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ABSTRACT 

Employees from two major companies in British Columbia responded 

to a questionnaire on the fairness of performance appraisals. On the basis 

of performance appraisal research and justice research, five dimensions were 

predicted to be important to the perception of a fair performance appraisal: 

1) Employee Participation in the Appraisal Process; 2) Goal-setting for the 

Employee's Job; 3 )  Appraiser's Knowledge of Employee's Job and Performance 

Level; 4) Job Relevance of Appraisal Areas; and 5) Frequency and Follow-up 

of Appraisals. It was also predicted that employee appraisal outcomes would 

be positively related to employee perceptions of appraisal fairness. 

Questionnaires were distributed to 300 management and professional 

employees from each of the two companies, resulting in 183 responses from 

Company One (a financial institution) and 214 from Company Two (a company in 

the public service industry). The questionnaire was composed of questions 

on demographic background, appraisal procedures in the Ideal Situation in a 

company, appraisal procedures in the Real Situation in the employee's 

company, and the results of the employee's most recent appraisal. 

The Ideal and Real Situations were factor analysed for each company. 

The following three factors were confirmed for both the Ideal and Real 

-Situations: 1) Employee Participation in the Appraisal Process; 2) Goal- 

setting for the Employee's Job; and 3)  p praiser's Knowledge of Employee's 

Job and Performance Level. It was concluded that these three dimensions may 

be basic to employee perceptions of fairness in the performance appraisal 

process and therefore, may be important in the design of performance 

appraisal systems to increase employee acceptance of the system and the 

appraisal results. The three basic factors were the only ones produced by 

the analysis of responses to the Real Situation. In contrast, analysis of 

the Ideal Situations resulted in additional factors to the three basic ones. 

iii 



The differences between the Real and Ideal Situation results are accounted 

for in terms of the differences in the nature of the two types of ratings. 

Highly significant positive correlations were found between the results 

of the employees' appraisal, the overall fairness of the appraisal system, 

and the Real variables for both companies, suggesting that favorable 

ratings are positively related to perceptions of fair appraisal procedures 

in an employee's company. Three demographic variables - age, number of 

years with the company, and number of years in position - were highly 

correlated with both the Real and Ideal variables for Company Two, but not 

for Company One. Several possible explanations for these relationships are 

discussed. Because both companies used a modified Management By Objectives 

appraisal system, the findings are limited to systems of this type. 
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I. INTRODUCTION 

Most research in the area of performance appraisal systems has 

on the psychometric aspects (validity and reliability) of 

~erformance measures (Landy & Farr, 1980). Although it has been suggested 

that employee opinions of the appraisal system may be equally important to 

the system's long-term effectiveness, this is a much less researched area 

(Lawler, 1967). The present study examines one aspect of employee opinions 

of performance appraisal - perception of fairness. The major purpose of 

this study is to empirically examine the dimensions of perceived fairness in 

the appraisal process. 

The term "performance appraisal" has not always been used in a 

consistent way. The basic goal of performance appraisals is to focus on 

job-related performance (Baron, 1983). Therefore, the clearest and simplest 

definition of performance appraisal is a rating of "how well an employee 

performs the job currently assigned1' (Sibson, 1983, p. 23). Sibson states 

that the following activities may also be included in the performance 

appraisal process: performance evaluation (actions to improve performance of 

currently assigned duties), potential rating (the potential of each person 

to assume higher level responsibilities), and potential evaluation 

(activities to develop employees for future identifiable responsibilities). 

The above activities may all form part of the appraisal process but care 

must be taken to keep them separate since each has a different purpose. By 

Sibson's definition the performance appraisal system consists of all the 

interrelated methods by which a company reviews its employees' performance. 

When an organization constructs a performance appraisal system, two 

main decisions must be made: what to measure and how to measure it. The 

Purposes of the appraisal (administrative decision making and/or employee 



feedback) and the organizational structure of a company will greatly 

influence the final criteria selected. In spite of differences between 

appraisal systems, some researchers have proposed general standards for 

selection of performance appraisal criteria. Baron (1983) proposes that all 

performance appraisal criteria should be: 1) reliable, 2) realistic, 3) 

representative of the job as a whole, 4) acceptable to employees, and 5) 

measurable. The present study is concerned with criterion number four - 

employee acceptance of performance appraisal criteria. In relation to it, 

Baron (1983) asserts "we expect evaluations to be fair - to be based on job- 

related performance, = upon the way we look or upon a manager's selective 
memory" (p. 239). Thus, perceived fairness of performance appraisal 

criteria was selected as an essential component of employee acceptance of 

performance appraisal, and singled out for investigation. 

The following sections review the literature relevant to perceived 

fairness of performance appraisal systems. This review includes both 

justice research and organizational research. 

Review of Justice Research 

Support for perceived fairness as an important aspect of the the 

appraisal process can also be found in research on justice. Justice research 

has mainly focused on courtroom settings. The parallels between the outcome 

in a court of law and a performance appraisal decision are quite clear: both 

involve a review of evidence or information on a person; both involve a 

formalized decision making system; and both involve a decision or judgement 

by an authority figure involving an area deeply important to the person 

being judged or rated. There are of course differences between the two as 

well. For instance, a court case tends to be resolved in an all or nothing 

fashion (e.g. guilty or innocent of a specific criminal charge) whereas the 



result of a performance appraisal involves much finer ratings. However, 

the similarities merit an examination of justice research. 

, Two general types of justice or fairness have been distinguished in the 

literature: distributive justice and procedural justice. Distributive 

justice refers to an individual's perception that the outcome of a judgement 

is fair (Walker, Lind and Thibaut, 1979). Some authors use the term 

distributive justice to refer only to outcomes involving the distribution of 

resources, usually money. In the present study distributive justice is used 

in the general sense to refer to the consideration of any judgement outcome. 

Procedural justice refers to an individual's perception that the procedures 

used to reach an outcome are fair (Thibaut & Walker, 1975). Outcome 

satisfaction refers to an individual's satisfaction with the outcome 

resulting from a judgement. 

It has been proposed that perceptions of procedural justice have a 

direct influence on perceived fairness of outcome. Specifically, the 

research of Thibaut and Walker (1975) on simulated courtroom procedures 

found that court rulings following from the adversarial approach are 

perceived as fairer than the nonadversary procedures, even when the verdict 

is identical. Recent simulated court studies by Walker, Lind, and Thibaut 

(1979) and Lind, Walker, Kurtz, Musante, and Thibaut (1980) lend further 

support to the above finding. In contrast, Tyler (in press) in a field 

study on courtroom procedures found that only distributive justice ratings 

were significantly related to outcome fairness perceptions, and that 

procedural justice ratings were related only to approval of courts in 

general. It should be noted that the latter study involved fairness ratings 

of court rulings on traffic violations by the individuals who had actually 

made the violations. Therefore, the difference between the field study and 



the simulated courtroom studies could be the result of whether the outcomes 

directly affect the individual making the fairness judgement -- that is, 

whether the individual is a participant in or merely an observer of the 

situation being judged. 

Support for the above interpretation is found in attributional 

interpretations of perceived justice (Cohen, 1982). According to this 

perspective "potential injustices become "actual" injustices to the person 

only if and when the discrepancy between actual and deserved outcomes is 

attributed to something other than the actor's own behavior" (Cohen, 1982, 

p. 125). It has generally been found that actors (participants) tend to 

attribute the causes of their own outcomes to environmental influences, 

whereas observers attribute the causes of the same outcomes to the actor's 

own behavior (Arkin & Duval, 1975; Nisbett, Caputo, Legant, & Maracek, 

1973). Therefore, the same outcome for an actor could be viewed as fair by 

an observer (attributed to the actor's own behavior) and viewed as unfair by 

the actor himself (attributed to external causes such as the judgement 

system). Thus, according to this perspective actors (participants) would be 

expected to focus on the outcome and its favorableness to themselves in 

making fairness judgements and observers would be expected to be more 

influenced by other factors such as the procedures used to reach the 

outcome. 

There has been a considerable amount of justice research concerned with 

the relationship between personal outcomes (those directly affecting the 

individual) and perceived fairness, The results of these studies have been 

inconsistent. The majority of research in this area has concerned cases 

where individuals are the allocators of outcomes (generally involving money) 

between themselves and some other(s). Some findings from these allocation 

studies have supported the hypothesis that fairness judgements are 



independent of personal outcomes (Kahn, Nelson, Gaeddert, and Hearn, 1982; 

Leventhal and Lane, 1970; Reis and Gruzen, 1976), and others have supported 

the hypothesis that fairness judgements are directly linked to how favorable 

the personal outcome resulting from it is to the individual making the 

judgement (Greenberg, 1978; Greenberg 1981). These studies involved 

requesting the allocators to make a decision on how to allocate the reward 

fairly between themselves and other(s) after the performance of some 

specified task. 

The studies which found that decisions on fair allocations were 

uninfluenced by personal outcomes all involved publicly made decisions. 

Kahn et al. (1982) have argued that studies on such publicly made decisions 

must consider another type of personal outcome - that concerned with social 
rewards (increases in esteem, status and liking from others in the group). 

According to the above perspective the subjects were still making fairness 

decisions which maximized their own personal outcomes in terms of social 

rewards. Kahn et al. (1982) further assert that economic and social 

rewards are not independent but are often negatively related. Since in most . 
laboratory situations the economic rewards are quite low, it would be 

expected that social rewards would predominate over economic ones. When 

fairness decisions were privately made, allocators made decisions which 

maximized their own economic rewards. 

To summarize, based on a review of the justice literature two main 

points regarding fairness perceptions can be made. First, that perceived 

fairness of process (procedural justice) appears to be a major determinant 

of satisfaction with the fairness of the system (e.g. court system, 

appraisal system) and possibly with the judgement outcome. Secondly, the 

favorableness of personal outcomes (those directly affecting the individual) 



may d e t e r m i n e  t h e  i n d i v i d u a l ' s  p e r c e p t i o n  t h a t  t h e  judgement outcome is 

f a i r ,  e s p e c i a l l y  i f  t h e y  are made i n  p r i v a t e .  

Dimensions  o f  F a i r n e s s  

Some i n d i c a t i o n  o f  s p e c i f i c  d imens ions  i m p o r t a n t  t o  t h e  p e r c e p t i o n s  o f  

a f a i r  p e r f o r m a n c e  a p p r a i s a l  c a n  b e  drawn f rom b o t h  o r g a n i z a t i o n a l  r e s e a r c h  

on  a p p r a i s a l  s y s t e m s  and j u s t i c e  r e s e a r c h .  Two o r g a n i z a t i o n a l  s t u d i e s  on  

t h e  a p p r a i s a l  p r o c e s s  (Dipboye & d e  P o n t b r i a n d ,  1981;  Landy e t  a l . ,  1 9 7 8 ) ;  

are c o n s i d e r e d  e s p e c i a l l y  r e l e v a n t  t o  t h e  p r e s e n t  s t u d y  and  are d e t a i l e d  i n  

t h e  f o l l o w i n g  p a r a g r a p h s .  

I n  a s t u d y  i n v o l v i n g  474 p r o f e s s i o n a l  employees  work ing  i n  a r e s e a r c h  

and development  o r g a n i z a t i o n  (50% of  t h e  sample  s u r v e y e d ) ,  Dipboye and d e  

P o n t b r i a n d  (1981)  found t h a t  p e r c e i v e d  f a v o r a b i l i t y  o f  t h e  a p p r a i s a l  was 

p o s i t i v e l y  c o r r e l a t e d  w i t h  employees '  o p i n i o n s  o f  t h e i r  most  r e c e n t  

a p p r a i s a l  and  t h e  a p p r a i s a l  sys tem.  The above  f i n d i n g  ma tches  t h e  j u s t i c e  

r e s e a r c h  f i n d i n g s  t h a t  f a i r n e s s  o p i n i o n s  are d i r e c t l y  l i n k e d  t o  p e r s o n a l  

p r o f i t  o r  l o s s  outcomes .  T h i s  s t u d y  a l s o  found t h a t  t h r e e  p e r c e i v e d  p r o c e s s  

a t t r i b u t e s  (employee  p a r t i c i p a t i o n ,  d i s c u s s i o n  o f  j o b  p l a n s  and o b j e c t i v e s ,  

and  j o b  r e l e v a n c e  o f  a p p r a i s a l  a r e a s )  were p o s i t i v e l y  c o r r e l a t e d  w i t h  

employees '  a c c e p t a n c e  o f  t h e i r  most  r e c e n t  a p p r a i s a l  and  t h e  a p p r a i s a l  

sys tem.  The a b o v e  f i n d i n g  p a r a l l e l s  t h e  j u s t i c e  r e s e a r c h  f i n d i n g  t h a t  

p e r c e i v e d  f a i r n e s s  o f  p r o c e s s  is r e l a t e d  t o  s a t i s f a c t i o n  w i t h  t h e  judgement 

outcome and t h e  sys t em.  The t h r e e  a f o r e m e n t i o n e d  p r o c e s s  a t t r i b u t e s  are 

i n c l u d e d  i n  t h e  c u r r e n t  s t u d y  as  p o s s i b l e  d i m e n s i o n s  o f  a f a i r  p e r f o r m a n c e  

a p p r a i s a l .  The a u t h o r s  conc luded  t h a t  a c t i o n s  on  t h e  p a r t  o f  t h e  s u p e r v i s o r  

t o  e n h a n c e  t h e  p e r c e p t i o n  o f  t h e s e  t h r e e  p r o c e s s  a t t r i b u t e s  may i n c r e a s e  

employee  a c c e p t a n c e  of  t h e  a p p r a i s a l  r e s u l t  and  t h e  a p p r a i s a l  sys t em.  

