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SYLLABUS 

 

Psychology 892-004  

BEHAVIOR AND PERFORMANCE AT WORK 

Spring 2020 

George Mason University  

 

 

Instructor:   Reeshad S. Dalal, Ph.D.  

Email Address:  rdalal@gmu.edu 

 

Class Day and Time:  Wednesday, 4:30 - 7:10 PM  

Class Location:  Mason Global Center (formerly Mason Inn Hotel) 1320A 

 

Office Hours:   Wednesday, 11 AM - Noon, or by appointment 

Office Location:  David King Hall, Room 3063 

 

 

“The criterion, if properly understood, could give us further insights into the 

effect of the independent variable, and perhaps even help identify some of the 

intervening variables.” 

    — J. Weitz (American Psychologist, 1961, p. 231) 

 

 

PREREQUISITES:  

• Graduate survey-level courses in statistics (PSYC 611 and 754, or equivalent) 

• Graduate survey-level courses in industrial and organizational psychology (PSYC 636 

and 639, or equivalent) 

 

 

ATTENDANCE/PARTICIPATION AND TECHNOLOGY POLICY: 

 

One absence during the semester is permitted without any penalty and for any reason, as long as 

the student summarizes his or her reactions to the week’s readings in some depth (at least 1,500 

words) on the Blackboard discussion board within one week of the absence. A second or third 

absence for any reason will each automatically result in a letter-grade penalty (e.g., an “A” 

becomes an “A-”) to the participation/attendance portion of the overall course grade unless the 

student not only provides reactions to the readings but also performs an additional assignment for 

each absence (please see me to discuss this). Barring truly exceptional circumstances (as 

determined by me), a fourth absence for any reason will automatically result in a failing grade 

(i.e., “F”) in the participation/attendance portion of the overall course grade. 

 

Frequent instances of late arrival to and/or early departure from class will also result in grade 

penalties to the participation/attendance portion of the course grade. This is also the case for 

temporary departures from the classroom while class is in session. Barring emergencies, 
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students are not permitted to leave and return mid-class. 

 

It is important for every student to complete all the assigned readings and contribute to the class 

discussion because the quality of this course will be influenced significantly (p < 0.01) by the 

quality of the discussion. Every student is expected to contribute to the class discussion during 

every course session. I do empathize with students who are introverted, and so I encourage 

contributions via the online (Blackboard) discussion board; however, such contributions cannot 

substitute completely for in-class participation. If I notice that some students are not participating 

in class, I will encourage them to do so, via generalized requests for everyone to participate, 

emails to individual students requesting that they participate, or, if all else fails, by directing 

questions toward specific students. Repeated failure or inability to participate will result in grade 

penalties to the participation/attendance portion of the course grade. 

 

To facilitate participation, the use of phones is not allowed in class barring emergencies or other 

situations that are discussed with me ahead of time. I do allow laptop/tablet use, although non-

work use (messaging, emailing, watching cat videos, retweeting memes, reading “listicles,” etc.) 

is not permitted. I will, moreover, direct questions toward students who visibly do not appear to 

be paying attention. Students who are frequently disruptive will receive grade penalties. 

Moreover, if laptop/tablet use proves disruptive, I reserve the right to disallow further 

laptop/tablet use for the remainder of the semester. 

 

 

CLASS CANCELLATION POLICY: 

 

In the hopefully very unlikely event that I myself need to miss class, I will do my very best to 

inform you via email as soon as possible. Depending on the specific content to be covered in the 

missed week, the nature of the make-up may differ. For instance, we may have a guest instructor 

or I may request that you post reactions to the readings to the Blackboard discussion board (and I 

may use that medium myself to communicate critical information about the readings and/or to 

respond to your reactions) or we may defer the discussion of the readings until the following 

week. 

 

 

COURSE READINGS:  

 

When reading an empirical article, here are some questions to keep in mind: 

• Primarily descriptive questions: 

o What are the main points in this article? A few examples: 

▪ What theoretical framework is used? If you were asked to summarize the 

theoretical framework in 4-5 sentences, what would you say? 

▪ What are the major hypotheses? How do these hypotheses flow from the 

theoretical framework used? 

▪ How are the relevant constructs defined? 

▪ What is the research design? 

▪ How are the relevant constructs measured? 

▪ How do the author(s) analyze the data? You are in an advanced graduate-
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level seminar, and so it’s important to sink your teeth into the results 

sections of empirical papers. Even in cases where the data-analytic 

techniques are complex, try to emerge with at least a surface-level 

understanding of the techniques and why they are used (note that this may 

occasionally require you to read additional sources). 

▪ What are the major findings? 

▪ What are the implications for future research? 

▪ What are the implications for practice in organizations? 

o In what ways does this article relate to other articles we have read this week or in 

previous weeks? 

• Primarily evaluative questions: 

o What are the strengths of this article? For example, if the article has been cited 

heavily, why might this be the case? 

o What are the weaknesses of this article? How serious are they, and why do you 

suppose the article was published despite them? 

▪ Remember that a common “graduate student disease” (or bias) involves 

overemphasizing the weaknesses and underemphasizing—and, really, 

underappreciating—the strengths of published work. 

o Was there anything in this article that you personally found surprising or 

particularly interesting? Did you obtain any insights that you will apply to your 

own life (your work, your relationships, etc.)? 

