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> Abstract <

Purpose: The purpose of this study was to identify the relationship between personality
traitors of nurse managers and performance appraisal bias. Method: The data were
collected by self-rating questionnaires to 27 nurse managers and performance rating data.
Descriptive statistics, Pearson correlation coefficient, t-test, ANOVA, and Scheffé test with
SAS package were used for data analysis. Results: The total mean score for personality
traitors of nurse managers was 3.38(+.41), with scores for subcategories as follows:
conscientiousness 4.04(+.73), agreeable 3.77(%.66), openness 3.56(+.65), extraversion
3.48(£.70), neuroticism 2.04(+.82). Neuroticism, extraversion, and agreeable of personality
traitors perceived by nurse managers were positively related to leniency effect. Con-
scientiousness and openness of personality traitors were negatively related to leniency
effect and all of that had no statistically significant relationship. Personality traitors
perceived by nurse managers were negatively related to central tendency and all of that
had no statistically significant relationship. Conclusion: This study found that personality
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traitors of nurse managers had no correlation with performance appraisal bias. But these
findings showed that personality traitors of nurse managers is an important factor which

can affect the performance appraisal bias.
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<Table 1> Characteristics of the subjects (N=27)

Variable N(%) Mean(+SD)
Age 30 yrs~ 40 yrs or less 4(14.81%) 46(x4.78) yrs

40 yrs~ 50 yrs or less 15(55.56%)

50 yrs or older 8(29.63%)
Marriage Married 22(81.48%)

Unmarried 5(18.52%)
Education level University 4(14.81%)

Graduate school 20(74.08%)

Be enrolled a graduate school 3(11.11%)
Working Unit General Unit* 18(66.67%)

Career yrs(Total)

Career yrs

(Current unit)

Manager experiences

Special Unit®

9(33.33%)

15 yrs ~ 20 yrs or less 6(22.22%)  279.6(£53.53) month
20 yrs ~ 25 yrs or less 10(37.04%)
25 yrs ~ 30 yrs or less 10(37.04%)

30 yrs or more

3 yrs or less

3 yrs ~ 5 yrs or less
5 yrs ~ 10 yrs or less
10 yrs or more

3 yrs or less

3 yrs ~ 5 yrs or less
5 yrs ~ 10 yrs or less
10 yrs or more

1( 3.70%)
9(33.33%)  99.4(+96.83) month
5(18.52%)

2 7.41%)

11(40.74%)

7(25.93%)  93.3(x64.19) month
4(14.81%)

5(18.52%)

11(40.74%)
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<Table 1> Continued

(N=27)

Variable

N(%)

Mean(£SD)

Education experience
on performance appraisal
Basis on

performance appraisal

Intuitional evaluation

experience

Evaluation experience
considering ability
and attitude

Evaluation experience
considering the years
of working
Evaluation experience
considering an

academic carrer

Yes

No

Have a clear basis
Moderate

Have no clear basis
Not at all
Generally not really
Moderate

Generally such
Generally not really
Moderate

Generally such
Very much

Very much
Generally such

Not really

Very much
Generally such

Not really

14(51.85%)
13(48.15%)
12(44.44%)
13(48.15%)
2( 7.41%)
4(14.81%)
15(55.56%)
5(18.52%)
3(11.11%)
4(14.81%)
2( 7.41%)
17(62.97%)
4(14.81%)
13(48.15%)
9(33.33%)
5(18.52%)
5(18.52%)
4(14.81%)
18(66.67%)
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<Table 2> Mean of personality traitors of nurse managers and performance appraisal bias

Variables Mean(+SD) Min Max
Total personality traitors 3.38(+.41) 2.04 4.08
Neuroticism 2.04(+.82) 1.00 3.40
Extraversion 3.48(%.70) 2.00 4.80
Conscientiousness 4.04(£.73) 1.80 5.00
Openness 3.56(+.65) 2.20 5.00
Agreeable 3.77(+.66) 2.00 4.80
Performance appraisal bias(leniency effect) 81.47(+1.59) 76.80 83.90
Performance appraisal bias(central tendency) 9.68(+0.83) 8.40 11.83

<Table 3> Correlation matrix between personality traitors of nurse managers and performance

appraisal bias

PT PT 1 PT 2 PT 3 PT 4 PT 5
PAB 1(p) 1(p) 1(p) 1(p) 1(p)
i 0.22 0.05 -0.04 -0.11 0.07
Leniency effect
(0.252) (0.771) (0.825) (0.566) (0.714)
-0.03 -0.24 -0.27 -0.02 -0.14
Central tendency
(0.851) (0.219) (0.170) (0.902) (0.472)

PT: personality traitors, PT 1: neuroticism, PT 2: extraversion, PT 3: conscientiousness, PT 4: openness,

PT 5: agreeable, PAB : performance appraisal bias
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<Table 4> Performance appraisal bias(leniency effect) according to general characteristics