U n f o r t u n a t e l y ,  t h e  r e s e a r c h e r s  d o  n o t  men t ion  what  s p e c i f i c  measu re  o f  



employee acceptance (e.g. fairness, satisfaction) was utilized in the study. 

The authors also report that the systems of appraisal varied between the 

different departments involved in the study, but do not report whether any 

differences in employee perceptions were found for the different appraisal 

systems. 

The results of the Landy et al. (1978) study are of particular interest 

to the present study because the researchers utilized perceived fairness as 

the sole measure of employee opinion. The subjects were 711 managerial and 

professional employees in the production division of a large manufacturing 

organization (75% of the sample surveyed). The performance appraisal system 

utilized was a Management by Objectives type. The following four process 

variables were found to be significant positive correlates of perceptions of 

fairness and accuracy of appraisal: 1) performance is frequently appraised; 

2) supervisor is familiar with the subordinate's level of performance and 

job duties; 3) supervisor identifies goals to elimimate performance 

weaknesses; and 4) subordinate receives the opportunity to express opinions 

during appraisal. The authors concluded that "the results indicate that 

perceptions of fairness and accuracy of performance evaluation are 

significantly related to process variables." They also observe that the 

causal implications of the above relationship cannot be inferred. 

To summarize, the Landy et al. (1978) study and the Dipboye and de 

Pontbriand (1981) study suggest five process dimensions which may be 

important to the employee perceptions of fairness in performance appraisal. 

Two dimensions, Employee Participation in the Appraisal Process and Goal- 

setting for the Employee's Job, are supported by both the above studies. A 

number of organizational studies have indicated the importance of Employee 

Participation in determining perceived fairness or satisfaction with the 



appraisal process (Greller, 1975; Willery and Wexley, 1974; Wexley et al., 

1973). Additional support for this dimension comes from procedural justice 

research which indicates the importance of participation on perceived 

fairness of procedures (Folger, 1977; Greenberg and Folger, 1983; Houlden, 

LaTour, Walker and Thibaut, 1978; Musante, Gilbert and Thibaut, 1983). 

Support for Goal-setting as a fairness dimension derives from numerous 

organizational studies which have found that goal-setting is associated with 

increased work satisfaction and/or productivity (Burke, Weitzel and Weir, 

1978; Locke, Cartledge and Knerr, 1970; Ronan and Latham, 1973; Wexley and 

Nemeroff, 1975). The remaining three dimensions of fairness in the 

performance appraisal process are supported by either the Landy et al. 

(1978) or the Dipboye and de Pontbriand (1981) studies. The Appraiser's 

Knowledge of the Employee's Job and Performance Level, and the Frequency and 

Follow-up of Appraisals dimensions are supported by the former study; and 

the Job Relevance of Appraisal Areas dimension is supported by the latter 

study. 

The Present Study 

The present study sought to examine the impact of the five dimensions 

of fairness outlined above on the perceived fairness of performance 

appraisal by assessing the attitudes of employees from two different 

companies. A different approach from that of Dipboye and de Pontbriand 

(1981) and Landy et al. (1978) was employed. Whereas, the above studies 

arbitrarily assumed what the dimensions of fairness were, and then used 

single item measures of these dimensions to discover which ones correlated 

highly with perceived fairness in performance appraisal, the objective of 

the current study was to empirically examine what dimensions compose 

perceived fairness. This method involved the creation of a questionnaire, 



and t h e  u s e  o f  f a c t o r  a n a l y s i s .  The p r e s e n t  s t u d y  a p p e a r s  t o  b e  t h e  f i r s t  

t o  examine  employee  f a i r n e s s  p e r c e p t i o n s  o f  t h e  a p p r a i s a l  p r o c e s s  i n  t h i s  

manner. 

I n  t h e  p r e s e n t  s t u d y ,  employees '  p e r c e p t i o n s  o f  b o t h  " I d e a l "  and  "Real"  

p e r f o r m a n c e  a p p r a i s a l s  were examined. I n  a d d i t i o n ,  t h e  s t u d y  examined 

employees '  o p i n i o n s  r e g a r d i n g  t h e i r  most r e c e n t  a p p r a i s a l  outcome and  t h e  

o v e r a l l  a p p r a i s a l  f a i r n e s s  o f  t h e  a p p r a i s a l  sys tem.  The  I d e a l  S i t u a t i o n  was 

c o n s i d e r e d  t h e  most  i m p o r t a n t  o n e  f o r  d i s c o v e r i n g  t h e  p e r c e i v e d  f a i r n e s s  

d i m e n s i o n s  o f  t h e  a p p r a i s a l  p r o c e s s ,  because  i f  t h e r e  were  common 

p e r c e p t i o n s  of  f a i r n e s s  t h e y  would be  e x p e c t e d  t o  show up i n  t h e  

h y p o t h e t i c a l  s i t u a t i o n .  I n  c o n t r a s t ,  i t  was e x p e c t e d  t h a t  v a r i a t i o n  be tween 

compan ies  i n  a p p r a i s a l  s y s t e m s  would c a u s e  employee p e r c e p t i o n s  o f  t h e i r  own 

company (Real S i t u a t i o n )  t o  d i f f e r  more a c r o s s  c.ompanies. A p o s i t i v e  

r e l a t i o n s h i p  be tween p e r s o n a l  outcomes and p e r c e i v e d  f a i r n e s s  o f  p r o c e s s  

a l s o  was e x p e c t e d  ( s e e  Greenbe rg ,  1978;  Greenbe rg ,  1981;  Cohen, 1982  and 

Dipboye and d e  P o n t b r i a n d  (1981).  T h i s  r e l a t i o n s h i p  was p r e d i c t e d  t o  b e  

s t r o n g e s t  f o r  t h e  Real S i t u a t i o n s ,  because  o f  e v i d e n c e  o f  a d i r e c t  l i n k  

be tween p e r s o n a l  outcomes  and f a i r n e s s  p e r c e p t i o n s  o f  t h e  s y s t e m  u t i l i z e d  i n  

d e t e r m i n i n g  t h o s e  outcomes .  

The s p e c i f i c  h y p o t h e s e s  c o n c e r n i n g  employee p e r c e p t i o n s  o f  f a i r n e s s  i n  

t h e  p e r f o r m a n c e  a p p r a i s a l  p r o c e s s  were as f o l l o w s .  F i v e  b a s i c  d i m e n s i o n s  

were p r e d i c t e d  t o  b e  i m p o r t a n t  t o  t h e  p e r c e p t i o n s  o f  a f a i r  p e r f o r m a n c e  

a p p r a i s a l :  

1. Employee P a r t i c i p a t i o n  i n  t h e  A p p r a i s a l  P r o c e s s .  

2.  G o a l - s e t t i n g  f o r  t h e  Employee 's  Job .  

3. A p p r a i s e r ' s  Knowledge o f  Employee 's  J o b  and  Pe r fo rmance  L e v e l .  

4 .  Job R e l e v a n c e  o f  A p p r a i s a l  Areas. 



5 .  Frequency and Follow-up of Appraisals. 

A positive relationship between personal outcomes and perceived fairness of 

process was also predicted, and this  relationship was expected to be 

stronger for fairness perceptions i n  the Real Situation than i n  the Ideal 

Situation. 



11. METHODS 

The original subject sample consisted of 300 management and 

professional employees from each of two major companies in British Columbia, 

comprising a total of 600 subjects. The final subject sample consisted of 

183 employees from Company One and 214 employees from Company Two who chose 

to participate in the study. The composition of the final sample by sex was 

100 males and- 76 females for Company One, and 128 males and 79 females for 

Company Two. Seven subjects from each of the two companies did not specify 

their sex. Other demographic characteristics of the final sample are 

summarized in Table 1. 

Ouestionnaire 

A self-report questionnaire was designed to elicit employee perceptions 

of fairness in performance appraisal. Some of the questionnaire items were 

adapted from similar studies (Burke et al, 1978; Landy et al, 1978; Dipboye 

& de Pontbriand, 1981), but most were composed by the researcher in 

consultation with an expert in the field of performance review. Twenty 

questions out of a total of 86 were negatively worded (e.g., "An employee's 

appraiser does not need to have a good knowledge of that employee's duties") 

to control for the possibility of an acquiescent response set bias. A 

discrete Likert scale of seven points with descriptive anchors was utilized 

for the question responses. The questionnaire is reproduced in Appendix A. 

There were four sections to the questionnaire. The first section 

covered the following demographic characteristics: length of time in present 

position, length of time with company, age, and sex. The second and third 

sections each contained 39 questions on the procedures and format of 



Table 1 

Demographic Composition of the Sample in  the Two Companies 

Company One Company Two 

Characteristic X - - S. D. Low/High - X S.D. Low/High 
Value Va 1 ue 

Age * 3.32 1.17 1.00/7.00 4.32 1.63 1.00/9.00 

No. years w i t h  company 5.97 3.21 0.83/14.00 11.77 7.63 0.75/39.00 

No. years i n  position 2.50 1.98 0.17/10.00 3.78 3.49 0.08/22.00 

* Age was coded i n  nine groups ranging from under 25 yrs. (group 1 )  

to  over 60 yrs. (group 9) i n  intervals  of 5 years. The mean age 

for  Company One is closest to  group 3 (30 - 34 yrs.), and for 

Company Two is closest to  group 4 (35 - 39 yrs.) 



performance appraisals. The questions in these sections are identical 

except that the second section was worded in the third person and applied to 

a hypothetical Ideal situation, while the third section was worded in the 

first person and applied to the Real situation in the employee's company. 

The order of the questions in these two sections was randomized. The Ideal 

section was placed before the Real section in the questionnaire since the 

Ideal situation was considered the main focus for eliciting fairness 

dimensions. The 39 questions sampled the five hypothesized fairness 

dimensions of: 1) Employee Participation in the Appraisal Process (nine 

items); 2) Goal-setting for the Employee's Job (eleven items); 3) 

~p~raiser ' s Knowledge of Employee's Job and Performance Level (eight items) ; 
4 )  Job Relevance of Appraisal (seven items); and 5) Frequency and Follow-up 

of Appraisals (three items). An additional question on whether salary 

increases should be dependent on appraisal results was also included in 

sections two and three since this was considered a basic issue in 

performance appraisals. The fourth section contained three questions on the 

employee's experiences with his/her most recent appraisal results, and a 

question on the overall fairness of the company's appraisal system. 

Procedure 

Two companies in British Columbia were approached and agreed to 

participate in the study. The two companies involved were a financial 

institution and a company in the public service industry. Both companies 

utilize a modified Management By Objectives system of performance appraisal. 

In this system standard job responsibilities as well as individual 

objectives for the position are appraised. Employee development plans (for 

performing job responsibilities or meeting objectives) are covered in a 



separate section of the appraisal form. Both systems had been in place for 

approximately one year. 

The participants were randomly selected from the management and 

professional sector of the two companies. Company One utilized a table of 

random numbers to select a sample of 300 employees from a total of 

approximately 850 management and professional employees. Company Two used a 

random selection of employee Social Insurance Numbers to obtain a sample of 

300 employees from a total of approximately 2500 management and professional 

employees. 

Questionnaires were distributed through the inter-office mail system of 

the companies. Each subject received a questionnaire with a covering letter 

giving directions and explaining the particulars of the study, along with a 

preaddressed envelope. Copies of the covering letters used are given in 

Appendix B. In addition, the participants received a company memo 

explaining that their organization had agreed to cooperate with the study. 

Employees completed the questionnaire anonymously and mailed their responses 

directly to the experimenter. 

Scoring 

The seven categories of responses on the Likert scale were converted to 

numerical ratings from one to seven. All questionnaire items were scored so 

that a high score (close to seven) reflected a positive response and a low 

score (close to one) reflected a negative response to an item considered 

important to a fair performance appraisal. In keeping with this scoring 

strategy, answers to negatively worded questions were transformed. 



Missing Data 

A total of 184 questionnaires were completed by Company One and 215 

questionnaires were completed by Company Two. One questionnaire from each 

company was too incomplete to include in the sample, thereby leaving a final 

sample of 183 from Company One (61% of the total sampled) and 214 from 

Company Two (71% of the total sampled). No single questionnaire item in the 

final sample had more than 14 missing responses. This was not considered 

substantial for a sample of 397. The frequency of responses for each 

questionnaire item are given in Appendix C. Estimates of the missing data 

were calculated by a two step regression procedure in which the highest two 

predictors of each questionnaire item were utilized to estimate missing 

responses (Dixon, 1981). 



111. RESULTS 

Summary Statistics 

Appendix C lists the means and other descriptive statistics for each 

questionnaire item. Appendix D lists the correlation matrices for the 

questionnaire items on the Real and Ideal Situations for each company. 

Factor Analyses 

A least squares factor analysis with orthogonal varimax rotation was 

performed separately on the Ideal and Real variables for the two companies. 

Nonorthogonal oblique rotations were also performed on the factor solutions. 

However, the patterns of factor loadings were not clarified by this 

procedure and therefore, oblique rotations were not utilized in the final 

analyses. Common factor analysis was utilized because the major focus of 

this study was to account for the correlations between the questionnaire 

items. Seven factor analyses (yielding factor solutions for one through 

seven factors) were performed on the Ideal and Real variables for the two 

companies. The final number of factors chosen was based on the 

interpretability of the factors and an examination of plots of the decrease 

in the root mean square residual correlation for the different factor 

solutions. This resulted in a selection of four factor analytic solutions - 

one for the Ideal and Real Situations for each of the two companies. 

The factor loadings of these four factor analytic solutions are listed 

in Tables 2, 3, 4 and 5. The variables (questionnaire items) in these 

tables are grouped according to the five hypothesized dimensions or factors 

of fairness. Factor loadings over .30 were considered interpretable. The 

highest loading on a factor is highlighted with an asterisk ( 4 )  and 

secondary loadings are highlighted with an apostrophe ('). The decimals in 



the loadings were removed for ease of interpretation. Figures 1, 2, 3 and 4 

give the Inside-out plots (variable loadings on the rotated factors) for the 

four factor analytic solutions. The Inside-out plots should demonstrate 

simple structure because varimax rotation is designed to yield simple 

structure (i.e. maximize the high and low factor loadings) in the factors. 