 

Some of the above questions will also apply to a theoretical/review article. 

 

 

Notes:  

1. Students are expected to be familiar with basic material from their Survey of Industrial 

Psychology (PSYC 636) course or elsewhere. In-class discussion will therefore focus on 

more in-depth and/or advanced aspects of the readings. Students who need a refresher on 

basic material should provide themselves with one before coming to class.  

a. For instance, students should consider re-reading Chapters 4 and 5 of the Cascio 

and Aguinis (2019) textbook or an equivalent resource before the semester begins.  

2. For a given week, unless otherwise stated, I generally recommend going through the 

assigned readings in chronological order (based on publication date). 

3. An asterisk (“*”) indicates a reading that is not required, and that may or may not be 

discussed in class, but that is warmly recommended for personal development.  ☺ 

 

 

 

JANUARY 22: FIRST CLASS MEETING  

 

No readings. 
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JANUARY 29: OVERVIEW  

 

YouTube video on performance metrics (5:16) 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=R4HPYYR5iLw 

 

Campbell, J. P., & Wiernik, B. M. (2015). The modeling and assessment of work 

performance. Annual Review of Organizational Psychology and Organizational 

Behavior, 2, 47-74. 

 

DeNisi, A. S., & Murphy, K. R. (2017). Performance appraisal and performance 

management: 100 years of progress? Journal of Applied Psychology, 102, 421-

433. 

 

Kaplan, R. S. & Norton, D. P. (1992). The balanced scorecard—measures that drive 

performance. Harvard Business Review, 70, 71-79. 

 

*Austin, J. T., & Villanova, P. (1992). The criterion problem: 1917-1992. Journal of 

Applied Psychology, 77, 836-874. 

*Campbell, J. P.  (1990). Modeling the performance prediction problem in industrial and 

organizational psychology. In M. D. Dunnette & L. M. Hough (Eds.), Handbook 

of Industrial and Organizational Psychology (pp. 687-732).  Palo Alto, CA: 

Consulting Psychologists Press, Inc.  

 

 

FEBRUARY 5: PERFORMANCE APPRAISAL AND MANAGEMENT - I  (BARS & CARS) 

 

Darr, W., Borman, W. C., St‐Pierre, L., Kubisiak, C., & Grossman, M. (2017). An 

applied examination of the computerized adaptive rating scale for assessing 

performance. International Journal of Selection and Assessment, 25, 149-153. 

 

Georganta, E., & Brodbeck, F. C. (in press). Capturing the four-phase team adaptation 

process with Behaviorally Anchored Rating Scales (BARS). In press at European 

Journal of Psychological Assessment. 

 

Kell, H. J., Martin-Raugh, M. P., Carney, L. M., Inglese, P. A., Chen, L., & Feng, G. 

(2017). Exploring methods for developing Behaviorally Anchored Rating Scales 

for evaluating structured interview performance. ETS Research Report Series. 

Princeton, NJ: Educational Testing Service. 

 

*Schwab, D. P., Heneman, H. G., & DeCotiis, T. A. (1975). Behaviorally Anchored 

Rating Scales: A review of the literature. Personnel Psychology, 28, 549-562.  

 

*Smith, P. C., & Kendall, L. M. (1963). Retranslation of expectations: An approach to 

the construction of unambiguous anchors for rating scales. Journal of Applied 

Psychology, 47, 149-155. 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=R4HPYYR5iLw
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FEBRUARY 12: PERFORMANCE APPRAISAL AND MANAGEMENT - II  

 

Adler, S., Campion, M., Colquitt, A., Grubb, A., Murphy, K., Ollander-Krane, R., & 

Pulakos, E. D. (2016). Getting rid of performance ratings: Genius or folly? A 

debate. Industrial and Organizational Psychology, 9, 219-252. 

 

Bommer, W. H., Johnson, J., Rich, G. A., Podsakoff, P. M., & MacKenzie, S. B. (1995). 

On the interchangeability of objective and subjective measures of employee 

performance: A meta-analysis. Personnel Psychology, 48, 587-605. 

 

Nowack, K. M., & Mashihi, S. (2012). Evidence-based answers to 15 questions about 

leveraging 360-degree feedback. Consulting Psychology Journal: Practice and 

Research, 64, 157-182. 

 

*DeNisi, A. S., & Kluger, A. N. (2000). Feedback effectiveness: Can 360-degree 

appraisals be improved? The Academy of Management Executive, 14, 129-139. 

 

*Pulakos, E. D., Hanson, R. M., Arad, S., & Moye, N. (2015). Performance management 

can be fixed: An on-the-job experiential learning approach for complex behavior 

change. Industrial and Organizational Psychology, 8, 51-76. 

 

*Rothstein, H. R. (1990). Interrater reliability of job performance ratings: Growth to 

asymptote level with increasing opportunity to observe. Journal of Applied 

Psychology, 75, 322-327. 

