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Abstract
Introduction

The role of assessors and their training in order to increase accuracy and reduce errors in
the results of the assessment center is undeniable. Two types of schema and frame of
reference (FoR) training are commonly used in rater training. Also, there have always been
differences between the results of the assessment center and the results of self, peer, and
observer evaluation. Therefore, the purpose of this research was to identify the moderating
role of two types of schema training and the behavioral frame of reference (FOR) of the
assessor in the relationship between the results of the assessment center and the
performance evaluation of self, peers and supervisors.

Method

For this purpose, in the first phase of the research, assessment skills were trained to two
groups of PhD and senior psychology students with different orientations using a schema
and behavioral of frame of reference, and the third group was not provided with any
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training as a control group that asked them to assess two groups of 28 managers of the
industrial complex located in Isfahan city. It is necessary to explain that the evaluated
competencies included judgment, leadership, planning, interpersonal relations and
information processing. These competencies were in fact finding simulation exercises,
group discussion, role playing and oral presentation. Then, after 6 months in the second
phase of the study, managers, peers and supervisors were asked to complete the
performance appraisal form (Nouri .et al, 2007) to be used as a criteria variable in the
analysis. Pearson product-moment correlation coefficient and Fisher Z-Transformation, the
relationship between results of assessment center and performance appraisal (self, peer and
supervisor) and the correlation difference were investigated.

Results

One of the most important results has been the effectiveness of training of assessors. In
other words, the training of assessors of the schema and behavioral frame of reference (FoR)
has been effective. Although the correlation between performance evaluation and
assessment center’s results with assessors who received schema training is slightly higher
than assessors who received behavioral training, this difference was not statistically
significant.

Discussion

Training the assessors of the reference framework, either behaviorally or schematically, is
one of the basic aspects of the assessment center (AC) and providing accurate results along
with error reduction. Although there are differences between these types of training, but
based on the results of this research, it can be concluded that the appraisal of self, peer, and
supervisor are more similar to evaluators who have been trained in a schematic way. This
result is due to the fact that in this type of training, the generality of behavior is evaluate,
while in behavioral training, individual behaviors are observed, recorded, classified, and
evaluated. In addition, assessor training methods as well as the direction of future research
and practical and research suggestions are discussed.

Keywords: Assessment center, fram-of-reference traning, self-performance appraisal, peer-
performance appraisal, supervisor-performance appraisal
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Table 2. Comparing the relationship between performance appraisal of self, colleagues and
supervisors with AC results in the schematic model of FoR training and without FoR training

Assessment Exercise rn rz Zn Zr Z statistic
Fact finding 0.613™ 0.095 0.706 0.095 2.159"
self-appraisal Group di§cussion 0.705™ 0.129 0.877 0.129 2.643™
Role playing 0.717™ 0.108 0.903 0.108 2.809"
Oral presentation 0.590™ 0.083 0.678 0.083 2.102°
) Fact finding 0.573" -0.180 0.652 -0.180 2.94"
Peer appraisal Group discussion 0.543" 0.103 0.613 0.103 1.802
Role playing 0.725™ 0.086 0.918 0.086 2.939"
Oral presentation 0.490" -0.094 0.536 -0.094 2.226"
Fact finding 0.629™ 0.163 0.740 0.163 2.038"
Supervisor appraisal ~ Group discussion 0.625™ 0.076 0.733 0.076 2321
Role playing 0.685™" 0.141 0.838 0.141 2.462"
Oral presentation 0.605™ 0.132 0.701 0.132 2.010°
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Table 3. Comparing the relationship between performance appraisal of self, colleagues and
supervisors with AC results in the behavioral model of FoR training and without FoR training

Assessment Exercise r r2 Zn Zr Z statistic
Fact finding 0.281" 0.115 0.289 0.115 0.611
Self-appraisal Group di§cussion 0.507" 0.146 0.558 0.146 1.455
Role playing 0.675™ 0.133 0.820 0.133 2.462
Oral presentation 0.520" 0.096 0.576 0.096 1.696
Fact finding 0.315" 0.109 0.326 0.109 0.766
Peer appraisal Group di§cussi0n 0.428: -0.307 0.458 -0.307 2.703"
Role playing 0.520™ 0.142 0.576 0.142 1.533
Oral presentation 0.510" -0.065 0.563 -0.065 2219
Fact finding 0.455 0.196 0.491 0.196 1.042
Supervisor appraisal Group di§cussion 0.411" 0.109 0.438 0.109 1.162
Role playing 0.570™ 0.129 0.648 0.129 1.833
Oral presentation 0.475 0.186 0.517 0.186 1.169
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Table 4. Comparison of the relationship between self, colleagues and supervisors' assessment of
organizational performance with AC results in two schematic and behavioral models with FoR

training

Assessment Exercise rn rz Zn Zr Z statistic
Fact finding 0.613*** 0.281 0.706 0.289 1.473

self appraisal Group di§cussion 0.705*** 0.507*** 0.877 0.558 1.127
Role playing 0.717%** 0.675%** 0.903 0.820 0.293
Oral presentation 0.590*** 0.520*** 0.678 0.576 0.364
Fact finding 0.573** 0.315 0.625 0.326 1.056

Peer appraisal Group digcussion 0.543** 0.428* 0.613 0.458 0.547
Role playing 0.725%** 0.520** 0.918 0.576 1.208
Oral presentation 0.490** 0.510** 0.536 0.563 -0.095
Fact finding 0.629*** 0.455** 0.740 0.491 0.880

Supervisor appraisal Group di§cussion 0.625*** 0.411** 0.733 0.438 1.042
Role playing 0.685*** 0.570** 0.838 0.648 0.671
Oral presentation 0.605*** 0.475** 0.701 0.517 0.650

=005 *p<00lp=<000l
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