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ABSTRACT
'fSources of performance evaluatlon was‘the focus of thlsbfyu‘
study. Student and faculty evaluatlons of 1nstructor
performance, labelled source A and B respectlvely, were
"compared on the ba51s of the ratee s perceptlon of eachf’r
sources' level of credlblllty., It was hypothe51zed that
source ‘A would be percelved as belng more famlllar w1th '
kperformance than source B. It was also hypothe51zed that
source B would be rated more trustlng and expert than sourcev
A. Instructors from a local un1vers1ty were sollc1ted to
‘_part1c1pate in the research. A total of‘133_questlonna1res'.
were completed and’returned-to‘the researcher; of these v
- subjects who chose to 1dent1fy their gender, 50 were male
‘and 45 were female.m Seventy percent of the‘respondentsrwere‘
full-time instructors and'13% were,partrtlme. Supportawas
found for the hypothesis predicting that,faculty would‘be,
rated‘more'expert'than students,'t(lzl) =d11 25 p< 05.
However, students were not perce1ved as belng more familiar
‘ w1th performance than faculty. A multlple regress1on |
ana1y51s was used to determlne which of the three varlables
| would best predlct overall-credlblllty. L1m1tatlons of thls )

study and 1mpllcatlons for future research are dlscussed
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INTRODUCTION

Measures of performance hsve'long been a concern for‘
I/0 psychologists. Jewell'(1985) has suggested that
performance appraisal is one of the more salient activities
of organizations;: By definition, performance appraisal is
"a process of evaluating pérformance and providing feedback
on which performance adjustments can be made" (Schermerhorn,
Hunt, and Osborn, 1988).

In a formal performahce appraisal situation,
supervisory eValuation‘of the subordinate's performance is
>usually a paper and pencil rating scale. Such a scale
requires the evaluator to rate the individual being
appraised on the quality and/or quantity of work_produced.
This performance measufement provides data for determining
salary increases, promotion, retention, and tenure.
Performance evaluation piays an important role in any
organization. Latham and Wexley (1982) suggested that
performance evaluation becomes an iﬁtegral part of "bringing
about and maintaining satisfactofy performance on the part
of the individual employee". The appraisal attemptslto
measure the employee's effectiveness on the job. It also
points out the areas in which the employee needs improvément
or more training. 1In addition to these roles, performance
svaluation strives to maintain high levels of motivation
through feedback and goal setting based on this feedback
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(Latham and Wexley, 1982). Pefférmance evaluation can be
conducted by multiple sources such as a subordinate,
supervisor, or a peer. The use of multiple sources for
performance appraisal has gained considerable acceptance in
the past two decades according to Harris and Schaubrouk
(1988). In previous research, supervisor, peer, and self
evaluations were the primary focus of comparison in the
performance evaluation litérature (for example Baird, 1977;
Herold, Liden and Leatherwood, 1987; and Larson, 1986).

This study focuses on the performance evaluation of the
university instructor. Student evaluations of instructor
performance will be the focus of this investigation and
examined as subordinate evaluations in reference to peer and
supervisor evaluations. The supervisor source will be the
department head, while the peer source will be the colleague
placed with the responsibility of evaluating the
instructor's performance during a prearranged class

visitation.

Performance Appraisal Feedback
Latham and Wexley (1982) stated that the appraisal

process includes the evaluation of past performance of an
employee, feedback that assists an employee in understanding
how well he/she is doing, and goal setting that specifically
points out those activities which the employee should be
involved in, in order to be rewarded accordingly.
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Latham and Wexiey‘(1982) sﬁggested six qifferént |
sources of appraisal (a) the éupervisor, (b) the empioyee,
- himself/herself, (c) peers, (d) subordinates, (e) a'person
‘or persons outside the employee's work environment, or (f)
some combination of the above. Because this study is
concerned only with‘the supervisor, peer, and subordinate
sources of evaluation, this review of the literature will
specifically address‘the three above-mentioned sources;

To qualify as a source Latham and Wexley (1982) offered

‘some key criteria éﬁch‘as being familiar with the objectives
of thé employee's job, observing the employeé on the jdb
regularly, and being éble to decide whether or not the
behavior observed is satisfactory. These criteria should be
met before a potential source of evaluatipn is chosen in
order to ensure that the performanée appraisal will be valid

and effective.

Supervisor Evaluations. Larson (1989) has suggested
that "in general, supervisors are an important source of
performance information for their subordinates". Besides
supervisors .giving feedback on an employee's performance,
they are usually the individuals responsible for
administering the rewards for satisfactory performance
(Latham and Wexley, 1982). Based on these premises, it
would seem reasonable to deduce that employees will regard
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their supervisors' evaluation of their performance as »
important. It must be realized though, thét they are not
always as reliable and valid as peer evaluations. Latham
and Wexley_(1982)‘noted that alternative sources tb_
supervisory evaluations are necessary in the event

supervisors are ﬁnable to observe the employee on the jbb.

Peer Evaluations. As an alternative or supplement to
supervisory ratings, peer evaluations are considered highly
reliable and valid. Korman (1968), as cited in Latham and
Wexley (1982), concluded that peer evaluations are good
predictors of performance. Such a conclusion is quite
sighificant, primarily wheﬁ the evaluation is utilized to
determine promotions (Latham and Wexley, 1982).

A potential problem exists unfortunately with peer
ratings. From an organizational standpoint, the issue of
competition for the available rewards such as promotions,
may in fact turn peer evaluations into a conflict among
employees. Despite the potential competition, employees are
sometimes reluctant to rate their peers believing that
appraisals are a way in which the organization encourages
"snitching" on each other (Roadman, 1964, as cited in Latham

And Wexley, 1982).

