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ABSTRACT 

While there is a robust business management research field on rater motivation related to 

personnel appraisals, almost no research in the public sector exists on this topic. This paper 

makes the case for a theory based, on the public sector, and offers a preliminary model of rater 

motivation focused on the performance appraisal context. Expansion and empirical testing of 

comprehensive models of rater motivation is also offered and comparative perspective is sought 

by accounting for organization culture differences between the U.S. and Korea public 

organizations. The rater motivation theory, in this study, is built using three primary factors 

related to how accurately a supervisor is willing to conduct a performance appraisal: 1) incentive 

structure (incentives and disincentives), 2) felt accountability, and, 3) public service motivation. 

The main interest is how the three primary factors affect the outcome of perceived performance 

rating accuracy of the raters. In addition, this study also examines the variations in perceived 

rating accuracy depending on the existence of a reward system for accurate appraisers and a 

forced distribution rating system. The logics of Vroom‘s expectancy theory and Skinner‘s 

reinforcement theory are used in explaining the relationship between variables. The findings 

suggest that all three determinants of rater motivation positively affected perceived performance 

rating accuracy of the raters. Also, it was revealed that the presence of a forced distribution 

system negatively influenced the rating accuracy. The availability of reward systems for accurate 

appraisers also had a positive influence on perceived rating accuracy but was only partially 

supported. Contradictory to this study‘s expectation, raters in U.S. generally perceived lower 

rating accuracy than Korean raters. Overall, the findings contribute to developing a preliminary 

comprehensive model of rater motivation designed for the public sector, and they have 

implications for both the public administration literature and practice. 
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CHAPTER ONE 

INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Background of the Study 

 

Human resource management, as Berman, Bowman, West, and Van Wart (2006) defined 

it, includes dimensions of ―all decisions affecting the relationship between the individual and the 

organization.‖ The administrator, who stands between the employees and the organization, has 

the crucial task of helping the organization to make the best use of its core asset, employees 

(Berman et al., 2006). Performance appraisal (PA) is a typical tool for an administrator to use for 

managing people to effectively work for their organization by providing reward and recognition 

(e.g., promotion, pay increase) or some type of sanction (e.g., delay promotion, decrease of 

bonus, withhold pay increase) based on the individual‘s performance. 

For that reason, PA, whether in government or private organizations, is a standard and 

important task of supervisors. Although the raters (supervisors) are responsible for determining 

the final outcome of the PA process in the form of performance rating, almost no considerations 

have been directed to the effects of rater motivation on the level of the rater‘s perceived accuracy 

of their PA in public organizations. This research area has been developed in the business 

literature more recently. Instead, in the public administration literature over the last three 

decades, the major stream of research tied to PA accuracy has been dominated by works 

associated with implementation of pay-for-performance (see Perry, Engbers, & Jun, 2009 for 

references) that focused  on  the accuracy of PA from the subordinate‘s viewpoint.  

This research attempts to provide preliminary steps in developing a performance 

appraisal (PA) rater motivation model for the public administration field  and answer the 

questions: (1) Why is a rater motivation model (RMM) an important topic?, (2) What kinds of 

forces form the factors of rater motivation and how do the factors affect a rater‘s perceived rating 

accuracy?, (3) What is the role of public service motivation (PSM) in the PA context?, (4) Does 

the availability of a forced distribution rating system (FDRS) and reward system for accurate 

appraisers (RSAA) affect the perceived rating accuracy?, and (5) Do the cultural differences in 

South  Korea and the United States influence the perceived rating accuracy? 
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1.2 Problem Statement 

 

Rater motivation poses a significant issue because it would be presumptuous to argue 

that raters are always willing to evaluate subordinates to the utmost possible level without being 

influenced by any motivating or demotivating factors involved in the PA process. Rater 

motivation affects the rater‘s accuracy of performance appraisal because it influences the 

willingness of the rater to be more or less accurate in what they write up as a personnel appraisal. 

Inaccuracy in an appraisal can result in insufficient discrimination between the employees with 

different levels of performance and deteriorate the utility of using appraisal for administrative 

decisions (e.g. promotion, financial incentives through merit pay, etc.) (Decotiis & Petit, 1978; 

Blume, Baldwin, & Rubin, 2009).  

A significant portion of past research, in order to evaluate and advance the accuracy of a 

rater‘s PA, has been centered around topics such as rating format modification, cognitive process 

of raters, and rater training (Bretz et al., 1992; Ferris et al., 1994; Arvey & Murphy, 1998; Roch 

et al., 2011a). However, such approaches merely assumed that the accuracy of PA can be 

improved by enhancing the rating instrument or rater cognition because they believed raters 

possessed an inherent motivation to rate accurately. 

Recent literature has begun to consider the effects of rater motives on PA on the basis of 

the idea that PA inaccuracy can be a result of raters‘ intentional behavior (Murphy & Cleveland, 

1991, 1995; Wang, Wong, & Kwong, 2010). Nevertheless, most of the literature has examined 

rater motivation by investigating the relationship between a single aspect of rater motives (e.g., 

social context, rater goal, and impact of non-performance information) and PA accuracy. Only a 

small number of research studies (e.g., Harris, 1994; Murphy and Cleveland 1991, 1995) have 

proposed an integrated model of rater motivation. Consequently, there exist gaps and limitations 

in explaining the final outcome of PA accuracy in a comprehensive manner.  

One popular research area in public administration that could be linked to rater 

motivation is public service motivation (PSM). Although research in PSM generated multiple 

areas of study (see Perry, Hondeghem, and Wise, 2010 for a comprehensive review), most of the 

PSM  research directs its interest to the association between PSM and job performance. This 

research posits that if PSM were to be investigated using performance ratings of individuals, it 

should consider the possibility of PSM of the supervisors who evaluate the subordinates.  The 
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argument is based on the fact that final performance ratings are generated from the supervisor‘s 

decision making, not the subordinate‘s (although sometimes subordinates are asked for their 

perceptions and input about their own performance such as in a 360-degree performance 

evaluation system), and the rater‘s motivation to rate accurately or inaccurately strongly 

influences the accuracy of the PA process. 

 

1.3 Purpose of the Study 

 

The purpose of this research is to explain what factors determine and impact a rater‘s 

motivation in the PA context. Raters in organizations are expected to be affected by various 

motivating forces while they are conducting PA that typically generates the final outcome of 

performance ratings. They are assumed to feel accountable to the stakeholders (e.g., ratee and the 

rater‘s supervisor) of the process, perceive incentives and disincentives in making accurate PA, 

be affected by PSM when making PA decisions, and make PA decisions depending on the 

presence of forced distribution rating systems (FDRS) and reward systems for accurate 

appraisers (RSAA). 

  This study does this by: (1) introducing a comprehensive model of rater motivation 

including new factors or subcategories of extant factors such as rater felt accountability, 

incentive structure (incentives and disincentives), and public service motivation (PSM), (2) 

developing modified or new measures of determinants of rater motivation, (3) examining the 

motivational difference of the raters depending on the existence of  FDRS and RSAA, and (4) 

adopting a view of rater motivation that accounts for the rater‘s perceived rating accuracy. 

 The empirical analysis of this study involves three stages. First, surveys were 

administered  to public officials in various agencies in U.S. and Korea. Then, the collected data 

was used for developing measurement models of the determinants of rater motivation using 

confirmatory factor analysis (CFA), followed by combining the items in the finalized measures 

into composite indexes. Lastly, cross-sectional multiple regression analysis (MRA) was executed 

to observe the relationship between the motivating factors and the final outcome, perceived 

performance rating accuracy. For the enhancement of the validity of empirical results across 

countries, this research will take a comparative perspective across the United States and South 
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Korea in an attempt to increase external validity and explain the impact of different organization 

cultures in different countries. 

 

1.4 Significance of the Study 

 

This research attempts to provide preliminary steps in developing a performance 

appraisal rater motivation model (RMM) in public administration literature and has a number of 

possible contributions to make to the public sector human resource management, and 

organizational theory fields.  

First, in the business literature, although there are voluminous studies related to rater 

motivation, most of the literature has examined rater motivation by testing the relationship 

between the independent variables considered to be factors of motivation and appraisal accuracy 

of raters as the dependent variable. Only a few studies proposed a comprehensive model of rater 

motivation (Harris, 1994; Murphy and Cleveland 1991, 1995) but they have not been empirically 

tested by developing measures of rater motivation. This research empirically tests and expands 

the conceptual models of Murphy and Cleveland (1991, 1995) and Harris (1994) by introducing 

new determinants of rater motivation and also developing measures. This study then develops 

multivariate models tested by collecting new data through employee surveys.   

  This research incorporates Murphy and Cleveland (1991, 1995)‘s model into Park‘s 

model (2013). The major contribution to these authors‘ model is the development of the 

measurement of an incentive structure of PA. The model is detailed in Chapter 3 (3.1). Harris 

(1994) (Refer to Figure 3.2) constructed a ―model of rater motivation‖ in which situational and 

personal variables influence motivational factors that result in the final outcome of performance 

appraisal behaviors. Despite Harris‘ contribution to the rater motivation research, this research 

seeks to identify and improve possible limitations of his research which is described on Chapter 

3 (3.1). Furthermore, Landy and Farr‘s (1980) argument that raters are indifferent to different 

types of rating formats is put to test by arguing that inconvenience in rating format may be a 

disincentive. 

The second  potential contribution for the research is in making felt accountability more 

central in performance appraisal and the public administration human resource management 

field. While several scholars (e.g., Mero & Motowidlo, 1995, 2003) studied felt accountability in 
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PA settings (rater accountability), most research was conducted in laboratory settings, attaining 

data from experiment participants (students). Also, the studies focused on measuring felt 

accountability on a case-by-case basis rather than trying to develop a universal measure. This 

study seeks to improve such limitations by collecting data from public officials in government 

agencies and modifying and applying the widely-accepted general felt accountability measure 

developed by Hochwarter, et al. (2003) to the PA setting.  

  The study also involves introducing new aspects to the rater‘s felt accountability. Not 

much attention has been directed towards the rater‘s supervisor as the audience in the 

performance appraisal process (Harris, 1994; Bernardin and Villanova, 1986) and how the rater‘s 

supervisor might influence PA as an audience has not been empirically tested. Thus two factors 

are introduced as forces that contribute to forming the felt accountability of raters: (1) a rater‘s 

supervisor‘s positive attitude toward a certain ratee, and (2) the supervisor‘s own definition of 

what constitutes good performance. 

Third, this study contributes to the current expansive PSM literature. A number of 

contemporary studies revealed a positive association between PSM and job performance (Naff & 

Crum, 1999; Vandenabeele, 2009). Nevertheless, how PSM affects work performance in the PA 

context has not been dealt with in the literature. This study tests the relationship between PSM 

and work performance in PA settings to examine if PSM affects the PA performance of raters. 

 Fourth, this research will introduce a new measure of performance rating accuracy. 

Rating accuracy as measured by asking an employee to what degree he or she perceives the 

rating assigned by the supervisor to be accurate or collecting employee‘s self-reported ratings do 

not necessarily reflect a rater‘s willingness to rate accurately. The subordinate and the supervisor 

may have different opinions on the issue of the rating accuracy and the assigned rating itself is 

merely an output of the PA process. Accordingly, this research develops a measure representing 

the rater‘s perceived PA rating accuracy. Also, it tests whether a forced (fixed) rating distribution 

system can affect perceived PA rating accuracy since the pressure to differentiate the ratees‘ 

performance in a relative scale can influence the raters‘ PA decisions. 

Lastly, this research provides a comparative perspective on the variations in rater 

motivation dependent of different organization culture in two different countries, the United 

States and South Korea, to see if the rating process through a comparative country lense tells us 

different stories of motivations and relationships. 
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In addition to the theoretical contributions, this research may have practical implications 

for organizations trying to understand the motives of the raters in the PA situation by examining 

the forces that contribute to or alter the accuracy of PAs. Organizations could be able to 

understand why raters are motivated to make accurate or inaccurate PA. From this knowledge, 

they may be able to develop organizational settings or take other actions that encourage raters to 

make more accurate appraisals. 

 

1.5 Assumptions of the Study 

 

 This research attempts to provide a preliminary model of rater motivation and a number 

of assumptions in the model needs to be explained. First, in this research, the focus of the rater 

motivation model is on how factors of motivation affect a rater‘s perceived performance rating 

accuracy; thus the model is minimally impacted by rater goals. According to Murphy and 

Cleveland (2004), raters are assumed to have certain goals (e.g., being fair, motivating 

subordinates, indication of subordinate‘s level of performance) when making PA and they tend 

to provide performance ratings fit for achieving those goals. However, perceived performance 

rating accuracy is a construct that reflects the degree of how much a rater perceives his or her PA 

was accurate not the level of alignment between rater goals and assigned ratings.  

Second, this research contends that high accuracy is the core criteria for determining the 

performance of appraisals conducted by raters. In general, high accuracy of appraisal is required 

to provide rewards or sanctions to the employees because organizations often use PA for 

administrative purposes (e.g, promotion, incentive). For that reason, higher PA accuracy is 

regarded as the basis for making fair and effective administrative decisions implying that the 

accuracy of PA and the performance of appraisal is positively related. 

Lastly, this research assumes that private sector human resource management practices 

can be applied to the public sector (organizations). Several scholars in public administration 

(e.g., Bozeman, 1987, Hays and Reeves, 1989, Rainey, 2003) have posited that public and 

private organizations show similar functions and the distinction between the organizations are 

blurring, thus business practices may be transferred to public organizations. Accordingly, this 

research takes several theories related to rater motivation from the business sector and tests them 

in the public sector. 
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1.6 Definitions of Terms 

 

 Table 1.1 summarizes the core definition of the concepts in this study. 

 

 

Table 1.1: Definition of terms 

Terms Definitions Source 

Park's model 
A comprehensive rater motivation model proposed in Figure 3.3 and 

developed by Seejeen Park in his 2013 dissertation 
Park 

Rater 
A manager performing the role of a performance appraiser who 

generates the final outcome of performance rating to the subordinates 
Park 

Rater motivation 
The motivation of a performance rater in appraisal context to be 

more or less accurate in making appraisal 
Park 

Felt accountability 

(Rater accountability) 

Perceived potential to be evaluated by someone and being held 

responsible for one‘s decisions or behaviors in performance appraisal 

Levy & Williams 

(2004) 

Incentive structure 
A comprehensive construct representing a rater's incentives and 

disincentives in conducting performing appraisal  
Park 

Public Service 

Motivation 

General, altruistic motivation to serve the interests of a community of 

people, a state, a nation or humankind 

Rainey & 

Steinbauer (1999) 

Perceived performance 

rating accuracy 

The level of accuracy that a rater perceives his or her final 

performance rating distributed to surbordinates reflects 
Park 

Forced distribution  

rating system (FDRS) 

Standards set by an organization to have fixed proportions in the 

distribution of performance ratings 
Park 

 

 

1.7 Organization of the Study 

 

 This study is composed in the following order. Chapter 1 is an introduction and overview 

to this study. Chapter 1 focused on explaining the background of the study and why the problem 

presented in this study is significant to the field. Also, chapter 1 described the assumptions of the 

study as well as the definition of terms. Chapter 2 reviews current organizational literature 

related to rater motivation, felt accountability, public service motivation, and organization 

culture in U.S. and Korea as well as covering how performance appraisal research in public 

administration and HRM theories developed from the business sector can be applied to public 

sector. Chapter 3 offers a preliminary model of rater motivation developed by Park. My study 
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combines several models from the business literature and adds new determinants of motivation 

outcomes to construct a comprehensive model of rater motivation. How each factor of rater 

motivation can affect the perceived rating accuracy is explained and the hypotheses of this study 

are proposed. Chapter 4 describes the research design and methods used in this study. Survey 

data collection procedure, development of measures, issues of reliability and validity, and the 

analytic techniques are discussed. Chapter 5 provides the result and findings of the empirical 

tests conducted by executing confirmatory factor and multiple regression analysis. Lastly, 

Chapter 6 discusses the theoretical contribution, implications for practice, and limitations of this 

study. 
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CHAPTER TWO 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

2.1 Public and Private Organization Human Resource Management 

 

Public and private organizations share functional analogies in personnel management 

including performance evaluation (Hays and Reeves, 1989, p. 75). The assumption that public 

(government) and private (business) organizations are alike enough to use similar management 

practices in both settings has been the core premise of New Public Management movement that 

has been popular for more than three decades (Rainey, 2003, p.60). Also, Bozeman (1987, p.31), 

in All organizations are public, stressed that numerous government organizations are adopting 

business-like practices, blurring the distinction between public and private organizations. 

Accordingly, civil service reforms in many countries including the U.S., have been conducted 

under the premise that government organizations need to be more business-like (Rainey & 

Bozeman, 2000). For example, the adoption of pay-for-performance in the Civil Service Reform 

Act of 1978 (Perry, Engbers, & Jun, 2009), total quality management (TQM) approach in PA 

(Bowman, 1994), and the Bush administration‘s President‘s management agenda of ―strategic 

management of human capital‖ reflect the cases of bringing business HRM practices into the 

public sector. 

Based on the above discussion, this research takes the approach that private sector 

human resource management practices can be transferred from business to public sector. 

Consequently, the PA literature developed in the business literature, in this case, rater motivation 

theories, might be applicable to public organizations.  

 

2.2 Performance Appraisal Literature in Public Administration Field 

 

Rater motivation in the performance appraisal context has been an unexplored area of 

study in public administration. Since the enactment of the Civil Service Reform Act of 1978 

(CSRA), contemporary research related to performance appraisal has been heavily tied to the 

implementation of pay-for-performance system (PFP) which was recognized as generally not 

being successful (See Perry, Engbers, & Jun, 2009 for a comprehensive review). Performance 
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appraisal systems or practices such as Merit Pay System (MPS), Senior Executive Service (SES), 

Performance Management and Recognition System (PMRS), and more recently building flexible 

and decentralized pay and reward system by agencies‘ exemption from Title 5 (e.g., Federal 

Aviation Administration, Internal Revenue Service, and Department of Homeland Security) were 

the main subjects of study.  

To name a few areas, scholars sought to address problems in the implementation process 

of PFP by examining the validity of the performance appraisals in differentiating employees with 

different performance level (Perry, Petrakis, & Miller, 1989; Pearce & Perry, 1983), and 

employee perceptions and attitudes toward appraisal system implementation (Perry et al., 2009; 

Underhill & Oman, 2007). However, although researchers investigated PFP in various 

perspectives, one common theme emerged: the research mainly concentrated on explaining the 

success or failure of the system from the subordinate‘s side, not from the supervisor‘s side.  

Focusing on the subordinate‘s side may be attributed to the main purpose of pay-for-

performance, which is to motivate employees by providing financial incentives to personnel 

based on their performance. Therefore, the perceived success of the system within the 

organization is dependent on the employees‘ satisfaction in the system. Based on this logic, 

researchers often used survey instruments to ask employees (evaluated subordinates) about their 

experience or satisfaction about PFP and derived conclusions out of the results of PFP 

implementation in public organizations. 

 The problems of PFP systems can be attributed to many aspects such as lack of funds 

(Rainey, 1979), the contradictory relationship of extrinsic and intrinsic motivation (Perry and 

Wise, 1990; Weibel et al., 2010), and discouragement in creativity and risk taking (Bowman, 

2010). This research argues that a big portion of the salient issues of PFP could be resolved by 

making performance appraisal acceptable to both supervisor and the employees. If both the 

management and employee can agree upon the ratings and have trust in the system, it could be 

expected that the execution of the system may be more effective. 

In one of the early research studies on PFP, Pearce and Perry (1983) found that 

managers under the MPS ―reported that effort is less likely to lead to a good performance rating‖ 

because of problematic methods in measuring their performance. In the later study by Perry, 

Petrakis, and Miller (1989), similar problems were revealed in the PMRS that replaced MPS. 

