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Abstract 

This study uses the concepts of distributive justice 

and procedural justice to examine Saudi Arabian civil service 

employees' determinan'cs of fairness in their performance 

appraisal system. 

A survey of 400 civil service employees in different 

public sector agencies in two major cities of Saudi Arabia, 

Riyadh and Jeddah, was conducted. Seven hypotheses were 

proposed and tested. The composite dependent variable was the 

"Percei ved satisfaction and fairness of the performance 

appraisal system. " Data 't>lere collected by means of a 

questionnaire. Multiple regressions and T-tests analyses were 

used to analyze the gathered data. 

The study found that perceptions of fairness among 

Saudi civil service employees in their performance appraisal 

system were strongly related to four procedural justice 

factors: (1) feedback received from the performance 

evaluation process helped to identify strengths and 

\I}'eaknesses of employees' performance, (2) the extent to \'lhich 

performance appraisal was used for setting goals for future 

performance, (3) participation in goal setting, and (4) 

whether the performance appraisal was used for determining 

training needs. These findings provide strong support for 

procedural justice theories. Moreover, this study found that 
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cultural values may not be a significant factor in explaining 

Saudi civil service employees' reaction to their performance 

appraisal system. Finally, findings of this study have 

important implications for mUltinational companies and their 

conSUltants. 
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Introduction 

The desire for justice in society, in general, and in 

the work place, in particular, continues to receive a great 

deal of attention from social scientists. Justice, or 

fairness, plays a significant role in human society and 

affects various domains of life. In fact, John Rawls (1971), 

the moral philosopher argues that, 

Justice is the first virtue of social 
insti tutions , as truth is of systems of 
thought. A theory however elegant and 
economical must be rejected or revised if it 
is untrue, likewise laws and institutions no 
matter how efficient and well arranged must 
be reformed or abolished if they are unjust. 
(p. 31) 

People behave in loJ'ays that may, in part, be explained 

by whether a particular outcome is perceived as just. A sense 

of injustice occurs when an outcome is inadequate to one's 

contribution or input (Adams, 1963). 

Although the topic of justice has, until recently, 

been a major concern of sociology, social psychology, law, 

and political science, it is currently receiving a great deal 

of attention in the organizational behavior literature. 

Organizational scholars acknowledge the importance of justice 

as an essential requirement for "effective functioning of 

organizations and personal satisfaction of individuals they 

employ" (Greenberg, 1990). Most recently Shappard et ale 

(1992) argued that justice concerns are pervasive in 
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organizations, simply because such concerns affect employees' 

attitudes and behaviors toward their organizations. Thus, it 

is not surprising to see that recently theories on justice 

have been applied to negotiation, labor and employee dispute 

resolution, job satisfaction, pay raises, and performance 

appraisal systems in organizational settings. (See Fryxell et 

al., 1989; Folger & Konovsky, 1989; Greenberg, 1986a,b). 

Managers consider fairness issues in the performance 

appraisal system as one of the most important challenges 

organizations face (Bretz, Jr., et al., 1992). Several 

studies suggest that the concepts of justice can be applied 

to employees' reactions to their organization's performance 

appraisal system (Greenberg, 1986b). Further, empirical 

evidence shows that employees' perception of the fairness of 

the organization's performance appraisal system is more 

positively related to procedural aspects of the evaluation 

than to the outcome of the evaluation (e.g., Landy et al., 

1978, 1980; Dipboye & pontbriand, 1981; Greenberg, 1986a). 

Much of the research explains employees' reactions to their 

performance appraisal system, but very little is known about 

how managers perceive their employee's perceptions of the 

performance appraisal. 

However, most of the research that leads to these 

conclusions has been conducted in North America and Western 

Europe, t'tvo regions which are culturally similar. In 
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contrast, the proposed study applies organizational justice 

theories to performance appraisal systems in a distinctly 

different culture, Saudi Arabia. 

Purpose 

The purpose of this study is to determine the factors 

that affect perceptions of justice in performance appraisal 

systems in Saudi Arabian organizational settings, 

specifically, among Saudi civil service employees. Further, 

an attempt will be made to understand the impact of cultural 

and religious values on Saudi Arabian employees' perception 

of the fairness of their performance appraisal systems. 

Review of the Literature 

Distributive Justice Theories 

The central theme in many social systems is how to 

distribute and allocate scarce resources and rights and 

obligations among participants. Theories of distributive 

justice posit conditions under which particular distributions 

and allocations are perceived as just or fair. Individuals' 

satisfaction with their jobs depends, to a large extent, on 

the actual benefits they ~eceive from doing their work as 

well as their perceptions about fairness in hmlT that l'lOrk is 

judged and rewarded. The principle of distributive justice, 

first put forth by Homans (1961), is an important step in 

understanding hot,] people judge themselves and their worl{. An 
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implication of this principle is that individuals compare 

themselves in terms of investments and rewards, while at the 

same time expecting differences in the outcomes or ret-lards to 

correspond to differences in their investments. 

An important implication of the principle of 

distributive justice is that the greater the amount of 

inequi table treatment, or the more that the stande.rds of 

justice are violated, the greater the dissatisfaction and 

disapproval expressed toward the person (s) who is responsible 

for it. Further, differences in expectations regarding a 

reward or outcome have tha potential for creating conflict 

among those who received the reward or outcome. 

using Homans' (1961) principle of distributive 

justice as a theoretical base, other theories have expanded 

or modified its basic tenants to fit an expanding body of 

findings from empirical studies. Adams (1963, 1968), in 

particular, formalized the ideas of Homans. At issue is the 

fact that a sense of injustice or fairness equities comes 

from comparison with others. 

Equity Theory 

According to equity theorists, specifically Adams and 

his associates, Walster et ale (1973) and Walster and 

Berscheid (1978), the basic premise of equity theory is the 

equity principle: the perceived fairness of an outcome 

depends upon how clearly it corresponds to the outcome the 
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person expected to receive. When the two are unequal, it is 

likely that the allocation or distribution will be perceived 

as inequitable. Further, there are t\,lO basic consequences of 

inequity. First, inequity produces anxiety or tension. 

Second, this anxiety will motivate behavior designed to 

eliminate the inequity. 

The equity theory has received widespread interest 

and acceptance by organizational behavioral scholars simply 

because it identifies inputs and outputs in quantifiable 

business-related terms. Adams (1968) sUbstituted outcome (O) 

for Homans' term profit and input (I) for Homans' terms of 

investments and contributions. 

On the other hand, Deutsch (1975, 1985) has 

emph3sized the importance of expanding the notion of 

distributive justice beyond the unidimensional principle of 

equity measure. He argues that when individuals deal \'lith 

questions of justice and allocation of resources, they focus 

on (1) the values governing the distribution, (2) the rules 

themselves, (3) the implementation of these rules, (4) the 

decision-making procedures i. e., the means of deciding "That 

values, rules or 'I. ... ays of implementation 'tolill prevail. These 

are evaluated in terms of whether or not they meet a person's 

own standards of justice. 

In short, we must take into account the fact that 

people compare outcomes, as \vell as the fact that individuals 
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judge the procedures used in reaching the outcome as just or 

unjust. According to Folger and Greenberg (1985), the 

perceived fairness of organizational outcomes is based, at 

least in part, on the process by which they are determined. 

They argue that procedures are considered important in 

organizational settings because they represent employees' 

participation (their "voice") in resource allocation process. 

Concerns about the decisions process form the basis of what 

is referred to as procedural justice. 

