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This study examines factors that predict the extent to which 408 operating-level
workers rated themselves higher, lower, or the same as their coworkers rated them, for
both task and contextual performance. On ratings of contextual performance,
underestimators tended to be distinguished by significantly higher levels of both
self-monitoring and social desirability. This trend operated similarly, though not sig-
nificantly for task performance. Additionally, ratings of quantity of work obtained the
highest degree of self-peer rating convergence as compared to ratings of quality of
work and contextual performance. These results are discussed in terms of the practical
implications for multirater systems.

Understanding the results of 360° feedback in performance appraisal is essential
giventhe prevalence of these instruments. One issue thatis particularly importantis
the congruence between self-ratings and other ratings (e.g., ratings from sources
such as supervisors, peers, subordinates, and customers) because it affects how re-
sults from 360° feedback are interpreted and presented to participants. Consider-
able time and money is spent doing multirater feedback, and the convergence
among raters is seen as a key variable in such systems (Yammarino & Atwater,
1997). The extent of rater congruence in multirater systems is of practical impor-
tance because it affects how results are interpreted and presented to participants.
Users of such systems and practitioners that implement them spend much time in
interpreting what the rating discrepancies mean for the ratee, and how the ratee
should deal with this information. As Brutus, Fleenor, and Tisak (1996) noted, the
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identification of discrepancies is animportant part of the developmental process for
the ratee. The identification and interpretation of these rating discrepancies also has
practical implications from a change management perspective. For example, it has
the potential to help human resource practitioners identify individuals most likely
to need extra training when a 360° feedback system is implemented. However,
what has not been fully examined are the predictors of rating agreement, and when
rating agreement should and should not be expected.

A greater understanding of the factors that influence the convergence of ratings
will lead to a greater understanding of the construct of rater agreement. The pur-
pose of this study is to investigate these potential individual difference variables as
they influence self—other (S-O) agreement on ratings of contextual perfor-
mance—a performance measure that is not typically employed in studies of rater
agreement. However, before the importance of contextual performance and the is-
sue of rating convergence on it can be discussed, it is first necessary to examine the
importance of rating convergence itself.

VALUE AND MEANING OF CONVERGENCE

Given that correlations between self- and peer ratings range from .05 to .69 (Harris
& Schaubroeck, 1988; Mabe & West, 1982), perhaps the most important question
for understanding S—O rating agreement is what convergence actually means. Sim-
ply defined, convergence is the extent to which ratings from multiple sources are
similar as determined by a direct comparison among them. This definition is easy to
understand, but the underlying meaning of convergence has received much debate.
For example, convergence between self- and other ratings of performance may be
an indicator for convergent validity (Vance, MacCallum, Coovert, & Hedge,
1988), leniency bias (Williams & Levy, 1992), self-awareness (Atwater &
Yammarino, 1992; Church, 1997; Van Velsor, Taylor, & Leslie, 1993; Wohlers &
London, 1989), or accuracy (Yammarino & Atwater, 1993, 1997).

Yammarino and Atwater (1993, 1997) defined accurate ratings as ratings that
are in agreement, and accurate estimators as those who rate themselves in align-
ment with how others rate them. This line of thought is consistent with what
Bozeman (1997) labeled the “traditional” view of interrater agreement—that con-
vergence leads to reliability, which subsequently leads to validity. Thus, it is typi-
cally believed that lack of agreement indicates invalid ratings.

In contrast to this traditional view Bozeman (1997) and others (e.g., Borman,
1974; Murphy & Cleveland, 1995) argued that interrater agreement may be a
“nonissue” because different raters may be rating different aspects of perfor-
mance and/or using different information in their evaluations. Different rating
sources offer different perspectives, and this is where the utility of multisource
rating lies. This being the case, we should neither automatically expect nor de-
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sire convergence. In fact, a very high level of convergence could indicate that
additional ratings offer redundant information and that collecting them is a
waste of organizational resources. Alternatively, convergence could represent
the correlation of bias—positive or negative.

Therefore, convergence is clearly not an indicator of “true score” or accuracy in
all circumstances. Although interrater agreement among “others” (e.g., between
peers, supervisors, or subordinates) may be neither desired nor expected, disagree-
ment between self- and others raises some interesting questions about the reasons
behind the discrepancy. This is where the issue of convergence and its implica-
tions is most relevant. Researchers should be concerned about discrepancies of
S—0 ratings because of what these discrepancies may mean in terms of individual
differences (what types of ratees are likely or not likely to rate themselves in align-
ment with how others rate them); practitioners should be concerned because im-
portant developmental and performance outcomes are dependent on the
interpretation of these discrepancies.

DIRECTION OF DISAGREEMENT

Disagreement between self-ratings and other ratings can be in either two direc-
tions: self-ratings greater than other ratings (i.e., ratee is an overestimator), and
self-ratings less than other ratings (i.e., ratee is an underestimator). This direc-
tion of rater agreement may be suggestive of important individual differences.
Yammarino and Atwater (1997) presented a framework of consequences for hu-
man resource management depending on the extent to which S—O ratings con-
verge. They posit that more negative outcomes result when self-ratings are
significantly higher than the ratings of others. For example, overestimators may
tend to misdiagnose their strengths and weaknesses and fail to see the need for
training and development. Therefore, failure to understand the reasons behind
rating discrepancies may result in misplaced coaching or missed opportunities
for performance improvement.

