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Abstract

The goal-directed perspective of performance appraisal suggests that raters with different goals will give different ratings. Examining performance level as an important contextual factor, we conducted two studies in a peer rating context and a non-peer rating context, showing that raters do use different rating tactics for high and low performers to achieve specific goals. Raters inflated ratings under the harmony, fairness and motivating goal conditions, when giving peer ratings (study 1). More important, raters inflated ratings more for low performers than for high performers when doing peer rating. In the non-peer rating context, raters inflated ratings for low performers but deflated ratings for high performers to motivate them (study 2). 
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Raters give differentially distorted ratings for high and low performers to achieve specific goals

Rating accuracy and inaccuracy is one of the most important concerns in performance evaluation (Cronbach, 1955; Murphy & Cleveland, 1995).  Researchers have traditionally conceptualized rating inaccuracy as the unwitting result of rating errors. In the psychometric approach, rating errors are understood to be the results of the rating stimuli not being able to trigger reliable and valid responses (Cronbach, 1955). In the cognitive approach, rating errors are conceptualized to be the result of the limits in human cognition (DeNisi, 1996) such as memory accessibility (Murphy & Balzer, 1986), cognitive style (Cardy & Kehoe, 1984; Härtel, 1993), and affect (Cardy & Dobbins, 1986). These approaches generally assume that raters are involuntary in committing the rating errors owing to either poor scale designs or cognitive limits. 
More recently, researchers have started looking into the fact that raters may intentionally distort ratings. That is, raters “have specific (and possibly multiple) goals in mind and they intend to provide ratings that are consistent with these goals”(Murphy, Cleveland, Skattebo, & Kinney, 2004; p.158). Thus, departing from the traditional psychometric and cognitive approach, the goal-based approach of performance conceptualizes that a part of the rating inaccuracy is indeed not related to rating error; rather it is intentionally introduced by the rater to achieve some specific goals in organizational contexts (Cleveland & Murphy, 1992; Murphy & Cleveland, 1991, 1995; Murphy et al, 2004; Wong & Kwong, 2007). For example, raters pursuing a harmony goal increased mean rating and decreased discriminability, raters pursuing a fairness goal increased mean ratings and decreased discriminability at the early stage of group building (Wong & Kwong, 2007). These studies suggest that performance evaluation is not just a measurement process, but also a social and communication process. In other words, raters are not passive participants in the process but are active participants with the ability and motivation to intentionally distort ratings in order to attain some pre-determined goals. 
In this paper, we attempt to extend the goal-based approach of performance evaluation one step further, by proposing that raters intentionally distort their ratings according to the characteristics of different  ratees  (e.g., characteristics relating to ratee-performance, ratee- personality, ratee-gender, etc). We argue that rater-goals and ratee-characteristics are difficult to be completely decoupled in rating contexts. Actually, in discussing the effects of rater-goals  on rating discriminability, Wong and Kwong (2007) reasoned that raters are likely to have different degrees of distortion regarding high and low performers when  raters want to achieve the same goal. For example, to achieve harmony within groups, raters tend to inflate their ratings. However, “the inflation for good performers may be less than that for poor performers” (Wong & Kwong, 2007, p. 578). Similarly, with respect to motivating ratees, raters “may avoid providing feedback … to the good performers …. by deflating their ratings” and “may minimize the difference between the feedback given to poor performers and the performance standard by inflating ratings of poor performers.” (Wong & Kwong, 2007, p. 579). 
The above reasoning suggests that a complete picture of the goal-based approach of performance evaluation should incorporate ratee characteristics into the goals that raters have. Thus, essentially, the main effect of rater goals is expected to be dependent on ratees’ characteristics. In this article, we report on two studies that directly examined this general proposition by looking into the interaction effect between rater goal and ratee performance level on raters’ performance evaluation. 
We examine ratee characteristics from ratee performance levels because of three reasons. First, as mentioned above, previous research has assumed that raters are likely to have different levels of rating inflation for high and low performers (Wong & Kwong, 2007). This reasoning, however, has not yet been formally tested. Note that Wong and Kwong (2007) did show that rater goals determined rating discriminability, indicating that rater goals are likely to have different effects on rating levels. However, the effects on rating discriminability did not reveal the exact pattern of the interaction between rater goal and ratee performance. For example, Wong and Kwong (2007) showed that the “harmony goal” reduced rating discriminability. The interpretation given by the authors is that the reduction is due to the rating inflation for low performers being more than that for high performers. This reduction in rating discriminability, however, could also be due to other possibilities such as a rating deflation for high performers and inflation for low performers, or a rating to inflation for low performers and no change for high performers. Accordingly, to address this ambiguity, the present study attempts to examine the effects of rater goals on high and low performers, respectively. 
Second, we examine ratee performance level because one of the major purposes of performance evaluation is to differentiate high performers from low performers because such a differentiation is relevant to major personnel decisions such as promotion and salary increases (Murphy & Cleveland, 1995). Thus, it is of importance to examine how high and low performers are evaluated differently, given the same rating goal under different goal conditions. 
Third, we examine ratee performance level because it is an important contextual factor shaping rating behaviors (Gaugler & Rudolph, 1992; Wexley, Sanders, & Yukl, 1973; Wong & Kwong, 2005). For example, research on contrasting effects has shown that evaluation on a target ratee is often contrasted away from the preceding candidate (Maurer & Alexander, 1991; Wexley, Yukl, Kovacs, & Sanders, 1972). Research on numerical framing has shown that presenting performance information with a large or a small number will lead to systematic changes in perceived difference across ratees, and different numerical presentations of the trade-off between performance attributes will engender preference reversal between two focal employees (Wong & Kwong, 2005). Studies on decoy effects have highlighted that the preference for two ratees changes with the addition of another person with inferior performance (Highhouse, 1996; Slaughter, Sinar, Highhouse,  1999). 
The Present Study and Hypotheses

