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A REVIEW OF THE STUDIES ABOUT ACCURACY
IN PERFORMANCE APPRAISAL

SAORI YANAGIZAWA and HISATAKA FURUKAWA

Performance appraisal must be accurate because it is used the decisions about pro-
motions, salary increase, assignments, and education. This article reviewed previous re-
search on performance appraisal focusing on rating accuracy. First, research on ratee’s
information processing models and the factors that affect the processing and rating was
reviewed. Next three measures of rating accuracy, that is, rating accuracy measure, rat-
ing error measure, and psychometric criteria, were discussed. Rating accuracy measure
is mainly described by how close an actual rating compares with an expert’s rating. Rat-
ing error measures indicate to what to extent rating errors, such as halo and leniency, are
represented. Psychometric criteria is defined by reliability, such as the rating differences
among individuals, and validity, such as construct validity. Rating error measures and
psychometric criteria are calculated based on means and standard deviations of actual
ratings. It was noted that there are problems with these measures of rating accuracy
related to the application of performance appraisal in real situation, and only measure
relative rating accuracy. After the problems were described, it was concluded that the
rating differences among individuals were worthy of note when considering the applica-
tion in a real situation. A new information processing model was presented, taking into
consideration the rating differences among individuals. Finally, several research issues
were presented which are relevant when studying accuracy of performance appraisal in
the future.
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o HBOZER IR GEXIRD) & “17H
(behavior)” /87 s —< AL LTLEHZ2 5
b DOTH A (Motowidlo & Schmid, 1999; Murphy
& Cleveland, 1995), & 9 —2l%, 74 —v R
FEMEE Vo 7z “ITEOFE R (result of behavior) ”
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(psychometric criteria) 75343 %, TN 5 Dl
BETIE, ERIFEME T L A-FEEE EOFHE
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THAHIVERT, CO|BFILL T, KFHAE
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DEFNEDLEHDTHD, D& EIT, /8
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MEL LV, TOWREIZL T, &FMEN
BEOHFMEOELOFMIEL > T, £1b
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L5256 ENTEDL,

stereotype accuracy &, P& 2RI
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iR OBES % ERIXBL T2 2E0%
BELiv, ZOREICL-oT, BHEN, ERE
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L, FHEE X L DRITE ED S IERE I FF
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% L C, differential accuracy (&, HEHOKIE
MEIRT /8T + =<V ADZERTIZOVTD
FEOEHRIIZETZDDTHE, ZOIEE
(3, differential elevation & stereotype accuracy
DWFNOFEMOIERES DRFTT 2 WERE
T, ROFEMICFHFMOERS TRIFTES, 2
? differential accuracy {22\ TI&, Borman
(1977) ® Mclntyre, Smith, & Hassett (1984) |2
£ 2T, Cronbach(1955) DAK % AR & &7
FEAEEREIN TV,
FEICHBTEIIS—DRE

FHEICADNAERELRLS—E LT, () EK
{L#E M) (leniency) , (b) #LALIEM (central
tendency), BX F(c) ~NAf T —xF — (halo
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FFfi§ A {H[AITd 5, Saal, Downey, & Lahey

(1980) 12k 2 &, OB LMEAIE, FEOE
HREOFRAED SN LI, MO S 1T
DIZET2EE2DEICLTHETE D,

POMeER RIZ, FEMICBIIT A F R ETE
S, FEMEROFLICHEEEDITTLE ) ME
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FIIT BEHEIZ D W T OEERZE, FEMoOk
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(Saal, Downey, & Lahey, 1980) .

ANAO—I5— H&#EIZ, FMHALNAA
fO0—x7— ki, FFlEORERENZIIT] &
ToHNT, WEHIEEDIFED /87 + — < ¥ ZARTT
OFFM A EO A M, B I UFHEIZH 72> TEHM
RERBEHE#RNTELRVEMTHAL, £ L
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B, BEO/N7 4 =< ARTLOFHOIED
e TH 1 RTIZ L - THE SN2 FEMO 58X
DEE, HDHVIZERONT +—< ¥ A KTTH
DIEERZIZ L o THIE 2115 (Saal, Downey, &
Lahey, 1980)

FMmCHFHLEME

MOIEHE S 2 RETAHEL L TREIIR
TLOHAE TR, FMoEENE & 745 REt
FTAHLIENTE S,

SEOEEE EEMNE, ) FEEERON
BO—E M, (b) A (test-retest) D—F, #L T
(¢) FFME M OF MO T AREILL - T
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BB, —RNZAGFHHOMIETIRIZE AL
B EFshzn, Lwinid, b oHeEmeE
AT /8T F — < ¥ ADE—KTE, H5HVIEHE
—DEEMEDP LY T oTnhEnidTh
%o

HHBEMME ICOVTEM ATV, LiIFs <
Brf % BV CHUE— O EHEE O & 1T -
T, #NS OFMO—HOEEL BT 4 FHR
HFETIER, FMOBEDORHIIb A TENEN
HOPI b, ZOWEZITI EEIZ, AD/Y
TA =T ADORBIRIEN LV EV) ZEH
HiRE o Twnd, WHEILZ, EFN—-T a3,
BAVIIEELREIZL T, ANDRT 3 —<7 >

