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Abstract 

A client organization found no consensus to adopt a proposed performance 

appraisal system because prospective users differed whether the system purpose should be 

developmental or administrative. The organization decided to survey user preferences. 

User reactions are the least researched appraisal system criteria, and preferences are the 

least studied reaction. No previous studies have measured user preferences for appraisal 

systems with different purposes. 

Appraisal purpose shapes appraisal system design. Administrative systems employ 

between-person comparisons using global, norm-referenced rankings. Developmental 

systems employ within-person comparisons using dimensional, criterion-referenced 

ratings. Some experts argue the two purposes are incompatible, while others believe they 

can't be separated. 

The researcher developed an appraisal system preference scale using 187 students. 

The scale was unidimensional with good reliability. Students rated four appraisal systems: 

administrative only, developmental only, combined, and separated. Combined systems 

pursue both purposes simultaneously while separated systems pursue both purposes 

sequentially. In study 1, students preferred developmental only or combined systems and 

least preferred administrative only systems. 

In Study 2, the· researcher surveyed prospective client organization users, 

presenting the same four appraisal systems. Of 274 users, 78 responded. Users rated, 

ranked, and chose alternatives from paired-comparisons. Users preferred developmental 

only or combined systems and least preferred administrative only systems. 
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User preferences explain the lack ofconsensus for adopting a proposed separated 

system. The researcher recommends a developmentally-focused, combined system to the 

client organization. The low response rate for Study 2 limits its generalizability. Future 

research could study reasons for appraisal system preferences. 



User Preferences And Appraisal Purpose 1 

User Preferences For Appraisal Systems With Different Purposes 

The client organization for the current study is a regional campus of a multi-

campus, state university system. The state university system decentralizes the design of 

staff compensation systems and related performance appraisal systems. The client 

organization does not have a merit pay system for staff. Staff pay increases granted at the 

start of each fiscal year have been based on an across-the-board percentage plus increases 

based on length of service. The client organization does not have a performance appraisal 

system for staff, however, employees with faculty appointments are appraised by their 

supervisors for merit pay increases. Because the client organization wished to explore the 

possibility ofbasing annual staff increases at least partially on merit, a Performance 

Evaluation and Merit Pay Task Force was formed. The Task Force membership included 

representatives from the biweekly and professional Staff Councils as well as the Academic 

Administrative Council. Mohrman, Resnick-West, and Lawler (1989) recommend such an 

approach as it builds commitment to a new system. 

The Task Force conducted two surveys of the staff who would be rated and the 

administrators who would rate staff performance if a merit system was adopted. The firs.t 

survey was a performance appraisal design questionnaire and the second survey was a 

merit pay system design questionnaire. The response rates to the two surveys were 

relatively low: 34.5% for the performance appraisal design questionnaire and 28.6% for 

the merit system design questionnaire. 

The performance appraisal design questionnaire asked respondents to choose 4 out 

of 13 possible purposes for a performance appraisal system. The 13 potential purposes 



User Preferences And Appraisal Purpose 2 

were grouped into three categories as follows: 

(1) strategic (linking employee effort to campus goals, linking employee effort to 

departmental objectives, and communicating campus values to staff); 

(2) developmental (clarifying individual goals and expectations, identifying individual 

training needs, providing developmental feedback, coaching performance improvement, 

and determining individual career progression goals); and 

(3) administrative (linking pay to performance, making promotion decisions, making 

retention decisions, and evaluating human resource systems). 

The top ranked purposes included providing developmental feedback (61 .8% of 

respondents selecting) and linking pay to performance (59.6% ofrespondents selecting). 

When asked which of the appraisal purpose categories were most important, 49.4% 

selected developmental, 39.3% selected administrative, and 11 .2% selected strategic. This 

pattern of responses was similar for both supervisors and non-supervisors and by 

functional classification (i.e., biweekly staff, professional staff, academic administrator). 

These responses indicated support for a system with both administrative and 

developmental purposes. 

In response to a statement that performance ratings should be used to determine 

merit increases, 84.3% responded either "strongly agree" or agree" . In response to a 

statement that the evaluation form should include an overall rating that could be used to 

link pay to performance, 7 5.3% responded either "strongly agree" or agree" . In response . 

to a statement that the evaluation form should discuss the ratee's strengths and 

weaknesses, 88.8% responded either "strongly agree" or agree". In response to a 
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statement that the evaluation form should describe employee development needs, 82.0% 

responded either "strongly agree" or agree". This pattern of responses was similar for 

both supervisors and non-supervisors and for all functional classifications. These 

responses also indicated support for a system with both administrative and developmental 

purposes. As recommended by Mohrman et al. (1989), the survey responses were used to 

develop comprehensive specifications for a performance evaluation and merit pay system. 

The system specifications were developed to reflect the preferences for specific system 

design features selected by a majority of survey respondents. Based on the survey 

responses, the Task Force developed specifications for a "separated" performance 

appraisal system with parallel administrative and developmental purposes. The 

specifications called for separate administrative and developmental appraisal discussions to 

be conducted several months apart. 

Because the proposed specifications represented a major organizational change, 

they were presented for in-depth discussion at meetings of the constituent groups affected. 

The system specifications were presented to the support and professional Staff Councils, 

the Academic Administrative Council, the Chancellor's Staff, and several divisional 

meetings. None of these meetings resulted in a consensus to adopt the proposed 

performance evaluation and merit pay system specifications. A major concern expressed 

in these ·meetings was that the proposed system was too burdensome. There were 

questions whether the benefits of the proposed system warranted the effort required for its 

implementation. Some meeting participants suggested eliminating the developmental 

aspects of the proposed system. Other meeting participants suggested focusing on a 
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developmental purpose and not linking pay to performance. 

To resolve this dilemma, the client organization decided to conduct a preference 

poll presenting potential raters and ratees with a choice of appraisal systems with different 

purposes. The choices offered included systems with: (1) a developmental purpose only; 

(2) an administrative purpose only; (3) combined developmental and administrative 

purposes conducted at the same time; and (4) separated developmental and administrative 

purposes conducted in parallel at different times (i.e., the Task Force proposal). The two 

previous surveys asked respondents to choose among detailed appraisal system design 

features which had not been combined into integrated whole systems. The goal of the 

preference poll was to focus the choice on whole systems rather than components. 

The challenge presented by the client organization was thus to measure user 

preferences for appraisal systems with different purposes. To meet this challenge, the 

performance appraisal literature was reviewed with two different foci: (1) assessing user 

preference for appraisal systems; and (2) designing appraisal systems with different 

purposes. 

Assessing User Preference For Appraisal Systems 

Murphy and Cleveland (1995) refer to user reaction criteria as the "neglected 

criteria" in appraisal research (p 310). Although most research has focused on the 

psychometric characteristics of the performance measures, employee opinions about the 

appraisal process may be as crucial or more crucial to its long-term effectiveness (Dipboye 

& de Pontbriand, 1981; Keeping & Levy, 2000; Waldman, 1997). Bernardin and Beatty 

(1984) advocated that future research should emphasize appraisal satisfaction due to its 
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critical role in determining appraisal effectiveness. Thomas and Bretz (1994) stated user 

acceptance research is virtually nonexistent even though user acceptance is a major 

concern ofpracticing managers in America's largest companies. Reaction criteria place a 

ceiling on the effectiveness of appraisal systems - user acceptance is a necessary, but not 

sufficient condition for an appraisal system to be effective (Murphy & Cleveland, 1995; 

Hedge & Borman, 1995). 

Measuring User Reactions 

There are many ways to operationalize employee reactions to performance 

appraisals (Cawley et al, 1998; Keeping & Levy, 2000). Roberts (1992) asserted that one 

of the serious weaknesses in performance appraisal research is the lack of a clear and 

consistent definition and operationalization of appraisal system acceptance. Several 

different types·of dependent variables have been used to assess reactions to performance 

appraisals including perceived utility, fairness, accuracy, performance improvement, and 

satisfaction (Giles & Mossholder, 1990; Keeping & Levy, 2000). Satisfaction appears to 

be the most frequently used reaction measure (e.g., Dorfman, Stephan, & Loveland, 1986; 

Mount, 1984; Russell & Goode, 1988; Silverman & Wexley, 1984). Giles and 

Mossholder ( 1990) noted that one of the advantages of satisfaction measures is that they 

assess both fairness cognitions and simple affect (i.e., feelings and emotions). This 

affords a broader indicator of individuals' reactions (Lam & Schaubroeck, 1999) than 

more specific, cognitively oriented criteria such as perceived utility (Giles & Mossholder, 

1990). 

In their meta analysis of 27 field studies investigating the relationship between 
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participation and reactions to performance appraisal;· Cawley et al. (1998) classified and 

coded reaction measures as one of the following categories: satisfaction, motivation to 

improve, utility, fairness, and "other". Measures coded as satisfaction were further 

divided into satisfaction with the appraisal session (interview) and satisfaction with the 

appraisal system, when possible. This is consistent with previous research suggesting that 

some aspects ofan appraisal may be differentially related to these two different types of 

satisfaction (e.g., Giles & Mossholder, 1990; Mount, 1984). Although the current study 

is concerned with user preferences for appraisal systems, a review ofthe appraisal system 

-- satisfaction literature is warranted because user preferences should be associated with 

user appraisal system satisfaction. 

There is no widely agreed upon scale by which fairness perceptions should be 

measured and there are also no standard questionnaires for the measurement ofappraisal 

satisfaction (Cardy & Dobbins, 1994). A number of studies have used single-item 

measures of appraisal satisfaction (e.g., Bannister, 1986; Jordan, 1990; Landy, Barnes, & 

Murphy, 1978). The classic study by'Landy et al. (1978) included both fairness and 

accuracy in the same single-item measure. Hedge and Teachout (2000) commented that a 

single-item measure ofuser acceptance is too simplistic to represent a broad, multifaceted 

construct. Roberts (1992) concluded that user acceptance consists ofmore than a single 

attitude, but rather represents a series of distinct components that combine to create a 

global attitude or affective orientation. Patten ( 1998) observed that most attitudes are 

complex constructs consisting ofmany elements. She advised using multiple items in an 

attitude scale. She also advised including only one point per item (e.g., fairness or 
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accuracy, but not both). The current study seeks to develop a multiple item appraisal 

system preference scale. 

Thomas and Bretz (1994) concluded that real organizational concerns, such as 

how different appraisal system designs affect employee attitudes, have not been properly 

studied. Satisfaction studies, such as those reference above, ask for reactions to an 

appraisal system that has been implemented rather than a system being proposed. 

Assessing User Preferences 

Waldman (1997) remarked that a possible limitation of reactions research is that 

reactions represent an attempt to gauge beliefs and attitudes after the fact. Reactions 

seek to measure perceptions or degree of satisfaction with an existing system. An 

assessment ofuser reactions to an appraisal system only addresses the status quo and is 

inherently limited to what that system is offering (Waldman, 1997). In contrast, 

preferences allow for the study of broader design issues and possibilities (Waldman, 

1997). Acceptance of an appraisal system is largely dependent on how the system 

incorporates user preferences and expectations (Manshor & Kamalanabhan, 2000). Bretz, 

Milkovich, and Read (1992) criticized the fact that appraisal systems are typically designed 

by personnel specialists with little or no input from users. Bretz et al. (1992) suggested 

that research efforts be increasingly geared toward identifying the needs and preferences 

of users. Along similar lines, Mohrman et al. (1989) argued that the best way to·ensure 

the acceptability of a performance appraisal system design is to let users participate in 

creating it. 

One way to determine user preferences for proposed systenf alternatives would be 
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to conduct an experiment. The experiments conducted by Tziner, Joanis, and Murphy 

(2000) and Lam and Schaubroeck (1999) are examples. The random assignment of 

employees to different appraisal systems is not an acceptable approach in the current client 

organization. In essence, the current study seeks to evaluate alternative performance 

appraisal systems before they are implemented. Because an experimental design is not a 

feasible approach to answer the present research question, employee preferences for 

appraisal systems with different purposes must be assessed in a different way. Only a 

handful of studies have measured user preferences for proposed performance appraisal 

systems (Manshor & Kamalanabhan, 2000). 

Dickinson and Zellinger (1980) studied the preferences of 86 veterinary medicine 

students for three different rating scale formats to be used in student evaluations of 

faculty. A single-item measure of preference was used: "Which form do you prefer?". 

Love (1981) conducted a field study of 145 police officers and 33 oftheir supervisors to 

gauge reactions to three different peer assessment methods (peer ratings, peer rankings, 

and peer nominations). The dependent variable was a seven-item measure of ratee 

reactions. The responses indicated a general negative set towards all three peer 

assessment methods. A MANOV A did not find any significant differences in user 

reactions to the three peer assessment methods. One of the risks in measuring user 

preferences is that users may not prefer any ofthe choices. The current study will thus ask 

respondents to rank the four appraisal systems alternative along with the choice of 

adopting no system. 

The client organization in the current study can not rely on the results of 
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preference studies conducted elsewhere because the results from these studies are highly 

specific and not generalizable, but can use them for methodological suggestions. As a 

follow-up to Dickinson and Zellinger's study (1980), Wiersma and Latham (1987) 

conducted a field study to examine the rating scale preferences of27 technical managers 

and 38 programmer-analysts in a financial institution. Wiersma and Latham (1987) were 

interested in preferences for three different rating scales: behavioral observation scales 

(BOS), behavioral expectations scales (BES), and trait scales. Each rating scale was 

measured with a 24-item attitude scale representing seven different criteria. A composite 

ofall 24 items formed an eighth criterion. At the end of the questionnaire, respondents 

were asked to rank order the three alternative scales. This study illustrated how user 

preferences might be measured with both ratings and rankings in the same questionnaire. 

Both ratings and rankings will be incorporated into the current study. 

In a field study of88 faculty members, Farh, Werbel, and Bedeian (1988) 

compared a self-appraisal based performance evaluation (SABPE) with a traditional 

supervisory evaluation (TSE). The two systems were compared on four criteria - fairness, 

accuracy, comfortableness, and superiority - using a 7-point measurement scale with 

anchors corresponding to the criteria. For example, the anchors for the fairness criterion 

ranged from "Definitely less than TSE" (1) through "About the same" (4) to "Definitely 

more than TSE" (7). In addition, faculty members were asked to judge on a three point 

scale ( 1 = SABPE, 2 = about the same, 3 = TSE) which approach they deemed more 

effective for evaluating their performance. While this study is an interesting approach to 

preference measurement, it did not use more traditional Likert scales which are generally 
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recommended for attitude measurement (Patten, 1998). Likert scales assume roughly 

equivalent intervals between alternative responses (Devellis, 1991 ), thus better fitting the 

assumptions for tests ofdifferences among means as proposed in this study. Also, the 

scales used in this study are designed to compare two choices rather than four. 

Waldman (1997) conducted two field studies examining user preferences among 

76 employees of a Canadian telecommunications conglomerate and 200 employees ofa 

department of the Canadian federal government. He developed an eight-item scale (a= 

.86) measuring preference for a 360 degree feedback appraisal system and a four-item 

scale (a = .69) measuring preference for a group-based performance appraisal system. 

The development of separate scales for each appraisal system choice made it difficult to 

compare relative preferences among choices. The current study seeks to measure relative 

preferences among choices and so it will use the same scale to measure preferences among 

the four systems. 

Gosselin, Werner, and Halle (1997) surveyed 265 full-time, employed Canadian 

MBA students for their preferences concerning seven performance management and 

appraisal issues. One of the survey questions asked the respondents to rank five potential 

uses ofappraisal information: salary increases, promotion, training, career development, 

and displacement (layoff). This study used ranking to encourage respondents to 

discriminate among items. The present study intends to use both rating and ranking of 

appraisal system design alternatives. 

Manshor and Kamalanabhan (2000) conducted a field study ofuser preferences for 

appraisal system design alternatives, including: frequency ofappraisal, frequency of 
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feedback, source of feedback, and use of appraisal information. They surveyed 52 raters 

and 122 ratees in Malaysian telecommunications companies, comparing the preferences of 

raters and ratees on the system design alternatives. For example, respondents ranked five 

potential uses for appraisal information: salary increment, promotion, displacement, 

training, and career development. Significant differences in mean rankings were found 

between raters and ratees for three of the five appraisal uses, all three of which were 

administrative uses. Ratees ranked salary increment and promotional uses significantly 

higher (p < .05) than raters. Raters ranked use for displacement significantly higher than 

ratees. No significant differences were found between raters and ratees on training and 

career development uses. Both raters and ratees gave high rankings to these two 

developmental uses. Because of differences in cultures, these findings may not generalize 

to an American sample, and thus to the client organization. This study also illustrates the 

use of ranking of alternatives as proposed in the current study. 

Relationship of Appraisal Purpose and User Preferences 

The current study seeks to gauge user preferences for appraisal systems with 

different purposes. Boswell and Boudreau ( 1997) suggested that employee attitudes may 

vary depending on perceptions of how performance appraisal is used. While there are no 

studies of user preferences for proposed appraisal systems with different purposes, there 

are a handful studies of user satisfaction with appraisal systems having different purposes. 

It seems reasonable to assume that user acceptance of existing appraisal systems is 

indicative of user preferences for proposed appraisal systems. According to Dorfman et 

al. (1986), the administrative and developmental purposes of performance appraisals may 
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differentially affect ratee satisfaction. Bretz et al. (1992) concluded that research is only 

beginning to address how appraisal purpose affects ratee reactions to appraisal systems. 

Waldman, Bass, and Einstein (1987) reported the results of a factor analysis of 

questionnaire items pertaining to performance appraisal satisfaction. Three factors 

emerged with eigenvalues above 1.0, accounting for 86% of the common variance. The 

factors were: (1) satisfaction with reward outcomes; (2) satisfaction with current 

performance; and (3) satisfaction with future development. The satisfaction with reward 

outcomes factor consisted of four items (a. = .7 5) and included items such as, "In general, 

how satisfied are you with the employee appraisal system as a means of allocating 

organizational rewards?" . The satisfaction with current performance factor consisted of 

four items (a. = . 71) and included items such as, "How frequently does your supervisor 

discuss how well your are doing with regard to your major performance factors?" . The 

satisfaction with future development factor consisted of four items (a.= .83) and included 

items such as, "To what extent do you feel that the employee appraisal system is used to 

provide feedback toward future professional development?" . Waldman et al.'s (1987) 

factor analysis supports the idea that appraisal purpose may differentially affect user 

acceptance of appraisal systems. 

Several studies suggest that satisfaction with appraisal systems would be enhanced 

by having a developmental purpose. McEvoy (1990) surveyed 128 public sector 

managers in five organizations to gauge their approval of subordinate appraisal of 

managers overall. He also measured approval of subordinate appraisal of managers for 

developmental and administrative purposes separately. Approval of subordinate appraisal 
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ofmanagers dropped significantly as it began to count toward pay and promotions. 

Pooyan and Eberhardt (1989) conducted a field study of408 employees and 257 

of their supervisors in a state university. They found that discussion ofnon-supervisory 

ratees' career and personal development during the appraisal interview had a small, but 

positive impact on satisfaction with the appraisal session. In a longitudinal field study of 

417 employees and 391 of their supervisors in a multi-industry corporation, Nathan, 

Mohrman, and Milliman ( 1991) examined the effect ofcareer discussion in the appraisal 

session on ratee satisfaction. They found a significant correlation between discussion of 

career issues and ratee satisfaction (r= .42, p <.05). In a hierarchical regression predicting 

satisfaction with the appraisal, career discussion in the appraisal session was a significant 

predictor (8R2 = .08, p <.001). Because career issues reflect a developmental purpose, 

these studies suggest a preference for appraisal systems with a developmental purpose. 

Boswell and Boudreau (1997) conducted a field study of 139 employees in a 

production tool facility. The dependent variable was satisfaction with the appraisal. Two 

scales were created for perceived administrative use and perceived developmental use (a = 

. 70 and . 77 respectively). Administrative uses included salary administration, promotioi:i 

decisions, and termination decisions. Developmental uses included providing performance 

feedback, identification ofindividual training needs, and determination of transfers and 

assignments. There was a significant positive effect ofperceived development use on 

performance appraisal satisfaction (p = .26, t = 3.52, p < .01). The effect of perceived 

administrative use ofappraisal on satisfaction was non-significant. This study also 

suggests a preference for appraisal systems with a developmental as opposed to an 



User Preferences And Appraisal Purpose 14 

administrative purpose. 

Other studies suggest that an administrative purpose enhances satisfaction with an 

appraisal system. Fedor and Bettenhausen (1989) conducted a quasi-experimental study 

with 208 undergraduate students using a manipulation similar to Farh, Cannella, and 

Bedeian (1991 ). The students were assigned to course sections where peer evaluations 

were used either for grading or feedback purposes. The dependent variable was user 

acceptance. Students reacted more favorably to the peer evaluation system when the peer 

evaluations counted toward their participation grade. 

In a field study of 121 supervisory-employee pairs in a· university, Dorfman et al. 

( 1986) found that discussion of pay and advancement in the appraisal session was 

associated with higher levels ofemployee satisfaction. Because they controlled for the 

ratee's performance level, they concluded that a discussion ofadministrative consequences 

had effects on employee satisfaction beyond those related to performance level (see 

discussion of the effect of ratee rating on satisfaction below). In a field study of 102 

exempt textile employees, Giles and Mossholder (1990) found that a two-item s~lary 

linkage factor significantly predicted satisfaction with the performance appraisal system 

(~R2 = .10, p < .001), but not satisfaction with the performance appraisal session. 

Roberts (1992) found that the link between performance and personnel decision making 

explained 7% of the variance in perceived performance appraisal system effectiveness. 

These studies suggests a modest preference for appraisal systems with an administrative 

purpose. 

Studies of the relationship between appraisal purpose and user acceptance report 
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mixed findings . Some studies find that a developmental purpose enhances user acceptance 

while other studies find that an administrative purpose enhances user acceptance. None of 

these studies measured user preferences for appraisal systems with different purposes. 

Assuming that user satisfaction is indicative of user preferences, the studies reviewed do 

not clearly suggest a preference for either an administrative or a developmental purpose. 

Relationship of Appraisal Characteristics and User Preferences 

In general, research suggests that allowing employees to participate in the rating 

process is associated with positive employee reactions to the appraisal (e.g., Dipboye & de 

Pontbriand, 1981 ; Giles & Mossholder, 1990; Landy et al., 1978; Nathan et al., 1991; 

Pooyan & Eberhardt, 1989; Roberts, 1994; Tharenou, 1995). Cawley et al.'s (1998) meta 

analysis of27 field studies investigating the effects of participation on employee reactions 

to performance appraisal found that appraisal participation was strongly related to 

satisfaction (p = .64). In a field study of 65 hospital employees, Silverman and Wexley 

(1984) found that employees who participated in the development of the rating scale were 

more satisfied with the appraisal session and more willing to improve their performance 

than were non-participants (t = 2.92, p < .01). Preference polling, as proposed in the 

present study, could be viewed as a form of employee participation in the design of an 

appraisal system. It is possible that the mere act of conducting a preference poll could 

influence employee attitudes towards a·ppraisal systems in a positive direction. 

Landy et al. (1978) conducted a field study of 711 exempt employees in a 

manufacturing company. They identified four significant predictors of perceived fairness 

and accuracy of performance appraisals including plans developed with supervisor for 
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eliminating weaknesses. The development of plans to eliminate weaknesses reflects a 

developmental purpose. This study thus suggests a preference for appraisal systems with 

a developmental purpose. 

In a field study of 165 bank tellers from three banks, Dobbins Cardy, and Platz-

Vieno (1990) found that participation, development ofaction plans, and existence ofa 

formal rater training program were positively correlated with appraisal satisfaction. The 

participation in the development ofaction plans identified by Dobbins et al. ( 1990) would 

seem to be part of an appraisal system intended for developmental versus administrative 

purposes. Dobbins et al.'s (1990) study also would suggest a preference for appraisal 

systems with a developmental purpose. 

As cited in Hedge and Borman (1995) and Hedge and Teachout (2000), 

Kavanagh, Hedge and colleagues found several attitudes toward the appraisal system were 

significant predictors of appraisal acceptability across studies. These included attitudes 

about whether the appraisal system allowed raters to distinguish between ratees' 

proficiencies. Distinguishing between ratees' proficiencies involves between-person 

comparisons associated with an administrative appraisal purpose (see discussion of the 

differences between administrative and developmental appraisals below). In contrast to 

the studies referenced above, the work ofKavanagh, Hedge and colleagues would suggest 

a preference for appraisal systems with an administrative purpose. 

Using hierarchal regression, Hedge and Teachout (2000) found that six factors 

predicted acceptability to job incumbents conducting self and peer ratings, including 

consideration of situational constraints. For supervisory raters, six factors were identified 
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as predictors ofacceptability, including consideration of situational constraints. Because 

of the need to make attributions in an appraisal conducted for administrative purposes, 

consideration of situational constraints is more important for administrative versus 

developmental appraisal purposes. This study also suggests a preference for appraisal 

systems with an administrative purpose. 

Studies ofappraisal system characteristics do not provide a clear prediction of 

preferences for appraisal systems with developmental or administrative purposes. 

Relationship ofRatee Rating to User Preferences 

There are no studies of the relationship of ratings most recently received by ratees 

and appraisal system preferences. Studies of the relationship of ratee ratings to user 

satisfaction should be indicative of the relationship of ratee ratings to user preferences. In 

a field study of474 exempt employees ofa research and development organization, 

Dipboye and de Pontbriand ( 1981) found the level ofthe most recent evaluation 

accounted for 25% of the variance in appraisal satisfaction. A number of studies report 

similar findings (Dobbins et al, 1990; Dobbins, Platz, & Houston, 1993; Dorfman et al. , 

1986; Evans & McShane, 1988; Klein & Snell, 1994; McEvoy & Buller, 1987; Nathan et 

al. , 1991 ; Pearce & Porter, 1986; Russell & Goode, 1988). While most research has 

found a significant relationship between past ratings and appraisal satisfaction, a few 

studies have not (Cederblom & Lounsbury, 1980; Landy, Barnes-Farrell, & 

Cleveland, 1980). 

The present study seeks to determine the extent to which ratees' expected 

performance ratings influence their preference for different appraisal systems. For 
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example, do ratees with lower expected ratings prefer developmental appraisals while 

those with higher expected ratings prefer administrative appraisals? Pearce and Porter 

(1986) found that subordinates can accurately report their most recent appraisals. Russell 

and Goode (1988) found a significant correlation between actual ratings and manager's 

recall of their own ratings (r = .44, p < .001). The correlation was not as high as expected 

due to an upward bias in recalled ratings. Ilg en, Peterson, Martin, and Boeschen ( 1981) 

found that subordinates reported their overall performance as being significantly higher 

than did their supervisors (t = -2.02, p < .01). While an upward bias in expected ratings is 

likely, measures of association with appraisal system alternatives should not be affected as 

long as most respondents overestimate their expected rating and there is no ceiling effect. 

Relationship ofRatee Demographics and User Preferences 

The present study is interested in differences in reactions to proposed performance 

appraisal systems among exempt professional versus non-exempt biweekly staff Several 

studies suggest more educated and higher status ratees have less positive reactions to 

appraisal systems (Burke, Deszca, & Weitzel, 1982; Ilgen et al., 1981; McEvoy & Buller, 

1987). Exempt professional positions are higher paying and have higher educational 

requirements and thus have higher status. Because exempt professionals have higher 

status, they could be expected to have less favorable reactions to the proposed 

performance appraisal systems. However, many of the professional staff members are also 

supervisory raters. 

Several studies have found that rater satisfaction with appraisal systems is more 

positive than that of ratees (Ilg en et al., 1981; Mount, 1983; Mount, 1984; Pooyan & 
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Eberhardt, 1986). Hedge and Teachout (2000) found that factors influencing user 

acceptance ofappraisal systems differed between raters and ratees. Roberts (1992) 

conducted a factor analysis of22 items related to user acceptance, appraisal fairness, and 

appraisal system effectiveness. His analysis indicated that managerial and employee 

acceptance were separate and distinct constructs. 

In a field study of 94 employees and 34 supervisors in three banking institutions, 

Williams and Levy (2000) found that supervisors were more satisfied as ratees with the 

appraisal system than were employees. They also found that organization level was 

significantly associated with both appraisal satisfaction (r = .62, p < .01) and perceived 

procedural fairness (r = .52, p < .01). Both of these relationships were completely 

mediated by perceived system knowledge. These results suggested that the effect of 

organizational level on employee appraisal satisfaction was significant only through its 

effect on employee's knowledge and understanding of the appraisal system. Ofcourse, 

higher level managers who were promoted from within may have a more positive view of 

the appraisal system that contributed to their promotion. Williams and Levy (2000) 

suggested that organizations may be able to manage user acceptance ofappraisal systems 

by increasing levels of perceived appraisal system knowledge. 

The present study is interested in differences in reactions to proposed performance 

appraisal systems among academic supervisors who are raters only, staff supervisors who 

are both raters and ratees, and non-supervisory staff who are ratees only. Research would 

suggest that different reactions can be expected from individuals in these different roles. 

Raters are likely to be more positive about the proposed appraisal systems. By educating 
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employees about appraisal system alternatives, an employee preference poll might enhance 

perceived appraisal system knowledge and thus ratee acceptance. 

Designing Appraisal Systems for Different Purposes 

Landy and Farr (1980) proposed a component model of performance appraisal 

systems. Their component model consisted of system inputs, processes, and outcomes. 