Even in the recent attempt to install PFP in federal government (including Department of 
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Defense, Department of Homeland Security, Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation, and Federal 

Aviation Administration) managers dissatisfaction toward PFP system was still present 

(Bowman, 2010; Tiefer, 2008; Underhill and Oman, 2007; Mihm, 2003).  

 Accepting the PFP‘s existing problems of some employees perceiving that their effort or 

performance is not fully reflected in their performance ratings, are raters (supervisors) inputting 

their best effort in performance appraisals to make them as accurate as possible? And if they are, 

should the discrepancy between assigned ratings and the employee‘s expected ratings only be 

dependent on rater error meaning that the intentions of raters in distributing ratings to 

subordinates are not involved at all? This research attempts to deal with these questions and 

introduce RMM to the public administration literature, proposing that a rater‘s intentionality 

does matter in performance appraisal and its outcomes. The suggestions and findings are not 

necessarily limited to PA in PFP but are targeted towards typical PA conducted in organizations. 

 

2.3 Rater Motivation Theory 

 

2.3.1 Past research trends 

 

Rating format was one of the most influential topics in performance appraisal (PA) 

research from 1950 to 1980 but lost its stance after the ground breaking work of Landy and Farr 

(1980) that shifted the direction of research from rating instrument (format) to process matters 

(Ferris et al., 1994; Murphy and Cleveland, 1995). Landy and Farr (1980, p.79) proposed that ―In 

spite of the fact that people may have preferences for various physical arrangements of high and 

low anchors, of graphic numbering systems, and so forth, these preferences seem to have little 

effect on actual rating behavior.‖ The authors‘ assumption implies that rating format is neither a 

motivating nor demotivating factor for the raters because raters are indifferent to different types 

of rating formats when making their PA.  

 Rater cognitive process research, in other words, the study of ―activity involving the 

mental manipulation or storage of information‖ (Murphy and Cleveland, 1995), focused on two 

issues: ―(1) how prior expectations or knowledge of prior performance levels affect the way  

information is processed, and (2) the role of memory in the rating process‖ (Bretz et al., 1992). 
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The limitations of cognitive process research have been noted for over 20 years (Roch et 

al., 2011a). The criticisms of shortcomings include viewing rating inaccuracy as ―involuntary 

rating errors owing to… cognitive limitations‖ (Wang et al., 2010, p. 546), failing to account for 

the social context of PA process (Ferris et al., 1994), and providing limited generalizability by 

mainly conducting empirical testing in laboratory settings (Murphy and Cleveland, 1995). 

Raters, in cognitive process studies, are assumed to be inherently motivated to conduct accurate 

PA; thus by enhancing information processing of raters in PA, rating accuracy is increased. For 

that reason, cognitive process research is insufficient for explaining the motives of raters because 

it disregards rater‘s intentionality and social influence in PA.  

 Early works in rater training sought to improve PA accuracy by providing training 

programs to minimize rater error (Latham, Wexley, & Pursell, 1975; Decotiis & Petit, 1978). 

Raters were to be trained in ―the principles and problems of performance appraisal‖ and using 

rating instruments to enhance the capability to be more accurate in PA (Decotiis & Petit, 1978). 

Succeeding scholars reported that efforts to reduce errors could decrease rater leniency and the 

halo effect (of past positive assessments) but might also reduce PA accuracy because the rater 

error trainings can guide raters into using alternative response sets (Bernardin & Buckley, 1981; 

Hedge & Kavanagh, 1988).  

Bernardin and Buckley (1981, p.207) posited that ―rater error training may result only in 

the replacement of one response set… with another response set (i.e., from ―be lenient‖ to ―be 

harsh‖).‖ The authors suggested a framework called Frame-of-Reference (FOR) training which is 

one of the most-cited rater training approaches in the PA literature (Roch, Woehr, Mishra, & 

Kieszczynska., 2011b). The main goal of FOR training is to improve PA accuracy by training 

raters to understand the link between behaviors and specific levels of performance on specific 

dimensions, and providing performance prototypes used to mitigate normal information loss 

(Roch et al., 2011b). Both in the early and contemporary works on rater training, the motives of 

raters to be accurate appraisers were not explicitly addressed but were focused on rater 

observation and their decision-making process (Bretz et al., 1992), neglecting the rater‘s 

intentions in PA process.   

Departing from past major research streams, contemporary researchers started to address 

the effects of rater motives on PA. The basic premise about raters‘ behavior was that 
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inaccuracies of appraisal are intentional rather than a result of the raters‘ incapability to rate 

accurately as much as possible (Murphy & Cleveland, 1991, 1995; Wang, et al., 2010).  

Several examples of major topics in current rater motivation literature are effects of rater 

agreeableness and rating context on PA ratings (Randall & Sharples, 2012), goal-directed 

perspective in appraisal of raters (Wang, et al., 2010), self-judgments of rating accuracy by raters 

(Roch, McNall, & Caputo, 2011a), impact of non-performance information on rater‘s 

performance rating behavior (Spence & Keeping, 2010), effects of rater accountability on 

accuracy and favorability of performance ratings (Mero and Motowidlo, 1995), existence of a 

rater team as a positive factor affecting rater motives (Roch, 2007; Roch, 2006; Martell & 

Leavitt, 2002; Martell & Borg, 1993), and rater negative affectivity and rating inflation (Fried, 

Levi, Ben-David, & Tiegs, 1999).  

Despite the flourishing research, the majority of the literature sought to test the 

relationship between only a few factors of rater motivation and appraisal accuracy. Only a small 

number of research projects built an integrated model of rater motivation (Harris, 1994; Murphy 

and Cleveland 1991, 1995). This research seeks to modify and expand Murphy and Cleveland‘s 

(1991) and Harris‘ (1994) models by introducing new independent and dependent variables. 

Further discussion is provided in the conceptual model section below. 

 

2.4 Felt Accountability 

 

In the PA process, rater accountability can be a ―motivating force‖ on the rater (Mero & 

Motowidlo, 1995). Felt accountability is defined as, ―… an implicit or explicit expectation that 

one‘s decisions or actions will be subject to evaluation by some salient audience(s) with the 

belief that there exists the potential for one to receive either rewards or sanctions based on this 

expected evaluation” (Hall, Frink, Ferris, Hochwarter, Kacmar, & Bowen, 2003, p.33; 

Hochwarter, Ferris, Gavin, Perrewé, Hall, & Frink, 2007).  

Organizational accountability research has shown that felt accountability of employees is 

determined by the expectations from the audiences who the individuals are accountable to 

(Breaux, Munyon, Hochwarter, & Ferris, 2009; Mero, Guidice, & Brownlee, 2007; Frink & 

Klimoski, 2004; Frink & Klimoski, 1998; Mero & Motowidlo, 1995; Tetlock, 1985, 1992). 
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These audiences can be in various forms of stakeholders such as supervisor, manager, 

subordinate, customers, and suppliers (Mero et al., 2007). 

In the PA context, accountability can affect rater motivation because of the possibility of 

having to justify the ratings to the audiences (Mero & Motowildlo, 1995). Raters ―scan the 

organization context for cues about preferences of the audience… and when possible, comply 

with accountability requirements by providing ratings that are consistent with perceived views‖ 

(Mero et al., 2007, p.227). For the purpose of this study, two dimensions of audience 

(subordinate and supervisor) will be used to reflect rater felt accountability. 

  This research tests and builds on the work of Mero & Motowidlo (1995), and explores 

new aspects in rater accountability. First, it tests the reliability of the empirical results gained 

from laboratory studies by replicating the research in organizations in practice. In Mero & 

Motowidlo‘s (1995) work, participants (students) were simulated to be supervisors and 

subordinates and motivational rating contexts (e.g., pressure to give accurate or inaccurate 

ratings) were also intentionally communicated to the participants rather than the respondents 

themselves acknowledging those contexts. 

  Second, several new factors such as: (1) a rater‘s supervisor‘s affect toward a certain 

ratee, and (2) the supervisor‘s own definition of what constitutes good performance are 

proposed. 

 

2.5 Public Service Motivation 

 

 Public service motivation (PSM) research, for more than 20 years, has drawn a 

considerable amount of attention in the literature (Wright & Grant, 2010). PSM originated from 

the notion that ―unique motives are found among public servants that are different from those of 

their private sector counterparts‖ (Perry et al., 2010, p.681). In later research, according to 

Rainey and Steinbauer (1999), public service motivation is a ―general, altruistic motivation to 

serve the interests of a community of people, a state, a nation or humankind.‖ The definition 

implies that PSM is not uniquely inherent in public organizations but is likely to be more salient 

in the public sector (Rainey & Steinbauer, 1999; Wise, 2000; Perry et al., 2010). Consequently, 

scholars ―sought to operationalize what public interest means for employees, why they develop a 

strong sense of public service, and how that sense influences their behavior‖ in order to develop 
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PSM theory involved in examining the relationship between motivation and the public interest 

(Moynihan & Pandey, 2007). 

 Although research in PSM has generated multiple areas of study (see Perry, Hondeghem, 

and Wise, 2010 for a comprehensive review), this research directs its interest to the association 

between PSM and job performance. In one of the first works published about PSM, Perry and 

Wise (1990, p.370) proposed that ―In public organizations, public service motivation is 

positively related to individual performance.‖ This led to the argument which posits that 

―employees with high PSM are motivated to perform more effectively because their jobs provide 

opportunities to express and fulfill their values of compassion, self-sacrifice, civic duty, and 

policy making‖ (Wright & Grant, 2010).  

Despite the attention toward PSM, only a few studies have been conducted to investigate 

the relationship between PSM and employee-level behaviors (Wright and Pandey, 2008). A 

number of studies found positive relationships between PSM and individual performance (Naff 

& Crum, 1999; Vandenabeele, 2009) while some others revealed mixed-results (e.g. Alonso & 

Lewis, 2001, Frank & Lewis, 2004) or no direct significant influence (Bright, 2007).   

Then, how can the relationship between PSM and work performance be applied in rater 

motivation in PA settings? If the PSM of employees is considered to affect the employees‘ 

performance, and assuming that the work performance of raters in PA context is linearly related 

to perceived performance appraisal accuracy (higher rating accuracy represents higher PA 

performance), it would be presumptuous to claim that a supervisor‘s PSM would have no effect 

on his or her rating decisions because the result of the decisions is the outcome of rating 

accuracy. Therefore, this study assumes that PSM and perceived PA rating accuracy are 

positively related.  

PSM is separate from other motivators in this model for several reasons. First, albeit 

raters with higher PSM may perceive the public as one form of audience that affects felt 

accountability, PSM and felt accountability do not overlap in the PA context. This is because the 

performance ratings of individual public employees are not disclosed to the general public so that 

the public does not play the role of audience in the rater‘s perception of felt accountability. Next, 

extrinsic incentives and disincentives in PA are also considered as distinct motivators from PSM. 

This is because, following Rainey and Steinbauer‘s (1999) definition above, individual‘s 
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motivation is affected by how they can serve the public, not merely by their level of self-interest 

which is directly related to extrinsic incentives.  

Lastly, PSM is conceptually distinguishable from self-interest and self-concern, and thus 

it can be differentiated from intrinsic motivation (De Dreu, 2006; Grant, 2008; Perry et al., 

2010). According to Grant (2008), intrinsic motivation is formed by satisfaction and 

dissatisfaction while PSM, a type of prosocial motivation, considers meaning and purpose as 

motivators of effort which do not depend on feelings of satisfaction. In other words, intrinsic 

motivation is self-serving, and PSM is public-serving oriented; thus the two are distinguishable. 

 

2.6 U.S. and Korea’s Organizational Culture Context 

 

 The U.S. and South Korea represent two distinct type of organization culture in this 

research reflecting the Western and Eastern culture, respectively. According to Hofstede (1980, 

1991) and Hofstede and Hofstede (2005), the United States is categorized as a country that 

mirrors the Western individualism culture while Korea is considered to be a collectivistic Eastern 

country. In Hofstede‘s (1991) investigation of 50 countries‘ individualism scale (0 to 100: 100 

being the higher score), United States‘ score was 91 while Korea‘s scale was 18, marking two 

extreme types of cultures. According to Riordan and Vandenberg (1994, p.646), how 

organization members in each culture respond to the environment differs in a number of ways 

such as: ―(1) Individual regulation vs. ingroup regulation; (2) self-sufficiency vs. 

interdependence; (3) personal fate vs. shared fate; (4) person as center of psychological field vs. 

the group as the center; (5) ―I‖ orientation vs. ―We‖ orientation (Note: Individualistic attributes 

are presented in first all cases; Meindl, Hunt, & Lee, 1989)‖  

 The contrast between individualism and collectivism is comparable to the difference 

between Judeo-Christian religion values and Confucianism (Ralston, Holt, Terpstra, & Kai-

Cheng, 1997). In Western countries including the U.S., according to Ralston et al. (1997), Judeo-

Christian religions have been a major influence. The authors elaborated that ―Protestant Work 

Ethic epitomizes the Judeo-Christian emphasis on personal achievement and individual self-

worth‖ (Furham, 1984; Wayne, 1989; Ralston et al., 1997, p.9) and argued that such culture 

reflects individualism.  
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  For Eastern countries with collectivism, represented by Korea, the primary distinctive 

organizational culture of organization is Confucianism. Confucianism is a type of cultural norm 

embedded in Korean society which ―tends to define all human relationships in terms of 

hierarchical order (e.g. supervisor vs. subordinate, ruler vs. the ruled, including gender and age)‖ 

(Yang, 2006). Such phenomena have been empirically found in Hofstede‘s (1991) study, in 

which Korea, compared to the United States, showed relatively high power distance scale that 

measured ―the extent to which members of society legitimize hierarchical relationships‖ (Bae & 

Lawler, 2000, p.504). In the organizational environment, Confucianism emphasizes ―centralized 

authority, vertical hierarchical order, harmony among employees, diligence and hard work, 

seniority-based reward systems, and paternalistic management‖ (Chung, Lee, & Jung, 1997, Lee, 

1988, Yang, 2006, p.284). For that reason, the underlying leadership style in the Korean 

organization (management system) tends to be authoritative and paternalistic (Lee & Yoo, 1987).  

 In Park‘s model, two aspects of the organizational culture context difference of the 

United States and Korea are covered in this research: (1) individualism vs. collectivism, and (2) 

Confucian values. It is assumed that raters in different organizational cultures would have 

varying motivation for conducting accurate PA.  

 

2.7 Summary of Chapter 2 

 

 First, chapter 2 addressed how HRM theories developed from the business sector could 

be applied to public sector research and argued that PA related research in public administration 

has been mostly limited on the implementation of pay-for-performance. Also, the chapter 

emphasizes that Park‘s approach in examining rater motivation in public organization is a new 

topic to the public administration literature. Then, the chapter covered the literature review of 

current rater motivation, felt accountability, public service motivation, and organization culture 

in U.S. and Korea. In chapter 3, these arguments and reviews are developed into a 

comprehensive model of rater motivation. 
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CHAPTER THREE 

THE CONCEPTUAL MODEL 

3.1 Rater Motivation Theory by Murphy and Cleveland and Harris 

 

 Murphy and Cleveland‘s (1991) model is presented in Figure 3.1. In the model, raters are 

motivated to rate accurately based on the existence of rewards for accurate ratings and the 

probability of receiving those rewards. On the other hand, raters expect the probability of 

experiencing negative consequences from accurate (low) ratings and are motivated to distort 

ratings to avoid such consequences. Thus rating behavior is an integrated outcome of two 

contradictory motivations. A summary of the possible outcomes of the rater‘s decision to inflate 

or not to inflate ratings is shown in Table 3.1.  

 

 

 

Figure 3.1: Murphy and Cleveland‘s (1991,1995) model of rater motivation 
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Table 3.1: Possible outcomes of the rater‘s decision to inflate or not to inflate ratings proposed 
by Murphy and Cleveland (1991,1995)     

Outcome Value 

1. Organizational rewards for accurate ratings + 

2. Ratees receive valued rewards + 

a. Good interpersonal relations maintained + 

b. Ratee motivation is maintained + 

3. Raters look good + 

a. Rater's performance evaluated positively + 

b. Rater's job is easier to do + 

c. Rater enhances self-image + 

d. Rater experiences peer pressure - 

4. Negative reactions from ratees - 

a. Defensive reaction to feedback - 

b. Feedback is not accepted - 

5. Organization's image is maintained + 

           

 

However, the authors have not explicitly addressed the case when a factor of rater 

motivation becomes both an incentive and a disincentive. For example, accurate PA feedback to 

subordinates can be an incentive (e.g., expected unit performance increase by giving accurate 

feedback) while it may act as a disincentive (e.g., discomfort from giving accurate feedback) for 

the rater. This research intends to test if a factor of motivation could act as both an incentive and 

a disincentive. 

Harris‘ (1994) overall model is described in Figure 3.2. Harris (1994, p.739) built a 

―model of rater motivation‖ in which situational (accountability, organization HRM strategy, 

trust, forms, and task dependence) and personal variables (amount of information, self-efficacy, 

and mood) affect motivational factors (rewards, negative consequences, and impression 

management) that generate the final outcome of performance appraisal behaviors. Park‘s model 

attempts to address several limitation of Harris‘ model. 
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 Figure 3.2: Model of Rater Motivation by Harris (1994) 

 

 

  The most noticeable limitation is the unclear causal relationship among the factors 

affecting motivational determinants, determinants of rater motivation, and performance appraisal 

behaviors. Harris (1994) presented various situational and personal factors as variables that 

affect determinants of rater motivation. Nonetheless, how each factor would impact three types 

of motivational factors was not fully described. According to Harris (1994), the accountability 

variable is divided into two dimensions: accountability to one‘s subordinates, and accountability 

to one‘s supervisor.  

Harris (1994, p.744) hypothesized that ―increased accountability to subordinates will 

typically decrease rater motivation to make accurate ratings‖ and went on to claim that if a rater 

―believes his or her supervisor has a particular position about the ratee‖, the rater would have 

less motivation to make accurate ratings to match the supervisor‘s position. The author‘s 

hypotheses, rather than explaining the relationship between accountability and determinants, 

make a direct link between accountability and rating decisions. Harris‘ did point out that high 
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accountability could result in higher reward, cost, and impression management but neglected to 

further elaborate the relationships. Instead, he stated that ―under certain circumstances, raters 

will be more motivated to carefully consider their judgments‖ which implies that accountability 

directly influences rating behavior without the presence of mediating variables such as reward 

and negative consequences.  

For the organizational HRM strategy variable, Harris stressed that ―organizations which 

emphasize internal staffing will be more likely to reward performance appraisal activities than 

organizations which do not emphasize internal staffing.‖ To derive this hypothesis, the author 

used Hall‘s (1984) argument, stating that ―organizations which attach a high priority to internal 

staffing must have the requisite training and development programs in order to succeed, and 

effective performance evaluation and feedback mechanisms are a necessary component‖ (Harris, 

1994, p.745). Here, the importance of performance evaluation in internal staffing is emphasized 

but how such appraisal activities can reward raters to become motivated is not analyzed. 

  In addition, Harris describes mood as a motivator for accurate performance appraisal. 

Such causal inference makes a leap from factors affecting determinants to the outcome variable 

(performance appraisal behavior) without defining the mediating variable (determinants). The 

author did mention a study by Sinclair (1988) that found the mood of slight depression of raters 

leading to more accurate rating, but that alone is not sufficient to tell how mood can progress to 

become reward or negative consequence determinant variables.  

