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ABSTRACT 

The study investigated the relationship between the perception of the faculty members on 

the status of the Faculty Performance Evaluation System and the extent of their motivation. It 

was conducted at Panpacific University North Philippines Tayug Campus in the Province of 

Panagsinan and participated by 39 faculty members, 1 dean and 2 College Heads. The findings 

of the study became the basis for the development of a framework to increasing faculty motivation 

through the effective use of faculty performance evaluation system. 

Specifically, using descriptive-correlational design, the study determined the perceptions 

of the faculty members and the dean/heads on the status of the PUNP Faculty Performance 

Evaluation along the areas of accuracy of evaluation, fairness of evaluation, satisfaction on the 

evaluation and feedback richness of evaluation. Furthermore, the study determined the extent to 

which the faculty members are motivated by the faculty performance evaluation. 

The findings of the study showed that the respondents in general, perceived the 

performance evaluation to be accurate, fair, satisfactory and feedback rich. Furthermore, 

responses of the faculty members showed that they are motivated by the status of the evaluation 

process. The extent of these findings however are less likely to be high. The correlated variables 

showed significant relationship between accuracy and motivation, satisfaction and motivation, 

feedback richness and motivation. Interestingly, no significant relationship was determined 

between fairness of evaluation and motivation. 

In conclusion, an improvement to increase accuracy, fairness, satisfaction and feedback 

richness of evaluation is needed due to a relatively low average weighted mean scores obtained 

from the response of the faculty members. 

The study recommended that the formally structure process of the evaluation be made 

and implemented; collaboration and greater faculty involvement on planning and implementing 

the process be given emphasis; and the proposed NSJ’s FPE 3 Forces Model to Increase 

Motivation be utilized as basis for policy making relative to increasing faculty motivation through 

the effective conduct of Faculty Performance Evaluation. 
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INTRODUCTION 

Today, educational institution is not an exemption on the context of understanding the 

motivational level of its academic staff in pursuit of effective and efficient human labor that can 

adapt and compete on the rapid growth of competition among educational organization for the 

past years. Currently, the role of educational institutions is beyond the degrees. Learning 

organization is supposed to produce students that are competitive enough to meet the challenging 

environment of the 21
st 

century. This is through the integration of suitable learning environment, 

learning facilities, curriculum and competent teachers. However, teachers are the most important 

factor for a learning organization because the output of an institution, the students, are shaped by 

teachers. 
Every teacher’s content knowledge, pedagogical skills, communication skills and attitude 

towards professional conduct are some tools which a teacher used in developing students’ 

cognitive, affective and psychomotor domain of learning. Higher Education Institutions (HEIs) is 

in the center of revolving three main functions, which incidentally also define the job description 

of faculty members, are instruction, research and extension services (B-HERT, 2006; Sharyelfu, 

1999). In this world of knowledge, faculty members must of necessity be active learners and 

organizers of knowledge. In addition to teaching, university faculty members are responsible for 

creating new ideas and knowledge relevant to the society through extensive researches. They are 

also expected to be relevant to the society at large in terms of community service (Aslam, 2011; 

Skeffit, 1992). This complexity of job for university faculties makes the task highly demanding, 

thereby requiring an effective performance evaluation system that triggers higher motivation for 

enhanced job performance. 

At present, there is not much literature of studies concerning the impact of performance 

appraisal to motivation in the Philippine context. Some studies had gained a great focus in 

formulating and developing evaluation tools and process that will permeate to rate faculty 

members for the purpose of promotion and increased salary. This is an attestation of DeNisi and 

Pritchard (2006) observation that performance appraisal research has been criticized for its 

excessive emphasis on psychometric issues. Also, Tessema et al. (2006) observed that majority 

of Performance Appraisal in many organizations is for promotion and is attendant to increase 

financial benefits plus enhanced professional and social status. 

The researcher observed that Panpacific University North Philippine-Tayug Campus in 

particular, had a very minimal approach to a better appraisal system. Furthermore, the researcher 

observed that results of faculty evaluation process in the past appraisal periods of the university 

are psychometric in nature. This means that the process is managerial, control-oriented, 

judgmental and hierarchical in nature (Monyatsi, 2003). DeNisi and Pritchard (2006) therefore 

recommended, in their study, that appraisal research should, instead, focus on designing effective 

performance appraisal system that can motivate employees to improve employee performance. 

Motivational effect of performance appraisal, however, according to Roberson et al., (2006) and 

DeNisi et al., (2006) is considered an important but under researched outcome variable for 

performance appraisals. 