The purpose of the current study is to extend the work of Murphy et al. (2004) and Wong and Kwong (2007) in a context that allowed us to understand the differential effects of rater goals on rating scores for high and low performers. We conducted two studies to examine how ratings under different rater goal conditions are different for high and low performers. In Study 1, we manipulated rater goals within participants and examined the differential effects of rater goals on high and low performers in  a real peer rating context. In Study 2, we manipulated rater goals between participants and required the participants to play the role of a supervisor and to rate high and low performers shown in a video. Thus, the two studies complement each other in terms of design (within-participant and between-participant) and rating contexts (real peer evaluation and hypothetical supervisor ratings). 
We examined the four most common rater goals in our studies, namely identification goal, harmony goal, fairness goal, and motivating goal (Murphy & Cleveland, 1995; Murphy et al., 2004; Wong & Kwong, 2007). The identification goal refers to giving ratings that can identify ratees’ strengths and weaknesses. The harmony goal refers to giving ratings that can maintain group harmony and interpersonal relationship. The fairness goal refers to giving ratings that reflect the accurate contribution of each team members. The motivating goal refers to giving ratings that can increase the future motivation of ratees. Following Wong and Kwong (2007), we used the identification goal condition as the control condition because a typical performance appraisal often requires raters to identify ratees’ strengths and weaknesses for administrative decisions, such as promotions and appointments, and for developmental purposes, such as identifying training needs. The effects of rater goals are captured by comparing the ratings in the other three goal conditions, with the rating in the identifying goal condition (the control condition). In the following paragraphs, we raised separate hypotheses for each of the three rater goal conditions.
Rater Goal × Ratee Performance on Performance Ratings
Harmony goal. To understand the effect of the harmony goal, it is helpful to analyze the rating patterns that raters believe can reduce conflict. It is generally believed that people with less reward tend to be more unsatisfied and behave more antagonistically (Leventhal, Michaels, & Sanford, 1972). Accordingly, as low performers are likely to get less reward, raters tend to inflate the performance rating for low performers to reduce their likelihood of exhibiting antagonistic behavior. At the same time, raters are also aware that inflating the ratings of low performers will lead to the dissatisfaction among high performers because it violates the equity norm (Leventhal et al., 1972). Raters, therefore, will try to solve the problem by also inflating the ratings of the high performers. 
However, the inflation for high performers will not be as much as that of the low performers because of a couple of reasons. First, high performers are often already close to the top of a rating scale. There will be a ceiling effect that may set the limit to the rating  inflation for high performers but not for low performers. Second, conflict problems are more severe for low performers because they receive fewer rewards. This probably leads to the general belief that egalitarianism or rule of equality can prevent group conflict (Deutsch, 1975, 1985; Marin, 1981). Therefore, we offer the following hypothesis for the differential effects of the harmony goal between high and low performers: 
Hypothesis 1: Raters will have more rating inflation for low performers than for high performers when they pursue a harmony goal (vs. an identification goal).

Fairness goal.  To understand the effect of the fairness goal, it is useful to start from the people’s implicit theories of fairness, which is the raters’ naïve belief about what indicates fairness.  In this regard, equality and equity are the two most commonly used rules for fair resource allocation. The equality rule postulates that rewards are evenly allocated to all members, irrespective of individual inputs (Deutsch, 1985). On the other hand, the idea of the equity rule is that rewards are given according to individual contributions (Adams, 1965). 
In performance evaluation, the reliance on the equality rule implies that the raters would tend to give equal rating to all ratees, irrespective of their contribution. In other words, when raters want to pursue a fairness goal, those who use the equality rule to represent fairness are expected to inflate ratings for low performers and deflate ratings for high performers. On the other hand, the reliance on the equity rule would essentially be the same as giving ratings to indicate individual contributions. This is conceptually similar to the goal in the identification condition of identifying ratees’ strengths and weaknesses. Thus, when raters want to pursue a fairness goal, those who use equity rule to represent fairness are expected to give ratings in a way similar to that of the ratings under the control (identification) condition. 
Hypothesis 2: In the context of pursuing fairness (vs. pursuing performance identification), raters will have rating inflation for low performers and rating deflation for high performers when they use equality to represent fairness; however, raters will have no such rating distortion when they use equity to represent fairness. 
Motivating goal. To understand the effect of the motivating goal on rating scores for high and low performers, we start from examining the rater’s implicit theory of motivation, which is the raters’ naïve theory of how another person will be motivated. Drawing from the feedback intervention theory (FIT) of motivation (Kluger & DeNisi, 1996, p.263), Wong and Kwong (2007) proposed that raters are likely to have different theories of motivation for low and high performers. Thus, “raters believe that different types of performance feedback are required to motivate good and low performers” (p. 579). 

Under the FIT framework, the theory that is more applicable to high performers (vs. low performers) pertains to the cybernetic mechanism of the negative feedback loop (e.g., Carver & Scheier, 1998; Powers, 1973). The cybernetic mechanism implies that people are motivated to reduce the discrepancy between a given performance standard and their current performance, suggesting that an increase in the discrepancy increases motivation. People reduce their effort on the same task when the discrepancy decreases because it allows them to allocate more efforts to other tasks (Vancouver, Thompson, Tischner, & Putka, 2002). High performers, by definition, are those who are approaching, have already reached or overshoot a performance standard. Raters, therefore, are concerned with high performers being less motivated after knowing that they have already reached the standard. Accordingly, raters are likely to deflate the ratings to high performers. This logic, however, is not applicable to low performers because low performers, by definition, are far away from a specific performance standard. 