Another problem is the failure to consider the varying level of effect of rater motivation 

on performance appraisal behaviors (process). Harris argues that the motivational factors could 

affect appraisal behaviors in multiple processes (observation, storage, retrieval, integration, 

rating, and feedback) and provides detailed discussion of how each process can vary depending 

on motivational factors. However, Harris (1994) does not differentiate the variations in how the 

degree of motivation of raters may differ in each process. For example, if a rater is motivated to 

rate accurately in the observation stage of the appraisal process, his or her level motivation may 

or may not be same in the information storage process. It could be problematic to argue that 

motivational factors, as a construct, would have the same degree of motivation that impacts all 

stages of appraisal process. This research plans to mitigate these limitations by assuming a direct 

relationship between the determinants of motivation including accountability (felt accountability) 

and rating behavior. 
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3.2 Vroom’s Expectancy Theory and Skinner’s Reinforcement Theory 

 

The conceptual model (Figure 3.3) is grounded in the logics of two theories: Vroom‘s 

expectancy theory (1964) and Skinner‘s reinforcement theory (1953). The model not only 

considers the incentives and positive reinforcements but also disincentives and negative 

reinforcements. According to the expectancy theory (Vroom, 1964), employees will increase 

their efforts in performing their tasks when potential rewards exist than in the case where there is 

no additional reward, because they are motivated to input more effort to gain the reward. On the 

other hand, when there exist negative consequences that come from inputting more effort, 

employees will decrease effort to avoid such consequences. In PA, it is expected that raters will 

be willing to rate more accurately if they acknowledge the existence of incentives (e.g., formal 

incentive structure, and organization culture promoting accurate PA) than where they do not. 

Raters will compromise the accuracy if they find disincentives (e.g., dissatisfaction from giving 

negative feedback, and reward from inflated ratings). 

 

 

 

            Figure 3.3: Model of rater motivation by Park 
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Reinforcement theory postulates that behaviors can change based on ―positive 

reinforcement‖ and ―negative reinforcement‖ as employees attain positive or negative outcomes 

based on their behavior (Skinner, 1953). Positive reinforcement is established on Skinner‘s 

―operant conditioning‖ learning theory which categorizes human behavior as a controllable 

reaction following a given stimulus (Duncan, 1981, p.119) while negative reinforcement could 

be attained from responding to a stimulus that brings negative outcome. In this model, it is 

hypothesized that the determinants of motivation can be used to affect the rater‘s behavior. 

Accordingly, organizations, after identifying the valid motivating factors of the rater, may be 

able to utilize the motivating factors to achieve desirable rating behaviors (e.g., accurate 

performance appraisal).  

 

3.3 Factors of Rater Motivation 

 

3.3.1 Felt accountability 

 

Rater accountability. Felt accountability (rater accountability) can be described as a 

―perceived potential to be evaluated by someone and being held responsible for one‘s decisions 

or behaviors‖ (Levy & Williams, 2004, p.887; Fried, Tiegs & Bellamy, 1992; Frink & Ferris, 

1998). In the PA context, the raters expect to be assessed by the audience (someone else other 

than the rater him or herself) and considering the audiences‘ views when making PA decisions 

can be considered as a motivating factor for the rater (Mero & Motowidlo, 1995). 

View of the audience. A number of scholars (e.g., Mero & Motowidlo, 1995, Klimoski 

& Inks, 1990, and Tetlock, 1985) posited that when decision makers are aware of their 

audience‘s view, they will choose the least effortful and easiest-to-justify option to present 

decisions acceptable to that audience rather than reaching a conclusion ―best supported by data‖ 

(Mero et al., 2007, p.226; Klimoski & Inks, 1990; Tetlock, 1985). This model presumes that if a 

rater has sufficient information about their audiences (subordinate and supervisor) view on PA, 

the rater will try to meet the expectation of the audiences thus felt accountability (toward the 

audience) is increased. In this model, there are two types of audiences: the rater‘s subordinate 

(ratee) and the rater‘s supervisor.  
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Felt accountability toward a ratee. In PA, the major audience is usually the rater‘s 

subordinates since they are the audience with the highest stake in PA when used for making 

administrative decisions (e.g., promotion and reward). Unless the raters are informed about the 

self-ratings of the subordinate (see Shore & Tashchian, 2002 for reference about self-appraisal), 

it can be inferred that raters will make the choice to rate the ratee in the most justifiable manner. 

This model assumes that in the rater‘s perspective, giving inflated ratings requires minimum 

effort and is the most convenient option for reducing the risk of possible confrontation with the 

ratee in case of having to justify their ratings. In the circumstance that the rater is aware of the 

ratee‘s desired rating, it is assumed that raters will tend to give ratings matching the 

subordinate‘s expectation rather than merely inflating the ratings. In the perspective of the rater, 

trying to meet the expectations of the subordinates in their PA is much more complex and 

intentional action than assigning inflated ratings to all subordinates whose expectations are 

uncertain. For that reason, felt accountability toward a ratee is positively related to how much a 

rater knows the subordinate‘s desired ratings. 

 Felt accountability toward rater’s supervisor. Not much attention has been directed 

towards the rater‘s supervisor as the audience in the appraisal process even though the 

supervisors are responsible for approving the finalized ratings (Harris, 1994; Bernardin & 

Villanova, 1986). Harris (1994) suggested that the supervisor of raters rarely disagree with the 

ratings produced by the rater, therefore the rater may feel relatively weaker accountability to the 

supervisor than to his or her subordinates. However, he added that the rater‘s supervisor‘s 

position (e.g., positive or negative attitude) regarding the ratee is one of the factors which can 

affect the motivation to make an accurate appraisal. 

Also, the rater‘s supervisor work performance may be directly tied to the overall 

performance of the team or unit he or she is responsible for. Then, the supervisor may define 

what behavior indicates good performance in order to indirectly have influence in keeping the 

overall performance high. This is consistent with Murphy and Cleveland‘s (1995) view that 

rater‘s supervisors may have limited exposure to observing subordinate behavior, but are able to 

have a significant influence in selecting the scope of behaviors to observe and evaluate. 

These arguments suggest that the degree of awareness of a rater about his or her 

supervisor‘s positions toward certain ratees and preferences regarding what behavior indicates 

good performance will be positively related to the rater‘s felt accountability.  
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Two factors of felt accountability. Based on the discussions above, two factors of felt 

accountability in PA context can be identified: (1) audience view (AV), and (2) audience 

information (AI). The factor AV is a representation of the degree of the raters‘ perceived 

possibility of being held accountable to the PA audiences. The factor AI reflects the level of a 

rater‘s perceived accountability to the information from the PA audience (e.g., expected rating 

from subordinate, preferences of the supervisor). Consequently, this model hypothesizes that the 

level of felt accountability is positively related with the level of perceived PA accuracy. The 

logic is that a higher possibility to be evaluated and more perceived information related to PA 

(e.g, ratee‘s expected rating, supervisor‘s favorable position toward a ratee) result in a higher 

level of felt accountability, and as raters‘ level felt accountability increases, the perceived 

performance rating accuracy is positively affected. 

 

Hypothesis 1: The level of a rater’s felt accountability and perceived PA rating accuracy 

is positively related. 

 

3.3.2 Incentive structure 

 

In Vroom‘s expectancy theory (1964), raters will decide the degree of accuracy of 

appraisal based on two dimensions of incentives or disincentives: (1) Existence of rewards or 

negative outcomes for accurate appraisal for themselves and (2) The relationship between the 

accuracy and possibility of receiving rewards or negative outcomes (Murphy and Cleveland, 

1991). One thing to note is that the term ―incentive structure‖ does not represent an 

organization‘s incentive system based on performance (e.g., pay-for-performance) but refers to a 

set of motivators and demotivators that influence a rater‘s motivation in the PA context. In this 

model, a number of possible factors that compose the incentive structure are proposed to develop 

a model of an incentive structure in a PA context, and develop hypotheses that define the 

relationship between incentive structure and perceived PA accuracy. 

Incentives. Incentives can be indicators of why the raters will invest time and resource in 

performance appraisal. Rewards can take the forms of both direct (formal and informal reward 

structure) and indirect (Harris, 1994). First factor to consider is the existence of formal reward 

system for accurate appraisers. Although a formal reward system rarely exists (Murphy and 
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Cleveland, 1991; Carroll and Schneier, 1982; Naiper and Latham, 1986), some form of structure 

may be available (e.g., PA process compliance checking by the organization, best supervisor 

award including PA as one evaluation category, and rater‘s supervisor evaluates rater‘s accuracy 

as an indicator of performance) (Murphy & Cleveland, 1995). 

 A second factor is the informal incentive to comply with organization culture of 

promoting accurate appraisals. Management practices including appraisal are considered to be 

one type of organization culture and it plays the role of a control mechanism that accepts or 

disapproves certain patterns of behavior in organizations (Martin and Siehl, 1983). For that 

reason, raters will be motivated to make a more accurate PA under an organization culture that 

promotes accurate performance appraisal than in the case where there is no such control 

mechanism. 

 A third factor is the indirect reward from making accurate PA. Indirect reward is 

composed of two types of reward considered to have positive relationship with perceived 

performance accuracy. The first type is the extrinsic reward of pay increase or promotion of the 

rater based on unit performance improvement from increased subordinate performance due to 

accurate appraisal with rating feedback function (Harris, 1994). The second type is the intrinsic 

reward of inherent satisfaction from being involved in performance appraisal as a rater (Harris, 

1994). Harris (1994, p.740) suggests the ―increased esteem and recognition from subordinates or 

supervisors‖ from providing helpful feedback (e.g., praise employee performance, notice of pay 

increase or promotion) is a satisfier.  

Disincentives. Disincentives are the factors that discourage raters from conducting 

accurate PAs. The assumption is that raters will be less accurate in enhancing accuracy if they 

perceive that being less accurate will result in a better situation for themselves than trying to be 

more accurate. There are two types of indirect disincentives: extrinsic and intrinsic. Regarding 

extrinsic disincentive, raters, in the expectation of increasing unit performance for their sake(e.g., 

promotion, pay increase) will choose to be less accurate if they believe inflated rating will 

increase subordinate‘s future performance (Murphy and Cleveland, 1991). 

 Intrinsic indirect disincentives can be a reverse version of the intrinsic incentive. While 

raters may be satisfied by providing helpful feedback to subordinates based on an accurate PA, 

they can also be dissatisfied by having to deliver negative feedback (e.g., informing employee‘s 

performance as below average, notice of exclusion from pay increase or promotion). This has 
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been supported by the work of Villanova, Bernardin, Dahmus, and Sims (1993). The authors, 

using the Performance Appraisal Discomfort Scale (PADS), found that high PADS scale raters 

tended to give lenient ratings to avoid ―discomfort and conflict‖ that frequently comes from 

giving negative feedback to ratees. 

Another intrinsic disincentive is the rater‘s dissatisfaction about PA as a task. Departing 

from Landy and Farr (1980)‘s argument that raters are indifferent to different types of rating 

formats when making their PA, Park‘s model assumes that if raters perceive their PA format as 

burdensome or time-consuming, they will not fully utilize the content in the format and will 

produce a less accurate PA. 

 Incentive structure. In this model, the factors of incentives and disincentives are 

integrated to create the construct of incentive structure. The availability of formal incentive 

structure is excluded in the integration and tested separately because it can be easily identified in 

an objective manner and does not involve any individual perception of the raters. All other 

components are combined to form the determinant of rater motivation, incentive structure. 

Incentive structure represents the level of a rater‘s incentive to be accurate in their PA. The 

higher a rater‘s incentive level is, the more he or she will be precise when making their PA 

decisions.  

 

Hypothesis 2: Raters will show a higher perceived PA rating accuracy when there exist 

direct formal incentives than in the case where there are no incentives. 

Hypothesis 3: A rater’s level of incentive structure and perceived PA rating accuracy is 

positively related. 

 

 

3.3.3 Public service motivation 

 

 Public service motivation is treated as a determinant of rater motivation to test how PSM 

affects the rater‘s perceived level of PA accuracy. Although past PSM research has covered the 

relationship between PSM and job performance (e.g., Naff & Crum, 1999; Alonso & Lewis, 

2001, Vandenabeele, 2009), no research has examined if the relationship exists in the PA 

context.  
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 Referring to Weiss and Piderit (1999), Wright (2007, p.56) argued that ―if employees 

view the organization‘s mission as important and congruent with their own values, then they are 

more likely to incorporate organizational goals into their own sense of identity and view their 

assigned roles in achieving those goals as personally meaningful.‖ In addition, Wright (2007, 

p.56) stressed that ―public employees are motivated to achieve their performance objectives 

because they place greater importance on their jobs when working for an organization that they 

believe provides a valuable public service.‖ In a similar sense, Grant (2008) presented empirical 

findings that lead to discovering the association between task significance and job performance. 

The arguments above lead to the assumption that PSM and PA performance is positively 

associated since employees who place higher importance (PSM) on their PA task are likely to be 

more motivated to perform their tasks than employees with lower PSM. As explained in Chapter 

2 page 15, higher perceived PA accuracy is assumed to be representing high PA (work) 

performance. 

 

 Hypothesis 4: The level of a rater’s PSM and perceived PA rating accuracy is positively 

related. 

 

3.4 Rater’s Perceived Performance Ratings Accuracy 

 

 The final outcome of PA is the performance rating because raters are required to assign 

ratings (e.g., below average, average, above average) to the subordinates. However, perceived 

performance rating accuracy is different from rating accuracy measured by assessing the validity 

of the rating itself or asking the subordinates. First, the assessment of direct measurement of 

judgmental rating accuracy would involve the definition of ―true score‖ that represents an 

unbiased rating of the rater occurred in an optimal setting (Murphy& Cleveland, 1991). 

Accuracy of rating is determined by the degree of how much the ratings match the true score.  

In both past and contemporary literature (e.g., Jelley & Goffin, 2001; Roch et al., 

2011a), the gap between ratings and performance standards (true score) were frequently tested or 

measured using Cronbach‘s (1955) four accuracy components; elevation, differential elevation, 

stereotype accuracy, and differential accuracy (Murphy and Cleveland, 1995).  
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In Cronbach‘s (1955) framework, elevation (EL) represents the accuracy of the average 

of rater‘s prediction over all ratees and appraisal related items. Differential elevation (DE) 

reflects the rater‘s accuracy in differentiating ratees from the average. Stereotype accuracy (SA) 

―refers to accuracy in discriminating among performance dimensions, averaging over ratees 

(Murphy and Cleveland, 1991). Differential accuracy (DA) describes accuracy in ―detecting 

ratee differences in patterns of performance‖ (Murphy and Cleveland, 1991). DA is considered 

to be the most ―fine grain‖ type of rating accuracy for feedback in performance appraisal because 

it mirrors to what degree a rater can differentiate between ratees on the dimension level (Roch et 

al., 2011a, p.44; Murphy and Cleveland, 1995). 

 In this model, performance rating accuracy is affected by the rater‘s perception of the 

closeness of the rating to the true reflection of the ratee‘s performance. The gap between the 

utmost possible accurate rating the rater could have attained in PA and actual accuracy formed 

by the rater is perceived by the rater.  

 Secondly, rating accuracy measured by asking the subordinates about how they perceive 

the rating to be precise may yield only partial information about the rater‘s intentionality in PA. 

For example, a rater could believe that he or she had assigned an accurate rating while the 

subordinate might perceive the rating to be inaccurate. On the contrary, a supervisor might be 

lenient in their PA but the subordinate could think the rating was accurate. Thus, this research 

attempts to observe the effect of a rater‘s motivation in PA by measuring rating accuracy based 

on the rater‘s perception. 

 Nevertheless, DE accuracy will matter in differentiating high and low performers. In 

general, two types of rating format exist: absolute and relative (Cascio, 1991; Roch et al, 2007). 

According to Roch and colleagues (2007), absolute rating format ―involve raters rating each rate 

against an absolute standard‖ while relative rating formats ―require raters to rate individuals 

relative to on another‖ and forced distribution is one type of relative rating format.  

Organizations implementing a forced distribution rating system (FDRS) obligate the 

raters to discriminate between high and low performers by assigning fixed portions in rating 

categories (Blume et al., 2009). The expectations of the organization in a rating distribution 

affect the rater‘s decision in determining ratings by forcing the rater to categorize the 

subordinates into each ratings (e.g., below average, average, above average).  
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 According to Blume and colleagues (2009, p.79), the designs of FDRS in organizations 

vary by four main elements: ―(a) the consequences for low performers (e.g., termination vs. 

development), (b) the differentiation of rewards among high and lower performers, (c) 

comparison group size, and (d) the frequency and consistency of feedback.‖ The authors, in their 

survey to undergraduate students (n=163), found that the survey respondents were more 

favorable to FDRS with less punishment to the low-performer, higher differentiation of rewards 

depending on performance, more frequent feedback, and larger comparison groups.  

Blume and colleagues (2009) concluded that in FDRS, how poor performers are managed 

is the most outstanding issue. However, such findings were based on asking respondents to 

answer their degree of attractiveness to work for the organizations depending on different 

designs of FDRS and did not involve the view of the system from the supervisors‘ viewpoint. 

This research focuses on whether the raters perceive their PA accuracy has been negatively 

influenced regardless of the designs of FDRS in their organizations. 

 A recent work by Schleicher et al. (2009) that conducted surveys to groups of full-time 

and part-time MBA students in order to examine the rater reactions to FDRS, provides a number 

of relevant implications. First, the participants of the survey perceived that FDRS was more 

difficult to use and it compromised the fairness of the rating when FDRS was used for 

administrative purposes and when there were fewer variations in ratee performance. Secondly, 

the participants reported that, FDRS was ―more difficult and less fair than a more traditional 

rating format‖ that does not assign any forced proportions of ratings (Schleicher et al. 2009, 

p.899). This study takes a different approach from Schleicher et al.‘s (2009) in testing the effect 

of FDRS on PA. The authors, in their survey, used simulations of different conditions of PA 

(e.g., FDRS, traditional rating, administrative/non-administrative purpose) to compare the FDRS 

to another type of rating or in different conditions.  

This study conducts a direct comparison between the individuals depending on the 

existence of FDRS in their organization, not against  other forms of PA. Also, while Schleicher 

et al.‘s (2009) focused on the fairness of the PA outcome, this model investigates whether or not 

a rater perceives his or her performance rating accuracy is negatively impacted by FDRS. The 

rationale is that, unless the organization‘s expectation for the rating distribution and the rater‘s 

opinion of what rating each subordinate deserve exactly match, the perceived accuracy of PA 
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would be compromised. This model hypothesizes that the perceived accuracy of PA would be 

higher in the case where there is no FDRS in the organization the rater is a member of.  

 

Hypothesis 5: The relationship between the existence of a forced distribution rating 

system and a rater’s perceived PA accuracy is negative.  

 

3.5 Organization Culture  

 

In the organization culture context, it is expected that Korea‘s collective culture, 

compared to United States‘ individualism, would result in lower degree of motivation to make 

accurate PA. Even though the organization may promote accurate appraisal, the unique notion of 

collectivism such as ―interdependence‖, ―‗We‘ orientation‖, and ―shared fate‖ (Riordan & 

Vandenberg, 1994) could make the raters inflate ratings of subordinates because they believe 

they are responsible for making sure that the subordinates stay within the same collective group 

with the raters.  

The differences between the Western (e.g., U.S.) Judeo-Christian religion values and the 

Eastern (e.g., Korea) Confucianism are considered another aspect of culture that could influence 

a rater‘s motivation. While Judeo-Christian value emphasizes ―personal achievement and self-

worth‖ (Furham, 1984; Wayne, 1989; Ralston et al., 1997, p.9), Confucianism tends to highlight 

harmonious relationship among employees and paternalistic management (Chung, Lee, & Jung, 

1997, Lee, 1988, Yang, 2006). Accordingly, it is expected that raters under the influence of 

Confucianism is likely to be more lenient in PA ratings in order to sustain the harmony and 

paternalistic culture with their subordinates. 

