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Job Performance Structure and Its Variations with Different Raters

Wang Dengfeng! Cui Hong
1. Department of Psychology Peking University Beijing 100871 2.Medical Psychological Division PLA General Hospital ~Beijing 100853

Abstract This research was aimed at constructing job performance assessment scale for co — workers in government executives and exploring
the effects of rater — rated relationship on job performance assessment. A scale used to assess co — worker' s job performance consisted of 46
items seven factors and three dimensions was established through 532 subjects’ ratings. The same factor structure was also found when rat-
ing an underling who will get his/her step and the moral factor of job performance were higher than those as general underlings. The mecha-
nism of rater — rated relationship on job performance assessment and implications of the current results on job performance practice were also
discussed in this paper.
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