System inputs included: (1) roles (i.e., rater and ratee); (2) vehicle (e.g., rating 

instrument); and (3) context (e.g., the nature of the organization, position characteristics, 

and appraisal purpose). These system inputs interacted to shape the appraisal process 

(e.g., rater training, rater cognitive processes, rater behavior, ratee participation). The 

appraisal process then determined the system outcomes (e.g., the psychometric properties 

of the ratings, user acceptance). Landy and Farr (1980) stated that the purpose of the 

appraisal is ofcentral importance: it influences the type of rating instrument used as well 

as the rating process. Murphy and Cleveland (1995) proposed that the purpose of 

appraisal influences the ratings and the effectiveness of the system. 

Effect ofAppraisal Purpose on Rater Cognitive Processes 

A number ofresearchers have investigated the effect of appraisal purpose on 

cognitive processes (Murphy & Cleveland, 1995). DeNisi, Cafferty, and Meglino (1984) 

proposed a cognitive model of the performance appraisal process which included appraisal 

purpose. They theorized that the purpose of the appraisal can determine the types of 
I 

information sought and the categories used by the rater for encoding and storage in 

memory. Raters can seek three types of information: (1) consensus (how others perform 

the same task); (2) distinctiveness (how the ratee performs other job tasks); and 
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consistency (how the ratee has performed this particular task in the past) (DeNisi et al. , 

1984). When raters make comparative decisions (i.e., for administrative purposes), they 

seek consensus information. When providing feedback about strengths and weaknesses 

(i.e., for developmental purposes), raters seek distinctiveness information. 

Raters search for different information depending on the purpose of the appraisal 

(Williams, DeNisi, Blencoe, and Cafferty, 1985). Raters were found to search for more 

comparative (i.e., consensus) information when they had to select one of the ratees for 

some treatment. In reviewing the implications of this study, Peters and DeNisi (1990) 

explained that raters required more information overall and more comparative information 

when they were required to make designation decisions, particularly for administrative 

purposes. The type of information sought by raters thus differs depending upon the 

purpose of the appraisal system, and this affects the appraisal system design. 

As is discussed below, ratings are often used for both developmental and 

administrative purposes simultaneously. The current study seeks to compare preferences 

for appraisal systems with single versus multiple purposes. It has been shown that 

cognitive processes are different depending on the performance appraisal purpose 

(Bernardin & Beatty, 1984; Boswell & Boudreau, 1999). Murphy and Cleveland (1995) 

suggest that if the rater has one purpose in mind and then is asked to use the appraisal for 

an alternafive purpose, the rater will have difficulty processing the information for that 

alternative purpose. If raters try to keep multiple purposes in mind (which is the most 

typical situation), there is a risk offailing to provide useful information for any of the 

purposes (Murphy & Cleveland, 1995). Mcintyre, Smith and Hassett (1984) speculated 
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that rating purpose may have more of an emotional effect on raters than a cognitive effect. 

There is a possibility that raters prefer appraisal systems with a single rather than multiple 

purposes because of these difficulties. 

Appraisal Purpose is Not a Unitary Construct 

Appraisal purpose is not a unitary construct (Ilgen, Barnes-Farrell, & McKellin, 

1993). Different researchers have used different appraisal purpose categories, particularly 

in laboratory experiments. Bernardin and Beatty (1992) used three different purposes in 

their laboratory experiment: merit pay, training and development, and retention. In 

laboratory experiments, Farh and Werbel (1986) studied the effect of grading and research 

purposes on self-appraisals and Farh et al. (1991) studied the effect ofgrading and 

feedback purposes on peer ratings. In their laboratory experiment, Mcintyre et al. (1984) 

manipulated three purpose instructions: hiring, course improvement, and "research only. 

In their laboratory experiment, Murphy, Balzer, Kellam, and Armstrong (1984) 

manipulated two purpose instructions: research only and decisions about future 

assistanceships. Shore, Adams, and Tashian (1998) manipulated two purposes in their 

laboratory experiment: feedback for development and decisions about future 

assistanceships. Dobbins, Cardy and Truxillo (1988, study 1) used experimental and 

administrative purposes in their laboratory experiment. Jawahar and Stone (1997) used 

merit pay and training purposes in their laboratory experiment. 

Field studies tend to assess purposes more relevant to human resources practice. 

Bernardin, Orban, and Carlyle (1981) used two rating purposes in their field study: 

personnel decision making and feedback only. Harris, Smith and Champagne (1995) 
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compared research ratings with administrative ratings from personnel files. Clayton and 

Ayres' (1996) case study of an Australian government agency described two different 

appraisal systems: one for managers whose purpose was to support administrative 

decisions and one for staff whose purpose was personal development. 

Cleveland, Murphy, & Williams (1989) surveyed 106 members ofDivision ·14 

(Society oflndustrial-Organizational Psychology) of the American Psychological 

Association, asking them to rate the impact of 20 separate uses of performance appraisal. 

Four factors were hypothesized to fit the data and were found to be an acceptable fit using 

confirmatory factor analysis. The four factors were: (1) between-person comparisons; (2) 

within-person comparisons; (3) systems maintenance uses; and ( 4) documentation uses. 

The between-persons factor included: salary administration, promotion, retention or 

termination, recognition of individual performance, layoffs, and identification of poor 

performers. The within-persons factor included: identification of individual training 

needs, performance feedback, determining transfers and assignments, and identification of 

individual strengths and weaknesses. The system maintenance factor included: personnel 

planning, determination of organizational training needs, evaluation of goal achievement, 

assistance in goal identification, evaluation of personnel systems, and identification of 

organizational development needs. The documentation factor included: criteria for 

validation research, documenting personnel decisions, and meeting legal requirements. All 

four factors were positively correlated. Cleveland et al. (1989) concluded that these 

correlations are one indication that organizations tend to use performance appraisal for a 

variety of purposes rather than a single purpose. Nearly 70% of the respondents had mean 
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ratings above the scale midpoint ( 4 = moderate impact) for both the between-persons and 

within persons factors (Cleveland et al., 1989). These two factors correspond to 

administrative and developmental purposes. Gosselin et al. (1997) observed that the 

systems maintenance and documentation appraisal purpose factors are of more interest to 

the organization than to raters or ratees. 

Two Most Common Purposes in Organizations: Administrative and Developmental 

While a number ofdifferent definitions ofappraisal purpose have been used in 

research, most management theorists argue that the two most prevalent purposes are 

administrative and developmental (Cleveland et al, 1989; Dorfman et al., 1986; Gosselin et 

al., 1997; Harvey, 1995; Ilgen & Feldman, 1983; Jawahar & Williams, 1997; Latham & 

Wexley, 1993; Mohrman et al., 1989; Murphy & Cleveland, 1995, Thomas & Bretz, 

1994). Beer ( 1981) defined the administrative appraisal as", ·" seeking information from 

individuals on which to base rewards and make personnel decisions" (p 27). He described 

its goals as including: (1) to provide feedback to ratees so that they know where they 

stand; (2) to develop valid data for pay and promotion decisions; and (3) to help the rater 

in making discharge and retention decisions. Latham and Wexley (1993) described 

administrative appraisals as serving personnel decisions such as promotions, transfers, 

demotions, layoffs, terminations, salary increases, bonuses, etc. Murphy and Cleveland 

(1995) described administrative appraisals as a decision aid for deciding who should be 

promoted, terminated, given a raise, and so forth. Boswell and Boudreau (1999) defined 

evaluation (i.e., administrative purpose) as "comparing an individual's performance to a set 

standard, other organizational members, or the individual's previous performance" (p 6). 
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They noted that evaluation supports human resource activities such as salary 

administration, promotion and termination decisions, and identification and/or recognition 

ofgood or bad performance. 

Beer ( 1981) defined the developmental appraisal as, "seeking the development of 

individuals through counseling, coaching, and career planning" (p 27). He described its 

goals as including: (I) to counsel and coach ratees so that they improve their performance 

and develop future potential; (2) to develop ratee organizational commitment through 

discussion of career development; (3) to motivate ratees through recognition and support; 

(4) to strengthen rater-ratee relations; and (5) to diagnose individual and organizational 

problems. Latham and Wexley ( 1993) described developmental appraisals as enhancing a 

ratee's abilities and motivation. Murphy and Cleveland (1995) described developmental 

appraisals as providing feedback to enhance future performance. Boswell and Boudreau 

( 1999) defined development as "any effort concerned with enriching attitudes, 

experiences, and skills which improves the effectiveness ofemployees" (p 6). They 

offered the following examples ofdevelopmental performance appraisal use: identifying an 

individual's strengths and weaknesses, setting goals, and identifying training needs. 

Latham and Wexley (1993) commented that the administrative and developmental 

purposes ofappraisal are interrelated: a ratee' s abilities and motivation will affect 

subsequent administrative decisions, and administrative decisions affect a ratee' s ·· 

subsequent abilities and motivation. While these two purposes are interrelated, they 

necessitate different appraisal system design choices (Latham & Wexley, J 993). 
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Differences Between Administrative and Developmental Appraisals 

An appraisal system designed for administrative purposes differs significantly from 

one designed for developmental purposes. These differences manifest themselves along a 

number of dimensions: 

1. Focus ofcomparison. Administrative appraisals focus on between-person 

comparisons while developmental appraisals focus on within-person comparisons 

(Cleveland et al., 1989; Gosselin et al., 1997; Ostroff, 1993). 

2. Rater information sought. In the administrative appraisal, the rater seeks 

consensus information while in the developmental appraisal the rater seeks 

distinctiveness information (DeNisi et al., 1984). ' ' 

3. Basis of comparison. Administrative appraisals are more likely to be norm-

referenced while developmental appraisals are more likely to be criterion-

referenced. Administrative appraisals are based on the ratee's standing relative to 

relevant others (Bernardin et al, 1981) while developmental appraisals are based on 

the ratee's performance compared to standards. 

4. Method of comparison. Administrative appraisals tend to use ranking metho~s 

or forced distributions while developmental appraisals use rating methods. 

Administrative appraisals seek to measure performance compared to relevant 

others while developmental appraisals seek to measure performance of a ratee on 

specific work dimensions. According to Mohrman et al. ( 1989) forced-choice and 

comparison methods ofappraisal are highly useful for administrative appraisals, 

but are low on usefulness for developmental appraisals. In contrast, critical 
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incident methods of appraisal are highly useful for developmental appraisals, but 

are low on usefulness for administrative appraisals (Mohrman et al., 1989). 

Supervisors tend to dislike forced choice methods. 

5. Source of ratings: Administrative appraisals are less likely to use peers (Farh et 

al., 1991) and subordinates as ratings sources than are developmental appraisals 

(Murphy & Cleveland, 1995). Self-appraisals are best suited for developmental 

rather than administrative purposes (Bretz et al., 1992; Farh & Werbel, 1986). 

6. Type of rating(s). Administrative appraisals require a single rating (e.g., a 

global or overall rating or the sum of dimensional ratings) while developmental 

appraisals require dimensional ratings (Cardy & Dobbins, 1994; Mohrman et al., 

1989). The global (or overall) rating from an administrative appraisal is used as 

the basis for making personnel decisions. The dimensional ratings from a 

developmental appraisal are used to identify areas of individual performance 

needing improvement (Bernardin & Beatty, 1984). In two laboratory experiments 

involving undergraduates, Cardy and Sutton (1996) found that rankings were more 

accurate than ratings when the judgment mode was global rather than dimensional. 

7. Focus of feedback. An administrative appraisal provides feedback about 

comparative performance and relative accomplishments (Mohrman et al., 1989). 

A developmental appraisal provides feedback on strengths and weaknesses 

(Mohrman et al., 1989) and areas to improve performance (Boswell & Boudreau, 

1999). Developmental feedback includes the way the work is performed and how 

it could be improved. 
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8. Role of the rater. In administrative appraisals, the rater plays the role of a 

judge while in developmental appraisals the rater plays the role of a coach (Ilgen & 

Feldman, 1983; Meyer, 1991 ; Meyer, Kay, & French, 1965; Sashkin, 1981). 

9. Role of the ratee. In an administrative appraisal, the ratee seeks to withhold 

negative information which could be used in decisions that adversely affect the 

ratee (Mohrman et al., 1989). In a developmental appraisal, the ratee seeks to 

seeks to identify areas of weakness needing coaching and development (Mohrman 

et al., 1989). 

10. Appraisal session content. An administrative appraisal session typically 

discusses outcomes and results and whether they can be attributed to the ratee 

(i.e., ratee traits) or the situation (i.e., circumstances beyond the ratee' s control). 

Ilgen and Feldman (1983) theorized that raters must decide if an event or behavior 

covaries with the ratee or the situation. According to Bernardin & Beatty (1984), 

raters have a tendency to make attributions, particularly when they must make 

recommendations '(e.g., pay and promotions). A developmental appraisal session 

typically discusses ratee strengths and weaknesses and developmental actions that 

could improve performance. 

11 . Appraisal session outcome. The outcome of an administrative appraisal is 

information needed to make personnel decisions (e.g., pay increase, promotion). 

The outcome of a developmental appraisal session is often an individual 

developmental action plan. 

12. time perspective. Administrative appraisals look primarily at past 
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performance over the rating period while developmental appraisals look at 

improving future performance (Cummings, 1976; Mohrman et al., 1989; Prince & 

Lawler, 1986). 

13. Appraisal frequency. Administrative appraisals are typically conducted 

annually in conjunction with pay allocation decisions while developmental 

appraisals should be conducted more often throughout the year (Boswell & 

Boudreau, 1999; Meyer et al., 1965). Latham and Wexley (1993) commented that 

an athletic coach would be fired if appraisals were only done at the end of the 

season. They concluded that coaching must be provided on an on-going basis. 

14. Appraisal timing. Administrative appraisals tend to be conducted on a 

common date (i .e., focal point) while developmental appraisals tend to be 

conducted on individually staggered dates (Mohrman et al., 1989). A common 

date facilitates comparisons between ratees. Developmental appraisals tend to 

require lengthy discussions that are better spread over time. 

These many differences between administrative and developmental appraisals are 

summarized in table 1 below. 
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Table 1 

Differences Between Administrative and Developmental Appraisals 

Dimension Administrative Appraisal Developmental Appraisal 

Focus of comparison between-persons within-persons 

Rater information sought consensus (how others distinctiveness (how ratee 

perform) performs other tasks) 

Basis of comparison norm-referenced criterion-referenced 

Method of comparison ranking rating 

Source of ratings rater rater, ratee, peers, 

subordinates 

Type of rating( s) global (overall) dimensional 

Focus of feedback comparative performance; areas to improve 

relative accomplishments performance 

Role of the rater judge coach 

Role of the ratee withhold negative identify weaknesses needing 

information development 

Appraisal session content outcomes and results; strengths and weaknesses; 

person/situation attribution development needs/actions · 

Appraisal session output information for decisions developmental plan 

Time perspective past future 

Appraisal frequency annual throughout the year 

Appraisal timing focal point (common date) individually staggered dates 
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Conflict Between Administrative and Developmental Appraisals 

A number ofmanagement theorists have concluded that the administrative and 

developmental purposes of performance appraisal are incompatible (e.g., Beer, 1981; 

Boswell & Boudreau, 1999; Harvey, 1995; Sashkin, 1981). As described above, 

administrative appraisals rely on between-person comparisons ofglobal rankings while 

developmental appraisals rely on within-person comparisons of dimensional ratings. 

Between-person global rankings can lose their connection to absolute levels of 

performance and do not tell the ratee specifically what he or she needs to do to improve 

performance (Mohrman et al., 1989). Within-person dimensional ratings do not provide 

the information needed for administrative decision making (Mohrman et al. , 1989). When 

an appraisal system is used for both administrative and developmental purposes, both 

purposes are likely to suffer (Murphy & Cleveland, 1995). In an experime·ntal study, 

Jelley and Goffin (2001) found that enhancing rating accuracy for developmental purposes 

reduced accuracy for administrative purposes. 

Administrative appraisals require raters to make'judgments affecting ratees' futures 

(Beer, 1981). When raters communicate these judgments, they are often called upon to 

justify their appraisal, as organizational rewards are often at stake. This can result in an 

adversarial relationship, faulty listening, and low trust which is not conducive to coaching 

and development (Beer, 1981; Longnecker, Sims, & Gioia, 1987). For example, a ratee 

could successfully complete all agreed upon developmental actions and yet find his or her 

relative standing in an administrative appraisal unchanged. Meyer ( 1991) observed that 

the ratee' s defensive reactions are so common, and the ego involvement in the salary 
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discussion so powerful, that attempts to coach the ratee are almost futile. Harvey ( 1995) 

observed that salary administration involves the allocation of scarce increase dollars based 

on evaluation, rating, and ranking. Sashkin ( 1981) described pay allocation as a zero-sum 

exercise requiring peer comparisons. The more severe the perceived administrative 

consequences of a negative rating, the greater the incentive for the rater to be lenient (Farh 

et al., 1991). Longnecker et al. (1987) asserted that pay linkages increase the likelihood 

that ratings will be manipulated. 

Developmental appraisals cast the rater in the role of coach, listening to ratee 

problems and helping the ratee identify and overcome weaknesses (Meyer et al., 1965). 

Ilgen and Feldman (1983) referred to the "coaching functions" of appraisal systems as 

providing feedback and developmental support. Harvey (1995) commented that the focus 

of ratee development is coaching and continuous improvement. Different communication 

processes are required for administrative versus developmental appraisals (Beer, 1981 ). 

Coaching requires the rater to be non-threatening (Ilgen & Feldman, 1983). The rater is in 

the incompatible position ofbeing both judge and helper when administrative and 

developmental purposes are combined (Beer, 1981 ; Meyer et al, 1965). The rater roles ~s 

an accurate observer/recorder and as an accurate evaluator/judge also have different 

cognitive task requirements (Ilgen et al. , 1993). 

Beer ( 1981) observed that giving negative feedback to a ratee makes it difficult for 

the rater to maintain positive relationships with the ratee. A rater's performance typically 

requires maintaining the commitment ofratees. When appraisals are used for 

administrative purposes (e.g., pay and promotion), raters' beliefs about other raters affect 
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how they evaluate their ratees. Relative comparisons become important in the allocation 

of scarce resources. Ifa rater believes other raters are inflating their ratings, then that 

rater is inclined to also inflate his or her ratings (Bernardin & Orban, 1990). 

Ratings collected for multiple purposes may be different from ratings collected for 

a single purpose (Cleveland et al., 1989; Milkovich & Wigdor, 1991). Cleveland et al. 

(1989) argued that it is unlikely that the same performance appraisal will provide valid 

information about both between- and within-person distinctions. Accuracy in 

distinguishing between individuals is largely independent ofaccuracy in distinguishing an 

individual's strengths· from his or her weaknesses (Murphy, Garcia, Kerkar, Martin, & 

Balzer, 1982). Williams et al. (1985) showed that acquiring information for one type of 

decision may hinder one's ability to make other types of decisions with that information. 

In traditional rating systems requiring the rater to focus on multiple purposes, the rater 

may focus on only one purpose, disregarding the others (Longnecker et al., 1987). 

Because the need to make administrative decisions is important to organizations, 

development is the function likely to be disregarded (Harvey, 1995; Roberts, 1998). The 

rater can spend so much time explaining and justifying administrative appraisals that 

discussion ofhow the ratee can grow and develop gets squeezed out (Latham & Wexley, 

1993). 

Clayton and Ayres (1996) reported a case study ofan Australian government 

agency that implemented an appraisal system for administrative purposes for its managers 

and an appraisal system for developmental purposes for its staff The developmental 

appraisal system for staff was successful while the administrative appraisal system for 
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managers had minimal effect. Because the administrative system for managers was 

mandated, its minimal impact may be attributed to a lack of ownership rather than the 

purpose of the system (Clayton & Ayres, 1996). 

Research examining the conflict between administrative and developmental 

appraisals is rare (Boswell & Boudreau, 1999). Milkovich and Wigdor ( 1991) asserted 

that actual appraisal systems used by organizations are complex because of their multiple 

purposes, making hypothesis testing difficult in field settings. According to Boswell and 

Boudreau (1999), we know little about employee reactions to combined versus separated 

administrative and developmental appraisals. ·-

The first, and perhaps most frequently cited research (Boswell & Boudreau, 1999), 

on multiple appraisal uses is a study conducted at General Electric by Meyer et al. (1965). 

Based on interviews, questionnaires and observations of appraisal sessions with 92 

employees, Meyer et al. (1965) concluded that separate appraisals should be held for 

different purposes. As a result, about half the managers in the General Electric study 

adopted a separate work planning and review (WP&R) system that did not include 

summary judgments or ratings. In comparing the WP&R system to the traditional 

approach, Meyer et al. (1965) found that ratees in the WP&R group expressed 

significantly more favorable attitudes and were more likely to have taken actions to 

improve their performance. Prince and Lawler ( 1986) challenged Meyer et al." s ( 1965) 

recommendation to split the administrative from the developmental appraisal as being 

either based on logic or inferred indirectly from their data. Because Meyer et al.' s ( 1965) 

study was not designed to compare split versus combined appraisals, this is a valid 
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challenge. 

To test the conclusions ofMeyer et al. (1965), Prince and Lawler (1986) 

conducted a field study involving 770 employees at nine sites of a multi-industry company. 

The dependent variables were the utility of the appraisal, satisfaction with the appraisal 

session, and perceived performance improvement. The independent variables included 

scales measuring the salary discussion focus and the career development focus of the 

appraisal session. They found that salary discussion had no impact or a slightly positive 

impact. Boswell and Boudreau (1999) commented, however, that Prince and Lawler's 

(1986) manipulation was limited and the measures focused only on the extent to which 

salary discussion was part ofthe appraisal session. It is thus not clear whether 

developmental and administrative appraisal purposes are indeed incompatible. 

Appraisal System Design Alternatives 

Mohrman et al. (1989) recommended that it is critical to decide the purpose ofan 

appraisal system before proceeding with its design. They reasoned that this is analogous 

to determining the destination for a ship before sailing. Murphy and Cleveland (1995) , 

however, observed that there have been relatively few empirical tests of the idea that 

appraisal purpose should affect the design ofan appraisal system. 

Some management theorists argue that there should be separate appraisal systems 

for administrative and developmental purposes (Beer, 1981; Harvey, 1995; Meyer, 1991 ; 

Sashkin, 1981). Using an appraisal system for multiple purposes can be ineffective 

because the best system design varies for each purpose (Boswell & Boudreau, 1999). The 

optimal system for encouraging development differs from the optimal system for 
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·administrative purposes. Bartol and Locke (2000) reasoned that there are also procedural 

justice reasons for separating administrative and developmental appraisals. Ifnew 

appraisal data surfaced during a dual purpose appraisal session, raters are rarely 

empowered to change pay allocations without first clearing them with their immediate 

superiors (Bartol & Locke, 2000). Sashkin ( 1981) asserted that the surest way to ruin an 

otherwise good appraisal system is to require the rater to perform both roles in one 

appraisal session. Harvey ( 1995) claimed that as long as the administrative and 

developmental purposes are connected, ratees will not receive accurate feedback about 

their strengths and developmental needs. Roberts ( 1998) commented that there is no 

consensus in the appraisal literature on whether there should be a separation of the 

administrative and developmental appraisals. 

· 1t is common practice for organizations to use appraisals for multiple purposes (Ilgen 

et al., 1993; Meyer, 1991; Mohrman et al., 1989; Murphy & Cleveland, 1995; Ostroff, 

1993). Mohrman et al., (1989) reported that 459 out of 510 firms (90.0%) used 

appraisals to determine merit increases and 442 of these same 510 firms (86.7%) used 

appraisals as a basis for providing feedback. In a survey of250 SHRM (Society for 

Human Resource Management) members, Smith, Hornsby, and Shirmeyer (1996) found 

that most companies used performance appraisal for multiple purposes. Ofthe 136 

companies represented, 112 (82.4%) used appraisals for salary decisions, 111 (82.2%) 

used appraisals to define employee objectives for the coming period, and 98 (72.1 % ) used 

appraisals to identify training needs. 

Ilgen and Feldman ( 1983) questioned whether the administrative and 
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developmental purposes of appraisal can or· should be separated. They reasoned that the 

rater and ratee can not avoid considering reward implications even if they are not 

discussed in the appraisal session. Further, feedback in a developmental discussion has 

reward implications. Ilg en and Feldman ( 1983) concluded that "trying to separate the two 

promotes a benign fiction at best, hypocrisy at worst" (p 178). Prince and Lawler ( 1986) 

challenged an assumption inherent in split appraisal discussions that ratees will accept a 

separate pay discussion even though it is an important topic to them. For many ratees, the 

only valid reason for completing an appraisal is to determine pay (Roberts, 1998). 

Dorfman et al. (1986) found that the administrative and developmental purposes of 

appraisal each had unique impacts on outcome measures. Because the administrative 

purpose of appraisal did not completely overwhelm the developmental purpose; they 

asserted that their findings together with those ofPrince and Lawler (1986) provide 

support ofllgen and Feldman's (1983) position that the two should not be separated. 

The current study envisions presenting subjects with four different appraisal system 

design alternatives: (1) administrative purpose only; (2) developmental purpose only; (3) 

combined administrative and developmental purposes conducted at the same time; and(~) 

separated administrative and developmental purposes conducted in parallel at different 

times. Subjects will be asked to rate each alternative on an appraisal system preference 

scale and then rank the four· alternatives along with a fifth option ofadopting none of the 

alternative appraisal systems. 

Hypotheses 

The common employer practice of using appraisal systems for multiple purposes 
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would seem to reflect a widespread preference for appraisal systems with multiple rather 

than single purposes. Ifusers can not see a separation of the developmental and 

administrative appraisal purposes, as asserted by Ilg en and Feldman ( 1983 ), then both 

raters and ratees are more likely to prefer a system with both purposes conducted 

simultaneously rather than separated in time. The lack of consensus among the client 

organization's prospective users for the originally proposed system specifications may 

reflect a preference for a system with both purposes conducted simultaneously. The users 

may have seen a system with separate administrative and developmental purposes 

conducted at different times as requiring more effort. The prospective users may not have 

perceived any conflict in accomplishing administrative and developmental purposes 

simultaneously. 

Hypothesis 1 : The client organization users will prefer a combined 

appraisal system with both administrative and developmental purposes conducted 

at the same time. 

Hypothesis la: Users will rate this alternative more highly than the 

alternative systems. 

Hypothesis lb: Users will rank this alternative more highly than the 

alternative systems or no system. 

A summary of the preference rating and ranking hypotheses is shown ih table 2 below. 



User Preferences And Appraisal Purpose 39 

Table 2 

Summary ofPreference Rating/Ranking Hypotheses 

Hypothesis Type Choices Predicted Preferences 

Hla Rating administrative only combined/same time 

developmental only 

combined/same time 

separated/different times 

Hlb Ranking administrative only combined/same time 

developmental only 

combined/same time 

separated/different times 

none of these systems 

Studies of the relationship of user demographics to user acceptance would suggest 

significant differences in reactions could be expected based on functional classification 

(i.e., academic administrators, exempt professional staff, and non-exempt biweekly staff). 

The previous survey conducted in the client organization, however, did not reveal a 

significantly different pattern of responses based on functional classification. Because the 

more highly educated professional staff are often supervisors, the more favorable reaction 

associated with the supervisory role may offset the less favorable reaction associated with 

more education. No significant differences based on functional classification are thus 

expected. 

Hypothesis 2: There will be no differences in preferences based on 
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functional classification. That is, there will be no differences in the preferences of 

(1) academic administrators, (2) exempt professional staff, and (3) non-exempt 

biweekly staff 

Studies of the relationship ofuser supervisory role to user acceptance would 

suggest significant differences can be expected based on role (i.e., rater only, both rater 

and ratee, and ratee only). The previous survey conducted in the client organization, 

however, did not reveal a significantly different pattern of responses between supervisors 

and non-supervisors. To the extent that the process of surveying user preferences 

enhances perceived system knowledge (Williams & Levy, 2000), differences in role-

related reactions to appraisal systems may be diminished. No significant differences based 

on role are expected. 

Hypothesis 3: There will be no differences in preferences based on role. 

That is, there will be no differences in the preferences of ( 1) academic supervisors 

who would be raters only and are ratees under a different system, (2) staff 

supervisors who would be both raters and ratees, 'and (3) non-supervisory staff 

who would be ratees only. 

As previously reported, the most highly ranked purpose out of 13 choices in the 

earlier client organization survey was providing developmental feedback. Respondents to 

this survey also rated developmental purposes more highly than administrative or strategic 

purposes. Based on the previous client organization survey, it is expected that systems 

with a developmental purpose only will be preferred over those with an administrative 

purpose only. 
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Hypothesis 4 : Given a choice of either an appraisal system with an 

administrative purpose only or an appraisal system with a developmental purpose 

only, significantly more respondents will choose an appraisal system with a 

developmental purpose only. 

Based on studies of the relationship between ratee ratings and user acceptance, 

ratee's expected ratings should influence the type of appraisal system preferred. Ratees 

who expect lower ratings would seem more likely to prefer an appraisal system with a 

developmental purpose only while ratees who expect higher ratings would seem to prefer 

an appraisal system with an administrative purpose only. Ratees who expect higher 

ratings are more likely to receive the rewards associated with administrative appraisals. 

Hypothesis 5: There will be a significant difference in the mean expected 

performance ratings of ratees who prefer an appraisal system with a developmental 

purpose only versus those who prefer an appraisal system with an administrative 

only purpose. 

Consistent with hypothesis 1, it is expected that appraisal systems with multiple 

purposes will be preferred over those with either a developmental or administrative 

purpose alone. The previous client organization survey found support for an appraisal 

system with both administrative and developmental purposes. This indicates support 

among client organization users for an appraisal system with multiple purposes. 

