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Abstract

AN EXAMINATION OF LMX AND PROCEDURAL JUSTICE ON PERFORMANCE
APPRAISAL SATISFACTION WITHIN THE CONTEXT OF A DISTRIBUTED
WORKFORCE ARRANGEMENT
Debra A. Herd
Dissertation Chair: Ann Gilley, Ph.D.
The University of Texas at Tyler
October 2016
Trends in the current literature emphasize the role of organizational context in employee
performance appraisal processes (e.g., Levy & Williams, 2004; Pichler et al., 2015). Social
context is a type of organizational context. Using hierarchical regression techniques and data
from 138 U.S.-based employees, the study examined the social context of distributed workplace
arrangements and the related implications of media richness and communication frequency in
relation to leader–member exchange (LMX), procedural justice, and performance appraisal
satisfaction. Research has revealed that manager–employee relationships and procedural justice
perspectives positively influence performance appraisal satisfaction. However, researchers have
yet to explore the impact distributed workplace arrangements have on these relationships.
Workplace arrangements have changed and are increasingly more distributed, remote, and
virtual. Additionally, some organizations have shifted their performance appraisal programs
toward more frequent, informal, and developmental feedback approaches (Buckingham &
Goodall, 2015) in the hope of achieving greater performance appraisal satisfaction. Some
employees working in distributed workplace arrangements may find it more difficult to achieve
performance appraisal satisfaction due to a lack of information richness and less communication
vi

frequency (Cascio, 2000; Gordon & Stewart, 2009) despite the strength of the relationship they
may have with their manager and their personal justice perspectives. The study’s results suggest
that a distributed workplace arrangement does not significantly weaken the relationships between
LMX, procedural justice, and performance appraisal satisfaction. Advances in technology and
communication enable skilled managers to overcome distributed workplace challenges and shift
toward using developmental performance feedback approach for all employees.

Key words: distributed workplace, leader–member exchange, procedural justice,
performance appraisal, performance appraisal satisfaction, media richness, telecommuting,
virtual work
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Chapter 1: Introduction
Background to the Problem
The leaders of many organizations believe their performance management practices are
not effective (Buckingham & Goodall, 2015; Cunningham, 2015; Morris, 2014). This belief is
due in part to dissatisfaction with performance appraisals by managers and employees (Pichler et
al., 2015). The dissatisfaction is often related to the laborious tasks associated with performance
management or the perceived lack of transparency and fairness concerning its components
(Dusterhoff, Cunningham, & MacGregor, 2014). The degree of perceived fairness is related to
the quality of leader–member exchange (LMX), which involves, among other things, trust,
information richness, and communication frequency between managers and employees (Pichler,
2012; Pichler et al., 2015). Consequently, a manager’s inability to provide timely and robust
performance feedback to his or her employees is a deterrent to performance appraisal satisfaction
(Gordon & Stewart, 2009).
When managers and employees work at different locations, the challenge of providing
performance feedback is even more difficult (Cascio, 2000). Different workplace arrangements
for managers and employees have proliferated and have become the norm for getting work done
(Maurer, 2015). Social contextual factors such as distributed workplace arrangements influence
satisfaction levels for social science topics, including performance management, yet these factors
have not been fully explored (Levy & Williams, 2004; Pichler, 2012).
Given the dissatisfaction with performance management practices, some organizations
are shifting toward more frequent, informal, and developmental feedback techniques
(Buckingham & Goodall, 2015). However, if distributed workplace arrangements are not taken
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into consideration, organizations will likely continue to experience dissatisfaction with their
performance management programs and appraisals.
Performance appraisal satisfaction. Performance management is a strategic business
endeavor (Aguinis, Joo, & Gottfredson, 2012) and is one of the most important functions that
human resource (HR) professionals perform (Aguinis, 2013; Murphy & Cleveland, 1995).
Performance management involves identifying, assessing, measuring, and developing employee
performance and aligning these efforts with the goals of the organization (Aguinis, 2013).
Managers who practice effective performance management have stronger results compared to
those who do not and have at least 50% less employee turnover, 10 to 30% higher customer
satisfaction ratings, and twice the net profits (Pulakos, Mueller-Hanson, O’Leary, & Meyrowitz,
2012).
Performance management includes a set of unstructured events dispersed throughout the
year (Spence & Keeping, 2011), with the goal to improve employee performance (DeNisi &
Pritchard, 2006). Coens and Jenkins (2002) described a performance appraisal as a session or a
required event in which, for a defined period, an employee’s job performance and behaviors are
rated or described by a person other than the employee, and the results are kept and used by the
organization. In theory, the performance appraisal fits within the larger realm of performance
management and thus should focus on performance improvement (Spence & Keeping, 2011).
The performance appraisal is a central component of the performance management system and
process (Gruman & Saks, 2011), which Grote (2011) noted has a greater impact on careers and
work lives than any other management process.
Pichler et al. (2015) detailed that performance appraisals are one of the most pervasive
management tools used in organizations and are among the most important HR systems (Cawley,
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Keeping, & Levy, 1998) because they represent critical decisions integral to a variety of HR
decisions and outcomes (Judge & Ferris, 1993). Thus, they are one of the most commonly
studied subjects in management and organizational literature (Arvey & Murphy, 1998; Murphy
& Cleveland, 1995). The decisions that result from performance appraisals serve a variety of
organizational purposes (Jawahar, 2007), such as compensation (e.g., salary increases, bonuses),
legal defense, and job assignment decisions (e.g., promotions, transfers, demotions). The
performance appraisal also supports employee development by identifying strengths and
weaknesses, creating opportunities for performance feedback, and facilitating discussions with
managers (Tziner, Joanis, & Murphy, 2002).
However, Hickman (2001) found that 80% of U.S. organizations have some type of a
performance appraisal and, of those, 90% were dissatisfied with their practices. Performance
appraisal dissatisfaction, defined as discontentment or unhappiness with the performance
appraisal or events leading up to or after the performance appraisal discussion (Grote, 2011),
exists on many levels. Kondrasuk (2012) found 76 problems with performance appraisals and
placed them into four categories: the purpose of the performance appraisal; those involved with
the performance appraisal; what is measured and how; and the system and process of the
performance appraisal. In a 2012 survey, over 50% of employees reported performance
appraisals did not provide an accurate assessment of their work, and nearly 25% said they
dreaded performance appraisals (Pulakos et al., 2012). Spence and Keeping (2011) described the
performance appraisal as a “daunting and painful experience” (p. 1) for both managers and
employees. Kline and Sulsky (2009) noted the rite of conducting performance appraisals
triggered dread and apprehension among even the most seasoned managers. They were
uncomfortable having to inform employees about their performance, and the performance
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appraisal remained the most contentious aspect of the performance management process (Gordon
& Stewart, 2009). Managers were not alone; employees also regarded the performance appraisal
with anxiety and dislike (Brown, Hyatt, & Benson, 2010). The performance appraisal was
regarded as the most dreaded, intimidating, and painful experience for managers and employees
(Posthuma & Campion, 2008; Spence & Keeping, 2011).
Dissatisfaction with performance appraisals is common (Pulakos, Hanson, Arad, &
Moye, 2015; Pulakos & O’Leary, 2011), and there is no general agreement about a solution to
the predicament. Although practitioner literature is replete with advice and anecdotal evidence
about useful methods (Grote, 2000, 2011; Pulakos & O’Leary, 2011), the creation of effective
performance management systems, processes, and performance appraisals largely remains an
unrealized goal among researchers and practitioners (Levy & Williams, 2004).
If managers are expected to use performance appraisals to encourage employee
performance, employees should view the appraisals as positive and satisfying events. Employees
who are more satisfied with the performance appraisal process, which includes the appraisal
event, are more likely to agree with their appraisal and view it as beneficial to improving their
performance and development. Positive employee satisfaction with performance appraisals is
linked to an improved “understanding between the manager and employee and motivation to
improve performance and actual improvement” (Dusterhoff et al., 2014, p. 266). An employee’s
dissatisfaction with it is related to greater job dissatisfaction, a lower commitment to the
organization, and increased intentions to leave (Brown et al., 2010).
Social context: Distributed workplace arrangements. Adding complexity to the
performance management problem, performance appraisals occur in a social context (Murphy &
Cleveland, 1995), and within this context, employees react to performance appraisals in a variety
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of ways. Employee reactions are one of the most important criteria to performance appraisal
researchers (Balzer & Sulsky, 1990) because employee reactions predict future motivation and
performance (Nathan, Mohrman, & Milliman, 1991). Performance appraisal satisfaction is one
of the identified employee reactions to a performance appraisal (Pichler, 2012; Pichler et al.,
2015).
Organizations and managers struggle with performance appraisals (Grote, 2011;
Kondrasuk, 2012; Pulakos et al., 2012; Spence & Keeping, 2011). Thus, performance appraisals
and the achievement of performance appraisal satisfaction could be more difficult when
employees work at a distance from their managers. The need for a flexible and distributed
workforce and opportunities brought about by information and communication technology have
resulted in an increase in the number of employees working away from a central office (Hakonen
& Lipponen, 2008; Purvanova, 2014). Distributed work is work done “under reduced supervision
with others at some physical distance, facilitated by communication technology” (Rockmann &
Pratt, 2015, p. 6). It is also referred to as telecommuting, telework, remote work (Golden,
Barnes-Farrell, & Mascharka, 2009), geographically dispersed or geographically distributed
work (Purvanova, 2014), and virtual work (Golden et al., 2009). In addition, the image of an
employee working offsite all the time is no longer accurate. Thus, the extent an employee works
away from the office must also be taken into consideration (Kacmar, Witt, Zivnuska, & Gully,
2003).
Within the social context of a distributed workplace arrangement, performance
management is the biggest management challenge, and it requires managers to do many
performance management activities well (Cascio, 2000). Managers have to use various
information and communication technologies (e.g., e-mail, telephone, video) to identify, assess,
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measure, and develop employees’ performance. A lack of face-to-face performance feedback is
common for distributed employees, as managers have fewer opportunities to observe their
employees’ performance directly (Daft & Lengel, 1986).
Factors affecting performance appraisal satisfaction. Given the general dissatisfaction
of performance appraisals and the challenge of applying performance management practices to
distributed employees, it would seem that performance appraisal satisfaction is difficult to
achieve. Nonetheless, researchers have found performance appraisal satisfaction is contingent
upon certain factors, including the strength of the manager–employee relationship (Wittmer,
Martin, & Tekleab, 2010). This relationship is explained by LMX theory and involves the
perceived levels of communication, involvement, and commitment that an employee feels from a
manager (Graen & Uhl-Bien, 1995).
In addition, researchers have determined that a relationship exists between performance
appraisal satisfaction and organizational justice. Employees have higher performance appraisal
satisfaction when they perceive the performance management process, which includes the
performance appraisal, as fair (Caputo, 2007; Dusterhoff et al., 2014; Foster, 2006; Thurston,
2001; R. Wilson, 2011; Wittmer et al., 2010). Fairness associated with procedures, processes,
and policies is explained by procedural justice, which is a component of the organizational
justice construct (Colquitt, 2001). However, previous studies concerning distributed employees
have largely ignored the role of procedural justice (Hakonen & Lipponen, 2008). Additionally,
research has shown that perceived justice is especially important when employees experience
high levels of uncertainty, and because uncertainty and ambiguity are typical of distributed
employees, these employees look for information about procedural justice to reduce their
uncertainty (Hakonen & Lipponen, 2008). Compounding the situation further, these employees
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mainly interact with their managers via information and communication enabled by technology,
so they must rely on a limited number of procedural justice cues (Hakonen & Lipponen, 2008).
Thus, the factors contributing to performance appraisal satisfaction between collocated
and distributed employees are not necessarily the same (Potter & Balthazard, 2002). Researchers
and practitioners have not delineated these distinct factors. Consequently, a more complete
understanding of performance appraisal satisfaction within a social context, such as a distributed
workplace arrangement, is necessary (Thomas & Bretz, 1994).
Statement of the Problem
Although the use of performance feedback tactics as proxies for performance appraisals
has increased in organizations, researchers have yet to determine to what extent these efforts will
be effective in the contemporary reality of distributed workplace arrangements. Performance
appraisal satisfaction is essential considering the importance organizations place on the activity
to drive results and make decisions (Aguinis et al., 2012; Shahmehr, Safari, Jamshidi, &
Yaghoobi, 2014). Employee satisfaction with performance appraisals is linked to an improved
understanding between managers and employees, motivation to improve performance, and actual
improvement (Burke, Weitzel, & Weir, 1978). Employee satisfaction is also related to the
strength of the manager–employee relationship and procedural justice (Dusterhoff et al., 2014;
Pichler et al., 2015). The studies reviewed did not use or mention distributed employees. Given
the growth of distributed workplace arrangements, the performance feedback challenges of
virtual manager–employee relationships, and the dissatisfaction with performance appraisals, the
perspective of employees using distributed workplace arrangements is worthy of study.
The question not adequately addressed in the literature is the extent to which performance
appraisal employee reactions, in this case performance appraisal satisfaction, are a function of
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the exchange quality and procedural justice relationship when a distributed workplace
arrangement exists. This question is important because, according to LMX theory, the exchange
of resources, which include richness and frequency of communication, is essential to the quality
of the manager–employee relationship (Wayne, Shore, Bommer, & Tetrick, 2002) and thus to
performance appraisal satisfaction.
Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this study was to examine the social context relationship of distributed
workplace arrangements on performance appraisal satisfaction through LMX theory, procedural
justice, media richness, and communication frequency.
Theoretical Underpinning
Given the factors affecting performance appraisal satisfaction, this study was
underpinned by leadership, justice, and communication theories. Various research studies related
to performance appraisal satisfaction are explained using LMX theory and organizational justice
theory (Dusterhoff et al., 2014; Gruman & Saks, 2011; T. Kim & Holzer, 2014; Pichler et al.,
2015; Saks & Gruman, 2011). The focus of LMX, a leadership theory, is the relationship
between a manager and an employee, each of which differs in quality (Graen & Uhl-Bien, 1995).
Researchers have found that the stronger the exchange, the higher the performance appraisal
satisfaction (Dusterhoff et al., 2014; Gruman & Saks, 2011; T. Kim & Holzer, 2014; Pulakos et
al., 2012).
Organizational justice is the study of employees’ perceptions of fairness in organizations
(Lau, 2014), and procedural justice is a component of organizational justice fostered when
employees believe managers adhere to stated guidelines, policies, and procedures and when
employees have a voice and appeal process (Colquitt, Lepine, & Wesson, 2009). Researchers
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have concluded that procedural justice is a facilitator of performance appraisal satisfaction
(Dusterhoff et al., 2014; Gilliland & Hale, 2005; T. Kim & Holzer, 2014; Lundquist, 2014;
Turgut & Mert, 2014).
Media richness theory fosters the notion that the communication interchange of
distributed manager–employee dyads versus collocated dyads is inferior. This theoretical
construct maintains that face-to-face communication is superior to all other communication,
including e-mail, telephone, and videoconferencing, because it has the most communication
pathways and thus allows for the transmission of various types of information (Daft & Lengel,
1986; Purvanova, 2014). Thus, LMX, procedural justice, and performance appraisal satisfaction
are strained when a distributed workplace arrangement exists. See Figure 1 for a view of the
conceptual model.

