially when used for police officer
performance evaluation.

One hundred and twenty-six police officers and 19 police
corporals provided peer assessments on all police officer and
corporal personnel working in a patrol capacity within a munic-
ibal law enforcement agency serving a medium sized southeastern

city. In all, 256 police officers and 35 poiice corporals were



assessed by fellow officers.

A peer assessment instrument was provided to each officer.
The assessment booklet requested nominations 6f fellow officers
and rankings and ratings of squad members on each of nine per-
formance dimensions. Whereas rankings and ratings were to be
made on only the assessorﬂs fellow squad members, any officer
working patrol could be nominated. For each person assessed
by any of the three methods, five questions regarding the peer
assessor's friendship or scocial relationship with the officer
assessed were answered. The evaluating officer also provided
indications as to his or her reactions to using each method
by responding to a series of seven statements.

All three peer assessment methods displayed close relation-
ships with rankings and ratings provided by the squad sergeant.
Howeveér, peer ranking revealed a significantly greater corre-
1atiéh with the sergeant ranking; and ratings than either peer
nomination or peer rating. High correlations were also obtained
between peer assessments and the number of commendations and
awards received by the assessee and the number of one-the-job
injhries sustained. Moreover, all methods showed great consis—
tency (reliability estimates) among fellow officers evaluating the
same officer, with peer ranking showiﬁg significantly'moré con-
sistency than either peer nominations or peer ratings. Reac-
tions of those éompleting the peer assessments were mildly
negative towards all three peer assessment techniques, with no
one method being either liked or disliked to a greater extent

than the others. - The measures of friendship did not have a

substantial impact upon the relationship between each peer

xi




assessment method and the rankings and.rating provided by the
sergeants.

The results suggested that peer asseéssment is a valid and
reliable means of evaluating police officer performance. In
particular, peer ranking was seen as having the greatest poten-
tial for accurately and consistently discriminating among patrol
. officers. Questions were raised, however, regarding the proper
description and measure of the friendship which exists among
fellow officers. It was suggested, in light of past research
in the area, that the description and measurement of friendship.
between the peer assessor and assessee may be the determining
factor as to whether the socialyrelationship among officers

reveals a significant influence on peer assessments.
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

In a comprehensive review of relevant research, Kane
and Lawler (1978) have commented upon the potential useful-
ness of three péer—assessment techniques for evaluating
empioyee performance. As they pointed out}'in spite of much
preyious research which has documenfed‘high degrees of valid-
Ai;y and reliability for peer assessnient, there has been a
reluctance to adopt peer assessment for evaluative purposes
within organizations. This reluctance has stemmed primarily
from a complacency with more traditional performance evalua-
tion techniques and to a lesser extent from an overall fail-
ure to recognize the utility of peer assessments.

Recently, various authors (Borman, 1974; Klimoski &
London, 1974; Lawler, 1967) have attempted to justify the
use of fellow workers in fhe evaluative process. Their justi-
fication has centered upon the notion that peers can contribute
evaluative performance information which is psychometrically
supefior to and significantly different from that which is
obtained through more common performance appraisal techniques.
Korman (1968), in reference to peer ratings, concluded that

"peer ratings are better predictors of performance than other



psychometric procedures," and "better thHan most obiective
tests." Similar conclusions have been advanced by other
authors (Lindzey & Byrne, 1969; Miner, 1968).

In an attempt to allay the cautiousness which has
guided the implementation of peer assessment in compreheén-
sive performance evaluation systems, Kane and Lawler (1978)
outlined several organizational settings which contain fac-
tors facilitative to the use of peer assessment. Three
optimal organizational settings were described: .

(1) where members of peer groups have unique

views of important dimensions of each other's
performance;

- (2) where members of peer groups are actually
capable of accurately observing and inter-
preting the crucial aspects of each other's
performance; and :

(3) where there is a need to improve the effec-
tiveness of assessments gathered on certain
characteristics of peer group members.

The first two settings would seem common among those
types of organizations which divide their production capacity
into departmental or work-group units. The third factor would
be a reaction to mounting pressure to improve the job—rélated—'
ness and accuracy of present evaluative methods. Thus, if the
above conditions are in evidence, Kane and Lawler (1978)

suggest that the use of peer assessment could prove quite

beneficial to an organizatiocn.

Methodé of Peer Assessment
Three basic techniques for measuring the judgments

of peers within the evaluative process lave come to represent




the field of peer assessment. Unfortunately, many éast
studies have confused these peer assessment techniques by
referring to peer nomination, peer ranking, and peer rating
under the single category of "peer or buddy ratings."  This
inaccuracy has hindered needed research into the respective
strengths and weakness of the varied methods of peer assess-
ment through the global prescriptions for the use of "peer
ratings." Kane and Lawler (1978) have provided an explana-
tion of each technique. Their definitions will serve as the

foundation for the following overview.

Peer Nomination

" BEach member of a specified group designates a certain
number of the group members as being highest on a particular
dimension of performance.or trait. Occasionélly each member
‘is also required to indicate a specified number of group
members who are lowest on the same performance dimensions.,
Common practice has also had the nominees listed in decreas-
ing'order of extremeness on each dimension or trait. Those
nominated are ranked from highest to iOWest, with the group

members’ being required to exclude themselves from those con-

sidered when nominations are made.

Peer Ranking

This method of peer assessment requires that each
group member rank all other group members from best to

worst on each of a specified number of performance dimensions.



Kane and Lawler (1978) have stated that ranking is the mbst
discriminating of all peer assessment methodsvbased on the
possibility that each group member could be differentiated
from all others by the average rank received (if no ties
wére allowed). Peer ranking is‘recommended when the purpose
of the assessment is solely to‘discriminate between all mem-

bers of a group.

Peer Rating

Under this tecﬁnique each group member rétes every
other group member on a specified and defined numberhofvper-
formance dimensions or personal characteristics. In so doing
several kinds of rating scales may be used. At present the
type of rating scale usually regarded as providing the most .
detailed performance information is the "behaviorally
anchored rating'scale" (BARS; Smith & Kendall, 1963); In
such scales each interval of the scale is linked to a behav-
‘ioral incident which exemplifies the specified level of the
per formance dimension being rated. These incidents serve
to connect each level of performance to the realm of on-the-
job behavior. Springer (1953) and Borman (1974) have incor-
porated BARS in their peer rating research. bther authors
have used different, perhaps more traditional, types of
rating scales, such as the adjective or numerically anchored

graphic rating scale (Borg & Hamilton, 1956; Brehm & Festinger,

1957; Cox &‘Krenbgltz, 1958; Fiske & Cox, 1960; Ricciuti, 1955;



Swanson & Johnson, 1975;: Trites, 1960; Winch § Andérson,
1967; Wodder & Hall, 1962), forced-distribution method
(Kruat, i975; Roadman, 1964; Schmidt & Johnson, 1973), and
forced-choice method (Bartlett, 1959).

Differences in Discriminability
Among Methods

The three methods of peer assessment represent three
different approaches towards discriminating among organiza-
tional members. Whereas the nomination methodology seeks to
identify only the best (and occasionally the worst) per-
formers within the subject group, by design it inherently
@esignates thé remaining gfoup members, those not nominated,
as equal in ability. In so doing, peer nomination méy be
regarded as basically an incompletevderivative of ranking
or rating.

Thus, peer nomination may be seen as the least power-
ful method of peer assessment when it comes to discriminating
between all members 'of the subject group. Peer rating would
r;nk second in discriminability due to the likelihood of
equal-rétings assigned to two or more group members. Peer
rankings then would be the method of peer assessment which
allows the finest discrimination among all group members.
This assumes, however, that no ties in assigned ranks would
be allowed with all members of the group being ranked.

Since these conditions may not be appropriate in all



applications of peer ranking its discrimimability may be
actually closer to that of~peex'rating.

Perhaps the key consideration in determining the
most effective type of pecr asseésment with reéard to power
of measurement is feedback of fhe evaluations to those
assessed.  In this regard peer rating allows for the most
detailed and discriminating provision of feedback, when"

compared to peer nominations and peer rankings.

The vValidity of Peer Assessments

) Validity Coefficients

Tﬁe validity of peer assessment techniques, as with
other eValuation‘methods, is indicatediby the magnitude of
the relationship between a peer's evaluation of some trait,
behavior, or performance outcome and a defined.énd'consis—
tently measured criteribn, usually supervisor judgments.

Of course the ideal case of calculating validity is one
where a more reliable and objective measure thap supervisor
judgments of the same trait, behavior,yﬁr performance out-

come is linked to the peer assessment.

Peer nomination. Intheir extensive analysis of the

literature, Kane and Lawler (1978) summarized the reported
validity of peer nominations obtained in a variety of organi-
zational settings. Past research has indicated tﬂat peer
nominations can be a valid and psychometrically sound method

of evaluating current performance and predicting future job



proficiency (see Amir, Kovarsky & Sharon, 1970; Booker

& Miller, 1966; Downey, Medland & Yates, .1976; Gunderson

& Nelson, 1966; Hollander, 1954b, 1965; Kaufman & Johnson,

1974; Kubany, 1957; Mayfield, 1972; Mayo, 1956; Weitz, 1958;

Wherry & Fryer, 1949; Williams & Leavitt, 1947).

Moreover, these authors have revealed certain factors

which affect the validity of the nominations and defined them

as follows:

(a)

(b)

The setting--Overall, the validities of the peer
nomination process have been shown to be higher -
in military settings than in civilian settings
(Kane & Lawler, 1978): The usual explanation

for this finding has been the increased intensity
and duration of contact among éroups of militar?
personnel as compared to civilians. Moreover,
within the military éetting the highest validi-
éies have been found for objectively measured
criteria (i.e., retention, graduation, promotion,
etc.) (Downey et al., 1956; Wherry‘& Fryer, 1949)
as opposed to superiors' judgments (Hollander,
1956b, 1965; Kaufman & Johnson, 1974);

The performance dimensions being measuréd——Con—
sistently it has been shown that peer nominations
obtained using characteristics most directly
relatéd to the validity criteria have higher

validity than when more abstract factors have




been utilized, such as peféonarity traits »
(Hollander, 1954b, 1956b, 1965; Mayfield, 1972;
Smith, 1967; Waters & Waters, 1970);

(c) The predictiveness of nominations to other
groups——Bqth Amir et al. (1970) and Mayfield
(1970) indicated that the.prédictiveness of
peer nominations will detériprate when used
within a group other than thét which genérated
the nominations. That is, in a group. setting
distinct from the original nomination group,
the predictiveness of peer nomination scores
decreases as a linea; function of the dissimi-
larity betweeh the original and new'group; and

(d) The early development of subsfantial.validityf;
Several studies (Amir et al., 1970; Hollander,
1956b; Wherry & Fryer, 1949) have revealed that
the validity of peer nominations for predicting
leadership performance develops very early in
the life of a group. According to this résearch;

- predictiveness reaches a plateau after no more
than three weeks. This finding, however, was
only apparent when fairly intensive gréups were
used.

Even though the majority of the peer nomination

research has indicated sufficient validity for the peer nomi-

nation process, there remain several points of contention.




Much past research has centered upon leadership qualities

as predictors of leadership performance. The inherent rela-
tionship between the performance predictors and criteria |
‘(i.e., a "bootstrapping" effect upon the validity coeffici-
ent) in such studies has not been adequately accounted.
Those who have usedvnonleadershipwreléted criteria (espe-
cially of a nonrating variety) have found only marginal
validities (Kubany, 1957; Mayfield, 1972; Smith, 1967;
Waters & Waters, 1970). Thus, it is possible that the
validity of the peer nomination method as demonstrated
through past research could be largely a function of leader-’
ship pe;formahce. Future research must employ the peer nomi-
nation process with both nonleadership-related subjective.
evaluative criteria and objective criteria when validity is
to be examined.

In addition, Kane and Lawler (1978) described the
inherent bias within the methodology of the peer nomination
process. This bias has increased the validity coefficients
reported over those in evidence with other peer assessment
techniqpes. In contrast with other methods of peer assess-
ment, peerAnOminations deal only with the extreme high and
low performers of a specified groﬁp of pérsons. Thus, the
process combines all those remaining group members not nomi-
nated into an undifferentiated middle-range categor&.

Validity obtained using only these extreme performers of
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a group has considered“oniy a small portion of the group
members, taken out of the context of the group as a whole.

Peer ranking. Unfortunately, research dealing with

the validity of peer ranking is noticeably absent. Utilizing
the few available investigations in this area, only a slight
trend regarding validity becomes apparent.

Previous research has indicated that peer rankings
display a tendency to correlate more highly with rankings
provided by the ratee (self-rankings) and the supervisor than
with ratings provided by these same sources (Borg & Hamilton,
11956; Lawler, 1967; Tucker et al., 1967). Considering this
finding, Kane and Lawler (1978) suggested that ranking either
contributes unique method variance to the overall evaluation
process or it may simply be amore valid procedure than ratings.

Another possibleiexplanation not addressed by Kane and
Lawler (1978) is based on the greater reliabilities obtained
with the ranking method in general. Campbell, Dunnette, Lawler,
and Weick (1970) have declared the superiority of rankings in
reliably discriminating among assessees. Yet, to date, there
has been no systematic study of the validity of peer rankings
using sound performance criteria. Thus, the reported findings
which indicate a lack of convergence between rankings and
ratings cannot be attributed totally to the ranking procedure
itself, the scoring of the measure, or even the dimension of

performance being evaluated.
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Peer rating. Overall, past research seems to indi-

cate that peer ratings are less valid predictors of inde-
pendent criteria than peer nominations (Borman, 1974;
Freeberg, 1969; Gordon & Medland, 1965; Hoffman & Rohrer,
1954, Ricciuti, 1955; Springer, 1953; Swanson & Johnson,
1975; Trites, 1960;.Tucker, Cline & Schmitt, 1967; Wiggins,
Blackburn & Hackman, 1967). It is iﬁteresting to note,
however, that the validity coefficients obtained for peer
ratihgs unlike peer nociiinations in both military and civilian
settings have been similar in magnitudé. |

' It has been suggested (Kane & Lawler, 1978) that
the lowgr-validity of peervrating is-due to the fact that
peer ratings utilize the entire proficiencyycontinuum of
each performance dimension under consideration rather than
only the extremes of the distribution. This may accounﬁ for
the substantial decrease in validity when peer ratings are
_compared to peer nominations.

The demonstrated strength of peer ratings, on the
other hand, has been in its superiority in the specification
of feedback for group members. Peer ratings make it possible
- for group members to better discriminate among the performance

of group members. Thus, peer ratings are more sensitive in

documenting information about each group member.

Friendship Bias

A substantial amount of past research has been geared

at the evaluation of the systematic biasing effects of
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friendship or social attraction upon the validity of peer
assessment methods, most frequently peer nominations. Never-
theless,ylittle pfogress has been made in determining the
effect of friendship upon the validity of peer rankings and
peer ratings and investigating the very composition of the
social attraction phenomenon which exists among fellow
organization members. |

Peer nomination. The major area of concern regarding

bias in the nomination process has been the influence of
so-called "friendship" between membe;s'of the nomination
‘group. Previous research using friendship nominations to
measure the impact of social attraction on validity has.indi-
éated that even though the friendship and leadership nomina—
tions were partially correlated, leadership scores were not.
a direct function of friendship or another variate of social
attraction, "popularity" (Hollander, 1956a; Hollander & Webb,
1955). Unfortunately, the issue of whether leadership scores
based on people who nominated their friends as g_leader were
as valid as those which were based on people who did noﬁ do
so was not addressed by this research.

In another study Waters and Waters (1970) found that

friendship exerted a strong influence on the validity of peer

nominations. Their research suggested that actual "antipathy"

toward a person affected the validity of pecr nomination
scores to a lesser extent than did friendliness. Conversely,

Doll and Longo (1962) demonstrated that antipathy adversely
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affected validity where the nomination system served as an
outlet for the expression of negative feelings through nega-
tive nominations. They indicated that a large portion of
negative nominations was made for reasons ﬁnrelated to the
performance attributes upon which the nominations were sup-
posedly to be obtaiﬁed.

In opposition to this finding, Kane and Lawler (1978)
have pointed out that Waters and Waters (1970) did not com-
pare the validity of nomination scores based on the number
of positive nominétions received with those based on the
humbér of negative nominations. In examining their data,
Kgne'and Lawlér found that the means of the three groups-of
assessors (high friendship, average friehdship, and low
friendship) indicated that negative nominations were a
greatér factor in the scores generated by the low-friendship
group members than those in the other ﬁriendship categories.
Yet, the scores of the low-friendship assessee group were
equally or more valid than those from either of the other
assessee groups. This finding has been interpreted in light
of the gpecific criterion against which the scores were vali-
-dated. In this particular study successful performance of
the criterion activity required thé ability to avbid the
dislike Qf the other group members. Thus, the criterion
scores were correlated with a measure of likeability (i.e.,

the negative nominations).
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Nonetheless, other research has euggested that
"likeability" may not interfere with the validity of the
nomination scores for other performance criteria. Theodorson
(1957) reported that in more cohesive groups, when the bases
for person attraction were more closely related to the mem-
bers' individual contribution to group achievement, negative
nominations and friendship bias did not detract from the
validity of performance nomination scores. Theodorson
stated that negative nominations should be considered with
regard to the relevance of likeability to both the criterion
measure and group cohesiveness.

In spite of the abundance of past research on this
topic, little has been done.to investigate the_nature of the
friendship factor. Much past research nes proposed theories
to explain why certain conditione-produce attraction between
persons. Researchers utilizing peer nominations have avoided
‘integrating these theories into their investigations by using
only the expedient method of asking people who they like and
(in some cases) how much each is liked.

Most of the empirical evidence concerning the develop-
ment, maintenance, and improvement of attraction between
people has been gathered in:laboratory settings. Even though
its generalizability may be questioned, these findings do
bear consideration in the determination of the biasing effects
of friendship. Q

Th;s past research waswstudied in relation to the concept

of social attraction or friendship among fellow workers. In this
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- regard previoecus investigations have delineated a number of

antecedent conditions which have been found to be linked with
liking between persons. These conditions were the basis for
the creation of five variables used to measure -friendship
among fellow workers.

' Someone who provides is liked, especially when the
rewards are greater then expected (Berkowitz & Levy, 1956;
Kleiner, 1960; Myers, 1962). Other conditions for likiqg are
similarity (Byrne, 1959; Byrne & Nelson, 1965; Newcomb, 1961),
proximity (Gullahorn, 1952; Kipnis, 1957; Zander & Havelin, .
1960), self-esteeem (Aronson & Linder, 1965; Deutsch & Solomon,
‘1959; Jones, Knurek & Regan, 1973), gnd physical attractiveness
(Berschgid, Dion, Wals£er & Walster, 1971; Cavior & Dokécki,
1971; Dion, Berscheid &’Walster, 1972; Murstein, 1972; Sigall &
Landy, 1973). |

It seems an individual is more prone to like someone
who has similar attitudes, beliefs, and values, who lives or
works nearby, and who provides positive evaluations that
inflate one's self-esteem. Physical attraction is alsc an
important factor in the development of attraction, especially
between persons of tlie opposite sex.

Based on this research fivé variables (contact on the
job, contact off the job, knowledge of person, liking of person,
and friendship with person) were constructed to investigate the
biasing effects of friendship upon the validity of peer nomi-
naticns along with the other methods of peer assessment.

