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ABSTRACT

The function of Performance Appraisal (PA) is conceived as the
integration of the individual and the organization. Integration is
achieved in two component ways: 1) by bringing an individual's
performance in line with that needed by the organization and 2) by
creating organizational experiences that fulfill the needs of the
individual. Quality of Work Life (QWL) is the degree to which an
individual's needs are fulfilled. The paper investigates how PA
experiences can affect both performance and QWL, by characterizing the PA
event as having a quality (qua event) for the appraiseé and as carrying a
message regavding performance to the appraisee., Path analysis is used to
see how these characteristics of the PA event intervene in, and change,
the overall job performance and QWL of the Appraisee. The feedback of the
manager's appraisal {s found to have considerable impact on the
appraisee's view of his/her performance, bringing it more in line with the
manager's view. The quality of the PA event for the appraisee is found
not only to be positively related to his/her overall QWL but also to
positively affect perceived improvements in appraisee performance. Thus,
the quality of the PA event promotes integration of the organization and
the individual by both improving performance'(as defined by the PA
message) and by increasing QWL.. The quality of the PA event and the
ovalunat lve messago each serve different roles both of which must be

present to accomplish the integration function.



Formal Performance Appraisal as
an Intervention for the Integration of
Performance and Quality of Work Life
PERFORMANCE APPRAISAL AS A PURPOSEFUL ACTIVITY
Research and thinking about performance appraisal (PA) has been
voluminous. In part, the volumes are filled due to a fragmentation of PA
issugs into narrowly defined areas, such as validation of forms, the
offacts of participation, or the use of training to improve measurement
validity. " To a certain extent when we focus on these internal PA issues
we lose sight of, or make some assumptions about, the larger role of PA
itself. For example, while it may be necessary to investigate whether or
not we are accurately measuring performance we need to also make sure we
understand why we feel the need to measure performance in the first place,
and Qhether those needs are being met.
The Purpose of PA
Kane and Lawler (1979, p. 426) present a fairly typical list of

"...as a basis for promotion and placement

possible PA purposes:
doclsions, as a criterion against which selection devices and training
programs are validated, as a basis for reward allocations, and as a means
of providing development-oriented feedback to individuals." This list
indicates that PA ;s instrumentally central to an array of major human
resource practices in qrgaﬁizations. These practices, however, are not
ends in themselves. They are each instrumental toward an even more
fundamental purpose of performance appraisal: to maintain or encourage
performance in line with organizational needs.

According to Katz and Kahn (1978) the fundamental organization needs

are for stability, predictability, and coordinated effort. The various



uses to which appraisals are put are meant, in different ways, to maximize
the fit between actual and ideal performance. PA is used to select,
place, entice, and develop employees so their behavior meets
organizational needs.

But Katz and Kahn also stress that these organizational needs are
potentially contradicted by the large variation of personal needs and
values of the individual employees. They see models of organization as
approaches for resolving the fundamental issues created by tension
between organizational needs and the larger variety of individual needs.
In other words, organizational practices need to integrate the needs of
organization and individual actors (Argyris, 1964). It is clear that PA
is meant to serve organizational needs. Does it also serve individual
nceds and therefore integrate the individual and the organization?

Thoare are a number of ways that PA might ultimately serve the widely
varying needs of the individual performers. One such use of PA is to tie
performance to compensation. The logic behind such a practice is one of
exchange. The individual contributes performance which the organization
induces through pay, a commodity that can be converted to a large variety
of individual needs. Another example is when PA takes the expressed needs
of the individual as well as that person's performance into account when
used to make training, placement and promotion decisions. In addition,
MBO-type approaches to PA, to the extent they involve mutual goal setting
betwoen a manager and subordinate, define performance in terms of goals
that simultaneously meet organizational and individual needs. Finally,
PA feedback {tself, while communicating to the appraisee the degree to

which his or her performance meets organizational needs, can also



potantially be uwad to mest the appraisee's mnoods by roducing the
appraisee's uncertainty About role definitions and performance criteria,
mcoting needs for achievement and growth by improving performance.related
behaviors and knowledge, and dealing with the appraisee in an inter-
personal manner that meets relatedness needs.

The degree to which the individual meets organizational needs can be
summarized as performance. The dogree to which the organization meets the
needs of the individual performer results in the individual's degree of
satisfaction with work but can be thought of as the individual's quality
2f work life (QWL). For example: Suttie (1978;-p. 4) defines QWL as ",
the degree to which members of a work organization are able to satisfy
important personal needs through their experiences in the organization."
Performance appraisal is one of the many organizational experiences
individuals have, and, as 1illustrated above, has the potential for
affecting the individual's QWL, as well as performance. That is: PA has
potential for integrating the individual and the organization.

