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'EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The investigation was conducted to test for differences 

between three ways of usi~g police officers to evaluate the 

performance of fellow officers, namely peer nomination, peer 

ranking, and peer rating. For each method of assessment ,three 

variables were examined. '!'hese were validity (the relation 

of ihe peer assessments to police sergeant evaluations and 

certain objective performance measures), reliability (consis-

tency among fellow officers when eva1uati-ng the same officer)n 
'4 

and user reaction (given by the officers on each of the peer 

assessment techniques). 

The relationship between assessments made by fellow offi

cers and Ca) rankingi and ratings made by the sergeants and 

(b) five objective performance indices was described by simple 

and multiple correlations. These correlations were tested for 

signif~cant differences across the thre~ methods .. Agreement 

among fellow officers when evaluating the same office~ was 

estimated and then tested for significant differences among 

the three peer assessment methods. The notion that the offi-

cers had reacted differently towards anyone method of peer 

assessment was tested for by means of multivariate analysis' 

of variance. 

Based on previous research in the area, several results 

were expected. First, it was believed that peer nominations 

.ix 



would relate more closely with the rankings and ~atings pro

vided by sergeants and th~ 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 also 

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 r:e

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 

each method's relationship with the sergeant evaluations was 

expected to be equal across the three peer assessment methods. 

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 reliability 

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 fer 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

ipal law enforcement agency serving a medium sized southeastern 

city. In all, 256 police officers and 35 poli~e corporals were 

x 



assessed by fellow officers. 

A peer assessment in.strument was provided to each officer. 

The assessment booklet requested nominations of 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 assessor's 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 social relationship with the officer 

assessed were answered. The evaluating officer ~lso 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. 

Howev:,er, peer ranking revealed a significantly greater corre-

lation with the sergeant rankings 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 

injuries sustained. Moreover, all methods showed great consis-

tency (reliability estimates) among fellow officers evaluating the 

same officer, with peer ranking showing significantly 'more con-

sistency than either peer nominations or peer ratings. Reac-

tions of those completing the peer assessments were mildly 

negative towards all three peer assessment techniques, ~ith 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 
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assessment method and the rankings and rating provided by the 

sergeants. 

The results suggested that peer assessme~t 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 social relationship among officers 

reveals a significant influence on peer assessments. 

xii 
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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 peer-assessment techniques for evaluating 

employee performance. As they pointed out, in spite of much 

previous research which has documented high degrees of valid

ity and reliability for peer assessment, 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 perfornlance evalua

tion techniques and to a lesser extent from an overall fai1-

ur~ to recognize the utility of peer a~sessrnents. 

Recently, various authors (Borman, 1974; K1imoski & 

London, 1974; Lawler, 1967) have attempted to justify the 

use of fellow workers in the evaluative process. Th~ir justi

fication has centered upon the notion that peers can contribute 

evaluative performance information which is psychometrically 

superior 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 

---------------~-~---
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psychometric procedures," and "better tHan most objective 

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 pe~r assessment in compreh~n

si~e performance evaluation systems, Kane and Lawler (1978) 

outlined several organizational settings which contain fac-

tors £acilitative to ~he 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. 

2 

The first two settings would seem co~non among those 

types of organizations which 9ivide their production.capacity 

into departmental or work-group units. The third factor would 

be a re~ction to mounting pressure to improve the job-related-

ness and accuracy of present evaluative methods. Thus, if the 

above conditions are in evidence, Kane and Lawlkr (1978) 

suggest that the use of peer assessment could prove quite 

beneficial to an organization. 

Methods of Peer Assessment . 

Three basic techniques for measuring the judgments 

of peers within the evaluative process l.ave come to represent 
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the field'of peer assessment. Unfortunately, many past 

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 (1~78) have provided an explana

tion of each technique~ Their definitions will serve as the 

foundation for the following overview. 

Peer Nomination 

'Each member of a specified group designates a certain 

number of the group members as being highest on a particular 

dimension of performance or trait. Occasionally 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 lowest, with the 9roup 

members'being required to exclude themselves from tho~e con

sidered when nominations are made. 

P~er Ranking 

This method of peer assessment requires that each 

g~oup member rank all other group members from best to 

worst on each of a specified number of performance dimensions. 
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Kane and ~awler (1978) have stated that ranking is the most 

discriminating of all peer assessment methods based on the 

possibility that each group member could be differentiated 

from all others by the average rank received (if no ties 

were 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 technique each group member rates every 

other group member on a specified and defined number of per-

formance dimensions or personal characteristics. In so doing 

s~veral-kinds of rating scales may be used. At present the 

type of rating scale usually regarded as providing the most 

detailed perfdrmance information ~s 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 
I 

performance 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. Other 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 & KrenbQltz, 195&; Fiske & Cox, 1960; Ricciuti, 1955; 
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Swanson & Johnson, 1975; Trites, 1960; Winch & Anderson, 

1967; Wodder & Hall, 1962), forced-distribution method 

(Kruat, 1975; Roadman, 1964; Schmidt & Johnson, 1973), and 

forced-choice method (Bartlett, 1959). 

pifferences in Discriminability 
Among Methods 

5 

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 ~he subject group, by design it inherently 

designa~es the remaining group members, those not nominated, 

as equal in ability. In so doing, peer nomination may be 

regarded as basically an incomplete derivative 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 

rank second in discriminability due to the likelihood of 

equal.r~tings 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 discriminability may be 

actually closer to that of peer rating. 

Perhaps the key consideration in determining the 

most effective type of peer assessment with reg.ard to power 

of measurement is f.eedback of the evaluations to those 

assessed.· In this regard peer rating allows for the most 

detailed and discrimi"nating provision of feedback, when· 

compared to peer nominations and peer rankings. 

The Validity of Peer ~ssessments 

Validity Coefficients 

The validity of peer assessment techniques, as with 

other evaluation methods, is indicated by the magnitude of 

the relationship between a peer's evaluation of some trait; 

behavior, or performance outcome and a defined and consis

tently measured criterion, usually supervisor judgments. 

Of course the ideal case of calculating validity is one 

where a more reliable and objective measure than supervisor 

judgments of the same trait, behavior, or performance out

come is linked to the peer assessment. 

6 

Peer nomination. In their 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 that peer 

nominations can be a valid and psychometrically sound method 

of evaluating current performance and predicting future job 
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proficiency (see Amir, Kovarsky lie Sharon, 1970; Booker 

& Miller, 1966; Dm·mey, Medland & Yates, .1976 ; Gunderson 

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

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

Wherry & Fryer, 1949: \\lilliams & Leavitt, 1947). 

Moreover, these authors have revealed certain factors 

which affect the validity of the nominations and defined them 

as follows: 

(a) The setting--Overall, the validities o.f 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 ~ong groups of military 

personnel as compared to civilians. Moreover, 

within the military setting the highest validi

ties 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): 

(b) The performance dimensions being measured--Con

sistently it has been shown that peer nominations 

obtained using characteristics most directly 

related to the validity criteria have higher 

validity than when more abstract factors have 
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been utilized, such as personality traits 

(Hollander, 1954b, 1956b, 1965; Mayfield, 1972; 

Smith, 1967; Waters & Waters, 1970); 

(c) The predictiveness of nominations to other 

groups--Both Amir et ala (1970) and r1ayfield 

(1970) indicated that the.predictiveness of 

peer nominations will deteriorate when used 

within a group other than that which generated 

the nominations. That is, in a group. setting 

distinct from the original nomination group, 

the predictiveness of peer nomination scores 

decreases as a linear function of the dissimi

larity between the original and new group; and 

(d) The early development of substantial.validity-:-

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 research, 

predictivenessreaches a plateau after no more 

than three weeks. This finding, however, was 

only apparent when fairly intensive groups 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. 
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Much past research has centered upon leadership qualities 

as predictors of leadership performapce. 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 used nonleadership-related criteria (espe

cially of a nonrating variety) have found only marginal 

validities (Kubany, 1957; r.1ayf'ield, 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 la~gely a function of leader-' 

ship performance. 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 

techniques. In contrast with other methods of peer assess

ment, peer nominations deal only with the extreme, high and 

low performers of a specified group of persons. Thus, th~ 

process combines all those remaining group members not nomi

nated into an undifferentiated middle-range category. 

V~lidity obtained using only these extreme performers of 
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a group has considered only a small portion of the group 

members, taken out of the context of ~he .~FouP as a whole. 

Peer ranking. Unfortunately, research dealing with 

the validity of peer ranking is noticeably abse.nt. 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 

provlded by the ratee (self-rankings) and the supervisor than 

with ratings provided by these same sources (Borg & Hamilton, 

1956; 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 a more valid procedure tha.n ratings. 

Another possible" explanation 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 & Med1and, 1965; Hoffman & Rohrer, 

1954, Ricciuti, 1955; Springer, 1953; Swanson & Johnson, 

1975; Trites, 1960; Tucker, Cline & Schmitt, 1967; Wiggins, 

Blackburn & Hackman, 1967). It is interesting to note, , 

however, that the validity coefficients obtained for peer 

ratings unlike peer nominations in both military and civilian 

settings have been similar in magnitude. 

It has been suggested (Kane & Lawler, 1978) that 

the lower'validity of ~eer rating iS'due to the fact that 

peer ratings utilize the entire proficiency continuum of 

each performance dimension under consideration rather than 

only the extremes of the distribution. This may account 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 cvalu~tion 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, little progress 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 members of the nomination - . 
-group. Previous research using friendship nominations t.o 

measure the impact of social attraction on validity has.indi-

cated 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 a leader were 

as valid as those which were based on people who did not 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 peer 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 ~eelings through nega

tive nominations. They indicated that a large portion of 

negative nominations was made for reasons unrelated to the 

performance attributes upon which the nominations were sup

posedly to be obtained. 

In opposition to this finding, Kane and Lawler (197B) 

have pointed out that ~vaters and Waters .(1970) did not com

pare the validity of nomination scores based on the number 

of positive nominations received with those based on the 

number of negative nominations. In examining their data, 

Kane and Lawler found that the means of the three groups of 

assessors (high friendship, average friendship, and low 

friendship) indicated that negative nominations were a 

greater factor in the scores generated by the low-friendship 

group members than those in the other friendship 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 specific criterion against which the scores were vali

dated. In this particular study successful performance of 

the criterion activity required the ability to avoid the 

dislike of the other group members. Thus, the criterion 

scores were correlated with a measure of 1ikeability (i.e., 

the negative nominations). 
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Nonetheless, other research has suggested that 

"likeability" may not interfere with the yalidity of the 

14 

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 consider~d 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 has proposed theories 

to explain why certain cond~tions 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. "-

This past research was studied in relation to the concept 

of social attraction 9r fricndship among fcllow workers. In this 
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regard previous investigations have delineated a number of 

antecedent conditions whiph 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 a~e greater then expected (Berkowitz & Levy, 1956: 

Kleiner, 1960; Myers, 1962). Other conditions for liking are 

similarity (Byrne, 1969; Byrne & Nelson, 1965; Newcomb, 1961) I 

proximity (Gul1ahorn, 1952; Kipnis, 1957; Zander & Havelin, . 
" . 

1960) I self-esteeem (Aronson & Linder, 1965; Deutsch & Solomon, 

195~; Jones, Knurek & Regan, 1973), and physical attractiveness 

(Be~scheid, Dion, Walster & Walster, 1971; Cavior & Dokecki, 

1971; Dion, Berscheid & Walster, 1972; Murstein, 1972; Sigall & 

Landy, 1973). 

It seems an individual is more prone to like someone 

who has s-imilar attitudes, beliefs, and value2s, who lives or 

works nearby, and who provides positive evaluations that 

inflate one's self-esteem. Physical attraction is also an 

important factor in the development of attraction, especially 

between persons of tl1e opposite sex. 

Based on this research five variables (contact on the 

job, contact off the job, knowledge of person, liking of persoll, 

and friendship with person) were constructed to investigate the 

biasing effects of friendship upon the validity of peer nomi-

nations along with the other methods of peer assessment. 

Peer ranking. Turk (1961) produced evidence that 

peers' evaluations of a"person's task proficiency were based 

: 



on their perception of a p.erson's attractiveness when they 

felt it was important to do well at the group task. For 

these people, the rank they assigned a person regarding 
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task performance influenced the rank assigned onlikeability 

or attractiveness, rather than the reverse. It has been 

suggested'that Turk~s finding may be' a replication of 

Theodorson's results obtained using peer nominations (Kane 

& Lawler, 1978). This could be accepted if it could be 

shown that the level of task identification in a group is 

isomorphic to the group's cohesiveness. If task identifi

~ati0n is not similar to group cohesiveness, these two 

factors nonetheless interact and limit the conditions under 

which personal attraction influences the effectiveness of 

peer assessment. 

Yet, within this area of research, however/ there 

has been little comparative investigation of the impact of 

so6ial attraction (friendship, likeability, etc.) on the 

validity of peer rankings .. A study of this kind would prove 

quite significant given the present status of research. 

Peer rating. Apparently, no previous research has 

reported the effects of friendship or any other aspect 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 partial~y fill 

the void of research in this area. 

Reliability of Peer Assessments 

Past research has utilized two measures of relia-

bility in reference to peer assessment. These are internal 

consistency, referring to the amount of agreement among those 

making the assessments, and test-retest reliability, obtained 

by comparing measures obtained upon 'the same people using the 

same characteristics and procedure at two different poin't\s in 

time. For purposes of the present research, internal con-

sistency reliability was determined. 

Peer Nomination 

Previous investigations have indicated high levels 

of internal consistency for peer nominations (Gunderson & 

Nelson, 1966; Hollander, 1956b; Kubany', 1957; Mayo, 1956; 

Smith, 1967; Suci, Vallance & Glickman, 1955; Waters & 

Waters, 1970; Williams & Leavitt, 1947). Similar levels 

of internal consistency have been found for both civilian 
r. 

and military settings. Nevertheless, as with validity, it 

has been suggested (Kane & Lawler, 1978) that the high 

reliability estimates prevalent with the use of peer nomi-

nations may be due to the method's identification of' only 

the extreme performers of a group. 
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Peer Ranking 

There has been little research d~a1ing 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 pprposes (Campbell et al., 1970). A 

systematic investigation into the reliability of the peer 

ranking process, as compared to other methods of peer assess

ment, would provide the much needed empirical foundation for 

future research. 

Peer Rating 

Usual internal consistency reliability estimates for 

peer ratings have been disappointingly 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 

af~ected 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 group 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 been 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 w~ich 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 ale (1976) and t\lebb 

(1955) have characterized the reactions as negative. Mayfield 

(1970) reported no resistance to obtaining the r~quested nomi-

nations, but no enthusiasm was apparent. Only an interpreta

tion ~f the organizational settings ip which these reactions 

were obtained seems to shed any light on the issue. In the 

first two studies nominations were collected within the mili

tary, whereas ~layfield utilized civilian insurance salespeople. 

It must be emphasized that these reports were basically 

anecdotal and did not constitute a systematic analysis of the 

user reactions to the peer nomination method. Such research 

has yet to be reported.' 
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Peer Ranking 

To date there has been no published indication of 

users' reactions to the peer ranking method. 

Peer Rating 

Only Roadmari (1964) has provided any in~ight into 

the area of user reaction for peer ratings. In.an anecdotal 

fashion, he ·reported that managers who provided peer. ratings 

felt that it was a "constructive" and ~nonthreatening" 

experience. 

Present Investigation and Hypotheses 

~onsiderations 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-

gat ion of the relationship of each method to selected judg-

mental and objective performance measures. The following 

factors were considered: 

(1) The correlation of each peer assessment technique 

with performance criteria (i.e., supervisor rank-

ings and ratings and objective indices)--Due to 

the inherent method bias of peer nominations in 

inflating obtained validity coefficients in past 

research, it was hypothesized that peer nomina

tions would reveal higher correlations with the 
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criteria than either peer rankings or peer 

ratings. However, based on past peer nomina-

tion research dealing with leadership perform

ance and leadership-related ~riteria (i.e., the 

bootstrapping effect), it was expected that the 

correlation of peer nominations with nonleader-

ship objective performance measures and super-

visor ju.dgments ~lOuld be somewhat lower i 

(2) The impact of "friendship" upon the relationship 

of each method of peer assessment with supervisor 

rankings and ratings--it seems quite superficia~ 

to express a complex sociometric phenomenon, 

such as social attraction among fello\ol workers, 

as a singular concept. Therefor~, the present 

study incorporated several components of the per-

ceivE;~d social attraction among organization mem-

bers in analyzing the impact of so-called 

"friendship" on the correlation of each method 
. . 

Qf peer assessment with supervisor rankings and 

ratings. It was expected that frie~dship would 

have similar effects' on all methods of peer 

assessment--peer nomination, peer Fanking, and 

peer rating. Due to the method of 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 study went beyond the suggestions of Kane 

and Lawler (1978) in calculating improved estimates of inter-

rater reliability for each method of peer assessment. These 

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 o~ 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 had used all three peer 

assessment methods. The user reactions were compared 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 research was an 

important systematic investigation of user reactions to pro-

cesses of peer evaluation. 
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CHAPTER II 

METHOD 

Subjects 

One hundred and twenty-six police officers and 19 
• 

police corporals serv~d as peer assessors. Seven hundred 

and sixty-seven peer rankings and ratings were collected on 

256 police officers and 35 police corporals (peer assessees). 

Peer rankings and ratings were 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-three police sergeants (squad supervisors) 
I 

provided rankings and ratings of all their respective squad 

members.' Overall, 263 'supervisor rankings and ratings were 

obtained. 

All police personnel involved in the study were mem-

bers of a municipal police departmen't serving a medium-sized 

city (population approximately 273,000) within the southeast

ern United States. At the time of the study" all police per-

sonne I asked to ~articipate were performi~g in a patrol capacity. 