Real Situation: Company One 

A three factor solution was chosen for the Real Situation in Company 

One. Table 2 lists the variable loadings on each of the three factors and 

Figure 1 gives the Inside-out plot for the factor solution. All three 

factors closely approximated the predicted factors. Based on the pattern of 

factor loadings, the factors were given the following labels and 

descriptions. 

Factor I - Employee participation in the appraisal process 

The variables loading highest on this factor concerned the presence of 

opportunities to discuss all aspects of the employee's job and the 

encouragement of the employee to express his/her opinions on the issues 

being discussed during the appraisal. 

Factor I1 - Appraiser's knowledge of employee's job and performance 
level 

The variables loading highest on this factor concerned the appraiser's 

knowledge of the employee's job and the skills required to perform the 

job, as well as the appraiser's knowledge of the employee's performance 

level. 

Factor I11 - Goal setting for the employee's job 

The variables loading highest on this factor concerned the review of 



T a b l e  2 

F a c t o r  Load ings  f o r  Company One: R e a l  S i t u a t i o n  

Goa l  S e t t i n g  f o r  t h e  Employee ' s  J o b  

2. Goals for my job are not discussed during my appraisal. 

3. Progress on any previously set goals for my job are 
reviewed during my appraisal ............................... 
26. All plans for self-impovement established during my 
performance appraisal, are directed towards developing 
my skills and abilities to meet the requirements of my 
current position ........................................... 
15. The development of a personal plan to help me accom- 
plish specified goals for my job is part of my performance 
appraisal. ................................................. 
16. When personal plans (referred to in the above question) 
are made, they aren't necessarily related to my perform- 
ance weaknesses ............................................ 
28. My personal development needs are discussed during 
my performance appraisal. .................................. 
9. Possible means of self-improvement which I could take 
in my current position are not discussed during my ................................... performance appraisal... 

33. Any plans or objectives for my job are established and 
mutually agreed upon by my appraiser and myself............ 

36. My appraiser and I agree on my duties.................. 

17. Possible actions which I could take to improve per- 
formance in my present position are discussed during my 
performance appraisal.. .................................... 
11. Possible ways in which my opportunity for promotion 
could be improved are not disclissed during my performance 
appraisal.. ................................................ 

J o b  Re levance  o f  A p p r a i s a l  Areas 

22. How well I get along with fellow workers and subor- 
dinates is not a part of my appraisal........... ........... 
34. My performance appraisal is based on specified 
performance standards for my position. ..................... 
38- MY performance is appraised according to previously ........ established responsibilities, standards and goals.. 

10. I am not asked about my homelife and other aspects of 
my life outside of the work setting during my performance 
appraisal........... ....................................... 
21. I am not appraised on personal characteristics and 
behaviors which do not affect my level of performance ...... 
24. The skills and abilities on which I am appraised are 
relevant to my job ......................................... 
8. My current job performance is appraised separately 
from my potential performance .............................. 

F a c t o r  F a c t o r  F a c t o r  
I1 111 



Table 2 continued 

Frequency and Follow-up of Appraisals Factor Factor Factor 
I I1 I11 

23. My formal appraisals are connected to informal 
meetings between my appraiser and I which take place 
through-out the entire year................................ 40 ' 8 48 * 
13. Discussion and review of my performance is a contin- 
uous process. not one which occurs only during my formal ...................................... performance appraisal 35' 17 56 * 
32. MY performance is formally appraised at least once per 
year....................................................... 2 0 

Unclassified 

31. My salary increases are tied to the results of my 
performance appraisals ..................................... 2 5 

Employee Participation in the Appraisal Process 

37. There is ample opportunity to discuss all aspects of 
my job during my appraisal 7 1  * ................................. 
29. Overall company goals are not discussed during my 
performance appraisal ...................................... 10 
12. The goals of my department are discussed during my 
performance appraisal ...................................... 2 

30. I am encouraged to express my opinions on how my 68 2% ................. duties could be more efficiently performed 

19. I am given the opportunity to state my side of all the 68 " ........... issues discussed during my performance appraisal 

20. The results of my performance appraisal are not 
discussed with me afterwards............................... 

'I' 4 4 *  

6. I am given the opportunity to express my feelings 
during my performance appraisal ............................ 54 * 
4 .  My appraiser does not ask for my opinions about 
problems with my job T 53*  ....................................... 
18. I have a clear understanding of the reasons behind 
the appraisals I receive................................... 55 * 



Table 2 continued 

~ppraiser 's Knowledge of Employee's Job 
I 

and Performance Level 

5. More than a single appraiser is involved in determin- 
ing the outcome of my performance appraisal ................ 9 

7 .  My appraiser has excellent personal knowledge of my ......... performance level in my current position.......... 27 

1. My appraiser is familiar with all phases of my work.... 
23 

27. My performance appraisal takes into consideration 
50 * 

contributions I've made beyond my formal job duties.. ...... 
25. My appraiser has a good understanding of the skills 
required to perform my job ................................. 18 

35. My appraiser has observed my performance under both 32 ' 
............................ routine and pressure conditions 

14. My appraiser is not my direct (next level) supervisor.. 6 
39. My appraiser does not have a good knowledge of my 
position's duties 

T 35 ' .......................................... 

Factor Factor 
I1 I11 

T = questions that were transformed when scored 



Note. R = Real Situation variables. - 
.'J5 The variable numbers correspond to 

the item numbers on the questionnaire. 

Factor I Factor I1 Factor I11 

Figure 1 

Inside-out Plot for Company One: Real Situation 

Variable Loadings on the Rotated Factors 

2 1 



p r e v i o u s l y  set  j o b  g o a l s ,  t h e  d i s c u s s i o n  o f  a c t i o n s  t o  improve  

pe r fo rmance ,  and  t h e  development o f  a p e r s o n a l  p l a n  f o r  a c c o m p l i s h i n g  

s p e c i f i c  j o b  g o a l s .  

Real S i t u a t i o n :  Company 

A t h r e e  f a c t o r  s o l u t i o n  was a l s o  s e l e c t e d  f o r  t h e  Real S i t u a t i o n  i n  

Company Two. T a b l e  3 lists t h e  v a r i a b l e  l o a d i n g s  on  e a c h  o f  t h e  t h r e e  

f a c t o r s  and  F i g u r e  2 g i v e s  t h e  I n s i d e - o u t  p l o t  f o r  t h e  f a c t o r  s o l u t i o n .  

T h e s e  t h r e e  f a c t o r s  are v e r y  c l o s e  t o  t h e  a f o r e m e n t i o n e d  f a c t o r s  f o r  

Company One, w i t h  t h e  h i g h e s t  f a c t o r  l o a d i n g s  b e i n g  i d e n t i c a l  e x c e p t  f o r  two 

cases which  are d i s c u s s e d  below. Based on  t h e  p a t t e r n  o f  f a c t o r  l o a d i n g s  

t h e  f a c t o r s  were g i v e n  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  l a b e l s  and  d e s c r i p t i o n s .  

F a c t o r  I - A p p r a i s e r ' s  knowledge o f  e m p l o y e e ' s  j o b  and  p e r f o r m a n c e  level 

The h i g h e s t  v a r i a b l e  l o a d i n g s  on t h i s  f a c t o r  d i d  n o t  d i f f e r  f rom 

Company One. 

F a c t o r  I1 - Goal  s e t t i n g  f o r  t h e  e m p l o y e e ' s  j o b  

T h i s  f a c t o r  d i f f e r e d  from Company One i n  t h a t  r e v i e w  o f  p r o g r e s s  on 

p r e v i o u s l y  s e t  j o b  g o a l s  was n o t  one  o f  t h e  h i g h e s t  v a r i a b l e  l o a d i n g s  

o n  t h i s  f a c t o r .  

F a c t o r  - I11 - Employee p a r t i c i p a t i o n  i n  t h e  a p p r a i s a l  p r o c e s s  

T h i s  f a c t o r  d i f f e r e d  from Company One i n  t h a t  t h e  v a r i a b l e  c o n c e r n e d  

w i t h  s o l i c i t i n g  t h e  employee ' s  o p i n i o n  a b o u t  p rob lems  w i t h  h i s / h e r  j o b  

d i d  n o t  l o a d  h i g h l y  on  t h i s  f a c t o r .  



Table 3 

Factor  Loadings f o r  Company Two: Real  S i t u a t i o n  

Fac to r  Fac to r  Fac to r  
I11 Goal S e t t i n g  f o r  t h e  Employee's Job  

2.  Goals for my job are not discussed during my appraisal. 

3. Progress on any previously set goals for my job are ............................... reviewed during my appraisal 

26. All plans for self-impovement established during my 
performance appraisal, are directed towards developing 
my skills and abilities to meet the requirements of my 
current position ........................................... 
15. The development of a personal plan to help me accom- 
plish specified goals for my job is part of my performance 
appraisal .................................................. 
16. When personal plans (referred to in the above question) 
are made. they aren't necessarily related to my perform- 
ance weaknesses............................................ 

28. My personal development needs are discussed during ................................... my performance appraisal 

9. Possible means of self-improvement which I could take 
in my current position are not discussed during my ...................................... performance appraisal 

33. Any plans or objectives for my job are established and 
mutually agreed upon by my appraiser and myself. ........... 
36. My appraiser and I agree on my duties .................. 
17. Possible actions which I could take to improve per- 
formance in my present position are discussed during my ...................................... performance appraisal 

11. Possible ways in which my opportunity for promotion 
could be improved are not discussed during my performance ................................................. appraisal. 

Job  Relevance of Appraisal Areas 

22. How well I get along with fellow workers and subor- 
dinates is not a part of my appraisal ...................... 
34. My performance appraisal is based on specified 
performance standards for my position ...................... 
38. My performance is appraised according to previously 
established responsibilities, standards and goals .......... 
10. I am not asked about my homelife and other aspects of 
my life outside of the work setting during my performance 
appraisal. ................................................. 
21. I am not appraised on personal characteristics and ...... behaviors which do not affect my level of performance 

24. The skills and abilities on which I am appraised are ......................... relevant to my job................ 

8. My current job performance is appraised separately 
from my potential performance .............................. 



T a b l e  3 c o n t i n u e d  

F r e q u e n c y  a n d  Follow-up o f  A p p r a i s a l s  F a c t o r  F a c t o r  
I11 

F a c t o r  
I1 

23. My formal appraisals are connected to informal 
meetings between my appraiser and I which take place 
through-out the entire year................................ 

9 

13. Discussion and review of my performance is a contin- 
uous process, not one which occurs only during my formal 
performance appraisal.............. ........................ 16 
32, My performance is formally appraised at least once per 
year....................................................... 15 

U n c l a s s i f i e d  

31. My salary increases are tied to the results of my 
performance appraisals ..................................... 6 

Employee P a r t i c i p a t i o n  i n  t h e  A p p r a i s a l  P r o c e s s  

37. There is ample opportunity to discuss all aspects of ................................ my job during my appraisal. 50 ' 
29. Overall company goals are not discussed during my 
performance appraisal 

T ...................................... 9 

12. The goals of my department are discussed during my ...................................... performance appraisal 2 3 

30. I am encouraged to express my opinions on how my ................. duties could be more efficiently performed 32 ' 
19. I am given the opportunity to state my side of all the 
issues discussed during my performance appraisal ........... 33 ' 
20. The results of my performance appraisal are not 
discussed with me afterwards............................... 11 

6 .  I am given the opportunity to express my feelings 
during my performance appraisal.. .......................... 34' 

4. My appraiser does not ask for my opinions about 
problems with my job ....................................... 28 

18. I have a clear understanding of the reasons behind 
the appraisals I receive................................... 47 * 



Table 3 continued 

Appraiser's Knowledge of Employee's Job Factor 
T 
I 

and Performance Level 

5. More than a single appraiser is involved in determin- 
ing the outcome of my performance appraisal................ 5 

7. My appraiser has excellent personal knowledge of my 
performance level in my current position.......... ......... 75 * 

1. My appraiser is familiar with all phases of my vork.. 77 * .. 
27. My performance appraisal takes into consideration 
contributions I've made beyond my formal job duties........ 

39 ' 

25. My appraiser has a good understanding of the skills 
required to perform my job ................................. 88 * 
35. My appraiser has observed my performance under both 
routine and pressure conditions............................ 47 * 
14. My appraiser is not my direct (next level) supervisor.. T 1 

39. My appraiser does not have a good knowledge of mj 
position's duties.. ........................................ 7 0 *  

Factor 
I I 

Factor 
I1 I 

T = questions that were transformed when scored 



R = Real Situation Variables 

Factor I 
1 

Factor I1 
1 

Factor I11 

Figure 2 

Inside-out Plot for Company Two: Real Situation 

Variable Loadinps on the Rotated Factors 



Ideal Situation: Company One 

A four factor solution was chosen for the Ideal Situation in Company 

One. Table 4 lists the variable loadings on each of the four factors and 
I 

Figure 3 gives the Inside-out plot for the factor solution. The factors 

were not as close a match to the predicted factors as in the Real Situation. 

However, the highest factor loadings still basically followed the predicted 

factors. Exceptions to this finding are specifically mentioned in the 

following factor descriptions. 

Factor I - ~ppraiser's knowledge of employee's job and performance 
level 

The variables loading highest on this factor were the same as those 

found for the Company One Real Situation. 