Figure 1. Conceptual model of the moderating effect of distributed workplace arrangement on
LMX and procedural justice on performance appraisal satisfaction.
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Overview of the Design of the Study
This study was supported by two pilot studies. Both examined the LMX, procedural
justice, and performance appraisal satisfaction relationships. One pilot study included hierarchal
regression techniques and the other included structural equation modeling. Their details appear
in Chapter 3. The design of this study included the addition of a distributed workplace
arrangement variable as a moderator to communication richness and frequency, LMX,
procedural justice and performance appraisal satisfaction. The study used a quantitative strategy
using hierarchal regression techniques.
Significance of the Study
The relevance of performance appraisal satisfaction and its social context is significant
because researchers have determined that performance management is a critical aspect of HR
and HR development (HRD; Egan, 2011; Gilley, Eggland, & Gilley, 2002; Gilley & Gilley,
2002; Swanson & Arnold, 1996; Wang & Swanson, 2008). HRD is a process for developing
individual abilities to improve performance (Knowles, Holton, & Swanson, 2014).
Performance appraisal is the critical element (Gruman & Saks, 2011) that drives key HR
decisions (Kondrasuk, 2012) within performance management. However, its usefulness in
managing employee and organizational performance has been questioned for many years
(Glover, 1996; Kondrasuk, 2012; Pulakos & O’Leary, 2011; Thomas & Bretz, 1994). Given the
importance of performance management to HRD, the degree to which organizations and
employees are satisfied with performance appraisals makes them relevant.
Performance management practices are changing in part because social context (e.g.,
employee reactions and distributed workplace arrangements) is being recognized as having
compelling effects on these practices (Dusterhoff et al., 2014; Levy & Williams, 2004; Pichler et
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al., 2015). However, if HRD practitioners apply new performance appraisal practices with no
regard to social context, interventions such as performance coaching and feedback will be at risk,
and performance appraisal satisfaction will likely not be achieved. Swanson and Arnold (1996)
noted that there was no place for the uninformed application of HRD solutions. This study
provides a fuller explanation concerning the phenomena of social context on performance
management and performance appraisal satisfaction and the ways HRD practitioners can
leverage and use the contemporary reality of distributed employees in performance management
solutions.
Implications for theory. With regard to theory, this study supported the strong
correlations involving LMX, procedural justice, and performance appraisal satisfaction. To add
to the existing knowledge of these constructs, in the presence of distributed workplace
arrangements, these relationships held firm, reinforcing the constructs’ principles. Further, when
media richness and communication frequency were added to the hypothesized model, the
constructs held firm. This could mean that regardless of the workplace arrangement (distributed
or nondistributed), the constructs of media richness, LMX, procedural justice, and performance
satisfaction are not significantly affected.
Implications for HRD research. This study made two important contributions to HRD
research. It expanded the existing research literature by adding distributed workplace
arrangement to the list of contextual facets in which performance appraisal satisfaction is
viewed. This study’s results demonstrated that workplace arrangement does not significantly
lessen employees’ perception of procedural justice on performance appraisal satisfaction
regardless of LMX quality. Second, this study supported prior research by Dusterhoff et al.
(2014) and Pichler et al. (2015). It demonstrated the positive relationships between LMX,
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procedural justice, and performance appraisal satisfaction. Additionally, procedural justice was
shown to be a strong mediator between LMX and performance appraisal satisfaction.
Implications for business practice. This study had implications for HRD and related
business practices. First, HRD practitioners must understand how different workplace
arrangements could affect performance management programs given their importance to
organizations (Aguinis, 2013; Judge & Ferris, 1993; Murphy & Cleveland, 1995).
Additionally, because the achievement of effective performance management programs
remains an unrealized goal (Levy & Williams, 2004), organizations can perhaps proceed with
more confidence that new techniques (i.e., more frequent feedback) in conducting performance
appraisals could work for organizations that use distributed workplace arrangements. Also, HRD
practitioners should keep in mind that some researchers (Pichler, 2009, 2012; Pichler et al.,
2015) consider employee reactions to be the true measures of performance appraisal
effectiveness, with organizational justice theory as the bridge between appraisal context and
appraisal reactions. Regarding these reactions, procedural justice has been found to increase an
employee’s level of performance appraisal satisfaction directly and via the manager–employee
relationship. This begins with HRD practitioners applying justice principles to all performance
management activities such as policies, procedures, employee communication, and manager
training. Next, it would be prudent of HRD practitioners to consider managers’ communication
and feedback abilities in the performance appraisal process; otherwise, employees will not buy
into the program (Panggabean, 2001; Wittmer et al., 2010).
Finally, whether an employee and manager are collocated or geographically distributed,
procedural justice and LMX play a role in the type of feedback and performance evidence (direct
or nondirect) managers provide to their employees (e.g., Golden et al., 2009; Kurland & Cooper,
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2002; Murphy & Cleveland, 1995). Managers are the key players in these activities. HRD
practioners should give careful consideration to the selection, training and development of
managers. Consequently, organizations can leverage productive manager-employee relationships
that lead toward the achievement of organizational goals.
Definition of Terms
Accuracy. One of the six conditions of procedural justice. Maintains that decisions
should be of high quality and be made with informed views. Procedures that disregard pertinent
information or use inappropriate methods are likely to yield inaccurate and unfair decisions
(Leventhal, 1980).
Bias suppression. One of the six conditions of procedural justice. Refers to the fact that a
procedure can either intensify the tendency to follow biases and prejudice or safeguard, or at
least support, objectivity and neutrality (Leventhal, 1980).
Collocated. “Individuals who are physically located close together and can work in faceto-face contexts” (Brewer, 2015, p. 8).
Consistency. One of the six conditions of procedural justice. States that procedures
should be consistent across time and people (Leventhal, 1980).
Correctability. One of the six conditions of procedural justice. Requires that
opportunities exist for the mediation or reversal of decisions (Leventhal, 1980).
Distal variables. One of two types of social context variables for performance appraisals.
Variables that involve organizational culture, climate, goals, HR strategies, external economic
factors, technological changes, and workforce composition (Levy & Williams, 2004).
Distributed work. Work done “under reduced supervision with others at some physical
distance, facilitated by communication technology” (Rockmann & Pratt, 2015, p. 6). Also
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referred to as telework, telecommuting, remote work (Golden et al., 2009), geographically
dispersed or geographically distributed work (Purvanova, 2014), and virtual work (Golden et al.,
2009).
Distributed workplace arrangement (DWA). An organizational structure within which
an employee engages in distributed work (Golden et al., 2009).
Distributive justice. One of the four factors of organizational justice. Deals with the
fairness of decision and distribution outcomes (Z. S. Byrne & Cropanzano, 2001; Colquitt,
Conlon, Wesson, Porter, & Ng, 2001).
Ethicality. One of the six conditions of procedural justice. Requires that behavior is
ethical and abides by the norms of a situation or organization. Violations of these conditions lead
to perceptions of unfairness, even if the actual procedural outcomes are thought to be just and
suitable (Umlauft & Dalbert, 2012).
Feedback environment. Defined as “the contextual aspects of the day-to-day supervisorsubordinated and coworker-coworker feedback process” (Steelman, Levy, & Snell, 2004, p.
166).
Informational justice. One of the four factors of organizational justice. Pertains to the
perceived fairness of the information provided by managers and leaders during the course of
decision making (Colquitt et al., 2009).
In-groups. Within the LMX theoretical framework, in-groups are employees who enjoy
richer work duties and have manager–employee relationships distinguished by loyalty, open
communication, and information sharing (Dienesch & Liden, 1986).
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Interpersonal justice. One of the four factors of organizational justice. Reflects the
perceived fairness of the treatment received by employees from managers and organizational
leaders (Colquitt et al., 2009).
Leader–member exchange (LMX) theory. Suggests that managers interact, respond to,
and treat subordinate employees differently depending upon their favored status and that these
interactions differ by quality and by employee (Dansereau, Graen, & Haga, 1975; Gerstner &
Day, 1997; Graen & Uhl-Bien, 1995; Wayne, Shore, & Liden, 1997).
Media richness theory. Puts forth that face-to-face interactions are the richest form of
information, as they contain a complete variety of informational cues (e.g., voice tone, nonverbal
behaviors, and contextual background indicators) (Daft & Lengel, 1986). Also known as
information richness theory (Golden et al., 2009).
Organizational justice. The application and implication of the equity justice principle in
organizational settings (Colquitt et al., 2001).
Out-groups. Within the LMX theoretical framework, employees who are less trusted,
given less meaningful assignments, and receive more formal communication. Their job
obligations extend only to their formal duties (Liden & Maslyn, 1998).
Performance appraisal. A session, a required event, in which, for a defined period, an
employee’s job performance and behaviors are rated or described by a person other than the
employee, and the results are kept and used by the organization (Coens & Jenkins, 2002).
Performance appraisal dissatisfaction. Discontentment or unhappiness with a
performance appraisal or with events leading up to or after a performance appraisal discussion
(Grote, 2011).
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Performance appraisal employee reaction. The “individual-level attitudinal evaluations
of and responses to the performance appraisal process” (Pichler, 2012, p. 710). The six
performance appraisal employee reactions are accuracy, fairness, procedural justice, motivation
to improve, utility, and satisfaction (Pichler, 2009, 2012).
Performance appraisal satisfaction (PAS). An employee’s reaction to a performance
appraisal. Pichler (2009) noted, “The overall valuation of how satisfied the employee is with his
or her performance appraisal” (p. 7).
Performance management. A set of unstructured events dispersed throughout the year
with a goal to improve employee performance (Spence & Keeping, 2011). Generally considered
associated with creating a shared vision of the purpose and aims of the organization,
helping each individual employee to understand and recognize their part in contributing
to them, and in so doing to manage and enhance the employee performance of both
individuals and the organization. (Fletcher & Williams, 1996, p. 169)
Performance management is also referred to as a performance management system and a
performance management process (Decramer, Smolders, & Vanderstraeten, 2013).
Procedural justice (PJ). One of the four factors of organizational justice. Emphasizes
the significance of procedures, facilitating decision making on outcomes, and the distribution of
resources to perceived fairness (Colquitt, 2001; Greenberg, 1990; Leventhal, 1980).
Process proximal variables. One of two types of proximal variables. Includes processes
that have a direct impact on how the performance appraisal is conducted (Levy & Williams,
2004). Examples of process proximal variables are the manager–employee relationship,
performance expectancies, and task characteristics (Fletcher & Williams, 1996).
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Proximal variables. One of two types of social context variables for performance
appraisals. Variables that affect the timing and purpose of the performance appraisal (Levy &
Williams, 2004).
Representativeness. One of the six conditions of procedural justice. Requires that
decision making be collaborative and involved parties are represented in the decision-making
process (Leventhal, 1980).
Structural proximal variables. One of two types of proximal variables. Variables that
deal with the configuration of the performance appraisal itself, including its features, frequency,
standards, and legitimacy (Fletcher & Williams, 1996; Levy & Williams, 2004).
Summary and Organization of Dissertation
This chapter included the background to the problem, a statement of the problem, and the
purpose of the study. It also included the theoretical underpinnings for the study and the research
hypotheses. The design of this study, its significance to both theory and practice, and its
assumptions and limitations were presented. The chapter concluded with a definition of terms
used throughout this document. Chapter 2, Review of the Literature, includes a review of the
literature pertaining to performance appraisal effectiveness as defined by employee performance
appraisal reactions, specifically performance appraisal satisfaction within the social context of a
distributed workplace arrangement. The chapter is organized into six sections and concludes with
a summary.
Chapter 3, Research Design & Methodology, presents the purpose of the study, the
theoretical underpinning, and the research hypotheses. The chapter outlines the design of the
study, the population and the sample, the measurement instruments, the control variables, the
procedures for data collection and preparation, the procedures for data analysis, and the
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examination of reliability and validity. The chapter includes the assumptions and limitations of
the study and the ethical considerations. Chapter 3 concludes with a summary.
Chapter 4, Results, presents the results from the analysis of the data collected in support
of this study. The chapter begins with a description of how the data were collected and its
characteristics, outlines how the data were scrubbed and made ready for analysis, continues with
a review of the measures and correlation coefficients, and details the assumption testing and
describes how these elements were tested and evaluated. The approaches to testing the
hypothesized relationships are presented through a detailed examination of these relationships.
Chapter 4 concludes with a summary.
Chapter 5, Discussion, presents a discussion of the findings and conclusions from the
study. The chapter discusses the findings in relation to the existing literature based upon the data
analysis in Chapter 4. Conclusions and implications for theory are presented, followed by
implications for HRD research and then for practice. Limitations are outlined, and the chapter
concludes with a number of suggestions for future research.
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Chapter 2: Review of the Literature
Introduction
This chapter includes a review of the literature pertaining to performance appraisal
effectiveness, specifically the elements that affect or result in performance appraisal satisfaction
within the social context of a distributed workplace arrangement. The chapter is organized into
six sections. The first section outlines how performance appraisals are a central component of
performance management. The second section reviews new directions toward performance
appraisal satisfaction as an employee performance appraisal reaction. The third section details
how LMX and justice perceptions influence performance appraisal satisfaction. The fourth
section explains how social context can influence performance appraisal satisfaction. Social
context includes organizational structures such as distributed workplace arrangements. The
features of distributed workplace arrangements are described, along with the performance
appraisal challenges of distributed workplace arrangements. The fifth section indicates that a
research gap exists in the performance appraisal literature. Specifically, performance appraisal
satisfaction within a distributed workplace arrangement has not been explored. A summary of the
chapter is presented in the sixth section.
To conduct this literature review, the University of Texas at Tyler Robert R. Muntz
Library computer system was used for searches in the following databases: EBSCOhost Business
Source Complete; Sage Management and Organization; ProQuest Dissertations and Theses;
PsycINFO; and ScienceDirect. Through a systematic approach, the following search terms were
used singularly, in combination, or in plural forms: dispersed workforce; distributed workforce;
leader–member exchange; organizational justice; performance appraisal; performance appraisal
system; performance evaluation; performance management; performance management process;
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performance rating; performance review; procedural justice; remote employee; remote worker;
virtual employee; virtual team; and virtual workforce.
The focus of the core retrieval and review of documents was on published articles
pertaining to performance appraisals and performance appraisal satisfaction, in combination with
manager–employee relationships, procedural justice, and distributed workplace arrangements.
The retrieval included peer-reviewed journals, empirical studies, meta-analyses, literature
reviews, books, dissertations, and industry publications.
Performance Appraisals: Central Components of Performance Management
Performance management is a strategic business endeavor (Aguinis et al., 2012;
Shahmehr et al., 2014) and is one of the most important functions that HR professionals and
managers execute (Aguinis, 2013; Judge & Ferris, 1993; Murphy & Cleveland, 1995). It
involves identifying, assessing, measuring, and developing employees’ performance and aligning
these efforts with the goals of the organization (Aguinis, 2013; DeNisi & Pritchard, 2006).
Managers who practice effective performance management have stronger results “compared to
those who do not, and have at least 50 percent less employee turnover, 10 to 30 percent higher
customer satisfaction ratings and twice the net profits” (Pulakos et al., 2012, p. 1).
Performance management has been described as including a set of unstructured events
dispersed throughout the year (Spence & Keeping, 2011), with the goal to improve employee
performance (DeNisi & Pritchard, 2006). It is generally considered to be associated with creating
a shared vision of the purpose and aims of the organization, helping each individual employee to
understand and recognize their part in contributing to them, and in so doing to manage and
enhance the employee performance of both individuals and the organization (Fletcher &
Williams, 1996, p. 169).
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The performance appraisal is a central component of the performance management
system and process (Gruman & Saks, 2011). A performance appraisal is a required event in
which, for a defined period, an employee’s job performance and behaviors are rated or described
by a person other than the employee, and the results are kept and used by the organization
(Coens & Jenkins, 2002). In theory, the performance appraisal fits within the larger realm of
performance management. Thus, by extension, the performance appraisal should also focus on
performance improvement (Spence & Keeping, 2011).
Performance appraisals have a greater effect on careers and work lives than any other
management process (Grote, 2011) and are one of the most ubiquitous management tools used in
organizations (Pichler et al., 2015). They are among the most important HR systems in
organizations (Cawley et al., 1998) because they represent critical decisions integral to a variety
of HR decisions and outcomes (Judge & Ferris, 1993). These decisions serve a variety of
organizational purposes (Jawahar, 2007), such as compensation (e.g., salary increases, bonuses)
and job assignment movements (e.g., promotions, transfers, demotions). The performance
appraisal also supports employee development by identifying strengths and weaknesses, creating
opportunities for performance feedback, and facilitating discussions with managers (Tziner,
Joanis, & Murphy, 2002). Consequently, performance appraisals are one of the most commonly
studied subjects in management and organizational literature (Arvey & Murphy, 1998; Murphy
& Cleveland, 1995).
A New Direction Toward Performance Appraisal Satisfaction
Eighty percent of U.S. organizations use some type of performance appraisal, and of
those, 90% are dissatisfied with their practices (Hickman, 2001). Performance appraisal
dissatisfaction, defined as discontentment or unhappiness with the performance appraisal or
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events leading up to or after the performance appraisal session (Grote 2011), exists on many
levels. Kondrasuk (2012) found 76 problems with performance appraisals and placed them into
four categories: the purpose of the performance appraisal, those involved with the performance
appraisal, what is measured, and the system and process of the performance appraisal. In a recent
survey, over 50% of employees reported that performance appraisals did not provide an accurate
assessment of their work, and nearly 25% said they dreaded performance appraisals (Pulakos et
al., 2012). Spence and Keeping (2010) described the performance appraisal as a “daunting and
painful experience” (p. 1). T. J. Kline and Sulsky (2009) noted that the rite of conducting
performance appraisals triggered dread and apprehension, even among the most seasoned
managers. Managers were uncomfortable having to inform employees about their performance
(Gordon & Stewart, 2009; Gruman & Saks, 2011), and the performance appraisal session
remained the most contentious aspect of the performance management process (Gruman & Saks,
2011). Employees also regarded the performance appraisal with anxiety and dislike (Brown et
al., 2010). Many “employees are dissatisfied with the performance feedback they receive, and
many managers do all they can to avoid giving accurate performance feedback to their
employees” (Farr et al., 2015, p. 201).
Performance appraisal dissatisfaction is not uncommon (Bersin, 2013; Culbert, 2010;
Pulakos et al., 2015), and there is no general agreement about a solution to the problem.
However, most managers agree that feedback provided to employees during performance
appraisal sessions is important for a number of reasons, such as, feedback can encourage an
effective way of working, can direct behavior toward a productive action plan, and contributes to
learning and development (Farr et al., 2015). Furthermore, managers generally agree that
performance appraisal effectiveness (of which performance appraisal satisfaction is an element)
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can be facilitated by linking rewards to the level of performance described in the feedback. Thus,
managers believe that an important part of a manager’s job should be providing accurate and
worthwhile performance feedback to their employees (Farr et al., 2015).
HR practioner literature is replete with advice and anecdotal evidence about useful
performance appraisal methods (Grote, 2000; Grote, 2011; Hickman, 2001). However, the
achievement of effective performance management programs remains an unrealized goal (Levy
& Williams, 2004). Thus, some organizations are seeking different ways to make performance
management practices more effective and satisfying. They are replacing their practices with
others that emphasize more frequent feedback, discussions, observations, and development
activities (Buckingham & Goodall, 2015; Javad, 2015).
For example, Google leaders are using formal 360-degree appraisals to evaluate
employee performance (Javad, 2015). Netflix leaders removed many of their performance
management tasks, including the performance appraisal, and encourage performance discussions
between managers and employees as essential duties of their work (Javad, 2015). Leaders at
Quicken Loans asked their managers to keep two types of employee performance scorecards:
one that shows managers where employees are in relation to their targets and another to track
employee performance for coaching opportunities (Javad, 2015). Cisco managers conduct at
least three performance check-in discussions a year for employees in lieu of a performance
appraisal (Javad, 2015). Two prominent consulting organizations have or will be abandoning
performance appraisals altogether. In March 2015, Deloitte redesigned its performance
management program and replaced performance appraisals with four questions managers answer
concerning employee promotion and potential (Buckingham & Goodall, 2015; Javad, 2015).

23

Accenture will be eliminating of 90% of performance appraisal activities in 2016 (Javad, 2015;
Nanterme, 2015).
These performance appraisal practices and tactics indicate that performance appraisals
are moving in a new direction. Managers and employees will be required to communicate more
effectively and more frequently than ever before to achieve performance appraisal satisfaction
(Buckingham & Goodall, 2015; Javad, 2015).
Achieving Performance Appraisal Satisfaction
Cawley et al. (1998) noted that performance appraisal satisfaction was an employee
reaction that is a central element of performance appraisal effectiveness. However, performance
appraisal satisfaction has not always been associated with performance appraisal effectiveness.
Over the years, researchers have defined performance appraisal effectiveness in a number of
ways.
Models of performance appraisal effectiveness. Prior to the 1980s, researchers equated
performance appraisal effectiveness as the psychometric and instrumentation accuracy of
performance appraisal rating scales (Spence & Keeping, 2011). The psychometric model of
performance appraisals assumed that ratings did not include manager biases (e.g., halo, horn, and
leniency effects; Saal, Downey, & Lahey, 1980). In the 1980s, researchers shifted their focus
toward developing a better understanding of how managers form judgments of their employees’
performance (Arvey & Murphy, 1998). This new focus opened up fresh research possibilities
and theoretical frameworks upon which performance appraisals were investigated. Specifically,
Landy and Farr (1980) focused their attention on how managers processed information. Feldman
(1981) later introduced social cognition concepts, including how employees processed, stored,
and applied information. The next 15 years included an abundance of research on the topics of
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information processing and performance appraisals (Arvey & Murphy, 1998). However, some
researchers (Ilgen et al., 1993; Spence & Keeping, 2011) believed information processing
research was not adequate for understanding the dynamics of performance appraisals and
indicated that the information phase of research largely ignored the social and human subtleties
of performance appraisals.
In the 1990s, Folger, Konovsky, and Cropanzano (1992) analyzed research on justice and
fairness perceptions within a performance management framework and suggested a due-process
metaphor. Other researchers addressed the influence of broader and ongoing structural and
functional changes occurring in organizations that affected performance appraisals (Arvey &
Murphy, 1998), as organizations were becoming leaner, were becoming less centralized, and
were moving toward team-based methods of production (Arvey & Murphy, 1998). Other
researchers (Cascio, 2000; Fletcher & Williams, 1996) studied the likely effects of these changes
on the way performance appraisals were conducted and used. Similarly, Murphy and Cleveland
(1995) contributed to the understanding of how rating context and organizational goals shaped
the behaviors of managers and employees toward performance appraisals.
Murphy and Cleveland (1995) analyzed performance appraisals as goal-oriented behavior
and proposed that if the goals pursued by managers were reviewed more carefully, behaviors that
are usually treated as rating errors (e.g., giving superior ratings to most employees) would be
seen as adaptive reactions to forces in the rating environment, (i.e., rating context). Later, Arvey
and Murphy (1998) indicated that reaction criteria represented a neglected area of research that
might be integral in evaluating the success of a performance appraisal because it seemed
reasonable to presume that employees’ reactions to performance appraisals influence appraisal
effectiveness. Similarly, Cascio (2000) noted that performance appraisal effectiveness was more
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of a multifaceted construct or an ultimate criterion of effectiveness that could not be directly
measured, although it could be assessed via other lesser standards. It was further suggested that
performance appraisal effectiveness was composed of rater errors, rating accuracy, and
qualitative features such as social context and employee reactions (Cascio, 2000).
In their meta-analysis of performance appraisal literature, Cawley et al. (1998) described
performance appraisal effectiveness as the entire appraisal system working as a tool toward
assessing employee performance. As performance appraisals evolved, they were no longer
considered stand-alone events but rather components of larger performance management systems
(Levy & Williams, 2004; Spence & Keeping, 2011). Although historical researchers had focused
on performance measurement with rating accuracy as the standard, they began to examine other
areas, such as the appraisal context, as a definition of performance appraisal effectiveness
(Cawley et al., 1998; Keeping & Levy, 2000; Levy & Williams, 2004).
Context matters to performance appraisal satisfaction. Researchers found that
performance appraisals were embedded within complex social, emotional, structural, cultural,
cognitive, political, and relationship contexts that needed to be understood to realize the
intentions of performance management programs (Ferris, Munyon, Basik, & Buckley, 2008;
Levy & Williams, 2004; Murphy & Cleveland, 1995). Context is significant to the organizational
sciences because it helps frame phenomena in ways that make them easier to understand, which
in turn can be acted upon (Ferris et al., 2008). For example, manager–employee dyadic
interactions and performance appraisals take place within a work relationship, and this
relationship reflects social, emotional, political, and cognitive processes that help explain
decision outcomes (Ferris et al., 2008). It is important to recognize that organizational contexts
are changing as organizations change their designs and structures with alterations to job
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requirements (Ferris et al., 2008) and dismantle outmoded job boundaries toward more fluid and
changing work roles (Cascio, 1995).
Similarly, Levy and Williams (2004) contended that performance appraisals take place in
organizational social contexts. They noted that context plays a main role in the effectiveness of
performance appraisals and in how employees react to appraisals. They maintained that
“identifying, measuring and defining the organizational context” (p. 883) in which performance
appraisals take place is vital to understanding the effectiveness of performance appraisals. Levy
and Williams indicated that social context is being referred to in the research in many ways: the
social-psychological process of performance appraisals (Murphy & Cleveland, 1995), the social
context of performance appraisals (Judge & Ferris, 1993), the social setting of performance
appraisals (Ilgen et al., 1993), the “games that raters and ratees play” (Levy & Williams, 2004, p.
883), and the due process approach to performance appraisals (Folger & Konovsky, 1989; Folger
et al., 1992). Performance appraisals should be studied in a social context (Liao & Rupp, 2005;
Levy & Williams, 2004; Pichler, 2009, 2012).
Levy and Williams (2004) categorized the social context of performance appraisals into
two groups: distal and proximal. Distal variables are those that involve organizational culture,
climate, goals, HR strategies, external economic factors, technological changes, and workforce
composition. Specifically, distal variables are viewed as contextual influences that affect HR
processes and programs, including performance appraisals. Levy and Williams determined that
little research had occurred on distal variables, which was understandable considering that
performance management is a multidimensional theoretical construct that makes it difficult to
study methodically. Additionally, the breadth of the constructs that distal variables involve is
problematic to measure and implement in a research setting. They also made it clear that given

