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Performance Appraisal Biases In A Public Organization:
An Emprical Study

Sait Giirbiiz”
Onur Dikmenli™

Abstract: The objective of the present investigation is to find out the existence of
performance appraisal errors or biases in a public organization in Turkey. Magnitude
of six types of appraisal errors was studied: the halo effect, the horn effect, the
recency effect, the error of strictness, the leniency error and similarity effect. Af-
ter the theoretical framework was provided, attitudes of the personnel towards to
the six appraisal biases tried to be determined in the context of the research hy-
potheses using sample data collected from 150 public personnel, who are the rater
and the ratees in the system. According to the results of the study, personnel who
work in the organization think that six performance appraisal errors or biases are
present in the public performance appraisal system. Attitudes of the public persons
concerning the appraisal errors are significantly varied according to their status,
but their ages. Implications for the appraisal errors are discussed, limitations of the
study are revealed, and future research directions offered.
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l. Introduction

In today’s competitive business world, it is understood that organizations can only

compete with their rivals by innovating and organizations can be innovative by

managing their human resources well. The human resource system can become more

effective by having a valid and accurate appraisal system used for rating perform-

ances of the employees. Unfortunately, the number of the organizations using an ef-

fective performance appraisal system is limited (Yalgin, 2002).

" Yzb. Sait Giirbiiz.
™ Onur Dikmenli, Istanbul Universitesi Isletme Fakiiltesi, Yonetim ve Organizasyon Bilim Dali'nda aras-
tirma gorevlisidir.



Performance Appraisal Biases In A Public Organization... 109

The number of public organizations using a good performance appraising system
is narrowly bordered. Because public organizations have been still under the influ-
ence of the central authority today even if they are managed autonomously (in de-
veloping countries such as Turkey, this autonomy is open to discussion). In other
words, there is no comprehension in public organizations such as “making profit”
and “paying the highest return to the stakeholders” as there is in private organiza-
tions (Boland and Fowler, 2000: 417). Due to these characteristics of the public or-
ganizations, without any forcible external power, we can say that performance
measurements can make limited change at the comprehension of public organization
being good for its own condition (Corbett and Kenny, 2001).

Performance appraisal has occupied the attention of researchers in human re-
source management (HRM) for many years. In USA, performance appraisal was
used for the first time in 1915 by public organizations. In Turkey, performance ap-
praisal was used for the first time in 1948 at Karabiik Iron and Steel Factory, after-
wards at public organizations like Siimerbank, Mechanical and Chemical Industry
Corporation, Turkish State Railways and after 1960 at some private organizations
(Oriicii and et al, 2003).

The performance appraising systems, used a century ago were in primitive condi-
tions for contemporary management. Within the last century, improved systems
were developed so as to evaluate performance of the employees fairly and correctly.
Today, most of the organizations have relied upon some forms of performance ap-
praisal systems to decide the pay raises, promotions, training needs and individual
improvement of the employees (Landy and Farr, 1980; Wexley and Latham, 1981;
Cleveland, Murphy and Williams, 1989).

In order for a performance system to be perceived as fair, it must be free of bias.
It has been known that appraisal errors (e.g.: the halo effect, leniency effect) can
harm perceptions of pay system fairness by confusing the relationship between true
performance differences (Miceli, Jung, Near and Greenberger, 1991). In Turkey,
there are some researches concerning the performance appraisal (Yiicel, 1999; Er-
dogmus and Medihan, 2002; Akin, 2002; Tak, 2003). However, little or no research
has been conducted about performance appraisal biases in terms of public organiza-
tions perspective.

The objective of this paper is to find out the existence of possible performance
appraisal biases (the halo effect, the horn effect, the recency effect, the error of
strictness, the leniency error and similarity effect) in the current performance ap-
praisal system of a public organization in Turkey. The employees, whose perform-
ances are being appraised and the raters, who are appraising the performances are ac-
cepted as the users of the current performance appraisal system in the surveyed or-
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ganization. After the introduction, the importance of the performance appraisal, com-
parison of public and private organizations and recent studies from Turkey, concepts
of the performance appraisal, process and methods of performance appraisal, biases in
performance appraisal are clarified at the second part of the study. At the final part of
the study; the hypotheses are tested, the method and the measures are explained, the
findings are discussed, limitations of the study are revealed, and future research di-
rections offered.

Il. Literature Review
A. The Importance of Performance Appraisal

Over the past sixty years performance appraisal has become very popular in organ-
izational life so that almost every company has an appraisal system. Researches
show that there are many approaches for evaluating employee behavior and per-
formance relative to job tasks and/or organizational culture. As a result, various ap-
plications of performance appraisals have left managers in a state of confusion and
frustration with the employee evaluation process. In fact, no one seems satisfied
with the system they gain the results it produces. As Grote said; “Performance ap-
praisal systems are a lot like seat belts, most people believe they are necessary, but
they don’t like to use them” (Grote, 1996: 214)

Appraisal process is a continuing process for employees. The employees, after
they are hired, will be subjected to evaluation process periodically. So employees’
current position, improvement, awards and career plans are determined by these
evaluation activities. The literature on performance appraisal has evolved from an
early emphasis on the person, through the focus on the job and the person. Early per-
formance appraisal methods were fairly simple and involved ranking and comparing
individuals with other people (e.g., simple ranking methods) (Milkovich and
Boudreau, 1997: 287). However, these early person-based measurement systems of-
ten exhibited a number of problems. As a result, a transition to job-related perform-
ance assessments has been made. Thus, performance measurement was modified
from being person oriented to behavior oriented, the emphasis being on those tasks
or behaviors that were associated with a given job (Welbourne, Johnson and Amir,
1998: 543).

It is unavoidable to make appraisal biases when the ratees and raters are human
beings (Bakan and Kelleroglu, 2003), and affect is irrevocable during the process.
Perhaps it is impossible for manager to set aside their feelings when participating
performance appraisal. For improvements of the system to be done in the shortest
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time and at the best manner, it is significant that these biases are minimized and the
system is reviewed frequently. Otherwise the employees may think that performance
appraisal system used in the organization is inaccurate and will not be interested in it
and will give misleading knowledge about the system (Miller and Thornton, 2006)

In today’s business world, it seems like a chore for organizations to allocate sig-
nificant intangible resources for planning, developing and engaging in employee
performance appraisals. Despite this allocation, most organizations could not afford
to give formal performance evaluations. There are three key reasons why every or-
ganization should give performance reviews: (Performance Appraisal, 2006)

e Performance appraisals help employees become better employees by providing

feed back about their weaknesses and strengths.

e Performance appraisal measurement can help determine employee compensa-

tion, training needs and promotion.

e Performance appraisals can protect organizations against legal cases when

countering to claims of illegal activities.