    

Hypothesis 6: Supervisors in organizations in the Western culture will exhibit higher 

perceived performance rating accuracy than supervisors in organizations in the Eastern culture. 

 

3.6 Summary of Chapter 3 

 

 Chapter 3 introduced a preliminary model of rater motivation developed by Park. Several 

models from the business literature (e.g., Harris, 1994, Murphy and Cleveland, 1991, 1995, and 
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Mero & Motowidlo, 1995) were modified and developed into a more comprehensive conceptual 

model. New or modified determinants of motivation (felt accountability, incentive structure, 

PSM), outcome (perceived performance rating accuracy) were added to build a comprehensive 

model of rater motivation. Also, the organizational culture differences in the U.S. and Korea are 

covered. Chapter 4 describes how Park‘s model will be tested by providing the research design 

and methods used in this study.  
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CHAPTER FOUR 

RESEARCH DESIGN AND METHODS 

4.1 Research Design 

 

This chapter describes the research design and methodological approach for examining 

the six hypotheses developed in Chapter 3. Taking a quantitative approach, my study uses the 

descriptive design which is ―used to develop a snapshot of a particular phenomenon of interest‖ 

(McNabb, 2010, p.97). Cross-sectional research is conducted to test the hypotheses using 

multivariate statistics. Data is collected by using questionnaires (field survey) as the primary 

data-gathering instrument.  

The target group is public officials in public agencies who have appraisal experience as a 

supervisor. The sampling strategy is nonprobability sampling since my research selects a limited 

number of agencies in U.S. and Korea. Such a strategy was chosen to promote cost-effectiveness 

of the research since carrying out probability sampling of the whole population of all public 

servants in both countries would not be practical. Efforts to increase the representativeness of the 

sample include selecting multiple agencies in two countries and increasing the number of 

participants by using on-the-site surveys rather than online or mailing. Questionnaires were 

constructed based on a mixture of using original or modified items from past literature and newly 

developed measures.  

Regarding the statistical analysis, first, the raw data collected from the survey was 

summarized by using descriptive statistics to provide information about the indicators used to 

measure the independent (determinants of rater motivation, availability of reward for accurate 

appraisers and  forced distribution rating system, country) and dependent variables (perceived 

performance rating accuracy). Then, confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was used to find the 

proper indicators that represent the determinants of motivation. For the empirical analysis, 

multiple regression techniques are used to observe the relationship between the determinants and 

the final outcome, and examining the possible difference between the officials in two different 

countries, U.S. and Korea. The unit of analysis for this research is individuals in public 

organizations. 
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4.2 Data Collection 

 

4.2.1 Survey procedure 

 

 Surveys were distributed to two groups of public employees: U.S. and South Korea civil 

servants. The target group for data collection was the public officials with performance appraisal 

experience. Before the actual distribution, the survey‘s content validity was checked by several 

public administration professors both in U.S. and Korea (in order to validate that the contents 

would pose common meaning in both English and Korean, translations were examined).  

After the first revision, the questions were once again screened by the director of CPM 

office (U.S.) and 6 public officials (Korea) in order. In addition, more than 50% of the questions 

in the surveys were composed of measures that have been modified or directly imported from the 

widely accepted measures in the business (e.g., felt accountability) and public administration 

(e.g, PSM) literature. 

  The U.S. surveys were distributed to public officials enrolled in the Certified Public 

Manager Program conducted by Florida State University (CPM).  The CPM program is certified 

by the National Certified Public Manager Consortium and provides training and development 

programs for public sector managers mostly from state or local government in Florida. The time 

frame for distribution was from December, 2012 to February, 2013. A total of 355 surveys were 

sent and 182 were collected with a response rate of 51.3% while 114 of the respondents were 

appraisers.  

  Regarding South Korea, from December 2012 to January 2013, 600 questionnaires were 

sent out to four central government agencies (Ministry of Gender Equity & Family, Ministry of 

Foreign Affairs and Trade, Ministry of Government Legislation, and Ministry of Public 

Administration and Security) and three  provincial or local government level offices 

(SeodaemunGu Office, Yongin City Office, and Goyang City Office). The response rate was 

approximately 70% (422/600). Among the 422 respondents, 122 were appraisers. Survey 

questions are included in Appendix A.  

 

4.2.2  Institutional review board process 
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 Human Subjects Application for Full IRB (Institutional review board) and Expedited 

Exempt Review was submitted to Florida State University Human Subjects Committee as of 

September 19, 2012. Through department review and IRB staff review, as of October 1
st
, 2012, 

the review committee begun to process the application. As of October 23th, 2012, IRB approved 

the survey project. The approval letter is attached in Appendix B. 

 

4.2.3 Data construction for analysis 

 

 The data from the U.S. and Korea appraisers were integrated to create the data set for 

analysis. The total observation was 236 and there were no significant outliers or miscoding in the 

data. Data screening for missing values revealed that 1.24% of the data were missing. Using 

PRELIS 2.80 expectation maximization (EM) algorithm method, missing values were filled 

using multiple imputation. Table 4.1 summarizes the description of the survey respondents. 

Difference in mean tests such as t-test were not performed to compare the two samples (U.S., 

Korea) because the surveys were distributed not randomly but by the public officials in the 

agencies or by the CPM office. Distribution of the surveys under the discretion of the officials 

and the CPM office resulted in making the initial survey recipients‘ information (gender, 

education, tenure) unavailable thus conducting a mean difference test among the respondents 

were not feasible. 

 

 

             Table 4.1: Description of survey respondents 

Variable Category 
U.S. 

(N=114) 

Korea 

(N=122) 
All 

Gender 
Men 51 92 143 

Women 63 30 93 

Education 

High school/General equivalency diploma 8 5 13 

Some college 27 5 32 

Bachelor's degree or equivalent 40 66 106 

Some graduate school 11 7 18 

Master's degree or higher 28 39 67 

Tenure (years) 
Average 20.01 12.8 16.53 

SD 9.02 6.83 8.8 
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4.3 Development of Measures 

 

4.3.1 Felt accountability 

 

Eight items developed by Hochwarter, Kacmar, and Ferris (2003) (See Table 4.2 for 

original items) have been modified or replaced to fit the PA context and differentiate felt 

accountability toward supervisor and subordinates. Also, several new measures were added to 

measure the information from the audience (e.g., expected rating of the subordinate, the 

supervisor‘s preference for indication of good performance). Table 4.3 and 4.4 lists the items and 

their descriptive information including the reliability coefficient, Cronbach‘s alpha. 

 

 

  Table 4.2: Felt Accountability measure by Hochwarter, Kacmar, and Ferris (2003) 

Item Question 

1 I am held very accountable for my actions at work. 

2 I often have to explain why I do certain things at work. 

3 Top management holds me accountable for all of my decisions. 

4 If things at work do not go the way that they should, I will hear about it from top management. 

5 To a great extent, the success of my immediate work group rests on my shoulders. 

6 The jobs of many people at work depend on my success or failure. 

7 In the grand scheme of things, my efforts at work are very important. 

8 Co-workers, subordinates, and bosses closely scrutinize my efforts at work. 

        

 

        Table 4.3: Items of felt accountability in Park‘s model  
Item Dimension Question 

FA1 

Audience 

View 

(AV) 

 

* Modified 

Hochwarter et al.‘s 

(2003) measure 

I am held very accountable for my performance appraisal as a rater. 

FA2 
I often have to explain about the performance ratings I assigned to my 

subordinates. 

FA3 
My supervisor holds me accountable for my performance rating 

decisions. 

FA4 
If performance appraisal does not go the way that they should, I will hear 

about it from my supervisor. 

FA8 In the grand scheme of things, my efforts at work are very important. 

FA9 
Co-workers, subordinates, and bosses closely scrutinize my efforts at 

work. 

FA5 
Audience 

Information 

(AI) 

 

* Developed items 

I am usually aware of what rating my subordinates expects to receive 

(self-rating) 

FA6 I am aware of the subordinates who my supervisor likes or favors. 

FA7 
I understand my supervisor‘s definition of good indication of 

performance. 
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          Table 4.4: Description of felt accountability items in Park‘s model (N=236) 

Item Dimension 

U.S. Korea Over all 

Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Alpha 

FA1 

AV 

3.632  0.895  3.877  0.767  3.758  0.839  

0.58 

FA2 3.026  1.101  2.910  0.872  2.966  0.989  

FA3 3.649  0.892  3.156  0.891  3.394  0.923  

FA4 2.886  0.966  3.074  0.805  2.983  0.889  

FA8 4.175  0.694  4.148  0.651  4.161  0.671  

FA9 3.061  1.075  3.467  0.794  3.271  0.960  

FA5 

AI 

3.500  0.875  3.500  0.707  3.500  0.791  

0.375 FA6 3.246  1.102  3.574  0.615  3.415  0.898  

FA7 3.596  0.900  3.598  0.757  3.597  0.827  

Note: measured in Likert Scale (1=strongly disagree, 2=disagree, 3=neither agree or  

disagree, 4=agree, 5=strongly agree). Alpha including all items were 0.61. 

 

 

4.3.2 Incentive structure 

 

  There were no directly applicable measures in the literature to measure the incentive 

structure of a rater in PA context. Therefore, items have been developed for the factors of 

incentive structure: incentives and disincentives (Table 4.5 and 4.6, next page).  

 

          Table 4.5: Items of incentive structure in Park‘s model  

Item Dimension Question 

IS1 

Incentive 

My organization‘s current performance appraisal rating format is convenient to 

use. 

IS3 My organization has a culture of promoting accurate performance appraisal. 

IS4 
I believe giving accurate performance appraisal feedback to my subordinates 

would lead to a performance increase in my unit. 

IS5 
I feel good when I give honest and accurate performance appraisal feedback to my 

subordinates. 

IS2 

Disincentive 

Complying with my organization‘s performance appraisal rating format takes too 
much time. 

IS6 My organization tends to encourage lenient performance appraisal. 

IS7 
I believe giving lenient performance appraisal feedback to my subordinates would 

lead to a performance increase of my unit. 

IS8 
I feel uncomfortable when I give negative performance appraisal feedback even 

though they are based on an accurate appraisal I made. 
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         Table 4.6: Description of incentive structure items in Park‘s model (N=236) 

Item Dimension 

U.S. Korea Overall 

Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD 

 

Alpha 

IS1 

Incentive 

2.886 1.103 3.230 0.831 3.064 0.985 

0.539 
IS3 2.825 1.154 3.139 0.836 2.987 1.013 

IS4 3.781 0.900 3.385 0.847 3.576 0.894 

IS5 4.246 0.723 3.615 0.787 3.919 0.819 

IS2 

Disincentive 

2.974 1.085 3.025 0.876 3.000 0.981 

0.529 
IS6 2.816 1.052 3.303 0.791 3.068 0.956 

IS7 2.053 0.818 3.393 0.839 2.746 1.065 

IS8 2.711 1.173 3.689 0.793 3.216 1.107 

Note: measured in Likert Scale (1=strongly disagree, 2=disagree, 3=neither agree or  

disagree, 4=agree, 5=strongly agree) 

 

 

4.3.3 Public service motivation  

 

 One of the most popular references for measuring PSM has been Perry's (1996) 24-item 

scale composed of four dimensions: attraction to policy making (APM), commitment to public 

interest (CPI), compassion (COM), and self-sacrifice (SS) (Kim, 2009; Perry et al., 2010). 

Numerous studies have utilized these four dimensions in investigating the antecedents and 

effects of PSM and found that these dimensions have limitations, suggesting a  need to improve 

the dimensions themselves and measurement indicators (Kim and Vandenabeele, 2010; Kim et 

al., 2012). 

A recent work by Kim and Vandenabeele (2010) is a good example of a study that 

proposed revisions of the dimensions of PSM to construct a more universal measurement that 

can be applied internationally (Kim et al., 2012). Integrating the limitations of PSM 

measurement presented by past studies (Castaing, 2006; Coursey and Pandey, 2007; DeHart-

Davis, Marlowe, and Pandey, 2006; Moynihan and Pandey, 2007; Vandenabeele, 2008; Wright 

and Pandey, 2005, 200), Kim and Vandenabeele (2010) proposed redefinition of measurement as 

follows: (1) Redefine attraction to policy making (APM) as attraction to public participation 

(APP); (2) Redefine commitment to public interest (CPI) as commitment to public values (CPV); 

and (3) Revision of original items of compassion (COM) to better reflect affective motives. 
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 Following Kim and Vandenabeele‘s (2010) proposition, recently, their revised 

measurement for PSM was tested in 12 countries including the U.S. and Korea (Kim et al., 

2012). The authors tested 33 possible items (APP: 7, CPV: 13, COM: 6, and SS: 7) and 

suggested 16 items as ―a better theoretical and empirical foundation for the measurement of 

PSM.‖ Kim and colleagues (2012), in order to improve discriminant validity of the dimensions, 

combined a number of items in APP and CPV (composed of subdimensions of CPI and CPV) 

into a dimension called ―attraction to public services (APS)‖ and kept the three dimensions 

(CPV, COM, SS). Regarding the application of the four dimension 16 items, Korea was 

considered as requiring modification of measurement while U.S. was categorized to have 

―immediate research potential… as long as researchers avoid poling data and making cross-

country comparisons‖ (Kim et al., 2012).  

 Although Kim and colleagues (2012) found the need to modify the 16 item measurement, 

another work of Kim (2011) on Korean firefighters suggested four dimension 12 item 

measurement identified to be valid measures in Korea‘s case. Consequently, my research will 

integrate the two studies in order to develop a measurement of PSM.  

   

 

  Table 4.7. Kim‘s (2011) proposed four dimension 12 items of PSM 

Dimensions Items 

APM 

PSM1 
I am interested in making public programs that are beneficial for my country or the community I 

belong to. 

PSM2 Sharing my views on public policies with others is attractive to me. 

PSM3 
Seeing people get benefits from the public program I have been deeply involved in brings me a great 

deal of satisfaction. 

CPI 

PSM4 I consider public service my civic duty. 

PSM5 Meaningful public service is very important to me. 

PSM6 
I would prefer seeing public officials do what is best for the whole community even if it harmed my 

interests. 

COM 

PSM7 It is difficult for me to contain my feelings when I see people in distress. 

PSM8 I am often reminded by daily events how dependent we are on one another. 

PSM9 I feel sympathetic to the plight of the underprivileged. 

SS 

PSM10 Making a difference in society means more to me than personal achievements. 

PSM11 I am prepared to make enormous sacrifices for the good of society. 

PSM12 I believe in putting duty before self. 
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 First, for APM and CPI dimension, since previous studies (e.g., Kim and Vandenabeele, 

2010, Kim et al, 2012) suggest redefining APM to APS and CPI to CPV, I will follow the 

recommendations for both dimensions, respectively. For other two dimensions (COM and SS), I 

will integrate the items in Kim (2011) and Kim and colleagues‘ (2012) work that are presented in 

Table 4.7 (p.39) and Table 4.8, respectively. The final measure of twenty-three items and their 

descriptive information is presented in Table 4.9 (p. 41) and 4.10 (p.42). 

 

 

   Table 4.8: Kim and colleagues‘ (2012) proposed four dimension 16 items of PSM  

Dimensions Items 

APS 

APP5 I admire people who initiate or are involved in activities to aid my community 

APP7 It is important to contribute to activities that tackle social problems 

CPI1 Meaningful public service is very important to me 

CPI2 It is important for me to contribute to the common good 

CPV 

CPV1 I think equal opportunities for citizens are very important 

CPV2 It is important that citizens can rely on the continuous provision of public services 

CPV6 
It is fundamental that the interests of future generations are taken into account when 

developing public policies 

CPV7 To act ethically is essential for public servants 

COM 

COM2 I feel sympathetic to the plight of the underprivileged 

COM3 I empathize with other people who face difficulties 

COM5 I get very upset when I see other people being treated unfairly 

COM6 Considering the welfare of others is very important 

SS 

SS2 I am prepared to make sacrifices for the good of society 

SS3 I believe in putting civic duty before self 

SS4 I am willing to risk personal loss to help society 

SS7 
I would agree to a good plan to make a better life for the poor, even if it costs me 

money 
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Table 4.9: Items of public service motivation in Park‘s model 

Item Dimension Question 

PSM1 

APS 

I admire people who initiate or are involved in activities to aid my community. 

PSM2 It is important to contribute to activities that tackle social problems. 

PSM3 Meaningful public service is very important to me. 

PSM4 It is important for me to contribute to the common good. 

PSM5 
I am interested in making public programs that are beneficial for my country of the 

community I belong to. 

PSM6 Sharing my views on public policies with others is attractive to me. 

PSM7 
Seeing people get benefits from the public program I have been deeply involved in 

brings me a great deal of satisfaction. 

PSM8 

CPV 

I consider public service my civic duty. 

PSM9 
I would prefer seeing public officials do what is best for the whole community even if 

it harmed my interests. 

PSM10 I think equal opportunities for citizens are very important. 

PSM11 It is important that citizens can rely on the continuous provision of public services.  

PSM12 
It is fundamental that the interests of future generations are taken into account when 

developing public policies. 

PSM13 To act ethically is essential for public servants. 

PSM14 

COM 

It is difficult for me to contain my feelings when I see people in distress. 

PSM15 I am often reminded by daily events how dependent we are on one another. 

PSM16 I feel sympathetic to the plight of the underprivileged. 

PSM17 I empathize with other people who face difficulties. 

PSM18 I get very upset when I see other people being treated unfairly. 

PSM19 Considering the welfare of others is very important. 

PSM20 

SS 

Making a difference in society means more to me than personal achievements. 

PSM21 I am prepared to make enormous sacrifices for the good of society. 

PSM22 I believe in putting duty before self. 

PSM23 
I would agree to a good plan to make a better life for the poor, even if it costs me 

money. 

Note: measured in Likert Scale (1=strongly disagree, 2=disagree, 3=neither agree or disagree,     

4=agree, 5=strongly agree) 
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      Table 4.10: Description of public service motivation items in Park‘s model (N=236) 

Item Dimension 

U.S. Korea Overall 

Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Alpha 

PSM1 

APS 

4.202 0.612 4.074 0.605 4.136 0.611 

0.865 

PSM2 4.079 0.640 3.803 0.651 3.936 0.659 

PSM3 4.193 0.690 3.934 0.639 4.059 0.675 

PSM4 4.289 0.648 4.082 0.650 4.182 0.656 

PSM5 3.930 0.828 3.721 0.836 3.822 0.837 

PSM6 3.289 1.028 3.746 0.756 3.525 0.924 

PSM7 4.009 0.710 4.016 0.692 4.013 0.699 

PSM8 

CPV 

3.781 0.957 3.844 0.728 3.814 0.845 

0.763 

PSM9 3.868 0.815 3.844 0.728 3.856 0.769 

PSM10 4.263 0.741 4.148 0.556 4.203 0.653 

PSM11 4.009 0.926 4.131 0.629 4.072 0.788 

PSM12 4.289 0.675 4.254 0.611 4.271 0.641 

PSM13 4.702 0.547 4.426 0.642 4.559 0.613 

PSM14 

COM 

3.333 1.070 3.852 0.664 3.602 0.919 

0.836 

PSM15 3.746 0.714 3.975 0.636 3.864 0.683 

PSM16 3.789 0.846 4.123 0.637 3.962 0.763 

PSM17 4.088 0.646 4.139 0.579 4.114 0.612 

PSM18 4.211 0.734 4.139 0.594 4.174 0.665 

PSM19 4.053 0.689 3.992 0.596 4.021 0.642 

PSM20 

SS 

3.702 0.872 3.713 0.636 3.708 0.757 

0.777 
PSM21 3.246 0.858 3.648 0.691 3.453 0.800 

PSM22 3.702 0.786 3.828 0.626 3.767 0.709 

PSM23 3.614 0.878 3.852 0.651 3.737 0.777 

 

 

4.3.4 Perceived performance rating accuracy 

 

 With no prior measure developed in the literature, 3 items (Table 4.11, 4.12) were 

developed to measure the degree of how much the rater thinks he or she had been accurate in 

their PA. Composite index of perceived performance rating accuracy (PPRA) was created by 

adding the three items into a single index. The possible range was from 3 to 15 with the mean of 

10.839 and standard deviation of 2.013 with the reliability coefficient (Cronbach‘s alpha) of 

0.819. 
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     Table 4.11: Measures of perceived performance rating accuracy in Park‘s model (N=236) 

Item Question 

PRC1 
How would you describe your level of satisfaction with the performance appraisal 

experience with your subordinates in the most recent evaluation period? 