In line with the foregoing, it is in this context that this study was conducted and therefore 

significant in providing empirical evidence that will support the literature of studies in the field 

of staff appraisal in the context of educational institution. Specifically, it assessed the perception 

of the faculty members of Panpacific University North Philippines Tayug Campus on the current 

evaluation system and its relationship to motivation. Other academicians and future researchers 

may carry out the findings that were concluded in this study for further researches as a review to 
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help them understand the impact of performance appraisal to employee motivation in some other 

organizational institutions. 

 

Statement of the problem 
This study was conducted to determine the correlation between the perception of faculty members 

on the status of the Faculty Performance Evaluation and their extent of motivation. Specifically, 

it sought to answer to the following research questions: 

 What is the perception of the respondents on the status of Faculty Performance 

Evaluation along (a) accuracy of evaluation; (b) fairness of evaluation; (c) satisfaction on 

evaluation; and (d) feedback-richness of evaluation? 

 To what extent do the faculty members are motivated by the status of Faculty 

Performance Evaluation System 

 

RESEARCH DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY 
The researcher made use of descriptive-correlational research design. The descriptive part 

presented the perception of the respondents on the current status along the four variables (accuracy, 

fairness, satisfaction and feedback richness of evaluation) and the level of motivation of the faculty 

members. The correlation was used to find out the relationship between the faculty members’ 

perception on the performance evaluation system and level of motivation. 

 

Population and locale of the study 
The study was conducted at Panpacific University North Philippines Tayug Campus Inc. The 

population of the study was composed of male and female teaching staff and school administrators 

involved in the evaluation process. The total population was 39 faculty members, 1 College Dean 

and 2 College Heads. 

 

Data gathering tool and procedure 
The study made use of the survey questionnaire. The first part includes close-ended questions 

to determine the perception of the respondents on the status of the Faculty Performance Evaluation. 

This part was of 4-point Likert-type scale to measure the responses of the respondents with 4.00 

as the highest extent and 1.00 as the lowest extent. 

 

The second part was also comprised of close-ended questions to determine the extent of 

motivation of faculty members by the status of the PUNP Faculty Performance Evaluation. This 

part was also of 4-point Likert-type scale to measure the responses of the respondents with 4.00- 

“Highly Motivated” as the highest extent and 1.00-“Not Motivated” as the lowest extent. The 

data gathering instrument was submitted for validation and correction and the computed validity 

of the questionnaire was 3.55 and is Highly Valid. In addition, the researcher developed open- 

ended questions that were adopted from R. Wayne Mondy’s (2012) discussion on the 

characteristics of an effective performance appraisal system. This forms the qualitative part of 

the study to facilitate a more reliable result and discussion of findings. 
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The researcher personally explained the purpose of the study and to clarify the instruction. Each 

participant was given an allowable time to accomplish the instrument. The questionnaire was 

administered from March 2, 2015 to March 6, 2015 at PUNP-Tayug Campus. A total of forty-two 

(42) questionnaires were administered, 30 of which were retrieved from faculty-respondents 

and three (3) questionnaires from the dean and heads.  In addition, the researcher conducted 

personal interview with the personnel in-charge of the performance evaluation process to support 

the information needed in this study. 

 

Treatment of data 
Descriptive statistics such average weighted mean was used to determine the perception of the 

respondents on the status of the PES and the level of motivation of the faculty members. The 

significant relationship between perception and motivation of the respondents are statistically 

investigated using Chi-square. 

 

SUMMARY OF RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

Perception on the status of the Performance Evaluation System 

Result of the study for the four areas assessing the status of the PES showed that feedback 

richness of evaluation construct has the lowest extent of perception among the four constructs 

(M=3.04). Meanwhile, fairness of evaluation has the highest mean score (M=3.20) as opposed to 

accuracy of evaluation and satisfaction on evaluation which are both at the average (M=3.12, and 

M=3.10 respectively). Tables 1 shows the result. 

 

Table1. Summary of mean scores for the four areas assessing the status of the PES. 

 
 

Areas AWM 

Accuracy of Evaluation 3.12 

Fairness of Evaluation 3.20 

Satisfaction on Evaluation 3.10 

Feedback Richness of Evaluation 3.04 
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Accuracy of evaluation 

 

Specifically, Table 2 shows the first item, “The result of the Performance Evaluation is based 

on how well someone does his workload” was rated the highest with a mean score of 3.48. This 

rating was attributed to the reality that faculty evaluation is conducted in the essence of classroom 

observation. Therefore it may be possible that the result of the evaluation was concluded based on 

how the raters (students and dean/head) see and observe the actual teaching process inside the 

classroom. The fourth item, “The recent rating the faculty member received was an accurate 

indicator of his actual performance” has the lowest mean score of 2.63. It can be concluded that 

although the respondents perceived the result of performance evaluation to be based on how well 

faculty members do their workload, still they may see the evaluation to be subjective and based 

on personal judgments. 