Peer rankinq, Turk (1961) produced evidence that

peers' evaluations of a'person's task proficiency were based
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on their perception of a person's éttractiVeness when they
- felt it was important to do well aﬁ‘the group task. For
;hese people, the rank they assigned a person regarding
task performance influenced the rang assigned on likeability
or attractiveness, rather than the reverse. It_has been
suggested that Turk's finding may be a replication of
Theodcrson's results obtained using peér nominations (Kane
& Lawler, 1978). This could be aécepﬁed if it could be '
shown éhat the level of task identification in a group is
isomorphic to the group's cohesiveness. If task identifi-
cation is not similar to group cohesiveness, these two
factors nonetheless interact and limit the conditions under
which personal attraction influencesAthe‘effectiveness of
peer assessment.

Yet, within this area of research, however, there
has been little comparative investigation of the impact of
social attraction (friendship, likeability, etc.) on the
validity of peer rankings. A study of this kind would pfove
quite significant éiven the present staéus of regearch.

Peer rating. Apparently, no previous research has

reported the effects of friendship or any other asbect of
social attraction on the validity of peer ratings. There
seems to be little reason, however; to believe that the
impact of such a phenomenon would be any less pronounced

with peer ratings than with peer nominations or peer rankings.
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Any systematic attempt to evaluate the impact of friendship
on the validity of peer ratings would serve to partially fill®

the void of research in this area.

Reliability of Peer Assessments '

Past research ﬁas utilized two measures of relia-
bility in reference to peer assessment. These are internal
consistency, referriﬁg to the amount of agreement among those
making the assessments, and test-retest reliability, obtained
by comparing measures obtained upon the same peopie using the
same characteristics and procedure at two different poiﬁtg in
t§me. For purposes of the present research, internal coﬁ—

sistency reliability was determined.

Peer Nomindtion

Previous investigations.héve indicated high levels
of internal consistency for peer nominations (Gunderson &
Nelson, 1966; Hollander, 1956b; Xubany, 1957; Mayo, 1956;
Smith, 1967; Suci, Vallance & Glickman, 1555; Waters &
Waters, 1970; Williams & Leavitt, 1947). Similar levels
of internal consistency have been found for both civilian
and military settings. Nevertheless, as with validity, it
has been suggested (Kane & Lawler, 1978) that therhigh
reliability estimates prevalent with the use of peer nomi-
nations may be due to the method's idenﬁification of only

the extreme performers of a group.
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Peer Ranking

There has been little research dealing with the reli-
ability of peer rankings. What has been conducted has indi-
cated that peer ranking may exhibit acceptable levels of
reliability (Borg & Hamilton, 1956; Hollander, 1954a). This
" would seem to be consistent with the reliability estimates
obtained when ranking has been used by supervisors for per-
formance evaluation purposes (Campbell et al., 1970). A |
systematic investigation into the reliability of the peer
ranking process, as compared to other ﬁethods of peer assess-
ment, would provide the much needed empirical foundation for

future research.

Peer Rating

Usual internal consistency reliability estimates éor
peer ratings ha&e been disappoihtingly low when compared to
those obtained for the peer nomination method (Bartlett, 1959;
Borman, 1974; Freeberg, 1969; Springer, 1953; Stahl & Steger,
1977). In explanation of this finding, Kane and Lawler (1978)
suggested that the internal consistency of peer ratings is
affected by the possibilities of disagreements among peers
when they must rate everyone in their group. 'This disagree-
ment is not evident in the peer nomination process where
assessors have only to decide upon the most and least pro-
ficient gfoup members.

Yet, peer rating has displayed certain advantages

which distinquish. it from the peer nomination method, in
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spite of its low reliability. Peer ratings have beeh found
to be more useful in providing feedback than peer nomina-
tions.

Investigations are needed to determine how the
reliability of peer ratings may be improved so that the
method may be empirically evaluated for possible organiza-

tional use.

User Reaction to‘Peer Assessment
User reaction has generally referred to the degree
to which members of a group react positively or negatively
to the experience of evaluating fellow group members with

peer assessments.

Peer Nomination

Only three previous studies have mentioned the reac-
tion of their respondents. Downey et al. (1976) and Webb
(1§55) have characterized the reactions as negative. Mayfield
(1970) reported no resistance to obﬁaining the rgquested nomi-
nations, but no enthusiasm was apparent. Cnly an interpreta-
tion'qf the organizational settings in which these reactions
were obéained seems to shed any light on the issue. 1In the
first two studies nominations were collected within the mili-
tary, whereas Mayfield utilized civilian insufance salespeople.

| It must be emphasized that these reports were‘basically
anecdotal and did not constitute a systemaﬁic analyéis of the
user reactions to the peer nomination method. Such research

has yet to be reported.




Peer Ranking

To date there has been no published indication of

users' réactions to the peer ranking method.

Peer Rating

Only Roadman (1964) has provided any insight into
the area of user reaction for peer ratings. 1In an anecdotal
fashion, he reported £hat managers who prbvided peer ratings
felt that it was a "constructive" and "nonthreatening"

experience.

Present Investigation and Hypotheses

Considerations of Validity
of Peer Assessment

Based on the reported research dealing with the
validity of peer nominations, peer rankings, and peer ratings,
the'present study furnished a systematic comparative investi-
gafion of the relationship of each method to selected judg-
mental and objective performance measures. The foliowing
factors were considered: | .

(1) The correlation of each peer assessmentAtechnique
with performance criteria (i.e., supervisor rank-
ings and ratings and objective indices)--Due to
the inherent method bias of peer nominations in
iﬁflating obtained validity coefficients in past
research, it waé hypotheéized that peer nomina-

tions would reveal higher correlations with the
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criteria than either peer ranking; or peer
ratings. Héwever, based on past peer nomina-
tion research dealing with leadership perform-
ance and leadership-related criteria (i.e., the
bootstrapping effect), it was éxpected that the
corrélétion of peer nominations with nonleader-
ship'objective performaﬂce measures and supér—v
visor judgments would bé somewhat lower;

(2) The impact of "friendship" ﬁpon the relationship
of each method of peer assessment with supervisor
rankings and ratings--It seems quite superficial
to‘express a complex sociometric phenomenon,
such as social attraction among fellow workers,
as a singular concept. Therefore, the present
study incorporated éeverai components of the per-
ceived social attractidn among organization mem-
bers in analyzing the impact of so-called
"friendship" on the correlation of each method
of peer assessment with'éupervisor'rankings and
ratings. It was expected that friendship would
have similar effects on all methods cof peer
assessment--peer nomination, peer ;anking, and
peer rating. Due to the method éf‘obtaining
peer nominations, it was hypothesized that the

. measure of "friendship" would reveal a greater

‘ impact on the validity of peer nominations.
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- Because little past research had been done in
the area, the present study would contribute

greatly to this body of knowledge.

Reliability of Peer Assessment Methods

The present'étudy went beyond the suggestions of Kane
and Lawlef (1978) in calculating improved estimates of inter-
rater reliability for each methbd of peer assessment. éhese
reliability estimates were subsequently compared across the
three peer assessment techniques. Based on past’research
“ which had documented the impact of the method bias of peer
nominations on both validity and reliability, it was expected
that peer nomination would prove more reliable than either
peer ranking or peer rating.

User Reactions to the Different
Techniques of Peer Assessment

With a paucity of previous research for an empirical
base, the present study systematically delineated and described
the reactions of the individuals who,ﬁad used ail three peer
’assessment methods. The user reactions were comparéd among
methods-to find out which peer assessment technique generated
the most and least resistance. With only a few studies |
remotely addressing this issue, the present researchvwas an
important systématic investigation of usef reactions to'pfo—

cesses of peer evaluation.
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CHAPTER I1I

METHOD

Subjects

One hundred and twenty-six police officers and 19
police corporais served as peerkassessors. Seven hundred
andvsixty—seven'peer rankings and ratings were collected on
256 police officers and 55 police corporals (peer assessees).
Peer rankings and ratings weré made by the peer assessors on
all fellow squad members over the 35 patrol squads. One
hundred and ninety peer nominations were obtained on the
same sample of assessees. Nominations could be made on any
police officer or corporal performing a patrol function, |
regardless of squad. |

Thirty—threelpolice sergeahts (squad supervisors)
proQided rankings and ratings of all their res?ective squad
members.” Overall, 263 supervisor rankings and ratings were
obtained. ‘ .

All police personnel involved in the study were mem-
bers of a municipal police department serving a medium-sized
city (population approximately 273,000) within the southeast-
ern United States. At the time of the study, all police per-
sonnel asked toy@articipaﬁé were performing in é patrol capacity.

Additional demographic data on the participants could |

not be reported in order to maintain the utmost anonymity.
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Procedure and Experimental Variables

Preliminary Procedure

Peer assessment. A peer assessment instrument Qsee

Appendix 1) was developed which consisted of three sequential
evaluation phases:

(1) nomination, ranking, and rating of eligible
fellow officers or corporals on nine performance'
dimensions;

(2) evaluation of the sociometric relationship or
"friendship" between the peer assessor and each
assessee; and

'(3) feaction of the peer .assessors to the use of
each method of peer assessment.

The peer assessment instrument.was.distributed to all
police officer and corporal personnel performing in a patrol
capacity. Assessment instruments were provided to each sqdad
supervisorv(sergeant) for distribution to their respective
séuad members. A total of 256 police officers and 35 policé
corporals was given the opportunity to provide evaluative
performénce data regarding their fellow squad members. One
hundred and twenty-six police officers and 19 police corpofals
completed the peer assessment insfrument, a return ¥ate of
50%. These peer assessors provided 190 nominations, 767
rankings, and 767 ratings. The greater number of rankings
and ratings reflected the fact that the peer assessors were

instructed to rank and rate all of their respective squad
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members (6 to 9 individuals) on each of the nine performance'
dimensions. On the other hand, only three nominees were
requested for each performance dimension.

The principal researcher, who was representing the
Test Validation Division of the local Civil Service Board,
attended roll calls for all shifts for two consecutive days.
The project was described in detail, being an integral part
of a criterion-related validation study being conducted to
test the job relatedness of a newly implemented selection
system for police officers. The rationale for the collection
of peer assessments was the provision of accurate performanée
criterig needed for the concurrent validation strategy being
used.

Supervisor assessment. A supervisory assessment

instrument (see Appendix 2) was developed, which was a dupli-
cate of the peer assessment form but without the nomination,
evaluation of friendship, and reaction sections: That is,
the squad supervisors were asked to provide-only rankings
andlratings_on their squad personnel. Thirty-six squad
supervi§ors were asked to evaluate their respectivé squad
membgrs.

Compilation of the assessment data. - In order to pro-

H

tect the anonymity of the peréons being evaluated by both
peers and supervisors, each officer and each corporal was

assigned a randomly generated identification number for use
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as a'reference index. Moreover, all assessment instruments
were returned directly to the principle researcher, bypassing
the usual police agency flow of paperwork.

Participation in the study was voluntary. Every
effecrt was made to assure the participating persons that
. all performance information obtained would be étrictly con-
fidentiai and used for test validatién purposes only.

A two week period was allowed for return of the
‘assessment instruments. After that period of time, failufe
to return the instrument was interpreted as a decision not.
to participate in the study. There appeared to be several
reasons for not responding: (a) since the peer assessments
were requested during the final stage of labor negotiations
between city officials and the police union, the assessment
instrument was seen as a wéy for‘cify officials to gather
pefformance information; (b) there was a hesitancy by the
police personnel to participate in any research effort due
to bad past experiences. with studies where controversial
findings were never acted upon; and (c) certain officers
and corporals were on sick leave, absent, or on vacation

when the assessment instruments were distributed.

Objective Performance Indices

Due to the expense of accessing individual personnel
files within the police agency, five objective indices of

police performance were obtained on a random sample of 104
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police officers and 10 police corporals rather than on all
peer assessees. These objective performahcé indices had
been shown to be significant predictors of police officer
performance in other research studies (Cascio & Valenzi,
1978). They were:

(1) age (in years);

(2) 1length of service with police department

(in months);

(3) number of commendations and awards;

(4) number of on-the-job injuries; and

(5) number of sick days (to the nearest half day).

’.Additional objective performance indices, which had

also been shown in past research to be predictive of police
officer performance, could not be obtained due to pending
litigation calling into question:the legality of releasing
sensitive performance-related information to persons other
than the top staff of the police agency.

Subjective Nominations, Rankings,
and Ratings of Performance

Nominations, rankings, and ratings of squad personnel
were gathéred’from the peer assessors, with supervisors pro-
viding only rankings and ratings. All evaluations utilized
nine distinct performance dimensions. These dimensions were
based upon a task-based jbb analysis which had been.fecently
completed for the police officer position within the partici-

pating police department (Love, 1978). The definition;and



28
development of the performance dimensioﬁs was similar to
the procedure outlined by Landy, Farr, Saal, and Freytag
(1976). The title and definition of each performance dimen-
sion was as foliows:

(1) job knowledge--use of knowledge of laws, pro-
cedures, policies, and techﬁiques*related to
the law gnforcement function (patrol, arrest,
testifying, etc.), including the application
of prior training.

(2) decision-making--analytic assesément of the
situation and taking necessary and appropfiate
action after consideration of alternative
approaches. |

(3) dealing with co—workers--ability to work with
fellow employees, both sworn and nonuniformed
personnel, includin§>accepting and giving con-
structive critiqism,,mutual decisionmaking, and
taking an eQual‘share of the workload.

(4) use of equipment--skill in the use of fireafms,
other weapons, and other speciélized equipment.

(5) dealing with the public--knowledge and skill in
using techniques geared at dealing witﬁ the pub-
lic in a respectful, tactful style.

(6) communication-fability to make oneself understood
and understand others in face-to-face situations
and to transmit and receive information in both

or-l and written form.
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(7) reliability--de@endabilityrin job attendance,
effort expenditure, acceptance of responsibility,
functioning appropriately under étress, and
accuracy in all details of work.

(8) demeanor--personal and professional pride as
shown by his or her standards of behavior and
physical appearance.

(9) work attitude--interested in serving the public
through the fair and objective enforcement and
administration of the law; gaining satisfactioh
from doing his or her job well.

'For clarification purposes, in addition to the title
and definition of the dimehsions, the kmmwledges, skills,
abilities, and personal characteristic; which formed the
basis of the dimensions were presented to the assessor.

Peer nominations. Nominations of fellow officers or

corporals were made for each performance dimension by the
peer assessors. Eligible nominees were any police officer
or corporal performing patrol functions within either uniform
patrol district. A peer assessor was not allowed to nominate
him/herself. For each performance dimension the peer assegsor
was ésked to nominate three eligible individuals whd, in his
or her opinion, performed best on that dimension. Those
chosen were then ordered from first to third.

The peér nominations were scored using a continuous

scale. A value of three was given for a first-place nomination,
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two for a second-place nomination, and one for a third-
place nomination. Nomination scores for each_individual
nominee were summed across assessors, yielding a total nomi-
nation value.

Peer and supervisor ranking. Both peer and super-

_visor assessors were instructed to consider the performance
of all squad members, excluding themselves, which would be
characterized by the first performance dimension. The
assessors then ranked each squad member from one (1) to n
(depending on the size of the squad) as to the proficiency
of the squad members within the context of the respective
dimension. This procedure was repeated for all nine per-
formance dimensions.

Peer and supervisor rating. Ratings were gathered

from both peers and squad supervisors for all sguad members,
excluding the rater, on each performance dimension. A
9-point behaviorally anchored scale (BARS) was utilized for
the ratings. Past research using similar BARS revealed
interrater reliabilities across performance dimensions in

the mid .80s (Cascio & Valenzi, 1978). The development of
the BARS for each of the nine performance dimension; followed
a procedure which has been described by Landy et al. (1976).’
Whereas Landy et al. (1976) used 15 police jurisdictions in
the generation and construction of behavioral‘anchors; the

present study utilized only a single police égency. Thus,
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the BARS were applied in the same organizational sétting
from which they had been developed.

The rating process required the assessor to consider
each squad member's performance on the first performance
dimension. A rating for that person from one (1) to nine
(9) was given using the BARS. This rating process was

repeated for each performance dimension.

&

Friendship Ratings

After the peer assessoré had nominated, ranked, and
rated the eliyible police personnel on all nine performance
dimensions, ratings on five "friendship" variables were
obtained. For each person either nominated, ranked, or
rated by the peer assessor, responses for the following
questions were provided. The available alternative responses
followed a S5-point Likert scale format. The five'friendship
variables with possible responses were:

(1) how mugh contact do you have with this person.

OFF THE JOB? (l-none at all; 2-very little;
3-some contact; 4—quite'a bit; 5-a great deal);
" (2) how much contact do you have with this person
- ON THE JOB? (l-none at all; 2-very little;
3-some contact; 4-quite a bit; 5-a greathdeal);

(3) how well do you KNOW this person? (l-not at all;

2~not‘very well; 3-somewhat; 4-fairly Qell;

5-extremely well);




(4)

(5)
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how well do you LIKE this person? (1;strongly
dislike; 2-dislike; 3-neither like nor dislike;
4-like; 5-strongly like); and
is this person a FRIEND of yours? '(1-could
never by my friend; 2-not a friend; 3-merely
an acquaintance; 4-is a friend; 5-is one’of my

best friehds).

Reactions to the Use of

Each Peer Assessment Method

As the final phase of the entire peer assessment

procedure, the peer assessor's reactions towards each type

.0f peer assessment were measured. A 5-point Likert rating

scale was used with the available responses ranging from

strongly disagree (1) to strongly agree (5). The statements

were repeated for each method of peer assessment. Ratings

were obtained in reaction to the following statements:

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

(5)

this system (nominating/ranking/rating fellow
officers and corporals) is a fair way to rate
law enforcement personnel;

I like this way bf rating people;

with this system people will nominate/rank

highly/ratoc highly only their closest friends.

this system will generate too much competition
between officers and corporals who work together;;
with this system, most people will nominate/rank

highly/rate highly poor performers in order to
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lessen the competition when they are compared.
with better performers; |

(6) this system will pfovidé an accurate indicatibn
of a person's abiiity to perform law enforcement
work; and

(7) this system shoula be used as one way o£ deciding

who should be promoted..
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CHAPTER III

RESULTS

Measurement Level of Assessment Methods

The level of measurement between the assessment
tecﬁniques was similar. Upon application of the scoring
procedure to the nomination data (as described in the Method
section) all assessments--nominations, rankings, and ratings--
were of an ordinal level of measurement.

"Empirical evidence supports the treatment of ordinal
variables as if they conform to interval scales. By assigning
scores to form ordinal responses, rangihg ffom highly skeWedk
to equidistant systems, similar point-biserial coefficients,
t-tests, and critical ratios were produced (Labovitz, 1967).

Although soqé small error may occur, this‘has been
shéwn to be offset by (a) the use of more powerful, more
sensitive, better developed, and more’interpretable statistics
with ﬁnéwn sampling error, (b) the ability to retainimore ,
information about the characteristics of the data; and
(c) greater Versatility in statistical manipulation. Labovitz
(1970) determined the degree of error of results whenltfeat-
ing ordinal variables as if they were interval in analyzing

the relation between occupational prestige (ordinal ranking)
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and'suicide rates. The application of 20 randomly gener-
ated scpring systems to the ordinal data showed that the
correlations obtained between occupational prestige and
suicide rates were interchangeable across the scoring methods.
Thus, Labovitz (1970) suggested that a linear scoring system
be assigned according to the available evidence on the dis—'
tance between ranks and all available rank order categories
bz used, rather than collapsing to a smaller number.

Labovitz (1970) cautioned, however, that the actual
scales of the data should be reported and interval level
statistics be interpreted with care. Following Labovitz's
argumenps, multivariate statistics were applied to the ordinal
data of the present research with due caupion. A linear
scoring system was applied to the nominations, rankings, and
ratings to obtain equal intervals between adjacent scores.