Hvoothesis 6: Given a choice of either an appraisal system with a single 

purpose or an appraisal system with multiple purposes, significantly more 

respondents will choose an appraisal system with multiple purposes. 
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Hypothesis 6a: Given a choice of an appraisal system with an 

administrative purpose only or a combined appraisal system with both 

administrative and developmental purposes conducted at the same time, 

significantly more respondents will prefer a combined appraisal system with both 

administrative and developmental purposes conducted at the same time. 

Hypothesis 6b: Given a choice of an appraisal system with a 

developmental purpose only or a combined appraisal system with both 

administrative and developmental purposes conducted at the same time, 

significantly more respondents will prefer a combined appraisal system with both 

administrative and developmental purposes conducted at the same time. 

Hypothesis 6c: Given a choice of an appraisal system with an 

administrative purpose only or a separated appraisal system with parallel 

administrative and developmental purposes conducted at different times, 

significantly more respondents will prefer a separated appraisal system with parallel 

administrative and developmental purposes conducted at different times. 

Hypothesis 6d: Given a choice of an appraisal system with a 

developmental purpose only or a separated appraisal system with parallel 

administrative and developmental purposes conducted at different times, 

significantly more respondents will prefer a separated appraisal system with parallel 

administrative and developmental purposes conducted at different times. 

Consistent with hypothesis 1, it is expected that users will prefer a system with 

combined administrative and developmental purposes conducted at the same time rather 
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than separated appraisals conducted at different times. 

Hypothesis 7: Given a choice of a combined appraisal system with both 

administrative and developmental purposes conducted at the same time or a 

separated appraisal system with parallel administrative and developmental purposes 

conducted but at different times, significantly more respondents will prefer a 

combined appraisal system with both administrative and developmental purposes 

conducted at the same time. 

A summary of the paired comparison hypothesis are shown in table 3 below. 

Table 3 

Summary ofPaired Comparisons Hypotheses 

Hypotheses Choice 1 Choice 2 Predicted Preference 

H3 administrative developmental developmental 

H6a administrative combined/same time combined/same time 

H6b developmental combined/same time combined/same time 

H6c administrative separated/different separated/different 

times times 

H6d developmental separated/different separated/different 

times times.. 
H7 combined/same time separated/different combined/same time 

times 

Study 1 

Because no existing scale measured user preferences for appraisal systems with 
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different purposes, a scale needed to be developed. The goal of study 1 was thus to 

develop a performance appraisal system preference scale using a student sample which 

would be used in a second study with the client organization prospective users. A pilot 

test of the appraisal system preference scale was conducted to reduce the number of scale 

items to a smaller subset that were unidimensional and had acceptable reliability. 

Methods 

Study 1 asked students to rate four alternative appraisal systems, each having 

different purposes. 

Participants 

The initial 12-item appraisal system preference scale was pilot tested on 187 client 

organization students: 84 undergraduate psychology students and 103 undergraduate 

business students. No identifying information was collected from the students. 

Procedures 

The appraisal system preference questionnaires were distributed to undergraduate 

psychology students through the Psychology Lab Office. Participating psychology 

students picked-up the questionnaire and an informed consent statement from the 

Psychology Lab office and received credit toward required enrichment points or extra 

credit when they returned a completed questionnaire. The researcher presented the 

preference questionnaire to the undergraduate business students during regularly 

scheduled class meetings and gave the students the option ofnot responding. 

To prevent an ordering effect from influencing respondents' preferences, there 

were four different versions of the questionnaire. The four different questionnaire 
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evaluation results in a single rating of the ratee ' s performance. This single rating is used 

as a basis for making administrative decisions such as merit increases and promotion. The 

appraisal discussion looks back at how the ratee has performed over the past rating 

period. 

2. Developmental Appraisal Only: 

In a developmental appraisal system, the supervisor compares information about ratee 

performance across different work dimensions. The supervisor seeks information about 

how the ratee performed different tasks relative to work standards. The supervisor's 

evaluation results in ratings along different work dimensions. These dimensional ratings 

are used to identify areas of performance strength and weakness. This information is then 

used to prepare developmental action plans to improve the ratee's future performance in 

specific dimensions. 

3. Combined (i.e, both administrative and developmental appraisals conducted at the 

same time): 

A combined appraisal system' combines the administrative and developmental appraisals, 

with both conducted together. The supervisor looks at performance across ratees and 

across tasks to produce a single rating and dimensional ratings. When a supervisor has 

only one or a few ratees to rate, single ratings from several supervisors are pooled and 

reviewed at the next level ofsupervision to determine relative standing or ranking. The 

single rating looks at past performance over the rating period and is used to make 

administrative decisions. The dimensional ratings are used to identify areas of 

performance strength and weakness and to discuss improvement in specific work 
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dimensions. Both types of ratings are discussed in the same session. 

4. Separated (i .e., parallel administrative and developmental appraisals conducted at 

different times): 

In a separated appraisal system, the administrative and developmental appraisals are 

conducted a few months apart so as to minimize any conflict in the supervisor roles of 

judge and coach. The supervisor looks at performance across ratees and across tasks to 

produce both a single rating and dimensional ratings. When a supervisor has only one or 

a few ratees to rate, single ratings from several supervisors are pooled and reviewed at the 

next level of supervision to determine relative standing or ranking. The single rating 

looks at past performance over the rating period and is used to make administrative 

decisions. The dimensional ratings are used to identify areas of performance strength and 

weakness and to discuss improvement in specific work dimensions. These two different 

types of ratings are discussed in separate sessions a few months apart. 

Measures 

The dependent variable in Study 1 was the mean rating on a performance appraisal 

system preference scale and the independent variable was the appraisal system design. 

The pilot appraisal system preference scale included the following items which were 

developed based on the literature review: 

1. This system would be a source ofgreat satisfaction. 

2. This system would produce fair evaluations. 

3. This system would produce accurate evaluations. 

4. This system would do little to improve performance (reverse scored). 



User Preferences And Appraisal Purpose 48 

5. This system provides too few benefits to warrant the effort it requires (reverse scored). 

6. This system would be a good way to assess staff performance. 

7. I would be very uncomfortable with this system (reverse scored). 

8. This system would be widely accepted by professional and biweekly staff 

9. This system would be my first choice. 

10. This system would be my last choice (reverse scored). 

11 . This system would motivate staff to be more effective. 

12. Evaluations produced by this system would be biased (reverse scored). 

Each of the scale items had five response choices: strongly agree, agree, neutral, disagree, 

and strongly disagree. A 1-5 Likert scale was used for scoring items on the scale: 

strongly agree = 1; agree = 2; neutral = 3; disagree = 4, and strongly disagree = 5. For 

reverse scored items: strongly agree= 5; agree= 4, neural= 3, disagree= 2, and strongly 

disagree = 1. The summary rating for an alternative was the sum ofthe item scores 

divided by the number of items. 

Results 

The 12-item pilot test scale was first factor-analyzed to check for 

unidimensionality. Four factor analyses using the principal components method were 

conducted: one for the ratings on each of the four alternative performance appraisal 

systems. The 12-item scale produced a one-factor solution when it was applied to the 

administrative only, combined, and separated system alternatives. For the developmental 

only alternative, it produced a three-factor solution. Four scale items were identified that 

loaded on the second and third factors : items 4, 5, 8 and 10. 
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Four reliability analyses of the 12-item pilot test scale were next conducted: one 

for the ratings of each ofthe four alternatives. The item..,total correlations for each item 

were examined and the internal consistency of the scale was assessed by computing 

coefficient alpha (DeVellis, 1991). The 12-item scale displayed high reliability when 

applied to the administrative only, combined, and separated alternatives: coefficient alphas 

of .92, 93, and .93 respectively. For the developmental only alternative, the coefficient 

alpha for the 12-item scale was .65 . The scale items with the three lowest item-total 

correlations on each of the four reliability analyses were identified. Items 4 and 12 had 

low item-total correlations on three of the four reliability analyses. Items 5 and 8 had low 

item-total correlations on two ofthe four reliability analyses. Items 7 and 11 had low 

item-total correlations on one of the four reliability analyses. 

The items which loaded on other factors and which had low item-totar correlations 

were dropped from the scale, leaving five items: 1,2,3,6 and 9. Factor analyses of this 5-

item scale applied to the four alternative appraisal systems produced one-factor solutions 

for all four alternatives. Reliability analyses of this 5-item scale applied to the 

administrative only, developmental only, combined, and separated system ratings produc~d 

coefficient alphas of .88, .73, .89, and .90 respectively. Several alternative 6-item scales 

were evaluated, but they either produced more than a one-factor solution for the 

developmental only alternative or did not improve reliabilify. The 5-item scale using items 

1,2,3,6 and 9 was thus selected for use in study 2. 

The researcher observed some ofthe business students completing the pilot 

questionnaires without first reading the descriptions ofthe four alternative systems. The 
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questionnaire was thus redesigned for Study 2 (see Appendix B) with an added page 

describing the four alternative appraisal systems to be read before ratings were requested . 

To prevent an ordering effect, four versions of this added page were developed as 

previously described. 

A 1 x 4 within-subjects ANOVA applied to the student ratings of the four 

alternative appraisal systems using the 5-item scale found a significant difference in the 

average ratings CE (1,182) = 36.85, p < .001). The effect size of appraisal purpose on 

student ratings of appraisal systems was between medium and large as measured by 112 

(Weinfurt, 2000). Appraisal purpose accounted for 17% of the variance in ratings. Each 

of the alternatives were rated on a scale with the most positive response, "strongly agree" 

= 1, and the least positive response, "strongly disagree" = 5. The lower the average 

rating, the more preferred the alternative. The mean ratings are shown in table 4. The 

post hoc significance of the difference in means was tested using pairwise comparisons 

with a Bonferroni adjustment for multiple comparisons. 

Table 4 

Mean Student Ratings of Appraisal Systems 

Appraisal System Alternative Mean Student Rating 

Combined 2.41 A (most preferred) 

Developmental Only } } 2.49AB 

Separated 2.64 B 

Administrative Only 3.07 c (least preferred) 

Cell means that do not share a subscript differ at p < .05 . 
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As shown in table 4, although the average rating for the combined system 

suggested it was the most preferred, it was not significantly different from the average 

rating for the developmental only alternative. The average rating of the separated system 

was significantly different from the combined and administrative only alternatives. The 

average rating of the administrative only system indicated it was the least preferred 

alternative and was significantly different from the other three. 

Study 2 

Having developed a reliable and unidimensional scale in Study 1, the goal of study 

2 was to measure client 'organization user preferences for the four different appraisal 

systems. 

Methods 

Study 2 asked respondents to first rate the four alternative appraisal systems. 

After rating all four alternatives, the respondents then ranked the alternatives along with 

the alternative of adopting none of the systems. The respondents further indicated a 

preference for each appraisal system individually paired with each of the three other 

systems. Respondents were then asked to estimate the overall performance rating they . 

would expect to receive if an appraisal system was adopted. 

Participants 

The participants in Study 2 were 12 academic administrators who supervise staff 

employees, 31 non-exempt biweekly staff employees, and 3 5 exempt professional staff 

employees. This represents roughly one-fourth of the client organization employees who 

would be users of an appraisal system if one were adopted. The participants were asked 
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to identify their age category, length of service category, role, functional classification, and 

expected rating (ratees only). The age and service categories combined did not uniquely 

identify an individual respondent. The distribution by functional classification of those 

sent questionnaires was compared to the actual distribution of respondents by functional 

classification to determine if there are significant differences. 

To assure that participant responses were anonymous and individual responses 

could not be traced to an individual, respondents were be asked to identify their age and 

length of service by category only rather than their actual age and length of service. 

Participants were asked to identify their age and length of service iri one offive categories. 

The "What is your age?" question had the following choices: below 32 years; 32 to 39 

years; 40 to 47 years; 48 to 52 years; and 53 years and above. The "What is your length 

ofservice" question liad the following choices: 1 year or less; 2 to 3 years; 4 to 6 years; 7 

to 10 years; and 11 or more years. The age and length of service brackets were developed 

by looking at prospective respondent age and length of service quintiles and by choosing 

understandable groupings. The age and length of service distributions of those sent 

questionnaires were compared with the respondent age and length of service distributio~s 

to determine ifthere were significant differences. A preliminary cross-tabulation of229 

non-exempt biweekly and exempt professional staff plus 36 academic administrators sent 

questionnaires by the age and service categories is shown in table 5 below: 
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Table 5 

Cross Tabulation ofParticigants by Age and Years of Service 

Years of Service Completed 

Age
-

<2 2 to 3 4 to 6 7 to 10 11+ Total 

below 32 25 10 5 0 0 40 

32 to 39 13 11 9 5 2 40 

40 to 47 18 12 7 11 17 65 

48 to 52 13 13 8 5 19 58 

53+ 6 6 10 7 33 62 

Total 75 52 39 28 71 265 

Potential ratees were asked to identify the performance rating they would expect 

to receive if a performance appraisal system was adopted that included an overall rating. 

The question "If a performance appraisal system was adopted that included an overall 

rating, what would you expect your rating to be?", included the following five response 

categories: outstanding (surpasses all performance standards by a wide margin); exceeds 

expectations (surpasses most performance standards); successful (meets all performance 

standards); needs improvement (falls below a few important performance standards); and 

unsuccessful (fails to meet a significant number ofperformance standards). A 1-5 Likert 

scale was used for scoring items on the expected performance rating question: 

outstanding= 5; exceeds expectations= 4; successful= 3; needs improvement= 2; and 

unsuccessful = 1. 
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Procedures 

The preference poll questionnaires were mailed to participants in individually 

addressed campus envelopes. The survey questionnaires were accompanied by a cover 

letter (see Appendix C). Mailing labels were affixed to each envelope to assure that every 

respondent received a questionnaire and no respondent received more than one 

questionnaire. The questionnaires sealed in the envelopes contained no identifying marks. 

To prevent an ordering effect from influencing respondents ' preferences, there 

were four different versions of the page describing the alternative appraisal systems as 

discussed in Study 1. The four different questionnaire versions were randomly assigned 

to participants. 

Participants were given up to four weeks from the date of distribution to respond 

to the tjoestionnaire. To encourage participants to respond, follow-up e-mail messages 

were sent to those sent questionnaires encouraging them to respond. The follow-up e-

mail messages were sent three weeks prior and one week prior to the deadline and offered 

to provide a replacement questionnaire. Respondents were asked to return the completed 

questionnaires to the researcher via the campus mail system. 

Materials 

The user questionnaire (see Appendix B) included five sections. The first section 

included a page describing the four alternative appraisal systems (with different four 

versions as noted above). The same performance appraisal system descriptions used in 

Study 1 were used in Study 2. The second section repeated the descriptions followed by 

the 5-item appraisal system preference scale for rating each of the alternatives. The third 
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section asked respondents to rank the four appraisal system choices along with the option 

of adopting none of the systems. The fourth section included six paired forced-choice 

questions. Each system was paired with the other three alternative appraisal systems with 

respondents asked to choose one system from each pair. The fifth section included the 

respondent demographic information described with the participants above. 

Measures 

The dependent variables were the mean rating on a performance appraisal system 

preference scale and the mean ranking of each alternative. The independent variables 

included the appraisal system design alternatives, role (rater only, both rater and ratee, 

ratee only), and functional classification (academic administrator, exempt professional 

staff, non-exempt biweekly staff). An additional independent variable associated with the 

paired forced-choice questions was the ratee's expected performance rating. 

Results 

A total of 274 questionnaires were sent and 78 responses were received. This 

represents a response rate of 28.5% and is comparable to the 28 .6% response rate for the 

previous merit system design questionnaire. There were no significant differences in the_ 

response rates by: functional classification Ci (2, N=78) = 0.75, Q = .69); age Ci (4, 

N=74) = 6.64, I!.= .16); or length of service (x2 (4, N=75) = 5.14, Q = .27). The study 

findings should thus generalize.to all prospective client organization users based on 

functional classification, age, and length of service. 

The items in the 5-item scale were originally embedded in a 12-item scale. 

Because changing.the item context could affect scale reliability, the coefficient alphas for 

http:generalize.to
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the 5-item scale were again checked. The ratings of the administrative only, 

developmental only, combined, and separated appraisal systems again produced very 

acceptable coefficient alphas of .94, .92, .96, and . 78 respectively. Factor analyses again 

produced one-factor solutions for the ratings ofall four alternatives. 

Each of the alternatives were rated on an appraisal system preference scale with 

the most positive response, "strongly agree" = 1, and the least positive response, "strongly 

disagree"= 5. The lower the average rating, the more preferred the alternative. A 1 x 4 

within-subjects ANO VA found a significant difference in the average ratings of the four 

alternatives (E. (1,75) = 16.6512 < .001). The effect size ofappraisal purpose on 

prospective user ratings ofappraisal systems was between medium and large as measured 

by TJ2. Appraisal purpose accounted for 18% of the variance in ratings. The mean 

prospective user ratings are shown in table 6. The post hoc significance of the difference 

in means was tested using pairwise comparisons with a Bonferroni adjustment for multiple 

compansons. 

Table 6 

Mean Prospective User Ratings ofAppraisal Systems 

Appraisal System Alternative Mean User Rating 

Developmental Only ) 2.50A (most preferred) 

Combined 

Separated } 
2.77AB 

3.09 B 

Administrative Only 3 .44 c (least preferred) 

Cell means that do not share a subscript differ at p < .05 . 
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Although the average rating of the developmental only system suggested it was the most 

preferred, it was not significantly different (Q = .68) from the average rating of the 

combined alternative. The average rating of the separated system was significantly 

different from the administrative only and developmental only alternatives. The average 

rating ofadministrative only system indicated that it was the least preferred and was 

significantly different from the other three alternatives. 

Each ofthe five alternatives were ranked with the most preferred alternative 

ranked "l" and the least preferred alternative ranked "5". The lower the average ranking, 

the more preferred the alternative. A significant portion (36%) of the respondents did not 

rank all five alternatives, particularly the last alternative of"none of these systems." The 

missing rankings were inserted based on the average of the remaining unused ranks. For 

example, if a respondent only ranked one alternative as his or her first choice (i.e., a " l "), 

the remaining four alternatives were assigned a rank of 3. 5. 

A 1 x 5 within-subjects ANOV A found a significant difference in the average 

rankings of the five alternatives (E (1,78) = 19.44, Q < .001). The effect size of appraisal 

purpose on prospective user rankings ofappraisal systems was approaching large as 

measured by r{ Appraisal purpose accounted for 20% of the variance in rankings. The 

mean prospective user rankings are shown in table 7. The post hoc significance of the 

difference in means was tested using pairwise comparisons with a Bonferroni adjustment 

for multiple comparisons. While an ANOV A assumes an interval scale and rankings are 

an ordinal scale, the ANOVA "is a very robust statistical procedure , and the assumptions 

can be violated with relatively minor effects" (Howell, 1997 p 321). Manshor and 
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Kamalanabhan (2000) used t-tests to compare mean rankings of ratees versus raters. 

Wiersma and Latham (1986) used an ANOV A to test differences in rank-ordered data. 

Table 7 

Mean Prospective User Rankings ofAppraisal Systems 

Appraisal System Alternative Mean User Rating 

Combined 2.14A (most preferred) 

Developmental Only 

Separated 
)) 2.59AB 

2.88 B 

Administrative Only 

None of these systems } 
3.56 c 

3.83 c (least preferred) 

Cell means that do not share a subscript differ at p < . 05. 

The average ranking of the combined system suggested it was the most preferred, 

but it was not significantly different (p = .37) from the average ranking for the 

developmental only alternative. The average ranking ofthe separated system was 

significantly different from all the alternatives except the developmental only alternative. 

The average ranking of the administrative only system was significantly different from all 

the alternatives except none of the systems. The alternative ofnone of these systems was 

ranked the least preferred, bufwas not significantly different from the administrative only 

alternative. 

The difference in rating preferences based on functional classification was tested 

with a 3 between- x 4 within-subjects ANOV A and was found not to be significant 

(E (2,73) = 1.20, p = .307). The difference in rating preferences based on role was tested 
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with a 3 between- x 4 within-subjects ANOVA and was found not to be significant 

CE (2, 73) = .97, 12 = .386). A 5 between- x 4 within-subjects ANO VA found no significant 

differences in rating preferences based on age CE (4,69) = 1.76, 12 = .147) or length of 

service CE (4,70) = .93, g = .450). 

Comparing systems with a single purpose, a developmental only versus 

administrative only system was preferred by 77.9% versus 22.1 % of the respondents Cx2 

(1, N=77) = 24.01, g > .001). 

Several tests were conducted of the difference in the portion of respondents 

choosing a system with multiple purposes (i.e., combined or separated) over a system with 

a single purpose (i.e., administrative only or developmental only) were: 

1. A combined versus administrative only system was preferred by 88 .0% versus 12.0% 

of the respondents Ci (1, N=75) = 43 .23, g < .001). 

2. A combined versus developmental system was preferred by 58.4% versus 41.6% of 

the respondents Cx2 (1, N=77) = 2.20, 12 = .138). This difference was not statistically 

significant. 

3. A separated versus administrative only system was preferred by 69.3% versus 30.7% 

of the respondents (x2 (1, N=75) = 11.21, g < .001). 

4 . A developmental only versus a separated system was preferred by 59.2% versus 40.8% 

of the respondents (X2 (1, N=76) = 2.579, g = .108). This difference was not statistically 

significant. 

Comparing systems with multiple purposes, a combined versus separated system 

was preferred by 68 .5% versus 31.5% of the respondents (X2 (1 , N=73) = 9.99, 12 < .002). 
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Respondents were asked to indicate the performance rating they would expect to 

receive on a five point scale ranging from 1 ="unsuccessful" to 5 ="outstanding". The 

difference in the average expected performance ratings of those preferring a 

developmental only versus an administrative only performance appraisal system was tested 

and found not to be significant(!= -.46, 12 = .65). The average expected rating of those 

preferring a developmental only system was 3.76 compared to an average of 3.65 for 

those who preferred an administrative only system ( 4 = "exceeds expectations"). Overall, 

the average expected performance rating was 3. 7 4. There was no significant difference in 

the average rating expected by professional (3.85) compared to biweekly clerical (3.60) 

staff(!= 1.35, 12 = .181). Two-thirds (66.7%) ofthe staff expected a rating equal to or 

greater than "exceeds expectations". 

Overall, the study found support for some hypotheses and not others. A summary 

of the hypotheses and associated findings appears in table 8. 
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Table 8 

Summary ofHypotheses and Findings 

Hypothesis Test Significant Supported 

la 1 x 4 within- Yes; .Q < .001 No; developmental only rated slightly, 

subjects but not significantly, higher than 

ANOVA combined 

lb 1 x 5 within- Yes; .Q < .001 Almost; rankings of combined slightly, 

subjects but not significantly, higher than 

ANOVA developmental only · 

1 See la, lb No; combined not significantly 

above different from developmental only 

2 3 between- x 4 No; .Q = .307 Yes; no difference in ratings based on 
.. 

within-subjects functional classification 

ANOVA 

3 3 between x 4 No; .Q = .386 Yes; no difference in ratings based on 

within-subjects role 

ANOVA 

4 chi-square Yes; .Q < .001 Yes; developmental only preferred 

over administrative only 

5 . 1-test No; .Q = .65 No; no difference in average expected 

rating based on above preferences 
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Table 8 

Summary ofHypotheses and Findings 

Hypothesis Test Significant Supported 

la 1 x 4 within- Yes; 12 < .001 No; developmental only rated slightly, 

subjects but not significantly, higher than 

ANOVA combined 

lb 1 x 5 within- Yes; 12 < .001 Almost; rankings of combined slightly, 

subjects but not significantly, higher than 

ANOVA developmental only 

1 See la, lb No; combined not significantly 

above different from developmental only 

2 3 between- x 4 No; 12 = .307 Yes; no difference in ratings based on 
.. 

within-subjects functional classification 

ANOVA 

3 3 between x 4 No; 12 = .386 Yes; no difference in ratings based on 

within-subjects role 

ANOVA 

4 chi-square Yes; 12 < .001 Yes; developmental only preferred 

over administrative only 

5 . !-test No; 12 = .65 No; no difference in average expected 

rating based on above preferences 
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Table 8 (Continued) 

Summary ofHypotheses and Findings(continued) 

6a chi-square Yes; p < .001 Yes; combined preferred over 

administrative only 

6b chi-square No; p = .138 No; combined only slightly favored 

over developmental only 

6c chi-square Yes; p < .001 Yes; separated preferred over 

administrative only 

6d 
·-

chi-square No; p = .108 No; developmental slightly, but not 

significantly, preferred over separated 

6 see 6a,6b,6c, Partially; multiple purposes preferred 

6d above only when administrative only is the 
·-

other choice 

7 chi-square Yes; p < .002 Yes; combined preferred over 

separated 

Discussion 

Implications for the Client Organization 

The findings of this study can be used to develop a more acceptable performance 

appraisal system for the client organization. The combination of ratings, rankings, and 

paired forced-choice questions produced rather consistent findings. The originally 

proposed system specifications presented to the client organization called for a separated 

performance appraisal system. The lack of consensus within the client organization for 
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adopting the proposed system specifications can now be, at least partly, attributed to the 

relative lack of support for a separated performance appraisal system. While a separated 

system was consistently preferred over an administrative only system in the ratings, 

rankings, and paired force-choice questions, it was not preferred over the combined or 

developmental only systems. 

The study findings do not clearly identify a preference for a combined over a 

developmental only system. The developmental only system was rated slightly higher than 

the combined alternative, but the difference was not statistically significant. The combined 

system was ranked slightly higher than the developmental only alternative, but the 

difference was not statistically significant. In the paired forced-choice question, more 

respondents (58.4%) preferred a combined system over a developmental only (41.6%) 

system, but the difference was not statistically significant. The study findings suggest that 

a combined system with more of a developmental focus would be most accepted by 

prospective users. 

The proposed system specifications called for a separate developmental assessment 

to be conducted by raters a few months after an administrative rating. The system 

specifications should be changed to conduct the developmental assessment at the same 

time as the rating ofjob specific expectations. This would move toward a combined 

performance appraisal system with more ofa developmental focus. Raters could then 

concentrate more on distinctiveness information, within-person comparisons, and criterion 

referenced ratings of specific work dimensions. The performance appraisal discussion 

could then focus more on strengths and weaknesses across work dimensions; areas 
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needing improvement, and developmental activities that would improve performance. 

The administrative only system was consistently the least preferred alternative on 

the ratings, rankings, and paired force-choice questions. The proposed system 

specifications called for the development ofdivisional comparative ratings. These 

divisional comparative ratings were to be developed by a divisional reviewer or a 

divisional review committee ranking supervisory ratings. The system specifications 

should delete these divisional comparative ratings. This would move the system 

specifications further toward a combined system with more of a developmental focus. It 

might also address some of the complaints about the initially proposed system 

specifications being too burdensome. 

The initial system specifications called for the divisional comparative ratings to be 

used in determining merit increases. Adopting merit pay without these comparative 

ratings would move the client organization further away from an administrative only 

appraisal system. Merit pay without these comparative ratings could consist of two parts: 

a policy ofno merit increases for staff on formal written performance warnings under a 

progressive discipline system and merit by exception (Coens & Jenkins, 2000). In 

essence, this approach focuses on the two tails of the performance distribution and 

assumes that most performance variations in the middle are largely system driven. Merit 

by exception means awarding merit increases only to those who are truly outstanding (i.e., 

outstanding = "to stand out"). Under merit by exception, a committee would review 

nominations for exceptional merit increases. All committee members would need to agree 

that a nominated individual was outstanding before an award was granted (Coens & 
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Jenkins, 2000). 

The initial system specifications included an overall supervisory rating of 

performance. The overall rating of performance should be retained and used as a factor in 

nominating staff for exceptional merit awards. Only 9. 5% of the respondents expected an 

overall rating of "outstanding". Unlike traditional merit increase systems, however, the 

rating of one or a few raters is not sufficient to justify an exceptional merit increase. Truly 

outstanding performance must be widely recognized throughout the organization under a 

merit by exception approach. The portion of staff members expecting exceptional merit 

awards should thus not be excessively great. The fact that 66.7% of the client 

organization respondents expected an "exceeds expectations" overall rating or greater 

suggests that many employees would be disappointed if a more traditional merit increase 

system was adopted. Ifmerit increases were based on supervisory ratings alone, as is 

done in a traditional merit increase system, a significant portion of staff would end-up 

being disappointed. 

The merit by exception approach should lessen the inherent conflict between the 

administrative and developmental rating purposes. By not directly linking the overall 

performance rating to a merit increase amount, a rater can focus on improving the ratee's 

performance rather than justifying a merit increase amount. The rater and ratee can 

become allies rather than adversaries. The rater can concentrate on coaching the ratee in 

achieving wider organizational recognition for excellent performance, thereby qualifying 

for an increase under a merit by exception approach. 

The expected performance ratings did not influence preferences for appraisal 
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systems with administrative only versus developmental only purposes. While it was 

hypothesized that those preferring an administrative only system would expect higher 

ratings, those preferring the developmental only alternative actually had slightly higher, but 

not significantly different, expected ratings. The preference for a combined system with a 

developmental focus can not be attributed to low performers seeking to escape 

accountability. 

The response rate of academic administrators was 34. 5%, not significantly 

different from the other functional classifications. Under any staff performance rating 

system, academic administrators will be raters only. Ifmany academic administrators were 

too busy to respond to the preference poll, they may also be too busy to administer a 

performance rating system. The proposed system specifications called for raters and 

ratees to agree on job specific performance expectations by March 1st of each year. This 

activity is scheduled to occur at the same time of year when the preference poll was 

conducted. The low preference poll response rate may signal a low level of effort in 

administering an appraisal system in the client organization. 