But the fssne §s more than whether PPA can be used to meet individual
needs in addition to organizational needs. Katz and Kahn's (1978)
functional unaiysis of models of organizations implies that models must
meet both éets of needs if they are to be effective. PA practices are
particular embodiments of such models and the PA literature itself
implicitly illustrates the functionality of attending to both sets of
needs. On the one hand there is considerable literature which confirms
and reconfirms the fwportance of performance. All the studies dealing
with measurement and rating are examplas, (Landy and Farr, 1980). On the

other hand there has been a parallel literature that has in one way or the



other invoked individual needs as an important consideration. Some
mechanisms for doing so have already been mentioned; participative goal
setieing, for example. Often this literature is characterized by a stress
on "process"--the feedback process for instance, or "problem solving" vs
"tell and sell" (Maier, 1958). Primarily this parallel stream attends to
individual needs not for purely humanistic reasons but because it is
deemed necessary if performance appraisal is also to meet organizatiénal
needs by having performance results.

The discussion above suggests a rather fundamental empirical
questionAand a hypothesis. Can PA simultaneously serve organizational
neads for performance and individual needs for a quality of work life?
The hypoﬁhesis of this study is that not only is it possible for PA to meet
both sets of needs but that as an organizational practice PA will
invariably exert some integrative or disintegrative force between
organizations and individuals. .The next section develops a model for
investigating the form of this integrative impact.

The PA Event as an Intervention

This paper investigates the impact of formal PA as an organizational
event on both the QWL experienced by an organizational member, and the
member's pgrformance. We focus on the impact of the event itself and not
of other events (such as salary actions, promotions, and training) which
might be connected with it. Activities commonly included in the PA event
are the overall appraisal of performance, feedback. and discussion of the
appraisal, and discussions related to future performance such as goal
setting, work planning, job redefinition, and specifications of

behavioral changes.



Corresponding to the distinction between performance and QWL we can
think of the PA event as having two components for the appraisee: (1)
the appraised level of performance itself thét is communicated to the
appraisce and expresses the degree to which organizational nceds are
judged to have been achieved and (2) the quality of the performance
appraisal (QPA) as felt by the appraisee that expresses the degree to
which tho appralsee's needs aro met during the conduct of the PA event.
We are Iinterested in the relative impact of these components of the PA
event on the subsequent QWL and performance of the appraisee. But since
the integrative balance between QWL and performance is a dynamic ongoing
aspect of all work situations, the PA event is best thought of as an
intervention into this ongoing integration. Figure 1 depicts this general
model.

The PA event 1is an intervention in that it involves a number of
aspects external to the appraisce's ongoing QWL/Performance state. The PA
procedures used, for instance, can be formally prescribed by a remote
source. The PA process and judgment of the appraiser, as programmed by
the forms used, may also be different from the character of ongoing
percoptions, (Feldman, 1981). In other words, the PA event can
potentially serve as a break In the continuity of the interpersonal
perceptions and relationships among appraisees and appraisers, and, by
extension, individual and organizotion integration.

On tho othar hand, Figure 1 also deplets the Tikely reality that the
preexisting situations will influence the PA event. Certainly the
preexisting QWL will be reflected to some extent in the quality of the

specific PA event. We would also expect that prior performance may color



Figure 1

The PA Event as an Intervention into
Appraisee's Performance and QWL

Before PA PA Event After PA
QwWlL QWL

Quality of PA Event
for Appraisee

Appraisee's Perception
of Appraisal

Performanca Performance




the experienced quality of the PA event as well as be reflected in the
appraisal communicated to the appraisee.

Each of the precursors and results of PA depicted in Figure 1 have
been investigated in the literature although in less global terms. For
instance, goal setting--a sometime occurrence during PA feedback--has
been shown to improve subsequent performance in certain situations
(Latham and Yukl, 1975). Greller (1975) investigated the link between the
participgtive nature of PA and job satisfaction. A substantial literature
hAg glven attention to the 1link between prior performance and the
appraisal of it that is communicated to the subordinate. Included here
are both the issues of rating validity (Landy and Farr, 1980) and the
manner with whicﬁ it is fed back to the appraisee (Latham and Wexley,
1981). Finally some studies have reported effects of climate or
situational characteristics on the PA event. For example, Brown (1968)
lookad at the effects of rater-ratee relationship on halo. Essentially,
the mass of studies in PA follow an analytic Frudltion. They investigate
specific linkages among component elements. Analysis, however, runs the
risk of losing sight of the forest when focusing on the trees. This study
includes all the elements present in Figure 1 in an empirical description
of the intervening integrative role of the PA event as a whole.

The Relationship Between Performance and QWL

The idea of integration of organizational and individual needs
illustrates a continuing I[ssue in organizational studies. How are QWL and
performance related? Does, for instance, performance lead to QWL, or vice
versa, or are they independent? The above discussion restructures this

issue by seeing both, separately and their relationship, as being affected



by a particular organizational event. In general the integration of an
individual and an organization can be seen as a composite outcome of the
vast multitude of an individual's organizational experiences.
Empirically finding the integrative impacts of such experiences ié
difficult both because the experiences are not usually comparable across
individuals and because the effects of any one experience are swamped by
those of others. The formal practice of performance abpraisal, however,
provides a common type of experience for everyone--the strength of its

effects depending on its saliency and importance in the organization.