Intercorrelations Among Performance

Dimensions and Among
Friendship Variables

Tables 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, and 6 present data pertaining
to the intercorrelations of peer asseésments and supervisor
asseséménts among the nine performance Gdimensions and'among
the five friendship variables. The statistically significant
intercorrelations indicated several aspects of the assessment
data: (a) the nine performance scales (dimensions) were not.
seen as independent aspects of police officer performance;

(b) a degree of halo error may have been present in all



Intercorrelations Among Performance Dimensions for Peer Nominations¥*

Table 1

Dealing Dealing .

Performance Job Decision- with with Communi~ Relia- Work )

Dimension | Knowledge making Co-Workers Equipment Police cation = bility Demeanor Attitude
Job : e .91 .83 .86 .79 .89 .87 .85 .88
Knowledge

Lecision- .91 _— .80 .85 .76 .87 .87 .86 .B6
making
Dealing .83 .80 T e— .74 .79 .81 .82 .81 .83
with ' : )
Co-Workers
Use of "’ .86 .84 .74 — .75 .79 .84 .79 .79
Equipment
Dealing .79 .76 .79 .75 — .77 .83 017 .73
with
Police
Communi- .89 .86 .81 .79 <77 —_— .86 .84 .86
cation

Reliability .87 .87 .82 .81 .84 .86 —_— .85 .81
Demeanor .85 .86 .81 .80 .77 .84 .85 —_— .88
Work .88 .86 .83 .79 +73 .86 .81 .88 —_—
Attitude ’

n = 190 peer nominations--sample composed of all persons nominated at least once

* all correlations significant beyond the .0l level,

9¢



Table 2

Intercorrelations Among Performance Dimensions for Peer Rankings*

Dealing 4 Dealing

Performance Job Decision- with with Communi- Relia- - Work
Dimension Knowledge making Co-workers Equipment Police = ‘cation bility Demeanor Attitude
Job — .91 .80 .86 .80 .84 .82 .81 .79
Knowledge

Decision- .91 —_— .84 .88 .85 .87 .85 .85 .82
making , ,
Dealing .80 .84 —_— .83 .85 .82 .84 .83 .85
with
Co-workers
Use of .86 .89 .83 .85 .88 .85 .85 .85
Equipment . ‘
Dealing .80 .85 .84 .85 —_— .85 .83 .84 .81
with
Police
Cormmuni- .84 .87 .82 .88 .85 — .87 .89 .86
cation
Reliability .82 ’ .85 .84 .85 .83 .87 — .88 .85
Demeanor .81 -7 .84 .83 .85 .84 .89 .88 -_— .88
Work .79 .81 .85 .85 .81 .86 .85 .88 —_—
Attitude :

n = 767 peer rankings

* all correlations significant beyond the .01 level

LE



Table 3

Intercorrelations Among Performance Dimensions for Peer Ratings¥*

Dealing .~ Dealing _
Performance Job Decision=- - with with Communi- Relia- Work
Dimension Knowledge making Co-workers - Equipment Police °~ cation bility Demeanor Attitude
Sob S .79 .64 .71 .68 71 .67 .64 .66
Knowledge ' - e
Decision- .79 — .71 .81 .73 .77 .74 W73 .70
making _ : ‘
Dealing .64 .71 —_ C .72 .72 .70 .74 .67 .70
with
Co-workers ’
Use of .70 .81 .73 n .78 .81 .75 .75 .73
Equipment ‘
Dealing .68 .73 .72 .78 — .79 - .76 .75 .66
with . :
Police
Communi- .71 .77 .70 .81 .79 —_— .80 .78 .71
cation
Reliability .67 .74 .74 0 .75 .76 .80 —_ .77 .73
Demeanor .64 .73 .67 .75 .75 .78 77 _— .75
Work .66 .70 .70 .73 .66 .71 .73 .75 —
ttitude ‘ : :
V

n = 767 peer ratings

* all correlations significant beybnd the .01 level,

8¢



o Table 4

Intercorrelations Among Performance Dimensions for Supervisor Rankings*

Dealing . Déaling
Performance Job Decision- with with Communi- Relia- Work
Dimension Knowledge making Co-workers Equipment Police- cation bility Demeanor Attitude
Jeb —_— .97 .85 . .89 .79 .91 .83 .86 .86
¥nowledge '
Decision- .97 —_— .86 .89 .79 .20 .83 © .86 .84
making . :
Dealing .85 .86 e : .83 .83 .86 .84 .82 .81
with
Co-workers
Use of .89 .89 .83 —_— .76 .85 .80 .84 .81
Eguipment )
Dealing .79 .79 .83 «76 — .82 .85 .76 .79
with .
Pclice
COHL"nUni" .91 .90 086 385 082 — n85 ¢85 .88
cation _ o
Reliability .83 .83 .84 .80 .85° .85 —_— .80 .83
Demeanor .86 .86 .82 .84 .76 .86 .80 —_ .83
Work .86 .84 .81 .81 .79 .88 .83 .83 —
Attitude )

n = 263 supervisor rankings

* all correlations significant beyond the .01 level

6¢



Table 5

Intercorrelations Among Performance Dimensions for Supervisor Ratings

Dealing Déaling
Performance Job Decision- with with  Communi- Relia- Work
Dimension Knowledge making Co-workers Equipment Police @ cation  bility Demeanor Attitude
Job —_ .87 ' .68 .66 .67 .80 .72 .66 .70
Knowledge ' )
Decision- .87 — .67 ' .70 .70 . .80 .70 .69 .66
making ‘
Dealing .68 .67 —_ .56 .69 .69 .71 .69 .70
with '
Co-workers
Use of .66 .70 .56 —_— .68 .69 .62 .60 .53
Egquipment o ‘
Dealing .67 .70 .69 .68 —_— .71 77 .64 .65
with : ‘
Prlice )
Communi- .80 .80 .69 .69 .71 —_ .74 .71 .72
cation ’ ’ . '
Reliability .72 .70 .71 .62 .77 .74 —_— .70 .76
Demeanor .66 .69 - .69 .60 .64 .71 © .70 — .71
Work .70 .66 .70 .53 .65 .72 +76 .71 —
Attitude

n = 263 supervisor ratings
*

all correlations significant beyond the .0l level

oy



Table 6

Intercorrelations Among Variables for Friendship Ratings*

Contact Off Contact On Know Like - Is Person
Variable the Job the Job Person Person Friend
Contact off _— .32 .41 .35 .41
the Job
Contact on .32 —_ .48 .28 .31
the Job ‘
Know Person .41 .48 — .32 46
Like Person »35 .28 .31 —_— .54
Is Person .41 <31 .46 .54 —
Friend

n = 957 friendship ratings

* all correlations significant

beyond the .01 level

1
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assessments across the nine dimensions; and (c) all perform-
ance dimensions were actually measuring some singular con-
struct of police officer performance. The friendship ratings
revealed significant intercorrelations among the five vari-
ables. Thus, all the friendship variables were measuring

‘the same construct of social attraction.

Assessments using all evaluation methods (peer
nominations, peer rankings, peer ratings, supervisor rank-
ings, and supervisor ratings) across the nine performance
dimensions were factor analyzed to explore the possibility
of reducing the data into a smaller number of performance
dimensipns. The friendship ratings were also factor analyzed
to detect the patterning of responses among the five variables
and to possibly reduce the data to ratings on some overall
construct.of friendship. The factor analyses also provided
a secondary measure of halo rating erxor across the nine
performance dimensions.

A p{inciple—factoring solution (with iterations) was
used to factor analyze the correlation matrix for each method
of assessment and the friendship ratings (Nie, Hull, Jenkins,
Steinbrenner & Bent, 1975). 1In all, six factor analyses were
performed.

Due to the significant intercorrelétions between the
nine performance dimensions using each assessment metnod and

the significant intercorrelations between the friendship
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ratings obtained on each’variable, an oblique rotation of
the factor matrix was used in all of the factor analyses.

With the principle-factoring solution the main
diagonal elements of the correlationzmatfix were replaced
with communality estimates (squared multiple correlations
between each variable and the rest of the variables in the
matrix). Thus, ihferred factors wefe produced in an attempt
to describe the underlying regularity within the data. With
the iterations, the number of factors to be extracted from
the original correlation matrix was determined, the com-
muﬁality estimates were assigned as the main diagconal ele-
~ments, the same number of factors extractéd from the reduded
matrix, and the variance accounted for by these factors
inserted as the new communality estimates. The process
continued until the diffgrences between two successive
communality estimates were negligible.

All factor analyses showed similar results. For
each method of assessment a single unrotated factor best
described the linear relationship within the data. . Since
only a ;ingle factor was initially extracted, rotation of
the factor matrix was not warranted. A similar result was
found for the friendship ratings.

Each of the nine performance dimensions was seen té‘
load equally, but not highly, on one general performance
factor. Each of the five friendship variables also loaded
equally, but not highly, on a single overall social attrac-

tion factor.
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Intercorrelations Among Peer Assessments,
Friendship Ratings, and
Supervisor Assessments

Based on the significant intercoryelations among the
nine performance dimensions for both the peer'assessments aﬁd
supervisor rankings and ratings, a composite measure for each
method of assessment was calculated. A similar composite was
constructed across the five friendship,variables for identical
' reasons. \These composite measures were then intercorrelated.
The results are shown in Table 7.

As is apparent from the table, the composite measures
of peer nomination, peer ranking, and peer rating were signi-
ficantly correlated. Furthermore, the composite measure of
the friendship ratings was signif@cantl& related to each
method 6f peer assessment in a negative direction.

It must be noted, as presented‘eariier, that the
peer nominations were scored so that a higher nomination score
represented a higher assessment.’ For the peer rankings,
conversely, a lower numerical ranking (i.e., a "1") indicated
a higher evaluation. The same was true for the peer rating
scale. Thus, the negative direction of the relationship among
peer nominations and the other two methods was to be expected,
making éonsideration of only the magnitude of the correlation
impoftant. |

The composite measures of supervisor rankings and rating
were also significantly intercorrelated.

The intercorrelations between the composite indices of
peer assessment and friendship ratings with the supervisor assess-

ments will not be discussed here as more in-depth analyses follow.



Table 7

Intercorrelations Among Composite Peer Assessments, Composite Friendship Ratings, and
Composite Supervisor Rankings and Ratings

Composite Assessment Peer Peer Peer Friendship  Supervisor  Supervisor
Variable Nomination Ranking Rating Rating Ranking Rating
Peer * % * ** %k £33
Nomination —_— - 51 -.20 -.32 . =.56 -.51
Peer *it *k R *k *x
Ranking -.51 s .61 -.30 +59 .52
Peex * *h * »h *h
Ratlng . ‘o 20 . 061 ——— -033 .40 043
Friendship ok e . N
Rating -.32 -.30 -.33 —_— -.11 -.22
Supervisor , *k *k: *k . %
Ranking i -.56 .59 | .40 -.11 —_— ; .69
Supervisor . R ‘ " « .
Rating ~ e 51 ‘52 .43 - 22 -69 ——

E-(peer nomination total scores)r= 120
p-(peer rankings and ratings)= 767
*
. E<'05
* %k

_p_<.01

Sy



Correlation Between Peer Assessments
and Supervisor Rankings and Rating

Based on.the results of the factor ahalyses, compo-
site measures across performance dimensions were formulated
for peer nominations, peer rankings, peer ratings, sﬁpervisor;
rankings,.and supéfvisor ratings. Each composite consisted
of the sum of nominatiqns, rankings, -or ratings across the
nine performance dimensions divided by nine. Thus, thé
asSessments across pé}formance dimensions were equally
weighted. Before this was done it‘was-determined;that the
vafiability of each type of assessment was approximately
. egual. A similar composite was calculated for the friend-
ship ratings across the five variébles, with five as the
appropriate divisor.

Using these overall measures, multiple linear
;egression equations Qere constructed to gauge the correla-
tion of each method of peer assessment and the friendship
ratings with supervisor rankings and ratings.

Since the patrol squads differed in size, ranging
from 6 to 9 members, the magnituae of the ranks aséigned to
respective squad members differed among squads. That is, a
rank of three in a squad with six members me%nt something
different than a rank of three in a squad of nine members.
This problem, however, did not affect the éalculation of the
linear regression equation because the peer rankings assigned

an individual were correlated with supervisor rankings and
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ratiﬁgs on a within-squad basis.  Thus, the number of ranks
which could be assigned to an indiQidual squad member was
consistent between the peer rankings and supervisor ranks,
differing only by one due to self-exclusion of the peer
assessor.

For each multiple regression analysis a simultaneous
entering of all predictor . variables was employed. All pre-
dictors (peer assessments and friendship ratings) were
entered into the calculation of the linear equation at the
same time without regard to any preconceived ordering.
Analygis of variance was used to determine the statistical
signifi;ance of the resultant regression equation.

“Similar multiple regression analyses were performed
deleting the friendship ratings as a predictor of supervisor
rankings and ratings. The difference in the two g?'s, the
squared part correlation, indicated the absolute increment
of 52 due to the addition of the friendship ratings to the
equation already containing the peer assessments. That is,
the effect of the friendship ratings was partialed out of
the relationship between the peer assessments and the cri-
tericn. '

Moreover, peer nominations, peer rankings, and peer
ratings (including appropriate friendship ratings) respec-

tively, were divided into a screening sample and a calibration

sample (hold-out group). This split was necessary for an

‘empirical cross-validation of the muitiple gz's to measure
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the amount of shrinkage in the statistic when the regression
equations were applied to another independent sample (Lord &
Novick, 1968, p. 285). The calibration sample censisted of
a random selection of approximaﬁely 15% of the total sample
for each peexr assessment method. Although much controversy
_surrounds the issue of the* proper size of a calibrétion
sample, substantial consensus has indiaéted with a large n
15% of the total sample is sufficient for a proper determi-
nation of shrinkage in the multiple 52.

Shrinkage of the 52 was calculéted by applying the
standardized linear regression weights: (i.e., beta weights)
obtained usipg the screening sample for each group of assess-
ments to the raw scores of the calibration sample. The
resultant estimated criterion value was then correlated
(Pearson Product-Moment correlation) with the actual cri-
terion raw score (supervisor ranking or rating). This siméle
correlation was ahalogous to the R. The difference between
the squared simple correlation of the calibration sample and
the 52 of the screening sample provided‘an estimate of the
amount of shrinkage.

Correlation Between Peer Nominations
and Supervisor Rankings '

With the simultaneous multiple regression analysis
on the screening sample (n = 160 total nomination scores)
peer nominaticns (Xl) and "friendship" ratings (X2) signifi-

cantly predicted supervisor rankings (Y): §2==.32; R=.56;
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2(2,157)==36.72, p < .01l. The squared part correlation pro§ed
that the "friendship" ratingé accounted for only a minute
amount of unique variance in predicting the supervisor rank-
ings, 55(1.2) =.00012. |

Application of the standafdized raw score weights
-yielded by the linear regression equation to the raw scores
of the calibration sample (n = 30 total nomination scores)
revealed a very small amount of shrinkage for the 52 value
(shrinkage = .08).

Correlation Between Peer Nominations
and Supervisor Ratings

The multiple regression analysis with a simultaneous
solution on the screening sample yielded (n = 160 total nomi-
nations) R%=.27; R=.52; F(2,157) = 29.14, p< .01, which
indicated a significant prediction ¢f supervisor ratings (Y)
by peer nominations (Xl) and friendship ratings (X2). The
friendship ratings did not account for a significant amount

of unique variance in the regression equation, = ,013.

I—7’3'(1.2)

Cross-validation of the standardized raw score weights
produce@ by the regression equation of the screening sample to
the calibration sample (n = 30 total nomination scores) indi-
cated some shrinkage in the 52 (shrinkage = .19).

Correlation Between Peer Rankings
and Supervisor Rankings

Peer rankings (Xl) and friendship ratings (XZ) sig-

nificantly predicted supervisor rankings, §2==.36; R=.60;
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F(2,618) =170.66, p< .0l. The regression’equatibn was cal-
culated on the screening sample of 621 peer rankings. The
"friendship" ratings added virtually no prédictive power,
accounting for little unique variance in the regression

equation. The sqguared part correlation, amount of unique
variance accounted for by friendship,~wés 55(1.2)= ~0044. Shrink-
age of the 52 revealed through the empirical cross-validation
using the calibration sample (n = 146 peer rankings) was

guite small (shrinkage = .01).

Correlation Between Peer Rankings
and Supervisor Ratings

A significant multiple correlation was found with
peerxr raﬁkings (Xl) and friendship ratings (Xz) predicting to
supervisor ratings (Y) i# the screening éample (N = 621 peer
ratings), RZ=.28; R=.53; F(2,618) =120.10, p< .01l. Friend-
ship ratings again accounted for only an insignificant amount

of unique variance in the prediction of supervisor ratings,

r2 =
Ly(1.2)

Applying the standardized regression weights to the

.0044.
calibration sample of peer ratings (n = 146 peer ratings)
little shrinkage in the 32 was apparent (shrinkage = .05).

Correlation Between Peer Ratings
and Supecrvisor Rankings

With a dependent measure of supervisor ranking (Y),

the peer ratings (Xl) and friendship ratings (Xz) prnduced a
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significant multiple _z_i; RZ=.16; R=.40; F(2,618) = 57.28,
p<.0l. Using the screening sample of 621 peer ratings,
with the effects of friendship partialed out of the pre-
dictiveness of the peer ratings, little aéditional unique
;ériance was leftvgnaccounted for, 55(1.2);=.0003:

The peer ratings in the calibration sample (n = 146
peer ratings) were weighted by the sﬁandardized regression
coefficients produced by the linear regreSsion equation of
the‘screening sample. Only an insignificant amount of
shrinkage in the 52 statistic was obsefved (shrinkage = .,10).

Correlation Between Peer Ratings
.and Supervisor Ratings

The linear regression analysis on the screening

2-.19; R=.44; F(2,618)

it

sample of 621 peer ratings yielded R
72.12, p< .01, a significant prediétion of supervisor ratings
(Y) by peer ratings (Xl) and friendship ratings (Xz). However,
the friendship ratings accounted for almost no unique variance,
that was not accounted for by the peér ratings, in predidting

the supervisor ratings, .007.

r2 =
=y (1.2)
Cross-validation of the standardized raw score weights
produced by the linear regression equation calculated upon the
screening sample to the raw scores of the calibration sample

(n = 146 peer ratings) indicated little shrinkage of the

multiple gz(shrinkage = .07).
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Differcnces in the Relationship Between
Pecr Assessment Methods and Supervisor
Rankings and Ratings

The determination of significant differences between
the multiple R's was made using the following statistic, which

is distributed approximately as t (Clement, 1979):

2
£= =

Z Z -
El) + (SE2) - 2(SE1)(aE2)(f

o )

(s (1,2)))
The t-test provides a robust estimate of significant differ—
ence and is not significantly affected by violations ofkits
underlying assumptions (Boneau, 1960). ° Thus, it provided a
conservative estimate of where sigﬁificant differences among
R's occurred.

"Comparisons of multiple R's were made for the three
methods of peer assessment, obtained using both supervisor
ranking and rating as performance criteria (see Table 8). A
significant difference was found between the multiple R's
of the peer rating method and peer ranking method. This
significant difference was obtained for the multiple R's
calculated with both supervisor rankings and ratings. As
Table 8 presents, comparisons between the remainingimultiple
R's did not reveal significant differences.