 

*The Economist (2016, February 20). The measure of a man: Reports of the death of 

performance reviews are exaggerated. Retrieved from: 

http://www.economist.com/news/21693151-employers-are-modifying-not-

abolishing-them-performance-reviews-not-dead-yet 

 

 

 

FEBRUARY 19: STAR PERFORMERS  

 

YouTube video on the “long tail” in marketing (2:49): 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=RoeEmJWVU8c 

 

YouTube video on the power law (5:48): 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=vIp1kY0H0yw 

 

Beck, J. W., Beatty, A. S., & Sackett, P. R. (2014). On the distribution of job 

performance: The role of measurement characteristics in observed departures 

from normality. Personnel Psychology, 67, 531-566. [Please read O’Boyle & 

http://www.economist.com/news/21693151-employers-are-modifying-not-abolishing-them-performance-reviews-not-dead-yet
http://www.economist.com/news/21693151-employers-are-modifying-not-abolishing-them-performance-reviews-not-dead-yet
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=RoeEmJWVU8c
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=vIp1kY0H0yw
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Aguinis (2012) first.] 

 

O’Boyle, E., & Aguinis, H. (2012). The best and the rest: Revisiting the norm of 

normality of individual performance. Personnel Psychology, 65, 79-119. 

 

*Spain, S. M., Credé, M., Harms, P., & Brummel, B. (2013, March 22). Is individual job 

performance distributed according to a power law? A review of methods for 

comparing heavy-tailed distributions. Retrieved 

from: https://ssrn.com/abstract=2238126 or 

http://dx.doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2238126 

 

*Vancouver, J. B., Li, X., Weinhardt, J. M., Steel, P., & Purl, J. D. (2016). Using a 

computational model to understand possible sources of skews in distributions of 

job performance. Personnel Psychology, 69, 931-974. 

 

 

 

FEBRUARY 26: COUNTERPRODUCTIVE/DEVIANT WORK BEHAVIOR AND ORGANIZATIONAL 

CITIZENSHIP BEHAVIOR  

 

YouTube video on Bandura’s Bobo Doll experiment--interview and original footage 

(5:03): 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=eqNaLerMNOE 

 

Holland, S. J., Simpson, K. M., Dalal, R. S., & Vega, R. P. (2016). I can’t steal from a 

coworker if I work from home: Conceptual and measurement-related issues 

associated with studying counterproductive work behavior in a telework 

setting. Human Performance, 29, 172-190. 

 

Rotundo, M., & Sackett, P. R. (2002). The relative importance of task, citizenship, and 

counterproductive performance to global ratings of job performance: A policy-

capturing approach. Journal of Applied Psychology, 87, 66-80. 

 

Spector, P. E., Bauer, J. A., & Fox, S. (2010). Measurement artifacts in the assessment of 

counterproductive work behavior and organizational citizenship behavior: Do we 

know what we think we know? Journal of Applied Psychology, 95, 781–790. 

 

*Bolino, M. C., Turnley, W. H., & Niehoff, B. P. (2004). The other side of the story: 

Reexamining prevailing assumptions about organizational citizenship behavior. 

Human Resource Management Review, 14, 229-246. 

  

*Dalal, R. S. (2005). A meta-analysis of the relationship between organizational 

citizenship behavior and counterproductive work behavior. Journal of Applied 

Psychology, 90, 1241-1255. 

 

https://ssrn.com/abstract=2238126
http://dx.doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2238126
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=eqNaLerMNOE
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*Dalal, R. S., Lam, H., Weiss, H. M., Welch, E., & Hulin, C. L.  (2009). A within-person 

approach to work behavior and performance: Concurrent and lagged citizenship-

counterproductivity associations, and dynamic relationships with affect and 

overall job performance. Academy of Management Journal, 52, 1051-1066. 

 

*Ferguson, C. J., & Savage, J. (2012). Have recent studies addressed methodological 

issues raised by five decades of television violence research? A critical review. 

Aggression and Violent Behavior, 17, 129-139. 

 

*Ritter, D., & Eslea, M. (2005). Hot sauce, toy guns, and graffiti: A critical account of 

current laboratory aggression paradigms. Aggressive Behavior, 31, 407-419.  

 

 

 

MARCH 4: WORK WITHDRAWAL (LATENESS & ABSENTEEISM—OH, AND PRESENTEEISM TOO!) 

  

Johns, G., & Miraglia, M. (2015). The reliability, validity, and accuracy of self-reported 

absenteeism from work: A meta-analysis. Journal of Occupational Health 

Psychology, 20, 1-14. 

 

Ruhle, S. A., Breitsohl, H., Aboagye, E., Baba, V., Biron, C., Correia Leal, C., …, Yang, 

T. (in press). “To work, or not to work, that is the question” – Recent trends and 

avenues for research on presenteeism. In press at European Journal of Work and 

Organizational Psychology. 

 

Zhou, L. (2016, June 2). Can you cure chronic lateness? The Atlantic. Retrieved from 

http://www.theatlantic.com/health/archive/2016/06/can-you-cure-

lateness/485108/ 

 

*Lohaus, D., & Habermann, W. (2019). Presenteeism: A review and research 

directions. Human Resource Management Review, 29, 43-58. 

 

 

 

MARCH 11: NO CLASS (SPRING BREAK) 

 

No assigned readings! 