METHOD

The data in this study were collected in nine manufacturing organi-
zations all belonging to a large multinational, multi-industry
corporation with products ranging from being highly sophisticated and at
the "cptting edge" of technology to established products in mature
industries. Ali sites have substantial histories of PA systems for their
"exempt" employees (mostly professionals and managers) and considered PA
to be a central personncel function. There was considerable variation
across and within the sites, however, in the actual PA system designs and
their linkage with other personnel systems, such as human resource
planning and compensation. PA forms ranged from being "trait'"-based to
being MBO in nature--over 50 diffarent forms were found being used in the
sample. In all cases the immediate supervisor was the sole formal
appraiser. The large variation in PA practices is important in this study
bocause it allows us to tentatively generalize from the findings and not

be trapped within a specific set of practices.



Data weré gathered by questionnaires designed to research the
organizations' PA practices and their impactg. The respondents were
sampled in manager-subordinate pairs. The sample was constructed so that
all "exempt" levels and functions were represented. Within site,
functional, and hierarchical strata sampling was random or sometimes
saturated. Slightly less than half of the subordinates in the pairs were
themselves managers. About one-third of the respondents were in
engineering. Another one-fourth were in manufacturing. Between four to
six percent were in each of the following: marketing, finance, general
management /administration, omployee relations, and program management.

The remainder classified their functions as "other."

On the average,
managers and subordinates had worked together for slightly less than 3
years and had mutually engaged in 2 previous performance appraisal events.
Two questionnaires were administered to each member of the manager-
subordinate dyad, one before the formal PA event and one afterward. The
time between the two questionnaires was approximately four months. The
tjming'of the formal PA event varded across this temporal."window."
Figure 2 summarizes this design. For the present study all four
questionnaire results are considered a single case in which the unit of
analysis is the PA event. Managers and subordinates were instructed to
respond with respect to a specific, mutually experienced appraisal event.
Questionnaires were matched by code number. Blank questionnaires
were distributed in sealed, addressed envelopes to the respondents by
employee relations personnel. Code numbers were assigned and the

envelopes sealed by the university-based research team. Completed

questionnaires in sealed envelopes were either mailed directly to the



Figure 2

STUDY DESIGN

Bafore PA PA Event After PA
Manager QMB - QMA
Subordinate QSB -- QSA

N = 145 Manager - Subordinate Dyads
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researchers or were returned to the employee relations representative for
bulk mailing to the researchers.

The original "before" sample totaled 593 pairs. Of that group 519
managers and 530 subordinates returned useable questionnaires. The
"after" questionnaires were sent to only these respondents. Of these, 391
managers and 417 subordinates roturned useable questionnaires. Less than
300 of these were actual pairs. Follow-up queries revealed that the bulk
of nonreturned questionnaires were due to turnover of one or the other of
the individuals in the selected dyad, usually due to promotion or
transfer. (The bulk of nonresponses in the before sample also were due to
turnover between sampling and questionnaire administration.) Thus,
despite good response rates (75% to 90%) which almost maximized the
potential, the effects of normal organizational "churn" in personnel as
well as the compounded effects created by needing four questionnaires for
a complete case, resulted in a considerable loss in numbers. Further loss
occurred due to the conservative missing data options necessitated by the
annlyses,

Measures

There are three major categories of variables measured in this study:
(1) the quality of work life experienced by the employee in his/her
immediate job context, (2) the quality of the formal PA evept, and (3)
judgments of perférmunce leval.

Quality of Work Life

Quality of Work Life is measured from the subordinate's point of view

on ten dimensions. These dimensions were measured by scales selected to

represent the quality of the job and work context in which the appraisee
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found him/herself. These include areas pertinent to the job itself, the
supervisor, the immediate climate, and the gppraisee's satisfaction with
sucn things. Table 1 briefly describes the measures of each of the ten
dimensions. These ten measures were summed to create an overall measure
of the respondent's felt Quality of Work Life. Cronbach alpha values for
this overall QWL scale are .84 and .87 for the before and after measures,
respectively. This 1is a respectable level of consistency given the
theoretical multidimensionality of the component scales. In addition,
this internal consistency lends some empirical legitimacy to the notion of
general QWL experienced in a particular context.
The Quality of PA

The Quality of PA was measured in terms of the subordinate's
experience of the PA event. In part, this reflects how the formal
procedures were perceived by the subordinate, but it also reflects the
nonprocedural interpersonal transactions and interactions which took
place during the PA event., Table 2 summarizes the operationalization of
the Quality of PA (QPA) as experienced Sy the subordinate. The overall
QPA scale is created in the same manner as was the measure of Quality of
Work Life. Items used for QPA are from the subordinate's "after"
questionnaire. The Cronbach alpha is .89, again indicating satisfactory
internal consistency as well as empirically legitimating the notion of a
global quality associated with a certain experience.
Performance Level

For any job, there are multiple dimensions upon which performance can
be measured. In the organizations of the present study, the PA forms in

use specified multiple criteria. These criteria, however, were not
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10.