Theories of Procedural Justice 

Research on procedural justice shows that individuals 

indeed evaluate the organizational procedures used in 

decision-making. Thibaut's and Walker's (1975, 1978) original 

studies \-lere conducted in a legal setting. They were 

interested in comparing the adversary and inquisitorial 

method of dispute resolution. They argue that the 

distribution of control among participants is the most 

significant factor characterizing a procedure. They compared 

individual reactions to simulated dispute-resolution 

procedures that differed with respect to two types of 

control. First was "process control, II defined as "control 

over the development and selection of information," such as 

allo\"ing subjects to select their attorneys. Second "('las 

"decision control" defined as "the degree to "('1hich anyone of 

the participants may unilaterally determine the outcome of 



the dispute" (p. 546). 
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The researchers were particularly 

interested in comparing highly autocratic legal procedures 

with participative procedures. Inquisitorial or autocratic 

legal procedures are those in t'l7hich disputants have no 

control over the collection and presentation of evidence 

bearing on their case such as in some European and Middle 

Eastern court systems, (low process control/low decision 

control). Participative procedures are those that typically 

offer greater degree of "voice" in the process (high process 

control/low decision control), such as the adversarial court 

systems in the United states and Britain. They found 

consistent evidence that subjects; perceptions of fairness 

was more positively related to adversary procedures than to 

autocratic procedures (inquisitorial). In other words, 

verdicts resulting from procedures offering disputants 

process control were perceived as fairer and were better 

accepted than decisions resulting from procedures that denied 

process control. 

In addition, Thibaut and Walker (1975) argue that 

procedures that allow the greatest amount of exchange of 

information and evidence prior to the allocation of outcomes 

are most likely to produce fair distribution. To achieve 

distributive justice, process control should be utilized by 

the disputants. They argue this for two reasons. First, they 

believe that the disputants are more able than others to 
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present information on their respective inputs. Inputs from 

third parties may be based on still another frame of 

reference, and therefore, may be biased. Second, Thibaut and 

Walker (1978) suggest that a third party may perceive a 

causal sequence of behaviors differently than the disputants, 

making the third party place an emphasis on certain factors 

that are not relevant to the resolution of the original 

dispute. Thus, a third party may create a different context 

for information than the one that actually occurred. 

Leventhal (1976) and Leventhal, Karuza and Fry (1980) 

also are concerned with distributive justice and procedural 

justice (Leventhal et al. call it "procedural fairness"). 

However, they argue, procedural justice and distr ibuti ve 

justice may be independent. "From the vantage point of the 

individual perceiver, procedures and distributions have 

different psychological status; a distribution is a result 

and procedures are part of the causal network which generate 

the result" (1980, p. 169). They argue that "if procedures 

are seen as fair, then the final distribution is likely to be 

accepted as fair, even though it might be disadvantageous." 

They add, however, that the perception of l.V'hat constitutes a 

fair procedure may be influenced by the individual's concern 

for his self-interests. 

Leventhal et ale (1980) identified two forms of 

procedural justice= procedural components and justice rules. 
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He states that an individual has a "cognitive map of the 

surrounding social structure" (p. 171). The procedural 

components of this map (elements of the allocati ve processes) 

may include: (1) selection of agents, i.e., ltlho maJces 

allocation decisions; (2) establishing ground rules; (3) 

information gathering; (4) decisionmaking, i.e., the 

structure of the decision process by which rewards and 

resources are distributed; (5) safeguards (to ensure that the 

decision makers of the allocati ve process are performing 

their duties properly (to prevent abuse of power); (6) 

appeals e.g., grievance or appeal procedures for dissatisfied 

people; (7) change mechanisms, e.g., mechanisms for changing 

procedures if necessary or desired (Leventhal et ale 1980, p. 

170-171) . Individuals use justice rules to evaluate the 

above procedural elements as to levels of fairness. 

Individual use of justice rules may involve consideration of 

any or all of the following criteria which are significant 

for procedural fairness: (1) consistency in the extent to 

which allocation procedures are consistent over time; (2) 

Suppression of bias; (3) accuracy; (4) correct ability; (5) 

representativeness; (6) ethicality. Leventhal (1976) 

specifies that rules selected at any time may vary across 

individuals. Further, the rules may be weighted differently 

according to an individual's own interests, ~'lhat rules others 
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(particularly legitimate authorities) are emphasizing and the 

perception of distributive fairness. 

In addition to this research other work has found 

evidence that the concepts of justice may be applicable to 

other domains of social and organizational settings. For 

example, Tyler and Folger (1980) found that procedural 

justice is an essential factor in the context of police

citizen encounters. Similarly, Tyler and his associates found 

strong support for both concepts of justice in political 

matters, i.e., citizens' satisfaction with their political 

leaders and students evaluation of their teachers (See Tyler 

& cain, 1981; Tyler, Rasinski, & McGraw, 1985; Tyler, 

Rasinski, & Spodick, 1985, Tyler, 1990). 

Applying the Concepts of Justice to 

Performance Appraisal Systems 

At least once a year, in most organizations, managers 

evaluate the performance of employees under their 

supervision. This performance appraisal is the basis for 

decisions about promotions, ret-lards, dismissal and training. 

For example, the topic of performance appraisal has received 

a great deal of attention in the personnel literature. (For 

an extensive review of the performance appraisal process, see 

Latham & Wexley, 1981; Landy & Farr, 1983). For the most 

part, this attention has been focused on improving the 

psychometric aspects of performance appraisal systems, such 
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as evaluation criteria (e.g., smith, 1976), rating methods 

(e.g., Cummings & Schawab, 1973), and rating errors in 

evaluating performance, i.e., halo, contrast, first 

impression and central tendency effects (see Wexley et. al., 

1973). In contrast, less attention has been paid to 

employees' perceptions of the fairness of their performance 

appraisal systems and the consequences of their perceptions, 

al though there is SUbstantial evidence that appraisal systems 

are viewed negatively by employees. (e.g., Finn & Fontaine, 

1984; Greenberg, 1986b, 1990). 

Several studies in the last few years have attempted 

to find out why employees dislike their performance appraisal 

systems. For example, Landy et. al., (1978, 1980) surveyed 

managerial and professional employees about the performance 

appraisal practices used in their organizations and their 

reaction to them. Both studies found that perceived fairness 

of performance evaluation was positively correlated with 

"process variables" such as the opportunity to express 

feelings in performance evaluations. Even when the outcomes 

of the evaluation process were partial led out, it was found 

that perceived fairness continued to be strongly associated 

wi th reactions to the process variables. Similarly, in a 

field study, Lissak (1983) found that Canadian soldiers 

believed their performance appraisals to be fairer when they 

were given an opportunity to provide relevant input than when 
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no input was allowed. Further findings by Greenberg 

(1986a,b) , Alexander and Ruderman (1987), Folger and Konovsky 

(1989) were consistent 'torith the results of the previous 

studies. For example, Greenberg (19G6a) addressed open-ended 

questions about perceived fairness to experienced managers, 

asking them to recall critical incidents about performance 

appraisals for pay and promotion decisions. The findings 

identified distributive and procedural factors: Distributive 

factors consisted of two items that assessed the contingent 

relationship between performance and recommended salary raise 

or promotion. The procedural factor, on the other hand, 

focused on appraiser behavior: soliciting input prior to an 

evaluation and using it, two-way communication during the 

interview, the ability to challenge or rebut an evaluation, 

appraiser familiarity with an employee's work and consistent 

application of standards. Each of these items represents a 

category of appraiser behavior that is clearly linked to the 

procedural justice concept. 

These findings indicate the importance of the 

concepts of justice in explaining employees' reaction to 

their performance appraisal systems. Further, these findings 

show that perceived fairness of the performance appraisal 

system is more strongly related to the process by 'toJhich the 

outcomes are obtained than to the outcomes themselves. These 
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findings are consistent with the earlier research of Thibaut 

and Walker (1975, 1978) and Leventhal et al. (1980). 

Having established the importance of the concepts of 

justice in explaining employees' reactions to their 

performance appraisal system, particularly, the importance of 

procedural justice, (i. e., employees' reactions to their 

performance evaluations depend more on the procedures by 

which they are conducted than on the evaluation outcome), the 

stage is set to examine whether these findings are val id 

cross-culturally. 

Much of the research in the area of organizational 

justice has been conducted in European and North American 

organizational settings. However, very little is known about 

whether these models developed in the west are generalizable 

to other organizational settings in different cultures. 

studies of the universality of management theories 

have provided contradictory results. Some scholars claim that 

management theories developed in the u.S. are applicable to 

other countries' organizational settings (e.g., Richman & 

Copen, 1972) and some claim they are not. 

