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In light of mixed findings in the literature regarding the congruence
between self-assessment and those provided by others, this study investi-
gated differences between the self-ratings of managers and others (super-
visors, subordinates, peers) using an instrument assessing twenty specific
management skills areas derived from job analysis procedures. Data on
335 managers working in several large organizations (health care, aero-
space, utility) who recently received feedback were used to compare self-
other ratings along each management practice skill area. The results
indicated that the amount of agreement between managers and the others
describing them was moderately low, with correlation coefficients ranging
from 122 to 295 (p < .05). Paired t-tests revealed that managers
consistently reported practicing specific skills more frequently than others
who rated them across the majority of skill areas. Implications for practice
and future research are discussed.-

Self- and other ratings are typically important elements in a wide variety of
human resource systems including career management, performance
appraisal, succession planning, personnel selection, and management train-
ing and development. For example, it is common in many performarice
appraisal systems to encourage employees to rate themselves and to com-
pare these ratings to those of their supervisors during the appraisal review
discussion. Similarly, assessment centers typically use a variety of both self-
assessment tools (personality, style, and career interest inventories) and
trained assessor ratings to provide an overall evaluation of employees for
either selection or development. Of importance in each of these human
resource systems is the accuracy and congruence of both the self- and
other ratings utilized. In particular, a large amount of the literature on
multiple ratings has focused on the utility and validity of self-assessment.
Despite alleged gains from self-assessment processes in human resource
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systems such as performance appraisal and training (for example, clarxfymg
differences of opinion, improving communication between supervisors and
subordinates), empirical research shows mixed findings regarding the con-
gruence between self-ratings and those provided by other sources (see
Harris and Schaubroeck, 1988; Mabe and West, 1982). Some studies have
shown moderately high correlations in the range of .50 to .60 between seli-
ratings and those of others (for example, Pym and Auld, 1965; Williams
and Seiler, 1973), whereas others have shown little or no significant corre-
lations (for example, Cooke, 1989; Ferris, Yates, Gilmore, and Rowland,
1985; Klimoski and London, 1974; Shrauger and Terbovic, 1976; Huber,
1991).

In their review of over fifty studies, Shrauger and Schoeneman (1979)
examined evidence relating self-perceptions to evaluations by significant
others. In general, they found litle evidence of congruence between self-
perceptions and evaluartions by others, nor did they find consistent evi-
dence that self-evaluations are strongly influenced by others’ feedback. In
other words, if feedback from others is either critical or constructive, it
may simply be ignored altogether. Additional evidence suggests that differ-
ent raters exhibit only low to moderate agreement with each other, which
may not be unique to self-ratings (for example, Lawler, 1967; Tucker, Cline,
and Schmitt, 1967).

In a recent meta-analysis of self and supervisor, self and peer, and peer
and supervisor ratings, Harris and Schaubroeck (1988) concluded that
there is, at best, a modest cortelation between different rating sources. The
results of their mera-analysis indicated a relatively high correlation between
peer-supervisor ratings (r = .65), bur only a modest correlation berween

self-peer (r=.36) and self-supervisor ratings (r = .35). Furthermore,.

although rating format (global versus dimensional) and rating scale (behav-

ioral versus trait) did not moderate the results, job type (managerial versus

blue collar) did appear to moderate self-peer and self-supervisor ratings.

Specifically, self-supervisor and self-peer correlations were much lower for

managerial employees than for blue-collar types. However, these effects
. were not seen for peer-supervisor correlations.

In practice, this apparent lack of congruence may not be as unex-
pected or as enigmatic as it might appear. It is possible that multiple
raters may actually be observing different aspects of individual perfor-
mance or possess diverse standards resulting in different perceptions of
skills, ability, and performance evaluations of others. Harris and Schau-
broeck (1988) suggest that a number of explanations might exist to
account for this lack of congruence between self-ratings and those of
others in the literature, including: (1) differences in organizational level
leading to differential weightings of performance factors and standards;
(2) inequality of observational opportunities to rate and evaluate specific
supervisory and management practices; and (3) self-rating bias, social
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desirability, defensiveness, and distortion that lead to unrealistic apprais-
als and evaluations of job performance.