 

 

Table 2. Mean Score for respondents’ perception on the status of PES along accuracy of 

evaluation 
 

Statements 
Mean 

Score 

1.  The result of the Performance Evaluation is based on how well someone does his 

workload. 
3.48 

2.  The result of the Performance Evaluation conforms to faculty’s expected outcome. 3.45 

3.  The criteria for Performance Evaluation are in accordance to faculty’s job specification. 3.23 

4.  The recent rating the faculty member received was an accurate indicator of his actual 

performance. 
2.63 

5.  The Performance Evaluation is accurate in terms of content and purpose. 2.82 

Over-all 3.12 

 

In addition, the fifth item having the second lowest mean score of 2.82 shows that the 

respondents do not significantly consider the content and purpose of the evaluation process to be 

very much accurate. This may imply that the university do not significantly involve the faculty 

members on the discussion of the content, purpose, criteria and the process of the performance 

evaluation. This supports Levey and William (1998) inference that employees who believe they 

understand the appraisal system used in the organization are more accepting and largely favor the 

appraisal system and they are most likely to rate the appraisal system to be fair and accurate. 

 

Fairness of evaluation 

Along distributive justice variable from Table 3, the first item “Faculty member’s performance 

rating reflects the effort they have put into their work” was rated the highest mean score of 3.23 

together with the second item “Faculty member’s performance rating is appropriate for the 

work they have done”. The third item “Faculty member’s performance rating reflects what they 

have contributed to the organizations” has a mean score of 3.02 and the fourth item, “Faculty 

member’s performance rating is justified, given their performance” has a mean score of 3.15. 

These four items under distributive justice, point towards the relationship between inputs to work 

and outputs. This implies that the respondents considered their performance rating to be relatively 
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equates to the inputs they have contributed to work and therefore perceived the ratings to be fair. 

Accordingly this justifies the equity rule as described by Leventhal (1976) as “a single normative 

rule which dictates that rewards and resources be distributed in accordance with recipient’s 

contribution.” 

The fifth item, “Faculty member’s performance appraisal is based on the quality and quantity 

of their work and not their personality and position” obtained the lowest mean score of both 2.97 

among all other indicators of distributive justice. This score implies that the respondents may 

perceived the basis of the performance evaluation to be fair, however still lacks the criteria to totally 

assessed the work of the faculty members. 

 

Table 3. Perceptions of the respondents on the status of PES along fairness of evaluation 

Statements 
Mean 

Score 

Distributive Justice  
1.  Faculty member’s performance rating reflects the effort they have put into their work. 3.23 

2.  Faculty member’s performance rating is appropriate for the work they have done. 3.23 

3.  Faculty member’s performance rating reflects what they have contributed to the organizations. 3.02 

4.  Faculty member’s performance rating is justified, given their performance. 3.15 

5.  Faculty member’s performance appraisal is based on the quality and quantity of their work and 
not their personality and position 

2.97 

6.  Faculty member’s rater gives them the performance rating that they paid even when it might upset 

them. 
2.97 

Procedural Justice  
1.  Faculty member is able to express their views and feelings during the conduct of the performance 

evaluation. 
2.80 

2.  Faculty member can request for a schedule of their performance evaluation. 3.08 

3.  The performance evaluation is applied consistently among all faculty members. 3.15 

4.  The procedure of the performance evaluation is free from bias 3.10 

5.  Faculty member has been able to appeal the outcome of their performance evaluation 2.90 

6.  The University makes sure that faculty members are assigned to a rater who is enough qualified to 

evaluate their work 
3.13 

Interpersonal Justice  
1.  Faculty member’s rater is always polite 3.48 

2.  Faculty member’s rater treats me with dignity 3.52 

3.  Faculty member’s rater treats me with respect 3.55 

4.  Faculty member’s rater is courteous 3.48 

5.  Faculty member’s rater does not make cruel statements 3.45 

6.  Faculty member’s supervisor shows concern for faculty’s rights as an employee 3.45 

Informational Justice  
1.  Faculty member’s rater clearly explains what he or she expects on my work 3.20 

2.  Faculty member’s rater clearly explains the standards that will be used to evaluate me 3.18 

3.  Faculty member’s rater regularly explains what he or she expects from my performance 3.17 

4.  Faculty member’s rater takes the time to explain decisions that concern me. 3.20 

5.  Faculty member’s rater explains how the performance evaluation will be done. 3.23 

6.  Faculty member’s rater helps to understand the process used to evaluate my performance 3.18 

Over-all 3.20 
 

The third item “The performance evaluation is applied consistently among all faculty members” 
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from Table 3 obtained the highest mean score of 3.15 for procedural justice sub- variable. 