As reported in a recent study (Pulakos, 2004), only ten percent of the employees
believe that their firm’s performance appraisal help them to improve performance.
Appraisal errors, lack of objectivity and nonperformance variables such as age, sex
and race cause difficulties in the appraisal process (Miner, 1968; Dornbush and
Scott 1975, Winstanley, 1980). Errors in performance appraisal continue to be of in-
terest because of the impact that perceptions of unfairness have on employees, work
groups, and organizations. Bias is inherently difficult to study, though, because ap-
praisal differences across groups may reflect unfair preconceptions held by those
making evaluations, errors that are inherent in the evaluation process (e.g., halo ef-
fects), or real differences in performance.

It has been known that appraisal errors can harm perceptions of pay system fair-
ness by confusing the relationship between true performance differences (Miceli and
et al.,1991). Huber, (1983), Kane and et al. (1995) also found that appraisal errors
can undermine the potential beneficial of merit appraisals on employee motivation.
Wiersma and Latham (1986), Tziner and Kopelman (2002) revealed that if ratees are
dissatisfied with appraisal system, the effectiveness of the overall appraisal and
feedback process is diminished. Hence, for effectiveness and accuracy of an ap-
praisal system, being free of biases and errors is essential.

B. Comparison of Public and Private Organizations

In addition to the factors mentioned above, there are three environmental factors
which make public and private organizations managed differently (Harel and
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Tzafrir, 2002): In the private sector, organizations must worry about their profit
margins and bottom-line performance. In contrast, public sector managers and or-
ganizations are judged by how well they provide service or correct problems, there-
fore they have high disincentives to control labor cost. The second factor is the legal
and constitutional framework which makes the public employment relationship fun-
damentally different from that in the private sector. Finally, another major difference
is the diffusion of authority in the public sector as opposed to a single, formal line or
chain of command. In the private sector, employees perceive that they have only one
boss while, in the public sector, employees must respond to executive and legislative
political superiors.

Many elected officials believe pay-for-performance, based on appraisal ratings,
will give employees incentives to improve productivity (Mani, 2002).

There are studies about performance measurements and performance appraisals in
public and private organizations. For example, Cederblom, (2002) studied the or-
ganizations, incorporating the developments of Total Quality Management (TQM)
system and core competencies to the performance appraisals and moving towards
performance management from performance appraisal. Jansen, (2004) studied
measuring the performance in governmental organizations and controlling the man-
agement by performance appraisals. Developing and improving performance ap-
praisal determinants for public organizations were also studied by Jas and Skelcher
(2005). Redman and et al., (2000) revealed the effectiveness of performance ap-
praisal systems and their contribution to HRM activities in public organizations. The
impact of performance criteria on the performance appraisal was studied by Hennes-
sey and Bernardin (2003). Ndambakuwa and Mufunda (2006) revealed the impact of
performance appraisal system on the productivity and job satisfaction.

In Turkey, researches concerning the performance appraisal systems and per-
formance appraisal biases have focused both on the public and private organizations
too. Yiicel (1999) analyzed performance appraisal as a new concept by emphasizing
the importance of performance appraisal for the employees and identified the opin-
ions of public and private sector employees for the performance appraisal. Erdog-
mus and Beyaz, (2002) revealed the appraisal errors deriving from appraisers in pri-
vate organizations. Akin (2002) studied the “Coaching” approach as a performance
appraising method theoretically. Tak, (2003) analyzed performance appraisal system
based on TQM principles and offered several proposals to integrate performance ap-
praisal and TQM. Oriicii and Mortas (2005), studied the resistance of the employees
to the new job analysis and performance management system at Mugla University.
Oriicii and et al (2003), studied the support and confidence of the employees to the
new performance appraisal system at Mugla — Yatagan Thermal Station. Bakan and
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Kelleroglu (2003), studied the efficiency of the performance appraisal system from
the perspective of the employees at both public and private organizations. Yalgin,
(2002) studied the variables influencing the employees to prefer 360 Degree or
Group Based performance appraisal system in private organizations.

C. The Concepts of Performance Appraisal

Performance means “a basic instructional method in which the trainee is required to
perform, under controlled conditions, the operation, skills, or movement being
taught” (Tracey, 1998: 391). Performance appraisal is defined as evaluating em-
ployees how well do their jobs according to performance standards (Dessler, 2000;
321). After an employee has been selected for a job, has been trained for it, and has
worked for a period of time, her or his performance should be reviewed. So, perform-
ance appraisal is one of the most significant topics in Human Resource Management.

Traditional performance appraisal relies on economic reward and the threat of
punishment to motivate employees to reach desired performance. But this concept
does not hold true anymore. Today, performance appraisal is used for developmental
and motivational purposes in the organizations.

Performance appraisal is not a still evaluation activity, but a dynamic process,
which should be viewed as follows; planning the employees’ performance, evalua-
tion, and improving the performance of the employees’. This process brings the new
concept: performance management (Kaynak et al., 2000: 205). This concept is es-
sential for today’s organization to integrate the management goals and employee
performance. Performance management is a system for integrating the manage-
ment of organization and employee performance in order to support and improve
company’s or organization’s over all business goals (Williams, 1988).

D. Process and Methods of Performance Appraisal

In order to obtain benefits from the appraisal system, managers should give special
attention to the design of the appraisal process. In organizations performance ap-
praisal is conducted in a series process. This process can be categorized as follows:
1. Establishing Job Criteria and Appraisal Standard. (A decision regarding what to
measure)
2. Timing of Appraisal. (Determining how often Performance Appraisal will be
conducted)
3. Selection of Appraisers. (Deciding who will be the appraiser/s)
4. Providing Feedback. (Helping employees to see their strengths and weaknesses)
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Performance appraisal could be done by anyone who is familiar with a person's
performance according to chosen appraisal technique including the following
(Schuler, 1995: 312-316; Mathis and Jackson, 1994: 330-334; Casio, 1995: 290-
291): supervisors, subordinates, peers, customers, and self-appraisal and multi-
source feedback. Yet, that it is not necessary to choose only one type of performance
evaluation method and some organizations successfully use all or some of them.