Subordinate Evaluations. The subordinate source of
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evaluation has been vieued as“valuable to both the employee’
and the organization,» Various positive results have evolved
through this prooess. The subordinates are given‘the
opportunity to observe,problems as'though they were
supervisors, and in turn, the supervisors are given the
opportunity to see’the concerns of their employees through
the eyes of a subordinate. One outcome of this process is
increased productivity, namely group productivity, and
another outcome is increased ﬁob satisfaction (Latham and
Wexley, 1982).

Although subordinate evaluations are considered
valuable to the organization as a whole, there is abproblem
with the employees perceiving the evaluation process as
"threatening" (Latham and Wexley, 1982). vAnonymity is
therefore crucial in this case; In order to restore some
ease in the subordinates‘who feel as though they may be |
chastised by their superiors for honest and unfavorable
evaluations, no names are given on any forms included in the
appraisal process (Latham and Wexley, 1982).

These sources of evaluation have clear advantages and -
disadvantages. Yet, there exists no perfect system of
'performance evaluation. Latham and Wexley (1982) have
illustrated the way in which the different sources of
evaluation stand up against each other. But one important
aspect that has not been addressed is the issue of
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credibility. Herold, Liden, and Leatherwood (1987) suggest
that although performance feedback has been previously
researched, there is a lack of generalizable results due to
the fact that reeearchers have not paid the attention needed
to assess the differences in the sources of performance
evaluation with regard to the recipient's perceived
credibility and acceptance of performance feedback. If a
source of perforﬁance appraisal feedback is not perceived as

credible, then the feedback may be rendered ineffective.

Credibility of Source. As defined in various
dictionaries, credibility is an adjective meaning
believable. Credibility of source in the appraisal process
has not been researched extensively. However, Ilgen,
Fisher, and Taylor (1979) in their review of feedback, have
contributed a substantial amount of information concerning
source credibility. |

Ilgen et. ai. (1579) emphasized the aspects of feedback
that are purported to influence its perception, its
acceptance, and the recipient's intent to respond to the
feedback. They’introduced the idea that the different
sources of evaluation carry varying levels of power with the
recipient. Along the same lines, researchers such as
Klimosky and London (1974) and Zammuto, London, and Rowland
(1982) have asserted that the sources at different levels
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‘weight’performanée dimensions diééimilarly, thus suggesting
that these sources may diéagree on thé overall rating since
their definition and measurement‘qfvpefformance willﬂvary.

'Recipienté of féedbéck consider gbéd pérforménce |
evaluations as fhose which are done by individuals who
pbssess a certain amount of expgrtiserand trust. These two
dimensions'afe extrapoléted from Giffih's (1967)‘study where
five dimensions of source credibility are identified--
expertise, reliability, intentions toward the listener,
dynamism, and personal attraction. Ilgen et. al. (1979)
indicated that, in general, source characteristics which
influence the acceptance of feedback do so by influencing
the perceived credibility of the source. Furthermore, they
stated that when the recipient considers the source to be
credible there is an increased likelihood that the feedback
will be accepted; The two dimensions--expertise and
trustworthiness--influenced accepﬁance more than
reliability, dynamism, and personal attraction (Ilgen et. ’
al.). . -

Ilgen, Fisher, and Taylor (1979) posited that raters
ought to be perceived by the recipients of the feedback as
possessing the expertise necessary to judge ﬁheir
performance acCuratély. Their definitioh of expertise
~included task famiiiarity; the ability to‘supply pertinent
information for thekimprovement of the feedback recipient's
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performance on certain tasks being evaluated. Additionally,
they stated that expertise encompasses the idea of
familiarity with thevrecipient's performahce on the tasks.
Although this is indicated in Ilgen, Fisher, And Taylor's'
research, familiarity with performance in this study is
suggested as a separate factor independent of expertise,
affecting perceived credibility. It is suggested by Latham
and Wexley (1982) that observer accuracy be increased in
order to facilitate improved and effective evaluations. The
rater who would be considered the primary observer of
performance in the classroom, in this case, is the student.
This concept is substantiated by Overall and Marsh (1982)
who recommended that student evaluations not be overlooked
since it is the student who has rare opportunities to
observe teaching. .It would seem safe to assume that this
interaction between student and teacher will lead to the
development of a certain amount of familiarity with the
instructor's performance in class. The distinction between
task familiarity (ie. expertise) and familiarity with
performance on the task will hopefully give us two discrete
factors that will affect perceived overall credibility. A
pilot study on the questionnaire to be used in this research
will.determihe whether or not it is possible to measure the
two factors separately.

Additionally, the level of trust as perceived by the
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rec1p1ent must also be taken 1nto cons1deratlon as another
factor that affects credlblllty (Ilgen et. al., 1979;
O'Reilly and Anderson, 1980). The three factors being
examined—-familiarity with-performance, expertise (task_‘

familiarity), and trustworthiness are addressed below.

. familiarityr‘ For;the‘purpose‘of this study,
‘familiarity will be defined as the'ability tovevaluateA
performance based on’ d1rect ~observation of tasks 1nvolved in
‘a speclflc job, preferably deflned in a. jOb analysis. |
Cusella (1982) alluded to the'ldea that those 1nd1y1duals‘
far removed from the work‘setting, were.unfamiliar with the
relevant job or WOrk unit. For example, supervisors and
managers who have ass1stants, usually leave to their
a551stants the respon51b111ty of handllng employees on a
dally bas1s. Superv1sors and managers would at times rely
on thelr a551stantsrt0“relay information.to them dealingb
with problems in the work place.< leen thlS example,
supervisors and managers would not be expected to be very

| - familiar with the employee s performance on the job.