In fact, a growing body of empirical evidence suggests that most indi-
viduals possess an overly positive, albeit unrealistic, view of themselves
(see Greenwald, 1980; Kagan, 1988; Taylor and Brown, 1988). Of particular
concern is the tendency for people to present themselves in socially desir-
able or self-deceptive ways (for example, Schwartz, 1990; Crowne and
Marlowe, 1964; Edwards, 1957). For example, when asked to indicate how
accurately positive and negative personality adjectives describe the self,
individuals tend to judge positive characteristics of self as being more
descriptive than negative attributes (Alicke, 1985; Brown, 1986; Lewinsohn,
Mischel, Chaplin, and Barton, 1980). Additionally, limited evidence exists
to suggest that even when negative feedback is presented and acknowl-
edged, it is typically rationalized as inconsequential or diminished in terms
of its accuracy (Campbell, 1986, Lewicki, 1984). Distrust regarding the
predictive utility of self-reports has undoubtedly been enhanced by cri-
tiques of trait approaches to personality measurement, which have consis-
tently shown only modest associations between self-report measures and
specific behaviors (for example, Mischel, 1972, 1979).

Although previous research raises legitimate causes for questioning the
validity of self-reports as they compare with other commonly used assess-
ment methods, the significance of these studies may have been largely
overestimated, especially in light of the many advantages individuals may
have as judges of themselves. Shrauger and Osberg (1981) reviewed the
validity of individuals’ self-ratings with other assessment procedures widely
used in psychological and job performance evaluations. The authors con-
clude that self-assessments are at least as predictive of specific criteria
(including job performance and peer ratings) as are other assessment meth-
ods against which they have been compared. The authors suggest that the
relative accuracy of self- versus other assessment procedures seem to vary
somewhat with the type of construct being predicted. For some criteria,
such as peer judgments of personality traits, self-reports have been consis-
tently superior to assessment by others. However, the results for psycho-
therapy outcomes and academic achievement tend to show that self-reports
are only slightly better predictors. Finally, studies of job performance and
post-hospitalization adjustment have been largely inconclusive, with neither
self-report nor external judgments cleatly being more accurate.

Despite evidence suggesting that individuals tend to hold unrealistically
positive views of the self, some recent studies by Howard and others
(1980}, Cole, Howard, and Maxwell (1981), Gabbard, Howard, and Dunfee
(1986), and Howard, Conway, and Maxwell (1985} dispute the notion that
self-report ratings may be less valid than other assessment methods. In
these studies exploring the consensual validity between self-report ratings
and other measurement methods (such as observational ratings by others),
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- when controlling for the influence of method variance, far greater evidence
of attribute-method agreement was consistently observed. The critical point
to be learned from these studies is that previous failures to find strong
evidence of the construct validity of self-reports might well be due to errors
in the criterion variables as opposed to the measures being validated.

In general, the majority of organizational studies to date investigating
the congruence between self- and other ratings have tended to focus on
measures used in performance evaluation and appraisal systems. It can be
argued that the relationship between self- and other ratings have not been
as adequately explored within the context of other human resource systems
such as assessment centers, management training, and succession planning.
Although an impressive literature already exists, it would appear that addi-
tional research exploring the association between self- and other ratings
with alternate human resources systems would provide even greater clarity
of the wtility and validity of such assessment approaches.

In light of the mixed literature findings on the efficacy and convergence
of self-ratings with those of others, this study attempted to replicate and ex-
tend previous research investigating the congruence between self-perceptions
of specific supervisory and management practices and behaviors to those of
others in diverse organizational settings. Specifically, this study compared
self-report perceptions of specific management practices in twenty skill areas
to a pooled rating of up to five others (such as subordinates, superiors, peers)
who had the opportunity to observe and evaluate the behaviors, This study
extended earlier research by using a behaviorally focused management prac-
tices questionnaire derived from job analysis procedures of supervisory and
management positions and by using pooled “other” ratings to minimize
potential error variance attributed to differences in organizational level and
observational opportunities. Recent evidence suggests that the validity of oth-
ers’ assessments is enhanced by pooling or averaging across a number of dif-
ferent raters (Horowitz, Inouye, and Siegelman, 1979). Consistent with prior
research findings suggesting thar individuals possess exaggerated self-eval-
uations, it was hypothesized thar only modest correlations in the range of

.10 to .40 would be found between self- and other ratings of specific supet-
visory behaviors and management practices.