TABLE 1

Composite Measure of Quality of Work Life
(Possible Range = 15 to 105)

Supervisory Relations. (alpha = .93)% Seven-item scale comprised
of a series of semantic differentials of evaluative items describing
employee's relationship with supervisor (e.g., good-bad, friendly-
hostile). (Range = 1 to 7)

Participativeness of Supervisor's Style. (alpha = .70) A two-item
supervisor scale. (From the Michigan Organizational Assessment
Questionnaire, Cammann et al., 1979.) (Range = 1 to 7)

Openness. (alpha = .44) Two-item climate scale shortened from
Roberts and 0'Reilly (1977) measuring the degree to which interpersonal
communication is open. (Range =1 to 7)

Organization Trust. (alpha = .56) Two-item climate scale measuring
degree to which employee trusts the organization (from Cammann,
et al.) (Range = 1 to 7)

Job Autonomy. (alpha = .64) Three-item job characteristic scale
adapted from items identified as stable.indicators of job autonomy
across multiple samples by Sims, Szilagyi, and Keller (1976).
(Range) =1 to 7)

Job ldentity. (alpha = .79) Three-item job characteristic scale
adapted from items identified as stable across multiple samples

(Sims, Szilagyi, and Keller, 1976) for measuring the degree to

which the respondent does a whole or identifiable job. (Range = 1 to 7)

Job Specificity. (alpha = .68) Four-item scale measuring the
degree to which subordinate's job is wall specified in terms of
duties, priorities, etc. (Range =1 to 7)

Job Knowledge. (alpha = .62) Two-item scale measuring the degree
to which subordinate feels he/she knows job duties and what constitutes
good performance. . (Range = 1 to 7)

Job Agreehent. (alpha = .80) Two-item scale measuring the degree
to which subordinate perceives agreement with supervisor on job
duties and performance criteria. (Range =1 to 7)

General Satisfaction. (alpha = .72) Six-item scale measuring
satisfaction with following facets of the work context: nature of
work, supervisor, the co-workers, pay, promotional opportunities,
company. (Schriesheim, 1979.) (Range = 6 to 42)

*Reported alpha values are averages for the before and after measures.

“]9-



9.

TABLE 2

Scales Summed to Measure Quality of Performance Appraisal Event

(Possible range = 9 to 63)

Clarity of Criteria. (alpha = .68) Scaled from three semantic
differential items which indicate the degree to which the PA cri-

- teria were unambiguous to the subordinate, e.g., objective, predict;

able, and clear, (Range =1 to 7)

Fairness of Criteria. (alpha = .77) Scaled from three semantic
differential items which measured the degree to which the PA
criteria used were seen by the subordinate to be relevant to the
job, famlliar, and fair. (Range =1 to 7)

Ownership of PA. (alpha = .78) A three-item scale using selected
items from Greller's (1978) scale measuring the degree to which
subordinate felt responsibility for how PA went. (Range = 1 to 7)

Contribution to PA. (alpha = .79) A three-item scale also selected
from Greller's (1978) scale which measures actual behavioral contri-
bution to the PA in terms of suggestions, goals, etc. (Range = 1

to 7)

Affective Response to PA. (alpha = .92) A scale of 10 semantic
differential items all indicating emotional, affective reaction of
the subordinate to the PA episode, e.g., pleased, enthused, ener-
gized. (Range =1 to 7)

Utility of PA. (alpha = .87) A three-item scale selected from
Greller's (1978) scale which measures the degree to which subor-
dinate folt the PA helped him/her understand job batter. (Range =

1 to 7)

Satisfaction with PA. (alpha = .85) A three-item scale also
selected from Greller (1978) designed to measure the subordinate's
satisfaction with the PA review. (Range =1 to 7)

Quality of Foadback Discussion. (alpha = .89) A five~item scale
of semantic differentials. High scores indicate a relaxed, friendly,
open, trusting, constructive feedback discussion. (Range = 1 to 7)

Depth of Feedback Discussion. (alpha = .79) Two-item scale of
semantic differentials. High scores indicate perception of a well-
considered, in-depth discussion. (Range =1 to 7)

-14-



consistent from form to form, from site to site, or from job to job. With
respect to formal PA, one can expect that users of a PA system will, in
part, tend to artliculate performance level in the terms prescribed by the
forms. Although differing with regard to component criteria, most forms
in the organizations participating in this study, as well as in many other
organizations, ultimately distill performance levels on multiple criteria
into a single summary indicator of performance level. The perceptual
measures of performance level used in this study were designed to reflect
this summary measurement of performance. Table 3 presents the measures of
overall performance level which were used. '"Before' measures were made
using the "before" PA questionnaire. The "after" questionnaire asked both
for perceptions at the time of Lhe quostionnaire and rotrospectively for
perceptions at the time of the PA.

With only seven discrete performance levels these items were
expected to be relatively insensitive to performance changes that might be
perceived to occur in the short time betwean the PA and the "after"
questionnalre. Therefore, perceptions of performance improvement since
PA were also measured on the "after" questionnaire. These items are also
presented in Table 3. Note that the items are written so that the
respondents are reporting only poerformance changes which are, in their
minds, attributable to PA.