Expertise. Previous research has shown that expertlse
may be affected by the source's 1eve1 of tralnlng,
experience, and»ablllty. Heppner and Handley (1982)
supported this notion in their study-Stating that those
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traineés whb'per¢eived theirvsupervisdrs as engaging in
evaluativé sﬁperVisoryvbehaviOr, were‘more iikely to
perceive their supervisor as more expert, attractive, and
trustworthy. Further support can be found in Holzbaéh's
(1978) research in rater bias. He maintained that because
‘Supervisors possess more experience and“fesponsibility in
evaluating job pérformance, they would prbbably have greater
sensitivity and awareness to particular job'related behavior
for the indiVidual being rated. as well as, their

subordinates in general.

Trustworthiness. Ilgen et. al. (1979) defined trust as
the source's intentions toward the recipient, specifically
speaking, it is the recipient's belief in his/her peérS'
motives as being consistent with the feedback peers offer.
Trust in relationships, including professional ones, such as
those found between‘academicians is important. An
~established trust between individuals leads to a more
productive environment in an organization. O'Reilly and
Anderson (1980) pointed out in their research, that trust
serves as a moderator of the communication of information.
Without trust, performance feedback would be distorted and

likely to be takeh offensively or perceived inaccurately.

Sources' Level of Familiarity, Expertise, and Trust
| 10



Keeley (1977)>offered anvexblanation for the

| differencesbamong subordinate, supervisor, and neer ratings.
He indicated that "each rater occupies a different vantage
point Qis—a-vis the ratee", Suggesting that the individual
observations made by the sources will result in different
~evaluations made on the ratee's performance.

As indieated eariier, this study will be looking at the
student as the subordinate source of evaluation, tnev
department chairperson as the enpervisory source,and the
colleague responsible for evaluating the instructor~during a
class visitation ‘as the peer source.

Further discussion on the sources' levels of the three
factors affecfing perceived credibility will come later in

the review.

Student Evaluations

Previous research has looked at student evaluations in
reference to their reliability and'validity.

Validity. Whitely and Doyle (1979) in their article,
examined the validity and generalizability of student’v
ratings. They referred to several other studies which used
the validity of student evaluations as indices of student
learning sueh as Remmers, Martin, and Elliot (1949), Elliot
(1950), Rodin and Rodin (1972), Frey (1973), Sullivan and
Skanes (1974), and Doyle and Whitely (1974). Their findings
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indicated hlgh negative to h1gh positive correlatlons, "with
the majorlty 1nd1cat1ng a statlstlcally 51gn1f1cant but very
_’modest relatlonshlp between student ratlngs and tested
student learning” (Whitely & Doyle).

“Kurz, Mueller, Gibbons, and DiCataldo (1989) referred
'to a meta-ana1y51s of multi-section valldlty studles done by
Cohen (1981) which lended further. support for the valldlty
of student evaluatlons.A Admlnlstrators 1n¢general,-assume
it is the best way to assess a teacher's’performance‘in the:
class in order’for_them to decidevpromotibn, retention; and
}tenure. Researcb'done by Ulanski (1987) affirmed this
: assumptlon when he wrote "that with 1ncrea51ng flscal belt-
tlghtenlng in hlgher educatlon and the decllne ‘in college-
agevstudents,.tough decisions are being made with regard to
'faculty'tenure,vprbmotibn and retentien. Heiadded'that
studentbevaluationSVOften.play a predominantkrole in faculty

advancement.

Reliability. Kurz'et. al. (1989) reportedvin their
study that student eValuationS»are viewed as being reliable
across items on evaluation forms,vanong multiple raters,dand
at different points in time in the same courseIOr‘the same
type of course. ﬁnfortunately,_these views}are not shared
by all who bave researched student‘evaluations.i

Reported incbnsistencies in the student evaluation

12



literature suggeSt that they may be viewed continually as
‘being unreliableiand invalid on the basis of the reported“
low rellablllty and valldlty coefflclents. Yet, ’there are
'other researchers such as Cohen (1981) and Gessner (1973)
who p051ted that ‘student ratlngs of instruction are a valld_
1nd1catlon of 1nstructor performance and effectlveness._'
There will be contlnued dlsagreement 1n the performance
appra1sa1 llterature deallng w1th the various sources of
- evaluation. | |
In rev1ew1ng this aspect of student evaluatlons, the
- Rodin and Rodin study (1972) whlch indicated that students
~are unable to judge teaching effectlveness, was the single
‘most negative article that implied using alternative methods
~ of appraising instructors.. Othermise, researchers have |
‘challenged Rodln and Rodin's stand on thls evaluatlon
'concern, therefore, suggestlng.that the use of_student':

~evaluations should continue in the university organization.

Perceived Credibility of Student Evaluations

: There are currently a considerable number of studies‘
which have looked at the rellablllty and validity issue of
performance‘evaluations. Yet, there is one other issue
needing'more'attention. '

Perceived-credibilityuof student evaiuations has not
‘been researched as extensively as the'reliabiiityband

-13



validity issue. ‘Tnerefore, the present study will
concentrate on'thevperoeivedfofedibiiity of student
evaluations in referenceito_supervisor and peer_evaluations.'

Feedback based on student eVaantionsnshould iead tob
- the improvement oflteaohing quality as refleoted'in student
evaluations of courseeperformance (Morsch,‘ Burgess, and
Smith, 1956). Yet, if students are not perceived as
credible sources of evaluation of teaching effectiveness,
then the evaluation will be rendered useless to the
instructor in terms of obtaining acceptable feedback deemed
conducive to improving his]her performance.