In addition, the FIT framework also suggests that the theory that is more applicable to low performers (vs. high performers) pertains to the concern that the low performers have towards maintaining a positive self evaluation (Seligman, 1975; Vroom, 1964) and self efficacy (Bandura, 1997; Bandura & Locke, 2003). The key idea is that a strongly negative feedback is demotivating because it is “perceived as a threat to the self” (Kluger & DeNisi, 1996, p. 267). In extreme cases, repeated negative feedback will lead to a total loss of motivation, as in the case of learned helplessness (Seligman, 1975). The concern regarding maintaining self evaluation of the ratees is more applicable to low performers than to high performers. This is because the raters would consider the low performance of low performers to be threatening their self evaluation. To reduce this concern, the raters then inflate the ratings of low performers. This logic, however, is not applicable to high performers because the good performance of high performers would not be considered to be threatening their self evaluation.  
Hypothesis 3: Raters will have rating inflation for low performers and rating deflation for high performers when they pursue a motivating goal (vs. an identification goal).

Overview of Research
We conducted two studies to examine the differential effects of rater goals on the rating scores for high and low performers. Both studies examined the same four rater goals, i.e., (a) identifying strength and weakness (the control condition), (b) maintaining harmony, (c) fairness, and (d) motivating.  In the first study, the rating context is the students’ peer rating of the contribution of their team members towards a team project, and the rater goal is treated as a within-subject factor. In the second study, raters evaluated  the performances of six team members, which were shown in the video; the rater goals are treated as a between-subject factor in this case. Therefore, the two studies are complementary in both context and research design. 
Study 1 

Method

The first study examined the differential effects of rater goals for high and low performers in the peer rating context. Undergraduate students (N = 103) enrolled in a human resource management course participated in the study. The study used a 4 (goal condition) × 2 (performance level) within-subject design. Rater goals were manipulated within participants.
The students were from 14 groups, each with 7 or 8 members. The groups were formed at the beginning of the semester to complete a project examining human resource practices in firms. The project included a project proposal which would have to get approval from the instructor at  mid semester, an oral presentation and a written report to be submitted at the end of the semester. Participants were required to complete peer evaluations twice –once at the mid-semester, and also at the end of the semester. The scores from the two peer evaluations constituted 20% of the group project’s final grade. All students were informed at the beginning of the semester that their peer rating scores would be part of the final grades. The peer evaluation outcomes were revealed to students one week after the evaluations.
We differentiated high and low performers by calculating the mean ratings for each group member under the control condition (i.e., the identification condition). As each group contains 7 or 8 team members, we ranked each student’s performance within the group to differentiate high and low performers. Performers ranking equal to and higher than 4 were labeled as high performers, and performers ranking lower than 4 were labeled as low performers. We chose the scores under the identification condition because raters are supposed to give the most accurate ratings and distort their ratings the least under this condition. There are two reasons we didn’t differentiate high and low performers across groups. First, in our context, raters participated in team projects, they were only familiar with their own group members, and were not capable of differentiating high and low performers at the class level. Second, statistically, if we differentiate high and low performers at the class level, there could be  cases where all team members in a group were high performers (or low performers); in such cases, we could not compare the differential rater goal effects for high and low performers within the group. 
Materials
Students gave ratings on a five-page questionnaire. The instruction on the first page stated, “You are provided with four sets of peer evaluations. Each set requires you to complete the evaluation with a different goal in mind. That is, you need to do the peer evaluation in accordance with the goal mentioned on each paper. You need to complete all of the evaluations.”   The following four pages, each represented a goal condition. In the identification goal (i.e., control) condition, students were asked to complete a peer evaluation that would help members to identify their strengths and weaknesses. In the harmony goal condition, students were required to complete a peer evaluation that would maintain interpersonal relationships and group harmony. In the fairness goal condition, students were instructed to complete a peer evaluation that reflected fairness and accuracy. In the motivating goal condition, students were reminded that their goal was to complete a peer evaluation that could motivate group members. We randomized the order of the goal conditions in the booklets; there were 24 sets of questionnaire. Students rated their peers on a scale from 1 (no contribution) to 7 (substantial contribution). The reliability of the mean rating among the four goal condition was .86 and .93 (for mid-semester and end-of semester respectively).   
Results

Preliminary analyses 

Table 1 and Table 2 present the means and standard deviations of leniency for high and low performers under the four goal conditions in time 1(mid-semester) and time 2(end of semester) respectively.  The 4 (goal) × 2 (performance level) × 2 (time) ANOVA overall test shows that the three way interaction between goal, performance level and time is not significant. Also there are no other significant interactions between time with goal condition or performance level.  So in the following test we ran separate ANOVAs for mid-semester ratings and end-of-semester ratings on leniency. Table 3 and Table 4 present the results of these analyses.
To test the main effect of rater goal condition and performance level on leniency (mean rating), we ran two separate 4 (goal) × 2 (performance level) repeated ANOVAs for mid-semester rating and end-semester rating respectively. At the mid-semester, the main effect of goal on mean ratings was significant, F(3, 306) = 20.10, p < .001, ηp2 = .17, indicating that participants gave ratings with different leniency when they pursued different goals. The main effect of performance level was also significant, F(1,102) = 84.54, p < .001, ηp2 = .45, indicating that participants do gave higher ratings to high performer and gave lower ratings to low performers. More important, there is a significant Goal Condition × Performance Level interaction, F(3,306) = 6.51, p < .001, ηp2 = .06, which suggests that raters did use different rating strategies for high and low performers under different rater goals. At the end-semester, the main effect of goal on mean ratings was significant, F(3, 303) = 22.92, p < .001, ηp2 = .19, indicating that participants gave ratings with different leniency when they pursued different goals. The main effect of performance level was also significant, F (1,101) = 97.62, p < .001, ηp2 = .49, indicating that participants did give higher ratings to high performer and gave lower ratings to low performers. As in the mid-semester rating, there was also a significant Goal Condition × Performance Level interaction, F(3,303) = 11.75, p < .001, ηp2 = .10. These results support our central proposition that raters use different rating tactics for high and low performers under different rating goals. We also find that the effects of rater goal, performance level and their interaction effect became stronger from mid-semester to end-semester, partial effect size (ηp2) of rater goal increased from .17 to .19, and partial effect size (ηp2)  of Goal Condition × Performance Level interaction increased from .06 to .10. This may be due to the students acquiring more information about the level of performance of their peers  at the end semester; therefore the differential effect of rater goals on ratees with different performance levels became more significant. 
--------------------------------