Analysis

The longitudinal sequencing of the data and the assumed dynamic of PA
as an intervention into an ongoing stream of experience create a situation
most appropriately analyzed using path analysis (Blalock, 1970). Path

analysis does not demonstrate or discover causal relations, rather it
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TABLE 3
Performance Measures

APPRAISALS OF PERFORMANCE LEVEL

Each of these stems was completed using the response scale below.

Qgpggisec's Perception of Performance (Before and after PA)
At the present time, my performance. M

Apprajsee's Perception of Manager's Appraisal (during PA)
"Overall, my supervisor's appraisal of my performance was that it .

Manager's Appraisal (before and after PA)
"AL the present time, my subordinate's performance .

(1) ) (%) (4) (5) (6) (7)
is/was meets/met  exceeds/ meets/met slightly exceeds/ far
below minimum exceeded normal exceeds/ exceeded exceeded
minimum standards minimum standards exceeded normal normal
standards standards normal standards standards

standards

PERCEPTIONS OF PERFORMANCE IMPROVEMENT

Appraisee’s Perception of Performance Improvement
"As a result of my poertormance appraisal, my performance has

Manager's Perception of Performance Improvement
"As a result of the poerformance appraisal, my subordinate's performance
has ! :

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7)
fallen fallen fallen stayed slightly improved improved
off off of f about improved very
considerably slightly the much

: same

-16-



starts with a set of causal assumptions and analyzes a sample of empirical
measurements of variables in order to estimate the relationships among
those variables, asnsuming the validity of the original causal
assumptions. The validity of path analysis results rests as much on the
legitimacy of the causal assumptions as it does on the qualities of the
sample and the data.

Figure 3 summarizes the causal order assumed in the present analysis.
The logic is clearly temporally based and was explained earlier. The
figure (working from left to right) implies a series of regression
oquations in which all variables to the left of each bracket are
considered to be independent causes of the dependent variables stemming
from that bracket. For example, Quality of PA and Appraisee's Perception
of Manager's Appraisal are separately regressed on the "before'" measures
of QWL, Appraisee's Perception of Performance, and Maﬁager's Perception
of Performance to determine the degree to which the three have an impact
on each. |

Unexplained variance is assumed to be due to unmeasured exogenous
vﬁrluhluu. Tho three indepondent variables In the first regression aro
not assumed (o be causes of one another, although they may well have
antecedents in common and therefore be correlated.

Each of the "after" variables is then regressed on the two PA
variables as well as the original three independent variables to determine
the degree to which each is due to all five directly. (The degree to which
cach "u(Lér"-varlnb)c dopends upon the original three indirectly can be
dotorminad by i{ts direct velatlonship to the PA variables and the impacts

of the original three variables as estimated in the first regressions.)
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Figure 3

ASSUMED CAUSAL ORDER
UNDERLYING REGRESSIONS FOR PATH ANALYSIS

BEFORE PA DURING PA AFTER PA
QWL for QWL for
Appraises (Xl) Appraisee (X6)
QPA for
Appraisee (XA) Appraisee's Perception

Appraisae's
Perception of

of Performance (x7)

Performance (X,) Appraisee's
2 . 1 .
Perception of Appraisee s Perception of
Manager's Performance Improvement
Appraisal (X.) (X;)
5 8
Manager's
Perception of Manager's Perception of
Performance (X3) Performance Improvement
(Xg)
9

e
I

= P51 T Psy

Manager's Perception
of Performance (XIO)

= PpaXy ¥ pupXy FPusXg Pl

X X L

2 ¥ Pga%y t Pyl

= PX) Y PXy Y Py Y Py X, Y PiXs YLy

where 1 = 6 to 10

All pnm' m=11to5, n=14 to 10, are standardized beta coefficients.

= g . 3 -R,?
All pjl’ A 4 to 10, are calculated as pjl = 1-R

where Rj2 is total varifance explained in that regression

equation.
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Methodological Strengths and Limitations

This paper asks the reader to be somewhat accepting on a number of
crucial points. Since the data are percebtual in nature there is always
the question of whether the findings are really a reflection of some
objective reality, e.g. are performance levals really chaﬁging, what are
the actual PA event activities leading to perceptions of quality.
Nevertheless, the measures are direct ones of the constructs. For
instance, QWL, as defined, can only be measured from the viewpoint of the
individual. In the same vein, objective performance is not the immediate
subject matter of this study. PA events do not traffic in actual
performance but with perceptions of performance. PA is fundamentally
Jjudgmental (Landy and Farr, 1980) and thus it is not inappropriate to be
concerned with how PA affects and is affaected by judgments. The study
overcomes some of the methodological problems with studies utilizing
solely perceptual data by utilizing measures taken at different points in
time, on different instruments, and, in the case of performance, from
different perspectives. The dynamics by which individual judgments and
perceptions are related to an assumed "objective" world is a central
problematic of the social sciences beyond the scope éf this paper.
Nevertheless, the findings can be instructive with regard to the dynamics
of parceptual shifts nl.tl'll?llttll)lo to PA.