Following along these‘lines, Shrauger and Lund (1974)
stated that if the feedback feceived is not seen as
credible, suggested adjustments to improve performance will
be.ignored; They stated that when the feedback received is
not aoceptable, it could be viewed in one of two ways. One
way is to avoid using the feedback therefore not using it in
any constructive critical manner. The second is to
misinterpret the information reoeived and use this knowledge
in a way not intended by the rater. Shrauger and Lund
(1974) went on to say that the validity of the feedback
could possibly be undercut if the source was to be
questioned. When the source of evaluation is perceived as
credible, it is more likely that feedback based on the
performance appraisal be accepted. This‘may hold true for

- 14



student and faculty evaluations.

Comparison of Levels of Familiarity, Expertise, and Trust

Students are probably most familiar with the
instructor's performance since they.interact with the
instructor on a regular schedule. Dowell and Neal (1982)
Suggested that in some situations students may in fact be
quite accurafe in their ratings as propésed by other studies
reporting highAvalidity coefficients of student evaluations.
Some instructors see student evaluations as being mosﬁ
informative of their‘performance in class. It is not
dismissed as unnecessary to upcoming evaluations. Because
étudent evaluatibns'in'some cases are considered accurate,
‘it might follow then that the student source of appraisal
would be perceived as being more credible than other sourées
of performance evaluation.

Besides familiarity, expertise is seen as necessary in
order for the source fo be perceived as credible. Ilgeﬁ ét.
al. (1979) redefined expertise as task familiarity. The
department chairperson is considered to be the expert in
this situation since most department chairs have served as
teaching faculty prior to being adﬁinistrators (Knight and
Holen, 1985). Department‘chairs, as well as, peers are more
aware of issues that may affect an instructor's teaching
quality. Matters such as resource acquisition for teaching,

15



research and/or serv1ce atvthe unlver51ty, are 1ssuesm0. '
fbetter dealt w1th by those 1nd1v1duals such as the .
department chalrperson and other faculty rather than by
‘:students. s RRR S _H | '1_

| Trustworthlness in the rater can be v1ewed as belng
.more characterlstlc of peer sources of evaluatlon than of
»subordlnate sources.‘ Good performance evaluatlons should be~
‘based on the premlse that all suggestlons to adjust f:’v
v»performance be unblased as well as,'uncontamlnated by‘
:stakes held by the dlfferent sources of evaluatlon.

O'Rellly and Anderson (1980) stated that nif the

’:t_relatlonshlp between the rater and the ratee is

‘ characterlzed by 1ow trust accurate feedback may notvbel .
‘percelved as accurate and therefore, not useful"
'Consequently, 1f the relatlonshlp 1s‘characterlzed by hlgh
'trust then the feedback source w1ll be percelved as L
‘credlble and acceptable.:v‘f .’ | v
| Latham and Wexley (1982) have suggested that peers whenva’

>.'compared to other sources of evaluatlon, have a more

- comprehens1ve plcture of an employee s performance on the e

| { ‘job. In llne w1th thls 1dea, 1nstructors would see thelr

"'icolleagues as belng knowledgeable of the1r respon51b111t1es

- as an academ1c1an, and therefore trust thelr feedback more

than they would other sources of evaluatlon.: Yet' 1t must»r ;
’be noted that peers subsequently evaluate an 1nstructor s
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total performance and are not present in class where the
vteaching activity is primarily observed by students .

., Student evaluations may be contaminated by the interest
held in terms of the‘gradee to be feceived in a particular’
class. If students are aseigned an unsatisfectory’grade, an
unsatisfactory evaluation may'resuit. On the other ﬁand, if
satisfactory grades are assigned,’then a satisfactory
evaluation may consequently result.

Despite the fact that faculty members possess the
knowledge oftentimes unknownrto students, there is the
problem of their absence in the classroom. They do not have
the luxury of spending time with:their faculty peers as do
students who interact with the instructor in a unique

setting.

Hypotheses:

It was the purpose of this study to investigate these
two sources of instructor evaluation: a) student, b)peers.
These sources will be labelled eource A and B respectively;
The following hypotheses are generated:

Hypothesis 1: It is predidted that evaluation source B
will be perceived as possessing highef levels of expertise
than source A. |

Hypothesis 2: It is predicted that evaluation source A
willlbe perceived as being more famiiiar with the

17



instructor's performance than source B.

Hypothesis,3: It is predicted that evaluatibn source B
will be perceived as being more trustworthy than source A.

Hypothesis 4: Finally, if is predicted that'perceived
familiarity with instructor performance will account for the
most variance in perceived overall credibility foliowed by

expertise and trustworthiness.
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PILOT STUDY METHOD

Justification of Pilot Study

It was a nédessary step to run the pilot study on the
questionnaire since it was not an established measurement of
N perceived credibility. The interndi éonsistency of'the
items was'needed,fas well as, the détermination of the
- number of factors the.items in the quéstibnnairé were
measuring.
Pilot Study Subijects

Employees from a southwestern mediqal ﬁnivérsity wéré
solicitéd-to be fespondents in the pilot'étudy. One hundred
and forty questioﬁnaires were distributed, the resulting N =
92. All subjects were treated in accordance with the
ethical standards estabiished by the Aﬁerican Psychological
'~ Association. ' ‘ |
pilot Study Procedure

Instructions were givenvt6 the pilot study‘subjects to.
'completevthe questionnaire. Anonymity was gauranteed,to all
participants in the study. Approximately ten minutes was
needed by a requﬁdeﬁt to complete theHQuestibnnaire items.
Pilof Study AnaliSis

A factor‘aha1ysis was used to test the'scale in order
to determine whether or not the scale items Were,‘in fact,
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measuring the factors being inVestigated; familiarity}

expertise, and trustworthiness.
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’PitoT STUDY RESULTSw'

Responses ‘to the 20- 1tem questlonnaire were factor
analyzed u51ng the pr1n01pal components technique and a
varimaxkrotation,' Oon the ba51s of the eigenvalues and the
scree test, it was determined that three factors would be

retained'for’further analysis. }Eigenvaiues can be found in

Table 1.
Table 1. ’ Pilot Stndy |
| Eigenvalues‘before RotatiOn
Factor Eigenvalue %of Var Cum%