However, it is not necessarily the case that overestimators will remain
overestimators. This is important in light of a finding by Atwater, Roush, and
Fischthal (1995) that suggests not only can feedback be useful for overestimators,
but that learning to accurately rate oneself may be predictive of performance.
Atwater et al. found that when overestimators received feedback that their
self-ratings were higher than the ratings of others, overestimators tended to adjust
their performance accordingly. In this study, 32 weeks after the initial rating and
feedback occasion, leaders were rated again (by subordinates and themselves).
Overestimators gave lower self-ratings than the first rating occasion and also re-
ceived higher subordinate ratings, thus indicating a positive change in perfor-
mance. Although self-ratings for underestimators increased, subordinates’ ratings
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on the second rating occasion did not differ from the first. As this study suggests,
the direction of disagreement may be important for behavioral and performance
outcomes; therefore it is necessary to understand the factors that predict rater
agreement as well as the direction of rater disagreement (in the form of over and
underestimation), and whether these factors differ.

CORRELATES OF CONVERGENCE

A number of researchers have looked into this issue and have made some interest-
ing observations regarding the implications of rater agreement. Several studies
have found congruence between self- and other ratings to be correlated with perfor-
mance (Atwater & Yammarino, 1992; Bass & Yammarino, 1991; Van Velsor et al.,
1993). More recently, Furnham and Stringfield (1994) found that managers rated
by their superiors as more successful tended to have fewer discrepancies between
their self- and subordinates’ ratings. Similarly, Church (1997) found that the degree
of agreement between S—O ratings significantly distinguished average performers
from high performers as measured by performance history, achievements, and su-
pervisor evaluations. Put simply, the evidence suggests that S—O ratings are more
similar for high performers.

Given that rating convergence is related to performance, it is important to iden-
tify the factors that potentially affect the extent of agreement between S—0O ratings,
as well as the direction of the disagreement. Researchers have begun to describe
these factors (see Table 1). For instance, there is evidence to suggest that job type
(Harris & Schaubroeck, 1988), job level (Brutus, Fleenor, & McCauley, 1996),
type of organization (Wohlers, Hall, & London, 1993), and aspects of the perfor-
mance appraisal system itself (Schrader & Steiner, 1996) tend to affect the degree
of S—0 rating convergence. There is also research to suggest that individual char-
acteristics, such as knowledge of the appraisal system (Williams & Levy, 1992),
Dominance (Brutus et al., 1996), Introversion (Fleenor, Brutus, & McCauley,
1996), and self-monitoring (Church, 1997), influence the amount of S-O rating
agreement obtained in multirater systems.

Although this research is a good beginning, ratee characteristics that impact
rater agreement have not been fully examined. To better understand what rating
convergence is and what it implicates, it is necessary to continue to explore addi-
tional ratee individual difference and personality variables as they predict conver-
gence. Moreover, it important to examine convergence across multiple measures
of job performance that include the task and contextual performance domains.

*As one anonymous reviewer pointed out, the factors that predict agreement may not be the same as
the factors that predict disagreement.
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TABLE 1
Summary of Research on Correlates of Convergence

Level of Analysis Research Findings

Individual Performance: Greater convergence associated with higher performance
(Atwater & Yammarino, 1992; Bass & Yammarino, 1991; Church, 1997;
Furnham & Stringfield, 1994; Van Velsor, Taylor, & Leslie, 1993).
Knowledge: Greater convergence associated with greater ratee knowledge of
appraisal system (Williams & Levy, 1992).
Personality: Low Dominance characterizes underestimators, and high
Dominance characterizes overestimators (Brutus, Fleenor, & McCauley,
1996); low Introversion differentiates overestimators from underestimators
(Fleenor, Brutus, & McCauley, 1996); high self-monitors obtained greater
degree of convergence (Church, 1997).
Job Job level: Higher managerial levels obtain less convergence (tend to
overestimate performance relative to others’ ratings) than lower level
managers (Brutus, Fleenor, & Tisak, 1996).
Job type: Greater convergence obtained in blue collar/service jobs than for
managerial or professional jobs (Harris & Schaubroeck, 1988).
Organizational Organizational Type: Convergence more likely to be obtained in private firms
than government organizations (Wohlers, Hall, & London, 1993).
Features of Appraisal System: Greater convergence associated with more ex-
plicit and objective comparison standards for rating (Schrader & Steiner,
1996).

CONVERGENCE AND CONTEXTUAL PERFORMANCE

As opposed to task performance (performance defined by job descriptions and
formally rewarded) contextual performance includes behaviors that are neither
outlined for nor expected of an employee (Borman & Motowidlo, 1993). Behav-
iors in contextual performance are labeledizenship behaviordsy Organ
(1988), who defined organizational citizenship behavior (OCB) as individual be-
havior that in the aggregate aids organizational effectiveh@sss behavior is
neither required by the individual's job description, nor directly rewarded by a
formal reward system, and as such can be thought of as extra-role performance.
Smith, Organ, and Near (1983) demonstrated that there are two factors in the
OCB scale: altruism and generalized compliadeguism describes the eptoyee

who directly and intentionally helps individuals in personal interactiGenerdized

20Organ (1997) noted that the terms organizational citizenship behavior (OCB) and contextual perfor-
mance are essentially synonymous, but that the term OCB may carry more implicit meaning. In this arti-
cle, the term contextual performance will be used when referring to the overarching construct of
OCB/contextual performance, but citizenship behaviors or OCB will be used in referring to the mea-
surement of that construct. This treatment s justified given that OCB is viewed as one component within
the larger construct of contextual performance (Borman & Motowidlo, 1997).
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compliancerefers to an impersonal form of conscientiousness manifested by
adherence to internalized norms.