Relationship of Peer Assessments to.
Objective Performance Indices

A test of the relationship between each method of
peer assessment and each of the five objective performance
" indices (i.e., age, length of service, number of commendations
and awards, number of on-the-job injufies, and number of sick

‘days} was made through the calculation of Pearson product-




Table 8

Comparison of Multiple R's for All Methods of Peer

Assessment

53

. Multiple

Predictors Criterion R
Peer Nomination/ Supervisor .52

Friendship Rating Rating 2.00
Peer Rating/ Supervisor .44

Friendship Rating Rating
Peer Nomination/ Supervisor .52

Friendship Rating Rating 30
- Peer Ranking/ Supervisor .53

Friendship Rating Rating
Peer Rating/ Supervisor -44

Friendship Rating Rating 4 50%
Peer Ranking : Superviscr -53

Friendship Rating Rating
Peer Nomination/ Supervisor .56

Friendship Rating Ranking 4.21

. §

Peer Rating/ Supervisor .40

Friendship Rating Ranking
Peer Nomination/ Supervisor .56

Friendship Rating Ranking 1.33
Peer Ranking/ Supervisor .60 -

Friendship Rating Ranking
Peer Rating/ Supervisor .40

. . . ki

Friendship Rating Ranking 10.00%
Peer Ranking/ Supervisor .60

Friendship Rating Ranking

* p< .05, two-tailed test
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moment correlation coefficients.

The objective performance measures were available
through only the personnel files of the police agency. Thus,
due to concerns éegarding the expense of accessing these
files, objective performance indices weré not obtained on
all peer assessees.

A random sémple of 74 total nomination scores, one
score per nominee, were shown to be éignificantly related to the
number of commendations and‘awards received by an officer or
corporal in a positive manner, r = .24, p<.05. |

One hundred and eight peer asséssees were randomly
seiected on which a total of 333 peer rahkings and ratings were
_then correlated with the respective objective performance
measures for each individual. A significant negative rela-
-.12,

tionship was revealed, -.14, p<.01;

£(ranking)= £(rating)=

p<.05.
In addition, peer rankings and peer ratings were
shown to be significantly related to the number of on-the-job
A

injuries in a negative direction, -.25, p<.01;

E(ranking)=
E(rating)=-’l4' p<.01.

However, since a low numerical ranking or rating
represented a high assessment, the direction of these correla-
tion coefficients reflected only the difference in scaling

between the peer rankings and ratings and the curmlative number

of commendations and awards and number of on-the-job injuries.
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Differences in the Predictive Ability
of Peer Assessment Methods with
Objective Pcrformance Indices

The simple product-moment correlations which were
calculated to meésure the relationship between the three
types of peer assessments and the objective performance
indices wesre comparatively tested for significant differences.
A test of'significénce for the‘difference between noninde-
pendent r's was used (Hotelling, 1940). The practical formula
for calculating the t statistic is presented by Edwards (1966).

Comparison of the significant simple r's yielded one
significant difference. The relationship between peer
raﬁkings and number of injuries on-the-job was significantly
'greater.than fhe similar relationship involving beer ratings,
£(330)=2.09, px.05, two-tailed test.

Due to the differences in scaling between the peer
nominations and the peer rankings and ratings (i.e., higher
peer nomination score équaled higher evaluation, lower ranking
ahd rating equaled higher evaluation), the directionality of
the relationships were disregarded in testing for siénificanﬁ
differences. Thus, the overall magnitude of the correlation
coeffic@ents were compared. |

Differences in the Predictive Ability of
Peer Asscssment Methods and Friendship Ratings

Another means of testing for differences among the
three peer assessment techniques in their relationship with
. supervisor rankings and ratings was employed. Composite scores

for each method of peér assessment and the friendship ratings
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were determined across the nine performance dimensions and five

friendship wvariables, respectively. Thesc were correlated with
a similar composite of supervisor ranking and rating via
multiple linear regression analyses. That ié, for assessees
who had been nominated, ranked, rated (on performance), and
evaluated as to their friendship with the assessor, a linear
regression equation was developed to re&eal the ability of
each assessment to predict corresponding supervisor rankings
and ratingsg. Since not all assessees had been assessed usiﬁg
all three peer assessment methods, the sample upon which these
regression analyses were based was reduced.

Using 184 assessees, the linear combination of peer
nomination, peer ranking, peer rating, and friendship rating

scores significantly predicted supervisor rankings, §2= «54,

R = .73, F(4,179) = 51.81, p<.0l; and supervisor ratings, R°= .37,

R .61, F(4,179) = 26.83, p<.01l.

Differences in the predictiveness of each method of peer
assessment and the friendship ratings was determ;ned through
examination of the significasnce of ££e standardized regression
weights of the regression equation using appropriate F-ratios.
With the dependent variable of supervisor~ranking the standardized
regression weight for peer nomiations, F(1,179) = 4.13, p<.05,
and peer rankings, F(1,179) = 102.89, p<.01, Qere éignificant.
Predicting to supervisor ratings only peer ratings were found
to be significantly weighted in the linear eqguation, F(1,179) =
46.64, p<.01l.

Since peer ratings, unlike peer rankings, were not shown

to be a significant predictor of the supcrvisor assessments, the
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. é
earlier finding showing the significantly greater relationship
between peer rankings and the supervisor assessments, as
compared to the same relationship for peer ratings, was reinforced.

Reliability of the Peer Assessment
Methods '

In determining the reliability of each method of peer
assessment it was necessary thgt the reliability estimate be
comparable across the three techniqués. The issue of compara-
bility of any estimate of reliability across methods was of
conéern due to the varying size of individual patrol squads and
the nature of thé performance data genérated by 'the three methods--
nominations, rankings, and ratings.

In order to make sure that the reliability estimates
calculaﬁed for each method of peer assessment were similar and
ultimately comparable, the following procedure was utilized.
Three of the nine performance dimensions were randomly selected

on which the estimates of reliability would be made. This was

, appropriate due to the significant intercorrelations indicating

a strong relationship among the dimensions. The dimensions
randomly chosen were "dealing with the public," "reliability,"
and "demeanor."

So that the final estimates of reliability could be
compared and tested for significant differences.in magnitude,‘
three independent and random samplings of assessor pairs

within squads were made. In total, 29 squads were selected

in which a pair of peer assessors was randomly determined.

This- yielded an 80% sampling of squads.

-
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Reliability of Peer Nominations

Past research has calculated the reliability of
peer nominations through an estimation of the internal con-
sistency or test-retest reliability using only those people
who have been nominated within the single experimental.
sample. With this approach to estimating reliability, a
method bias inherenﬁly inflates the resultant coefficient
through the consideration of only those peoplé who have been
nominated--supposedly the top performers of the group. In
effect the majority of the sample, those not nominated,
remain undifferentiated with regard to performance. An
' attempt was méde in the present study to overcome this past
oversight.

The‘peer nominations were obtained through the ran-
dom sampling of squads with subsequent comparison of nominees
between two randomly selected peer assessors within each
squad. Interrater reliability was the method of estimation
émployed. If a pérson was nominated by one member of the
assessor pair, but not by the other, a score of zero was
assigneq for the non-nomination.  Thus, the reliability
estimate fqr the peer nomination method was based on a random
sample of all possible assessees, not just those who had been
identified as top performers via the nomination process.

For five of the randomly selected squads there was

no agreement between the assessors as to the peer nominations,
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resulting in the absence of variation. Thus, calculation

" of an interrater reliability estimate was impossible. Exclu-

sion of these sgquads reduced the random sampie to 24 squads
or approximately 67% of the total number of patrol squads.

For each pair of raters, within each squad, intéxr-
rater reliability estimates were calculated on each og the
three selected performance dimensioné. The reliability
coefficients were converted into Fischer Z scores and
averaged across squads for each performance dimension.
These mean Z scores were then averaged across performance
dimensions and converted back to a coefficient of correla-
tion representing the interrater reliability for the peer
nomination method. The interrater reliability obtained for
peer nominations using 70 pairs of nomination scores was
significant, r= .48, p<.0l.

The corrected interrater reliability was éalculated
using the Spearman~Brown prophecy formula. The corrected
estimate was based on an average of 10 assessor paifs per
squad. This average held for all thfee peer assessment
methods. In the case 6f peer nominations, the corrected
interrater reliability estimate was significant,

£(corrected) =
.90, p<.0l.

Reliability of Peer Ranking

The interrater reliability for the method of’peer

ranking was estimated through a similar procedure as previously
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outlined for the peer nomination method. It must be remem-
bered that with the ranking method the peer assessors within
each squad were allowed to evaluate only their fellow squad
members. Thus, interrater ;eliability estimates for the
peer rankings provided by the rgndom pair of assessors were
calculated on an intrasquad baéis and averaged across the
entire random sample of 29 squads. Using Spearman's rank-
order correlation formula, the interrater reliability of

the péer ranking methgd, using 172 pairs of rankings, was
significant, r=.62, p<.0l. The corrected interrater
reliability estimate was also significant,

£(corrected)=‘
.94, p<.01.

Reliability of Peer Ratings

Using the same methodology as outlined for the peer
nomination and peer ranking methods, interrater reliability
was calculated between a random pair of assessors oix a ran-
domly selected sample of 29 squads. The product-moment corre-
‘lation coefficient represented the interrater reliability of
the peer rating method{ using 172 pairs of ratings, and was
significént, r=.23, p<.0l1, as was the corrected estimate,

£(corrected)=='75' p<.01l.

Differences in Reliability Between
Peer Assessment Methods

To determine whether the reliability estimate of ‘any

method of peer assessment was significantly greater or less
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thén the others, a test of homogeneity of the three uncor-
rected reliability estimates (r) was performed. The uncor-
rected reliability estimates were used in a comparative
analysis to test for significant differences in magnitude.
This was done to guard'against masking true differences
through application of the Spearman—Bfown prophecy formula. -
This calculation was designed to test the null hypothesis |
that the three uncorrected reliability estimates were homo-
geneous, or all estimates of the same population value.
Using a technique described by Edwards.(1966), it was deter-
mined that the three uncorrected reliability estimates were
found not to be homogeneous, §2¥=El.48, p< .01.

Due to the heterogeneity, the three comparisons of
the uncorrected reliability coefficients were tested for
significant differences. Fischer's Z transformation converted
to a normal deviate of z (standardized score) was used to test
for a significance of the difference between the methods'
reliability estimates.

The peer rating method was found to have significantly
less interrater reliability than both the peer nomination
(_é=2.04, p < .05) and peer ranking (z=4.64, p< .0l) methods.
The uncorrected interrater reliabilities of the peer nomina-
tion and peer ranking methods were not significantly differ-

ent.




User Reactions to the Peer
Assessment Methods

Reactions of the peer assessors towards‘each of the
evaluation methods were obtained as the final section of the’
peer assessment instrument package. A total of 143 respond-
ents provided ratings as to their agreement/disagreement
with each of the seéven statements. i

Table 8 presents the mean response to each statement
for each assessment method. Most statements generated mild
to strong disagreement. Disagreement with e statement, how-
ever, did not necessarily indicate a negative reaction to
the method of peer assessment. The trend towards disagree-
ment on items four and five revealed a slight tendency to
belieQe that none of the methods would generate too much
. competition among peers apd that people would not nominate,
rank highly, or'rate highly poor performers to make them-
selves look good in the final analysis. Moreover, the’meee
response to item three guggested neither agreement nor dis?
agreement with the statement. That ie; the respondents were
not sure whether only close friends would be nominafed,
ranked highly, or rated highly. Thus, the trend towards
negative reactions did not hold for item'three,

In order to test whethef the reactions to any one
peer asscssment method were:significantly different from the

reactlons to the others, a multivariate analys19 of variance

(MANOVA) , as packaged by Finn (1968), was performed. MANQOVA




Table 9

Mean and Standard Deviation of Responses to User Reaction
Statements by Peer Assessment Method¥*
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Statcmeht Peer Assessment Method
¢ Peer Peer Peer
Nomination Ranking Rating
Mean SD Mecan SD -Mean SD
(1) This system (nominating/ranking/
- rating fellow Officers or Corporals)

is a fair way to rate law enforce- .

ment personnel. 2.2 1.3 2.3 1.3 2.3 1.2
(2) I like this way of rating people. 2.0 1.1 2.1 1.2 2.1°1.1
(3) With this system people will

nominate/rank/rate highly only

their closest friends. 3.4 1.1 3.2 1.2 3.1 1.2
(4) This system will generate too much

competition between Officers and ,

Corporals who work together. 2.4 .9 2.4 -2 2.4 .9
{5) With this system, peoéle will
‘ nominate/rank/rate highly poor

performers to lessen the compe=-

tition when they are compared to

the better performers. 2.3 1.0 2.2 1,0 2.3 11l.0
(6) This system will provide an

accurate indication of a person's

ability to perform law enforca-

ment work. 2,1 1.1 2.2 1.2 2.2 1.2
(7) This system should be used as
. one way of deciding who should .

be promoted. ‘ 2.k 1.2 2.2 1.2

2.2 1.3

* Response range on a 5-point Likert scale-=~1 (strdngly disagree) to
5 {strongly agree).
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was chosen due to the obvious relationships between responses
across the seven statements. The finn (1968) computer analy-
sis yielded multivariate, univariate, and step~down (covariate)
F-ratios, with the appropriate degrees of freedom.

A significant multivariate F-ratio was not obtained
for the reaction data. Thus, across the seven statements,
responses regarding any one of the peer assessment methods
were not significantly different from those pertaining to
the other two.

Spector (1977) has described the utility of inspect-
ing the univariate and step-down F-ratios when a significant
mhltivariate F has been found. 1In the present study these
statistics were computed in spite of a nonsignificant multi-
vafiate F~ratio. However, no significant univariate F-ratios

were obtained.
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' CHAPTER IV

DISCUSSION

The Generality of Results

Organizational Setting

The crganizational environment of the study could
be described as paramilitary, typical of most municipal
police agencies. In such an environment certain military
traditions survive (e.g., deference to rank, exPiicit organi-
zational chain of command, etc.)i The paramilitary setting
may have had an influence on validity due to the close on-the-
job contact between patrol squad membera. Kane and Lawler
{1978) have argued that the commonly reported high validities
of the peer nomination method may have been an artifact of
the militaristic setting in which the performance data were
gathered. They suggest in such organizations more on-the-job
contact is experienced among members,.thus'improving the
validity of the peer nominations.

In the present study this influence may have sur-
faced in all of the pecr assessment meﬁhods. Since a patrol
squad basically functions as an autonomous unit, responsible
for the security of a specified geographic area, all assist-

ance needed by a patrol officer at any time is provided by
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fellow squad members. Therefore, frequent and unique oppor-

tunities exist for fellow squad members to observe signifi-
cant on-the-job behaviors of their peers.

In the opinion of this author, however, the degree of
on-the-job contact displayed by police officers is generaliz-
able to other nonpolice organizations. Similar amounts of
contact most probably exist in)organizations where workers
are divided into small departments of production work units.
Thus, the findings of the present study are applicable to
a variety of production and service organizations.

Moreover, in such a setting thé influence of the
chain of command upon a police ocfficer's day-to-day performance
is substantial. ‘Therefore, the issue of whether the supervisor
may infiuence the peer assessments, as reported in the present
study, becomes a consideration. There exists a remote possi-
bility in any organization wherein a supervisor may attempt
to convince subordinates to inflate their assessments of fellow
workers in an attempt tb glorify the work group as a whole.

As there was no actual test for this bias in the present study,

its possibility remains a consideration.

Predictive vs Concurrent Study Design

Most past research conducted in a military setting
utilizing peer assessments attempted to predict future per-
formance--32 predictive designs, 5 concurrent designs'(Kane
& Lawler, 1978). That is, peer assessments taken early in
the life of the assessee éroup were correlated with some

- later measuvre of success (i.e., admission to officer candidate
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school (0OCS), promotion, superlor ratlngs, etc.). Thus, the

correlations in these studies reflected the relationship
between predictor performance measures and a ‘distant perfor-
mance criterion.

As the present study employed a concurrent design
within a paramilitary setting, the correlations between-the
peer assessments and the»supereisor rarnkings and ratings were
expected to be somewhat greater in magnitude than those
fepopted in predictive investigations conducted ih a similar
setting (sce Kane & Lawler, 1978, pp. 559, 571, 580). This
expectation was based on the fact that the peer assessments
and supervisor judgments were all collected within a shoxrt
period of time. It was anticipated that since these measures
were obtained during ashort t/ime span,; they would correlate
more highly than peer assessﬂents and criteria which were
gathered at two separate and distant times., This indeed
was the case.

Yet, the validities of peer nomination scores have
been reported to holg up for much longer periods than most
otHer psychometric procedures, such as scores on a typical
performance test. Hollander (1965) commented that signifi-
cant validity of nomination scores was still‘evident.after
three years., Amir et al. (1970) and Mayfield (1972) revealed
a similar lack of decrease in predictiveness for peer nomi-
nations. It is interesting to note that the findings.of
these authors are in dlrect contrast with the usual phenomenon

whereby the predlctlveness of psychometric devices decay for
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criteria measured farther in the future (Alvares & Hulin,
1973). |

The ability of peer nominations to not decay in pre-
dictiveness may apply to both peer rankings aﬁd ratings. If
so, one would expect the predictiveness of the peer assess-
ﬁents inferred via the concurrent design of thé present study
to not significantly decrease, even if-tﬁe criteria had been
'measured at a more distant time. Evén though true predic-
tiveness is not possiple with a concurrent design, based on
past research the inference that a peer assessment- is pre-
dicting future performance via a concufrent study seems
appropriate.

Administrative vs. Research Set in
the Collection of Peer Assessments

As Kane and Lawler (1978) present,'only a few studiés
in the past have indicated that assessors were told that their
assessments would be used for adﬁinistrative decisions (e.g.,
prcoemotions, pay, and hiring decisions). The majority of the
studies have assured assessors that their peer evaluations
were to be used strictly for research purposes.

Whereas the present study collected the peer assess-
ment data as part of a criferion—related test validation
study, the context of the present investigation falls into
the research set. Hollandex (1957) has shown, however, that
the rationale for the collection of peer nominations does
not have a significant impact on the reliability of the

method. That is, whether peer nominations are to be used
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for administrative decisions or strictly research should not
signifiqantly affect their reliability. ¥Yet, this factor
étill presents a constraint on the generalizability of the
present research in that previous investigations have not
dealt with the effects of the experimental rationale (research
orientation) on either peer raqkings or peer ratings. Thus,
overall conclusions regarding aifferential effectiveness of
peer assessments under these two conditions of administra-
tion'must be made with caution, not only with regard to‘

reliability but to other psychometric properties as well.

The Problem of Criteria

It must benoted that the use of supervisor judgments
‘as criterion in determining the strength of the relationship
between peer assessments and supe?visor rankings and ratings
(i.e., validity) places some limimtations on the accuracy of
the estimate. Even thougﬁ supervisors' judgments seem to be
gquite prevalent in the determination of validity for peer
assessment methods, supervisor rankings and ratings are sub-
ject to the usual types of assessment errors (i.e., halo:
error,.leniency errcr, central tendenéy error, etc.).

- Reliance on more objective measures of performance
as criteria (i.e., promotion, awards and commendations, etc.)
also has certain drawbacks. The major problem with such cri-
teria is the inability to disregard zall influences on these
measures which are beyond the control of the assessee. That is,
promotion of an.employee.to a new position may have been a

function of reorganization rather than good performance.
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The answer to the delineation of the proper criterion
for measuring validity seems to lie in a comprehensive measure
of considering both individual and organizational performance
which utilizes both judgmental and objective information.
Campbell et al. (1970) have noted that:

A person should be evaluated through his or

her impact on the organization's continued

functioning through the optimal acquisition

and utilization of internal and external

resources. (p. 125)

The basis of this conception becomes one of fulfilling pre-
viously stated and defined performance obiectives. There
seems to be no reason why some type of goal-setting system
measuring both subjective ard objective standards of per-

formance would not be applicable in the case of police

officer evaluation, or for most workers for that matter.