Method

Participants and Procedures Data on 335 supervisors and managers
-working in several diverse organizations, including aerospace, utility, and
health care, were used in this study. These individuals were selected from
a larger population of managers who had recently completed a management
practices questionnaire as part of a company sponsored management train-
ing program. The cases selected for analysis were those that had been
processed most recently and had no missing data on the self-description
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instrument. Each manager was asked to select up to five others to complete
a parallel form of the instrument soliciting feedback on the same supervi-
sory and management practice skill areas.

Approximately two weeks after all self- and other ratings were collected,
each manager received a confidential feedback report summarizing twenty
distinct managerial skill areas and comparing self-perceptions of perfor-
mance to those of the others. The identity of the others providing feedback
to the manager was not revealed in an attempt to reduce desirability bias
and increase the objectivity of the other ratings. A letter was included with
the feedback reports thanking the respondents for their participation and
containing a brief explanation of how to interpret the report.

Descriptions of a subset of these managers (335) were provided by a
total of 1,205 “others,” who included peers, subordinates, and superiors.
The mean age of the sample was 40.4 (SD = 9.31) with ages ranging from
25 1o 67 years. The sample was composed of 73.1 percent males and 26.9
percent females, including entry-level to midlevel supervisors and manag-
ers. The mean age of the others (N = 1205) was 42.87 (SD = 10.06) and
was composed of 34.6 percent males and 65.4 percent females.

Measurement of Management Practices. In this study, the Management
Practices Questionnaire (MPQ) was used to assess supervisory and man-
agement skills (Nowack, 1989). The MPQ was designed to provide partici-
pants in supervision and management with specific feedback on twenty
specific job skills and behaviors. The instrument is completed by the man-
ager and up to five other individuals who are in a position to accurately
evaluate his or her work performance. The combined perceptions of the
five others (including peers, subordinates, superiors) are compared to the
manager's own responses, in a comprehensive computerized feedback
report, to identify strengths and weaknesses and provide a base for indi-
vidualized professional development efforts.

The MPQ is composed of 100 items measuring twenty specific manage-
ment practices areas organized into four general areas: (1) communication
skills—listening, two-way information, written communication, oral commu-
nication, oral presentation; (2} administrative skills—goal setting, planning/
organizing, delegation, follow-up, performance appraisal; (3) interpersonal
shills—team building, recognizing/rewarding, empathy/sensitivity, conflict
resolution, discipline, coaching, leadership, involvement orientation; and
(4) decision-making skills—problem-analysis, decision making.

The MPQ was based on an extensive job analysis of supervisory and
managerial positions in several large service, manufacturing, and aerospace
companies (Nowack, 1989). Incumbents were interviewed regarding the
major job tasks associated with their positions. A comprehensive job-task
activity questionnaire was constructed that obtained ratings of both impor-
tance and frequency of each job task relative to the targeted supervisory and
management positions. The job-task questionnaires were distributed to
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incumbents and statistically analyzed. A set of critical supervisory and
managerial dimensions were derived in four general areas: (1) interpersonal,
(2) communication, (3) administration, and (4) decision making. Items
were rationally constructed 1o measure the full range. of supervisory and
management skills in each of these four areas. A total of twenty separate
scales were derived, each measured by five separate questions each. Each
question was behaviorally focused, and respondents rated the frequency or
practice of each behavioral skill using a seven-point scale, where 1 equals
“to an extremely small extent” and 7 equals “to an extremely large extent.”