Additional demographic data on the p~rticipants 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 ~see 

Appendix 1) was developed which consisted of three sequential 

evaluation phases: 

(I) 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) reaction 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 squad 

supervisor (sergeant) for distribution to their respective 

squad members. A total of 256 police officers and 35 police 

corporals was given the opportunity to provide evaluative 

performance da'ta regarding their fellow squad members. One 

hund,red and twenty-six police officers and 19 police corporals 

completed the peer assessment instrument, a return rate 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 performance 

criteria needed for the concurren~ 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 

and ratings on their squad personnel. Thirty-six squad 

supervisors were asked to evaluate their respective squad 

members. 

Compilation of the assessment data. - In order to pro

tect the anonymity of the per~ons 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 tesearcher, bypassing 

the usual police agency flow of paperwork. 

Participation in the study was voluntary. Every 

effort was made to assure the participating persons that 

,all performance information obtained would be strictly con-

fidential and used for test validation purposes only. 

A two week period was allowed for return of the 

assessment instruments. After that period of time', failure 

to retu~n 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 way for, city officials to gather 
, . 

performance 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 wer~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 performance 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) length 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 pre,dictive 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 gathered from the peer assessors, with superv~sors pro

viding only rankings and ratings. All evaluations utilized 

nine distinct performance dimensions. These dimensions were 

based upon a task-based job analysis which had been recently 

c,?mpleted for the police officer position within the partici

pating police department (Love, 1978). The definition· and 
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development of the performance dimensions was similar to 

the procedure outlined by Landy, Parr, Saal, and Freytag 

(1976). The title and definition of each performance dimen

sion was as follows: 

(1) job knowlE7dge--'use of knmvledge of laws, pro

cedures, policies, and techniques related to 

the law enforcement function (patrol, arrest, 

testifying, etc.), including the application 

of prior training. 

(2) decision-making--analytic assessment of the 

situation and taking necessary and appropriate 

action after consideration of alternative 

approaches. 

(3) dealing with co-workers--.ability to work with 

fellow employees, both $worn and nonuniformed 

personnel, including accepting and giving con

structive criticism, mutual decisionmaking, and 

taking an equal share of the workload. 

(4) use of equipment--skill in the use of firearms~ 

other weapons, and other specialized equipment. 

(5) dealing with the public--knowledge and skill in 

using techniques geared at dealing with the pub

lic in a respectful, tactful style. 

(6) communication--ability 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--dependability in job attendance, 
" } <. 

effort expenditure, accept~nce of responsibility, 

functioning appropriately under stress, 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 satisfaction 

from doing his or her job well. 

For clarification purposes, in addition to the title 

and definition of the dimensions, the knowledges, skills, 

abilities, and personal characteristics 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 assessor 

was asked to nominate three eligible indiviquals who, in his 

or her opinion, performed best on that dimension. Those 

chosen were then drdered from first to third. 

The peer 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 allsqllad 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 dimensions followed 

a procedure which has been described by Larrdy et ale (1976). 

Whereas Landy et ale (1976) used 15 police jurisdictions in 

the generation and construction of behavioral anchors, the 

p~esent study utilized only a single police agency. Thus, 
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the BARS were applied in the same organizatio.nal setting 

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 p~rson from one (1) to ni~e 

(9) was given using the BARS. This rating process was 

repeated for each performance dimension. 

Friendship Ratings 

After the peer assessors had nominated, ranked, and 

rated the eligible 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 5-point Likert scale format. The five friendship 

variables with possible responses were: 

(1) how much 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? (I-none at all; 2-very little; 
-

3-some contact; 4-quite a bit; 5-a great deal); 

(3) how well do you KNOW this person? (l-ndt at all; 

2-not very well; 3-somewhat; 4-.fairly well; 

5-~xtremely well); 
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(4) how well do you LIKE this. perso~? (l-strongly 

dislike~ 2-dislike; 3-neither like nor dislike; 

4-like; 5-strongly like)~ and 

(5) is this person a FRIEND of yours? (l-cQuld 
'. 

never by my friend'~ 2-not a friend; 3-merely 

an acquaintance; 4-is a friend; 5-is one of my 

best friends). 

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 

.of 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) this system (nominating/ranking/rating fellow 

officers and corporals) is a fair way to rate 

law enforcement personnel~ 

(2) I like this way of rating people~ 

(3) with this sy~tem people will nominate/rank 

highly/rate highly only their closest friends. 

(4) this system will generate too much comp~tition 

between officers and corporals who work together; 

(5) w~th this s¥stem, most people ~ill nominate/rank 

highly/rate highly po~r performers in order to 
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lessen the competition when they are compared 

with better performers~ 

33 

(6) this system will provide an accurate indication 

of a person's ability to perform law enforcement 

work~ and 

(7) this syste.m should be used as one way of deciding 

who should be promoted. 
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CHAPTER III 

RESULTS 

Measurement Level of Assessment Methods 

The level of measurement between the assessment 

techniques was simila~. Upon application of th~ scoring 

procedure to the nomination data (as described in the Method 

section) all assessments---nominations, rankings, and ratings--

were o'f an ordinal level of measurement . 

. Empirical evidence supports the treatment of ordinal 

variables as if they conform to interval scales. ~y assigning 

scores to form ordinal responses, ranging from highly skewed 

to equidistant systems, similar point-biserial coefficients, 

t-tests, and critical ratios were produced (Labovitz, 1967). 

Although some small error may occur, this has been 
I 

shm'ln to be offset by (a) the use of more powerful, more 

sensitive, better developed, and more interpretable statistics 

with known sampling error, (b) the ability to retain more 

information about the characteristics of the data, and 

(c) greater versatility in statistical manipulation. Labovitz 

(1970) determined the degree of error of results when treat

ing ordinal variables as if they were interv~l in analyzing 

the relation between occupational prestige (ordinal ranking) 
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and suicide rates. The application of 20 randomly gener-

ated scoring 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 

be 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 

arguments, multivariate statistics were applied to the ordinal 

data of the present research with due caution. 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 assessments and supervisor 

assessm~nts among th~ nine performance dimensions and among 

the five friendship variables. The statistically ~ignificant 

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 



Table 1 

Intercorrelatiqns Among Performance Dimensions for Peer Nominations* 

Dealing Dealing 
Performance Job Decision- with with Communi- Relia- Work 

Dimension Knowledge making Co-Workers Equipment Police cation bility r;>emeanor Attitude 

Job .91 .83 .86 .79 .89 .87 .85 .88 
K..'1ow1edge 

Lecision- .91 .80 .85 .76 .87 .87 .86 .86 
making 

Dealing .83 .80 .74 .79 .81 .82 .81 .83 
with 
Co-\'lorkers 

Use of· .86 .84 .74 .75 .79 .84 .79 .79 
Equipment 

Dealing .79 .76 .79 .75 .77 .83 · .• 77 .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 persc::ms nominated at least once 

* all correlations signif.icant beyond the .01 level. 
.;. 

w 
C'I 



Table 2 

Intercorrelations Among Performance Dimensions for Peer Rankings* 

Dealing Dealing 
Performance Job Decision- with with Communi- Re1ia- Work 
Dimension Knowledge making Co-workers Equipment Police . cation bility Demeanor Attitude 

Job .91 .80 .86 .80 .84 .82 .81 .79 
Kn0· .... 1edge 

Decis,ion- .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 

Communi- .84 .87 .82 .88 .85 .87 .89 .86 
c.ation 

Reliability .82 .85 .84 .85 .83 .87 .88 .85 

Demei3-nor .81 .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 

w .... 



Table 3 

Intercorrelations Among Performance Dimensions for l~eer Ratings* 

Dealing Dealing 
:Performance Job Decision- - with with COInmuni- Relia- Work 

Dinension Knowledge making Co-workers Equipment Police cation bility Demeanor Attitude 

..7ob .79 .64 .71 .68 .71 .67 .64 .66 
Knowledge 

Decision- .79 .71 .81 .73 .77 .74 .73 .70 
rnak~ng 

Dealing .64 .71 .72 .72 .70 .74 .67 .70 
with 
Co-..... orkers 

Use of .70 .81 .73 .78 .81 .75 .75 .73 
Equipment 

Dealing .68 .73 .72 .7B .79 .76 .75 .66 
with 
Police 

COITll'!luni- .71 .77 .70 .Bl .79 .80 .78 .71 
cation 

Rc.liabili ty .67 .74 .74 .75 .76 .80 .77 .73 

Demeanor .64 .73 .67 .75 .75 .78 .77 .75 

Work .66 .70 .70 .73 .66" .71 .73 .75 
Attitude 

,/ 

n = 767 peer ratings 

* all correlations significant beyond the • 01 level • 

w 
co 



Table 4 

Intercorrelations Among !'el~formam:e Dimensions for Supervisor Rankings* 

Dealing Dealing 
Performance Job Decision- with with Communi- Relia- Work 
Dimension Knowledge making Co-workers Equipment Police· cation bility Demeanor Attitude 

Job .97 .85 .89 .79 .91 .83 .B6 .B6 
Knowledge 

Decision- .97 .86 .89 .79 .90 .B3 .B6 .B4 
ma~ing 

Dealing • B5 .B6 .83 .B3 .B6 .B4 .B2 .Bl 
.... 'ith 
Co-workers 

Use of .B9 .B9 .B3 .,76 .B5 .BO .B4 .81 
Equipment 

Dealing .79 .79 .83 '.76 .82 .85 .76 .79 
with 
Pelice 

Com!nuni- .91 .90 .86 .85 .B2 -- .B5 .85 .B8 
cation 

Reliability .83 .83 .84 .80 .85 ' .85 .80 .83 

Demeanor .86 .86 .82 .84 .76 .86 .80 .83 

~lork .86 .B4 .81 .81 .79 .88 .83 .83 
Attitude 

n = 263 supervisor rankings 

* all correlations significant beyond the .01 level 

w 
\0 



Table 5 

Intercorrelations Among Performance Dimensions for Supervisor Ratings 

Dealing Dealing 
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 

Dccision- .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 
Equipment 

Dealing .67 -•. 70 .69 .68 .71 .77 .64 .65 
with 
Pr: lice 

Com!l1uni- .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 

l'1ork .70 .66 .70 .53 .65 .72 .76 .71 
Attitude 

n = 263 supervisor ratings 

* all correlations significant beyond the .01 level 

~ 
0 



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 

Knm., Person .41 .48 .32 .46 

Like Person .35 .28 .31 .54 

Is Person .41 .31 .46 .54 
Friend 

~ = 957 friendship ratings 

* all correlations significant beyond the .01 level 
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assessments across the nine dimensions; and (c) all perform

ance dimensions were actually measuring some stngular con

struct of police officer performance. The friendship ratings 

revealed significant intercorrelations among t~e 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 

dimensions. The friendship ratings were also factor analyzed 

to detect the patterning of responses among the five variables 

and to possibly reduce the data to rat'ings on some overall 

construct.of friendship. The factor analyses also provided 

a secondary measure of halo rating erLor across the nine 

performance dimensions. 

A principle-factoring solution (with iterations) was 

used to factor analyze the correlation matrix for each method 

of assessment and the friendship ratings (Nie, null, Jenkins, 

Steinbrenner & Bent, 1975). In all, six factor an~lyses were 

performed. 

Due to the significant intercorre1ations between the 

nine performance dimensions using each assessment method and 

the significant intercorrelations between the friendship 



ratings obtained on each variable, an oblique rotation of 

the factor matrix was used in all of the factor analyses. 
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With the principle-factoring solution the main 

diagonal elements of the correlation matrix were replaced 

with communality estimates (squared multiple correlations 

between each variable and the rest of the variables in the 

matrix). Thus, inferred factors were 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

munality estimates were assigned as the main diagonal ele-

,ments, the same number of factors extracted from· the reduced 

matrix, and the variance accounted for by these factors 

inserted as the new communal~ty estimates. The process 

continued until the differences 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. ,~ince 

only a single factor was initially extracted, rotation of 

the factor matrix was not warranted. A similar resylt was 

found for the friendship ratings. 

Each of the nine performance dimensions was seen to 

load equally, but not highly, on one general performance 

£actor. Each of the five friendship variables also loaded 

equally, but not highly, on a single overall social attrac

tion factor. 



Intercorrelations Among Peer Assessments, 
Friendship Ratings, and 
Supervisor Assessments 
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Based on the signi'ficant intercorrelations among the 

nine performance dimensions for both the peer assessments and 

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 significantly related to each 

method of peer assessment in a negative direction. 

It must be noted, as presented. earlier, that the 

peer nominations were scored so that a higher nom.ination score 

represented a higher assessment. For the peer rankings, 

conversely, a lower numerical ranking (i.e., a "I") indicated 

a higher evaluation. The same was true for the peer rating 

scale. Thus, the negative direction of the relationship among 

peer ~ominations and the other two methods was to be expected, 

making consideration of only the magnitude of the correlation 

important. 

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-

rnents will not be discussed here as more in-depth analyses follo~. 



Table 7 

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

Composite Assessment Pel~r Peer Peer Friendship Supervisor Supervisor 
Variable Nomination Ranking Rating Rating Ranking Rating 

Peer 
** * ** ** ** Nomination -.51 -.20 -.32 -.56 -.51 

Peer 
** ** ** ** ** Ranking -.51 ~61 -.30 .59 .52 

Peer * 'II'" ** 1;* ** Rating -.20 .61 -.33 .40 .43 

Friendship 
** 'II'll ",,,, ", 

Rating -.32 -.30 -.33 -.11 -.22 

Supervisor *", ",*. ",* ** Ranking -.56 .59 .40 -.11 .69 

Supervisor 
** ** ** * ** Rating -.51 .52 .43 -.22 .69 

£(peer nomination total scores)= 190 

n = 767 -(peer rankings and ratings) 

* 

** 



Correlation Between Peer Assessments 
and supervisor Rankings and Rating 

Based on the results of the factor analyses, compo-

si te measures across performance dimensio'ns were formulated 
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for peer nominations, peer rankings, peer ratings, supervisor" 

rankings, and supervisor ratings. Each composite consisted 

of the sum of nominations, rankings, ·or ratings across the 

nine performance dimensions divided by nine. Thus, the 
. 

assessments across performanc;e dimensions were equally 

weighted. Before this was done it was ,determined that the 

variability of each type of assessment was approximately 

equal. A similar composite was calculated for the friend-

ship ratings across the five variables, with five as the .~ 

appropriate divisor. 

Using these overall measures, multiple linear 

regression equations were constructed to gauge the correla-

tion of each method of peer assessment and the friendship 

ratings \vi th supervisor rankings and ratings. 

Since the patrol squads differed in size, rariging 

from 6 to 9 members, the magnitude of the ranks assigned to 

respective squad members differed among squads. That is, a 

rank of three in a squad with six members meant something 

different than a rank of three in a squad of nine members. 

This problem, however, did not affect the calculation of the 

linear regression equation because the peer rankings assigned 

an individual were correlated with supervisor rankings and 
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ratings on a within-squad basis. Thus, the number of ranks 

which could be assigned to an individual squad. member was 

consistent between the peer rankings and supervisor ranks, 

d~ffering 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 equatiofi at the 

same time without regard to any preconceived ordering. 

Analysis of variance was used to determine the statistical 

significance of the resultant regression equation. 

Similar multiple regression analyses were performed 

deleting the friendship ratings as a predictor of supervisor 

rankings and ra tings. i'r'le diffel;:"ence in the two R2, s, the 

squared part correlation, indicated the absolute increment 

of R2 due to the addition of the frien~ship 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-

ter±on. 

Moreover, peer nominations, peer r~nkings, and peer 

ratings (including appropriate friendship ratings) respec-

tively, were divided into a ~creening sample and a calibration 

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

empirical cross-validation of the multiple R2
,S to measure 
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the amount of shrinkage in the statistic when the regression 

equations were applied to another indepe~dent sample (Lord & 

Novick, 1968, p. 285). The calibration sample consisted of 

a random selection of approximately 15% of the total sample 

for each peer assessment method. Although much controversy 
.. 

surrounds the issue of the'· proper siz\e of a calibration 

sample, sUbstantial consensus has indicated with a large n 

15% of the total samp.le is sufficient for a proper determi

nation of shrinkage in the multiple R2 

Shrinkage of the R2 was calcul~ted by applying the 

standarr'lized linear regression \'leights· (i. e., beta weights) 

obtained usi~g the screening samp.le 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 simple 

correlation was ahalogous to the R. The difference between 

the squared simple correlation of the calibration sample and 

the R2 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 screeni~g sample (n = 160 total nomination scores) 

peer nominatiovs (Xl' and "friendship" ratings (X
2

) signifi

cantly predicted supervisor rankings (¥); R2 = .32; R = .56; 
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F(2,157) = 36.72, E. < .01. The squared part correlation proved 

that the "friendship" ratings accounted for only a minute 

amount of unique variance in predicting the supervisor rank

ings, r~(1.2) = .00012. 

Application of 'the standardized 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 o£ shrinkage for the R2 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-

2 nations) R = .27; R= .52; F(2,157) = 29.14, 12. < .01, which 

indicated a significant prediction of 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, ~(1.2) = .013. 

Cross-validation of the standardized raw score weights 

produced by the regression equation of the screening sample to 

the' calibration sample (n = 30 total nomination scores) indi

cated some shrinkage in the R2 (shrinkage == .19). 

Correlation Between Peer Rankings 
and Supervisor Rankings 

Peer rankings (Xl) and friendship ratings (X 2 ) sig

nificantly predicted supervisor rankj ngs, R2 = .36; R = .60; 



F(2',6l8) = 170.66, E < .01. The regression equation was cal

culated on the screening sample of 621 peer rankings. The 

"friendship" ratings added virtually no predictive power, 

accounting for little unique variance in the regression 

equation. The square4 part correlation, amount of unique 
., 
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variance accounted for by friendship, was r;(1.2)= .0044. Shrink-

2 age of the R revealed through the empirical cross-validation 

using the calibration sample (n = 146 peer rankings) was 

quite small (shrinkage = .01). 