Use of the Assessment Instruments

Intercorrelation Awong the
Performance Dimensions

A finding which bears consideration was the high
intercorrelations revealed for both peer assessments and
supervisor assessments, among the nihe'performance dimen-
sions. Two explanations may be offered in regard to this
matter.

First, the peer assessors and supervisor assessors
may have exhibited a high degree of halo in their assess-

ments. That is, a person was given a high assessment on all
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nine performance dimensions based on his or her high per-
formance in only‘one of the areas. The usual way of
decreasing halo is through assessor training. The peer
assessors and supervisor assessors in thé present study

had not received training in the use of the performance
appraisal instrument which incorporated several distinct
dimensions of performance. If familiérity existed at all,
it was with the evaluation process as a whole gained thrqugh
prévious experiences using a more global performance appraisél
instrument. Most likely assessor training in the proper ﬁse
and interpretation of the multi-dimensional performance

. appraisal insfrument would have reduced the halo which was
evidenced in all assessments.

Secondly, the assessors may have believed that all
the people ‘who actually "make it" as a patrol officer are
well seasoned, top notch personnel. That'is, the assessors '
saw only eminently qualified personnel serving around then,
each assessee being a good performer on each of the nine
performance areas.

_Overall, it is interesting to note that the super-
visors were not any moré capable of accurately discriminating
among behaviors classified under the nine perférmance cate-
gories than were the peer assessors. In the very least, the
peer assessors were no worse than their supervisors in uti-

~lizing the appraisal instrument.
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Integration of Peer Asscssments
as an Organizational System

Another factor for consideration concerns speculation
as to what would happen to the peer assessments after they
had been actually implemented in a real organizational setting.
It is possible that over time peer assessments may be
subjected to biases  which have been shown to affect supervisor
evaluations. Such biases as political motivations for evalu-
ations, assessor errois, and self-serving motivations fdr
evaluations could affect the high degree of validity and reli-
ability revealed through the present research. It would seem
~unlikely that peer assessments could escape the influence of
these omnipﬁesent factors of evaluation spurred via the
informal organization.

Future research must examine the actual use of peer
assessment for organizational purposes. This research must
also trace the wvalidity and reliability of the peér assess-
ment measures over time as they becomé an integral part of

the organizational environment.

Results of the Factor Analyses

. Factor analyses on all assessment methods (both peer
and supervisor) indicated that the jurdgments made across the
nine pepformance dimensions were actually tappiﬁg some
single construct--most likely overall police officer per-
formance. That is, an effective officer or corporal was not
one who excelled in every area of'performance (as portrayed by

the nine performance dimensions), but one who "got the job
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done" in general. Even though getting the job done may entail
manybcombinations of differing levels.of performance across
the nine performance areas, these¢ were not reflected in the
actual assessmengs. |

The factor analysis of the friendéhip ratings ind-
cated that each of the five variables was measuring a single
factor, most‘logicélly some construct of social éttraction
in evidence between pecer assessor and assessee. It was.
unfortunate that only a single aspect of this complex phenom-
enon had been tapped. Initially it seemed that the five
variables were independent and equal parts of what the peer
asséssors saw as friendship between fellow officers and cor-
‘porals. But in reality they all were measuring some com-
posite facet of attraction. .

Therefore, the present assessment instruments were
not capable of‘eliciting detailed performance and social
attraction data. As was presented earlier, the performance
dimensions were based on an in-depth task-based job analysis
of the pclice officer position (Love, .1978). From this‘
present research it would seem that the development of a
peer or supervisor assessment instrument from sound job
analysis data does not guarantee its utility for evaluating
performance. Perhaps, other factors play more crucial roles
in the proper functioning of an appraisal instrument, such
as: the motivation of the assessor to assess accurately
(Guion, 1965), the amount of training in using the appraisal

instrument and proper assessment procedures, the assessor's
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conception of the poéition to be evaluated, and the asses-
sor's perception of the proper social relationship between
fellow workers.

Differential Relationships Between the

Peer Asscssments and Supervisor
Rankings and Ratings

All the methods of peer assessment--peer nomination,
peer ranking, and peer rating--revealed significant correla—\
tion with supervisor‘rénkings and ratings, which were infer-
ential measures of the validit& of each method. Mofeover,
for all three peer assessment techniques, higher correlations
were observed with suéervisor rankings and ratings than with
the objective indicators of performande.

-Consistent with past research (Borman, 1974; Free-
berg, 1969; Gordon & Medland, 1965; Hoffman & Rohrer, 1964;
Ricciuti, 1955; Springer, 1953; Swanson & Johnson, 1975;
Trites, 1960; Tucker, Cline & Schmitt, 1967; Wiggins,
Blackburn & Hackman, 1967), both peer nominations and peer
rankings showed greater validity (higher correlations) than
peer ratings. A signifiéant differenée in validity was
observed between peer rankings and peef ratings.

‘The greater inferred validity of the peer ranking
method may have been‘proméﬁéd by its high degree of relia-
bility.’ The reliability of the peer ranks was much greater
than that of the other meathods of peer assessment. Siﬁce
reliability sets the upper bound for the estimate df validity
(correlation coefficient), the two results are consistent.

It must be noted in regard to the inferred validity
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of each method of peer assessmént that the present research
did not utilize explicit leadership-related performance
assessments or criterion. Past research which has reported

the validity of peer nominations (Hollander, 1954a, 1954b)

has centered on the calculation of correlations using leader-

ship predictors and military-based leadership/promotion
_criterion. Even though this had been most prevalent with
peer nomination research, with the advent of the present
comparative study of peer assessment methods, caution must
be exercised when the validity coefficients of pést studies
are compared with those found in the present research.

While leadership is én important factor in the job
of police officer, on'the basis of the task-based job analy-
sis, a leadership performance dimension was not warranted.
Instead, leadership components were repreéented in many of
the dimensions such as communication, decision-making, and
demeanor (see Appendix 1). Thus, while caution must be
advised, the correlation coefficients of the present
research thch represented the validity of each method of
peer assessment may indeed be constrasted with those studies
which.hgve incorporated leadership-related measures.

‘The Influence of Friendship on the Relationship

Between Peer Assessments and Supervisor
Rankings and Ratings

One of the most noteworthy findings of the present
investigation was the absence of any apparent biasing effects
due to the social attraction or friendship between peer

assessor and asscssee. Based on past research, it was

T
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hypothesized that friendship would affect peer nominations
to a greater extent than the other peér assessment methods.
This hypothesis implicitly stated fhat friendship would
indeed have some sort of biasing effect on the inferred
validity of the peer assessments. This ekpected finding
was noticeably absent in the present research. The second
part of the stated'hypothesis, moreover, indicated that
friendship should have similar biasing effects across the
three peer assessment methods. This was indeed the case.
Friendship had no effect on the correlation between any of
the peer assessments with either supervisor rankings or
ratings.

Furthermore, it was found that the friendship
ratings did not explain any unique variance in the rela-
tionship between the peer assessments and the supervisory
criterion. Thus, it wquld seem that the friendship ratings
were measuring a construct which was irrelevant to the
peer assessments. That is, being a close or distant friend
of the peer assessor was not a factor which distorted the
accuracy of the peer assessor's judgments in evaluating a
fellow officer's or corporal's performance, as compared to
the supervisor's judgments.

Peer assessments have long been scorned due to a
strong belief that they are extremely prone to error induced
by the social attraction between the peer assegser and the
peér assessee. The present study seemed to suggest that this

" was not the case with the sample studied here. This is not
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to say that a certain facet of social attraction, other than
what was measured through'the friendship ratings, may have
had a significant effect on peer assessments. Yet, in this
study, one's contact off the job or on the job with the
assessee, knowledge of the person, liking'of the person,

and whether the person was considered as a friend did not
significantly inflﬁence‘the accuracy of the peer evaluation
process, as compared to supervisor jﬁdgments. In light.of
the close contact among squad members, which would imply
close friendships, this finding is quite iwportant.

There was a difference, however, in the way friend-
ship was measured in the present study and as compared with
.past research. (Hollander, 1955; 1956). The present investi-
gation measured friendship using responses to five questions,
each scored on a 5-point continuous scale. Past research has
utlilized a method whereby the peer assessor (usually a peer
nominator) simply listed those people in the assessee group
who were his or her friends. This technique, in the view
of this author, implies that social attraction between
fellow workers is an all or none phenomenon. The techhique
discounts the reality that people have all "degrees" of
friends, from mere acquaintances to intimate friends. With
many types of friends, a continucus measure would seem more
appropriate.

Disregarding the measure of friendship at hand, the
present study failed to support the notion that peer assesé-

ments can be easily influenced by several social attraction



variables. Whether it was the method of ascertaining the
degree of friendship between assessor and assessee in the
present study thqt led to this intriguing finding cannot be
determined at this time. What is significant, however, is
the attempt to describe in detail the basic constructs or
what we call friendship among fellow employees.
ThelRelationship Between Peer Assessments and

Number of Commendations and Awards
and Work-Related Injuries

Commendations and Awards

Peer nominations revealed a statisticaliy signifi-
cant and positive relationship witﬁ the number of commenda-
tions and awards an officer or corporal had received. In
light of the scale used for collecting the peer rankings and
ratings, with one (1) being a high assessment, iF can be
stated that a simlar positive relationship was revealed for
peer rankings and ratings. |

In order to adequately consider the implications
of these findings one must describe the impact of receiving.
a commendation or award from the police departﬁent upon
one's reputation within the organizatibn. As with most
policé erganizations, commendations and awards were received
as a result of single incidents of distinguished performance.
Along with the commendation or award comes deserving praise
through departmental announcements and medié coverage.
Bearing this in mind, the rélationships with the peer assess—

ments become more casily interpreted.
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The significant relationship between peer nominations}
peer rankings, and peer ratings and the numbgr of éommenda—
tions and awards received seemed to indicate that there was
some connection between a person's reputation within the police
agency and the frequency of assigned nominations and the mag-
nitude of the rankings and ratings.

All peer'assessments, therefore, were substantially
influenced by the number of awards and commendations. received
by an officer or corporal. The peer asgessments did not
predict whether an award or commendation would be received
by an individual; instead, they seemed to be a direct function
of the assessee's reputation.

The impact of one's reputation on the peer assessments
was in éonstrast with the absence of any effect of friendship
(measured via the friendship ratings) on the relationship
between peer assessments and supervisor rankings and ratings.
If peer assessments were indeed related to a measure of
popularity within the police organization, it was unclear
why this social-attraction construct had no effect on the
‘prediction of supposedly stable supervisor evaluations.

‘It seemed that two distinct types of social attrac-
tion had been identified in relation to peer assessments.

Past research which has investigated the influence of.
friendship, most notably that of Hollander (1955, 1956) and
Waters and Waters (1970), has utilized a repﬁtation—based‘
concept of friendship in determining its impéét on the
validity of peér nominations. Both researchers had subjécts

identify their friends within the assessee group and then
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examined the subsequent nomination sédres accorded those
individuals. It was likely that the determination of friends
within the assessve group was influenced by their respective
reputation. Past sociological research has shown that it is
possible to gain a positive evaluation in a group through
association with a highly regarded otherr Perhaps this

- motive played a part in the selection of "friends" in these
studies.

The present ipvestigation, on the other hand, ﬁti-
lized ratings of various aspects of the social relationship
between fellow workers. These friendsﬁip ratings did not
directly tap the reputation of the peer assessee. Unfortun-
ately, due to the small amount of resgearch documenting the
effect éf social attraction on the validiﬁy of peer assess-
ments, no definitive statement wegarding the best method of
ascertaining friendship can be made.’ Future investigations
are needed, not only to clearly delineate the constructs
of the phenomenon called friendship between fellow workers,

but to compare and contyxast friendship with one's reputation.

Work-Related Injuries

Bearing in mind the scales used for the ranking and
rating data, the negative relationship fognd between peer
rankings and ratings and on-the-job injuries indicated that
those officers and corporals ranked and rated highly as to
their performance by their fellow squad members exéerienced
more injuries. It would seem that if the job of patrol officer

is performed at a.high level cf preficiency, the officer or
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corporal is more apt to find themself'in situations where
injﬁries occur. Moreover, the good performer would most
probably put forth that ektra physical effort in certain
aspects of the job (i.e., subduing a suspect; pushing a
disabled automobile, etc.), thus providing more opportunities

for injuries to occur.

Differential Reliability of Peer Assessment

Consistent with past research (Bartlett, 1959;

Borman, 1974; Campbell et al.; 1970; Freeberg, 1969; Springer,
1953; Stahl & Steger, 1977), the reliability of éeer ratings '
was poor when compared to that of peer nomination and peer
ranking. Kane and Lawler (1978) have suggested that peer
ratings afe generally less reliéble because of the possibili-
ties of more disagreements in assigned ratings among peer
raters. ‘

Moreover, certain errors were more probaﬁle in the
peer rating process which were not of concern with peer
nominations and peer rankings (Cummings & Schwab, 1973).

Since peer rating was a method which required an assessor

to compare an assessee to some absolufe standard of performance
it wag'subject'to additional interindividual errors in
assessment (i.e., leniency, strictness, and central tendency).
These errors may have been repeated across assessees, as

equal ratings could have been given to any number of squad
members. “

Peer ranking requirced all squad members to be

assigned a rank, thus forcing discriminations. As no ties
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were allowed, all squad members werevdistinguished from one
another by their assigned ranks. Peer ranking, therefore,
was not subject to the interindividual constant errors which
may have affected the pecr ratings.

The peer nomination method, on the other hand, was
also not affected by these additional errors. It forced the
assessor to identify, and rank order only three high per-
formers within the total assessee grdup, across all squads.
No‘ties or repetitions were allowed. Thus, peer nomination
became, in effect, an incomplete ranking procedure.

The interindividual constant efrors in evidence with
peer ratinés were not apparent in the peer nomination -and
peer ranking methods. This fact would seem to account, in
part, fér the reduced reliability of the peer rating
technique in the preseﬂt study.

An issue which was only partially addressed by the
present study coﬁcerns the determination of reliability
estimates for each method of peer assessment. Kane and
Lawler (1978) strbngly advocated the use of coefficient
alpha in the calculation of internal consistency estimates
for peer assessment. The advantages of coefficient alpha
over the split-half reliability estimate are minimal at
best. The real issue is whether either estiméte;is
indeed the appropriate means of determining reliability for
all methods of péer assessment, most notably for peer
nomination.

Since the peer nomination process does not discrimi-

nate between all members of the assessee group, identifying
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only the best (or worst) perfofmers, split-half or coefficieﬁt
alpha estimation of reliability can be applied to 6nly those
persons who have received at least one nomination. This
reduction of the total sample of possible assessees through
a selection process, on which the subsequent reliability
estimate is based, would seem to inflate the coefficient.
Moreover, this determination of reliability does not take
into account the fact that by not nominating an eligible
ésseésee, the assessor is implicitly assigning a nomination
score (most probably zero) to that individual. ' Therefore,
all members of the assessee group have bzen assigned scores
by all of the assessors and should rightfully be considered
in estimation»of reliability for the methéd.

Through the calculation of interrater reliability
using a randomly selected group of assessor pairs, the
present study attempted to circumvent this inherent difficulty
of the peer nomination process. Unfortunately, the issue of
the proper estimation of reliability for peer nominations
has not been solved. In many instances a reliability esti-
mate could not be calculated due to total disagreement
among .the assessors. Thus, the random sample was reduced
in size making the reliability coefficient less stable.

More research is needed to determine the‘psychometric idio-
syncracies of the reliability of peer nominations.

Reactions to the Methods of
Peer Assessment

Overall, the peer assessors expressed mildly nega-

tive reactions to all three peer assessment techniques--peer
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nomination, peer ranking, and peer fating. They indiéated
that peer assessment was not fair, accurate, liked by then,
nor should it be used in promotion decisions. Moreover, peer
assessments would not generate too much competition between
fellow workers and would not be used by the peer assessor to
present a fellow worker in a bad light to lessen competition.
The peer assessors, however, were not sure ﬁhether close
friends would be assessed most'highly.

As was presen?ed earlier, not all persons asked to
participate in the study did so. Thus, there may have been
a bias evident within the reactions prdvided by the nonrandom
sample of police personnel. It was possible that those persons
who did not respond did so out of extreme dislike for the
.peer aséessment methodology. If so, these persons most
probably would have supplied even harsher, more negative

reactions.




CHAPTER V

CONCLUSIONS

Proper Application of Peer
Assessment Methodologies

It was apparent in the present study that all three
methods of peer assessment--peer nomination, peer ranking, -
and peer rating——revealed substantial degrees of inferred
validity and reliability when used for evéluation of law
enforcement officers. The magnitude of the relationship
between‘each method of peer assessment and supervisor rank-
ings and ratings, along with certain objective performance
indices, was greater than most similar correlation coeffi-
cients reported in past studies (see Kane & Lawler, 1978).
Such was the case for the interrater reliability estimates
as well. ' :

In any study utiliziné a method of peer assessment,
regardiess of the seﬁting, the inherent nature of the evalua-
tive technique cannot be disregarded. That is, each methéd
of peer assessment seems to be suited to different asséss—
ment needs. |

Peer nomination; for example, is able to idehtify

persons with extreme levels of performance on the appropriate
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dimensions or traits.. It fails, however, to allow any dif-
ferentiation among the majority of assessees. The larger
the group upon which nominations afe allowed, the greater
the number of asséssees who will be indistinguishable from
one another and clustered into a single gioup.. The present
study was an example of this happening. As such, peer nomi-
nation would seem ﬁo be most appropriaté when only promo-
tional decisions are to be made. That is, if only the very
top performers within the overall assessee group need to be
recognized, peer nomination would be the choice method.
Peer nomination may also find an appropriate use in the

’ eariy identification of outstanding managerial or adminis-
trative talent. Previous research has shown that early
nonminations retain their accuracy over time, up to three
years. During this era where cost considerations make it
crucial to identify top performers early in their careers
in order to provide subsequent training and development,
peer nominations may be one answer for doing so accurately
and reliably. ‘

Even though there is a lack of past research deal-
ing with the peer ranking method, the present study presented
a sound relationship with supervisor rankings and rétings
and adequate reliability. Rankings on the whole discriminate
quite well among all members of a group, thus creating and
documenting an entire range of performance among group members.
The fact that rankings force discriminations among assessees

who may be actually close in performance proficiency should
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not overshadow the accuracy and reliébility of peer rankings
reported in the present study.

Peer rating, as with rating technigues in general,
seems to be the ﬁost widely applicable method of peer
assessment. That is, it is appropriately used in many
types of organizational settings to fulfill many assessment
needs. The presen£ investigation yielded empirical support
showing the close relationship between peer ratings anq
supervisor rankings and ratings, upon which the validity
of the method was inferred. Substantial reliability for
the peer rating method was also reported. As a rating-
meﬁhod, peer rating is quite conducive to providing feed-
~back, which may be the major fact which distinguishes it

from both peer nominations and peer rankings.

Social Attraction Among Fellow Workers

In the present investigation, friendship did not
prove to be a serious problem in affecting the inferred
validity of any of the three peer assessment techniques
using supervisor assessments as criteria. Friendship was
shown to have almost’no effect on the relationship between
each peer assessment and supervisor judgments. waever, the
peer assessment scores may have been influenced by a certain
aspect of the social attractionvbetween fellow officers.
This conclusion is based on the close relationship between peer
assessment scores and the numbér of commendations and awards
received by an officer or corporal. One's reputation within

the police agency, a.function of receiving awards and
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commendations, seemed to affect the peer assessments made |
for. that individual.