in an attempt to maximize inter-rater reliability, respondents were given
explicit instructions on completing the MPQ. These instructions stated:
“The Management Practices Questionnaire contains 100 items. You will
provide your response to these items using the 1-7 scale next to each'item.
Circle the number that reflects how frequently you have practiced (or
observed the other person practicing) the specific skill or behavior
described in the item. Please circle the 1 or 7 only when the behavior is
almost never or almost always practiced or observed. As a frame of reference,
think how you or the person you are describing compares with other
supervisors or managers that you work with within your organization. If
you have not been able to observe the behavior or it is not applicable to
the position, please circle Not Applicable. Be sure to provide a response for
every item in the questionnaire. There is no time limit. Take your time with
each item and be certain that you are rating yourself or others on what is
specifically stated. There are no right or wrong answers. You will be most
helpful if you answer as accurately and as honestly as possible. You may
notice that some items appear similar to each other. Actually, no two items
are identical. They differ, even if only to a small degree. This similarity in
the item pool provides for a comprehensive and reliable assessment of
supervisory and management skills and behaviors.”

Two parallel forms of the instrument were provided, one for self-descrip-
tion and the second for description by others. The two parallel instruments
and items are identical. Sample items in the MPQ include: (1) Waits out
silences and listens patiently without interrupting others; (2) Gives
employees feedback about how they are performing their job on a regular
basis; (3) Conveys an appreciation for what employees are experiencing or
how they are feeling; (4) Seeks employees’ input about decision making,
planning, and problem-solving processes, and (5) Clearly communicates
performance expectations and standards to employees. Administration of
the MPQ takes approximately thirty minutes.

Analysis. Scale scores were compured by raking the average of the
responses to the five items associated with each of the MPQ twenty scales,
Means and standard deviations were obtained for each scale, separately for
self-descriptions and the descriptions of others. Internal consistency relia-
bility was estimated for each scale by means of Cronbach’s alpha. Compar-
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ison of inter-rater agreement was assessed using a series of paired t-tests
comparing self and other ratings in an attempt to minimize error variance
in the other's ratings (stratifying the others by focal manager). In these
analyses, descriptions by others were aggregated to the focal manager level.
These aggregated (averaged) descriptions were also correlated with the
self-descriptions to provide a measure.of consensual validity.

Item-total scale correlations were also run at the self-description level to
ascertain whether the MPQ items correlated more strongly with their own
scales than with any of the other scales. Finally, principal components
analysis with varimax rotation was done on the MPQ using the sample
data to explore the exact factor structure of the instrument.

Results

The descriptive statistics for self- and other ratings on the twenty MPQ
scales are summarized in Table 1 below. Responses by the managers as
well as the other respondents are skewed toward the favorable side, indi-
cating frequent practice of specific management skills. Mean scores for
self-descriptions range from 23.44 (performance appraisal) to 27.54 (deci-
sion making); means for descriptions by others range from 22.57 (perfor-
mance appraisal) to 25.38 (written communication). For all scales, the
means of the manager’s self-descriptions are higher (that is, more frequent
practice of specific behaviors) than the means of the descriptions of others.
However, the standard deviations for the others’ descriptions are consis-
tently higher than those of the self-descriptions.

The internal consistency reliability (alpha) of the MPQ scales is fairly
high, ranging from .71 to .91 as measured by Cronbach’s alpha (Table 1).
The MPQ has shown acceptable test-retest reliability ranging from .45 to
82 over a three-month period in previous research (Nowack, 1989). The
average test-retest reliability across all twenty scales was .65.

ltem-total analyses indicate that items within each scale are highly
intercorrelated with each other; however, items across certain scales also
correlate modestly with each other (data not shown). A principal compo-
nents factor analysis across the entire sample, with varimax rotation,
yielded a three-factor solution explaining a total of 74.2 percent of the
common variance. These three factors included (1) task management skills,
(2) people management skills, and (3) communication skills that corre-
spond to the general managerial skill areas identified in the original job
analysis, However, the first factor (people management skills) was clearly
the largest factor, accounting for 61.4 percent of the common variance.