Correlation Between Peer Rankings 
and Supervisor Ratings 

A significant multiple cprrelation was found with 

peer rankings (Xl) and friendship ratings (X2 , predicting to 

supervisor ratings (Y) i>i~ the screen~ng sample (N = 621 peer 

ratings), R2 = .28; R= .53; F(2,6l8) = 120.10, E < .01. Friend-

ship ratings again accounted for only an insignificant amount 

of unique variance in the prediction of supervisor ratings, 

2 
r y (1.2) = .0044. 

Applying the standardized regression weights to the 

calibration sample of peer ratings (n = 146 peer ratings) 

little shrinkage in the R2 was apparent (shrinkage = .05). 

Correlation Between Peer Ratings 
and Supervisor Rankings 

with a dependent measure of supervisor ranking (Y), ' 

the peer ratings (Xl) and friendship ratings (X2 ) pr0duced a 



significant mUltiple Ri R2 = .16; R= .40; F(2,618) = 57.28, 

E. < .01. Using the screening sample of 621 peer ratings, 

with the effects of friendship partialed out of the pre-

dictiveness. of the peer ratings, little additional unique 

variance was left ~naccounted for, r~(1.2)'= .0003. 

The peer ratings in the calibration sample (n = 146 

peer ratings) were weighted by the standardized regress~on 
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coefficients produce~ by the linear regression equation of 

th~ screening sample. Only an insignificant amount of 

shrinkage in the R2 statistic was observed (shrinkage = .10). 

Correlation Between Peer Ratings 
.and Supervisor Ratings 

The linear regression analysis on the screening 

sample of 621 peer ratings yielded R2= .19; R= .44; F(2,6l8) = 

72.12, p< .01, a significant prediction of supervisor ratings 

(y) by peer ratings (Xl) and friendship ratings (X2 ). However, 

the friendship ratings accounted for almost no unique variance, 

that was not accounted for by the peer ratings, in predicting 

the supervisor ratings, r~ (1. 2) = .007. 

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 R2 (shrinkage = .07) • 

• 



Differences in the Relationship Between 
Peer Assessment Methods and Supervisor 

Rankin~s and Ratings 

52 

The determination of significant differences between 

the multiple R's was made using the following statistic, which 

is distributed approximately as t (Clement, 1979): 

The t-test provides a robust estimate of significant differ-

ence and is not significantly affected by violations of its 

underlying assumptions (Boneau, 1960) .. Thus, it provided a 

conservative estimate of where significant differences among 

R's occurredo 

'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 differen~e 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 remaining multiple 

R's did not reveal significant differences. 

Relationship of Peer Assessments to. 
Qbjective 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, nuinbe,r .of commendations 

and awards, number of on-the-job injuries, and number of sick 

days' was made" through the calculation of Pearson product-
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Table 8 

Comparison of Multiple R's for All Methods of Peer Assessment 

Predictors 

Peer Nomination/ 
Friendship Rating 

Peer Rating/ 
Friendship Rating 

Peer Nomination/ 
Friendship Rating 

. Peer Ranking/ 
Friendship Rating 

Peer Rating/ 
Friendship Rating 

Peer Ranking 
Friendship Rating 

Peer Nomination/ 
Friendship Rating 

Peer Rating/ 
Friendship Rating 

Peer Nomination/ 
Friendship Rating 

Peer Ranking/ 
Friendship Rating 

Peer Rating/ 
Friendship Rating 

Peer Ranking/ 
Friendship Rating 

* E. < .05, two-tailed test 

Criterio!1 

Supervisor 
Rating 

Supervisor 
Rating 

Supervisor 
Rating 

Supervisor 
Rating 

Supervisor 
Rating 

Supervisor 
Rating 

Supervisor 
Ranking 

Supervisor 
Ranking 

Supervisor 
Ranking 

Supervisor 
Ranking 

Supervisor 
Ranking 

Supervisor 
Ranking 

Multiple 
R 

.52 

.44 

.52 

.53 

.44 

.53 

.56 

.40 

.56 

.60· 

.40 

.60 

t 

2.00 

.30 

4.50* 

4.21 

1. 33 

10.00* 



54 

moment correlation coefficients. 

The objective performance measures were available 

through only the personnel files of the police agency. Thus, 

due to concerns regarding the expense of accessing these 

files, objective performance indices were not obtained on 

all peer assessees. 

A random sample of 74 total nomination scores, one 

score per nominee, were shown to be significantly related to the 

nuraber of commendations and awards received by an officer or 

corporal in a positive manner, r = .24, E<.05. 

One hundred and eight peer assessees were randomly 

selected on which a total of 333 peer rankings and ratings were 

then correlated with the respective objective performance 

measures for each individual. A significant negative rela-

tionship was revealed, r( k' )=-.14, p<.Ol; r( t' )=-.12, - ran 1ng - - ra 1ng 

E.<.05. 

In addition, peer rankings and peer ratings were 

shown to be significantly related to the number of on-the-job 

injuries in a negative direction, r( . k' )~-.25, £<.01; - ran 1ng 

E(rating)=-.14, E<·Ol. 

However, since a low numerical ranking or rating 

.·h 

represented a high assessment, the d"irection of these correla-

tion coefficients reflected only the difference in scaling 

between the peer rankings and ratings and the cumulative number 

of commendations and awards and number of on-the-job injuries. 



Differences in the Predictive Ability 
of Peer Assessment Methods with 
Objective Performance Indices 

The simple product-moment correlations which were 

calculated to measure the relationship between the three 

types of peer assessments and the objective performance 
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indices were comparatively tested for significant differences. 

A test of significance for the difference between noninde-

pendent E.' s \'o,ras used. (Hotelling, 1940). The practical ,formula 

for calculating the t statisti'c is presented by Edvvards (1966). 

Comparison of the significant simple r's yielded one 

significant difference. The relati.onship between peer 

rankings and number of injuries on-the-job was significantly 

greater than the similar relationship involving peer ratings, 

t(330)=2.09, £<.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 equaled higher evaluation, lower ranking 

and rating equaled higher evaluation), the directionality of 

the relationships were disregarded in. testing for significant 

differences. Thus, the overall magnitude of the correlation 

coefficients were compared. 

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

Ariother 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 peer assessment and the friendship ratings 



56 
were determined across the nine performance dimensions and five 

friendship variables, respectively. These were correlated with 

a similar composite of supervisor ranking and rating via 

multiple linear regression analyses. That is, 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 reveal the ability of 

each assessment to predict corresponding supervisor rankings 

and ratingsi. Since not all assessees had been assessed using 

all three p'eer assessment methods, the sample upon which thes~ 

regression analyses were based was reduced. 

Using 184 assessees, the linear combination of peer 

nomination, peer ranking, peer r~ting, and friendship rating 

scores significantly predicted supervisor rankings t R2= .54, 

R = .73, F(4,179) = 51.81, £<.01; anq supervisor ratings, R2= .37, 

R = .61, K(4,179} = 26.83, £<.01. 

Differences in the predictiveness of each method of peer 

assessment and the friendship ratings was determined through 

examination of the signific-.t:'iilce of the standardized regression 

weights of the regression equation using appropriate F-ratios. 

With th~ dependent variable of supervisor ranking the standardized 

regression weight for peer nomiations, F(1,179} = 4.13, £<..05, 
, - . 

and peer rankings, F(1,179} = 102.89, £<.0·1, were significant. 

Predicting to supervisor ratings only peer ratings were found 

to be significantly weighted in the linear equation, 'P(1,179)' = 

46.64, £<.01. 

Since peer ratings, unlike peer rankings, were not shown 

to be a significant predictor of the supervisor assessments, the 
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earlier finding showing the significantly greater relationship 

between peer rankings and the supervisor assessments, as 

compared to the s~me 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 that the reliability estimate be 

comparable across the three techniques. The issue of ccmpara-

bility of any estimat~ of reliability across methods was of 

concern due to the varying size of individual pa~rol squads and 

the, nature of the performance data generated by .. the three methods--

nominations, rankings, and ratings. 

In order to make sure that the reliability estimates 

calculated for each method of peer assessment were similar and 

ultimately comparable, the follOl.,.,ing 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 indicat~ng 

a strong relationship among the dimensions. The dimensions 

randomly chosen were "dealing with the public," "re11ability," 

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 inherently inflates the resultant coefficient 

through the consideration of only those people 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 made 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 

employed. If a person was nominated by one member of the 

assessor pair, but not by the other, a score of zero was 

assigned for the non-nomination. Thus, the reliability 

estimate for 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 

pf an interrater reliability estimate was impossible. Exclu-

sion of these squads reduced the random sample to 24 squads 

or approximately 67% of the total number of patrol squads. 

For each pair of rater~~ within each squad, int~r-

rater reliability estimates were calculated on each of the 

three selected performance dimensions. 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, E..=.48, p<.OI. 

The corrected interrater reliability was calculated 

using the Spearman-Brown prophecy formula. The corrected 

estimate was based on an average of 10'assessor pairs per 

squad. This average held for all three peer assessment 

methods. In the case of peer nominations, the corrected 

interrater reliability estimate was significant, r( t d) = - correc e 

.90, E. < .01. 

Reliability of Peer Ranking 

The interrater reliability for the method of peer 

ranking was estimated thro'ugh 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 reliability estimates for the 

peer rankings provided by the random pair of assessors were 

calculated on an intrasquad basis and averaged across the 

entire random sample of 29 squads. Using Spearman's rank-

order correlation· formula, the interrater reliability of 

the peer ranking method, using 172 pairs of ran~ings, was 

significant., E. = .62, P < .01. The corrected interrater 

reliability estimate was also significant, r( t d) = - correc-e 

.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 on a ran-

domly selected sample of 29 squads. The product-moment corre-

lation coefficient repr~sented the interrater reliability of 

the peer rating metho9, using 172 pairs of ratings, and was 

significant, r = .23, P < .01, as was the corrected estimate, 

r(corrected) = .75, E < .01. 

Differences in Reliability Between 
Peer Assessment Methods 

To determine whether the reliability estimate of any 

method of peer assessment was significantly g~eater or less 
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than the others, a test of homogeneit~ of the three uncor

rected reliability estimates (E) was performed. The uncor

rected reliability estimates were used in a comparative 

analysis to test for significant differences i~ magnitude. 

This was done to guard against masking true differences 

through application of the Spearman-Brown 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, X2 .; 21. 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 

(~=2.04, 12.< .05) and peer ranking (~=4.64, p< .. 01) methods. 

The uncorrected interrater reliabilities of the peer nomina

tion and peer ranking methods were not significantly differ

ent. 
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User Reactions to the Peer 
Assessment Methods 
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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 s~ven statements. 

Table 8 presents the mean response to each statement 
. 

for each assessment method. Most statements generated mild 

to strong disagreement. Disagreement with a statement, how-

ev~rt 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 

believe that none of the methods would generate too much 

competition among peers and that people would not nominate, 

rank highly, or rate highly poor performers to make them-

selves look good in the finnl analyais. Moreover, the mean 
'~ .. ' ~ 

response to item three gugge~ted neither agreement nor dis-

agreement with the statement. That is, the respondents were 

not sure whether only close friends would be nominated g 

ranked highly, or rated highly. Thus, the trend towards 

negative reactions did not hold for item three. 

In order to test whether the reactions to anyone 

peer assessment method were. significantly different from the 

reactions to the others, a mUltivariate analysis of variance 

(MANOVA), as packaged by Finn (1968), was performed. MANOVA 
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Table 9 

Mean and Sta.ntlard Deviation of Responses to User Reaction 
Statements by Peer Assessment Method* 

Statement 

" 

(1) This system (nominating/ranking/ 
rating fello\'l Officers or Corporals) 
is a fair "my to rate law enforce
ment personnel. 

(2) I like this way oj rating people. 

(3) With this system people will 
nominate/rank/rate highly only 
their closest friends. 

(4) This system will generate too much 
competition between Officers and 
Corporals who work together. 

(5) With this system, people "lill 
nominate/rank/rate highly poor 
performers to lessen the compe
tition when they are compared to 
the better performers. 

(6) This system will provide an 
accurate indication of a person's 
ability to perform law enforce··· 
ment work. 

(7) This system should be used as 
one way of decid,~ng who should 
be promoted. 

Peer Assessment Method 

Peer Peer 
Nomination Ranking 

Peer 
Rating 

Mean SD Mean SD ·Mean SD 

2.2 1.3 2.3 1.3 2.3 1.2 

2.0 1.1 2.1 1.2 2.1'-1.1 

3.4 1.1 3.2 1.2 3.1 1.2 

2.4 .. 9 2.4 .9 2.4 .9 

2.3 1.0 2.2 1.0 2.3 1.0 

2.1 1.1 2.2 1.2 2.2 1.2 

2.1 1.2 2.2 1.2 2.2 1.3 

* Response range on a 5-point Likert scale--1 (strongly 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 anyone 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 

multivariate F has been found. In the present study these 

statistics were computed in spite of a no~significant multi

variate F-ratio. However, no significant univariate F-ratios 

were obtained. 



CHAPTER IV 

DISCUSSION 

The Generality of Results 

Organizational Setting 

The organizational environment of the study could 

be described as paramilitary, typi~al of most municipal 
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police agencies. In such an environment certain military 

traditions survive (e.g., deference to rank, explicit organi

zational chain of command, etc.). The }?aramilitary setting 

may have had an influence on validity due to the close on-the

job contact between patrol squad members. 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 th~ 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 9f the peer assessment methods. 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-

tuni ties' eX.ist for fellow squad members to observe signif i-

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 organiz~tions. Similar amounts of 

contact most probably exist in organizations where workers 

are divided into small departments or production work units. 

Thus,' the findings of, the present study are applicable to 

a variety of producticin and service organizatioris. 

Moreover, in such a setting the influence of the 

chain of command upon a police officer's day-to-day performance 

is substantial. Therefore, the issue of whether the supervisor 

may influence 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 to glorify the work group as a whole. 

As .there was no actu'al 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 assessm~nts ~aken early in 

the life of the assessee group were correlated with some 

later measure of success (i.e., admission to officer candidate 

, 
/ 
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school (OCS) , promotion, superior ratings, etc.). Thus, the 

correlations in these studies reflecte~ the relationship 

between predictor performance measures anq a distant perf or-

mance criterion. 
, 

As the present study employed a concurrent desi9n 

wi thin a paramilitary setting, :the correlations betw~~en· the 

peer assessments and the supervisor rankings and ratings were 

expected to be somewhat greater in magnitude than those 

reported in predictive investigations conducted in a similar 

setting (see Kane & Lawler, 1978, pp. 559,571, ,580). 'l'his 

expectation was based on the fact that the peer assessments 

and supervisor judgments were all collected within a short 

period of time. It was anticipated that since these measures 

were obtained during ashort ttime span, they would correlate 

more highly than peer assessn!ents 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 hold up for much longer periods than most 
I 

other psychometric procedures, such as scores on a typical 

perfo+,ma'nce test. Hollander (1965) commented that signifi-

cant validity of nomination scores was still evident after 

three years. Amir et ale (1970) and Hayfield (1972) revealed 

a similar lack of decrease in predictiveness for peer nomi-

nations. It is interesting to note that the findings of 

these authors a~e in direct contrast with the, usual phenomenon 

wllereby the predictiveness of psycho~etric devices decay for 
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criteria measured farther in the futuie (Alvares & Hulin, 

1973) . 

The ability of peer nominations to not decay in pre-

dictiveness may apply to both peer rankings and ratings. If 

so, one would expect the predictiveness of the peer assess-

ments inferred via the .concurrent design of the present study 

to not significantly decrease, even if· the criteria had been 

measured at a more distant time. Even though true predic-

tiveness is not possiple with a concurrent design, based on 

past research the inference that a peer assessment· is pre-

dieting future performance via a concurrent study seems 

appropriate. 

Administrative vs. Research Set in 
the Collection of Peer Assessments 

As Kane and Lawler (1978) pres.ent, only a few studies 

in the past have indicated that assessors were told that their 

assessments would be used for administrative decisions (e.g., 
/ 

promotions, 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 criterion-related test validation 

study, the context of the present investigation falls into 

the research set. Hollander (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 sho'uld not 

significantly affect their reliability. Yet, this· factor 

still presents a constraint on the generaliz~bility of the 

present research in that previous investigations have not 

deal t with the effects of ·the experimental rationale (research 

orientation) on either peer rankings or peer ratings. ~hus, 

overall conclusions regarding differential effectiveness of 

peer assessments under these two conditions of administra

tion must be made with caut:ion I not only with regard to 

reliabili ty but to other pSlychometric properties as well. 

The Problem of Criteria 

It must be noted that the use of supervisor judgments 

as criterion in determining the strength of the relationship 

betvleen peer assessments and supervisor rankings and ratings 

(1. e., validity) places som·e limimtations on the accuracy of 

the estimate. EVen though supervisors' judgments seem to be 

quite 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., ha16-

error, leniency error, central ten~ency error, etc.) . 

. Reliance on more ob:jective 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 all influences o~ these 

measures which are beyond the control of the assessee. That is, 

promotion of an. employee.to a new position ~ay have been a 

function of reorganization rather than good performance. 
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The answer to the delineution 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 objectives. There 

seems to be no reason why some type of goal-setting system 

measuring both subjective and 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 funong the 
Performance Dimensions 

A finding which bears consideration was the high 

intercorrelations revealed for both peer assessments and 

supervi~or assessments! among the nine 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 



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 the present study 

had not received training in the use of the performance 

appraisal instrurnent which incorporated several distinct 

dimensions of performance. If familiarity existed at all, 
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it was with the evaluation process as a whole gained through 

previous experiences using a more global performance appraisal 

instrument. Most likely assessor ~raining in the proper use 

and interpretation of the multi-dimensional performance 

appraisal instrument 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 them, 

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 more capable of accurately discriminating 

among behaviors classified under the nine performance cate

gories than were the peer assessors. In the very least, the 

peer assessors were no worse than their supervisors in uti

l~zing the appraisal instrument. 
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Integration of Peer Assessments 
as an Organizational System 
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Another factor for consideration concerns speculation 

as to what would happen to the peer assessments after they 

had been actually implemented in a real or.ganizational 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 errors, and self-serving motivations for 

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 omnipresent factors of evaluation spurred via the 

informal organization. 