PRC2 
In general, as a rater, how would you assess your rating accuracy in the last evaluation 

period? 

PRC3 
How closely do the performance ratings you gave to your subordinates reflect your 

willingness to make accurate appraisals? 

 

 

Table 4.12: Description of perceived performance rating accuracy items in Park‘s model  

(N=236) 

Item 

U.S. Korea Overall 

Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD 

 

Alpha 

PRC1 3.167  0.797  3.754  0.731  3.470  0.817  

0.539 PRC2 3.491  0.744  3.803  0.700  3.653  0.737  

PRC3 3.623  0.803  3.803  0.778  3.716  0.794  

Note: measured in Likert Scale (1=strongly disagree, 2=disagree,  

3=neither agree or disagree, 4=agree, 5=strongly agree) 

 

 

4.3.5 Forced distribution rating system and organizational culture difference  

 

Organization expectation for performance rating distribution is measured by asking 

participants whether their organization has fixed-performance rating distribution system or not. 

Regarding organizational culture differences, respondents are labeled by their country (U.S. and 

Korea). Both measures are coded into dichotomous variables.  

 

 

Table 4.13: Availability of reward and forced distribution rating system (N=236) 

Item Question 
Percentage of 

availability 

1 

My organization has a system of rewarding accurate performance appraisers (e.g., 

best supervisor award, including rating accuracy as one category of a supervisor's 

own performance appraisal). 

U.S. 9.6 

Korea 37.7 

2 
My organization has a fixed-performance rating distribution system, such that there 

are assigned proportions for each given rating. 

U.S. 73.7 

Korea 88.5 
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Referring to Table 4.13 (p.43), the majority of both U.S. (73.7%) and Korea (88.5%) 

public officials stated that their organization implements FDRS. For the existence of reward 

system for accurate performance appraisers, 37.7% of Korea public officials responded that they 

have such a system within their organization, considerably higher than the 9.6% of U.S. officials. 

Survey respondents, if they answered that their organization has the reward system for 

accurate appraisers, were asked to explain what kind of rewards exist. Table 4.14 shows the 

examples. The common incentives for accurate PA were monetary rewards, awards, and 

inclusion of the accuracy of PA in the rater‘s task performance. In terms of variety, Korean 

organizations had more types of rewards (e.g., promotion, salary, transfer to good position, 

vacation) than did U.S. organizations.  

 

 

      Table 4.14: Examples of reward system for accurate appraisers 

Country Rewards for accurate appraisers 

U.S. 

Monetary reward, awards, plaques, good evaluation in the 

rater's appraisal (accuracy of appraisal is included in task 

performance evaluation) 

- 

Korea 

Promotion, salary increase, transfer to preferable or 

important position within the organization, training 

opportunity, trip to abroad package, vacation 

(days) 

 

 

4.3.6 Control variables 

 

 The control variables are gender (0=male, 1=female), education (1=High school/General 

equivalency diploma, 2=Some college, 3=Bachelor‘s degree or equivalent, 4=Some graduate 

school, 5=Master‘s degree or higher), and years of service in current organization (tenure). Table 

4.15 describes the control variables of the data. 

 

 

        Table 4.15: Description of control variables (N=236) 

Country 

 
N 

Gender Education Tenure 

Male Female 1 2 3 4 5 Average SD 

U.S 114 

(48.3) 

51 

(21.6) 

63 

 (26.7) 

8 

(3.4) 

27 

(11.4) 

40 

(16.9) 

11 

(4.7) 

28 

(11.9) 
20.01 9.02 

Korea 122 

(51.7) 

92 

(39.0) 

30  

(12.7) 

5 

(2.1) 

5 

(2.1) 

66 

(28.0) 

7  

(3.0) 

39 

(16.5) 
12.8 6.83 

Total 236 

(100) 

143 

(60.6) 

93  

(39.4) 

13  

(5.5) 

32 

(13.5) 

106 

(44.9) 

18 

(7.7) 

67 

(28.4) 
16.53 8.8 

        Note: Percentage of the whole is in parenthesis 
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4.4 Analytic techniques 

 

4.4.1 Reliability and validity 

 Reliability refers to the concept of replicability meaning that other studies pursuing the 

same procedure of a specific research will yield similar results as in the original work (Mcnabb, 

2010, p.38). In my study, reliability is directly related to the internal consistency of 

measurements used to test Park‘s model. I use Cronbach‘s coefficient alpha to test reliability of 

the measures.  

Validity is divided into two types: internal and external validity. Internal validity is 

associated with the issue of whether the independent variables caused the dependent variable 

(O‘Sullivan and Rassel, 1989, p.42). For addressing internal validity of this research, Campbell 

and Stanely‘s (1963) list of twelve threats to internal validity in research design is used to 

explain how the threats are reduced in my study as follows in Table 4.16. However, considering 

the fact that this study has no control or experimental groups, Campbell and Stanely‘s (1963) 

suggestions pose limited implications. 

 

 

Table 4.16: Campbell and Stanely‘s 12 list of threats of internal validity applied in Park‘s study 

Threats to  

Internal Validity 
Campbell and Stanely's (1963) Definitions Park's study 

1. History 
The specific events occuring between the first and second measurement 

in addition to the experimental variable 

Not applicable because 

survey is distributed only 

once, at a single point of 

time, and does not involve 

any pretest or experiment 

(From 1~9) 

 

 

 

 

2. Maturation 
Processes within the respondents operating as a function of the passage 

of time per se, including growing older…., and the like 

3. Testing The effects of taking a test upon the scores of a second testing 

4. Experimental mortality Differential loss of respondents from the comparison groups 

5. Selection-maturation 

interaction 

Which in certain of the multiple-group quasi-experimental 

designs…might be mistaken for, the effect of the experimental variable 

6. The reactive or 

interaction effect of testing 

In which a pretest might increase or decrease the respondent's sensitivity 

or responsiveness to the experimental variable 

7. The interaction effects of 

selection biases and the 

experimental variable 

Definition is the threat itself 

8. Reactive effects of 

experimental arrangements 

Which would preclude generalization about the effect of the experimental 

variable upon persons being exposed to it in nonexperimental settings 

9. Multi-treatment 

interference 

Likely to occur when multiple treatments are applied to the same 

respondents 
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Table 4.16-continued: Campbell and Stanely‘s 12 List of threats of internal validity applied in 
Park‘s study 

Threats to  

Internal Validity 
Campbell and Stanely's (1963) Definitions Park's study 

10. Instrumentation 

In which the calibration of a measuring instrument or 

changes in the observers or scorers used may produce 

changes in the obtained measurements 

The only variation in the measurement 

instrument is the translation of survey 

questionnaire into Korean. All data 

will be using equivalent numerical 

scales. A number of academic 

professionals in Korean is contacted to 

check the translation of the survey 

questionnaire 

11. Statistical Regression 
Operating where groups have been selected on the basis of 

their extreme scores 

The participants of survey in this study 

are selected by the public organization 

they are serving, not by their scores on 

a test. 

12. Biases resulting in 

differential selection of 

respondents for the 

comparison groups 

Definition is the threat itself 
 No comparison group is assigned or 

used. 

 

 

For that reason, Cook and Campbell (1976) proposed ―statistical conclusion validity‖ as 

an additional threat to internal validity which ―refers to the idea of instability which includes the 

unreliability of measures, fluctuations in sampling of persons or measures, and the instability of 

repeated measures‖ (Mitchell, 1985, p.194). Mitchell (1985) further elaborated that the reliability 

and stability of measurement procedures have strong relevancy for correlational (cross-sectional) 

research. In this research, the majority of the measures of variables and their measurement 

procedures are based on generally accepted methods in the literature; thus the threats to statistical 

conclusion validity are mitigated. 

External validity of research involves the issue of generalizing the findings in the 

research to other settings or cases (O‘Sullivan and Rassel, 1989, p.42). In order to increase 

external validity, my study uses a sufficient sample (N=236) and sampling from two nations 

(U.S. and Korea) to conduct a generalizable and comparative research. However, due to the 

limited number of types of agencies I am sampling, this research cannot be said to be 

representative of all public agencies. 
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4.4.2 Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) 

 

Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was conducted to establish an acceptable 

measurement model. Although CFA is a strong technique for formal assessment of measurement 

models, it has not been frequently used in the public administration literature until recent decades 

(Coursey, 2007, p.565). The reason might be that CFA is often compared with explanatory factor 

analysis (EFA), another form of major factor analysis method which has been popular since the 

1970s until CFA began to gain interest in the 1980s (Mcnabb, 2010, p.247).  

In this study, CFA was used as a measurement technique over EFA for a number of 

reasons. First, while EFA is used in the case a researcher is not certain what factors influence the 

measured variable, CFA is preferred when the researcher has a theory or hypothesis that 

specifies the number of factors and measured variables they are supposed influence (Fabrigar 

and Wegener, 2012, p.28). Consequently, ―EFA has no mechanism to directly test that indicators 

fall on separate dimensions/factors (divergent validity) or present their presumed factor well 

(convergent validity)‖ (Coursey, 2007, p.567).  

Secondly, in CFA, ―the number of indicators per latent variable, their relationship to 

each other, and presumed error are included‖ in the model and thus CFA is better than EFA 

when it comes to testing the reliability and validity of scales (Coursey, 2007, p.567). Lastly, the 

discussion above is consistent with Lance and Vandenberg (2002, p.223)‘s suggestion that ―CFA 

should be considered a tool for testing the validity of an underlying structure using prior-

identified variables, whereas EFA should be a technique for identifying which variables are 

related with which other variables‖ (Mcnabb, 2010, p.247). Based on these reasons, regarding 

the fact that this study has a specified relationship (hypotheses) between the indicators and the 

unobserved (latent) variables (felt accountability, incentive structure, PSM) established to 

develop measurement model of determinants of rater motivation, CFA is more feasible as a 

measurement technique than EFA. 

The relationship between the indicators and the latent variables is defined as a reflective 

relationship. Such a definition follows the management literature in which the measures are 

―usually treated as reflective, meaning they are observed manifestations of unobserved latent 

constructs‖ (Diamantopoulos and Siguaw, 2006, Williams et al., 2009). Accordingly, in this 
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study, the measures (items) of each determinants of motivation are reflective indicators of each 

latent variable (felt accountability, incentive structure, PSM).  

For the goodness-of-fit for the measurement model information, chi-square/df ratio, 

goodness of fit index (GFI), root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA), comparative fit 

index (CFI), and normative fit index (NFI) were used to assess of the fitness of the model. The 

measures reduced by conducting CFA analysis until the model found a good fit provides the 

evidence of convergent and discriminant validity of the measures. 

After the measurement models were developed from CFA, the three determinants of 

rater motivation (felt accountability, incentive structure, PSM) were used as independent 

variables that affect the dependent variable, perceived rating accuracy. The finalized indicators 

from CFA analysis of measurement models (independent variables) and the indicators of the 

dependent variable are transformed into composite indexes. Since all the items are measured in 5 

point Likert scale, the indexes present uniformity in the scale for analysis. Additional 

independent variables include availability of forced distribution rating system (FDRS), 

availability reward system for accurate appraisers (RSAA), and the countries (U.S/Korea). 

 

4.4.3 Multiple regression analysis 

 

 The purpose of using multiple regression analysis (MRA) in this study is to test and 

develop a preliminary model of rater motivation by observing how the determinants of rater 

motivation may affect the perceived rating accuracy of the raters. The composite indexes created 

from CFA are used as predictors and dependent variables, and MRA is used to test the 

hypotheses of the relationship between the independent and dependent variables. Several reasons 

exist for using MRA in this study for the empirical analysis.  First, the effects of the explanatory 

variables (felt accountability, incentive structure, PSM) on the dependent variable (perceived 

performance rating accuracy: PPRA) are assumed to be additive in this study. In other words, the 

independent variables are distinctive from each other and they individually affect the dependent 

variable without interaction. In an additive MRA model, ―each independent variable‘s effect on 

the dependent variable does not vary depending on the values of the other independent 

variables.‖ (Berry, 1993, p.5); thus MRA  is consistent with the assumptions of this study. In 

addition, there are several dichotomous variables in this study (e.g., country (U.S., Korea), 
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availability of forced distribution rating system) that could benefit from the additive model. 

MRA uses ―one category as the baseline, against which to compare the presence of the second 

category‖ (Mcnabb, 2010, p.239) implying that, holding all other variables constant, the 

conditional means of the dependent variable depending on the two categories (dichotomous 

variable) can be predicted, allowing direct comparison of the two groups. 

Second, in this study, the relationships between all predicting variables and the dependent 

variable are assumed to be linear. According to Chavda (2007), MRA is different from bivariate 

linear regression in the aspect that there is more than one independent variable but the two 

regression methods are very similar in their linearity assumption between the independent and 

dependent variables. Chavda (2007, p.352), further elaborated that ―multiple regression tries to 

make the predictions of the dependent variable more accurate by taking into account the effects 

of as many theoretically relevant independent variables as possible.‖ Consequently, putting 

together the additive model and linearity assumption, MRA is a proper statistical method for this 

study.  

 

 

  Table 4.17: Description of variables in multiple regression analysis 

Independent Variables Scale Dependent Variable 

Determinants of  

Rater Motivation 

Felt Accountability 

(Composite index) 

5-point Likert scale 

(Index range: 4-20) 

Perceived Performance  

Rating Accuracy 

(Composite index) 

(Index range:3~15) 

(5-point Likert scale) 

Incentive Structure 

(Composite index) 

5-point Likert scale 

(Index range: 4-20) 

Public Service Motivation  

(Composite index) 

5-point Likert scale 

(Index range: 15-75) 

 Availability of fixed rating 

distribution system 

Dichotomous variable 

(0=yes, 1=no) 

 Availability of system for 

rewarding accurate 

performance appraisers 

Dichotomous variable 

(0=yes, 1=no) 

Country (U.S./Korea) 
Dichotomous variable 

(0=Korea, 1=U.S.) 

Control Variables 

Gender  
Dichotomous variable 

(0=Men, 1=Women) 

Education  

1=High school/General 

equivalency diploma, 2=Some 

college, 3=Bachelor‘s degree or 
equivalent, 4=Some graduate 

school, 5=Master‘s degree or 
higher 

Tenure Number of Years in position 
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In the analysis process, several classical assumptions of ordinary least squares (OLS) 

regression proposed by Berry (1993) are followed including the absence of perfect 

multicollinearity, the assumptions of homoscedasticity and lack of autocorrelation, and the  

condition that the error term is normally distributed. Table 4.17 describes the variables of the 

MRA of this study. 

 

4.5 Summary of Chapter 4 

 

This chapter described the research design and methodological approaches for examining 

the six hypotheses developed in Chapter 3. In this chapter, first, the data collection procedure 

such as participants, institutional review board (IRB) process, and data construction was covered. 

Then, development of measures was elaborated on, including extension of prior measurement 

scales and creation of new measurements. Finally, in the analytical techniques section, ways to 

improve issues in validity and reliability and which statistical methods (confirmatory factor 

analysis, multiple regression) to use for analysis have been proposed. 
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CHAPTER FIVE 

RESULT AND FINDINGS 

This chapter provides the results and findings of the statistical analysis conducted to 

develop measurement models of rater motivation and estimate the impacts of factors of rater 

motivation on the perceived performance rating accuracy of raters. Confirmatory factor analysis 

is implemented to construct measurement models of the three determinants of motivation (felt 

accountability, incentive structure, PSM). Then, cross-sectional multiple regression analysis is 

executed to observe the relationship between the explanatory variables and the dependent 

variable, perceived performance rating accuracy.   

 

5.1 Confirmatory Factor Analysis  

 

5.1.1 Statistical analysis using confirmatory factor analysis 

 

  Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was conducted using AMOS 21 with the maximum 

likelihood estimation. CFA is utilized to assess the fit of the data to the specified measurement 

model. For the evaluation of model fit, the chi-square/df ratio, goodness of fit index (GFI), 

comparative fit index (CFI), normative fit index (NFI), and root mean square error of 

approximation (RMSEA) are reported. In general the criteria for acceptable fit of each indices 

are chi-square/df ratio (<2), GFI (>.90), CFI(>.90), NFI(>.90), RMSEA(<0.08) (Kline, 2005; 

Kim, 2009; Yang, 2009). However, many scholars regard the chi-square/df ratio as an improper 

indicator of model fit for CFA and suggest using other fit indices (e.g., GFI, CFI) (Hair et al., 

1998; Hatcher, 1998; Yang, 2009). For that reason, the model fit assessment is based on GFI, 

CFI, NFI, and RMSEA. 

 After running CFA on the initial measurement model, the model fit is assessed and the 

model is respecified until it attains acceptable fit. According to Anderson and Gerbing (1988), 

initial measurement models usually fail to present acceptable fit so that they need to be modified 

and tested repeatedly using the same data (Kim, 2009). Standardized factor loadings (parameter 

estimates) are used as criteria in modifying the measurement model. The factor loadings are 

calculated using unit variance identification constraint (UVI) method which constrains the factor 
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(latent variable) variance to 1.0 as well as standardizing the factor (Kline, 2005); thus all 

loadings for the factor‘s indicators are freely estimated. 

 In this study, 3 separate CFA models were conducted to develop three measurement 

models: felt accountability, incentive structure, and PSM. After the measurement models are 

finalized, the items in each model are summed to create composite indexes for multiple 

regression analysis. 

  

5.1.2 Felt accountability 

 

 Three types of initial factor models were tested to the find the one that would possibly 

have the highest fit to the data. The analysis occurred in the order of: (1) first-order one factor 

model with nine indicators (items) loading to one factor, (2) first-order two factor model with un-

correlated factors, and (3) first-order two factor model with covariance among factors. Table 5.1 

shows the result of the three factor models. 

 

 

      Table 5.1: Goodness-of-fit information for felt accountability construct 

Models Chi-square df C/df GFI NFI CFI RMSEA 

One factor nine-item model 123.795 27 4.585 .902 .581 .627 .124 

Two factor nine-item uncorrelated model 120.592 27 4.466 .903 .537 .583 .121 

Two factor nine-item correlated model 89.132 26 3.428 .923 .658 .719 .102 

Two factor six-item correlated model (Respecified) 15.014 8 1.877 .979 .885 .939 .061 

One factor four-item model (Respecified) 4.839 2 2.42 .989 .962 .976 .078 

Thresholds       >.90 >.90 >.90 <0.08 

 

 

 None of the three initial models showed a good model fit but the two-factor correlated 

model had the higher fit indices. The one factor model with all nine indicators loading on one 

factor failed to achieve model fit (GFI=.902, NFI=.581, CFI=.627, and RMSEA=.124) because 

NFI and CFI was below the threshold of 0.90 and RMSEA was higher than .08. The reliability 

coefficient (Cronbach‘s alpha) was 0.61. In attempt to find a better fit, the indicators were 

divided into two factors (audience view (AV): FA1, FA2, FA3, FA4, FA8, FA9, and audience 

information (AI): FA5, FA6, FA7). The two factor model with uncorrelated factors showed no 

improved fit (GFI=.903, NFI=.537, CFI=.583, and RMSEA=.121) while two factor model with 
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covariance among the factors provided significantly better fit (GFI=.923, NFI=.658, CFI=.719, 

and RMSEA=.102). 