 

 

 

MARCH 18: CLASS PRESENTATIONS – APPLIED PROJECT (BARS CONSTRUCTION) 

 

No assigned readings! In-class presentations of applied projects. 

 

 

 

http://www.theatlantic.com/health/archive/2016/06/can-you-cure-lateness/485108/
http://www.theatlantic.com/health/archive/2016/06/can-you-cure-lateness/485108/
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MARCH 25: JOB WITHDRAWAL (TURNOVER) 

  

Ballinger, G. A., Cross, R., & Holtom, B. C. (2016). The right friends in the right places: 

Understanding network structure as a predictor of voluntary turnover. Journal of 

Applied Psychology, 101, 535-548. 

 

Hom, P. W., & Griffeth, R. W. (1995). Employee turnover. Cincinnati, OH: South-

western College Publishing. [Read only pp. 4-12 AND p. 184-192]  

 

Hom, P. W., Lee, T. W., Shaw, J. D., & Hausknecht, J. P. (2017). One hundred years of 

employee turnover theory and research. Journal of Applied Psychology, 102, 530-

545. 

 

Shipp, A. J., Furst‐Holloway, S., Harris, T. B., & Rosen, B. (2014). Gone today but here 

tomorrow: Extending the unfolding model of turnover to consider boomerang 

employees. Personnel Psychology, 67, 421-462. 

 

*Bozeman, D. P., & Perrewé, P. L. (2001). The effect of item content overlap on 

Organizational Commitment Questionnaire-turnover cognitions relationships. 

Journal of Applied Psychology, 86, 161-173. 

 

*Mitchell, T. R., Burch, T. C., & Lee, T. W. (2014). The need to consider time, level, and 

trends: A turnover perspective. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 35, 296-300. 

 

 

 

APRIL 1: WITHIN-PERSON PERFORMANCE VARIABILITY - I 

 

Beus, J. M., & Whitman, D. S. (2012). The relationship between typical and maximum 

performance: A meta-analytic examination. Human Performance, 25, 355-376. 

 

Dalal, R. S., Alaybek, B., & Lievens, F. (in press). Within-person job performance 

variability over short timeframes: Theory, empirical research, and practice. In 

press at Annual Review of Organizational Psychology and Organizational 

Behavior. 

  

Luan, S., & Reb, J. (2017). Fast-and-frugal trees as noncompensatory models of 

performance-based personnel decisions. Organizational Behavior and Human 

Decision Processes, 141, 29-42. 

 

Sitzmann, T., & Yeo, G. (2013). A meta‐analytic investigation of the within‐person 

self‐efficacy domain: Is self‐efficacy a product of past performance or a driver of 

future performance? Personnel Psychology, 66, 531-568. 

 

*Dalal, R. S., & Sheng, Z. (2019). When is helping behavior unhelpful? A conceptual 

analysis and research agenda. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 110, 272-285. 
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*Minbashian, A., Earl, J., & Bright, J. E. (2013). Openness to experience as a predictor of 

job performance trajectories. Applied Psychology: An International Review, 62, 1-

12. 

 

*Sackett, P. R., Zedeck, S., & Fogli, L. (1988). Relations between measures of typical 

and maximum job performance. Journal of Applied Psychology, 73, 482-486. 

 

*Steele-Johnson, D., Osburn, H. G., & Pieper, K. F. (2000). A review and extension of 

current models of dynamic criteria. International Journal of Selection and 

Assessment, 8, 110-136. 

 

*YouTube video on experience sampling methods / ecological momentary assessment 

(57:04): 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=nQBBVp9vBIQ 

 

 

 

APRIL 8: WITHIN-PERSON PERFORMANCE VARIABILITY – II (ADAPTIVE PERFORMANCE) 

 

Bliese, P. D., Adler, A. B., & Flynn, P. J. (2017). Transition processes: A review and 

synthesis integrating methods and theory. Annual Review of Organizational 

Psychology and Organizational Behavior, 4, 263-286. 

 

Huang, J. L., Shoss, M. K., & Jundt, D. K. (2018). Adaptive performance. In D. S. Ones, 

N. Anderson, C. Viswesvaran, & H. K. Sinangil (Eds.), The SAGE handbook of 

industrial, work & organizational psychology (2nd ed., Vol. 1, pp. 212-227). 

Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage. 

 

Niessen, C., & Jimmieson, N. L. (2016). Threat of resource loss: The role of self-

regulation in adaptive task performance. Journal of Applied Psychology, 101, 

450-462. 

 

*Baard, S. K., Rench, T. A., & Kozlowski, S. W. (2014). Performance adaptation: A 

theoretical integration and review. Journal of Management, 40, 48-99. 

 

* Devaraj, S., & Jiang, K. (2019). It’s about time—A longitudinal adaptation model of 

high-performance work teams. Journal of Applied Psychology, 104, 433-448. 

 

*Lang, J. W., & Bliese, P. D. (2009). General mental ability and two types of adaptation 

to unforeseen change: Applying discontinuous growth models to the task-change 

paradigm. Journal of Applied Psychology, 94, 411-428. 

 

 

 

 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=nQBBVp9vBIQ
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APRIL 15: PERFORMANCE INTERVENTIONS – I (PROMES & RATER TRAINING) 

 

Submit research proposal outline to other student for feedback today! 