Recently in the area of organizational justice, 

Greenberg (1990) argued: 

It makes sense that aspects of work 
environment may influence perceptions of 
fairness. Differences in organizational 
norms and culture may affect the perceived 
fairness of practices }.cnown to influence 
procedural justice. For example, \'lhereas 



subordinates of a manager kno~m to have a 
very undemocratic leadership style may 
accept that person's lack of consultation as 
normatively fair, such autocratic practices 
(lack of process control) coming from a more 
democratic, consul tati ve manager would 
probably be perceived as highly unfair. 
Moreover, normative differences with respect 
to expected levels of explanation and 
sensitivity to interpersonal concerns also 
may influence people's perceptions of 
fairness (and possibly also the nature of 
their reactions to resulting unfairness). 
The point is that behavior relative to local 
organizational norms may dictate perceptions 
of fairness in ways that are not readily 
tapped in studies conducted outside of 
organizations (p. 421-422). 
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For examplee, Hofstede (1984), conducted a large scale survey 

of 116, 000 employees of subsidiaries of one large 

multinational business organization in forty different 

countries. The study found significant differences among the 

countries across four major dimensions: power distance, 

uncertainty avoidance, individualism, and masculinity. He 

concluded that managers and consultants should be alert to 

"profound consequences" which may result when applying 

theories and working methods from one country to another due 

to cultural differences. 

According to Hofstede (1984) culture is defined as 

collective programming of the minds of people through 

institutions common to all members of certain nations. All of 

these insti tutions, such as governmental and legal, the 

family structure and religious practices, reflect the values 

and beliefs held by members of a society. Because individuals 
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with similar values and belief systems collectively run the 

organization, the cultural patterns within its social 

environment can affect the organization. Therefore, the 

structure of the organization is shaped by cultural norms and 

values which set the standards for the organization's 

behavior. Organizations exhibi t the external cuI tl.1res in 

which they exist because of the behavior of organizational 

members along with the established plan of the organization 

(Scott, 1Y87). 

In the following section, the sociocultural aspects 

of Saudi Arabian organizational practices and ho\" they differ 

from the u.S. organizational practices will be discussed. 

An overview of the Saudi civil Service 

Performance Appraisal System 

The 1971 Performance Appraisal System 

The performance appraisal system of Saudi civil 

service employees was officially instituted by the passage of 

the Public Employees Act of 1971. Prior to 1971 no explicit 

rules or regulations existed and managers relied heavily on 

their own judgement to appraise employees under their 

supervision. The 1971 performance appraisal system adopted 

the graphic rating scale method for performance evaluation. 

However, the system had several dra\\lbac](s such as: (1) the 

system relied on t\>lO simple appraisal forms of evaluation for 

all civil service employees and the categories of evaluation 
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were subjective and vague, (2) managers had the sole 

authority of evaluation with no input from employees, (3) 

performance appraisal results were confidential. Even the 

employees whose performances were evaluated were denied 

access to the results of their evaluation, (4) consequently, 

no grievance or appeal procedures were provided to employees. 

The Competence Report of 1981 

Because of the numerous problems with the 1971 

system, it was revised in 1977 and in 1981, a new set of 

rules and regulations were implemented. The new performance 

appraisal system was called the Competence Report System 

which had several advantages over the previous one. First, 

the system stressed the importance of the performance 

appraisal "report ll as an essential document in an employee's 

career. Second, the system was introduced with four clear 

objectives: (1) to be just (fair) to all employees by 

adopting a scientific approach to performance evaluations, 

(2) to identify training needs, (3) to be used as a mechanism 

for selecting competent employees for higher responsibilities 

(positions), (4) to be used to motivate and re .. "ard employees 

(Competence Report Guide, 1981). Third, the system required 

the use of four new performance appraisal forms based on the 

employee's position (rank). 

However, the competence Report System had several 

shortcomings. For example, employees were excluded from the 
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evaluation process. The performance appraisal process was 

conducted unilaterally by the employee's manager. Further, 

results of the performance evaluat.ion ",ere confidential. Only 

those employees who received an unsatisfactory rating (the 

lowest on a scale of 5) were allowed to see their performance 

appraisal results and given the opportunity to appeal the 

decision to their deputy minister. 

The Current Saudi civil Service Performance Appraisal system 

The Competence Report System created numerous 

problems because of the lack of specific feedback to 

individual employees about their performances. Therefore, the 

performance appraisal sys~em was revised. In 1984, it became 

the Performance Appraisal System Regulations. 

The 1984 regulations have several advantages over the 

two previous systems: (1) The current regulations require 

that performance appraisals be conducted annually on an 

employee's seniority date whereas previous systems required 

that the performance appraisals be conducted during the first 

month of the year for all employees. (2) civil service jobs 

\-Jere reclassified into 

professional, educational, 

technical and special 

six categories: supervisory, 

administrative, vocational, and 

skill positions. (3) Special 

performance appraisal forms were designed for each of the 

above categories. (4) For the first time, employees' 

strengths and \veaknesses \-Jere included in the evaluation 
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process. (5) The most significant change in the 1984 

regulation was that performance appraisal results were no 

longer confidential from the employee whose performance was 

evaluated. It is nOvl required that the results of the 

performance evaluation be disclosed to the employee. Despite 

the many advantages of the new system, it still has several 

flaws. For example, under the current performance appraisal 

regulations, employees are prohibited from preparing their 

own self evaluation (Performance Appraisal Guide, 1984). The 

manager is the ultimate authority for making the evaluation 

decision. Further, managers are not required by law to 

solicit information (input) from employees and their peers 

about their performance. Also, the performance appraisal 

results are not linked to the annual salary increase. 

Currently, all employees get the same salary increase 

regardless of their performance. 

To understand how Saudi civil service employees view 

their performance appraisal system, knowledge of their 

cultural background is necessary. 

The Saudi Social Structure 

The Saudi family is the central social structure and 

family loyalty overshadows all other obligations. Individual 

members participate in major decisions, but the final 

determination is left to the father or the head of the 

family. 
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Bedouin characteristics are still a prominent feature 

of much of the Saudi populatior.. Some traits such as respect 

for elders and those in authority are traditional values of 

the society. This type of influence produces a high degree of 

conformity and acceptance of authoritarianism, especially to 

the leader of a tribe (sheikh). While western democracy is 

based on majority decision, in Saudi society, there is no 

questioning of the sheikh. Conformity to social norms brings 

rewards of honor, social prestige, and security. Failing to 

conform leads to a degree of shame, not just because of the 

act but because others are a~..,are of the act. Arabs worry 

about their bahavior and how it reflects on their family, 

clan, tribe and country. Shame is to be avoided, hidden and 

if exposed, avenged. The identification of the individual 

with the group is far greater in Arabic countries than in 

western culture, making the fear of shame very powerful in 

regulating behavior (Harris & r'loran, 1987). In terms of 

Triands' et al., (1988) notion of individualism and 

collectivism, Saudi workers can be considered collectivists 

because of the strong ties due to social and religious 

factors, whereas workers in the U.S. culture can be 

categorized as individualist in that the focus is on 

individual accomplishments and self-interest. (Hofstede, 

1984). Further, social pressure in Saudi society is 
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significant. It is public opinion that judges, praises or 

condemns the behavior of the individual. 

The Influence of the Islamic Religion 

Saudi Arabia is the birth place of Islam. Islam is 

the religion of the state and all of the population. The 

Islamic religion plays a vital role in the political, social, 

educational, and legal systems. Islamic values and traditions 

influence behavioral attitudes toward the conduct of all 

aspects of life. The major difference between the u.S. and 

Saudi Arabia is the power of religion. In the u. S., the 

Constitution separates the power of church and the state, 

whereas in Saudi Arabia, religion and the state are 

considered one (Viola, 1982). Government institut.ions l laws 

and the rulings of the courts are based on interpretations of 

the Koran. Unl ike the u. S. court system, the Saudi court 

system is not divided into civil and criminal branches 

(Reiner, 1982). In a Saudi court system, a judge may hear 

both types of cases. The Saudi court procedures differ from 

those in the u.s. For example, Saudi arrest procedures do 

not include automatic notification that insures a person will 

be put in contact with a lawyer. Judges in Saudi Arabia have 

a reputation for incorruptibility and justice. Thus, jury 

trials are not recognized or permitted in Saudi Arabia. A 

judge is considered the sole authority. 
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Hypotheses Development 

Based on the foregoing discussion of organizational 

performance appraisal and Saudi Arabian socio

perceptions, the following hypotheses will be 

addressed: 

Perceptions of fairness of Saudi employees who are 

accustomed to authoritarian leadership style and have high 

respect for the authority of their managers, will focus more 

on distributive justice (outcome related factors) than on 

procedural justice (process control) in their performance 

apprais"al system. 