Future research must examine the actual use of peer 

assessment fOl:· organizational purposes. This research must 

also trace the validity and reliability of the peer assess-

merit measures over time as they become 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 judgments ma~e across the 

nine performClnce dimensions were actually tapping 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 performClnce (~S 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 

many combinations of differing levels.of performance across 

the nine performance areas, these were not reflected in the 

actual assessments. 

The factor analysis of the friendship ratings ind

cated that each of the five variables was measuring a single 

factor, most logically some construct of social attraction 

in evidence between peer assessor and assessee. It was. 

unfortunate that only a single aspect of this complex phenom

enoh had been tapped. Initially it seemed that the five 

variables were independent and equal parts of what the peer 

assessors saw as friendship betwee.n fellow officers and cor-

.pora1s. But in reality they all were measuring some com

posite facet of attraction. 

Therefore, the present assessment ins'truments 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 police officer position (Love J .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 ~he appraisal 

instrument and proper assessment procedures I the assessor's 



conception of the position to be evaluated, and the asses-

sorts perception of the proper social relationship between 

fellow workers. 

Differential Relationships Betwe.en the 
Peer Assessments and Supervisor 

Rankings and Ratings 
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All the methods of peer assessment--peer nomination, 

peer ranking, and peer rating--revealed significant correla-

tion with supervisor rankings and ratings, which were infer-

ential measures of the validity of each method. Moreoy-er, 

for all three peer assessment techniques, higher correlations 

were observed with supervisor rankings and ratings than with 

the objective indicators of performance • 

. 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 significant difference in validity was 

observed between peer rankings and peer ratings. 

'The greater ~hferred validity of the peer ranking 

method may have been prompfe'd by its high degree of relia

bility. The reliability of the peer ranks was much greater 

than that of the other meathods 6f peer assessment. Since 

reliability sets the upper bound for the estimate of validity 

(correlation coefficient), the t ... lOresults are' consistent. 

It must be noted in regard to the inferred validity 
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of each method of peer assessment tha~ 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) 
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has centered on the calculatioft 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 ".,hen the validity coefficients of past studies 

are compared with those found in the present research. 

While leadership is an important factor in the job 
. 

of police offic~r, on the basis qf the task-based job analy-

sis, a leadership performance dimension was not warranted. 

Instead, leadership components were represented 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 which represented the validity of each method of 

peer assessment may indeed be constrasted with those studies 

which. have 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 p~esent 

investigation was the absence of any apparent biasing effects 

due to the social attract~on or friendship between peer 

assessor and assessee. Based on past research, it was 

-c 



hypothesized that friendship would affec~ peer nominations 

to a greater extent than ~he other pe~r assessment methods. 

This hypothesis implicitly stated that friendship would 

indeed have some sort of biasing effect on the inferred 

validity of the peer assessments. This expect~d 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 would 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 cOlnpared to 

the supervisor's judgments. 
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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 assessor and the 

peer 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 

significahtly influence the acpuracy of the peer evaluation 

process, as compared to supervisor judgments. In light. of 

the close contact among squad memberlp I which would imply 

close friendships, this finding is quite important. 

There was a difference, however, in the way friend-

ship was measured in the present study and as compared with 

.past research. (Hollanqer! 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 

n~minator) 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 technique 

discounts the reality that people have all "degrees" of 

friends, from mere acquaintances to intimate friends. With 

many types of friends, a continuous measure would seem more 

appropriate. 

Disregarding the measure of friendship at hand, the 

present study failed to support the notion that peer assess-

ments can be easily influenced by several social attraction 

.. 
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variables. Whether it was the method of ascertaining the 

degree of friendship between assessor and assessee in the 

present study that 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. 

The Relationship Between Peer Assessments and 
Number of Commendations and l\wards 

and Work-Related Injuries 

Conunendations and Awards 

Peer nominations revealed a statistically signifi-

cant and positive relationship with 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, it 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 department upon 

one's reputation within the organization. A& with most 

police· organizations, commendations and awards were received 

as a result of single incidents of distinguished performance. 

Along with the commendation or m'lard comes deserving praise 

through departmental announcements and media coverage. 

Bearing this in mind, the relationships with the peer assess-

ments become more easily interpreted. 
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The significant relationship between peer nominations, 

peer rankings, and peer ratings and the number of commenda

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 assessments 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 constrast 'vi th 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 oft 

friendship, most notably that of Hollander (1955, 195~) and 

Waters and Waters (1970), has utilized a reputation-based 

concept of friendship in ~etcrminingits imp~ct on the 

validity of peer hominations. Both researchers had subjects 

identify their f:-iends within the assessee group and then 
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examined the subsequent nomination scores accorded those 

individuals. It was likely that the determination of friends 

within the assess~e group was influenced by their respective 

reputation. Past sociological research has shown that it is 

pqssible to gain a positive evaluation in a group through 

association with a highly regarded other. Perhaps this 

motive played a part in the selection of "friends" in these 

studies. 

The present i~vestigation, on the other hand, uti

lized ratings of various aspects of the social relationship 

between fellow \vorkers. These friendship ratings did not 

directly tap the reputation of the peer assessee. Unfortun

ately, due to the small amount of re~:.earch docuIHenting the 

effect of social attraction on the validity of peer assess

!nents, no definitive statement ~egarding 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 contxast friendship with one's reputation. 

Work-Related Injuries 

Bearing in mind the scales used for the ranking and 

rating data, the negative relationship found 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 experienced 

more injuries. It would seem that if the job of patrol officer 

is performed at a.high level of proficiency, the officer or 
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corporal is more apt to find themse1f in situations where 

injuries occur. Moreover, the good performer would most 

probably put forth that extra 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), ~he reliability of peer ratings 

was poor when compared to that of peer nomination and peer 

ranking. Kane and Lmvler (l978) have suggested that peer 

ratings are generally ~ess reliable because of the possibili

ties of more disagreements in assigned ratings among peer 

raters. 

Moreover, certain errors \vere more probable 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 absolute standard of performance 

it was 'subject to additional inter individual 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 required all squad members to be 

assigned a rank, ~hus forcing discriminations. As no ties 
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were allowed, all squad members were distinguished from one 

another by their assigned ranks. Peer ranking, therefore, 

was not subject to the interindividual constant errors which 

may have affected the peer ratings. 

The peer nomination method, on the other hand, was 

also not affected by these additional errors. It forced the 

a~sessor to identify, and rank order only three high per

formers wi thin the t'otal assessee group, across all squads. 

No ties or repetition~ were allowed. Thus, peer nomination 

became, in effect, an incomplete ranking procedure. 

The inter individual constant errors in evidence with 

peer ratings \\lere not apparent in the peer nomination 'and 

peer ranking methods. This fact would seem to account, in 

part, for the reduced reliability of the peer rating 

technique in the present study. 

An issue which \\las only partially addressed by the 

present study concerns the determination of reliability 

estimates for each method of peer assessment. Kane and 

Lawler (l978) strongly advocated the' use of co'efficient 

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 estimate'is 

indeed the appropriate means of determining reliability for 

all methods of peer 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) performers, split-half or coefficient 

alpha eitimation of reliability can be appli~d to only 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 

assessee, the assessor is implicitly assigning a nomination 

score (most probably 'zero) to that individual •. Therefore, 

all members of the assessee group have ~een assigned scores 

by all of the assessors and should rightfully be considered 

in estimation of reliability for the method. 

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 r~duced 

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 rating. They indicated 

~hat peer assessment was not fair, accurate, liked'by them, 

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 fellmv worker in a bap light to lessen competition. 

The pe~r assessors, however, were not sure whether close 

friends would be assessed most highl~. 

As was presented earlier, not all persons asked to 

participate in the study did so. Thus, there m~y have been 

a bias evident within the reactions provided 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 assessment methodology. If so, these persons most 

probably \vould have supplied even harsher, more negative 

reactions. 



ClI1~PTER V 

CONCLUSIONS 

Proper Application of Peer 
Assessment !'1ethodologICS 

, . 
.J 

It was apparent in the present study that all three 

methods of peer asse~sment--peer nomination, peer ranking, 

and peer rating--revealed substantial degrees of inferred 

validity and reliability when used for evaluation of law 

enforcement officers. The m~gnitude 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 utilizing a method of peer assessment, 
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regardless of the setting, the inherent nature of the evalua

tive technique cannot be disregarded. That is, each method 

of peer assessment seems to be suited to different assess-

ment needs. 

Peer nomination, for example, is able to identify 

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 are allowed, the greater 

the number of asses sees who will be indistinguishable from 

one another and clustered into a single group. , The present 

study was an example of this happening. As such, peer nomi

nation would seem to be most appropriate when only promo

tional decisionB 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 

early identification of outstanding managerial or adminis

trative talent. Previous research has shown that early 

nominations retain their accuracy over time, up to three 

years. During this era where cost considerations make ~t 

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 ratings 

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 reliability of peer rankings 

reported in the present study. 

Peer rating, as with rating techniques in general, 

seems to be the most widely applicable method of peer 

assessment. That is, it is appropriatel~ used in many 

types of organizational settings to fulfill many assessment 

needs. The present investigation yielded empirical support 

showing the close relationship between peer ratings and 

supervisor rankings and ratings, upon which the valid~~y 

of'the method was inferred. SUbstantial reliability for 

the peer rating method was also re~orted. As a rating' 

method, 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 lAJorkers 

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. However, the 

peer assessment scores may have been influenced by a certain 

aspect of the social attraction between fellow officers. 

This conclusion is based on the close relationship between peer 

assessment scores and the number of commendations and awards 

received by an officer or corporal. One's rep'utation within 

the police agency, a.function of receiving awards and 



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 likely in evidence 

within the workplace. Those measured using a continuous 
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scale were contact on and off the job, liking of assessee, 

knowledge of person, and actual friendship. Yet, anotl~er 

aspect of social attraction was apparent in the significant 

effect conmlendations and awards received had upon the ~agni

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 wi thin t~e peer assessment instrument. ,. 

Thus, the whole ma't.ter of what constructs of social attractIon 

lend themselves -to the relationship a~bng fellow workers 

must be dealt with in future research. This issue is not 

only one which faces the impact of 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 

ratings were not discriminating among all degrees of social 

attraction. Future investigations 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 entire range of social 

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

The peer assessment methods were not unique in 

requiring the cooperation of the peer assessor,s to be 

effective. In spite of the documented negative reactions 

to all methods, the peer assessments were accurate and 

reliable measures of performance. In this regard, the 

present study portrayed the first systematic investigation 

into user reactions to peer assessments. Even though the 

overall reactions "iere 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 of the 

negative reactions evident in the present research could be 

traced to unfamiliarity with this approach towards perform-
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ance evaluation. Perhaps with contin~ed use, peer assessment 

would be regarded along with supervisor rating as a bona fide 

means of assessing employee performance. 

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, including supervisor, 

peer, and self assessments. With this in mind, the issue 

then becomes one of which aspects of performance should be 

measured via the peer assessment component. The present 

study did not fully address this problem as the same dimen-

sions of performance were used for both peer and supervisor 

evaluation. Ideally, peer assessment would utilize only those 



aspects of performance which are uniquely observed by 

fellow workers. The same would be true for both supervisor 

and self appraisals. Thus, each portion of the overall 
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T 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 ~ould be obtai'ned. 

Overall, it would seem that the time has come to 

consider peer assessment as a useful tool within a compre

hensive organizational performance appraisal system. Ohly 

through detailed accounts of such use will acceptance of peer 

assessment be improved. Research seems to indicate the 

potential usef'ulness of these three differ'ent methods of 

peer assessment. It is time this potential be realized in 

a real organizational sense. 
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\OlORK M"l'I'l'[IDF., GO OlJ '1'0 1'1\1-(1'5 D AND E. 

2 



103 

Jon Y.UU'tlI .... lll :1: -- U:·t. \'1 • ~1\1'.·t1.1,'JtiL (11" J.l\~ •• , "h r"-·I.II:JI~ :;', .,hH.It: 1 I.!, , ,\::0 'J l..' 'liN t'.'tJL!. hJ:l .. ''lt.O '1'1,.) 'I'll"; I~W 
-----.. -. i:,iloItCt:::t,m' rilr:':'I'IuN (PM'litH" I\IUU:::'l', ,'c:;'rll;,'{jll\';, t'le.), lIl'.'LUiIlIlG 'I'm; 1\I'I'LICI\1'WN m' 

PI'IOIl n{lJ!!i.!!.!:-__ _. ______________ _ 

KNOWU:IIGt: OF I SKU,L IN: AIIJl.ITY TO: 
I"we and rH'OCcclUrf!5 

po>lro! "roccdu!'(:lI 
IItak.!()ut £,locf!durf"'H 
inV'!!1t~'J'll1lJn prc'c~'chlt·t.'s 

fj.,ld i ntl'l'J'og"UO<l pwcedurcs 
"oli ce co,le 5 

fJroccdlu:CS [or rChlJ(,mcting to calls 
s'roccdul'(:5 for Iric"it-ifying olnd 

preserving eVl cl',!UCE' 

court proccdurt's 
log rncorcli nr; procecure!; 
exact booki ng procedut'es 
job jur9~n . 
pur}'o!>l! or roll call 
arrest techniques 
reporting ~nd docum~ntution 

requirements 
reporting and documentation 

proco:>dures 

ohucrv~\tion lt~chn'qucn 
couc'·~lln\l.'llt ,nntJ di~9;'i~t.: 
c)lc("~.il\rJ rc!:;irlC'n("'~!i and ~Iuild~nq!l 
houdl i n_j .1n.'rliuC'llt cloim/,,\oil.} lJ~vith.'lh.!(" 

rrcficrviug pC'rliu"nt cr\\mina,~. 
evidpnc~ ~ ~ 

search arod !-icizuj'c lcchlii·q.~1$ 
usc of physicdl force 
varioun sclf-deff..'n!ic t3ctics 
l1akin~ arrC!its u:ling mi rdmum fClrc~ 

NO!'UU;;'TION OF OFflCER.':i/CORf'OR.'LS IN DIs:rRIc'rs I & II: 
(l} ___ _ 

• • RJ\:.KING It • 

FIRST SECOND THIRD FOURTH I'IFTH SIXTII SEW:NTII EIGIITH 

(U;;C-;ssignCcIID NO. of squad Ulemucrs in spaces abo~ 

(as~ing of 1 - 9 in the!>e spaces) 

\I!;C nCCt~~:;lt r~' ! orcc up t 
extrf;o~;'c.: of tilkiflC) ,Jr~' 
Hfe 

sec' acUl('! y 
do eXlcnol'cI O!/~iI:rv~t iCh 
physically in1.erVl'IIc "',,; 

Itaint ... in/rc,;tore ord,·' 

(2) ___ ~ 

(usc 10 ll:J.) 

(3) ___ . 

NINTH 

(rAting should be made 'on the squ~d ulembet· directly above each rating space) 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
-1- --2- -.3--4--5--6--,--8--9 

HIGI! A\!ERAGE LOW 

EXAl-IPLES OF BElll\VIOP-'l OF OFFICERS 1-.110 ARE USU.\I.r.Y RATED "!lICH" ON JOB IQI0WLEllGF. 

Lets supervi!>ol' know ... hat happ',"s in court so that 
procedure!: may be altercd and the ... hole dcpal't
.~nt ~~y profit (rom his/her experience. 

Conducts an external search (frisk) under su~picious 
ci~cumstanccs with knowlcd~c of law5 permitting such 
Action. 

EXllKPLES Qt' BE!IIWIOPS or OFFICERS ~1II0 ARE USUALLY RATED "AVERAGE" ON Jon IQI00ofU:OC~ , 

Applies the precise law to a case, avoiding 
. Ambiguous or wrong charges. 

Reacts appropri utel y to the dl'p1lrtment' s non",l present,) 
of changes in procedural or legal matters. 

EXAHI'LES OF Bf:lll\VIORS or orrxcEr-s WIIO ARI-: USU.\LLY RATED -LOW" ON ~~ 

Has to t><l frequently remi nded o( the clements of 
the joh and personal conduct. 

F"ils to document location (by I'hoto, identification rna,' 
etc., or rccognb:e evidence ve!ele ",ovi ng it. 

3 
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--r.i:·I;i'rrr(j'ir.:"rW:~r~·:-:':,"·1'Jt* A:j~""i!:~a.::·J· ("'1' 'ri~1TIi'i'r"""J\:fJ) 'l',''':Uhi 1:;.L"1":~:;t,'(\· A~JU At·l'k')l'tti~c?fiU~t--· 
- -cn~~f'.uit~,:r·l t'!u-~l~!:;·~!.T..!.Y!1.~~1~1~~:~.:n·~ __ . _____ _ 

SKIU. Ill, 
dlucl'inlin,ltiw) tl·.,t'w"·~·l"n r.lo!1ni?~'cs 

that. al~ slglli r .. C.lnt "ntt 
ill:;i<Jf\lficiJnl 

~RU.I'l'Y 1'0, 
find and (,,11uw din'cl,.ont; 
f,ur~ul~ n loq i (;~l l inc nf iuqui J'Y 
nr«,J'lni 7L' lhflU\Jhl ~i "",t nl"lt(~r·i .. ll:.; 
accuf.,l(ly ~:I!~~~~; ~itu~tion~ 

d('tt'rrrd.n.· l"totJ..aLlc Ci\\Jfjl~ 

rEr.r.OIIAI. C"IIT\1v\C1't:R1STICr.. 
crelltivity 

.nill~·:dI\9 a ~itlFH'It1n, cit'curn-
I:lancf.!, or in\., Ht.·lit 

idcntif\'in'J crioll,l..!l c'Iitlenc(' 
reconctructing LI.lf(it. ... acchk'uts 
dctcctirl<J the 4\Cll\"i:.;('s and 

inlrllt oC jl\~liv!JJ·.tH 

.. 01 vu r~oh h'm" 
reach Ib~ i cal cond us ions 

========== -==========~=========== 

ri"~,-l ... kin<J 
d~clsivL!r.cSG 

cour"gc 

r;ornH,\'rr('t: Or' on'ICr:r.';jcoiU'LW,l.l.'; IN OrS'!'HtC'l':'; 1 & II. (l)~ __ _ (2) ___ ,--

(u.-c 10 tio.) 