27

the nature of distal variables, the direct effects may be small. Nonetheless, Levy and Williams
and others (Ferris et al., 2008) indicated that distal factors represented a neglected area of
performance appraisal research. Additionally, given that social context exists and can affect
performance appraisal effectiveness, it is a research imperative to explore further (Erdogan,
2002; Murphy & Cleveland, 1995; Pichler, 2009, 2012).
In contrast, social context proximal variables are those factors that affect the timing and
purpose of performance appraisals (Levy & Williams, 2004). The two types of proximal
variables are process and structural. Process proximal variables include processes that have a
direct impact on how the performance appraisal is conducted (Levy & Williams, 2004).
Examples of process proximal variables include the manager–employee relationship,
performance expectancies, and task characteristics (Ferris et al., 2008). Structural proximal
variables deal with the configuration of the performance appraisal itself, including its features,
frequency, standards, and legitimacy (Ferris et al., 2008; Levy & Williams, 2004).
The examination of these social context issues is not yet complete, especially given the
variety, combinations, and complexity of the possible dimensions (Levy & Williams, 2004).
Spence and Keeping (2011) reached the same conclusion when they reported that the research
literature lagged behind what practitioners were facing with regard to performance appraisal
social context.
Context involves performance appraisal employee reactions. Within the social context
literature, employee reactions to performance appraisals are the most critical criteria to
researchers and practitioners (Balzer & Sulsky, 1990) because they have been found to predict
motivation and performance (Nathan et al., 1991; Pettijohn, Pettijohn, & D’Amico, 2001). As a
result of the transition from a measurement-based focus to a social context focus, no area within
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the performance appraisal literature has seen as dramatic an increase in research attention since
1990 as employee reactions (Levy & Williams, 2004). Employee performance appraisal
reactions are a crucial element in determining the effectiveness of performance management
programs (Longenecker & Nykodym, 1996; Roberts, 1992).
Pichler (2012) defined employee reactions as “individual-level attitudinal evaluations of
and responses to the performance appraisal process” (p. 710). In a meta-analysis of employee
reactions to performance appraisals, Pichler (2009, 2012) noted that employee reactions include
“perceptions of appraisal accuracy, fairness (overall fairness, as well as perceptions of
performance appraisal distributive, interactional, and procedural justice) and utility, satisfaction
with the appraisal, and motivation to improve performance” (p. 17).
Pichler et al. (2015) noted that although some performance appraisal models have
emphasized the need to include social contextual variables, they have done so by using different
constructs and frameworks. Pichler (2009, 2012) leveraged the work by Levy and Williams and
by Cawley et al. (1998) to assemble an integrated framework that included the various and
critical pieces of social context and due process to guide future performance appraisal research.
Pichler (2009, 2012) provided a different way to organize and use social context that included
the distal and proximal variables, due process, and the traditional and historical psychometric
features of rating instruments under the umbrella of “appraisal context” (Pichler, 2009, p. 4).
Taken together, this umbrella of appraisal context employs theories such as social exchange,
LMX, and organizational justice (Pichler, 2012). Next, Pichler (2009, 2012) indicated employee
reactions were the true measure of performance appraisal effectiveness with organizational
justice theory as the bridge between appraisal context and appraisal reactions. According to
Pichler (2009, 2012) and Pichler et al. (2015), the employee performance appraisal reactions of
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accuracy, fairness, procedural justice, motivation to improve, utility, and satisfaction are the
collective measures of performance appraisal effectiveness.
Performance appraisal satisfaction is an employee reaction. Of Pichler’s (2009, 2012)
six employee performance appraisal reactions, the most frequently measured reaction in
performance appraisal research has been some form of performance appraisal satisfaction or
acceptance (Giles & Mossholder, 1990; Keeping & Levy, 2000; Kuvaas, 2011). Performance
appraisal satisfaction is the overall “valuation of how satisfied the employee is with the
performance appraisal” (Pichler, 2009, p. 7). Performance appraisal satisfaction may be the
frequently measured reaction because research has shown that employee satisfaction with the
performance appraisal and related performance management processes can affect variables such
as productivity, motivation, and organizational commitment (Ilgen, Barnes-Farrell, & McKellin,
1993). Also, performance appraisal satisfaction has been found to lead to job satisfaction and
lower employee turnover (Grote, 2011).
Due to the importance of performance appraisal satisfaction as established by its research
frequency and outcomes (Giles & Mossholder, 1990; Keeping & Levy, 2000; Kuvaas, 2011), it
follows that organizations should strive to achieve high performance appraisal satisfaction
among employees. Research should set the path toward this goal. As noted earlier, an
examination of the social context issues around performance appraisals has not yet been fully
explored, given the variety and complexity of the available social context dimensions that can
affect performance appraisal satisfaction (Levy & Williams, 2004; Pichler et al., 2015).
Leader–member exchange quality. Performance appraisal satisfaction is comprised of
three elements: satisfaction with the rater; satisfaction with the performance appraisal feedback;
and satisfaction with the rating (Boswell & Boudreau, 2000). Of these elements, Pooyan and
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Eberhardt (1989) noted that the first element was the most critical because it involves the
manager–employee relationship. Managers play a critical role because they are the predominant
appraiser of employees’ performance and provide performance feedback to their employees. To
support this position, Thomas and Bretz (1994) found that managers were the most influential
raters of employee performance in Fortune 100 companies. The relationships managers hold with
their employees will influence performance appraisal satisfaction (Pichler, 2012; Pichler et al.,
2015). Gerstner and Day noted, “The relationship with one’s manager is a lens through which the
entire work experience is viewed” (as cited in Day & Miscenko, 2015, p. 10).
In performance appraisal research, LMX theory describes the quality of a manager–
employee relationship (Duarte, Goodson, & Klich, 1993; Kacmar et al., 2003; Pichler et al.,
2015). LMX has been of long-standing interest to HR and organizational behavioral researchers
because of the many perceptions and behaviors it can influence (Graen & Scandura, 1987; Liden,
Sparrowe, & Wayne, 1997). For example, it explains how Pichler’s (2009) employee appraisal
reaction concepts (accuracy, fairness, procedural justice, utility, and satisfaction) are related to
one another.
LMX is a subset of social exchange theory that focuses on emotional support and
exchanges between managers and their employees (Blau, 1964; Graen & Scandura, 1987; Liden
& Maslyn, 1998) and reciprocity (Adams, 1965). LMX is a dominant management and
leadership theory that has evolved over the past 40 years, and it stands out with its emphasis on
the potentially distinctive relationship between a manager and an employee (Day & Miscenko,
2015). According to LMX theory, managers interact, respond to, and treat subordinate
employees differently depending upon their favored status, and these interactions differ by
quality and by employee (Dansereau et al., 1975; Gerstner & Day, 1997; Graen & Uhl-Bien,
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1995; Wayne et al., 1997). Day and Miscenko noted that these differentiated manager–employee
relationships require social context (e.g., workgroups, organizational setting) to understand fully.
High-quality LMX relationships have increased levels of mutual trust, social support, and
employee satisfaction, whereas low-quality relationships are characterized by lower levels of
these characteristics (Dansereau et al., 1975; Liden et al., 1997). Researchers (Ilies, Morgeson, &
Nahrgang, 2005; Tziner, Shultz, & Fisher, 2008) have shown that these relationships affect
employee attitudes and behaviors. Employees offered high-quality LMXs are expected to feel
obligated to reciprocate in exchange for the special treatment they receive from their manager
(Levy & Williams, 2004). Accordingly, Liden and Graen (1980) revealed that employees who
enjoy high-quality LMX relationships (in-groups) typically benefit from more opportunities,
emotional support, and cooperative interactions compared to employees who maintain lowquality LMX relationships (out-groups). In-group employees enjoy richer work duties and have
manager–employee relationships distinguished by loyalty, open communication, and information
sharing (Dienesch & Liden, 1986). Out-group employees are less trusted, are given less
meaningful assignments, and receive more formal communication. Their job obligations extend
only to their formal duties (Liden & Maslyn, 1998).
Another perquisite for in-group employees is that they receive increased participation in
the performance appraisal process (Wexley & Klimoski, 1984). Murphy and Cleveland (1995)
noted that LMX quality affects how managers treat employees in the performance appraisal
process. This position follows theory and research that suggests employees in high-quality
relationships receive more information and are allowed greater upward influence in decisions
(Dansereau et al., 1975).
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A well-reported consequence of relationship quality is that employees in higher LMX
relationships are assigned higher performance ratings than employees in lower LMX
relationships (Dunegan, Uhl-Bien, & Duchon, 2002; Kacmar et al., 2003; Wayne & Liden,
1995). Duarte and colleagues (Duarte et al., 1993; Duarte, Goodson, & Klich, 1994) provided
support that the relationship between objective measures of performance and manager ratings
were moderated by LMX, such that favored employees were rated higher regardless of objective
performance levels. A number of reasons have been proposed to explain this relationship.
According to LMX theory, employees in higher LMX relationships are privileged and have
access to more resources than do employees in lower LMX relationships (Gerstner & Day, 1997;
Liden & Graen, 1980). Thus, it is possible that access to these resources permits employees in
high LMX relationships to improve their performance beyond the performance of employees
who lack access to the resources. Some researchers have identified communication as one such
resource. Employees who have opportunities to provide and discuss information are a valuable
resource that can be differentially allocated by managers (Fix & Sias, 2006).
Researchers have also found that employees in high-quality relationships are more
satisfied with their managers (Liden et al., 1997), and there is a positive correlation between
manager satisfaction and performance appraisal satisfaction (Giles & Mossholder, 1990; Nathan
et al., 1991). These findings explain why cognitive performance appraisal models sometimes fail.
Cognitive models strive to create controlled and neutral environments. Managers and employees
have idiosyncrasies and motives that influence ratings and concepts that cognitive performance
appraisal researchers do not question (Spence & Keeping, 2011).
Organizational justice. Another employee performance appraisal reaction is justice. As
outlined by various researchers (Dusterhoff et al., 2014; Kacmar et al., 2003; Levy & Williams,
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2004; Pichler, 2009, 2012), fairness and justice perceptions are critical employee appraisal
reactions that could determine performance appraisal satisfaction. Turgut and Mert (2014) and
others (Cawley et al., 1998) noted that it is in the best interest of organizations to maximize
employees’ justice perceptions; otherwise, employees will not accept performance appraisal
programs. Also, performance appraisal program success is predicated on employees’ perceptions
of fairness and their reactions to important features of the performance appraisal process
(Jawahar, 2007). Studies revealed that employees react more positively to fair performance
appraisals (Taylor, Masterson, Renard, & Tracy, 1998), and fairness is required for performance
appraisals to have a positive effect on employee performance (Cook & Crossman, 2004; Murphy
& Cleveland, 1995). In a survey of Fortune 100 companies, practitioners rated the importance of
perceived fairness of performance appraisal systems as high (Thomas & Bretz, 1994).
Organizational justice theory. Supporters of equity theory such as Adams (1965) have
indicated that individuals seek to maintain equilibrium between their inputs and outputs in
comparison to others. The application and implication of this justice principle in organizational
settings is called organizational justice theory (Colquitt et al., 2001; Greenberg, 1990).
Performance appraisal fairness addresses the justice perceptions of employees during a
performance appraisal session (Giles & Mossholder, 1990), and its concepts align with
organizational justice theory (Greenberg, 1993). Organizational justice theory treats justice as a
perception or influence of performance appraisal satisfaction (Pichler, 2012).
Forms of organizational justice are categorized as one-, two-, three-, and four-factor
models. In one-factor models, major forms of justice (i.e., distributive and procedural) are
measured with one scale and are highly correlated with each other (Iqbal, Akbar, & Budhwar,
2014). Greenberg’s (1990) empirical research established the two-factor model. Greenberg
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determined that distributive justice and procedural justice were two distinct dimensions (Iqbal et
al., 2014).
Originally, distributive justice dealt with the fairness of decision and distribution outcomes (Z. S.
Byrne & Cropanzano, 2001; Colquitt et al., 2001). For example, rewards are outcomes, and how
they are distributed are elements of distributive justice (Jawahar, 2007). Under the umbrella of
the two-factor model (McFarlin & Sweeney, 1992), distributive justice was proposed to be
related to employee types of outcomes (e.g., job satisfaction) and the evaluation of the outcomes
related to fairness (Colquitt et al., 2001).
In the early 1990s, procedural justice was proposed as a separate factor (Z. S. Byrne &
Cropanzano, 2001). Therefore, it was constructed and measured differently from distributive
justice (McFarlin & Sweeney, 1992). The construct of procedural justice developed over time,
and initially it emphasized the significance of procedures, facilitating decision making on
outcomes, and the distribution of resources to perceived fairness. Subsequently, structural
aspects of procedures were included. For example, consideration was given to aspects such as
weight, age, employee voice, employee decision-making contributions, accuracy demonstration,
and ethical practices (Greenberg, 1990; Leventhal, 1980).
The three-factor model was established to include interactional fairness (Colquitt,
Greenberg, & Zapata-Phelan, 2005). Initially, interpersonal treatment fell in the category of
procedural justice. Later, it was established as a distinct dimension (Kass, 2008) called
interactional fairness (i.e., justice). The defining requirement was the target of the construct; that
is, the target of procedural justice was considered to be the system, and the target of interactional
justice was considered to be the agent (Cropanzano, Prehar, & Chen, 2002).
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Subsequently, the four-factor model was developed, which maintained that interactional
justice should be considered distinct from procedural justice, and was also comprised of two
subcomponents: interpersonal and informational justice (Iqbal et al., 2014). Interpersonal justice
reflects the perceived fairness of the treatment received by employees from managers and
organizational leaders (Colquitt et al., 2009). Informational justice is the perceived fairness of the
information provided by managers and leaders during the course of decision making (Colquitt et
al., 2009). Colquitt (2001) confirmed the four-factor model’s validities, and since, the four-factor
model has been the most used in empirical research (Iqbal et al., 2014; Jawahar, 2007).
Procedural justice theory. Compared to other justice dimensions, procedural justice is
often used in performance management research (Folger & Cropanzano, 1998). Perceptions of
procedural justice have a greater effect on management and organizations than perceptions of
distributive justice (Korsgaard & Roberson, 1995). Procedural justice has certain structural
constraints that limit the range and types of possible outcomes. These types and outcomes make
some forms of distributive justice difficult to achieve (Folger & Cropanzano, 1998). Further,
performance appraisals typically use more formalized and structured interactions that confound
or limit interactional and informational justice (Folger & Cropanzano, 1998).
Procedural justice refers to fairness concepts concerning the approaches, mechanisms,
and processes used to determine outcomes (Folger & Cropanzano, 1998). It assumes that fairness
perceptions of processes by which decisions are made are linked to reactions to those processes
and related decision outcomes (Pichler, 2009, 2012). In the context of a performance appraisal,
procedural justice refers to the fairness of procedures by which employee performance is
assessed (Erdogan, 2002).
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Procedural justice addresses control over the decision-making process (Lind & Tyler,
1988). Leventhal (1980) outlined six conditions of procedural justice that go beyond control. The
first condition is consistency, which states that procedures should be consistent across time and
people. The second condition is bias suppression, which refers to the point that a procedure can
either intensify the tendency to follow biases and prejudice or safeguard, or at least support,
objectivity and neutrality. The third condition is accuracy. Decisions should be of high quality
and be made with informed views. Procedures that disregard pertinent information or use
inappropriate methods are likely to yield inaccurate and unfair decisions. The fourth condition is
correctability, and it requires that opportunities exist for the mediation or reversal of decisions.
The representativeness condition requires decision making to be collaborative, and involved
parties are represented in the decision-making process. The sixth condition is the precept of
ethicality, which requires that behavior be ethical and abide by the norms of a situation or
organization. Violations of these conditions led to perceptions of unfairness, even if the actual
procedural outcomes were thought to be just and suitable (Umlauft & Dalbert, 2012).
Procedural justice is sometimes described using the due-process metaphor (Folger et al.,
1992). This description is due in part to the seminal work by Thibaut and Walker (1975), who
indicated that individuals in dispute-resolution situations desire both decision control (i.e.,
control over the final outcome of the process) and process control (i.e., control over the
procedures used to arrive at outcomes). Similarly, procedural justice is perceived when formal
rules and procedures are consistent with the principles of due process (e.g., adequate notice,
opportunity to appeal) (Folger et al., 1992; Korsgaard, Sapienza, & Schwieger, 2001). Whereas
Thibaut and Walker (1975) worked within a legal setting, procedural justice theory has been
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effectively applied to a variety of HR systems, primarily in the area of performance management
(Pichler, 2009).
Performance appraisal fairness perceptions are critical to HR systems because
performance appraisals can be one of the most complicated and litigious HR management
practices in organizations (S. E. Kim & Rubianty, 2011). Also, Jawahar (2007) suggested that
procedural justice influences performance appraisal satisfaction with performance feedback. For
example, Cawley et al. (1998) found that performance appraisal research consistently
documented the opportunity to express oneself and one’s procedural justice perspectives was
positively related to employee performance appraisal reactions.
Procedural justice and social context. Performance appraisal researchers have largely
neglected the greater social context within which fair and unfair interactions occur. For example,
researchers have not considered macro-level social context variables such as organizational
structure (Schminke, Ambrose, & Cropanzano, 2000). Schminke et al. (2000) surveyed
employees in 11 organizations (n = 209) and found that organizational centralization was
negatively related to perceptions of procedural fairness, and organizational size was negatively
related to interactional fairness. These results indicate that social context components such as
organizational structure and design should have a prominent role on research agendas concerning
organizational justice and its four factors (Schminke et al., 2000). However, a review of the
literature did not surface more recent studies pertaining to macro-level components, such as,
organizational structures.
Procedural justice, LMX, and performance appraisals. In modeling the justice–LMX
relationship, event-based justice perceptions influence LMX. This proposition is consistent with
the past research supporting the justice-LMX relationship via a social exchange lens (e.g., Burton
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Sablynski, & Sekiguchi, 2008; Colquitt et al., 2009; Masterson et al., 2000). Findings indicate
that employees evaluate the fairness of specific events such as performance appraisals (Taylor,
Tracy, Renard, Harrison, & Carroll, 1995), pay decisions (Folger & Konovsky, 1989), selection
decisions (Gilliland & Hale, 2005), and layoff decisions (Skarlicki, Ellard, & Kelln, 1998). The
evaluation can involve all four dimensions of organizational justice: distributive, procedural,
informational, and interpersonal (Colquitt et al., 2001).
Pertaining to the performance appraisal session, Dusterhoff et al. (2014) used hierarchical
regression analysis in a study with 71 participants within one company and found that LMX and
justice perceptions were interrelated. LMX influenced both performance appraisal satisfaction
and perceived utility, mediated by employee voice and justice perceptions. In a related study,
Pichler et al. (2015) used multilevel modeling with 62 manager–employee dyads and found that
LMX was a significant predictor of employee perceptions of procedural justice, performance
ratings, and performance appraisal satisfaction. Procedural justice partially mediated the
relationship between LMX and performance appraisal satisfaction. These findings demonstrated
the importance of organizational procedures “that are bound by the relationship quality with
one’s manager” (p. 8). In general, researchers have found that managers and employees respond
more favorably to fair performance appraisal systems (e.g., less emotional fatigue, more
willingness to accept feedback, more positive reactions toward the manager, more favorable
reactions toward the organization, and more satisfaction with the performance appraisal system
and the job on the part of both manager and employee) (Brown & Benson, 2003; Dusterhoff et
al., 2014; Leung, Su, & Morris, 2001).

39

The Social Context of Distributed Workplace Arrangements
Social context includes organizational structures such as distributed workplace
arrangements. This section describes the contemporary shifts of workplace arrangements toward
distributed work. Also, the four features of distributed workplace arrangements are described,
along with the performance appraisal challenges of performance feedback richness, frequency,
and availability in distributed workplace arrangements. Finally, this section indicates that despite
what researchers already know about performance appraisal satisfaction, namely that LMX and
justice constructs are embedded within social contextual dynamics, more research is needed.
Specifically, more performance appraisal research is needed in the area of organizational
structures such as distributed workplace arrangements.
The changed workplace: A distributed workforce. Specific to this study and in
response to the call by Levy and Williams (2004) for more performance appraisal research
associated with social context distal variables such as organizational structures, a need exists to
explore how employees in distributed workplace arrangements operate when compared to
collocated employees. Collocated employees are “individuals who are physically located close
together and can work in face-to-face contexts” (Brewer, 2015, p. 8). A distributed workplace
arrangement is an organizational structure within which an employee engages in distributed work
(Golden, 2009). Distributed work is referred to as telework, telecommuting, remote work
(Golden et al., 2009), geographically dispersed, geographically distributed work (Purvanova,
2014), and virtual work (Golden et al., 2009). With the proliferation of distributed teams, global
teams, collaboration through outsourcing, contract work, mergers, telework, hoteling, multiple
office facilities, and satellite offices, the meaning of going to work is changing (Rockmann &
Pratt, 2015).
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Watson-Manheim, Chudoba, and Crowston (2002) wrote that evidence from a variety of
sources indicated that although collocated onsite work had been the dominant workplace
arrangement, this dominance was lessening. In 2002, approximately 60% of professional
employees worked at different geographic locations from their managers or peers
(Kanawattanachai & Yoo, 2002). In support of the changing workplace arrangement perspective,
a Towers Watson (2012) global study of 32,000 employees in 29 countries found that jobs and
activities are being dismantled and organized in new ways, dispersed more widely, and managed
across time zones and borders. In the same survey, Towers Watson reported that 47% of the
survey participants worked remotely or in some type of flexible workplace arrangement and that,
by 2022, the number of employees who telework would grow even more, especially in industries
dominated by highly skilled knowledge workers.
According to the U.S. Census Bureau (2012), 13.4 million people worked at least one day
at home per week, which represented an increase of over four million people (35%) in the last
decade. The 2012 census data revealed that the percentage of U.S. workers who worked at least
one day at home increased from seven percent in 1997 to 9.5% in 2010. During the same time
period, the population working exclusively from home increased from 4.8% of all workers to
6.6%. The population working both at home and at another location increased from 2.2% to
2.8% of all workers. Further, the percentage of workers who worked the majority of the
workweek at home increased from 3.6% to 4.3% of the U.S. population between 2005 and 2010
(U.S. Census Bureau, 2012).
Eighty percent of the workforce uses meetings that involve off-site workers, and
organizations indicate that an average of 27% of their employees work virtually (Brewer, 2015).
The Society for Human Resource Management (Maurer, 2015) reported similar findings. Remote
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work has increased exponentially in the past two decades, and the number of managers who
work remotely also rose, perhaps signaling that remote work has become part of the mainstream
work culture (Maurer, 2015).
The need for a flexible workforce and opportunities brought about by advancements in
technology have allowed for distributed workplace arrangements to multiply in number and
degree (Hakonen & Lipponen, 2008; Purvanova, 2014). Technology for managing information
and for managing communication has been commonly embraced, which enables organizations
and their employees to collaborate from progressively more distant locations. These
technological advances have overlapped with employees’ needs for a better work–life balance
(Harpaz, 2002). Employees believe when their work life needs are met, they will be more
productive (Bailey & Kurland, 2002). This growth has also occurred because managers believe
that organizations with contented workers perform better (Taris & Schreurs, 2009).
Distributed employees propel organizations’ progress (Brewer, 2015). The use of
distributed workplace arrangements has allowed organizations to realize cost savings and
assemble employees regardless of their geographic locations (Cascio, 2000). Organizations have
been able to leverage employees’ availability and skills to be more responsive, adaptive, and
flexible (Bell & Kozlowski, 2002).
Despite the growth of distributed workplace arrangements, Golden and Veiga (2008)
maintained that research investigating virtual work was failing to explain how extensively
employees worked and performed in distributed settings. Recent research has only partially
addressed Golden and Veiga’s claim. In a literature review comparing collocated teams to
distributed teams, Purvanova (2014) discovered that despite the vast amount of research on the
topic of virtual teams, it tended to lack ecological validity due to its experimental nature. That is,
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it generally failed to simulate the contextual conditions under which actual distributed employees
work. Similarly, many studies made comparisons within a sample of distributed or collocated
employees, but typically did not compare the two sets (MacDuffie, 2007). Although the tasks,
objectives, and mission of distributed and collocated employees did not differ (MacDuffie,
2007), the processes they used to achieve their objectives differed because of the constraints they
faced (MacDuffie, 2007). Given the pervasiveness and apparent advantages to organizations that
use distributed employees, it is important for researchers to understand how the two sets
compare.
Four features of distributed work. Distributed work has always existed on some level.
However, the nature and management of distributed work has changed considerably in the past
two decades. Through technology, employees have been able to communicate more effectively
and to work with others at a distance. Distributed work is distinguished by four features that
make it different from more traditional work (Brewer, 2015).
First, the physical distance involved makes distributed work different from traditional
work. There is some degree of physical distance between employees in a distributed workplace
arrangement, and face-to-face contact is less. Although the distance needed to qualify as
distributed work has been debated (Kraut, Fussell, Brennan, & Siegel, 2002), it appears that any
time the workspace is not collocated, an opportunity to collaborate without face-to-face contact
exists (Brewer, 2015).
Second, consistent with the literature on telecommuting (Gajendran & Harrison, 2007)
and virtual teams (Hertel et al., 2005), distributed work requires that employees are
interpersonally connected with other employees. This connection could involve a single person, a
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team, or others in an organization. Being a distributed employee means the employee must be
distributed from others (Brewer, 2015).
Third, communication technology bridges physical distance. Distributed employees often
have several communication options available to enable work in order to address distance
challenges and a lack of face-to-face contact. For example, e-mail technology facilitates timelagged or asynchronous communication. Other technologies such as videoconferencing and
instant messaging facilitate real-time or synchronous communication among those at a distance.
Additional technologies such as Google Docs, Adobe Connect, and DropBox facilitate
collaboration among distributed employees, while corporate networking applications such as
virtual private networks allow employees to connect to secure networks even at a distance
(Brewer, 2015).
Fourth, distributed work involves reduced supervision. Managers have greater difficulty
monitoring and managing distributed employees than they do monitoring and managing
collocated employees (Cascio, 2000). Managers have to be more active and flexible in their
management of distributed employees via technology. They must replace walking around and
checking on everyone with indirect observational activities such as telephone calls, e-mails,
reports, and statuses from their distributed employees (Brewer, 2015).
Thus, distributed work is work done “under reduced supervision with others at some physical
distance, facilitated by communication technology” (Rockmann & Pratt, 2015, p. 6).
Performance Appraisal Challenges in a Distributed Workplace Arrangement
As previously stated, the performance appraisal literature indicates that managers seem to
struggle with performance appraisals (Grote, 2011; Kondrasuk, 2012; Pulakos et al., 2012;
Spence & Keeping, 2011). In distributed workplace arrangements, performance management is
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by far the biggest challenge for managers (Cascio, 2000), who must conduct performance
management activities very well. Managers have to use indirect feedback from information
sources and communication technology to identify, assess, measure, and develop distributed
employees’ performance (Cascio, 2000).
In a related study, Kurland and Cooper (2002) revealed that distributed managers (that is,
managers who worked virtually) processed employee performance information differently
depending upon the source. They trusted the most direct source and thus applied it most toward
employee performance improvement. In other studies, managers interacted more often with
employees electronically and trusted secondhand sources of information more to make their
performance assessments (Kurland & Cooper, 2002). Secondhand information included feedback
from coworkers, customers, and others who observed the employee in the manager’s absence
(Murphy & Cleveland, 1995). Taken together, these studies indicate that distributed managers
rely most on performance information they observed or heard directly, rather than on information
received virtually. The firsthand and richer nature of information obtained in direct observations
means that this information has more influence than information obtained virtually (Golden et
al., 2009). Further, overall performance was biased in the direction of performance information
that was observed directly. These findings indicate that performance ratings conducted by
distributed managers were different from more traditional approaches by collocated managers
(Golden et al., 2009).
Additionally, online communication is more complex than face-to-face communication
(Brewer, 2015). When giving performance criticism, managers often received no reply or
negative responses from distributed employees (Brewer, 2015). Also, managers noted that
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necessary performance changes often took longer, and performance criticism was easier to give
face-to-face (Brewer, 2015).
This difficulty may be due to the fact that the effectiveness of performance feedback and
communication is constrained by contextual or situational factors (Levy & Thompson, 2015).
These factors are present in every work environment (Levy & Thompson, 2015), and especially
in distributed workplace arrangements (Cascio, 2000). The collection of these factors is referred
to as the feedback environment (Steelman et al., 2004). A feedback environment is “the
contextual aspects of the day-to-day supervisor–subordinate and coworker–coworker feedback
process” (Steelman et al., p. 166). Without considering the influence of contextual factors, it is
difficult to understand the feedback process or improve performance management programs
(London & Smither, 2002). A strong positive feedback environment is one where employees
steadily receive feedback and are encouraged to ask for and use feedback to improve job
performance (Levy & Thompson, 2015).
Employees working in distributed workplace arrangements have found problems more
challenging to identify and resolve, communication signals reduced, and trust longer to develop
(Brewer, 2015). They spend more time in asynchronous than in synchronous communication
(Brewer, 2015). Thus, distributed employees may have greater difficulty demonstrating
performance progress and results to their managers (Cascio, 2000). These challenges were
demonstrated in an employee’s statement from a qualitative study on the unintended
consequences of distributed work (Rockmann & Pratt, 2015). The employee reminisced about
the productive relationship he had had with his manager before choosing to work primarily
offsite. The employee noted that whenever his manager had needed something, the employee
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“could just toss it over the wall” (Rockmann & Pratt, 2015, p. 12). This in turn provided the
employee with more visibility.
In the example above, the feedback environment for the distributed employee has
changed and it was easier for the employee to interact with his manager when the employee was
collocated. Research pertaining to feedback has two important implications for organizations.
First, the employee and manager create distinct feedback environments. The feedback
environment is the setting for performance feedback, and the environment is a contextual
variable. Second, contextual variables have a significant influence on employees’ task
performance. Instead of merely providing feedback, organizational leaders should consider its
quality (i.e., richness), frequency, and availability in order to improve employee performance
(Levy & Thompson, 2015).
Lack of media richness. Gordon and Stewart (2009) contended that performance
appraisal issues should be addressed using applied communication (versus management)
research. They noted that some performance appraisal problems are rooted in procedures that
interfere with effective communication. Neglecting the communication perspective of
performance appraisals is unfortunate for three reasons. First, despite the various and new
approaches to performance appraisals, the performance appraisal session is still the most
important component of a performance management program (Grote, 2011). Second, focusing on
communication offers a broader performance appraisal perspective: how performance
information is given and perceived, performance terms and procedures, and the interactional
setting that affects the meaning of the feedback. Third, a focus on communication has been
demonstrated to improve other HR programs (e.g., assessment centers, coaching) (Gordon &
Stewart, 2009).
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To explore further how performance feedback is different for distributed employees,
media richness, a communications construct, offers an explanation. According to media richness
theory, also known as information richness theory (Golden et al., 2009), face-to-face interactions
are the richest form of information because they contain a complete variety of informational cues
(e.g., voice tone, nonverbal behaviors, and contextual background indicators) (Daft & Lengel,
1986). Golden et al. (2009) stated that the type of communication medium most appropriate for a
task depends on the level of uncertainty and the task’s ambiguity. The task’s ambiguity or
equivocality can involve the amount of information to be exchanged or understood and how
dependent the decision makers are on one another (Daft & Lengel, 1986, p. 560). Daft and
Lengel (1986) provided a list of communication approaches in order of decreasing richness:
face-to-face, telephone, personal documents (e.g., letters, memos), impersonal written
documents, and numeric documents. Specific elements make communication rich, including the
medium’s capacity for immediate feedback, the number of cues and modalities used,
personalization, and the variety of language used (Daft & Lengel, 1986).
Golden et al. (2009) provided evidence relating to the sensibility of using face-to-face
communication during a performance appraisal and confirmed that the information managers
receive about and from their distributed employees is apt to be less rich and to contain fewer
informational cues than the information they receive about and from their collocated employees
(Golden et al., 2009). Similarly, information received via telephone, e-mail, or reports from other
sources does not contain the same amount or degree of information. Thus, the lack of richness
may instill less confidence in the information received. As a result and as noted prior, when
managers have access to both direct and virtual information, they are likely to discount
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information acquired virtually (Golden et al., 2009), which suggests that distributed employees
are at a disadvantage at conveying richer information than their collocated counterparts.
In a study involving performance appraisals of peers, results indicated that the
communication medium matters. Performance feedback was perceived as more negative in an
online environment than in face-to-face or paper-form approaches (Kurtzberg, Naquin, & Belkin,
2006). Kurtzberg et al. (2006) noted, “The exact same message, when delivered via e-mail, was
treated with more negativity than when delivered in any other way, written or spoken” (p. 14).
These findings are consistent with media richness theory. It follows that the circumstances
typically associated with performance appraisals need a rich communication medium as the most
appropriate way to offer performance feedback. This is in part because performance appraisals
can be multifaceted, ambiguous, and emotionally charged (Russ, Daft, & Lengel, 1990). These
results indicate that face-to-face performance feedback will result in a more effective exchange
of information (Gordon & Stewart, 2009).
Communication mediums also influence justice perceptions. Distributed employees
mainly interact with their managers via information and communication enabled by technology,
so they must rely on a limited number of procedural justice cues (Hakonen & Lipponen, 2008).
In a simulated study (n = 447 students), Westerman, Heuett, Reno, and Curry (2014) revealed
that participants who receive performance feedback via telephone perceived higher levels of
justice than those receiving feedback via text messages. In keeping with media richness theory
(Daft & Lengel, 1986), the richer communication medium (the telephone call) was seen as more
fitting for delivering potentially equivocal messages such as performance feedback when
compared with text messaging. Thus, the telephone call was seen as more just (Westerman et al.,
2014).
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Some researchers maintain that previous studies concerning distributed employees have
largely ignored the role of procedural justice (Hakonen & Lipponen, 2008). Perceived justice is
especially important when employees experience high levels of uncertainty, and because
uncertainty and ambiguity are typical of distributed employees, these employees look for
information about procedural justice to reduce their uncertainty (Hakonen & Lipponen, 2008).
Lack of feedback (communication) frequency. As noted prior, performance feedback is
an important element in improving employee performance (Cascio, 2000). Levy and Williams
(2004) referred to the feedback environment as a social contextual variable that is an integral part
of a broader performance management process. They contended that factors such as perceived
source credibility, frequency, and quality feedback affected employees’ attitudes and behaviors.
Kuvaas (2011) confirmed that perceived frequency of day-to-day work-related feedback outside
of the formal performance appraisal moderated the relationship between perceived helpfulness of
the performance appraisal and work performance.
These studies indicate that feedback frequency matters. Kacmar et al. (2003) found that
employees who communicated with their managers more frequently and were in high-quality
LMX relationships received the highest performance ratings. In other research, engaging in
social communication influenced trust. The key difference between the process of creating trust
across a distance and in a face-to-face setting was the rate (i.e., frequency) of the social
information exchange rather than the amount of information exchanged (Brewer, 2015).
Similarly, Levy and Thompson (2015) maintained that daily communication (i.e.,
feedback) is immensely valuable to both the employee and the organization. If the performance
management process is implemented effectively, the accumulation of daily feedback over time
should be strongly associated to the summary information provided to the employee as part of
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the performance appraisal discussion (Levy & Thompson, 2015). Also, there is evidence that
employees value and want performance feedback (Farr et al., 2015). Many employees state that
they do not receive enough feedback related to their managers’ assessments or expectations
about their performance, which indicates a need for more information about whether employees
are doing the tasks that are expected, whether their performance is at a satisfactory level, and
how they can improve (Farr et al., 2015).
Managers are the primary source of performance feedback for employees, especially for
those in high-quality LMX relationships (Andrews & Kacmar, 2001). The more frequently an
employee in a high-quality LMX relationship communicates with his or her manager, the better
the manager feels about the relationship (Kacmar et al., 2003). Because communication in lowquality LMX relationships can be confrontational and negative, it makes sense that more
frequent interactions of these kinds will worsen problems in the relationship. This logic suggests
that communication frequency amplifies a low- or high-quality LMX relationship (Kacmar et al.,
2003). Due to distance and technology, how communication frequency operates in relation to
LMX quality may be different in a distributed workplace arrangement compared to a collocated
arrangement (Golden et al., 2009).
Extent of the distributed workplace arrangement. The extent of work that an
employee performs away from his or her office site and/or manager can also be a challenge to
satisfaction outcomes (e.g., performance appraisal satisfaction). Allen, Golden, and Shockley
(2015) stated that the extent of telecommuting mattered and that there is “an impressive array of
evidence that the extent to which an individual works away from a central office makes a
difference in determining outcomes” (p. 60). They also stated that although distributed
workplace arrangements such as telecommuting have often been studied as a two distinct
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variables (i.e., those who are in virtual arrangement and those who are not), this approach has not
realistically represented contemporary distributed workplace arrangements. For example, in a
study of 375 virtual employees, Golden (2009) determined that the extent of virtual work
moderated the relationship between LMX, organizational commitment, job satisfaction, and
performance. It was found that the extent to which a virtual workplace arrangement was used,
the LMX quality was affected.
Gaps That Require Further Research
This fifth section of the literature review indicates that a research gap exists in the
performance appraisal literature. Leaders in many U.S. organizations do not believe their
performance management programs are effective (Buckingham & Goodall, 2015; Cunningham,
2015). In the past, effectiveness was typically defined as accurate performance appraisal ratings
(Spence & Keeping, 2011). However, in the last few years, this definition has expanded to
include employee reactions (Levy & Williams, 2004; Pichler, 2012). These employee reactions
included elements of accuracy, fairness, motivation to improve, utility, and performance
appraisal satisfaction (Keeping & Levy, 2000; Levy & Williams, 2004; Pichler, 2012). Although
researchers have confirmed how some constructs such as LMX quality and justice perceptions
influence performance appraisal satisfaction, they have yet to investigate the various social
contexts that could affect performance appraisal satisfaction (Schminke et al., 2000).
A variety of social context variables are at play at any given time, and organizational
structures such as distributed workplace arrangements are one of these variables (Levy &
Williams, 2004; Pichler, 2012). Media richness (Daft & Lengel, 1986) and feedback frequency
(Kacmar et al., 2003) seem to be challenges in distributed workplace arrangements. Media
richness theory has confirmed that communication modalities that are not face-to-face provide
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less desirable outcomes when tasks are equivocal and interdependent decisions need to be made.
This perspective puts performance appraisal satisfaction at risk for distributed employees. Lean
managerial observations could influence performance feedback quality and thus employees’
performance appraisal ratings, both of which could reduce employees’ performance appraisal
satisfaction. Similarly, these lean observations could negatively affect downstream HR-related
employee decisions (e.g., promotions, compensation, terminations, training). Feedback
frequency also affects how employees perceive managerial fairness (Kacmar et al., 2003).
Given the proliferation of distributed workplace arrangements (U.S. Census Bureau,
2012) and the increased attention to organizations shifting their performance appraisal practices
to emphasize feedback, discussions, observations, and development (Buckingham & Goodall,
2015; Javad, 2015), the extent to which distributed employees work away from central offices
and their managers is an important dynamic to consider in performance management research
efforts (Bailey & Kurland, 2002).
The targeted gap. As more organizations increase the use of performance feedback
tactics as proxies for performance appraisals, researchers have yet to determine to what extent
these efforts will be successful in the contemporary reality of distributed workplace
arrangements. Thus, this study will address the social context of distributed workplace
arrangements and the related communication implications of media richness and communication
frequency in relation to LMX, procedural justice, and performance appraisal satisfaction.
Summary of Chapter 2
The preceding literature review categorized the various research streams that comprise
the multidimensional context of performance appraisal s, specifically their social context and
related employee reactions. The chapter included a review of the literature pertaining to
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performance appraisal effectiveness and the elements that affect or result in performance
appraisal satisfaction within the social context of a distributed workplace arrangement. The first
section indicated how performance appraisals are a central component of performance
management. The second section reviewed new directions toward performance appraisal
effectiveness and satisfaction with an emphasis on employee reactions. The third section detailed
how LMX and justice perceptions influence performance appraisal satisfaction, followed by the
fourth section that explained how social context can influence performance appraisal satisfaction.
The fifth section indicated that a research gap exists in the performance appraisal literature, as
performance appraisal satisfaction within a distributed workplace arrangement has not been
explored. Further, while the literature reflects a substantial amount of research on performance
appraisals and performance appraisal satisfaction (Arvey & Murphy, 1998; Pichler, 2009, 2012)
in relationship to manager–employee relationship quality and procedural justice, there is limited
research within the context of a distributed workplace arrangement. Therefore, this study
included an examination into a collection of variables: performance appraisal satisfaction, LMX,
procedural justice, media richness and communication frequency.
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Chapter 3: Research Design and Methodology
Introduction
This chapter outlines the research design and the methodology of the study. It contains 13
sections. The first section explains the purpose of the main study. The next section summarizes
the two pilot studies conducted prior to, and in support of, the main study. The remaining
sections pertain to the main study. The third section includes the study’s theoretical foundation
and hypotheses. The fourth section details the design of the study, followed by the fifth section
that explains the population and sample. The sixth section outlines the control variables. The
seventh section details the study’s data collection procedures, followed by the next section that
describes the data preparation steps. The data analysis procedures are explained in the ninth
section. Steps to check for reliability and validity are discussed in the 10th section. Assumptions
and limitations are detailed in the 11th section. The 12th section contains the ethical
considerations, and the chapter ends with a summary.
Purpose of the Main Study
This study examined the social context of distributed workplace arrangements and the
associated communication implications of media richness and communication frequency in
relation to LMX, procedural justice, and performance appraisal satisfaction. These relationships
were analyzed from the employee’s perspective.
Two Pilot Studies
Two pilot studies were conducted prior to and in support of the main study. They were
conducted to examine the relationships between LMX, procedural justice, and performance
appraisal satisfaction prior to adding the social contextual variable of distributed workplace
arrangement. See Figure 2 for the Pilot Study 1 and Pilot Study 2 conceptual model.
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Figure 2. Pilot Study 1 and 2 conceptual model of the mediating effect of procedural justice on
LMX and performance appraisal satisfaction.
Overview of Pilot Study 1. The purpose of the Pilot Study 1 was to examine how
procedural justice may influence the sign or strength of the relationship between LMX and
performance appraisal satisfaction. These relationships were analyzed from the employee’s
perspective. The hypotheses were as follows:
H1: LMX is positively related to performance appraisal satisfaction.
H2: LMX is positively related to procedural justice.
H3: Procedural justice is positively related to performance appraisal satisfaction.
H4: Procedural justice mediates the relationship between LMX and performance
appraisal satisfaction.
Control variables of age, time in position, and performance rating were used based upon past
performance appraisal satisfaction research by Dusterhoff et al. (2014) and techniques
recommended by Carlson and Wu (2011).
Study sample. Participants for this study were assembled using MTurk as the data
collection method because MTurk has been shown to contain the major elements required to
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conduct research (Buhrmester, Kwang, & Gosling, 2011; Johnson & Borden, 2012). MTurk is an
Internet-based platform that provides an online and diverse participant pool (Buhrmester et al.,
2011), tools for survey and experiment creation, and a method of rapid and inexpensive data
collection. The survey solicited full-time working employees at or over the age of 18 working in
the United States for U.S.-based companies. These qualifications were desired so that
participants would most likely have a manager and have experienced a performance appraisal.
The total number of respondents was 387, and after culling the responses for complete replies,
the resulting sample size was 284 (73%). Of the resulting sample, the average age was between
22 and 30 years (M = 2.73) and the average time in position was between 3 and 5 years (M =
2.15). The average rating of the participants’ last performance appraisal was 3.93, which denoted
a skewness toward exceeds expectations–good on a 5-point scale.
Measures. This study used previously validated measures. The measures were chosen
based on their measurement properties and their use in related research.
Performance appraisal satisfaction. This construct was measured using four items on a
5-point scale (Dusterhoff et al., 2014). The Cronbach alpha coefficient was α = .859.
Leader–member exchange. LMX was measured using seven items on a 5-point scale
(Graen & Uhl-Bien, 1995). The Cronbach alpha coefficient was α = .922.
Procedural justice. This construct was measured using seven items on a 5-point scale
(Colquitt et al., 2005). The Cronbach alpha coefficient was α = .909.
Respondents were asked to report their most recent performance appraisal rating. These
ratings used a 5-point scale of 1 = unsatisfactory–very poor, 2 = does not meet expectations–
poor, 3 = meets expectations–good, 4 = above expectations–good, 5 = exceed expectations–
excellent.
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Descriptives and correlations. Table 1 presents the means, standard deviations, and
correlations for the Pilot Study 1 variables. For all measures, values were above the mean, which
indicated that respondents were in general more positive than not. Table 1 shows the correlations
between performance appraisal satisfaction, LMX, and procedural justice were positive and
significant (p = .01), with correlations between performance appraisal satisfaction ranging
from .641 for LMX and .760 for procedural justice. These correlations were positive and
significant, as would be expected from previous research (Dusterhoff et al., 2014; Graen & UhlBien, 1995).
Table 1
Means, Standard Deviations, and Correlations
Variable