1. 7.93 49.5 49.5
2. 1.28 8.0 57.5
3. | 1.12 7.0  64.5

After rotation, there were five items mhich loaded
highly on Factor 1 that appearedkto be items measuring the
trnst dimension. There were five items which loaded highly
on Factor 2, but not on Factor 1 or Factor 3.' These items
seemed to be meaSuring the construct described in the
literature review as expertise;~ Thenfinalbconstruct defined
by the items which loaded highly'on Factor 3,,appeared to be
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“'familiarity. The flrst factor accounted for 49. 5% of the '
'varlance, whlle Factor 2 and Factor 3 comblned accounted for
159 of the total varlance., Of the orlglnal 20 1tems from

the pllot survey,‘18 were used 'n the the51s experlment

~Items 6 and 16 Were dlscarded'because they cross loaded on’
~all three factors.‘ Questlonnalre 1tems and the factor jf@*'
» loadlngs can be found 1n Table 2.5 The correspond1ng alphas

can be found in Tables 3 4, and 5.

' Table 2. . PILOT STUDY

'alifaCtorlLoadin‘sbaftérVRotationb»v,'

 Scale: ~ Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3

Ttem1 343 721 .074

. Item2 : 831 .273 132

Item 3 .348 . .63 o =.041

o
i~

vyltem:4 . .092 '73:_,fQ035.f_h f"d;
d_ Item sl»iz_, o 747 ::fﬁff.zilfj&iv: .h;163.
Iteme  .547 :;' .33 189
 Item 7 f‘ - .81s __Jh ‘.314’» : ’:f:.176l‘b
Items - .s23 L789~*f. L9
Cttems .06 198 .es
“eem 10 ;fld:hff;?105dﬂ‘1:'h‘ PRI ‘?;592Hs_
Item 11 S 218 asa Cs03
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Item
Item
Item
'Item
Item
Item
Item
Item

Item

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

.356

.283

.504
.304
‘,404
.492
-.066

.407

.205
.255

.209

.256
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Table 3

Reliability Analysis of Pilot Study (Factor 1)
(Trust Scale) “ /

Items: - Corrected Item- - Alpha if Item
Total Correlation ‘ Deleted

2 ' .812 .891

5 .798 _ .893

7 .867 _ .939

12 .667 .911

18 .761 .898
alpha = .914
N = 92
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Table 4. T o | L
Reliability Analysis of Pilot Study (Factor 2)
- ‘ (Taék;EXEgrtiséL“ o Tooremn

. Items: '  Correétéd'Itém-_ o ‘7'Alpha if Item

Total Correlation ~  Deleted

T .sg2 .726

19 .e83 . .e76

alpha = .778

N = 92







| Pé[-LOTvaTﬁDY SUMMARY

A ﬁrihcipa1 axis factdr téchﬁique was‘ﬁsed to obtain
evidence that the extréétion'ofbthree scalésyfrom the
principal componénts approaéh’ﬁaé'appropriate'f6f the.major ”
‘study. The use of thrée:factors was supported by the
prin'cipai axis approach. " It'ems :wnich ¢'ros.s-1oa_<ieq were ﬁSed
. in‘the main‘study.  Tﬁeée itémévhelpéd to éSt§bii$h the‘uSé v
of three»factors;‘.Five.i£emésﬁefé added fd #he»’ -
questiohnaire in thé-major study in.order to ensuﬁe ﬁhat the
_faétors being observed weré captured by these additional
statements. Final questionhaire items can bé found in

Appéndix'AL .
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| T_HE‘STIS’ 'STUDY METHOD
‘Subjects | o
v‘SﬁbjeCts.Wéfe 133 instruétors fromifaculty at a
‘southwestern ﬁniversity. of thoéevinstructofé who
vparticipated in the‘study and chose to identify their
i géhdéf,’SOswere_male énd.45 wérevfemale. Of the 133
k‘respohdents['zz% were”profeésors, 26% were associate
' professoré, 22% wefe aésiétant prdfeSsors,_aﬁd anothef.zz%
wefe claésified asflecturers. Twenty-six percent of the
fespondents weré ?enﬁred faculty members, 38% were
‘pfobationary, and 26%‘werebnonétenured track faculty.‘ With
regardato full—time and part-fime faculty, 70% were full-
time'énd 13% ﬁére part;time. Subjecfs were treated
» according to the ethical standards set forth by the American
PsychologicalbAssociation.
Proceduré |
The qﬁestidnnaire develbped by the‘réSéércher'was used
té aséesé the perceived credibility of the two différent
sourcesldf evaluation. vAn even number of the available
- faculty were giVén'éuestionnairesﬁto rate one.bf tﬁo.v
veValuation:soufces, either fadﬁlty-or student. Use of
facdlty mail boxes was the ‘pfima{rY'means':‘df distributing the :
questionnaires tbythe §ubjéctsf Respondents were asked tol
return;cbmpleted queéﬁiénﬁaires‘inuthe'envélbpes ﬁroyidéd t§ 
 the psychology bfficé;u‘ |
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Analys1s

Three t tests ‘were used to test hypotheses 1 -3. The

e dependent measures were expertlse, famlllarlty,

trustworthlness. ‘A multlple regress1on ana1y51s was used to
“test hypothe51s 4.' ThlS analy51s was used to determlne e
whlch of the three factors (expertlse, famlllarlty, or
_ktrustworthlness) contrlbuted most to the expla;ned variance
'of‘pereeived‘overail eredibility. A standardvregression .