------------------------.----------------------
~· .. B· .... * 

FIRST S£COllD 'l1IIRD FOURTH FU'TlI SIXTII S£VEIlTlI £IGHTII tllNTlI 

------
(3) ___ ." 

• * .. ''is'>''''·' 

= 
=---~.~.~.~.~c~.~.·.·.~----------------------------------------~.~.~~~T~l~l~~G~.;·----------~-------------------------------.·~·;;**c~~~~ 

. . ... 
--- --- (usc rating on-:: 9 inU,Cse spaces) 

(rating should be mil de on the squad mentb<lr directly above each rating space) 

/' i-O-;-'-j_O-.i-, -o--S-o-6-o-7-o-~-o-9 
HIGII AVE~C£ 

El'JIlolPLES Of' BEHAVIORS OF OFFICEFS WHO AroE USUI\LLY R;\'l'ED ~IIIGiI· ON Dr:CISIO:T-~"\KING 

)lakes correct/prOiler decision" of which hc is highly 
confident, even in difficult situatlons. 

Upon arrivill at the scene of a large tire, sees the 
need for additional help and calls for it to be 
dispatched to "pccific locations. 

EXlIMFLES OF BEHAVIORS or On'ICER.<; WilD ARF. USUALLY RATED uAVERJlGF." ON ~SION-~ 

Waits for assistance when it ill ilrpropl'iatc in order 
to handle a physical confrontation. 

Occaslonally has to con(f'r .Iith other officers concern 
the proper action to take in a given situation. 

EVJolPl.ES OF DElIAVIOnS OF OFFICt-:~'.S \0,'110 ARE USUALLY R<,,'l'F.D "J.o~~" pN DECISION-!';AKlNG 

Continues in high speed pursuit without considering 
the conscquenc(os, even though they nlay pe sever('. 

Approaches a car stopped for a traffic viola lion withe 
Af'Pl'Opriate s.,fety precaution". 
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Uhlll,II:,; IWIII l' " 1,111" " -- 1Itlll,I'I'Y 'I" ~;, 1j.':"'7i1ii""ii'1,j';~:ri:::':"j;i'ii:v:r;til)'11I ::(1, 'lUI IIIlU UflrIUlU/\llol,Il:I) I't.K,O:i:Il';I" 
-,-, '-:·ti~l.ili;ii;l. i:I'l:I;, II'i.: IItIll GIVIW; c:,IIl:!H:lk"ClVt: CIU1'H:n::-t, MtlTUi\1.. UI:CH:IUfI-HII"W;;, Mill '1'M:WG MI I:'~IJIII, 
_._ .... ~!!!'.~.!i . .2.!~'l.l!!!. ~~If!:.-'~~\'~. ________ . ____ _ 

'IIJ" 11t:l"CO,"m:,nl'o .. lrL',l ;:~ r (.'C)~pOl,.lCt.l of lhfttiC clcrtlcntn I 

l.Ill 1.11.... 1\' j : I'l:rnmllll, t'JI!,!lIIC"WIUSTIC'S: 
(l"xU'; I iti' w-:Jrk CIlI"l,~,.at i vrJ~' W L lh olhcr I'c:r:.:onrU"l 

Juto;rctct "Cf"ct h'd y IoIj lh 0111 LYI'''' ol 
.ocol,1e 

s(oll:dU\'.it~' tl> or'101ni::<:Uollal ljOul!l hJOlitical s<'lIsitivity) 
,..'''peet (or ilutl"" i ty 

)'IRST 

a**j,C·*** 

lO~'.,lly 

.,n~.Jt J"I\,) I conlrol 
!lnp.u'U,,1 i t y 

1I0:'.W,\1'lOH Of; On'ICElC.;/CORI'OAAIS IN DIS1'R1C'J'$1 & II: (J 1 ____ _ (2) (3) ___ _ 

(us-;;IDtio.T 

•• RhNKlt·h3 11 • 

SECOND 'l'HIRD . f'OUlrrll FU'TII SIXTII S£VEU'j'lI EIGIITH NINTII 

(usc rating 0fT"'- 9 i.n tiles\! spuces) 
(rating should be made on the squad member directly <tbove each rating space) 

. . . . ... . . . . . . .' . .' . . . 
1--2--3--4--5-' -6--7--8--9 

HIGH AVERAGE LOW 

EXA.'1I'LES OF BEHAVIuRS OF .0FFlCERS WIIO ARE USUALLY RAn:o "nIGH" ON pEALING ~lr'l'1I CO-WORK.f:RS 

Volunteel's to a"sist a fellow officer to:ho has a very 
heavy ~~rk load, 

Works IoIillingly i.n ansisting an officer who is having 
trouble adjusting to various duties. 

EXJ\MPLE~ Of' EElI,WIORS Of' OFf'lCERS ~n!0 1>.RF. USUALLY RATED M AVJ::MGE" ON DF:I\l,lNG WITH CO-WORl'.ERS 

8<mdles h1>; or her own share of assigned duties 
within his or her squad, 

Gets along IoIell Idth his or her c:o->:orkcrs and avoids 
annoying hilhits. 

EXAHPLES Of' BElI.WIORS OF OFFICERS ~:;IO AR£ USUALLY Jl.\TED MLOI-l" ON N:ALING !:!Fl'H CO-~IOIlKF:/lS 

Th"'urts "'Iuad productivi Ly b~' failing to share 
jnfc>nnation releva"t to relice hil::,u'ds and 
SUSl,ccts. 

Anti.lgonizes his sup;'rvisors o1nd fello .. ' oHic,",rs by 
starting rumors about them. 

--------------.--------~---------~------~----------------------------------------

I 
I 

! 
.j , 

" J 
t 
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-U:;.!(~T:i.lliT,7::ti·:-i;-r-:;:-:-i7[ii.r; JU ,'IIJ'! ,~:r.:6i;-.. m:h·I~':-i!~(J11ijTit~lli;Tr;\~Jr·j7~-M,iw,-f~iu;-;JiJllCiJ:S·;--
=~~Y',~~~IJ(i.[iIj!! !:.:.:!!~.:.~'.t~r:, .. ':'tJ,I . .!:~t!E::r, ... __ ",, ________ , ______ _ 

This I'('rfonnl\ncc ." •• ..1 iu COIRI",,'e<l o[ tlteOic C1ClIIflntll' 

::r.J1.I. III, 
drivlrl'J A [,.ltrol CiU' U!lr. or C'luil'"I1!1lt to c:oUt'ct ('vidence 
the unC" of , .. Al11"H, l,jru:.cularr., and the U~~ of wu.ll .... ms 

(,Itl.cr !il'~ci.'ti~:t~J t'quiI,mt.'nt t1.c u~c of tt.1(!jc contrul rquipru..&ot 
"""==='-~=~"'-"""'= ==:=-,-:-:;- =:-~,."":"~-"""":="<=,::-=:=~~.,.,. .... -.",.,,..,.,,.---=-==,,,-'" - . :::-=== ... ,.~ .... ,-n: (1) ____ (2) 

(U-s-c-I",O:-:cI."'\):-.7") 
(3) 

··,·s .. ··· 
FIRST SECOUD 'l11IRll FOURTH Flf''111 SIX'1'H Sf:VEN'11I EIGH'11J NIN11J 

------------~----.·~·~RI~~~l~·lUG··---------------------------------- ·*· .. c .. ·.,: 

(uscrating Of"i""- 9 in these spaces) 
(rating should be ,"ade on the squad ClclIlbcr directly above cach rating space) 

. . . . . . . .. . . . . . . . . . 
1--2--)--4--5--6--7--8--9 

HIGII AVERAGE 

EXllf.lPLI::S OF' DEILWIORS OF OFFICERS \,'HO ARE USUJU.LY R,\TED "HIGU" 011 USE OF' EQUIPHENT 

tlses night!.tick as a ·come-along" in such a manner 
so as to minimize injury to th~ suspect. 

Takes appropriate bL'cal:s in the use of the radio ,..hcn 
broadcasting lengthy mcssages/inforrnation. 

EXllf.IPLES OF' BEILWIOfS OF Or'FlCEPS ~:I!O 11m: USU,\LLY' R,\~'ED ~AVER.r,GE" ON USP. OF E9UIpm:NT 

Uses vehicle to appropriately prot.ect incident 
scene. 

Uses proper handcuffing procedur~/tcchnique so as to 
secUl'e suspcct, .dnimi"c discomfort, etc. 

E>':'\''lPI.ES OF BEH1\VIORS OF On'ICERS WilO ARE USUALLY RAn:D "LOU" Oll USE OF EQUrf':.!ENT 

Damages his/her patrol car by driving it in, areas 
... hich are not suited for vehicular traffic. 

Cannot meet departmental standards ("qualify") with 
weapon. 

, 
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Im(~Il,I:III:a: or, Slar.L lIl: rl:R:;nIllIf, ClI1.IlJIC'!'I:It1:::1'ICS: 
1l(,II~ilivi t.y 
ol'cn-nlin:l"dn('!:s 

thC' llcl::ic: t •. 'nctu of hU!I'I.u) l,.!h';vior 
!ml' .. t't. ur !,,'If on Cl~h"U; 
couu!;t:liruJ tct;hniqu'''I5 
qC'!OtJnlllhir. ,,'\t'C',1, 

c.: .... mrnunit'l ~h .. l\.:i,'l] ~.' .. : \~l~'\ rcrO\Jl'C\Hl 
.::.:=::.-=-:...::-::.=..;.::_.--..=-=:.-::-:-.. :: ... ::.===.:.....:..:~:-::--=:=:f':"-.. ~::.:.: .. : 

illt.crvic'''inlJ "nd ,~lu""tionin(J 
(,COI,lo 

couu!H!lihlJ itldivi'!iu,'ll ~ or groups 

===-_. 
NO:llW\1'lC.':: or OI'flCE~::;/C, :lPClkM.5 iN DI51'f.tlC1'S I r. 11: (1) ____ _ ( 2) --::-::--:7::-:-' 

(usc 10 NO.) 

(3' ___ _ 

---•• ;-;~ ... -:.-;.:-----------------------.-.-R.-'-r;K""itiG;I---------------------· .. -;-;;;u ..... · .. , 

FIRST SECOlm TIIIRD • FOUHTII Fu"m SIX1'11 SEvr.tI111 EIGIITh NINTIf 

/ 
--/:-

··RA1'lNG·· 

(us~ing 00-:- 9 .111 th""c spaccs) 
(rating should be made on the squad member directly ahov", each rating space) 

.- . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
1--2--3--4--5--6--7--8--9 

HIGH AVERAGE LOi'l 

EX1I.'U'LES O~' BEIIAVIORS OF OFFICERS 1.110 ARE USUAI,LY RATED "HIGH" 011 DEALING I-1ITII TilE PtmI,IC 

~~kes him/herself knowledgeable of the type and 
location of bu~in~5s~s in a~signco area. 

Does not let improper reaction of the l'ublic dictate 
his/her behavior. 

EXAHPLES ot' BElIAVIORS 'ct' OrFleERS 1-0110 ARE USUALLY J!J\"ED "AVERAGE" ON DEI,J.ING WITII 'l'II!:: PUBLIC 

Is patient with a citizen he or she has contact 
~ith. 

Tells a traffic violator specifically why he or she 
has been stopped to avoid an argumentative situation 

ElUII-IPIJ':S OF nmllVIORS OF ot'FICESS 1-.110 ARE USUALLY PATED " LOH" ON Dr:;,LING Wlnl TlIF. i'tmLIC 

Creates a bad impression with citizenn he or she 
comes in contact .. 'iUi by being abrupt and 
insensitive. 

Unintentionally creates <III uncomfortable si t.uation fot' 
a victim of crime by nlakjng unnec'.!ssary conuncnts or 
telling ·",ar stories" within earshot. 

7 

I , 
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SKIJ.l, IN: AIlll.n"Y '1',': 
c;o""'I('tin9 rCl'c)I'ltl ilCCLlldtcly folIo',' :.lImpl0 ane\ c:nn'I')I!x or"l c()rll'rchcnel and nr1Cmhcr wd t ' 

irl';t JUl. t lnlm 
communiC',1t" ill wrlttnl] 
C:OII.~"'lUdl::,t.e Vt!r!..,11y (ol·nl1~·) 

'(.]10'- !liq,le "ml cum!,],·y, wd ttCri 
in:'~l\lCljoIHl 

, Ilh.lh'r j ill G 

C(Jllll11"4·hl.mc1 qU~.t;LionB. 

!.ofh"'.' jn (l1.1hlic 
\~y.pl..l.i n proccdurl!i!; vcrt,.,ll y 

(orail y) 
eXpl-C!;S motlr.rdtcly cnn1l'lc)( iJCC\5 cKl'lilln chilrge5 

recall allel ~cord ,,:ork nct i ':; 

t;OmrU.TION m' OI"~'ICCI':-;/COiU'OHAl.s ]II DISTRtCt'S I ,II: (1) ___ -' (2) (3) ___ , 

(u!"~ ID NO.) 

---.-ir.aiTi-• 

}'lRST SECOIlD 'l111RCl FOUR1'lI FIFTU SIX'l11 EIGIITlI NINTH 

(ii'SCBs5ign~ 110, or squad members in spaces abol!e-)-

---.-t**c •• *~.'------------------------------------------I;r~YflNG~T'T.------------------------------------------~I~i~.~.rrc .. *;~ 

(use rating ~- 9 in these Sl'~ 
(rating should be made on the squad nI"l:\ber directly above each rating space) 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
1--2--3--4--5--6--7--a--9 

HIGlI AVEW\GF! 

EXlI.!'.l'LES OF llEHAVIOP.s OF OFFICERS "HO ARE USUALLY RATED "HI Gil" OU CO~C,!llNlCATrON 

Srcaks clearly and concisely with ",,,ll-thoulJht-out 
ide.1S h:hen lflstirying in court, speaking to 
fellOW officers, etc.) 

lias abilit.y to conununicate effectively at th<:! appropria·. 
educational level. 

~l(!JoIPI.ES OP IlE!Il,VIO!;S OF OFFICERS h'HO ARE USUI\I,LY IWn:D "AVEItl\GE" ON ~~'l7~ 

Uses accep~uble !lent<:!nce structure and grammar j,n 
~Titt('n reports, CoUm,inl] a l~.gical order of 
pr~nentalion. 

Recognizen and notes informativ<:! items necessary for 
proper job perCo~1t1aIl.::e. 

EXJIIoIPLES OF IIElIAVIOl5 OF On'ICERS 101110 ARE USUAI.LY RAt'ED -LCX-I" ON Co!;!,':!mUCATIOIl 

lncludc~ incorrect gran~ar and incomplete· sentences 
1n his or her Ioo'rill:cn rCI'Orts, making them 
~xtrcmcly eli ff icul t to underntancl. 

Creates ccnfusion by lack of c!f,~rt and abili ty to 
cOllVOunicate clearly and con<,i!lcly (in eXl-lainin,] 
charg"!l, procedures, etc,). 

8 " 

i 
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--in:!. I fll'" i:i1;:-:::--t;j.;p0mr"iTi-:-GTT:lJi:,ii"'r;:,,:j;;:.i1l ',\tI~:i-:;!;'j.'i"i'iIITI:;';I1:i':i';i 1'um: .--;;r.c:t:'iPj;;;ilcI:: 01' 1<1 ::iI'CW; IIi'ii7Y;r-;:-ruNclwr!r ;': 
=!Jjj5~!~.T..f!]J~}'~:;!i~'::::!.~I!!.!,rct!I:"Ir::\· III AI.'. [Jr:'I!,,!,,:'::".~~· .• ~~~~:.._. __________________ _ 

Thill IlCrformanc" ... r" ... .ill coml'05cd of throB" "lrm"nt,,: 

Allll.l'l"a' 1'0, 
control own cn1nt.lolln 
Glclinldin cum(l\)!tun" in lhe ((,ee of 

anl"90nistic '1Ut-:;t ions 

1'1:R.>ONAI. nIlIl,",,('1I:IITf>TIC:;: 
atrcso tfJl(~l·.\I\Ct~ 

r~silicnc(' 

rcr~cvurnncc 

del'en(l.1h 11 i ty 

----_._--_._--------,------------_._------ ::======~====~:::: ... ·iI···· NONlrlNl'lc:r Of' ornCI-:I;5/cuIWOIl."'~' 111 DI:=;'l'kICl'S I "11: (1) 121 (3) 
~ ----- IU~-No.T 

• ____ «rNJ~ ............. _~ ............. _. -; ~'R:~Kii~G'T* .... "' .. N<-------... ... -.--.. '---------·-~-:·-.:~-·-U-·-·-· 
l'~. ,";,' 

F.IPS,. SEco:m TIIlRD "OUR11! f'If'11! SlY-TIl SEVI-;lll'll ForCIITII tUll'rH 

----..~.~.~.~C~.~·.~.07.--------------------------~.~*kATlt~:v~ .•••. -------------·~--------------------------~.~.t·c'~~ 

lusc-r.>ling of 1 9 in the~e spaces) 
(rating should be made on the squad member directl~' above each rating space) 

. . . . . .. . . . . . . . . . . . 
1--2--3--4--5--6--7--8--9 

HIGH AVERAGE 

EXAI':PLF.S or BEIIAVIORS 0:' OITICERS WIIO ARE USUALLY RATED "II!GH" ON RE:r.IlIRILITY 

Remains in assigned area, treating public he or she 
comes in contact with in a courteous fashion 
whilc dealing ... ith the ha;:ards of police ... ork. 

Recognizes police ha;:ards in his or her assigned arca 
and t"kes repetitive action until it is resolved. 

EXANPLES OF n~:llAVIORS m' OFrICERS 1,110 ARE USUilL!.'{ RATED "AVERAGE" ON ~~ 

IlnIIlediately a{'plies minimum alnOUnl of physical 
assistance/force in order to subdue a fighting 
suspect. 