This shows that the two groups of respondent considered the process of the performance 

evaluation to be procedurally fair because they possibly perceived that the procedures are applied 

consistently among faculty members. This implication is evident in the conduct of the 

performance evaluation within the locale of the study because as observed, the current evaluation 

process is applied consistently among groups with the same job context. In contrast, the first 

item “faculty member is able to express their views and feelings during the conduct of the 

performance evaluation” generated the lowest overall mean of 2.80 among all other indicators 

of procedural fairness. This clearly suggest that there is little involvement (on planning and 

discussion) of the faculty members on the conduct of the performance evaluation process. Their 

involvement is limited to “merely” being rated as the main subject of the evaluation. 

 

In line with interpersonal justice, the third item “Faculty members’ rater treats them with respect” 

has the highest overall mean of 3.55. This may be associated to a high degree of respect between 

the rater and the ratee observed during the process. This may be true because the respondents 

are all members of the academe and that their workplace requires a higher degree of respect from 

each other. On the other hand, the fifth and sixth items of interpersonal fairness has the lowest 

mean scores of 3.45. This may imply that there are some faculty members who received 

statements that they may seem to be personally unacceptable. 

 

On the informational justice area the fifth item “Faculty members’ rater explains how the 

performance evaluation will be done” has the highest overall mean of 3.23. This shows that in 

general, the respondents perceived that the faculty members are “fairly” informed on how the 

evaluation will be done. This may be due to the fact that an announcement is made prior to the 

conduct of classroom observation intended for performance evaluation. In addition, schedules of 

observation per faculty member are disseminated before the conduct of performance evaluation. 

However, although this item is rated on the average, the mean score is seen to be considerably 

low. It can be concluded that the faculty members seek more detailed explanation about the 

process other than “merely” announcing the schedule of evaluation. In contrast, asked if “faculty 

members’ rater regularly explain what he or she expects from my performance” obtained the 

lowest mean score of 2.67. It has also the lowest obtained overall mean of 3.17. This shows that 

there is an observed limited interaction between rater-ratee. 
 

Satisfaction towards evaluation 

From Table 4, item 1 “Faculty member is satisfied about the performance rating from the most 

recent evaluation period” has the highest overall mean of 3.15. Since item 1 describes the 

satisfaction of the faculty members from the most “recent” evaluation rating, this may imply that 

majority of the faculty members are satisfied because majority of them had received salary 

increase as a result of the most recent evaluation. In contrast, “Faculty member is satisfied with 

the amount of guidance and support they receive from their supervisor” and “Faculty is satisfied 

on how the performance evaluation is used to set their performance expectation every rating 

period” has the lowest mean score 3.07. This result showed that the faculty members identify a 

need of a more interactive communication and support-discussion from their dean/head as this 

may help them in identifying areas of improvement on their performance. 
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Table 4. Perceptions of the respondents on the status of PES along satisfaction towards 

evaluation 

Statements 
Mean 

Score 

1.  Faculty member is satisfied about the performance rating from the most recent evaluation period. 3.15 

2.  Faculty member is satisfied with the amount of guidance and support they receive from their 

supervisor. 

 

3.07 

3.  Faculty member is satisfied on how the Performance Evaluation is used to set their performance 

expectations every rating period. 

 

3.07 

4.  Faculty member is satisfied on how the Performance Evaluation is used to measure and evaluate 

their performance. 

 

3.08 

5.  Faculty member is satisfied on how the Performance Evaluation is used to motivate faculty 

members to perform well. 

 

3.10 

6.  Overall, Faculty member is satisfied with the quality of supervision they receive at work from 

rater. 

 

3.12 

Over-all 3.10 

 

Feedback richness of evaluation 

Item 2 from Table 5, “The university/dean/head provides clear and specific example to justify 

the rating” has the highest obtained overall mean score of 3.18. The result showed that, 

in general, the respondents perceived that the dean/heads’ feedback is specific enough to justify 

the result of the evaluation. However, based on the empirical finding, the faculty respondents’ 

mean score (M=2.70) for item 2 is comparatively lower than the dean/head’s response 

(M=3.67). This may imply that, the faculty members may feel that the effort of the dean/heads 

in disseminating the result is less likely substantial to clearly justify their ratings. This is 

evident with the mean score (M= 3.00) of fourth item under feedback specificity having the 

lowest score. This clearly shows that faculty members seek more specific and important 

feedback information from their performance evaluation result. The findings can be attributed 

to a commonly observed condition at which after each performance evaluation, the dean/heads 

may simply just ‘tell’ the faculty members the comments of the students and the ratings given 

by them and the students. In doing so, the faculty members may perceive the feedback to be 

vague and implicit. 