 

Pritchard, R. D., Culbertson, S. S., Malm, K., & Agrell, A. (2009). Improving 

performance in a Swedish police traffic unit: Results of an intervention. Journal 

of Criminal Justice, 37, 85-97. 

See also: http://www.promes-ecc.com/practise/case-study-one 

 

Rosales Sánchez, C., Díaz-Cabrera, D., & Hernández-Fernaud, E. (2019). Does 

effectiveness in performance appraisal improve with rater training? PLoS ONE 

14(9), e0222694. Retrieved from https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0222694 

 

Uggerslev, K. L., & Sulsky, L. M. (2008). Using frame-of-reference training to 

understand the implications of rater idiosyncrasy for rating accuracy. Journal of 

Applied Psychology, 93, 711-719. 

 

 

 

APRIL 22: NO CLASS (SIOP CONFERENCE) 

 

No assigned readings! Feedback on other student’s research proposal outline due today! 

 

 

 

APRIL 29: PERFORMANCE INTERVENTIONS – II 

 

Ayal, S., Gino, F., Barkan, R., & Ariely, D. (2015). Three principles to REVISE people’s 

unethical behavior. Perspectives on Psychological Science, 10, 738-741. 

 

Shu, L. L., Mazar, N., Gino, F., Ariely, D., & Bazerman, M. H. (2012). Signing at the 

beginning makes ethics salient and decreases dishonest self-reports in comparison 

to signing at the end. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences, 109(38), 

15197-15200. 

 

Hülsheger, U. R., Lang, J. W., Schewe, A. F., & Zijlstra, F. R. (2015). When regulating 

emotions at work pays off: A diary and an intervention study on emotion 

regulation and customer tips in service jobs. Journal of Applied Psychology, 100, 

263-277. 

 

Willert, M. V., Thulstrup, A. M., Bonde, J. P. (2011). Effects of a stress management 

intervention on absenteeism and return to work—results from a randomized wait-

list controlled trial. Scandinavian Journal of Work, Environment & Health, 37, 

186–195. 

 

http://www.promes-ecc.com/practise/case-study-one
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0222694
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*Hershcovis, M. S., Reich, T. C., & Niven, K. (2015) Workplace bullying: Causes, 

consequences, and intervention strategies. Society for Industrial and 

Organizational Psychology (SIOP) white paper series. Retrieved from 

http://eprints.lse.ac.uk/66031/  

 

*Houdek, P. (2019). Is behavioral ethics ready for giving business and policy 

advice? Journal of Management Inquiry, 28, 48-56. 

 

 

 

MAY 1: NO CLASS 

 

SIOP poster reactions due! 

 

 

MAY 6: NO CLASS 

 

Research proposal outlines due! 

 

 

_________________ 

 

 

The following sections provide additional details regarding various aspects of the course.  

 

 

STUDENT-SELECTED READING (ARTICLE PRESENTATION): 

 

This is a solo project. 

 

A Google Doc sign-up sheet will be provided to students. In order for us to have time to discuss 

the assigned readings, no more than three (3) presentations will occur per week. 

 

Each student will individually present one (1) reading of his or her choice over the course of the 

semester. Each chosen reading must be relevant to employee behavior/performance (duh!), must 

be at least eight (8) pages long in its original form, and must have been published in a peer-

reviewed journal article.  

 

Note that employee behavior/performance should not just be an outcome variable or correlate 

(or for that matter antecedent) in the study: rather, it should be a focal variable. The study, in 

other words, should actively enhance our understanding about the nature of employee 

behavior/performance itself. Failure to choose a proper reading will lead to heavy penalties. 

 

In terms of choosing a reading, there are two options: 

http://eprints.lse.ac.uk/66031/
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1. Option #1: A student may opt to present one of the recommended readings for a 

particular week. Word to the wise: Before choosing this option, it would be a good idea 

to actually take a look at the reading in question. 

2. Option #2: A student may opt to present an empirical article, published in the last 

decade in a respectable peer-reviewed journal. I encourage students (i.e., this is not 

required) to seek out articles that focus on current or anticipated “hot topics”: artificial 

intelligence, gamification, machine learning, and so forth. Help your fellow students (and 

me) to be at the “bleeding edge” of employee performance management, but also help 

them to see through the newest “fads, fashions, and folderol” in performance 

management. 

 

These criteria still provide considerable flexibility. This is your reading: choose something that 

you believe will be interesting and important!  

 

It is the responsibility of the student presenting a particular reading to “educate” the rest of us 

because, in all likelihood, neither the other students nor I will have read what you are presenting. 

Thus, each student should prepare a PowerPoint presentation that includes:  

• First slide: 

1. The student’s name 

2. A full reference for the reading selected (in APA Style) 

• Second slide (or, if needed, second and third slides): 

1. Information regarding why that particular reading was chosen 

2. Information regarding how the chosen reading fits in with the topics covered in 

class and the required readings in the syllabus  

• Remaining slides: 

1. A summary of the chosen reading. For instance, for an empirical journal article, 

this should include things like: theoretical framework, hypotheses, methods used, 

analyses conducted, and conclusions drawn. You will have to be judicious here: 

for instance, although I obviously don’t expect you to discuss every statistical test 

in the results section, you’ll need to think about how to represent the main 

findings very efficiently but yet in sufficient depth to reveal your understanding of 

the nuances of the data analysis. And, yes, in some cases, you might need to do 

additional reading (beyond the chosen article) so as to be able to understand and 

communicate at least the gist of the research design and/or statistical techniques 

used. 

