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TRAINING MANAGERS TO

lecture had no influence on changing tie Procedure
supervisors’ method of rating. This finding /
Training the trainers. Six personnel supervisors
“ . who were to act as trainers were given 3 days of
or g alone will not lead raters to take effective training. Three were randomly assigned to receive
steps 1o counteract them. Only the Broup training in conducting the workshop and the re-
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ng Errors in the
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Wexley, Sanders, and Yukl (1973) showed
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tions lor training At each !(K.AU(H’. one trainer
conducted the workshop while another conducted
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intensive training works hop led to a signii Workshop. The workshop included videotapes of

ants to a preset standard or anchor), sub
continued to make this error. Only an
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boratory setting with undergraduate psy- trainees had an opportunity to observe videotaped

been the fact that it was conducted in
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