Insert Table 1, 2, 3 and 4 about here

--------------------------------

--------------------------------

Insert Figure 1 and 2 about here

--------------------------------

Tests of Hypotheses

Harmony goal. For mid-semester peer rating, a 2 (goal condition: control vs. harmony) × 2 (performance level: high vs. low) repeated measure ANOVA revealed that the main effect of the goal was significant, F (1,102) = 63.58, p < .001, ηp2 = .38. The mean rating in the harmony goal condition was significantly higher (5.36) than that in the control condition (4.67). The main effect of performance level was also significant, F (1,102) = 77.73, p < .001, ηp2 = .43. Most important, this main effect was qualified by a significant Goal Condition × Performance Level interaction, F (1,102) =19.62, p < .001, ηp2 = .16. Planned comparisons revealed that the effect of the harmony goal condition was more significant for low performers, F (1,102) = 75.79, p < .001, ηp2 = .43, than for high performers, F (1,102) = 35.23, p < .001, ηp2 = .26. Participants inflated their ratings much more for the low performers than for the high performers. 

For end of semester, with mean rating as the dependent variable, a 2 (goal condition: control vs. harmony) × 2 (performance level: high vs. low) repeated measure ANOVA revealed that the main effect of the goal was significant, F (1,101) = 56.12, p < .001, ηp2 = .36. The mean rating in the harmony goal condition was significantly higher (5.22) than that in the control condition (4.89). The main effect of the performance level was also significant, F (1,101) = 97.63, p < .001, ηp2 = .49. Most important, this main effect was qualified by a significant Goal Condition × Performance Level interaction, F(1,101) = 32.83, p < .001, ηp2 = .25. Planned comparisons revealed that the effect of the harmony goal condition was more significant for low performers, F (1,101) = 69.00, p < .001, ηp2 = .41, than for high performers, F (1,102) = 28.52, p < .001, ηp2 = .22. Participants inflated their ratings much more for the low performers than for the high performers. These effects support Hypothesis 1, which states that the rater will give more lenient ratings for low performer than high performers under the harmony condition.
Fairness goal. For the mid-semester peer rating, a 2 (goal condition: control vs. fairness) × 2 (performance level: high vs. low) repeated measure ANOVA revealed that the main effect of the goal was significant, F (1,102) = 14.80, p < .001, ηp2 = .13. The mean rating in the fairness goal condition was significantly higher (4.91) than that in the control condition (4.67). The main effect of performance level was also significant, F(1,102) = 91.03, p < .001, ηp2 = .47. Most important, this main effect was qualified by a significant Goal Condition × Performance Level interaction, F (1,102) = 10.36, p < .001, ηp2 = .09. Planned comparisons revealed that the effect of the fairness goal condition was more significant for low performers, F (1,102) = 22.60, p < .001, ηp2 = .18, than for high performers, F (1,102) = 4.30, p < .05, ηp2 = .04. Participants inflated their ratings much more for the low performers than for the high performers. 
For the end of semester peer rating, with mean rating as the dependent variable, a 2 (goal condition: control vs. fairness) × 2 (performance level: high vs. low) repeated measure ANOVA revealed that the main effect of the goal was significant, F(1,101) = 21.00, p < .001, ηp2 = .17. The mean rating in the fairness goal condition was significantly higher (5.22) than that in the control condition (4.98). The main effect of the performance level was also significant, F (1,101) = 105.85, p < .001, ηp2 = .51. Most importantly, this main effect was qualified by a significant Goal Condition × Performance Level interaction, F (1,101) = 5.57, p < .05, ηp2 = .05. Planned comparisons revealed that the effect of the fairness goal condition was more significant for low performers, F(1,101) = 22.54, p < .001, ηp2 = .18, than for high performers, F (1,101) = 10.99, p < .001, ηp2 = .10. Participants inflated their ratings much more for the low performers than for the high performers. These effects are not consistent with the prediction of Hypothesis 2, which suggests that if raters use the equality norm to represent fairness, then they will inflate ratings for low performers and deflate ratings for high performers.  Actually, our results showed that raters inflated the ratings for both high and low performers, and the inflation tendency was more significant for the low performers. 
Motivating goal. For mid-semester peer rating a 2 (goal condition: control vs. motivating) × 2 (performance level: high vs. low) repeated measure ANOVA revealed that the main effect of the goal was significant, F (1,102) = 4.85, p < .05, ηp2 = .05. The mean rating in the motivating goal condition was significantly higher (4.85) than that in the control condition (4.67). The main effect of performance level was also significant, F(1,102) = 91.96, p < .001, ηp2 = .05. This main effect was qualified by a marginal significant Goal Condition × Performance Level interaction, F (1,102) = 3.18, p = .08, ηp2 = .05. Planned comparisons revealed that the effect of the motivating goal condition was more significant for low performers, F(1,102) = 7.12, p < .01, ηp2 = .07, than for high performers, F(1,102) = 1.96, n.s., ηp2 = .03. Participants inflated their ratings much more for the low performers than for the high performers. 
For end of semester peer rating, a 2 (goal condition: control vs. motivation) × 2 (performance level: high vs. low) repeated measure ANOVA revealed that the main effect of the goal was significant, F(1,101) = 11.12, p < .01, ηp2 = 10. The mean rating in the motivating goal condition was significantly higher (5.19) than that in the control condition (4.98). The main effect of performance level is also significant, F (1,101) = 115.95, p < .001, ηp2 = .53. This main effect was qualified by a marginal significant Goal Condition × Performance Level interaction, F(1,101) = 3.37, p = .07, ηp2 = .03. Planned comparisons revealed that the effect of the motivating goal condition was more significant for low performers, F (1,101) = 12.95, p < .001, ηp2 = .11, than for high performers, F (1,101) = 5.74, p < .05, ηp2 = .05. Participants inflated their ratings much more for the low performers than for the high performers. These findings support Hypothesis 3 partially in that the rater is found to inflate ratings for low performer under the motivating goal condition. However, we found that the raters also inflate ratings for high performers, although the inflation is not as much as that for the low performers. 
Discussion
The above results showed that the raters used different strategies to rate high and low performers under different rater goal conditions. Raters inflated ratings under the three goal conditions, which is consistent with Murphy et al (2004)’s findings that rater goal has a positive effect on rating scores. More important, raters inflated ratings more for low performer than for high performers. 
Contrary to our prediction, under the fairness and the motivating goal conditions, raters did not deflate ratings for high performers; rather, they inflated the ratings for high performers although by not as much as that for low performers. We provide some post-hoc explanations here for these findings under the fairness goal and the motivating goal conditions. We suspect that under the fairness goal condition, raters may not just use one single norm of justice, i.e., either equality or equity to represent fairness. They might use double standards of fairness: increase ratings for low performers according to the equality norm which decreases the rating variance;  increase ratings for high performers according to the equity norm which rewards high performers with higher ratings. Under the motivating goal condition, raters increased ratings for both high and low performers. Raters may hold a single implicit theory of motivation, that is, a positive feedback will motivate all ratees, both high performers and low performers. 
Although the present study revealed the differential rating patterns for high and low performers, there are several limitations embedded in the study. First, the within-subject design required students to give ratings under all of the four rater goal conditions, participants were aware of all the conditions, and they could have the thought that they have to respond differently under the four conditions. So experimental demand may have been exaggerated which potentially amplified the rater goal effect. Therefore, we conducted the second study where rater goal was manipulated between subjects. Second, the performance evaluation conducted at different levels (self rating, peer rating, or supervisor rating) may be very different from each other (Murphy & Cleveland, 1995), so we explored whether the previous findings would be replicated in a non-peer rating context in the second study.
Study 2 