H1a: The overall evaluation of fairness of the 

performance appraisal system among Saudi Arabian employees 

will be related to distributive justice aspects rather than 

procedural justice. 

H1b: Perceptions of fairness by Saudi }.rabian 

employees will be positively related to distributive justice 

(outcome related) in their performance appraisal system. 

On the other hand, research conducted by Folger and 

I<onovsky (1989) suggests that perceptions of procedural 

justice are strongly related to attitudes about the 

institution and its representative, such as organizational 

commitment and trust in the manager, whereas the perception 

of distributive justice is strongly related to personal 

outcome. similarly, Lind and Tyler (1988) argue that 



32 

"attitudes toward the organization as a \"hole, including such 

things as organizational commitment, loyalty, and work group 

cohesiveness are strongly affected by procedural justice 

judgment" (p. 179). 

predicted that: 

Thus, based on their findings, it is 

H2: The overall satisfaction with the performance 

appraisal system among Saudi Arabian employees will be 

related to procedural justice rather than to distributive 

justice aspects. 

Saudi government printed materials, documents and 

reports suggest that employees view the current appraisal 

system negatively. In a comprehensive analysis of the current 

perfornlance appraisal system, Abdulkader (1990) concluded 

that "the system is not working as intended and its full 

potentials are not being realized." 

H3: Perceptions of Saudi civil service employees in 

their performance' appraisal will differ in terms of the 

current (actual) uses as opposed to how the system should be 

used. 

H4a: There will be significant differences between 

employees' perceptions of satisfaction and acceptance of the 

performance appraisal system and \vhat managers think their 

employees' preceptions are. 
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Further it is predicted: 

H4b: The perceivea degree of satisfaction with the 

civil service performance appraisal system will be posi ti vely 

related to employees' satisfaction with their jobs. 

Most recent research conducted by Lind and Associates 

(Lind & Taylor, 1988; Lind & Earley, 1992) suggests that 

procedural justice judgments may be influenced by the 

"dignity process effect." The central argument underlying 

this effect is that "procedural forms that convey an 

impression of dignity and respect for the perceiver "lill 

result in greater perceived procedural justice". In other 

words, procedural justice judgments are often based on 

impressions about the quality of treatment experienced or 

expected from authorities who carry out the procedures. This 

process, according to Lind, could be provoked by procedural 

and process variables other than having a voice in the 

process. something as simple as politeness or expression of 

concern on the part of the manager can strongly enhance 

perceptions of procedural justice (Lind & Earley, 1992). 

Having established the importance of the procedural 

dignity effect in the literature, the next step is to test 

the hypothesis in the Saudi organizational setting as applied 

to the performance appraisal system. 

As discussed in the literature review section, in 

Saudi Arabia, honor, avoiding shame, social prestige, and a 



34 

secure place in society are achieved by total conformity to 

social norms and values. Thus, one would predict that Saudi 

managers are expected to treat their subordinates, in their 

performance evaluation, '{'lith dignity and respect to avoid 

violating societal norms. 

H5: Saudi civil service employees who perceive they 

were treated fairly and respectfully by their managers will 

evaluate the performance appraisal positively, while those 

who perceive they' vlere not treated fairly or respectfully 

will not. 

Method 

Subjects and Sampling 

Data were collected through a self-administered 

survey during a field trip to Saudi Arabia from September 2 

to September 23, 1992. The questionnaires \'lere personally 

distributed to 400 male Saudi Arabian civil service employees 

in two major cities of Saudi Arabia: Riyadh (n=200), the 

capital, and Jeddah (n=200) the second largest city. Subjects 

were full-time employees in 16 different government 

ministries (e.g., education, agriculture, health, industry, 

petroleum and others). 

As can be seen in Table 1, Subjects' ages ranged from 

20 years to over 61 years. One hundred twenty six 

questionnaires collected from Jeddah and 108 from Riyadh "t.Jere 

usable. Their "tvork experiences ranged from 2 years to 33 
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years. Of the respondents 58 (24.8 percent) held managerial 

positions; 176 (75.2 percent) held non-managerial positions. 

The majority of the subjects ~lere college educated (54 

percent); 37 percent had a high school diploma. Approximately 

7 percent held masters degrees and 3 percent had a junior 

high education. 

subjects had at least one or more experiences with 

the current Saudi civil service performance appraisal system. 

All subjects were Saudi nationals paid by the General 

Schedule (GS) pay system. Twenty one percent of the subjects 

were in civil service grades 1-5; 77 percent were in civil 

service grades 6-10 and one percent were in civil service 

grades 11-15. Table 1 presents the characteristics of the 

subjects. 

Procedures 

This study utilizes a cross-sectional survey design. 

Personal distribution of the questionnaire was adopted in 

both cities because of the lack of reliable mail services. 

Participation in the study was voluntary. The questionnaires 

were distributed and collected during normal civil service 

working hours. The same questionnaires were distributed to 

both managers and employees. However, managers were asked, to 

respond to the questionnaire items as if they were employees. 

In other '<lords, managers "lere asked to respond to the 

questionnaire as they thought their subordinates would. 



Table 1. Characteristics of the subjects 

20-30 years 
31-40 years 
41-50 years 
51-60 years 
61-above 

Education 

College degree 
High school 
Master's degree 
Junior high 

Job position 

civil service 
grade 1-5 
grade 6-10 
grade 11-15 

Non-ma.nagerial 
Employees 

25.9 
39.1 
18.7 
16.3 

100 

50.9 
38.0 
7.6 
3.5 

100 

24 
76 

100 

% 

36 

l-lanagerial 
Employees 

% 

17.5 
45.6 
29.8 
5.3 
1.8 

100 

62.1 
34.5 
3.4 

100 

12.5 
80.4 
7.1 

100 
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The questionnaire consisted of 42 items and was 

designed to cover most aspects of the current performance 

appraisal process in Saudi civil service sectors. (The 

English version of the questionnaire is presented in Appendix 

A. ) 

Questionnaire 

The questionnaire was based on the review of the 

Ii terature. Previously tested items used by Folger and 

Konovsky (1989) and Greenberg (1986) were adopted. Those 

items' reliability tap the various dimensions of the 

constructs of distributive and procedural justice. Further, 

the validity of these items has been ascertained in previous 

empirical research. The survey was conducted in Arabic, the 

official language of Saudi Arabia. To test for cultural bias, 

the questionnaire was translated from English to Arabic. Then 

the Arabic version was translated back to English by two 

bilingual translators. Differences were reconciled and the 

final version was used for a pilot test. 

The pilot test ,,,as conducted with 10 subjects ,,,ho 

were asked to indicate vagueness in vocabulary and 

instructions. The test showed the average time to complete 

the entire questionnaire to be 12 minutes. 

The final questionnaire consisted of the following 

sections: (1) an introduction to the study and its purposes, 

(2) employment information, (3) description of the appraisal 
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system used, (4) feelings about the appraisal system used, 

and (5) a section for final comments. Most questions were 

Likert-type questions 'tolith five point scales. Lo\'1 values were 

assigned to positive responses, i.e., "1" = "highly 

important," "highly satisfied" and "5" - "highly unimportant, 

highly dissatisfied." 

Dependent Measures 

Seven questions, using on a five-point Likert-type 

scale, were used to gather data about attitudes and 

satisfaction with the civil service performance appraisal 

system. The questions are presented in Table 2. Question 3 

obtained data about satisfaction wi th the ci viI service 

performance appraisal system. Question 4 asked about the 

satisfaction of peers with the appraisal system. Question 5 

measured satisfaction with the outcome. Question 6 measured 

satisfaction with the manager. Question 7 measured 

satisfaction with the procedures. Question 9 measured job 

satisfaction. Question 10 asked about overall fairness of the 

appraisal system. 