Formal performance appraisals have become a standard for administrative and
developmental purposes. Despite their widespread use, there are dissatisfactions and
problems with the feedback systems associated with single source performance ap-
praisal. Therefore, in response to these concerns, considerable emphasis has been
placed on developing multi-source feedback systems. Unlike traditional evaluation,
which explained above, 360-degree performance appraisal has multiple sources to
appraise the performance of the employee. These sources can be supervisors, subor-
dinates, peers or coworkers, self and customers.

Lepsinger defines the 360-degree as follows: “The 360-degree feedback process
involves collecting ideas about a person’s behavior from the person’s boss or bosses,
direct reports, colleagues, fellow members of project teams, internal and external
customers, and suppliers’’ (Lepsinger, 1998: 49). The 360-degree appraisal is also
known as “multi rater feedback, multi source feedback, full circle appraiser, multi-
dimensional evaluation, and up-wards feedback appraisals”. The trend for this sys-
tem is rapidly increasing. Despite some disadvantages of the system, it is still gain-
ing acceptance in the business world. 360-degree feedback has many distinguished
features from other traditional types of performance appraisals. First, information
and feedbacks about the employee’s performance are collected from many sources,
as explained above. As a result, gaining a better understanding of others’ perspec-
tives allows the individual to see her/his own strengths and weaknesses more
clearly. Employee development efforts are more focused and effective.

Second, the raters in the 360-degree feedback know and interact with ratees fre-
quently. Thus they are the right people to appraise the performance of the ratees. So,
the person gets a broader range of performance information. She/he has the opportu-
nity to view their performance through the eyes of those with whom he or she works
most closely. These ensure that more compressive information is gained in 360-
degree Performance Appraisal than the traditional ones (Hurley, 1998: 202-204).

In HRM literature, many appraisal methods can be used to evaluate employee’s
performance. Most commonly and popular appraisal methods could be categorized
in three groups, which are comparative appraisals, behavioral appraisals and output-
based appraisals (Fisher, Schoenfeldt and Show, 1996: 469).
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E. Biases in Performance Appraisal

In practice, there are many possible errors or biases in the performance appraisal
process. The raters cause most of these errors. These errors affect the objectivity of
the appraisal very much. The most common errors in appraisal include:
1. The Halo Effect and Horn Effect.
Leniency Error. (Loose rater).
The Error of Strictness. (Tight rater).
The Central Tendency Error.
The Recency Effect.
The Contrast Error.
The Similarity (similar-to- me) Effect.

No gk~ wd

The halo and horn effect

The halo effect has been defined as “the influence of a rater’s general impression on
ratings of specific rate qualities” (Solomonson and Lance, 1997). In other words,
rater gives the subordinates good grades although their performances are not worthy.
For example, if an employee has few absences, her / his rater may give her / him a
high rating because of her / his dependability. This is because; raters sometimes
cannot evaluate the employee’s other characteristics separately. Raters often over-
look poor performances, if they like the subordinate. Lefkowitz concluded from his
review of 24 studies that positive regard for subordinates is often found related to
greater halo effect and better interpersonal relationship. (Lefkowitz, 2000).

Horn effect is the opposite of halo effect. It means that rater might give poor
grade although ratee’s performance is worthy. In other words, some appraisers have
tendencies to view negatively all behaviors or actions of a subordinate because the
superior dislikes a particular behavior or action of the subordinate. In order to reduce
the halo and horn effects during rating process some solutions have been proposed
(Uyargil, 1994: 74). One of these solutions is rater training. Another one is to ask
raters to give proof of the events or problems, which cause to them to evaluate the
ratees poorly.

The Leniency error

This is the second most common appraisal error. Some raters or managers are con-
cerned about damaging a good working relationship by giving poor or negative rat-
ing. For that reason, they have tendencies to give a high rating to ratees. It can be
said that the leniency errors may result from the purpose of giving high rating. Per-
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sonnel psychologists have said that performance appraisal ratings obtained for ad-
ministrative purposes (such as pay raises or promotions) would be more lenient than
ratings aimed for feedback or employee development purposes (Jawahar and Wil-
liams, 1997) Some raters are called “loose rater” open to make this error. They
have the tendencies to give top rating to all subordinates unless they have a clear de-
ficiency, or they may not want to “adversely impact” the future of subordinates.
Also, (by giving the poor grade) they do not want to be perceived as “unwanted per-
son” on the eye of the ratees

The error of strictness

This error is the opposite of the leniency in which raters give unfavorable or poor
appraisal regardless of actual performance level of the ratees. In other words, some
raters called “tight raters” have very high evaluation standards. For example they
might say, “The highest I would give is ninety (out of a hundred)”. According to
them nobody is perfect so anybody cannot pass the 90 points. In order to reduce this
error, rater training (including supervisor subordinate role and being objective),
should be reviewed. Some raters make these errors because of the following reasons;
(Kaynak et al., 2005: 223)
1. They are afraid that successful employees will replace them in the future.
2. Some raters or managers want to describe themselves as a hard and perfectly
based manager. As a result, they avoid giving high rating even if ratee’s per-
formance is worthy.

The central tendency error

Rather than giving extreme poor or good grades, there is a tendency on the past of
some raters to evaluate all raters as average score even if performance actually var-
ies. In other words, some raters want to rate the employees in the middle of the scale
than too high or too low. For instance, if the appraisal scale ranges 1 to 8, appraisers
are willing to avoid giving high score (7, 8) and low score (1 and 2). So, they do
evaluate most of the employees between 4 to 6. This error is mostly done for the fol-
lowing reasons (Dessler, 2000: 321):
1. The rater doesn’t know ratee very well, so they prefer this way, which has
very low risk to avoid wrong judgment.
2. Also some raters believe appraisal is a waste of time; as a result they give av-
erage rating regardless of employee’s actual performance value.