Implications for Future Preference Studies 

While user acceptance may be a major concern of practicing managers in 

America's largest companies (Thomas & Bretz, 1994), appraisal systems typically fail 

because they are designed by personnel specialists with limited input from prospective 

users (Schellhardt, 1996). Had the client organization implemented the initially proposed 

performance appraisal system specifications, it potentially could have ended-up with a 

number of dissatisfied users. The client organization would then have typified most 
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employers. A survey conducted by the Society for Human Resources Management 

concluded that more than 90% of appraisal systems are unsuccessful (Schellhardt, 1996). 

A 1993 survey by Development Dimensions International of 1, 149 human resources 

managers and others found overwhelming dissatisfaction with appraisal systems 

(Schellhardt, 1996). 

With the benefit of 20/20 hindsight, the user organization should have first 

surveyed user preferences for alternative appraisal systems before surveying preferences 

for specific system components. Hopefully, other employers can learn from this 

experience. The descriptions of the four appraisal system alternatives could be used by 

other employers in similar user preference studies. Study 1 developed a unidimensional 

and reliable appraisal system preference scale which others might use to measure 

preferences for alternative appraisal systems. 

Two client organization clerical support staff members responded saying they 

could not complete the survey because they did not understand the choices. For example, 

one respondent did not understand in an administrative only system how supervisory 

ratings would be pooled when a supervisor has only one or a few ratees to rate. 

Explaining the various alternative ways a rater's supervisor could pool administrative 

ratings to facilitate between-person comparisons could make the choice descriptions too 

complex. While there were no significant differences in the response rates among 

functional classifications, the response rate for clerical support staff (26. 1 % ) was slightly 

less than that for professional staff (29 .2%). No service-maintenance employees were 

included in the study 2 sample. If service-maintenance employees, who are generally not 
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as well educated, had been included in the sample, they may have experienced a 

significantly lower response rate. Preference survey designers need to be cautious in 

matching the complexity of the choices to the conceptual abilities of the prospective users. 

As hypothesized, there were no significant differences in client organization 

preferences based on functional classification or role. These hypotheses were based on 

previous experience with client organization surveys rather than the literature review. 

Studies cited in the literature review found differences in reactions to appraisal systems 

based on respondent demographics. The dependent variable measured in these studies 

was primarily satisfaction rather than preferences. Perhaps respondents can share 

preferences for proposed appraisal systems, but have different levels of satisfaction with 

implemented systems based on their function or role. 

The preferences of the client organization's prospective users are unique to that 

organization. Prospective users in other organizations will most likely have different 

preferences because of differences in their missions, climates, and cultures. While the 

findings of study 2 do not generalize beyond the client organization, together with the 

findings of study 1, they raise questions about employee preferences in general. Both th~ 

student sample and the client organization sample were consistent in preferring either a 

combined or a developmental only appraisal system. Both samples were also consistent in 

least preferring ari administrative only system. Perhaps the widespread dissatisfaction 

with performance appraisal systems is related to too much emphasis on administrative 

purposes in the eyes of system users. 

·· Designing appraisal systems based on user preferences may not translate into user 
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satisfaction with those systems. The common organizational practice of using appraisals 

for multiple purposes suggests that prospective users generally prefer a combined system. 

The widespread dissatisfaction with appraisal systems could be related to the common 

practice of using appraisals for both administrative and developmental purposes. 

Combining administrative and developmental purposes may be incompatible as argued by 

some management theorists. 

Limitations of the Current Study 

The relatively low response rate (28.5%) in study 2 could limit the generalizability 

of the study findings to all client organization prospective users. Respondents could differ 

from those who did not respond on variables other than functional classification, age, or 

length of service. For example, there possibly could have been significant differences in 

response rates from different divisions within the client organization. Perhaps those who 

participated in divisional discussions of the proposed system specifications better 

understood the choices. Adding respondent demographic variables would have increased 

the likelihood of uniquely identifying a respondent and may have diminished the response 

rate. Conducting meetings with all employees to discuss the choices before conducting 

the preference . poll may have increased the response rate and enhanced respondent 

understanding of the choices. 

The descriptions of the four appraisal system choices did not include estimates of 

how much time and effort each may require of the rater and the ratee. If such information 

was available, it might have dramatically affected the preferences of the prospective users. 

Each respondent had to make his or her own assumptions about the amount of time and 
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effort required. The estimates of some individuals could have been unrealistic. 

A high percentage (36%) ofrespondents did not rank all five alternatives. The 

filling-in of missing values based on the average of the unused ranks may not have 

reflected the intent of the respondents. While this is a common approach to filling-in 

missing ranking values, it could have distorted the findings. The consistency of the 

ranking outcomes with the ratings and paired forced-choice questions suggests that no 

such distortion occurred. 

While Study 2 provides a clearer picture of the preferences ofprospective client 

organization users, it does not explain why they preferred one system over another. The 

study did not probe into the reasons for prospective user choices. We don't know if they 

saw a conflict in accomplishing administrative and developmental purposes 

simultaneously. We don't know if they saw a separated system as requiring more effort. 

We don't know why they saw an administrative only system as the least preferred. 

Knowing the reasons for prospective user preferences would aid in assessing the extent to 

which the findings of this study are applicable to other organizations. 

Directions for Future Research 

Future research could determine whether performance appraisal systems designed 

based on prospective user input result in greater appraisal system satisfaction than those 

designed by personnel specialists alone. An assumption inherent in this study is that 

designing an appraisal system based on user input will lead to greater user acceptance. A 

related research issue is whether user preferences lead to incompatible appraisal system 

designs. Do prospective users prefer appraisal system design features which are 
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incompatible (e.g., rankings and individually staggered appraisal dates)? 

Studies 1 and 2 found similar patterns of preferences. Appraisal system preference 

polls could be conducted in other organizations, industries, or regions to determine if this 

pattern of preferences is widespread. Will respondents in other samples most prefer 

combined and developmental only appraisal systems and least prefer administrative 

systems? Ifthis pattern is widespread, it would have broad implications for the design of 

appraisal systems. 

Qualitative research techniques could be used to probe more deeply into the 

reasons prospective users prefer some appraisal systems over others. Understanding these 

reasons would have implications for the design, implementation, and communication of 

appraisal systems. Qualitative research techniques might also be used to determine why 

prospective users do not respond to preference polls. Does a relatively low response rate 

signal that little effort will be put into making an appraisal system work? 
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Appendix A 

Appraisal System Design Preference Poll Questionnaire 



INSTRUCTIONS: Read the descriptions of the Administrative only, Developmental only, 
Combined, and Separated appraisal systems and then rate each on the preference scale. 

Administrative Appraisal Only 
In an administrative appraisal system, the supervisor compares information across ratees. The 
supervisor seeks information about how others have performed similar tasks. The method of 
comparison is based on relative standing or ranking. When a supervisor has only one or a few 
ratees to rate, ratings of several supervisors are pooled and reviewed at the next level of 
supervision to determine relative standing or ranking. The supervisor's evaluation results in a 
single rating of the ratee's performance. This single rating is used as a basis for making 
administrative decisions such as merit increases and promotion. The appraisal discussion looks 
back at how the ratee has performed over the past rating period. 

Appraisal System Preference Scale 
1. The administrative appraisal system would be a source ofgreat satisfaction. 

o Strongly agree o Agree o Neutral o Disagree o Strongly disagree 
1-1 1-2 1-3 1-4 1-5 

2. The administrative appraisal system would produce fair evaluations. 
o Strongly agree o Agree o Neutral D Disagree D Strongly disagree 
2-1 2-2 2-3 2-4 2-5 

3. The administrative appraisal system would produce accurate evaluations. 
o Strongly agree o Agree o Neutral o Disagree o Strongly disagree 
3-1 3-2 3-3 4-4 5-5 

4. The administrative appraisal system would do little to improve performance. 
D Strongly agree o Agree o Neutral D Disagree o Strongly disagree 
4-1 4-2 4-3 4-4 4-5 

5. The administrative appraisal system provides too few benefits to warrant the effort it requires. 
o Strongly agree o Agree o Neutral o Disagree o Strongly disagree 
5-1 5-2 5-3 5-4 5-5 

6. The administrative appraisal system would be a good way to assess staff performance. 
D Strongly agree o Agree o Neutral o Disagree o Strongly disagree 
6-1 6-2 6-3 6-4 6-5 

7. I would be very uncomfortable with the administrative appraisal system. 
D Strongly agree D Agree D Neutral D Disagree D Strongly disagree 
7-1 7-2 7-3 7-4 7-5 

8. The administrative appraisal system would be widely accepted by professional and biweekly 
staff 

o Strongly agree . o Agree o Neutral D Disagree D Strongly disagree 
8-1 8-2 8-3 8-4 8-5 

9. The administrative appraisal system would be my first choice. 
o Strongly agree o Agree o Neutral D Disagree o Strongly disagree 
9-1 9-2 9-3 9-4 9-5 

10. The administrative appraisal system would be my last choice. 
o Strongly agree D Agree D Neutral D Disagree o Strongly disagree 
10-1 10-2 10-3 10-4 10-5 

11 . The administrative appraisal system would motivate staff to be more effective. 
o Strongly agree D Agree D Neutral o Disagree o Strongly disagree 
11 -1 11-2 11 -3 11-4 11-5 

12. Evaluations produced by the administrative appraisal system would be biased. 
o Strongly agree D Agree D Neutral D Disagree o Strongly disagree 
12-1 12-2 12-3 12-4 "12-5 



INSTRUCTIONS: Read the descriptions of the Administrative only, Developmental only, 
Combined, and Separated appraisal systems and then rate each on the preference scale. 

Developmental Appraisal Only 
In a developmental appraisal system, the supervisor compares information about ratee performance 
across different work dimensions. The supervisor seeks information about how the ratee 
performed different tasks relative to work standards. The supervisor's evaluation results in ratings 
along different work dimensions. These dimensional ratings are used to identify areas of 
performance strength and weakness. This information is then used to prepare developmental action 
plans to improve the ratee's future performance in specific dimensions. 

Appraisal System Preference Scale 
1. The developmental appraisal system would be a source of great satisfaction. 

o Strongly agree o Agree o Neutral o Disagree o Strongly disagree 
13-1 13-2 13-3 13-4 13-5 

2. The developmental appraisal system would produce fair evaluations. 
o Strongly agree o Agree o Neutral o Disagree o Strongly disagree 
14-1 14-2 14-3 14-4 14-5 

3. The developmental appraisal system would produce accurate evaluations. 
o Strongly agree o Agree o Neutral o Disagree o Strongly disagree 
15-1 15-2 15-3 15-4 15-5 

4. The developmental appraisal system would do little to improve performance. 
o Strongly agree o Agree o Neutral o Disagree o Strongly disagree 
16-1 16-2 16-3 16-4 16-5 

5. The developmental appraisal system provides too few benefits to warrant the effort it requires. 
o Strongly agree o Agree o Neutral o Disagree o Strongly disagree 
17-1 17-2 17-3 17-4 17-5 

6. The developmental appraisal system would be a good way to assess staff performance. 
o Strongly agree o Agree o Neutral o Disagree o Strongly disagree 
18-1 18-2 18-3 18-4 18-5 

7. I would be very uncomfortable with the developmental appraisal system. 
o Strongly agree o Agree o Neutral o Disagree o Strongly disagree 
19-1 ' 19-2 19-3 19-4 19-5 

8. The developmental appraisal system would be widely accepted by professional and biweekly 
staff 

o Strongly agree o Agree o Neutral o Disagree o Strongly disagree 
20-1 20-2 20-3 20-4 20-5 

9. The developmental appraisal system would be my first choice. 
o Strongly agree o Agree o Neutral o Disagree o Strongly disagree 
21-1 21 -2 21-3 21-4 21 -5 

10. The developmental appraisal system would be my last choice. 
o Strongly agree o Agree o Neutral o Disagree o Strongly disagree 
22-1 22-2 22-3 22-4 22-5 

11. The developmental appraisal system would motivate staff to be more effective. 
o Strongly agree o Agree o Neutral o Disagree o Strongly disagree 
23-1 23-2 23-3 23-4 23-5 

12. Evaluations produced by the developmental appraisal system would be biased. 
o Strongly agree o Agree o Neutral o Disagree o Strongly disagree 
24-1 24-2 24-3 24-4 24-5 



INSTRUCTIONS: Read the descriptions of the Administrative only, Developmental only, 
Combined, and Separated appraisal systems and then rate each on the preference scale. 

Combined Appraisal 
(Both administrative and developmental appraisals conducted at the same time): 

A combined appraisal system combines the administrative and developmental appraisals, with both 
conducted together. The supervisor looks at performance across ratees and across tasks to 
produce a single rating and dimensional ratings. When a supervisor has only one or a few ratees 
to rate, single ratings from several supervisors are pooled and reviewed at the next level of 
supervision to determine relative standing or ranking. The single rating looks at past performance 
over the rating period and is used to make administrative decisions. The dimensional ratings are 
used to identify areas of performance strength and weakness and to discuss improvement in specific 
work dimensions. Both types ofratings are discussed in the same session. 

Appraisal System Preference Scale 
1. The combined system would be a source ofgreat satisfaction. 

o Strongly agree o Agree o Neutral o Disagree o Strongly disagree 
25-1 25-2 25-3 25-4 25-5 

2. The combined system would produce fair evaluations. 
o Strongly agree D Agree o Neutral o Disagree D Strongly disagree 
26-1 26-2 26-3 26-4 26-5 

3. The combined system would produce accurate evaluations. 
o Strongly agree o Agree o Neutral o Disagree o Strongly disagree 
27-1 27-2 27-3 27-4 27-5 

4. The combined system would do little to improve performance. 
D Strongly agree o Agree D Neutral o Disagree o ·strongly disagree 
28-1 28-2 28-3 28-4 28-5 

5. The combined system provides too few benefits to warrant the effort it requires. 
o Strongly agree o Agree o Neutral o Disagree o Strongly disagree 
29-1 29-2 29-3 29-4 29-5 

6. The combined system would be a good way to assess staff performance. 
o Strongly agree D Agree o Neutral o Disagree o Strongly disagree 
30-1 30-2 30-3 ' 30-4 30-5 

7. I would be very uncomfortable with the combined appraisal system. 
D Strongly agree o Agree o Neutral D Disagree o Strongly disagree 
31-1 31-2 31-3 31-4 31-5 

8. The combined appraisal system would be widely accepted by professional and biweekly staff 
D Strongly agree o Agree D Neutral o Disagree o Strongly disagree 
32-1 32-2 32-3 32-4 32-5 

9. The combined appraisal system would be my first choice. 
o Strongly agree o Agree o Neutral o Disagree o Strongly disagree 
33-1 33-2 33-3 - 33-4 33-5 

10. The combined appraisal system would be my last choice. 
o Strongly agree D Agree D Neutral D Disagree o Strongly disagree 
34-1 34-2 34-3 34-4 34-5 

11 . J:he combined appraisal system would motivate staff to be more effective. 
o Strongly agree D Agree D Neutral o Disagree D Strongly disagree 
35-1 35-2 35-3 35-4 35-5 

12. Evaluations produced by the combined appraisal system would be biased. 
o Strongly agree D Agree o Neutral o Disagree o Strongly disagree 
36-1 36-2 36-3 36-4 36-5 



INSTRUCTIONS: Read the descriptions of the Administrative only, Developmental only, 
Combined, and Separated appraisal systems and then rate each on the preference scale. 

Separated Appraisal 
(parallel administrative and developmental appraisals conducted at different times): 

In a separated appraisal system, the administrative and developmental appraisals are conducted a 
few months apart so as to minimize any conflict in the supervisor roles ofjudge and coach. The 
supervisor looks at performance across ratees and across tasks to produce both a single rating and 
dimensional ratings. When a supervisor has only one or a few ratees to rate, single ratings from 
several supervisors are pooled and reviewed at the next level of supervision to determine relative 
standing or ranking. The single rating looks at past performance over the rating period and is used 
to make administrative decisions. The dimensional ratings are used to identify areas of performance 
strength and weakness and to discuss improvement in specific work dimensions. These two 
different types of ratings are discussed in separate sessions a few months apart. 

Appraisal System Preference Scale 
1. The separated system would be a source ofgreat satisfaction. 

o Strongly agree o Agree o Neutral o Disagree o Strongly disagree 
37-1 37-2 37-3 37-4 37-5 

2. The separated system would produce fair evaluations. 
o Strongly agree o Agree o Neutral o Disagree o Strongly disagree 
38-1 38-2 38-3 38-4 38-5 

3. The separated system would produce accurate evaluations. 
o Strongly agree o Agree o Neutral o Disagree o Strongly disagree 
39-1 39-2 39-3 39-4 39-5 

4. The separated system would do little to improve performance. 
o Strongly agree o Agree o Neutral o Disagree o Strongly disagree 
40-1 40-2 40-3 40-4 40-5 

5. The separated system provides too few benefits to warrant the effort it requires. 
o Strongly agree o Agree o Neutral o Disagree o Strongly disagree 
41-1 41-2 41-3 41-4 41-5 

6. The separated system would be a good way to assess staff performance. 
o Strongly agree o Agree o Neutral o Disagree o Strongly disagree 
42-1 42-2 42-3 42-4 42-5 

7. I would be very uncomfortable with the separated appraisal system. 
o Strongly agree o Agree o Neutral o Disagree o Strongly disagree 
43-1 43-2 43-3 43-4 43-5 

8. The separated appraisal system would be widely accepted by professional and biweekly staff. 
o Strongly agree o Agree o Neutral o Disagree o Strongly disagree 
44-1 44-2 44-3 44-4 44-5 

9. The separated appraisal system would be my first choice. 
o Strongly agree o Agree o Neutral o Disagree o Strongly disagree 
45-1 45-2 45-3 45-4 45-5 

10. The separated appraisal system would be my last choice. 
o Strongly agree o Agree o Neutral o Disagree o Strongly disagree 
46-1 46-2 46-3 46-4 46-5 

11 . The separated appraisal system would motivate staff to be more effective. 
o Strongly agree o Agree o Neutral o Disagree o Strongly disagree 
47-1 47-2 47-3 47-4 47-5 . -

12. Evaluations produced by the separated appraisal system would be biased. 
o Strongly agree o Agree o Neutral o Disagree o Strongly disagree 
48-1 48-2 48-3 48-4 48-5 
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I 
INSTRUCTIONS: Read the descriptions of the Administrative only, Developmental only, I.I , 
Combined, and Separated appraisal systems and then rate each on the appraisal system preference 
scales (pages 2 and 3). 

Administrative Appraisal Only 
In an administrative appraisal system, the supervisor compares information across ratees. The 
supervisor seeks information about how others have performed similar tasks. The method of 
comparison is based on relative standing or ranking. When a supervisor has only one or a few 
ratees to rate, ratings of several supervisors are pooled and reviewed at the next level of 
supervision to determine relative standing or ranking. The supervisor's evaluation results in a 
single rating of the ratee's performance. This single rating is used as a basis for making 
administrative decisions such as merit increases and promotion. The appraisal discussion looks 
back at how the ratee has performed over the past rating period. 

Developmental Appraisal Only 
In a developmental appraisal system, the supervisor compares information about ratee 
performance across different work dimensions. The supervisor seeks information about how the 
ratee performed different tasks relative to work standards. The supervisor's evaluation results in 
ratings along different work dimensions. These dimensional ratings are used to identify areas of 
performance strength and weakness. This information is then used to prepare developmental 
action plans to improve the ratee's future performance in specific dimensions. 

Combined Appraisal 
(Both administrative and developmental appraisals conducted at the same time): 

A combined appraisal system combines the administrative and developmental appraisals, with both 
conducted together. The supervisor looks at performance across ratees and across tasks to 
produce a single rating and dimensional ratings. When a supervisor has only one or a few ratees 
to rate, single ratings from several supervisors are pooled and reviewed at the next level of 
supervision to determine relative standing or ranking. The single rating looks at past performance 
over the rating period and is used to make administrative decisions. The dimensional ra~ings are 
used to identify areas of performance strength and weakness and to discuss improvement in 
specific work dimensions. Both types of ratings are discussed in the same session. 

Separated Appraisal 
(parallel administrative and developmental appraisals conducted at different times): 

In a separated appraisal system, the administrative and developmental appraisals are conducted a 
few months apart so as to minimize any conflict in the supervisor roles ofjudge and coach. The 
supervisor looks at performance across ratees and across tasks to produce both a single. rating and 
dimensional ratings. When a supervisor has only one or a few ratees to rate, single ratings from 
several supervisors are pooled and reviewed at the next level of supervision to determine relative 
standing or ranking. The single rating looks at past performance over the rating period and is 
used to make administrative decisions. The dimensional ratings are used to identify areas of 
performance strength and weakness and to discuss improvement in specific work dimensions. 
These two different types of ratings are discussed in separate sessions a few months apart . 
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Combined Appraisal · 
(Both administrative and developmental appraisals conducted at the same time): 

A combined appraisal system combines the administrative and developmental appraisals, with both 
conducted together. The supervisor looks at performance across ratees and across tasks to 
produce a single rating and dimensional ratings. When a supervisor has only one or a few ratees 
to rate, single ratings from several supervisors are pooled and reviewed at the next level of 
supervision to determine relative standing or ranking. The single rating looks at past performance 
over the rating period and is used to make administrative decisions. The dimensional ratings are 
used to identify areas of performance strength and weakness and to discuss improvement in 
specific work dimensions. Both types of ratings are discussed in the same session. 

1. The combined system would be a source ofgreat satisfaction. 
o Strongly agree o Agree o Neutral o Disagree o Strongly disagree 
11-1 11-2 11-3 11-4 11-5 

2. The combined system would produce fair evaluations. 
o Strongly agree o Agree o Neutral o Disagree o Strongly disagree 
12-1 12-2 12-3 12-4 12-5 

3. The combined system would produce accurate evaluations. 
o Strongly agree o Agree o Neutral o Disagree o Strongly disagree 
13-1 13-2 13-3 13-4 13-5 

4. The combined system would be a good way to assess staff performance. 
o Strongly agree o Agree o Neutral o Disagree o Strongly disagree 
14-1 14-2 14-3 14-4 14-5 

5. The combined appraisal system would be my first choice. 
o Strongly agree o Agree o Neutral o Disagree o Strongly disagree 
15-1 15-2 15-3 15-4 15-5 

Separated Appraisal 
(parallel administrative and developmental appraisals conducted at different times): 

In a separated appraisal system, the administrative and developmental appraisals are conducted a 
few months apart so as to minimize any conflict in the supervisor roles ofjudge and coach. The 
supervisor looks at performance across ratees and across tasks to produce both a single rating and 
dimensional ratings. When a supervisor has only one or a few ratees to rate, single ratings from 
several supervisors are pooled and reviewed at the next level of supervision to determine relative 
standing or ranking. The single rating looks at past performance over the rating period and is 
used to make administrative decisions. The dimensional ratings are used to identify areas of 
performance strength and weakness and to discuss improvement in specific work dimensions. 
These two different types of ratings are discussed in separate sessions a few months apart. 

1. The separated system would be a source of great satisfaction. 
o Strongly agree o Agree · o Neutral o Disagree o Strongly disagree 
16-1 16-2 16-3 16-4 16-5 

2. The separated system would produce fair evaluations. 
o Strongly agree o Agree o Neutral o Disagree o Strongly disagree 
17-1 17-2 17-3 17-4 17-5 

3. The separated system would produce accurate evaluations. 
o Strongly agree o Agree o Neutral o Disagree o Strongly disagree 
18-1 18-2 18-3 18-4 18-5 

4. The separated system would be a good way to assess staff performance. 
o Strongly agree o Agree o Neutral o Disagree o Strongly disagree 
19-1 19-2 19-3 19-4 19-5 

5. The separated appraisal system would be my first choice. 
o Strongly agree o Agree o Neutral o Disagree o Strongly disagree 
20-1 20-2 20-3 20-4 20-5 
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Ranking of Alternatives 

6. How do you rank your preference for the four alternative performance appraisal systems along 
with the alternative of adopting none of these systems? Put a "1 11 by your first choice, a "211 by 
your second choice, a "3 11 by your third choice, a "411 by your fourth choice, and a "5" by your last 
choice. Do not include any tie ranks. 

Rank Alternative 

21 Administrative appraisal only 

22 Developmental appraisal only 

23 Combined (both administrative and developmental appraisals conducted at the 
same time) 

24 Separated (parallel administrative and developmental appraisals conducted at 
J 

different times) 

25 None of these systems 

7. Given a choice of either an Administrative Appraisal Only System or a Developmental 
Appraisal Only System, which would you choose? (Check only one answer) 

o Administrative Appraisal Only o Deyelopmental Appraisal Only 
26-1 26-2 

8. Given a choice of either an Administrative Appraisal Only System or a Combined System (both 
administrative and developmental conducted at the same time) which would you choose? (Check 
only one answer) 

o Administrative Apprqisal Only o Combined 
27-1 27-2 

9. Given a choice of either a Developmental Appraisal Only System or a Combined System (both 
administrative and developmental conducted at the same time) which would you choose? (Check 
only one answer) 

o Developmental Appraisal Only o Combined 
28-1 28-2 

10. Given a choice of either an Administrative Appraisal Only System or a Separated System 
(parallel administrative and developmental appraisals conducted at different times) which would 
you choose? (Check only one answer) 

o Administrative Appraisal Only o Separated 
JI'' I

29-1 29-2 
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11 . Given a choice of either a Developmental Appraisal Only System or a Separated System 
(parallel administrative and developmental appraisals conducted at different times) which would 
you choose? (Check only one answer) 

o Developmental Appraisal Only o Separated 
30-1 30-2 

12. Given a choice of either a Combined System (both administrative and developmental 
conducted at the same time) or a Separated System (parallel administrative and developmental 
appraisals conducted at different times) which would you choose? (Check only one answer) 

o Combined o Separated 
31-1 31-2 

Information About You 

13 . Which of the following best describes your functional classification? 
o Academic administrator o Professional staff o Biweekly staff 
32-1 32-2 32-3 

14. Which of the following best describes. what your role would be if an appraisal system was 
adopted? 

o Rater only o Both rater and ratee o Ratee only 
33-1 33-2 33-3 

15. Which of the following best describes your age in whole years (31 and 9 months = 31 )? 
o Below 32 o 32 to 39 o 40 to 47 o 48 to 52 o 53 and above 
34-1 34-2 34-3 34-4 34-5 

16. Which of the following best describes your length of service at IUSB in whole years (1 year 
and 9 months = 1 year completed)? 

o 1 year or less o 2 to 3 years o 4 to 6 years o 7 to 10 years o 11 or more years 
35-1 35-2 35-3 35-4 35-5 

17. Ifan appraisal system was adopted which included a single rating (e.g., to relate pay to 
performance), what would you expect your rating to be? (Skip this question ifyou are an 
academic administrator) 
36-1 o Unsuccessful (fails to meet a significant number of performance standards) 
36-2 o Needs improvement (falls below a few important performance standards) 
36-3 o Successful (meets all performance standards) 
36-4 o Exceeds expectations (surpasses most performance standards) 
36-5 o Outstanding (surpasses all performance standards by a wide margin) 
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INDIANA UNIVERSITY SOUTH BEND 

TO: Professional staff, Biweekly Clerical/Technical staff, and Academic Administrators 
who supervise staff 

FROM: John Hundley, Director ofHuman Resources 

DATE: February 5, 2001 

SUBJECT: Performance Appraisal System Preference Poll 

Currently IUSB bases annual increases for staff on an across-the-board percentage plus range 
penetration adjustments. (Range penetration adjustments are based on length of service up to five 
years.) Because IUSB is exploring the possibility ofbasing annual increases at least partially on 
merit, a Performance Evaluation and Merit Pay Task Force was formed. The Task Force 
conducted two surveys and used the responses to develop specifications for a comprehensive 
performance appraisal and merit pay system. The proposed specifications were presented to the 
Professional Staff Council, and Biweekly Staff Council, the Academic Administrative Council, the 
Chancellor's Staff, and to several divisional meetings for discussion. Some meeting participants 
suggested eliminating the developmental aspects of the proposed system while others suggested 
eliminating the administrative aspects. There was no consensus to adopt the proposed system 
specifications. 

To resolve this dilemma, I am conducting a performance appraisal system preference poll which 
asks prospective users to express their preferences for several appraisal system alternatives. The 
preference poll is intended to help select a appraisal system which best fits the needs of those 
who would be affected by a such system. Chancellor Perrin has approved the conducting of this 
preference poll. I am also using this research effort for a Master's thesis to fulfill the requirements 
for a Master ofArts in Applied Psychology. Associate Professor ofPsychology, Frank Fujita is 
chair of the thesis committee. This study has been reviewed for compliance with regulations of 
the University's Committee for the Protection ofHuman Subjects. 

You should be able to complete the preference poll in 20 minutes or less. Your responses are 
confidential: the questionnaire does not ask for information that could be used to identify you as 
an individual. Please complete the questionnaire and return it to me in Human Resources 
(Administration Building, 244C) via campus mail by March 2, 2001 . The summary of the 
preference poll findings will be available to interested individuals. 

Please take the time to complete the attached preference poll. Not only will you help me with my 
research, your input will help determine IUSB 's merit pay direction. The response rates to the 
first two surveys were quite low: 34.5% and 28.4%. These low response rates may be one of the 
reasons that the proposed system specifications did not reflect a consensus. Again, please 
respond as the findings will influence the systems used to evaluate staff performance and to 
determine staff merit pay. 
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VITA 

JOHN R. HUNDLEY 

CONTACT INFORMATION 

ADDRESS : 52262 Chatem Court 
Granger, IN 46530 

OFFICE PHONE: (219) 237-4398 
HOME PHONE: (219) 273-8524 
E-MAIL: illundley@IUSB.EDU 

EXP~RIENCE 

INDIANA UNIVERSITY SOUTH BEND, South Bend, IN 1992-Present 
Director of Human Resources and Adjunct Instructor In Management 
Indiana University South Bend is one of8 campuses in the JU system with 7.500 students 
and a staffofroughly 500. Human Resources has a staffof3 and reports to the 
Chancellor. 