M
SD
1
2
3
4
5
6
1. Age
2.73 .998
2. Time in position
2.15 .974 .471
3. Last performance rating
3.93 .887 -.022 .037
4. Performance appraisal satisfaction 3.77 .801 -.099 .021 .530** .859
5. Leader–member exchange
3.59 .827 -.025 .043 .492** .641** .922
6. Procedural justice
3.41 .859 -.025 .063 .597** .760** .766** .909
Note. n = 284. The reliabilities (alpha coefficients) are reported in the diagonal pattern in the
table (numbers in italics).
**p = .01.
Assumptions testing. The following assumptions were tested prior to performing the
hierarchical regression analysis: reliability of the scales, linearity of the relationships,
independence of residuals for dependent variable, homoscedasticity of the errors, and normality
(error of distribution) of dependent variable. The assumptions were supported.
Analysis and results. Following similar studies (Dusterhoff et al., 2014; Graen & UhlBien, 1995), the hypothesized relationships were tested using multiple regression because two
predictor variables were used. SPSS statistical software Version 22 was used to conduct the
analysis. The first hypothesis (H1) was designed to test the presence of a positive relationship
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between LMX and performance satisfaction. This hypothesis was fully supported (β = .641, p <
0.001) with R2 = 41%, which indicated that performance appraisal satisfaction was a positive
function of LMX. Table 2 summarizes the results of this regression analysis.
Table 2
Summary of Regression Analysis for LMX as a Predictor for Performance Appraisal Satisfaction
Predictor
Leader–member exchange
R2
***p < .001.

B
.621

β
.641***

SE
.044
.411

The second hypothesis (H2) aimed to test the presence of a positive relationship between
LMX and procedural justice, as measured by LMX and procedural justice. This hypothesis was
fully supported (β =. 766, p < .001) with R2 = 59%, which supported the hypothesis that the
employee–manager relationship was a positive function of procedural justice. Table 3
summarizes the results of this regression analysis.
Table 3
Summary of Regression Analysis for LMX as a Predictor for Procedural Justice
Predictor
Leader–member exchange
R2
***p < .001.

B
.796

β
.766**

SE
.040
.587

The third hypothesis (H3) tested the presence of a positive relationship between
procedural justice and performance appraisal satisfaction. This hypothesis was also fully
supported (β = .760, p < .001) with R2 = 76%, which indicated that performance appraisal
satisfaction was a positive function of procedural justice. Table 4 summarizes the results of this
regression analysis.
Table 4
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Summary of Regression Analysis for Procedural Justice as a Predictor for Performance
Appraisal Satisfaction
Predictor
B
SE
β
Procedural justice
.760
.036
.760**
R2
.760
***p < .001.
Four-step mediation testing. The last hypothesis (H4) examined whether the mediator,
procedural justice, accounted for the increase in performance appraisal satisfaction when
controlling for LMX. A mediation analysis was conducted, and during the analysis, the control
variables (age, time in position, and performance appraisal rating) were entered in Step 1 to
determine if they reflected any impurities in the dependent and independent variables. This
technique ensures that the impurities are removed and the estimation of independent and
dependent relationships is made more relevant (Carlson & Wu, 2011). Subsequently, when
controlling for age, time in position, and performance appraisal rating, the analysis yielded
impotent control variables (p = 0.00), which meant the control variables overcontrolled the
analysis. To avoid Type I error, the control variables were excluded from further modeling and
analysis (Neergaard & Ulhøi, 2007). Adhering to Carlson and Wu’s (2011) and Becker’s (2005)
recommendations for improved research practices pertaining to control variables, representations
of the impact of the control variables are in Table 5.
Subsequently, a mediation test was conducted without the control variables. Significant
associations were found for performance appraisal satisfaction and LMX (β = .641, p < .01),
procedural justice and LMX (β = .766, p < .01), and performance appraisal satisfaction and
procedural justice (β = .017, p < .05). Having satisfied the three steps, the fourth step of the
mediation test revealed that the relationship between LMX and performance appraisal
satisfaction was nonsignificant (β = .650, p < .001) in the presence of procedural justice, which
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suggested that procedural justice fully mediated the relationship between LMX and performance
appraisal satisfaction. The results of the mediation tests are in Table 6.
Table 5
Testing for Mediator Effects on Performance Appraisal Satisfaction Using Hierarchal
Regression Using Control Variables
Testing steps in mediation model
B
SE
β
Step 1
.483
.048
.499**
Outcome: Performance appraisal satisfaction
Predictor: Leader–member exchange
Step 2
.646
.042
.622**
Outcome: Procedural justice
Predictor: Leader–member exchange
Steps 3 and 4
.548
.060
.589**
Outcome: Performance appraisal satisfaction
Mediator: Procedural justice
Predictor: Leader–member exchange
.128
.057
.133**
**p < .01.
Table 6
Testing for Mediator Effects on Performance Appraisal Satisfaction Using Hierarchal
Regression Without Control Variables
Testing steps in mediation model
B
SE
β
Step 1
.621
.044
.641**
Outcome: Performance appraisal satisfaction
Predictor: Leader–member exchange
Step 2
.796
.040
.766**
Outcome: Procedural justice
Predictor: Leader–member exchange
Steps 3 and 4
.138
.056
.017*
Outcome: Performance appraisal satisfaction
Mediator: Procedural justice
Predictor: Leader–member exchange
.606
.056
.650**
*p < .05. **p < .01.
Discussion. Procedural justice seemingly determines an employee’s level of performance
appraisal satisfaction, regardless of the relationship an employee has with his or her manager.
This relationship is important for managers and HRD practitioners to understand. Practitioners
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need to apply fair and transparent policies and procedures within a performance management
program or employees will not buy into the program (Panggabean, 2001; Wittmer et al., 2010).
Some HRD practitioners stress one performance management program element over
another due to organizational emphasis or practitioner expertise. This research showed HRD
practitioners where to start by focusing on the most important component of a performance
management program, the performance appraisal, and key contributing variables such as
procedural justice and LMX so that performance appraisals can be more satisfying to employees.
Overview of Pilot Study 2. The Pilot Study 2 had the same purpose, hypotheses,
measures, and population as Pilot Study 1. However, instead of applying a regression analysis
approach, it used structural equation modeling to test the conceptual model.
Analyses and results. Using Schumacker and Lomax’s (2010) guidance, the fit of the
data was analyzed using a measurement model prior to testing the theoretical and alternative
model. In analyzing the measurement model, all factors were compared to one another; that is, a
three-factor correlated model was used. Then, a check for common method variance was
completed using Harman’s singe-factor test. The analysis was completed using IBM SPSS Amos
22.
Furthermore, two structural models were tested. The first was the theoretical model, that
is, the full mediation model. This model contained a path from LMX to procedural justice to
performance appraisal satisfaction. A second model was tested, and it was a partially mediated
model with two paths: (a) LMX to procedural justice to performance appraisal satisfaction and
(b) LMX to performance appraisal satisfaction.
The results of the commonly used fit indices as recommended by Schumacker and
Lomax (2010) indicated that the three-factor correlated model fit the data better than the single-
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factor model. See Table 7. With three degrees of freedom between the two models, a calculation
of the delta chi-square yielded a value (Δχ2 = 367.227) with a probability of less than .001 (p
< .001); thus, it was not significant. This badness-to-fit situation suggested that the two models
were similar. A review of the comparative fit index (CFI) values for the two models indicated
that the three-factor model at a CFI value above .9 fit the data better (Hu & Bentler, 1999).
Table 7
Fit Indices for Measurement Models
Root-meanStandardized
square error of root-mean-square Comparative
Model
χ2
df approximation
residual
fit index
Three-factor correlated 479.526 149
.089
.0471
.915
Single factor
846.753 152
.127
.0675
.822
The root-mean-square error of approximation for the three-factor model was closer to the
recommended range of .05 to .08 (Schumacker & Lomax, 2010). Also, in a review of the
standardized root-mean-square residual, the three-factor model was the better fit because the
results were less than .05 (Schumacker & Lomax, 2010).
The standardized regression weights in Figure 3 suggested the measurement model was
acceptable.
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Figure 3. Pilot Study 2 measurement model.
The data further indicated that all the factor loadings were above the .5 minimum, which
revealed all values within the recommended range of .7 to .95 (Bagozzi & Yi, 1988). The
structure coefficients (compare Graham, Guthrie, & Thompson, 2003) in Table 8 revealed that
each of the manifest variables correlated most highly with its appropriate factor. A review of the
individual item loading indicated that two items (PJ2 and PJ6) were lower than the factor
loading guidance of < .7 (R. B. Kline, 2005).
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Table 8
Pattern and Structure Coefficients for Three-Factor Correlated Model

Construct variable
Procedural justice
PJ1
PJ2
PJ3
PJ4
PJ5
PJ6
PJ7
PJ8
Leader–member exchange
LMX1
LMX2
LMX3
LMX4
LMX5
LMX6
LMX7
Performance appraisal satisfaction
PAS1
PAS2
PAS3
PAS4

Performance
Leader–member
appraisal
Procedural justice
exchange
satisfaction
Pattern Structure Pattern Structure Pattern Structure
.710
.634
.774
.808
.832
.586
.777
.853

.710
.634
.774
.808
.832
.586
.777
.853
.615
.641
.678
.679
.635
.685
.718
.707
.610
.686
.714

.738
.770
.814
.815
.762
.825
.863

.592
.528
.645
.673
.693
.488
.647
.710

.621
.554
.677
.706
.728
.512
.680
.746

.738
.770
.814
.815
.762
.825
.863

.523
.545
.576
.577
.540
.584
.611

.573
.495
.556
.579

.809
.698
.785
.817

.809
.698
.785
.817

Table 9 shows that the composite reliability ranged from .860 to .925 and the average
variance extracted (AVE) ranged from .566 to .639, both of which were above their minimum
AVE thresholds. However, most of the correlations between the factors were higher than the
square root of the AVE for each individual factor, which indicated a lack of discriminant
validity. The factor correlations in Table 9 confirm the four hypotheses, namely that positive
relationships existed between LMX and performance appraisal satisfaction, procedural justice
and performance appraisal satisfaction, LMX and procedural justice, and procedural justice
positively mediated LMX and performance appraisal satisfaction.
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Table 9
Implied Correlations, Average Variance Extracted, and Composite Reliability
Variable
1
2
1. Procedural justice
.752
2. Leader–member exchange
.833
.799
3. Performance appraisal satisfaction
.874
.708
Composite reliability
.911
.925
Average variance extracted
.566
.639
Note. Square root of average variance extracted along the diagonal.

3

.779
.860
.606

An assessment of the structural models revealed that Model 1, the fully mediated model
(LMX to procedural justice to performance appraisal satisfaction), had the best fit. See Figure 4.
With one degree of freedom between the two models, a calculation of the delta chi-square
yielded a value (Δχ2 = .516) of less than 1 and a probability of less than .001 (p < .001) and thus
was not statistically significant. Other fit indices for the two models (i.e., R2, root-mean-square
error of approximation, CFI, and standardized root-mean-square residual) shown in Table 8 were
very similar in value and within recommended thresholds. Lastly, the parameter estimates for
Model 1 were positive, within range, and statistically significantly different than zero.
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Figure 4. Pilot 2 study measurement model with estimates.
Last, to improve the model fit, three more models were tested when the two previously
mentioned low-loading items (PJ2 and PJ6) were removed one at a time and then together. See
Tables 10 and 11. The analysis revealed that Model 5, with both items removed, increased the
factor loading values but not substantively. Also, with 33 degrees of freedom between Model 1
and Model 5, a calculation of the delta chi-square yielded a value (Δχ2 = .121.446) that was not
significant. Therefore, Model 1 was kept as the best fit to the data.
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Table 10
Fit Indices for Structural Models
Root-mean- Standardized
square error of root-mean- Comparative
χ2
df approximation square residual fit index
R2
480.04 150
.088
.0471
.915
.759

Model
1. LMX → procedural
justice → performance
appraisal satisfaction
2. LMX + procedural
479.52 149
.089
justice → performance
appraisal satisfaction
and LMX →
performance appraisal
satisfaction
Note. R2 = R2 of performance appraisal satisfaction.