‘method was used in this process.
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THESIS STUbS{ bRESULTS

. Questionnaires were‘distributed to all,availabie
facﬁlty. Twelve:of thg.questionnaifés were returned due to
the fact that some féculty were unable to be reached through
cahpuS»mail. One hundred-and forty three QuéStionnaires
- were. returned ﬁo the sender. Of the 143 returned, ten were.
unanswered. Thus leaving 133,data,sets to be used‘in'the'"
analyses giving us é response fate of’33%. vThe
questionnaires which aékedbthe reépondent td rate studenfé
as evaluation sources‘nﬁmbered 87. Forty six completed
questionnaires.asked respondents to rateﬂfaculty sourceé'of
evaluation. |
Factor Analysis

| A factor analysis was utiiized in order to determine
the nature of the items in the questionnaire after five
items were added tO'the,originai form uséd in thevpilot
study.‘ The five questionnaire items were added in order té
ensure that the three faétors identified in the pilot study
had items réflectihgkthr nature of each. The eigenvalues
that resulted in the extraction anélysis as shown in Table
6, allowed three factors to be retained for further

analysis.
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“Table 6.

Thesis Study

Eigehvalues Before Rotation -

Factor Eigenvalué % of Var Cum %
1 (Ability to rate) 10.54 . 52.7 52.7
2 (Expertise) 1.79 8.9 ©61.7
3  (Familiarity) 1.22 6.1 . 67.8

After oblique rotation, 11 items that loaded highly on
Factor 1 appeared to be measuring the ability to rate, a
construct not anticipated to result from the analysis.
Task expertise seemed to be the construct being defined by
the three items which loaded highly on Factor 2. Factor 3
appeared to be méasuﬁing familiarity.

Item number three in the questionnaire was designated
as the single item to define overall credibility as the
dependent measure. Sﬁbsequéhtly,.it was not entered into
the initial factor analysis or rotation.

One construct that did not factor out clearly was
trustworthiness. Items supposedly tapping ihto the
characteristicsbof trust cross-loaded with familiarity and
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'expertiSe”items,g The factor loadlngs for the major study ﬂ":'
fquestlonnalre 1tems can be found 1n Table 7. The results of
-,the rellablllty analy51s can be found 1n Tables 8 9;‘and=

10.

‘Table 7.

The51s Study

u Factor_Loadln s after Rotatlon _

. Scale: 'Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3

CTtem1 173 381 496
Item2 . .837 - -.210 . .215

w
L

~J
14
00

\O
=
W

!

*Item-s»_t-i‘_--far_f. e}.g3o7, o »*j..ios

(V]

‘Item6 .70

Ttem7 L7146 .91 221

:‘:Item“sf*;fii “:fsi}f;14sf5ffaftfj;354‘\e"t.‘ 574
Item 10 ;~7T . Loo1 ayﬁﬁf;sj795 201

Ttem 12 . .792 . -.118  -.067

 Item 13 o .796 o .102 0 .074

Ttem1s4  .495 .60 .083

¢134":f7"_..665
Ttem16  .629 .240 -.182
‘Ttem17 .155 .365 = .523



‘Item
Item
Item

Item

“vFItem,

Item

Item

19
20

21

22

24

o
~
[e)}
=N

 =.114

-.219

S -.347
-.193

-;145.f:

-.213

-.154
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Table 8.

Reliabilitz Analysis of Thesis Study (Factor 1)
| (Ability to Rate) |

34

Items: Correctéd'Item— | Alpha if Item
Tdtai Correlation Deleted
2 766 .933
5 .754 .933
6 .771 .933
7 .851 .929
9 .467 .943
12 .642 .937
14 .748 .933
16 .780 .932
18 .830 .930
19 .780 932
20 .645 .937
22 .685 .936
alpha = .939
N = 126



| Table 9.

_ Total Correlation Deleted

L L e T B P, e T

v (Factor 2y

&0 T e e T e e

00w s

Cae U e TR

N = 130 :»_i,tlfﬁ &




.3Table 10.

Réliablity Analysis of Thesis Study (Féctor 3)

(Familiarity) : ;
Itens: . . Corrected Item-

Total Correlation

15 : .394

17 . .394

alpha = {564

N = 127

Student's t-Test

| A t-test was‘usedbto analee the mean differences%in
11evels of ability to rate, familiarity,,and‘expertise
between our two groups of daté. It was‘fouﬁd that thej
faculty sources of evaluation were perceived as posseséing
higher lévels of expertisé, t(129) = 9.44, p<.05., one{
tailed significance.

| Upon analyzing the results from the factor analysis;
the éonstruct,idénfified as ability to rate or evaluatef
(Factor 1), was not expected to fall out as a separate .

. . i
factor from expertise. 1In essence, expertise broke into two
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factors (a)’abilltyito_ratenor evaluate,,and (b) task’
-expertise;':The'results,from the t-test on Factor 1 -
ability»totrate:are as, follows: t(127) = 1.47, p>. 05:-one?,
tailed test. These results 1nd1cate that there are no
significant'd;fferences in the sample means. Neither the
 faculty source nor theystudentrsource'of evaluatlon was
perceived as possess1ng more ablllty to rate.

Hypothes1s 2 was not supported.u The student source of
evaluatlon was not perceived as belng more familiar w1th the
ratee s performance when compared to faculty sources.:‘

, Because the factor trustworthlness failed to emerge from te
factor analy51s, no scale was available for hypothe51s'

‘ three.