• Installed new staff compensation system despite predecessors' history of 3 prior 
failed attempts. 

• Conducted multiple regression analysis and-facilitated faculty pay equity task 
force. 

• Negotiated annual agreements with AFSCME Local 1477 and resolved all 
South Bend grievances without arbitration. 

• Received award for labor-management cooperation from local labor-
management organization. 

• Reduced employment advertising costs 40% with minimal impact on responses 
by using fewer words and fewer runs. 

• Perfected employment screening questionnaire technique and coauthored two 
articles, one published twice. 

• Initiated series of well received retirement and financial planning seminars. 

• Developed highly praised benefits summary. 

• Successfully defended 7 employment discrimination charges. 

• Taught senior Personnel Research and Measurement and graduate Human 
Resource Management courses. 

• Participated in planning "Conversations on Race", cited as a promising practice 
on the White House web site 
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GENERAL AMERICAN LIFE INSURANCE COMPANY, St. Louis, MO 1965-1990 
Human Resources Vice President 
General American was a Fortune top 50 life insurer marketing individual andgroup life 
and health insurance as well as reinsurance, pensions, and annuities. The firm also 
administered Medicare Part B for the federal government. The firm employed 2, 150 in 
St. Louis, 350 infield offices and 500 in subsidiary companies. Human Resources had a 
staffof26 andfor JO years also included the mail & supply department with 36 
employees. 

• Operated Human Resources with staff 30% below industry average. 

• Selected and developed 13 managers; 5 promoted into management outside HR. 

• Coordinated the selection ofa strategic planning consultant for top management 
resulting in restructuring by business units. 

• Installed the Hay job evaluation system, evaluating 1,000 jobs by target date. 

• Guided major organization changes for senior management by advising on job 
design, writing descriptions and finalizing pay. 

• Conceived and installed group benefits hot line with 50+ recorded messages 
responding to employee concerns 24 hours a day. 

• Reduced company's post retirement medical liability by recommending and 
implementing service eligibility requirements. 

• Created a PC based, interactive retirement benefits estimator used by employees. 

• Successfully defended 60+ employment discrimination charges over 25 years. 

• Developed 20 affirmative action programs accepted by the OFCCP. 

• Recommended and implemented management succession program which 
achieved senior management's needs. 

• Developed training and development curriculum for each layer ofmanagement. 

• Managed employment offices which filled non-exempt jobs in under 14 days 
(50% below industry average). 

• Measured hiring quality by interviewer resulting in 95+% of new hires meeting 
or exceeding supervisors' expectations. 

• Installed mainframe HR system which achieved earlier than projected payback. 

• Wrote over 50 programs to generate reports and labels saving 400 staff hours. 
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WASHINGTON UNIVERSITY, University College, St. Louis, MO 1966-1978 
Adjunct Instructor In Management 

•Taught courses in Personnel Management and Introduction to Management. 

• Wrote 5 case studies published in several textbooks. 

• Consistently awarded excellent student evaluations. 

EDUCATION 

MA Applied Psychology, Indiana University South Bend (2001) 

•Completed 48/42 hours; 4.0/4.0 GPA 

•Received Masters in Applied Psychology Award for Excellence 

•Named to Psi Chi (psychology honorary) 

• Thesis: User preferences for appraisal systems with different purposes 

MBA, Washington University (1965) 

•Named to Beta Gamma Sigma (business honorary) 

• Awarded half tuition fellowship 

BSBA, Washington University (1964) 

• Graduated with honors 

Development Dimensions, Inc. (1995) - trained assessor for three different client 
assessment centers (conducted as self-employed consultant) 

LOMA Executive Development Program ( 1985) 

PROFESSIONAL ASSOCIATIONS 

College and University Personnel Association 
Committee for Labor and Management Relations (South Bend) 
American Psychological Association (graduate student member) 
Society for Industrial and Organizational Psychology (graduate student member) 
Chicago Industrial-Organizational Psychologists (graduate student member) 
Human Resources Management Association of Greater St. Louis (Past President) 
Society for Human Resources Management (Past District Director) 

0-L._ 
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CIVIC ACTIVITIES 

St. Joseph County Chapter ofthe American Red Cross Board (past Board Secretary and 
Chair, Volunteer & Staff Development Committee) 

Confluence St. Louis (past Chair, Public Education & Economic Development 
Committee) 

Leadership St. Louis Participant 
Missouri Goodwill Industries Board (past Member) 
St. Louis Chapter of the American Red Cross Board (past Chair, HR Committee) 
Visiting Nurse Association ofGreater St. Louis Board (past Secretary, Chair, HR 

Committee) 
United Way ofGreater St. Louis (past Chair, Personnel Committee) 
Private Industry Council of St. Louis/St. Louis County (past Member) 
Elected to political office ( 1973-1980) 

PUBLICATIONS 

"Path Analysis of a University's Professional Staff Pay", Proceedings of the Midwest 
Academy ofManagement (Chicago) April, 2000 

"Developing a Selection System","The Promotion ofMelba Moore" Cases, Incidents, and 
Experiential Exercises in Human Resources Management (Third Edition), Raymond L 
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	Abstract 
	A client organization found no consensus to adopt a proposed performance appraisal system because prospective users differed whether the system purpose should be developmental or administrative. The organization decided to survey user preferences. User reactions are the least researched appraisal system criteria, and preferences are the least studied reaction. No previous studies have measured user preferences for appraisal systems with different purposes. 
	Appraisal purpose shapes appraisal system design. Administrative systems employ between-person comparisons using global, norm-referenced rankings. Developmental systems employ within-person comparisons using dimensional, criterion-referenced ratings. Some experts argue the two purposes are incompatible, while others believe they can't be separated. 
	The researcher developed an appraisal system preference scale using 187 students. The scale was unidimensional with good reliability. Students rated four appraisal systems: administrative only, developmental only, combined, and separated. Combined systems pursue both purposes simultaneously while separated systems pursue both purposes sequentially. In study 1, students preferred developmental only or combined systems and least preferred administrative only systems. 
	In Study 2, the· researcher surveyed prospective client organization users, presenting the same four appraisal systems. Of 274 users, 78 responded. Users rated, ranked, and chose alternatives from paired-comparisons. Users preferred developmental 
	only or combined systems and least preferred administrative only systems
	. 

	User preferences explain the lack ofconsensus for adopting a proposed separated system. The researcher recommends a developmentally-focused, combined system to the client organization. The low response rate for Study 2 limits its generalizability. Future research could study reasons for appraisal system preferences. 
	User Preferences For Appraisal Systems With Different Purposes 
	The client organization for the current study is a regional campus ofa multi-campus, state university system. The state university system decentralizes the design of staff compensation systems and related performance appraisal systems. The client organization does not have a merit pay system for staff. Staff pay increases granted at the start ofeach fiscal year have been based on an across-the-board percentage plus increases based on length of service. The client organization does not have a performance app
	The Task Force conducted two surveys ofthe staff who would be rated and the administrators who would rate staff performance if a merit system was adopted. The firs.t survey was a performance appraisal design questionnaire and the second survey was a merit pay system design questionnaire. The response rates to the two surveys were relatively low: 34.5% for the performance appraisal design questionnaire and 28.6% for the merit system design questionnaire. 
	The performance appraisal design questionnaire asked respondents to choose 4 out of 13 possible purposes for a performance appraisal system. The 13 potential purposes 
	The performance appraisal design questionnaire asked respondents to choose 4 out of 13 possible purposes for a performance appraisal system. The 13 potential purposes 
	were grouped into three categories as follows: 

	(
	(
	(
	1) strategic (linking employee effort to campus goals, linking employee effort tdepartmental objectives, and communicating campus values to staff)
	o 
	; 


	(2) 
	(2) 
	developmental (clarifying individual goals and expectations, identifying individuatraining needs, providing developmental feedback, coaching performance improvementand determining individual career progression goals); an
	l 
	, 
	d 


	(3) 
	(3) 
	administrative (linking pay to performance, making promotion decisions, makinretention decisions, and evaluating human resource systems)The top ranked purposes included providing developmental feedback (61 .8% orespondents selecting) and linking pay to performance (59.6% ofrespondents selecting)When asked which ofthe appraisal purpose categories were most important, 49.4selected developmental, 39.3% selected administrative, and 11 .2% selected strategic. Thipattern ofresponses was similar for both superviso
	g 
	. 
	f 
	. 
	% 
	s 
	y 
	. 
	d 
	. 



	In response to a statement that performance ratings should be used to determine merit increases, 84.3% responded either "strongly agree" or agree". In response to a statement that the evaluation form should include an overall rating that could be used to link pay to performance, 7 5.3% responded either "strongly agree" or agree". In response. to a statement that the evaluation form should discuss the ratee's strengths and 
	weaknesses, 88.8% responded either "strongly agree" or agree". In response to 
	a 

	statement that the evaluation form should describe employee development needs, 82.0% responded either "strongly agree" or agree". This pattern of responses was similar for both supervisors and non-supervisors and for all functional classifications. These responses also indicated support for a system with both administrative and developmental purposes. As recommended by Mohrman et al. (1989), the survey responses were used to develop comprehensive specifications for a performance evaluation and merit pay sys
	Because the proposed specifications represented a major organizational change, they were presented for in-depth discussion at meetings ofthe constituent groups affected. The system specifications were presented to the support and professional Staff Councils, the Academic Administrative Council, the Chancellor's Staff, and several divisional meetings. None ofthese meetings resulted in a consensus to adopt the proposed performance evaluation and merit pay system specifications. A major concern expressed in th
	aspects ofthe proposed system. Other meeting participants suggested focusing on 
	a 

	developmental purpose and not linking pay to performance. 
	To resolve this dilemma, the client organization decided to conduct a preference poll presenting potential raters and ratees with a choice of appraisal systems with different purposes. The choices offered included systems with: (1) a developmental purpose only; 
	(2) an administrative purpose only; (3) combined developmental and administrative purposes conducted at the same time; and (4) separated developmental and administrative purposes conducted in parallel at different times (i.e., the Task Force proposal). The two previous surveys asked respondents to choose among detailed appraisal system design features which had not been combined into integrated whole systems. The goal ofthe preference poll was to focus the choice on whole systems rather than components. 
	The challenge presented by the client organization was thus to measure user preferences for appraisal systems with different purposes. To meet this challenge, the performance appraisal literature was reviewed with two different foci: (1) assessing user preference for appraisal systems; and (2) designing appraisal systems with different purposes. 
	Assessing User Preference For Appraisal Systems 
	Murphy and Cleveland (1995) refer to user reaction criteria as the "neglected criteria" in appraisal research (p 310). Although most research has focused on the psychometric characteristics ofthe performance measures, employee opinions about the appraisal process may be as crucial or more crucial to its long-term effectiveness (Dipboye & de Pontbriand, 1981; Keeping & Levy, 2000; Waldman, 1997). Bernardin and Beatty 
	(1984) advocated that future research should emphasize appraisal satisfaction due to it
	s 

	critical role in determining appraisal effectiveness. Thomas and Bretz (1994) stated user 
	acceptance research is virtually nonexistent even though user acceptance is a major 
	concern ofpracticing managers in America's largest companies. Reaction criteria place a 
	ceiling on the effectiveness ofappraisal systems -user acceptance is a necessary, but not 
	sufficient condition for an appraisal system to be effective (Murphy & Cleveland, 1995; 
	Hedge & Borman, 1995). 
	Measuring User Reactions 
	There are many ways to operationalize employee reactions to performance appraisals (Cawley et al, 1998; Keeping & Levy, 2000). Roberts (1992) asserted that one ofthe serious weaknesses in performance appraisal research is the lack ofa clear and consistent definition and operationalization of appraisal system acceptance. Several different types·of dependent variables have been used to assess reactions to performance appraisals including perceived utility, fairness, accuracy, performance improvement, and sati
	In their meta analysis of 27 field studies investigating the relationship betwee
	n 

	participation and reactions to performance appraisal;· Cawley et al. (1998) classified and 
	coded reaction measures as one ofthe following categories: satisfaction, motivation to 
	improve, utility, fairness, and "other". Measures coded as satisfaction were further 
	divided into satisfaction with the appraisal session (interview) and satisfaction with the 
	appraisal system, when possible. This is consistent with previous research suggesting that 
	some aspects ofan appraisal may be differentially related to these two different types of 
	satisfaction (e.g., Giles & Mossholder, 1990; Mount, 1984). Although the current study 
	is concerned with user preferences for appraisal systems, a review ofthe appraisal system --satisfaction literature is warranted because user preferences should be associated with 
	user appraisal system satisfaction. 
	There is no widely agreed upon scale by which fairness perceptions should be 
	measured and there are also no standard questionnaires for the measurement ofappraisal 
	satisfaction (Cardy & Dobbins, 1994). A number of studies have used single-item 
	measures ofappraisal satisfaction (e.g., Bannister, 1986; Jordan, 1990; Landy, Barnes, & 
	Murphy, 1978). The classic study by'Landy et al. (1978) included both fairness and 
	accuracy in the same single-item measure. Hedge and Teachout (2000) commented that a 
	single-item measure ofuser acceptance is too simplistic to represent a broad, multifaceted 
	construct. Roberts (1992) concluded that user acceptance consists ofmore than a single 
	attitude, but rather represents a series of distinct components that combine to create a 
	global attitude or affective orientation. Patten ( 1998) observed that most attitudes are 
	complex constructs consisting ofmany elements. She advised using multiple items in an 
	attitude scale. She also advised including only one point per item (e.g., fairness o
	r 

	User Preferences And Appraisal Purpose 7 accuracy, but not both). The current study seeks to develop a multiple item appraisal system preference scale. Thomas and Bretz (1994) concluded that real organizational concerns, such as how different appraisal system designs affect employee attitudes, have not been properly studied. Satisfaction studies, such as those reference above, ask for reactions to an appraisal system that has been implemented rather than a system being proposed. Assessing User Preferences 
	Waldman (1997) remarked that a possible limitation ofreactions research is that reactions represent an attempt to gauge beliefs and attitudes after the fact. Reactions seek to measure perceptions or degree of satisfaction with an existing system. An assessment ofuser reactions to an appraisal system only addresses the status quo and is 
	inherently limited to what that system is offering (Waldman, 1997). In contrast, preferences allow for the study ofbroader design issues and possibilities (Waldman, 
	1997). Acceptance ofan appraisal system is largely dependent on how the system incorporates user preferences and expectations (Manshor & Kamalanabhan, 2000). Bretz, Milkovich, and Read (1992) criticized the fact that appraisal systems are typically designed by personnel specialists with little or no input from users. Bretz et al. (1992) suggested that research efforts be increasingly geared toward identifying the needs and preferences ofusers. Along similar lines, Mohrman et al. (1989) argued that the best 
	One way to determine user preferences for proposed systenf alternatives would b
	e 

	User Preferences And Appraisal Purpose 8 to conduct an experiment. The experiments conducted by Tziner, Joanis, and Murphy (2000) and Lam and Schaubroeck (1999) are examples. The random assignment of 
	employees to different appraisal systems is not an acceptable approach in the current client organization. In essence, the current study seeks to evaluate alternative performance appraisal systems before they are implemented. Because an experimental design is not a 
	feasible approach to answer the present research question, employee preferences for 
	appraisal systems with different purposes must be assessed in a different way. Only a 
	handful ofstudies have measured user preferences for proposed performance appraisal 
	systems (Manshor & Kamalanabhan, 2000). 
	Dickinson and Zellinger (1980) studied the preferences of 86 veterinary medicine students for three different rating scale formats to be used in student evaluations of faculty. A single-item measure of preference was used: "Which form do you prefer?". Love (1981) conducted a field study of 145 police officers and 33 oftheir supervisors to gauge reactions to three different peer assessment methods (peer ratings, peer rankings, and peer nominations). The dependent variable was a seven-item measure ofratee rea
	The client organization in the current study can not rely on the results o
	f 

	preference studies conducted elsewhere because the results from these studies are highly 
	specific and not generalizable, but can use them for methodological suggestions. As a 
	follow-up to Dickinson and Zellinger's study (1980), Wiersma and Latham (1987) 
	conducted a field study to examine the rating scale preferences of27 technical managers 
	and 38 programmer-analysts in a financial institution. Wiersma and Latham (1987) were 
	interested in preferences for three different rating scales: behavioral observation scales 
	(BOS), behavioral expectations scales (BES), and trait scales. Each rating scale was 
	measured with a 24-item attitude scale representing seven different criteria. A composite 
	ofall 24 items formed an eighth criterion. At the end ofthe questionnaire, respondents 
	were asked to rank order the three alternative scales. This study illustrated how user 
	preferences might be measured with both ratings and rankings in the same questionnaire. Both ratings and rankings will be incorporated into the current study. 
	In a field study of88 faculty members, Farh, Werbel, and Bedeian (1988) compared a self-appraisal based performance evaluation (SABPE) with a traditional supervisory evaluation (TSE). The two systems were compared on four criteria -fairness, accuracy, comfortableness, and superiority -using a 7-point measurement scale with anchors corresponding to the criteria. For example, the anchors for the fairness criterion ranged from "Definitely less than TSE" (1) through "About the same" (4) to "Definitely more than
	User Preferences And Appraisal Purpose 10 recommended for attitude measurement (Patten, 1998). Likert scales assume roughly equivalent intervals between alternative responses (Devellis, 1991 ), thus better fitting the assumptions for tests ofdifferences among means as proposed in this study. Also, the scales used in this study are designed to compare two choices rather than four. Waldman (1997) conducted two field studies examining user preferences among 
	76 employees ofa Canadian telecommunications conglomerate and 200 employees ofa 
	department ofthe Canadian federal government. He developed an eight-item scale (a= 
	.86) measuring preference for a 360 degree feedback appraisal system and a four-item 
	scale (a = .69) measuring preference for a group-based performance appraisal system. The development ofseparate scales for each appraisal system choice made it difficult to compare relative preferences among choices. The current study seeks to measure relative preferences among choices and so it will use the same scale to measure preferences among the four systems. 
	Gosselin, Werner, and Halle (1997) surveyed 265 full-time, employed Canadian MBA students for their preferences concerning seven performance management and appraisal issues. One ofthe survey questions asked the respondents to rank five potential uses ofappraisal information: salary increases, promotion, training, career development, and displacement (layoff). This study used ranking to encourage respondents to discriminate among items. The present study intends to use both rating and ranking of appraisal sy
	Manshor and Kamalanabhan (2000) conducted a field study ofuser preferences for 
	appraisal system design alternatives, including: frequency ofappraisal, frequency o
	f 

	User Preferences And Appraisal Purpose 11 feedback, source offeedback, and use ofappraisal information. They surveyed 52 raters and 122 ratees in Malaysian telecommunications companies, comparing the preferences of raters and ratees on the system design alternatives. For example, respondents ranked five potential uses for appraisal information: salary increment, promotion, displacement, training, and career development. Significant differences in mean rankings were found between raters and ratees for three 
	User Preferences And Appraisal Purpose 12 differentially affect ratee satisfaction. Bretz et al. (1992) concluded that research is only beginning to address how appraisal purpose affects ratee reactions to appraisal systems. Waldman, Bass, and Einstein (1987) reported the results of a factor analysis of questionnaire items pertaining to performance appraisal satisfaction. Three factors emerged with eigenvalues above 1.0, accounting for 86% ofthe common variance. The factors were: (1) satisfaction with rewar
	performance; and (3) satisfaction with future development. The satisfaction with reward 
	outcomes factor consisted offour items (a. = .7 5) and included items such as, "In general, 
	how satisfied are you with the employee appraisal system as a means ofallocating 
	organizational rewards?". The satisfaction with current performance factor consisted of 
	four items (a. = . 71) and included items such as, "How frequently does your supervisor discuss how well your are doing with regard to your major performance factors?" . The satisfaction with future development factor consisted offour items (a.= .83) and included items such as, "To what extent do you feel that the employee appraisal system is used to provide feedback toward future professional development?" . Waldman et al.'s (1987) factor analysis supports the idea that appraisal purpose may differentially
	Several studies suggest that satisfaction with appraisal systems would be enhanced by having a developmental purpose. McEvoy (1990) surveyed 128 public sector managers in five organizations to gauge their approval of subordinate appraisal of managers overall. He also measured approval of subordinate appraisal of managers for 
	developmental and administrative purposes separately. Approval of subordinate appraisa
	l 

	User Preferences And Appraisal Purpose 13 ofmanagers dropped significantly as it began to count toward pay and promotions. Pooyan and Eberhardt (1989) conducted a field study of408 employees and 257 
	oftheir supervisors in a state university. They found that discussion ofnon-supervisory ratees' career and personal development during the appraisal interview had a small, but positive impact on satisfaction with the appraisal session. In a longitudinal field study of 417 employees and 391 oftheir supervisors in a multi-industry corporation, Nathan, Mohrman, and Milliman ( 1991) examined the effect ofcareer discussion in the appraisal session on ratee satisfaction. They found a significant correlation betwe
	2 

	Boswell and Boudreau (1997) conducted a field study of 139 employees in a production tool facility. The dependent variable was satisfaction with the appraisal. Two scales were created for perceived administrative use and perceived developmental use (a = . 70 and . 77 respectively). Administrative uses included salary administration, promotioi:i decisions, and termination decisions. Developmental uses included providing performance feedback, identification ofindividual training needs, and determination oftra
	suggests a preference for appraisal systems with a developmental as opposed to a
	n 

	User Preferences And Appraisal Purpose 14 administrative purpose. Other studies suggest that an administrative purpose enhances satisfaction with an 
	appraisal system. Fedor and Bettenhausen (1989) conducted a quasi-experimental study 
	with 208 undergraduate students using a manipulation similar to Farh, Cannella, and 
	Bedeian (1991 ). The students were assigned to course sections where peer evaluations 
	were used either for grading or feedback purposes. The dependent variable was user acceptance. Students reacted more favorably to the peer evaluation system when the peer evaluations counted toward their participation grade. 
	In a field study of 121 supervisory-employee pairs in a· university, Dorfman et al. ( 1986) found that discussion ofpay and advancement in the appraisal session was associated with higher levels ofemployee satisfaction. Because they controlled for the ratee's performance level, they concluded that a discussion ofadministrative consequences had effects on employee satisfaction beyond those related to performance level (see discussion ofthe effect ofratee rating on satisfaction below). In a field study of 102
	2 

	Studies ofthe relationship between appraisal purpose and user acceptance repor
	t 

	User Preferences And Appraisal Purpose 15 mixed findings . Some studies find that a developmental purpose enhances user acceptance while other studies find that an administrative purpose enhances user acceptance. None of these studies measured user preferences for appraisal systems with different purposes. Assuming that user satisfaction is indicative of user preferences, the studies reviewed do not clearly suggest a preference for either an administrative or a developmental purpose. Relationship of Apprais
	process is associated with positive employee reactions to the appraisal (e.g., Dipboye & de Pontbriand, 1981 ; Giles & Mossholder, 1990; Landy et al., 1978; Nathan et al., 1991; Pooyan & Eberhardt, 1989; Roberts, 1994; Tharenou, 1995). Cawley et al.'s (1998) meta 
	analysis of27 field studies investigating the effects of participation on employee reactions to performance appraisal found that appraisal participation was strongly related to satisfaction (p = .64). In a field study of65 hospital employees, Silverman and Wexley (1984) found that employees who participated in the development ofthe rating scale were more satisfied with the appraisal session and more willing to improve their performance than were non-participants (t = 2.92, p < .01). Preference polling, as p
	Landy et al. (1978) conducted a field study of 711 exempt employees in a manufacturing company. They identified four significant predictors of perceived fairness 
	and accuracy of performance appraisals including plans developed with supervisor fo
	r 

	User Preferences And Appraisal Purpose 16 eliminating weaknesses. The development of plans to eliminate weaknesses reflects a developmental purpose. This study thus suggests a preference for appraisal systems with a developmental purpose. In a field study of 165 bank tellers from three banks, Dobbins Cardy, and Platz-Vieno (1990) found that participation, development ofaction plans, and existence ofa 
	formal rater training program were positively correlated with appraisal satisfaction. The 
	participation in the development ofaction plans identified by Dobbins et al. ( 1990) would 
	seem to be part ofan appraisal system intended for developmental versus administrative 
	purposes. Dobbins et al.'s (1990) study also would suggest a preference for appraisal 
	systems with a developmental purpose. 
	As cited in Hedge and Borman (1995) and Hedge and Teachout (2000), Kavanagh, Hedge and colleagues found several attitudes toward the appraisal system were significant predictors ofappraisal acceptability across studies. These included attitudes about whether the appraisal system allowed raters to distinguish between ratees' proficiencies. Distinguishing between ratees' proficiencies involves between-person comparisons associated with an administrative appraisal purpose (see discussion ofthe differences betw
	Using hierarchal regression, Hedge and Teachout (2000) found that six factors predicted acceptability to job incumbents conducting self and peer ratings, including 
	consideration of situational constraints. For supervisory raters, six factors were identifie
	d 

	User Preferences And Appraisal Purpose 17 as predictors ofacceptability, including consideration ofsituational constraints. Because ofthe need to make attributions in an appraisal conducted for administrative purposes, consideration ofsituational constraints is more important for administrative versus developmental appraisal purposes. This study also suggests a preference for appraisal systems with an administrative purpose. Studies ofappraisal system characteristics do not provide a clear prediction of pre
	There are no studies ofthe relationship ofratings most recently received by ratees and appraisal system preferences. Studies ofthe relationship ofratee ratings to user satisfaction should be indicative ofthe relationship ofratee ratings to user preferences. In 
	a field study of474 exempt employees ofa research and development organization, Dipboye and de Pontbriand ( 1981) found the level ofthe most recent evaluation accounted for 25% ofthe variance in appraisal satisfaction. A number of studies report similar findings (Dobbins et al, 1990; Dobbins, Platz, & Houston, 1993; Dorfman et al., 1986; Evans & McShane, 1988; Klein & Snell, 1994; McEvoy & Buller, 1987; Nathan et al. , 1991 ; Pearce & Porter, 1986; Russell & Goode, 1988). While most research has found a sig
	The present study seeks to determine the extent to which ratees' expected 
	performance ratings influence their preference for different appraisal systems. Fo
	r 

	User Preferences And Appraisal Purpose 18 example, do ratees with lower expected ratings prefer developmental appraisals while those with higher expected ratings prefer administrative appraisals? Pearce and Porter (1986) found that subordinates can accurately report their most recent appraisals. Russell and Goode (1988) found a significant correlation between actual ratings and manager's recall of their own ratings (r = .44, p < .001). The correlation was not as high as expected 
	due to an upward bias in recalled ratings. Ilg en, Peterson, Martin, and Boeschen ( 1981) found that subordinates reported their overall performance as being significantly higher than did their supervisors (t = -2.02, p < .01). While an upward bias in expected ratings is 
	likely, measures ofassociation with appraisal system alternatives should not be affected as long as most respondents overestimate their expected rating and there is no ceiling effect. Relationship ofRatee Demographics and User Preferences 
	The present study is interested in differences in reactions to proposed performance appraisal systems among exempt professional versus non-exempt biweekly staff Several studies suggest more educated and higher status ratees have less positive reactions to appraisal systems (Burke, Deszca, & Weitzel, 1982; Ilgen et al., 1981; McEvoy & Buller, 1987). Exempt professional positions are higher paying and have higher educational requirements and thus have higher status. Because exempt professionals have higher st
	Several studies have found that rater satisfaction with appraisal systems is more positive than that ofratees (Ilg en et al., 1981; Mount, 1983; Mount, 1984; Pooyan & 
	Several studies have found that rater satisfaction with appraisal systems is more positive than that ofratees (Ilg en et al., 1981; Mount, 1983; Mount, 1984; Pooyan & 
	Eberhardt, 1986). Hedge and Teachout (2000) found that factors influencing user 

	acceptance ofappraisal systems differed between raters and ratees. Roberts (1992) 
	conducted a factor analysis of22 items related to user acceptance, appraisal fairness, and 
	appraisal system effectiveness. His analysis indicated that managerial and employee 
	acceptance were separate and distinct constructs. 
	In a field study of94 employees and 34 supervisors in three banking institutions, Williams and Levy (2000) found that supervisors were more satisfied as ratees with the appraisal system than were employees. They also found that organization level was significantly associated with both appraisal satisfaction (r = .62, p < .01) and perceived procedural fairness (r = .52, p < .01). Both ofthese relationships were completely mediated by perceived system knowledge. These results suggested that the effect of orga
	The present study is interested in differences in reactions to proposed performance appraisal systems among academic supervisors who are raters only, staff supervisors who are both raters and ratees, and non-supervisory staff who are ratees only. Research would suggest that different reactions can be expected from individuals in these different roles. 
	Raters are likely to be more positive about the proposed appraisal systems. By educatin
	g 