Reliably ret:ponds to all assigned calls ",ithout cem"l" 
or hesitation. 

El(AJort'LES 00 llEIIAVIOPS OF' OFFICERS WHO ARE USUALI.Y RATED "LOW" ON REI.IlIDIUTY 

~ermits his or. her effectiveness to deteriorate 
as a result oC 105i"g control of his or h.:.r 
~mc>tions. 

Stay!! "out of service" to avoid getting Ii late cal):: 

.' 
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.------------------------

I'EMOrl,\L CIIMU\C1T:RI fin cs : 
iml'ilct 
pt"r!io:till aJ'I~lIlrnnc~ 

int<'<Jrily 
t;cl!-("onf i~~!!£_' __ 

---:--:-:---:-:-_. __ .-.. _--------_._--- .-.-~------.--------------.--- -----_ . 
.... ".... Nllmrl .... l'H .. :1 01' OF'I'H:l:I$/CUI:,I'Olll.I,:.i IN Ill:>'ik1(.'1'$ I "11: (1) P) (3) 

(u:'e 10 1l~',1 

· .. ··0··· .. 
FIRST SECOND TIITRD f'our:m 

"Mm:IIlG" 
i 

FH'TII SIXTil SEVElll'lI ElellT.1 NBml 

---:.:-:.:-:.:-:.:-:C:c.:-.:-.:-.-:----------------------:.:-:.-:r.:-:-:Nr~r"Il:-:G:-:.:-:.~-----------------------·:-·*.7Ci·;j 

___ _----so 
(un., 1'ating of 1 - 9 in thene spaces) 

(rating should be lltade on th~ squad nlo>mber di1'ecLly above each ratilig space) 

i--O-i-'-j-'-' -4-'-5-'-6-°-;-'-8-'-; 
BIGlI AVERAGE UM 

EXAMPLES O~' BEHAVIORS OF OFFICEFS 1-.110 "I".F. USUALLY RATED "HIGU" ON DE~lEA!IOR 

Insures that his or her palrol car. cquipm~nt anu 
~rsona!. appearance elect high st~p;dard5 \>:itllout 
rem.\!:ders, 

Isn't affecleu by peer or public pressure to comproml" 
his or her integrity, 

EY.AI-IPU:S OF BEJIAVIORS OF Ol'FICEP..3 ~nIO ARE USUALLY RATF:D "AVERAGE" OIl DE~n;ANOR 

Takes appropriate ace ion on police c,,"lls for service 
in absence of direcl supervision, 

Requires occasional reminders to ft1ail1tain proper slanl 
of appearance and conduct, 

EYJlMPLES OP BEHAVIORS OF OFFICF:PS ;"110 Am: USUALI.Y RATED "LOI-l" ON lJr.m:ANOR 

Is loud and boisterous. and on frequent occasions 
is disruptive due to inappropriate com:':lents, 

Uses his or her position for personal gain, 

-------------------------------------------------------
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.. . . 

MII,lTY '10, 
, be objlJct 1 VI' 

C"xcrci!a.' c.1incloctioh 

1'r.1~'i()IIf1L C!I;,I'At'TI-:ltl [,'1' J ~:n, 
Jr.otiv,lt Ion for i.'UJ k. 
c'ncrqy 
eiU'c~r ClmiJition 
desh-" Cor sdf-lmpl'O\·er.mnt 
ind •. ,.enrlt:'uc'\! 
inl t.i iltJ ve 

o 

111 

~'o:lllu,irc:io~' OFFICBP'::;/COl'..!'ClllJ\L..C; 'Ill III STRIC'I':; I , II: (1) ____ _ PI (3) 
(useliJi:iO:"i 

•• RAl>K1I1G·· tt. 'H.-

FIRS').' SECOllD TillRD FOURTIl FIFTII SIXTII SEVl::II'l'H EIGlI'Il1 NINTH 

----.~.-.~.-C-~.~.-.~.~------------------~----------~.~.~RA~~~'I-II-G~·~·~--------------------------------·*t~c~j 

(uscrating Ofl- 9 in these spaces) 
(rating should be made on the squad member eh,.,ctly above each ratin!J space) 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
1--2--3--4--5--6--7--8---9 

UI::II AVERt\GE LOW 

EX.>.MPLES OF BEHAVIORS or OFFIC~;RS Imo hRE USUflLLY RA'l'ED "HIGH" ON WOF¥. ATTITUDf: 

Seeks additional educiltioll and tnlinin!J fror,l sources 
Available to him/her (educational institutions, 
within the1 department, etc.) in order to improve 
his or her efficiency and effectiveness. 

Stays abreast of crime trends in his or her area of 
responsibility and initiates corrective/preventi",_ 
actions. 

!:Xl\1oU'U:S OF m:Ilf1VIORS Of' Or'FlCERS ~1II0 lJ(£ USUl,LLY MTED "AVEH!\GF." ON ~~UDE 

Makes llll effort to perform his or her duties 
within cJcpaz:tmcntal l'ulc5 and regulations in 
th~ oost intere'it of 'the public. 

Generally establishes priority of activities during 
his or her nOrAlal tour of dUty. 

EXA.'1I'LES or IU:Il,WIORS O~' OfTICERS WIlO ARl-: USUhLLY MTED -LOW" 011 "ORK A1'J'ITUll['; 

Lets outsirle interests and activities interfere 
with his or her pn,duction on the job-. 

Only 'loes throll'lh the motions of the job and blamC!s 
others' f;uccess on luck of politics. 

II 
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10-31
0 ~1 :-; :>;; = ''= ~ 8;0 (fl t=3 t" 

~ >-3t11 
::::~ >-3 
t'= >-3 --, 

I ':l 

PoO'"" r.:1..!ch cO!1tact do you ha· .. e .... i th this 
person OF!;' TEE J03? 

1.-none ~-very 2-so:ne .i-quite 
at all~ little; cO!1tact~ a bit~ 

.2,-a great 
deal. 

Ho'''' r:tuch contact do you have with this 
person ON T~E JOS? 

1.-no:1e .?.-very 2-so:ne .i-quite 
at all~ little; contact~ a bit~ 

.2..-a great 
deal. 

I !!o .... • ·..;e1l do you :C;C;'l this person? 
.l-no~ ~-not 2-so~e~hat~ 

at all~ very ''''ell~ 
.i-fairly .2,-extre:!lely. 

""ell: .... ·e11. 
How well do yo~ LIKE this person? 
!,-strongly 3:dislike: 2":'nei ther like 

dislike~ nor dislike; 
~:~like: 2,-strongly 

Eke. 
Is this perso:l a FRIE~;D of your.s? 

.. 1:-cQuld never ~-not a l.-r.:erely an 
be :!IY friend~ friend: acquaintance 

.1.-is a ~-is one of 
=. I =!:ie!1c; ny best f~~.e!"!~s. 

~-------
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1/1 CI ~J 1/1 al ~J r.: . .... ~l .... .,~ .aJ -,f GI .. 

~ III 1/1 
.I' ...... Q ~ ·,1 .Q .>t- Cll ~l 'U 
~ ':J :J ..... v. r.: r: v' III v' III .. >t rl 'M >t~ G' or: ~J -5 ~J 

(\0 ~l rl (\. rl (\0 r~ III .•. ~ 
~J r: C\J Cli r: ~ 1/1 t~ (I " ~. 

1l0~'l \·IF.T.I. YOll l:JIO\'l TIlO:';P, NOmllTl'l'I.:[ ·ri .. I. o ,r: n 0 Cl.J ·,..t ~I ~, tl' ~ I 'I, 
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·"·'l'l\RT E···· 
OPINION SECTION 

AHswr:1! Till: FO~W':l~:G t'l'r;~Tto~~:; IlY PIJlCIllGAlt :!: II! '1111': 

A"PI-!OH.IATC nox ~\) ,'m: I!J :;:rT Of' "111: QUk:m'ION 
.' 

I Ol'lfllWS Jtf:GI\PIJll:G "11[: !!.Clm.!!~~ J>/IOCt:[lUItJ:: 

, 

I (1) 1:115. S:/f.lcc\ hl'lmin", t j n'J i .. ll ...... Ott,leers ur Corporal!.) is 
II C.l; r W"Y tn l'1Jte l., ... , en fuc(;('I!lC'nt l)~r!ion"el. 

i - -
(2) 7 like thl!l ""Y of rilt..inq people. 

i 
(3) liith this s}'stem 1,('oplc ... ill no;ninlltc utlly their closest 

frjcndn. 

I (4) Thi!l :;yrotCr.l >d 11 ,)cn"1ratc too mueh C~I::1pcti lion bet .... een 
I Orf; eur,: nnd CorpC,tr.:lln who wo~k trl)"thcr_ ! . 
I (5) ',:lth lI,is !:YHlcm, t\lo:;l [,,,opl e ,d II nOi~ainatc poor 

JH'''clotf:1crn in c.r\lcr to )C"S3C"'n th!! COr.I~C ti ti on ,:h"" they 
j lire cOOlJ?nrcd to tt,e bette!: pcz.:!ori;t~rc. 
L ,~ 

! (G) This ~ystcrn >'-;13 rrovl d'O an accurntc ind';.eatio" of a 
; }lOrson's a!liH ty to pCl.'iClrt:l lilw cnf~rcc~~nt work. 

1 
(7) 1'hi~ sy,:t"r.l .. lIouId be uscd~",s cne ",ay of deddin!! "'ho 

,.lIould he pr.o~ot!!d. 
I 

I OI'INIW!; ru:CARDlt:G '1';$ ~!:!9. PROCf.Dm:r:" 

(1) ~'his s}·:;t,er.l (!'ilnki,,'J feUo'" Oifie(,T:: or Corpor"ls) i!; 

II fair "'ay Lo rdtc law enforcement pcrsor.ncl. 

, 
! (2) I like this "'"y of ratin'J pcople. 

-
(3) With 'this SystN. people will rau7; highly only their 

i closest friendS. 
• 
I (4) ~'hi!; s:;:;tem "'ill gcnerate too t'mch (:o~pctition be:t:.\o.··.,!cn 
i OfHeers and Corporals who \lork together. 
I 

(5) r"nk hi'Jhl}' pc>:>r 

I 
tlith this !:.ynlcr,l, nY.lst people will 
I'~r.rormnrs in ordC'r to lessen the corlpctition ",,'hen they 

j 
ere compared to the hetter perfClrL1e!rs. 

r (G) 'Iili!; .. ysLen "'ill p,l'ovirlc .1n c1.CCUt· .. ltf.' jriclieation of ." 

I pcr:;on's ",,'>il it)' to I'erfonn lil\{ enf.orcement work. 

I 
! (7) ~1ti!; £ystt~:n !.liOlllc1 be! used as on~ \lily of decidinq who 
1 r.houtd be pro:r.ot('d. 
I , 

0.,l1'10:IS F.J::G!.r-nING 'l'I!E ~I~lG PROCt:OU/:r; 

(1) Thin :'l'StCt3 (r,1tillg f"lIeu Offic('r5 CorpOl'al s) is I 01' I!. 

1 fair "'ily to r .. te 1"· ... cnrorcc~nt J1crntmncl. 
1 

. (2) I like thi!i W;1Y of rating f'eople. 

r (~,) "'ith this "Y5tCr.l pcople will ratc h.i~hly only thcir 

: elo!:c!;t r.ricr.d", 
< ~ , 

(4) 1'h15 r;~·!:t"Dl ,,'111 l 
gcne-I'all' too r:mch cOC1lI:elition hl!!.\o:ccn 

OC!lccr!l "rid Corl'or~ls who work together. 

(S) tilth this s~·!:tcra, mont I'eople will I'nte h i 9hly !JOOr 
JlC.rr()r&n~rs In ol"c..II~r to It.!~ticn the competition when they 
arc c:onlp.lr~d to the better performers. 

. -
(6) 'l'hi:; s),stC';:\ "'111 provlclc an aC'CUToltr. i n.1i C,l ti on of A 

I'crr.on'. "bility to .-"rCo,,,, 1 Ill'''' cnfOl'c ... tn~nl wark. 

(7) "his £ystf'l:l t.llCluld b .. \I!ie:! II!! onc w_.y e.,{ c1ee1dln9· who 
r.hnuld b" r.ro;,'1..'t,"d. - ----

M'TER YOU "liVE emIr 
l' ROVI [11;)), G 1 VI-: 1'1' '1 
'1'0 KEVIN l.OVE. 'l'!':ST 

J.E'l'I:ll PbH'l' E, PI,I\CE ,\I.L :.IM'l·: It lli,l.!~ INTO 'I'IIE ENVEI.DI'I 

'0 YOUH ~~QtlIiD f,UI'):HVU;OR. m; IH!.l. f,I-:ND IT rHl-:EC'rr IY 

VJ\LIJ),i1'~()N mVl SloN, CIVIl. ~rl:VIC:I~ • #50, '1'11 HOUGII 

" 'l'lm IN'l'I':H-DI:I',\H'l'NI~NIIiL HAll,. .' " .' , Of' I,' ., " PI,I.A •• I. hLlllrm 111.1. HMI."lAI~,I. 
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VIII V 0·' J" ,. ... ) ., ~I i" (,'J n· 
In ~' ~I .. ',1 r: l; d ). )' ·1 ~, .. (l -: "1 II 
f,l(l Fl (.' f, I.., '1 ;oJ ; 'j 0< 11 1'1 

fl .. 
'" ), 

'1 
f:l '1 

plae" ->:" In box) ---
--
---' 

1- -

1---
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_~~·~""''''''.'1-~~~·P¥·7~'''''~;ol.. 
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APPENDIX 2 

Supervisor Assessment Instrument 

, 
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1 W ;'J'I\Uc.:'J' J ('I I:; 

IU 1'1\ "'!' ,\ O:l ';'II!: T'CJ!,I,Il\'!JI:(; 1'11(;1;, !'OJ·: TilE j'] IC'J' 71i:r:r, 01' 1'1·:I!!'(jJ;.':l.I:CI·:, REM) WIIJ\'I' .101' Kr:U\';U:I)(";t·: 
I!:. IIO';'!! 'Jill: /lEI' J iII 'fIOiJ i,l:1) 1\1,1, 'l'ill; J:L1'::·H;N'fS (t~Wi''':J.'·:II(;E~;, ~;I~J Ll.~;, 1\lHl.T'l'll:':', lI'i:·!)"i;J::I.;:~(;:jiL···' 
CIII\I~',("l'J :Hl :';'.1'1 G,) • 

----_._._._---------- .._-------------

J~O~l ~·ii!/J~ yetI i\R.i~ Ph!·iJ.1,T l.~ \:1 'j'ii 11', !t.: Pl:H~'t 'I:"U\NC}': 1'.l~Ei\ (n·' Jon Kn01,'n I~~r,(;)~, 'rill' HK OF' 1\ l,TJ 'riiE 

O;''i'lCI:I\S l,N]) t:C.'HI'(1j::"\l.,:; .!!L.':::~~I:.(.,~;(.:;.I,:\!~. I:Y CCi,,:i'j.J:J.;!C 'rm:r.l-\i'0'lj-c';;,:(;, Ail,";ill,.H . .l~V-l:~ 'ri:m1 j"HO:·I 

FTf:::'J' (18'J') 'J"11 J..',:.;'J' ]i~ I';,,{'\' II. [':':'~5:.~.,~I}~1:,,:,~I!.'.'~:!'.l,~!:~I:?:L~'lI,E .. !.!.,:,:·;;~l,~:::~. us).'; WIX 'J\Il~ H> :,:1ij',r:I:: 
0)' 'j·ln: j'l:l~:('~~ YOU 1,~tJ; Ll\.N:~J I~\.-; (Fi.ltJ;::) 11: P,\L'j' F). (Ii: SO:'E():ig !!j.~:; I!Q. ;\f;SI(;!\!}::U 11) N!J:;'3EH, I:Dl' 
.Jo.lhlit 1!1\:4~'~, D~~1·1.r~'J'1l·::JJ'r4\L hJi.':K, hi~l) !):~\lJi:!) :lLJ:·jJ~!:.:H) 

J:EHr:nm~R, 1,-l\,Nl: )'0,1:( ~;QiJlID !·;r:l'::.·I:n.S Oi~ lIml \·1P.l..L 'l'tI};\' DISPJ.iIY !;"I!:, TilE El.Ej·m1;TS OF ~c:r~.J:r\'::\:'~~:lJ':::,. 

TillS fl.t.Nial~G mr.J. O!lLY APPLY ~'O ~t!'~:':r,E!~,~J~, IW'1' TO l\I.l~ ~m~ AI:>j':J\S OF f't'T'J"f)l~ll\H:::l':. 'j'iiEj\.i; 
CII!'; 111': NO 'l'J ES 1"'01' II!'!).' It\j·:K. 

--':.-..-----------.---~.---.--.. -_ .. -_.- ---- --.------~ .. «'1:i*C 1d,*1: PJ\R'l' C -- RATING 01-' SQUAD l-lEHDEHS ****C1.1.-J.t: 

AFTEI{ J\U, SQUAD HEHDSRS lIAVJ;; m:E!'; r~,1\I~KED ON .100 Kt·!()\~r,EI)GE, yOU J\HE I'-LJ\DY 1'0 W\TE 'l1lE3g !'iN-ill 

r'EOPL'l::.' 