The notion of contextual performance is important to fully describe the crite-
rion domain of job performance (Borman & Motowidlo, 1993). However, studies
in rater agreement typically use task performance as the measure on which rating
convergence is assessed. The extent of rater agreement using measures of contex-
tual performance has not been adequately addressed in research to date. Moreover,
the question of whether or not convergence differs according to performance di-
mension—task or contextual—has not been fully explored (cf. Conway, 1996).
Although research has examined the stability of rating agreement across different
aspects of performance, like leadership skills, communication, and judgment
(Nilsen & Campbell, 1993), research on rating agreement across less verifiable
measures of performance such as OCB is lacking.

As the criterion space for job performance is expanded to include citizenship
behaviors, it is necessary to understand the S—O rating processes associated with
this measure of performance, especially as they relate to or differ from the rating
processes on more traditional performance measures. Therefore, in an effort to in-
vestigate the factors that account for variance in rating agreement on contextual
performance, this study examines two individual difference variables as they pre-
dict convergence of ratings on contextual performance: self-monitoring (SM) and
social desirability (SD).

SM

Snyder (1974) described SM as a construct that refers to the control of
self-presentational behaviors. People high in SM attend to situational cues that
guide their self-presentation of what they believe to be appropriate behaviors. In
contrast, low self-monitors only display behaviors consistent with their true feel-
ings, regardless of situational cues. S—O rating agreement is related to SM. Church
(1997) showed that managers higher in SM tended to show more agreement be-
tween self-ratings and ratings from direct reports. This attention to and regulation
of one’s own behavior may lead the high SM ratee to be better able to accurately as-
sess his or her own behaviors, and consequently have self-ratings that are more in
alignment with the ratings of others.

Because high self-monitors tend to change their behavior to fit the situation,
they are more aware of the behaviors they present in each social context. This
tendency for high self-monitors to observe and control their own behavior may
make past behaviors more easily accessible and available for recall in a perfor-
mance-rating context. Indeed, higher levels of SM would tend to be less associ-
ated with what Ashford (1989) discussed as problems in the task of
self-assessment. One difficulty in the task of self-assessment is inattention to rel-
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evant cues in the situation: “The difficulty individuals face, then, is that they
must judge which verbal messages, situations, behaviors, or lack of behaviors
are relevant and should be considered feedback cues” (Ashford, 1989, p. 146).
High self-monitors are more adept in reading these situationally dependent cues,
and should therefore have a better established behavior—feedback cue link than
low self-monitors.

Church (1997) discussed SM as a counterpart to the construct of
self-awareness. The ability to monitor and adjust one’s own behavior directly
corresponds to one’s level of self-awareness. This congruence between SM and
self-awareness is also found in Wicklund's (1975) conceptualization of
self-awareness. He defined self-awareness as self-focused attention, or as an in-
dividual's ability to self-observe. Given Church’s conceptualization of SM and
his findings, as well as the logic outlined in this study, it is reasonable to suggest
that SM will lead to more congruent self-peer ratings via the self-awareness
connection.

Hypothesis 1a: There will be significant differences in SM among individuals
inthe various self—peer rating congruence categories based on ratings of contextual
performance. Specifically, higher levels of SM will characterize in-agreementraters.

Hypothesis 1b: In-agreement raters will likewise be characterized by higher
levels of SM when the rating categories are based on task performance.

SD

SD refers to the tendency to respond in such a manner so as to make oneself look
good, and is taken to reflect a socially conventional and dependable persona
(Paulhus, 1991). Although some SD instruments measure impression management
(e.g., Paulhus’, 1984, Balanced Inventory of Desirable Responding), the
Marlowe—Crowne Social Desirability Scale (MCSD; Crowne & Marlowe, 1960)
has been interpreted as assessing the need for approval (Crowne & Marlow, 1964;
Paulhus, 1991). Thus, although some measures of SD tend to assess the tendency to
positively dissimulate, the MCSD tends to assess one’s need to be considered hon-
est or likable in order to receive social approval (Carver & Scheier, 1992; Paulhus,
1991).

Defining the SD construct as need for approval is fitting in a performance eval-
uation context where it may be socially desirable to be modest about self-ratings.
Otherwise the self-ratings may be perceived as overly positive, and consequently
the self-rater could receive social disapproval due to rating dishonesty. Those with
a high need for approval (i.e., receiving higher scores on the MCSD) would have
more motivation to give accurate self-assessments in the situation where they
know that their ratings will be compared to those of their peers. In this study, this is
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TABLE 2
Summary of Agreement Categories Based on Ratings of Contextual Performance

Underestimators In-Agreement Raters Overestimators
Self-monitoring Low High Low
Social Desirability High High Low
TABLE 3

Summary of Agreement Categories Based on Ratings of Task Performance

Underestimators In-Agreement Raters Overestimators
Self-monitoring Low High Low
Social Desirability High High Low

true of half the sample because a counter-balanced design was employed (half the
participants completed ratings on their peers before completing ratings on them-
selves, and therefore knew when rating themselves that their peers would likewise
be rating them, see Methods section).

Hypothesis 2a: There will be significant differences in SD among individuals
in the various self—peer rating congruence categories based on ratings of contextual
performance. Specifically, in-agreement raters and underestimators will be
characterized by higher levels of SD than overestimators.

Hypothesis 2b: In-agreement raters and underestimators will likewise be
characterized by higher levels of SD when the rating categories are based on task
performance.

The relation of SM and SD with rating convergence is examined across both
contextual and task performance because it is important to determine whether
these relations operate similarly or differently depending on the measure of perfor-
mance being rated (see Table 2 and Table 3 for a summary of Hypotheses 1 and 2).
Examining the convergence of ratings on contextual performance is necessary be-
cause although citizenship measures are becoming more relevant given the chang-
ing nature of work, much research to date has failed to explore the rating
convergence process using this measure of performance.