	User Preferences And Appraisal Purpose 20 employees about appraisal system alternatives, an employee preference poll might enhance perceived appraisal system knowledge and thus ratee acceptance. Designing Appraisal Systems for Different Purposes 
	Landy and Farr (1980) proposed a component model of performance appraisal systems. Their component model consisted ofsystem inputs, processes, and outcomes. System inputs included: (1) roles (i.e., rater and ratee); (2) vehicle (e.g., rating 
	instrument); and (3) context (e.g., the nature ofthe organization, position characteristics, and appraisal purpose). These system inputs interacted to shape the appraisal process (e.g., rater training, rater cognitive processes, rater behavior, ratee participation). The appraisal process then determined the system outcomes (e.g., the psychometric properties ofthe ratings, user acceptance). Landy and Farr (1980) stated that the purpose ofthe appraisal is ofcentral importance: it influences the type ofrating 
	Effect ofAppraisal Purpose on Rater Cognitive Processes 
	A number ofresearchers have investigated the effect ofappraisal purpose on cognitive processes (Murphy & Cleveland, 1995). DeNisi, Cafferty, and Meglino (1984) proposed a cognitive model ofthe performance appraisal process which included appraisal purpose. They theorized that the purpose ofthe appraisal can determine the types of 
	I 
	information sought and the categories used by the rater for encoding and storage in memory. Raters can seek three types ofinformation: (1) consensus (how others perform 
	the same task); (2) distinctiveness (how the ratee performs other job tasks); an
	d 

	consistency (how the ratee has performed this particular task in the past) (DeNisi et al., 
	1984). When raters make comparative decisions (i.e., for administrative purposes), they 
	seek consensus information. When providing feedback about strengths and weaknesses 
	(i.e., for developmental purposes), raters seek distinctiveness information. 
	Raters search for different information depending on the purpose ofthe appraisal (Williams, DeNisi, Blencoe, and Cafferty, 1985). Raters were found to search for more comparative (i.e., consensus) information when they had to select one ofthe ratees for some treatment. In reviewing the implications ofthis study, Peters and DeNisi (1990) explained that raters required more information overall and more comparative information when they were required to make designation decisions, particularly for administrati
	As is discussed below, ratings are often used for both developmental and administrative purposes simultaneously. The current study seeks to compare preferences for appraisal systems with single versus multiple purposes. It has been shown that cognitive processes are different depending on the performance appraisal purpose (Bernardin & Beatty, 1984; Boswell & Boudreau, 1999). Murphy and Cleveland (1995) suggest that ifthe rater has one purpose in mind and then is asked to use the appraisal for an alternafive
	that rating purpose may have more of an emotional effect on raters than a cognitive effect. 
	There is a possibility that raters prefer appraisal systems with a single rather than multiple 
	purposes because ofthese difficulties. 
	Appraisal Purpose is Not a Unitary Construct 
	Appraisal purpose is not a unitary construct (Ilgen, Barnes-Farrell, & McKellin, 
	1993). Different researchers have used different appraisal purpose categories, particularly in laboratory experiments. Bernardin and Beatty (1992) used three different purposes in their laboratory experiment: merit pay, training and development, and retention. In 
	laboratory experiments, Farh and Werbel (1986) studied the effect of grading and research purposes on self-appraisals and Farh et al. (1991) studied the effect ofgrading and feedback purposes on peer ratings. In their laboratory experiment, Mcintyre et al. (1984) manipulated three purpose instructions: hiring, course improvement, and "research only. In their laboratory experiment, Murphy, Balzer, Kellam, and Armstrong (1984) manipulated two purpose instructions: research only and decisions about future assi
	Field studies tend to assess purposes more relevant to human resources practice. Bernardin, Orban, and Carlyle (1981) used two rating purposes in their field study: 
	personnel decision making and feedback only. Harris, Smith and Champagne (1995
	) 

	User Preferences And Appraisal Purpose 23 compared research ratings with administrative ratings from personnel files. Clayton and Ayres' (1996) case study of an Australian government agency described two different appraisal systems: one for managers whose purpose was to support administrative decisions and one for staff whose purpose was personal development. Cleveland, Murphy, & Williams (1989) surveyed 106 members ofDivision·14 (Society oflndustrial-Organizational Psychology) ofthe American Psychological 
	variety of purposes rather than a single purpose. Nearly 70% ofthe respondents had mea
	n 

	ratings above the scale midpoint ( 4 = moderate impact) for both the between-persons and within persons factors (Cleveland et al., 1989). These two factors correspond to administrative and developmental purposes. Gosselin et al. (1997) observed that the systems maintenance and documentation appraisal purpose factors are ofmore interest to the organization than to raters or ratees. 
	Two Most Common Purposes in Organizations: Administrative and Developmental 
	While a number ofdifferent definitions ofappraisal purpose have been used in research, most management theorists argue that the two most prevalent purposes are administrative and developmental (Cleveland et al, 1989; Dorfman et al., 1986; Gosselin et al., 1997; Harvey, 1995; Ilgen & Feldman, 1983; Jawahar & Williams, 1997; Latham & Wexley, 1993; Mohrman et al., 1989; Murphy & Cleveland, 1995, Thomas & Bretz, 1994). Beer ( 1981) defined the administrative appraisal as",·" seeking information from individuals
	User Preferences And Appraisal Purpose 25 They noted that evaluation supports human resource activities such as salary administration, promotion and termination decisions, and identification and/or recognition ofgood or bad performance. Beer ( 1981) defined the developmental appraisal as, "seeking the development of individuals through counseling, coaching, and career planning" (p 27). He described its 
	goals as including: (I) to counsel and coach ratees so that they improve their performance and develop future potential; (2) to develop ratee organizational commitment through discussion of career development; (3) to motivate ratees through recognition and support; 
	(4) to strengthen rater-ratee relations; and (5) to diagnose individual and organizational problems. Latham and Wexley ( 1993) described developmental appraisals as enhancing a ratee's abilities and motivation. Murphy and Cleveland (1995) described developmental appraisals as providing feedback to enhance future performance. Boswell and Boudreau ( 1999) defined development as "any effort concerned with enriching attitudes, experiences, and skills which improves the effectiveness ofemployees" (p 6). They off
	Latham and Wexley (1993) commented that the administrative and developmental purposes ofappraisal are interrelated: a ratee' s abilities and motivation will affect subsequent administrative decisions, and administrative decisions affect a ratee' s ·· subsequent abilities and motivation. While these two purposes are interrelated, they necessitate different appraisal system design choices (Latham & Wexley, J 993). 
	User Preferences And Appraisal Purpose 26 Differences Between Administrative and Developmental Appraisals An appraisal system designed for administrative purposes differs significantly from one designed for developmental purposes. These differences manifest themselves along a number of dimensions: 
	1. 
	1. 
	1. 
	Focus ofcomparison. Administrative appraisals focus on between-person comparisons while developmental appraisals focus on within-person comparisons (Cleveland et al., 1989; Gosselin et al., 1997; Ostroff, 1993). 

	2. 
	2. 
	Rater information sought. In the administrative appraisal, the rater seeks consensus information while in the developmental appraisal the rater seeks distinctiveness information (DeNisi et al., 1984). ' ' 

	3. 
	3. 
	Basis of comparison. Administrative appraisals are more likely to be norm-referenced while developmental appraisals are more likely to be criterion-referenced. Administrative appraisals are based on the ratee's standing relative to relevant others (Bernardin et al, 1981) while developmental appraisals are based on the ratee's performance compared to standards. 

	4. 
	4. 
	Method of comparison. Administrative appraisals tend to use ranking metho~s or forced distributions while developmental appraisals use rating methods. Administrative appraisals seek to measure performance compared to relevant others while developmental appraisals seek to measure performance ofa ratee on specific work dimensions. According to Mohrman et al. ( 1989) forced-choice and comparison methods ofappraisal are highly useful for administrative appraisals, 


	but are low on usefulness for developmental appraisals. In contrast, critica
	l 

	User Preferences And Appraisal Purpose 27 incident methods ofappraisal are highly useful for developmental appraisals, but are low on usefulness for administrative appraisals (Mohrman et al., 1989). Supervisors tend to dislike forced choice methods. 
	5. 
	5. 
	5. 
	Source of ratings: Administrative appraisals are less likely to use peers (Farh et al., 1991) and subordinates as ratings sources than are developmental appraisals (Murphy & Cleveland, 1995). Self-appraisals are best suited for developmental rather than administrative purposes (Bretz et al., 1992; Farh & Werbel, 1986). 

	6. 
	6. 
	Type of rating(s). Administrative appraisals require a single rating (e.g., a global or overall rating or the sum of dimensional ratings) while developmental appraisals require dimensional ratings (Cardy & Dobbins, 1994; Mohrman et al., 1989). The global (or overall) rating from an administrative appraisal is used as the basis for making personnel decisions. The dimensional ratings from a developmental appraisal are used to identify areas ofindividual performance needing improvement (Bernardin & Beatty, 198

	7. 
	7. 
	Focus offeedback. An administrative appraisal provides feedback about comparative performance and relative accomplishments (Mohrman et al., 1989). A developmental appraisal provides feedback on strengths and weaknesses (Mohrman et al., 1989) and areas to improve performance (Boswell & Boudreau, 1999). Developmental feedback includes the way the work is performed and how it could be improved. 


	User Preferences And Appraisal Purpose 28 
	8. 
	8. 
	8. 
	Role ofthe rater. In administrative appraisals, the rater plays the role ofa judge while in developmental appraisals the rater plays the role ofa coach (Ilgen & Feldman, 1983; Meyer, 1991 ; Meyer, Kay, & French, 1965; Sashkin, 1981). 

	9. 
	9. 
	Role ofthe ratee. In an administrative appraisal, the ratee seeks to withhold negative information which could be used in decisions that adversely affect the ratee (Mohrman et al., 1989). In a developmental appraisal, the ratee seeks to seeks to identify areas of weakness needing coaching and development (Mohrman et al., 1989). 

	10. 
	10. 
	Appraisal session content. An administrative appraisal session typically discusses outcomes and results and whether they can be attributed to the ratee (i.e., ratee traits) or the situation (i.e., circumstances beyond the ratee's control). Ilgen and Feldman (1983) theorized that raters must decide if an event or behavior covaries with the ratee or the situation. According to Bernardin & Beatty (1984), raters have a tendency to make attributions, particularly when they must make recommendations'(e.g., pay an

	11. 
	11. 
	Appraisal session outcome. The outcome ofan administrative appraisal is information needed to make personnel decisions (e.g., pay increase, promotion). The outcome ofa developmental appraisal session is often an individual developmental action plan. 

	12. 
	12. 
	time perspective. Administrative appraisals look primarily at pas
	t 



	User Preferences And Appraisal Purpose 29 performance over the rating period while developmental appraisals look at improving future performance (Cummings, 1976; Mohrman et al., 1989; Prince & Lawler, 1986). 
	13. 
	13. 
	13. 
	Appraisal frequency. Administrative appraisals are typically conducted annually in conjunction with pay allocation decisions while developmental appraisals should be conducted more often throughout the year (Boswell & Boudreau, 1999; Meyer et al., 1965). Latham and Wexley (1993) commented that an athletic coach would be fired if appraisals were only done at the end of the season. They concluded that coaching must be provided on an on-going basis. 

	14. 
	14. 
	Appraisal timing. Administrative appraisals tend to be conducted on a common date (i.e., focal point) while developmental appraisals tend to be conducted on individually staggered dates (Mohrman et al., 1989). A common date facilitates comparisons between ratees. Developmental appraisals tend to require lengthy discussions that are better spread over time. 


	These many differences between administrative and developmental appraisals are summarized in table 1 below. 
	Table 1 Differences Between Administrative and Developmental Appraisals 
	Dimension 
	Dimension 
	Dimension 
	Administrative Appraisal 
	Developmental Appraisal 

	Focus of comparison 
	Focus of comparison 
	between-persons 
	within-persons 

	Rater information sought 
	Rater information sought 
	consensus (how others 
	distinctiveness (how ratee 

	TR
	perform) 
	performs other tasks) 

	Basis of comparison 
	Basis of comparison 
	norm-referenced 
	criterion-referenced 

	Method of comparison 
	Method of comparison 
	ranking 
	rating 

	Source of ratings 
	Source of ratings 
	rater 
	rater, ratee, peers, 

	TR
	subordinates 

	Type of rating( s) 
	Type of rating( s) 
	global (overall) 
	dimensional 

	Focus of feedback 
	Focus of feedback 
	comparative performance; 
	areas to improve 

	TR
	relative accomplishments 
	performance 

	Role ofthe rater 
	Role ofthe rater 
	judge 
	coach 

	Role ofthe ratee 
	Role ofthe ratee 
	withhold negative 
	identify weaknesses needing 

	TR
	information 
	development 

	Appraisal session content 
	Appraisal session content 
	outcomes and results; 
	strengths and weaknesses; 

	TR
	person/situation attribution 
	development needs/actions · 

	Appraisal session output 
	Appraisal session output 
	information for decisions 
	developmental plan 

	Time perspective 
	Time perspective 
	past 
	future 

	Appraisal frequency 
	Appraisal frequency 
	annual 
	throughout the year 

	Appraisal timing 
	Appraisal timing 
	focal point (common date) 
	individually staggered dates 


	Conflict Between Administrative and Developmental Appraisals 
	A number ofmanagement theorists have concluded that the administrative and developmental purposes ofperformance appraisal are incompatible (e.g., Beer, 1981; Boswell & Boudreau, 1999; Harvey, 1995; Sashkin, 1981). As described above, administrative appraisals rely on between-person comparisons ofglobal rankings while developmental appraisals rely on within-person comparisons of dimensional ratings. Between-person global rankings can lose their connection to absolute levels of performance and do not tell the
	Administrative appraisals require raters to make'judgments affecting ratees' futures (Beer, 1981). When raters communicate these judgments, they are often called upon to justify their appraisal, as organizational rewards are often at stake. This can result in an adversarial relationship, faulty listening, and low trust which is not conducive to coaching and development (Beer, 1981; Longnecker, Sims, & Gioia, 1987). For example, a ratee could successfully complete all agreed upon developmental actions and ye
	Administrative appraisals require raters to make'judgments affecting ratees' futures (Beer, 1981). When raters communicate these judgments, they are often called upon to justify their appraisal, as organizational rewards are often at stake. This can result in an adversarial relationship, faulty listening, and low trust which is not conducive to coaching and development (Beer, 1981; Longnecker, Sims, & Gioia, 1987). For example, a ratee could successfully complete all agreed upon developmental actions and ye
	discussion so powerful, that attempts to coach the ratee are almost futile. Harvey ( 1995) observed that salary administration involves the allocation of scarce increase dollars based on evaluation, rating, and ranking. Sashkin ( 1981) described pay allocation as a zero-sum exercise requiring peer comparisons. The more severe the perceived administrative consequences ofa negative rating, the greater the incentive for the rater to be lenient (Farh et al., 1991). Longnecker et al. (1987) asserted that pay lin

	Developmental appraisals cast the rater in the role of coach, listening to ratee problems and helping the ratee identify and overcome weaknesses (Meyer et al., 1965). Ilgen and Feldman (1983) referred to the "coaching functions" ofappraisal systems as providing feedback and developmental support. Harvey (1995) commented that the focus ofratee development is coaching and continuous improvement. Different communication processes are required for administrative versus developmental appraisals (Beer, 1981 ). Co
	Beer ( 1981) observed that giving negative feedback to a ratee makes it difficult for the rater to maintain positive relationships with the ratee. A rater's performance typically requires maintaining the commitment ofratees. When appraisals are used for administrative purposes (e.g., pay and promotion), raters' beliefs about other raters affect 
	User Preferences And Appraisal Purpose 33 how they evaluate their ratees. Relative comparisons become important in the allocation ofscarce resources. Ifa rater believes other raters are inflating their ratings, then that rater is inclined to also inflate his or her ratings (Bernardin & Orban, 1990). Ratings collected for multiple purposes may be different from ratings collected for a single purpose (Cleveland et al., 1989; Milkovich & Wigdor, 1991). Cleveland et al. 
	(1989) argued that it is unlikely that the same performance appraisal will provide valid 
	information about both between-and within-person distinctions. Accuracy in 
	distinguishing between individuals is largely independent ofaccuracy in distinguishing an individual's strengths· from his or her weaknesses (Murphy, Garcia, Kerkar, Martin, & 
	Balzer, 1982). Williams et al. (1985) showed that acquiring information for one type of decision may hinder one's ability to make other types of decisions with that information. In traditional rating systems requiring the rater to focus on multiple purposes, the rater may focus on only one purpose, disregarding the others (Longnecker et al., 1987). Because the need to make administrative decisions is important to organizations, development is the function likely to be disregarded (Harvey, 1995; Roberts, 199
	Clayton and Ayres (1996) reported a case study ofan Australian government agency that implemented an appraisal system for administrative purposes for its managers and an appraisal system for developmental purposes for its staff The developmental 
	appraisal system for staff was successful while the administrative appraisal system fo
	r 

	managers had minimal effect. Because the administrative system for managers was 
	mandated, its minimal impact may be attributed to a lack of ownership rather than the 
	purpose ofthe system (Clayton & Ayres, 1996). 
	Research examining the conflict between administrative and developmental appraisals is rare (Boswell & Boudreau, 1999). Milkovich and Wigdor ( 1991) asserted that actual appraisal systems used by organizations are complex because oftheir multiple purposes, making hypothesis testing difficult in field settings. According to Boswell and Boudreau (1999), we know little about employee reactions to combined versus separated administrative and developmental appraisals. ·
	-

	The first, and perhaps most frequently cited research (Boswell & Boudreau, 1999), on multiple appraisal uses is a study conducted at General Electric by Meyer et al. (1965). Based on interviews, questionnaires and observations of appraisal sessions with 92 employees, Meyer et al. (1965) concluded that separate appraisals should be held for different purposes. As a result, about half the managers in the General Electric study adopted a separate work planning and review (WP&R) system that did not include summ
	study was not designed to compare split versus combined appraisals, this is a vali
	d 

	challenge. 
	To test the conclusions ofMeyer et al. (1965), Prince and Lawler (1986) conducted a field study involving 770 employees at nine sites ofa multi-industry company. The dependent variables were the utility ofthe appraisal, satisfaction with the appraisal session, and perceived performance improvement. The independent variables included scales measuring the salary discussion focus and the career development focus ofthe appraisal session. They found that salary discussion had no impact or a slightly positive imp
	Appraisal System Design Alternatives 
	Mohrman et al. (1989) recommended that it is critical to decide the purpose ofan appraisal system before proceeding with its design. They reasoned that this is analogous to determining the destination for a ship before sailing. Murphy and Cleveland (1995) , however, observed that there have been relatively few empirical tests ofthe idea that appraisal purpose should affect the design ofan appraisal system. 
	Some management theorists argue that there should be separate appraisal systems for administrative and developmental purposes (Beer, 1981; Harvey, 1995; Meyer, 1991; Sashkin, 1981). Using an appraisal system for multiple purposes can be ineffective because the best system design varies for each purpose (Boswell & Boudreau, 1999). The 
	optimal system for encouraging development differs from the optimal system fo
	r 

	·administrative purposes. Bartol and Locke (2000) reasoned that there are also procedural justice reasons for separating administrative and developmental appraisals. Ifnew appraisal data surfaced during a dual purpose appraisal session, raters are rarely empowered to change pay allocations without first clearing them with their immediate superiors (Bartol & Locke, 2000). Sashkin ( 1981) asserted that the surest way to ruin an otherwise good appraisal system is to require the rater to perform both roles in o
	· 1t is common practice for organizations to use appraisals for multiple purposes (Ilgen et al., 1993; Meyer, 1991; Mohrman et al., 1989; Murphy & Cleveland, 1995; Ostroff, 1993). Mohrman et al., (1989) reported that 459 out of510 firms (90.0%) used appraisals to determine merit increases and 442 ofthese same 510 firms (86.7%) used appraisals as a basis for providing feedback. In a survey of250 SHRM (Society for Human Resource Management) members, Smith, Hornsby, and Shirmeyer (1996) found that most compani
	Ilgen and Feldman ( 1983) questioned whether the administrative and 
	User Preferences And Appraisal Purpose 3 7 developmental purposes ofappraisal can or· should be separated. They reasoned that the rater and ratee can not avoid considering reward implications even ifthey are not discussed in the appraisal session. Further, feedback in a developmental discussion has reward implications. Ilg en and Feldman ( 1983) concluded that "trying to separate the two promotes a benign fiction at best, hypocrisy at worst" (p 178). Prince and Lawler ( 1986) challenged an assumption inhere
	The common employer practice ofusing appraisal systems for multiple purpose
	s 

	User Preferences And Appraisal Purpose 3 8 would seem to reflect a widespread preference for appraisal systems with multiple rather than single purposes. Ifusers can not see a separation ofthe developmental and administrative appraisal purposes, as asserted by Ilg en and Feldman ( 1983 ), then both raters and ratees are more likely to prefer a system with both purposes conducted simultaneously rather than separated in time. The lack of consensus among the client 
	organization's prospective users for the originally proposed system specifications may reflect a preference for a system with both purposes conducted simultaneously. The users may have seen a system with separate administrative and developmental purposes 
	conducted at different times as requiring more effort. The prospective users may not have perceived any conflict in accomplishing administrative and developmental purposes simultaneously. 
	Hypothesis 1 : The client organization users will prefer a combined appraisal system with both administrative and developmental purposes conducted at the same time. 
	Hypothesis la: Users will rate this alternative more highly than the alternative systems. Hypothesis lb: Users will rank this alternative more highly than the alternative systems or no system. A summary ofthe preference rating and ranking hypotheses is shown ih table 2 below. 
	Table 2 Summary ofPreference Rating/Ranking Hypotheses 
	Hypothesis 
	Hypothesis 
	Hypothesis 
	Type 
	Choices 
	Predicted Preferences 

	Hla 
	Hla 
	Rating 
	administrative only 
	combined/same time 

	TR
	developmental only 

	TR
	combined/same time 

	TR
	separated/different times 

	Hlb 
	Hlb 
	Ranking 
	administrative only 
	combined/same time 

	TR
	developmental only 

	TR
	combined/same time 

	TR
	separated/different times 

	TR
	none ofthese systems 


	Studies ofthe relationship ofuser demographics to user acceptance would suggest significant differences in reactions could be expected based on functional classification (i.e., academic administrators, exempt professional staff, and non-exempt biweekly staff). The previous survey conducted in the client organization, however, did not reveal a significantly different pattern ofresponses based on functional classification. Because the more highly educated professional staff are often supervisors, the more fav
	Hypothesis 2: There will be no differences in preferences based o
	n 

	User Preferences And Appraisal Purpose 40 functional classification. That is, there will be no differences in the preferences of 
	(1) academic administrators, (2) exempt professional staff, and (3) non-exempt biweekly staff Studies ofthe relationship ofuser supervisory role to user acceptance would 
	suggest significant differences can be expected based on role (i.e., rater only, both rater and ratee, and ratee only). The previous survey conducted in the client organization, however, did not reveal a significantly different pattern ofresponses between supervisors and non-supervisors. To the extent that the process ofsurveying user preferences enhances perceived system knowledge (Williams & Levy, 2000), differences in role-related reactions to appraisal systems may be diminished. No significant differenc
	Hypothesis 3: There will be no differences in preferences based on role. That is, there will be no differences in the preferences of( 1) academic supervisors who would be raters only and are ratees under a different system, (2) staff supervisors who would be both raters and ratees, 'and (3) non-supervisory staff who would be ratees only. As previously reported, the most highly ranked purpose out of 13 choices in the 
	earlier client organization survey was providing developmental feedback. Respondents to this survey also rated developmental purposes more highly than administrative or strategic purposes. Based on the previous client organization survey, it is expected that systems with a developmental purpose only will be preferred over those with an administrative 
	purpose only
	. 

	Hypothesis 4: Given a choice ofeither an appraisal system with an administrative purpose only or an appraisal system with a developmental purpose only, significantly more respondents will choose an appraisal system with a developmental purpose only. Based on studies of the relationship between ratee ratings and user acceptance, 
	ratee's expected ratings should influence the type ofappraisal system preferred. Ratees who expect lower ratings would seem more likely to prefer an appraisal system with a developmental purpose only while ratees who expect higher ratings would seem to prefer an appraisal system with an administrative purpose only. Ratees who expect higher ratings are more likely to receive the rewards associated with administrative appraisals. 
	Hypothesis 5: There will be a significant difference in the mean expected performance ratings of ratees who prefer an appraisal system with a developmental purpose only versus those who prefer an appraisal system with an administrative only purpose. 
	Consistent with hypothesis 1, it is expected that appraisal systems with multiple purposes will be preferred over those with either a developmental or administrative purpose alone. The previous client organization survey found support for an appraisal system with both administrative and developmental purposes. This indicates support among client organization users for an appraisal system with multiple purposes. 
	Hvoothesis 6: Given a choice ofeither an appraisal system with a single purpose or an appraisal system with multiple purposes, significantly more respondents will choose an appraisal system with multiple purposes. 
	Hypothesis 6a: Given a choice of an appraisal system with an administrative purpose only or a combined appraisal system with both administrative and developmental purposes conducted at the same time, significantly more respondents will prefer a combined appraisal system with both administrative and developmental purposes conducted at the same time. 
	Hypothesis 6b: Given a choice of an appraisal system with a developmental purpose only or a combined appraisal system with both administrative and developmental purposes conducted at the same time, significantly more respondents will prefer a combined appraisal system with both administrative and developmental purposes conducted at the same time. 
	Hypothesis 6c: Given a choice ofan appraisal system with an administrative purpose only or a separated appraisal system with parallel administrative and developmental purposes conducted at different times, significantly more respondents will prefer a separated appraisal system with parallel administrative and developmental purposes conducted at different times. 
	Hypothesis 6d: Given a choice of an appraisal system with a developmental purpose only or a separated appraisal system with parallel administrative and developmental purposes conducted at different times, significantly more respondents will prefer a separated appraisal system with parallel administrative and developmental purposes conducted at different times. Consistent with hypothesis 1, it is expected that users will prefer a system with 
	combined administrative and developmental purposes conducted at the same time rathe
	r 

	User Preferences And Appraisal Purpose 43 than separated appraisals conducted at different times. Hypothesis 7: Given a choice ofa combined appraisal system with both administrative and developmental purposes conducted at the same time or a separated appraisal system with parallel administrative and developmental purposes conducted but at different times, significantly more respondents will prefer a combined appraisal system with both administrative and developmental purposes conducted at the same time. A s
	Hypotheses Choice 1 Choice 2 Predicted Preference H3 administrative developmental developmental H6a administrative combined/same time combined/same time H6b developmental combined/same time combined/same time H6c administrative separated/different separated/different 
	times times H6d developmental separated/different separated/different times times
	.. 
	.. 

	H7 combined/same timseparated/different combined/same time times 
	e 

	Study 1 
	Because no existing scale measured user preferences for appraisal systems with 
	different purposes, a scale needed to be developed. The goal of study 1 was thus to develop a performance appraisal system preference scale using a student sample which would be used in a second study with the client organization prospective users. A pilot test ofthe appraisal system preference scale was conducted to reduce the number of scale items to a smaller subset that were unidimensional and had acceptable reliability. 
	Methods 
	Study 1 asked students to rate four alternative appraisal systems, each having different purposes. Participants 
	The initial 12-item appraisal system preference scale was pilot tested on 187 client organization students: 84 undergraduate psychology students and 103 undergraduate business students. No identifying information was collected from the students. Procedures 
	The appraisal system preference questionnaires were distributed to undergraduate psychology students through the Psychology Lab Office. Participating psychology students picked-up the questionnaire and an informed consent statement from the Psychology Lab office and received credit toward required enrichment points or extra credit when they returned a completed questionnaire. The researcher presented the preference questionnaire to the undergraduate business students during regularly scheduled class meeting
	To prevent an ordering effect from influencing respondents' preferences, there 
	were four different versions ofthe questionnaire. The four different questionnair
	e 

	User Preferences And Appraisal Purpose 46 evaluation results in a single rating ofthe ratee's performance. This single rating is used as a basis for making administrative decisions such as merit increases and promotion. The appraisal discussion looks back at how the ratee has performed over the past rating period. 
	2. 
	2. 
	2. 
	Developmental Appraisal Only: In a developmental appraisal system, the supervisor compares information about ratee performance across different work dimensions. The supervisor seeks information about how the ratee performed different tasks relative to work standards. The supervisor's evaluation results in ratings along different work dimensions. These dimensional ratings are used to identify areas ofperformance strength and weakness. This information is then used to prepare developmental action plans to imp

	3. 
	3. 
	Combined (i.e, both administrative and developmental appraisals conducted at the 


	same time): 
	A combined appraisal system' combines the administrative and developmental appraisals, with both conducted together. The supervisor looks at performance across ratees and across tasks to produce a single rating and dimensional ratings. When a supervisor has only one or a few ratees to rate, single ratings from several supervisors are pooled and reviewed at the next level ofsupervision to determine relative standing or ranking. The single rating looks at past performance over the rating period and is used to
	performance strength and weakness and to discuss improvement in specific wor
	k 

	User Preferences And Appraisal Purpose 47 dimensions. Both types ofratings are discussed in the same session. 
	4. Separated (i.e., parallel administrative and developmental appraisals conducted at 
	different times): 
	In a separated appraisal system, the administrative and developmental appraisals are conducted a few months apart so as to minimize any conflict in the supervisor roles of judge and coach. The supervisor looks at performance across ratees and across tasks to produce both a single rating and dimensional ratings. When a supervisor has only one or a few ratees to rate, single ratings from several supervisors are pooled and reviewed at the next level of supervision to determine relative standing or ranking. The
	The dependent variable in Study 1 was the mean rating on a performance appraisal system preference scale and the independent variable was the appraisal system design. The pilot appraisal system preference scale included the following items which were developed based on the literature review: 
	1. 
	1. 
	1. 
	This system would be a source ofgreat satisfaction. 

	2. 
	2. 
	This system would produce fair evaluations. 

	3. 
	3. 
	This system would produce accurate evaluations. 

	4. 
	4. 
	This system would do little to improve performance (reverse scored)
	. 