ANREAT L0, ZOEELH T HVS
A EEhw,

FFfiE B O FEM O —FZ, BEROFME KT
FMEOBMAENASNEVIRETHD, T0%
HFIZE, ENSOFFHMEHEAT L/2FFE M L
T, FOFMEIZIOVWTOEEENS TS, =
OHIE, FFMOEESORE S LT, #hiZ
I mndY, HueshTidwa,

SHBOE LM FFMORYMIE, X7 -7
Y ARTCIZE T A (a) ZUEH I Z 41 (criterion-
related validity), < (b) HERBE 2% Z 1% (construct
validity) {2 & » THIE SN B,

RREfC BT 2 B EE LM, N7 -
Y ADFEME, EELECEBRNREEOEKRIC
My A2HEBELHETLIZ LI THESNS
(Heneman, 1986; Roach & Wherry, 1970), L %
L, W74 =TV ADEBROE SIS DEE
(2FRERTH A 728 (Landy & Farr, 1983), 2D
ZEVOBREIH T VR LIToNEZ EiER
Vig

FMiCBUABEMERZ LT, &2 N
T4 =7 ADFHEA, FONT A - A E
FHIZELZTWAZERRT I ETEGN
Ho TOERUUERTIOIZE, FHEOTRE
GAFNFRDNT =< ANREDE ) LE
EDOBREN T L0 HEHICHRET SN
YV EH % S (Murphy & Davidshofer, 1988) . L
L, BREZERRN 7+ — < v ADEEYETHE
YHRBEZOWTHRIF LRI W01z,
FHEC BT A SR UL R T I L350
ECARETHLEE bR L,

FEO X, LERMETIE, FHEEMORF
> —HDOEELADOREE L, FEMO MRS %
HETHHEIHT DHEY TR, HEHWVIEHE
HLBbN b,

OIS —DBESEESOMESDOBRF

MEATHN TV SIS 2038 T,
i =T — OBECEMO EM S OREZ v
LENAHZENENL)THE, £, Balzer&
Sulsky (1990) &, 1976 F 2 fEb N 7-HIEEE &
1986 b7 IES L 2 el L, FFfiioE
EXOHERLHEMOLT —OREEHWL I &
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i, LEHEICERS L, HERzHEZ L
ZRLTWE, 2OFMIIEbET, FENIE
BSOPELFMOLT —DBEEOREBRIZOW
TR TbIh T2,

FHE BT AIEHESIORETIE, —FAR—
FOFMi A REIZ LT, FHEELT LFFED
ERESIZEEMIZHEL TS, —%, MO
L7 —DOPETIX, FMENT L 72FFHHEOIE
BEzRET HI LT, FHlOIEMRE S 2 HED
HEL TS, MAORIETIE, BEY,
HZVIEHBHICTFMOERSIZREL TWVED
T, TNHLOMHBIEIEAREVWEERDbNS, L
L, £, ZRENOPEIZE > TRIES Rz
SO IEE S DRBRIIENZ LRI TNV S
(Becker & Cardy, 1986 ; Bernardin & Pence, 1980;
Borman, 1977 ; Murphy & Balzer, 1989), €L T,
Murphy & Balzer (1989) 2 & - TirbNh/zx ¥
DT DRERIE, TNSOBEROMEBEOK X %
oI LTwb, 202 L, 22008IEM
TEFNEFNELLFMOEHIZBEEL TS
ZEERT,

D& BT - O LEFFMOIER S O
BEOBfRIE, FMcA5hbrAfTO—FRIZD
WTHFIZSEE T % (Becker & Cardy, 1986;
Cooper, 1981; Murphy & Balzer, 1986), 3 %&b
b, NMO-IZ7-—DOPETLT —ZRLTW
ZREFEVIEILE, LHRIOWETERTH S
CEERLTVAEEENEGEVE V) BEEEAS
Nb, THIE“NAO—ELIEHIDNIT Fy o
A (halo-accuracy paradox)” & L THIS N TWw3
LZEBETH 5D,

UED IS, AMu—%23CHELT, 1
DIT7—IZBLTYH, FEICBTLET—DH
B2 & o Tl SN 7-5FE D IEFE & & FFfi D IE
HBIDBPEIZL > THIE S NGO ERES
&, HFLI—ELEVEI)ITHDE, Thid, F
fiicBT 2T —DORETIE, ERICFEHEE T
L7-FHiEE ZEDOFHEEXRKE L L TRIEN % &
NBHOIA LT, FFHEOIEFES ORETIE, 5F
iz TS EeBELTLIFAN-MFTT
SEMAEEL LTHEN RSN E D, Fhb
DEHEOBVPHEMOEBOKRIII ORI -

TWAHEESNEZ ON 5,

V. FEOEHEZDAEICHALIHES
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