Factor I1 - Employee participation in the appraisal process 

The highest variable loadings were similar to those found for the 

Company One Real Situation. The main difference is that two variables 

concerned with discussion of job duties did not load highly on this 

factor. Also, two variables from the predicted goal-setting factor 

(i.e. discussion of self-improvement methods and agreement on job 

plans) did load highly on this factor. 

Factor I11 - The discussion of and setting of job goals 

Again, the highest variable loadings were similar to those found for 

the Company One Real Situation. Also, two variables from the predicted 

employee participation factor (involving discussion of job duties) 

loaded highly on this factor. 



Table 4 

Factor Loadings for Company One: Ideal Situation 

Factor Factor Factor 
Goal Setting for the Employee's Job I I I I11 

Factor 
IV 

1. It is not important to discuss an employee's goals 
for his/her job during the performance appraisal T 0 4 2 1 ........... 
2. Progress on any previously set goals for an employee's 
job should be reviewed during the performance appraisal.... 1 11 46 * 
6.  All self improvement plans established during perfor- 
mance appraisal should be directed towards developing an 
employee's skills and abilities to meet current job 
requirements 2 9 - 5 2 3 ............................................... 

16. The development of a personal plan to help each 
employee accomplish specified goals for hidher job is an 
important aspect of performance appraisal 17 19 38 * .................. 
17. The personal plan (referred to in the above question) 
doesn't need to be related to an employee's weaknesses 
in performance T 7 ............................................. 
19. The personal development needs of employees should be 

16 19 45 2:: 
discussed during performance appraisals..... ............... 
21. It is not necessary to discuss possible means of self- 
improvement which the employee could take in his/her 
current position during performance appraisal .............. 7 43 * 22 

23. Plans or objectives for an employee's job must be 
established and mutually agreed upon by an employee and 
hidher appraiser.. 

11 51 * 13  ........................................ 
32. An employee and his/her appraiser should agree on the 
duties of the employee ..................................... 4 18 33 * 
34. Possible actions which an employee could take to 
improve performance in his/her present position should be 
discussed during the performance appraisal 25 39 ' 50 * ................. 
36. It is not important to discuss possible ways in which 
an employee's opportunity for promotion might be improved T 2 2 9 29 
during the performance appraisal ........................... 

Job Relevance of Appraisal Areas 

8. How well an employee gets along with fellow workers T 
and subordinates should not be part of hidher appraisal.. 

1 17 . 
13. Employees' performance appraisals should be based on 
specified performance standards for their positions. 43 * - 5 ....... 
22. Employees' performances should be appraised according 
to previously established responsibilities. standards and 
goals 

19 ..................................................... 
26. Employees should not be asked about their homelife 
and other aspects of their life outside of the work 3 -12 
setting during performance appraisal ....................... 
29. Employees should not be appraised on personal charac- 
teristics and behaviors which do not affect their level 
of performance. 

- 2 - 4 ............................................ 
30. The skills and abilities on which an employee is 
appraised should be relevant to'the employee's job.. 

22 33* ....... 
33. An employee's current job performance should be 12 - 6 .. appraised separately from hidher potential performance.. 



Table 4 continued 

Frequency and Follow-up of Appraisals Factor Factor Factor Factor 
I I I I11 IV 

9. Formal appraisals should be connected to informal 
meetings between the employee and hidher appraiser. 
which take place through-out the entire year............... 7 - 3 19 - 2 

10. Discussion and review of an employee's performance 
should be a continuous process, not one which occurs 30 * 0 2 3 -14 
only during formal performance appraisals.. ................ 
35. All employees' performance should be formally 
appraised at least once per year........,.....,............. 8 18 30 * 5 

Unclassified 

12. Salary increases should be tied to the results of 
employee performance appraisals. ........................... 2 1 

Employee Participation in the Appraisal Process 

3. There should be ample opportunity to discuss all .... aspects of an employee's job during his/her appraisal.. 2 
4. The discussion of overall company goakduring an 
employee's performance evaluation is not necessary.. ....... T 3  

11. The goals of the employee's department should be ..... discussed during an employee's performance appraisal.. 14 
15. Employees should be encouraged to express their 
opinions on how their duties could be more efficiently 
performed during performance appraisals.. .................. 10 

20. Employees should be given the opportunity to state 
their side of all the issues discussed during performance .................................................. appraisal 16 

24. It is not important that the results of an employee's 
appraisal be discussed with him/her afterwards.. ........... * - 4  

25. Employees should be given the opportunity to express 
their feelings during their performance appraisals... 

2 3 ...... 
31. It is not necessary for an employee's appraiser to 
ask for the employee's opinions about problems with T 
hidher job.. .............................................. 11 

39. Employees should have a clear understanding of, the 
reasons behind the appraisals they receive................. 19 



Table 4 continued 

~ppraiser's Knowledge of Employee's Factor Factor Factor Factor 
Job and Performance Level I I1 I11 IV 

5. More than a single appraiser should be involved in 
determining the outcome of an employee's performance 
appraisal 4 .................................................. 
7. An employee's appraiser should have excellent personal 
knowledge of the employee's level of performance in his/ 
her current position 

45 " ....................................... 
14. An employee's appraiser should be familiar with all 
phases of that employee's work. ............................ 69 * 
18. Performance appraisals should take into consideration 
contributions made by an employee beyond hidher formal 
duties..................................................... 2  1 

27. An employee's appraiser should have a good understand- 
ing of the skills required to perform that employee's job.. 74 * 
28. An employee's appraiser should observe his/her perfor- ........... mance under both routine and pressure conditions 50 * 
37. An employee's appraiser need not be his/her direct 
(next level) supervisor.. .................................. 28 

38. An employee's appraiser does not need to have a good 
knowledge of 'that employee's duties.. ...................... T 8 4 *  

T = questions that were transformed when scored 



I = Ideal Situation Variables 

1. 
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Factor I Factor I1 Factor I11 Factor IV 

Figure 3 

Inside-out Plot for Company One: Ideal Situation 

Variable Loadings on the Rotated Factors 



Factor IV - Job relevance of appraisal areas 
The variables loading highest on this factor concerned whether the 

areas on which one is appraised are job relevant. The variables 

loading highest on this factor were primarily those predicted (that is 

four out of the seven predicted variables). 

Ideal Situation: Company Two 

A five factor solution was selected for the Ideal Situation in Company 

Two. Table 5 lists the variable loadings on each of the five factors and 

Figure 4 gives the Inside-out plot for the factor solution. As in the 

Company One Ideal Situation, the factors were not as close an approximation 

to the predicted factors as in the Real Situation. Also, a totally 

unpredicted fifth factor emerged. Based on the pattern of factor loadings 

the factors were given the following labels and descriptions. 

Factor I - Appraiser's knowledge of and follow-up of employee's 
performance 

The variables loading highly on this factor were from the three 

predicted factors: frequency and follow-up of appraisals, the 

appraiser's knowledge of employee's job and performance level, and 

goal-setting for the employee's job. The highest loading variables on 

this factor were two variables concerned with follow-up of appraisals, 

and one variable on personal knowledge of employee performance level. 

Moderately high loading variables concerned with the actual setting of 

job goals were also present. 

Factor 11 - Appraiser's knowledge of the employee's job 

The variables loading highest on this factor were those concerned with 

the appraiser's knowledge of the employee's job. These were variables 

expected to load on the predicted factor appraiser's knowledge of 

employee ' s job and performance level. 



T a b l e  5 

F a c t o r  Loadings  f o r  Company Two: I d e a l  S i u a t i o n  

Goal S e t t i n g  for t h e  Employee's  J o b  

1. It is not important to discuss an employee's goals 
for his/her job during the performance appraisal 

T  ........... 
2. Progress on any previously set goals for an employee's 
job should be reviewed during the performance appraisal .... 
6 .  All self improvement plans established during perfor- 
mance appraisal should be directed towards developing an 
employee's skills and abilities to meet current job 
requirements ............................................... 
16. The development of a personal plan to help each 
employee accomplish specified goals for hidher job is an 
important aspect of performance appraisal .................. 
17. The personal plan (referred to in the above question) 
doesn't need to be related to an employee's weaknesses ............................................. in performance 

19. The personal development needs of employees should be 
discussed during performance appraisals .................... 
21. It is not necessary to discuss possible means of self- 
improvement which the employee could take in his/her 
current position during performance appraisal.............. 

23. Plans or objectives for an employee's job must be 
established and mutually agreed upon by an employee and 
his/her appraiser.. ........................................ 

32. An employee and his/her appraiser should agree on the ..................................... duties of the employee 

34. Possible actions which an employee could take to 
improve performance in hisfher present position should be 
discussed during the performance appraisal... .............. 
36. It is not important to discuss possible ways in which 
an employee's opbortunity for promotion might be improved 
during the performance appraisal ........................... 

Factor Factor Factor Factor Factor 
I I1 111 IV v 

J o b  Relevance of A p p r a i s a l  Areas  

8. How well an employee gets along with fellow workers 
and subordinates should not be part of his/her appraisal.. 

T 8 -11 34* 6 - 6  . 
13. Employees' performance appraisals should be based on 
specified performance standards for their positions.. I 9 6 -14 14 19 ...... 
22. Employees' performances should be appraised according 
to previously established responsibilities. standards and 11 16 10 -15 52*  
goals ...................................................... 
26. Employees should not be asked about their homelife 
and other aspects of their life outside of the work 
set'ting during performance appraisal - 4 14 - 5 -12 16 ....................... 
29. Employees should not be appraised on personal charac- 
teristics and behaviors which do not affect their level . -  1 28 -17 4 27 
of performance.. ........................................... 
30. The skills and abilities on which an employee is 3 34 " - 3 
appraised should be relevant to the employee's job.. 

13 20 ....... 
33. An employee's current job performance should be 
appraised separately from his/her potential performance.. .. 4 2 -33 - 4  15 



Table 5 continued 

Frequency and Follow-up of Appraisals Factor Factor Factor Factor Factor 
I I1 I11 Is' v 

9. Formal appraisals should be connected to informal 
meetings between the employee and hidher appraiser, 
which take place through-out the entire year............... 65" -11 4 -12 3 

10. Discussion and review of an employee's performance 
should be a continuous process. not one which occurs .................. only during formal performance appraisals 76* - 6  2 - 9  16 

35. All employees' performance should be formally 
appraised at least once per year........................... 13 14 45 * 1 2 

Unclassified 

12. Salary increases should be tied to the results of 
employee performance appraisals ............................ 

Employee Participation in the Appraisal Process 

3. There should be ample opportunity to discuss all 
aspects of an employee's job during his/her appraisal.. .... 26 16 

4. The discussion of overall company goals during an 
employee's performance evaluation is not necessary.. 

T ....... 7 -13 
11. The goals of the employee's department should be 
discussed during an employee's performance appraisal.. ..... 16 - 2 
15. Employees should be encouraged to express their 
opinions on how their duties could be more efficiently 
performed during performance appraisals .................... 39* 19 
20. Employees should be given the opportunity to state 
their side of all the issues discussed during performance 
appraisal. 

38 * 32' ................................................. 
24. It is not important that the results of an employee's 
appraisal be discussed with him/her afterwards.. T 10 -10 ........... 
25. Employees should be given the opportunity to express 
their feelings during their performance appraisals ......... 2 5 2 1 

31. It is not necessary for an employee's appraiser to 
ask for the employee's opinions about problems with 
his/her job 7 11 ................................................ 

39. Employees should have a clear understanding of the 
reasons behind the appraisals they receive................. 

32" 31 * 



Table 5 continued' 

 ra raiser's Knowledge of Employee's Job 
and Performance Level 

5. More than a single appraiser should be involved in 
determining the outcome of an employee's performance 
appraisal .................................................. 
7. An employee's appraiser should have excellent personal 
knowledge of the employee's level of performance in his/ ............................ her current position........... 

14. An employee's appraiser should be familiar with all ............................. phases of that employee's work 

18. Performance appraisals should take into consideration 
contributions made by an employee beyond hidher formal 
duties ..................................................... 
27. An employee's appraiser should have a good understand- 
ing of the skills required to perform that employee's job.. 

28. An employee's appraiser should observe hidher perfor- 
mance under both routine and pressure conditions........... 

37. An employee's appraiser need not be his/her direct 
(next level) supervisor.. .................................. T 

38. An employee's appraiser does not need to have a good 
knowledge of 'that employee's duties ....................... T 

Factor 
I 

- 1 

59* 

2 

37* 

24 

30s 

9 

13 

T = questions that were transformed when scored 

Factor 
I1 

7 

25 

61* 

2 3 

67* 

31 * 

0 

61 * 

Factor 
I11 

3 

- 2 

- 4 

5 

12 

5 

- 6 

16 

Factor 
IV 

15 

6 

16 

- 3 

-13 

11 

-18 

- 3 

Factor 
v 

- 1 

3 

0 

- 2 

3 

- 2 

- 2 

9 





Factor I11 - Discussion of job goals and personal development needs 

The variables loading highest on this factor were those items from the 

predicted goal-setting factor concerned with the discussion and review 

of goals for the employee's job. Those variables concerned with the 

actual setting of goals were not found to load highly on this factor. 

Factor IV - Employee participation in the appraisal process 
The variables loading highest on this factor were all from the 

predicted employee participation factor. 

Factor V - Mutual agreement on job standards, duties and goals 

The variables loading highest on this factor were concerned with 

agreement between appraiser and employee on job standards, duties and 

goals. These were variables predicted to load on the goal-setting 

factor. Also included was a variable dealing with following the job 

standards established during the appraisal. The latter variable was 

expected to load on the predicted job relevance factor. 