Separate factor analyses were run to compare the factor structure of the
MPQ for both self- and other ratings in this study. Principal component
analysis, with varimax rotation, yielded a similar three-factor solution, with
a single interpersonal factor accounting for the majority of commeon vari-
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Table 1. MPQ Scales: Descriptive Statistics and
Internal Consistency Reliability of the MPQ

Mean 5D
MPQ Scale (Self/Others) (Self/Others) “Alpha
Communication Skills
Listening 24.87/2399 3.89/5.32 84
Two-way information 26:30/24.00 341/5.12 - 76
Written communication 27.05/25.38 4.78/5.55 90
Oral ‘communication 26.12/25.25 3.75/5.16 82
Oral presentation 25.36/24.59 3.84/5.19 LT3
Administrative Skills
Goal setting 24.92/23.67 3.54/4.92 83
Planning/organizing 24.48/23.89 - 3.99/4.63 71
Delegation 26.47/24.49 3.20/4.98 Bl
Follow-up 24.26/23.14 3.77/4.93 87
Performance appraisal 23.45/22.59 4.59/4.89 83
Interpersonal Skills .
Team building 26.69/23.98 3.53/5.28 .86
Recognizing/rewarding 25.39/23.38 3.85/5.16 8l
Empathy/sensitivity 26.08/23.73 4.19/5.45 87 -
Conflict resolution 25.98/23.33 3.58/5.08 Bl
Discipline 25.78/23.71 3.68/4.96 87
Coaching 26.19/23.69 3.39/5.07 78
Leadership , _ 25.59/23.25 3.37/4.95 80
Involvement orientation 26.68/23.89 352/5.01 81
Problem Solving
Problem analysis 25.83/24.16 3.79/4.99 .78
Decision making 27.54/25.03 3.15/5.12 80
Note: N = 333,

ance in both the self- and other ratings (56.3 percent and 63.3 percent,
respectively). In this study, interpersonal dimensions such as rewarding
others, team building, listening, giving feedback, leading, resolving conflict,
and so on are rather stable and salient interpersonal dimensions being
assessed by respondents and others in the MPQ.

Inter-Rater Agreement and Convergent Validity. A series of paired t-
tests were used to assess differences in agreement between the managers
and the others, describing them across all twenty MPQ scales as seen in
Table 2. Paired t-tests were used to minimize for potential nuisance factors
related to individual rater characteristics and possible unequal observational
opportunities on the part of the others providing feedback. With paired t-
tests, the observed differences between the two groups are more likely to
be directly attributable to differences in management practices in specific
skill areas rather than observer characteristics. Across all the MPQ scales,
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* Table 2. MPQ Scales: Inter-Rater Agreement and Convergent Validity

Mean
MPQ Scale Differences  t-value r r
Communication Skills
Listening 0.87 274 . 006 237
Two-way information 223 7.60 000 206¢
Written communication 1.67 4.90 .000 274
Oral communication 0.87 2.81 .005 .218°
Oral presentation 0.77 243 015 214°
Administrative Skills
Goal setting 1.25 405 - 000 144
Planning/organizing 0.59 1.92 058 218°
Delegation 1.99 6.49 000 122
Follow-up 1.22 392 000 164"
Performance appraisal 0.88 2.77 006 252
Interpersonal Shills
Team building 4 272 8.87 000 .240¢
Recognizing/rewarding 2.00 6.72 -000 .300¢
Empathy/sensitivity 2.35 7.37 .000 288
Conflict resolution 2.65 8.55 000 175
Discipline 2.07 6.99 000 238°
Coaching 251 8.18 000 .166"
Leadership 234 7.95 .000 207
Involvement orientation 279 9.08 000 166"
Problem Selving
Problem analysis ' 1.67 5.45 000 204
Decision making 251 811 000 .13¢0°
“p < 05
Mp < ot
po< o001,

except planning and organizing, managers reported significantly more fre-
quent practice of specific skills than the others {aggregated by focal man-
ager) describing them (Table 2).