Throughout the present study it was noted that
several aspects of friendship were most likeiy in evidence
within the workplace. Those measured using a continuous
scale were contact on gnd off the job, liking of assessee,
knowledge of person, and actual friendship. Yet, another
aspect of social att;action was apparent in the significant
effect commendations and awards received had upon the magnifV
tude of the peer assessment scores. This was termed "repu-
tation within the police agency." This factor of social
attraction obviously had not been tapped by the five variables
of friendship collected within the peer assessment instrument.
Thus, tﬁe whole matter of‘what constructs of social attraction
lend themselves to the relationship ambng'fellow wofkers |
must be dealt with in future research. This issue is not
only one which faces the impact 6f one's reputation on peer
assessments, but may also affect in some way all types of
organizational evaluation.

Furthermore, it was apparent that the friendship
rétings were not discriminating among all degrees of social
attraction. Future investigatioﬁs must incorporate a method
such as ranking for gathering social attraction data. If
rankings could be obtained on specified friendship-related

~variables one would be assured that an entife range of social

attraction ambng the assessees would be identified.
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.Use and Improvement of Peer Assessments

The peer assessment methods were not uniqhe in
requiring the cooperation of the peer assessors to be
effective. In spite of the documented negati?e reactions
to all methods, the peer assessments were accupate and
reliable measures of pgrformance. In this regard, the
present study portrayed the first systemétic investigation
into user reactions to peer assessments. Even though the
overall reactions were negative, this must not stop further
development and refinement of peer assessment technology.

As it stands, peer assessment represents a novel, basically
untried performance appraisal system. As such, much éf the
negative reactions evident in the present research could be
traced fo unfamiliarity with this apprbach towards perform-
ance evaluation. Perhaps with éontinqed ﬁse, peer assessment
would be regardéd along with supervisor rating as a bona fide
means of assessing employee perfbrmance.

Finally, peer assessment should optimally be viewed
as only one part of a comprehensive performance appraisal
system. Such a system should encompass views.of performance
from all levels of the organization, incluaing supervisor,
peer, and self assessments. With this in mind, the issue
then becomes one of which aspects of performance shbuld'be
measured via the peer assessment component. The present
study did not fully address this problem as £he,same dimen-
sions of performance were used for both peer and supervisor

evaluation. Ideally, peer assessment would utilize only those
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aspectsvof performance which are uniéﬁely observed by
fellow workers. The same would be true for both supervisor
‘and self appraisals. Thus, each portion of the overall
evaluation system would measure unique aspects of an employ-
ee's performance. Upon combination of all these. assessments,
the most accurate and detailed picture of a person's past
" and present performance would be obtained.

Overall, it would seem that the time has come to
éoﬁsider peer assessment as a useful tool within a compre-
hensive organizational performance appraisai system. Only
through detailed accounts of such use will acceptance of peer
assessment be improved. Reseérch seenms to indicate the
potential usefulness of these three different methods of
- peexr aséessment. It is time this potential be realized in

a real organizational sense.
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APPENDIX 1

Peexr Assessment Instrument
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INSTRUCTIONS

LA LA PAKRYT A == NOMINATION OF Ol‘FICL:“'/CORP()IV‘\LS IN DISTRICTS I & I ) RANAHERA

IN PART A ON THL POLLOWING PAGE, FOR THE FIRST AREA OF PERFORMANCE, READ WHAT JOD KNOWLEDGH
IS, BOTH THE DLEFINITION ARD ALL THE LELEMENTS (KNOWLEDGES, -SKILLS, ABILITIES, AND PERSONAL
CHAPACTERISTICS) .

\STH iR THE ID NUMBERS (FOUND IN PART F) OF TIREE (3) FELLOW
OFIFICERS OR CORPOKALS 1R LY WORKING WITHIN EITHER DIGTRICT I OR II WHOM YOU THINK DISPL
THE BEST AMOULT OF JON KNOWLEDGE OH-THL JOB (IF SOMEONE HAS NO ASSIGHED ID NUMBER, USE

THEIR NM-U,, DEPARTHENTAL RANK, .AHD SQUAD ‘IDHBER)

THEN, LIST IN DECHEASTHG

IN OTHER WORDS, PLACE THE ID MUMBER OF TiE OFFICER OR CORPORAL YOU THINK DISPLAYS THE
MOST J0R KNOWLRDGE BY TiE NUMBER ONE (1), THEN PIACE THE 1D RUMBER OF THE OFFICER OR CORPOR®
YOU TitlRK DIGILAYS THE § SHCOSD MOST JOB KNOWLEDG SR BY THE NUMBER 1W0 (2), AND THEN PLACE THE

ID NUBER OF TiF OFFICER OR CORPOPAL YOU THINK DISPLAYS TiHE THIRD MOST JOB KNOWLEDGE BY THE
NUMBER THREE (3). :

3

CMEMBER, WHEN NOMINATING FELLOW OFFICERS OR CORPGRALS, YOU SHOULD THINK OF THEIR PERFORMANC
ON ONLY THE STINGLYE ARFA OF PERFORMARCE YOU ARE CURRENTLY WORKING ON. - DO NOT NOMINATE FEOPLIL
BASED ON THEIR OVERALL PERI'ORMANCE AS POLICE OFFICERS. .
DO NOT ROMINATE YOURSELF AND LEAVE NO SPACES BLAKK.

AFTER YOU HAVE LIGTED THE ID NUMBERS OF THREE OI‘FICLRS OR CORPORALS FOR JOB KNOWLEDGE, GO

ON TO PART B. O
RAAKDARAE PART B -- RANKING OF FELLOW SQUAD MEMBERS _ EXRXBRRR

NOW THAT YOU ARIT FAMILIAR WITH THE PERFORMANCE AREA OF JOB f(N WLEDGE, THINK OF ALL THE
OFFICERS AND CORFORALS IN YQUR SQUAD. BY COMPARING THEM WITH ONE ANOTHER, KRANK THEM FROM
FIRST (1ST) TO LAST IN PART B. EXCLUDE YOURSELF FROM THE RANKING. USE ONLY THE ID HUMBER
OF TiIE PERSON YOU ARE RAWKIKG (FOUND IN PART F). (IF SOMEONE HAS NO ASSIGNED ID NUMBER, USE
THEIR NAME, DEPARTMENTAL RANK, AND SQUAD NUMBDR)

REMEMBER, RANX YOUR SQUAD MEMBERS ON HOW WELL THEY DISPLAY ALL THE ELEMENTS OF JOB KNOWLEDGY .
THIS RANKING WILL OULY APPLY TO JOB KNCWLEDGE, NOT TO ALL THE AREAS OF PERFORMANCE. THERE
CAN BE NO TIES FOR ANY RANK, :

EARKCAAAR PART C ~= RATING OF FELLOW SQUAD MEMBERS EXERCHAER

AFTER ALL SQUAD MEMBERS HAVE BEEN RANKED ON JOB. KNOWLEDGE, YQU ARE READY TO RATE THESE SAME
PEOPLE. )

READ "THE BEHAVIORAL EXAMPLES WHICH APPEAR BELOW THE RATING SCALE ON THE PAGE. THESE WILL GIV
YOU AN IDEA OF THE KINDS OF JUB KNOWLEDGFE BEHAVIOR WHICH ARE CONSIDERED "HIGH," "AVERAGE," AL
"LOW." .
NOW, TAKE THE OFFICER OR CORPOPAL YOU RANKED AS FIRST (1ST) ON JOR KNOWLEDGE. RATE THAT
PERSON AS 70 HOW WELL HE OR SHE DISPIAYS ALL FLENENTS OF JOD KNOWLEDGE ON THE JOB. .TO RATE
A PERSON USE TIE 9-POINT SCALE WHICH APPEARS IN PART C. USE ANY WHOLE OR HALF NUMBER ON THE
SCALE FROM 1 TO 9 (sucCi AS, 1, 1.5, 2, 2.5, ETC.).

REPEAT THE RATING PROCEDURE FOR EACH SQUAD MEMBER YOU RANKED IN PART ‘B.

INSTRUCTIONS CONTINUED ON NEXT PAGE

1
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INSTRUCTIONS (CONT.)

AFTER COMPIETING DARTS A, B, AND C FOR 30OB KNOWLEDGE, REPEAT. TH1S ENTIRE PROCEDURE (PARTS
A, B, AND C) FOR THE REMAINING EIGHT AREAS OF PERFORMANCE :

AFTER YOU HAVE FINISHED ALL PARTS OF THE NINE PERFORMANCE AREAS, JOB KNOWLEDGE THROUGH
WORK ATTITUDE, GO OW TO PARTS D AND E,

Eye e e

[T
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JOMKHUALEIAGE == Ut U1 YOOMLLDGE O LARG, PR LIRS, FOLICTRD,  ARD TLORNTOUES REILATRD T THE AW
LUYORCESENT PUNCTION (PATHOL, ARRELT, I'L'xl‘ll"\'nlt., EiC.), ICLUDING Tl APPLICATION OF ) .
PEIOR THAZL

feilni.

This perfornance area is composed of these elements:

KNOWLENGE OF ¢ SKILL IN: o AUSLITY TO:
lawe and procedures ohservation techniques use necossary force up t
patrol procedures concealnent and disguise extrime of tuking are
atakeout procedurey clicching residencess and huildinqs 11!0
investiyalion procedires handling poertinent crimjnal JVidunce sco’acutely
ficld :ntoxxoqutxox procedures preserving pertinent cr.m;na] do extended ohsrrvatxcn
police coldes evidence A 9' physically intervene dn.
procedurés for responding to calls scarch and seizute Lcchnmﬁgzﬁ maintain/restord. ord.--
procedures for identifying and . use of physical force
prescrving evideuce " wvarious sclf-defense tactiecs’
court proccedures making arrcsts using minimum force
log recording procedurces .
exact booking procedures : .
job jargoen
purpose of roll call . ,
arrest techniques
reporting and documentation
requircments
reporting and documentation - :
procedures .
Shaapdadd NOMINATION OF OFFICERS/CORPORALS IN DISTRICTS I & IX: () (2)_ (3)
* : (use ID HJ.)
FOR FELLOW SQUAD MEMBERS OHLY ‘
SReARANRS B2RANKING** i AkkrpaK L
. FIRST SECOND THIRD FOURTH FIFTH SIXTH SEVENTIL EIGHTH NINTH
(use assigned ID NO. of squad members in spaces above)
SadACARRR *ARATINGS ¢ : ; SERRCRRA

{use rating of 1 - 9 in thesc spaces) .
{rating should be made on the squad membér directly above each rating space)

P S T S S T S S S T
1 2 3 4 S 6 .
HIGH AVERAGE LoW .

EXAMPLES OF BEHAVIORS. OF OFFICERS WHO ARE USUALLY RATED "HIGH"™ ON JOB KNOWLEDGE

Lets supervisor know what happens in court so that Conducts an external scarch (frisk) under suspicidus
procedures may be altered and the whole depart- circumstances with knowledge of laws permitting such
sent may profit from his/her experience. action.

EXAMPLES OF BEHAVIORS OF OFFICERS WHO ARE USUALLY RATED "AVERAGE® ON JOB KHOWLEDGE .

Applies the precise law to a case, avoiding Roacts appropriately to the department's normal presenta
ambiguous or wrong charges. of changes in procedural or légal matters.

EXAMPLES OF BEHAVIORS OF OFFICERS WHO ARE USUALLY RATED “LOW" ON JOR KHOWLEDGE

Has to he frequently reminded uf the clements of Fails to document location (by photo, identification mar
the job and personal conduct. etc.) or recognize evidence before moving it.
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‘Ht‘!l GE ST 'Z:\'”\'l. M‘I BOSCHNS

bl' THIC STPUNTTON D CTARING RLCRESSARY AND AUPRIRIATE ACTIul AFLER B

This perfornance arfw is composed of these eloementn:

SXILL IN: ABILITY %10: : PERSONAL CHARACTERLISTICS:
discriminoting butween measeyges find and follow directions creativity
that are siguit.cant and pursue a logiedl Jine of ingquiry risk=toking
insignificant aerganize thoughts and materials decisiveness
analyzing a gitunrion, circume accurat€ly ansess situations courage
stance, or incident determine probulile cause .
fdentifying crimacl evidence solve problems ’ .
reconstructing traffic accidents reach 1ldaical conclusions )
detecting the activities and
intent of individa.ls
AAAL7 L LR KOMIMATICN OF OFFICHRS/CORPORALS IN DISTRICTS 1 & If: (1) (2) {3)

{use ID NO.)

FOR FPELLOW. SOUAD MEMBEDS OHLY

*RBARAAE S

FIRST

*HEANRING haaapeas e

SECOND THIRD FOURTH FIFTH SIXTH SEVENTH  EIGHTH NINTH

(use assigned ID NO. of squad members in spass above)

et Ran

SARATING** danecaras

{use rating of 1 - 9 in these spaces)

(rating should be made on the squad membar directly above c¢ach rating space)

T2 T A T s e 9 TTe e
HIGH AVERAGE oM

EYAMPLES OF BEHAVIORS OF OFFICEES WHO ARE USUALLY RATED "HIGH" ON DECISIOH-MAKING

Makes correct/propér decisions of which he is highiy Upon arrival at the scene of a large fire, sees the
confident, even in difficult situations. need for additional help and calls for it to be

dispatched to specific locations,

EXNMFLES OF BEHAVIORS OF OFFICERS WilO ARR USUALLY RATED “AVERAGE" ON DECISION-MAKING

Waits for assistance when it is appropriate in order Occasicnally has to confer with other officers concern
to handle a physical confrontation. the proper action to take in a given situation.

EXAMPLES OF BEHAVIORS OF OFFICHFS WHO ARE USUALLY RATED “IOW" ON DECISION-BMAKING

Continues in high spced pursuit without considering Approachies a car stopped for a traffic violation withc
the consequences, coven though they may he scvere. appropriate safety precautions.
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’

.

DEAT R WUTTL Crbais s

== ABTLIUY B W T WTIE FITLw UL LR, BT SWGRE AND HONUNTPOBMED PEISONNEL,
INCLADING ACCLE (1L AND GEVING CORUTRUCTIVE CIITICINY, MUTUAL DLCISTOHSMAKING, AND PARING AN LOUAL
SHAKRE OF THE bil_‘t_).“_ll_!.f{’l. .

M
This performance area s composed of thirse elemeity:

ARILITY W2

PEFGONAL. CHARACIERISTICS :
wark conperatively with other giersonnel

¥
flexihility - .
jnteract effectively with all tyjues of sepsitivity to organizeiional goals (political sensitivity)
people respeat for authority
loyalty

enwtional control
limpartiality

KRBApC P

NOMINATICH OF OFFICERS/COKPORALS IN DISTRICIS T & II: (3} (2) (3):
E ‘(use ID NO.)

POR FELLAW SOUAD MENBPES OHLY

t...nl...

22 EANKINGA Aekajjrare
FIRST SECOND FHIRD . FOURTH FIFTH | SIXTH SEVENTH - EXIGHTH NINTH

{use assigned ID NO. of syquad members in spaces above)

.

I'.‘C.t.‘ : .!RATING‘.

RADRACELRS
. . .
R .

{use rating of 1 -~ 9 in these spaces)
(rating should be made on the squad member directly above cach rating space)

i Ve et % B

{ 1 T2 T3 TTa Ts e T3 T8 e :
’ HIGH AVERAGE

-

§

EXAMPLES OF BEHAVIGRS OF OFFICERS WHO ARE USUALLY RATED "HIGH"™ ON DEALING WITI{ CO-WORKERS

b
. Volunteers to assist a fellow officer who has a very Works willingly in as%isting an officer who is having i
heavy work load. trouble adjusting to various duties. !
1
. EXAMPLES OF EEUAVIORS OF OFFICERS WHO ARE USUALLY RATED "AVERAGE" ON DEALING WITH CO-WORXERS s
Handles his or her own share of assigned duties Gets along well with his or her coé-vorkers and avoids ’
Los within his ox her syuad. annoying habits. ) S
EXAMPLES OF BEHAVIORS OF OFFICERS HHO ARE USUALLY RATED "LOW® ON DEALING WI'H CO-WORKERS i
1 : : ;
1mu?rts squad productivity by failing to share Antagonizes his supsrvisors and fellow officers by R
Snformation relevant to police hazards and starting rumors about them, ’
suspects, . !
& ‘

A
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AT =o GRILG N THR UGk OF FIQAIGE, OTHER WEAFOLG, HARDCUFFS, RALIO, FIRGT ALD, YIAMICLES,

Uik _OF PTTAT

UL A SFEUCTALTIED. FOUTEM

——— SUAARE I S Pt N,

This performance area is compouced of thuse elementsg

SYILL IN:
driving a patrol car use of ciuipment to collect evidence
. ‘ the use of radius, bincculars, and the use of wuapsng v
other special d equipment the use of triaffic control equipnent

edanptase NOMINATION OF OFFICERS/CORPOIALS IN DISTRICTS 1 & ¥I1: (1) (2) (3)
. . (use . 1D Ko.) .

FOR FELIOW SOUAD MIUMBERS ONLY

serapeees CARANKING . - YYITITY

FIRST SECONUD THIRD FOURTH FIFTH S1XTH SEVENTII = EIGHTH NINTH

{use assigned ID NO. of squiad members in spaces above)

ARACKE RS SAEATINGEY RAKACRRA .

.

(use rating of 1 ~ 9 in these spaces)

. ’ {rating should be made on the squad meowboer directly above cach rating space)
. T 1T T 2 Ty ¢ T s T e 7 8
HIGH ’ AVERAGE - 1Ok

EXAMPLES OF BEHAVIORS OF OFFICERS WHO ARE USUALLY RATED "HIGH" ON USE OF EQUIFMENT

Uses nightstick as a "come-along" in such a manner Takes appropriate breaks in the use of the radio when
so as to minimize injury to the suspect. broadcasting lengthy messages/information.

EXAMPLES OF BEHMAVIOES OF OFFICEFS WI'O ARE USUALLY RATED "AVERAGE" ON USE OF EQUIPMENT

Uses vehicle to appropriately protect incident Uses proper handcuffing procedure/technique so as to
scenc, sccure suspect, minimize discomfort, etc.
EXAMPIES OF BEHAVIORS OF OFFICERS WHO ARE USUALLY RATED “"LOW" OM USE OF EQUTPMENT )
pamages his/her patrol car by driving it in arcas Cannot mcet departmental standards ("qualify") with
which are not suited for vehicular traffic. weapon. -
é .

@

Yt

¢ e o i i

- ki
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¢ 0

TR TUNLT, == FHORLLGAE AND SELILL 1K UGING TEUHNTEE CEAIED AT DUALING WITH TIE PunLic IN
A BCHEGL, - TA TP, STVLE. .

This purformance area 15 enmposicd of these eoloementss

KHOGLEDGH OF SKILL IN: Lo PERSONAL. CUARACTERISTICS:
the banic tencts of human bLehdvior interviewing nndrﬂuastioninq sengsitivity
impact of solf on others peojle : opcen-mindednecs
counscling technidues counseling dndivishials or groups

geographic avea
community social servree recoureuws T .
. At - T ! [

L Py s iy . B

weaspavan NOWMINATICN OF OFF1CERS/CC/PORALS IN DISTRICIS 1 & 11: (1) (0 N .
- . ¢ {usc 1D NO.)
FOR TRLIOW_S0UAD PLMUERS ONLY .
Ceaepesan T A RARKINGH & TR
FIRST SECOND - THIRD FOURTH  FIFTd  SIXTH SEVENIH  BIGHTII  NINTH

s

,J‘ (use assigned ID NO. of squad menbers in spaces above)

l".ctl.‘

.-n-cpn‘t- SERATING® 2

(use rating of 1 - 9 .in thesc spaces)
(rating should be mada on the squad member directly above each rating space)

1~ T 2 T3y T4 Ts e 1 @8 o
HIGH AVERAGE LOW
N EXAMPLES OF BEHAVIORS OF OFFICERS WHO ARE USUALLY RATED "HIGH" On DEALING. i‘.'l'!‘ll THE PUBLIC
Makes him/herself knowledgeable of the type and Does not. let improper reaction of the public dictate )
location of businesses in assigned area. his/her behavior.