Method

Participants and procedure

Undergraduate students (N=175) enrolled in an organizational behavior course participated in this study. Among all participants, 120 students provided complete data for analysis. The response rate was 69%. All participants were randomly assigned to one of the four rater goal conditions, that is, identifying strength and weakness (i.e., control condition), fairness goal, harmony goal and motivating goal. Thus the rater goal is a between-subject factor. 
Materials

A 15-minute videotape was edited from “The Apprentice” Season 2 (episode 11). Participants watched the video and evaluated the performance of the six team members in the video. The six team members in the video-clip had been divided into 2 groups to finish a task --designing a new bottle for PepsiCo. One group was named Apex (team members: Kevin, Kelly, Ivanna), and the other team was named Mosaic (team members: Jennifer, Sandy, and Andy). The video showed the process how the team members designed the new bottle and how they presented the new design to executive officers in the marketing department of PepsiCo. A pilot study (N=13) showed that The Apext team got higher ratings (5.29) than the Mosaic team (3.88) on a 1-7 rating scale. Therefore, the 15-mininute video was appropriate for raters in differentiating between high and low performers. The performance level, in this case, is a within-subject variable. Previous studies have shown that people can rate accurately even for very short video clips, for example, Ambady and Rosenthal (1993) found that students’ judgment, based on exposure of video clips less than 30 seconds, can predict their later evaluations of instructors. So we believe our 15 minute video provided enough information for raters to evaluate ratees’ behaviors and performances. 
Participants were asked to evaluate the performance of six persons on 10 items including innovation in designing new products, cooperating with team members, presentation skills, team work spirit, etc. The scale ranged from 1 (poor) to 5 (excellent). The reliability of the scale across four goal conditions was .90. 
Participants completed the evaluation sheet in the classroom. First, they were briefly introduced to the background of the six team members, then they watched the 15 minute video. They were instructed to observe the performance of all the six team members closely and evaluate their performance based on the video content. After watching the video, participants were asked to play the role of team manager of the six team members, and give ratings for the six team members according to their assigned rating goals. As in study1, under the control condition, raters were asked to identify the strength and weakness of candidates. Under the harmony goal condition, participants were asked to give rates that would maintain interpersonal relationship and group harmony among team members; under the fairness goal condition, participants were told that their most important goal was to be fair; under the motivating goal condition, participants were required to give rates that they thought would motivate all team members. 

Overall, the study employed a 4 × 2 (performance level: high vs. low) repeated design. Rater goal was the between-subject variable and performance level was the within-subject variable.