	5. 
	5. 
	This system provides too few benefits to warrant the effort it requires (reverse scored). 

	6. 
	6. 
	This system would be a good way to assess staff performance. 

	7. 
	7. 
	I would be very uncomfortable with this system (reverse scored). 

	8. 
	8. 
	This system would be widely accepted by professional and biweekly staff 

	9. 
	9. 
	This system would be my first choice. 

	10. 
	10. 
	This system would be my last choice (reverse scored). 

	11. 
	11. 
	This system would motivate staff to be more effective. 

	12. 
	12. 
	Evaluations produced by this system would be biased (reverse scored)Each ofthe scale items had five response choices: strongly agree, agree, neutral, disagreeand strongly disagree. A 1-5 Likert scale was used for scoring items on the scalestrongly agree = 1; agree = 2; neutral = 3; disagree = 4, and strongly disagree = 5. Foreverse scored items: strongly agree= 5; agree= 4, neural= 3, disagree= 2, and strongldisagree = 1. The summary rating for an alternative was the sum ofthe item scoredivided by the numbe
	. 
	, 
	: 
	r 
	y 
	s 
	. 



	Results 
	The 12-item pilot test scale was first factor-analyzed to check for unidimensionality. Four factor analyses using the principal components method were conducted: one for the ratings on each ofthe four alternative performance appraisal systems. The 12-item scale produced a one-factor solution when it was applied to the administrative only, combined, and separated system alternatives. For the developmental only alternative, it produced a three-factor solution. Four scale items were identified that loaded on t
	User Preferences And Appraisal Purpose 49 Four reliability analyses ofthe 12-item pilot test scale were next conducted: one for the ratings ofeach ofthe four alternatives. The item..,total correlations for each item were examined and the internal consistency ofthe scale was assessed by computing coefficient alpha (DeVellis, 1991). The 12-item scale displayed high reliability when applied to the administrative only, combined, and separated alternatives: coefficient alphas of .92, 93, and .93 respectively. Fo
	-

	User Preferences And Appraisal Purpose 50 questionnaire was thus redesigned for Study 2 (see Appendix B) with an added page describing the four alternative appraisal systems to be read before ratings were requested. To prevent an ordering effect, four versions ofthis added page were developed as previously described. 
	A 1 x 4 within-subjects ANOVA applied to the student ratings ofthe four alternative appraisal systems using the 5-item scale found a significant difference in the average ratings CE (1,182) = 36.85, p < .001). The effect size ofappraisal purpose on 
	student ratings ofappraisal systems was between medium and large as measured by 11(Weinfurt, 2000). Appraisal purpose accounted for 17% ofthe variance in ratings. Each ofthe alternatives were rated on a scale with the most positive response, "strongly agree" = 1, and the least positive response, "strongly disagree" = 5. The lower the average rating, the more preferred the alternative. The mean ratings are shown in table 4. The post hoc significance ofthe difference in means was tested using pairwise compari
	2 

	Appraisal System Alternative 
	Appraisal System Alternative 
	Appraisal System Alternative 
	Mean Student Rating 

	Combined 
	Combined 
	2.41 A 
	(most preferred) 

	Developmental Only } } 
	Developmental Only } } 
	2.49AB 

	Separated 
	Separated 
	2.64 B 

	Administrative Only 
	Administrative Only 
	3.07 
	c 
	(least preferred) 

	Cell means that do not share a subscript differ at p < .05. 
	Cell means that do not share a subscript differ at p < .05. 


	User Preferences And Appraisal Purpose 51 As shown in table 4, although the average rating for the combined system suggested it was the most preferred, it was not significantly different from the average rating for the developmental only alternative. The average rating ofthe separated system 
	was significantly different from the combined and administrative only alternatives. The 
	average rating ofthe administrative only system indicated it was the least preferred 
	alternative and was significantly different from the other three. 
	Study 2 
	Having developed a reliable and unidimensional scale in Study 1, the goal of study 2 was to measure client 'organization user preferences for the four different appraisal systems. 
	Methods 
	Study 2 asked respondents to first rate the four alternative appraisal systems. After rating all four alternatives, the respondents then ranked the alternatives along with the alternative ofadopting none ofthe systems. The respondents further indicated a preference for each appraisal system individually paired with each ofthe three other systems. Respondents were then asked to estimate the overall performance rating they . would expect to receive if an appraisal system was adopted. Participants 
	The participants in Study 2 were 12 academic administrators who supervise staff employees, 31 non-exempt biweekly staff employees, and 3 5 exempt professional staff employees. This represents roughly one-fourth ofthe client organization employees who 
	would be users ofan appraisal system if one were adopted. The participants were aske
	d 

	User Preferences And Appraisal Purpose 52 to identify their age category, length of service category, role, functional classification, and expected rating (ratees only). The age and service categories combined did not uniquely identify an individual respondent. The distribution by functional classification ofthose sent questionnaires was compared to the actual distribution ofrespondents by functional classification to determine ifthere are significant differences. To assure that participant responses were a
	length of service by category only rather than their actual age and length of service. Participants were asked to identify their age and length ofservice iri one offive categories. The "What is your age?" question had the following choices: below 32 years; 32 to 39 
	years; 40 to 47 years; 48 to 52 years; and 53 years and above. The "What is your length ofservice" question liad the following choices: 1 year or less; 2 to 3 years; 4 to 6 years; 7 to 10 years; and 11 or more years. The age and length ofservice brackets were developed by looking at prospective respondent age and length ofservice quintiles and by choosing understandable groupings. The age and length ofservice distributions ofthose sent questionnaires were compared with the respondent age and length ofservic
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	Table 5 Cross Tabulation ofParticigants by Age and Years of Service 
	Years of 
	Years of 
	Years of 
	Service 
	Completed 

	Age-
	Age-
	<2 
	2 to 3 
	4 to 6 
	7 to 10 
	11+ 
	Total 

	below 32 
	below 32 
	25 
	10 
	5 
	0 
	0 
	40 

	32 to 39 
	32 to 39 
	13 
	11 
	9 
	5 
	2 
	40 

	40 to 47 
	40 to 47 
	18 
	12 
	7 
	11 
	17 
	65 

	48 to 52 
	48 to 52 
	13 
	13 
	8 
	5 
	19 
	58 

	53+ 
	53+ 
	6 
	6 
	10 
	7 
	33 
	62 

	Total 
	Total 
	75 
	52 
	39 
	28 
	71 
	265 


	Potential ratees were asked to identify the performance rating they would expect to receive ifa performance appraisal system was adopted that included an overall rating. The question "Ifa performance appraisal system was adopted that included an overall rating, what would you expect your rating to be?", included the following five response categories: outstanding (surpasses all performance standards by a wide margin); exceeds expectations (surpasses most performance standards); successful (meets all perform
	Procedures 
	The preference poll questionnaires were mailed to participants in individually addressed campus envelopes. The survey questionnaires were accompanied by a cover letter (see Appendix C). Mailing labels were affixed to each envelope to assure that every respondent received a questionnaire and no respondent received more than one questionnaire. The questionnaires sealed in the envelopes contained no identifying marks. 
	To prevent an ordering effect from influencing respondents' preferences, there were four different versions ofthe page describing the alternative appraisal systems as discussed in Study 1. The four different questionnaire versions were randomly assigned to participants. 
	Participants were given up to four weeks from the date of distribution to respond to the tjoestionnaire. To encourage participants to respond, follow-up e-mail messages were sent to those sent questionnaires encouraging them to respond. The follow-up email messages were sent three weeks prior and one week prior to the deadline and offered to provide a replacement questionnaire. Respondents were asked to return the completed questionnaires to the researcher via the campus mail system. Materials 
	-

	The user questionnaire (see Appendix B) included five sections. The first section included a page describing the four alternative appraisal systems (with different four versions as noted above). The same performance appraisal system descriptions used in Study 1 were used in Study 2. The second section repeated the descriptions followed by 
	the 5-item appraisal system preference scale for rating each ofthe alternatives. The thir
	d 

	User Preferences And Appraisal Purpose 55 section asked respondents to rank the four appraisal system choices along with the option of adopting none ofthe systems. The fourth section included six paired forced-choice questions. Each system was paired with the other three alternative appraisal systems with respondents asked to choose one system from each pair. The fifth section included the respondent demographic information described with the participants above. Measures The dependent variables were the mea
	represents a response rate of 28.5% and is comparable to the 28.6% response rate for the previous merit system design questionnaire. There were no significant differences in the_ response rates by: functional classification Ci (2, N=78) = 0.75, Q = .69); age Ci (4, 
	N=74) = 6.64, I!.= .16); or length of service (x(4, N=75) = 5.14, Q = .27). The study all prospective client organization users based on functional classification, age, and length of service. 
	2 
	findings should thus generalize.to 

	The items in the 5-item scale were originally embedded in a 12-item scale. 
	Because changing.the item context could affect scale reliability, the coefficient alphas fo
	r 

	User Preferences And Appraisal Purpose 56 the 5-item scale were again checked. The ratings ofthe administrative only, developmental only, combined, and separated appraisal systems again produced very acceptable coefficient alphas of .94, .92, .96, and . 78 respectively. Factor analyses again produced one-factor solutions for the ratings ofall four alternatives. Each ofthe alternatives were rated on an appraisal system preference scale with 
	the most positive response, "strongly agree" = 1, and the least positive response, "strongly disagree"= 5. The lower the average rating, the more preferred the alternative. A 1 x 4 within-subjects ANO VA found a significant difference in the average ratings ofthe four 
	alternatives (E. (1,75) = 16.6512 < .001). The effect size ofappraisal purpose on prospective user ratings ofappraisal systems was between medium and large as measured by TJ. Appraisal purpose accounted for 18% ofthe variance in ratings. The mean prospective user ratings are shown in table 6. The post hoc significance ofthe difference in means was tested using pairwise comparisons with a Bonferroni adjustment for multiple compansons. Table 6 Mean Prospective User Ratings ofAppraisal Systems 
	2

	Appraisal System Alternative 
	Appraisal System Alternative 
	Appraisal System Alternative 
	Mean User Rating 

	Developmental Only ) 
	Developmental Only ) 
	2.50A 
	(most preferred) 

	Combined Separated 
	Combined Separated 
	} 
	2.77AB 3.09 B 

	Administrative Only 
	Administrative Only 
	3 .44 
	c 
	(least preferred) 


	Cell means that do not share a subscript differ at p < .05 
	. 

	User Preferences And Appraisal Purpose 57 Although the average rating ofthe developmental only system suggested it was the most preferred, it was not significantly different (Q = .68) from the average rating ofthe combined alternative. The average rating ofthe separated system was significantly 
	different from the administrative only and developmental only alternatives. The average 
	rating ofadministrative only system indicated that it was the least preferred and was 
	significantly different from the other three alternatives. 
	Each ofthe five alternatives were ranked with the most preferred alternative ranked "l" and the least preferred alternative ranked "5". The lower the average ranking, the more preferred the alternative. A significant portion (36%) ofthe respondents did not rank all five alternatives, particularly the last alternative of"none ofthese systems." The missing rankings were inserted based on the average ofthe remaining unused ranks. For example, ifa respondent only ranked one alternative as his or her first choic
	A 1 x 5 within-subjects ANOV A found a significant difference in the average rankings ofthe five alternatives (E (1,78) = 19.44, Q < .001). The effect size ofappraisal purpose on prospective user rankings ofappraisal systems was approaching large as measured by r{ Appraisal purpose accounted for 20% ofthe variance in rankings. The mean prospective user rankings are shown in table 7. The post hoc significance ofthe difference in means was tested using pairwise comparisons with a Bonferroni adjustment for mul
	can be violated with relatively minor effects" (Howell, 1997 p 321). Manshor an
	d 

	Kamalanabhan (2000) used t-tests to compare mean rankings ofratees versus ratersWiersma and Latham (1986) used an ANOV A to test differences in rank-ordered dataTable Mean Prospective User Rankings ofAppraisal System
	. 
	. 
	7 
	s 

	Appraisal System Alternative 
	Appraisal System Alternative 
	Appraisal System Alternative 
	Mean User Rating 

	Combined 
	Combined 
	2.14A 
	(most preferred) 

	Developmental Only Separated 
	Developmental Only Separated 
	)) 
	2.59AB 2.88 B 

	Administrative Only None ofthese systems 
	Administrative Only None ofthese systems 
	} 
	3.56 c 3.83 c 
	(least preferred) 

	Cell means that do not share a subscript differ at p < . 05. 
	Cell means that do not share a subscript differ at p < . 05. 


	The average ranking ofthe combined system suggested it was the most preferred, but it was not significantly different (p = .37) from the average ranking for the developmental only alternative. The average ranking ofthe separated system was significantly different from all the alternatives except the developmental only alternative. The average ranking ofthe administrative only system was significantly different from all the alternatives except none ofthe systems. The alternative ofnone ofthese systems was ra
	The difference in rating preferences based on functional classification was tested with a 3 between-x 4 within-subjects ANOV A and was found not to be significant (E (2,73) = 1.20, p = .307). The difference in rating preferences based on role was tested 
	User Preferences And Appraisal Purpose 59 with a 3 between-x 4 within-subjects ANOVA and was found not to be significant CE (2, 73) = .97, 12 = .386). A 5 between-x 4 within-subjects ANO VA found no significant differences in rating preferences based on age CE (4,69) = 1.76, 12 = .147) or length of service CE (4,70) = .93, g = .450). Comparing systems with a single purpose, a developmental only versus administrative only system was preferred by 77.9% versus 22.1 % ofthe respondents Cx2 (1, N=77) = 24.01, g 
	1. 
	1. 
	1. 
	A combined versus administrative only system was preferred by 88.0% versus 12.0% ofthe respondents Ci (1, N=75) = 43.23, g < .001). 

	2. 
	2. 
	A combined versus developmental system was preferred by 58.4% versus 41.6% of the respondents Cx2 (1, N=77) = 2.20, 12 = .138). This difference was not statistically significant. 

	3. 
	3. 
	A separated versus administrative only system was preferred by 69.3% versus 30.7% ofthe respondents (x(1, N=75) = 11.21, g < .001). 
	2 


	4. 
	4. 
	A developmental only versus a separated system was preferred by 59.2% versus 40.8% ofthe respondents (X(1, N=76) = 2.579, g = .108). This difference was not statistically significant. 
	2 



	Comparing systems with multiple purposes, a combined versus separated system was preferred by 68.5% versus 31.5% ofthe respondents (X(1, N=73) = 9.99, 12 < .002). 
	2 

	User Preferences And Appraisal Purpose 60 Respondents were asked to indicate the performance rating they would expect to receive on a five point scale ranging from 1 ="unsuccessful" to 5 ="outstanding". The difference in the average expected performance ratings ofthose preferring a 
	developmental only versus an administrative only performance appraisal system was tested and found not to be significant(!= -.46, 12 = .65). The average expected rating ofthose preferring a developmental only system was 3.76 compared to an average of3.65 for 
	those who preferred an administrative only system ( 4 = "exceeds expectations"). Overall, the average expected performance rating was 3. 7 4. There was no significant difference in the average rating expected by professional (3.85) compared to biweekly clerical (3.60) staff(!= 1.35, 12 = .181). Two-thirds (66.7%) ofthe staff expected a rating equal to or greater than "exceeds expectations". 
	Overall, the study found support for some hypotheses and not others. A summary ofthe hypotheses and associated findings appears in table 8. 
	User Preferences And Appraisal Purpose 6
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	Table 8 Summary ofHypotheses and Findings 
	Hypothesis Test Significant Supported la 1 x 4 within-Yes; .Q < .001 No; developmental only rated slightly, subjects but not significantly, higher than ANOVA combined lb 1 x 5 within-Yes; .Q < .001 Almost; rankings ofcombined slightly, subjects but not significantly, higher than ANOVA developmental only · 1 See la, lb No; combined not significantly above different from developmental only 2 3 between-x 4 No; .Q = .307 Yes; no difference in ratings based on 
	.. 
	within-subjects functional classification ANOVA 
	3 between x 4 No; .Q = .386 Yes; no difference in ratings based on within-subjects role ANOVA 
	3 

	4 chi-square Yes; .Q < .00Yes; developmental only preferred over administrative only 
	1 

	. 1-test No; .Q = .65 No; no difference in average expected rating based on above preferences 
	. 1-test No; .Q = .65 No; no difference in average expected rating based on above preferences 
	5 

	Table 8 Summary ofHypotheses and Findings 

	Hypothesis Test Significant Supported la 1 x 4 within-Yes; 12 < .001 No; developmental only rated slightly, subjects but not significantly, higher than ANOVA combined lb 1 x 5 within-Yes; 12 < .001 Almost; rankings ofcombined slightly, subjects but not significantly, higher than ANOVA developmental only 1 See la, lb No; combined not significantly above different from developmental only 2 3 between-x 4 No; 12 = .307 Yes; no difference in ratings based on 
	.. 
	within-subjects functional classification ANOVA 
	3 between x 4 No; 12 = .386 Yes; no difference in ratings based on within-subjects role ANOVA 
	3 

	4 chi-square Yes; 12 < .00Yes; developmental only preferred over administrative only 
	1 

	5 !-test No; 12 = .65 No; no difference in average expected 
	. 

	rating based on above preferences 
	Table 8 (Continued) 
	Summary ofHypotheses and Findings(continued) 
	6a 
	6a 
	6a 
	chi-square 
	Yes; p < .001 
	Yes; combined preferred over 

	TR
	administrative only 

	6b 
	6b 
	chi-square 
	No; p = .138 
	No; combined only slightly favored 

	TR
	over developmental only 

	6c 
	6c 
	chi-square 
	Yes; p < .001 
	Yes; separated preferred over 

	TR
	administrative only 

	6d 
	6d 
	·
	-

	chi-square 
	No; p = .108 
	No; developmental slightly, but not 

	TR
	significantly, preferred over separated 

	6 
	6 
	see 6a,6b,6c, 
	Partially; multiple purposes preferred 

	TR
	6d above 
	only when administrative only is the 

	TR
	·
	-


	TR
	other choice 

	7 
	7 
	chi-square 
	Yes; p < .002 
	Yes; combined preferred over 

	TR
	separated 


	Discussion Implications for the Client Organization 
	The findings ofthis study can be used to develop a more acceptable performance appraisal system for the client organization. The combination ofratings, rankings, and paired forced-choice questions produced rather consistent findings. The originally proposed system specifications presented to the client organization called for a separated performance appraisal system. The lack of consensus within the client organization for 
	User Preferences And Appraisal Purpose 63 adopting the proposed system specifications can now be, at least partly, attributed to the relative lack ofsupport for a separated performance appraisal system. While a separated system was consistently preferred over an administrative only system in the ratings, rankings, and paired force-choice questions, it was not preferred over the combined or developmental only systems. 
	The study findings do not clearly identify a preference for a combined over a developmental only system. The developmental only system was rated slightly higher than the combined alternative, but the difference was not statistically significant. The combined 
	system was ranked slightly higher than the developmental only alternative, but the 
	difference was not statistically significant. In the paired forced-choice question, more 
	respondents (58.4%) preferred a combined system over a developmental only (41.6%) 
	system, but the difference was not statistically significant. The study findings suggest that a combined system with more ofa developmental focus would be most accepted by prospective users. 
	The proposed system specifications called for a separate developmental assessment to be conducted by raters a few months after an administrative rating. The system specifications should be changed to conduct the developmental assessment at the same time as the rating ofjob specific expectations. This would move toward a combined performance appraisal system with more ofa developmental focus. Raters could then concentrate more on distinctiveness information, within-person comparisons, and criterion reference
	could then focus more on strengths and weaknesses across work dimensions; area
	s 

	User Preferences And Appraisal Purpose 64 needing improvement, and developmental activities that would improve performance. The administrative only system was consistently the least preferred alternative on the ratings, rankings, and paired force-choice questions. The proposed system specifications called for the development ofdivisional comparative ratings. These divisional comparative ratings were to be developed by a divisional reviewer or a 
	divisional review committee ranking supervisory ratings. The system specifications 
	should delete these divisional comparative ratings. This would move the system 
	specifications further toward a combined system with more ofa developmental focus. It 
	might also address some ofthe complaints about the initially proposed system 
	specifications being too burdensome. 
	The initial system specifications called for the divisional comparative ratings to be used in determining merit increases. Adopting merit pay without these comparative ratings would move the client organization further away from an administrative only appraisal system. Merit pay without these comparative ratings could consist oftwo parts: a policy ofno merit increases for staff on formal written performance warnings under a progressive discipline system and merit by exception (Coens & Jenkins, 2000). In ess
	that a nominated individual was outstanding before an award was granted (Coens 
	& 

	Jenkins, 2000). 
	The initial system specifications included an overall supervisory rating of performance. The overall rating of performance should be retained and used as a factor in nominating staff for exceptional merit awards. Only 9. 5% ofthe respondents expected an overall rating of"outstanding". Unlike traditional merit increase systems, however, the rating of one or a few raters is not sufficient to justify an exceptional merit increase. Truly outstanding performance must be widely recognized throughout the organizat
	The merit by exception approach should lessen the inherent conflict between the administrative and developmental rating purposes. By not directly linking the overall performance rating to a merit increase amount, a rater can focus on improving the ratee's performance rather than justifying a merit increase amount. The rater and ratee can become allies rather than adversaries. The rater can concentrate on coaching the ratee in achieving wider organizational recognition for excellent performance, thereby qual
	The expected performance ratings did not influence preferences for appraisa
	l 

	systems with administrative only versus developmental only purposes. While it was hypothesized that those preferring an administrative only system would expect higher ratings, those preferring the developmental only alternative actually had slightly higher, but not significantly different, expected ratings. The preference for a combined system with a developmental focus can not be attributed to low performers seeking to escape accountability. 
	The response rate ofacademic administrators was 34. 5%, not significantly different from the other functional classifications. Under any staff performance rating system, academic administrators will be raters only. Ifmany academic administrators were too busy to respond to the preference poll, they may also be too busy to administer a performance rating system. The proposed system specifications called for raters and ratees to agree on job specific performance expectations by March 1st of each year. This ac
	Implications for Future Preference Studies 
	While user acceptance may be a major concern of practicing managers in America's largest companies (Thomas & Bretz, 1994), appraisal systems typically fail because they are designed by personnel specialists with limited input from prospective users (Schellhardt, 1996). Had the client organization implemented the initially proposed performance appraisal system specifications, it potentially could have ended-up with a 
	number of dissatisfied users. The client organization would then have typified mos
	t 

	User Preferences And Appraisal Purpose 67 employers. A survey conducted by the Society for Human Resources Management concluded that more than 90% ofappraisal systems are unsuccessful (Schellhardt, 1996). A 1993 survey by Development Dimensions International of 1, 149 human resources managers and others found overwhelming dissatisfaction with appraisal systems (Schellhardt, 1996). With the benefit of 20/20 hindsight, the user organization should have first surveyed user preferences for alternative appraisal
	included in the study 2 sample. Ifservice-maintenance employees, who are generally no
	t 

	User Preferences And Appraisal Purpose 68 as well educated, had been included in the sample, they may have experienced a significantly lower response rate. Preference survey designers need to be cautious in matching the complexity ofthe choices to the conceptual abilities ofthe prospective users. As hypothesized, there were no significant differences in client organization 
	preferences based on functional classification or role. These hypotheses were based on 
	previous experience with client organization surveys rather than the literature review. 
	Studies cited in the literature review found differences in reactions to appraisal systems 
	based on respondent demographics. The dependent variable measured in these studies 
	was primarily satisfaction rather than preferences. Perhaps respondents can share 
	preferences for proposed appraisal systems, but have different levels of satisfaction with 
	implemented systems based on their function or role. 
	The preferences ofthe client organization's prospective users are unique to that organization. Prospective users in other organizations will most likely have different preferences because of differences in their missions, climates, and cultures. While the findings of study 2 do not generalize beyond the client organization, together with the findings of study 1, they raise questions about employee preferences in general. Both th~ student sample and the client organization sample were consistent in preferrin
	·· Designing appraisal systems based on user preferences may not translate into user 
	User Preferences And Appraisal Purpose 69 satisfaction with those systems. The common organizational practice ofusing appraisals for multiple purposes suggests that prospective users generally prefer a combined system. The widespread dissatisfaction with appraisal systems could be related to the common 
	practice ofusing appraisals for both administrative and developmental purposes. 
	Combining administrative and developmental purposes may be incompatible as argued by 
	some management theorists. 
	Limitations ofthe Current Study 
	The relatively low response rate (28.5%) in study 2 could limit the generalizability ofthe study findings to all client organization prospective users. Respondents could differ from those who did not respond on variables other than functional classification, age, or length of service. For example, there possibly could have been significant differences in response rates from different divisions within the client organization. Perhaps those who participated in divisional discussions ofthe proposed system spec
	The descriptions ofthe four appraisal system choices did not include estimates of how much time and effort each may require ofthe rater and the ratee. Ifsuch information was available, it might have dramatically affected the preferences ofthe prospective users. 
	Each respondent had to make his or her own assumptions about the amount oftime an
	d 

	effort required. The estimates of some individuals could have been unrealistic. 
	A high percentage (36%) ofrespondents did not rank all five alternatives. The filling-in ofmissing values based on the average ofthe unused ranks may not have reflected the intent ofthe respondents. While this is a common approach to filling-in missing ranking values, it could have distorted the findings. The consistency ofthe ranking outcomes with the ratings and paired forced-choice questions suggests that no such distortion occurred. 
	While Study 2 provides a clearer picture ofthe preferences ofprospective client organization users, it does not explain why they preferred one system over another. The study did not probe into the reasons for prospective user choices. We don't know ifthey saw a conflict in accomplishing administrative and developmental purposes simultaneously. We don't know ifthey saw a separated system as requiring more effort. We don't know why they saw an administrative only system as the least preferred. Knowing the rea
	Directions for Future Research 
	Future research could determine whether performance appraisal systems designed based on prospective user input result in greater appraisal system satisfaction than those designed by personnel specialists alone. An assumption inherent in this study is that designing an appraisal system based on user input will lead to greater user acceptance. A related research issue is whether user preferences lead to incompatible appraisal system 
	designs. Do prospective users prefer appraisal system design features which ar
	e 

	incompatible (e.g., rankings and individually staggered appraisal dates)? 
	Studies 1 and 2 found similar patterns ofpreferences. Appraisal system preference polls could be conducted in other organizations, industries, or regions to determine ifthis pattern of preferences is widespread. Will respondents in other samples most prefer combined and developmental only appraisal systems and least prefer administrative systems? Ifthis pattern is widespread, it would have broad implications for the design of appraisal systems. 
	Qualitative research techniques could be used to probe more deeply into the reasons prospective users prefer some appraisal systems over others. Understanding these reasons would have implications for the design, implementation, and communication of appraisal systems. Qualitative research techniques might also be used to determine why prospective users do not respond to preference polls. Does a relatively low response rate signal that little effort will be put into making an appraisal system work? 
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	Administrative Appraisal Only 
	In an administrative appraisal system, the supervisor compares information across ratees. The supervisor seeks information about how others have performed similar tasks. The method of comparison is based on relative standing or ranking. When a supervisor has only one or a few ratees to rate, ratings of several supervisors are pooled and reviewed at the next level of supervision to determine relative standing or ranking. The supervisor's evaluation results in a single rating ofthe ratee's performance. This s
	Appraisal System Preference Scale 
	1. The administrative appraisal system would be a source ofgreat satisfaction. 
	o Strongly agree o Agree o Neutral o Disagree o Strongly disagree 1-1 1-2 1-3 1-4 1-5 
	2. The administrative appraisal system would produce fair evaluations. 
	o Strongly agree o Agree o Neutral D Disagree D Strongly disagree 2-1 2-2 2-3 2-4 2-5 
	3. The administrative appraisal system would produce accurate evaluations. 
	o Strongly agree o Agree o Neutral o Disagree o Strongly disagree 
	3-3-2 3-3 4-4 5-5 
	1 

	4The administrative appraisal system would do little to improve performance. D Strongly agree o Agree o Neutral D Disagree o Strongly disagree 
	. 

	4-4-2 4-3 4-4 4-5 
	1 

	5. The administrative appraisal system provides too few benefits to warrant the effort it requires. 
	o Strongly agree o Agree o Neutral o Disagree o Strongly disagree 
	5-5-2 5-3 5-4 5-5 
	1 

	6The administrative appraisal system would be a good way to assess staff performance. D Strongly agree o Agree o Neutral o Disagree o Strongly disagree 
	. 

	6-6-2 6-3 6-4 6-5 
	1 

	7I would be very uncomfortable with the administrative appraisal system. D Strongly agree D Agree D Neutral D Disagree D Strongly disagree 
	. 