Multlple Regresslon Anal251s ’
: Hypothes1s 4 was not supported by the results obtalned o
in the . regre551on analy51s.c Th1s procedure was carrled out:
to determlne the contrlbutlons of the three measures,i E
ab111ty to rate, task expertlse, and fam111ar1ty w1th.task
performance, tolthe‘crlterlon‘varlable.overall credibility.
The‘method'usedrwas simultaneous entry of predictor |
variables.vuThe resulting.R =f}79'(R squared = .63, F(4,119)
= 50.20, p<.001). The &arianceuaccounted for by all three
predictor_ﬁarlables;(abilityrtorrate,.familiarity, and
expertise);was 63%._'Unfortunate1y thebtrust.SCale-was neuer,



'f'establlshed and a source of varlance was lost Factdfzi;»~%

'amthe ab111ty to rate had a beta welght of 76.H;In'comparisonﬂf'

'”yto Factor 2 expertlse,‘(beta = 7.018) and

',Factor 3 famlllarlty, (beta 7_.0001), Factor 1 is the bestffv‘

: predlctor of overall credlblllty
hf Addltlonal tests were run to explore the pos51b111ty of
' tenured and non-tenured faculty respondlng dlfferently to
the scales. An analys1s of varlance w1th a two-by-two
,ffactorlal des1gn was used No 51gn1f1cant dlfferences were
:'found The two maln effects that were belng examlned were,
h;tenured faculty versus non-tenured faculty and subjects who‘_'
;rated students as evaluatlon sources versus subjects who
’rated other faculty.¢ The 1nteractlon effects (tenured
status by exper1menta1 manlpulatlon) of these varlables’were »
"not 51gn1f1cant therefore reveallng that tenure dia. not
Iamake a dlfference 1n the way the subjects responded to the
”questlonnalre. (Interactlon effects. Scale 1: ab111ty to
rate F(1A)V= ,926. Slgnlflcance of F 5-.873°5 Scale-z:
dExpertise.F(l) =‘.060‘ rSlgnlflcance‘of F =_.808} Scale 3'
Familiarity.'F(lj #.1046;, Slgnlflcance of F —'.831)

A correlatlon analys1s was. used to test the
‘relatlonshlp between number of years teachlng and the scales
‘,generated from the questlonnalre. Those subjects who rated
students (N—87) versus those who rated other faculty (N=46)
,were compared on. thelr responses to Scales 1, ‘2, and 3. For
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i

Seele 15 Ability to‘retef the results showed that
_instrﬁctors who hadfmore'yearsbin teeching,iperceivedjthat
.students are less able to rate their performance (r ::-.145)
behd thatbfeculty are perceived as being more capable to
bcsrry'out"this'task (r‘=v;069) For Scale 2: Task |
vekpertiSe, the results 1ndlcated that as 1nstructors.get
older they percelved students to be less expert (r =\f.094)
than faculty»(r'= 5.091) '”For Scale 3: Familiarity,{.‘t.7
was found that as 1nstructors get older, they percelved
students as belng less famlllar (r = ‘ ,,;42) with thelr
performance,than other faculty members who evaluate them

(r = .057).
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DISCUSSION

The present findings lend support to one of three-
hypotheses tested by the Student's t-Distribution. ,Faoulty
sources of evaluation were perceived as being more exﬁert
than student sources. This result is consisteut'with;
Heppner and Handley's (1982) position on supervisory
behavior. They suggested that trainees who perceiveditheir
supervisor as enéaging in eyaluative supervisory behauior
were more apt to also perceive their supervisor as more
expert. The items that tapped into the expertise dimensioh
stated that the rater understands the evaluation process and
that the rater's experlence assists hlm/her in the
“evaluation process. It is evident through the responses on
these items that university instructors consider their
fellow'faculty members as being generally more credible than
students. v‘ |

Hypothesis 2 was not supported in the direction f
expected. This goes against what was established in the
literature review. ‘Students who were designated as
subordlnates _to 1nstructors should have been percelved as
being more famlllar w1th performance than faculty. A
~ Cusella (1982)'indicated that supervisors who consequently
- do not interact on a regular schedule with the 1nd1v1dua1s
they evaluate were less familiar, with the relevant Job or
work unit. Ev1dently, 1nstructors may in fact feel that
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their peers and departmentdchairpersons arefmore familiar
‘with their performande in class; as well as, familiar with
their task responsibilities since most haVe been instructors
at some time during their academic careers.
Although,thisvwas not the expected outcome, Goffman
(1959) offers a dramaturgical model forlorganizations that
vwould»supportbthe ideabthat faculty‘andipeers are more
familiar with an,lnstructorfs performance_in class. In this
model, a stage productionvis used as a comparison to the |
”organization, The'players in the production, be they'actors
onstage, members of'the crew backstage, orveven the audience.
are said to have‘important‘roles‘in making the show a
success. Those acting and those observing the actorsﬂbefore
the show is presented to an audlence, are expected to be
‘most fam111ar w1th the production since they 1nteract most
with the actors. Whereas, the audience does not possess the
knowledge that the crew and actors themselves possess. The
members of the audience are there usually to be entertained
as are students in‘a'classroom. The 1nteractlon present
between actor and audlence 1s brlef and restrlcted.? ThlS
1nteractlon can be paralleled to that between a professor

and hls/her students. More 1nformatlon on the dramaturgical

model can be found in Goffmann s book The Presentatlon of

»Self in Everzdaz Life.
Trustworthlnesszas not_a resulting‘factor in this
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‘experiment.“ Because the items cross-loaded badly With the
expertise and familiarity dimension, it was difficult to‘use
these as measures ofoperoeiVed level of trust. It was
obvioustthat-usage of this factor would not improve the
following analyses. |

The ability to rate was the unexpected factor that fell
out of the expertise variable. It appears from this
evidence, that abilityvis of significent importance to
performance evaluations. Although the t-test for this
variable was not significant, and being that it was
unexpected, future research in performance evaluations might'
further explore testing this variable.

The regression analysis indicated that ability to rate
or evaluate would be the‘best predictor of perceived overall
credibility. Although this finding was not hypothesized,‘
future research éhould focus on testing this factor which
affected perceived credibility more than the other two
predictor variables.