The reader has been asked to accept a global construct of QWL, one
which includes the individual's direct judgments about the quality of
situational or event characteristics as well as self-judgments about how
satisfying those characteristics are. Obviously it is also necessary to

analyze the relative contributions and cause-effect relationships of the
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various quality indicators comprising the QPA and QWL scales. To do so
here, however, would contradict the express purpose of characterizing the
global functionality of PA. Furthermore, the internal consistencies
within the global quality indicators support the assumption of a
fundamental quality dimension.

QWL is often used as an even more global way than it is here,
however, in that it connotes or denotes a characteristic of a setting as
it affects an aggregation of people--sometimes called "climate" or
"organizational health." Nevertheless, QWL is often measured ultimately
by aggregating "its" effects on the individuals. The present study uses a
definition of QWL more compatible with its measurement. The settings
being investigated are one-person settings.' QWL thercfore is treated as
an individual level construct. The quality of the setting is defined by
the individual expaeriencing it.

Finally, the fact that PA is performed by managers in this study has
croatod an assumed cquation between orgnnizattoqal necds and management
needs. This is an assumption often made in organizations. Strictly
speaking, this study investigates the integration between individual and

manager needs, the latter occasionally labeled as organizational needs.

RESULTS
Table 4 presents the means and standard deviations of the measures
used in these analyses. Table 5 is a matrix of the zero-order correla-
tions among these measures.
Of particular interest in Table 5 are the concurrent

intercorrelations among the QWL and performance variables. Among the
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TABLE 4

Mean and Standard Deviations of Variables

(N = 145)
VARTABLES MEAN STANDARD DEVIATION
Before PA
1. QWL for Appraisee 74.44 12.50
2. Appraisee's Perception of Performance 5.77 .81
3. Manager's Perception of Performance 5.23 1.08
During PA _
4, Quality of PA for Appraisee 41.87 9.18
5. Appraisee's Perception of Manager's 5.44 1.09
Appraisal ‘
After PA
6. QWL for Appraisee 74.61 12.41
7. Appraisee's Perception of Parformance 5.83 .89
8. Appraisee's Perception of Performance 4.46 .94
Improvement
9. Manager's Perception of Performance 3.32 .84
Improvement
10. Manager's Perception of Performance 5.39 1.04

-21~



TABLE 5

Zero-Order Correlation Matrix of Variables

(N = 145)
_Before PA Daring PA After PA

Before PA 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
1. QWL for Appraisee --
2. Appraisee's Perception of

Performance -.01 --
3. Manager's Perception of

Performance .12 .20% --
During PA
4. Quality of PA for

Appraisal L61% - .08 .18 -
5. Appraisee's Perception of

Appraisal .28% .13 A48 L40* --
Alter PA
6. QWL for Appraisee 7% -.05 .17 .73% .28% --
7. Appraisee's Perception of

Performance .06 277 L41% .03 41703 --
8. Appraisee's Perception of

Performance lmprovement  .25% -,18 -.03 L37% 04 .29%  -.09 -~
9. Manager's Perception of

Performance lmprovement 00 -.06 -.07 L1000 -.10 .01 -.20% .14 --
10. Manager's Perception of

Performance .10 .18 .61+ .19 .37% .13 .36% -.11 .01 --

ALopeoL0h
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"before" measures only the two performance measures Qere significantly
intercorrelated (.20). Despite the fact that they are supposed to be
measures of the same performance their correlation is low. QWL and
performance are not correlated concurrently. The "after" measures show
similar intercorrelation patterns although the size of the correlation
between the two performance measures is .36, indicating increased
agreement between managers and appraisees about performance. The
appraisees' perceptions of improvement in performance were positively
correlated with their QWL (.29) and the appraisees' self-appraisals
negatively correlated (-.20) with the managers' perceptions of
performance change. Table 5 also reveals high correlations among all
three quality measures (.61, .77, .73).

Figure &4 presents a path diagram depicting the results of the
regression equations outlined in Figure 3. The path coefficients
associated with arrows in Figure 4 are significant beta coefficients from
the appropriate regression equations enumerated in Figure 3. Arrows
ropresenting statistically insignificant botas- (p > .05) have not been
dopicted. The path coefficients depicting the effects of latent, residual
variables, LL‘ are ennumerated in the footnote. The curved lines
represent correlations between concurrent variables. The association
between X2 and X3 (.20) {s the zero-order correlation already mentioned.

The association between X, and X5 (.27) is the part of their zero order

4
correlation (.40) not accounted for by path coefficients from common

antecedent variables [{.e. .27 = .40 - (.22) (.59)]
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Figure 4

Path Results* Describing PA as an
Event Intervening in the Performance and
QWL of the Appraisee

BEFORE PA DURING PA AFTER PA
QWL for 54 QWL for

Appraisee (Xl) *—Appraisee (X6)
39 4
Quality of
PA for

Appraisee (XA)

27

Appraisee's / \\ A7 Appraisee's
Perception of Perception of
Performance (XZ) Performance (X7)

22\ Appraisee's

Perception of Appraisee's

_ Manager's Perception of
*o _ 44 Appraisal (XS) Performance
! Improvement (X8)
Manager's Manager's
Parception of Perception of

Performance (X,) Performance
3
Improvement (Xg)

Manager's
Perception of

Performance (Xlo)

*Path coefficients of latent variables:

.85, pgy = -53 .85

Pao = 78, Pgg = » Pyp =

.91,

= .98, poo = 78

Pgo Pgo

24~



INTERPRETATION OF RESULTS

The results depicted in Figure 4 will be discussed moving from left
to right, reflecting the logic underlying the analysis.