Performance Appraisal Biases In A Public Organization... 117
The Recency effect

As we have explained, appraisal is generally conducted once or twice a year. This
period might be very long for the rater to remember all performance-relevant infor-
mation of the employees. As the appraisal time approaches, the rater tries to find in-
formation that reflects value of performance. Unfortunately, recent events or behav-
iors are more noticeable. As a result, recent events are weighted more heavily than
should be. So, some raters only see the ratee’s latest behavior regardless of em-
ployee’s actual performance. But performance appraisal should range all appraisal
period (Uyargil, 1994: 79). Employees and managers can minimize this error by
keeping ongoing behavioral or critical incident files in which good and poor behav-
iors and outputs are recorded. Although time consuming, they ensure that informa-
tion for the entire period is incorporated into the appraisal. Yet, there is important
point to remember, some ratees work very hard and demonstrate good performance
when appraisal time is approaching.

The contrast error

As explained before rating should be done on the basis of standards that are estab-
lished before the rating process. The contrast error is the tendency to rate people
relative to other people rather than to performance standards. If the raters appraise
many employees in a short time, it is unavoidable that they do the appraisal by com-
paring the ratees. In other words, appraisal grade of a ratee might be affected by the
grade of the ratee who is appraised just before her or him. For example, if everyone
else in a group is standing poor performance, a person performing somewhat better
may be appraised as a perfect due to contrast error. The vice- versa is also possible.
This error could be minimized but not grouping employees as “’successful’’ or *’un-
successful’’. All employees must be appraised randomly (Uyargil, 1994: 80).

The similarity effect

Some appraisers overlook the actual performance of the ratee; on the other hand,
these kinds of raters have the tendencies to give better rating to those subordinates
similar to themselves in behavior, personality or background (Pulakos and Wex-
ley,1983:131). Also the ratee might cause this error. Since, some ratees have made
efforts to demonstrate that their behaviors, tastes and tendencies match those of the
superior or hide those not matching with the superior’s, with the intention that such
would please the superior and consequently receive better ratings.
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The best solution to reduce rater errors is appraiser rating training and follow-up
training on how to rate performance appraisals. Although training may be the an-
swer in some cases, in others it’s not as useful due to other factors that distort ratings
(Gilbert, 2006). For example, Roberts, 1998, found four of out ten supervisors
agreed that employees receive much of the blame for poor performance when in re-
ality its poor management practices.

There is no way to eliminate these errors completely. In order to minimize these
errors, recent studies suggested that raters must be aware of the system very well
and organizations should provide rater training for their managers (Keown and
Janine, 2001; Noonan and Sulsky, 2001; Roch and O’Sullivan, 2003).

I11. Research

A. Description of the Current Performance Appraisal System of the Surveyed
Organization

The surveyed organization’s current performance appraisal system (PAS) is based
on appraisal of an individual’s performance by his/her 1% and 2™ superiors. Thus,
the system is a typical “superiors rate only” system. The overall performance rating
assigned to the annual appraisal. In the organization, a weighted checklist is being
used to evaluate the personnel. The weights of the appraisal factors are different, but
rater and ratees do not know these weights. The appraisal form or weighted checklist
has 35 appraisal criteria, which are the core of the appraisal system for personnel.
Each criterion or qualification has up to 3 or 4 or 5 statements describing specific
behavior to be marked by the two superiors. These qualifications include public per-
sonnel’s traits, values and personal competencies (e.g.: Self-confidence and self —
control, honesty and integrity with righteous, attaching importance to appearance,
level of cultural knowledge, planning ability, mission knowledge). Appraisals are
done in May of each year. Rater appraises the ratee by considering ratee’s perform-
ance considering his or her performance; rater also could write his/her comments on
the form. The appraisal forms are filled out manually by the raters who are 1* and
2" superiors of the ratees. They choose the appropriate choices for the related quali-
fications. These qualifications are graded to determine ratee’s performance appraisal
score as a numerical value (% 100 scales). Through a computer program, appraisal
score of the rate is calculated by using this form. Rater provides appraisal feedback
related to the some qualifications but not for all. Ratees see their strengths and
weaknesses about these items which were provided. In other words, 1% rater pro-
vides feedback for only the some qualifications to ratees.
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B. Hypotheses Tested

Main and sub hypotheses are to be tested in the study are as follows:
H;: Personnel who work in the organization think that six performance appraisal er-
rors or biases are present in the public PAS. Hypothesis 1 has 6 sub hypotheses
which are;
H;a. The personnel think that the raters do the halo error during the appraisal.
H;p. The personnel think that the raters do the horn error during the appraisal
H;c. The personnel think that the raters do the recency error during the appraisal
Hp. The personnel think that the raters do the error of strictness during the ap-
praisal
H;g. The personnel think that the raters do the leniency error during the appraisal
H;r. The personnel think that the raters do the similarity error during the appraisal
H,: Attitudes of the public persons concerning the appraisal errors are significantly
differentiated according to their status. Hypothesis 2 has 6 sub hypotheses which
are:
H,4. Attitudes of the public persons concerning the halo effect are significantly
differentiated according to their status.
H,g. Attitudes of the public persons concerning the horn effect are significantly
differentiated according to their status.
H,c. Attitudes of the public persons concerning the recency effect are significantly
differentiated according to their status.
H,p. Attitudes of the public persons concerning the error of strictness are signifi-
cantly differentiated according to their status.
H,e. Attitudes of the public persons concerning the leniency error are significantly
differentiated according to their status.
H,r. Attitudes of the public persons concerning the similarity effect are signifi-
cantly differentiated according to their status.
Hj: Attitudes of the public persons concerning the appraisal errors are significantly
varied according to their ages. Hypothesis 3 also has 6 sub hypotheses which are:
H;a. Attitudes of the public persons concerning the halo effect are significantly
varied according to their ages.
H;g. Attitudes of the public persons concerning the horn effect are significantly
varied according to their ages.
Hjc. Attitudes of the public persons concerning the recency effect are significantly
varied according to their ages.
H;p. Attitudes of the public persons concerning the error of strictness are signifi-
cantly varied according to their ages.
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H;g. Attitudes of the public persons concerning the leniency error are significantly
varied according to their ages.

H;p. Attitudes of the public persons concerning the similarity effect are signifi-
cantly varied according to their ages.

C. Method
Sample and Procedures

This study conducted in some branches of a public organization in Istanbul. How-
ever, name of the organization was not stated openly, since results of the study
might affect image and identity of the organization negatively. Thus, authors and top
managements of the organization assessed that title of the organization should be
anonymous for reputation and identity of the organization.