The amount of agreement between the managers and the others describ-
ing them is moderately low (Table 2, last column). Correlation coelficients
range from .12 (p < .05) to .30 (p < .001), with an average correlation
across all twenty MPQ scales of .21 (p < .001). Strongest agreement
between self and others was in the rewarding and recognizing scale-inter-
personal skills, which are relatively behavioral in nature and generally
observable. The lowest correlations were for the delegation and decision
making scales-administrative skills that are less behavioral and can easily
be misinterpreted (for example, viewing an employee-involved decision-
making style of a manager as reflecting a relative lack of decisiveness;
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© viewing the distribution of assignments to others as displays of authorita-
tive, rather than participative, behavior on the part of a manager).

Discussion

This study examined the congruence between self-ratings of managers and
those of others (aggregated ratings of peers, subordinates, and superiors)
on twenty specific management practices skill areas. In general, managers
consistently had inflated perceptions of how frequently they practice spe-
cific behaviors and skills compared to others who provided feedback to
them. Evidence for concurrent validity was weak, with correlations ranging
from .12 to .30 between self- and other ratings.

~In this study, when incumbents and others (supervisors, subordinates,
peers) who provided ratings were used as the unit of analysis, incumbents
reported significantly higher levels of management practices than the
pooled ratings of others (Table 2). In comparison, when the average aggre-
gated ratings of all incumbents (N = 335) were directly compared to the
aggregate ratings of all others (N = 1205), no significant differences were
observed across any of the twenty management practices skill areas in an
additional series of paired t-tests (all p’s > .05). The difference in results
for aggregate ratings versus self-other ratings supports the recent findings
of Huber (1991), who suggests that important information can be lost
when data is simply averaged across all group members.

The results of this study support previous research by Harris and Schau-
broeck (1988), Ferris, Yates, Gilmore, and Rowland (1985), and Klimoski
and London (1984) who found only modest agreement between self- and
other ratings. This study also provides limited support for the existence of
a tendency for individuals to maintain positive self-evaluations compared
to others (Taylor and Brown, 1988). In their review of illusion and well-
being, Taylor and Brown (1988) suggest that rather than being atentive to
both the favorable and unfavorable aspects of self, individuals tend to be
more cognizant of their strengths and assets and considerably less aware
of their weaknesses and faults, In fact, some recent evidence exists that
individuals who are low in self-esteem or moderately depressed may actu-
ally have a more realistic and balanced outlook on life (for example, Watson
and Clark, 1984; Coyne and Gotlieb, 1983). It might appear that this capac-
ity to maintain inflated views of the self might actually interfere with pro-
fessional growth and development. That is, if managers are skilled at
maintaining overly optimistic perceptions of self, even in the face of critical
or negative feedback from others, what might account for the motivation to
change and continue to develop professionally? As such, it would appear
important to identify and understand employees who might possess poor
self-insight leading to possibly unrealistic and erroneous appraisals of skills
and abilities.
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Recent findings by Campbell (1991) provide some limited evidence
that samples of managers in a business school advanced management
program (N = 154), plateaued marketing managers (N = 16), and “up and
coming” marketing managers within the same organization (N =24)
appeared to have significantly higher and less accurate ratings of their
leadership skills compared to those of others (peers, subordinates, supervi-
sors). In his analysis of over 9,000 employees with thirty independent
standardization samples for the Campbell Leadership Index (CLI), Camp-
bell (1991) found a wide variety of significant perceptual gaps between
self- and other ratings among the thirty independent samples studied.
These findings suggest that differences in perception of skills, ability, and
performance may be characteristic of some type of employees but not of
others. Future research is obviously needed to replicate the Campbell
(1991) findings regarding plateaued managers and to explore what indi-
vidual and organizational factors may contribute to the accuracy of both
self- and other ratings used in a variety of human resource systems,

It might be argued that managerial behavior change is a function of at
least three distinct factors: (1} awareness of individual strengths and areas
for improvement, (2) motivation and self-efficacy related to changing spe-
cific behaviors, and (3) ability and capability to alter specific managerial
skills and behaviors. Therefore, the capacity to interpret crirical feedback
from others in a positive light may, in fact, prove to be a necessary condi-
tion for initiating and sustaining successful behavioral change efforts. In
this way, the ability to alter perceptions of others’ feedback in an empowet-
ing manner might actually enhance professional growth, learning, and
development. Conversely, overly optimistic and unrealistic self-appraisals
may have important negative repercussions for managers functioning in
political environments. For example, managers might rely on skills that are
actually ineffective or pursue career options for which they are poorly
suited. Managers might also fail to perceive and accurately interprer specific
negative feedback from their superiors, subordinates, or customers, leading
to the maintenance of behaviors that are largely dysfunctional or resulting
in organizational “derailment” (see McCall and Lombardo, 1983). Addi-

-tional research evidence on these points is obviously needed.