CONTEXTUAL PERFORMANCE AND VERIFIABILITY

In addition to rater and ratee characteristics, the type of performance measure
used for rating may have an effect on congruence. As previously noted, studies
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in rating agreement typically use measures of task performance. It is reasonable
to suggest that the degree of rating congruence may vary when using measures
of task performance as opposed to measures of contextual performance. With
task performance it may be more likely that both rater and ratee have access to
the same, unambiguous performance information. As such, greater rater agree-
ment would occur. Examples of such verifiable performance measures are docu-
mented absenteeism and quantity of work performed. Less verifiable
performance measures would include contextual performance (citizenship be-
haviors) and quality of work performed because these measures are subject to
more individual interpretation. This is supported by Furnham and Stringfield
(1998) who found more rating congruence when ratings were based on observable
behaviors (e.g., task performance) compared to when they were based on less
observable behaviors (e.g., cognitive variables).

Hypothesis 3: Greater convergence is predicted for more verifiable measures of
performance such as quantity of work performed and attendance, whereas less
agreement is predicted for quality of performance and overall task performance,
and even less for contextual performance.

METHOD
Participants

The data used for this study are taken from Project WORKWELL conducted in
California (Donaldson, Ensher, & Grant-Vallone, 2000). This project was de-
signed to investigate variables of employee lifestyle and mental health as they pre-
dict important organizational outcomes (e.qg., job satisfaction, performance, OCB,
absenteeism, etc.). Moreover, information was collected on each participant from a
coworker who knew the participant.

There were 408 participants in the study (a result of 204 coworker pairs). Of
these, 68% were women, 25% Latino, 22% European American, 16% African
American, and 10% Asian. Employees were all operating level employees who
worked an average of 38 hr per wedld= 11.2;Mdn = 40). The average length
of tenure with their companies was 4.8 yed®®E 5.25;Mdn = 3). Participants
worked in a broad range of occupations, and came from a wide variety of orga-
nizations. More than half of the participants reported being single (56%),
whereas 26% reported being married, 13% divorced, and 2% widowed. Of the
participants, 50% reported their annual personal income as being less than
$20,000, whereas 87% reported a total annual personal income lower than
$30,000. More than 87% of the employees reported an education level of less
than a 2-year, junior college degree.
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Measures

Contextual Performance. OCB was assessed using the Smith et al. (1983)
measure. For the self-measure, the items were worded in the first person, and on the
peer report the items were worded to indicate, “My coworker ... .” This scale is bro-
ken down into two factors: Altruism and Generalized Compliance. Smith et al. re-
port a coefficient alpha of .88 for Altruism and .85 for Generalized Compliance.

For the purposes of this study, only the Altruism scale was used to assess con-
vergence. This decision was made due to the results of a factor analysis of the OCB
measure. A principal components analysis was conducted suggesting a two-factor
solution. This two-factor solution was then forced using the principal axis factor-
ing method with oblique rotation. Based on an examination of the factor loadings
in the structure matrix, three items (6, 9, and 11) were removed from further analy-
sis because they cross-loaded on more than one factor. The remaining 13 items
were then analyzed using the principal axis factoring method with oblique rota-
tion. This resulted in a cleaner more interpretable solution with no cross loadings
greater than .3. Factor one is labeldttuismand consists of ltems 1, 3,5, 7, 12,

13, and 15. Factor two iGeneralized Compliancand is composed of Items 2, 4,

6, 10, 14, and 16. The interfactor correlation matrix showed that these two factors
are somewhat correlated £ .318). However, an analysis of these items reveals
that Generalized Compliance is probably more indicative of the manner in which
one spends one’s time at work according to what is expected. This may be inter-
preted more along the lines of task behavior rather than contextual performance.
For instance, scoring low on this factor would indicate that an individual does
spend time in idle conversation, on the phone, and taking undeserved breaks.
Across organizations in general, these behaviors can resultin some sort of sanction
if not at the very least the withholding of formal rewards; citizenship behavior is
defined as behavior that is not required, expected, or rewarded (Organ, 1988).

A coefficient alpha of .77 was obtained for self-ratings of Altruism, whereas a
coefficient alpha of .79 was obtained for peer ratings. These reliabilities are less
than those reported by Smith et al. (1983).

SM. SMwas assessed by Snyder’s (1974) Self-Monitoring scale. In this sam-
ple, items for this scale were scored on a Likert-type scale ranging fretroh(ly
disagre@to 4 (strongly agregrather than a dichotomous true false format to offer
more variance in the scores. This sample obtained a coefficient alpha of .75 for the
overall factor of SM.

However, research suggests that the SM scale is multidimensional (Briggs,
Cheek, & Buss, 1980; Gabrenya, & Arkin, 1980). Therefore a factor analysis was
conducted on the scale and the subscale of Other Directedness (OD) was used in
the analyses. After a principal components analysis suggested a minimum of a
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three-factor solution, a principal axis analysis was conducted. The structure matrix
revealed that 6 of the 25 items (1, 4, 6, 18, 20, and 25) had cross loadings greater
than .3. The factors resembled the three factors discussed in Briggs et al. (OD,
Extraversion , and Acting). After the remaining 19 items were analyzed again us-
ing principle axis, the factors were more interpretable with no cross loadings
greaterthan .3. The firstfactor (Items 2, 3, 7, 15, 17, and 19) resembled OD and ob-
tained a coefficient alpha of .60.