A composite dependent measure 'toTaS formed , "Perceived 

satisfaction and fairness of the appraisal system," COMPDV. 

using the mean scores of the above items. The new dependent 

variable has a mean of 3.11, 1.08 standard deviation, and 
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Table 2. The seven questions used for the dependent measures 

1. How satisfied were you with the 
performance appraisal system? 

2. How do you feel other employees 
in a job like yours rate the 
acceptance of the current 
performance appraisal system? 

3. How satisfied were you with 
the performance appraisal rating 
you actually received compared 
to what you expected? 

4. How satisfied were you with 
the person who evaluated your 
performance? 

5. How satisfied were you with 
procedures for conducting the 
evaluation? 

6. How fair would you say your 
most recent performance 
evaluation '{.,as? 

7. How satisfied are you with 
your current job? 

Mean SO 

2.87 1.51 

3.27 1.59 

2.81 1.32 

2.41 1.33 

2.94 1.46 

3.08 1.40 

2.57 1.40 
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Cronbach's alpha coefficient is .92. Intercorrelations among 

the seven items are presented in Appendix B. 

Results 
Hypothesis la 

The overall evaluation of fairness of the performance 

appraisal system among Saudi employees will be related to 

distributive justice aspects rat~er than to procedural 

justice. 

Hypothesis lb 

Perceptions of fairness of Saudi employees will be 

positively related to distributive justice (outcome related) 

in their performance appraisal system. 

A multiple regression analysis was conducted. The 

regression model, beta weights, and respective t-values are 

reported in Table 3. The composite variable "overall 

acceptance and satisfaction with the civil service 

performance appraisal" was used as a dependent variable (see 

Table 2). 

The composite dependent variable was regressed onto 

seven independent variables. 'rhese variables were selected 

based on distributive and procedural justice theories. The 

mean and standard deviation for the independent variables are 

reported in Table 3. The equation for the overall acceptance 

and satisfaction "lith the civil service performance appraisal 
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system is significant at the .000 level with an adjusted r 

square of .42 

Table 3 shows that four variables contributed 

significantly to the model in explaining the perception of 

fairness of the Saudi civil service performance appraisal 

system. These variables are: 

1. Feedback received from the performance evaluation 

helped to identify strengths and wea]cnesses of 

employee performance. 

2. The performance appraisal was used for setting 

goals for future performance. 

3. Employees participated in goal setting. 

4. Whether the performance appraisal was used for 

determining training needs. 

These findings do not provide support for hypotheses 

1a and lb. In contrast to what was hypothesized, favorable 

perception of the performance appraisal system was posi ti vely 

related to two major procedural justice factors. First was 

the extent to which employees believed their appraisal system 

was used as a mechanism of feedback, i.e., in identifying 

strengths a.nd weaknesses of their performance and 

consequently, in making decisions about training needs. 

Second was the extent to ,.,hich the performance appraisal 

system was used for setting goals and giving employees a 

"voice" to participate in setting future performance goals. 



Table 3. Regression coefficient and t-values for multiple regression analysis 

Item 

I. Procedural Justice Variables 

1. Feedback received from performance evaluation 
utilized to identify strengths and weaknesses 
of the performance 

2. Performance appraisal was used for setting 
goals for future performance 

3. Employees participated in goal setting 

4. Performance appraisal used as a basis for 
determining training needs 

II. Distributive Justice Variables 

B 

.35 

.22 

.13 

.36 

1. Results of performance appraisal used for promotion -.13 

2. Results of performance appraisal used for salary 
increase 

3. Desirable results (outcome) are more important 
than fair treatment by supervisor. 

R Square .45 
Adjusted R-square .42 
Overall F-ratio=17.51 significant at .000 level. 

-.17 

-.11 

t-value 

4.63** 

3.45** 

1.84* 

4.88** 

-2.12* 

-2.51* 

-1. 68 

J:
N 
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Hypothesis 2 

Overall satisfaction with the performance appraisal 

system among Saudi employees will be positively related to 

procedural justice factors rather than to distributive 

justice aspects. Table 3 sho"t'1s that the variables that 

contributed significantly to the model were procedural 

justice variables. This finding provides support for the 

hypothesis. These findings are also consistent with previous 

research conducted in the performance appraisal area, e.g., 

Landy et ale (1978, 1980) and Greenberg (1986a,b). 

Hypothesis 3 

Perceptions of Saudi civil service employees in their 

performance appraisal will differ in terms of the current 

(actual) uses of the results of appraisal vs. how the results 

should be used. 

Employees were asked about the actual uses of the 

appraisal results in terms of: (1) basis for promotion 

(Question 29) I (2) annual salary increase (Question 31), (3) 

identifying employees' strengths and weaknesses (Question 

33), (4) identifying training needs (Question 35), (5) a 

mechanism for feedbaclc (Question 37), (6) attendance, (7) 

appearance, and (8) interpersonal relationships (Question 

41). A parallel set of questions aslced employees how they 

felt that the above items should be weighted in their 

performance evaluation (Questions 30, 32, 34, 36, 38, 42). 
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Table 4 presents the mean differences of how employees felt 

about the above factors actually considered in their 

performance appraisal system as opposed to how they should be 

used. 

Hypothesis 4a 

There will be significant differences between 

employees' perceptions of satisfaction and acceptance of the 

performance appraisal system what their managers think the 

employee's perceptions are. 

Overall satisfaction and acceptance of the 

performance appraisal system was examined. Subjects, 

employees and their managers, were asked about their most 

recent performance evaluation in terms of their satisfaction 

and acceptance of it. Responses to these questions were 

measured using five-point Likert-type scales. Lot., values were 

assigned to positive responses (i.e., 1 = very satisfied, 5 

= very dissatisfied). According to Russell and Goode (1988), 

employees can accurately recall and report their most recent 

appraisal. Table 5 presents the items and shows the 

statistically significant differences between the perceptions 

and attitudes of the employees and their managers' views of 

the employees' perception. In every case, managers appear to 

presume that employees are more satisfied with and accepting 

of the appraisal system than employees actually are. Not only 



Table 4. Uses of performance appraisal decision actual vs. 

Number 
of cases Mean SO t-value 

1. For promotion 
Actual 173 2.87 1.12 

9.96 
Should be 173 1. 75 .90 

2. For annual salary 
increase 
Actual 171 3.07 1.22 

8.64 
Should be 171 2.08 1.15 

3. For identifying 
strengths and 
weaknesses in 
performance 
Actual 165 3.27 1.01 

14.72 
Should be 165 1. 72 .77 

4. For identifying 
training needs 
Actual 171 3.19 1.16 

12.51 
Should be 171 1.92 .90 

should be 

Degrees 
of Freedom 

172 

170 

164 

170 

2-tail 
Probability 

.000 

.000 

.000 

.000 

.e
V1 



Table 4 (Cant.) 
Number 
of cases Mean 

5. Providing employees 
with feedback to 
improve future 
performance 
Actual 166 3.30 

Should be 166 1. 69 

6. Attendance 
Actual 175 1. 63 

Should be 175 1. 73 

7. Appearance 
Actual 173 2.10 

Should be 173 2.12 

B. Personal 
relationship 
Acutal 170 2.53 

Should be 170 3.57 

SD t-value 

1.13 
17.49 

.68 

.86 
-1.32 

.81 

.82 
-.25 

.99 

1.15 
-8.82 

1.32 

Degrees 
of Freedom 

165 

174 

172 

169 

2-tail 
Probability 

.000 

.188 

.802 

.000 

J:
~ 



Table 5. Overall acceptance of civil service performance appraisal system 
Number Degrees 2-tail 

of Cases Mean SD t-value of Freedom probability 

1. Satisfaction with 
performance appraisal 
system 
Employees 176 3.33 1. 42 

9.65 232 .000 
Managers 58 1.46 .65 

2. satisfaction of peers 
with performance 
appraisal system 
Employees 176 3.61 1. 47 

6.08 232 .000 
Managers 58 2.24 1. 50 

3. Satisfaction with 
performance appraisal 
conducting procedures 
Employees 176 3.34 1. 42 

B.31 232 .000 
Managers 58 1. 72 .72 

4. satisfaction with 
the fairness of the 
performance appraisal 
system 
Employees 176 3.49 1.31 

9.28 232 .000 
Managers 58 1. 81 .72 

5. Satisfaction with what 
was expected vs. what 
was received 
Employees 175 3.19 1. 27 

8.97 230 .000 -l:-
Managers 57 1. 63 .55 ......, 
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are employees less satisfied, t.hey also think their peers are 

less satisifed with the current performance system. 