 

Please make sure that all slides are numbered! Please also post your slides to the Blackboard 

discussion board prior to your presentation. Please practice your presentation before class, and 

please time it to ensure that it does not exceed 13-15 minutes. To allow sufficient time for all 

presentations, I may have to stop the presentations at 15 minutes. To prevent needless delays, 

please download your slides to the desktop computer in the classroom before the beginning of 

class on the day on which you are presenting (Yes, this does mean that you will need to show up 

to class several minutes early on that day!  ☺).  
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Each presentation will be followed by a brief (3-4 minutes) question-and-answer session 

involving the other students and me. 

 

 

APPLIED PROJECT: 

 

Students will work in teams of three. 

Deadline: March 18. In-class PowerPoint presentation. Please also post your slides to the 

Blackboard Discussion Board. 

 

Students will present an approximately 12-15 minutes long PowerPoint presentation describing 

the construction of BARS for two dimensions of “success” associated with a particular “type” of 

IO graduate student at Mason (e.g., 2nd year M.A. student, 2nd year Ph.D. student, or 4th year 

Ph.D. student). 

 

In constructing the BARS, students should use sources including, but not necessarily limited to, 

those on the required and recommended reading lists for this course. One permissible departure 

from standard procedure is that although students should use as many subject-matter experts 

(other current Mason IO graduate students, recent alumni of the program, etc.) during the BARS 

construction as possible, under the circumstances they will almost certainly need to use many 

fewer subject-matter experts than would be typical. In general, for each step in the BARS 

construction process, the presentation should describe: (1) “best practices” from the BARS 

literature (with multiple citations) for that step, (2) the practices/procedures actually used by you 

during that step, and (3) the reasons (e.g., constraints such as time or money) for any deviations 

from best practices for that step. Please note that this is not an invitation for you to take 

unnecessary (as determined by me!) shortcuts. 

 

Each presentation will be followed by a brief (no more than 5 minutes) question-and-answer 

session. 

 

Students should practice their presentations ahead of time and should time themselves when 

doing so. Grade penalties will apply for presentations that greatly exceed (or fall short of) the 

allotted time. 

 

In general, you should present slides containing the following information: 

• Snazzy first slide listing your names as well as the name and logo (!) of your fictionalized 

consulting firm 

• Description of the particular “type” of IO graduate student at Mason who is your focus (e.g., 

2nd year M.A. student or 4th year Ph.D. student) 

• Description of the two dimensions of “success” for this type of student 

o Note that these dimensions and should refer to performance domains according to 

which this type of graduate student is (or, in your view, should be) evaluated—for 

instance, on annual performance appraisals. In other words, these dimensions should 

either be behavioral or should involve the results/outcomes/evaluations of behavior. 

The dimensions should not refer to individual differences involving this type of 
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student’s ability, personality, attitudes, and so forth. Failure to follow these 

instructions will lead to heavy penalties. 

• The steps (in chronological order) you used to construct the BARS. For each step, please 

describe: 

o “best practices” from the BARS literature (with multiple citations) for that step 

o the practices/procedures actually used by you during that step 

o the reasons (e.g., constraints such as time or money) for any deviations from best 

practices for that step 

• References section (APA Style) 

• A paragraph indicating how each student on the team contributed to the final product (please 

be specific!)  

• A one-sentence statement affirming that, overall, each student on the team performed 

approximately the same amount of work 

 

Please be sure to include slide numbers in your presentation! 

 
†I am potentially open to students creating BARS for another “job” or even to students doing some other form of 

applied project entirely. Students who wish to do something different should prepare a brief (e.g., 1-page) proposal 

regarding the type of alternative they desire, and should discuss their proposal with me at least three (3) weeks prior 

to the due date. 

 

  

SIOP POSTER REACTION: 

 

This is a solo project. 

Deadline: May 1. Submit via Blackboard (as an assignment). 

 

Each student will provide a brief reaction to a SIOP poster on a topic related to employee work 

behavior or performance.  

 

Note that employee behavior/performance should not just be an outcome variable or correlate 

(or for that matter antecedent) in the study: rather, it should be a focal variable. The study, in 

other words, should actively enhance our understanding about the nature of employee 

behavior/performance itself. Failure to choose a proper poster will lead to heavy penalties. 

 

Please submit the following: 

1. A picture of the poster 

i. The entire poster should be clearly visible in the picture. In other words, after 

enlarging the picture, I should be able to read all the text on the poster. (Note: Prior to 

taking the picture at SIOP, you should probably inform the presenter about what you 

are doing and why. This will make for a good “icebreaker.”) 