Mutiple Regressions 

Each of the four Outcome variables (section four of the questionnaire) 

was regressed on the 39 Ideal variables and the 39 Real variables. This 

resulted in four multiple regression analyses for the Outcome variables on 

the Real and Ideal variables for each company, for a total of sixteen 

analyses. The results of each of the regression analyses are summarized in 

Table 6. The correlation matrix for the four Outcome variables is given in 

Table 7. For both companies, highly significant multiple correlations 

between each of the Outcome variables and the Real variables were found. No 

significant relationships between any of the Outcome variables and the Ideal 

variables was found. 



Table 6 

Multiple Correlations for the Outcome Variables 

Regression M.C. S.M.C. Adjusted Sign. Level of 
S.M.C. Adjusted S.M.C. 

01 on Company One: Real .674 .455 .306 .00005 

02 on Company One: Real .610 .372 .201 .0005 

03 on Company One: Real .620 .384 .216 .0005 

04 on Company One: Real .611 .373 .202 .0005 

........................................................................... 

01 on Company One: Ideal .509 .260 .058 .I467 

02 on Company One: Ideal ,533 .I88 - -034 .7209 

03 on Company One: Ideal .545 .297 .lo6 .0337 

04 on Company One: Ideal .410 .I68 -. 059 .0617 

........................................................................... 

01 on Company Two: Real .788 ,621 .536 .00005 

02 on Company Two: Real .654 .428 .300 .00005 

03 on Company Two: Real .646 .418 .287 .00005 

04 on Company Two: Real .731 .535 .431 .00005 

01 on Company Two: Ideal .401 .I61 - .027 .7089 

02 on Company Two: Ideal .443 .I96 .016 .3454 

03 on Company Two: Ideal -436 .I90 .008 ,4058 

04 on Company Two: Ideal ,422 .I78 - .006 ,5331 

M.C. = Multiple Correlation 01 = fairness  of most recent appraisal 

S.M.C. = Squared Multiple 02 = favorableness of most recent appraisal 
Correlation 

03 = fairness  of company's appraisal system 

04 = sat isfact ion with most recent appraisal 



Table 7 

Correlation Matrix for the Outcome Variables 

COMPANY ONE COMPANY TWO 

01 02 03 04 01 02 03 

01 1.000 01 1.000 

02 -422 1.000 02 ,706 1,000 

03 .413 .376 1.000 03 .568 .363 1 .OOO 

04 .675 .674 -421 1.000 04 .847 .702 .561 1.000 

Legend : 01 = f a i r n e s s  o f  most  r e c e n t  a p p r a i s a l  

02 = f a v o r a b l e n e s s  o f  mos t  r e c e n t  a p p r a i s a l  

03 = f a i r n e s s  o f  company 's  a p p r a i s a l  sys t em 

04 = s a t i s f a c t i o n  w i t h  most  r e c e n t  a p p r a i s a l  



T h r e e  o f  t h e  demographic  v a r i a b l e s  ( a g e ,  number o f  y e a r s  w i t h  company, 

number o f  y e a r s  i n  p o s i t i o n )  were  e a c h  r e g r e s s e d  o n  t h e  39 I d e a l  v a r i a b l e s  

a n d  t h e  39 R e a l  v a r i a b l e s .  T h i s  r e s u l t e d  i n  t h r e e  m u l t i p l e  r e g r e s s i o n  

a n a l y s e s  o n  t h e  I d e a l  and  Real v a r i a b l e s  f o r  e a c h  company - f o r  a t o t a l  of  

t w e l v e  m u l t i p l e  r e g r e s s i o n s .  The r e s u l t s  o f  e a c h  o f  t h e  r e g r e s s i o n  a n a l y s e s  

are summarized i n  T a b l e  8. S i g n i f i c a n t  m u l t i p l e  c o r r e l a t i o n s  be tween a g e  

and  b o t h  t h e  I d e a l  and Real v a r i a b l e s ,  y e a r s  i n  company and b o t h  t h e  I d e a l  

and  Real v a r i a b l e s ,  and  y e a r s  i n  p o s i t i o n  and  t h e  I d e a l  v a r i a b l e s  w e r e  found  

f o r  Company Two. No s i g n i f i c a n t  m u l t i p l e  c o r r e l a t i o n s  between a n y  o f  t h e  

t h r e e  demographic  v a r i a b l e s  and  t h e  I d e a l  o r  R e a l  v a r i a b l e s  were f o u n d  f o r  

Company One. T h i s  d i f f e r e n c e  i n  r e g r e s s i o n  r e s u l t s  f o r  t h e  two compan ies  is 

b e s t  u n d e r s t o o d  by examining  demographic  d i f f e r e n c e s  between t h e  two 

companies .  T h r e e  - t tests were performed t o  examine  f o r  d i f f e r e n c e s  be tween 

t h e  two companies  on a g e ,  y e a r s  i n  company and  y e a r s  i n  p o s i t i o n .  A h i g h l y  

s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r e n c e  (2 < .0005) on  a g e ,  y e a r s  i n  p o s i t i o n  and y e a r s  i n  

company was found f o r  t h e  two companies .  

F i n a l l y ,  d i s c r i m i n a n t  a n a l y s i s  was u t i l i z e d  t o  i n v e s t i g a t e  p o s s i b l e  s e x  

d i f f e r e n c e s  i n  q u e s t i o n n a i r e  r e s p o n s e s  ( r e g r e s s i o n  a n a l y s i s  i s  i n a p p r o p r i a t e  

f o r  d i cho tomous  v a r i a b l e s ) .  No s e x  d i f f e r e n c e s  were  found i n  r e s p o n s e s  f o r  

e i t h e r  company. 



Table 8 

Multiple Correlations for the Demographic Variable 

Regression M.C. S.M.C. Adjusted Sign. Level of 
S.M.C. Adjusted S.M.C. 

Age on Company One: Ideal .504 .254 .050 .I776 

Yrs. in Co. on Company One: Ideal .506 .256 .053 .I654 

Yrs. in Position on Co. One: Ideal .472 .223 -011 .4015 

Age on Company One: Real .450 .202 -. 01 5 .5921 

Yrs. in Co. on Company One: Real .471 .222 .010 .4117 

Years in Position on Co, One: Real .439 .193 -.027 .6788 

Age on Company Two: Ideal .546 .299 .I41 .005 

Yrs. in Co. on Company Two: Ideal .622 -387 .249 .00005 

Yrs. in Position on Co. Two: Ideal .554 .307 .I51 .005 

........................................................................... 

Age on Company Two: Real .557 .310 .I55 .005 

Yrs. in Co. on Company Two: Real .625 .391 .254 .00005 

Yrs. in Position on Co. Two: Real .442 .I96 .015 .3519 

........................................................................... 

M.C. = Multiple Correlation 

S.M.C. = Squared Multiple Correlation 



IV. DISCUSSION 

Perception of Fairness in the Real Situation 

In general, the predicted fairness dimensions or factors were more 

clearly confirmed for the employees' perceptions of the Real situation in 

their company than for the employees' perceptions of the Ideal Situation. 

The following three predicted factors were confirmed for the Real Situation 

in both companies: 1) Employee Participation in the Appraisal Process; 2) 

Goal-setting for the Employee's Job; and 3) Appraiser's Knowledge of 

Employee's Job and Performance Level. The majority of the variables that 

loaded highly on these three factors were as predicted. 

There were only two major discrepancies between the variable loadings 

for the two companies. These were the review of previously set job goals 

for the Goal-setting factor, and requesting the employee's opinion about 

work problems for the Employee Participation factor. Both the above 

variables loaded hi-gher on the factors for Company One than on the factors 

for Company Two. Considering the number of variables involved, these 

differences were considered to be minor. 

The Goal-setting factor for the two companies had two high loading 

variables that were expected to load on the Employee Participation factor. 

These variables were discussion of overall company goals and discussion of 

department goals. It is apparent that these variables were incorrectly 

classified and actually formed part of the Goal-setting factor. 

Several of the variables from unconfirmed factors loaded on the three 

confi,rmed factors. Two variables out of the three that were predicted for 

the unconfirmed Frequency and Follow-up of Appraisals factor actually loaded 

highly on the Goal-setting factor for both companies. These variables were 

presence of follow-up meetings and continuous review of performance. This 



finding indicates that follow-up of appraisals was viewed as an aspect of 

successful goal-setting for the employee's job. Finally, several of the 

variables predicted for the unconfirmed Job Relevance factor loaded highly 

on the ~ppraiser's Knowledge and Employee Participation factors. Most 

notably, the two predicted Job Relevance variables concerned with basing 

appraisals on previously established performance standards loaded highly on 

the Appraiser's Knowledge factor for both companies. This finding indicates 

that employees viewed these two variables as aspects of the Appraiser's 

Knowledge of Employee's Job and Performance Level factor. 

There were a few variables that did not load highly on any of the Real 

Situation factors found for the two companies. These were as follows: 

The Frequency and Follow-up variable that formal appraisals should 
occur at least annually. 

The unclassified variable that appraisal results should be related 
to salary increases. 

The Goal-setting variable that personal job plans should be 
related to performance weaknesses. 

The Job Relevance variable that current job performance be 
appraised separately from potential performance. 

The two Appraiser's Knowledge variables: a) that more than a 
single appraiser be involved in the appraisal and b) that the 
appraiser be the employee's direct supervisor. 

The aforementioned variables are good candidates for elimination in future 

studies on fairness in performance appraisals. 

The finding that the three Real Situation factors were very similar for 

the two different companies makes a strong case for these factors comprising 

basic dimensions upon which employees' experiences with the performance 

process are organized. However, replication on companies utilizing 

different performance appraisal systems would be required before these 

conclusions could be extended beyond companies using Management By 



Objectives type appraisal systems. 

Perceptions of Fairness in the Ideal Situation 

The factors found for the Ideal Situation differed more between the two 

companies than those factors found for the Real Situation. This is an 

especially interesting finding considering the similarities between the two 

companies on the Real Situation factors and the performance appraisal 

systems utilized. The Ideal Situation factors found for Company One more 

closely resembled the predicted factors than did those factors found for 

Company Two. 

The Ideal Situation factors found for Company One were: 1) Appraiser's 

Knowledge of Employee's Job and Performance Level; 2) Employee Participation 

in the Appraisal Process; 3) Discussion of and Setting of Job Goals; and 4) 

Job Relevance of Appraisal Areas. These factors matched the predicted 

factors fairly closely. The exception was the Goal-setting factor, which 

included two variables from the predicted Employee Participation factor 

involving discussion of job duties. As in the Real Situation, discussion of 

company goals and discussion of department goals loaded highly on the Goal- 

setting factor. 

The first three factors found for Company One were basically the same as 

those found for the Real Situation, with the ~ppraiser's Knowledge factor 

being the best match to a predicted factor. The fourth factor (Job 

Relevance of Appraisal Areas) was also a good match to the predicted factor 

with four out of seven variables loading highly on it. It should be noted 

that the predicted variable for Goal-setting, which states that the 

employee's personal job plan should be related to performance weaknesses, 

had a high negative loading on the Job Relevance factor. The predicted 



factor of Frequency and Follow-up of Appraisals was not confirmed. Two of 

the three variables predicted for this factor - performance review as a 
continuous process and that formal appraisal occur at least once a year-- 

loaded on the Goal-setting factor. As in the Real Situation, variables 

concerned with the timing aspect of appraisals (the Frequency and Follow-up 

factor) loaded on the Goal-setting factor. 

The Ideal Situation factors found for Company Two were: 1) Appraiser's 

Knowledge of and Follow-up of the Employee's Performance 2) Appraiser ' s 
Knowledge of the Employee's Job; 3) Discussion of Job Goals and Personal 

Development Needs; 4) Employee Participation in the Appraisal Process; and 

5) Mutual Agreement on Job Standards, Duties and Goals. 

The three basic factors found for the Real Situation were present for 

the Company Two: Ideal Situation but sometimes separated into multiple 

factors. The predicted Goal-setting factor consisted of two components. 

The first component (discussion of goals) formed a separate factor and the 

second component (actual setting of goals) formed part of the Appraiser's 

Knowledge and Follow-up factor. The above finding is similar to a finding 

reported by Dipboye and de Pontbriand (1981), which suggested that 

discussion of plans and objectives and actual goal-setting measure separate 

dimensions of goal orientation. The predicted factor of  ra raiser's 

Knowledge of Employee's Job and Performance Level also formed two factors: 

with the variables concerned with the appraiser's knowledge of the 

employee's job forming a separate factor, and the variables concerned with 

the appraiser's knowledge of employee performance level becoming an aspect 

of the first factor. The fourth factor was a fairly good approximation of 

the predicted factor of Employee Participation. The fifth factor was an 

unpredicted factor involving mutual agreement between employee and appraiser 

on job standards and the following of job standards established during 



appraisal. 

The Frequency and Follow-up of Appraisals and the Job Relevance of 

Appraisal Areas factors were not confirmed. All three of the variables 

predicted for the Frequency and Follow-up factor loaded on other factors. 

The two variables concerned with follow-up of appraisals formed a major part 

of the Appraiser's Knowledge and Follow-up factor. The variable stating 

that formal appraisal should occur at least once per year loaded highly on 

the Discussion of Goals factor. The latter finding was also found for the 

Ideal Situation in Company One. Except for the finding that the variable 

concerned with following previously established job standards loaded highly 

on the Mutual Agreement factor, the variables for the Job Relevance factor 

did not load highly on any of the factors. It is interesting to note that 

one Job Relevance variable (appraising an employee's current job performance 

separately from his/her potential performance) loaded negatively on the 

Discussion of Goals factor. This finding makes intuitive sense because 

discussing future job goals necessarily involves considering potential 

performance. 

As found for the Real Situation, there were some variables that did not 

load highly on any of the Ideal Situation factors for either company. These 

were as follows: 

1) The two Goal-setting variables: a) that all self-improvement plans 
should be directed towards meeting current job requirements and b) 
that personal job plans should be related to performance 
weaknesses. 