.0471

.915

.766

Table 11
Fit Indices for Structural Models With Deleted Item Models
Root-meanStandardized
square error of
root-mean- Comparative
2
Model
χ
df approximation square residual fit index
R2
1. LMX → procedural 480.04 150
.088
.0471
.915
.759
justice →
performance
appraisal satisfaction
2. LMX + procedural 479.52 149
.089
.0471
.915
.766
justice →
performance
appraisal satisfaction
and LMX →
performance
appraisal satisfaction
3. Model 1 without
388.43 133
.082
.0437
.931
.764
Item PJ2
4. Model 1 without
423.22 133
.088
.0437
.923
.762
Item PJ6
5. Model 1 without
358.59 117
.085
.0444
.932
.764
Items PJ2 and PJ6
Note. R2 = R2 of performance appraisal satisfaction.
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Discussion. Supporting the prior theory and research outlined by Dusterhoff et al. (2014)
and Pichler et al. (2015), this study demonstrated the positive relationships between LMX,
procedural justice, and performance appraisal satisfaction. Additionally, procedural justice was
shown to be a strong mediator between LMX and performance appraisal satisfaction. However,
the correlations among these relationships were very strong, which indicated a lack of
discriminant validity; that is, the measurements appeared to be too related.
The first strong correlation involved the path from LMX to procedural justice. The strong
path could be explained in part because managers typically communicate, appraise, and conduct
employees’ performance appraisal. Therefore, perhaps regardless of the amount of procedural
justice the organization applies to its performance management policies and procedures,
employees perhaps attribute the level of justice to their manager. The second strong correlation,
procedural justice and performance appraisal satisfaction, can possibly be explained by the
elements of procedural justice, such as employee voice and the opportunity to express one’s
feelings. Considering that a performance appraisal is essentially a judgment of one person over
another, employees who experience opportunities to tell their side of the story may have
responded with higher degrees of satisfaction. The third strong relationship is the mediating
relationship of procedural justice between LMX and performance appraisal satisfaction. This is
perhaps explained by the fact that the performance appraisal process is an integration of all the
appraisal activity players and elements. The manager, employee, process, judgment, and
appraisal session are connected and overlapping elements.
Nonetheless, the strength of the correlations indicated a lack of discriminant validity,
which is an indicator of common method bias (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Lee, & Podsakoff, 2003).
Although common methods bias was not mentioned by Dusterhoff et al. (2014), a review of the
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study’s correlations in the multiple regression analysis using five total constructs and no
mediation indicated similarly strong correlations between LMX, performance appraisal
satisfaction, and justice perceptions. Additionally, in Pichler et al. (2015), the structural equation
modeling mediated-moderated study used six constructs and a variety of progressive models to
determine the best fitting model. Correlations between LMX, performance appraisal satisfaction,
and procedural justice variables indicated lower values. Perhaps the simplicity of the Pilot Study
2 theoretical model contributed to the common method bias due to the limited statistical
approaches that could be applied.
Conversely, using the list of common method bias sources provided by Podsakoff et al.
(2003), this study could have been affected by at least four potential causes. In order of research
steps, the first cause could have been that the items of the three measures were too similar in
wording or meaning. To address this cause, the researcher needed to determine which measures
are similar or determine the common elements and eliminate or minimize them in the design of
the study. Second, item context influence could have played a role to item priming. Although the
dependent variable question was positioned first in the survey, the survey included an
introductory paragraph that outlined that the survey was meant to examine the effect of an
employee’s perception of procedural justice and the strength of LMX on the employee’s
perception of performance appraisal satisfaction. This introduction may have prejudiced some
participants toward the constructs. Third, the variables were measured at the same point in time,
and this event could have produced artificial judgments by the participants. Bias is reduced when
the participants have stronger psychological separation between the constructs (Podsakoff et al.,
2003). Last, common rater effect could have played a role because all the participants were
employees; thus the data belonged to one side of the manager–employee relationship.
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Lessons Learned From the Pilot Studies
Three lessons were applied from the pilot studies to the main study. First, the issue of
item context influence was addressed in the survey instrument. The researcher removed any
wording that possibly primed the participant toward performance appraisal satisfaction based
upon his or her manager relationship. The researcher replaced the wording with a more generic
statement so that there was a stronger separation of the constructs for the participant. Second,
although Pilot Study 1 indicated the performance rating control variable was an impotent control
variable and the researcher removed it from the analysis, all controls variables were kept for the
main study. The main study’s analysis revealed no such findings. Third, Pilot Study 2 revealed
that two items could be removed to reduce discriminant validity, which is an indicator of
common method bias. However, the Pilot Study 2 revealed that removing the items did not
significantly decrease discriminant validity, so the items were not removed in the main study.
Main Study Theory and Hypotheses
Given the factors affecting performance appraisal satisfaction, this study was
underpinned by leadership, justice, and communication theories. Specifically, research studies
related to performance appraisal satisfaction are underpinned by LMX theory and organizational
justice theory (Dusterhoff et al., 2014; Gruman & Saks, 2011; T. Kim & Holzer, 2014; Pichler et
al., 2015; Saks & Gruman, 2011) as well as one of the organizational justice components:
procedural justice (Caputo, 2007; Dusterhoff et al., 2014; Pichler et al., 2015). It is generally
well established across the LMX, organizational justice, and performance literatures that LMX is
positively related to procedural justice and that procedural justice is positively related to
performance appraisal satisfaction (Pichler et al., 2015). Also, the relationships between media
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richness and LMX (Hakonen & Lipponen, 2008) and between communication frequency and
LMX (Kacmar et al., 2003) have been well-established.
A question that had not been adequately addressed is the extent to which employee
appraisal reactions, in this case, performance appraisal satisfaction, are a function of the LMX
quality and procedural justice relationship when a distributed workplace arrangement exists.
LMX theory would indicate that the exchange of resources, such as the richness and frequency of
communication, is essential to the quality of the manager–employee relationship (Wayne et al.,
2002).
The notion that the communication interchange of distributed manager–employee dyads
versus collocated dyads is inferior has been fostered by media richness theory. This theoretical
construct maintains that face-to-face communication is superior to all other communication,
including e-mail, telephone, and videoconferencing, because it has the most communication
pathways and thus allows for the transmission of various types of information (Daft & Lengel,
1986; Purvanova, 2014). Equally, the more frequently an employee in a high-quality LMX
relationship communicates with his or her manager, the better the manager feels about the
relationship (Kacmar et al., 2003). This logic indicates that communication frequency amplifies a
low- or high-quality LMX relationship. However, in distributed workplace arrangements, the
opportunities to experience rich and frequent communication are more limited than for those in
collocated arrangements (Golden & Veiga, 2008). Thus, the first two hypotheses tested in this
study were as follows:
H1: Distributed workplace arrangements will moderate the positive relationship between
media richness and LMX, such that the relationship will be weaker when a distributed
workplace arrangement is present than when it is not.
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H2: Distributed workplace arrangements will moderate the positive relationship between
communication frequency and LMX, such that the relationship will be weaker when a
distributed workplace arrangement is present than when it is not.
Comparable to LMX, procedural justice has been found to be positively related to
performance appraisal satisfaction (Pichler et al., 2015). Justice theories posit that voice is
important to employees because of its influence on process outcomes such as performance
appraisal satisfaction (Lind & Tyler, 1988). Justice perceptions are influenced by communication
mediums (Lind & Tyler, 1988). In distributed workplace arrangements, the opportunities to
express one’s voice are limited to communication mediums enabled by technology (e.g., e-mail,
telephone). Consequently, distributed employees rely on a limited number of procedural justice
cues (Hakonen & Lipponen, 2008; Westerman et al., 2014). Thus, the third hypothesis tested was
as follows:
H3: Distributed workplace arrangements will moderate the positive relationship between
LMX and procedural justice, such that the relationship will be weaker when a
distributed workplace arrangement is present than when it is not.
Finally, employee reactions, such as performance appraisal satisfaction, are influenced by
the social context in which they reside (Keeping & Levy, 2000; Pichler, 2012). Social context is
comprised of distal and proximal variables. A distributive workplace arrangement is an example
of a distal variable because it involves organizational structures and workforce composition.
Performance management is by far the biggest management challenge within the context of a
distributed workplace arrangement. The nature of this arrangement requires managers to do
many performance management activities well (Cascio, 2000). However, the literature has
revealed that managers are not executing performance appraisals well (Kondrasuk, 2012), and
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they are not satisfied with their performance appraisals (Buckingham & Goodall, 2015;
Cunningham, 2015; Morris, 2014). Distributive workplace arrangements place a greater strain on
performance appraisal satisfaction due to less direct performance observations (Golden et al.,
2009), the need for different or increased communication (Farr et al., 2015), and the sometimes
recalcitrant behavior of distributed employees (Brewer, 2015). Thus, the fourth and fifth
hypotheses tested were as follows:
H4: Distributed workplace arrangements will moderate the positive relationship between
procedural justice and performance appraisal satisfaction, such that the relationship
will be weaker when a distributed workplace arrangement is present than when it is
not.
H5: Distributed workplace arrangement will be negatively related to performance
appraisal satisfaction.
Main Study Design
A quantitative cross-sectional research design was used to examine these relationships.
The study involved collecting data at a single point in time to collect a body of information in
connection with more than two variables examined to detect relationships (Bryman & Bell,
2011). The study was quantitative in that all variable data were measures established through
quantitative survey responses and the study used statistical testing to determine correlations
(Bryman & Bell, 2011). The study used a positivist approach. Study properties were measured
through objective methods rather than inferred subjectively through sensation, reflection, or
intuition. To expound, a quantitative ex post facto design method was used because the study
was nonexperimental and the researcher had limited opportunity to manipulate or control
variables in the study (Bryman & Bell, 2011). Hierarchical regression analyses were used
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because it is the most straightforward way to test the hypotheses, and it allows for clear and
simple handling of the control variables (Hayes, 2013). Additionally, regression analysis was
used in related performance appraisal studies (Pichler, 2012).
Main Study Population and Sample
The population for this study was full-time employees at or over the age of 18 who
worked in the United States for U.S.-based organizations and who had a performance appraisal
in the past 24 months. The age and U.S. qualifications were desired because these employees
were most likely to have had a manager and experienced a performance appraisal.
The researcher leveraged professional contacts primarily from financial and professional
services industries to gather the population. Accordingly, the sample was a convenience sample
(Bryman & Bell, 2011). This convenience sample is compelling in part because with over six
million employees (U.S. Department of Labor, 2015), the financial services industry has local,
regional, and national locations. Subsequently, the industry is more likely to have collocated and
distributed workplace arrangements. Also, due to the formal business nature and the increased
regulation and scrutiny of this industry, adherence to performance appraisals is keen (T. Wilson,
Wells, Little, & Ross, 2014).
Study participants were recruited primarily in three ways. The first strategy involved
contacting the chief HR officer (CHRO) or key leaders of 10 large regional U.S. bank
organizations for permission and distribution of the survey. The second strategy involved
contacting the American Banker Association Professional Development Council to connect the
researcher to the organization’s membership group. The third strategy involved contacting
leaders of professional services organizations (e.g., consulting services) for permission and
distribution of the survey.
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A power analysis was conducted using G*Power 3.1.9.2 to determine how many
participants were needed. The power analysis was based on a multiple linear regression with 11
predictors (i.e., the highest number of predictors used in the steps of the hierarchical regression
analyses). Assuming a medium effect size of .15, a power level of .80, and a significance level
of .05, the minimum number of participants needed to obtain statistically valid results was 123.
Main Study Measures
This study used previously validated measures. These measures were chosen based upon
their measurement properties and their use in related research. Permission to use each measure
was obtained (see Appendices A, B, C, and D).
Performance appraisal satisfaction. Following similar performance appraisal studies
(Dusterhoff et al., 2014; Pichler, 2012), performance appraisal satisfaction was measured using
four items on a 5-point scale (Dusterhoff et al., 2014). Sample items included “I have positive
expectations of future performance review meetings” and “I agreed with my performance review
result” (see Appendix E). The Cronbach alpha coefficient was α = .859.
Leader–member exchange. Similar to other performance appraisal studies (Dusterhoff
et al., 2014; Pichler, 2012), LMX was measured using seven items on a 5-point scale (Graen &
Uhl-Bien, 1995). Sample items included “I know where I stand with my supervisor” and “I have
enough confidence in my leader that I would defend and justify his/her decision if he/she were
not present to do so” (see Appendix F). The Cronbach alpha coefficient was α = .922.
Procedural justice. Following similar performance appraisal studies (Dusterhoff et al.,
2014; Pichler, 2012), procedural justice was measured using seven items on a 5-point scale
(Colquitt, 2001, p. 389; Colquitt et al., 2005, p. 131). Sample items included “Have you been
able to express your views and feelings during those procedures,” “Have those procedures been
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applied consistently,” and “Have those procedures been free of bias” (see Appendix G). The
Cronbach alpha coefficient was α = .909.
Perceived media richness. Following similar studies (Dennis & Kinney, 1998),
perceived media richness was measured using eight items on a 7-point scale (Daft & Lengel,
1986). Lower scores indicated perceptions of a higher degree of media richness. Sample items
included “The communication conditions helped us communicate quickly” and “The
communication condition under which we communicated helped us to better understand each
other” (see Appendix H). The Cronbach alpha coefficient was α = .890.
Communication frequency. Following similar approaches (e.g., Kacmar et al., 2003),
communication frequency was measured using eight items on a 5-point scale (McAllister, 1995).
Higher scores indicated perceptions of a higher frequency of communication. Sample items
included “How frequently do you send your boss an electronic mail message” and “How
frequently do you receive phone calls from your boss” (see Appendix I). The Cronbach alpha
coefficient was α = .850.
Extent of distributed workplace arrangement. Following similar approaches (e.g.,
Golden & Veiga, 2005; Golden et al., 2009; Rockmann & Pratt, 2015), the extent of the
distributed workplace arrangement was assessed by asking participants to indicate the average
number of hours per week spent away from their office virtually or remotely (see Appendix J).
Main Study Control Variables
Control variables can drown out independent variables, so they must be chosen carefully
(B. M. Byrne, 2013). Control variables of performance rating, gender, age, functional
specialization, organizational tenure, and telecommuting tenure were selected based upon related
research and techniques recommended by Carlson and Wu (2011).
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Performance rating was a control variable because it can overinfluence performance
appraisal satisfaction if not controlled (Dusterhoff et al., 2014; Kuvaas, 2011; Pichler et al.,
2015). Gender was a control variable because men and women may experience differing levels
of work–family issues (Golden & Veiga, 2005; Kuvaas, 2011), and telecommuting is often
viewed as a means to help balance the demands of work and family life (Bailey & Kurland,
2002). Age may play a role in the experiences of distributed workers, thereby affecting
performance appraisal satisfaction (Bélanger, 1999). Also, due to the nature of different job
functions and their particular performance feedback loops (e.g., sales jobs typically have readily
available performance feedback loops), the statistical analysis controlled for functional
specialization to prevent any possibility of unintended effects. Similar to other research on
distributed workplace arrangements (Golden & Veiga, 2005), functional specialization was
noted. For example, does the job require the participant to be on the road or away from the
company office? Organizational tenure was a control variable because greater organizational
tenure may give some employees more perspective and techniques as to how their organizations
manage performance appraisals and communication (Golden & Veiga, 2005). Finally, similar to
Golden and Veiga (2005), this study controlled for telecommuting tenure. Respondents were
asked how many years they had been in a distributed workplace arrangement to prevent any
honeymoon effects (i.e., the dismissal of any existing problems or problems that are not
noticeable or are ignored).
Main Study Data Collection Procedures
Written approvals were sought from each organization’s CHRO or business unit leader to
conduct the study and for the employees to complete a web-based survey during work hours.
Participants were recruited via e-mail by their respective organizations’ CHRO or business unit
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leader and were informed that taking part in the study was voluntary and all responses would be
confidential. The e-mail was drafted by the researcher (see Appendix K). The researcher had no
involvement in collecting e-mail addresses, no knowledge of participant identities, nor any
participation in the delivery of the recruitment e-mails.
The survey contained an introduction from the researcher that included the purpose of the
study, amount of time required to participate in the survey, acknowledgment that participation
was voluntary, confidentiality guarantee, survey participation instructions, researcher
information, and the University of Texas at Tyler Institutional Review Board contact information
(see Appendix L). The survey was open for 30 business days per organization.
Participants completed an informed consent acknowledgment before they proceeded (see
Appendix M). Upon clicking the Yes, I choose to participate in this study button on the informed
consent page, the participant was able to move to the survey questions. Upon completion of all
the questions, the participant clicked the submit survey button to register responses. Potential
participants were also able to select the No, I choose to not participate in this study button on the
informed consent page. Individuals who chose to decline received a thank-you reply and the
survey did not proceed.
At least two reminder notices were sent. The researcher notified each organization’s
CHRO or business unit leader to send each reminder. The first reminder was sent to participants
10 days prior to the survey deadline. The second reminder was sent one day prior to the deadline.
At the close of the deadline, the researcher reviewed summary response reports to determine
whether the target sample size had been reached. On three occasions, the overall target sample
size had not been reached, so the researcher extended the deadline and notified each CHRO or
business unit leader. The CHRO or business unit leader determined if they wanted the
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organization to continue to participate. The summary response report review method of
determining extensions and notifying the CHROs or business unit leaders continued until the
target sample size was reached.
Main Study Data Preparation
Upon receipt, the data were screened and prepared. These activities involved addressing
missing data, removing incomplete or unengaged responses, and checking for outliers. The data
were validated, and the analysis began with a review of the frequencies and percentages for all
the demographic variables. Next mean composite scores were created to use the variables in the
analyses. Appropriate items were reverse-coded prior to computation.
The composite scores were checked for outliers using standardized values. Next,
descriptive statistics, including means and standard deviations, were analyzed (Schumacker &
Lomax, 2010). The reliability of the scales were tested and verified using Cronbach’s alpha
calculations. Prior to the regression analyses, correlation coefficients were computed for the
independent and dependent variables. Assumptions for each statistical analysis were also tested.
These assumptions included linearity and normality, homoscedasticity, and a lack of
multicollinearity. The testing for these assumptions is important to multivariate analysis, and the
tests ensure the potential for bias is limited (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2012).
Main Study Data Analysis Procedures
Hierarchical regression analysis was conducted to test H1 and H2.The dependent variable
(outcome) for the regression analysis was LMX. In the first step of the regression analysis, the
control variables (i.e., performance rating, gender, age, functional specialization, organizational
tenure, and telecommuting tenure) were entered into the model. In the second step, media
richness, communication frequency, and distributed workplace arrangement were entered into
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the model. In the final step, media richness × distributed workplace arrangement and
communication frequency × distributed workplace arrangement interaction terms were entered
into the model.
A hierarchical regression analysis was conducted to test H3. The dependent variable
(outcome) for the regression analysis was procedural justice. In the first step of the regression
analysis, the control variables (i.e., performance rating, gender, age, functional specialization,
organizational tenure, and telecommuting tenure) were entered into the model. In the second
step, LMX and distributed workplace arrangement were entered into the model. In the final step,
an LMX × distributed workplace arrangement interaction term was entered into the model. If the
interaction term is significant in the final step of the model, then H3 is supported.
A hierarchical regression analysis was conducted to test H4 and H5. The dependent
variable (outcome) for the regression analysis was procedural justice. In the first step of the
regression analysis, the control variables (i.e., performance rating, gender, age, functional
specialization, organizational tenure, and telecommuting tenure) were entered into the model. In
the second step, procedural justice and distributed workplace arrangement were entered into the
model. In the final step, a procedural justice × distributed workplace arrangement interaction
term was entered into the model. If the interaction term is significant in the final step of the
model, then H4 would be supported. If the predictor coefficient for distributed workplace
arrangement is significant in the final step of the model, then H5 is supported.
Main Study Reliability and Validity
Throughout this study, reliability and validity were addressed in a number of ways. In the
selection of measures, item internal consistency and construct validity was examined using
Cronbach’s alpha coefficient estimates and correlation coefficients. In the collection of data, the
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researcher had stringent procedures to safeguard the survey process from administrative,
technical, and physical issues. After the data were collected, incomplete or unengaged responses
were removed, and a check for outliers was conducted. Certain assumptions were checked prior
to performing data analysis procedures. These included linearity, lack of multicollinearity, and
homoscedasticity (Cohen, Cohen, West, & Aiken, 2013).
Main Study Assumptions and Limitations
Assumptions. This study operated under two assumptions. First, it was assumed that the
participants made a sincere effort to answer all questions thoroughly and thoughtfully. Second, it
was assumed that participants responded to the survey questions based upon their most recent
performance appraisal session.
Limitations of the design. This study was thoughtfully designed but did have at least
five design limitations. First, the use of a quantitative design allowed the researcher to address
the hypotheses. However, this design did not allow for the examination of the underlying reasons
that could better explain the results (Mitchell & Jolley, 2001). Second, the researcher only sought
respondents from the United States, which limited generalizability of the results to those who
worked in the United States and for U.S. organizations. Third, the measure of frequency
communication may not have captured other and newer methods of communication (e.g., social
media). An attempt was made to update the communication frequency measure with more
contemporary methods (e.g., texts, instant messaging) but perhaps did not include some more
common methods. A fourth limitation was common methods bias; that is, variance is due to the
type of measurement method used, rather than to the concepts the measures represent (Podsakoff
et al., 2003). The final and fifth limitation was that the researcher worked for a regional bank and
therefore may have unintentionally included bias in the study.

82

Main Study Ethical Considerations
After the completion and successful defense of the dissertation proposal, the researcher
completed and submitted an application along with the required documents to obtain written
authorization from the University of Texas at Tyler Institutional Review Board to conduct the
study (see Appendix N). The application was submitted to the dissertation chair to confirm that
the application was complete. The dissertation chair forwarded the completed packet to the
University of Texas at Tyler Institutional Review Board. Upon attaining written authorization to
conduct the study, the researcher proceeded with conducting the study.
Summary of Chapter 3
The preceding chapter categorized the research design and the methodology of this study.
The first chapter section explained the purpose of this study, which was to examine the social
context relationship of distributed workplace arrangements on performance appraisal satisfaction
through LMX theory, procedural justice, media richness, and communication frequency. The
second section included four hypotheses and the supporting theoretical foundations. The third
section detailed the design of the study, followed by the fourth section that explained the
population and sample. The fifth section outlined the control variables. The sixth section detailed
the data collection procedures, followed by the seventh section that described the data
preparation steps. The data analysis procedures were explained in the eighth section. Steps to
check for reliability and validity were discussed in the ninth section. Assumptions and limitations
were detailed in the tenth section. The chapter ended with a section concerning ethical
considerations.
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Chapter 4: Results
Introduction
This chapter contains the details of the data analysis and results of the study. It has five
sections. In the first section, details about the survey responses and characteristics of the sample
are presented. The second section contains the results of the interitem reliability analysis for each
of the composite variables. The third section includes the details and results of the assumption
tests for each statistical analysis. The fourth section presents the details of the analysis and
results for each study hypothesis. Finally, the fifth section contains a brief summary.
Data Collection and Sample Characteristics
Seventeen organizations were invited to participate in the study. Seven organizations
accepted the invitation. Accordingly, approximately 258 employees were sent emails to complete
the survey. One hundred seventy-three individuals responded to the survey, resulting in a 67%
response rate. One participant did not agree to the consent form, three participants were not
employed full time, four participants were not working in the United States, 15 participants had
employers outside of the United States, five participants did not have a performance appraisal in
the last 24 months, and seven participants did not finish all the survey questions. These
participants were excluded from the final analysis, which left 138 participants.
Of the final sample of 138 participants, most were female (n = 92, 66.7%), fell into the
41-50 years old age bracket (n = 56, 40.6%), worked in the banking/finance/insurance industries
(n = 78, 56.5%), and had spent 6 to 10 years at their current company (n = 37, 26.8%). The
majority reported that their job did not require them to work on the road or away from the office
(n = 85, 61.6%) however, most also reported that they did participate in flexible or alternative
workplace arrangements (n = 74, 53.6%). Correspondingly, the majority of participants
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responded that they spent 40 hours or more working on-site (n = 67, 48.6%). Of those who spent
time working virtually or remotely, 25 (18.1%) spent 5% of their week or an average of 4 hours
(n = 34, 24.6%) doing so. If participants did spend time working virtually or remotely, the
majority reported that they had been doing so for 0-2 years (n = 57, 41.3%). Most reported that
their last performance appraisal was conducted face-to-face (n = 80, 58.0%) and that they
received a rating of above expectations–good (n = 63, 45.7%). Table 12 displays the frequencies
and percentages for all demographic variables.
Table 12
Frequencies and Percentages for Demographic Variables
Variable
Gender
Female
Male
Age
22-30
31-40
41-50
51-60
61-70
Job requires working on the road/away from the office
Yes
No
Participate in flexible/alternative work arrangement
Yes
No
Average weekly hours spent working virtually/remotely
(distributed workplace arrangement)
0
4
8
12
16
20
24
28
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n

%

92
46

66.7
33.3

12
18
56
42
10

8.7
13.0
40.6
30.4
7.2

53
85

38.4
61.6

74
64

53.6
46.4

32
34
17
7
11
3
3
1

23.2
24.6
12.3
5.1
8.0
2.2
2.2
0.7
(continued)

Variable

n
32
3
36
2
40 or more
25
Years spent working virtually/remotely to any extent (telecommuting tenure)
0-2
57
3-5
32
6-10
23
11-15
21
21-25
4
25+
1
Years spent at current company (organizational tenure)
0-2
57
3-5
32
6-10
23
11-15
21
21-25
4
25+
1
Industry (functional specialization)
Academia/Education
15
Accounting
1
Banking/Finance/Insurance
78
Consulting
6
Engineering
1
Healthcare
2
Hotel/Restaurant
1
HR/Recruitment
1
Information technology
20
Legal
1
Manufacturing
1
Marketing
1
Mining/Oil and gas
1
Professional services
2
Retail buying/Merchandising/Sales
2
Sales
1
Transportation/Warehousing
1
Other
3
Performance review format
Face-to-face
80
Via video conference
3
Via telephone
48
Via an exchange of notes, e-mails, or documents
5
Other
2
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%
2.2
1.4
18.1
41.3
23.2
16.7
15.2
2.9
0.7
41.3
23.2
16.7
15.2
2.9
0.7
10.9
0.7
56.5
4.3
0.7
1.4
0.7
0.7
14.5
0.7
0.7
0.7
0.7
1.4
1.4
0.7
0.7
2.2
58.0
2.2
34.8
3.6
1.4
(continued)

Variable

n

Last performance rating
None
2
Meets expectations-medium
39
Above expectations-good
63
Exceeds expectations-excellent
34
Note. Not all percentages may add to 100.0% due to rounding error.