Questioners were used to collect data from employees and managers who are mem-
bers of the organization. The respondents were asked about their perception of ap-
praisal error or biases in the current performance evaluation system. No personal data
was collected except some demographics such as, age, status, education and tenure.

Firstly, each question translated from English into Turkish then back to English to
make sure of no meaning changes. Then, pilot survey was conducted in 55 randomly
selected public personnel. During the pilot survey testing, the questions proved to be
easily understood by the participants.

Stratified Random sampling method is used in the study. This sampling method is
used to separate the population into subgroups in accordance with some features
such as age, sex, martial status, and profession (Seyidoglu, 2000: 40). In this study,
respondents are selected in accordance with their status, manager and employees.
Considering universe which stands for numbers of personnel who work as manager
or employees in surveyed organization’s branches in Istanbul, stratified ratio for
managers should be 60 % and 40 % for the employees.

154 questionnaires were distributed to the participants and 140 of them returned.
For a response rate of 90 percent. 42 percent of the respondents were managers; the
remaining 58 percent were employees. Tenure ranged from less than five years (17
percent) to 5-10 years (33 percent), to more than 11 years (50 percent). The partici-
pants were predominantly male (99 % ), and the median age was between 32 and 41
years old. The Statistical Package for Social Sciences Program (SPSS-14) was used
to analyze the gathered data.
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Measures

In order to measure perception of appraisal error or biases in the current perform-
ance evaluation system of the public personnel, a 9-item appraisal errors scale,
which was adapted from Bigaksiz et al (2002), was used in the study. Bigaksiz et al
(2002) developed the scale according to literature description of appraisal errors and
used the scale for another public organization in Turkey. We made some minor
modification on the scale due to purpose of our research and characteristics of the
public organization. The performance appraisal errors scale consists of 9 items. To
detect presence of appraisal errors in the system, following items were asked to the
respondents:

e  Questions 6 and 7 measure the halo effects perceptions

e Questions 8 measure the horn effect perceptions

e Questions 9 and 10 measure the recency effect perceptions

e Question 11 measures the error of strictness perceptions

e Question 12 measures the leniency error perceptions, and

e Questions 13 and 14 measure the ratee’s similarity effect perceptions.

We asked these questions to understand the presence of the performance appraisal
errors in the system with some demographics items. The questionnaire was pre-
sented at Appendix-1. The scale consists of the five possible survey responses for
second part of the questionnaire, which are “don’t know, none, some, most, all”. Re-
sponses are scored on a scale of 0 to 5, where 0 represents the complete lack of sub-
jective error in question and 5 represents the presence and maximum extent of the
subjective error. “Do not know” is assigned a zero value to differentiate it from the
“none” response. The Cronbach alpha reliability for the overall scale was 0.86. The
coefficient alpha estimate is greater than the level of 0.70 which is the recommended
level for researches of the social sciences.

D. Results
Demographics result

Table-1 presents the descriptive statistic of demographics of personnel, working in
the public organization. As seen in the table, most of the respondents work as em-
ployees rather than managers. 58.5 % of the personnel are 27-36 age years old. High
school and below graduates and four year college graduates holds nearly 83 % of all.
Gender is predominantly male, and 40 % of personnel have between 7 and 15 years
tenure.
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Table 1: Descriptive statistic of demographics of respondents

Variable Group Frequency %
Job status Managerial 58 41,4
Official 82 58,5
26 and below 18 12.8
Age 27-36 82 585
37 and above 40 28.5
High school and below 60 42.8
Two-year-college 12 85
Education Four-year college 56 40.0
MA-MBA 10 71
Ph.D. 2 14
Gender Male 121 86.4
Female 19 135
6 and below 21 15.0
Tenure 7 and 15 57 40.7
16 and above 42 30.0

Table 2 presents the means and standard deviations of the study variables. Ac-
cording to the Table-2, it can be said that all appraisal biases, investigated in this
study are present in the current performance appraisal system. As seen in the table,
halo and similarity effect are the highest in average, with 2,52 and 2,66 respectively
(out of 5 scale). The leniency and strictness errors are the lowest in average, 1,91
and 2,15 points respectively. It is clear that the system is under the influence of ap-
praisal errors according to attitude of the respondents.

Table 2: Means, Standard Deviations of the variables

Variables Mean Standard deviation
1. Halo Effect 2,52 0,64
2. Horn Effect 2,34 0,81
3. Leniency Error 191 0,88
4. Error of Strictness 2,15 0,48
5. Recency Effect 2,47 0,75
6. Similarity Effect 2,66 0,62

Overall 2,34 0,70
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In order to understand the ideas and attitudes of the persons, we have evaluated de-
scriptive statistic tables of the six appraisal errors below.

Halo effect ideas

In Figure-3, it can be easily seen that approximately 47 % of the public personnel
believe that “some” of the raters have the tendencies to view positively all behaviors
or actions of subordinates because the superior or rater likes a particular behavior or
action of the subordinate. In other words, rater gives the subordinates good scores
although their performances are not worthy. Nearly 34 % of the public personnel be-
lieve that “most” of the raters do this error. And almost 6 % of them think “all’” of
the raters do this error.

Horn effect

Horn effect is the opposite of halo effect. It means that rater might give a poor grade
although ratee’s performance is worthy. We have asked to find out “how many of
your supervisors have tendencies to view negatively all behaviors or actions of a
subordinate because the superior dislikes a particular behavior or action of the sub-
ordinates”. The result of this variable is presented above. As it is illustrated in Fig-
ure-3, approximately 31 % of the public personnel believe that “most’’ of the raters
perform this behaviors, during appraisal, 44 of them think “some” of the raters show
this error.

Recency error

In the examination of recency error in Figure-3, 50 % of the public personnel think
that “some’’ of the raters have been influenced by frequent display of behaviors they
like and the lack of behaviors they dislike in the evaluation time. Almost, 32 % of
them believe that “most’” of the raters act this way to give higher appraisal score.