Table 5. Perceptions of the respondents on the status of PES along feedback richness of 

evaluation 

Statements 
Mean 

Score 

Feedback Specificity  
1. The results of the performance evaluation are openly discussed in a concise and explicit manner. 3.12 

2. The university/dean/head provides clear and specific example to justify the rating 3.18 

3. The university/dean/head specifically let the faculty members know how they can improve their 

performance. 
3.02 

4. Important and specific points of the feedback information on performance evaluation are 

communicated. 
3.00 

5. There is a detailed and documented report presented to faculty members pertaining to the result of 

performance evaluation 
3.12 

Feedback Frequency  
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1. The results of the performance evaluation are discussed to the faculty members in a regular 

manner. 
2.95 

2. The dean/head frequently reviews the progress of the faculty members 3.00 

3. The dean/head frequently provides information on how the faculty members are doing. 3.18 

4. The dean/head routinely gives advise base on the result of the evaluation that can be used to 

improve performance 
3.18 

5. Feedback information is regularly analyzed and presented to the faculty members. 2.93 

Feedback Timeliness  
1. The results of performance evaluation are communicated early enough to adjust performance. 2.95 

2. Feedback on performance evaluation are given within a reasonable time to facilitate personal 

reflection among the faculty members 
2.95 

3. The dean/department head communicates feedback information in a timely manner to update 

performance expectations. 
3.00 

4. The feedback on performance evaluation, given a reasonable time are readily available when ask. 3.05 

5. Feedback information are discussed just-in-time to identify strength and weaknesses for 

performance-improvement 
2.97 

Over-all 3.04 

 

The result for feedback frequency showed that although items third and fourth have 

the highest mean scores (M=3.18), when taken into account the individual responses of the 

two group of respondents, the faculty members’ mean score (2.70) is comparatively lower 

than the dean/head’s response (M=3.67). This may imply that some of the faculty members 

may not experiencing or receiving frequent advise because the feedback process of evaluation 

may lack a structured schedule on how frequent and when will the dean/heads provide 

feedback to individual faculty members. 

The study further showed that weakest points mong indicators of feedback timeliness 

were obtained by the first and second item (M=2.95). These items also have the weakest point 

on the faculty members’ response (M=2.57). This suggest that the feedback on the 

evaluation process is not communicated early enough to allow adjustments on future 

performance and personal reflection among faculty members. 

 

Test of difference on the responses of the respondents on the status of PES 
To specifically examine the obtained scores on the perceived status of the PES, an 

independent t-test was conducted to identify which among the four areas lies a difference 

between their responses. Table 6 shows the result. 

 

Table 6. Test of significant difference on the perception of the respondents on the status of 

PES 

Indicator df p-value 
t-critical 

value 

Computed 

t-value 
Significance 

Accuracy of Evaluation 8 0.4267 ±2.3060 -0.8374 NS 

Fairness of Evaluation 46 1.49x10
-8

 ±2.0129 -6.6577 S 

Satisfaction on Evaluation 10 3.20x10
-9

 ±2.2281 -17.8799 S 

Feedback Richness of Evaluation 28 5.46x10
-17

 ±2.0484 -17.6211 S 
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The responses of the respondents on the accuracy of evaluation showed a nonsignificant 

difference. This implies that, the behavior of variables indicates that regardless of the role of the 

respondents on the faculty performance evaluation process [rater or rate], their perception 

regarding the accuracy of evaluation is relatively similar. This implies that it is possible for the 

respondents to have similarly implied that the increase in pay and promotion of majority of the 

faculty members (which is the result of the most recent evaluation) to substantially equates to 

the accuracy of evaluation. Faculty members perceived it to be accurate because in general, 

they received favourable outcome. Therefore the dean/heads also perceived that the outcome 

of the evaluation rating, given the performance they observed, is accurate. 

On the other hand, independent t-test for fairness of evaluation showed a significant 

difference result. This implies that, the roles [as faculty and as administrator] of the respondents 

in the conduct of performance evaluation significantly drive their perception on the variables to 

differ. Specifically, to determine where the difference lies, Table 7 shows the computed t-value 

and t-critical value for the four sub-variable of Fairness of Evaluation. 