Hypothesis 4b 

The perceived degree of satisfaction with the civil 

service performance appraisal system will be positively 

related to employees' satisfaction with their jobs. 

An additional analysis was conducted to examine what 

distinguishes satisfied employees from dissatisfied ones with 

regard to the performance appraisal system. The job 

satisfaction measure was selected for the analysis. The 

underlying assumption for selecting this measure was ~hat 

employees who were satisfied with the appraisal system would 

also be satisfied with their jobs. Indeed, as can be seen in 

Appendix B, there was a relatively high correlation between 

job satisfaction and the rest of the variables. Originally, 

the job satisfaction variable was measured using a five-point 

Lj kert-type scale (See Appendix A, Question 9). For the 

purpose of this analysis, it was recoded to a three point 

scale. The "very satisfied" and "somewhat satisfied" values 

were recoded to "1" and called the satisfied employees. 

Similarly the "dissatisfied" and "very dissatisfied" values 

in the original measure were recoded to value "3"; 'the 

uncertain employees ,.,ere recoded to value "2" and excluded 

from the analysis. 
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Table 6 shows the mean differences of the satisfied 

and dissatisfied employees with respect to demographic 

variables. The satisfied employees were older and had longer 

years of experience (seniority). These two differences were 

statistically significant. Also, the satisfied employees were 

high in the organizational hierarchy, but less educated than 

the dissatisfied employees. 

To further investigate the relationship between job 

satisfaction/dissatisfaction with other related variables, 

another analysis was conducted. Table 7 shows the means for 

the satisfied and dissatisfied employees for goal setting, 

feedback, uses of the results of the evaluation, and the 

importance of the interpersonal relationships in the 

evaluation. 

In contrast to satisfied employees, the dissatisfied 

employees indicated that they were not given the chance to 

participate in the process of the evaluation and the results 

of their evaluation W8re net used for feedback purposes. 

Hypothesis 5 

Saudi civil service employees who perceive that they 

were treated fairly and respectfully by their managers will 

evaluate the performance appraisal positively, while those 

who perceived that they were not treated fairly or 

respectfully will not. 



Table 6. Subjects' characteristics with respect to job satisfaction 

Number Degrees 
of cases Mean SO t-value of Freedom 

( 1 ) Age 
Satisfied employees 94 2.60 1. 07 

5.48 154 
Dissatisfied 

employees 62 1. 76 .71 

(2 ) Education 
satisfied employees 91 2.48 .65 

-2.77 158 
Dissatisfied 

employees 69 2.78 .70 

(3) Employee job position 
(Grade) 
Satisfied employees 94 1. 81 .47 

.94 153 
Dissatisfied 

employees 61 1. 73 .44 

(4) Years of experience 
satisfied 94 9.33 4.76 

3.12 159 
Dissatisfied 

employees 67 7.14 3.75 

2-tail 
Probability 

.000 

.006 

.351 

.002 

V1 
o 



Table 7. The relationship between job satisfaction and selected variables 

Number Degrees 2-tail 
of cases Mean SD t-value of Freedom Probability 

I. Goal setting 

( 1) Manager sets goals 
satisfied employees 93 2.02 1. 03 

-1.58 159 .117 
Dissatisfied 

employees 68 2.90 1.16 

(2) Manager gave chance 
to participate in goal 
setting 
satisfied employees 94 2.94 1.41 

-3.08 160 .002 
Dissatisfied 

employees 68 3.57 1.05 

II. Feedback 

(1) Performance evalua-
tion used to identify 
strengths and weak-
nesses 
satisfied employees 94 2.98 .86 

-5.90 159 .000 
Dissatisfied 

employees 67 3.83 .96 

V1 



Table 7. (Cont. ) 
Number 
of cases 

III. Uses of performance 
evaluation 

(1) Performance evalua-
tion used for 
Promotion 
satisfied employees 93 

Dissatisfied 
employees 70 

(2) Performance appraisal 
used for salary 
increase 
satisfied employees 92 

Dissatisfied 
employees 70 

IV. Importance of inter-
personal relations 
(Politics) 
Satisfied 93 

Dissatisfied 
employee 67 

Mean SD t-value 

3.03 1.17 
1.47 

2.77 1.03 

3.11 1.22 
.12 

3.08 1.20 

2.51 1/18 
.21 

2.47 1.13 

Degrees 
of Freedom 

161 

160 

158 

2-tail 
Probability 

.142 

.905 

.837 

\J1 
N 
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S~hjects, employees and their managers, were asked 

whether fair treatment by their managers, such as expression 

of concern or politeness was more important than the outcome 

of the evaluation (Question 39). Table 8 shows no statistical 

differences. It is important to note that the current Saudi 

civil service performance appraisal regulations do not 

require a performance appraisal interview between manager and 

employee. The evaluation is conducted by the manager and the 

employee is supposed to get a copy of the evaluation. 

Discussion 

This study investigated (1) the factors that 

affect perceptions of justice in the performance appraisal 

attempt was made to determine the impact of cultural and 

religious values of these employees' perception of fairness 

and satisfaction with the appraisal system. (3) Finally, 

managers predicted employees' responses in terms of how 

employees feel about the performance appraisal system. 

Hypothesis la, b 

Hypothesis la was that the overall evaluation of 

fairness of the performance appraisal system among Saudi 

employees would be related to distributive justice rather 

than to procedural justice. Further, Hypothesis lb predicted 

the direction of the relationship, i.e., a positive 

relationship \V'as predicted between employees 2 perception of 



Table 8. Dignity process effect test 

Number 
of cases Mean 

Fair treatment by the 
evaluator is more 
important than the 
outcome 
Employees 172 2.36 

I.fanagers 56 2.44 

SD t-value 

1.12 
-.53 

1.02 

Degrees 
of Freedom 

226 

2-tail 
Probability 

.61 

\n 
-l:-
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fairness and distributive justice variables. contrary to both 

hypotheses, the results of the multiple regression analysis 

indicated, (Table 3), that perceptions of fairness among 

Saudi employees were not related to distributive justice. 

None of the three distributive justice variables contributed 

significantly to the model. In fact, one variable ("results 

of performance appraisal are used as a basis for promotion") 

has a negative correlation "lith the composite dependent 

variable (-.09). Regression analysis results also suggest 

that perception of fairness is related to procedural aspects 

in the evaluation system. 

One possible explanation for the lack of support for 

both hypotheses is that Saudi civil service employees have 

lifetime job security and they are paid by the GS system 

which guarantees them an automatic annual salary increase 

regardless of their job performance. These two factors may 

have contributed to confounding the perceptions of 

distributive justice (outcome-related) elements in their 

performance evaluation. 

Hypothesis 2 

Hypothesis 2 was that overall satisfaction with the 

performance appraisal system among Saudi civil service 

employees would be related to procedural justice rather than 

to distributive justice. Regression results indicate that 

overall satisfaction of employees with the performance 
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appraisal system was positively correlated with procedural 

justice aspects (Table 3), thus supporting hypothesis 2. 

This is the most important finding of this study. 

Perceived favorability of the performance appraisal system 

was positively related to two major factors: First, the 

extent that employees believed their appraisal system was 

used as a mechanism of feedback, i.e., in identifying 

strengths and weaknesses of their performance and, 

consequently, in making decisions about training needs. 

Second, the extent to which the performance appraisal system 

was used for setting goals and giving the employees a "voice" 

to participate in setting future performance goals. 

These findings are consistent with previous research 

conducted in performance appraisal literature. For example, 

Landy et ale (1978, 1980) found that perceived fairness and 

accuracy of performance appraisal systems correlate 

positively with process variables such as: (1) frequency of 

evaluation, (2) identification of goals to eliminate 

weaknesses, and (3) manager's knowledge of subordinate • s 

level of job performance and job duties. similarly, Greenberg 

(1986a) found that perceived fairness of the appraisal of an 

employee's performance was related to the following 

procedural variables: (1) soliciting employee input prior to 

evaluation and using it, (2) two-way communication during the 

evaluation intervie\'l, (3) rater's familiarity \,rith the 
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employee's performance and consistent application of 

evaluation standards. 