2. Your reaction to the poster. This should include: 

i. 750-1,000 words in total. 

ii. The connection(s) between the poster and the broad topics and specific ideas we have 

discussed in class. Where appropriate, please cite specific readings from the required 

and/or recommended reading lists for this course. 

iii. The poster’s contribution beyond the existing research literature. 
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iv. The most important (in your view) practical implication from this poster. 

v. One aspect of the poster you thought was particularly well done—and why. This 

could be a conceptual, methodological, or data-analytic aspect of the poster. If you 

want to comment favorably on an aesthetic/stylistic aspect of the poster, you may do 

so as well—but that should not be the focus here. 

vi. One suggestion for future research related to (or inspired by) but clearly extending 

beyond the research described by the poster. Explain the conceptual rationale for this 

suggestion (i.e., why is future research along these lines 

important/desirable/needed?), as well as the methodological and/or data-analytic 

implications.  

 

Not attending SIOP? No problem. Two options: 

1. Instead of a poster, choose a short and topic-appropriate empirical journal article published in 

the last three (3) years. Answer the above questions with regard to the article, and attach a 

PDF version of the article. 

2. If one of your friends from the class is attending SIOP, ask him or her to take—and 

immediately send you copies of—pictures of a couple of relevant posters (other than the one 

he or she will be using). Then choose from among those posters. 

 

Please proof-read carefully before submitting. Poor quality writing will be penalized. 

 

 

RESEARCH PROPOSAL OUTLINE: 

 

This is a solo project. 

 

Deadlines are as follows: 

• Send (by email) draft outline to another student for feedback by April 15 

• The other student should provide feedback (to you by email; a copy to me via 

Blackboard—as an assignment) by April 22 

• Submit the final version of the outline via Blackboard (as an assignment) by May 6 

 

Students are required to propose—in outline form—an original research project explicitly 

focused on a topic that falls under the category of employee behavior/performance.  

 

Note that employee behavior/performance should not just be an outcome variable or correlate 

(or for that matter antecedent) in the study: rather, it should be a focal variable. The study, in 

other words, should actively enhance our understanding about the nature of employee 

behavior/performance itself. Failure to propose a proper study will lead to heavy penalties. 

 

In practical terms, the end product will essentially consist of an outline of the introduction, 

method, and “anticipated analyses” sections of an empirical journal article.   

 

• For the introduction section, you should first review the literature on a particular topic 

and then propose your own hypotheses. The contribution of your paper beyond the 

existing literature should be stated clearly rather than left to my imagination. You should 
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have a minimum of two (2) hypotheses. The introduction (from opening “hook” to 

hypotheses) should be structured as per Kendall et al. (2000) or similar sources. Each 

hypothesis should be preceded by a sound theoretical rationale. Ideally, the hypotheses 

would be derived logically from a single theory that is summarized in some depth; 

certainly, a mishmash of disparate theories, each described only in a handful of sentences 

and each invoked solely in the service of providing a rationale for a single hypothesis, 

should be avoided.  

 

Kendall, P.C., Silk, J. S., & Chu, B. C. (2000). Introducing your research report: Writing the 

introduction. In R. J. Sternberg (Ed.), Writing articles for publication in psychology 

journals: A handbook (pp. 41-57). New York: Cambridge University Press. 

 

• For the method section, you should describe your sample and procedures. As part of 

describing the sample, you should indicate not only who the participants will be (e.g., 

demographic information, job types, etc.) and why, but also how many participants you 

will need. The number of participants needed can be estimated either via a formal power 

analysis (which you should describe in some detail, along with appropriate citations, and 

which should be targeted at the most sample-size-intensive of your anticipated analyses) 

or, failing that, via a rule of thumb that has been articulated for the analyses you plan to 

conduct (which you should describe, along with appropriate citations). 

• The “anticipated analyses” section should be as close to a results section as you can get 

without actually having any data. Basically, you should describe the data-analytic 

techniques you plan to conduct, along with a brief justification for the use of these 

techniques. The justification becomes critical if, as is often the case, there are multiple 

techniques that could be used to analyze your data.  

 

I’d also recommend consulting the American Psychological Association’s “Journal Article 

Reporting Standards”:  http://www.apastyle.org/manual/related/JARS-MARS.pdf 

You don’t need to cover every topic suggested in the “JARS”—indeed, space constraints won’t 

permit you to do so—but they’re a good resource. 

 

Note that this term paper is a proposal for basic research. It should focus on psychological 

constructs and their inter-relationships. Hypotheses should ideally be derived from psychological 

(or other social science) theories. A paper discussing an applied research problem (e.g., “Here is 

a description of a consulting project I conducted for Elegantly Wasted Winery, Inc.”) is 

inappropriate for this course and will receive a failing grade. 

 

The paper topic should be specific. For example, whereas “Adaptive Performance” or even 

“Discontinuous Growth Modeling of Adaptive Performance” are much too broad, something 

like “A Meta-Analysis of the Impact of Task Characteristics on Transition and Reacquisition 

Adaptation” would be more appropriate.  

 

You should propose original research. Though our discipline should (and increasingly does) 

have a place for replications, this is not that place: the current outline is designed in part to 

assess your creativity and your knowledge of a subject area. 