Results

Preliminary analyses 

Table 5 presents the means and standard deviations for leniency for high and low performers under the four goal conditions.  To test the effect of rater goal and performance level on rating means, we ran a 4 (goal condition) × 2 (performance level) repeated measures ANOVA. The main effect of the rater goal was not significant, F (1,116) = 1.01, n.s., ηp2 = .03. The effect of performance level was significant, F (1,116) = 467.68, p < .001, ηp2 = .80. There was a marginal significant interaction effect between the rater goal and the performance level on mean rating, F(1, 116) = 2.37, p = .07, ηp2 = .06. The interaction effect suggests that mean ratings across goal conditions are different for high and low performers, which again supports our central proposition, although the effect is not as strong as in study 1. We then ran separate ANOVAs to examine the specific effect of each goal for high and low performers compared with the control condition. Table 6 presents the results of these analyses.
--------------------------------
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Insert Figure 3 about here

--------------------------------

Tests of hypotheses

Harmony goal. With mean rating as the dependent variable, a 2 (goal condition: control vs. harmony) × 2 (performance level: high vs. low) repeated measure ANOVA revealed that the main effect of the goal condition was marginally significant, F(1, 61) = 3.02, p = .09, ηp2 = .05. The mean rating in the harmony group (3.23) was marginal significantly lower than in the control condition (3.32).  The Goal Condition × Performance Level interaction effect was not significant, F(1, 61) = .10, n.s., ηp2 = .00. Hypothesis 1 was not supported in the non-peer rating context.
Fairness goal. With mean rating as the dependent variable, a 2 (goal condition: control vs. fairness) × 2 (performance level: high vs. low) repeated measure ANOVA revealed that the main effect of the goal condition was not significant, F(1, 57) = .25, n.s., ηp2 = .00. The Goal Condition × Performance Level interaction effect was not significant, F(1, 57) = 2.31, n.s., ηp2 = .04.  These results supported our prediction in Hypothesis 2 that when raters used the equity norm to represent fairness in the non-peer rating context, they did not distort ratings. 
Motivating goal. With mean rating as the dependent variable, a 2 (goal condition: control vs. motivation) × 2 (performance level: high vs. low) repeated measure ANOVA revealed that the main effect of the goal condition was not significant, F(1, 64) = .07, n.s., however, there was a significant Goal Condition × Performance Level interaction effect on mean rating, F(1, 64) = 5.50, p < .05, ηp2 = .08.  Raters deflated ratings for high performers (-.11) but inflated ratings for low performers (+.15). Hypothesis 3 was supported.
Discussion
The rating patterns  in study 2 are different from results we obtained in study1 in several aspects. In study 2, under the harmony goal condition, contrary to our prediction, raters deflated their ratings for both high performers and low performers. We suspect that the raters were using the equality norm to reduce the conflicts rather than inflating ratings for both high and low performers. We calculated the standard deviation of the ratings among performers which reflects  discriminability (Wong & Kwong, 2007). ANOVA results showed that with discriminability as the dependent variable, the main effect of the goal was significant, F(1, 61) = 4.08, p < .05.  The discriminability in the harmony group (.31) was significantly lower than discriminability in the control condition (.38). Therefore, raters tried to reduce conflict by lowering the discriminability rather than inflating the ratings. 
Under the fairness goal condition, consistent with our prediction, raters did not distort ratings when they were using the equity norm to represent fairness; they gave similar rating patterns as in the identification goal condition. The results of fairness goal effects in study 1 and study 2 suggested that raters may adopt different strategies to obtain the fairness goal under different rating contexts. Equity (Adams, 1965) and equality (Deutsch, 1985) are the two most accepted rules that represent justice. One factor that determines which norm to apply is the membership in a group. Specifically, researchers found that people were more likely to apply the equity rule to represent fairness for out-group members, and apply the equality rule to represent fairness for in-group members (Ng, 1984). In the performance evaluation context, some rating contexts such as peer rating may arouse stronger awareness of group membership. Therefore, people are more likely to adopt the equality norm in the peer rating context where the group membership is salient (in study 1); by contrast, people are more likely to adopt the equity norm in the non-peer rating context (in study 2). 
We obtained a different rating pattern in study 2 than in study 1under the motivating goal condition. In the peer rating context in study 1, raters inflated ratings for both high and low performers. However, in the non-peer rating context, raters inflated the ratings for low performers but deflated ratings for high performers, which supported Hypothesis 3. 
These inconsistent findings may largely be due to the different relationships between raters and ratees in study 1 and study 2. In study 1, raters and ratees belonged to the same group and they had a common group project to complete, therefore the harmony goal was very essential. Also, the ratings of peers were part of their final grading, the goal of justice was also very important for raters. The effect of these important goals were stronger than that of the less important goal (i.e., motivating group members) effect. However, in study 2, raters played the role of “manager” and gave ratings to their employees ( as shown in the video), therefore, the motivating goal became more important for them, and showed stronger effect than other goal conditions.
General Discussion