. Scheffé
Variable Mean(=SD) t or F
test
Age 30 yrs~ 40 yrs or less 81.60(=1.33)  0.06 0.940
40 yrs~ 50 yrs or less 81.36(%1.80)
50 yrs or older 81.58(%1.43)
Marriage Married 81.55(x1.20)  0.35 0.557
Unmarried 81.08(£2.94)
Education level University 81.32(x1.14) 1.73 0.199
Graduate school 81.26(%1.65)
Be enrolled a graduate school  83.03(+0.96)
Working Unit General Unit* 80.97(+1.53)  6.26 0.019 A<B
Special Unit® 82.45(+1.24)
Career yrs(Total) 15 yrs ~ 20 yrs or less 81.38(x1.46)  0.35 0.788
20 yrs ~ 25 yrs or less 81.81(%1.23)
25 yrs ~ 30 yrs or less 81.11(%2.06)
30 yrs or more 82.10(=0.00)
Career yrs 3 yrs or less 81.38(£2.06)  0.35 0.791
(Current unit) 3 yrs ~ 5 yrs or less 81.58(=1.91)
5 yrs ~ 10 yrs or less 80.40(x0.84)
10 yrs or more 81.67(x1.16)
Manager experiences 3 yrs or less 81.81(x1.15)  2.61 0.076
3 yrs ~ 5 yrs or less 81.55(=1.99)
5 yrs ~ 10 yrs or less 79.84(%1.76)
10 yrs or more 81.95(%1.29)
Education experience Yes 81.40(x1.72)  0.05 0.826
on performance appraisal No 81.53(+1.49)
Basis on Have a clear basis 81.51(#1.30)  1.60 0.222
performance appraisal Moderate 81.70(+1.40)
Have no clear basis 79.60(£3.95)
Intuitional evaluation Not at all 81.72(£3.95) 0.85 0.483
experience Generally not really 81.11(*+1.66)
Moderate 81.60(%1.24)
Generally such 82.66(%1.56)
Evaluation experience Generally not really 82.47(x1.10)  0.68 0.575
considering ability Moderate 80.80(+1.41)
and attitude Generally such 81.35(£1.71)
Very much 81.25(%1.64)
Evaluation experience Very much 81.49(+1.31) 0.19 0.831
considering the years Generally such 81.24(%1.96)
of working Not really 81.80(+1.82)
Evaluation experience Very much 82.14(%1.22)  0.66 0.527

considering an
academic carrer

Generally such
Not really

81.67(1.49)
81.23(x1.71)
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<Table 5> Performance appraisal bias(central tendency) according to general characteristics

Variable Mean(xSD) t or F p Scheffé test
Age 30 yrs~ 40 yrs or less 9.36(x0.33)  0.89 0.424
40 yrs~ 50 yrs or less 9.87(x1.01)
50 yrs or older 9.49(x0.47)
Marriage Married 9.61(x0.80)  0.81 0.378
Unmarried 9.98(+0.95)
Education level University 9.28(x0.72) 194 0.165
Graduate school 9.85(x0.83)
Be enrolled a graduate school 9.04(x0.50)
Working Unit General Unit 9.83(#0.74) 190 0.179
Special UnitB 9.37(x0.93)
Career yrs(Total) 15 yrs ~ 20 yrs or less 9.53(x1.01) 0.34 0.795
20 yrs ~ 25 yrs or less 9.86(%1.05)
25 yrs ~ 30 yrs or less 9.55(0.43)
30 yrs or more 10.04(0.00)
Career yrs 3 yrs or less 9.37(+0.54) 1.14 0.355
(Current unit) 3 yrs ~ 5 yrs or less 9.71(%1.08)
S5 yrs ~ 10 yrs or less 9.26(%0.35)
10 yrs or more 9.99(0.90)
Manager experiences 3 yrs or less 9.11(x0.45) 4.78 0.009 A<C
3 yrs ~ 5 yrs or less” 9.86(x1.18)
5 yrs ~ 10 yrs or less” 10.60(£0.92)
10 yrs or more” 9.56(0.45)
Education experience Yes 9.64(+0.70)  0.07 0.788
on performance appraisal No 9.72(+0.96)
Basis on Have a clear basis 9.76(+0.65)  0.15 0.861
performance appraisal Moderate 9.59(%1.02)
Have no clear basis 9.80(x0.31)
Intuitional evaluation Not at all 9.87(x0.14)  0.16 0.922
experience Generally not really 9.59(x0.70)
Moderate 9.81(+0.92)
Generally such 9.68(£1.86)
Evaluation experience Generally not really 9.87(x0.23)  0.20 0.892
considering ability Moderate 9.31(x0.31)
and attitude Generally such 9.66(£1.01)
Very much 9.78(+0.39)
Evaluation experience Very much 9.77(x0.94)  1.89 0.173
considering the years Generally such 9.30(20.53)
of working Not really 10.13(+0.75)
Evaluation experience Very much 9.84(+0.19)  0.88 0.426
considering an Generally such 9.18(0.70)
academic carrer Not really 9.75(x0.93)
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