JmllD '1':Il': HEJlilVlOj~\1'J l~Xi\i'U)r.J.::~i l\':n C!I I.pi-Elm 13E1,c':l 'l'm~ R"I'fJNG SChJ"B mf 'J'i/1~ Pl\GE. l'l:lES~: lULL CI\" 
)'OU id~ JDBII OJ;' 'l'ilf: KIIWS OJ-' J(ln J;IKJ~\r,Eli:;E nElli\\'JOH ImICII lIW~ C,')~.sIDBm:D "llIG:I," "l'.VEH,'\GE," ;:,I! 
"LO;'I. " 

NO',~. ~'l'.Kr; 'l'llE (,:,'I:'lCEH O!l ('(JP.r·~W.Jl.L YOU l:i\I~KED J\~: l-'Ir.ST (18'j') O~ iJOI3 !,;.}K"\'ILE!~~.' R~.'l'r:: Tm\T 
l'F.HS01! I.!; '1'0 !!O;'i \':J-;!JL HE on. SHE nrSPlJ,Y5 1\1,[" Er,E:,:r:N'J'S N' ~rCln K'l()\':r,[:D:~E ON 'l'UE JOB. TO J:'YrE 

1>. l)F.l!!'~OlJ lISI': 'fill: ~1"},OIil'l' SClIl.,r; \'lIIC!/'l\!'I'El\i~r IH 1'1IR'l' C. 1I~~': J\NY ·\'iIlOl.!:; Ol~ 1Il'.U' :-lllHT:ER ON l'ilE 
~Cf~LT'; 1"1\0:-1 1 ~'O 9 (~aJCJl l~S, J. f ],.5, 2, ~.!!, l~'rC.) • 

rJWl~1\'l' 'l'IIF. l:.t\TlH::; PHOCEflllHJ': FOH l-:l\CIl S~!l1,l\D /·:;mllER YOU nl!l~KED IN I'J\RT n. 

A!?';I:R CO'!PLETJNl': PAR';S A, H, MID C FOR JO!3 KHO~';LEDGE; RJ::f'EAT 'i'HIS EN1'IRE l'ROCRDtlP.-':: (:Oll~":S 
A, B, lIrm C) FOR 'l'lIE RJ~~IlIINING EIGHT AREAS OJ? PI~'llINCE. 

1 
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., 
--,-~';iiT:.:::~;':-I.-:-:-l:T.Vl1Y,:,~,:r;; ~((jj:I.:;::::::-rr.7";:'~iil::7J\-r:i~·:T.:::/Tii7'1;"7i7·7:~~~·w··iiil.""r~.[ 

---•. , .... , 1.'.III)'':'1.'!::::'' I':':,(,,~ 11..:: (i ';.1'! "II •• loU,::;!:')'. 'I'I:!;" JI"{Il,'., I."e.), 111':1,111111:1: 1'111: 1II'I·/.I('t.'I'1(I:: 01" 
_______ "1;15~1\. :jl:,:,! :!,I!!(:.:.., •• _____ .. ______ ~ __ • ___________ " _______ _ 

KUO~,·t.l::)~;:: (n": f;1:lJ.I. ] I:, "utl.n'Y 'HI: 
): • ...::; ",,<1 1"'Ul'l':hlrc':: 
J'Jt t 01 l·J'r'l·t·\~\lJ·t::: 

!;\ t"1l~pri\tt prc..,'( rhlrt.'~t 
:J.!\·,·~l i',:." ic.1\ r~r')r:c.·'h1!(·~ 

o21~\'J'\,\"'ItioJl t(~c11=d(!uc!f 

c:(H.t·(:,·'lll ... ·Il~· .'111..1 elj ::'Jui!;(" 
c-t1C:rJ:i IH./ '(':') 1l,'lIt,,:; nll:1 hili 1cU nC):: 
11iI1I(1lillC) !,'~l'ljc''''llt, c','i:::J/!;\1 "vldl!l\cC 
1,f.·!.lir\'] 1;q r.\~J·t i H .. ·ul' "lJ,r.linul 

u!;" nc:c('"!'!;'ITY fc)'!","C' liP t· 
"~"~t r<'~:',' (.Ir l;,\,i 1.'./ ,lllr,' 
Hfo 

soC' aculely 
fit,} ,1 ;1.lc.lTca'J"lioll I·l'c:..:.'dul< r. 
)'~ .. l j ,.,~ ('IJiL.:!; (·vi clelle'.: 

do c):l,"ncl'.'tl nh::pr":;:l io:~ 
J,hynic,l]l}' llll<'::"','I'" .1:,'. 

l'lO:':C'c.h'1\·". fClr 1·1.:.!,\"1,: .. !jr~q te, (',11)=j, 

llrot.:c(hll (:. !(.,)" j {',.'ul i fj'i fly ;\:.:1 
!;(!;n'(,.'h :ut:l :.,-.5 ~~\11 (' t ... !c·!I·d <Juc·!; 
u:.c o[ 1'1::,':, i ".11 f Cll'('C 

III<1jlllld,II/!'t1:,ton' orr!.', 

)'If:H··r'lj l!tJ (:vjt'''.!.h''~ 

C~\lrt P)·()~t'dur(· ~ 

v,n' j en.I!' :.l'l r .. t!c· f \':I\'.~ til('li.c:n 
aaal:ill,) ;lrn,!;lI: \WllIl) l:lillillllUiI fClrce 

10;' )'cr.:c,nli II'; 1'1 OC,,:.JI'C S 
(lx;.c:l ) IO~I~:j n'j };l:Oc..( ~ul'cr: 

l"lJ j:Il'!:OIl 
l'IH'PC,"" (,[ 1'011 call 
ilr.·C'!:l t(ot'hnl CJ\h~5 
1'('porl ill'.! ;lIlcl c1;:';;'l'!;(;r.tation 

J'CC~ulJ'''''r:cnl H 
rel",,'t.inC) and clu(!l:~lcnlat.ion 

J')'()c('(hac'~ 

."'11 .... ., .. t 

--_.----
... " 81: "1. 8 '. 

}'IIt5'l' Sr.CO:lD 'l'1Il.!'J1 FOURTH l'II"Til 5J>:','. SEVf.NTiI JaGU'rJI Nll:'.l'lI 

---------.. "i-:: ••• & ·-------------.. --;-;-.,0 .Cl"; 7 . 

(\I!;~i J\~ of)"":' 9 j nt:t;;,;;'c ::P;\"r.:ct:) 
(1"" l i ny c-IIoul.<1 ~~ InJ:,l.:' 011 the Mlu~d tlt'I'll,,'I' cJ j rcctJ y ~hlW\' o;Icll rill i 1l<J !'l'ilCC) • 

• __ 0 __ ' _____ - __ ' __ - __ 0 __ ' _____ - __ - __ .. - __ - __ ' __ ' __ " 

l' ~ 3 4 !> C. 7 8 9 
111(;11 

J,('t:; sUj"'t·l'vi:°(.l!' kno;, Wh:lt h."'Ii'i"'\,!lln in C'f'lU,'t !~O \ h .. ,t. 
)1),\)c:,'(hu',-:.: •. \,"'Iy }I\l 111li':·t,·d ,i·thl th~' ""hulu t1('l'':'l'l

"'~I\l 1;1.')' l'l'ofit, fro:~ Iri!o/h~l' l'xi ~'rhl\.C:'~, 

1I1'1'1"!~ tI", I'\t'd!." la',/ \" ., ",11'(', IIvohllll<] 
l\"'hi~lu~\lr. C'l '!J C'lur t h'rc.;'·,r., 

II:\s tel 1 .. - 1,,,":\h'l\t 1\, It'I,'''-''··'' <,f tl'" ,~lt':I'\"":: c-f 
thu j,.l, tUlti I'.'. :·\~n. \ t,,,:,,tu("l. 

COI\(lnct ~ itll ('xl Cl"":,) st:l7lrt:h (fri !.k) ,l:.t;1c",· !al:Il,lC" i OUti 

cin'Uhl!;t;lIl<:C:>' \:i.lh kl,ll'~")l!U'j(J (.f ]''''l, 1'("""; U',l.':! ~'uC'l. 

"eli Oil. 

l~c~(.·t~; "l'Pl'(,!,t'i,)\('ly ll) tht' ('tl"'l''I:n:tnll'11lo 's nt..'Il,°n',,) PJ·'.;:n.!~t J: 

(\f rll,' 11') 1':: ill I't"C'I"lllnd (.Ii' )"1).11 Ill"ll"I'U, 

r.,ll:, If' clr.;-\lI"'l\\ .\('1,"11('11 lhr 1'''''Il'' i(I,,:,t,lfi",'\l\l1l n"lt' 
c" P.) U)' rt't ':Ilt;ui :0\' ,"'j ,1,'I;c'c .,\., nl P 1.1o\\'i I~'I .i t • 
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SICII,I_ lit: 
di!;cl" ltainill i tlg bct· .... e~n t:\c~~:'\!1CS 

tllilt at-o siCjnific;)nt ilntl 
-im;j<)ni fie,mt 

1\11 I I.l '1"i '.IX): 

fitt,l ilhd lollml <1i "'l~ct ion:: 
pun.ue it lOfJic:ll ) ill.! of inquiry 
o1'<),:1II1:'_c thDlI'J!lt~: ,Il\U tl_ller ials 
accurale} Y ci.'i!:C:..';t; :; iCu .. , ':.iOllS 

dctcl1l1ine jll"ob,lble call~:e 

J>.:J~<;O:.,\T. CII,\r,!ICTI:HJr.'l'ICS: 
creativity 

analydn<J a ~:itu.1til1n, circum-
stance, or incid~nt 

i~entlfying criminal ~vid~nce 
l"C(X.'II5tl-uctin<) traffic ac..:iucnts 
cletecting the activities al1u 

inlenl of individuals 

FITl.'iT SECO:ID THIRD FOURTH 

ri:;k-t<1kil\C] -
dccj !O.ivcn(~!i!; 
cour,l<Je 

solve IJl-ohlcl":; 
rcnch lOCJical conc1u5ions 

F'rM'i1 S~XTH SEVE:ml EIGJlTH NIllTil 

(~ssign~ NO. ~uad l.lcrr.bcrs in SP.:1C:2S ilbo~ 
-----------------------

.. • .. 'c"·~* * .. ~ i 

(uscr:;ting oIT-= 9 inth"CSc spaces) 
(ratj~9 nhou1d be made on the squad member directly above each rntin<J space) 

• • • • • • • • • •• • • • • • • c 

1- -2-,,- --3- -4-, - --S- -6-- --7- --0-- -;;-9-
tIlGH i\V1-:J~Gt: W., 

EXAMr'I,!:S OF llEl:I\VIOn,<; OP Ot'TICr;R5 ~IJlO 1\RE USUALLY fJITI:U "IJIG"" ON ~IOil-~ 

H<lkcs c(.rrectll,rcpcr decision:; o[ \<l1ich he js hi<)hly 
conlident. eVen in difficult situations. 

W.1it" 1"or i1:;5ist,lnce ""hen it in ill'prop1'iate in order 
\0 IhlllCllc i1 l'l!y~;ic.l1 conrl"onlillion. 

ContJI\\II':' in hicJh sl'e('tl pursuit without cOII!:i~~rin'l 
"he con~:cCJII(,IICCS. e\'~n lI",u,)h I hc~' nl.1Y be SCVl1rC? 

Upon arrival at the scene of a large fire, sees tl 
need Cor 'I'Jt1itioth11 help "11f1 calls for it to h .. 
clisl)atched to ~r,~cific lOci.tions. 

OCC.:1:;101l.111y h.1S to conf,'r wieh othf!r or ri c:c:rt: ce-I 

the pn-'i'ct" aclion to tilke in i1 given Sit:lhltiun. 

}\I'Pl-o."lch\:!l a c.:tr :OlOl'l'ed ror n trarfic v101.1l1011 \ 
"PlH olJr i,'tc :t,l! ely prccc\ut ionn,. 
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----I·J~,hl-:;r~~T~j'"::",:,:-,~·'~~,i~:i:i:·;-:--f.l~-rt:!'l-:--;·~J":jj\·;;-;j:::-r:11T"i::-i-:::ii',~.m:PJJ7;r;:::~ilT;~JIj":--i::'iiTih)i:ti:Tm)i·:m;o·i7~j;;rl:::ll;[I' 
.. _-_·· .. Ji:(·l:Upn:; i.t~·J·::~~·lll:; 1,::1) (.lVJt;~ t:l:::!;'J"iJ~'j'l\,l: l:J:l1'lCJ~;~·:, NIJ';'Uld, IJi:CIS1('\::":1,\t:lliG, I\lil) 'l'i\t:Jlh..! rdJ r:~!U;·.I, 

------------,----~----

1.llll.I'!",· 'JO: . }>1:1::;r_; :1.1. (:lI;,I(:.~:Tl:H1 !;~1'T(:,r;: 

,:ork C'IIt.1i'C!l'HtjVI.·J}' ,-:it!. olh-:'r )I~' :;(,:'Jnr.·), 
lllll'r:'('. t. f.'1 {Cc.~·.'\,,,,·lj' \'ilh .:,11 lyj'~:. of. 

J'(''-'ii] (' 

Uc:::i hi) j I',' 
'r'~'n~HjviIY lo (I:·g •. ni?ntic.n:,l 9"11]/; (l'o]iU.c;o] !;l'll!:illvil:)') 
TC':'j,e·:l IN: ,1uthOl:ily 
) OJ·.1lty 
CIiIColiC.:l::l (",,:trot 
lr.:I""·U ,,1; L y 

. _--_ .. _--- ---------•. _-------._----. 

_ .. - .... 7: t~:tf:-" -'------- ~ .. -"""':--------·-----;-'l~~~:=i"~-,,---· --.--.... ---- ----------.~*·;;r.7~~·~ ; 

l'neT Sf.co:m 'mIIm l'oumil j'n'TII . SIX'f!1 SEVE/~'l'11 I~IGlI'l'jl um'J'lI 

~--.----

·---------------·---------: ..... rr~(,; .. ,z-'i-;"-' 

C\l~l'inCJ of 1 - 9 in lh;-nc ::I'"cos) . 
(r"t:in'l nh~.ull: be I.!",!~ 011 the >:<lll.1d menthcl: diJ:c·ctly uL':Jvc .weh 1'"tiIl9 t'P/ICC) 

• • • • • 'II • • • • • • • • • • • 

1-- -2- -3-- --4-- -S- -C;--7--6--. 9 

men l\Vlml.r.e 

\·.,lunt(,t'n; 10 M.nist it f('lltl ... · ofCic('r \Iho It;!!; it Vel')' 
Ill';ovy ... ~.1'1; 1,:·:,,1. 

tHul\11('~ ldr. c'r h"2' O\:n ~:h:'U:\.!' or ",~:!d()I\("r1 <l\lti('~. 
",.tldn hi:. 0:' hill' !"lu;:<I. 

"h":III:; :·'1\1;\"I·:,\·.l<hliv11)' bj' C:d!in.J to !,h.lt(· 
jllr" .. ,·· •• lliu.l Idtv.'Ilt. 1" !,."Ii!:,! h.1: .• l\·t11; ~n<l 
r.\I:., ~l'l:;. 

----- -------_._---------

":c:J:i:n '~illin'JJ l' in .,t'!:int in~1 O!II officer ... ·110 is havhlg 
tl'oublc mlj\lnlill~l L.t. Vill'iN,n duU.cn. 

Cl~I!: .. 10111.1 \.'('11 wjlll hi.B or. h!!I' cO-\lvd.t:1 B (IUd ",'ojd:: 
illUI>:lyj 10<) h:,bi t.;;. 

I'.ut t'ujnnj ;'.cr. Jd L r\ll'('l·\,i~.oJ!". till:' fnll!'\'1 (·rri(·C'r~: hy 
,:l.U·\!IlSI nll1:.~I:!l 'Ihout tit,,!·,. 

----------------_._-- . 
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1I:,1: ('I' r:'::'ll'::~::l'l' -- ~:Ktl.r. l!l ~lli': l':'~: or rH:1:,\I~'::';, O'l'm:i: 1:1:,\1'.1::';, IIr,:H'::lII'r~, 1("\[110, ni2.iT-:\iii;-vl·:ii'l-Cr:i:-;;;---· 
--'-~~:~i·(~1~~~_~!~~1!~,l~~!~~:;!1~2;~~~T~. ______________________________________________________________ __ 

'l'hi!; I'crfOlrn.:lncc <Ire,", is co:n,,,,~cd of theme clcm.mt!l: 

SKlJ.I. JIl: 
deivi ng a pi:tr.ol cal' 
lhe ur.c of r<1dio!:, bi.noculilrs, an,l 

oLlH~r ::p('('ia1 i.::ed equi I'n:cnt 

FIRS'l' SECOND 'l1IIRD 

U!iC of ""luil'r.1Cnt lo collect evidcnce 
the UriC of ",,'~alXJns 
thc \H;c'of tn\{fic conll"t.) equi)"ment 

FOURTII }'IF'I'Il SIXTH SI::VJ-;m'lI EIG!1'111 

(uS;;-;Ssign'iidID NO. of squad ~rs in sp"ces above) 

-'--. (usc l".:1ting of 1 - 9 ~CllC s~s) 

NINTH 

(rating should be &laile on thc squ.:Id member directly ubove each rating space) 

i--'-'-2--'--;--'--4--'--5--'--6--'~7-'--a--'--; 
)IIGII AWAAGE tcM , 

EXN!Pl.!::S OF Dt:IIi\VIOr-S OF On'leF.RS ,'mo hPJ: U:;UlIY.LY W,TEI> "IiIGn" O:~ £2; m' EQ.!:!!.P:,:EllT , 
Uses ni,)hlstick il!l a "comc-along- in Sllch a man!1~r 

:;0 all to nlinirr.i~e j njury to lh(! su~pccL. 

l'!;c::; vehicle to "pproprioltely I'rotect: incident 
licenc. 

[lalnacJes hi!./hcl" l':ltl"ol car by urivin'J it ih areas 
"'hich <lrc not' SUil(',! (or vehiclll.)r traffic. 

'l'<lkcs appl'ol'ri.:l(:e Lre",':!: in the usc of thc ridio .,,1; 

bro.ldcastin,) lenc;UiY 1l1(:ss;lgcs/iIlC011:1<1tion. 

Uses proper h.:lm1cuCfin'l proc(:.lure/tcchniquc so <!!; l 
r;ccurc ::US~H!ct, minil,lb:c tliscorn(ol't, etc. 