 

Table 7. Independent t-test for fairness of evaluation sub-variables 
 

Indicator df p-value 
t-critical 

value 

Computed 

t-value 
Significance 

Distributive Fairness 10 0.1110 ±2.2281 -1.7483 NS 

Procedural Fairness 10 0.0007 ±2.2281 -4.8152 S 

Interpersonal Fairness 10 5.58x10
-7

 ±2.2281 -11.1991 S 

Informational Fairness 10 1.60x10
-13

 ±2.2281 -52.2480 S 

 

Under distributive fairness, a nonsignificant difference was obtained. This means that, 

regardless of the role of the respondents relative to the conduct of the performance evaluation, 

their perception is comparatively similar. Distributive fairness in Colquitt (2001) words is 

fostered where outcomes are consistent with implicit norms for allocation, such equity or 

equality. The findings of the data above may be attributed to the fact that in general, the faculty 

members had received an increase in their basic pay after the performance evaluation last second 

semester SY 2014-2015. Therefore both the respondents may have possibly perceived that the 

performance of the faculty members resulted to a high result thus consistent to the outcome they 

received. 

Meanwhile, procedural showed a significant difference result. This implies that the 

perception of the respondents on the fairness of the procedures taken in the conduct of the 

performance evaluation is significantly different. It may be possible because less involvement of 

the faculty members in the process of the performance evaluation system is commonly observed 

in the university. The high level of involvement is commonly observed among the dean/ heads 

and management in planning the procedure, identifying criteria and setting standards. It follows 

that the faculty members are likely to evaluate the procedural fairness of the performance 

evaluation relatively lower compared to that of the dean/heads. 

On the other hand, bot interpersonal and informational fairness sub-variable obtained also 

a significant difference result. This shows that the perception of the dean/heads greatly differs 

from that of the faculty members along these areas as seen in. It is possible that the dean/heads 

rated the indicators under interpersonal and informational fairness “very much fair” because 
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these variables pertain to the treatment [respect and sensitivity in giving explanations] of the 

rater (dean/heads in this study) towards the faculty members. Cited by Colquitt (2001) in his 

study these two dimensions included justification (e.g., explaining the basis for decisions), 

truthfulness (e.g., an authority figure being candid and not engaging in deception), respect (e.g., 

being  polite  rather  than  rude),  and  propriety  (e.g.,  refraining  from  improper  remarks  or 

prejudicial statements). In practice these four criteria have been researched along two 

dimensions: explanations and sensitivity (e.g., Greenberg, 1990a). It follows that the responses 

of the dean/heads significantly differ from the faculty members because of its subjective property 

and personal predisposition. 

Table 6 showed that the independent t-test for satisfaction on evaluation resulted to a 

significant difference outcome. This implies that the responses across variables significantly 

differ as to the role of respondents relative to the conduct of performance evaluation. And the 

independent t-test for fairness of evaluation showed also a significant difference result. In 

addition, to further analyse the difference on the responses of the respondents along feedback 

richness variable, an independent t-test was conducted along the three (3) sub variables of 

feedback richness. 

 

Table 8. Independent t-test for feedback richness of evaluation sub-variables 
 

Indicator df p-value 
t-critical 

value 

Computed 

t-value 
Significance 

Feedback Specificity 8 7.99x10
-6

 ±2.3060 -10.0805 S 

Feedback Frequency 8 1.58x10
-5

 ±2.3060 -9.1980 S 

Feedback Timeliness 8 8.58x10
-8

 ±2.3060 -18.1877 S 

 

From Table 8, the significant differences on the responses of the respondents along the 

three (3) sub-variables of feedback richness may imply that the administrator had possibly 

generalized that the ‘mere’ communication of performance rating to the faculty members 

constitute a substantially high level of feedback rich information. The feedback the employee 

receives from his superior, may simply describe the level of performance achieved (Evans, 

1986). Hence, it is important for managers to conduct the appraisal process properly (Bekele, 

2014). It is also possibly that their responses constitute a subjective element and personal 

judgment, considering that the items on the feedback richness factors pertain to the responsibility 

of the dean/heads in giving a specific, timely and frequent feedback. 

 

Motivation on PES 
Employing the four variables the study also investigated the extent of motivation of the faculty 

members on the conduct of the performance evaluation. All the four variables scored a 

considerable low means for accuracy of evaluation (M=2.98), fairness of evaluation (M=2.94), 

satisfaction on evaluation (M=2.83) and feedback richness of evaluation (M=2.70) revealing the 

lowest obtained mean. Overall extent of motivation of the faculty members through the conduct 

of PES scored a mean of 2.86 which is also considerably low extent of motivation. ِّ 
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Table 9. Summary of mean scores on the extent of motivation by the status of PES 

 

Areas AWM 

Motivation by the accuracy of evaluation 3.12 

Motivation by the fairness of evaluation 3.20 

Motivation by the satisfaction on evaluation 3.10 

Motivation by the feedback richness of evaluation 3.04 

 

The highest mean score for accuracy of evaluation was indicated by “Faculty is motivated by the 

result of the Performance Evaluation because it conforms to their expected outcome” (M=3.00). 