The strictness

The error of strictness or tight rater is the opposite of the leniency or loose rater in
which raters give unfavorable or poor appraisal regardless of actual performance
level of the ratees. The figure shows that, 48 % of the public personnel think that
“some” of the raters have very high rating standards and 14 % than think that
“most’’ of the raters are the tight raters.
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Table 3: Descriptive statistic of the appraisal errors

ppraisal

Valid Percent (%)

The halo The The recency jl'he T.he . The.
Response Horn strictness Leniency similarity
Don't know 8.4 11,4 10,7 6.6 9.9 11,6
None 50 74 33 289 32,2 50
Some 471 438 49,6 479 46,3 46,3
Most 339 314 32,2 14,0 10,7 314
All 5,7 59 41 25 .8 58
Total 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0

The Leniency

Some raters or managers are concerned about damaging a good working relationship
by giving poor or negative rating. For that reason, they have tendencies to give a
high rating to ratees. In Figure-3, we can see the ratio and ideas of the public per-
sonnel about this effect. According to the results, 46 % of the public personnel think
that “some” of the raters have the tendencies to give to rating to all subordinates
unless they have a clear deficiency, or they may not want to “adversely impact” the
future of subordinates. When comparing the “loose rater” with the “tight rater”, we
can say that “tight rater” ratio is higher than the “loose rater’’.

Similarity effect

Some appraisers overlook the actual performance of the ratees; on the other hand,
these kinds of raters have tendencies to give better rating to those subordinates simi-
lar to themselves in behaviors, tastes and tendencies. The most important danger of
the similarity effect is that this error might limit diversity in the organization. In
Figure-3, the rater’s similarity effects are presented. 46 % of the public personnel
believe that “some’’ of the raters have tendencies to give better rating to these sub-
ordinates similar to themselves in behaviors, tastes and tendencies. 31 % of them
think that “most’’ of the raters show the similarity effect.
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To summarize all this data, it can be said that public personnel think that per-
formance appraisal system of the public organization is affected by subjectivity, and
under the effects of the six appraisal errors. To be completely objective is very diffi-
cult; on the other hand, subjectivity should be minimized as much as possible for ef-
fective appraisal system. With these findings, our first hypothesis and its six sub hy-
potheses (H1: Personnel who work in the organization think that six perform-
ance appraisal errors or biases are present in the public PAS) were supported.
As seen in Table-2, the most common appraisal errors in the system are the similar-
ity (similar-to-me) effect (M: 2, 66) and the halo effect (M: 2, 52).

Effect of Demographics Factors on Appraisal Biases.

In order to determine whether the attitudes of the public persons concerning the ap-
praisal errors are significantly differentiated according to their status or not, we have
performed an Independent t test. The means of the overall appraisal biases ac-
cording to the status and Independent t test table are reported below.

Table 4: Means of the overall appraisal biases according to the
status and Independent t test table

Means Independent t test table
Appraisal errors N(\::;g:)r E(:\::Iosyze)e + sig (2-tailed) difl\il\;c::l ~
1. Halo Effect 1,92 3,12 8,758 0,000 -1,20
2. Horn Effect 1,81 2,87 8,235 0,000 -1,06
3. Leniency Error 1,74 2,08 3,241 0,001 -0,34
4. Error of Strictness 1,68 2,62 7,126 0,000 -0,94
5. Recency Effect 2,05 2,89 6,945 0,000 -0,84
6. Similarity Effect 2,01 3,29 8,823 0,000 -1,28
Total 1,87 2,81 7,245 0,000 -0,94

p< 01

As seen in the table, means of the managers, working in the organization, are
lower than those of the employees. We have executed t test so as to determine this
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variation is significant or not in terms of status demographic. Independent t test re-
sult demonstrates that mean difference is significant according to the status of (man-
ager or employee) the persons (all ps <, 01). This result revealed that the attitudes of
employees (M: 2,81) was significantly higher in overall and six appraisal biases than
those of the managers (M: 1.87). In the survey, all managers are both raters and
ratees. On the other hand, the employees are only ratees in the appraisal system.
Hence, it can be said that ratees and ratees do not share the same perceptions and at-
titudes concerning the appraisal biases. With these findings, our second hypothesis
and its six sub hypotheses (H,: Attitudes of the public persons concerning the
appraisal errors are significantly differentiated according to their status) were
also supported.

To test our final hypothesis we executed ANOVA. The ANOVA table and means
concerning the age demographic are reported below. Before evaluating the ANOVA
result, it will be beneficial to examine the means of the attitudes scores of the public
personnel in terms of their ages.

Table 5: Means of the Overall appraisal biases according to the age
and ANOVA table

Means ANOVA
Appraisal errors 56 ong pelow  27-36 o) O
above F Sig (2-tailed)
(n1:18)  (n2: 82)

(n3: 40)
1. Halo Effect 2,45 2,59 2,52 ,618 650
2. Horn Effect 2,24 2,42 2,32 1,146 335
3. Leniency Error 1,79 2,02 1,82 1,461 214
4. Error of Strictness 1,98 2,14 2,23 1,654 161
5. Recency Effect 2,32 2,45 2,59 1,924 106
6. Similarity Effect 2,35 2,59 2,45 1,596 175
Overall 2,19 2,37 2,32 977 420

As seen in the table, attitudes of the respondents, whose ages between 27 and 36,
concerning the appraisal biases are generally higher than those of the others. How-
ever, the ANOVA table, at the right column of the table, failed to show a significant
differentiation. Hence, attitude concerning the overall appraisal biases did not vary
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significantly by the age. Hence, our final hypothesis and its sub six hypotheses (Hs:
Attitudes of the public persons concerning the appraisal errors are significantly
varied according to their ages) were not supported.

E. Discussions and Implications

Performance appraisal system has gained considerable importance recently. Just be-
cause, all other HR functions such as; recruitment and placement, training and de-
velopment, managing careers and fair treatment, pay for performance and financial
incentives directly or indirectly depend on the performance appraisal system. In pub-
lic organizations, in order to administer HR activities such as promotion, appoint-
ment, and merit system effectively, it is important to have a valid and effective per-
formance appraisal system. The ultimate goal of most performance appraisal sys-
tems is to increase employee motivation and productivity. The related literature has
begun to identify the characteristics of effective performance appraisal systems
(Burke, 1978; Kane and Lawler, 1979; Bernardin and Beatty, 1984; Silverman and
Wexley, 1984; Mohrman and Resnick and Lawler, 1989;. Roberts, 1990; Murphy
and Cleveland, 1991; Daley, 1992; Cardy and Dobbins, 1994). In order for an ap-
praisal system to be perceived as fair and effective, it must be free of bias. The pur-
pose of this research was to determine attitudes of public personnel about the possi-
ble appraisal biases in their current performance evaluation system.