%
1.4
28.3
45.7
24.6

To use performance appraisal satisfaction, LMX, procedural justice, communication
frequency, and perceived media richness as variables in the analyses, the mean composite scores
needed were created. For performance appraisal satisfaction, the average of items Q9-Q12 was
taken. For LMX, the average of Q14-Q20 was taken. The mean of Q22-Q29 was used to create
the variable of procedural justice. To create communication frequency, the average of Q31-Q38
was used, and to create the variable of media richness, the average of Q44-Q51 was used.
Appropriate items were reverse-coded prior to computation. This allowed five single variables to
be used in the analysis.
The composite scores were checked for outliers using standardized values. Tabachnick
and Fidell (2012) suggested that scores with standardized values greater than 3.29 or less
than -3.29 should be considered outliers. However, no outliers were found in the data. On
average, participants reported a performance appraisal satisfaction score of 3.84 (SD = 0.84), a
LMS score of 4.00 (SD = 0.75), a procedural justice score of 3.66 (SD = 0.78), a communication
frequency score of 2.68 (SD = 0.82), and a perceived media richness score of 5.17 (SD = 1.24).
Table 13 displays descriptive statistics for each of the composite variables.
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Table 13
Descriptive Statistics for Composite Variables
Variable
Performance appraisal satisfaction
Leader–member exchange
Procedural justice
Communication frequency
Perceived media richness

Min
1.00
1.60
1.75
1.00
1.50

Max
5.00
5.00
5.00
4.80
7.00

M
3.84
4.00
3.66
2.68
5.17

SD
0.84
0.75
0.78
0.82
1.24

Reliability of the Measures
To determine the reliability of the composite scores, Cronbach’s alpha was used. The
alpha values were interpreted using the guidelines suggested by George and Mallery (2010),
where α > .9 excellent, >.8 good, >.7 acceptable, >.6 questionable, >.5 poor, and <.5
unacceptable. Reliability scores for performance appraisal satisfaction (α = .87), LMX (α = .90),
procedural justice (α = .89), and communication frequency (α = .81) were all good. Reliability
for media richness was excellent (α = .92). Results of Cronbach’s alpha for the composite scores
are presented in Table 14.
Table 14
Cronbach’s Alpha Reliability for Composite Scores
α
.87
.90
.89
.81
.92

Composite score
Performance appraisal satisfaction
Leader–member exchange
Procedural justice
Communication frequency
Perceived media richness

Number of items
4
7
8
8
8

Correlation Coefficients
Prior to the regression analysis, bivariate Pearson correlations were computed for the
independent and dependent variables. Table 15 displays the correlation coefficients. Distributed
workplace arrangement was significantly negatively related to communication frequency
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(r = -.22, p = .011). Media richness (r = .61, p < .001), performance appraisal satisfaction (r =
.57, p < .001), and procedural justice (r = .72, p < .001) were all significantly positively related
to LMX. Performance appraisal satisfaction (r = .35, p < .001) and procedural justice (r = .55, p
< .001) were both significantly positively related to media richness. Finally, procedural justice
was significantly positively related to performance appraisal satisfaction (r = .70, p < .001).
Table 15
Correlation Coefficients
Variable
1. Communication frequency
2. Distributed workplace arrangement
3. Leader–member exchange
4. Perceived media richness
5. Performance appraisal satisfaction
6. Procedural justice
*p < .05. ***p < .001.

1
-.22*
.13
.08
-.02
-.03

2
.02
-.06
-.03
.02

3

4

.61***
.57*** .35***
.72*** .55***

5

.70***

Assumptions Testing
The assumptions for each statistical analysis were tested prior to analysis. Specifically,
the assumptions for hierarchical regression included linearity, normality, homoscedasticity, and
lack of multicollinearity. The assumptions of linearity and normality were tested by an
examination of normal P-P plots (see Figures 5-7). The data did not significantly deviate from
the diagonal, so the assumptions of linearity and normality were met for each analysis. The
assumption of homoscedasticity was tested by examination of scatterplots of residuals versus
predicted values (see Figures 8-10). The data were equally distributed around zero, so the
assumption of homoscedasticity was met for each analysis. Finally, the lack of multicollinearity
was tested using variance inflation factors (VIF). According to Stevens (2009), VIF values
greater than 10 indicate the presence of multicollinearity. All VIF values were below 10 (see
regression Tables 16, 17, and 18), so this assumption was met for each analysis.
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Figure 5. Normal P-P plot (Hypotheses 1 and 2).

Figure 6. Normal P-P plot (Hypothesis 3).
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Figure 7. Normal P-P plot (Hypotheses 4 and 5).

Figure 8. Scatterplot (Hypotheses 1 and 2).
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Figure 9. Scatterplot (Hypothesis 3).

Figure 10. Scatterplot (Hypotheses 4 and 5).
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Hypothesis Testing
Hypotheses 1 and 2.
H1: Distributed workplace arrangements will moderate the positive relationship between
media richness and LMX, such that the relationship will be weaker when a distributed workplace
arrangement is present versus when it is not.
H2: Distributed workplace arrangements will moderate the positive relationship between
communication frequency and LMX, such that the relationship will be weaker when a distributed
workplace arrangement is present versus when it is not.
To assess H1 and H2, a hierarchical regression was performed. The dependent variable in
this analysis was LMX. For this analysis, the control variables of performance rating, gender,
age, functional specialization, organizational tenure, and telecommuting tenure were first entered
into the model. Next, media richness, communication frequency, and distributed workplace
arrangement were added to the model in Step 2. In Step 3, the terms for the interactions between
media richness and distributed workplace arrangement (MR × DWA) and between
communication frequency and distributed workplace arrangement (CF × DWA), were added.
The results of Step 1 of the hierarchical regression were significant (F(6, 131) = 4.54, p <
.001, R2 = .17), which indicated that performance rating, gender, age, functional specialization,
organizational tenure, and telecommuting tenure significantly predicted LMX at Step 1. The
coefficient of determination (R2) value indicated that these variables accounted for 17% of the
variability in LMX.
The results of Step 2 of the hierarchical regression were also significant (F(9, 128) =
12.80, p < .001, R2 =.47), which indicated that the combination of control variables from Step 1
and media richness, communication frequency, and distributed workplace arrangement
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significantly predicted LMX at Step 2. The R2 value indicated that these variables accounted for
47% of the variability in LMX or 30% more than the control variables alone. The R2 change
from Step 1 to Step 2 was significant (p < .001), which indicated that the addition of media
richness, communication frequency, and distributed workplace arrangement at Step 2 accounted
for significantly more variance in LMX compared to Step 1.
The results of Step 3 of the hierarchical regression were also significant (F(11, 126) =
10.31, p < .001, R2 =.47), which indicated that the set of control variables, independent variables,
and interaction terms significantly predicted LMX at Step 3. The R2 value indicated that these
variables accounted for 47% of the variability in LMX or approximately the same amount as
Step 2. The R2 change from Step 2 to Step 3 was not significant (p = .990), which indicated that
the addition of interaction terms at Step 3 did not account for significantly more variance in
LMX compared to Step 2.
Media richness was a significant positive predictor of LMX in the final step (B = 0.34, p
< .001), which indicated that as media richness scores increased, LMX scores also tended to
increase. The interaction between media richness and distributed workplace arrangement (MR ×
DWA) was not significant (B = 0.00, p = .885). This indicated that distributed workplace
arrangement did not moderate the relationship between media richness and LMX. Therefore, H1
was not supported. The interaction between communication frequency and distributed workplace
arrangement (CF × DWA) was not significant (B = 0.00, p = .885). This indicated that
distributed workplace arrangement did not moderate the relationship between communication
frequency and LMX. Therefore, H2 was not supported. The results of the hierarchical regression
appear in Table 16.
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Table 16
Hierarchical Regression Predicting LMX
Source

B

SE

β

t

p

VIF

Step 1
Performance rating
0.35
0.07
0.40
4.93 <.001 1.06
Gender
0.27
0.14
0.17
1.97
.051 1.22
Age
0.01
0.06
0.02
0.21
.838 1.12
Functional specialization
-0.02
0.01 -0.15 -1.76
.081 1.21
Organizational tenure
-0.02
0.04 -0.04 -0.45
.651 1.16
Telecommuting tenure
0.01
0.05
0.02
0.23
.818 1.11
Step 2
Performance rating
0.24
0.06
0.28
4.06 <.001 1.13
Gender
0.22
0.11
0.14
1.98
.050 1.24
Age
-0.01
0.05 -0.02 -0.26
.796 1.18
Functional specialization
-0.02
0.01 -0.19 -2.49
.014 1.40
Organizational tenure
0.00
0.03 -0.01 -0.12
.904 1.18
Telecommuting tenure
-0.01
0.04 -0.01 -0.14
.893 1.14
Media richness
0.34
0.04
0.56
8.44 <.001 1.07
Communication frequency
0.05
0.06
0.05
0.80
.425 1.10
Distributed workplace arrangement
0.01
0.01
0.12
1.67
.098 1.30
Step 3
Performance rating
0.24
0.06
0.28
4.03 <.001 1.14
Gender
0.23
0.11
0.14
1.97
.051 1.24
Age
-0.01
0.05 -0.02 -0.25
.806 1.20
Functional specialization
-0.02
0.01 -0.19 -2.44
.016 1.42
Organizational tenure
0.00
0.03 -0.01 -0.12
.904 1.18
Telecommuting tenure
-0.01
0.04 -0.01 -0.13
.894 1.17
Media richness
0.34
0.04
0.56
8.32 <.001 1.08
Communication frequency
0.05
0.06
0.06
0.80
.427 1.13
Distributed workplace arrangement
0.01
0.01
0.12
1.55
.124 1.48
MR x DWA
0.00
0.01 -0.01 -0.15
.885 1.11
CF x DWA
0.00
0.01
0.00
0.03
.973 1.26
2
Note. Step 1: F(6, 131) = 4.54, p < .001, R = .17. Step 2: F(9, 128) = 12.80, p < .001, R2 =.47.
Step 3: F(11, 126) = 10.31, p < .001, R2 =.47.
Hypothesis 3.
H3: Distributed workplace arrangement will moderate the positive relationship between
LMX and procedural justice, such that the relationship will be weaker when a distributed
workplace arrangement is present versus when it is not.
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To assess the above hypothesis, a hierarchical regression was performed. The dependent
variable in this analysis was procedural justice. For this analysis, the control variables of
performance rating, gender, age, functional specialization, organizational tenure, and
telecommuting tenure were first entered into the model. Next, LMX and distributed workplace
arrangement were added to the model in Step 2. In Step 3, the term for the interaction between
LMX and distributed workplace arrangement (LMX × DWA) was added.
The results of Step 1 of the hierarchical regression were significant (F(6, 131) = 4.39, p <
.001, R2 = .17), which indicated that performance rating gender, age, functional specialization,
organizational tenure, and telecommuting tenure significantly predicted procedural justice at
Step 1. The R2 value indicates that these variables accounted for 17% of the variability in
procedural justice.
The results of Step 2 of the hierarchical regression were also significant (F(8, 129) =
18.88, p < .001, R2 =.54), which indicated that the set of control variables, as well as LMX and
distributed workplace arrangement, significantly predicted procedural justice at Step 2. The R2
value indicated that these variables accounted for 54% of the variability in procedural justice, or
approximately 37% more than the control variables alone. The R2 change from Step 1 to Step 2
was significant (p < .001), which indicated that the addition of LMX and distributed workplace
arrangement at Step 2 accounted for significantly more variance in procedural justice compared
to the control variables in Step 1.
The results of Step 3 of the hierarchical regression were also significant (F(9, 128) =
16.65, p < .001, R2 =.54), which indicates that the set of independent variables significantly
predicted procedural justice at Step 3. The R2 value indicated that these variables accounted for
54% of the variability in procedural justice, which was approximately the same as seen in Step 2.
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The R2 change from Step 2 to Step 3 was not significant (p = .903), which indicated that the
addition of the interaction term at Step 3 did not account for significantly more variance in
procedural justice compared to Step 2.
LMX was a significant positive predictor of procedural justice in the final step (B = 0.70,
p < .001), which indicated that as LMX scores increased, procedural justice scores also tended to
increase. The interaction between LMX and distributed workplace arrangement (LMX × DWA)
was not significant (B = 0.00, p = .903). This indicated that distributed workplace arrangement
did not moderate the relationship between LMX and procedural justice. Therefore, H3 was not
supported. The results of the hierarchical regression are presented in Table 17.
Hypotheses 4 and 5.
H4: Distributed workplace arrangement will moderate the positive relationship between
procedural justice and performance appraisal satisfaction such that the relationship will be
weaker when a distributed workplace arrangement is present versus when it is not.
H5: Distributed workplace arrangement will be negatively related to performance
appraisal satisfaction.
To assess the above hypotheses, a hierarchical regression was performed. The dependent
variable in this analysis was performance appraisal satisfaction. For this analysis, the control
variables of performance rating, gender, age, functional specialization, organizational tenure, and
telecommuting tenure were first entered into the model. Next, procedural justice and distributed
workplace arrangement were added to the model in Step 2. In Step 3, the term for the interaction
between procedural justice and distributed workplace arrangement (PJ × DWA) was added.
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Table 17
Hierarchical Regression Predicting Procedural Justice
Source

B

SE

β

t

p

VIF

Step 1
Performance rating
0.36 0.07
0.40
4.87 <.001 1.06
Gender
0.24 0.15
0.14
1.61
.109 1.22
Age
-0.02 0.06 -0.02 -0.29
.776 1.12
Functional specialization
-0.02 0.01 -0.17 -1.95
.054 1.21
Organizational tenure
-0.02 0.04 -0.04 -0.42
.673 1.16
Telecommuting tenure
0.01 0.05
0.01
0.14
.886 1.11
Step 2
Performance rating
0.12 0.06
0.13
1.99
.049 1.26
Gender
0.05 0.11
0.03
0.41
.684 1.25
Age
-0.03 0.05 -0.04 -0.68
.497 1.16
Functional specialization
-0.01 0.01 -0.09 -1.21
.230 1.42
Organizational tenure
0.00 0.03 -0.01 -0.07
.941 1.18
Telecommuting tenure
0.00 0.04 -0.01 -0.10
.918 1.13
LMX
0.69 0.07
0.67 10.12 <.001 1.21
Distributed workplace arrangement 0.01 0.01
0.05
0.69
.490 1.27
Step 3
Performance rating
0.12 0.06
0.13
1.95
.053 1.28
Gender
0.05 0.11
0.03
0.42
.679 1.26
Age
-0.03 0.05 -0.04 -0.68
.499 1.16
Functional specialization
-0.01 0.01 -0.09 -1.21
.230 1.46
Organizational tenure
0.00 0.03 -0.01 -0.07
.943 1.18
Telecommuting tenure
0.00 0.04 -0.01 -0.09
.925 1.14
LMX
0.70 0.07
0.67 10.07 <.001 1.22
Distributed workplace arrangement 0.01 0.01
0.05
0.70
.486 1.28
LMX × DWA
0.00 0.01
0.01
0.12
.903 1.06
2
Note. Step 1: F(6, 131) = 4.39, p < .001, R = .17. Step 2: F(8, 129) = 18.88, p < .001, R2 =.54.
Step 3: F(9, 128) = 16.65, p < .001, R2 =.54.
The results of Step 1 of the hierarchical regression were significant (F(6, 131) = 4.61, p <
.001, R2 = .17), which indicated that performance rating, gender, age, functional specialization,
organizational tenure, and telecommuting tenure significantly predicted performance appraisal
satisfaction at Step 1. The R2 value indicated that these variables accounted for 17% of the
variability in performance appraisal satisfaction.
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The results of Step 2 of the hierarchical regression were also significant (F(8, 129) =
17.37, p < .001, R2 =.49), which indicated that the set of control variables and procedural justice
and distributed workplace arrangement significantly predicted performance appraisal satisfaction
at Step 2. The R2 value indicated that these variables accounted for 49% of the variability in
performance appraisal satisfaction, or approximately 32% more than the control variables alone.
The R2 change from Step 1 to Step 2 was significant (p < .001), which indicated that the addition
of procedural justice and distributed workplace arrangement at Step 2 accounted for significantly
more variance in performance appraisal satisfaction compared to Step 1.
The results of Step 3 of the hierarchical regression were also significant (F(9, 128) =
15.70, p < .001, R2 =.49), which indicated that the set of independent variables significantly
predicted performance appraisal satisfaction at Step 3. The R2 value indicates that these variables
accounted for 49% of the variability in performance appraisal satisfaction, which was
approximately the same as seen in Step 2. The R2 change from Step 2 to Step 3 was not
significant (p = .204), which indicated that the addition of the interaction term at Step 3 did not
account for significantly more variance in performance appraisal satisfaction compared to Step 2.
Procedural justice was a significant positive predictor of performance appraisal satisfaction in the
final step (B = 0.69, p < .001), which indicated that as procedural justice scores increased,
performance appraisal satisfaction scores also tended to increase. The interaction between
procedural justice and distributed workplace arrangement (PJ × DWA) was not significant (B
= -0.01, p = .204). This indicated that distributed workplace arrangement did not moderate the
relationship between procedural justice and performance appraisal satisfaction. Therefore, H4
was not supported. Additionally, distributed workplace arrangement was not a significant
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predictor of performance appraisal satisfaction (B = 0.00, p = .773). Therefore, H5 was not
supported. The results of the hierarchical regression appear in Table 18.
Table 18
Hierarchical Regression Predicting Performance Appraisal Satisfaction
Source

B

SE

β

t

p

VIF

Step 1
Performance rating
0.38 0.08
0.39
4.81 <.001 1.06
Gender
0.07 0.16
0.04
0.44
.662 1.22
Age
-0.04 0.07 -0.05 -0.61
.546 1.12
Functional specialization
-0.02 0.01 -0.17 -1.97
.051 1.21
Organizational tenure
-0.06 0.05 -0.12 -1.41
.161 1.16
Telecommuting tenure
0.04 0.06
0.06
0.68
.498 1.11
Step 2
Performance rating
0.13 0.07
0.13
1.96
.053 1.26
Gender
-0.10 0.12 -0.05 -0.78
.435 1.24
Age
-0.03 0.05 -0.03 -0.48
.636 1.16
Functional specialization
-0.01 0.01 -0.05 -0.73
.470 1.44
Organizational tenure
-0.05 0.04 -0.10 -1.51
.134 1.18
Telecommuting tenure
0.04 0.04
0.05
0.80
.426 1.13
Procedural justice
0.69 0.07
0.65
9.59 <.001 1.21
Distributed workplace arrangement 0.00 0.01 -0.02 -0.34
.738 1.27
Step 3
Performance rating
0.15 0.07
0.15
2.20
.030 1.33
Gender
-0.09 0.12 -0.05 -0.78
.439 1.24
Age
-0.03 0.05 -0.03 -0.46
.645 1.16
Functional specialization
-0.01 0.01 -0.06 -0.76
.452 1.44
Organizational tenure
-0.05 0.04 -0.09 -1.38
.169 1.19
Telecommuting tenure
0.03 0.04
0.04
0.68
.501 1.14
Procedural justice
0.69 0.07
0.64
9.60 <.001 1.21
Distributed workplace arrangement 0.00 0.01 -0.02 -0.29
.773 1.28
PJ × DWA
-0.01 0.01 -0.08 -1.28
.204 1.08
Note. Step 1: F(6, 131) = 4.61, p < .001, R2 = .17. Step 2: F(8, 129) = 17.37, p < .001, R2 =.49.
Step 3: F(9, 128) = 15.70, p < .001, R2 =.49.
Summary of Chapter 4
The details of the data analysis and results of the study were presented in this chapter.
The first section included descriptive statistics to characterize the survey respondents and
describe the variables of interest. The second section contained the results of the Cronbach’s
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alpha reliability analysis and revealed that each composite variable was reliable. The third
section included the details and results of the assumption tests for each statistical analysis. The
results of the assumption testing revealed that all the statistical assumptions for the analyses were
met.
The fourth section contained the details of the analysis and results for each study
hypothesis. Specifically, three hierarchical regressions were conducted to test the hypotheses.
The results showed that H1 and H2 were not supported; distributed workplace arrangements did
not moderate the relationships between media richness and LMX or communication frequency
and LMX. Next, the results showed that H3 was not supported; a distributed workplace
arrangement did not moderate the relationship between LMX and procedural justice. Finally, the
results showed that H4 and H5 were also not supported; distributed workplace arrangements did
not moderate the relationship between procedural justice and performance appraisal satisfaction,
and a distributed workplace arrangement was not significantly related to performance appraisal
satisfaction. The results are summarized in Table 19.
Table 19
Summary of Hypotheses Results

Hypothesis
H1
H2
H3
H4
H5

Supported
------

Not
Supported
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Chapter 5: Discussion
Introduction
This chapter contains four sections. The first section is a discussion of the Chapter 4
results and the relationships to the relevant literature. The second section discusses the study’s
implications to theory, research, HRD research in particular, and the implications for HRD
practitioners. The third section outlines the study’s limitations. The chapter concludes with seven
suggestions for future research.
Discussion of the Results
This section includes a discussion of each of the hypotheses’ results. For each hypothesis,
similarities and differences will be compared to the relevant literature. Also, any impacts to the
literature will be discussed. In particular, the focus will be on the inclusion of the social
contextual variable, distributed workplace arrangement, on existing performance appraisal
satisfaction research as it pertains to organizations and HRD.
Hypotheses 1 and 2. Hypotheses 1 and 2 predicted a weaker relationship between media
richness and LMX, and between communication frequency and LMX, when a distributed
workplace arrangement was present than when it was not (see Figure 11). The first similarity
between this study’s results and the relevant literature is that media richness and communication
frequency are significant positive predictors of LMX. Literature has shown that employees who
have opportunities to provide and discuss information with their managers are considered more
positively and as in-group employees by their managers. These perspectives by managers and
employees lead to stronger LMX relationships (Fix & Sias, 2006).

102

Figure 11. Conceptual model of Hypotheses 1 and 2.
Results of H1 Step 2 were significant and indicated that the combination of control
variables from Step 1 and media richness, communication frequency, and distributed workplace
arrangement significantly predicted LMX. The R2 value indicated that these variables accounted
for 47% of the variability in LMX, or 30% more than the control variables alone.
Different from the existing literature, a distributed workplace arrangement variable was
added as a social contextual element. Although the variable significantly predicted LMX when
combined with the control variables, media richness and communication frequency, it was not
enough (Step 3) to account for significantly more variance in LMX compared to Step 2.
The literature and the results of Hypotheses 1 and 2 suggest that technologically enabled
tools support the strength of LMX. Advancements in communication (e.g., e-mail, text, instant
messaging, videoconferencing) are more commonly used and accepted workplace proxies for
communication (Hakonen & Lipponen, 2008; Purvanova, 2014). The value of face-to-face
interactions between managers and employees are diminished or are being replaced with these
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tools. These tools may be accelerating communication interactions due to their instant and 24/7
platforms. Employees and managers no longer have to wait for the next available meeting.
Instead, they can immediately send a text or instant message with the expectation that a reply is
quickly forthcoming.
Consequently, technological advancements may change the notion of how media richness
theory, which leans heavily in favor of face-to-face interactions (Golden et al., 2009), and the
frequency of communication, which has been shown to be an effective performance feedback
approach (Kuvaas, 2011; Levy & Williams, 2004), affect LMX strength in today’s workplace.
These advancements may diminish the impact and relevance of a distributed workplace
arrangement on HRD programs and practices such as performance management. Also, these
advancements could mean that it is no longer necessary for organizations to provide different or
additional training or support for managers and employees who are in virtual or remote
relationships. Thus, the organization is able to reallocate resources and productivity.
Hypothesis 3. Hypothesis 3 predicted that the relationship between LMX and procedural
justice would be weaker when a distributed workplace arrangement was present than when it was
not (see Figure 12). The positive relationship of LMX and procedural justice on performance
appraisal satisfaction had been revealed in the relevant literature and in the researcher’s dual
pilot results. In the literature, LMX has been of interest to researchers because of the many
perceptions and behaviors it can influence (Graen & Scandura, 1987; Liden et al., 1997). Also,
procedural justice theory has been effectively applied to the area of performance management
(Pichler, 2009). For example, Jawahar (2007) suggested that procedural justice influences
performance appraisal satisfaction with performance feedback.
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Figure 12. Conceptual model of Hypothesis 3.
Dusterhoff et al. (2014) found that LMX and justice perceptions were interrelated and led
to performance appraisal effectiveness. In a related study, Pichler et al. (2015) found that LMX
was a significant predictor of employee perceptions of procedural justice, performance ratings,
and performance appraisal satisfaction. Procedural justice partially mediated the relationship
between LMX and performance appraisal satisfaction. Similarly, the researcher’s dual pilot
results indicated that LMX, with procedural justice as the mediator, had a significant and positive
relationship to performance appraisal satisfaction.
Adding to this research foundation, a distributed workplace arrangement variable was
included as a moderator between LMX and procedural justice to understand how social context
affects performance appraisal satisfaction. It was revealed in this study that although a
distributed workplace arrangement, combined with the control variables and LMX, significantly
predicted procedural justice, it was not enough (Step 3) to account for significantly more
variance in procedural justice compared to Step 2. This finding indicated that employees working
in distributed workplace arrangements do not experience weaker relationships with their
managers or weaker procedural justice perspectives, which are both predictors of performance
appraisal satisfaction.
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Thus, it appears that a distributed workplace arrangement does not affect employee
perceptions of procedural justice when a strong manager–employee relationship exists. This
perspective leans heavily on the relevant literature that has confirmed that LMX has a significant
and positive relationship with performance appraisal satisfaction (Milkovich & Bourdreau,
1997). Milkovich and Bourdreau (1997) noted that performance appraisal satisfaction is
comprised of three elements: satisfaction with the rater, satisfaction with the performance
appraisal feedback, and satisfaction with the rating. Of these elements, Pooyan and Eberhardt
(1989) noted that the first element was the most critical because it involved the manager–
employee relationship.
Accordingly, this study supports the view that the role of the manager remains paramount
and is tied directly to an organization’s success (Gilley, Boughton, & Maycunich, 1999). The
manager’s treatment of his or her employees determines productivity levels because high-quality
LMX relationships have increased levels of mutual trust, social support, and employee
satisfaction, whereas low-quality relationships are characterized by lower levels of these
characteristics (Dansereau et al., 1975; Liden et al., 1997). Specifically, the relationship a
manager cultivates with his or her employees is crucial and can outweigh obstacles and
geography such as distributed workplace arrangements. Strong manager–employee relationships
trump distance.
Similarly, an assumption should not be made that managers intuitively know how to
strengthen these manager–employee relationships. It is important to emphasize that managers are
the levers to recruit, assess, coach, retain, and motivate the greatest asset of a company:
employees. To do this, organizations must provide the tools for managers to be successful versus
expecting managers to be successful.
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Hypotheses 4 and 5. Hypotheses 4 and 5 predicted a weaker relationship between
procedural justice and performance appraisal satisfaction when a distributed workplace
arrangement was present than when it was not and that a distributed workplace arrangement will
have a negative relationship to performance appraisal satisfaction (see Figure 13). The
relationship of procedural justice to performance appraisal satisfaction was revealed in the
relevant literature and in the researcher’s dual pilot results.