Our studies contribute to the goal-based approach of performance appraisal (Cleveland & Murphy, 1992). Our results suggest that rating accuracy is constrained by both ability and motivation. This paper examines how rater goals influence the rating patterns for different performance levels of ratees. We find that raters rate differently under various rater goal conditions in term of leniency. Raters inflate ratings under the harmony, fairness and motivating goal conditions when giving peer ratings. More importantly, raters inflate ratings more for low performers than for high performers when doing peer rating. However, in the non-peer rating context, raters inflate ratings for low performers but deflate ratings for high performers to motivate them.
Our evidence supports the idea that rating error is not due only to the lack of skill of the rater. The motivation of  the rater is another aspect of rating accuracy. Raters are embedded in a multiple value context. From the manager’s perspective, performance evaluation is often the means to obtain other high level goals in human resource management, such as maintaining group harmony and promoting group productivity.  For example, to build long term relationships within an organization, reducing conflict and maintaining harmony are essential for the groups to function. Therefore, raters have to consider the possible detrimental outcomes if accurate performance ratings results are released. When rating accuracy is not the primary goal of the rater, they will intentionally distort their ratings to obtain their primary goals. Very often, rating errors can be attributed to the specific goals raters are pursuing. 
Our paper also indicates the importance of examining contextual effects in the performance appraisal. Specifically, we examine the performance level as an important contextual factor in the rating process. To obtain the same rating goal, raters use different strategies for high and low performers. For example, in study 1, raters inflated ratings for both high and low performers and the inflation was more the for low performers than for the high performers. In study 2, to motivate ratees, raters inflated ratings for low performers but deflated ratings for high performers. Note under the two different goal conditions, raters distort rating scores differently for high and low performers, but the two different rating distortions lead to a same rating pattern, that is, reduce rating discriminability. Wong and Kwong (2007) examined the effect of rater goal on rating patterns in term of leniency and discriminability; however, they did not explore how the reduced discriminability came about. By examining raters’ distortion for high and low performers under three rater goal conditions (compared with the control condition), we reveal the rater’s differential distortion tendency for high and low performers and provide a  clearer picture of the effect of rater goals on rating scores. 
Performance level as an important contextual factor also has important practical meaning. One important implication of performance evaluation is to differentiate high performers from low performers which help in administrative decisions, such as promotion and salary increase (Murphy and Cleveland, 1995). Raters will evaluate ratees’ performance level first, and then revise their ratings according to the ratees’ performance level and their own specific rating goal. Our results suggest that raters will evaluate high and low performers differently if they are pursuing a special goal such as harmony, fairness or motivating ratees. 
Our paper also suggests that there is an alternative understanding of rating accuracy.  Kruglanski (1989) suggested there are two ways to understanding accuracy: first, the traditional and most accepted aspect of accuracy is the “accuracy as correspondence between judgment and criterion”,  which is similar to Murphy (2005)’s definition, where rating accuracy refers to the correspondence between performance appraisal ratings and actual performance levels (Murphy, 2005). Assuming that there is a true score is following the realist paradigm. As Kruglanski (1989) argued,  the “right” judgment (i.e., accurate ratings in performance appraisal context) can also be investigated through the phenomenal perspective, which means that  raters have their internal criteria about what the right ratings should be. Raters may distort their ratings upward or downward for different reasons to give an appropriate rating which has greater pragmatic utility. The alternative understanding of rating accuracy suggests that we may put more emphasis on the appropriateness of performance rating. In addition to rating accuracy, we should also concern ourselves about whether the rater goal is aligned with the organization’s interest. As Murphy and Cleveland (1995) suggested, several often neglected criteria, such as the practicality criteria and the decision process criteria, should also be considered to evaluate the performance appraisal system which focuses more on how much gain of utility the performance appraisal system brings to organizations. 
Implications and limitations 
Our study has implications for both researchers studying organization behavior and practitioners. In many management studies, the manager’s performance ratings are used as the employee’s performance level indicator. However, these ratings are often significantly shaped by the manager’s goals. If the rater goals are explicitly controlled in these studies, these results of the organizational behavior researches could be more robust. 
Future research may also explore the individual difference of the implicit theory on rating strategies. For example, people may have different implicit theories of motivation in term of whether inflated ratings or deflated ratings will motivate employees more effectively.  Some people may be more willing to adopt the idea of positive reinforcement as an efficient motivating strategy, and tend to motivate others by inflating ratings. Others may be more willing to adopt the idea of control theory, and tend to motivate others through deflated ratings. To obtain the goal of fairness, people may also hold different kinds of philosophy about what justice is in term of equity or equality. People who believe equality is the right representation of justice will tend to reduce the rating variance among ratees, and people who believe equity is the appropriate representation of justice will tend to maintain the rating variance among ratees.
Goal structure and goal antecedents also deserve further investigation. In reality, the raters may have multiple goals and hierarchical goals. For example, raters may want to use the justice goal to accomplish the motivating goal, or use the harmony goal to enhance productivity (Meindl, 1989).  In our study 2, raters seem to use the equality norm of justice to achieve the harmony goal. Examining the structure of various goals will help us have a better understanding of the rater’s motivation and rating strategy. 
For organizations, the interpretation of the rating scores should be accompanied with the potential goals that managers pursue. To reduce the rating discrepancy among raters, stating the clear rating goal for raters may be a solution. Managers who are more conscious of their rating goals can use performance evaluation to manage their employees’ performance more effectively without being too concerned about the rating accuracy. 
Without doubt, the present two studies also have limitations in terms of generalizing our findings into firm settings. In our two studies, the raters and ratees did not build a long term relationship. In study 1, students formed the group in one semester. In study 2, participants finished the evaluation within 45 minutes. However, in actual companies, peers or supervisors and subordinates often have long term relationships. The harmony goal may be even more important in firm settings. Also, performance ratings in firms are inevitably influenced by political reasons, which were not tested in our settings.
Conclusion
The goal-based approach of performance rating (Cleveland & Murphy, 1992; Murphy & Cleveland, 1991, 1995) emphasizes the role of rater goal on rating scores. However, only a few studies empirically tested the influence of rater goals on ratings (Murphy et al., 2004; Wong and Kwong, 2007).We extend this line of research and demonstrate that the effect of rater goals are reflected differently on high and low performance ratings.
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Table 1 Study 1, Mid-semester 
Means and standard deviation among all variables measured under for rater goal conditions

	 
	Control condition
	
	Harmony condition
	
	Fairness condition
	
	Motivating condition

	
	(n=103)
	
	(n=104)
	
	(n=104)
	
	(n=104)

	 
	Mean
	Std. Deviation
	
	Mean
	Std. Deviation
	
	Mean
	Std. Deviation
	
	Mean
	Std. Deviation

	Global mean rating
	4.67
	0.91
	
	5.36
	1.01
	
	4.91
	1.01
	
	4.85
	1.09

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Mean rating
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	high performance group 
	5.06
	0.85
	
	5.58
	0.93
	
	5.20
	0.93
	
	5.19
	1.06

	low performance group
	4.31
	1.08
	
	5.12
	1.18
	
	4.64
	1.19
	
	4.55
	1.25


Note: performance ratings range from 1 to 7.