EXAMPLES OF BEHAVIORS OF OFFICERS WHO ARE USUALLY RATED "AVERAGE" ON DEALING WITIl THE PUBLIC

1Is patient with a citizen he or she has contact Tells a traffic violator specifically why he or she
with. has been stopped to avoid an argumentative situation

EXAMPIES OF BEHAVIORS COF OFFICESS WHO ARE USUALLY RATED "IOW" ON DEALING WITH THF PUBLIC

Creates a bad impression with citizens he or. she Unintentionally creates an uncomfortable situation for
comes in contact with by being abrupt and a victim of crime by making unnccessary commonts oxr
insensitive, \ telling "war stories" within earshot.

PR

S



’

COIBER CATION == AR LETE 10 EART OREGELE UNDITL AV AGD UNIITC PR O IR TN FACE T VACE SITURT TGHA ARD
P KECETVE THECEMATINN 11 MOTI OF S ARD WRIPL 1, ‘

Tur TUANL

This peyfomanve area §g corposed of these elements:

SKILL, IN: ABILITY 70
completing reports accurately follew simple and complex oral comprehiend and remember wicit
instructions © pisterials
comuunicate in writing ’ cnmprvhcnd~questiousf
canmtiivate visrkally {orally) spoeak in public
follosd girple and comples written  explain procedures verbally
. instivetions (orally)
erpress modorately complex ideas explain charges
: c recall and record work activ: '
ResepteRd NOMINATION OF OFFICERS/CORPORALS IN DISTRICTS I & II: (1) . (2) § (3)
{usie ID XO.) :

FOR_FLILLO SOUAD MOMRUES_ONLY

AAAAgEER A ) TTRRKING ¥

FIRST SECOND THIRD FOQURTH FIFTH SIXTH SEVENTH EIGHTH NINTH

{use assigned ID NO. of sguad members in spaces above)

EIIIYY Y

SAARCARRT RTINS

. . ) {use rating of 1 - 9 in these spaces)
(rating should be made on thc squad member directly above each rating space)

. .

. ' 1~ T 2 T 3 T a4 Ts5 T e T 1 T8 T ¢
! . HIGH AVERAGE 100

" EXAMPLES OF BEHAVIORS OF OFFICERS WHO ARE USUALLY RATED "HIGH" ON COMMUNICATION

Speaks clearly and concisely with well-thought-out Has ability to communicate effectively at the appropriat

ideas (when testifying in court, speaking to educational level.
fellow officers, ete.)

TXAMPLIES OF BEUAVIORS OF OFFICERS WHO ARE USUALLY RATED "AVERAGE" ON COMMUNICATION

Uses acceptuble sentence structure and grammar in Recognizes and notes informative items necessary fo

' sritten reports, following a lugical order of . proper- job performanée.
presentation. ¢ .

EXAMPLES OF HEHAVIORS OF OFFICERS WHO ARE USUALLY RATED ™“LOW™ ON COMMINICATION

Includes incorrect grammar and incomplete-scntences - Creates cenfusion by lack of effort and ability to
: . * in his or her written reports, making them communicate clearly and concisely (in explaining
. extremely difficult to understand, charges, procedures, etc.). ;

T

RXEIRCHII N
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RELTANILTRY e~ DRPENDARTLITYE TN JOB ATPENDANCE, lii"l'ﬂl{'l' BXPERBLITURE, ACCEPTANCE OF RESPONSINILIVY, FUNCTIONT!
AL TONRTATELY [LHTRE STRINS, AND ACCURACY TH ALL DIVTATLS Ol"_-h'ORK. : )

This performance arca is composed of these c¢lemdnts: . ' } " B
AILITY 10: FPERGOMNAL CHARATILRISTICS:
contzol own cmotionn stress toloerance .
paintain cumfosure in the face of resilience ) .
antagonistic questions perscverence
depiendability N
fddspata :’ NOMINATILH OF OFFICHRS/CORPORALS 1IN DISTRICTS 1.& I1: (1) {2} (3)
i J . {use 10 NO.)
FOR FRIJOW SOUAD MENRERS ONLY 1 <
GaRajjéiand ) N N .;“};\};-3,‘{'1‘}}(;..
FIPST SECOND THIRD FOURTH FIFTH SIXTi SEVENTH EIGUTH HINTH

{usc ascigned ID NO. of squad members in spaces above)

AeRACARRR SRRATING* * ARARCI R

{use rating of 1 < 9 in these spaces)
(rating should be madc on the squad member directly above each rating space)

T2 T3 T4 s e 71 8 e
HIGH AVERAGE 104

«

EXAMPLES OF BEHAVIORS OF OFFICERS WHO ARE USUALLY RATED "HIGH" ON REIIARILITY

Remains in assigned area, treating public he or she. Recognizes police hazards in his or her assigned area
ecomes in contact with in-a courteous fashion and takes repetitive action until! it is resolved.
while dealing with the hazards of police work.

EXAMPLES OF BEUAVIORS OF OFFICERS WHO ARE USUALLY RATED “AVERAGE"™ ON RELIABILITY : .

.

Immediately applies minimum amount of physical Reliably responds to all assigned calls without compl.:
assistance/force in order to subdue a fighting or hesitation.
suspect. : .

EXAMPLES OB BEHAVIORS OF OFFICERS WHO ARE USUALLY PATED "LOW" ON RELIABILITY

?crmits his or her effectiveness to deteriorate Stays "out of scrvice” to avéid gotting a late call.
as a result of losing control of his or her
emotions.
» 1



4] O &= PRRSONAL A8 VROPEGS
APPUAFANC

This performaiice arca. is composed of these clamenis:

PERSONAL CHARACTERISTICS:
impact
S persohal apjwarance
inteqrity
sclf-confidence

Sesapsaes NOMIRATIUH OF OFIICEKS/CORPORALS IN DISIKICTS I & 11:- (1) (2) (3
A (use ID NJ,)

FOR PELLOM SQUAD NEMPURS ONLY

(312 L XY N SARANEING S “ Akagjps .
i : .

FIRST SECCND THIRD FQURTH FIFTH - SIXTH SEVENTH EIGHTH NINTH

(usc assigned 1D NO, of sguad members in spaces above)

>

tnaeCanne FARATINGA* CRBACHT 7

{vse rating of 1 — 9 in these spaces)
{rating should be made on the squad member divectly above e€ach rating space)

- - . . - s e - . o . . . . - .

1 2 3 4 5 6
HIGH . AVERAGE o
EXAMPLES OF BEHAVIORS OF OFFICEFS WHO ARE USUALLY RATED "HIGH" ON DEMEANO& )
Insures that his or har patrol car, edquipment and . Isn't affected by peer or public pressure tofcdmpromia
personal appearance meet high standards without his or her integrity.
reminders.

EXAMPLES OF BEHAVIORS OF OFFICEPS WHO ARE USUALLY RATED "AVERAGE" ON DEMIANOR

Takes appropriate actien on police ¢alls for service Requires occasional reminders to maintain proper stan:i
in absence of dircct supervision. of appearance and conduct.

EXAMPLES OF BEHAVIORS OF OFFICERS WHO ARE USUALLY RATED "LOW" ON DEMEANOR

Is loud and boisterous, and on frequent occasions Uses his or her position for personal gain.
is disruptive due to inappropriate comments.




.

T == TUTL L 11D I GULIVING T3 PUNGC SHEOUGH . PATIC AND OUJECTIVIE ENFORCEMERT AND
PATION P WK LA, GATNING SATISPACTION FEON DOIRG IS O NER JOB WELL,

WORK |

5
This performance area is composed of these eliments:

ARILITY 10: PLISOUAL CHABACTERISICS:
“be objective : motivation for work
excreise diseretion . energy
carcer ambition .
desire for self-improvemont .
:~ indegendence

initiative

bl S NOMTHATICH OF OFFICERS/CORFOIALS ‘IN DISTRICTS 1 & I1: (1) () __ (3)
{use 1D KO.)

FOR FELINW SQUAD MENBERS ORLY

(S TR LR SR ARARANKLING* * LEL S ST

FIRSY SECQGHD THLRD FOURTH FIFTH SIXTH SEVENTH EIGHTH NINTI .

{(usc assigned 1D ND. of squad merbers in spaces above)

fhasCRRRR SARATING* + B - ] T RARIC A

{usc rating of 1 - 9 in these spaces)
{rating should be made on the sgquad member Cirectly above each rating space)

L) .
1 T 2 T3 T4 T s 6 1 8 9
HIGH AVERAGE . 10w

EXAMPLES OF BEHAVIORS OF OFFICERS WNO ARE USUALLY RATED "HIGH® ON WORK ATTITUDE

Sceks additional education and training from sources Stays abreast of crime trends in his .or her area of
available to him/her (educational institutions, responsibility ‘and initiates corrective/preventive
within the department, etc.) in order to improve - actions, .
his or her efficiency and effectiveness.

EXAMELES OF BEHAVIORS OF OFFICERS WHO ARE USUALLY RATED "AVERAGE" ON WORK ATTITUDE

Makes an effort to perform his or her duties Generally establishes priority of activities during
within departmental rules and regulations in his ovr her normal tour of duty.
the best interegt of ‘the public. :

EXAMPLES OF RCHAVIORS OF OFFICERS WHO ARE USUALLY RATED "LOW® ON WORK ATTITUDE

Lets outside .interests and activities interfere Only goes through the motions of the job and blames
with his or her production on' the job:, others' success on luck of politics.
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How much contact do you have with this
person Orf TEE JO3?
l-none  2-very 3-some 4-quite
at all; little; contact; a bit;
" 5=a great
deal.

T

How much contact do ycu have with this
pexrson ON THE JOB? 2 ’

| 1-none 2-very 3-some 4-quite
at all; little; contact; a bit;
2-a Great

deal.

How well do vou KNCW this person?
1-not 2-not 3-somewhat;

at all; very well; A
S-extremely. -

b
1; well,

How well do you LIXZ this person? .

l-strongly 2-dislike; 3-neither like
dislike; : nor dislike;
4-like; 5-strongly
like.

Is this person a FRIEND of yours?
l-could never . 2-not a  3-merely an

be myv friend; friend; acguaintance
4-is a 5~is one of s
Zriend; my best friends, -

ZTT
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HOW WELL YOU ¥NOW THOSE NOMINATLD o . bR 82 £ 8 9 o Hon &'uoc I
SBLLOW SOt 4 3 ¢ 3 b (Y EYINY) E [JRE J
AND/GK YOUR IPELLOV SQUAD o 8 o 8 Ha Mok S'r' LD
MEMBERS > o > o 2, 0 % ool 0 0 ol g
3 ¢ 4 n Q) 4 ] Q% £ 65 £ ejlg o QO
& e |8 BEow fog ] w i, 0 eo e T
PIACE I.D. KO. OF TERSON 1N LEFI-|2 968 :[n @oa a™ ™ [a~t B3l « 24 &
P A0 e - Ot $i | O 1 IYJ] bi S Yo weAlzm @,
IAND COLUMM.  INSWER EACH OV THE {=a o  welie ol ol A @ 1 i )
PIVE QUESTIONS BY PLACING THE oh ~udlod  weold B gx o owgred
HUMBET WIEICH IPRESINTS YOUR N I K N 7 B BN i S L I
oI OF muswens an the pos (B E RS JRRRRT |[Lhepkdhd 2 s .98
CHOXCE OF RNSNERS IN. THE BOX o SRR geliaaos x| e
UNDER $HE QUISTION AND ACROSS AT v, el A L AT LA T AL
- i - i - s «
n MY PITRQONY C \ 0O O « 0 0O oy (3] AU N T X
FROM THE TERSON'S I.D. NC. g o «l go«l R N L
£ - £ e - - ;5 4
U AYUR LEMTONS O 'gg :4‘ ﬁg :: :: : :‘?“-’:‘: 0y Sy
ANSWER ALL FIVE QUESTTONS FOR RN Do I o G ot
SR LY entl O =UrTe MEOP TR 5] : % B 2 wiibs
EACH PERSOH YOU HAVE NOLTH Pl E o é T 3 8 4 * 34 {"8 o
PRI e > o K3 1 ot I3
OR RANKED/KATED. xf 58 o R o 02
Y| LU Rt 0 el -t )
IDENTIFICATION NUMBER ]
* i
(GO TO PART|H) V&
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. IF YOU WISH TO MAXE ADDITIONAL COMMENTS, PLEASE USE THE BACK OF THIS BCCKLET.
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RERALART EXnkd ) ag 1 unisa 2 1a
-~ , gp | glaul & i
OPINION SECTION b g nlafgl &d
- RE | B> :
ANSWER THE FOLLGHING QUESTIONS BY PIACING AN X" It TIE "
APPROIEIATE BOX U THE RISHT OF THE QUESTION . &
2]
PINILL % NDILG T NOAINATION PROCE S .
t. OPINILIS RFGM{)‘XIG Tl NOATHATION PROCEDURE placal*x" in bow)
] (1} 2:uis systenm (neaminating fellow OLticérs or Corporals) is
: a fair way to vate law enforcement -personnel. )
' (2} I like this wvay of rating people.
. (3) Wwith this systcm people will nominate only their closest
l o friends. .
: (4) This system will generate too much cumpetition between
' Offjcers and Corporals. who work tojoethers.
l (5) with this '::y::Lcm. wost people +il]l nowinate poor
! porformers in order to Jessen the competition when they
‘l arce compared to the betlex perforners.
| . (6) +his .system will provide an accurate indication of a
H porson's ability to perform law enforcemant works
, ) "this system should be used as cne way of deciding who v P
’ should be promoted,
¥ LY S PR Y versh,
[ OPINIONS REGARDING TiE RANKING PROCEDURE: - .
. " - - ot ity ":.m:&‘Liqu' P I
‘(1) 7his system (ranking fellow Oificers or Corporals) is
' .. & fair wvay to rate law enforcemcnt personnel.
; €2} I like this way of rating people.
. (3) With 'this system people will rank highly only their
(SR closest friends.
» . .
i (4) 9%his system will generate touo much competition between
i Officers and Corporals who. work togcther.
t - ¢5) With this systewm, most people will rank highly posr -
l pexformers in order to lessen the corpetition when they
H are compared to the hetter performers, B
t
:, (6) 7This system will provide an accurate indication of a
' person's ability to perform law enforcement work.
7
i (7) %his system should be used as one way of deciding who
: should be prozoted. ’
h > TrvT resy S N T
OPINIONS FEGARRDING THE R\'i‘!.‘_!G_ PROCEDURE : ¥
—— 5480 Dl S e LR MW e a1
i (1) This systen (rating fellew Officers or Corporals) is e i
Lo fair way to rate law enforcemant persannel. i
+ "(2) ¥ like this way of rating people. }
;r €3) With this system people will rate highly only their '
i 7 elosest friends. .
' (4) This system will gonerate too much conmpetition between
i .
Officers and Corporals who work together,
(S) with this syctem, most people will rate highly poor
performers in order to lessen the competition when they
R are compared to the better perfoimers.
(6). hiz systen will provide an accurate indication of a
person's ability to perfomm law enforcement work.
(7) 9his systen should be used as onc way ¢f deciding.who
. rhould be propoted. . )
AFTER YOU HAVE COMPLEYTED PART E, PLACE ALL SMATERTALS INTO THE ENVELOPI
PROVIDED, GIVE IT 10 YOUR SQUAD SUPERVISOR. L WILL SEND IT DIRECTLY
TO KEVIN LOVE, TEST VALIDATION DIVISION, CIVIL SURVICE, #50, HROUGH 14

THUE INTER-DEIMARTMENTAL MATL. PLEASE RETURN ALL MATERIALS,
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b :
T TRUCT IO ’
SEdaparaa TART £ -~ DESCRIPTION OF AKEA OF PEIFORMANCE EXTITY YR

IH PART A OU THE TOLLOWING PAGE, POR TiIE JESY AULA OF PERFOINANCE, READ WIAT JOR RIGSLINGH

Gep

IS, BOTH THE DEVIIITION ALD ALL THE LLEMSNTS  (KEOWLEDGES, S TLl.u, ABILTTILS, Al PERUONAL
CHALNCIRRISTICS) .

o s — e e i an T AV e ' A o S .
AEAAPRRAT &

LR tL A ~ PART B -~ RANKING OF. SQUAD MSHMBERS

ROV D07 YCOU ARE FAMLLTLR UTTH YUk PLRTOTNMANCH AREA 0" JOn KHOW BNGE, THINX OF AL iR

OFPLCERS 20D CORVORALS XN YD S00AD. DY COArAR LG THEM GITHOGHG ANQWIIER, RANK TR FROM
FTrOw (187 7 LSt IN Pary A, “ L]'“'.. CNOEEPLE FROM IR BAEONG. USK O"lA\ 'JIH‘ 1D NUREY
NUER, LD

O} 55 PERSON YOU 7,08 JLARRING (v \111. TR 11\.\1 ]) (11 nJl .L“.L 1'1.- RO ASSIOGNED ID NUh

Fali TR ODALE, DEFLIGIRNTAL natK, ARD HDUAD NHUNMBER)

REMENAER, RAHR YOO SOUAD MDMSERS Of HOW WRLL SHLY DISPLAY ALL THE ELEMENTS OF JOD_KEOVIMDGL.
THIS RANKING WIIL ONLY APPLY 90 J05 KMOULEDRGE, HOT TG ALYL 911 ARSAS OF PERFOIMANCE. BN

Xt

CAN BE RO TIFS I'OR AMY RANK.

wEEACHREE , PART C -- RATING O SQUAD MEMBERS FERIXCALA

AFTER ALL SQUAD MEMBERS IAVE BEEN PANKED ON JO03 KMOWILDGE, YOU ARE READY 10 RATE THESE SAME
YEOPLE. -

READ ‘17 BEHAVIOIGL EXAMPLES WIICH RAPPEAR BELOW THID RATING SCALE CON THU PACE.  THESH WILL CIV
YOU AN JDRA CF TIE KIRD3 OF JOB KNOWLELGE REUAVFIOR WHILCH. AR CONSIDE RED “RIGH," “RAVERAGE," Al
"LO;'J-" .

NOW, TAKE TiL OCFICER OR CORMORAL YOU RARKED AS FIRST (1S7) ON JOB KNCWLENGE. RMPE THAT
PERSOI AS TO HOW WELL HE QR SHE DISILAYS ALl BLEMENYTS OF J0n K'JL)"'_LI_‘_D«. O '.Hll JCu. TO RATE

& PERSOU USE DHE 9-POINT SCALE WHICH ADFEARS 1IN PARD C.  USE AHY WHOLE ORI HALL NUMBER ON THE
SCHIL PROM 2 70 9 (sUCH S, 2, 1.5, 2, 2.5, NrC.).