2) The unclassified variable that appraisal results should be 
related to salary increases. 

3) The two Appraiser's Knowledge variables: a) that more than a 
single appraiser be involved in the appraisal and b) that the 
appraiser be the employee's direct supervisor. 

Four out of five of the above variables are idential to the low loading 



variables found for the Real Situation (see page 43). 

Summary of Fairness Perception Findings 

In summary, the same three factors found for the Real Situations were 

again present for the Ideal Situations. These three factors were: 1) 

Employee Participation in the Appraisal Process; 2) Goal-setting for the 

Employee's Job; and 3) Appraiser's Knowledge of Employeet s Job and 

Performance Level. The prevalence of these three factors indicates that 

they may be basic to employee perceptions of fairness in the performance 

appraisal process and therefore, may be important in the design of 

performance appraisal systems to increase employee acceptance of the system 

and the appraisal results (Baron, 1983; Lawler, 1967). 

The Ideal Situation was not as clear as the Real Situation, with two of 

the three basic factors forming multiple factors for the Company Two: Ideal 

Situation. Two of the above basic factors found were the predicted factors 

with the most support in the organizational and justice literature reviewed 

(see Introduction, pages 7 and 8). These factors were the Employee 

Participation factor (Dipboye and de Pontbriand, 1981; Folger, 1977; 

Greenberg and Folger, 1983; Greller, 1975; Hillery and Wexley, 1974; Houlden 

et al., 1983; Landy et al., 1978; LaTour et al., 1978; Musante et al., 1983; 

Wexley et al., 1973) and the Goal-setting factor (Burke et al., 1978; 

Dipboye and de Pontbriand, 1981; Landy et al., 1978; Locke et al., 1970; 

Ronan and Latham, 1973; Wexley and Nemeroff, 1975). The finding that the 

Appraiser's Knowledge of the Employee's Job and Performance Level was a 

basic factor was less predictable since support for this factor came from a 

single study (Landy et al, 1978). 

Four variables did not load highly on any of the factors found for the 

Ideal or Real Situations. These variables were: 1) the Goal-setting 



v a r i a b l e  t h a t  p e r s o n a l  j o b  p l a n s  s h o u l d  b e  r e l a t e d  t o  pe r fo rmance  

weaknesses ;  2)  t h e  u n c l a s s i f i e d  v a r i a b l e  t h a t  a p p r a i s a l  r e s u l t s  s h o u l d  b e  

r e l a t e d  t o  s a l a r y  i n c r e a s e s ;  and t h e  two  ra raiser's Knowledge v a r i a b l e s :  3) 

t h a t  more t h a n  a s i n g l e  a p p r a i s e r  s h o u l d  b e  i n v o l v e d  i n  t h e  a p p r a i s a l  and  4 )  

t h a t  t h e  a p p r a i s e r  b e  t h e  employee ' s  d i r e c t  s u p e r v i s o r .  T h e s e  f o u r  

v a r i a b l e s  are a p p a r e n t l y  n o t  p e r c e i v e d  as a n  a s p e c t  of a f a i r  pe r fo rmance  

a p p r a i s a l  a n d  s h o u l d  n o t  b e  u t i l i z e d  i n  f u t u r e  s t u d i e s  i n  t h i s  area. 

Some a s p e c t  o f  t i m i n g  i n  a l l  s i t u a t i o n s  was found t o  form p a r t  o f  a 

G o a l - s e t t i n g  f a c t o r .  T h i s  makes i n t u i t i v e  s e n s e  b e c a u s e  o n e  would e x p e c t  

s u c c e s s f u l  g o a l - s e t t i n g  t o  b e  connec ted  t o  t h e  f r e q u e n c y  and fo l low-up o f  

a p p r a i s a l s .  The  f r e q u e n c y  v a r i a b l e ,  t h a t  a p p r a i s a l s  o c c u r  a t  leas t  o n c e  a 

y e a r ,  d i d  n o t  l o a d  h i g h l y  on any  R e a l  S i t u a t i o n  f a c t o r s  b e c a u s e  i n  t h e  two 

compan ies  s u r v e y e d  t h e  a p p r a i s a l s  a c t u a l l y  d o  o c c u r  o n c e  a yea r .  

The f a c t  t h a t  t h e  p r e d i c t e d  f a c t o r s  were n o t  c o m p l e t e l y  c o n f i r m e d  is 

n o t  o f  undue  c o n c e r n  b e c a u s e  t h e  f a c t o r s  which  emerged were  i n t e r p r e t a b l e  

and  added  new i n f o r m a t i o n  on  employee p e r c e p t i o n s  o f  f a i r n e s s  d i n e n s i o n s  i n  

p e r f o r m a n c e  a p p r a i s a l .  

P e r c e i v e d  A p p r a i s a l  Outcomes and F a i r n e s s  P e r c e p t i o n s  

High ly  s i g n i f i c a n t  m u l t i p l e  c o r r e l a t i o n s  between a l l  f o u r  Outcome 

v a r i a b l e s  ( p e r c e i v e d  f a v o r a b l e n e s s  o f ,  f a i r n e s s  o f ,  and  s a t i s f a c t i o n  w i t h  

a p p r a i s a l  r e s u l t s ,  and  p e r c e i v e d  f a i r n e s s  o f  o v e r a l l  a p p r a i s a l  s y s t e m )  and  

t h e  R e a l  S i t u a t i o n  i n  b o t h  companies  were found.  No r e l a t i o n s h i p  be tween 

t h e  Outcome v a r i a b l e s  and  t h e  I d e a l  S i t u a t i o n s  f o r  e i t h e r  company was found.  

A l though  c a u s a t i o n  c a n n o t  be  i n f e r r e d ,  t h i s  f i n d i n g  i s  c o n s i s t e n t  w i t h  t h e  

p o s s i b i l i t y  t h a t  t h e  p e r c e i v e d  f a v o r a b i l i t y  of  t h e  a p p r a i s a l  is o n e  of  

t h e  most  i m p o r t a n t  d e t e r m i n a n t s  o f  a c c e p t a n c e  o f  t h e  a p p r a i s a l  p r o c e s s  



(Ilgen, Fisher, & Taylor, 1979; Dipboye & de Pontbriand, 1981). The finding 

that there was no relationship between these outcome variables and the Ideal 

Situation variables indicates that if employee opinions are influenced by 

personal outcomes on the appraisal, they do not influence what an employee 

perceives would ideally be important to a fair performance appraisal. 

The above finding of a relationship between fairness ratings in the Real 

Situation and favorability of appraisal outcomes is consistent with 

attributional interpretations of perceived justice (Cohen, 1982). 

According to this perspective injustice is perceived when the discrepancy 

between "actual" and "deserved" outcomes to an actor is attributed to causes 

external to that actor's own behavior. Furthermore, actors (participants) 

tend to attribute the causes of their own outcomes to environmental 

influences, whereas observers tend to attribute the outcomes to the actor's 

own behavior (Arkin and Duval, 1975; Nisbett et al., 1973). Thus, in the 

present study the employees (actors) who did not receive their "deserved" 

appraisal outcomes attributed the cause to the lack of fairness in their 

company's appraisal system and not to their own actions. The above 

interpretation also explains why the relationship between outcomes and 

fairness ratings was found only for the Real Situation, since the employees 

were in the role of actors (participants) for that situation. 

Another attributional interpretation of the relationship between 

favorability of outcomes and fairness ratings involves self-serving 

attributional biases (Fiske and Taylor, 1984). Self-serving biases are 

observed biases which allow people to take credit for success (self- 

enhancing bias) and deny responsibility for failure (self-protective bias). 

In the present study the self-protective bias would explain why an 

unfavorable appraisal outcome would correspond with the perception of 

unfairness in the company's appraisal system: Employees attribute 



responsibility for the unfavorable outcome to the appraisal system. 

Conversely, the self-enhancing bias would explain why a favorable appraisal 

outcome would correspond with the perception of fairness in the company's 

appraisal system: Employees attribute responsibility for the favorable 

outcome to themselves. The expression of self-serving biases are also 

influenced by contextual variables such as public scrutiny of the outcome or 

the actor's behavior, ambiguity of the outcome or competing motives such as 

the desire to appear modest. The anonymous rating situation of the present 

study should result in a fairly full expression of self-serving biases. The 

study results were consistent with this expectation. 

A major difference between the samples from the two companies was found 

for the number of years employees spent with the company. Highly 

significant multiple correlations between number of years with the company 

and both the Real and Ideal Situation variables were found for Company Two 

only. Significant correlations for Company Two were also found between 

number of years in position and the Ideal variables, and between age and 

both the Ideal and Real variables. The above relationships are best 

understood in terms of the demographic differences between the two 

companies. Number of years with the company, number of pears in the 

position, and age were all significantly higher for Company Two. All three 

variables would obviously be highly overlapping. There are several possible 

explanations for these relationships. Perceptions of fairness may differ 

with age or amount of work experience. Alternately, a cohort effect due to 

the different social values and attitudes of the era(s) in which older 

workers were raised may be responsible for the differences. Perhaps the 

best explanation derives from research which indicates that older employees 

as well as those with higher seniority may have more positive attitudes 



t o w a r d s  t h e i r  company ( R e a l  S i t u a t i o n )  b e c a u s e  o f  i n c r e a s e d  company 

commitment ( S a l a n c i k ,  1977) .  The  g r e a t e r  p o s i t i v e  r e s p o n s e s  t o  t h e  I d e a l  

S i t u a t i o n  q u e s t i o n s  may i n d i c a t e  t h a t  w i t h  e x p e r i e n c e  employees  t e n d  t o  v iew 

most  a s p e c t s  o f  a p p r a i s a l  as v e r y  i m p o r t a n t  t o  a f a i r  p e r f o r m a n c e  a p p r a i s a l .  

C o n c l u s i o n s  

T h r e e  d i m e n s i o n s  p r e d i c t e d  t o  be i m p o r t a n t  t o  employee  p e r c e p t i o n s  o f  

f a i r n e s s  i n  t h e  p e r f o r m a n c e  a p p r a i s a l  p r o c e s s  were c o n f i r m e d  i n  t h e  p r e s e n t  

s t u d y .  T h e s e  d i m e n s i o n s  o r  f a c t o r s  were: 1) Employee P a r t i c i p a t i o n  i n  t h e  

A p p r a i s a l  P r o c e s s ;  2 )  G o a l - s e t t i n g  f o r  t h e  ~ m ~ l o ~ e e ' s  J o b ;  and 3) 

A p p r a i s e r ' s  Knowledge o f  Employee ' s  J o b  and  Pe r fo rmance  L e v e l .  T h e s e  

f i n d i n g s  were i n t e r p r e t e d  as e v i d e n c e  t h a t  t h e s e  t h r e e  d i m e n s i o n s  are b a s i c  

t o  employee p e r c e p t i o n s  of  f a i r n e s s  i n  pe r fo rmance  a p p r a i s a l .  T h e s e  b a s i c  

f a c t o r s  were c l e a r l y  found  f o r  t h e  Real S i t u a t i o n  i n  b o t h  companies .  The  

I d e a l  S i t u a t i o n  was more complex ,  w i t h  two o f  t h e  t h r e e  b a s i c  f a c t o r s  (Goal-  

s e t t i n g  and A p p r a i s e r ' s  Knowledge) b r e a k i n g  down i n t o  m u l t i p l e  f a c t o r s  f o r  

Company Two. 

A d d i t i o n a l  f a c t o r s  were found f o r  t h e  I d e a l  S i t u a t i o n  i n  t h e  two 

companies .  F o r  Company One ( I d e a l )  a f o u r t h  f a c t o r  app rox ima ted  t h e  

p r e d i c t e d  f a c t o r  J o b  R e l e v a n c e  o f  A p p r a i s a l  Areas. F o r  Company Two ( I d e a l )  

f o u r  f a c t o r s  c o v e r e d  mos t  a s p e c t s  o f  t h e  t h r e e  b a s i c  f a c t o r s  and  i n  

a d d i t i o n ,  a n  u n p r e d i c t e d  f i f t h  f a c t o r  was found:  Mutua l  Agreement (be tween  

a p p r a i s e r  and  employee)  on  J o b  S t a n d a r d s ,  D u t i e s  and Goa l s .  

Some a s p e c t  of  t i m i n g  i n  a l l  f o u r  s i t u a t i o n s  was f o u n d  t o  fo rm p a r t  of  

a f a c t o r  c o n c e r n e d  w i t h  G o a l - s e t t i n g .  The v a r i a b l e s  c o n c e r n e d  w i t h  t i m i n g  

w e r e  p a r t  of  t h e  p r e d i c t e d  F requency  and Follow-up o f  A p p r a i s a l s  f a c t o r .  It 

makes s e n s e  t h a t  s u c c e s s f u l  g o a l - s e t t i n g  would be  c o n n e c t e d  t o  t h e  f r e q u e n c y  

a n d  fo l low-up o f  a p p r a i s a l s .  