This means that faculty members becomes more motivated when they perceived that the 

outcome they received is consistent with their performance. Consistent to previous research, 

linking employees with rewards motivates employees and commits them to the appraisal process 

(Ochoti et al., 2012). On the fairness of evaluation variable, interpersonal fairness sub-variable 

obtained the highest mean score (M=3.14). These findings suggest that the faculty members are 

motivated because they are treated with respect and politeness during the conduct of the 

evaluation process. In contrast, informational fairness obtained a significantly lower mean 

(M=2.78) compared to the other sub-variable of fairness of evaluation. It can be concluded that 

the faculty members seek more formal and open communication on receiving feedback about 

their performance evaluation for them to be highly motivated to perform. This affirms Monyatsi 

(2006) contention that if teachers are told of the process, given the necessary feedback and support, 

they will be likely to be motivated and their teaching performance will improve. 

Table 10. Extent of motivation of faculty members along sub-variable of fairness of 

evaluation 

 

 

Asked if  “they  are motivated because they are satisfied about the performance rating from the 

most recent evaluation period” obtained the highest score for satisfaction variable (M=2.83). In 

an interview with the university administrators, it was identified that majority of the faculty 

members had received an increased pay after the most recent rating period. This would conclude 

that the majority of the faculty members are satisfied by the outcome they received given their 

recent rating thereby motivating them. Lowest mean score among all indicators of satisfaction 

variable were obtained by “faculty is motivated because they are satisfied with the amount of 

guidance and support they receive from their supervisor, how the performance evaluation is 

used to set their performance expectations and used to measure and evaluate their 

performance” (M=2.80). This finding showed that the faculty members seek more supervisory 

support and more discussion on setting up performance expectations in order to improve. 

 

Table 11. Extent of motivation of faculty members along sub-variable of feedback richness 

Fairness sub-variables Mean Score 

Distributive fairness 3.04 

Procedural fairness 2.81 

Interpersonal fairness 3.14 

Informational fairness 2.78 
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Feedback richness sub-variables Mean Score 

Feedback specificity 2.73 

Feedback frequency 2.66 

Feedback timeliness 2.70 

 

Meanwhile, under feedback richness variable, all the sub-variables obtained low level 

mean score less than 3.0 (feedback specificity, M=2.73; feedback frequency, M=2.66; feedback 

timeliness, M=2.70). The result obtained implies that the faculty members demand more specific, 

frequent and timely feedback to be more motivated. This supports the findings of Farr (1993) 

that specific feedback information about performance in the work environment makes an 

individual to likely be motivated and that more frequent and timely feedback allows individual to 

exploit the acquired information to be motivated to learn (Biloda, 1966, Cook 1968). 

 

Correlation of motivation and perception on PES status 

The main purpose of the study is to identify if a correlation exist between perceived accuracy, 

perceived fairness, satisfaction, perceived feedback richness and extent of motivation of the faculty 

members. Table 9 shows the result of the correlated variables. 

Table 12. Test of correlation between perception on PES and motivation 

 

Areas 

 

df 
Chi-square 

Tabular Value 

Computed 

Chi-square 

Value 

Accuracy of Evaluation 9 16.919 20.563 

Justice/Fairness of Evaluation 9 16.919 16.783 

Satisfaction on Evaluation 9 16.919 18.385 

Feedback Richness of Evaluation 9 16.919 28.733 

 

Motivation and perceived accuracy 

A significant correlation was obtained from the correlated mean scores of perceived accuracy 

and motivation since the computed chi-square value of 20.563 is greater than the tabular value of 

16.919 at df =9 at 0.05 alpha level of significance. It means that faculty members who perceive 

that the evaluation process is accurate will be more motivated. This is consistent with the 

findings of Selvarajan and Cloninger (2011) which they noted that employees are more likely to 

be motivated to perform well because they perceived that the appraisal process is accurate. 

 

Motivation and perceived fairness 

Meanwhile, the current research did not find any significant relationship between fairness of 

evaluation and motivation since the computed chi-square value of 16.783 is less than the tabular 

value of 16.919 at df =9 at 0.05 alpha level of significance. It may be possible that the faculty 

members under study place more emphasis on the specific outcome (e.i promotion, increase in 
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salary) rather on implicitly subjective element of the evaluation which is fairness. This empirical 

finding of the study can be attributed to the core concept of the philosophical definition of 

organizational justice, which defines justice as “a concept where an act is just when it complies 

with a normative ethical/philosophical system and standard” (Fortin, 2010). In philosophy and 

ethics, different normative rule systems determine what is just or unjust (Colquitt et al. 2001). 

This philosophical and ethical foundation of justice supports the finding that there is no 

significant relationship between perception of fairness and motivation. This suggests that in the 

context of this study, the faculty members’ perception on fairness is constant because they may 

possibly adhere that fairness or justice is determined by a set of normative ethical system and 

standards rather than subjective perception. 