Table 2 Study 1, End of semester

Means and standard deviation among all variables measured under for rater goal conditions

	 
	Control condition
	
	Harmony condition
	
	Fairness condition
	
	Motivating condition

	
	(n=102)
	
	(n=102)
	
	(n=102)
	
	(n=102)

	 
	Mean
	Std. Deviation
	
	Mean
	Std. Deviation
	
	Mean
	Std. Deviation
	
	Mean
	Std. Deviation

	Global mean rating
	4.98
	0.96
	
	5.53
	1.00
	
	5.22
	0.99
	
	5.19
	0.99

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Mean rating
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	high performance group 
	5.45
	0.92
	
	5.83
	0.99
	
	5.63
	0.93
	
	5.61
	0.95

	low performance group
	4.53
	1.16
	
	5.26
	1.16
	
	4.84
	1.23
	
	4.80
	1.21


Note: performance ratings range from 1 to 7.

Table 3 Study 1Mid-semester

Results of ANOVAs for testing hypotheses 1 to 3.

	
	Mean rating
	

	Effects
	F
	MSE
	η2p
	

	Hypotheses 1
	
	
	
	

	   Goal Condition

    (harmony vs. Control)
	63.58***
	.73
	.38
	

	Performance level
	77.73***
	.48
	.43
	

	   Goal Condition x performance level
	19.61***
	.12
	.16
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Hypotheses 2a 
	
	
	
	

	   Goal Condition

    (fairness vs. Control)
	14.80***
	.39
	.13
	

	Performance level
	91.03***
	.49
	.47
	

	   Goal Condition x performance level
	10.36***
	.10
	.09
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Hypothesis 3
	
	
	
	

	   Goal Condition

    (Motivating vs. Control)
	4.85*
	.76
	.05
	

	Performance level
	91.96***
	.54
	.47
	

	   Goal Condition x Performance level
	3.18†
	.12
	.03
	


Note. † p  <  .10; * p  <  .05; ** p  < .01.

Table 4 Study 1 End of semester

Results of ANOVAs for testing hypotheses 1 to 3.

	
	Mean rating
	

	Effects
	F
	MSE
	η2p
	

	Hypotheses 1
	
	
	
	

	   Goal Condition

    (harmony vs. Control)
	56.12***
	.56
	.36
	

	Performance level
	97.63***
	.58
	.49
	

	   Goal Condition x performance level
	32.83***
	.09
	.25
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Hypotheses 2a 
	
	
	
	

	   Goal Condition

    (fairness vs. Control)
	20.99***
	.31
	.17
	

	Performance level
	105.85***
	.70
	.51
	

	   Goal Condition x performance level
	5.57*
	.08
	.05
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Hypothesis 3
	
	
	
	

	   Goal Condition

    (Motivating vs. Control)
	11.12**
	.44
	.10
	

	Performance level
	115.95***
	.66
	.53
	

	   Goal Condition x Performance level
	3.37†
	.10
	.03
	


Note. † p  <  .10; * p  <  .05; ** p  < .01.

Table 5 Study 2
Means and standard deviation for rater goal conditions

	 
	Control condition
	
	Harmony condition
	
	Fairness condition
	
	Motivating condition

	
	(n=34)
	
	(n=29)
	
	(n=25)
	
	(n=32)

	 
	Mean
	Std. Deviation
	
	Mean
	Std. Deviation
	
	Mean
	Std. Deviation
	
	Mean
	Std. Deviation

	Global mean rating
	3.32
	0.26
	
	3.23
	0.16
	
	3.28
	0.37
	
	3.34
	0.30

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Mean rating
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	high performance group 
	3.84
	0.36
	
	3.73
	0.29
	
	3.70
	0.42
	
	3.73
	0.31

	low performance group
	2.80
	0.38
	
	2.73
	0.25
	
	2.87
	0.47
	
	2.95
	0.38


Note. Performance ratings range from 1 to 5.

Table 6 Study 2
Results of ANOVAs for testing hypotheses 1 to 3.

	
	Mean rating
	

	Effects
	F
	MSE
	η2p
	

	Hypotheses 1
	
	
	
	

	   Goal Condition

    (harmony vs. Control)
	3.02†
	.10
	.05
	

	Performance level
	273.81**
	.12
	.82
	

	   Goal Condition x performance level
	.10
	.12
	.00
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Hypotheses 2b
	
	
	
	

	   Goal Condition

    (fairness vs. Control)
	.25
	.19
	.00
	

	Performance level
	189.22**
	.13
	.77
	

	   Goal Condition x performance level
	2.31
	.13
	.04
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Hypothesis 3
	
	
	
	

	   Goal Condition

    (Motivating vs. Control)
	.07
	.16
	.00
	

	Performance level
	267.82**
	.10
	.81
	

	   Goal Condition x Performance level
	5.50*
	.10
	.08
	


Note. † p  <  .10; * p  <  .05; ** p  < .01.

Figure 1. Mean rating as a function of goal condition and performance level, study 1
Mid-semester
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Figure 2. Mean rating as a function of goal condition and performance level, study 1
End-semester
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Figure 3. Mean rating as a function of goal condition and performance level, study 2
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