Quality of PA and Appraisee's Perception of Manager's Appraisal

The overall quality of the PA process is significantly influenced
only by ongoing QWL (p41=.59). On the other hand, the Appraisee's
Perception of the Manager's Appraisal is significantly affected by both
the Manager's prior Appraisal (p53=.44) and QWL (p51=.22). There is also
a degree of common variation between QPA and the Appraisee's Perceived
Appraisal ((.27)2 = 7.3%) indicating that both are partially results of
(unmeasured) occurrences taking place during the PA event.

These results indicate that although one might expect the Manager's
Perception of Performance to impact on the Quality of PA felt by the
appraisee, the only significant impact is from prior QWL. The Appraisee's
Perception of Performance does not appear to affect his/her Perception of
the Manager's Appraisal. In the process of the PA event there is some
degree to which QPA and the perceived level of the appraisal have a common
basis, other than the fact that each is partially explained by the prior
QWL.

Apparently the quality and message of the appraisal event cannot be
entirely separated; although they are distinguishable, as are the impacts
of their antecedents. The results illustrate the earlier assertion that
the PA event is one which simultaneously engages both QWL and performance
issues, potentially intervening in the balance between the two. This is

especially pertinent since the concurrent correlations reveal that at any
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point in time an organizational member's QWL is independent of that
member's perceived performance. The fact that neither QPA nor the
perception of the Manager's Appraisal is impacted by the Appraisee's own
perception of performance, is an indication of the intervening nature of
PA.

The following sections discuss the effects that PA quality and
message have-on subsequent QWL and performance.

PA Effects on QWL of the Appraisee

At first glance, although there is considerable continuity with the
prior state of QWL (p61=.5b), the path diagram of Figure 4 seems to
indicate a substantial PA impact on QWL (p6a=.a1). In fact, however, this
effect is not much of an intervening one. Since QPA itself is heavily
influenced by prior QWL, QPA is primarily an indirect path by which QWL
perpetuates itself. There is, however, some effect due to unexplained QPA
variation. Interestingly, the Appraisee's Perception of the Manager's
Appraisal had no effect on QWL for the Appraisee. This finding indicates
at least three possibilities: either (1) the level of the Manager's
Appraisal has little impact on the subordinate's needs, (2) some
unmeasured individual level variable such as subordinate's self-esteem
(Baird, 1977) 1§ moderating the relationship, or (3) managers ''couch"
feedback of performanée level so that the potential effects of that
fecedback are moderated by the way they are couched and given meaning by
the context in which they are presented. If the creation of such a context
is part of the quality of PA then the results suggest that the third
possibility 1s operating. The direct impact on QWL by PA is due to the

qual ity component of tha appraisal event. The quality of the context
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created for feedback of performance level is important.to individual needs
not what the level of the appraisal is. There are no direct QWL effects of
fecding back appraisals of high or low performance levels. Such a finding
may come as a surprise to managers who shy away from feeding back low
evaluations and who never hesitate to feed back the high ones, apparently
assuming a quality impact in direct relationship to the ratings.

PA Effects _on the Appraisee's Perception of Performance

The ways 1In which PA affects the appraisee's perception of
Performance mirrors its impact on QWL. Prior QWL and the Quality of the
PA event have no direct effect on the Appraisee's Perception of
Performance. Other than the indirect effects of prior QWL through its
impact on the Appraisee's Perception of the Manager's Appraisal, the
Appraisee's Perception of Performance is impacted by the prior
perceptions of the appraisee (p72=.17) and the manager (p73=.24) and by
the Appraisee’s Perception of the Manager's Appraisal (pyg=-32).

The relative wolghtings of these three {nflucnces are important.
Appraisees apparently base their subsequent self-appraisals primarily on
the message they received through PA. Stubborn adherence to one's
original self-appraisal--through defensiveness or otherwise--is seemingly
not a strong tendency in this sample. It is clear from these results that
in an organizational context with an established and accepted PA tradition
PA does contribute significantly to satisfying the organization's neceds
by bringing the individual's own evaluation of performance more in line
with that of the organization (assuming, of course, that managers reflect
the organization's perspective). This effect is independent of PA effects

on individual QWL. It {s not clear whether this effect is achieved by
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changing the actual performance of the subordinate or by changing the
subordinate's definition of what good and poor performance is. Although
betn may be contributing, the increase in concurrent correlations between
manager and subordinate appraisals from "before'" to "after" indicates
that much of the effect is due to increased agreement with the manager's
‘definition which shows no change due to PA.