Based on the fit indices, the two factor nine-item correlated model was selected as the 

base model for CFA. As shown in Table 5.2, The standardized factor loadings ranged from 0.169 

to 0.678. and all nine factor loadings indicated statistical significance level of p<.05 or lower. 

The reliability coefficient was AA (.58) and (.375) and the covariance between AA and AI was 

0.651. 

 

 

   Table 5.2: Standardized factor loading estimates for the two factor nine-item correlated model 

Factor Item Mean SD 

Factor  

Loading t-value r-square 

Alpha 

(Overall=0.601) 

Audience View 

(AV) 

FA1 3.758 0.839 0.622** 8.43 0.387 

0.58 

FA2 2.966 0.989 0.394** 5.206 0.155 

FA3 3.394 0.923 0.656** 8.879 0.43 

FA4 2.983 0.889 0.527** 7.094 0.277 

FA8 4.161 0.671 0.169* 2.183 0.029 

FA9 3.271 0.960 0.216* 2.797 0.047 

Audience 

Information 

(AI) 

FA5 3.500 0.791 0.262* 3.023 0.068 

0.375 FA6 3.415 0.898 0.256* 2.958 0.065 

FA7 3.597 0.827 0.678** 5.203 0.459 

     Note: **p<0.001, *p<0.05 

  

 

After confirming the initial model for CFA, using factor loadings (dropping indicators 

with lowest loading) and modification indices (MI) as a guide, the model was repeatedly 

modified until the acceptable fit was achieved. The final outcome of the modification process 

was two factor six-item correlated model. As in Table 5.3, the two factor six-item correlated 

model was found to have good model fit to the data (GFI=.979, NFI=.885, CFI=.939, and 

RMSEA=.061). GFI and CFI were above the threshold of .90, NIF had reasonable fit (.885), and 

RMSEA was below 0.08. All of the standardized factor loading were statistically significance at 

level of p<0.05 or lower, ranging from 0.183 to 0.889. The reliability coefficient was AA (.534) 

and (.375) and the covariance between AA and AI was 0.541 at p<0.001 level.  
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Table 5.3: Standardized factor loading estimates for the two factor six-item correlated model 

Factor Item Mean SD 

Factor  

Loading t-value r-square 

Alpha 

(Overall=0.536) 

Audience View  

(AV) 

FA1 3.758 0.839 0.673** 8.025 0.453 

0.534 FA2 2.966 0.989 0.305** 3.876 0.093 

FA3 3.394 0.923 0.657** 7.896 0.431 

Audience 

Information 

(AI) 

FA5 3.500 0.791 0.183* 2.208 0.033 

0.375 FA6 3.415 0.898 0.193* 2.299 0.037 

FA7 3.597 0.827 0.889** 3.823 0.79 

      Note: **p<0.001, *p<0.05 

 

 

 As elaborated in Table 5.3, the two factor six-item correlated model showed acceptable 

model fit but several factor loadings were below 0.2 and the AI factor had reliability coefficient 

of 0.375. Consequently, there was a possibility of low internal consistency and convergent 

validity of the measurement model. In attempt to resolve this issue, the model was respecified 

using one-factor nine-item model as an alternative initial model for CFA. The initial one factor 

model CFA is presented in Table 5.4. 

 

 

Table 5.4: Standardized factor loading estimates for the one factor nine-item model 

Factor Item Mean SD 

Factor  

Loading t-value r-square Alpha 

Felt 

accountability 

FA1 3.758 0.839 0.667** 9.199 0.444 

0.61 

FA2 2.966 0.989 0.346** 4.588 0.12 

FA3 3.394 0.923 0.644** 8.883 0.414 

FA4 2.983 0.889 0.485** 6.574 0.235 

FA5 3.500 0.791 0.169* 2.192 0.028 

FA6 3.415 0.898 0.127 1.646 0.016 

FA7 3.597 0.827 0.488** 6.63 0.239 

FA8 4.161 0.671 0.334** 4.427 0.112 

FA9 3.271 0.960 0.117 1.522 0.014 

      Note: **p<0.001, *p<0.05 

 

 

  Once again, using factor loadings and MI as a guide to find model fit, the one factor nine-

item model was modified and Table 5.5 shows the final outcome. The respecifed one factor 

model clearly show improved overall factor loadings (range of 0.46 to 0.695, all significant at 

p<0.001 level ) and Cronbach‘s alpha (.645). In addition, referring to Table 5.1, the goodness-of-
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fit indices also provided higher fit in general (GFI=.989, NFI=.962, CFI=.976, and 

RMSEA=.078).  For that reason, the final outcome model of the CFA for felt accountability was 

one factor four-item model.  

 

 

     Table 5.5: Standardized factor loading estimates for the one factor four-item model 

Factor Item Mean SD 

Factor  

Loading t-value r-square Alpha 

Felt 

Accountability 

FA1 3.758 0.839 0.656** 8.417 0.43 

0.645 
FA3 3.394 0.923 0.695** 8.805 0.483 

FA4 2.983 0.889 0.46** 6.066 0.211 

FA7 3.597 0.827 0.449** 5.909 0.201 

     Note: **p<0.001, *p<0.05 

 

 

The results show (Table 5.5) that Hochwarter and colleagues‘ (2003) felt accountability 

measure can be modified for use in the PA context and one of the three developed items was a 

valid indicator. The final items (FA1, FA3, FA4, FA7) and their statements are listed in Table 

5.6. FA1, FA3, and FA4 were the modified version of Hochwarter and colleagues‘ (2003) items. 

Among the three newly developed items (FA5, FA6, FA7), FA7 was found to be one of the 

proper items for measuring of felt accountability.  The three newly developed indicators of felt 

accountability were related to the information about the audience‘s (supervisor and subordinate) 

preference in the PA context, and only the supervisor‘s definition of good performance (FA7) 

was found to be a valid indicator of felt accountability while others (subordinate‘s expected 

rating, supervisor‘s preference toward a certain rate) were not.  

 

 

          Table 5.6: Measures of felt accountability in Park‘s model (N=236) 

Item Question Mean SD Alpha 

FA1 I am held very accountable for my performance appraisal as a rater. 3.758 0.839 

0.645 

FA3 
My supervisor holds me accountable for my performance rating 

decisions. 3.394 0.923 

FA4 
If performance appraisal does not go the way that they should, I will 

hear about it from my supervisor. 
2.983 0.889 

FA7 
I understand my supervisor‘s definition of good indication of 

performance. 3.597 0.827 

         Note: measured in Likert Scale (1=strongly disagree, 2=disagree, 3=neither agree or       

        disagree, 4=agree, 5=strongly agree) 
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5.1.3 Incentive structure 

 

  First step of the analysis for incentive structure was selecting the initial factor model for 

CFA. The models were tested in the sequence of: (1) first-order one factor model with eight 

indicators (items) loading to one factor, (2) first-order two factor with un-correlated factor 

model, and (3) first-order two factor covariance model. 

 

 Table 5.7: Goodness-of-fit information for the incentive structure construct 

Models (First order) Chi-square df C/df GFI NFI CFI RMSEA 

One factor eight-item model 187.268 20 9.363 .839 .323 .327 .189 

Two factor eight-item uncorrelated model 106.035 20 5.302 .902 .616 .654 .135 

Two factor eight-item correlated model  104.178 19 5.483 .903 .623 .657 .138 

Two factor four-item correlated model (Respecified ) 1.501 1 1.501 .997 .988 .996 .046 

Thresholds       >.90 >.90 >.90 <0.08 

 

 

As in Table 5.7, all three initially specified models were not successful in showing good 

model fit. Among the three models, the two factor correlated model had the relatively highest 

model fit to the data. The one factor eight-item model provided poor model fit (GFI=.839, 

NFI=.323, CFI=.327, and RMSEA=.189) sine none of the fit indices satisfied the thresholds. The 

reliability coefficient (Cronbach‘s alpha) was 0.478. The fit results clearly showed that the one 

factor model was not a suitable model for CFA. 

As explained in 3.3.2 of Chapter 3, the construct of incentive structure was composed of 

the incentives and disincentives; thus the indicators were divided into two factors (incentives 

(IC): IS1, IS3, IS4, IS5, and disincentives (DC): IS2, IS6, IS7, IS8). Both the two factor model 

with uncorrelated (GFI=.902, NFI=.616, CFI=.654, and RMSEA.135) and correlated factors 

(GFI=.903, NFI=.623, CFI=.657, and RMSEA.138) showed improved model fit and the 

correlated model presented slightly better fit.  

Based on the fit indices, the two factor eight-item correlated model was set as the base 

model for CFA. As shown in Table 5.8, the standardized factor loadings ranged from 0.114 to 

0.863 and seven out of eight factor loadings indicated statistical significance level of p<.05 or 

lower. The reliability coefficient was IC (.539) and DC (.529) and the covariance between IC and 
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DC was -.141 which could be expected since the relationship between incentives and 

disincentives of performing accurate PA would be contradictory. 

 

 

    Table 5.8: Standardized factor loading estimates for the two factor eight-item correlated      

    model 

Factor Item Mean SD 

Factor  

Loading t-value r-square Alpha 

Incentive 

(IC) 

IS1 3.064 0.985 0.114 1.544 0.013 

0.539 

IS3 2.987 1.013 0.275** 3.631 0.075 

IS4 3.576 0.894 0.863** 6.773 0.744 

IS5 3.919 0.819 0.638** 6.135 0.407 

Disincentive 

(DC) 

IS2 3.000 0.981 0.224* 2.648 0.05 

0.529 
IS6  3.068 0.956 0.499** 5.806 0.249 

IS7  2.746 1.065 0.591** 6.474 0.349 

IS8  3.216 1.107 0.582** 6.421 0.339 

           Note: **p<0.001, *p<0.05 

 

 

After setting the initial model for CFA, using factor loadings and modification indices 

(MI) as standards, the model was tested until the acceptable fit was achieved. The final result of 

the respecification process was a two factor four-item correlated model.  

 

 

    Table 5.9: Standardized factor loading estimates for the two factor four-item correlated model 

Factor Item Mean SD 

Factor  

Loading t-value r-square 

Alpha 

 (Overall=0.515) 

Incentive 
IS4 3.576 0.894 0.379* 2.142 0.144 

0.71 

IS5 3.919 0.819 1.456* 2.292 2.121 

Disincentive 
IS6  3.068 0.956 0.431** 3.943 0.186 

0.419 

IS8  3.216 1.107 0.62** 4.363 0.384 

        Note: **p<0.001, *p<0.05 



58 

 

As in Table 5.9, the two factor four-item correlated model provided a good model fit 

(GFI=.997, NFI=.988, CFI=.996, and RMSEA.046). GFI, NFI, and CFI were above the 

threshold of 0 .90 and RMSEA was below 0.08. All of the standardized factor loadings were 

statistically significance at level of p<0.05 or lower, ranging from 0.379 to 1.456. The reliability 

coefficient was IC (.71) and DC (.419) and the covariance between IC and DC was -0.251 at 

p<0.086 level, reconfirming the contradictory relationship between the incentives and 

disincentives of PA. 

One thing to note here is that the factor loading value of 1.456 for the item IS5 is not 

necessarily problematic in CFA. According to Jöreskog (1999, p.1), the misundertanding that 

completely standadized factor loading need to be smaller than one originates from ―classical 

exploratory factor analysis where factor loading are correlations if a correlation matrix is 

analyzed and the factors are standardized and uncorrelated (orthogonal). However, if the factors 

are correlated (oblique), the factor loadings are regression coefficients and not correlations and 

as such they can be larger than one in magnitude.‖ Jöreskog (1999) also stated that factor 

loadings over one may be a evidence of multicollinearity in the data. In this two factor four-item 

correlated model, since the two factors together measure the construct of incentive structure, the 

presence of some multicollinearity does not necessarily mean that the item should be dropped. 

Therefore, item IS5 is not included the model. 

 The findings indicate that four out of eight items and the two dimensions (incentive, 

disincentive) are valid for measuring the incentive structure construct (Table 5.10 shows the list 

of the items).  

 

 

Table 5.10: Measures of incentive structure in Park‘s model (N=236) 

Item Dimension Question Mean SD 

 

Alpha 

IS4 

Incentive 

I believe giving accurate performance appraisal feedback to my 

subordinates would lead to a performance increase in my unit. 3.576 0.894 

0.515 

IS5 
I feel good when I give honest and accurate performance appraisal 

feedback to my subordinates. 3.919 0.819 

IS6 

Disincentive 

My organization tends to encourage lenient performance appraisal. 
3.068 0.956 

IS8 
I feel uncomfortable when I give negative performance appraisal 

feedback even though they are based on an accurate appraisal I made. 
3.216 1.107 

Note: measured in Likert Scale (1=strongly disagree, 2=disagree, 3=neither agree or  disagree, 

4=agree, 5=strongly agree) 
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The result suggests that the four items (IS4, IS5, IS6, IS8) and the two dimensions 

developed based on the extension of Murphy and Cleveland (1991, 1995) and Harris‘(1994) 

model of rater motivation can be utilized to represent the incentive structure of the rater in the 

PA context. Also, Murphy and Cleveland‘s (1991) conceptual model in which rating behaviors 

(motivation) were defined as an outcome of two contradictory motivations (motivation to rate 

accurately and motivation to distort ratings) is supported by the negative covariance between the 

two latent variables, incentive and disincentive. However, the items used to measure the 

convenience in the PA format (IS1, IS2) were not proper indicators for measuring the incentive 

structure construct. 

 

5.1.4 Public service motivation 

  

Past PSM studies verified four-correlated-factor model as a proper model to measure 

PSM (Perry, 1996; Kim, 2009; Kim et al., 2012). Consistent with these findings, as in Table 

5.11, the initial analysis revealed that the four factor correlated model (GFI=.726, NFI=.647, 

CFI=.703, and RMSEA=.117) provided considerably better model fit than the uncorrelated 

model (GFI=.815, NFI=.789, CFI=.858, and RMSEA.082). As shown in Table 5.12 (next page), 

the standardized factor loadings ranged from 0.496 to 0.826 and all twenty three factor loadings 

indicated statistical significance level of p<.001. The reliability coefficient ranged from 0.763 to 

0.865 and the covariance among factors varied from 0.59 to 0.832. 

 

 

 Table 5.11: Goodness-of-fit information for the public service motivation construct 

Models Chi-square df C/df GFI NFI CFI RMSEA 

Four factor twenty three-item  

uncorrelated model  967.691 230 4.207 0.726 0.647 0.703 0.117 

Four factor twenty three-item  

correlated model  577.637 224 2.579 0.815 0.789 0.858 0.082 

Four factor fifteen-item  

correlated model (Respecified) 153.979 84 1.833 0.923 0.911 0.957 0.060 

Thresholds       >.90 >.90 >.90 <0.08 
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Table 5.12: Standardized factor loading estimates for the four factor twenty three-item correlated 

model 

Item Dimension Mean SD 

Factor  

Loading 

 

Alpha  

PSM1 

APS 

4.136 0.611 0.578 

0.865 

PSM2 3.936 0.659 0.74 

PSM3 4.059 0.675 0.77 

PSM4 4.182 0.656 0.77 

PSM5 3.822 0.837 0.802 

PSM6 3.525 0.924 0.541 

PSM7 4.013 0.699 0.734 

PSM8 

CPV 

3.814 0.845 0.571 

0.763 

PSM9 3.856 0.769 0.496 

PSM10 4.203 0.653 0.661 

PSM11 4.072 0.788 0.709 

PSM12 4.271 0.641 0.634 

PSM13 4.559 0.613 0.559 

PSM14 

COM 

3.602 0.919 0.567 

0.836 

PSM15 3.864 0.683 0.655 

PSM16 3.962 0.763 0.826 

PSM17 4.114 0.612 0.769 

PSM18 4.174 0.665 0.568 

PSM19 4.021 0.642 0.735 

PSM20 

SS 

3.708 0.757 0.794 

0.777 
PSM21 3.453 0.800 0.741 

PSM22 3.767 0.709 0.6 

PSM23 3.737 0.777 0.608 

Interfactor covariance 

  1 2 3 

1. APS       

2. CPV 0.791     

3. COM 0.59 0.832   

4. SS 0.637 0.675 0.657 

        Note: All factors loadings and interfactor covariances are significant at p<0.001  
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Using factor loadings and modification indices (MI) as criterion, the initial four factor 

correlated twenty three-item model was respecifed to achieve the acceptable model fit. The final 

result of the modification process was the four factor correlated fifteen-item model. As in Table 

5.11, the four factor correlated fifteen-item showed a good model fit (GFI=.923, NFI=.911, 

CFI=.957, RMSEA=.060). GFI, NFI, and CFI met the threshold of >.90 and RMSEA was less 

than .08. All of the standardized factor loadings of the fifteen-items were statistically 

significance at level of p<0.001, ranging from 0.603 to 0.812 (Table 5.13). The reliability 

coefficients for each factors were APS (0.873), CPV(0.747), COM(0.826), SS(0.779). 

 

 

Table 5.13: Standardized factor loading estimates for the four factor fifteen-item correlated 

model 

Item Dimension Mean SD 

Factor  

Loading 

 

Alpha 

PSM2 

APS 

3.936 0.659 0.741 

0.873 

PSM3 4.059 0.675 0.788 

PSM4 4.182 0.656 0.782 

PSM5 3.822 0.837 0.812 

PSM7 4.013 0.699 0.7 

PSM10 

CPV 

4.203 0.653 0.739 

0.747 

PSM11 4.072 0.788 0.794 

PSM12 4.271 0.641 0.603 

PSM15 

COM 

3.864 0.683 0.629 

0.826 

PSM16 3.962 0.763 0.81 

PSM17 4.114 0.612 0.757 

PSM19 4.021 0.642 0.764 

PSM20 

SS 

3.708 0.757 0.805 

0.779 

PSM21 3.453 0.800 0.754 

PSM22 3.767 0.709 0.629 

Interfactor 

Covariance 1 2 3 

1. APS       

2. CPV 0.629     

3. COM 0.589 0.83   

4. SS 0.608 0.532 0.614 

    Note: All factors loadings and interfactor covariances are significant at p<0.001  
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 The results show that the four factor correlated PSM measurement model developed by 

integrating Kim‘s (2011) and Kim and colleagues‘ (2012) work provided good measures in all 

four dimensions. Fifteen out of the twenty-three original items were revealed to be a good fit to 

the data and all of the four dimensions of PSM (APS, CPV, COM, SS) appear to be valid 

dimensions for measuring PSM. This once again confirms the widely accepted four-factor PSM 

measurement models in the public administration literature (Perry, 1996; Kim, 2009; Kim et al., 

2012). The finalized items and their statements are available in Table 5.14. 