One possible explanation for this striking finding is 

the multiple value or the conflicting value perspective. It 

is documented by Hofstede (1984) that all cultures have 

conflicting values and behaviors. In addition, Ali (1988) 

argued that "individuals in Arab society are torn between two 

conflicting value systems." Thus, it is argued that Saudi 

civil service employees in their organizational setting, 

particularly, in their performance evaluation, would like to 

participate and provide inputs or "voice" in their 

evaluation, whereas at the societal level they are influenced 

by other values such as submission to tribal authority and 

obedience to what the society dictates as a result of social 

pressure. 

Hypothesis 3 

This hypothesis '\'las that there are differences in the 

actual uses of the current performance appraisal system and 

how the employees think the system should be used. 

Uses of Performance Appraisal System 

The follo\'ling section discusses each item as it 

appears in Table 4. 

Promotion. According to Saudi civil service 

regulations, a factcr that determines employees' promotion 
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decision is his or her annual performance appraisal results. 

other factors are seniority, level of formal education and 

training (Performance Appraisal Guide, 1984). Table 4 shows 

that there are statistically significant differences between 

employees' perception of the actual use of the system and of 

how it should be used. Although civil service laws require 

that evaluation results be taken into consideration in the 

promotion decision, approximately 58 percent of the employees 

were uncertain about or disagreed with the statement that 

performance results were a factor in the promotion decision. 

This finding suggests that mployees are unaware that such 

laws exist. Indeed, some respondents indicated in the 

comments section that they felt that promotion decisions were 

highly subjective and not based on their performance 

achievements. 

Annual salary increase. Under Saudi civil service 

laws, employees get annual cost of living adjustment salary 

increases. This salary increase is not affected by the 

performance appraisal results, i. e., excellent and poor 

performers will get the same annual salary increment. Table 

4 shows that employees agreed that the annual salary increase 

was not a function of their performance, but they agreed that 

the salary increase should be linked to employees' 

performance. Recently, the education sector began 



experimentally 

performance. 
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linking salary increases to teacher 

Feedback and training. Table 4 presents significant 

differences between the perceived role of the performance 

appraisal as (1) a mechanism for identifying employee 

strengths and weaknesses and (2) 't-lhether the feedbacJe helped 

employees improve future performance. Employees reported that 

the performance evaluations were not used for feedback 

purposes and were not used as a basis for training. As a 

result, they indicated that it did not help them to improve 

their performance. One possible explanation for this 

contradictory finding is that employees may believe that the 

1971 civil service regulations are still valid. Under these 

regulations, the results of the employee's performance are 

not to be communicated to the employee whose performance was 

evaluated. The current 1984 regulations, however, require 

that employees receive feedback about their performance. 

Approximately, 75 percent employees reported that the results 

of their performance appraisal were not communicated to them. 

Several employees (in their comments) believed that the 1971 

regulations were still valid. 

Another possible explanation for this conflicting 

report is based on the lIgen, Fisher and Taylor (1979) 

finding. They argue that when employees are dissatisfied with 
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their evaluation system or perceive it as unfair, it is 

likely they ,,,ill vie\<l the feedbac)c negatively and will not 

use it to improve future performance (Table 4), it is 

possible they ignored the feedback that was given by their 

managers. 

On the other hand, however, employees indicate 

evaluation results should be used (1) to identify strengths 

and weaknesses in performance, (2) to improve their future 

performance, and (3) to decide who should receive training. 

Attendance. Table 4 shows how employees felt that 

attendance was an important factor in determining the results 

of their evaluation. Current Saudi civil service regulation 

(1984), requires that attendance be considered important for 

all managerial and non-managerial job positions, except 

executive grades 14 and 15. This finding is not unusual 

because Saudi civil service organizations are highly 

bureaucratic (formalized) and a typical bureaucracy exercises 

control by enforcing strict attendance rules. similarly, 

employees felt this factor should be considered important in 

their evaluation. This finding deserves attention because 

attendance is given significant \veight in Saudi civil service 

performance evaluation, even those jobs where attendance may 

not be as important, such as technical jobs that require 

skills (e.g., engineers, technicians or university faculty 

members). This finding illustrates how attendance is 
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institutionalized in the civil service system. However, the 

differences were not statisticallY significant. 

Appearance. Table 4 shows how employees felt that 

appearance was an important determinant in their performance 

evaluations. The difference, however, is not statistically 

significant. Similarly, they felt that appearance should be 

important to their evaluation. Under the current civil 

service regulation, this dimension is given equal weight 

across all jobs. This illustrates another shortcoming of the 

current system because in some technical jobs, such as 

mechanic or technician, it is hard to keep a neat appearance. 

Personal relations (politics). Table 4 shows another 

significant difference. While personal relations are not an 

official factor in performance evaluation, personal 

interviews and recent literature (e.g., Ali, 1988) conducted 

in five Gulf countries, including Saudi Arabia, suggests that 

the appraisal system is subjective and personal relations 

(politics) influences evaluation results. This finding seems 

to be confirmed in this study. Employees felt that their 

performance evaluation was influenced, somewhat, by an 

interpersonal relationship with the manager. 

Interestingly, Table 4 shows that employees agreed 

that the evaluation process should be objective. 
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Hypothesis 4 

This hypothesis was that differences existed between 

employees' perceptions of satisfaction and acceptance of the 

performance appraisal system and what managers thought their 

employees' perceptions would be. There is a significant 

difference, as can be seen in Table 5, between employees' 

perceptions and what their managers thought (presumed) in 

terms of employees' overall satisfaction with the appraisal 

system fairness of the evaluation. In all items it appears 

the managers presumed that employees were more satisf ied than 

employees actually were. 

The employees who were satisfied with their jobs were 

older, less educated, had longer years of experience and were 

in higher position in the organizational hierarchy than the 

dissatisfied employees. 

One plausible explanation for the dissatisfaction of 

the employees with the system may be attriubted to the type 

of 'control' in the Saudi civil service appraisal system. The 

lacJc of process control (Thibaut & Walker, 1978), i. e. , 

participation in the process of conducting the performance 

appraisal by soliciting inputs from employees, may be one of 

the sources of dissatisfaction. In fact, Table 3 shows that 

employees' perceptions of fairness in thier evaluations are 

strongly related to procedural variables, i.e., the 

opportunity to provide inputs in the evalaution processes. 



63 

Hypothesis 5 

This hypothesis tested the "dignity process effect" 

proposed by Lind and Taylor (1988). They argue that 

procedural justice judgments are often based on impressions 

about the quality of treatment experienced or expected from 

authorities who carry out the procedures. Table 8 indicates 

that this hypothesis was not supported. The lack of support 

can be attributed to several reasons. First, this hypothesis 

was tested based on one item (Question 39). Thus, it is 

possible it did not tap the constructs underlying the 

hypothesis. In general, multiple items are a more valid 

method than single items. Second, under the current Saudi 

civil regulations, managers are not required to conduct a 

performance appraisal interview. Thus, it is possible that 

employees responded hypothetically to the treatment they 

experienced from their managers other than in their 

performance evaluation. 

Conclusion 

In conclusion, findings of this study have two major 

contributions: theoretical and practical. Firs"t, at the 

theoretical level, this study provides support for the 

importance of justice in organizational settings. 

Particularly, findings provide strong support for procedural 

justice as it pertains to literature on performance 

appraisals, e.g., Thibaut & Walker (1975) and Lind and Tyler 
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(1988). Moreover, this study found cultural values may not 

be a significant factor in explaining employees' reaction to 

the performance appraisal system in Saudi Arabia. 

Second, at the practical level, one of the central 

objectives of the Saudi civil service performance appraisal 

system is maintaining justice among employees by applying 

"scientific methods" in employee' s performance evaluation 

(Performance Appraisal Guide, 1984, p. 10). Findings of this 

study suggest that the system falls short of achieving its 

objective. More attention should be paid to the issue of 

procedural justice in designing a new appraisal system or 

improving the existing one. Adoption of a procedurally 

oriented system such as MBO is recommended for middle 

management. The contingency approach system i.e., matching 

organizational characteristics with the performance is 

recommended for lower level management (Dobbins et al., 

1992) . 