The present findings are somewhat contrary to the conclusions of
Shrauger and Osberg (1981) and Howard (1990), who argue for the utlity
and validity of self-reports. As Harris and Schaubroeck (1988) point out,
the general lack of congruence between different raters (self-others) is not
that surprising nor necessarily problematic. It is possible that the use of the
particular management assessment instrument employed in this study may
have led to individual definitions of effective performance and hence 1o
different perceptions of the manager's practice of specific skills and behav-
iors. However, in their meta-analysis of rater agreement, Harris and Schau-
broeck (1988) did not find that rating format had any impact as a
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-moderator for either managerial or nonmanagerial positions. Nevertheless,
subsequent research using behavioral observation and skill rating scales
might provide a more definitive test of the hypothesis of whether alterna-
tive rating scales and definitions of performance affect rater agreement,
Future research is also recommended to more fully explore the possible
role of other potential moderating factors in clarifying the dynamics of
rater agreement, such as personality characteristics of the rater, rater train-
ing, use of the rating, and observational opportunity (see Mclntyre, Smith,
and Hassett, 1984), .

Given the mixed findings regarding the accuracy of self-ratings and
extensive research suggesting thar a general lack of convergence between
raters is fairly common, it seems useful to consider the conditions under
which self-assessment might be more practical, useful, and valid than alter-
native methods. Shrauger and Osberg (1981) provide a series of questions
that can assist practitioners regarding the use of self-assessment ratings as
well as specific recommendations for facilitating the accuracy of self-ratings,
These include (1) specifying the decisions/actions to be made, (2) exam-
ining relevant empirical data on the accuracy of self- versus other assess-
ments, (3) specifying what variables are relevant to the decisions/actions
to be made, (4) determining the best source of information about the
relevant predictor variables, (5) phrasing questions to maximize accuracy,
(6) facilitating recall of relevant previous experiences, and (7) maximizing
self-assessor’s motivation for honest and accurate reports. Future research
is obviously required to better understand the conditions under which self-
ratings might be better than other assessment methods and to explore
procedures for maximizing the construct and predictive validity of self-
assessments,

In terms of practical implications, the results of this study support
previous research suggesting that self-ratings will generally show only mod-
est associations and concurrent validity with ratings by others. In previous
research, this appears particularly true of managerial, supervisory, and
professional positions in which tasks and performance outcomes appear to
be more ambiguous than those of hourly, nonexempt, and blue-collar jobs
(for example, Thorton, 1980; Mabe and West, 1982; Heneman, 1974, 1986).
Practitioners utilizing self-ratings (for example, performance appraisals,
management training and development) should expect some degree of
disagreement and incongruence between individuals and others providing
observational feedback ratings. Although the exact meaning and cause of
the common disparity among raters may be unclear, practitioners should
take caution not to consider one source of data as being necessarily more
valid than another. In'fact, some researchers have suggested that managers
may have a very different, and even unique view, of their own job perfor-
mance compared to any other observational data source (see Thorton,
1980, Levine, 1980; Bem, 1967).
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HRD practitioners should continue to gather, compare, and analyze data
from multiple sources in various human resource systems. When possible,
self- and other ratings should be compared to more objective performance
criterion and productivity measures. When incongruence exists between
self- and other ratings on specific human resource systems (for example,
performance appraisal, assessment centers), practitioners should attempt to
explore the nature and meaning of these perceptual gaps and encourage
discussion among all individuals providing ratings. In this way, perceptual
differences can be acknowledged, clarified, and understood, paving the way
for constructive behavior change and performance improvement.
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