The public personnel think that the current PAS of the surveyed public organiza-
tion, subject to wide variety of errors or biases, stemmed from appraisal system or
raters (overall M: 2,34). According to the results, the most common appraisal errors
in the system are the similarity (similar-to-me) effect and the halo effect (H;). As,
regarding H,, attitudes of the public personnel concerning the appraisal errors are
significantly differentiated according to their status (manager or employee). Person-
nel who work in official jobs (employees) (M: 2,81) was significantly higher in
overall appraisal biases than the managers (M:1,87) according to the independent t
test result. However, attitudes of the public personnel regarding the appraisal errors
are not significantly varied according to their ages (Hs).

As for performance appraisals, Landy and Farr (1980); Latham and Wetley
(1981) have suggested that affect is a source of bias in appraisals. Like, dislike,
preference, evaluation, displeasure are the major affects in which social interaction
is transacted (Zajonc, 1980: 153). These affective reactions are inescapable and usu-
ally irrevocable in interpersonal relations. Arvey and Campion (1982); Tsui and
Barry (1986) found that feeling or affective reactions towards ratees can potentially
influence raters, particularly, similarity effect, halo effect, leniency effect and central
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tendency. As Zajonc (1980) said, affect is an irrevocable, perhaps it is impossible for
manager to set aside their feelings when participating performance appraisal. How-
ever, public organizations should strive not for the suppression of feeling by any one
rater but rather for a balance of affect among multiple ratees in performance appraisal.

Kluger and Denisi (1996) stated that it would be difficult to imagine ratees seeing
everyone getting similar appraisals and perceiving such a system as fair or even ac-
curate referring to leniency and central tendency effects. Miceli and et al. (1991);
Kane and et al (1995) also found that appraisal errors can undermine the potential
beneficial of merit appraisals on employee motivation. Considering the results of the
study, public personnel think that the current performance appraisal system does not
meet their expectations and the demands in terms of appraisal accuracy. For the bet-
ter and effective PAS, the much importance should be given to performance ap-
praisal which perceived as fair or even accurate process by the ratees.

Raters and ratees must have a shared perception of the purposes and functions of
the process and the belief that the appraisal process is useful to them on an individ-
ual basis (Maroney and Buckley, 1992). Magnitude of the appraisal errors might
cause rater to be unable to appraise the ratee’s actual performance (Bowman, 1999).
Also, in a survey, over 70 percent of manager reported that they deliberately inflated
or deflated evaluations for horn effects (Longenecker and Ludwig, 1990). Finding of
our study demonstrated that the attitudes of employees (M: 2, 81) was significantly
higher in overall and six appraisal biases than those of the managers (M: 1.87).
Hence, it can be said that ratees and ratees do not share the same perceptions and at-
titudes concerning the appraisal biases. The raters can not evaluate the actual perform-
ance of the public persons due to the magnitude of the appraisal errors in the system.

The most important reason for wide variety of errors or biases in the system
might be due to the method of appraisal. In the public organizations in Turkey, gen-
erally, “superior rate only” systems are utilized. These kinds of systems have some
disadvantages. First, “the supervisor may have an ethical bias against playing god”
(Schuler, 1995: 312). Secondly, the manager or superior sometimes cannot have
enough skills to appraise and give good and timely feed-back to the ratees. Thirdly,
if the rater exploits the power of appraisal, or there is no accountability of the rater
concerning the appraisal process, the ratees or employees may feel threatened.
Palmer and Feldman (2005) found that accountability increase the appraisal accu-
racy by reducing magnitude of appraisal errors. Because, when the rater explicitly
told, prior to appraisal task, that they will be held accountable for their appraisal,
they will think as accountability direct them and will provide appraisal consistent
with contingencies of accountability requirements (Tetlock and Kim, 1987; Kunda,
1990). Therefore, in response to these concerns, considerable emphasis might be
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placed on accountability of the rater and developing multi-source feedback systems
instead of “superior rate only” system.

Wiersma and Latham (1986), Tziner and Kopelman (2002) revealed that if ratees
are dissatisfied with system, the effectiveness of the overall appraisal and feedback
process is diminished. Once appraisals have been made, it is important for the ratees
to understand and see their weaknesses and strengths. Thus, discussing the appraisal
result with the ratee is essential for organizational development. The current ap-
praisal system provides limited feedback for the ratees. This prevents ratees from
learning their weaknesses and strengths. So, the PA feed-back should be provided
for the ratees including all the criteria.

Bernardin and Pence (1980); Fay and Latham (1982), Smith (1986), Woehr and
Huffcutt (1994) suggested that training program will increase rater accuracy during
the appraisal process. Also, more recent studies suggested that trained rater provide
more accurate appraisal than untrained ones (Keown and Janine, 2001; Noonan and
Sulsky, 2001; Roch and O’Sullivan, 2003). Hence, training program for the raters to
reduce the appraisal errors might actually have the effect of increasing appraisal ac-
curacy in the surveyed public organization.

The research has some limitations as well. First, all factors (six appraisal errors)
were assessed through self reports which might create the potential for common
method bias. This bias might have inflated or deflated the appraisal biases. Another
limitation of our research is that because of time and financial constraints, this study
was conducted in only one public organization. The findings from this study should
be viewed cautiously due to the limited sample size. Also, in the study, only six ap-
praisal errors (the halo effect, the horn effect, the recency effect, the error of strict-
ness, the leniency error and similarity effect) were tried to be measured. But, as it is
known there might be other appraisal errors such as, central tendency, contrast error,
and attribution error. So, these appraisal errors should be studied as further study.
Despite the limitations, the results are potentially important since, to date, no previ-
ous studies have examined the magnitude of the appraisal errors in the public or-
ganization in Turkey. Hence, the research may prove useful for guiding future re-
searches. Additional research is necessary to further analyze the relationship be-
tween rater attitudes/beliefs and the design and implementation of the public organi-
zation’s appraisal system. It would be valuable for further studies to determine specifi-
cally, the reasons, causes of these errors, and ways for minimizing the errors as well.
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Bir Kamu Orgiitiinde Performans Degerleme Hatalari: Ampirik Bir Arastirma