 

 

Table 5.14: Measures of public service motivation in Park‘s model (N=236) 

Item Dimension Question Mean SD Alpha 

PSM2 

APS 

It is important to contribute to activities that tackle social 

problems. 3.936 0.659 

0.873 

PSM3 Meaningful public service is very important to me. 4.059 0.675 

PSM4 It is important for me to contribute to the common good. 4.182 0.656 

PSM5 
I am interested in making public programs that are 

beneficial for my country of the community I belong to. 
3.822 0.837 

PSM7 

Seeing people get benefits from the public program I 

have been deeply involved in brings me a great deal of 

satisfaction. 4.013 0.699 

PSM10 

CPV 

I think equal opportunities for citizens are very 

important. 4.203 0.653 

0.747 
PSM11 

It is important that citizens can rely on the continuous 

provision of public services.  4.072 0.788 

PSM12 
It is fundamental that the interests of future generations 

are taken into account when developing public policies. 
4.271 0.641 

PSM15 

COM 

I am often reminded by daily events how dependent we 

are on one another. 3.864 0.683 

0.826 
PSM16 I feel sympathetic to the plight of the underprivileged. 3.962 0.763 

PSM17 I empathize with other people who face difficulties. 4.114 0.612 

PSM19 Considering the welfare of others is very important. 4.021 0.642 

PSM20 

SS 

Making a difference in society means more to me than 

personal achievements. 3.708 0.757 

0.777 PSM21 
I am prepared to make enormous sacrifices for the good 

of society. 3.453 0.800 

PSM22 I believe in putting duty before self. 3.767 0.709 

Note: measured in Likert Scale (1=strongly disagree, 2=disagree, 3=neither agree or  disagree, 

4=agree, 5=strongly agree) 
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5.1.5 Constructing a composite index 

 

 The CFA analysis of the measurement models (felt accountability, incentive structure, 

PSM) resulted in the final outcome of one factor four-item model (felt accountability), two factor 

four-item correlated model (incentive structure), and four factor fifteen-item correlated model. In 

the CFA process, several dimensions or factors but not all, were found to have an acceptable fit 

to the data.  

Items in each model were summed to create a composite index of determinants of rater 

motivation. All items were in 5-point-Likert scales, and IS6 and IS8 (disincentives) were 

reversed scored. Each composite index is to become a distinctive independent variable in the 

multiple regression on the next section. The index information is presented in Table 5.15. 

 

 Table 5.15: Composite index of variables (N=236) 

Variables Items 
Index 

range Min Max Mean SD 

Felt 

accountability 
FA1, FA3, FA4, FA7 (4 items) 

4~20 6 19 13.733 2.423 

Incentive 

structure 
IS4, IS5, IS6 (reversed), IS8 (reversed) (4 items) 

4~20 6 19 13.211 2.425 

Public service 

motivation 

PSM2, PSM3, PSM4, PSM5, PSM7, PSM 10, PSM11, 

PSM12, PSM15, PSM16, PSM17, PSM19, PSM20, 

PSM21, PSM22 (15items) 15~75 33 75 59.449 6.942 

Perceived 

performance 

rating 

accuracy  

PRC1, PRC2, PRC3 3~15 6 15 10.839 2.013 

  Note: refer to Chapter 4(4.3.4) for the construction of perceived performance rating accuracy 

 

 

5.2 Multiple Regression Analysis 

 

5.2.1 Cross-sectional multiple regression analysis 

 

The effect of the factors of rater motivation (independent variables) on the perceived 

performance rating accuracy (dependent variable) are assessed by testing the hypotheses in a 
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multivariate model that uses cross-sectional multiple regression techniques. Table 5.16 

summarizes the study variables. 

 

 

Table 5.16: Study variables of multiple regression analysis 

Independent Variables Dependent Variable 

Determinants of  

Rater Motivation 

Felt Accountability (Composite index) 

Perceived Performance  

Rating Accuracy 

(Composite index) 

Incentive Structure (Composite index) 

Public Service Motivation (Composite index) 

Availability of fixed rating distribution system (Dummy variable, 0=yes, 1=no) 

Availability of accurate performance appraiser reward system 

(Dummy variable, 0=yes, 1=no) 

Country (U.S./Korea: dummy variable) 

Control Variables 

Gender(Male, Female), Education (High school/General equivalency diploma, Some 

college, Bachelor‘s degree or equivalent, Some graduate school, Master‘s degree or 

higher), Tenure (years) 

 

 

Prior to the regression analysis, several classical assumptions (principles) of ordinary 

least squares (OLS) regression suggested by Berry (1993) are examined to ensure that OLS is an 

appropriate estimator. The first principle is the identification of the absence of perfect 

multicollinearity among the independent variables.  

 

 

Table 5.17: Intercorrelation table of variables (N=236) 

  Mean SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

1. Perceived 

performance rating 

accuracy 10.839 2.012                   

2. Felt 

accountability 20.631 2.899 0.27*                 

3. Incentive 

structure 13.211 2.425 0.131* 0.196*               

4. Public service 

motivation 59.449 6.942 0.245* 0.218* 0.117             

5. Tenure 16.53 8.8 0.168* 0.048 -0.221* -0.015           

6. Education 3.398 1.19 0.08 -0.08 -0.291* 0.133* -0.089         

7.Country - - -0.269* 0.012 0.515* -0.009 -0.411* -0.153*       

8. Gender - - -0.272* -0.029 0.123 0.002 -0.254* -0.139* 0.314*     

9. FDRS - - 0.071 -0.015 0.134* -0.055 0.055 0.041 0.19* 0.015   

10. RSAA - - -0.228* -0.128* 0.062 -0.092 -0.048 -0.011 0.328* 0.131* 0.194* 

  Note: *p<0.05 
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The intercorrelation matrix (Table 5.17, p.64) provides evidence that none of the 

correlations among the independent variables are close (>0.99) or same to 1 and the level of 

correlation were low in general. In addition, using Stata12, the test of variance inflation factor 

(VIF) was executed to affirm that there is no serious multicollinearity in the data. The result of 

VIF (Table 5.18) was that all VIF output was under the generally accepted cutoff point of 10 

(Menard, 1995; O‘brien, 2007) suggesting that there is no serious problem of multicollinearity in 

the model. 

 

 

Table 5.18: Variation inflator factor analysis of the model 

Variable VIF 1/VIF 

Felt accountability 1.11 0.89799 

Incentive structure 1.59 0.628383 

Public service motivation 1.11 0.901996 

Formal incentive structure 1.2 0.836677 

Fixed rating distribution system 1.1 0.906625 

Country 1.9 0.525207 

Education 1.21 0.825382 

Gender 1.16 0.859295 

Tenure 1.33 0.751191 

Mean VIF 1.3 

 

 

 The second principle to follow was to check the evidence that the errors are 

homoscadastic. Using Stata 12, Cook-Weisberg‘s test (Cook & Weisberg, 1983) was conducted 

on the continuous independent variables to identify the presence of heteroscedasticity. The result 

revealed that, based on the large p-value (0.456), the null hypothesis of constant variable could 

be accepted.  

The last principle is the assumption that the error term is normally distributed. In order to 

visually inspect the normality, with Stata12, following Berry (1993) and Fox‘s (1984) 

recommendation, the regression residuals were graphed with Kernel density estimate curve and 

compared to the perfect normal density curve. The outcome was that the distribution of the 

regression residuals was very close to normal distribution; thus the normal assumption was not 

violated. 
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5.2.2 Regression analysis results and findings 

 

Table 5.19 summarizes the estimates of multiple regression of the model including all 

control variables. The goodness-of-fit was measured by r-square (=.302) which means that the 

model explained approximately 30.2% of the variance in the perceived performance rating 

accuracy. The F-statistic was statistically significant at the p<0.001 level. Furthermore, another 

regression model, excluding the control variables, was executed to examine if the addition of 

control variables was affecting the statistical significance of the independent variables. As 

displayed in Table 5.16, there were no major differences in the regression coefficients, r-square, 

and statistical significance, between the complete model and the model with only the study‘s 

theoretically-motivated variables which demonstrates that the control variables minimally 

affected the regression estimates. 

 

 

         Table 5.19: Cross-sectional regression estimates of perceived performance rating accuracy 

Independent variables 

Complete model Only study variables 

Coefficient p-value Coefficient p-value 

Felt accountability 0.142*  0.004  0.144*  0.004  

Incentive structure 0.241**  0.000  0.225**  0.000  

Public service motivation 0.046 * 0.008  0.049 * 0.004  

Reward system for accurate 

appraisers (RSAA) -0.475  0.097  -0.480  0.098  

Forced distribution rating system 

(FDRS) 0.626*  0.039  0.737*  0.015  

Country -1.308**  0.000  -1.618**  0.000  

Education 0.139  0.180  
  

 - 

  

Gender -0.684*  0.006  

Tenure 0.010  0.478  

R-squared 0.302  0.266  

Adj R-squared 0.274  0.247  

F statistic 10.850  13.82  

Prob > F 0.000** 0.000** 

N 236 236 

          Note **p<0.001, *p<0.05 
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The regression results in Table 5.19 provide strong support for most of the hypotheses of 

this study. In sum, hypothesis 1, 3, 4, and 5 were supported at the level of p<0.05 or lower. 

Hypothesis 2 was partially supported with the p-value of 0.097 which is significant at the p<0.1 

level but not sufficient to claim strong statistical significance. Hypothesis 5 was not been 

supported (negative direction) with the significance level of p<0.001. Specifics for each 

hypothesis are discussed below and the summary of the support for hypothesis are in Table 5.20 

(p.67). 

Hypothesis 1. The positive relationship between felt accountability and perceived 

performance rating accuracy (PPRA) found strong support as hypothesized (p<0.05) meaning 

that felt accountability appears to be a strong determinant of rater motivation. One unit increase 

(score) of the felt accountability of the raters, with all other variables held constant, would result 

in an increase of 0.142 PPRA index. Mero and Motowidlo‘s (1995) findings that rater 

accountability can be a motivating force on the rater because of the possibility of having to 

justify to the audiences about the PA ratings, was supported. Raters who more strongly perceive 

felt accountability toward the audiences have higher expectations to be held accountable and 

acknowledge more information about the preferences of the audience. The raters with high felt 

accountability are motivated to meet the expectations and preferences of the audiences thus their 

perceived rating accuracy is positively affected.  

Hypothesis 2. The assumption that the presence of the reward system for accurate 

appraisers would lead to higher perceived accuracy has been supported (p<0.1). The formal 

reward system for accurate appraisers (RSAA) variable (0=yes, 1=no), with all other variables 

set to the same level, shows the coefficient of -0.475 which means that the absence of such 

system would lead to the decrease of 0.475 in PPRA index. This result offers an empirical 

support for the proposition made by Murphy and Cleveland (1995) which posited that formal 

reward systems can be regarded as an incentive to rate more accurately. Raters, if the reward for 

their accurate appraisal is readily available in their organization, are motivated to engage in more 

accurate PA (Table 4.12 shows the examples of the rewards). 

Hypothesis 3. Incentive structure, as a determinant of rater motivation, has found strong 

empirical support (p<0.001). The variable coefficient was 0.241, representing the amount of 

increase in the PPRA index in the case that all other variables are held constant and the incentive 

structure variable, is increased by one unit. Consequently, as hypothesized, the rater‘s level of 
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the incentive to rate accurately did impact PPRA in a positive manner. A rater, in this study, 

would predict the expected possibility of receiving self-interest based incentives and decide 

whether to be more or less accurate. Therefore, if a rater thinks he or she would benefit from 

being accurate, the incentive structure level of the individual increases, eventually leading to 

higher perceived performance rating accuracy. 

Incentive structure was built on the logic of Murphy and Cleveland (1995) and Harris 

(1994). Murphy and Cleveland (1995) contended that behavior is an outcome of two types of 

rater motivation: motivation to rate accurately and inaccurately. Harris (1994) suggested that 

there are two types of incentives in the PA context, direct and indirect incentives. Incentive 

structure in this study integrated the two scholar‘s theories and integrated the dimensions of 

incentive and disincentive, incorporating the factors such as compliance to organizational 

culture, expected unit performance increase and satisfaction from giving PA feedback. 

Therefore, the conceptual frameworks proposed by Murphy and Cleveland (1995) and Harris 

(1994) gained empirical support. Furthermore, Martin and Siehl‘s (1983) argument that 

organizational culture, as a control mechanism that approves certain behavior in organizations, 

was discovered to have relevance in the PA context as the raters are motivated to comply with 

their organizational culture of promoting accurate performance appraisal.  

Hypothesis 4. Another determinant of rater motivation, PSM had a strong positive 

relationship with PPRA (p<0.05), consistent with the assumption that the level of PSM and 

PPRA are positively associated. The regression estimates provide that, holding all other variables 

constant, as one unit of PSM variable increases the PPRA index would go up by 0.046.  

In this study, it was assumed that PSM positively affects work performance, and since 

performance appraisal is one type of task (work) that a supervisor conducts on a regular basis, 

PSM can also have impact on the performance of PA. Therefore, higher PPRA can reflect high 

PA performance since the performance of an appraisal would be represented by the degree of its 

accuracy. The strong support for the positive relationship between PSM and PPRA indicates that, 

as hypothesized, the positive relationship between PSM-work performance (Perry and Wise, 

1990; Naff & Crum, 1999; Vandenabeele, 2009) can be applied in the PA context.  

Hypothesis 5. As hypothesized, the negative relationship between forced distribution 

rating system (FDRS) and perceived performance rating accuracy was supported (p<0.05). The 

regression estimates show that, holding all other variables to the same level, the PPRA index will 
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be higher by 0.626 in the absence of the system. The strong negative relationship between FDRS 

and PPRA implies that raters implementing FDRS perceive less accuracy in their PA. 

Accordingly, PPRA which reflects the level of the rater‘s motivation to rate accurately, is 

negatively influenced when raters assign ratings based on FDRS. Raters, despite that they have 

certain levels of willingness to rate accurately, are not able to truly reflect their own perception 

of accuracy in the ratings because they are obligated to comply with FDRS, eventually 

perceiving that their PA accuracy has been compromised. 

Hypothesis 6. Contrary to expectations, the findings suggest that Korean public officials 

have higher levels of PPRA than do U.S. officials. The country (0=Korea, 1=U.S.) coefficient 

shows that, setting all other variables to the same level, U.S. officials have on average, a 1.308 

lower PPRA score (p<0.001). The assumption was, in the organizational culture context, Korea‘s 

collective and Confucian culture, compared to United States‘ individualism, would result in a 

lower degree of motivation to make accurate PA; thus the level of PPRA would be higher in U.S. 

public officials. It was assumed that since Confucianism tends to value harmonious relationships 

among employees and paternalistic management (Chung, Lee, & Jung, 1997, Lee, 1988, Yang, 

2006), raters would be likely to be more lenient in PA ratings in order to sustain the harmony and 

a paternalistic culture. 

One thing to note is that the difference between PPRA in the two countries is based on 

the condition of holding all other variables constant. In other words, U.S. officials have lower 

PPRA than Korea officials when all other variables are set to equivalent values.  Accordingly, 

considering the fact that most study variables were at the significant level, the lower PPRA 

among U.S. officials are close to the mean difference of PPRA rather than having been 

influenced by the study variables. A simple mean comparison confirms this argument. Korea 

officials showed approximately 1.08 higher PPRA mean score than the U.S. officials, implying 

that in general, U.S. officials simply rated their perceived rating accuracy lower than Korea 

officials. More specifically, the largest contributor was the mean difference between PRC1 

(0.58). The other two items in PPRA, PRC2 and PRC showed a mean difference of 0.31 and 

0.18, respectively. However, although the result was contrary to this study‘s hypothesis 6, the 

significance of the other variables is not compromised since the focus is on the positive 

association among the determinants of motivation and PPRA, not the amount increase of the 

index. 
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        Table 5.20: Summary of support for hypotheses 

Hypothesis Statement Results p-value 

1 

The level of a rater‘s felt accountability and perceived PA rating 

accuracy is positively related. Supported <0.05 

2 

Raters will show a higher perceived PA rating accuracy when there 

exist direct formal incentives than in the case where there are no 

incentives. 

Partially 

Supported <0.1 

3 

A rater‘s level of incentive (structure) and perceived PA rating 

accuracy is positively related. Supported <0.001 

4 

The level of a rater‘s PSM and perceived PA rating accuracy is 

positively related. Supported <0.05 

5 

The relationship between the existence of a forced distribution 

rating system and a rater‘s perceived PA accuracy is negative.  Supported <0.05 

6 

Supervisors in organizations in the Western culture will exhibit 

higher perceived performance rating accuracy than supervisors in 

organizations in the Eastern culture. 

Not 

Supported 

(negative) <0.001 

 

 

5.3 Summary of Chapter 5 

 

Chapter 5 provided the results and findings of the statistical analysis conducted to 

develop measurement models of rater motivation and estimate the impacts of factors of 

motivation on perceived performance rating accuracy of raters. The confirmatory factor analysis, 

executed to find indicators that show an acceptable fit to the data, resulted in three measurement 

models (felt accountability: 4 items, incentive structure: 4 items, public service motivation: 15 

items). The items in the finalized measurement models were combined as a composite index to 

generate variables used in the multiple-regression analysis. The result of OLS regression was that 

four out of six hypotheses (felt accountability, incentive structure, PSM, FDRS) were supported 

with the statistical significance level of p<0.05 or lower and one hypothesis (RSAA) was 

partially supported with p<0.1 level. Interestingly, another hypothesis (country difference) was 

statically significant at the p<0.001 level but failed to support the hypothesis because the 

direction of influence was negative, contrary to this study‘s expectations. The results supported 

the assumptions that the determinants of rater motivation and the present of forced distribution 

rating system and reward for accurate appraisers do influence the perceived performance rating 

accuracy of the raters.  
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CHAPTER SIX 

CONCLUSION 

  Chapter 6 provides the concluding part of this study. First, a brief summary of this study 

is offered, followed by the major findings of this research, after which the theoretical 

contributions of this study to both the public and the business literature are explained. Finally, 

implications for practitioners are discussed as well as limitations of this study and future research 

suggestions.  

 

6.1 Summary of the Study 

 

 While there is a robust business management research literature on rater motivation 

related to personnel appraisals, almost no research in the public sector exists on this topic. This 

study makes the case for a theory based, on the public sector, and offers a preliminary model of 

rater motivation focused on the performance appraisal context. Expansion and empirical testing 

of comprehensive models of rater motivation are undertaken  and a comparative perspective is 

sought by accounting for organization culture differences between the U.S. and Korea public 

organizations.  

The rater motivation theory, in this study, is built using three primary factors related to 

how accurately a supervisor is willing to conduct a performance appraisal: (1) felt accountability, 

(2) incentive structure (incentives and disincentives), and (3) public service motivation. The 

main interest is how the three factors affect the outcome of perceived performance rating 

accuracy of the raters. In addition, this study also examines the variations in perceived 

performance rating accuracy (PPRA) depending on the existence of a reward system for accurate 

appraisers (RSAA) and forced distribution rating system (FDRS). 

The empirical analysis involves three stages. First, surveys (n=236) were gathered from 

public officials performing the role of appraisers in various agencies in U.S. and Korea. Then, 

the data were used for developing measurement models of the determinants of rater motivation 

using confirmatory factor analysis (CFA). Lastly, cross-sectional multiple regression analysis 

(MRA) was executed to observe the relationship between the motivating factors and the final 

outcome, perceived performance rating accuracy. 
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6.2 Major Findings 

 

6.2.1 Findings from confirmatory factor analysis 

 

Firstly, in the felt accountability construct, both modified items from Hochwarter and 

colleagues‘ (2003) work and developed indicators of felt accountability were found to be valid 

measures. Accordingly, Hochwarter and colleagues‘ (2003) felt accountability measure can be 

modified for use in the PA context and a rater‘s supervisor‘s definition of good performance is 

also a relevant indicator of felt accountability. Secondly, regarding the incentive structure 

construct, it was found that the items and the two dimensions (incentive, disincentive) developed 

based on Murphy and Cleveland (1991, 1995) and Harris‘(1994) conceptual model of rater 

motivation can be utilized to represent the incentive structure of a rater.  