 

http://www.apastyle.org/manual/related/JARS-MARS.pdf
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For both your sanity and mine, the outline will be fairly short: 4½-6  double-spaced pages of size 

12 Times New Roman or Calibri font. In addition (i.e., the following do not count toward the 

page limit), you will need a title page, abstract (limit 125 words), keywords (limit of 5 

words/phrases), references section (at least 12 references), and, if needed, tables and figures. 

You do not need a discussion section. The short length of the outline does not preclude the 

necessity of being thorough.   

 

Please use APA-style section titles to demarcate the introduction, method, and anticipated 

analyses sections as well as sub-sections within each section (e.g., the method section should 

have a “participants” sub-section and one or more additional sub-sections describing the 

procedure). For text within a section, you are welcome to use bullets rather than conventional 

paragraphs; however, please ensure that every bullet of text is clearly understandable. Please 

proof-read carefully before submitting. Poor quality writing will be penalized. 

 

Students should provide each other with feedback regarding their draft outlines. Feedback should 

pertain to whether the outlines follow instructions (Is the paper’s topic appropriate? Does the 

introduction section follow the structure suggested by Kendall et al., 2000? Is the paper’s 

contribution clear? Are the hypotheses properly justified? Is an adequate justification provided 

for the number of participants? Are important details suggested in the “JARS” missing? Do the 

proposed analyses make sense? Etc.) as well as whether the outline appears to be missing 

important citations, whether the arguments in the outline are understandable (vs., say, 

incomprehensible gobbledygook or plausible arguments that would benefit from more 

explanation), whether the outline has been properly proof-read, and so forth. Students should 

probably plan to spend at least one (1) hour reading and providing feedback on each other’s 

outlines.  

 

The feedback should be emailed to the author. Moreover, to help me ascertain the quality and 

quantity of the feedback, students providing feedback should submit the document containing 

feedback to me via Blackboard as an assignment. 

 

 

 

 

GRADING SCHEME AND SCALE:  

 

Class Participation (including Attendance) 25.0%  

Student-Selected Reading (Article Presentation)  12.5%  

Applied Project 25.0%  

SIOP Poster Reaction 7.5%  

Feedback on Other Student’s Research Proposal Outline  5.0%  

Research Proposal Outline 25.0% 

TOTAL  100.0%  
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Grade % Range Quality Points Satisfactory/Passing? 

A+ 100.00% - 96.67% 4.00 Satisfactory/Passing 

A 96.66% - 93.34% 4.00 Satisfactory/Passing 

A- 93.33% - 90.00% 3.67 Satisfactory/Passing 

B+ 89.99% - 86.67% 3.33 Satisfactory/Passing 

B 86.66% - 83.34% 3.00 Satisfactory/Passing 

B- 83.33% - 80.00% 2.67 Satisfactory*/Passing 

C 79.99% - 70.00% 2.00 Unsatisfactory/Passing 

F 69.99% - 0.00% 0.00 Unsatisfactory/Failing 

*Although a B- is a satisfactory grade for a course, students must maintain a 3.00 average in 

their degree program and must present a 3.00 GPA on the courses listed on the graduation 

application. 

 

Note that this is not an “Easy A” course.  Poor work will receive a poor grade. 

  

 

UNIVERSITY HONOR CODE: 

 

George Mason University has an Honor Code, which requires all members of this community to 

maintain the highest standards of academic honesty and integrity. Cheating, plagiarism, lying, 

and stealing are all prohibited, as is tolerating such behavior from other students. Please 

familiarize yourself with the university’s honor code (available at https://oai.gmu.edu/mason-

honor-code/full-honor-code-document/) and conduct yourself accordingly. I may use SafeAssign 

or some other plagiarism detection software on your writing. All violations of the Honor Code 

will be reported to the Honor Committee. Ignorance of the Honor Code does not constitute an 

acceptable excuse for violating it. 

 

 

STUDENTS WITH DISABILITIES:  

 

If you have a disability and may need academic accommodations, please contact Disability 

Services at ods@gmu.edu or 703-993-2474 at the beginning of the semester. Please also come 

and talk to me at the beginning of the semester. 

 

 

TECHNOLOGY USED IN THE COURSE:  

 

All readings (other than the textbook) will be provided via Blackboard. Blackboard will be used 

to post grades, augment in-class discussion and, occasionally, to make announcements. All other 

electronic communication will be via email. 

 

 

OFFICIAL COMMUNICATION VIA MASON E-MAIL:  

 

Mason uses electronic mail to provide official information to students. Examples include 

https://oai.gmu.edu/mason-honor-code/full-honor-code-document/
https://oai.gmu.edu/mason-honor-code/full-honor-code-document/
mailto:ods@gmu.edu
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communications from course instructors, notices from the library, notices about academic 

standing, financial aid information, class materials, assignments, questions, and instructor 

feedback. Students are responsible for the content of university communication sent to their 

Mason email account, and are required to activate that account and check it regularly. 

 

 

ADD/DROP DEADLINES: 

Last date to add a course: January 28  

Last date to drop a course with 100% refund:  February 5 

Last date to drop a course with 50% refund:  February 11  

Unrestricted withdrawal period: February 12-24 

 

 

The instructor reserves the right to make changes to the syllabus with reasonable advance 

notice. 

 

 