Further, findings of this study have important 

implications for multinational companies and conSUltants. 

They should focus on the fact that Saudi employees' 

perception of fairness in the performance appraisal system 

are positively related to procedural justice variables (such 

as two way communication and soliciting inputs) • 

Additionally, cultural values may not be that influential to 
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Saudi civil service employees in the perception of the 

performance appraisal system. 
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Appendix A 
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Part I: Background Information 

1. Total Number of years of work experience in governmental 
services Years. 

2. Name of your present government agency (Ministry Name) 

3. Your current position (Grade) (Check one). 

1-5 
6-10 
11-15 

4. Your age is 

5. Education (Check the highest level you have attained). 

Junior high 
_____ High school 

College Diploma 
____ Masters Degree 

Part II. Description of Your Performance Appraisal System 

1. Is your performance evaluated on your current job? 
(Check one) 

Yes __ _ No __ _ 

2. How many times are you to be evaluated? 

Once a year 
Twice a year 

Other (Please specify) ________________________________ _ 

3. Hot" satisfied t'lere you t,rith the performance appraisal 
system? (Checlc one) 

(1) Very satisfied 
(2) Somewhat satisfied 
(3) Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied 
(4) Somewhat dissatisfied 
(5) Very dissatisfied 
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4. How do you feel other employees in a job like yours rate 
the acceptance of the current performance appraisal 
system? 

(1) Very high 
(2) High 
(3) Neither high nor low (do not know) 
(4) Low 
(5) Very low 

5. How satisfied l'lere you \'1ith the performance appraisal 
rating you actually received compared to what you 
expected? 

(1) Very satisfied 
(2) Somewhat satisfied 
(3) Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied 
(4) Somewhat dissatisfied 
(5) Very dissatisfied 

6. How satisfied were you with the person who evaluated 
your performance? 

(1) Very satisfied 
(2) Somewhat satisfied 
(3) Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied 
(4) Somewhat dissatisfied 
(5) Very dissatisfied 

7. How satisfied were you with procedures for conducting 
the evaluation? 

(1) Very satisfied 
(2) Somewhat satisfied 
(3) Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied 
(4) Somewhat dissatisfied 
(5) Very dissatisfied 

8. Were you satisfied that the person who evaluated you 
actually knew bow well you performed? 

(1) Very satisfied 
(2) Somewhat satisfied 
(3) Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied 
(4) Somewhat dissatisfied 
(5) Very dissatisfied 



9. How satisfied are you with your current job? 
(1) Very satisfied 
(2) Somewhat satisfied 
(3) Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied 
(4) Somewhat dissatisfied 
(5) Very dissatisfied 
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10. How fair would you say your most recent performance 
evaluation \'las? 

(1) Very fair 
(2) Somewhat fair 
(3) Neither fair nor unfair 
{4) Somewhat unfair 
(5) Very unfair 

Part III Appraisal Interview' 

11. Was your performance appraisal interview between you and 
the person who evaluated you (Manager)? 

Yes No ____ _ 

If yes, answer questions through __ __ 
If no, go to question ____ _ 

12. How long did the performance evaluation interview last? 
__________ minutes. 

13. Do you think you had sufficient time to state your side 
during the interview. 

(1) strongly think had sufficient opportunity 
(2) Somewhat think had Sufficient opportunity 
(3) Do not know 
(4) Somewhat had insufficient opportunity 
(5) Strongly think had insufficient opportunity 

14. Do you thin)( that giving you the chance to speak during 
the intervie't'1 made any difference in your overall 
evaluation? 

(1) Strongly think it made a difference 
(2) Sometl1hat thinlc it made a difference 
(3) Do not knot'! 
(4) Sometl7hat think it made no difference 
(5) Strongly think it made no difference 

'Since Saudi Performance Appraisal does not require an 
interview, no data t'lere available for questions 11-15. 
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15. To what extent was the information you provided during 
the interview actually used in your evaluation? 

(1) To a very great extent 
(2) To some extent 
(3) Do not know 
(4) Used partially 
(5) Not used at all 

Part IV. Attitudes toward the Performance Appraisal System 

Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree 
with the following statements regarding your current 
Performance Appraisal Sys"tem. 

1 = strongly agree 
2 = Agree 
3 = Do not know 
4 = Disagree 
5 = Strongly disagree 

16. My manager, who evaluates my performance, sets goals for 
my future performance 

1 2 3 4 5 

17. I was given sufficient chance to participate in setting 
goals for my future performance 

1 2 3 4 5 

18. An Action Plan was developed between my manager and I to 
achieve future goals 

1 2 3 4 5 

19. An Action Plan \..ras very important for improving my 
future performance 

1 2 3 4 5 

20. My performance should be evaluated on job related 
factors. 

1 2 3 4 5 
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21. The person who evaluates me (manager) should be in a 
position to know t4Jhat Jcind of job I do. 

1 2 3 4 5 

22. The results of my performance evaluation helped me to 
understand my strengths and weaknesses on the job. 

1 2 3 4 5 

23. My performance appraisal results helped me to change my 
behavior positively toward future performance. 

1 2 3 4 5 

24. My performance appraisal results caused me to change my 
behavior negatively toward my future performance. 

1 2 3 4 5 

25 . My manager, or the person tvho evaluates me, should be 
the only person who evaluates my job performance. 

1 2 3 4 5 

26. Along with my managerOs evaluation, I should be doing my 
own self-evaluation. 

1 2 3 4 5 

27. I should be included in developing a nell}' Performance 
Appraisal System (or improving the current one) 

1 2 3 4 5 

28. I do not have to make any efforts on my perfonnance, 
because I will eventually get what God (Allah) has 
already decided for me. 

1 2 3 4 5 

29. The results of my evaluation are nou used as a basis for 
promotion. 

1 2 3 4 5 



72 

30. Results of my evaluation should be used as a basis for 
promotion. 

1 2 3 4 5 

31. The results of my evaluation are used as a basis for 
annual salary increas~s 

1 2 3 4 5 

32. The results of my evaluation should be used as a basis 
for annual salary increases. 

1 2 3 4 5 

33. currently, performance evaluation results are used to 
identify strengths and weaknesses of my performance. 

1 2 3 4 5 

34. Results of my performance evaluation should be used to 
identify strengths and weaknesses of my performance. 

1 2 3 4 5 

35. currently, the performance evaluation is used as a basis 
for determining the need for training. 

1 3 4 5 

36. Results of the performance evaluation should be used to 
determine needs for training. 

37. 

1 2 3 4 5 

The feedback that I received from my 
performance evaluation helped me to 
performance. 

1 2 3 4 5 

most recent 
improve my 

38. The feedback from the performance evaluation should help 
to improve future performance. 

1 2 3 4 5 
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39. The results of my performance evaluation are not very 
important to me as long as my manager treats me fairly 
and follows the procedures. 

1 2 3 4. 5 

40. The most important concern to me in my performance 
evaluation is to get an excellent grade. I do not care 
if my manager treats me fairly. 

1 2 3 4 5 

41. How important were the following elements in your most 
recent performance evaluation? 

1. Your attendance 

1 2 3 4 5 

2. Your appearance 

1 2 3 4 5 

3. Personal relationship (politics) 

1 2 3 4 5 

4. How hard you worked 

1 2 3 4 5 

42. How important do you think the following items should be 
in your performance evaluation? 

1. Your attendance 

1 2 3 4 5 

2. Your appearance 

1 2 3 4 5 

3. Personal relationship (politics) 

1 2 3 4 5 

4. How hard you \tJorl<:ed 

1 2 3 4 5 
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Thank you for your time. If you think that the researcher has 
left out any specific item that you feel is important in 
determining a fair and effective performance appraisal 
system, please explain below. 
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Appendix B 



'All 

Intercorrelations for the seven questions used for 

the dependent measure' 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

1 1.00 

2 .61 1.00 

3 .72 .55 1.00 

4 .65 .50 .74 1.00 

5 .73 .59 .76 .64 1.00 

6 .71 .53 .72 .63 .74 1.00 

7 .53 .49 .58 .49 .54 .57 1.00 

correlations are significant at p<.Ol. 
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