The decision to use OD and not the other subscales of Extraversion and Acting
was based on theoretical and empirical considerations. First, of the three subscales
OD most captures what is meant by the SM construct: sensitivity to social cues,
self-regulation, and concern for the appropriateness of social behavior (Briggs et
al., 1980; Lennox & Wolfe, 1984). Second, this factor aligns well with the logic of
Hypotheses la and 1b—that people who have a tendency to monitor and control
their own behavior may be better able to recall their performance because they pay
particular attention to the expression of their behavior. Extraversion (being com-
fortable in social situations, being the center of attention, and telling jokes) and
Acting (being good and acting, entertaining, and charades) do not adequately de-
scribe one who is sensitive to social cues and manages one’s behavior based on
those cues. And finally the OD scale was the cleaner, most interpretable factor
with no cross loadings.

SD. SDwas assessed using the MCSD (Crowne & Marlow, 1960). Reported
alpha coefficients for this scale range from .73 to .88, whereas test-retest
reliabilities range from .84 to .88 (Paulhus, 1991). The coefficient alpha obtained in
this sample is .83.

Task Performance. Coworkers assessed the target’'s job performance ac-
cording to five categories using a 5-pointrating scale as follows: quantity of work, 1
(very slow workerto 5 (Rapid worker. Unusually big produceuality of work, 1
(Poor Quality. Too many errojgo 5 (Exceptionally accurate, practically no mis-
takeg; overall performance, Poor—Bottom 10%to 5 (Superior—Upper 10% at-
tendance, 1IRoor, absenttoo oftgno 5 (Exceptional, perfect attendan¢erompt-
ness, 1Poor. Usually late for workto 5 (Exceptionally prompt. Always on time for
work). The task performance scale was created from the mean of these five items;
its coefficient alpha for peer ratings was .76, and for self-ratings was .67.

Degree of Convergence. There are several methods for measuring conver-
gence (for a complete review of these methods, see Brutus, Fleenor, & Tisak,
1996). Although a difference score approach seems most intuitive (taking the dif-
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ference between self- and other ratings), it is not the best method statistically be-
cause of problems with the reliability of difference scores (i.e., the more reliable the
components that make up the difference score, the less reliable that difference
score; and the correlation between an unreliable measure and a criterion of interest
will be attenuated). Further, using an interrater reliability approach is problematic
given the instability of the correlations. Although these correlation coefficients be-
tween self- and other ratings can be transformed and used as a dependent variable
(i.e., convergence), the reliability may be low if the number of items on which the
correlations are based is small, as itis in this study (e.g., seven items for Altruism
and five items for task performance). Caution must be used when interpreting cor-
relations based on unreliable correlation coefficients as the criterion (Mersman &
Shultz, 1998). Therefore, convergence was assessed by a three-category classifica-
tion scheme simplified from a four-category scheme developed by Atwater and
Yammarino (1992). Although some variance is lost by categorizing a continuous
variable (Brutus et al.), this method is superior to using difference scores as the pre-
dictors or criteria. These three categories were developed by first standardizing the
self- and peer ratings on Altruism. Individuals were then classified into one of three
agreement categories: overestimators, underestimators, and in-agreement.
Overestimators are those with a standardized self-Altruism ratigg)(#hat is

greater than one-half a standard deviation above the standardized peer Altruism rat-
ings (Z-ar), underestimators are those withadess the one-half a standard devia-

tion of the Zay, and those classified as in-agreement havesathat lies between
one-half a standard deviation above or below thg.ZThis process for creating
agreement categories was completed again using standardized ratings on the task
performance scale. Thus, individuals were categorized as over-, under-, or
in-agreement raters twice: once on Altruism and again on task performance. For
Altruism, the group sizes for over-, under-, and in-agreement raters were 133, 151,
and 110, respectively; for task performance, the group sizes for over-, under-, and
in-agreement raters were 100, 108, and 133, respectively.

Procedure

Individuals who offered referrals for potential participants were offered $5 for each
coworker pair they recruited. The recruitment materials advertised $50 total com-
pensation for participation ($25 at Wave 1, and $25 at Wave 2), a free lifestyle as-
sessment, and a summary of the preliminary research findings.

Participants were encouraged to bring a coworker whom they knew well, pref-
erably the coworker they knew best. The participants completed a series of ques-
tionnaires during their first visit, and again 6 months later. Each battery of
questionnaires took approximately 2 hr to complete. Participants completed a
self-assessment (employee questionnaire) as well as an assessment of their
coworker on the same items (coworker questionnaire).
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RESULTS

The data were examined using bivariate scatter plots, scatter plots of the residuals,
and expected normal probability plots. These showed that the assumptions of lin-
earity and normality were basically met. The minimum and maximum values,
means, standard deviations, and reliability coefficients for the scales of Altruism,
SM, SD, and task performance are reported in Table 4.

Elimination of Potential Confound

Before testing the hypotheses, it was necessary to investigate a potential confound-
ing variable for Hypotheses 2a and 2b. Itis predicted that SD will predict agreement
category such that those who are underestimators or who are in-agreement raters
are more likely to have higher levels of SD than those that are overestimators. Be-
cause half the sample completed ratings on their peers before completing ratings on
themselves, itis possible that there may be a significant difference on self-ratings of
Altruism depending on whether self-ratings or peer ratings were completed first.
For example, for those who rated themselves first (and who would not have an indi-
cation that peer appraisal would happen), the processes of SD may operate differ-
ently than for those who rated their peers prior to self-rating. If this turned out to be
the case, itwould be inappropriate according to the logic of Hypotheses 2a and 2b to
include those who self-rated first into the analyses. To test for this potential con-
found, at test was conducted. There was no significant difference between means
on self-ratings of Altruism for those who rated themselves fit(2.97) com-

pared to those who rated their peers fildt3.02) t(397) =—1.23p>.05. Because

no effect was found, all cases were included in the subsequent analyses.