-

EBPEANT THE RATING PROCEDUIE FOR BEACH SQUAD MEMBER YOU RANKED IN PART R,

ATTER COMPLETING PARTS A, B, AND C FOR JOB I’J'O'.JAEDU.,, REPEAT THIS .ENTIRE PROCEDURE (PARTS
A, B, AND C) FOR THE REMAINING EIGHT AREAS OF PERF ORMANCE.
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PRION FRAGING, -
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HOPUUet Mal AT, Ak

R VI R T SOW T W R Tl B TN PO R B TP Y A T T I PRV RC YR F T A
S, TEGIIIYILG, LTC.), NTENBING THL ARRLICATION OF

Thin porformance area is composed of these clements: .
FROULEDTL O SNILL 2N
Jawn and procelures obnervation techniques
patrol procedures conecalicont and disguise

stakenul procodures

Jevestication procedures

field Snterrogation prceedwes

police cules

poceduren for responting to calls

prouvedurcs for ddentifying and
presaving evidence

court procedueres

Yoy recording piocedares

exact hooking proccdures

job jarcon

purposce of roll call

arrest tcechniques

reporiing and docvsentation
yeauirerents

reporting and docunentation
Jrocedures

R Y

checking renidiences and buildings

handYing pertitent eriminal evidence

proseveing partinent crininal
cvidenc

seareh and seizme techaiques

uue of phyrical force

varjous self-defenne tactics

naking arrests using minimwa force

ABILITY

703

use necessary farce up -

extrems of teling and'

Mife
soo acutely
do extendsl obhzervation

physi

maintain/roentore orde;

cally dintervone ane

. t2arda i

FIRST SECOND THIRD FOURTH FIPTl SINIH SEVENTH  EIGHTH

SARRARKINGS

CRT At

iR Ry T A .

(use assigned ID NO. of cquad members in spaces. above)

[ B X2 et KR B LLEATINGE S —r:v;-é.i.i.:
. Al . s :
. {use rating of 3 - 9 in these spaces)
(rating should he mdde oh Lthe syuad member directly above each rating space) ‘
. . '
X P S S S L S SO S T JUME U FER S T S '

, Y. 2
niGy

EXAMFINS OF PREAVIORS OF OFFICERS WHO ARE USUALLY RATED "HIGH" O JOR FXOWLIDGE

[ 6 -7 8
AVERAGE

1oty supervicor know what happens in court co that. Conducts an externn} scarch

procedures may be altered end the whole depart-
sont kay profit froa hiu/her experionca. action.

9
104

(frisk) wddy sunpicious

FRANPLUS OF FINAVIORT GF OPFICENS K110 ARE USUALLY RATED "AVERAGE® ON JOD_EHOKLEDGE

Applics the pmecise Yaw to a cane, avolding

anbiguoun ar woeng charges,

LYANPLES OF FEHAVIOES OF OUPICLES WHO AR

fcacts appropriately o the Copartment®s normal priopas

cirvusstances vith knowledge of  Jows perndttang such

of changes in proceditral or Jegal matters.

USUALLY JATED “108" 08 30 RUOULEDGE

Has to be fiequently aentnted of the elewonts of Faide to dozurent Jocition (by photo, ddentification pad?
the Jobvand pereon doconduet., . cte) o yeconniee evidenee Before wdvimg gt
*

E)
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DRCISTOU-MA MG =S ANALATIC CRONE OF I SLYUATION AWD TARING BECLGSARY AND APTRUFRINTES ACTIGH ASTLL

CO___\I!‘! RATION OF ALT LREATIVE APPROMCHIS . R

2his perfoumance area is composed of these clerents:

SKILL 1t ) AUILYITY 10: PEISONAL CHARACTERISTICS:
discriminating between messages find aid follow directions . creativity
that are significant and pursue a Jogical line of inquiry risk- tnkinq
“insignificant . organize thoughts and materials ;d\LJ vivenes
analyzing a situation, circum- . accurately assess situations courage .
stance, or incident determine probable cause .
fdentifying criminal dvidence ' solve problems

reconstructing traffic accidents .reach loyical conclusions
detecting the activities and : :
intent of individuals

ARARpARAR

; lilinit!l‘ . “RJ\HKING" *5“3
Ll N .
FIRST SECOND THIRD FOURTH FIFTd SIXTH - . SEVENTU EIGUTH NINTH
{use assigned TD NO. of zjuvad nembers in spac:é above)
YW

TaAICsdak ) $ARATING* %

{use rating of 1 - 9 in these spaces)
(taL)ng ﬂhould be made on the squad member directly above cach rating space)

. . - - . . - 0 - o . 0 . L .
L G o NUUIEI SETUUR SN SO U0 S PN PRI NN, UD SULIN SUN S

@ 9
» .
HIGH ’ AVERAGE 1O

EXAMPLES OE‘ BENAVIORS OF OFFICERS WO ARE USUALLY FATED "HIGH" O DECTSION-MAKING

Makes corvect/preper decisions of which he is hlghly Upon arrival at the sceuc of a large fire, sces th
conficdent, cven in difficuit situations. need for additional help ond calls for it to b
©dispatched to specific locations.
EXAVMPLES OF BIHAVIORS OF OFFICERS WHO ARE USUALLY RATED "AVERNGE" O Q:_g__l_on-'v\mr'c
Waits for assistance when it is appropriate in order Occasionally has to confer with other officers cot
to handle a physical confrontation. the proper action to take in a given situatican.

EX/MPLES OF BEHAVIONS OF OFFICERS WHO ARE USUALLY RATED “IOWY ON DECISION-MAKTNG

Continues in high speed pursuit without considering - Approaches a car stopped for a traf{fic violatfon
the consequences, cven though they may be scvere. appropriate safcty precautions,
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Shis perfeimance arca is

cawpaned of these eloaents

ABILYTY 90z,

vork cooperatively with oUn roparsonned

PLIGGHAL CHRVWCTERISTTCS :
flasihidtity

dntersct effectively vith a1l Lypes of ‘nensitivity Lo arganizationul goals (poditicn) senzitivity)
peeple respect for authority
: doyalty .
enotiona) control ‘
. Jupartiality
I TYPY UL
B "’!—;"‘.;.:.I;‘I:i - RERANELIGE - EARIRA LS ;
: FIRST SECOND THIRD FOURTIl FIFTH. . SIXTH SEVERTI EIGHYT NIy
(use ansigued XD -NO. ;f-..:-p\:.d wmemLOrs in opaces abova)
T TGRSR LHGLIRGE SR
{use rating of 2 = 9 in Lu'.se npaces)
- {rating should be wade on the squad member dircetly above each-rating space)
! . o . i
. : ....-..___ (RN U S SR ___.—__ mree® e —_-."_— FUNE DI, .___'.
b} 7 -9
HIGH > AVEILGE 1OW
ENALILYLS OF REHAVIORS OF OFFICE)S .l.'llO ARE USUALLY RATED “HICGH" ON DRALING WITIL CO-WOTHLDRS '

\'c-lu'\ cers Lo ansist a fellow of ficor who

heavy work load,

Naniles. hin

has-a very

terhs \\lllllllj]V in asgisting an officer who

is having

trouble adjusting Lo various duties.
EXANPLES QU BRHAVIORS OF OFUICERS WO ARE USUALLY RATED. "AVERAGE™: ON' DEALIRG MUTH CO-WOIWERS
or her own share of asuigned dutics Gets adong well with his or her co-vorkars and avoidsn

within his or h(:x ..qu.-.d.

EXRMPLES OF BEHAVIONS OF OFFICERS WilO ARY, USUALLY BATED “10W" OR

Tty Lquad preductivity he faiding to shave
Sanformation 1elevant to palice hanards and
et s,

antoying habits,

DEALING WITH CO-WORNERS

Antagonires Wiy ¢
starting rwmors about thiem,

supervitors and fellow of ficers

by

> ———
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S OF TUTIRRTE == GRILL J11 GHE USE OF FIREAKG, OTHER VLAUGTS, HAIGCURTS, KADLO, FIIGT ALD, VENICILS,

i O'l'illf)!__‘é)'_l_‘,\?l.-'.!.I:'.I'ID USUIPIENT, . .

This performance area is composed of thase clemunts:

SKILL T1:

driving a patrol cavr use of cquip&ent to collect evidence
the use of radios, binocculars, and the usc of weapons
other specialized equipment the usetof traffic control cauipment
SARA[ANLE ' .
Taragaies ) “LRANKIRGH * B , eaean
FIRST SECOND THIRD FOURTIL FIFM SIXTil SEVENTH EIGHIH NINTH

{use assigned ID KO, of squad members in spaces above)

CARACIAER . EAITINGA R FREACH

. (use rating of 1 ~ 9 in these spaces)

- (rating should be made en the sguad member directly above cach rating space) .
2 Ty T4 Tws T e T T8 T
HIGH . *  AVERAGE o
N .

EXAMPLES OF BLHAVIORS OF OFFICFJ}S WHO APE USUALLY RATED "liIGH"‘ON DSE OF. EQUIPMENT
)
Uses nightstick as a “"come-along™ in such a manner Takes appropriate Lreaks in the use of the raldio «h
s0 as to minimize injury to the suspect. broadcasting lengthy messages/information,

EXAMPLIES OF BEHAVIORS OF OFFICERS. WO ARE M3UALLY RATED “AVERAGE" O USE OF EQUIPLENT

Uses vehicle to appropriately protcet incident Uses proper handeculfing procedure/technique €0 as 't
 BCENCs . . secure suspoect, mininize discomfort, etc.

EXAMPLES OF BEHAVIORS OF OFFICEKS UNO ARE USUALLY RATED “LOM™ ON USE'O? l-IQU'lP."'.EN'I‘

Danadges his/her patrol ear by driving it in areas Cannot meet departmental standards: ("qualify™) witt
which are not’ suited for vchicular traffic. weapon. -
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PURLIG == EROWLLIGE AND SKILL TN USING SLHCHNIQULS GLANLL AT DUALIRG WITH THE PUBLLIC 1N
T ”‘UL S1Y l ‘

TEALTRT VIT i

M RESPECTIGL,

This performance area is conpaded of these elements:

KUORLEOGE .Ol’: SKILL JIN: ) PERSONAL CHAEACTERISTICS :
the basic tencts of human hehavior dntervicwing and gquentioning sensitivity
sipaet of self on others . people open-nindedness
counseling techniques | _counsceling individuals or qroups

geographic arca
community scuial service resources
.

i.‘thttﬁﬁ
b *ERANKING** ° - wawapae
" FIRST SECOND  THIRD FOURTH - "FIFY.  SIXIH SEVENTH  BIGUTH  NINTH
{use assigned 1D NI, of sqguad members in spaces abowve)
SiRiCkAR | . . * SARATING:* YYTYIe

. ]
{use rating of L - 9 in thcse spaces)
(ratan should be made on the squad membeyr directly ahove each rating space)

T T2 T3 T4 T s e a1 g T e ‘
HIGH . AVERAGE 1o

EXAMPLES OF BEHAVIORS OF OFFICERS WHO ARE USUALLY RATED "RIGH™ O DLALING WITH THE PURLIC

Hakes him/herself knowledgeable of the type and Does not let improper reaction of the publie dictatc
location of husinesses in assigned area. his/her lchavior.

EXI\NE.’X.!-IS OF RPLHAVIORS OF OFFICERS WO ARE USUALLY RATED “AVERAGE® ON DLOALING WITH THE PUBLIC

Is patient with a citizen he or she ha contact Tells a traffic violator specifically wﬁy he or she
with. . has been stopped to aveid an argumentative situat

. EXAMPLES OF BEHAVIORS OF OFFICESS WHO ARE USUALLY RATED "LOWY OH DRALING WIT.ANE PIMLIC

Creoates a bad ippression with citizens he or she Unintentionally creates an uncomfortoble situation |
comes in contact with by being-abrupt and : a victim of crine by making unnocessary comwents
insensitive. : tedling "war stories" within carshot.




122

CO AT L GRS AND

')0 'H/ .‘,

This pevformance arca is conponed of theue elements:

SX1L)L I COAMILTY TO: .
conpleting 1eports accurn{v)} follow simple ind complex oral seomprchend and rewenber v
. k instructions g materials
~ecommunicate in writing o comprehiend gquestions
corzmnicatie verbally {orally) :ospeak in public
follow Limple argd coapley written explain procedures veebal?
- instraclions ' {orally) ;
express rhlorately couplen idcas explain charges
N . ' “recall ond record work act

L ER Y XERY

TEarjandt nqg;_l;ff_]fﬁ 3 = - VAR
I'IRSY SECOHD THIRD FOURTI FIFiH SIXTH SEVENTH EICGHTH - NI

'(usc suigiel JD ¥O. of squad merbers in spaces above)

XYL SIRTIRGT AFRIECTS

(usie rating of ) - 9 in these spaces)
“{ratiny shouwld be made on the squad member directly above cach rating space)

S —-_2~:- - RE Y S S AT MY : BN
RIGH AVERAGE _ 10‘-1
EXAMPLES OF DEHAVIORS OF ()U]C‘!Ilu Wil0 ARE USUALLY RATED "illGU™" ON Cﬂ"‘_ﬂ_](‘{:_’l_‘lg:!_ B
Speaty edearly and conci sl y with welld-thought=out Has ability to conmunicate effectively at lhc appropri.
ideas (vhen testifying in court, speaking to aducat.ional level.
fellov officeors, ¢toy) )
EXAMPLLS OF BRHAVIONS OF OUFICARS Wil0 ARE USUALLY RATEDL "AVITRAGE™ OR
Uscs acceptahle wentence structure and gramaar in Recoghines and notes infermative jtoms nocensary fou
, written reports, following a Jegical order of proper job perfcrnance.
preseatation, *

JOURILES O BEHAVIORS O OFEFICLRS RUO ARE USUALLY LATLD “LOW" O co ATICNH

Includes incorrect grasmar junl incoaplete soentencess  Creates confusion by Jaek of effort and abidity to
Jn bisor her wiitton tejorts, raking them cotamicate clearly and cong 1:.|‘!) (m wrplaining
extrenddy difiionlt to unterstanld, chaages, protedin |".-, ote.).

- —— e e s v ————




LA 1A TY ~m LEFTDARILTTY 1 G0 AT, EYFURT 1 LEDITURr, ACCEPTARCE OF RESLICHSIBILIAY, FUNCTLION:
TR PRI ALY UBDER STIUNG, AND RCCURMY 18 ALL DUIATLS OF LORK.

‘ R . -
This performance arca is compoted of these elomentst

ABILIYY 'J\f) H PERSOUAL CHARACTERISTICS d
control own endtions ‘stress tolerance .
maintain composuere in the face of resilience’
antagonistic questions’ porseverence

dependabil ity

REZADARARR

LRy FIRANKING? ¢ . atrapa
FIRST SECOND  THIRD ° FOURTH - FIFIH SIXT  SEVENTH  BIGHTH - NINTH

(usc assigned ID NO. of squad members in spaces above)

LA AT R L2 “RAT]HG*.. LREE R Yol !

. f{use rating of 1 -~ 9 in thzse spaces) . ! ] e
{rating should be wade on the squad member dircctly above each rating space).’

T . . . . . . . . . . ) . .
1 2 ’
HIGH AVERAGE . 109
A . .
EXAMPIES "OF BEHAVIORS OF OFFICERS WHO ARL USUALLY. RATRD "RIGH" ON RELIAATLITY
' ' . N
Kemains dn assigned area, treating public he or she  Recognines police hazards in his or her. assigred ares
cones in contact with in a courteous fashion and takes repetitive action until it is resolved.

vhile dealing with the harmards of rolice work.

.

EXANPLES OF REHAVIORS OF OFFICERS VIO AXG USUALLY RAYED “AVER)\GE" Ol RELIADILITY

lnmediately applies minimum dount of physical . Reliably responds’ to-all assigned calls without coump!.
assistonce/force in order to subdue a fighting or hesitation.
suspect. - : N

FXANPLES OU.DEIAVIORS OF OTFICLRS WHO AKE USUALLY RATED “LOW® ON RELIANTLITY.

Permits his or hor effectivencss to deteriorate ‘stays. "out of sexvice” to avoid gotting a late call.

a5 a result of Josing control of his or her
emotions, :
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e o DRineltiAl, P TOT B 1AL, THIDE hé SHOJH BY 115 OR JIER SAatiakos OF BEUAVIOR A 11iYS1CAT,

X SR UAI S

This performanee area s conposcd of these elenents:
PLILORAL CHAMMWCTURISTICS ¢ .
irpact ' .
poersonal appr ovanee *
Inteqrity
rel{-csnfidence .
[ R Y I‘AL t3d '
wtispliada . TP ANILINGH® . ERLA[A A
FirsT SECOND THIRD FOURTH FIFXTH SIXi -~ SEVENTH RICGHYT NINTI

(une assigned ID N0, of squied mambers in spaces above)

DR TR R CARNTINGH* ; . IS

R (use roting of 1 - 9 in thesé spaces) .
{rating should be made on the squad wenber directly above each rating space)

. . . . . . . - . - 0 .. - - . - -
———— et e i e S Y e

1 2 3 4 S 6 ? 8 9 '

RIGH " AVERAGE 104 -
EXANPLES OF BLUAVIORS OF OTRICEHREN WHO AN USUALLY RAITD “HIGH" CON .Q’_’l':@.“ﬁf‘. . .
P . . .
Insuves that his or her patiol car, equipment and Isn't affccted by peor or public pruessure to compromis
¢ porsonal gppearance mect high standards without his or her integrity,

reninders,

DXAMPIES OF HEHAVIONS O OFFICHRS VIO ARE USUALLY RATED “AVERAGE" ON DtIANOR

Takes appropriate action on police calls for rervice lequives ozcasionad yemindars to naintain prop-r st
3w abrence of direat superviaion. of appearaave and coaduct,

EXARDRLES OF MEHAVICRS OF OIPICEIS W0 ARE USUNIY JATED "103" on IUEFAROR

In Mawad and Ieisterons, dnd on {raquent occanjons Uses his or her position for personal gain,
I dinruptive dae to dnappropriate comiants,
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ahis perfermanse arca s comporcd of these cloments:

ALLLITY 90:
be objective
excreise discretion

mnotivation for
cnergy
carecy ambition
desive for s
Jndoepende:.co
initiative

eedipdLak

PEESONAL GIAIACTERYS
ork

LGLINIRS SACISFACIION PR DONG IS G KN JOn WELL,

TICS:

sel f-dnprovement

CLAipLsan CEROMNRIRG 4

CIRAPAh S

FIRSY SECCUD THIRD FPOURTH FIFTH SIXTI SEVENTY EIGHTH HINIT
' (une assigined 1D MNC. of squad mouabers in spaces aliove)
Pyl LXRATIRG? * EYET.I Ty
) ’ {use rating of 1 - 9 in thuse spaces) -
(ratirg chould be made on the squad member directly abave each ratiug space)

. _—____——_-._—._m___...__-_—._—-.._.."—_—-_-_a—...___«;'
HIGH AVERAGE ’ . TLOW i

EXNEIES OF BEMAVIONS G OFFICERS WHO AR USUALLY RAYED "HIG Of WING ATTITHUR

Scoks additional vduegtion and training from sources
available to hiw/brr  (educaticnal instituticng,
vithin the dipatnont, ete.) in order to inprove
his or her cfficicnsy and eftcectivencss, .

astions.

EXAPLES OF BIMGVIOLS OF OFFICERS LHO ARL USUALLY RATED "WVERASE® ON WORK AMTI1007%

pakes an offort to perfoarm his or her Qutics
within dejpareteenta) rules and rogulations
the best interest of the pulidic, s

in his or her normal tour of d

uty.

Stays abreast of erime trends in hin or Yier area of
responsihility ard dnitiates corrcuetive/preventive

Generally estab)ishes priot ity of activitics during

EXAPLES OF BLIAVIONS OF OI'ICOTS tHA ARE

Loets outnide dnterests amd activition interfere

with his or her production vn the jub,

LKA

USUALLY RATED “30W" QN EOKK

My

)y goes through the notinns of the job and blaaes
othern' suceeus on Juck of poditics,

———mgm e
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