Cannot nl('et depal'lr.\<'I.lal st.1nd.uclr. ("'IU,\Hly'" \:j Ll 
we<lp.."n. 
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. ~~D}::I ~:.! !~I • .::':Df.'!~~"J ,! s, -:-1:iic~,;iJ:lj:.i:''j\:iiihlrIt:LiiitGTr;C;.1:Ci'l:IIQUi::;1il;'\:,:J.:v t.'I' m:,\w:G \11 ,\,11 '1'111:: !'l:lIW; W 
___ "'_J-!~~1_1'_I,(_ .. ~~:..,_~·~t_"_n_'ll_!_, _!~22·.!:!;=---. ___________________ . _______________ . _____ _ 

~1:CMt.!::lll~~: 'O~': SKJI.L HI: N:I:r.O::/It. CilIlSAC.·J'I';Hr~'l'lCS: 

sel\:';ilivjty 
()l'c!l-l:\i.ndC'dl~c!;$ 

lhc b"!;lC- tcnC'ts of }-;um,"tI llC'hOl,,;m: 
llOp;:ct or :, .. !l r on others 

'intervj (,I-'l I!<J .lIlel quclllionil\C) 
}'o01'1c 

couut,;c 1 inrJ t(·t.:hjliqu~!l 

geo'J L'it!'hic CII'C" • 

• cc>ullr.clilltj i ndiv iuu.l.l:; or <J):OUP5 

c(\mm1.!!lit~' .r.vl.!i;11 ~crvicc l'C~O\\t'ccs 

----------,,------------_. -._---

FIRST SECO~O TlIIRO }'OURTII 'FU"l'11 SlX'l'11 SEVEU'l'l1 EIGll'l'lI NINTI! 

(US~11\9 o'fl:" 9 inthCsc' s~,~ 
(rilHrtg should be !nilde 011 the squild mcmb~r diri)ctl~· ilbovc cuch riltin'l spilce) 

,. • • • • .. • • • • • • • • • • • 0 

1-- -:i- --)--4--5- -&--7--8--9 

HIGH AV~MCF. 

EXMU'L!:S Of' lH:lII\VIOnS Of' Of'f'IC':R:. ~:J10 J\r..E usu,u.LY R!,Tf.1l "liIGlI" 0:: Ef.:\!.nIG t-lI'l'l1 'l'IlR t'unT,tC 

flakcs him/~(:rr.clr l:n~.'.~li!<1gc"blc of lhe typc .md 
location of ll\lsinC~Sc5 in (l!;si<)lIcd .nrcol. 

Doc$ not lct in'(lropcr J:::!ilction of the pu\)l ie dictate 
his/hcr l.chaviot'. 

tX,MIPI.I~ OF Hl:lrlWIORS Of' OFnCr.RS MIO l\R£ llSlIlILI,oY iwmo "AVer".,C;E" 0:-1 Vr.M,lIlG :-"n11 ,!~!!...!'l;!lI.IC 

Is I'aticnt "'ith " ci ti=clI he or sho h;JS contact 
with. 

Tel1s a trilffic violiltor sped (iC'illly why hp or sh,~ 
has beclI 51:01'l'c<\ to uvoid an iltg\'o\l1ntativc silunt 

ElWlI'U:S O~· \It:l1iWIOR!l 01' ornct:$S \mO M;F. U~UI\t.L~ M'l'f;O "W.~" all £!:J\y,mr: Hl'!'11 .'I'm: I'tffil.TC 

Creille!' a bau i\,"I'H:~,5ion \ .. lth citi:-;crHl hI! or she 
c.'OlnO!) in eOllt ,leI: with 1.>,' 1.>l1ill,) ;\urul,>t unci 
JII!;en!Oith·c. 

Urlintcntloo"l1 1' Ct'C,l\;es an uneol"f'ortolblc silunl:ioll f 
a victim e>f cdr,.:! by In;l~in'.J unnt:'ct'';;sary CQml\\Ctll~ 

tclliuC] "\.'.1r r.t.ol:ics" \/ilhin C.11·!~hot. 

7 
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---:(:-,(-:,:;, :"':1';' ';:;:-;-', :r7.:--/~:;J'i:Jrr-;I\.I:· :~,;: (', :i.::i:i ,i::'1~::i',i',V.-:. i:rn"r.::i;-ll::1 ::2;·::;:::r;{.·j:;il~;;;-li't F;;ci::T'o"j·i:(:i!"iu ~-li.:.~j;J'0::;;" hIli> 

~-- •.. ')(; 'l'I.:·"!:"'.'U'I' , .... ::It 1J.C'1:1Vr Jl. l !'r::\*f:t.:Z lri IVJ'111 ni:,'ll. I.:::) \·:I.I'i'i',;!: F<'I:f.1. ~ ---, - ..... _. - .. -".- ._-..... _ ... ' ...... - ... _- ... _ .. ---.--_ ..... _-_._----_ ... - ..... _-._--_ .. _----------

r.Kll.l. 1I1: 1.11] I,T'fY '1'0: 
C:':'''ll'lc'lil.,) J ('poll!; .:lCC:UI',1ld}· folllM cilr,pl,' ;.rICl COI"1'] ('X UT"] 

iJJ!j.ll'Uc:l :i():tt; 

'CI,JnlprC'1l<'\1I1 ;lIld 1'(',r,/'I.,\)"1.' ~'; 

• CO;"IIII1Ili.r:(Jl'u in \:/'i.li,J1'.l 
cw~,\Uni I.'i'll:l' V"rll:I)] j' «n',.,lJ y) 

,I Jlhltt.~rjiIJ n 

C('fIlp,.c.~lloJI!.1 cp.lt'!;tj onn 
5pc:1l: j n l'llh) i C 

1(;1 )(1:'-.' ~ .. j:flJ'l4.· ill.;l cc~".pJ C,,); \o.'1'j t Lell 
jj,!;tl."IIr:l i('Uf. 

(:>:p] "1 n j'l"nc;t'\hu ( . .:; \,(,111:11' 
(01<.] 1 y) 

Cy.rJT.(~!i!.i J'".·) .. 1~··l·,!L cJ Y CCJ:.lp] ('}~ j ct'''!; ('):l,l,dn dli'1~(:(: 

l-C'cc;I1J. ilnd rccc.'rcI \-: .... Irk i'lc. t 

SECOllll TlIIPJ) FOURTiI SIX'J'II UIlll"r1 

-------'--------nM.Fl"m-; .. ~ ... ------------------------i.·n:q:;;:',:', 

(U;;:;-raUIl<) ,;(')- !) in lhene r:P,J(;cs)-
(l'.'llin\J !lhoulll be lr.aJe on lhe !.<ju.:d rncml.>el' direc:tly ilhovc e<lch r;ttinCJ sracc) 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
1-- --2-- -3-- --4-- --5-- ---6-- --7-- --8-- --9 

JaG" 

:<:pc«I,:: cJe'lr]~' itarl (,Cl!lei!''']), \,HII \':cll"lh~'lICJIIC-Q\ll 
id('.lS (I~hen t!.·::LHyihU in C\JUI'I., !'l)C;v;ing to 
!t'llClll o![ic\'n" Nc,) 

'Jr.C!; ilr.~('pl,\!'tc !.rntf'tH:(" :.tr\:clll"l.' ~nt' ~rril:,;n:'l:.r in 
",rHl('u h·i ...... 'l:', folhJ\dll1J it It'g.ical Cll'dl'L' o! 
I,,"'t"'n t.ll i "", 

InC'lu,h'!j jn("\"J·r'~'''l qJ\,n'..,,:\,'l), :,,\~1 inC"\~.~lplt:lt' !',l'nlc'n('\"n 
jll I';~. (or 111'1' In ill<1I 1";"1\::, I'.\:;ill~r 1I1\'II\ 
('lClIC':I;-)'/ ,lifl i,II)1 lo I:II I'·l'.l"",I. 

II.IS "hi! it)' lo c·o:.:r.urd C~l u c[(ccli v,,]~' Olt tI.e "l-'1'1'0!,l'i, 
ouu"i1l\olull l(~'.'Ql. 

1\,"'(,.'u~I:d :·.c.'n ltt,d nC,ll('t: j nf('lJ tn:Jti vc it,,:1n5 ncc,·'!'~"l'y fox 
I'l:";.>.ll' jllh l,t:!'·!CH'''';lIIec •. 

C"·,ltl·:; ~'(;I,(u::iOI\ I'~' l.1(," of ,~rro .. t· Iln.1 ;,ldl.lt)· to 
t:v:!:·'ltlllit·,1tt! (:h.-ill'})· ,Uh\ l·(lrh.:j:.,~\l)f {ill \.)~~'.l"injw.J 
('II 11',11';:, ,.n': ".Inlt·:,. ,·te:,). ------------------------.. _---------,,---------... --------..... --_ .. _----------_._ .... _-_. 
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'l'hl:; llCl'fol11\,1nCC UI"<.'" is cor"f'(;l::cd of tht:!:ic ~li:lncnt.s: 

All) J.l'l'Y ''0: 
control O'.m cn'ot.ions 
mainlain CC>:"i'U:;UJ:C in lh -, (<lCC of 

nnln90ni:-,lic Cjl1l!~tj('n$ ~ 

FIRST SECOllD 'Il1Ir,.D 

rt:R$o:u\r. (11,\1U1cn:n.tfi'i'I CS : 
~strc:;5 tolerance 

FOUR'l1I 

rc::il i cncc' 
I'Cl'~f!V(''''(''ncc 

CkPCll'J.1hU ity 

}'IF'.I'!1 SIX'l11 St:VF.llT1! 

"---- .. 
"''***B''l 

EI0. 1'l'U tUtlnl 

----•••• c.-.::c.O'C.:;-------------------.:....--... :-..:-:-ru:-::i\::::·.I'lNG*.:-:-.-------------------------:.~ .. O'C.:-:*C.-,~ 

(u~ting ~- 9 in lhese, sp,"\ces) 
(ra'ling should be Inac1e on the SCiUlIc1 Incn\ber directly "hove each rating space),' 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . i--2--3--4--5--6--,-- ---8-' - --9 

HIGII AVERAGE LO\~ 

I 

"ct\:lin~ in u!:!:il)ncl1 ar£'.1, tl'caling public he or she 
C=OlilC:S in COul,!ct "Ii l!l in i\ cou: .. t('!ou~; fushion 
",hile ucalinl) \dth thc hi'-~,1rd~, of r.)lict~ work. 

ln~~lcuialcl~' ilrl'li£'s minimum .~~uunt of physical 
iI!lfoi:;tiHlc.:-/forC'c in 01'<1':-1: to !:ubc1uc a fi'Jhting 
f.US1'Cct. 

Rccol)ni;-:('s police ha?ilnh: in his or her m;~icJnC!:l. <11'('<\ 

and ta};cs 2;"cpetitivc "ction until it i!: rc~;ol\'cd, 

ReUabl'y 'rcni'oJ\Cl~" to"aU ar.':;i<.:;ncd call:; ~.'.l.tI:O\lt Cc.::,pl, 
or hcsitation. 

r.XM:PJ.F;S OIl,lII:lIf\VIOR.'> Of' ornCL:I>S HIIO l\!\E U~UJ\I.LY RiWEO "LCH" on !U!I.l!\IIJI.l'l!_ 

P(,l1:oit:: hi:; C'1' ht'" c(fccli\'l'I\C'!:S to d~l£'rior.1tc 
iI!l a rN:hlt of lO!1in<j ,'olll,'ol oC his or her 
rmotion5. 

St"~·s "out o( scrvicc· to ol\'oicl 'lett in'] " l"te call. 
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---~i!~':!:!~~IT-'::-ii'::~.(;::':~l:h::l) l'l:(~~:~ l:,:iiJ:-i7j::im:i~~;-f.ii(j~mjwITi~;·(Jl~-JH:H ··!:-;J-;,\r'ili'iZi7j-OiTJ7J~:iiMii(;Uh·.D"·i~;iY!ilC;:j;---·----
1,IT·L,·\~U":I~I: • -------------------,-------------------

f'1:};!J(1!;,\TJ CH.r'!~~\C'j'l;":l ft'l'] C~: 

j r.:P:1l:1: 
r(,'''!'''~)Jltll (':1'1",'" "l~tlll1';(! 
jlltC!~[ j l~' 

rot.)! -c-·.,l' i e:,·nrc 

--------------- ----- ... _-

FlrST s~:c(ml> Till I:)) FOURTH rIl'nl sr>:'w 

(\l~UIl'J ~- 9 ill thcr.c fip;;;;-r 

}~IC!I'm NInTH 

h:atill9 ~}Iould l'e ~13"C on thc1 ::'lU.lU 1l1€'mbCll" directly i100VC cilch rolting ::p;tcc) 

. . . . . . . . . . . .. . . . . . 
1--,,--- -3--4--5---6- -7---6--9 

mCII IoVf.RlIGe J.o;~ . 

, 
'llwm'(':; th;i·. l:i:; (.1" h~l' 1'.1tl(l) Cilr, cquil'tll~nl "-nt1 

I)~n';o:':ll i,;,p.:!~r;tnc(,l J\~~(.'t.: hiCjh !tl"ndi\rd~; \o:i t.ll~l.:t: 
,. ..... ;,i:':lC')"!.. 

'i' .. lk'·~ ':IJ')')·\1i't·i\\l~ ."let i"n on I"-.l] i C~ calls rot' r.c:rvj cc 
l r .. 1h:'C:l',(.\' ,'·r (1 i J'( .. '\"':t f'l11J~J·"i:. i vUe 

In ~""I~' .. 'u..11" ..... i.:.t'·Jl·'n:,. :~!·I<.i (In iJ'\!'l'J\'ul (lC'C",l:11'''IIl 'j 

1H clirllt.ll'\i\'~ ,tl!' to iU.ll'jll"l').rj.1l,: ctl\lu'.~nt!';. ----.--_._---------.---_ .. _---

Il:n't i1frl:ctc;l hj' l'~()r or public I't'~zz\ln, to C:(l~lf'romi_!

his or hCll" inlocCJrily. 

l!C'qu, l.·~n 'O=("i\~~iurhll )·cntilh:l~\] .. t. to A:,intnin ]'1:'(\;"")' .!tt.utll 
(.1' ill)pc;.rn'h~l.' ,lncl C(\;h.h.lt:t. 



",'Id:; "1.'1 froll::.1nt:e .1r('., j!; (.'o:tJpo:,ul (Jf three ch ;I'..:ul!:: 

1I1l1l.1 1'\' ~'O; 

be' (J!J;il'('t j \'c 
(;):1.'1'(;):.,: tlj:;cleti(Ju 

------------------

SEcc:m 'l111RD 

"i:'~~O::II'. CHII':;\("fi:J:l !;TJ C~;: 
~"Dti V.lt ion rOl' ~ .. or); 
cON'gi' 

l'oum'lI 

CII1l'('C1° .·,Hbl t j elll 

cl(,::i 1.'(: :ClI' r.ol f-,jr:'I'I'CJ'Jc:tic'nl 
j ncl('l'cu,1c : ,C:I! 

initiatjve 

.FIF'l1' SIXTH 
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J-:IGll'l1I llWl'lJ 

._-----------------,---------

(ll~ttnrJ 0Tl- !) in Ull':;c ~l'~ 
(l'ilUr,~ ~h:l\lld 1:,1.' 1!:ilUC Oli the ::CJtI"d mC'mbcl' directly ili>::.vC e!lch rating !llJilCC) 

.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. 
1--2-- --3--4--5---(;--1---I)--g 

JUGlI 

£c"J:!: c ... ~hljlh"n:tl· "o1n:o.,t'ic\1I nnq t-ritjldnq rr~~\ ~()Ul:C"es 

il\,iJil.o,hlC" tv }d'lI/h~"'l' (Cd\lC"ilt'l~'Jlill jl\~tilut.i(:II~, 

,·i.thin t:,(' ccf'Hll,l"nl, elc.) in (,nk,1' to i!,!j'rol!l! 
Iii:; (.1: her ('fficj(,llC'j' "nd e{t,'ctivclh'!.'!:. 

'l,,1.,,!; ilIl ,'((t·rt to 1'"",("",\ hi:; , .. 1' 1,I'r .1ulies 
"dlldu u~'J':lLtJ:''''lJti\l l'ul'.'!.i .Iud l't.Cjll]L,tj(.'IIt; In 
the 1.'C'!.t jllt('ll':;t of til.: !,uhJ ie. 

I.ell' ('\It:;$,l,' ill\(')','r,l:: iII)'\ .1cllvitJl'!l jllt(:I'(Cl'(~ 

"'llh Iii!> VI' hl'1' pn',!l!l" i('lll ,'n '.he jull. 

'LOI~ 

!it:ly~ u.])l·t':l~t. \)f ~rjlnC' f.rcnC:h:; i" h.1:. o:~ her c\Tt.~\. ttf: 

,c!1p~a!.j.~jlity ill'tl j:.it,liltc~ c·Ol.·J:c;,,:tj\,f.~/P1·<'·\·\·lIljvc 

~'l=t.iurl!;. 

G(lIl'~ri1' ly I':;t •• h} j ';Iu'r, l'do~ lty e,f ;Iclivit.i(;u cud,II.) 
hit: ('1' hr.r non::"l h'lIl- ('.r .:lu~y, 

(1Il1~' IjUl'!: 'hrllu'Jh II,,' ):>(\Unll:; cor lim joh .mel bI .. -,,,·:; 
r,'h('l!\t r,\1C"(·Ct.:~ (til )\1(:1". of J,\",}jl.1C': •• 

,t. 



. 

~ l 

~.~~"' ............. ,.'"'''''---........ ~~~"'~--~,~~-:~",-:~' .. :-.L-.....----:,;,-"iO·:··:~ .. ·,~ .. ;)!'".f!"f\-;' .. , ... ---............... "·.?~·~:"!'~ .. !~~~"!'r!':~'·,.:~-:.,.,.':~'~:;\,;~ :~~~·~T:"~:-:~··,;.:.},,7~~?~~-:::::;~j;: 

\ ,i'~ 

. , 

:~. :~~;~., '. <~,i 
~ , ", ~." 1 .'~'" 

,..' ..-. 

" 

~;., '. ,,... t 