Lastly, the PSM measurement model developed by integrating Kim‘s (2011) and Kim 

and colleagues‘ (2012) work provided good measures in all dimensions (APS, CPV, COM, SS), 

once again confirming the widely accepted four-factor PSM measurement models in the public 

administration literature (Perry, 1996; Kim, 2009; Kim et al., 2012).  

 

6.2.2 Findings from the multiple regression analysis 

 

Determinants of motivation. All three determinants of rater motivation (felt 

accountability, incentive structure, PSM) were found to have strong positive relationship with the 

dependent variable, perceived performance rating accuracy (PPRA). Firstly, the strong support 

for the positive association between felt accountability and PPRA was consistent with Mero and 

Motowidlo‘s (1995) contention that rater accountability can be a motivating force on the rater 

because of the possibility of having to justify to the audiences their PA ratings. The raters with 

high felt accountability are motivated to meet the expectations and preferences of the audiences 

thus their perceived rating accuracy is positively affected.  

Secondly, the incentive structure, as hypothesized, did influence PPRA in a positive 

manner. For that reason, the conceptual frameworks proposed by Murphy and Cleveland (1995) 

and Harris (1994) gained empirical support in this study. A rater would evaluate the expected 

possibility of receiving self-interest based incentives for being accurate and if the rater believes 
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he or she would benefit, the incentive structure level of the rater increases, resulting in higher 

perceived performance rating precision. Lastly, the positive relationship between PSM-work 

performance (Perry and Wise, 1990; Naff & Crum, 1999; Vandenabeele, 2009) was found to be 

applicable in the PA context. Raters with high levels of PSM tended to also have high PPRA, 

meaning that PSM does positively impact the performance of PA.  

Presence of reward and forced distribution system. First, the assumption that the 

presence of the reward system for accurate appraisers would lead to higher perceived accuracy 

has been empirically supported. This result provides empirical support for the proposition made 

by Murphy and Cleveland (1995) in which they posited that a formal reward system can be 

regarded as an incentive to rate more accurately. Next, as expected, the negative relationship 

between forced distribution rating system (FDRS) and PPRA was observed. In the presence of 

FDRS, raters were not able to truly reflect their own perception of accuracy on the ratings 

because they are obligated to comply with the organization‘s expectations for rating distribution. 

Difference in perceived rating accuracy among countries. Contrary to this study‘s 

expectation, findings revealed that in the study data, Korea officials have higher levels of PPRA 

than do U.S. officials. In the organizational culture context, Korea‘s collective and Confucian 

culture, compared to United States‘ individualism, was expected to cause lower degree of 

motivation to make accurate PA. However, the findings did not support the premise. A 

reasonable explanation was that, accounting for the fact that most study variables were at the 

significant level, PPRA of U.S. officials were generally lower than the Korea public officials. 

 

6.3 Theoretical Contributions 

 

This study has a number of theoretical contributions and implications for research in 

public administration and human resource management literature. First, probably the most 

important contribution to the public administration literature is that it is among the first studies to 

cover the motivation of performance raters in public organizations. Performance appraisal 

research in public administration has primarily focused on the implementation of performance 

appraisals in pay-for-performance and studying the success or failure of appraisals from the 

subordinate‘s view. This work offers a preliminary, but comprehensive, model of rater 
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motivation for the public sector in attempt to address the unexplored area of why raters are 

motivated to rate accurately or inaccurately. 

Secondly, this study contributes to the PSM literature. A number of recent studies found a 

positive relationship between PSM and job performance (Naff & Crum, 1999; Vandenabeele, 

2009). Nevertheless, how PSM affects work performance in the PA context has not been 

addressed. This study discovered that, PSM affects the motivation of the raters, positively 

influencing their perceived performance rating accuracy. Such findings are another addition to 

the stream of scholars who support the positive PSM-work performance relationship. 

Thirdly, this research, incorporated Murphy and Cleveland (1991, 1995) and Harris‘ 

(1994) model of rater motivation into Park‘s model in attempt to develop the measures for 

incentive structure of the raters and empirically test the author‘s conceptual propositions. The 

empirical findings are an addition to the rater motivation literature in validating Murphy and 

Cleveland (1991, 1995) and Harris‘ (1994) work. An additional contribution to the rater 

motivation literature is that this research provides evidence that the existence of forced 

distribution rating system (FDRS) distorts the results of a rater‘s decision (to be accurate or not) 

by negatively influencing their perceived level of accuracy. 

The fourth contribution is to the literature in felt accountability. While several scholars 

(e.g., Mero & Motowidlo, 1995, 2003) studied felt accountability in PA settings, most research 

was conducted in laboratory settings, attaining data from experiment participants (students). 

Moreover, the studies focused on measuring felt accountability on a case-by-case basis rather 

than trying to develop a universal measure. This study addressed those shortcomings by 

collecting data from officials in government agencies, and modifying and applying the widely-

accepted general felt accountability measure developed by Hochwarter and colleagues (2003) to 

the PA setting.  

Fifth is the contribution to the literature by developing a measure of perceived 

performance rating accuracy by the rater. This study suggests that perceived rating accuracy is 

affected by the rater‘s perception of the closeness of the evaluation to the true reflection of the 

ratee‘s performance. Accordingly, the gap between the utmost possible accurate rating the rater 

could have attained, and the actual rating assigned to the subordinate, is formed and perceived by 

the rater. Such an approach is distinct from measuring rating accuracy by asking the subordinates 
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because relying on the subordinates‘ response may yield only partial information about the 

rater‘s intentionality in PA which is important in studying rater motivation. 

Lastly, this research provided a comparative perspective on the variations in rater 

motivation dependent of different organization culture in two different countries, the United 

States and South Korea. The collection of data from the appraisers in various agencies in two 

countries enhanced the validity and applicability of empirical results across countries. 

 

6.4 Implications for Practice 

 

The findings in this research can offer several implications for managing performance 

appraisal in public organizations in developing systems and organizational culture that promote 

accurate performance. Properly motivating the raters to be more accurate in appraisals could 

enhance performance rating accuracy in public organization.  

One good example for application of systems to improve rater motivation would be in the 

case of implementation of pay-for-performance (PFP) in the government. As discussed earlier in 

Chapter 2 (2.2), despite the rigorous research in performance appraisal in the government, the 

common theme of past PFP research was that the success or failure of the system was  evaluated 

based on the subordinate‘s side, not from the supervisor‘s side. Then, what can be offered to 

build an appraisal system that can motivate the raters to be more accurate? 

The first insight is to recognize that the raters are also subject to the PFP system and their 

compensation is also dependent on the rating they receive from their supervisors. Therefore, if a 

rater perceives that he or she would benefit from giving an accurate appraisal, the rater is likely 

to engage in more accurate appraisal. The findings here suggested that raters believed that they 

gave more accurate ratings to their subordinates when a formal reward system (e.g., award, 

promotion, vacation, incentive) for accurate appraisers was available. For that reason, 

organizations may use such reward systems to improve accuracy of appraisals. 

Secondly, the rater‘s felt accountability toward the supervisor had positive relationships 

with how much the rater thought his or her appraisal was accurate. Following up on this result, 

organizations can create mechanisms that involve the monitoring of the rater‘s rating accuracy 

by the supervisor. One possible mechanism may be that the rater‘s supervisor evaluates the 

subordinates of the ratee on a preliminary basis and then compares the results with the rater‘s. By 
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doing so, the rater will feel more accountable for their appraisals and conduct a more precise 

appraisal.  

Lastly, promoting culture of conducting accurate performance appraisal would work as a 

control mechanism that induces the raters to comply and eventually be more accurate in the 

appraisal because raters perceive compliance to organizational culture as an incentive. Also, such 

a culture can positively affect appraisal feedback as raters believe accurate feedback can 

eventually lead to unit performance increases. In addition, raters feel accountable to their 

subordinates and supervisors when conducting appraisal so that if there is a prevalent culture of 

fostering accurate appraisal, they are more likely to increase their effort to become accurate. 

 

6.5 Limitations and Future Research 

 

6.5.1 Limitations 

 

This study has a number of possible limitations that need to be noted. First is the 

preliminary nature of the study. This work sought to offer a comprehensive model of rater 

motivation in a way that has not been explored in the literature. Some measures of rater 

motivation have been newly developed and need to be re-examined in future research. For that 

reason, this study serves the purpose of introducing a pilot model of rater motivation rather than 

confirming or testing a theory. 

Second is the perceived nature of rater motivation. Although some may argue that a rater 

motivation model constructed from self-reported data is not an objective measure, it is contended 

that a rater‘s level of motivation can be identified through directly asking the raters because there 

is no realistic method to objectively measure an individual‘s perceived motivation.  

Third is the possibility of common-source bias (CSB) that may result from relying on the 

same respondents of the survey in developing measurements of variables. Recent research (e.g., 

Spector, 2006 and Pandey, Wright, and Moynihan, 2008) stated that CSB in survey data may 

have been over emphasized. Moreover, several scholars stress that CSB is commonly an issue if 

managers are questioned about quality assessment of the program or agency, but not a major 

issue if asked for ―observable behavior‖ or ―strategy questions about reacting‖ (Meier and 
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O‘Toole, 2010, p.17; Berry, Jang, and Kwon, 2012). The majority of survey questions here are 

related to these two categories; thus the risk of CSB is mitigated. 

 Fourth is the limitation of generalization of the findings. This study selected samples 

from several Florida state/local government and Korean central/provincial governments. 

Therefore, despite that the fact that this research does not involve any political issues and pursues 

a generic approach in motivation research, it cannot be argued that the results are generalizable 

across all levels of governments, countries and business organizations. Future research may 

conduct national-level random sampling techniques to address this issue. 

 Lastly, this study uses cross-sectional analysis which means that it does not account for 

the effects of time. Pooled cross-section time-series analysis could be used for model 

construction in future research by repeatedly surveying the same respondents over time, but there 

is no clear theoretical interest in a time series study. The length of time contributes little to the 

variance in the result of Park‘s current model. Respondents are asked about their perception 

toward specific constructs at a single point of time and their perception change over time is not 

the major interest in my study. However, this research sought to control the effects of time by 

including years of service in organization (tenure) of an individual as a control variable. 

 

6.5.2 Future research 

 

 This study has several possible implications for future research. First is the possibility of 

extending rater motivation research in the context of rater goals. Past rater goal literature has 

emphasized that raters pursue different goals when making performance appraisals (Murphy and 

Cleveland, 2004; Wang et al., 2010). In this study, rater motivation model was constructed on the 

basis of the degree of incentives to be more or less accurate in appraisal rather than testing how 

much the raters‘ goals were achieved in the appraisal process. In future research, the 

determinants of rater motivation in this model can be studied as factors that affect rater goals to 

observe how each determinant influences different rater goals in a varying degree. By doing so, 

researchers may be able to observe what factors of rater motivation impact rater goals more 

strongly than others and contribute to understanding more about how rater goals are formed by 

motivational factors. 
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 Another suggestion for future research is to investigate the validity of the appraisal 

system by cross-examining the perceived accuracy of PA of both the supervisors and 

subordinates. Although this study found that raters‘ motivation affects perceived rating accuracy, 

whether subordinates‘ view of the accuracy would be same or different from the raters‘ have not 

been addressed. Future research can incorporate both the raters and subordinates in studying the 

appraisal system of organizations to reveal possible variations of perceived rating accuracy 

depending on the two types of employees. 
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APPENDIX A 

SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE 

 

Survey Cover Letter 

  

 

Dear Manager,  

 

My name is Seejeen Park, and I am a doctoral candidate in the Askew School of Public Administration and 

Policy at Florida State University. Currently, I am conducting a doctoral dissertation research under the supervision 

of Professor Frances Berry. The purpose of this research is to explain what factors determine and impact a rater‘s 

motivation in the performance appraisal (PA) context. This research may have practical implications for 

organizations trying to understand the motives of the raters in the PA situation by examining the forces that 

contribute to or alter the accuracy of PAs. From this they may be able to develop organizational settings or take 

other actions that encourage raters to make more accurate appraisal.   

I would like to take some of your time to complete a short survey. The survey takes about 10-15 minutes to 

complete. Your response will be kept confidential to the extent allowed by law. In any sort of report we might 

publish, we will not include any information that will make it possible to identify a subject. Research records will be 

stored securely and only my advisor and I will have access to the records. Answering this survey will be regarded as 

your consent to the terms of confidentiality described above. Your participation is voluntary and there will be no 

penalty for non-participation. 

If you have any questions concerning this research study, please feel free to contact me via 

email(sp10n@my.fsu.edu). You may also contact my advisor Professor Frances Stokes Berry via email 

(fberry@fsu.edu). Also, if you have any questions or concerns regarding this research and would like to talk to 

someone other than the researcher(s), you are encouraged to contact the FSU IRB at 1020 Levy Street, Research 

Building B, Suite 276, Tallahassee, FL 32306-2742, or 850-644-8633, or by email at 

humansubjects@magnet.fsu.edu.  

 

Sincerely,  

 

Frances Stokes Berry, Frank Sherwood Professor if Public Administration & Seejeen Park, Doctoral Candidate 

 Reubin O’D Askew School of Public Administration and Policy 

The Florida State University  

Tallahassee, FL 32306-2250, 627 Bellamy Building  

Phone: (850) 644-3525/ Fax: (850) 644-7617 

http://www.fsu.edu/
http://www.fsu.edu/
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A. Performance Appraisal Related Experience (Most recent appraisal process) 

Items Poor Fair Good 
Very 
Good 

Excellent 

1. How would you rate your overall satisfaction level of the 
performance appraisal you received from your supervisor in the 
most recent evaluation period? 

     

 

 If you don‘t have appraisal experience as a supervisor please proceed to Section B below. 
↓       ↓       ↓ 

2. How would you describe your level of satisfaction with the 
performance appraisal experience with your subordinates in the 
most recent evaluation period? 
*This question is not required if you don‘t have appraisal 
experience 

     

3. In general, as a rater, how would you assess your rating accuracy 
in the last evaluation period? 
*This question is not required if you don‘t have appraisal 
experience 

     

4. How closely do the performance ratings you gave to your 
subordinates reflect your willingness to make accurate appraisals? 
*This question is not required if you don‘t have appraisal 
experience 

     

 

B. General Attitude Toward Performance Appraisal (If you have not conducted performance appraisal 

experience as a supervisor, please tell us how you might respond) 

Items Strongly 
Disagree 

Disagree 

Neither 
Agree 

Or  
Disagree 

Agree 
Strongly 
Agree 

5. To me, performance appraisal is an important task.      

6. Among my various duties, performance appraisal is 
not a top priority. 

     

7. My organization‘s current performance appraisal 
rating format is convenient to use. 

     

8. Complying with my organization‘s performance 
appraisal rating format takes too much time. 

     

9. My organization has a culture of promoting accurate 
performance appraisal. 

     

10. I believe giving accurate performance appraisal 
feedback to my subordinates would lead to a performance 
increase in my unit. 

     

11. I feel good when I give honest and accurate 
performance appraisal feedback to my subordinates. 

     

12. My organization tends to encourage lenient 
performance appraisal. 

     

13. I believe giving lenient performance appraisal 
feedback to my subordinates would lead to a performance 
increase of my unit. 

     

14. I feel uncomfortable when I give negative 
performance appraisal feedback even though they are 
based on an accurate appraisal I made. 
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C. Accountability in Performance Appraisal Context  

(If you have not conducted performance appraisal experience as a supervisor, please tell us how you might respond) 

Items Strongly 
Disagree 

Disagree 

Neither 
Agree 

Or  
Disagree 

Agree 
Strongly 
Agree 

15. I am held very accountable for my 
performance appraisal as a rater.      

16. I often have to explain about the performance 
ratings I assigned to my subordinates. 

     

17. My supervisor holds me accountable for my 
performance rating decisions. 

     

18. If performance appraisal does not go the way 
that they should, I will hear about it from my 
supervisor. 

     

19. I am usually aware of what rating my 
subordinates expects to receive (self-rating) 

     

20. I am aware of the subordinates who my 
supervisor likes or favors. 

     

21. I understand my supervisor‘s definition of 
good indication of performance. 

     

22. If I feel uncertain about my supervisor‘s view 
on performance appraisal, I tend to be as accurate 
as possible. 

     

23. To a great extent, the success of my immediate 
work group rests on my shoulders. 

     

24. The jobs of many people at work depend on 
my success or failure. 

     

25. In the grand scheme of things, my efforts at 
work are very important. 

     

26. Co-workers, subordinates, and bosses closely 
scrutinize my efforts at work. 
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D. Public Service Motivation  

Items Strongly 
Disagree 

Disagree 

Neither 
Agree 

Or  
Disagree 

Agree 
Strongly 
Agree 

27. I admire people who initiate or are involved in activities 
to aid my community. 

     

28. It is important to contribute to activities that tackle 
social problems. 

     

29. Meaningful public service is very important to me.      

30. It is important for me to contribute to the common 
good. 

     

31. I am interested in making public programs that are 
beneficial for my country of the community I belong to. 

     

32. Sharing my views on public policies with others is 
attractive to me. 

     

33. Seeing people get benefits from the public program I 
have been deeply involved in brings me a great deal of 
satisfaction. 

     

34. I consider public service my civic duty.      

35. I would prefer seeing public officials do what is best for 
the whole community even if it harmed my interests. 

     

36. I think equal opportunities for citizens are very 
important. 

     

37. It is important that citizens can rely on the continuous 
provision of public services.  

     

38. It is fundamental that the interests of future generations 
are taken into account when developing public policies. 

     

39. To act ethically is essential for public servants.      

40. It is difficult for me to contain my feelings when I see 
people in distress. 

     

41. I am often reminded by daily events how dependent we 
are on one another. 

     

42. I feel sympathetic to the plight of the underprivileged.      

43. I empathize with other people who face difficulties.      

44. I get very upset when I see other people being treated 
unfairly. 

     

45. Considering the welfare of others is very important.      

46. Making a difference in society means more to me than 
personal achievements. 

     

47. I am prepared to make enormous sacrifices for the good 
of society. 

     

48. I believe in putting duty before self.      

49. I would agree to a good plan to make a better life for 
the poor, even if it costs me money. 
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E. HRM Policy 

50. My organization has a system of rewarding accurate performance appraisers (e.g., best supervisor award, 

including rating accuracy as one category of a supervisor‘s own performance appraisal).       

 Answer:  (1) Yes             (2) No 

 

51. If yes, what kind of reward is it? 

 Answer: 

 

 

 

52. My organization has a fixed-performance rating distribution system, such that there are assigned proportions for 

each given rating. 

 Answer:  (1) Yes             (2) No  

 

 

F. Organization(public) Service Experience 

 

53. What level of government are you working in?   (1) Federal       (2) State       (3) Local 

       

54. The name of your agency (organization)?    

 

Answer:___________ 

 

55. How long have you been working in your current organization?         Answer: _______years 

 

56. Have you performed the role of a performance rater in your current organization during the most recent 

performance appraisal period? 

 Answer:  (1) Yes             (2) No 

  

57. How many hours on average do you work per week? 

Answer:  (1) 0~19 hours  (2) 20~29   (3) 30~39   (4) 40~50   (5) Over 50 hours 

 

58. Out of your total working hours per week, how many hours, on average, do you spend on performance appraisal 

related tasks? Answer: _______hours 

 

59. How many years have you conducted performance appraisals as a supervisor?  

Answer: _______years 
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60. What is your supervisory status?  

Answer: (1) Non-supervisor (2) Supervisor  

 

G. Demographics 

61. Gender:        (1) Male     (2) Female 

 

62. Age                                   

Answer: _______  

 

63. Education 

 

Answer:  (1) High school/General equivalency diploma   (2) Some college  

 

(3) Bachelor‘s degree or equivalent   (4) Some graduate school  (5) Master‘s degree or higher     
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