The e x p e c t a t i o n  t h a t  t h e  I d e a l  d i m e n s i o n s  o f  f a i r n e s s  would b e  similar 

a c r o s s  compan ies  and  t h a t  t h e  Real d i m e n s i o n s  would be  less similar was n o t  

con f i rmed .  I n  f ac t  t h e  o p p o s i t e  was found .  P e r h a p s  t h e  b e s t  e x p l a n a t i o n  

f o r  t h e  l a c k  o f  c o n f i r m a t i o n  o f  t h e  above  p r e d i c t i o n s  i s  i n  terms o f  t h e  

d i f f e r e n t  c o g n i t i v e  n a t u r e  o f  t h e  two t y p e s  o f  r a t i n g s .  I n  t h e  Real 

S i t u a t i o n  t h e  employees  were r e q u e s t e d  t o  engage  i n  a t a s k  t h a t  was 

o b j e c t i v e  a n d  o b s e r v a t i o n a l .  They were r e q u e s t e d  t o  r e p o r t  t h e i r  

p e r c e p t i o n s  o f  t h e i r  company's  pe r fo rmance  a p p r a i s a l  s y s t e m  by r e s p o n d i n g  t o  

s t a t e m e n t s  c o n c e r n i n g  t h e i r  company's  a p p r a i s a l  p r o c e s s .  T h e i r  r e s p o n s e s  

were based  o n  t h e i r  own e x p e r i e n c e s  w i t h  t h e i r  company's  pe r fo rmance  

a p p r a i s a l  p r o c e s s .  I n  c o n t r a s t ,  i n  t h e  I d e a l  S i t u a t i o n  t h e  employees  were 

r e q u e s t e d  t o  e n g a g e  i n  a n  a b s t r a c t  e x e r c i s e  i n v o l v i n g  a h y p o t h e t i c a l  

s i t u a t i o n .  The  employees  were r e q u e s t e d  t o  r e spond  t o  t h e  s t a t e m e n t s  on  

p e r f o r m a n c e  a p p r a i s a l  i n  terms of  how t h e y  f e l t  a p p r a i s a l s  s h o u l d  i d e a l l y  b e  

c o n d u c t e d .  T h e i r  r e s p o n s e s  were t h u s  b a s e d  l a r g e l y  on t h e i r  own p e r s o n a l  

v a l u e  s y s t e m .  It i s  t h e r e f o r e  p o s s i b l e  t h a t  t h e  p e r s o n a l  v a l u e  s y s t e m s  of  

t h e  employees  i n  t h e  two companies  d i f f e r e d  more t h a n  t h e i r  p e r c e p t i o n s  o f  

t h e  c u r r e n t  a p p r a i s a l  s y s t e m s  used  by t h e  two companies .  

Another  r e l a t e d  e x p l a n a t i o n  f o r  t h e  l a c k  o f  s i m i l a r i t y  i n  employee  

p e r c e p t i o n s  o f  t h e  I d e a l  S i t u a t i o n  be tween t h e  two companies  i s  i n  terms of 

demographic  d i f f e r e n c e s  i n  t h e  two samples .  The employees  from Company Two 

were  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  h i g h e r  t h a n  Company One on  a g e ,  number o f  y e a r s  i n  

company, and  number o f  y e a r s  i n  p o s i t i o n .  It is  t h u s  p o s s i b l e  t h a t  o l d e r  

employees  w i t h  h i g h e r  s e n i o r i t y  have  d i f f e r e n t  p e r c e p t i o n s  of  what  

c o n s t i t u t e s  a n  i d e a l  pe r fo rmance  a p p r a i s a l ,  and  d i f f e r e n t  p e r s o n a l  v a l u e s .  

The p r e d i c t i o n  t h a t  t h e  p e r c e i v e d  a p p r a i s a l  outcomes  ( r e s u l t s )  would be  

p o s i t i v e l y  r e l a t e d  t o  employee p e r c e p t i o n s  o f  f a i r n e s s  i n  t h e  a p p r a i s a l  



Process was confirmed. As expected, this relationship was stronger for 

fairness perceptions in the Real Situation than in the Ideal Situation. The 

causal implications of this relationship cannot be specified. However, 

this finding fits well with the possibility that perceived favorability of 

the appraisal may be one of the most important determinants of employee 

perceptions of fairness in the appraisal process. The finding that there 

was no relationship between perceived outcomes and employee perceptions of 

the Ideal Situation indicates that if employee opinions are influenced by 

personal outcomes on the appraisal, they do not influence the employee's 

perceptions of what would ideally be important to a fair performance 

appraisal. These findings are consistent with attributional interpretations 

of perceived justice and self-serving attributional biases. 
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Appendix A 

PAPI M(E - Bncknround I n f o r u t i o n  

Pl- f i l l  i n  t h e  following i n f o r r t i o n  about yourse l f .  This W o r u t i o n  is 
i m p o r u n t  t o  t h e  . a r l y s i s  of t h e  ques t ions i re :  

1) Length of tin you have worked st your present c a p a n y  r e a r s .  

2) Length of time you have worked i n  your current  pos i t ion  r e a r s .  

3) Your present age (p lease  mark appl icable  age group): - under 25 118.- - 25 t o  29 Ira.- - 30 to 34 yrs.- - 35 t o  39 Its.- - U) t o  46 yrs.- - - 45 t o  49 Ira.- - K) t o  % yrs.- - 55 t o  59 yrs.- - 60 plus yr.- 

6) Your sex: Female- Hale- 

PAPl'1YO - Fairness In Performance Appraisal:  I n  General 

Mrect ions :  I n  t h i s  s e c t i o n  answer t h e  statements according t o  how you f e e l  
performance appra isa ls  should i d u l l y  be c o ~ d u c t e d  t o  mnxinire t h e i r  f s i rnesn .  
(loLc - t h i s  docs not r e f e r  t o  your personal experience with y o u  present 
c m p n y ) .  The statements per ta in  t o  var ious  aspects  of t h e  p r f o ~ n c e  
appra isa l  process i n  general.  Read each statement c a r e f u l l y  and indica te  t h e  
extent  t o  which you agree  o r  d i ~ g r e e  wi th  it by marking t h e  appropr ia te  box. 

strong17 d a r s t e l y  s l i g h t l y  neutral 
d isagree  

I.  It is not important t o  d iscuss  an employee's goals  
f o r  h i s l h e r  job during t h e  performance a p p r a i s a l  ........... 0 
2. Progress on any previously set goals  f o r  an employee's 
fob should be reviewed during t h e  performance appra isa l . .  .. 0 
3. There should be ample oppcrtunity t o  d iscuss  a l l  
u p e c t s  of an employee's job during h i d h e r  appra isa l . .  .... 0 

4. The discussion of o v e r a l l  c a p a n y  goals  during an 
a p l o y e e ' s  p e r f o r w c e  evaluat ion  i s  not neccasary ......... 0 
5. %re than a s i n g l e  appra iser  should be involved i n  
d e t c d n i n g  t h e  o u t c m e  of an employee's performmce 
appra isa l  ................................................. 0 
6. All s e l f  improvement plana es tabl i shed during pcrfor- 
-e appra isa l  should be direc ted  towards developing an 
employee's & i l l s  and a b i l i t i e s  t o  meet current  job ............................................... requirement. 0 

7. An employee's appra iser  should have excel lent  personal 
h l e d g e  of the  mployee ' s  l e v e l  of performance i n  h i s /  - 
her current  pos i t ion  ....................................... U 

8. Ilm well an employee g c u  along with fellow workers 
md subordinates should not be par t  of h i s t h e r  a p p r a i s a l  ... 0 

9. Formal app;aisals should be connected t o  informal 
r e t i n g s  between t h e  employee and h i d h e r  appra iser .  
which take  place through-out t h e  e n t i r e  year ............... 0 
10. Macussion and review of an employee's p e r f o r u n c e  
should be s continuous process. not one which occurs 
only during fo-1 performance a p p r s i ~ l s  .................. 0 

11. The sods of t h e  employee's department should be 
discussed during an employee's performance appraisal. .  ..... CII] 

12. Salary increases  should be t i e d  t o  t h e  result.  of ............................ a p l o y e e  prfo-mce appr.i.sis U 

13. Plplo,ees' p r f o r m n c c  a p p r a i s s l a  should be based on 
speci f ied  p r f o r r n c e  s tandards  f o r  t h e i r  positions..  ...... 0 

s l i g h t l y  m d e r a t e l y  s t rongly  
agree  agree agree  
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s t r o n l l y  w d a r a t a l y  a l i g h t 1 1  n w t r d  s l i 8 h t l y  w d e r a t e l y  s t r o n g l y  
< 

14. An employee's a p p r a i s e r  should be f a m i l i a r  wlth a11 ............................. p h . c s  of  t h a t  employee's w r k  

IS. E m l o r e a s  should ba ancourased t o  exoress  t h e i r  
opinion. on how t h e i r  d u t i e s  c o i l d  be &a a f f i c i e n t l y  
performed dur ing  performance appraisals...... .............. 
16. The d e v e l o p m t  of rn permma1 p lan  t o  h e l p  each 
employee a c c m p l i s h  s p e c i f i e d  g w l s  f o r  h i s l h a r  job i a  an  
impor tan t  a s p e c t  of p e r f o r r n c e  appraisal..... ............. 
17. Th p e r a o ~ l  plan ( r e f e r r e d  t o  i n  t h e  aborc  ques t ion)  
doesn't  need t o  be r e l a t e d  t o  M employee's weaknesses ............................................. i n  p e r f o m n c e  

18. Performance a p p r a i s a l s  should take  i n t o  cons idera t ion  
c o n t r i b u t i o n a  u d e  by M employee beyond N s l h e r  formal 
d u t i e s  ..................................................... 
19. The persona l  deve loplen t  needs of a p l o y e e s  should be 
discuaaed dur ing  p e r f o r v n c e  appraisals.................... 

20. b p l o y c e a  should be given t h e  oppor tun i ty  t o  s t a t e  
t h e i r  a i d e  of  a11 t h e  issues discussed  dur ing  p e r f o r u n c e  
a p p r a i s a l  .................................................. 
21. It  is not  neccsaary t o  d i s c u s s  poss ib le  u a n s  of s c l f -  
i 8 p r o v e u n t  which t h e  employee could take  l a  N s l h e r  
c u r r e n t  p o s i t i o a  during p e r f o r u n c e  a p p r a i s a l  .............. 
22. b p l o y e e s '  performances should be appra i sed  accord ing  
t o  prev ious ly  e s t a b l i s h e d  r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s .  s tandards  and ...................................................... g o a l s  

23. P l a n s  o r  o b j e c t i v e s  f o r  an employee's job mst be 
e s t a b l i s h e d  and mutually agreed upon by an employee and 
h i s l h c r  a p p r a i s e r  .......................................... 
21. It is n o t  important tht t h e  r e s u l t s  of a n  m p l o y c e ' s  
a p p r a i s a l  he discussed wi th  himlher a f te rwards  ............. 
25. Employees should be given t h e  oppor tun i ty  t o  express  
t h e i r  f e e l i n g s  dur ing  t h e i r  p r f o r m m c c  a p p r a i s e l a  ......... 
26. h p l o y e e s  should no t  be asked about t h e i r  homelife 
and o t h e r  a s p e c t s  of t h e i r  l i f e  o u t s i d e  of t h e  work 
s e t t i n g  dur ing  p r f o r m n c e  a p p r a i s a l  ....................... 
27. An employee's a p p r a i s e r  should have a good understand- 
i n g  of t h e  s k i l l s  requi red  t o  p e r f o n  tht a p l a y c c ' a  job.. 

28. An employee's a p p r a i s e r  should observe N s l h c r  perfor- ........... mance under bo th  r o u t i n e  and pressure  c o n d i t i o n s  

29. h p l o y c e s  should n o t  be appra i sed  on persona l  charac- 
t e r i s t i c s  a d  b e h r i o r s  which do not  a f f e c t  t h e i r  l e v e l  ............................................. of  p r f o r m n c e  

30. Th s k i l l s  and a b i l i t i e s  on which an employee is ......... appra ised  should be r e l e v a n t  t o  t h e  employee's job 

31. It  i n  no t  necessary f o r  an employee's a p p r a i s e r  t o  
a s k  f o r  t h e  employee's opinion8 about problems with 
h i s l h e r  job  ................................................ 
32. An employee and h i s l h e r  a p p r a i s e r  should agree  on t h e  
d u t i e s  of  t h e  employee ..................................... 
33. An e m p l o p e ' s  c u r r e n t  job per formnce  should be 
a p p r a i s e d  s e p a r a t e l y  f r o .  h i s t h e r  p o t e n t i a l  p e r f o r ~ n c e . .  .. 
30. P o s s i b l e  a c t i o n s  which M a o l o r e e  could m k e  t o  
inprowe per forssnce  i n  N s l h e r  ;e&nt p o s i t i o n  should be 
d i scussed  dur ing  t h e  performance appraisal....... .......... 
35. A11 employees' p e r f o r m n c e  should be formally ........................... appra ised  a t  l e a s t  once per year  

36. It is n o t  important t o  d i s c u s s  poss ib le  r a y s  i n  which 
an  e m p l o ~ e e ' s  oppor tun i ty  f o r  p r m t i o n  d g h t  be improved 
d u r i n g  t h e  p e r f o r m n c e  a p p r a i a s l  ........................... 
37. An employee's a p p r a i s e r  rmd n o t  be h i d h e r  d i r e c t  .................................... (next  l e v e l )  superv isor  

d i s a g r e e  agree  
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0 
s t r o n g l y  d e r a t e l y  s l i g h t l y  n e u t r a l  s l i g h t l y  moderately 
d i s a g r e e  d i sagree  d i s a g r e e  agree  a g r e e  

agree  

0 

0 
s t rongly  
agree  
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s t rongly  m d m a t e l y  s l i g h t l y  neut ra l  s l i g h t l y  moderately s t rongly  
d isagree  d isagree  d isagree  agree  agree  agree  

38. Am employee's appra iser  does not need t o  hare  a good 
k n o r l d s c  of . t h a t  mployee 'a  d u t i e s  ........................ 0 0 0 0 
39. h p l o y e e s  should have a c l e a r  understanding of t h e  
r-ru behind t h e  a p p r a i s a l s  they receive  ................. 0 0 0 0 17 0 

PART MPEE - Yorr Experiences Uith Your Com~snr'a P e r f o m n c e  A ~ p r a i a s l  System 