Ozet: Bu arastirmanin amaci, Tiirkiye'de bir Kamu Kurulusunda kullanilan Performans
Degerleme Sisteminde olasi performans degerlendirme hatalarinin varligini tespit
etmektir. Arastirmada, hale etkisi, horn etkisi, benzerlik etkisi, siki degerlendirici
etkisi, gevsek degerlendirici etkisi ve benzerlik etkisi olmak iizere alti adet degerle-
me hatasinin mevcudiyeti sorgulanmistir. Konuyla ilgili teorik ¢ergevenin ortaya ko-
nulmasindan sonra, 150 kamu personelinden olusan bir Grneklem kullanilarak, perfor-
mans degerlendirme sisteminde degerlendirici ve degerlendirilen olarak yer alan per-
sonelin alti adet degerleme hatasina yonelik tutumlari, arastirmanin hipotezleri ger-
gevesinde test edilmistir. Arastirmanin sonuglarina gore, kamu personeli performans
degerleme sisteminde alti adet degerleme hatasinin var olduguna inanmaktadirlar.
Arastirmaya dahil edilen personelin degerleme hatalarina iliskin tutumlar: statiilerine
gore anlamli diizeyde farklilasmaktadir. Yas demografik degiskenine gére ise anlamli
bir faklilasma tespit edilememistir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Performans Degerlendirme, Basari Degerleme, Performans De-
gerlendirme Hatalari, Kamu Orgiitleri
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Appendix-1
Demographics and Performance Appraisal Errors Scale Items Used As Measure
Part 1: Demografics

1. Your Status
IZ' Managers Izl Employee

2. Number of years completed in the organization (tenure)

IZI 6 and below E Between 7 and 15 16 and above

3. Your age

E 26 and below E Between 27- 36 37-and above

4. Your Education level

High schoolor |b Two- ¢ | Graduate MA-MBA Ph.D.
below year col- (four year (Master’s)
lege college)

5. Your gender

IZ' Male Izl Female

Part 2: Your Perceptions Concerning Performance Appraisal Errors

In this part, answer the following questions considering the behavior of your rater-
superiors towards you, or other people in similar position to you, and your predictions
and perceptions on how such behavior may be reflected on your appraisal report.
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Questions 6, 7 measure the halo perceptions.

6. How many of your rater-superiors to date have the tendency to view affirmatively
all behaviors or actions of a subordinate because the superior likes a particular be-
havior or action of the subordinate?

E Don’t know E None Some @ Most E All

7. How many of your rater-superiors to date have made clear by his words or acts

that he places special emphasis on one or several behaviors or qualities specified in
the evaluation form from the start of your working together?

E Don’t know E None Some @ Most E All

Questions 8 measure the horn effect

8. How many of your rater-superiors to date have the tendency to view negatively
all behaviors or actions of a subordinate because the superior dislikes a particular
behavior or action of the subordinate?

E Don’t know ENone Some E Most E All

Questions 9-10 measure the recency effect perceptions

9. How many of your rater-superiors to date do you think have been influenced by
frequent display of behaviors they like and the lack of behaviors they dislike in the
evaluation time?

E Don’t know E None Some @ Most E All

10. How many of your work mates have spared more effort in the evaluation time

to display behaviors liked by the superiors and avoid errors disliked by the superi-
ors?

E Don’t know ENone Some E Most E All

Question 11 measures the error of strictness perceptions

11. Some raters called “tight raters” have very high evaluation standards. For ex-
ample they may say “the highest I would give is ninety (out of a hundred). How
many of your rater-superiors would you qualify as “tight raters” to date?

E Don’t know ENone Some E Most E All
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Question 12 measures the leniency error perceptions

12. Some raters called “loose raters” have the tendency to give top rating to all sub-
ordinates unless they have a clear deficiency, or they may not want to “adversely
impact” the future of subordinates. How many of your rater-superiors would you
qualify as “loose raters” to date?

E Don’t know ENone Some E Most E All

Questions 13-14 measure the similarity effect perceptions

13. How many of your rater-superiors have the tendency to give better rating to
those subordinates similar to themselves in behavior, tastes and tendencies?

E Don’t know E None Some @ Most E All

14. How many of your work mates have made efforts to demonstrate that their be-
haviors, tastes and tendencies match those of the superior or hide those not matching
with the superior’s, with the intention that such would please the superior and con-

sequently receive better ratings?

E Don’t know Izl None Some @ Most E All




	Performance appraisal could be done by anyone who is familiar with a person's performance according to chosen appraisal technique including the following (Schuler, 1995: 312-316; Mathis and Jackson, 1994: 330-334; Casio, 1995: 290-291): supervisors, subordinates, peers, customers, and self-appraisal and multi-source feedback. Yet, that it is not necessary to choose only one type of performance evaluation method and some organizations successfully use all or some of them.  
	The halo and horn effect 
	The central tendency error 
	 
	The Recency effect 
	 
	As explained before rating should be done on the basis of standards that are established before the rating process. The contrast error is the tendency to rate people relative to other people rather than to performance standards. If the raters appraise many employees in a short time, it is unavoidable that they do the appraisal by comparing the ratees. In other words, appraisal grade of a ratee might be affected by the grade of the ratee who is appraised just before her or him. For example, if everyone else in a group is standing poor performance, a person performing somewhat better may be appraised as a perfect due to contrast error. The vice- versa is also possible. This error could be minimized but not grouping employees as ‘’successful’’ or ’’unsuccessful’’. All employees must be appraised randomly (Uyargil, 1994: 80). 
	 
	Managers
	 Employee
	6 and below 
	Between 7 and 15 
	16 and above 
	26 and below  6 and below 
	Between 27- 36 
	37-and above 
	High school or below
	 Two-year college 
	Graduate (four year college)
	 MA-MBA (Master’s) 
	Ph.D.
	Male 
	 Female 
	Don’t know
	None 
	Some
	Most
	All
	Don’t know
	None 
	Some
	Most
	All
	Don’t know
	None 
	Some
	Most
	All
	Don’t know
	None 
	Some
	Most
	All
	Don’t know
	None 
	Some
	Most
	All
	Don’t know
	None 
	Some
	Most
	All
	Don’t know
	None 
	Some
	Most
	All
	Don’t know
	None 
	Some
	Most
	All
	Don’t know
	None 
	Some
	Most
	All