A problem with scale coﬁstruction'made it somewhat
difficult to obtain clean concise results to support our
hypotheses. Some scale items caused confusion allowing
subjects to "best guess" what the researcher was asking for
in terms of a response. It is noted that the items were
written as absolutes, where the beginning statement "rater
is" was used primarily, therefore not addressing the
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-poss1b111ty that faculty and students as raters w1ll
’undoubtedly vary in their ability ‘to evaluate an
instructor's performance. - The purpose of the questionnaire
was to assess the. differences in an instructor s perception
of believability when comparing students and faculty as
‘ratersf Although it is beyond‘the scope-of this study,»a
comparison of»students'to students by grade level, with
regard_to.perceived,Credibility, may prove.conducive to
better understanding the'role‘ofvstudents'as raters.i

Due to the recurring difficulties of the measurement
it is obv1ous ‘that any generalization of results be made.
w1th much caution and remain w1th1n the boundaries of the
"univer51ty setting.t It'should be noted that 1nstructions‘
for filling out.the queStionnaire‘should be more concise and‘
unambiguous. >Future research should pay closer attention to
detail,in the developmentrof questionnaire items dealing
with the issue of'performance evaluation since this
activity, asuexercisedvby different organizations, affect\
promotion, retention,‘and tenure; Undoubtedly, the
performance evaluation issue is not to be made less
important through these results nor is the student source of

evaluation to be discredited
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'“~);Appendivaii

‘ﬁ'Clrcle the follow1ng 1tems whlch apply.

'f‘Male/Female

- Rank: Professor Assoc1ate Ass1stant Lecturer
S ‘ Professor Professor o
- ’Tenure. Tenured Probationary Non-Tenure Track
"Full-tlme/Part-tlme '
~How many years have you. been teachlﬂg’ :
' How many classes (approx1mately) have you taught per
year’___ R . :

; INSTRUCTIONS. ’Respond to the following 1tems keeplng in
- - mind that students are the sources of '
“your performance evaluation. The raters in
this case are students. Place the number
on the _space provided Wthh approprlately
matches your reactlon.hf T _

’STRONGLY — DISAGREE “NEUTRAL AGREE:;f‘STRONGLY

' 'DISAGREE = = “T, - .. AGREE

5 -:”y_};4,5 #;;1g_‘3_,‘_,a*‘1;2.; Y

1.,‘Rater understands ‘my dutles and
wrespon51b111t1es. fj.

:2. Rater has the ablllty to appralse my performance as
. an 1nstructor.: _ .

3J' Rater s assessment of my performanCe‘shouid

- be used to. assist in determining my future
a_vpromotlon retentlon, -and tenure.

4. nMy evaluatlon ‘was not based on the level of
0'11kab111ty between the rater and myself.

'5,‘vRater has the ab111ty to evaluate my performance in
: the classroom.\_: : _

.6; I feel that the rater executlng my evaluatlon
is competent and capable. :

7.t;I feel that I can trust ‘the rater to evaluate my
- -performance.v ‘ S
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10.

" The rater is famlllar w1th the act1v1t1es I carry
tout on a dally bas1s..- K S

‘”_The feedback I recelve from the rater 1s,3
”ffavorable._‘" ' :

QRater understands completely the 1mportance of ]‘V o

o the evaluatlon process.,-

11.

12.

13.,

15.

17.

18.

19.
_ accurately.,

20.

22,

14.

16.
. on my: performance. .

Rater s experlence ‘and background ass1sts ,
"hlm/her 1n the evaluatlon of my performance.

:The feedback I receive from the rater is taken }hdf’

as constructlve cr1t1c1sm.

>Rater is a. competent 1nd1v1dua1 capable of

evaluatlng my performance. :

Rater can be trusted to dellver feedback that 1s‘

unblased and 1mpart1al.;

fRater 1s usually present durlng my worklng
“hours.;ﬁ _ _ , .

I ‘trust the rater to do a cons1stent evaluatlon fij

Rater is fam111ar with the amount of tlme I spend

on carrylng out my da11y act1v1t1es..j

Rater can be relled upon for good

‘,performance feedback

Rater has’ evaluated my performance falrly and -

I agree w1th the rater on the adjustments

“suggested to 1mprove my performance based on the
evaluatlon. . : ,

Rater has the tralnlng and experlence needed to U
‘:gdunderstand my pos1tlon as an 1nstructor.‘ .

1 percelve the rater as belng the most quallfled to
1:eva1uate my performance. : o



' the respon51b111t1es I have as a unlver51ty

24.

Rater is aware of the training needed to carry out
instructor. »‘

Rater is familiar w1th the performance

'evaluatlon process.,
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23.

24.

Rater is aware of the training needed to carry out
the responsibilities I have as a unlver51ty
instructor.

Rater is famlllar with the performance
evaluatlon process.
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Appendix B

Theéis_Sfudy Demographic Information

Frequency Percent

 GENDER:
Male I 53 | ~ 39.8
Female | o o _v  41 ‘ : 30.8

Missing "‘ - 39 j 27.8

N =133

Professor = I 30 o o . 22.6
.Assdciate‘ProfeéSOr B o 36 | | . 27.1
Assistant PrOfessor‘ T 31 . o . 23.3
‘ Lecturer ,_'  _ ~ - 30 . ‘,, . 22.6

N = 133

TENURE:
" Tenured o o 40 | 30.1
Probationary ’ v - B3 ' 39.8

;Non-Tenured Track 26 , 19;5 
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' YEARS TAUGHT: .
o0 (Missing)



10
11

12

13-

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

24

25

26

27

30

35

38

39

.49

N

133



0 (Missing)

B 13 ’

14

17
:,201 T

12
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