Figure 13. Conceptual model of Hypotheses 4 and 5.
To examine these relationships further, this study added distributed workplace
arrangements as a social contextual variable. Performance appraisal researchers (Schminke et al.,
2000) have largely neglected the greater social context within which fair and unfair interactions
occur. Levy and Williams (2004) maintained that “identifying, measuring and defining the
organizational context” (p. 883) in which voice and transparency of procedural justice was
present was important. Despite the demands to add social contextual variables to performance
appraisal studies, this study’s results did not show that social context significantly affected the
relationship between procedural justice and performance appraisal satisfaction.
For example, in Hypothesis 4, a distributed workplace arrangement variable was added as
a moderator for procedural justice and performance appraisal satisfaction. Although the variable
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when combined with the control variables and procedural justice significantly predicted
performance appraisal satisfaction, it was not enough (Step 3) to account for significantly more
variance in performance appraisal satisfaction compared to Step 2.
Because these findings differ from the existing literature, they demand further
investigation. In Kurland and Cooper’s (2002) review of telecommuting challenges, they
concluded that in order for telecommuting to be a successful workplace arrangement, managers
needed to know how to be effective remote mentors and managers, and employees needed
forums in which to interact informally. With the advent of social media inside and outside the
workplace (e.g., company discussion boards, company chat rooms, online mentoring programs)
and performance management programs supported by technology, new and effective forums
exist. Thus, perhaps managers and employees use these forums to view, obtain and convey
procedural justice and consequently make distributive workplace arrangements negligible.
The literature also indicates that voice and transparency, critical components of
procedural justice (Greenberg, 1990; Leventhal, 1980), are more difficult to achieve in
distributed workplace arrangements. This study contradicts this position. Managers and
employees in distributed workplace arrangements do not have a diminished sense of procedural
justice. Undoubtedly, a strong manager-employee relationship, the transparency of employee
effort, the progress supported by technology (e.g. OneNote®, MS Project®), and advancements
in communication (e.g. email, Skype ®, instant messaging, text), enable voice and transparency
to exist in the workplace regardless of the type of workplace arrangement.
For Hypothesis 5, the distributed workplace arrangement variable did not have a
significant relationship to performance appraisal satisfaction. This finding contradicted the
relevant research that maintains that a distributed workplace arrangement will make it more
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challenging to provide performance appraisal feedback (Brewer, 2015; Cascio, 2000). For
example, Brewer (2015) found that when giving performance criticism, managers often received
no reply or negative responses from distributed employees. Managers also noted that necessary
performance changes often took longer, and performance criticism was easier to give face-toface (Brewer, 2015). Similarly, researchers have shown that managers seem to struggle with
performance appraisals (Grote, 2011; Kondrasuk, 2012; Pulakos et al., 2012; Spence & Keeping,
2011), especially in distributed workplace arrangements (Cascio, 2000).
Because Hypothesis 5 findings contradicted the existing literature, further explanation is
needed. One explanation is that the distributed workplace arrangement has evolved. Previous
research has shown that managers tend to rely primarily on fact-based and management-byobjectives type of evidence when assessing remote employees’ performance (MacDuffie, 2007).
Today’s distributed workplace arrangement exists on a more transparent platform and
performance transparency is enabled by technology (e.g., electronic performance scorecards,
performance management software). This platform can more easily showcase performance
results for both managers and employees. Both use the concrete evidence exchanged between
them and thus both achieve performance appraisal satisfaction.
Regardless of workplace arrangement, the manager is the integral component of
procedural justice and performance appraisal satisfaction. The most effective managers drive for
results, support and deliver on the organization’s strategies, and engage and motivate employees.
Engagement and motivation are required for justice and satisfaction to exist. This study has
shown that a manager, regardless of workplace arrangement (distributed or non-distributed) who
strives for a productive and strong manager-employee relationship will propel the organization’s
success.
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Implications of the Study
The results of this study advance the theory, research, and practice of performance
appraisal satisfaction in the social context of a distributed workplace arrangement.
Implications for theory. Theoretically, this study supported positive correlations
involving LMX, procedural justice, and performance appraisal satisfaction. The strong paths
could be explained in part because managers typically communicate, appraise, and conduct
employees’ performance appraisal. Therefore, perhaps regardless of the amount of procedural
justice the organization applies to its performance management policies and procedures,
employees attribute the level of justice to their manager. The second strong correlation,
procedural justice and performance appraisal satisfaction, could be explained by the elements of
procedural justice, such as employee voice and the opportunity to express one’s feelings. The
third strong relationship was the mediating effect of procedural justice between LMX and
performance appraisal satisfaction, which is perhaps explained by the fact that the performance
appraisal process is an integration of all the appraisal players and elements. The manager,
employee, process, judgment, and appraisal session are connected and overlapping elements.
To add to the existing knowledge of these constructs in the presence of distributed
workplace arrangements, these relationships held firm, which reinforced the constructs’
principles. When media richness and communication frequency were added to the hypothesized
model, the constructs and their relationships still held firm. Theoretically, this could mean that
regardless of the workplace arrangement (distributed or nondistributed), the constructs of media
richness, LMX, procedural justice, and performance satisfaction are not significantly affected.
Implications for research. This study supported prior performance satisfaction research
outlined by Dusterhoff et al. (2014) and Pichler et al. (2015). The findings demonstrated positive
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relationships exist between LMX, procedural justice, and performance appraisal satisfaction.
Procedural justice was shown to be a strong mediator between LMX and performance appraisal
satisfaction. Performance appraisal satisfaction is essential considering the importance
organizational leaders put on the activity to drive results and make decisions (Aguinis et al.,
2012). Employees’ satisfaction with their performance appraisals is linked to an improved
understanding between managers and employees, motivation to improve performance, and actual
improvement (Burke et al., 1978) and is related to the strength of the manager–employee
relationship and procedural justice (Dusterhoff et al., 2014; Pichler et al., 2015).
As past researchers have indicated (Spence & Keeping, 2011), research literature has
lagged behind what practitioners are facing in regard to the performance appraisal social context.
Thus, this study made two important contributions to research, particularly to the field of HRD.
The researcher expanded the existing research literature by adding distributed workplace
arrangement to the list of contextual facets in which performance appraisal satisfaction is
viewed. Distributed employees were previously rarely used or mentioned in performance
appraisal studies (Golden et al., 2009). Given the reality of distributed workplace arrangements,
the performance challenges placed upon the manager–employee relationship when the two have
infrequent face-to-face interaction, and the dissatisfaction with performance appraisals, this
study’s perspective was especially value-added. This study’s results demonstrated that
distributed workplace arrangements do not significantly lessen the employees’ perception of
LMX, procedural justice, or performance appraisal satisfaction. However, this does not indicate
that research using this variable is complete. It would be premature to stop using this variable
given that distributed workplace arrangements are quickly becoming, if they have not already
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become, the norm. In this regard, researchers should include or note its use in social science
studies to explain their findings more fully.
Implications for business practice. This study had four implications for HRD,
managers, and related business practices. With the proliferation of distributed teams, global
teams, collaboration through outsourcing, contract work, mergers, telework, hoteling, multipleoffice facilities, and satellite offices, the meaning of going to work is changing (Rockmann &
Pratt, 2015). Thus, the first implication is that HRD practitioners must understand how these
different workplace arrangements could affect programs and performance management practices
in particular, given their importance to organizations (Aguinis, 2013; Judge & Ferris, 1993;
Murphy & Cleveland, 1995).
The second implication involves using feedback techniques as proxies for performance
appraisals. Because the achievement of effective performance management programs remains an
unrealized goal (Levy & Williams, 2004), organizational leaders can proceed with more
confidence that new techniques in conducting performance appraisals could work for
organizations which have distributed workplace arrangements. Organizational leaders can
consider emphasizing more frequent feedback, discussions, observations, and development
activities (Buckingham & Goodall, 2015; Javad, 2015) without having to provide different
tactics for the management of distributed employees.
The third implication concerns using technology to support procedural justice and
performance appraisal satisfaction. Some researchers (Pichler, 2009, 2012; Pichler et al., 2015)
consider employee reactions to be the true measures of performance appraisal effectiveness, with
organizational justice theory as the bridge between appraisal context and appraisal reactions.
According to Pichler (2009, 2012) and Pichler et al. (2015), the employee performance appraisal
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reactions of accuracy, fairness, procedural justice, motivation to improve, utility, and satisfaction
are the collective measures of performance appraisal effectiveness.
Regarding these reactions, procedural justice has been found to increase an employee’s
level of performance appraisal satisfaction directly and via the manager–employee relationship.
This begins with HRD practitioners applying justice principles to all performance management
activities, such as policies, procedures, employee communication, and manager training. It would
be prudent of HRD practitioners to consider managers’ communication and feedback abilities in
the performance appraisal process; otherwise, employees will not buy into the program
(Panggabean, 2001; Wittmer et al., 2010). When bundled together, the manager’s ability to
provide performance feedback and the organization’s use of fair and transparent policies and
procedures will drive performance appraisal satisfaction. Thus, the third implication is that when
using distributed workplace arrangements, a company’s technology, communication and
performance management technology in particular, must be relevant and used to support
transparent justice constructs that lead to performance appraisal satisfaction.
The fourth and most important implication concerns the role of the manager. Managers
are primarily responsible for the activities that support the constructs of LMX, procedural justice
and performance appraisal satisfaction. Thus, organizations and practioners need to develop
these capabilities in their managers. Skilled managers effectively manage both collocated and
distributed employees. Distance does not seem to matter when skilled managers are in place.
Thus, recruiting and hiring the right candidate for a manager position is critical.
Candidates with managerial skills (e.g. interpersonal, performance coaching, team building) and
who understand LMX, justice and communication principles can propel an organization’s
success by engaging and motivating employees. Additionally, the most successful employees do
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not necessarily evolve to be the most effective managers. Organizations must appropriately
assess an employee’s ability and aspiration to be a manager via training and development
programs.
Last, organizations must train, correct, or replace those managers who do not possess the
mindsets or skills needed to effectively manage employees regardless of workplace arrangement.
Researchers have noted that managers find performance management to be more challenging in
distributed manager–employee relationships (Cascio, 2000). However, this study indicated that
performance management is perhaps no longer as challenging for virtual arrangements. Thus,
practitioners should consider lessening or removing training solutions that stress different
techniques for managers who manage distributed employees, especially pertaining to
performance appraisals. Practitioners must recognize that distributed employees rely on and use
communication technology more frequently (Golden et al., 2009) and this frequency can perhaps
compensate for face-to-face interactions. Also, the perception of fairness is dependent upon the
richness and frequency of communication exchanges between the manager and the employee
(Golden et al., 2009). Today, this perception is facilitated by advancements in technology. Thus,
practitioners must provide training that prepares managers to be more effective. Training should
include and not be limited to, communication (e.g. frequency, richness, modality), performance
coaching (e.g. goal-setting, performance expectations), and justice principles (e.g. voice,
transparency).
Given the above implications for practice and the prevalence of distributed workplace
arrangements, it should be also noted that organizations and practitioners need to create
strategies and environments in which feedback is the norm for all employees. HRD practitioners
should ensure that feedback, including critical feedback, is the expectation for highly functioning
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(virtual and nonvirtual) manager–employee relationships (Brewer, 2015). This effort will require
practitioners to shift organizational cultures toward more developmental mind-sets and provide
ongoing reinforcement, training, rewards and other support for managers and employees.
Limitations
Eight limitations should be taken into account when considering the contributions of this
study. First, the use of a quantitative design allowed the researcher to address the hypotheses.
However, this design did not allow for an examination of the underlying reasons that could better
explain the results (Mitchell & Jolley, 2001). Second, this study included only self-reported
employee responses. Researchers of future studies should consider using both the manager and
the employee to reduce bias (see, for example, Nimon & Astakhova, 2015; Podsakoff et al.,
2003). A third limitation was common methods bias; that is, variance due to the type of
measurement method used, rather than to the concepts the measures represent (Podsakoff et al.,
2003). Fourth, and related to common methods bias, perhaps other measures could have been
used that had items that were more distinctive (Podsakoff et al., 2003).
Fifth, as a “one-shot” (Nimon & Astakhova, 2015, p. 9) survey, this study was limited by
the employees’ perceptions on a given day and time. Sixth, the researcher only sought
respondents from the United States, which limited generalizability of the results to those who
worked in the United States and for U.S. organizations. Seventh, the measure for frequency
communication may not have captured other and newer methods of communication (e.g., social
media). An attempt was made to update the communication frequency measure with more
contemporary methods (e.g., texts, instant messaging) but perhaps did not include some more
common methods. The final limitation was that the researcher worked for a regional bank and
therefore may have unintentionally included bias in the study.
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Suggestions for Future Research
This study opens at least seven pathways for future research. First, this research supports
the perspectives of scholars (Levy & Williams, 2004) who believe that researchers should
continue to study various social context variables that could influence social science constructs.
They can involve proximal variables such as performance expectancies, task characteristics
(Fletcher & Williams, 1996), and structural variables such as configurations, features, frequency,
standards, and legitimacy (Fletcher & Williams, 1996; Levy & Williams, 2004).
Second, due to the importance of performance appraisal satisfaction as established by its
research frequency and outcomes (Giles & Mossholder, 1990; Keeping & Levy, 2000; Kuvaas,
2011), it follows that researchers should continue to study the various social context variables
that could influence it and performance management. An examination of the social context issues
around performance appraisals has not yet been fully explored, given the variety and complexity
of the available social context dimensions that can affect performance appraisal satisfaction
(Levy & Williams, 2004; Pichler et al., 2015).
Third, these findings challenge researchers to add distributed workplace arrangements as
a social contextual variable in business-related studies. This study suggests that distributed
workplace arrangements will not significantly affect more contemporary approaches to
performance appraisal feedback, such as more frequent performance feedback tactics, as proxies
for performance appraisals. However, much more research is necessary to suggest this
relationship in other areas of business and performance management in particular.
Fourth, this study represented the employee perspective of the hypotheses. This study
could be replicated to represent the managerial perspective; that is, managers who themselves are
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remote employees. The number of managers who work remotely has increased (Maurer, 2015)
and this population deserves further examination.
Fifth, researchers have made comparisons within a sample of distributed or collocated
employees but typically did not compare the two sets (MacDuffie, 2007). This study combined
the two sets. Although research has maintained that the tasks, objectives, and mission of
distributed and collocated employees did not differ (MacDuffie, 2007), the processes they used
to achieve their objectives differed because of the constraints they faced (MacDuffie, 2007).
Given the pervasiveness and apparent advantages (Rockmann & Pratt, 2015) to organizations
that use distributed employees, it is important for researchers to understand how the two sets
compare. Researchers could replicate this design, gather more participants, and compare the
results between collocated and distributed employees’ results.
Sixth, research regarding procedural justice has revealed that an organization’s justice
climate may have a broader influence on LMX and performance appraisal satisfaction (Lin,
2015). Given that distributed employees perceive their organizations in a broader way than
collocated employees do (Lin, 2015), using procedural justice climate as a proxy for procedural
justice may result in different research outcomes.
Seventh, this study could be replicated by replacing performance appraisal satisfaction
with system satisfaction (Keeping & Levy, 2000). Performance appraisal satisfaction reflects
how satisfied an individual is with the appraisal session, whereas system satisfaction reflects how
satisfied one is with the performance management system (Keeping & Levy, 2000). Most of the
research on performance appraisal satisfaction has focused on session satisfaction (Giles &
Mossholder, 1990). It is important to distinguish between session and system satisfaction given
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their conceptual differences and differential relationship correlates (Cawley et al., 1998; Giles &
Mossholder, 1990; Keeping & Levy, 2000).
Summary of Chapter 5
This chapter consisted of four sections. The first section contained a discussion of the
results in Chapter 4 and the relationships to the relevant literature. The second section included
the study’s implications to theory and research, especially HRD research and implications to
HRD practitioners. The third section consisted of the study’s limitations. Finally, seven
suggestions for future research were provided.
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Appendix A: Permission to Use Performance Appraisal Satisfaction Scale
On Nov 24, 2015, at 1:42 PM, bcunning@uvic.ca wrote:
Hi Debra
They are correct. I did not read your email closely and I thought you wanted other items.
And, you have our permission to use the satisfaction scale…
Bart
On Nov 24, 2015 at 11:19 AM, landin.herd@gmail.com wrote:
Thank you Dr. Cunningham I appreciate your reply and the identification of the justice items in the question list of your paper.
From the paper, the items I listed in my email request reflect the performance appraisal satisfaction questions. I used them in 2014 for a statistics
class after Dr. MacGregor confirmed them. If these are not correct, please advise.
Thank you again and I wish you the very best,
On Nov 23, 2015, at 5:21 PM, bcunning@uvic.ca wrote:
Hi Debra
Here is the survey.
Justice is defined as Justice - #2 + #5 + #6 + #14 + #11 + #12 + #15.
The other measures are defined in the paper, I think.
Bart
On Nov 22, 2015, at 10:55 PM, Debra Herd <dherd@patriots.uttyler.edu> wrote:
From: Debra Herd
Sent: Sunday, November 22, 2015 9:58 PM
To: jmacgreg@uvic.ca; bcunning@uvic.ca
Subject: Request Permission to Use Performance Appraisal Satisfaction Scale - D Herd UTT PhD Candidate
REQUEST FOR PERMISSION TO USE PERFORMANCE APPRAISAL SATISFACTION SCALE
To:
Jim MacGregor, PhD - University of Victoria, jmacgreg@uvic.ca
J. Barton Cunningham, PhD - University of Victoria, bcunning@uvic.ca
Hello My name is Debbie Herd. I am a PhD candidate at the University of TX at Tyler College of Business in the HR Development Program. I am
preparing my doctoral dissertation proposal tentatively titled, “Performance Appraisal Satisfaction through the Lens of a Distributed Workplace
Arrangement.” I am using procedural justice, leader-member exchange and media richness theory constructs on performance appraisal
satisfaction.
I am writing to you to request your permission to use the performance appraisal satisfaction scale from the following article –
Dusterhoff, C., Cunningham, J. B., & MacGregor, J. N. (2014). The effects of performance rating, leader–member exchange, perceived utility,
and organizational justice on performance appraisal satisfaction: Applying a moral judgment perspective. Journal of Business Ethics, 119(2),
265-273. doi:10.1007/s10551-013-1634-1
Items:

I felt satisfied with the performance review session

Overall I felt that the performance review process (including the planning and focusing phases) was valuable

I have positive expectations of future performance review meetings

I agreed with my performance review result
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Response Anchors:
1.
Strongly disagree
2.
Disagree
3.
Neutral
4.
Agree
5.
Strongly agree
Please let me know if you have any questions. I can be reached at dherd@patriots.uttyler.edu or at 214 998 1919. My dissertation chair is Dr. Ann
Gilley. She can be reached at agilley@uttyler.edu should you have any questions.
Thank you in advance for the consideration. Your prompt rely would be very much appreciated.
Regards,
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Appendix B: Permission to Use Procedural Justice Scale
On Nov 23, 2015, at 7:56 AM, colq@uga.edu replied:
Hi Debbie,
No permission is needed, as that scale is published in the public domain. That said, permission granted.
Best,
Jason
On Nov 22, 2015, at 10:58 PM, Debra Herd <dherd@patriots.uttyler.edu> wrote:
REQUEST FOR PERMISSION TO USE PROCEDURAL JUSTICE SCALE
To: Jason A Colquitt, PhD - University of Georgia, colq@uga.edu
Hello Dr. Colquitt - Hope all is well with you.
My name is Debbie Herd. I am a PhD candidate at the University of TX at Tyler College of Business in the HR Development Program. I am
preparing my doctoral dissertation proposal tentatively titled, “Performance Appraisal Satisfaction through the Lens of a Distributed Workplace
Arrangement.” I am using procedural justice, leader-member exchange and media richness theory constructs on performance appraisal
satisfaction.
I am writing to you to request your permission to use your organizational justice scale (specifically, the procedural justice scale) from the
following article –
Colquitt, J. A. (2001). On the dimensionality of organizational justice: A construct validation of a measure. Journal of Applied Psychology, 86(3),
386-400. doi:10.1037/0021-9010.86.3.386
Items (modified to reflect performance appraisal topic):
1.
Have you been able to express your views and feelings during performance appraisal procedures?
2.
Have you had influence over the outcome arrived at by the performance appraisal procedures?
3.
Have the performance appraisal procedures been applied consistently?
4.
Have the performance appraisal procedures been free of bias?
5.
Have the performance appraisal procedure’s been based on accurate information?
6.
Have you been able to appeal the outcome arrived at by performance appraisal procedures?
7.
Have the performance appraisal procedures upheld ethical and moral standards?
Response Anchors:
1.
To a Very Small Extent
2.
To a Small Extent
3.
To a Moderate Extent
4.
To a Large Extent
5.
To a Very Large Extent
Please let me know if you have any questions. I can be reached atdherd@patriots.uttyler.edu or at 214 998 1919. My dissertation chair is Dr. Ann
Gilley. She can be reached at agilley@uttyler.edu.. Thank you in advance for the consideration. Your prompt rely would be very much
appreciated.
Regards,

|||||||||||||||||||||||||||||||||||||||||||||||||||||||||||||
Jason A. Colquitt, Ph.D.
William Harry Willson Distinguished Chair
Coordinator, PhD Program in Management
Terry College of Business
University of Georgia
412 Brooks Hall
Athens, GA 30602-6256
Phone: (706) 542-3745
Fax: (706) 542-3743
E-mail: colq@uga.edu
|||||||||||||||||||||||||||||||||||||||||||||||||||||||||||||
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Appendix C: Permission to Use Leader-Member Exchange Scale
On Nov 23, 2015, at 5:58 AM, mary.uhlbien@gmail.com via patriots.uttyler.edu replied:
It is a publicly available measure so you are free to use it.
All best,
Mary
On Nov 22, 2015, at 10:58 PM, Debra Herd <dherd@patriots.uttyler.edu> wrote:
From: Debra Herd
Sent: Sunday, November 22, 2015 9:58 PM
To: lmxlotus@aol.com; m.uhl-bien@tcu.edu
Subject: Request Permission to Use LMX Scale - From D Herd, UTT PhD Candidate
REQUEST FOR PERMISSION TO USE LMX SCALE
To:
George B Graen, PhD - lmxlotus@aol.com, and
Mary Uhl-Bien, PhD - Texas Christian University, m.uhl-bien@tcu.edu
Hello My name is Debbie Herd. I am a PhD candidate at the University of TX at Tyler College of Business in the HR Development
Program. I am preparing my doctoral dissertation proposal tentatively titled, “Performance Appraisal Satisfaction through the
Lens of a Distributed Workplace Arrangement.” I am using leader-member exchange, procedural justice, and media richness
theory constructs on performance appraisal satisfaction.
I am writing to you to request your permission to use your leader-member exchange scale the following article –
Graen, G. B., & Uhl-Bien, M. (1995). Relationship-based approach to leadership: Development of leader-member exchange
(LMX) theory of leadership over 25 years: Applying a multi-level multi-domain perspective. The Leadership Quarterly, 6(2),
219-247. doi:10.1016/1048-9843(95)90036-5
Items and Related Response Anchors:
1. Do you know where you stand with your leader…do you usually know how satisfied your leader is with what you do?
Rarely, Occasionally, Sometimes, Fairly Often, Very Often
2. How well does your leader understand your job problems and needs? Not a Bit, A Little, A Fair Amount, Quite a Bit, A
Great Deal
3. How well does your leader recognize your potential? Not at All, A Little ,Moderately, Mostly, Fully
4. Regardless of how much formal authority he/she has built into his/her position, what are the chances that your leader would
use his/her power to help you solve your problems in your work? None, Small, Moderate, High, Very High
5. Again, regardless of the amount of formal authority your leader has, what are the changes that he/she would “bail you out”
at his/her expense? (What are the chances that you would?) None, Small, Moderate, High, Very High
6. I have enough confidence in my leader that I would defend and justify his/her decision if he/she were not present to do so?
Strongly Disagree, Disagree, Neutral, Agree, Strongly Agree
7. How would you characterize your working relationship with your leader? Extremely Ineffective, Worse Than Average,
Average, Better Than Average, Extremely Effective
Please let me know if you have any questions. I can be reached at dherd@patriots.uttyler.edu or at 214 998 1919. My dissertation
chair is Dr. Ann Gilley. She can be reached at agilley@uttyler.edu.
Thank you in advance for the consideration. Your prompt rely would be very much appreciated.
Regards,
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Appendix D: Permission to Use Perceived Media Richness Scale
On Jan 7, 2016, at 10:05 PM, ardennis@indiana.edu via patriots.uttyler.edu replied:

Debbie
Sure. It is a published measure so you certainly don't need my permission but you have it.
Alan
On January 5, 2016, at 7:50pm PM, Debra Herd <dherd@patriots.uttyler.edu> wrote:

From: Debra Herd
Sent: Tue 1/5/2016 7:50 PM
To: ardennis@indiana.edu;
Subject: Request for Permission to Use Perceived Media Richness Scale – From D Herd, UTT PhD Candidate
REQUEST FOR PERMISSION TO USE PERCEIVED MEDIA RICHNESS SCALE
To: Alan R Dennis, Indiana University, ardennis@indiana.edu
Hello Dr. Dennis,
My name is Debbie Herd. I am a PhD candidate at the University of TX at Tyler, College of Business in the HR
Development Program. I am preparing my doctoral dissertation proposal tentatively titled, “Performance Appraisal
Satisfaction through the Lens of a Distributed Workplace Arrangement.” I am using procedural justice, leadermember exchange and media richness theory constructs on performance appraisal satisfaction.
I am writing to you to request your permission to use the perceived media richness scale referenced in this article –
Dennis, A. R., & Kinney, S. T. (1998). Testing media richness theory in the new media: The effects of cues,
feedback, and task equivocality. Information Systems Research, 9(3), 256-274.
Items:
When we disagreed, the communication conditions made it more difficult for us to come to agreement.
*When we disagreed, our communication environment helped us come to a common position.
The conditions under which we were communicating got in the way of our sharing of opinions.
*I could easily explain things in this environment.
*The communication conditions helped us communication quickly.
I couldn’t easily communicate some ideas to my manager because of the communication conditions.
*The communication condition under which we communicated helped us to better understand each other.
The communication condition under which we were communicating slowed down our communications.
*reverse coded
Response Anchors:
Strongly Agree
Slightly Agree
Agree
Neutral
Slightly Disagree
Disagree
Strongly Disagree
Please let me know if you have any questions or I have captured the scale incorrectly. I can be reached
at dherd@patriots.uttyler.edu or at 214 998 1919. My dissertation chair is Dr. Ann Gilley. She can be reached
at agilley@uttyler.edu.
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Thank you in advance for the consideration. Your prompt reply would be very much appreciated.
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Appendix E: Performance Appraisal Satisfaction Measure
(Dusterhoff et al., 2014)
Items:
I felt satisfied with the performance review session
Overall I felt that the performance review process (including the planning and focusing phases)
was valuable
I have positive expectations of future performance review meetings
I agreed with my performance review result
Response Anchors:
Strongly disagree
Disagree
Neutral
Agree
Strongly agree
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Appendix F: Leader-Member Exchange Measure
(Graen & Uhl-Bien, 1995)
Items and Related Response Anchors:
Do you know where you stand with your leader…do you usually know how satisfied your leader
is with what you do?
Rarely
Occasionally
Sometimes
Fairly Often
Very Often
How well does your leader understand your job problems and needs?
Not a Bit
A Little
A Fair Amount
Quite a Bit
A Great Deal
How well does your leader recognize your potential?
Not at All
A Little
Moderately
Mostly
Fully
Regardless of how much formal authority he/she has built into his/her position, what are the
chances that your leader would use his/her power to help you solve your problems in your work?
None
Small
Moderate
High
Very High
Again, regardless of the amount of formal authority your leader has, what are the changes that
he/she would “bail you out” at his/her expense? (What are the chances that you would?)
None
Small
Moderate
High
Very High
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I have enough confidence in my leader that I would defend and justify his/her decision if he/she
were not present to do so?
Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Neutral
Agree
Strongly Agree
How would you characterize your working relationship with your leader?
Extremely Ineffective
Worse Than Average
Average
Better Than Average
Extremely Effective
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Appendix G: Procedural Justice Measure
(Colquitt, 2001, p. 389; Colquitt, Greenberg, & Zapata-Phelan, 2005, p. 131)
Items:
Have you been able to express your views and feelings during performance appraisal
procedures?
Have you had influence over the outcome arrived at by the performance appraisal procedures?
Have the performance appraisal procedures been applied consistently?
Have the performance appraisal procedures been free of bias?
Have the performance appraisal procedure’s been based on accurate information?
Have you been able to appeal the outcome arrived at by performance appraisal procedures?
Have the performance appraisal procedures upheld ethical and moral standards?
Response Anchors:
To a Very Small Extent
To a Small Extent
To a Moderate Extent
To a Large Extent
To a Very Large Extent
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Appendix H: Perceived Measure Media Richness Measure
(Daft & Lengel, 1986)

Items:
When we disagreed, the communication conditions made it more difficult for us to come to
agreement.
*When we disagreed, our communication environment helped us come to a common position.
The conditions under which we were communicating got in the way of our sharing of opinions.
*I could easily explain things in this environment.
*The communication conditions helped us communication quickly.
I couldn’t easily communicate some ideas to my manager because of the communication
conditions.
*The communication condition under which we communicated helped us to better understand
each other.
The communication condition under which we were communicating slowed down our
communications.
*reverse coded
Response Anchors:
Strongly Agree
Slightly Agree
Agree
Neutral
Slightly Disagree
Disagree
Strongly Disagree
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Appendix I: Communication Frequency Measure
(McAllister, 1995)

Items:
How frequently do you:
*Write memos to your boss? Send text messages to your boss?
*Receive memos from your boss? Receive text messages from your boss?
Initiate face-to-face conversations with your boss?
Have face-to-face conversations with your boss that were initiated by him or her?
*Send your boss an electronic mail message? Send your boss an email?
*Receive an electronic mail message from your boss? Receive an email from your boss?
Call your boss on the phone?
Receive phone calls from your boss?
Response Anchors:
Less than once a month
Once or twice a month
Once or twice a week
Once a day
More than once a day
*Items were updated to represent a more contemporary communication modality.
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Appendix J: Extent of Distributed Workplace Measure
(Rockmann & Pratt, 2015)
Items and Related Anchor Responses
On average each week, what is the percentage of time you spend working offsite?”
5%
10%
15%
20%
25%
30%
35%
40%
45%
50%
55%
60%
65%
70%
75%
80%
85%
90%
95%
100%
How many hours do you spend each week working onsite?
5
10
15
20
25
30
35
40 or more
How many hours do you spend each week working offsite?
5
10
15
20
25
30
35
40 or more
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Appendix K: Participant Recruitment Email
DATE
COMPANY NAME, in collaboration with, Debra (Debbie) Herd, a doctoral student at
The University of Texas at Tyler, is currently participating in a research study involving
performance appraisal satisfaction in distributed workplace arrangements.
As you may have read, performance management and appraisals have been under
scrutiny lately. This is due in part to changing organizational needs and that some companies are
trying new approaches, such as, asking their managers to provide performance feedback in
different ways. At the same time, more and more managers and employees are working at
different locations for all or some of their workweeks. When this happens, the challenge of
providing timely and rich performance feedback can be difficult.
To that end, Debbie, in conjunction with researchers at the University of Texas at Tyler,
developed a web-based survey designed to better understand the perceptions and nuances of the
performance appraisals. I have given her approval to conduct this study at COMPANY NAME,
and I am emailing you to make you aware of the web link that will allow you to complete the
survey should you wish to participate. Debbie has had no involvement in the selection of
participants for this survey.
Your taking part in this web survey is completely voluntary and you may complete it
during work hours. Should you choose to participate, your survey responses will be anonymous
and will only be seen by the research team at The University of Texas at Tyler. The survey
instrument does not collect any identifying information, and neither I nor Debbie nor anyone else
will ever know who participates. Debbie has assured me that the information she collects will be
kept private and used only for this study we are discussing. Further, please note that no
incentives are being provided for participation in this survey.
Debbie may use the aggregated data to support her research interests through publication,
conference venues, but no identifiable characteristics – including the identification of
COMPANY NAME – will ever be used. However, she does plan to share the summarized results
with me and I will share them with you, regardless of actual participation) in the hopes they may
guide us in sustaining an even stronger performance management program that brings out the
best in all of our COMPANY NAME employees.
If you have any questions or concerns, just let me know or direct your questions to Dr.
Gloria Duke, The University of Texas at Tyler at (903) 566-7023. If you are interested in
participating in this study, please click the following link by DATE:
WEBLINK
Thank you,
EXECUTIVE NAME
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Appendix L: Research Survey Instrument
(With question numbers and coded values)
Performance Appraisal Satisfaction Survey
Q1

Q75 Welcome!
Q67 Welcome to this survey for employees and their perceptions about performance appraisals.
The first step is to make sure you understand the purpose of this survey and to seek your consent
to participate.
Q6 Informed Consent
Q7 Informed Consent (On-line and Anonymous) to Participate in Research
Institutional Review Board #: S2016-43
Approval Date: January 22, 2016
You have been invited to participate in this study, titled, "An Examination of Performance
Appraisal Satisfaction through the Lens of Distributed Workplace Arrangements." The purpose
of this study is to examine the social context of distributed workplace arrangements on
performance appraisal satisfaction.
Your participation is completely voluntary, and if you begin participation and choose to not
complete it, you are free to not continue without any adverse consequences.
If you agree to be in this study, we will ask you to do the following things:
 Answer multiple-choice questions related to the satisfaction of your performance
appraisal, you and your manager's relationship, appraisal procedures, and how frequently
you and your manager communicate.
 Take 15-30 minutes to complete this survey.
We know of no known risks to this study, other than becoming a little tired of answering the
questions or you may even become a little stressed or distressed when answering some of the
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questions. If this happens, you are free to take a break and return to the survey to finish it, or, you
can discontinue participation without any problems. Potential benefits to this study are helping
organizations implement more satisfying performance appraisal programs for all employees and
especially for employees who work at a distance from their managers.
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------I know my responses to the questions are anonymous. If I need to ask questions about this study,
I can contact the principle researcher, Debra Herd (dherd@patriots.uttyler.edu), or if I have any
questions about my rights as a research participant, I can contact Dr. Gloria Duke, Chair of the
University of Texas at Tyler Institutional Review Board at gduke@uttyler.edu, or 903-5667023. I have read and understood what has been explained to me. If I choose to participate in
this study, I will click “Yes” in the box below and proceed to the survey. If I choose to not
participate, I will click “No” in the box.
 Yes, I choose to participate in this study. (1)
 No, I choose to not participate in this study. (2)
Q69 Preliminary questions...
Q74 Are you at least 18 years of age?
 Yes (1)
 No (2)
Q68 Are you employed full-time?
 Yes (1)
 No (2)
Q3 Do you work in the U.S.?
 Yes (1)
 No (2)
Q4 Is your employer based in the U.S.?
 Yes (1)
 No (2)
Q5 Have you received a performance review (appraisal) in the last 24 months?
 Yes (1)
 No (2)
Q8 Regarding your last performance appraisal (review)...
Q9 I felt satisfied with the performance appraisal (review) session.
 Strongly Disagree (1)
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Disagree (2)
Neutral (3)
Agree (4)
Strongly Agree (5)

Q10 Overall I felt that the performance appraisal (review) process was valuable.
 Strongly Disagree (1)
 Disagree (2)
 Neutral (3)
 Agree (4)
 Strongly Agree (5)
Q11 I have positive expectations of future performance appraisal (review) sessions.
 Strongly Disagree (1)
 Disagree (2)
 Neutral (3)
 Agree (4)
 Strongly Agree (5)
Q12 I agreed with my performance appraisal (review) result.
 Strongly Disagree (1)
 Disagree (2)
 Neutral (3)
 Agree (4)
 Strongly Agree (5)
Q13 Regarding your relationship with your manager (leader)...
Q14 Do you know where you stand with your manager…that is, do you usually know how
satisfied your manager is with what you do?
 Rarely (1)
 Occasionally (2)
 Sometimes (3)
 Fairly Often (4)
 Very Often (5)
Q15 How well does your manager understand your job problems and needs?
 Not a Bit (1)
 A Little (2)
 A Fair Amount (3)
 Quite a Bit (4)
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 A Great Deal (5)
Q16 How well does your manager recognize your potential?
 Not at All (1)
 A Little (2)
 Moderately (3)
 Mostly (4)
 Fully (5)
Q17 Regardless of how much formal authority he/she has built into his/her position, what are the
chances that your manager would use his/her power to help you solve your problems in your
work?
 None (1)
 Small (2)
 Moderate (3)
 High (4)
 Very High (5)
Q18 Again, regardless of the amount of formal authority your manager has, what are the chances
that he/she would “bail you out” at his/her expense?
 None (1)
 Small (2)
 Moderate (3)
 High (4)
 Very High (5)
Q19 I have enough confidence in my manager that I would defend and justify his/her decision if
he/she were not present to do so?
 Strongly Disagree (1)
 Disagree (2)
 Neutral (3)
 Agree (4)
 Strongly Agree (5)
Q20 How would you characterize your working relationship with your manager?
 Extremely Ineffective (1)
 Worse than Average (2)
 Average (3)
 Better than Average (4)
 Extremely Effective (5)
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Q21 Regarding performance review (appraisal) procedures...
Q22 Have you been able to express your views and feelings during performance appraisal
(review) procedures?
 To a Very Small Extent (1)
 To a Small Extent (2)
 To a Moderate Extent (3)
 To a Large Extent (4)
 To a Very Large Extent (5)
Q23 Have you had influence over the outcome arrived at by the performance appraisal (review)
procedures?
 To a Very Small Extent (1)
 To a Small Extent (2)
 To a Moderate Extent (3)
 To a Large Extent (4)
 To a Very Large Extent (5)
Q24 Have the performance appraisal (review) procedures been applied consistently?
 To a Very Small Extent (1)
 To a Small Extent (2)
 To a Moderate Extent (3)
 To a Large Extent (4)
 To a Very Large Extent (5)
Q25 Have the performance appraisal (review) procedures been free of bias?
 To a Very Small Extent (1)
 To a Small Extent (2)
 To a Moderate Extent (3)
 To a Large Extent (4)
 To a Very Large Extent (5)
Q26 Have the performance appraisal (review) procedure’s been based on accurate information?
 To a Very Small Extent (1)
 To a Small Extent (2)
 To a Moderate Extent (3)
 To a Large Extent (4)
 To a Very Large Extent (5)
Q27 Have you been able to appeal the outcome arrived at by performance appraisal (review)
procedures?
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To a Very Small Extent (1)
To a Small Extent (2)
To a Moderate Extent (3)
To a Large Extent (4)
To a Very Large Extent (5)

Q28 Have the performance appraisal (review) procedures upheld ethical and moral standards?
 To a Very Small Extent (1)
 To a Small Extent (2)
 To a Moderate Extent (3)
 To a Large Extent (4)
 To a Very Large Extent (5)
Q29 I agreed with my performance appraisal (review) result.
 To a Very Small Extent (1)
 To a Small Extent (2)
 To a Moderate Extent (3)
 To a Large Extent (4)
 To a Very Large Extent (5)
Q30 Regarding how often you communicate with your manager (leader)...
Q31 How frequently do you send text messages to your manager?
 Less than once a month (1)
 Once or twice a month (2)
 Once or twice a day (3)
 Once a day (4)
 More than once a day (5)
Q32 How frequently do you receive text messages from your manager?
 Less than once a month (1)
 Once or twice a month (2)
 Once or twice a day (3)
 Once a day (4)
 More than once a day (5)
Q33 How frequently do you initiate face-to-face conversations with your manager?
 Less than once a month (1)
 Once or twice a month (2)
 Once or twice a day (3)
 Once a day (4)
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 More than once a day (5)
Q34 How frequently do you have face-to-face conversations with your manager that were
initiated by him or her?
 Less than once a month (1)
 Once or twice a month (2)
 Once or twice a day (3)
 Once a day (4)
 More than once a day (5)
Q35 How frequently do you send your manager an email?
 Less than once a month (1)
 Once or twice a month (2)
 Once or twice a day (3)
 Once a day (4)
 More than once a day (5)
Q36 How frequently do you receive an email from your manager?
 Less than once a month (1)
 Once or twice a month (2)
 Once or twice a day (3)
 Once a day (4)
 More than once a day (5)
Q37 How frequently do you call your manager on the phone?
 Less than once a month (1)
 Once or twice a month (2)
 Once or twice a day (3)
 Once a day (4)
 More than once a day (5)
Q38 How frequently do you receive phone calls from your manager?
 Less than once a month (1)
 Once or twice a month (2)
 Once or twice a day (3)
 Once a day (4)
 More than once a day (5)
Q43 Referencing the ways you communicated with your manager from your previous
responses...
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Q44 When you and your manager disagreed, the communication conditions made it more
difficult for you to come to agreement.
 Strongly Agree (1)
 Agree (2)
 Slightly Agree (3)
 Neutral (4)
 Slightly Disagree (5)
 Disagree (6)
 Strongly Disagree (7)
Q45 When you and your manager disagreed, your communication environment helped you come
to a common position.
 Strongly Agree (7)
 Agree (6)
 Slightly Agree (5)
 Neutral (4)
 Slightly Disagree (3)
 Disagree (2)
 Strongly Disagree (1)
Q46 The conditions under which you and your manager were communicating got in the way of
sharing of opinions.
 Strongly Agree (1)
 Agree (2)
 Slightly Agree (3)
 Neutral (4)
 Slightly Disagree (5)
 Disagree (6)
 Strongly Disagree (7)
Q47 You could easily explain things in this environment.
 Strongly Agree (7)
 Agree (6)
 Slightly Agree (5)
 Neutral (4)
 Slightly Disagree (3)
 Disagree (2)
 Strongly Disagree (1)
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Q48 The communication conditions helped you and your manager communicate quickly.
 Strongly Agree (7)
 Agree (6)
 Slightly Agree (5)
 Neutral (4)
 Slightly Disagree (3)
 Disagree (2)
 Strongly Disagree (1)
Q49 You couldn't easily communicate some ideas to your manager because of the
communication conditions.
 Strongly Agree (1)
 Agree (2)
 Slightly Agree (3)
 Neutral (4)
 Slightly Disagree (5)
 Disagree (6)
 Strongly Disagree (7)
Q50 The communication condition under which you communicated helped both of you to better
understand each other.
 Strongly Agree (7)
 Agree (6)
 Slightly Agree (5)
 Neutral (4)
 Slightly Disagree (3)
 Disagree (2)
 Strongly Disagree (1)
Q51 The communication condition under which you were communicating slowed down your
communications.
 Strongly Agree (1)
 Agree (2)
 Slightly Agree (3)
 Neutral (4)
 Slightly Disagree (5)
 Disagree (6)
 Strongly Disagree (7)
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Q39 Regarding where you work, on-site, on the road, virtually...
Q40 Does your job require you to work on the road or away from your company’s office? For
example, like a regional salesperson or a delivery driver?
 Yes (1)
 No (2)
Q72 Do you participate in flexible or alternative work arrangement at your company?
 Yes (1)
 No (2)
Q71 On average each week, what is the percentage of time you spend working
virtually/remotely?
 0%, I don't work virtually or remotely at all. (1)
 5% (2)
 10% (3)
 20% (4)
 30% (5)
 40% (6)
 50% (7)
 60% (8)
 70% (9)
 80% (10)
 90% (11)
 100% (12)
Q42 On average, how many hours do you spend each week working virtually/remotely?
 0, I don't work virtually or remotely at all. (1)
 4 hours (2)
 8 hours (3)
 12 hours (4)
 16 hours (5)
 20 hours (6)
 24 hours (7)
 28 hours (8)
 32 hours (9)
 36 hours (10)
 40 hours or more. (23)
Q41 On average, how many hours do you spend each week working on-site?
 0, I don't work on site. (1)
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4 hours (2)
8 hours (3)
12 hours (4)
16 hours (5)
20 hours (6)
24 hours (7)
28 hours (8)
32 hours (9)
36 hours (10)
40 hours or more. (23)

Q52 Almost done...
Q53 How old are you?
 18-21 years old (1)
 22-30 years old (2)
 31-40 years old (3)
 41-50 years old (4)
 51-60 years old (5)
 61-70 years old (6)
 71+ years old (7)
Q54 What is your gender?
 Female (1)
 Male (2)
Q56 If you work virtually/remotely to any extent, how long have you been doing so?
 0-2 years (1)
 3-5 years (2)
 6-10 years (3)
 11-15 years (4)
 21-25 years (5)
 25+ years (6)
Q55 How long have you been with your current company?
 0-2 years (1)
 3-5 years (2)
 6-10 years (3)
 11-15 years (4)
 21-25 years (5)
 25+ years (6)
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Q70 Which one of the following categories best describes your company's industry?
 Academic/Education/Teacher (1)
 Accounting (2)
 Administration & Support (3)
 Advertising/Public Relations (4)
 Aerospace/Defense (5)
 Banking/Finance/Insurance (6)
 Construction/Building Services (7)
 Consulting (8)
 Engineering (9)
 Healthcare (10)
 Hotel/Restaurant (11)
 HR/Recruitment (12)
 Information Technology (13)
 Legal (14)
 Logistics (15)
 Management (16)
 Manufacturing (17)
 Marketing (18)
 Mining/Oil and Gas (19)
 Operations (20)
 Other (21)
 Product Development (22)
 Professional Services (23)
 Purchasing (24)
 Quality Control (25)
 Real Estate (26)
 Research and Development (27)
 Retail Buying/Merchandising/Sales (28)
 Sales (29)
 Security (30)
 Social Service (31)
 Social Work (32)
 Transportation/Warehousing (33)
 Travel and Entertainment (34)
 Waste Management (35)
 Wholesale Trade (36)
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Q58 Your last performance appraisal (review) was conducted with your manager in the
following way...
 Face-to-face (1)
 Via video conference (2)
 Via telephone (3)
 Via an exchange of notes, emails or documents (4)
 Other (5)
Q59 What was your last (most recent) performance appraisal rating?
 None (0)
 Unsatisfactory - Very Poor (1)
 Does Not Meet Expectations - Poor (2)
 Meets Expectations - Medium (3)
 Above Expectations - Good (4)
 Exceeds Expectations - Excellent (5)
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Appendix M: Informed Consent
Informed Consent (On-line and Anonymous) to Participate in Research Institutional Review
Board # XXXXX
Approval Date: XXXX
You have been invited to participate in this study, titled, "An Examination of Performance
Appraisal Satisfaction through the Lens of Distributed Workplace Arrangements." The purpose
of this study is to examine the social context of distributed workplace arrangements on
performance appraisal satisfaction. Your participation is completely voluntary, and if you begin
participation and choose to not complete it, you are free to not continue without any adverse
consequences.
If you agree to be in this study, we will ask you to do the following things:
 Answer multiple-choice questions related to the satisfaction of your performance
appraisal, you and your manager's relationship, appraisal procedures, and how frequently
you and your manager communicate.
 Take 15-30 minutes to complete this survey.
We know of no known risks to this study, other than becoming a little tired of answering the
questions or you may even become a little stressed or distressed when answering some of the
questions. If this happens, you are free to take a break and return to the survey to finish it, or, you
can discontinue participation without any problems. Potential benefits to this study are helping
organizations implement more satisfying performance appraisal programs for all employees and
especially for employees who work at a distance from their managers.
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------I know my responses to the questions are anonymous. If I need to ask questions about this study,
I can contact the principle researcher, Debra Herd (dherd@patriots.uttyler.edu ), or if I have any
questions about my rights as a research participant, I can contact Dr. Gloria Duke, Chair of the
UT Tyler Institutional Review Board at gduke@uttyler.edu, or 903-566-7023.
I have read and understood what has been explained to me. If I choose to participate in this
study, I will click “Yes” in the box below and proceed to the survey. If I choose to not
participate, I will click “No” in the box.
 Yes, I choose to participate in this study. (1)
 No, I choose to not participate in this study. (2)
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Appendix N: University of Texas at Tyler Institutional Review Board Approval
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