Mrections: I n  t h i s  s e c t i o n  anaver t h e  s ta tements  according t o  how you f e e l  
performance a p p r a i s a l s  a r e  cllrrently conducted i n  your om company. Lead each 
a t a c e r n r  careful ly  and i n d i c a t e  t h e  extent  t o  which you agree  o r  d isapree  with 
it by marking the  appropr ia te  box. 

at rongly  m d e r a t e l y  alight11 neut ra l  alight11 m d e r a t e l y  s t rongly  
d isagree  d isagree  

1. My appra iser  is f a m i l i a r  with a11 phases of my work.... 

2. k l s  f o r  my job a r e  not discussed dur ing my appra isa l .  0 

3. R o g r e r a  on m y  previously s e t  g a l s  f o r  my job a r e  
rer ierad  during my a p p r a i s a l  ............................... 0 
6. Uy appra iser  doer not ask  for  my opinions about 
problems with my job ....................................... 
5. More than a s i n g l e  appra iser  i s  involved i n  determin- 
ing  t h e  0utco.c of my p e r f o r n n c e  a p p r a i s a l  ................ 
6. 1 am given t h e  opportunity t o  express my f e e l i n g s  
during my performance a p p r a i s a l  ............................ 
7. Uy appra iser  has e x c e l l e n t  personal knowledge of my 
performsnce l e v e l  i n  a, current  pos i t ion  ................... 0 
8. g current  job performance i s  appraised separa te ly  
f r -  my potent ia l  p a r f o w c e  ............................. 0 
9. Poasible u r n s  of self-impror-nt r h i c h  I could t .ke 
i n  ny current  poai t ion  a r e  not discussed dur ing my 
performance appra isa l  ............................... 0 
10. I am not aaked about my h l i f e  and o ther  aspects  of 
my l i f e  outs ide  of t h e  work s e t t i n g  during my performance 
appra isa l  ................................................. 0 
11. Possible ways i n  which my opportunity f o r  promotion 
could be improved are not discussed during my perfo-ce 
appra isa l  .................................................. 0 
12. Ibc g a l a  of my d e p r t u n r  a r e  discussed dur ing my 
p e r f o w c e  a p p r a i s a l  ...................................... 0 
13. Macussion m d  review of .I performance i a  a conrin- 
u w s  procesa. not one which Dccurs only during my formal 
performance appra isa l  ...................................... 0 
I*. Uy appra iser  i s  not my d i r e c t  (next l e v e l )  supervisor..  

15. The developrent of a perSOh.1 plan t o  he lp  me acc- 
p l i s h  speci f ied  goal. f o r  my job is per t  of my p e r f o r ~ a n c e  
appra isa l  .................................................. 0 
16. Vhen pcrsonsl plan. ( refer red  t o  i n  t h e  above ques t ion)  
a r e  made. they aren ' t  necessar i ly  r e l a t e d  t o  my perform- ............................................ ance r h e a s e a  0 

17. P o u i b l e  ac t ions  which I could take  t o  improve per- 
formance i n  my present pos i t ion  a r e  discuasad dur ing my ...................................... p e r f o r v n c e  appra isa l  0 

18. I l u r e  a c l e a r  understanding of t h e  reasons behind ................................... the sppra isa la  I receive  0 

19. I u given t h e  opportunity t o  s t a t e  my a ide  of a l l  t h e  
i s a u n  discuased during my performance appra isa l .  .......... [I 
20. Tbe reaul ta  of my performance a p p r a i s a l  a r e  not 
d i a c a s d  with afte~arda............ ................... 0 

s t rongly  m d e r a t e l y  a l i g h t l y  n e u t r a l  s l i g h t l y  w d e r a t e l )  
d isagree  d isagree  d isagree  agree agree  

agree 

0 

0 

0 

strongly 
agree 
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21. I u not appraised on personal c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  and 
behaviors which do not a f f e c t  my l e v e l  of perforrnce.. . . . .  

22. How wel l  I g e t  along with fellow workers and rubor- ...................... d i l u t e s  is not a p r t  of my a p p r a i s a l  

23. Hy formal a p p r a i s a l s  a r e  connected t o  i n f o r r l  
meetings between my appra iser  and I which take place 
through-out t h e  e n t i r e  year ................................ 
24. The s k i l l s  and a b i l i t i e a  on which I am appraimed a r e  ...................................... re levant  t o  my job... 

25. Uy appra iser  has a good underatanding of t h e  s k i l l s  
required t o  perform my job ................................. 
26. A l l  plaaa f o r  se l f - impovrrnt  e s t a b l i s h e d  during my 
performnce appra isa l .  a r e  d i rec ted  towards developing 
.I s k i l l s  and a b i l i t i e s  t o  r a t  t h e  r c q u i r w t s  of my 
current  poai t ion  ........................................... 
27. Hy performance a p p r a i s a l  takes  i n t o  cons idera t ion  ...... contr ibut ions  I 've  made beyond my formal job duties..  

28. Ny personal developwnt  needs a r e  discussed during 
.I performance appraisal. . .  ................................ 
29. Overal l  coapany goals  a r e  not discussed during my 
performance a p p r a i s a l  ...................................... 
20. I am encouraged t o  express my opinions on how my 
d u t i e s  could be more e f f i c i e n t l y  perfor~d. . . . . . . . . .  ....... 
31. Uy s a l a r y  increaaea a r e  t i e d  t o  t h e  r e s u l t s  of my 
performance appraiaala..  ................................... 
32. Uy performance is formally appraised a t  l e a s t  once per 
y u r  ....................................................... 
33. Any plans  o r  objec t ives  f o r  my job a r e  es tabl i shed m d  
mutually agreed upon by my appra iser  and myself ............ 
34. Uy performance a p p r a i s a l  is based on speci f ied  ...................... performance s tandards  f o r  my pos i t ion  

35. Uy appra iser  has observed my performncc under both 
rout ine  and presaure condi t ions  ............................ 

.................. 36. Ny appra iser  and I agree on my dutiem 

37. There is ample opportunity t o  discus. a11 aspects  of 
my job during my appraisal. .  ............................... 
38. Uy performnce is appraised according t o  previously 
es tabl i shed r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s .  s tandards  and gorls. .  ........ 
39. Uy appra iser  doea not hare a good knowledge of my 
pos i t ion ' s  d u t i e s  .......................................... 

agree 

0  

0 

0 

0  

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0  

0 

0 

0 

agree 

0 

0  
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s t rongly  a d e r a t e l y  s1:ghtly neut ra l  s l i g h t l y  moderately strongly 
d isagree  disagree d isagree  agree agree agree  

PART FOUR - Your Uost Recent Aporaiasl Resul ts  and General Ouestiona Of Fai rness  

Mrect iona:  In t h i s  s e c t i o n  answer each statement by marking the appropr ia te  
box. Again t h e  s ta tements  r e f e r  t o  your om corpeny. 

1. Pate  t h e  f a i r n e r a  of your most recent  performance appra isa l :  

0  0  0  0 0 0 0  
very u n f a i r  s l i g h t l y  n e u t r a l  s l i g h t l y  f a i r  very 

unfa i r  unfa i r  f a i r  f a i r  

2. Pate t h e  favourableneas of t h e  r e s u l t s  of your most recent  p a r f o r r a c e  
appra isa l :  

0 0 0  0  0  0 0  
very unfavorable s l i g h t l y  n e u t r a l  s l i g h t l y  favorable very 

unfarorablc unfavorable favorable favorable  
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3. Race r)u o v e r a l l  f s i r n e a s  of your c a p m y ' s  p r f o r u n c e  a p p r d d  s y s r r :  

0 0 0 0  o n 0  
very u n f a i r  s l i g h t l y  m u t r s l  a l i g h c l ~  f a i r  r a w  

unfa i r  u n f a i r  fmlr f a i r  

4. P a t e  hat u t i s f i e d  you were r i c h  the  r e s u l t s  of your mmc raceut  prforma8c.e appra isa l :  

0 0 0 0 0 
very d i s a n c i d i e d  s l i g h t l y  neut ra l  s l i g h t l y  

d i u a r i s f i c d  d i s s a t i s f i e d  u c i s f i d  

0 0 
s a t i s f i e d  very 

n t i s f  ied 

Thank l o o  f o r  h d p i n g  u 4 t h  t h i s  research  projec t .  P lessa  be 
s u r e  you h i e  answered all of c h  ques t ion ,  i n  t h i s  booklet 
before  forwarding i C  ro us. 



Appendix B 

Covering Letter: Company One 

SIMON FRASER. UNIVERSITY. BURNABY. B.C.. CANADA V5A IS6 
DEPARTMENT OF PSYCHOLOGY; 2 9 1 - 3 3 5 4  

May 25, 1984 

Dear Sir or Madam, 

Research Project on Performance Appraisal 

I would like to invite you to participate in a research project 
investigating employee attitudes towards performance appraisals. This 
research project is part of my Master of Arts Thesis, and is being 
conducted under the supervision of Dr. Dennis Krebs of the Psychology 
Department and Dr. Steven McShane of the Business Administration 
Faculty at Simon Fraser University. Your company is among several 
major companies which have agreed to participate in this project. 

The project has two central goals - firstly, to determine what 
employees think is generally important to a fair performance appraisal 
and secondly, to determine what you think of your own company's 
performance appraisal system. 

To participate in this project, please complete the attached 
questionaire and return it in the enclosed envelope. All responses 
will be anonymous and the individual questionaires will be kept in 
strict confidence. Summary information on the findings will be made 
available to both you and your company. The obvious benefit to your 
company lies in the feedback it will receive about its system of 
performance appraisal. 

It would be greatly appreciated if you could return the completed 
questionaire within approximately one week's time. Please ensure that 
you do not mark the questionaire with your name or any other means of 
identification. 

Your participation will be extremely beneficial to the success of 
this project and the findings will hopefully provide valuable feedback 
to your employer. 

Thank you for your assistance, 

Elaine Evans 



Appendix B 

Covering Letter: Company Two 

S l W N  FRASER.  UNIVERSITY .  B U R N A B Y .  B C .  C A N A D A  V 5 A  I S 6  

D E P A R T M E N T  OF P S Y C H O L O G Y .  2 9 1 - 3 3 5 4  

May 25, 1984 

Dear Sir or Madam, 

Research Project on Performance Appraisal 

I would like to invite you to participate in a research project 
investigating employee opinions on performance appraisals. This 
research project is being conducted under the supervision of Dr. 
Dennis Krebs of the Psychology Department and Dr. Steven McShane of 
the Business Administration Faculty at Simon Fraser University. Your 
company is among several major companies which have agreed to partici- 
pate in this project. 

The project has two central goals - firstly, to determine what 
employees think is generally important to a fair performance appraisal 
and secondly, to determine what you think of your own company's 
performance appraisal system. 

To participate in this project, please complete the attached 
questionaire and return it in the enclosed envelope. All responses 
will be anonymous and the individual questionaires will be kept in 
strict confidence. No one from your company will see any individual 
questionaires; only summary information will be made available to 
them. The potential benefit to your company lies in the feedback it 
will receive about its system of performance appraisal. 

It would be greatly appreciated if you could return the completed 
questionaire within approximately one week's time. Please ensure that 
you do not mark the questionaire with your name or any other means of 
identification. 

Your participation will be extremely beneficial to the success of 
this project and the findings will hopefully provide valuable feedback 
to your employer. If you have any concerns I can be reached at 435- 
3167. 

Thank you for your assistance, 

Elaine Evans 



Appendix C 

Descriptive Statistic$ 

Table C-1: Company One 

Variable Total 
Name Frequency 

Mean Standard Low High 
Deviation Value Value 

T11 1 'I 3 
TI? 1 n 3  
71 3 1 :' 3 
?I t L  1 O 3  

T77 - ^ ----- I"? 
Tl 6 1 o 2  
TI l a 3  
T1 '3 1 2 3  
T I  3 1 2 7 
r?? 1 ' 7  
T?l  1 < <  3 

T2?  _- _ I " ?  
- ~ 3  3 4 - 

' 3u  1 O i  

T3c 1 :? 
T?', 1 : 3  
' 7 7  1 i! 

3 7  1 2 7  
Y ? 3  1 '='3 
'33 - - 1 <'I 3 

-f '31 --- - 
1 Q? 

r 7? 1 2 2  
r32 I " ?  

5 . 1 4 6  
-. ?. 7 3 7  

-3. ?13 
1 . 'i G P 
6.319 
6,651 
6.5 '15  
5 1 '1 11 
5 . 2 9 9  

-- - 'i. 21 'I 
5 . 5 7 3  
7 .  * ?  f 4  
5 .  3 Q 6  
5.?=? 

1.OC)r) 
q *  I)?? 
1 039 
1 , 009 
1 003 
7 .  f )90  
1,300 
1.9r)Q 
1.003 
1 . ! I O ~ ~  
1.93r) 
1 093 
1 093 
1 , o m  

-1 i 0 9 9  
1,000 



Table C-1 continued 

Variable Total 
Name Frequency 

Mean Standard Low High 
Deviation Value Value 

Note. I = Ideal Situation variables; 

R = Real Situation variables; 0 = Outcome 

variables. The variable numbers correspond 

to the item numbers on the questionnaire. 



T a b l e  C-2: Com~anv Two 

V a r i a b l e  T o t a l  Mean S t a n d a r d  Low High 
Name Frequency D e v i a t i o n  Value  Value 



Table C-2 continued 

Variable Total 
Name Frequency 

Mean Standard Low High 
Deviation Value Value 

7. oon 
7.900 

_ 7. on0  
7.0nr) 
7 ,  O Q O  
7,000 

7,000 
7, r)r)o 
7 ,  ono 
7,1100 
7,900 
7.000 
7,330 
7.0'3') 
7.sn0 
7. Qn0 
7,909 
7,00(! 
7, one, 
7.300 
7.3"1) 
7 , O l ) Q  
7,900 
7 .  0 0 0  
7 . 9 A P  
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