	7-7-2 7-3 7-4 7-5 
	1 

	8. The administrative appraisal system would be widely accepted by professional and biweekly staff 
	o Strongly agree . o Agree o Neutral D Disagree D Strongly disagree 
	8-8-2 8-3 8-4 8-5 
	1 

	9. The administrative appraisal system would be my first choice. 
	o Strongly agree o Agree o Neutral D Disagree o Strongly disagree 
	9-9-2 9-3 9-4 9-5 
	1 

	10. The administrative appraisal system would be my last choice. 
	o Strongly agree D Agree D Neutral D Disagree o Strongly disagree 
	10-10-2 10-3 10-4 10-5 
	1 

	11. The administrative appraisal system would motivate staff to be more effective. 
	o Strongly agree D Agree D Neutral o Disagree o Strongly disagree 
	11-11-2 11-3 11-4 11-5 
	1 

	12. Evaluations produced by the administrative appraisal system would be biased. 
	o Strongly agree D Agree D Neutral D Disagree o Strongly disagree 
	12-12-2 12-3 12-4 "12-5 
	1 

	Developmental Appraisal Only 
	In a developmental appraisal system, the supervisor compares information about ratee performance across different work dimensions. The supervisor seeks information about how the ratee performed different tasks relative to work standards. The supervisor's evaluation results in ratings along different work dimensions. These dimensional ratings are used to identify areas of performance strength and weakness. This information is then used to prepare developmental action plans to improve the ratee's future perfo
	Appraisal System Preference Scale 
	1. The developmental appraisal system would be a source of great satisfaction. 
	o Strongly agree o Agree o Neutral o Disagree o Strongly disagree 
	13-1 13-2 13-3 13-4 13-5 
	2. The developmental appraisal system would produce fair evaluations. 
	o Strongly agree o Agree o Neutral o Disagree o Strongly disagree 
	14-1 14-2 14-3 14-4 14-5 
	3. The developmental appraisal system would produce accurate evaluations. 
	o Strongly agree o Agree o Neutral o Disagree o Strongly disagree 
	15-1 15-2 15-3 15-4 15-5 
	4. The developmental appraisal system would do little to improve performance. 
	o Strongly agree o Agree o Neutral o Disagree o Strongly disagree 
	16-1 16-2 16-3 16-4 16-5 
	5. The developmental appraisal system provides too few benefits to warrant the effort it requires. 
	o Strongly agree o Agree o Neutral o Disagree o Strongly disagree 
	17-1 17-2 17-3 17-4 17-5 
	6. The developmental appraisal system would be a good way to assess staff performance. 
	o Strongly agree o Agree o Neutral o Disagree o Strongly disagree 
	18-1 18-2 18-3 18-4 18-5 
	7. I would be very uncomfortable with the developmental appraisal system. 
	o Strongly agree o Agree o Neutral o Disagree o Strongly disagree 
	19-1 ' 19-2 19-3 19-4 19-5 
	8. The developmental appraisal system would be widely accepted by professional and biweekly staff 
	o Strongly agree o Agree o Neutral o Disagree o Strongly disagree 
	20-1 20-2 20-3 20-4 20-5 
	9. The developmental appraisal system would be my first choice. 
	o Strongly agree o Agree o Neutral o Disagree o Strongly disagree 
	21-1 21 -2 21-3 21-4 21 -5 
	10. The developmental appraisal system would be my last choice. 
	o Strongly agree o Agree o Neutral o Disagree o Strongly disagree 
	22-1 22-2 22-3 22-4 22-5 
	11. The developmental appraisal system would motivate staff to be more effective. 
	o Strongly agree o Agree o Neutral o Disagree o Strongly disagree 
	23-1 23-2 23-3 23-4 23-5 
	12. Evaluations produced by the developmental appraisal system would be biased. 
	o Strongly agree o Agree o Neutral o Disagree o Strongly disagree 
	24-1 24-2 24-3 24-4 24-5 
	Combined Appraisal 
	(Both administrative and developmental appraisals conducted at the same time): A combined appraisal system combines the administrative and developmental appraisals, with both conducted together. The supervisor looks at performance across ratees and across tasks to produce a single rating and dimensional ratings. When a supervisor has only one or a few ratees to rate, single ratings from several supervisors are pooled and reviewed at the next level of supervision to determine relative standing or ranking. Th
	Appraisal System Preference Scale 
	1. The combined system would be a source ofgreat satisfaction. 
	o Strongly agree o Agree o Neutral o Disagree o Strongly disagree 
	25-25-2 25-3 25-4 25-5 
	1 

	2. The combined system would produce fair evaluations. 
	o Strongly agree D Agree o Neutral o Disagree D Strongly disagree 
	26-26-2 26-3 26-4 26-5 
	1 

	3. The combined system would produce accurate evaluations. 
	o Strongly agree o Agree o Neutral o Disagree o Strongly disagree 
	27-27-2 27-3 27-4 27-5 
	1 

	4The combined system would do little to improve performance. D Strongly agree o Agree D Neutral o Disagree o ·strongly disagree 
	. 

	28-28-2 28-3 28-4 28-5 
	1 

	5. The combined system provides too few benefits to warrant the effort it requires. 
	o Strongly agree o Agree o Neutral o Disagree o Strongly disagree 
	29-29-2 29-3 29-4 29-5 
	1 

	6. The combined system would be a good way to assess staff performance. 
	o Strongly agree D Agree o Neutral o Disagree o Strongly disagree 
	30-30-2 30-3 ' 30-4 30-5 
	1 

	7I would be very uncomfortable with the combined appraisal system. D Strongly agree o Agree o Neutral D Disagree o Strongly disagree 
	. 

	31-31-2 31-3 31-4 31-5 
	1 

	8The combined appraisal system would be widely accepted by professional and biweekly staff D Strongly agree o Agree D Neutral o Disagree o Strongly disagree 
	. 

	32-32-2 32-3 32-4 32-5 
	1 

	9. The combined appraisal system would be my first choice. 
	o Strongly agree o Agree o Neutral o Disagree o Strongly disagree 
	33-33-2 33-3 -33-4 33-5 
	1 

	10. The combined appraisal system would be my last choice. 
	o Strongly agree D Agree D Neutral D Disagree o Strongly disagree 
	34-34-2 34-3 34-4 34-5 
	1 

	11. J:he combined appraisal system would motivate staff to be more effective. 
	o Strongly agree D Agree D Neutral o Disagree D Strongly disagree 
	35-35-2 35-3 35-4 35-5 
	1 

	12. Evaluations produced by the combined appraisal system would be biased. 
	o Strongly agree D Agree o Neutral o Disagree o Strongly disagree 
	36-36-2 36-3 36-4 36-5 
	1 

	Separated Appraisa(parallel administrative and developmental appraisals conducted at different times)
	l 
	: 

	In a separated appraisal system, the administrative and developmental appraisals are conducted a few months apart so as to minimize any conflict in the supervisor roles ofjudge and coach. The supervisor looks at performance across ratees and across tasks to produce both a single rating and dimensional ratings. When a supervisor has only one or a few ratees to rate, single ratings from several supervisors are pooled and reviewed at the next level of supervision to determine relative standing or ranking. The 
	Appraisal System Preference Scale 
	1. The separated system would be a source ofgreat satisfaction. 
	o Strongly agree o Agree o Neutral o Disagree o Strongly disagree 
	37-1 37-2 37-3 37-4 37-5 
	2. The separated system would produce fair evaluations. 
	o Strongly agree o Agree o Neutral o Disagree o Strongly disagree 
	38-1 38-2 38-3 38-4 38-5 
	3. The separated system would produce accurate evaluations. 
	o Strongly agree o Agree o Neutral o Disagree o Strongly disagree 
	39-1 39-2 39-3 39-4 39-5 
	4. The separated system would do little to improve performance. 
	o Strongly agree o Agree o Neutral o Disagree o Strongly disagree 
	40-1 40-2 40-3 40-4 40-5 
	5. The separated system provides too few benefits to warrant the effort it requires. 
	o Strongly agree o Agree o Neutral o Disagree o Strongly disagree 
	41-1 41-2 41-3 41-4 41-5 
	6. The separated system would be a good way to assess staff performance. 
	o Strongly agree o Agree o Neutral o Disagree o Strongly disagree 
	42-1 42-2 42-3 42-4 42-5 
	7. I would be very uncomfortable with the separated appraisal system. 
	o Strongly agree o Agree o Neutral o Disagree o Strongly disagree 
	43-1 43-2 43-3 43-4 43-5 
	8. The separated appraisal system would be widely accepted by professional and biweekly staff. 
	o Strongly agree o Agree o Neutral o Disagree o Strongly disagree 
	44-1 44-2 44-3 44-4 44-5 
	9. The separated appraisal system would be my first choice. 
	o Strongly agree o Agree o Neutral o Disagree o Strongly disagree 
	45-1 45-2 45-3 45-4 45-5 
	10. The separated appraisal system would be my last choice. 
	o Strongly agree o Agree o Neutral o Disagree o Strongly disagree 
	46-1 46-2 46-3 46-4 46-5 
	11 . The separated appraisal system would motivate staff to be more effective. 
	o Strongly agree o Agree o Neutral o Disagree o Strongly disagree 
	47-1 47-2 47-3 47-4 47-5 . 
	-

	12. Evaluations produced by the separated appraisal system would be biased. 
	o Strongly agree o Agree o Neutral o Disagree o Strongly disagree 
	48-1 48-2 48-3 48-4 48-5 
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	INSTRUCTIONS: Read the descriptions ofthe Administrative only, Developmental only, 
	INSTRUCTIONS: Read the descriptions ofthe Administrative only, Developmental only, 
	INSTRUCTIONS: Read the descriptions ofthe Administrative only, Developmental only, 
	I.I , 

	Combined, and Separated appraisal systems and then rate each on the appraisal system preference 
	Combined, and Separated appraisal systems and then rate each on the appraisal system preference 

	scales (pages 2 and 3). 
	scales (pages 2 and 3). 

	Administrative Appraisal Only 
	Administrative Appraisal Only 

	In an administrative appraisal system, the supervisor compares information across ratees. The 
	In an administrative appraisal system, the supervisor compares information across ratees. The 

	supervisor seeks information about how others have performed similar tasks. The method of 
	supervisor seeks information about how others have performed similar tasks. The method of 

	comparison is based on relative standing or ranking. When a supervisor has only one or a few 
	comparison is based on relative standing or ranking. When a supervisor has only one or a few 

	ratees to rate, ratings of several supervisors are pooled and reviewed at the next level of 
	ratees to rate, ratings of several supervisors are pooled and reviewed at the next level of 

	supervision to determine relative standing or ranking. The supervisor's evaluation results in a 
	supervision to determine relative standing or ranking. The supervisor's evaluation results in a 

	single rating ofthe ratee's performance. This single rating is used as a basis for making 
	single rating ofthe ratee's performance. This single rating is used as a basis for making 

	administrative decisions such as merit increases and promotion. The appraisal discussion looks 
	administrative decisions such as merit increases and promotion. The appraisal discussion looks 

	back at how the ratee has performed over the past rating period. 
	back at how the ratee has performed over the past rating period. 

	Developmental Appraisal Only 
	Developmental Appraisal Only 

	In a developmental appraisal system, the supervisor compares information about ratee 
	In a developmental appraisal system, the supervisor compares information about ratee 

	performance across different work dimensions. The supervisor seeks information about how the 
	performance across different work dimensions. The supervisor seeks information about how the 

	ratee performed different tasks relative to work standards. The supervisor's evaluation results in 
	ratee performed different tasks relative to work standards. The supervisor's evaluation results in 

	ratings along different work dimensions. These dimensional ratings are used to identify areas of 
	ratings along different work dimensions. These dimensional ratings are used to identify areas of 

	performance strength and weakness. This information is then used to prepare developmental 
	performance strength and weakness. This information is then used to prepare developmental 

	action plans to improve the ratee's future performance in specific dimensions. 
	action plans to improve the ratee's future performance in specific dimensions. 

	Combined Appraisal 
	Combined Appraisal 

	(Both administrative and developmental appraisals conducted at the same time): 
	(Both administrative and developmental appraisals conducted at the same time): 

	A combined appraisal system combines the administrative and developmental appraisals, with both 
	A combined appraisal system combines the administrative and developmental appraisals, with both 

	conducted together. The supervisor looks at performance across ratees and across tasks to 
	conducted together. The supervisor looks at performance across ratees and across tasks to 

	produce a single rating and dimensional ratings. When a supervisor has only one or a few ratees 
	produce a single rating and dimensional ratings. When a supervisor has only one or a few ratees 

	to rate, single ratings from several supervisors are pooled and reviewed at the next level of 
	to rate, single ratings from several supervisors are pooled and reviewed at the next level of 

	supervision to determine relative standing or ranking. The single rating looks at past performance 
	supervision to determine relative standing or ranking. The single rating looks at past performance 

	over the rating period and is used to make administrative decisions. The dimensional ra~ings are 
	over the rating period and is used to make administrative decisions. The dimensional ra~ings are 

	used to identify areas of performance strength and weakness and to discuss improvement in 
	used to identify areas of performance strength and weakness and to discuss improvement in 

	specific work dimensions. Both types of ratings are discussed in the same session. 
	specific work dimensions. Both types of ratings are discussed in the same session. 

	Separated Appraisal 
	Separated Appraisal 

	(parallel administrative and developmental appraisals conducted at different times): 
	(parallel administrative and developmental appraisals conducted at different times): 

	In a separated appraisal system, the administrative and developmental appraisals are conducted a 
	In a separated appraisal system, the administrative and developmental appraisals are conducted a 

	few months apart so as to minimize any conflict in the supervisor roles ofjudge and coach. The 
	few months apart so as to minimize any conflict in the supervisor roles ofjudge and coach. The 

	supervisor looks at performance across ratees and across tasks to produce both a single. rating and 
	supervisor looks at performance across ratees and across tasks to produce both a single. rating and 

	dimensional ratings. When a supervisor has only one or a few ratees to rate, single ratings from 
	dimensional ratings. When a supervisor has only one or a few ratees to rate, single ratings from 

	several supervisors are pooled and reviewed at the next level of supervision to determine relative 
	several supervisors are pooled and reviewed at the next level of supervision to determine relative 

	standing or ranking. The single rating looks at past performance over the rating period and is 
	standing or ranking. The single rating looks at past performance over the rating period and is 

	used to make administrative decisions. The dimensional ratings are used to identify areas of 
	used to make administrative decisions. The dimensional ratings are used to identify areas of 

	performance strength and weakness and to discuss improvement in specific work dimensions. 
	performance strength and weakness and to discuss improvement in specific work dimensions. 

	These two different types of ratings are discussed in separate sessions a few months apart . 
	These two different types of ratings are discussed in separate sessions a few months apart . 


	....__
	_ 

	Combined Appraisal · 
	(Both administrative and developmental appraisals conducted at the same time): A combined appraisal system combines the administrative and developmental appraisals, with both conducted together. The supervisor looks at performance across ratees and across tasks to produce a single rating and dimensional ratings. When a supervisor has only one or a few ratees to rate, single ratings from several supervisors are pooled and reviewed at the next level of supervision to determine relative standing or ranking. Th
	1. The combined system would be a source ofgreat satisfaction. 
	o Strongly agree o Agree o Neutral o Disagree o Strongly disagree 
	11-1 11-2 11-3 11-4 11-5 
	2. The combined system would produce fair evaluations. 
	o Strongly agree o Agree o Neutral o Disagree o Strongly disagree 
	12-1 12-2 12-3 12-4 12-5 
	3. The combined system would produce accurate evaluations. 
	o Strongly agree o Agree o Neutral o Disagree o Strongly disagree 
	13-1 13-2 13-3 13-4 13-5 
	4. The combined system would be a good way to assess staff performance. 
	o Strongly agree o Agree o Neutral o Disagree o Strongly disagree 
	14-1 14-2 14-3 14-4 14-5 
	5. The combined appraisal system would be my first choice. 
	o Strongly agree o Agree o Neutral o Disagree o Strongly disagree 
	15-1 15-2 15-3 15-4 15-5 
	Separated Appraisal 
	(parallel administrative and developmental appraisals conducted at different times): In a separated appraisal system, the administrative and developmental appraisals are conducted a few months apart so as to minimize any conflict in the supervisor roles ofjudge and coach. The supervisor looks at performance across ratees and across tasks to produce both a single rating and dimensional ratings. When a supervisor has only one or a few ratees to rate, single ratings from several supervisors are pooled and revi
	1. The separated system would be a source of great satisfaction. 
	o Strongly agree o Agree · o Neutral o Disagree o Strongly disagree 
	16-1 16-2 16-3 16-4 16-5 
	2. The separated system would produce fair evaluations. 
	o Strongly agree o Agree o Neutral o Disagree o Strongly disagree 
	17-1 17-2 17-3 17-4 17-5 
	3. The separated system would produce accurate evaluations. 
	o Strongly agree o Agree o Neutral o Disagree o Strongly disagree 
	18-1 18-2 18-3 18-4 18-5 
	4. The separated system would be a good way to assess staff performance. 
	o Strongly agree o Agree o Neutral o Disagree o Strongly disagree 
	19-1 19-2 19-3 19-4 19-5 
	5. The separated appraisal system would be my first choice. 
	o Strongly agree o Agree o Neutral o Disagree o Strongly disagree 
	20-1 20-2 20-3 20-4 20-5 
	111 
	1111 
	I 
	11 1 
	Ranking of Alternative
	s 

	6. How do you rank your preference for the four alternative performance appraisal systems along by your first choice, a "2by your second choice, a "3 by your third choice, a "4by your fourth choice, and a "5" by your last choice. Do not include any tie ranks. 
	with the alternative ofadopting none ofthese systems? Put a "1 
	11 
	11 
	11 
	11 

	Rank Alternative 
	2Administrative appraisal only 
	1 

	2Developmental appraisal only 
	2 

	2Combined (both administrative and developmental appraisals conducted at the same time) 
	3 

	2Separated (parallel administrative and developmental appraisals conducted at 
	4 

	J 
	different times) 
	2None ofthese systems 
	5 

	7. Given a choice of either an Administrative Appraisal Only System or a Developmental Appraisal Only System, which would you choose? (Check only one answer) 
	o Administrative Appraisal Only o Deyelopmental Appraisal Only 
	26-26-2 
	1 

	8. Given a choice ofeither an Administrative Appraisal Only System or a Combined System (both administrative and developmental conducted at the same time) which would you choose? (Check only one answer) 
	o Administrative Apprqisal Only o Combined 
	27-27-2 
	1 

	9. Given a choice of either a Developmental Appraisal Only System or a Combined System (both administrative and developmental conducted at the same time) which would you choose? (Check only one answer) 
	o Developmental Appraisal Only o Combined 
	28-28-2 
	1 

	10. Given a choice of either an Administrative Appraisal Only System or a Separated System (parallel administrative and developmental appraisals conducted at different times) which would you choose? (Check only one answer) 
	o Administrative Appraisal Only o Separated 
	JI'' I
	29-29-2 
	1 

	I: 
	....__ 
	11 . Given a choice ofeither a Developmental Appraisal Only System or a Separated System (parallel administrative and developmental appraisals conducted at different times) which would you choose? (Check only one answer) 
	o Developmental Appraisal Only o Separated 
	30-1 30-2 
	12. Given a choice of either a Combined System (both administrative and developmental conducted at the same time) or a Separated System (parallel administrative and developmental appraisals conducted at different times) which would you choose? (Check only one answer) 
	o Combined o Separated 
	31-1 31-2 
	Information About You 
	13. Which ofthe following best describes your functional classification? 
	o Academic administrator o Professional staff o Biweekly staff 
	32-1 32-2 32-3 
	14. Which ofthe following best describes. what your role would be if an appraisal system was adopted? 
	o Rater only o Both rater and ratee o Ratee only 
	33-1 33-2 33-3 
	15. Which ofthe following best describes your age in whole years (31 and 9 months = 31 )? 
	o Below 32 o 32 to 39 o 40 to 47 o 48 to 52 o 53 and above 
	34-1 34-2 34-3 34-4 34-5 
	16. Which ofthe following best describes your length of service at IUSB in whole years (1 year and 9 months = 1 year completed)? 
	o 1 year or less o 2 to 3 years o 4 to 6 years o 7 to 10 years o 11 or more years 
	35-1 35-2 35-3 35-4 35-5 
	17. Ifan appraisal system was adopted which included a single rating (e.g., to relate pay to performance), what would you expect your rating to be? (Skip this question ifyou are an academic administrator) 
	36-1 o Unsuccessful (fails to meet a significant number of performance standards36-2 o Needs improvement (falls below a few important performance standards36-3 o Successful (meets all performance standards36-4 o Exceeds expectations (surpasses most performance standards36-5 o Outstanding (surpasses all performance standards by a wide margin
	) 
	) 
	) 
	) 
	) 
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	TOProfessional staff, Biweekly Clerical/Technical staff, and Academic Administrators who supervise staff 
	: 

	FROMJohn Hundley, Director ofHuman Resources 
	: 

	DATEFebruary 5, 2001 
	: 

	SUBJECTPerformance Appraisal System Preference Poll 
	: 

	Currently IUSB bases annual increases for staff on an across-the-board percentage plus range penetration adjustments. (Range penetration adjustments are based on length of service up to five years.) Because IUSB is exploring the possibility ofbasing annual increases at least partially on merit, a Performance Evaluation and Merit Pay Task Force was formed. The Task Force conducted two surveys and used the responses to develop specifications for a comprehensive performance appraisal and merit pay system. The 
	To resolve this dilemma, I am conducting a performance appraisal system preference poll which asks prospective users to express their preferences for several appraisal system alternatives. The preference poll is intended to help select a appraisal system which best fits the needs ofthose who would be affected by a such system. Chancellor Perrin has approved the conducting ofthis preference poll. I am also using this research effort for a Master's thesis to fulfill the requirements for a Master ofArts in App
	You should be able to complete the preference poll in 20 minutes or less. Your responses are confidential: the questionnaire does not ask for information that could be used to identify you as an individual. Please complete the questionnaire and return it to me in Human Resources (Administration Building, 244C) via campus mail by March 2, 2001. The summary ofthe preference poll findings will be available to interested individuals. 
	Please take the time to complete the attached preference poll. Not only will you help me with my research, your input will help determine IUSB 's merit pay direction. The response rates to the first two surveys were quite low: 34.5% and 28.4%. These low response rates may be one ofthe reasons that the proposed system specifications did not reflect a consensus. Again, please respond as the findings will influence the systems used to evaluate staff performance and to determine staff merit pay. 
	VITJOHN R. HUNDLE
	A 
	Y 

	CONTACT INFORMATIO
	N 

	ADDRESS : 52262 Chatem Court 
	Granger, IN 46530 OFFICE PHONE: (219) 237-4398 HOME PHONE: (219) 273-8524 E-MAIL: 
	illundley@IUSB.EDU 

	EXP~RIENCE 
	INDIANA UNIVERSITY SOUTH BEND, South Bend, IN 1992-Present Director of Human Resources and Adjunct Instructor In Management 
	Indiana University South Bend is one of8 campuses in the JU system with 7.500 students and a staffofroughly 500. Human Resources has a staffof3 and reports to the Chancellor. 
	• 
	• 
	• 
	Installed new staff compensation system despite predecessors' history of3 prior failed attempts. 

	• 
	• 
	Conducted multiple regression analysis and-facilitated faculty pay equity task force. 

	• 
	• 
	Negotiated annual agreements with AFSCME Local 1477 and resolved all South Bend grievances without arbitration. 

	• 
	• 
	Received award for labor-management cooperation from local labor-management organization. 

	• 
	• 
	Reduced employment advertising costs 40% with minimal impact on responses by using fewer words and fewer runs. 

	• 
	• 
	Perfected employment screening questionnaire technique and coauthored two articles, one published twice. 

	• 
	• 
	Initiated series of well received retirement and financial planning seminars. 

	• 
	• 
	Developed highly praised benefits summary. 

	• 
	• 
	Successfully defended 7 employment discrimination charges. 

	• 
	• 
	Taught senior Personnel Research and Measurement and graduate Human Resource Management courses. 

	• 
	• 
	Participated in planning "Conversations on Race", cited as a promising practice on the White House web site 
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	GENERAL AMERICAN LIFE INSURANCE COMPANY, St. Louis, MO 1965-1990 Human Resources Vice President 
	General American was a Fortune top 50 life insurer marketing individual andgroup life and health insurance as well as reinsurance, pensions, and annuities. The firm also administered Medicare Part B for the federal government. The firm employed 2, 150 in St. Louis, 350 infield offices and 500 in subsidiary companies. Human Resources had a staffof26 andfor JO years also included the mail & supply department with 36 employees. 
	• 
	• 
	• 
	Operated Human Resources with staff 30% below industry average. 

	• 
	• 
	Selected and developed 13 managers; 5 promoted into management outside HR. 

	• 
	• 
	Coordinated the selection ofa strategic planning consultant for top management resulting in restructuring by business units. 

	• 
	• 
	Installed the Hay job evaluation system, evaluating 1,000 jobs by target date. 

	• 
	• 
	Guided major organization changes for senior management by advising on job design, writing descriptions and finalizing pay. 

	• 
	• 
	Conceived and installed group benefits hot line with 50+ recorded messages responding to employee concerns 24 hours a day. 

	• 
	• 
	Reduced company's post retirement medical liability by recommending and implementing service eligibility requirements. 

	• 
	• 
	Created a PC based, interactive retirement benefits estimator used by employees. 

	• 
	• 
	Successfully defended 60+ employment discrimination charges over 25 years. 

	• 
	• 
	Developed 20 affirmative action programs accepted by the OFCCP. 

	• 
	• 
	Recommended and implemented management succession program which achieved senior management's needs. 

	• 
	• 
	Developed training and development curriculum for each layer ofmanagement. 

	• 
	• 
	Managed employment offices which filled non-exempt jobs in under 14 days (50% below industry average). 

	• 
	• 
	Measured hiring quality by interviewer resulting in 95+% of new hires meeting or exceeding supervisors' expectations. 

	• 
	• 
	Installed mainframe HR system which achieved earlier than projected payback. 

	• 
	• 
	Wrote over 50 programs to generate reports and labels saving 400 staff hours. 

	•
	•
	Taught courses in Personnel Management and Introduction to Management. 

	• 
	• 
	Wrote 5 case studies published in several textbooks. 

	• 
	• 
	Consistently awarded excellent student evaluations. 
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	EDUCATION 
	MA Applied Psychology, Indiana University South Bend (2001) 
	•
	•
	•
	Completed 48/42 hours; 4.0/4.0 GPA 

	•
	•
	Received Masters in Applied Psychology Award for Excellence 

	•
	•
	Named to Psi Chi (psychology honorary) 


	• 
	• 
	• 
	• 
	Thesis: User preferences for appraisal systems with different purposes MBA, Washington University (1965) 

	•Named to Beta Gamma Sigma (business honorary) 

	• 
	• 
	Awarded half tuition fellowship BSBA, Washington University (1964) 


	• Graduated with honors 
	Development Dimensions, Inc(1995) -trained assessor for three different client assessment centers (conducted as self-employed consultant) 
	. 

	LOMA Executive Development Program ( 1985) 
	PROFESSIONAL ASSOCIATIONS 
	College and University Personnel AssociatioCommittee for Labor and Management Relations (South BendAmerican Psychological Association (graduate student memberSociety for Industrial and Organizational Psychology (graduate student memberChicago Industrial-Organizational Psychologists (graduate student memberHuman Resources Management Association ofGreater St. Louis (Past PresidentSociety for Human Resources Management (Past District Director
	n 
	) 
	) 
	) 
	) 
	) 
	) 

	0-L._ 
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	CIVIC ACTIVITIE
	S 

	St. Joseph County Chapter ofthe American Red Cross Board (past Board Secretary and Chair, Volunteer & Staff Development Committee) Confluence St. Louis (past Chair, Public Education & Economic Development 
	Committee) Leadership St. Louis Participant Missouri Goodwill Industries Board (past Member) St. Louis Chapter ofthe American Red Cross Board (past Chair, HR Committee) Visiting Nurse Association ofGreater St. Louis Board (past Secretary, Chair, HR 
	Committee) United Way ofGreater St. Louis (past Chair, Personnel Committee) Private Industry Council of St. Louis/St. Louis County (past Member) Elected to political office ( 1973-1980) 
	PUBLICATIONS 
	"Path Analysis of a University's Professional Staff Pay", Proceedings ofthe Midwest 
	Academy ofManagement (Chicago) April, 2000 
	"Developing a Selection System","The Promotion ofMelba Moore" Cases, Incidents, and Experiential Exercises in Human Resources Management (Third Edition), Raymond L Hilgert, Cyril C. Ling, and Edwin Leonard (Dame, a Division ofThompson Learning, 2000) 
	"Conflict And Collaboration In The Hiring Process", Proceedings ofthe Midwest Management Society, (Chicago) March, 1997, coauthored with Steven D. Norton 
	"Written Case Evaluation Form", Instructor's Manual: Cases and Experiential Exercises in Human Resources Management (Second Edition), Raymond L Hilgert and Cyril C. Ling (Prentice Hall, 1996) 
	"Equal Employment Opportunity and ADA Implications of Screening and Selection", Proceedings ofthe Midwest Academy ofManagement, (St. Louis) April, 1995, and the CUPA Journal (Summer, 1995 Vol. 46, No. 2) coauthored with Steven D . Norton 
	"The Use ofQuestionnaires For Screening Job Applicants", Proceedings ofthe Midwest Management Society, (Chicago) March, 1995, coauthored with Steven D. Norton 
	"Age Discrimination Cannot Continue", HR Magazine, October, 1992 
	"The Training Manager's Objectives", "Global United (B): The Older Supervisor", "Hazard Protection Insurance Company", Cases And Exercises In Human Resources Management, Raymond L Hilgert, Sterling H. Schoen, and Cyril C. Ling, (Allyn and Bacon, 1990) 
	"General American Evaluates Change, Readies For More", LOMA Resource, July-August, 1986 edited by Laura Godfrey. 
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	"Willis B. Johnson", Cases and Policies in Personnel/Human Resources Management (4th Edition), Raymond L. Hilgert, Sterling H. Schoen, and Joseph W. Towle, (Houghton Mifflin Company, 1982) 
	"Planning Personnel's Contribution to Productivity", LOMA Resource, March-April, 198"Developing Quality Supervision", LOMA Resource, January-February, 197"Listening Posts", LOMA Resource, May-June, 1976 and Personnel, July-August, 197"Supervision: the Weak Link in Flexible Work Scheduling?", The Personne
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	Administrator, January, 1975 coauthored with Raymond L. Hilgert. 
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