 

Motivation and satisfaction on evaluation 

The current study revealed that a significant relationship exists between satisfaction on evaluation 

and motivation since the computed chi-square value of 18.385 is greater than the tabular value of 

16.919 at df =9 at 0.05 alpha level of significance. The findings revealed that faculty members 

are motivated if they have high degree of satisfaction on the evaluation process. Consistent with 

the implication of previous research, higher levels of satisfaction with performance appraisals 

were positively related to motivation (Selvarjan et al., 2011). 

 

Motivation and perceived feedback richness 

Finally, the current research shows a significant relationship between motivation and feedback 

richness given that the computed chi-square value of 28.733 is greater than the tabular value of 

16.919 at df =9 at 0.05 alpha level of significance. This result suggests that faculty members are 

more likely to be motivated if they perceived that the feedback information they receive from the 

evaluation process is rich and substantial. The empirical finding underscores the importance of 

feedback rich environment. The ratee should be given feedback on their competence and overall 

progress within the organization. The feedback should be specific and timely and be against 

predetermined performance expectations (Longenecker, 1997). Also, the feedback should be 

communicated in a regular manner (Lee, 2005). 
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RECOMMENDATION 

The NSJ’s 3 Forces Model to Increase Motivation through Faculty Performance 

Evaluation System: 

All the pertinent discussion of findings point to the need of extracting the results of the current 

study to develop framework in dealing faculty members’ motivation through performance 

evaluation. Figure 1 presents the general framework for leveraging faculty motivation through 

faculty performance evaluation. 

The framework highlights the importance of a constant trifocal collaboration among the 

administration, dean/head and the faculty members in crafting the plan for the intended conduct 

of the performance evaluation, which, in this study found to be a weak point of the current 

system implemented by the university. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 1. The NSJ’s 3 Forces Model to Increase Motivation through Faculty Performance Evaluation System 

The collaboration among the three role players of the process provides an avenue to 

formally discuss and agree on the different aspects in the conduct of the evaluation. Anchored by 

the vision, mission goals and objectives of the institution, this provides a core framework on the 

collaboration. The role players should agree and collaboratively plan on how to make the 

evaluation system more accurate, fair and the information to be feedback rich as basis for future 

performance. The criteria, performance standards and expectation, the content and purpose of the 

evaluation should be collaboratively agreed upon. The involvement by the faculty (which in the 

current process is not present) is very vital for the effective implementation of the process. Their 

involvement makes them realize that the process is intended to measure their performance as 

frame of reference on crafting plans for faculty development. In this manner, they may feel that 
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the university is supportive and takes initiative to improve every faculty member’s performance. 

Given this idea, they may see the process to be fair, to a certain degree, because their high 

involvement in the process makes their views implicit on the system. They will see the result to 

be more accurate because they understand what standards to be met and how they are going to be 

evaluated. The information generated from the evaluation will be seen to be feedback rich, and 

that, it has the capacity to be a reliable information for improving performance. Subsequently, 

their involvement, to a certain degree, will result to their satisfaction of the whole process 

thereby increasing their motivation to perform. 

The implication of an empowered performance by the faculty members will be at twofold- 

strategic and operational. Strategic implication underscores the effectiveness of the effort of 

the administration in achieving its vision. Operationally, the improved performance implied 

that the deans are aligning their effort of increasing productivity within their respective colleges 

or department. These implications will consequently a springboard for crafting extensive faculty 

development plan. 

Furthermore, an effective collaboration, as it results to an increase perception on 

accuracy, fairness, feedback richness and satisfaction on evaluation, is seen to increase 

professional development support and trust between the dean and the faculty; increase job 

satisfaction and promote organizational commitment between the higher management and the 

faculty members and; implies effective and efficient leadership of the administration and the 

deans. 

 

CONCLUSION 
In consideration of the empirical findings of the study, it is concluded that the perception of the 

faculty members on the status of the performance evaluation and the extent of their motivation is 

less likely to be very much high. In particular, the perception on satisfaction towards the 

evaluation and feedback richness of evaluation are considerably lower compared to accuracy and 

fairness factors. In addition, the responses of the respondents yielded a significant correlation 

between accuracy, satisfaction on and feedback richness of evaluation to motivation while, a 

non-significant relation between fairness and motivation was determined. This implies that if 

faculty members have high level of perception towards accuracy and feedback richness and have 

a high level of satisfaction on the evaluation process, they will be motivated and thereby 

increasing level of performance. Finally, although the current study showed a non-significant 

relationship between fairness and motivation, it is still to be taken into consideration because it 

may impact motivation to perform in the future. 
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