Contextual Performance

Using agreement categories (underestimators, overestimators, and in-agreement
raters) based on ratings of Altruism, a one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) was
conducted to see if there were any differences across these categories in terms of the
OD subscale of SM. There was a significant difference between nie@n891) =

3.48,p < .05. Contrary to Hypothesis 1a, in-agreement raters were not character-
ized by higher levels of SM. In fact, underestimatdvsx 2.31) were significantly

higher in OD than overestimatonsl (= 2.16), but not higher than in-agreement rat-

ers M =2.23). Another ANOVA was performed to see if the agreement categories
differed on levels of SD. There was a significant difference between meés,

394) = 3.52p < .05. Post hoc comparisons using the Tukey HSD model revealed
that underestimators are significantly higher in $DF15.75) than overestimators
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(M = 14.08), but not higher in SD than in-agreement ratdts(14.16). Thus, al-
though Hypothesis 2a was not supported, there was support for Hypothesis 1a.
To investigate the possibility that the method used to produce the agreement
categories influenced the results, additional ANOVAs were conducted using dif-
ferent cut points to create the agreement categories. New agreement categories
were created such that overestimators were characterized gy @i@ater than
one standard deviation above thexg(N = 88), underestimators by a4 less the
one standard deviation below thesg (N = 89), and in-agreement raters by en¢
one standard deviation above or below the\Z(N = 220). The results of the
ANOVA conducted on these categories replicated those based on the original cate-
gories. There were significant differences between the groups in terms (@D,
391) = 3.82p < .05, as well as SDF(2, 394) = 3.48p < .05. Tukey’s post hoc
comparisons reveal again that underestimators were significantly higher iMOD (
=2.38) and SDN¥I = 15.91) than overestimator8lop = 2.22;Msp= 13.56). When
the cutoff for over- and underraters is left at one standard deviation and the band-
width for in-agreement raters is changed to one-half a standard deviation, the re-
sults remain stable (i.e., underraters are significantly higher in SD than overraters).
The results do not remain stable when the cutoff points exceed one and a half stan-
dard deviations. Although the pattern of group means remains consistent for
overestimatorsNlop= 2.22; Msp = 14.08), underestimatordpop= 2.37; Msp
=16.46), and in-agreement rateMdp= 2.32;Msp = 14.76), the differences are
not significant due to the heterogeneous group sizes in the agreement categories
(for SD overestimators = 48, underestimators = 48, and in-agreement raters = 220;
for OD overestimators = 48, underestimators =47, and in-agreement raters = 219).
In accordance with Cohen and Cohen’s (1983) recommendations for dealing
with difference or change data, a hierarchical regression was conducted. Using
self-ratings as the dependent variable, coworker ratings were entered as the
covariate the first step of the regression. This remaining residual represents
self-ratings with the effect of coworker ratings removed; that is, the extent of over-
versus underestimating. At the second step of the regression procedure, OD and
SD were entered together. Evidence for the replication of the post hoc analysis of
the previous ANOVA would be found if both OD and SD had significant and nega-
tive beta weights. This is in fact what the analysis revedbeg:.= —.13,p < .05;
Bsp=—.14,p < .005. In other words, there was a significant association between
underestimation and OD and underestimation and SD. These results corroborate
the previous ANOVA results.

Task Performance

These analyses were repeated using the rating category scheme based on task
performance. Unlike with contextual performance, there were no significant dif-
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TABLE 5
Convergence of Self-Peer Ratings Across Measures Varying in Verifiability

Measure Correlation Between Self and Peer Ratings (r) N oor
Attendanc@ A426%* 343 455
Promptness .359%* 342 .376
Quantity of worR 211%* 342 214
Quality of work .148* 342 .149
Altruism” .135* 342 136
Overall performande .130*% 343 131

Note. [ refers to Fisher's to ztransformation, which is necessary in order to test the difference
between two correlations. The term r’ is used to avoid confusion with the standard normal deviate
(Howell, 1992).

aThese measures are at the item level. Overall performance is an item, not the task performance scale
constructed from all the items that was used to create agreement categories for task performance.

PAltruism is a scale constructed from the mean of seven items.

*p<.001. *p<.05.

ferences across categories in terms of G2, 338) = 2.02p > .05, or SD,F(2,
340) = 2.3p > .05. However, in terms of SD, the pattern of means were similar to
those for contextual performance. Underestimators were higher iMSDL6.22)

and OD M = 2.29) than overestimatortgp = 13.66;Mop = 2.23 ); however,
there were no significant differences between these means.

As with contextual performance, new agreement categories were created for
task performance using the criterion of one standard deviation (overestimators > 1
SD+ standardized peer rating of task performance, underestimato&3<dnd
in-agreement raters within £+8D) to check the stability of the results. The
nonsignificant results were replicated for OE_2, 340) = 1.97p > .05, and SD,
F(2,338) =.63p>.05. However, the pattern of means for SD remained consistent
for over (M = 13.49), underNl = 15.27), and in-agreement rateké £ 14.91).

The same regression procedure used for contextual performance to assess
agreement on a continuous scale was conducted using self-ratings of task perfor-
mance as the dependent variable, partialling out the effect of coworker ratings of
task performance. When OD and SD are entered as the predictors, no relation of
OD with underestimation or overestimatigh£ —.05,p > .05) was found. How-
ever, SD was associated with underestimatfa £.12,p < .05). Taking these re-
sults into account, there is support for Hypothesis 2b but no support for 1b.