PA Fftects on Performance Tmprovement

Perceptions of Performance Improvement due to PA were not influenced
by perceived appraisal levels but rather by the Quality of PA. Only the
impact of Lhé QPA on the Appraisce's Perception of Performance Improvement
(p84='37) can be considered a substantial effect. QPA impact on the
Manager's Perception of Performance Improvement (p94=.21) achieved
significamce as a path cocefficient but the total amount of variance
explajuned wan instgnificant. Nevertheless there is a definite teudency
for QPA to he positively related to performance improvement as perceived
by both participants.  Presumably these apparently shared perceptions
reflect a rudlity of performance change attributable to the PA event.
That QPA has simultaneous positive effects on both QWL an& Perceptions of
Porfogmnnco Improvement. illustrates most clearly.the integrative role
performed by PA. Increases in QWL for the appraisee can be accompanied by
perceived performance fmprovement. becnanse of PA.

These results and those in the previous scection illustrate the
different roles pertormed by the two components of the PA event, the
appraisal itself and the manner in which that appraisal is delivered. The
appraisal itself clearly has an impact on the subordinate's perception and

evaluat ion of performance. The subordinate's view of performance becomes
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more closely aligned to the manager's view. This information does not

motivate porformance change, however. 1t (s the quality of the context in
which the appraisal is made and delivered that does so. The quality of

the event rot only results in performance improvement but also leads to a
higher quality work environment that helps ensure high quality PA events
in the future.

PA Effect on Manager's Perceptiou of Performance

The Manager's Perception of Performance shows no effect from PA.
This, in part, indicates the essentially unilateral nature of PA as
usually practiced in organizations. While PA has a definite effect on the
Appraisee’s Porception of Performance it does not change the manager's
percaption.  Integiat fon In sorved by uvldnul'ly moving the appraisee’s
judgmeuL of performance closer to those used by management. These results
conform to the assertion above that performance is an expression of
organizational and not individual neceds. Any actual performance change
implied in the previous section is apparently not large enpugh, or too

recent, to be plekoad up fu the Manager's Perceptfon of Performance.
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CONCLUSION

The function of appréisal is to integrate the individual and the
organization. The way both individual and organizational needs are met
through PA is instructive. The PA event has two aspects: 1) an
evaluative message about the appraisee's performance and 2) the quality.of
the context in which the message 1s delivered. The evaluative message,
when communicated, provides the appraisee with information about the
performance needs of management and evidently does serve to shift the
appraisce's own definition and evaluation of performance. The message
alone does not meet the needs of management or the appraisee, i.e.,
neither performance nor QWL change due to the PA message. The quality of
performance appraisal provides these effects. Evidently, only when the PA
event meets the needs of the appraisee (and therefore heightens his or her
OWL I gonaral) doos the appralsco moot the orgaunization's needs thirough
improved performance. A message In a low quality context may lead to
understanding of performance needs but a withholding of pefformance
improvement. A high quality context without an accurate evaluative
messuge may lead to higher QWL and an urge to improve performance but with
distorted knowledge of performance needs.

Although the above effects of context quality and message are
separate it wonld not be wise to overlook the partial but significant
commonality between them: that is, evaluative message qnd'PA quality are
correlated. PA quality and message may be partially confounded because
both are being expressed through the same medium, the PA event (McLuhan,

1964).
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The findings here give us an indication of what would happen were the
avaluative content of the message and the quality of the event to become
complotely confounded.  In a poor performance situation, for instance, a
manager would have to sacriflce the expression of performance needs (by
avoiding low evaluations) in order to heighten QWL and to improve
performance, or if low evaluations were made to clarify performance needs
their QWL and performance change would be sacrificed. Both possibilities
are charactoeristic of the paradoxical, dysfunctional situations in which
managers trequoently find themsolves., The results of this stndy Indicate
that the paradox 14 not necensarily o given in the PA sitnation. 1t s
possible to separate PA quality and message.

.Onc suspects that separation of quality and message is difficult for
managers to achieve when left to their own devices, just as the leadership
literaturce has been somewhat pessimistic that a leader can "naturally"
adopt both person-oriented and task-oriented styles. It is not clear
whaether the separntion between quality and message found in this study is
dne to the well established formal PAALrudlLlons In the sample or Is
simply a retlection of people's general abillty to separate them.
Nevertheless, the data clearly show that PA constitutes an intervention in
the appraisee's self-appraisal of performance. Whatever informal,
ongoing performance feedback that these managers give their subordinates
does not appear to have the impact of the formal PA event. On the quality
side, the PA event is less an intervention and more a continuation of the
general (Wh.o  This may reflect a lopsided stress in PA systems on
controlling the evaluative measurement and message and not the quality of
the context in which they occur. Managers are usually left to their own

devices in this regard.
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To what extent it is possible to control the quality component of PA
through formal system design or training is an open question. It is clear
fiom this study, however, that it is a component necessary to achieve the
integrative function of PA, and must be considered at least on a par with
the performance evaluation itself. Just as we correctly worry about the
validity of our performance measurements to avoid jeapordizing
organfzationnl needs, we must also worry about the validity of our PA
practices in meeting individual needs because without the integration of

the two neither will be accomplished.
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