Verifiability of Performance Dimension
To test the third hypothesis, correlations between self-ratings and peer ratings

across the performance dimensions were computed. As Table 5 indicates, ratings of
attendance tended to converge the most whereas ratings of Altruism and overall
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performance converged the least. The convergence on ratings of attendance was
significantly higher than convergence on ratings of quantity of waygik= 3.15 >

Zos= 11.96,p < .05). The convergence of quantity of work was not significantly
higher than the convergence of quality of worl(= .848 <zg,s=£1.96,p > .05).
Convergence for quality of work was neither significantly higher than convergence
on Altruism @ = .175 <zgp5=+1.96,p > .05), nor was convergence for Altruism
significantly higher than convergence for overall performazgeX .067 <zo5=

+1.96,p > .05).

DISCUSSION

The purpose of this study was to determine whether SM and SD were associated
with rater agreement and different types of rater disagreement (overestimators and
underestimators). When these rating categories were formed using ratings of con-
textual performance, there was a significant relation between under estimation and
the OD subscale of SM as well as SD. Underraters were characterized by higher
levels of OD and SD than overestimators. Although this difference between under-
and overestimators was significant for rating categories based on contextual perfor-
mance, the difference failed to reach significance for task performance. Although it
is interesting to note that the means for SD across agreement categories for task per-
formance showed the same general ranking as for contextual performance
(underestimators > in-agreement raters > overestimators), the differences between
means, although not significant, are notable because the magnitude of the differ-
ences between overestimators and underestimators on SD were similar fdrtask (
1.55) and contextuatl= 1.67) performance.

This support for Hypothesis 2a suggests that in this context using the
MCSD, it was socially desirable to be modest about self-ratings. Those individ-
uals higher in SD (i.e., higher need for approval) may be motivated to rate them-
selves modestly, which would explain the higher scores on SD for
underestimators. Moreover, overraters scored lower on SD. This may indicate
that overraters were not as compelled to seek social approval, and did not mind
representing themselves in a more positive manner than their peers. Further,
Crowne (1979) remarked that the need for approval (as assessed by the MCSD)
can also be thought of as the need to avoid disapproval. In this study, those who
were higher on the MCSD may have been motivated to underrate in order to
avoid disapproval upon the comparison of their ratings with those of their peers.
However, it is important to note that the conceptualization of SD is dependent
on which scale is used. Future research on individual differences and rating
congruence must distinguish between measures of SD because those measures
may lead to different results. For instance, the Balanced Inventory of Desirable
Responding (Paulhus, 1984) taps self-deceptive enhancement and impression
management, and research utilizing this measure may find that overraters may
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be distinguished by higher levels of SD because the self-ratings of one high
on this scale may be positively enhanced when compared to peer ratings. There-
fore, the results of this study clearly point to the need for approval as an individ-
ual difference variable that affects S—O rating convergence; the impact of one’s
desire to make him or herself look good as it impacts convergence is left to be
examined.

Contrary to Hypotheses 1a and 1b, in-agreement raters were not characterized
by a higher degree of SM as assessed by OD; rather, underestimators were. In other
words, higher self-monitors were presenting themselves in a less desirable light
than their peers were presenting them. This goes against what Church (1997)
found—that people higher in SM tended to obtain more convergence in S-O rat-
ings. However, the sample in the Church study consisted of managers; our sample
consisted of operating level employees with the majority having less than 2 years
of college education. Moreover, Church used an overall measure of SM, whereas
the subscale of OD was used here.

Taken together, these differences may account for the discrepant findings be-
tween this study and that of Church (1997). For example, an examination of the
items on OD shows that this subscale is more reflective of pleasing others, acting
according to others’ expectations, and generally changing behavior to be liked or
accepted. Lennox and Wolfe (1984) noted how OD taps attention to social com-
parison information, and is in fact what links it to the overarching construct of SM.
This notion is similar to the logic behind how SD is operating on convergence, and
the scales are indeed correlated=(.33, p < .05). However, OD is conceptually
distinct from SD because it seems to be assessing the extent to whicletsire
order to gain acceptance rather than omesdfor approval. Therefore, the results
of this study indicate that the construct of SM may operate differently on conver-
gence for different samples and different measures of SM.

There was limited support for Hypothesis 3. Attendance—a verifiable dimen-
sion of job performance—obtained the highest degree of self—peer rating conver-
gence and was significantly higher than any of the other convergence ratings. As
noted earlier, this may be due to the equal access of self and peers to unambiguous
information (i.e., whether or not someone is present at work is obvious to both rat-
ers). Although the magnitude of the convergence values are in the expected direc-
tion (quantity > quality, quality > Altruism, quantity > Altruism), these values are
not significantly different from one another. These findings support those of
Conway (1996), who found no difference in interrater reliabilities for task versus
contextual performance. Moreover, the convergence values are lower than what
we would expect given Harris and Schaubroeck’s (1988) meta-analytic work on
the convergence between self- and peer ratings (.36). Although these values fall
well within the range of their 90% confidence intervals, there may be characteris-
tics of the sample that caused these values to be low. For instance, this sample in-
cluded less educated participants who may not be as skilled at rating behavior.
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Also, the results of the meta-analysis included within-occupation performance
measures whereas in this study, a general performance measure was used to assess
general task performance across many types of jobs.

Practical Implications

The finding that underestimators had higher levels of OD and SD than
overestimators and in-agreement raters is interesting, especially because partici-
pants were asked to bring a coworker whom they knew well to participate in the
study. This has implications for how raters are selected in multirater systems. A
common assumption is that when ratees choose their peer raters, this is essentially
stacking the odds in the ratee’s favor. However, the findings here indicate that not
only is there variance in the amount of convergence, but that those who tend to un-
derrate themselves relative to peer ratings may be doing so out of modesty. This
modesty may be a function of the target having chosen their peer raters. Thus, when
ratees choose their raters, and have a high need for approval, there may be a ten-
dency for a modesty effect rather than a positive bias—a finding contrary to the
conventional wisdom in this area.

Another implication of this study is the degree of convergence practitioners of
360° feedback can expect. The nature of the performance dimension being rated
will affect the upper limits of how much S—O convergence is possible. As the crite-
rion space of job performance is expanded to include contextual performance, it
will become increasingly important how rating discrepancies of citizenship behav-
ior are interpreted. In addition, it may be necessary to take into account the
verifiability of the performance dimension being rated because this influences the
degree of convergence obtained. When using contextual performance measures in
the 360° feedback system, discrepancies in these ratings should be interpreted af-
ter the effect for verifiability has already been accounted for. The meaning at-
tached to discrepancies in ratings of citizenship behaviors must be interpreted in
the context of how much convergence we should expect given the ambiguous na-
ture of the construct of citizenship, especially as it compares to more objective
measures of task performance. Although meta-analytic work will better inform
these expectations, this study is a step in this direction such that ratings of citizen-
ship do not tend to converge as much as ratings of attendance or quantity of work.

Itis important to note that the finding that people higher in SD were more likely
to be underraters was only significant for ratings of contextual performance. This
is related to the investigation of the upper limits of rating convergence on citizen-
ship. Although the general trend for underestimators to have higher SD remained
consistent for task performance, the differences were not significant across rating
categories. This may imply that, in addition to choosing peer raters, modesty may
be driven by the nature of the performance construct being rated. Individuals may
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be more likely to give lower ratings relative to their peers on measures of contex-
tual performance, which would consequently lower the amount of S—O rating con-
vergence capable of being obtained.

Limitations

The most salient limitation to this study is that data were not obtained in an actual
360° feedback setting. The data were collected within a large research effort to ex-
amine variables of employee lifestyle, physical and mental health, and organiza-
tional outcomes. Although self- and peer responses were collected on several of
these variables, the rating situation did not adequately simulate a multirater system.
Thus, the specific motivational and cognitive influences driving the rating pro-
cesses may have affected the ratings differently than they might have if the data
were collected in an actual 360° feedback situation.

Moreover, there were limitations in the method used to capture the construct of
convergence. This method involved categorizing a variable that is conceptualized
as continuous. This is considered to be a thorny issue, and researchers have mea-
sured convergence using a variety of methods including interrater reliability
(Fleenor et al., 1996), difference scores, Pearson correlations between the average
self-score and the corresponding average others’ ratings (Church, 1997), the re-
gression method using the difference of weights and intercepts (Brutus, Fleenor, &
McCauley, 1996), the polynomial regression technique (Brutus, Fleenor, & Tisak,
1996; Edwards, 1994a; Edwards, 1994b), and the method used presently, catego-
ries of convergence (Atwater &, Yammarino 1992, 1997; Van Velsor et al., 1993).
As Brutus, Fleenor, and Tisak (1996) noted, there are shortcomings inherent in all
these methods, including the categorization technique. However, the convergence
category approach has a practical appeal to those who utilize multirater systems.
This simplicity in the measurement of convergence makes it more intuitive for
managers to understand. Contrast this with the complexities in explaining for ex-
ample, the mechanisms of why difference scores tend to be unreliable and attenu-
ate any relation that may exist between predictor and criterion, and the clarity of
the rating category approach becomes evident. Therefore, although there are draw-
backs in capturing convergence by constructing agreement categories, this method
is clearly superior to the other options for practical utility reasons.

Directions for Future Research
Given the issues that emerged from this study, three avenues for future research be-

come clear. The first is establishing a conceptual framework that prescribes when
convergence should/should not be expected and when it should/should not be de-
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sired. The delineation of the situational complexities of rating convergence will
help inform practice. S—O agreement may mean different things across organiza-
tional settings, and across performance dimensions. This is especially true as rat-
ings of contextual performance become more common in multirater systems. For
example, lack of convergence on ratings of contextual performance may be more
an indication of the variance in implicit theories about what constitutes contextual
performance than rater or ratee accuracy. Therefore, instead of using convergence
as a catchall proxy for the quality of ratings, practitioners and researchers alike
must gain a better understanding of the driving mechanisms of convergence across
performance domains—especially as convergence is increasingly used as a predic-
tor of organizational outcomes.

Secondly, the stability of convergence as an individual difference variable as
well as an interindividual difference variable (because it takes two individuals to
obtain convergence) must be explored to better understand it both as a predictor
and a criterion. Understanding what convergence really is and what accounts for
variance in it is essential before any recommendations are given regarding when
and where we should expect it to occur. This will entail further investigations into
the individual, dyadic, group, and organizational characteristics that impact the de-
gree of rater agreement.

Thirdly, research is sorely needed in how discrepant feedback should be inter-
preted and dealt with. As the conceptual framework for convergence is developed
and refined, we may gain a better understanding of what to do with discrepant
feedback once itis received. For example, it would be useful to know how to mini-
mize defensiveness and threats to self-efficacy caused by rating discrepancies, and
use them as positive levers for change. The feedback process is truly where the
rubber meets the road regarding rating convergence, and research must begin to fo-
cus on the impact convergence has on these processes.

Continued research in rating convergence may illuminate more contingencies
than answers. However, given the growing prevalence of 360° feedback systems,
issues surrounding rater agreement will not likely fade into the background. Prac-
tice must feed back to research and visa versa so that the utility and quality of
multirater systems can continue to be enhanced.
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